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Disclaimer, Terms and Guidelines for 
Speakers at Council Committees 
As part of the democratic process, the City invites members of the community to speak directly to Councillors 
during Committee meetings about items on the agenda.  

Webcast  

In accordance with the City of Sydney Code of Meeting Practice, Committee meetings are recorded and 
webcast live on the City of Sydney website at https://webcast.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/  

Members of the public attending a council or committee meeting may have their image, voice and personal 
information (including name and address) recorded, publicly broadcast and archived for the balance of the 
council’s term or at least 12 months after the meeting, whichever is the longer period. 

Consent  

By attending a council or committee meeting, members of the public consent to this use of their image, voice 
and personal information.  

Disclaimer 

Statements made by individuals at a council or committee meeting, and which may be contained in a live stream 
or recording of the meeting are those of the individuals making them, and not of the City. To be clear, unless set 
out in a resolution of council, the City does not endorse or support such statements. 

The City does not accept any liability for statements made or actions taken by individuals during a council or 
committee meeting that may be contrary to law, including discriminatory, defamatory or offensive comments. 
Such statements or actions are not protected by privilege and may be the subject of legal proceedings and 
potential liability, for which the City takes no responsibility. 

Guidelines  

To enable the Committee to hear a wide range of views and concerns within the limited  time available, we 
encourage people interested in speaking at Committee to: 

1. Register to speak by calling Secretariat on 9265 9702 or emailing secretariat@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au 
before 10:00am on the day of the meeting. 
 

2. Check the recommendation in the Committee report before speaking, as it may address your concerns 
so that you just need to indicate your support for the recommendation. 

 
3. Note that there is a 3 minute time limit for each speaker (with a warning bell at 2 minutes) and prepare 

your presentation to cover your major points within that time. 
 

4. Avoid repeating what previous speakers have said and focus on issues and information that the 
Committee may not already know. 

 
5. If there is a large number of people interested in the same item as you, try to nominate 3 representatives 

to speak on your behalf and to indicate how many people they are representing. 

Committee meetings can continue until very late, particularly when there is a long agenda and a large number of 
speakers. This impacts on speakers who have to wait until very late, as well as City staff and Councillors who 
are required to remain focused and alert until very late. At the start of each Committee meeting ,the Committee 
Chair may reorder agenda items so that those items with speakers can be dealt with first. 

Committee reports are available at https://meetings.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/ 

https://webcast.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/
mailto:secretariat@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au
https://meetings.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/


Transport, Heritage and Planning Committee 14 September 2026 
 

 

Confirmation of Minutes 

Minutes of the following meetings of the Transport, Heritage and Planning Committee are 
submitted for confirmation: 

Meeting of 17 August 2026 
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Statement of Ethical Obligations 

In accordance with section 233A of the Local Government Act 1993, the Lord Mayor and 

Councillors are bound by the Oath or Affirmation of Office made at the start of the Council 

term to undertake their civic duties in the best interests of the people of the City of Sydney 

and the City of Sydney Council and to faithfully and impartially carry out the functions, 

powers, authorities and discretions vested in them under the Local Government Act 1993 or 

any other Act, to the best of their ability and judgement. 

Disclosures of Interest 

Pursuant to the provisions of the Local Government Act 1993, the City of Sydney Code of 
Meeting Practice and the City of Sydney Code of Conduct, Councillors are required to 
disclose and manage both pecuniary and non-pecuniary interests in any matter on the 
agenda for this meeting. 

In both cases, the nature of the interest must be disclosed. 

This includes receipt of reportable political donations over the previous four years. 
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Post Exhibition - Outdoor Dining Guidelines, Outdoor Dining Policy Review 
and Permanent Footpath Extensions  

Document to Follow 
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Post Exhibition - Planning Proposal - Modern Residential Flat Buildings 
Heritage Items - Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012 Amendment 

File No: X109515 

Summary 

Since 2019, there has been considerable interest from current and former City of Sydney 
Councillors, community members and community groups to recognise the heritage 
significance of modern (1945-1975) residential flat buildings through a local heritage listing. 
In recognition of this, the City of Sydney Council engaged Godden Mackay Logan (GML 
Heritage) to prepare an independent heritage study of these buildings. In December 2024, 
Council approved a planning proposal to heritage list 9 Modern Residential Flat Buildings.  

The Planning Proposal was exhibited between 17 November and 15 December 2025. We 
received a total of 351 pieces of individual feedback which were included in 124 
submissions.  

Those supporting the proposal highlighted the architectural importance of the buildings, their 
innovative design, considerate interiors, amenities and contribution to the character and 
social diversity of the area. They submitted that listing them is an appropriate and important 
way to recognise the important postwar principles that have shaped the character of the city 
and are still used in contemporary architectural design today. They noted that heritage 
listings will broaden recognition of 20th-century heritage, celebrate a distinctive group of 
harbour-side apartments, and preserve their contribution to Sydney’s cultural and 
architectural history. 

Those opposing the proposal argued that heritage listing the buildings would introduce 
unnecessary constraints, complexity and financial burdens for the future use and adaptation 
of the properties, without delivering meaningful conservation outcomes.  

Some submissions argued that individual properties did not meet the NSW heritage 
significance criteria and were typical examples of buildings constructed during the postwar 
period. Other submissions raised concerns that a heritage listing would reduce property 
values and increase financial costs for maintaining and insuring the buildings.  

The public exhibition period and associated consultation with property owners provided 
additional opportunities for the significance and integrity of these buildings to be considered.   

This report recommends 8 of the 9 buildings should be listed as they demonstrate local 

heritage significance as exceptional and highly representative examples of postwar 

residential architecture in Sydney. Designed by leading architects including Harry Seidler, 

Hugo Stossel, Theodore Fry and Douglas Snelling, the buildings exhibit high-quality 

architectural design, innovative planning responses, distinctive structural expression and a 

strong focus on light, outlook, ventilation and resident amenity.  
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Collectively, they embody the key design principles, technical innovation and lifestyle 

aspirations that shaped apartment living in Potts Point, Elizabeth Bay and Rushcutters Bay 

during this period. The buildings recommended for listing are: 

• Gemini, 40-44 Victoria Street, Potts Point 

• St Ursula, 5 Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay 

• Oceana, 108 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay 

• Ithaca Gardens, 12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay 

• Bayview, 41-49 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth Bay  

• Aquarius, 50–58 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay  

• Roslyn Gardens, 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay  

• 1-5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay. 

Taken together, these buildings represent the most accomplished and enduring examples 
identified through the City's targeted review and satisfy the threshold for local heritage 
significance under the NSW heritage assessment criteria, warranting their inclusion as local 
heritage items in Sydney LEP 2012. 

In response to submissions received during public exhibition, the item names and inventory 
sheets for the 8 properties have been revised. Notably, item names now exclude apartment 
interiors − except for apartment 1001 in Ithaca Gardens. Detailed, building specific 
management recommendations have also been included in each building's inventory sheet. 
The changes have been made to clarify the meaning of a heritage listing and simplify the 
process of making changes to each property for owners and property managers. 

Notwithstanding the above, the interior of apartment 1001 has been included in Ithaca 
Gardens' proposed listing in order to align with the building's recent inclusion in the NSW 
State Heritage Register (SHR) listing. For this building, the SHR listing explicitly includes 
apartment 1001's interiors, an original unit still owned by the Seidler family, and which has 
retained its original fixtures and fittings. 

It is recommended that Council does not proceed with the listing of the final building - 
Gateway, at 3 Wylde Street, Potts Point. On the basis of submissions and further inspection 
and assessment, it has been concluded that the building does not demonstrate sufficient 
heritage significance, integrity or rarity to warrant individual listing. This is supported through 
a comparison with stronger examples identified through the study.  

This report recommends Council approve the amended Planning Proposal to list the 8 sites 
as heritage items. If approved, Council is the designated local plan making authority and can 
proceed to finalisation. The amendment to the Sydney LEP 2012 will come into effect when 
it is published on the NSW Legislation website. 
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Recommendation 

It is resolved that: 

(A) Council note the Engagement Report highlighting the submissions received during the 
public exhibition of the Planning Proposal - Modern Residential Flat Buildings Heritage 
Items, shown at Attachment A to the subject report 

(B) Council approve the amended Planning Proposal - Modern Residential Flat Buildings 
Heritage Items, shown at Attachment B to the subject report, to be made as a local 
environmental plan under section 3.36 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment 
Act 1979 

(C) authority be delegated to the Chief Executive Officer to make any minor variations to 
the amended Planning Proposal - Modern Residential Flat Buildings Heritage Items 
shown at Attachment B to the subject report, to correct any drafting errors prior to 
finalisation of the local environmental plan. 

Attachments 

Attachment A. Engagement report - Proposal to heritage list 9 modern apartment 
buildings  

Attachment B. Amended planning proposal - Modern residential flat buildings heritage 
items 

Attachment C. Modern residential flat buildings - Targeted heritage study (GML 
Heritage)  

Attachment D. Revised inventory sheet - Gemini, 40-44 Victoria Street, Potts Point  

Attachment E. Revised inventory sheet - St Ursula, 5 Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay 

Attachment F. Revised inventory sheet - Oceana, 108 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth 
Bay 

Attachment G. Revised inventory sheet - Ithaca Gardens, 12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth 
Bay 

Attachment H. Revised inventory sheet - Bayview, 41-49 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth 
Bay 

Attachment I. Revised inventory sheet - Aquarius, 50–58 Roslyn Gardens, 
Rushcutters Bay 

Attachment J. Revised inventory sheet - Roslyn Gardens, 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, 
Rushcutters Bay 

Attachment K. Revised inventory sheet - 1-5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay 
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Attachment L. Gateway determination - dated 30 September 2025 

Attachment M. Council and Central Sydney Planning Committee resolutions 
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Background 

1. Since 2019, there has been considerable interest from current and former City of 
Sydney Councillors, community members and community groups to have the heritage 
significance of modern (1945-1975) residential flat buildings recognised through a local 
heritage listing. 

2. In response, the City of Sydney (the City) engaged Godden Mackay Logan (GML) 
Heritage to assess the heritage significance of a targeted selection of 18 modern 
residential flat buildings in Potts Point, Elizabeth Bay and Rushcutters. This occurred 
in 2 stages (Stage 1 and Stage 2). 

3. Stage 1 involved a preliminary heritage assessment for each of the 18 buildings. 
Through this process, it was decided that only 15 buildings warranted further heritage 
investigation. Stage 2 involved detailed heritage assessments for the 15 potentially 
locally significant buildings. 

4. Throughout Stage 2, the City of Sydney notified each building's respective strata 
managers, strata committees and owners corporations. Notifications included requests 
to engage with property owners to discuss the heritage study, heritage listing process 
and carry out site visits. 

5. City of Sydney staff and members of the GML team met with strata committee and 
owners corporation representatives from 9 of the 15 buildings. These meetings took 
place at the buildings or online. 

6. Through the Stage 2 heritage assessments and site visits, GML identified 9 buildings 
that potentially met the threshold for local significance under the NSW heritage 
assessment criteria and warranted inclusion as individual heritage items. 

7. In November 2025, the Central Sydney Planning Committee and Council resolved to 
seek a gateway determination and exhibit the planning proposal to heritage list the 9 
buildings. The background and pre-exhibition report can be found here: 
https://meetings.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/mgAi.aspx?ID=17122#mgDocuments 

8. The Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure approved public consultation 
for the planning proposal in its gateway determination (Attachment L), issued on 30 
September 2025. It also authorised the Council to exercise the functions of the local 
plan making authority. 

9. The planning proposal to heritage list the 9 buildings was publicly exhibited from 17 
November to 15 December 2025. A Sydney Your Say webpage was created to 
support consultation. A total of 3,450 letters were distributed to notify adjoining 
properties. Separately, 33 stakeholders including property owners were emailed on 17 
November 2025. The Sydney Your Say page was visited 866 times and there were 
359 downloads of the exhibition documents during this period. 

10. We received a total of 29 submissions via email, 93 via online survey and 1 via mail. 
The engagement report, including a summary of submissions, can be found at 
Attachment A. 

11. All building owners were contacted about the consultation and all but one (Ithaca 
Gardens) made a submission. 
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Key findings 

Submissions about heritage listing of all 9 buildings 

12. A total of 22 submissions supported heritage listing all 9 buildings. Reasons for 
support included their: 

• Architectural importance of the buildings including their innovative design, 
considered interiors and amenity and their contribution to the character and 
social diversity of the area  

• Ability to demonstrate new structural techniques, progressive facade treatment, 
dual-aspect layouts, use of balconies and glazing, and natural ventilation as 
primary design devices  

• Importance as fine examples of early high-density residential living in Sydney 
and significance of each building as distinctive, accessible and culturally valuable 
examples of Sydney’s urban heritage that enrich the local landscape 

• Value of broadening the recognition of twentieth-century heritage and 
recognising the innovative postwar design principles that shaped the character of 
the City and are still used in contemporary architectural design today  

• Ability to reflect the diverse history of the area and the construction of buildings 
containing small sized apartments suitable for a broad range of residents in 
Sydney's changing social and economic landscape during the postwar period 

13. A total of 5 submissions objected to heritage listing all 9 buildings. Reasons for their 
objection included: 

• Heritage listing the 9 buildings will increase restrictions and costs on 
improvement works to buildings in an area that is already in need of building 
upgrades and further development to increase the number of units required to 
house Sydney’s growing population.  

• The buildings proposed for listing do not aesthetically contribute to the area and 
are not significant because they are modern buildings.  

• Several of the buildings have poor built form, solar access and aesthetic quality.  

Submissions about heritage listing of Gateway, 3 Wylde Street, Potts Point 

14. A total of 27 submissions supported Gateway's heritage listing for the following 
reasons: 

(a) Gateway is a highly characterful apartment building that responds innovatively to 
its unusual site, demonstrating an exemplary mid-20th century design approach 
that remains relevant to contemporary architecture. 

(b) Designed by postwar architect Douglas Forsyth Evans, Gateway’s distinctive 
portal slab construction and architectural character contribute to the 
neighbourhood’s identity and represent an important part of its history.     
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15. A total of 33 submissions were made by members of the public and unit owners in 
objection to the Gateway building's heritage listing. Reasons outlined in these 
submissions were also presented in a submission made on behalf of the Board of the 
Gateway Pty Ltd and Shareholders.  

16. The submission made on behalf of the Board of the Gateway Pty Ltd and 
Shareholders opposed the heritage listing for the following reasons: 

(a) The building does not satisfy the NSW heritage significance criteria, is not a rare 
or outstanding example of mid-century architecture and is identified as a 
"detracting" building in the Sydney DCP. 

(b) The building has structural issues and water ingress problems.  

(c) The heritage assessment contains inaccuracies and fails to adequately consider 
the building's poor condition and structural defects. 

(d) A heritage listing would reduce property values, limit owners' ability to sell or 
finance necessary works, and create significant financial hardship for 
shareholders, residents, retirees, and rental property owners. 

17. The Board of the Gateway Pty Ltd and Shareholders' submission was also supported 
by a heritage analysis prepared by Weir Phillips Heritage. The heritage analysis 
acknowledged that the Gateway building demonstrates some characteristics of mid-
century modern apartment design, such as linear planning, expressed structural 
elements, and large areas of glazing. It also acknowledged that it was designed and 
built using one of the earliest applications of lift-slab construction in Australia. 
However, it argued that these features were executed in a utilitarian and architecturally 
unresolved manner.  

18. The heritage analysis argued that compared to Douglas Forsyth Evans’s more 
accomplished works - such as The Chilterns (1953) and Glenhurst Gardens (1959) - or 
better-resolved contemporary examples by architects like Aaron Bolot, Hugo Stossel, 
and Douglas Snelling, Gateway lacks compositional clarity, material refinement, and 
contextual integration. It also argued that Ithaca Gardens (designed by Harry Seidler) 
and Oceana (designed by Theodore Fry), demonstrate superior design execution, 
integration of detailing, and longevity. 

19. The heritage analysis also cited alleged structural issues and water ingress problems 
associated with the building and concluded that it had limited historical significance 
and does not meet the criteria for local heritage listing.  

20. The heritage analysis prepared by Weir Phillips Heritage made the following relevant 
comments on the assessment of significance prepared by GML Heritage:  

(a) Historic Association (Criteria B): Gateway can be compared with other major 
apartment designs by Douglas Forsyth Evans, including The Chilterns, Rose Bay 
(1953—item I320 under Woollahra LEP 2014), Seven Seas, Kirribilli (1958), and 
Glenhurst Gardens, Darling Point (1959). Gateway, being an early and large-
scale use of lift-slab building technology, can be seen as innovative but not as 
significant as the other examples. 
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(b) Aesthetic Significance (Criteria C): Gateway is notable for its period of 
construction—a time when Forsyth Evans was designing major projects. It was 
at the forefront of experimental construction techniques, but it is not as strong an 
example as The Chilterns or Glenhurst Gardens. The entryway sequence is 
unusual and is now rare within Sydney. The incised mural by Kurt Norden, while 
interesting, is minor in execution and Norden is more significant as a restorer 
than as a visual artist of architectural merit. The depiction of Aboriginal people by 
a non-Indigenous artist, without evidence of cultural consultation, raises 
concerns regarding cultural appropriateness by contemporary standards. The 
imagery may be considered outdated or insensitive, further diminishing the 
aesthetic and cultural value of this feature within a current heritage context. 
While lift-slab is a known early use, it is not unique to this site. The method is 
now obsolete due to safety concerns and construction limitations. The building 
holds no additional scientific or technological research potential beyond what is 
already documented elsewhere. 

Submissions about heritage listing of Gemini, 40-44 Victoria Street, Potts Point 

21. A total of 25 submissions were made in support for Gemini's heritage listing. 
Submissions noted that it is a beautiful and architecturally important building that 
represents a high-quality example of the best of postwar apartment buildings in the 
area.  

22. Two of the 25 supportive submissions were made by Gemini building unit owners. 
They stated that a heritage listing would provide protection and certainty around 
appropriate changes to an architecturally important and beautiful building and ensure 
the value and distinctive quality of the Seidler design are recognised. 

23. A total of 26 submissions objected to Gemini's heritage listing. These were received 
from members of the public and owners of the building. They objected to the listing for 
the following reasons:  

(a) The building's apartment interiors, lifts and rooftop areas have been heavily 
altered, and it is not unique to the area.  

(b) The heritage listing would impose undue costs and strict restrictions on owners 
without delivering meaningful public benefit. It would also hinder adaptive reuse, 
prevent owners from modernising their properties in the future, reduce property 
values and increase insurance costs and strata fees. 

(c) The building is over 50 years old and deteriorating which has increased 
maintenance costs.  

(d) The building is in good condition and has been successfully maintained by its 
owners without heritage controls, and a listing is therefore unnecessary.  
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Submissions about heritage listing of St Ursula, 5 Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay 

24. A total of 26 submissions were made in support of St Ursula's heritage listing. At least 
one of these submissions was made by a unit owner. They provided the following 
reasons for their support: 

(a) St Ursula is as an excellent and largely intact example of Hugo Stossel’s 
modernist architecture. It includes an attractive and dynamic curved facade to 
Onslow Avenue and surrounding streets and displays a high level of technical 
skill and planning.  

(b) While apartment interiors are modest in scale, their floor plans afford good 
spatial utilisation, including excellent cross ventilation, views and storage. 

(c) St Ursula contributes to the diversity of Elizabeth Bay's urban environment and 
contributes to its character. A heritage listing will both acknowledge the 
significance of, and preserve mid-twentieth century architecture, and also to 
retain a building that provides comparatively affordable housing. 

(d) St Ursula is an important apartment building built in 1951 and transitional from 
Art Deco to Modernist styling. It has historic and aesthetic significance as the first 
of 7 apartment buildings in the area designed by the émigré architect Hugo 
Stossel. At the time of being built in the early 1950s it represented the latest 
practices in design, planning and construction. 

(e) With its curved floor-to ceiling glass windows St Ursula is a distinctive local 
landmark contributing to the overall aesthetic and heritage value of the Potts 
Point / Elizabeth Bay area as the most significant hub of 20th century apartment 
blocks in Australia. 

(f) The building deserves heritage protection so that it may be admired, and 
occupied, by future generations. 

25. The unit owner's submission in support of St Ursula's heritage listing also made the 
following suggestions: 

(a) If the building is heritage listed, it is essential that there is a greater level of 
support is offered to owners by the City of Sydney Council.  

(b) The rear facade of the building has no heritage significance the building should 
be listed for its front facade only.  

26. A total of 6 submissions were made in objection to St Ursula's heritage listing. These 
were made by members of the public and unit owners. One submission made by a unit 
owner provided the following reasons for their objection: 

(a) A heritage listing will involve additional approvals from Council than is currently 
required and builders will charge higher premiums to work on a heritage building.  

(b) A heritage listing will increase maintenance costs and approval requirements.   

(c) St Ursula is already located in a heritage area, and Council approval is already 
required for major renovations.  
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(d) Apartment interiors have been renovated, bathrooms changed and internal walls 
removed in many apartments.  

27. The submission made by St Ursula's unit owners requested the following information 
be revised in the heritage inventory sheet: 

(a) Original exterior wall sconce lights either side of the front steps were replaced 
over 20 years ago and again in 2020 and are not original.  

(b) The metal balustrade at the front is also not original and was modified around 12 
years ago.  

(c) The fourth floor was planned differently from other apartments and contains a 
larger 3-bedroom apartment and smaller one bedroom apartment.  

Submissions about heritage listing of Oceana, 108 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay 

28. A total of 26 submissions were made in support of Oceana's heritage listing. These 
were made by members of the public and at least one unit owner. They provided the 
following reasons for why they supported the listing: 

(a) Oceana has architectural merit and reflects the history of the area, that being the 
construction of buildings containing small sized apartments. Heritage listing is a 
good step by Council to protect these buildings, and some additional buildings 
could have been added to the list. 

(b) Oceana demonstrates superior design execution, integration of detailing, and 
longevity. 

(c) Oceana is considered rare as an example of the architectural work of Theodore 
Fry. The building should be heritage listed for its historical, associative, aesthetic, 
rarity and representative values. 

29. A total of 8 submissions objected to Oceana's heritage listing. One of these 
submissions was made by 2 unit owners. Reasons for their objection included: 

(a) Increased costs, approval delays, reduced apartment values and additional 
regulatory requirements.  

(b) Property owners have maintained the building responsibly without a heritage 
listing. 

(c) The building is safe from redevelopment without a heritage listing because it is a 
Company Title building.  

30. One of the 8 submissions objecting to the heritage listing was made on behalf of 
Oceana's Owner's Corporation. This included a heritage assessment prepared by 
Graham Brooks Associates. The heritage assessment gave the following reasons for 
objecting to the heritage listing: 

(a) There is insufficient relevant background information provided in the GML 
Heritage report to justify the selection of Oceana for specific consideration in the 
heritage study itself.  
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(b) Oceana does not meet any of the 7 NSW heritage assessment criteria 
thresholds for local heritage listing.  

(c) The draft heritage inventory sheet contains unsubstantiated claims and broad 
statements to make a case that Oceana meets or surpasses the thresholds of 
the NSW heritage assessment criteria.  

31. The Graham Brooks Heritage Assessment also made the following relevant comments 
on the assessment of significance prepared by GML Heritage: 

(a) Historic Significance (Criteria A): The GML report does not provide specific 
evidence that the building has any important historic relevance or that its design 
and scale are unique to the area or this period. The assessment also argues that 
references to Moses Eisner only demonstrate a small influence of European 
migrants to the built environment.  

(b) Historic Association (Criteria B): Theodore Fry is not a significant enough 
architect to meet the threshold of significance under this criterion. It also argued 
that Moses Eisner was not a “noteworthy” property developer of the period when 
compared with major developers such as Civil and Civic, Parkes, Mainline and 
others. 

(c) Rarity (Criteria F): GML do not provide substantial evidence that Oceana meets 
this criterion because of the number of other postwar apartment buildings on the 
nearby Elizabeth Bay HCA foreshores. 

(d) Representativeness (Criteria G): GML do not provide any substantial evidence 
that Oceana is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of the 
local area’s cultural places due to the scale of postwar apartment buildings 
across the harbourside landscape. 

Submissions about heritage listing of Ithaca Gardens, 12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay 

32. A total of 24 submissions were made in support of Ithaca Gardens' heritage listing. 
These were made by members of the public, at least 1 unit owner and 3 organisations, 
including the National Trust NSW. Reasons for their support included: 

(a) As a Seidler building and home to many, it is historically and culturally significant. 

(b) Ithaca Gardens captures an important chapter in the story of our neighbourhood 
and helps preserve the character that makes this place unique. 

(c) Ithaca Gardens is a landmark apartment block reflecting the early development 
of modernist architecture in Australia and the work of émigré architect Harry 
Seidler.  

(d) Ithaca Gardens contributes significantly to the architectural character of 
Elizabeth Bay and to the broader Potts Point heritage precinct, which showcases 
a diverse and evolving 19th and 20th century architectural narrative. 

(e) Completed in 1960 the building showcases Seidler's interpretation of Bauhaus 
principles, incorporating elements such as folded concrete canopy, light-filled 
apartments, and clever space planning with large windows. Reflecting this 
innovation, Ithaca Gardens won the NSW Architecture and Arts Award in 1960. 

11



Transport, Heritage and Planning Committee 14 September 2026 
 

33. A total of 6 submissions objected to the Ithaca Gardens' heritage listing. One of these 
submissions argued that the building does not positively contribute to the aesthetic 
elements of the area and a heritage listing would restrict the ability for more 
aesthetically pleasing buildings to be built on the site in future. 

34. No individual submissions were made in objection to the heritage listing by, or on 
behalf of, the building owners.   

Submissions about heritage listing of Bayview, 41-49 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth Bay 

35. A total of 28 submissions were made in support of heritage listing Bayview. Of these, 
at least 3 submissions were made by unit owners. Reasons for their support included: 

(a) All the buildings, particularly Bayview are beautiful mid-century apartment blocks. 
Recognising this building as a heritage item is important in maintaining the proud 
history of these suburbs.  

(b) Bayview's architectural features are truly representative of the period in which it 
was built and have been predominantly retained. 

(c) 'Bayview is an outstanding and unusually intact example of late-modernist 
apartment design in Sydney. Its distinctive Y-shaped plan, sculptural expressed-
concrete frame, extensive glazing, and orientation to harbour views make it one 
of the finest works of architect Hugo Stossel. I am proud to live in a building that 
contributes so positively to the character of Elizabeth Bay.' 

(d) A heritage listing provides sensible 'guard rails’ for strata committees to ensure 
recourses are directed toward preserving the building’s original structure and 
character. 

36. One submission supporting Bayview's heritage listing noted their appreciation of the 
recommendation in the draft inventory sheet that individual apartment interiors should 
be excluded from the listing. They emphasised that this would allow owners to 
continue to update and modernise the interiors of their own apartments 'while ensuring 
the important exterior form, facades, lobby, entry wall and overall architectural 
character of the building are protected for future generations.' 

37. A total of 9 submissions objected to Bayview's heritage listing. One of these presented 
the following reasons for their opposition: 

(a) A heritage listing would impose significant costs, additional approval 
requirements and restrictions on upgrades, with no clear benefits for residents or 
the building. 

(b) A heritage listing would add to existing Council requirements that substantially 
increased costs for building improvements and prevented works aimed at 
improving amenity, including upgrades to windows, heating and cooling. 

(c) Consultation has been inadequate with limited engagement with owners, 
insufficient information provided about the proposed listing, and a lack of clarity 
about its scope and potential impacts. 
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Submissions about heritage listing of Aquarius, 50-58 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters 
Bay 

38. A total of 29 submissions were made in support of heritage listing Aquarius. Of these, 
at least 4 were from unit owners. Reasons for their support included: 

(a) Aquarius is a beautiful building, perfectly sited and orientated and provides 
comfortable living in a small space. 'When I purchased this studio, I decided that 
if I could only afford a small space I wanted to live in a well-designed space, 
close to amenities, community and natural beauty, with lots of light and that is 
what this is. The amenity of parking and the pool and gardens is also very 
enriching to quality of life.' 

(b) Aquarius is an internationally significant building designed by one of Australia's 
most recognised (on a global scale) architects, the late Harry Seidler. It includes 
ingenious, elegant design with its characteristic 'opera-box' bedrooms, walkways 
and soaring façade. The facade is readily appreciated by the general public 
because of its clever positioning in an uncluttered setting. 'I believe that we owe 
it to our heirs and future generations generally to ensure that this striking building 
is conserved appropriately - in perpetuity.' 

(c) The building has been well maintained by the Body Corporate (and its agents) 
who have spent both time and considerable sums in maintaining and upgrading 
the building fabric. 

39. One submission made by a unit owner in support of the heritage listing made the 
following suggestions: 

(a) I would encourage Council to consider supporting the owners of these buildings 
with modernisation and maintenance works through grant funding such as 
matching funds or master planning opportunities.  

40. One submission made by an Aquarius unit owner was neutral about the heritage 
listing. The submission supports heritage listing to preserve Aquarius’s Seidler-
designed character and affordable housing but raises concerns about increased costs, 
bureaucracy, delays and stress for residents already facing rising compliance, 
maintenance and living expenses. It argues heritage management should be 
considerate of residents of average means, balancing social, environmental and 
economic outcomes while protecting community wellbeing and housing affordability. 

41. One submission made by a unit owner requested the heritage inventory sheet update 
apartment sizes and minor inaccuracies in the building description and note that the 
roof is privately owned and the garden terraces has not been identified in the Strata 
Plan.  

42. A total of 6 submissions were made objecting to Aquarius' heritage listing. One 
submission made by a local resident noted that Aquarius is a terrible building, is a 
rabbit warren inside and has structural flaws.  
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Submissions about heritage listing of Roslyn Gardens, 74-76 Roslyn Gardens 
Rushcutters Bay 

43. A total of 24 submissions were made in support of heritage listing Roslyn Gardens. 
Reasons for their support included: 

(a) Roslyn Gardens is one of only 2 apartment buildings designed by Douglas 
Snelling. 

(b) It captures an important chapter in the story of our neighbourhood and helps 
preserve the character that makes this place unique.     

44. A total of 22 submissions objected to Roslyn Gardens' heritage listing. At least 14 were 
made by unit owners. One was made on behalf of the building's Owners Corporation. 
The Owners Corporation's reasons for objecting to the heritage listing were reiterated 
in the 14 owners' submissions. These reasons are presented below: 

(a) The building is a typical postwar apartment block that has been extensively 
altered and no longer retains sufficient integrity or significance.  

(b) There are factual inaccuracies in the heritage assessment. Specifically, folding 
door elements have been removed in many units, the building is not intact 
because its original ponds and garages have been removed, and the 
assessment does not present a balanced analysis of Douglas Snelling's 
character. 

(c) A heritage listing will lead to increased maintenance, insurance and compliance 
costs, reduced affordability, and impacts on owners and tenants.  

(d) A heritage listing will restrict the ability for unit owners to modify their apartments.  

(e) The building’s heritage value lies in its contribution to the streetscape rather than 
as an individually significant heritage item.  

45. One submission from a Roslyn Gardens unit owner initially supported heritage listing 
but then withdrew their support stating that they needed more time to investigate the 
potential outcomes of a heritage listing. 

Submissions about heritage listing of 1-5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay 

46. A total of 24 submissions were made in support of heritage listing 1-5 Clement Street. 
Reasons for their support included: 

(a) 1-5 Clement Street captures an important chapter in the story of our 
neighbourhood and helps preserve the character that makes this place unique. 
Its heritage listing ensures a complete timeline of our local history and keeps the 
identity of the area intact for future generations. 
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47. A total of 12 submissions objected to 1-5 Clement Street's heritage listing. At least 3 of 
these submissions were made by unit owners. Additionally, one was made on behalf of 
the Strata Committee and one on behalf of the Owners Corporation. Reasons for these 
objections included: 

(a) A heritage listing would increase maintenance, repair, insurance and compliance 
costs for owners, involve specialist consultant and contractor requirements, 
potentially leading to significant strata levies. It would also lead to longer and 
more expensive approval processes. 

(b) The building is not sufficiently significant to warrant protection. 

(c) Heritage controls would restrict modernisation, sustainability upgrades and timely 
repairs, including window and glazing upgrades, energy-efficiency measures, 
façade repair options, EV charging infrastructure and solar installation, creating 
an unfair burden on residents. 

(d) The building faces ongoing issues including concrete deterioration, waterproofing 
failures and ageing services. Restricting the range of permissible remediation 
methods would expose owners to unnecessary cost and risk and could 
compromise the long-term safety and performance of the structure. 

48. The submission made by the Owner's Corporate and reiterated by at least 3 unit 
owners made the following suggestion for an alternative approach to heritage listing: 

(a) Non‑statutory measures such as design guidelines or a local character statement 
would provide better outcomes without imposing severe financial hardship on 
residents. 

Response to submissions 

Heritage significance of the Gateway building, 3 Wylde Street, Potts Point 

49. Many submissions, including a heritage analysis prepared by Weir Phillips Heritage, 
argued that the Gateway building does not satisfy the NSW heritage significance 
criteria, has structural issues and water ingress problems, and is not the best example 
of Douglas Forsyth Evans' architectural designs. 

50. In response to submissions and further refinement of the building’s heritage 
assessment, the City has concluded that the Gateway building does not demonstrate a 
sufficient level of heritage significance, integrity or rarity to warrant individual listing. 
This was further supported by a comparison with stronger examples identified through 
the study. Accordingly, the Gateway building is no longer recommended for listing as a 
local heritage item in the planning proposal. 

Ability to change the buildings  

51. Many submissions raised concerns about the ability to develop or make changes to 
the buildings if they were heritage listed.  
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52. In response to these submissions, the item names and inventory sheets for 8 of the 
properties have been revised. Item names now exclude apartment interiors (except the 
interiors of apartment 1001 in Ithaca Gardens to align with its SHR listing) which helps 
property owners, Council staff, certifiers and consultants by clearly identifying that 
internal apartment renovations will not be impacted by the heritage listing and 
therefore, not subject to heritage approval processes. Additional, non-heritage related 
assessments, development approvals or certifications may still be required. Heritage 
inventory sheets have been revised to include detailed, building specific, management 
recommendations that clarify the meaning of a heritage listing and simplify the process 
of making changes to them for owners and property managers. Both changes are 
intended to reduce the time, cost and approval process needed to maintain, modernise 
and renovate the buildings. Further details can be read at Attachment A and in each 
revised inventory sheet at Attachments D-K.  

53. The proposed listings do not remove the opportunity to sympathetically maintain, 
change or modernise the buildings provided proposals respond appropriately to the 
site's heritage values and other planning requirements.  

54. All 8 buildings sit in a heritage conservation area. Heritage impact statements or 
approved heritage exemptions are already required as part of the development 
application and approval process. Revisions to the item names and heritage inventory 
sheets for each building have clarified the process for making changes to the buildings 
and the types of exemptions or approvals needed. These revisions offer more certainty 
to owners and property managers than is currently available.  

Increased costs and loss in value 

55. Some submissions raised concerns about the increased insurance costs and 
decreased property values if the buildings were heritage listed. 

56. The 8 buildings are relatively modern and were constructed using materials and 
building techniques that would not require specialised trades or materials to repair or 
maintain. Property owners can challenge or seek alternative quotes if their insurer 
raises premiums in the event that their building is heritage listed.  

57. There is no available evidence to indicate that local heritage listing has a negative 
influence on property values. There are many heritage listed apartment buildings in 
Elizabeth Bay, Potts Point and Rushcutters Bay that show strong and regular sales, 
high property values and consistent tenancies.  

Threshold for listing under NSW heritage assessment criteria 

58. Several submissions stated that the buildings did not meet the threshold for local 
heritage significance under any of the NSW heritage assessment criteria. Others 
stated that because the buildings did not meet all 7 heritage criteria, they did not meet 
the threshold for local heritage listing. 

59. The Modern residential flat buildings targeted heritage study identified the most 
outstanding and representative examples of postwar apartment buildings in the area. 
The independent heritage assessments by GML Heritage were prepared through a 
thorough and evidence-based approach that included detailed comparative analyses, 
archival research and building inspections. Their findings were further informed by 
submissions received during the public exhibition period.   
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60. Under the NSW heritage significance assessment criteria (2025), a place or object 
only needs to meet one of the 7 criteria to be considered of heritage significance. Not 
all places or objects will meet all 7 criteria. 

The buildings have already been changed 

61. Several submissions noted that their buildings had limited integrity or completeness 
because they had undergone internal and external changes that had removed original 
fabric.  

62. Places that have undergone significant change can continue to have heritage 
significance. It is generally expected that residential buildings will have undergone 
some degree of change and lost original fabric over time. Depending on the assessed 
heritage significance of the building, these changes do not always undermine their 
heritage significance.   

63. As apartment interiors are not included in the heritage listing, internal changes to do 
not reduce the overall integrity or completeness of the building as a whole, or the 
historical, associative, technical and aesthetic values connected to it.  

Consultation with owners 

64. Some submissions raised concerns that there had been insufficient consultation with 
owners about the proposed heritage listings and their implications. 

65. The City of Sydney notified each building's respective strata managers, strata 
committees and owners corporations about the heritage investigation by letter and 
email in September 2024, at the start of the heritage study. The letters requested the 
opportunity to discuss the heritage study, the heritage listing process and carry out site 
visits with property owners. 

66. City of Sydney staff and members of the GML team met with strata committee and 
owners corporation representatives from 9 of the 15 buildings. These meetings took 
place at the buildings or online between September and November 2024. Not all Strata 
Committees chose to meet with us.  

67. Further notifications and invitations for owners to meet with City of Sydney staff were 
made prior to, and during the public exhibition period. These invitations aimed to 
present information about the heritage listing process and potential implications for 
owners while also providing owners with an opportunity to provide their feedback on 
the proposal. Meetings also aimed to take future works to the building into 
consideration when developing management recommendations for each building. We 
met with representatives from 2 buildings during this period. Meetings were held at the 
buildings and the City of Sydney offices. We also spoke to representatives and unit 
owners from 5 of the 9 buildings during the public exhibition period. These 
conversations were carried out on the phone and focussed on the implications of a 
heritage listing on property owners.   
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Key implications 

Strategic alignment - Sustainable Sydney 2030-2050 Continuing the Vision 

68. Sustainable Sydney 2030-2050 Continuing the Vision renews the communities’ vision 
for the sustainable development of the city to 2050. It includes 10 strategic directions 
to guide the future of the city, as well as 10 targets against which to measure progress. 
This proposal is aligned with the following strategic directions and objectives: 

(a) Direction 8 - A thriving cultural life - the acknowledgement of the importance of 
the eight modern residential flat buildings will contribute to the City's culture and 
creative life, with the protection of the heritage fabric and promoting the history of 
each site and their value to the community. 

NSW Heritage Strategy 

69. The NSW Heritage Strategy sets out a long-term direction to create a stronger, more 
inclusive heritage system for the people of New South Wales.  

70. This proposal is consistent with Objective 1: Tell the stories of New South Wales, 
under which the NSW Government seeks to expand the types of heritage and stories 
recognised and protected so that the heritage system better reflects the diversity of the 
New South Wales community.  

71. The City's proposal supports this objective by recognising a collection of significant 
postwar modern residential flat buildings that illustrate an important period in Sydney's 
architectural, social and urban development history. The proposed listings broaden the 
representation of twentieth-century heritage within and recognise innovative residential 
design and changing patterns of apartment living. 

Risks 

72. There is a risk some stakeholders may disagree with the proposed heritage listings. 
However, proceeding with the proposal is within the City's risk appetite for its 
reputation and image. We aim to strike a balance between achieving our strategic 
objectives, conserving and promoting culture and heritage, and protecting our 
reputation. The project aligns with our appetite to tolerate minor complaints relating to 
action which has long-term community benefit and aligns with agreed actions in 
Sustainable Sydney 2030-2050: Continuing the Vision. 

Relevant legislation 

73. Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 
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Critical dates / Time frames 

74. The gateway determination specified that the amendment to the Sydney LEP 2012 is 
to be completed by 27 November 2026. 

75. The gateway determination authorises Council to exercise its delegation and liaise 
directly with Parliamentary Counsel to draft and make the local environmental plan. If 
the planning proposal is approved by the Central Sydney Planning Committee and 
Council, the City will commence this process. Once the process is complete and the 
plan is made, the amendment to the Sydney LEP 2012 will come into effect when 
published on the NSW Legislation website. 

GRAHAM JAHN AM 

Chief Planner / Executive Director City Planning, Development and Transport 

Adele Zubrzycka, Senior Specialist Planner Heritage 
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Overview 
Background 

Potts Point, Elizabeth Bay and Rushcutters Bay contain a distinctive collection of apartment buildings 
constructed during the post-war (modern) period (1945–1975). These buildings reflect significant 
changes in demographics, construction methods and planning legislation, and demonstrate the 
emergence of new architectural styles during this era. 

In October 2024, City of Sydney Council (the City) engaged Godden Mackay Logan to assess 18 
modern residential flat buildings in Potts Point, Elizabeth Bay and Rushcutters Bay to determine their 
potential for heritage listing. This occurred in 2 stages (Stage 1 and Stage 2).  

Stage 1 involved a preliminary heritage assessment of each of the 18 buildings. Through this 
process, it was decided that only 15 buildings warranted further heritage investigation. Stage 2 of 
the project involved detailed heritage assessments for 15 buildings.  

Through their Stage 2 heritage assessments, GML identified 9 buildings that reached the threshold 
for local significance under the NSW heritage assessment criteria (2023) and warranted inclusion as 
individual items on the Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012 (SLEP 2012): 

• Gateway, 3 Wylde Street, Potts Point  

• Gemini, 40–44 Victoria Street, Potts Point  

• St Ursula, 5 Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay 

• Oceana, 108 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay 

• Ithaca Gardens, 12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay  

• Bayview, 41–49 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth Bay 

• Aquarius, 50–58 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay 

• Roslyn Gardens, 74–76 Roslyn Gardens Rushcutters Bay 

• 1–5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay. 

 

Engagement summary 

From 17 November to 15 December, the City invited community feedback on the proposal to include 
the 9 modern apartment buildings in Potts Point, Elizabeth Bay and Rushcutters Bay on the local 
heritage list. 

This report summarises the feedback received during the consultation period and outlines the 
engagement activities undertaken to support the community consultation process. 

Purpose of engagement 
Engagement activities were designed to inform and gather community, stakeholder and property 
owner feedback about the proposal to heritage list 9 buildings. 
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What the community told us 
A total of 371 pieces of individual feedback included in 124 submissions (some submissions 
commented on more than one building) were received during the consultation period. These 
submissions comprised: 

• 1 submission by mail 

• 30 submissions by email 

• 93 submissions submitted via the online feedback form 

One late submission was received on 4 February 2026. While the submission is not directly relevant 
to the current proposal to heritage list 9 modern apartment buildings, it includes a request for the 
inclusion of Karingal in the heritage listing. Karingal, located at 5–7 The Esplanade, Elizabeth Bay, 
was constructed in 1963 and strata titled in 1964. 

Overall sentiment 
Of the 371 pieces of individual feedback received, 11 submissions were neutral, 233 expressed 
support for all, or a selection of, the proposed heritage listings, and 127 opposed the proposal. One 
submission was not relevant to the proposal.  

In addition, we received 4 submissions from state government, community and stakeholder 
organisations:  

• Historic Houses Association of Australia 

• Potts Point Preservation Group 

• The National Trust of Australia (NSW) 

• Heritage NSW 

Overall, the majority of the 9 modern apartment buildings received more submissions in support of 
the proposed heritage listing than in objection. Stronger support was evident for St Ursula, Oceana, 
Ithaca Gardens, Bayview, 1-5 Clement Street and Aquarius, where supportive responses 
significantly exceeded objections.  

In contrast, Gateway and Gemini recorded a higher number of objections than supportive 
submissions.  

Roslyn Gardens received an almost equal number of supportive and opposing responses.  

A detailed breakdown of responses in support or objection for each modern apartment building is 
provided below: 

Apartment Support Object  

Gateway, 3 Wylde Street, 
Potts Point 

27 

(15 x SurveyMonkey; 12 x 
Email) 

33 

(4 x SurveyMonkey; 29 x 
Email, 1 x Mail) 

Gemini, 40-44 Victoria 
Street, Potts Point  

25 

(12 x SurveyMonkey; 13 x 
Email) 

26 

(10 x SurveyMonkey; 16 x 
Email) 

St Ursula, 5 Onslow Avenue, 
Elizabeth Bay 

26 

(13 x SurveyMonkey; 13 – 
Email) 

6 

(3 x SurveyMonkey; 3 – Email) 
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Apartment Support Object  

Oceana, 108 Elizabeth Bay 
Road, Elizabeth Bay 

26 

(14 x SurveyMonkey; 12 x 
Email) 

8 

(4 x SurveyMonkey; 4 x Email) 

Ithaca Gardens, 12 Ithaca 

Road, Elizabeth Bay  

24 

(12 x SurveyMonkey; 12 x 
Email) 

6 

(4 x SurveyMonkey; 2 x Email) 

Bayview, 41- 49 Roslyn 
Gardens, Elizabeth Bay 

28 

(13 x SurveyMonkey; 15 x 
Email) 

9 

(5 x SurveyMonkey; 4 x Email) 

Aquarius, 50-58 Roslyn 
Gardens, Rushcutters Bay 

29 

(13 x SurveyMonkey; 16 x 
Email) 

6 

(3 x SurveyMonkey; 3 x Email) 

Roslyn Gardens, 74-76 
Roslyn Gardens, 
Rushcutters Bay 

24 

(12 x SurveyMonkey; 12 x 
Email) 

22 

(5 x SurveyMonkey; 17 x 
Email) 

1-5 Clement Street, 
Rushcutters Bay 

24 

(12 x SurveyMonkey; 12 x 
Email)  

12 

(4 x SurveyMonkey; 8 x Email) 
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Key findings 
Submissions made during the public exhibition period related to all 9 buildings, individual buildings 
and a selection of buildings. Key findings from these submissions are summarised in this section.  

Support for all 9 heritage listings  
Of the 233 individual pieces of feedback received in support for all, or a selection of, the proposed 
heritage listings, the following key themes were raised.  

Architectural importance 

• The buildings have architectural importance including their innovative design, considered 
interiors and amenity. They demonstrate new structural techniques, progressive façade 
treatment, dual-aspect layouts, use of balconies and glazing, and natural ventilation as 
primary design devices. 

• They represent fine examples of early high-density residential living in Sydney. 

Contribution to the streetscape, social and architectural diversity of the area 

• The buildings contribute to the character and social diversity of the area. 

• The buildings are significant as distinctive, accessible and culturally valuable examples of 
Sydney’s urban heritage that enrich the local landscape. 

• The buildings reflect the diverse history of the area and the construction of buildings 
containing small sized apartments suitable for a broad range of residents in Sydney's 
changing social and economic landscape during the post-war period.  

Need to recognise 20th century, postwar architecture  

• It is important to recognise the innovative postwar design principles that shaped the 
character of the City and are still used in contemporary architectural design today. 
Retaining these types of buildings means they can continue to be recognised by future 
generations for their historical and community significance. 

• Heritage listing each building broadens the recognition of twentieth-century heritage, 
celebrates a distinctive group of harbour-side apartments, and preserves their contribution 
to Sydney’s cultural and architectural history. 

• Listing these buildings strengthens the message that Sydney’s heritage story continues well 
into the late 20th century. 

Objection to all 9 heritage listings  
Of the 127 individual pieces of feedback received in opposition to all, or a selection of, the 
proposed heritage listings, the following key themes were raised. 

Increased building regulations and maintenance costs  

• Heritage listing the 9 buildings will increase restrictions on improvement works to buildings 
in an area that is already in need of building upgrades and further development to increase 
the number of units required to house Sydney’s growing population.  

• Heritage listing would restrict future redevelopment opportunities and limit the potential for 
more aesthetically improved buildings. 

• A heritage listing will generate higher maintenance and consultant costs, added complexity 
for even minor upgrades, financial impacts and potential loss of value, and restrictions on 
energy, sustainability and accessibility improvements with no meaningful public benefit 
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Impacts to the housing supply 

• There is currently a housing shortage in Sydney. Collections of modern heritage listings are 
not need now. Prioritise allowing further and viable growth for the expanding population.  

• Heritage listing in general is preventing the construction of new housing supply which is 
driving up prices in a housing crisis.  

Lack of heritage significance 

• Support for heritage listing building under exceptional circumstances only, such as the 
Queen Victoria Building or Opera House. 

• Some of the buildings were not considered to positively contribute aesthetically to the area. 

• The 9 buildings do not meet any of the 7 NSW heritage assessment criteria because they 
do not display identifiable historic or associative value, demonstrate architectural or 
aesthetic merit, are not rare, representative or technically innovative and do not contribute 
positively to the surrounding character. 

The buildings are poor examples of construction and design  

• Several of the buildings have poor built form, solar access impacts and low aesthetic 
quality.  

Key findings for Gateway, 3 Wylde Street, Potts Point 
A total of 60 submissions referenced Gateway's proposed heritage listing. Of these, 27 supported 
the listing and 33 objected to it.  

Reasons given in support of the proposal: 

• Gateway is a highly characterful apartment building that responds innovatively to its 
unusual site, demonstrating an exemplary mid-20th century design approach that remains 
relevant to contemporary architecture. 

• Designed by notable postwar architect Douglas Forsyth Evans, Gateway’s distinctive portal 
slab construction and architectural character contribute to the neighbourhood’s identity and 
represent an important part of its history. 

Reasons given against the proposal: 

• The building does not satisfy the NSW heritage significance criteria, is not a rare or 
outstanding example of mid-century architecture and is identified as a "detracting" building 
in the Sydney DCP. 

• The building has structural issues and water ingress problems.  

• The heritage assessment contains inaccuracies and fails to adequately consider the 
building's poor condition and structural defects. 

• A heritage listing would reduce property values, limit owners' ability to sell or finance 
necessary works, and create significant financial hardship for shareholders, residents, 
retirees, and rental property owners. 

• The entryway sequence represented by an incised mural depicting Aboriginal people by a 
non-Aboriginal artist, raises concerns regarding cultural appropriateness by contemporary 
standards.  

• While lift-slab is a known early use, it is not unique to this site. The method is now obsolete 
due to safety concerns and construction limitations. The building holds no additional 
scientific or technological research potential beyond what is already documented 
elsewhere. 
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Key findings for Gemini, 40-44 Victoria Street, Potts Point 
A total of 51 submissions referenced Gemini’s proposed heritage listing. Of these, 25 supported 
the listing and 26 objected to it.  

Reasons given in support of the proposal: 

• Gemini is a beautiful and architecturally important building that represents a high-quality 
exemplar of the best of post-war apartment buildings in the area. 

• A heritage listing will provide protection and certainty around appropriate changes to an 
architecturally important and beautiful building and ensure its value and distinctive quality of 
the Seidler design are recognised.  

Reasons given against the proposal: 

• The building's apartment interiors, lifts and rooftop areas have been heavily altered, and it 
is not unique to the area.  

• The heritage listing would impose undue costs and strict restrictions on owners without 
delivering meaningful public benefit. It would also hinder adaptive reuse, prevent owners 
from modernising their properties in the future, reduce property values and increase 
insurance costs and strata fees. 

• The building is over 50 years old and deteriorating which has increased maintenance costs.  

•  The building is in good condition and has been successfully maintained by its owners 
without heritage controls, and a listing is therefore unnecessary. 

Key findings for St Ursula, 5 Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay 
A total of 32 submissions referenced St Ursula’s proposed heritage listing. Of these, 26 supported 
the listing and 6 objected to it. 

Reasons given in support of the proposal: 

• St Ursula is as an excellent and largely intact example of Hugo Stossel’s modernist 
architecture. It includes an attractive and dynamic curved facade to Onslow Avenue and 
surrounding streets and displays a high level of technical skill and planning.  

• While apartment interiors are modest in scale, their floor plans afford good spatial 
utilisation, including excellent cross ventilation, views and storage. 

• St Ursula contributes to the diversity of Elizabeth Bay's urban environment and contributes 
to its character. A heritage listing will both acknowledge the significance of, and preserve 
mid-twentieth century architecture, and also to retain a building that provides comparatively 
affordable housing. 

• St Ursula is an important apartment building built in 1951 and transitional from Art Deco to 
Modernist styling. It has historic and aesthetic significance as the first of 7 apartment 
buildings in the area designed by the émigré architect Hugo Stossel. At the time of being 
built in the early 1950s it represented the latest practices in design, planning and 
construction. 

• With its curved floor-to ceiling glass windows St Ursula is a distinctive local landmark 
contributing to the overall aesthetic and heritage value of the Potts Point/ Elizabeth Bay 
area as the most significant hub of 20th century apartment blocks in Australia. 

Reasons given against the proposal: 

• A heritage listing will require the need for advance permission from Council than what is 
currently required and builders will charge higher premiums to work on a heritage building 
than to work on a non-heritage building.  
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• A heritage listing will increase maintenance costs and approval requirements.   

• St Ursula is already located in a heritage area, and Council approval is already required for 
major renovations.  

• Apartment interiors have been renovated, bathrooms changed and internal walls removed 
in many apartments.  

• The rear facade of the building has no heritage significance. If additional protection is 
required, it should heritage list the front facade only.  

Key findings for Oceana, 108 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth 
Bay 
A total of 34 submissions referenced Oceana’s proposed heritage listing. Of these, 26 supported 
the listing and 8 objected to it. 

Reasons given in support of the proposal: 

• Oceana has architectural merit and reflects the history of the area, that being the 
construction of buildings containing small sized apartments. Heritage listing is a good step 
by Council to protect these buildings and some additional buildings could have been added 
to the list. 

• Oceana demonstrates superior design execution, integration of detailing, and longevity. 

• Oceana is considered rare as an example of the architectural work of Theodore Fry. The 
building should be heritage listed for its historical, associative, aesthetic, rarity and 
representative values 

Reasons given against the proposal: 

• Increased costs, approval delays, reduced apartment values and additional regulatory 
requirements.  

• Property owners have maintained the building responsibly without a heritage listing. 

• A heritage listing will reduce the building's value.   

• The building is safe from redevelopment without a heritage listing because it is a Company 
Title building.  

• There is insufficient relevant background information provided in the GML Heritage report to 
justify the selection of Oceana for specific consideration in the heritage study itself.  

• Oceana does not meet any of the 7 NSW heritage assessment criteria thresholds for local 
heritage listing.  

• The draft heritage inventory sheet contains unsubstantiated claims and broad statements to 
make a case that Oceana meets or surpasses the thresholds of the NSW heritage 
assessment criteria.  

Key findings for Ithaca Gardens, 12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay 
A total of 30 submissions referenced Ithaca Gardens’ proposed heritage listing. Of these, 24 
supported the listing and 6 objected to it. 

Reasons given in support of the proposal: 

• As a Seidler building and home to many, it is historically and culturally significant. 

• Ithaca Gardens captures an important chapter in the story of our neighbourhood and helps 
preserve the character that makes this place unique. 
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• Ithaca Gardens is a landmark apartment block reflecting the early development of 
modernist architecture in Australia and the work of émigré architect Harry Seidler.  

• Ithaca Gardens contributes significantly to the architectural character of Elizabeth Bay and 
to the broader Potts Point heritage precinct, which showcases a diverse and evolving 19th 
and 20th century architectural narrative. 

• Completed in 1960 the building showcases Seidler's interpretation of Bauhaus principles, 
incorporating elements such as folded concrete canopy, light-filled apartments, and clever 
space planning with large windows. Reflecting this innovation, Ithaca Gardens won the 
NSW Architecture and Arts Award in 1960. 

Reasons given against the proposal: 

• The building does not positively contribute to the aesthetic elements of the area and a 
heritage listing would restrict the ability for more aesthetically pleasing buildings to be built 
on the site in future. 

Key findings for Bayview, 41-49 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth Bay 
A total of 37 submissions referenced Bayview’s proposed heritage listing. Of these, 28 supported 
the listing and 9 objected to it. 

Reasons given in support of the proposal: 

• All the buildings, particularly Bayview are beautiful mid-century apartment blocks. 
Recognising this building as a heritage item is important in maintaining the proud history of 
these suburbs.  

• 'I am an owner in Bayview and strongly support the proposed heritage listing for this 
building. The architectural features are truly representative of the period in which it was built 
and have been predominantly retained' 

• 'Bayview is an outstanding and unusually intact example of late-modernist apartment 
design in Sydney. Its distinctive Y-shaped plan, sculptural expressed-concrete frame, 
extensive glazing, and orientation to harbour views make it one of the finest works of 
architect Hugo Stossel. I am proud to live in a building that contributes so positively to the 
character of Elizabeth Bay.' 

• A heritage listing provides sensible 'Guard Rails’ for Strata Committees to ensure recourses 
are directed toward preserving the building’s original structure and character. 

Reasons given against the proposal: 

• A heritage listing would impose significant costs, additional approval requirements and 
restrictions on upgrades, with no clear benefits for residents or the building. 

• A heritage listing would add to existing Council requirements that substantially increased 
costs for building improvements and prevented works aimed at improving amenity, 
including upgrades to windows, heating and cooling. 

• Consultation has been inadequate with limited engagement with owners, insufficient 
information provided about the proposed listing, and a lack of clarity about its scope and 
potential impacts. 
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Key findings for Aquarius, 50-58 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters 
Bay 
A total of 35 submissions referenced Aquarius’ proposed heritage listing. Of these, 29 supported 
the listing and 6 objected to it. 

Reasons given in support of the proposal: 

• Aquarius is a beautiful building, perfectly sighted and orientated and provides comfortable 
living in a small space. 'When I purchased this studio I decided that if I could only afford a 
small space I wanted to live in a well designed space, close to amenities, community and 
natural beauty, with lots of light and that is what this is. The amenity of parking and the pool 
and gardens is also very enriching to quality of life.' 

• Aquarius is an internationally significant building designed by one of Australia's most 
recognised (on a global scale) architects, the late Harry Seidler. It includes ingenious, 
elegant design with its characteristic 'opera-box' bedrooms, walkways and soaring façade. 
The façade is readily appreciated by the general public because of its clever positioning in 
an uncluttered setting. 'I believe that we owe it to our heirs and future generations generally 
to ensure that this striking building is conserved appropriately - in perpetuity.' 

• The building has been well maintained by the Body Corporate (and its agents) who have 
spent both time and considerable sums in maintaining and upgrading the building fabric. 

Reasons given against the proposal: 

• Aquarius is a terrible building, is a rabbit warren inside and has structural flaws.  

Key findings for Roslyn Gardens, 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, 
Rushcutters Bay 
A total of 46 submissions referenced Roslyn Gardens’ proposed heritage listing. Of these, 24 
supported the listing and 22 objected to it. 

Reasons given in support of the proposal: 

• Roslyn Gardens is one of only two apartment buildings designed by Douglas Snelling. 

• Roslyn Gardens captures an important chapter in the story of our neighbourhood and helps 
preserve the character that makes this place unique.     

Reasons given against the proposal: 

• The building is a typical post-war apartment block that has been extensively altered and no 
longer retains sufficient integrity or significance.  

• There are factual inaccuracies in the heritage assessment including that folding door 
elements have been removed in many units, the building is not intact because its original 
ponds and garages have been removed, and it does not present a balanced analysis of 
Douglas Snelling's character. 

• A heritage listing will lead to increased maintenance, insurance and compliance costs, 
reduced affordability, and impacts on owners and tenants.  

• A heritage listing will restrict the ability for unit owners to modify their apartments.  

• The building’s heritage value lies in its contribution to the streetscape rather than as an 
individually significant heritage item.  
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Key findings for 1-5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay 
A total of 36 submissions referenced 1-5 Clement Street’s proposed heritage listing. Of these, 4 
supported the listing and12 objected to it. 

Reasons given in support of the proposal: 

• 1-5 Clement Street captures an important chapter in the story of our neighbourhood and 
helps preserve the character that makes this place unique. Its heritage listing ensures a 
complete timeline of our local history and keeps the identity of the area intact for future 
generations. 

Reasons given against the proposal: 

• A heritage listing would increase maintenance, repair, insurance and compliance costs for 
owners, involve specialist consultant and contractor requirements, potentially leading to 
significant strata levies. It would also lead to longer and more expensive approval 
processes. 

• The building is not sufficiently significant to warrant protection. 

• Heritage controls would restrict modernisation, sustainability upgrades and timely repairs, 
including window and glazing upgrades, energy-efficiency measures, façade repair options, 
EV charging infrastructure and solar installation, creating an unfair burden on residents. 

• The building faces ongoing issues including concrete deterioration, waterproofing failures 
and ageing services. Restricting the range of permissible remediation methods would 
expose owners to unnecessary cost and risk and could compromise the long-term safety 
and performance of the structure. 
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Submissions table 
The following table presents themes or issues raised in submissions for each or all buildings, and 
the City of Sydney’s response.  

Themes/issues raised  Building/s City of Sydney response  

It is important to recognise 
these buildings through a 
heritage listing because of 
their architectural 
importance, innovative 
design, considered interiors 
and use of new structural 
techniques. 

All buildings  These submissions are noted. A key aim of 
the heritage study was to identify buildings 
that best represent these architectural 
themes and design innovation to recognise 
their significance through a heritage listing.  

The buildings represent fine 
examples of early high-
density residential living in 
Sydney and the social and 
architectural diversity they 
created in the area during 
the postwar period and 
today. 

All buildings  These submissions are noted. The heritage 
study identified these key themes as being 
an important part of each building’s 
contribution to the diverse social and 
economic fabric of the area.  

Heritage listing each 
building broadens the 
recognition of postwar 
architecture and strengthens 
the message that Sydney’s 
history continues well into 
the late 20th century.  

All buildings  These submissions are noted. The broader 
community’s appreciation and 
understanding of the past is constantly 
changing and evolving. This heritage study 
and its related heritage listings represent an 
acknowledgment of that change. It also 
responds to a broader interest from the 
community to recognise the significance of 
this period in Sydney’s architectural, urban 
and social history.    

Heritage listing will reduce 
the ability to increase the 
housing supply.  

All buildings  Removing or limiting development 
opportunities is not the intention of the 
heritage study or proposed heritage listings.  

Inaccurate or missing 
information in heritage 
inventory sheets.   

Aquarius, 50–58 

Roslyn Gardens, 

Rushcutters Bay 

Roslyn Gardens, 

74–76 Roslyn 

Gardens 

Rushcutters Bay 

St Ursula, 5 Onslow 

Avenue, Elizabeth 

Bay 

Where inaccuracies or missing information 
have been verified, changes have been 
made to the revised inventory sheets for 
relevant buildings. 
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Themes/issues raised  Building/s City of Sydney response  

A heritage listing will 

increase development 

regulations, approval 

requirements, approval 

timeframes and costs.  

All buildings  All 8 buildings are in a heritage conservation 

area. Therefore, heritage impact statements 

or approved heritage exemptions are 

already required as part of the development 

application and approval process. 

Potential increases in development 

regulations, approval requirements, approval 

timeframes and costs have been mitigated 

where possible through detailed 

management recommendations for each 

building. These can be read at Attachments 

D to K. 

These changes are intended to clarify 

approval requirements and identify 

significant and non-significant components 

of each building. This provides guidance for 

strata managers, unit owners, professionals 

and assessment officers when changes are 

proposed for the buildings such as changes 

to windows or the installation of EV charging 

stations.  

A heritage listing will limit 

the ability to modernise or 

make changes to apartment 

interiors.  

Gateway, 3 Wylde 

Street, Potts Point 

Gemini, 40-44 

Victoria Street, 

Potts Point 

Bayview, 41–49 

Roslyn Gardens, 

Elizabeth Bay 

Aquarius, 50–58 

Roslyn Gardens, 

Rushcutters Bay 

Roslyn Gardens, 

74–76 Roslyn 

Gardens 

Rushcutters Bay 

1-5 Clement Street, 

Rushcutters Bay 

In response to these submissions, the 

proposed listing names for all 8 buildings 

have also been revised to exclude 

apartment interiors other than Apartment 

1001 in Ithaca Gardens. This will limit the 

need for heritage related approvals prior to 

apartment renovations, provided those 

works are not visible from common areas.  

Additional, non-heritage related 

assessments, development approvals or 

certifications may still be required.   

The interiors of apartment 1001 have been 

included in Ithaca Gardens' proposed item 

name to align with the building's recent NSW 

State Heritage Register (SHR) listing. The 

SHR listing explicitly includes apartment 

1001's interiors, which is a unit owned by the 

Seidler family that has retained its original 

fixtures and fittings. 
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Themes/issues raised  Building/s City of Sydney response  

A heritage listing will limit 

the ability to modernise or 

make changes to building 

exteriors and common 

areas. 

All buildings  The proposed listings do not remove the 

opportunity to sympathetically maintain, 

change or modernise the buildings provided 

the proposed changes respond 

appropriately to the site's heritage values 

and other planning requirements.  

To assist owners manage change and 

modernisation works to their buildings, 

building-specific management guidelines 

have been included in each revised 

inventory sheets. These can be read at 

Attachments D to K.  

Each inventory sheet’s management 

recommendations describe what elements 

of the buildings (such as building fabric, 

window treatments, or landscape features) 

are significant and need to be retained as 

well as the types of works that can be 

carried out under an approved heritage 

exemption or without development approval.  

These include provisions for sustainable 

upgrades to buildings including EV charging 

stations, repainting common areas, installing 

air conditioning units, and window repairs. 

Many of these detailed recommendations 

were developed in response to submissions 

received during the public exhibition period, 

or through consultation with Strata 

Committees and unit owners.  

Heritage inventory sheets are publicly 

available on the NSW State Heritage 

Inventory and available for property owners 

to access, as well as heritage advisors 

engaged for future development applications 

to review.   

A heritage listing will 
increase insurance 
premiums.  

Gemini, 40-44 

Victoria Street, 

Potts Point 

Roslyn Gardens, 

74-76 Roslyn 

Gardens 

Rushcutters Bay 

1-5 Clement Street, 
Rushcutters Bay 

There is little available evidence or research 
to support this concern.  

All 8 buildings are relatively modern and 
were constructed using materials and 
building techniques that would not require 
specialised trades, skills or materials to 
repair or maintain.  

Property owners can challenge or seek 
alternative quotes if their insurer raises 
premiums if their building is heritage listed.  
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Themes/issues raised  Building/s City of Sydney response  

A heritage listing will lead to 

decreased property values. 

Gateway, 3 Wylde 

Street, Potts Point 

Gemini, 40-44 

Victoria Street, 

Potts Point 

Oceana, 108 

Elizabeth Bay 

Road, Elizabeth 

Bay 

Roslyn Gardens, 

74-76 Roslyn 

Gardens 

Rushcutters Bay 

There is no available evidence or relevant 
research to indicate that local heritage listing 
will reduce property values.  

The Elizabeth Bay, Potts Point and 
Rushcutters Bay areas contain many 
heritage listed apartment buildings of 
varying construction dates and designs, and 
continue to show strong and regular sales, 
high property values and consistent 
tenancies.  

The buildings have 

undergone internal and 

external changes that have 

removed original fabric. 

Therefore, they have limited 

integrity or completeness.  

Gemini, 40-44 

Victoria Street, 

Potts Point 

Roslyn Gardens, 

74-76 Roslyn 

Gardens 

Rushcutters Bay 

Places that have undergone change can 

continue to have heritage significance. 

It is generally expected that residential 

buildings will have undergone some degree 

of change and loss of original fabric over 

time. Depending on the assessed heritage 

significance of the building, these changes 

do not always undermine their heritage 

significance. 

The level of change or removal of original 

fabric is acknowledged in the heritage 

assessments for the 8 buildings and was 

considered in GML’s significance 

assessment against the NSW heritage 

criteria.  

These assessments concluded that the 

extent of internal and external changes in 

the 8 buildings did not reduce their overall 

integrity or their historical, associative, 

technical, aesthetic or representative values.   
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Themes/issues raised  Building/s City of Sydney response  

The Gateway building (3 

Wylde Street, Potts Point) 

does not to satisfy the NSW 

heritage significance criteria, 

has structural issues and 

water ingress problems, and 

is not the best example of 

Douglas Forsyth Evan’s 

architectural designs.  

Gateway, 3 Wylde 

Street, Potts Point 

In response to submissions and further 

refinement of the building’s heritage 

assessment, the City has concluded that 

Gateway, at 3 Wylde Street, Potts Point 

does not demonstrate a sufficient level of 

heritage significance, integrity or rarity to 

warrant individual listing. This was further 

supported by a comparison with stronger 

examples identified through the study. 

Accordingly, the Gateway building is no 

longer being proposed as a local heritage 

item in the planning proposal. 

The buildings do not meet 

the threshold for local 

significance under any of the 

7 NSW heritage assessment 

criteria.  

All buildings 

 

 

The City's process to propose the buildings 

for heritage listing was completed under an 

independent, staged, evidence-based 

approach directed at identifying the most 

outstanding and representative examples of 

postwar apartment buildings in the area.  

The independent heritage assessments 

prepared by GML Heritage were developed 

through a thorough approach including 

detailed comparative analyses, archival 

research and building inspections.  

Their findings were further informed and 

refined by submissions received during the 

public exhibition period. All 8 buildings 

proposed for listing embody the key design 

principles, technical innovation and lifestyle 

aspirations that shaped apartment living in 

Potts Point, Elizabeth Bay and Rushcutters 

Bay during this period. 

The buildings do not meet 

all 7 NSW heritage criteria. 

Therefore, they did not meet 

the threshold for local 

heritage listing. 

1-5 Clement Street, 

Rushcutters Bay 

Gemini, 40-44 

Victoria Street, 

Potts Point 

Bayview, 41–49 

Roslyn Gardens, 

Elizabeth Bay 

Roslyn Gardens, 

74-76 Roslyn 

Gardens 

Rushcutters Bay 

Under the NSW heritage significance 

assessment criteria (2025), a place or object 

needs to meet one or more of the 7 criteria 

to be considered of heritage significance. 

Not all places or objects will meet all 7 

criteria. 
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Themes/issues raised  Building/s City of Sydney response  

There was insufficient 

consultation with owners 

about the proposed heritage 

listings and their 

implications. 

Bayview, 41–49 

Roslyn Gardens, 

Elizabeth Bay 

Gemini, 40-44 

Victoria Street, 

Potts Point 

 

The City of Sydney notified each building's 
respective Strata Managers, Strata 
Committees and Owners Corporations about 
the heritage investigation by letter and email 
in the early stages of the heritage study. 
Notifications included requests to engage 
with property owners to discuss the heritage 
study, heritage listing process and carry out 
site visits. 

City of Sydney staff and members of the 
GML team met with Strata Committee and 
Owners Corporation representatives from 9 
of the 15 buildings between September and 
November 2024. These meetings took place 
at the buildings or online. Not all Strata 
Committee and Owners Corporation 
representatives chose to meet with us.  

Further notifications and invitations for 
owners to meet with City of Sydney staff 
were made prior to, and during the public 
exhibition period. These invitations aimed to 
present information about the heritage listing 
process and potential implications for 
owners while also providing owners with an 
opportunity to provide their feedback on the 
proposal. These meetings and 
conversations also aimed to take future 
works to the building into consideration 
when developing management 
recommendations for each item.   

We met with representatives from 2 
buildings during this period. Meetings were 
held at the buildings and the City of Sydney 
offices. We also spoke to representatives 
and unit owners from 5 of the 9 buildings 
throughout the public exhibition period. 
These conversations were carried out on the 
phone and focussed on the implications of a 
heritage listing on property owners.  

Poor condition of some 

buildings should prevent 

heritage listing.  

Gemini, 40-44 

Victoria Street, 

Potts Point 

Aquarius, 50–58 

Roslyn Gardens, 

Rushcutters Bay 

Buildings identified as having significant 
maintenance or structural issues were 
excluded from the heritage assessment 
during Stage 1 and 2 of the project.  

There has been no evidence presented to, 
or observed by, the City of Sydney or GML 
Heritage to indicate that these buildings are 
suffering from significant structural or 
maintenance issues.  
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Themes/issues raised  Building/s City of Sydney response  

The City should allocate 

funds towards the 

conservation and 

maintenance of these 

buildings. 

Aquarius, 50–58 

Roslyn Gardens, 

Rushcutters Bay 

St Ursula, 5 Onslow 

Avenue, Elizabeth 

Bay 

All buildings, whether heritage listed or not, 
need maintenance. Allocating public funds 
to private building maintenance is not 
possible given competing budget priorities 
and the principle that the primary 
responsibility for maintenance of privately 
owned buildings rests on the owner.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Engagement activities 
• Sydney Your Say webpage  

A webpage was created and open from 17 November to 15 December 2025. The page 
included key information about the proposal to amend the Sydney Local Environmental Plan 
2012 by including the 9 modern apartment buildings as local heritage items. Information 
provided on the page comprised of the council report; the targeted heritage study and the 
draft heritage assessments and inventory sheets for each of the 9 modern apartment 
buildings proposed for heritage listing. 

The web page received 866 page views and 359 document downloads during this period. 

• Online feedback form Survey Monkey 

The community were able to give feedback using an online form. The form was open from 17 
November to 15 December 2025. A link to the form was provided on the Sydney Your Say 
webpage. 

• Notification email via Campaign Monitor 

A notification email was sent on 17 November to 33 stakeholders via Campaign Monitor. An 
example of the notification email is attached in Appendix B. 

• Notification letter via BING  

A notification letter sent on 19 November via BING to 3,450 owner occupiers; residents and 
property owners. An example of the notification letter is attached in Appendix C.  
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Appendix B: Notification email 
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Appendix C: Notification letter 
 

 

 

43



 

Attachment B 
 

 

Amended planning proposal - Modern residential 

flat buildings heritage items 

 

 

44



 

 
Amended Planning Proposal – Modern 
Residential Flat Buildings Heritage 
Items 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 
Planning Proposal 
August 2026  

45



Contents 

 
1. Background 1 

2. Objectives and intended outcomes 33 

3. Explanation of provisions 33 

4. Justification 35 

5. Mapping 42 

6. Community consultation 44 

7. Project timeline 45 

Appendices 46 

 

46



Amended Planning Proposal – Modern Residential Flat Buildings 
Heritage Items 

1 

 

 

1. Background 
 

 

1.1. History 

The Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012 (SLEP 2012) came into effect on 14 December 2012, 

consolidating the Sydney, Leichhardt and South Sydney plans into one comprehensive plan in the 

new NSW Government’s Standard Instrument format. 

Continuous review is necessary to ensure the SLEP 2012 continues to deliver positive outcomes 

for the local economy, residents and visitors and remains consistent with the vision set out in the 

City of Sydney’s City Plan Local Strategic Planning Statement and Sustainable Sydney 2030-

2050 Continuing the Vision. Since SLEP 2012 has been in force, the City of Sydney has made 

heritage-related amendments and additions to improve its operation, accuracy and ensure its 

diverse history is adequately acknowledged. 

Since 2019, there has been considerable interest from current and former City of Sydney 

Councillors, community members and community groups to have the heritage significance of 

Modern (1945-1975) Residential Flat Buildings recognised through a local heritage listing. 

In response, the City of Sydney engaged Godden Mackay Logan (GML) to independently assess 

the heritage significance of a targeted selection of eighteen Modern Residential Flat Buildings in 

Potts Point, Elizabeth Bay and Rushcutters Bay to determine their potential for heritage listing. 

This occurred in two stages (Stage 1 and Stage 2). 

For Stage 1 of the project, GML prepared a preliminary heritage assessment for each of the 

eighteen buildings. Through this process, it was decided that only fifteen buildings warranted 

further heritage investigation. 

Stage 2 of the project involved detailed heritage assessments for fifteen buildings. Throughout 

Stage 2, the City of Sydney notified property owners of the heritage investigation by letter and 

email. Notifications were sent to each building's respective Strata Managers or Strata Committee 

Secretary. Notifications included requests to engage with property owners to discuss the heritage 

study, heritage listing process and carry out site visits. 

City of Sydney staff and members of the GML team met with Strata Committee and Owners 

Corporation representatives from nine of the fifteen buildings. These meetings took place at the 

buildings or online. 

Through their Stage 2 heritage assessments, GML identified nine buildings that reached the 

threshold for local significance under the NSW heritage assessment criteria (2023) and warranted 

inclusion as individual items on the SLEP 2012. 

The proposed addition of these buildings under Schedule 5 (Environmental heritage), Part 1 

(Heritage items), of the SLEP 2012 will ensure the City’s planning control framework is up to date 

and reflects current planning strategies and policies. 
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Heritage Items 
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1.2. Introduction 
This Planning Proposal – Sydney Local Environment Plan – Modern Residential Flat Buildings 
Heritage Items (planning proposal) explains the intent of, and justification for, proposed 
amendments to SLEP 2012. The proposal has been prepared in accordance with Section 3.33 of 
the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (the Act) and relevant Department of 
Planning guidelines. It identifies and proposes the following nine 8 buildings for inclusion as 
individual heritage items under Schedule 5 (Environmental heritage), Part 1 (Heritage items), of the 
LEP: 

 

• 3 Wylde Street, Potts Point − Gateway 

• 40-44 Victoria Street, Potts Point − Gemini 

• 5 Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay – St Ursula 

• 108 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay − Oceana 

• 12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay – Ithaca Gardens 

• 41-49 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth Bay − Bayview 

• 50–58 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay − Aquarius 

• 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay – Roslyn Gardens 

• 1-5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay 

 

1.3. Background 
 

Site identification 

This planning proposal relates to the following land and structures: 
 

Locality Address Property Description Item Name 

Potts Point 3 Wylde 

Street 

Lot 1 DP 78034  Gateway 

Potts Point 40–44 

Victoria 

Street 

Lot 1 DP 205052, Lot 1 DP 916138, Portion 
45 DP 2436, Portion 40 DP 2436, Lots 1-58 
SP 11452  

Gemini, excluding 
apartment interiors 

Elizabeth Bay 5 Onslow 

Avenue 

Lot 9 Sec 0 DP 15713  St Ursula, excluding 
apartment interiors 

Elizabeth Bay 108 Elizabeth 

Bay Road 

Lot 1 DP 80313, Lot D DP 412723, Lot A DP 

412406, Lot 1 DP 1031461  

Oceana, excluding 
apartment interiors 

Elizabeth Bay 12 Ithaca 

Road 

Lot A DP 155142, Lots 1-40 SP 5704 Ithaca Gardens, 
excluding 
apartment interiors 
other than 
apartment 1001 
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Amended Planning Proposal – Modern Residential Flat Buildings 
Heritage Items 
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Locality Address Property Description Item Name 

Elizabeth Bay 41–49 Roslyn 

Gardens 

Lot 1 DP 71348, Lots 1-72 SP 3402, Lots 
74-143 SP 3402, Lots 144-151 SP9225, Lot 
1 DP 233118, Lot 1 DP 213376, Lot 100 DP 
1275051 

Bayview, excluding 
apartment interiors 

Rushcutters 

Bay 

50–58 Roslyn 

Gardens 

Lot B DP 416095, Lot 2 DP 81859, Lots 1-
117 SP 10872  

Aquarius, excluding 
apartment interiors 

Rushcutters 

Bay 

74-76 Roslyn 

Gardens 

Lot 3 DP 407610, Lots 1–90 SP 1719 Roslyn Gardens, 
excluding 
apartment interiors 

Rushcutters 

Bay 

1-5 Clement 

Street 

Lot A DP 71162, Lot B DP 71162, Lot C DP 

71162, Lots 1–25 SP 10641 

1-5 Clement 

Street, excluding 

apartment interiors 

 
 

The relevant structures subject to this planning proposal are outlined in red in Figures 1-3. 
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Figure 1. Location of 3 Wylde Street, Potts Point (1), 40-44 Victoria Street, Potts Point (2) and 5 Onslow 
Avenue, Elizabeth Bay (3). 

1 

2 
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Figure 2. Location of 108 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay (4), 12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay (5) and 41- 
49 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth Bay (6). 
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Figure 3. Location of 50-58 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay (7), 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay 
(8) and 1-5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay (9). 

7 
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3 Wylde Street, Potts Point – Gateway 

The Gateway flat building was designed by Douglas Forsyth Evans & Associates and constructed 

by Sydney Fischer (c.1959 – 1960). It is comprised of eight storeys: one parking level and seven 

residential floors with 35 units and 16 garages. Built with a steel frame using the lift-slab technique, 

it features projecting concrete slabs and a rhythmic pattern on the eastern elevation. The main 

entrance showcases a mural by sculptor Kurt Norden on a sandstone facade. Apartments are 

arranged to maximize light and views, with five units per floor, including two-bedroom and one-

bedroom layouts. 
 

 

Figure 4. Gateway, 3 Wylde Street. Source. GML Heritage, 2024. 
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40-44 Victoria Street, Potts Point – Gemini 

Gemini consists of two eight storied flat buildings: 40 Victoria Street (originally named Victoria 

Towers), containing 28 studios (the northern block), and then seven years later, 42-44 Victoria 

Street, with 28 one-bedroom units (the southern block). Designed by Harry Seidler & Associates, 

and completed in 1962 and 1969 respectively for "people of average means”, the flat buildings 

have a cuboidal form and exposed concrete structure with blonde brick and aluminium windows. 

40 Victoria Street: Features symmetrical façades with full-height windows, a polished stone lobby, 

and studios arranged around a central core. While 42–44 Victoria Street is a larger block with four 

vertical rows of windows, a ground floor lobby, and amenities like a roof garden and pool. The two 

buildings are connected at roof level by a concrete pedestrian bridge. 
 

 

 

Figure 5. Gemini. Source. Realestate.com.au, 2024. 
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5 Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay – St Ursula 

St Ursula is a seven to eight-storey building designed by Hugo Stossel and constructed by RH 

Andrews and Co (1951-1953) at Onslow Avenue and Onslow Place, opposite Elizabeth Bay 

House. It features a curved front, reinforced concrete and brick construction, and large southeast 

windows. Each floor has two two-bedroom apartments, totalling 13 units plus a penthouse with a 

terrace. Ground and basement levels include garages and storage. The layout ensures good 

amenity with spacious living areas and main bedrooms. 
 

 

Figure 6. St Ursula. Source. GML 2024. 
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108 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay – Oceana 

Oceana is a ten to thirteen-storey residential building designed by Theodore Fry and constructed 

by Arcos Pty Ltd (1961) with 55 two and three-bedroom units. It features a concrete frame, 

predominantly glazed eastern elevation, and cantilevered balconies. The building includes two 

elevators, a pool, and parking areas. Internally, units have a quadrant layout. The top floor has two 

penthouses, and common spaces include a BBQ area by the pool. 
 

 

 

Figure 7. Oceana. Source. GML 2024. 
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12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay – Ithaca Gardens 

Ithaca Gardens is a 10-storey building with 40 two-bedroom units built to the design by Harry 

Seidler and Associates by builders Civil and Civic Contractors (1960). It was designed to maximize 

views to the northeast. It features minimal landscaping, projecting open galleries linking the fire 

stairs and lifts on every second floor, and an undercroft park with a prominent glass entrance 

lobby. A cantilevered roof over the carpark allows for a column-free space. The northern elevation 

includes recessed balconies and ribbon windows with projecting sun awnings. Each unit has 

generous external windows for natural light and ventilation. 
 

 

Figure 8. Ithaca Gardens. Max Dupain, 1959. Source. Penelope Seidler (Cross-Section archive). 

57



Amended Planning Proposal – Modern Residential Flat Buildings 
Heritage Items 

12 

 

 

 
41-49 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth Bay – Bayview 

The Bayview is a 12-storey building with 80 units arranged in a Y formation. It was designed by 

Hugo Stossel and Associates and constructed by Parkes Development (1966-68) and features a 

reinforced concrete frame, full-height glazing, and recessed balconies. The ground floor includes 

the original lobby and car park, while upper floors originally housed seven single-bedroom and one 

two-bedroom unit per level. The design promotes natural light and ventilation, with some original 

interiors still present, including vermiculite ceilings. 
 

 

Figure 9. Bayview. Source. GML 2024. 
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50-58 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay – Aquarius 

Aquarius is a 10-storey apartment building designed by Harry Seidler and Associates and 

constructed by James Wallace (1965). It features 60 studio and 20 one-bedroom units. The 

apartments offer views of Rushcutters Bay and Sydney Harbour. The design includes a slender 

tower-like core and a distinctive southern façade with cantilevered bedrooms. Built with a 

reinforced concrete frame and blonde-face brick, the layout is efficient. 
 

 

Figure 10. Aquarius. Source. GML 2024. 
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74-76 Roslyn Gardens Rushcutters Bay – Roslyn Gardens 

Roslyn Gardens is a nine-storey cream brick and reinforced concrete residential flat building 

containing 64 studio apartments designed by Douglas B Snelling and built in 1964. The building is 

orientated northwest and southeast, in response to the alignment of Roslyn Gardens. Concrete 

ramps for vehicles are located on both sides of the lot that lead from Roslyn Gardens, at the 

western side to the ground floor and pedestrian entry, and to the northeast down to the 

underground basement carparking. The site connects to Clement Street at the rear with an entry 

gate and ramp down to the basement carparking. A large reinforced concrete retaining wall forms 

the rear boundary to the property to the southeast. The wall contains paired zigzag forms with 

open vents to the parking level below 
 

 

 

Figure 11. Roslyn Gardens. Source, Google Maps. 
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1-5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay 

Nos. 1–5 Clement Street is a nine-storey late-modern style building comprising an open undercroft 

ground floor, six floors of units, a penthouse, rooftop plant room and underground carpark 

accessed via a rear ramp. A U-shaped concrete driveway in front of the building provides vehicle 

and pedestrian access. Clement Lane, to the east, forms a ramp to the underground carparking. 

The building has a symmetrical rectangular form, constructed of reinforced concrete columns, edge 

beams and floor slabs expressed externally. Walls and spandrels are symmetrical precast concrete 

panels with a textured finish. The building is set above ground level on thin pilotis set back from the 

exterior of the building, accentuating the impression that the structure is floating. The entry is via 

steps and a pedestrian bridge. Unlike many other buildings of this period the undercroft is fully 

landscaped with low growing greenery. 

 

 

 

Figure 12. Rear view of 1–5 Clement Street showing pool, deep projecting balcony units and wrap around 
window elements to corners. Source. GML, 2024. 
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Planning context 
 

Land Zoning 

The nine 8 proposed heritage items occupy land zoned R1 – General Residential. Three of the 

buildings – no. 108 Elizabeth Bay Road, no. 50-58 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay and no. 41-

49 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth Bay – are abutted by land zoned RE1, Public Recreation. No. 41-49 

Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth Bay is also abutted by land zoned MU1 – Mixed Use. 

 
 

 

Figure 13. Extract from Zoning map in the SLEP 2012 showing zoning controls for 3 Wylde Street, Potts Point 
(1), 40-44 Victoria Street, Potts Point (2) and 5 Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay (3). 

1 

2 
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Figure 14. Extract from Zoning map in the SLEP 2012 showing zoning controls for 108 Elizabeth Bay Road, 
Elizabeth Bay (4), 12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay (5) and 41-49 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth Bay (6). 
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Figure 15. Extract from SLEP 2012 Zoning map showing controls for 50-58 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters 
Bay (7), 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay (8) and 1-5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay (9). 

Heritage context 

The nine 8 proposed heritage items are located in the vicinity of several individually items listed on 

the SLEP 2012 and State Heritage Register as described below and presented in Figures 16-18: 

3 Wylde Street, Potts Point – Gateway 

Gateway is located within the Potts Point heritage conservation area (C51). The nearest existing 

heritage items within the vicinity are the House group “Bomera” and “The Stables” including 

interiors and gardens (I1195) which abuts Gateway to the south and House “Tarana” including 

interior and gardens (I1196) on both Wylde Street. The Sydney Harbour Naval Precinct listed on 

the State Heritage Register (SHR) is located nearby at 82 Cowper Wharf Roadway (SHR # 01705). 

40-44 Victoria Street, Potts Point – Gemini 

Gemini is located within the Potts Point heritage conservation area (C51). The nearest existing 

heritage items within the vicinity are the Cottage “Overcliff” including interior (I1163), Terrace group 

including interiors and front fencing (I1164) at 38 and 46–52 Victoria Street, the Flat building 

“Camelot Hall” including interior (I1124) and the Terrace group “Korein” and “Maroura” including 

interiors, front fencing and paths at 2A, 2 and 4 Challis Avenue (I1123). The Sydney Harbour Naval 

Precinct listed on the State Heritage Register (SHR) is located nearby at 82 Cowper Wharf 

Roadway (SHR # 01705). 

7 

8 
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5 Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay – St Ursula 

St Ursula is located within the Elizabeth and Rushcutters Bays heritage conservation area (C20). It 

is an individually listed heritage item on the National Trust (NSW) Register. The nearest existing 

heritage items within the vicinity are House and grounds “Elizabeth Bay House” including interior 

and grounds at 7–9 Onslow Avenue (I594) and Cliff face behind Elizabeth Bay House at Onslow 

Place, Elizabeth Bay (I597). 

108 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay - Oceana 

Oceana is located within the Elizabeth and Rushcutters Bays heritage conservation area (C20). 

The nearest existing heritage items within the vicinity are the House “Tresco” including interior, 

outbuilding, summer house, boat house, boat harbour, trees, retaining walls and grounds (I583) 

and House “Ashton” including interior and grounds (I584) at 97 and 102 Elizabeth Bay Road, 

Elizabeth Bay. 

12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay – Ithaca Gardens 

Ithaca Gardens is located within the Elizabeth and Rushcutters Bays heritage conservation area 

(C20). It is an individually listed heritage item on the SHR (“Ithaca Gardens”, SHR # 02107) and the 

National Trust (NSW) Register. Existing heritage items within its vicinity are the Flat building “Blair” 

including interior at 74 Elizabeth Bay Road (I579), House “Keadue” including interior and front 

fencing at 84 Elizabeth Bay Road (I580) and Semi-detached house group “Laureville” and “Oakburn” 

including interiors at 86–88 Elizabeth Bay Rd (I581). The Electrical substation at 10 Ithaca Road, 

Elizabeth Bay (I590) partly adjoins the western boundary of the Ithaca Gardens building. 

41-49 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth Bay - Bayview 

Bayview is located within the Elizabeth and Rushcutters Bays heritage conservation area (C20). 

The nearest existing local heritage items within the vicinity are the Terrace group “Hargrave 

Terrace” including interiors and front fence at 40–44 Roslyn Gardens (I1395), the Cottage “Aringa” 

including interior at 61 Elizabeth Bay Road, Rushcutters Bay (I1394). 

50–58 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay – Aquarius 

Aquarius is located within the Elizabeth and Rushcutters Bays heritage conservation area (C20). 

The nearest existing local heritage items within the vicinity are Terrace group “Hargrave Terrace” 

including interiors and front fence at 40–44 Roslyn Gardens (I1395), Cottage “Aringa” including 

interior at 61 Elizabeth Bay Road, Rushcutters Bay (I1394), St Luke’s Hospital group including 

buildings and their interiors, sandstone gate, pillars and grounds at 16–20 Roslyn Street, Elizabeth 

Bay (I599) and Rushcutters Bay Park and pumping station including grandstand, Rey Bartley Oval 

and picket fence, seawall and landscaping at Waratah Street, Rushcutters Bay (I1403). 

74-76 Roslyn Gardens Rushcutters Bay - Roslyn Gardens 

Roslyn Gardens is located within the Elizabeth and Rushcutters Bays heritage conservation area 

(C20). The nearest existing heritage item within its vicinity is St Canice’s Roman Catholic Church 

including interior and grounds (I1396) which sits immediately to its southwest at 24–28 Roslyn 

Street. ‘St Luke’s Hospital group including buildings and their interiors, sandstone gate, pillars and 

grounds’ (I599) is located to its northwest at 16–20 Roslyn Street. 

1-5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay 

No. 1-5 Clement Street are is located within the Elizabeth and Rushcutters Bays heritage 

conservation area (C20). The nearest existing heritage items within its vicinity are St Canice’s 

Roman Catholic Church including interior and grounds (I1396) which sits immediately to its 

southwest at 24–28 Roslyn Street and Rushcutters Bay Park and pumping station including 

grandstand, Rey Bartley Oval and picket fence, seawall and landscaping at Waratah Street, 

Rushcutters Bay (I1403). 
65



Amended Planning Proposal – Modern Residential Flat Buildings 
Heritage Items 

20 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Figure 16. Extract from the SLEP 2012 Heritage Map (HER_021) showing heritage items adjacent to 3 
Wylde Street, Potts Point (1), 40-44 Victoria Street, Potts Point (2) and 5 Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay (3). 
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Figure 17. Extract from the SLEP 2012 Heritage Map (HER_022) showing heritage items adjacent to 108 
Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay (4), 12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay (5) and 41-49 Roslyn Gardens, 
Elizabeth Bay (6). 
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Figure 18. Extract from the SLEP 2012 Heritage Map (HER_022) showing heritage items 50-58 Roslyn 
Gardens, Rushcutters Bay (7), 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay (8) and 1-5 Clement Street, 
Rushcutters Bay (9). 

 

1.4. Heritage assessment 

In August 2024, the City of Sydney engaged GML to independently assess the heritage 

significance of a targeted selection eighteen of Modern Residential Flat Buildings in the Potts Point 

and Elizabeth and Rushcutters Bays Heritage Conservation Area boundaries and determine their 

potential for heritage listing. GML prepared a preliminary heritage assessment for each of the 

eighteen buildings and identified fifteen that warranted further heritage investigation. 

 
Following a detailed heritage assessment of the fifteen buildings, nine were concluded to reach the 

threshold for local significance under the NSW heritage assessment criteria (2023). They 

recommended that these buildings be included as individual heritage items under Schedule 5, Part 

1, of the SLEP 2012. Following public exhibition of the Planning Proposal between 17 November to 

15 December and feedback received, the City concluded that one of the nine buildings (Gateway, 

3 Wylde Street, Potts Point) while an important example of postwar residential development and a 

positive contributor to the character of Potts Point, does not demonstrate a sufficient level of 

heritage significance, integrity or rarity to warrant individual listing. This building has been removed 

from the planning proposal.  

 
The heritage study prepared by GML is included in Appendix A1. Draft inventory sheets and 

heritage assessments for each of the fifteen buildings, also prepared by GML, are included in 

Appendix A2-A16. Findings from these assessments are presented below. 
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Heritage study findings 

3 Wylde Street, Potts Point – The Gateway 
 

The 2024 heritage assessment concluded that The Gateway building meets the threshold for local 
significance in terms of: 

• Criterion (b) Historical association: The Gateway has strong associations with Douglas 

Forsyth Evans, an accomplished architect who designed several noteworthy apartment 

projects in the postwar period. The Gateway is a good example of Forsyth Evans’ work and 

provides evidence of his design principles, response to context and willingness to 

experiment with new technological advances of the period. The Gateway also has some 

significance for its association with Sydney Fischer, a prominent property developer of the 

period. 

 
• Criterion (c) Aesthetic / creative / technical achievement: The Gateway is aesthetically 

distinct and of high design quality. The design of the building—its siting on a narrow site, its 

irregular form and planning of corridors and units, the configuration of the internal layouts 

and its fenestration—demonstrates Forsyth Evans’ inventiveness in planning and ability to 

engage with challenging sites. The external elevations have a unique presentation with 

projecting slabs painted white, red textured face brickwork, and a regular fenestration 

pattern with blue spandrel panels. Combined with its distinctive entrance hood, mural and 

foyer the building contributes positively to the streetscape of the Potts Point peninsula. The 

entryway sequence with angled concrete hood, cast concrete lettering, stone crazy paving, 

and distinctive Kurt Norden mural etched into sandstone, is considered to have particular 

aesthetic significance. The Gateway also has some technical significance as an early 

example of the use of lift-slab construction techniques in Australia. 

 
• Criterion (g) Representative: The Gateway is a good and intact representative example of 

the work of Douglas Forsyth Evans and of 1960s apartment buildings in the Potts Point 

area more generally. It is one of a group of significant apartments designed by Forsyth 

Evans during the 1950s and 1960s. The Gateway is important in demonstrating principal 

characteristics of Forsyth Evans’ designs, including an individual response to the site, 

innovation in construction technologies, linear planning with a single-sided gallery 

circulation and façade treatments utilising projecting slabs, large areas of glazing and red 

textured brick walling. Developed on a difficult site with expansive harbour views, The 

Gateway also represents the increase in harbourside apartment developments in the Potts 

Point and Elizabeth Bay areas during the 1950s and 1960s. Largely intact, The Gateway, 

particularly its entrance features, mural and foyer, is able to demonstrate this significant 

period in the evolution of the local area. 

The targeted heritage study concluded that the building at 3 Wylde Street, Potts Point meets the 
threshold for local heritage significance for its historical, aesthetic and representative values and 
warrants potential listing as a heritage item on the SLEP 2012. 
 
However, in response to submissions received during the public exhibition period and further refinement 
of the building’s heritage assessment, the City concluded that Gateway, 3 Wylde Street, Potts Point− 
while an important example of postwar residential development and a positive contributor to the 
character of Potts Point−does not demonstrate a sufficient level of heritage significance, integrity or 
rarity to warrant individual listing. This was further supported by a comparison with stronger examples 
identified through the study. Accordingly, the Gateway building is no longer being proposed as a local 
heritage item in this amended planning proposal. 
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40-44 Victoria Street, Potts Point - Gemini 

The heritage assessment concluded that the Gemini building meets the threshold for local 
significance in terms of: 

 
• Criterion (a) Historical significance: Gemini has historic significance as an innovative 

example of high-rise housing developed in the Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area during 
the 1950s and 1960s. Its construction as compact studios, and later use as a motel, is able 
to demonstrate an important phase in the historical and social development of the area. 

• Criterion (b) Historical association: Gemini is associated with architect Harry Seidler, one of 
the most significant modernist architects in Australia, who has made an important 
contribution to the development of Australia’s built environment. As a noteworthy apartment 
project of the 1960s Gemini has strong associations with the architect. Gemini has some 
significance for its association with developers Horwitz Corporation as an example of their 
apartment developments within the local area and as an example of their collaborations 
with Harry Seidler. 

• Criterion (c) Aesthetic / creative / technical achievement: Gemini shows innovations in 
planning and construction that make it a noteworthy example of a late 1950s–1960s 
modernist apartment building. Gemini displays typical elements of the work of architect 
Harry Seidler during the 1960s. It shares aesthetic characteristics with some of Seidler’s 
most notable projects including Blues Point Tower and Village Towers (Arlington), which 
demonstrate distinctive aesthetic attributes in form and composition. Gemini also has 
unique aspects in its design and construction that demonstrate creative and technical 
excellence, innovation and achievement. In its construction, planning and detailing it 
demonstrates Harry Seidler’s progressive development of design prototypes applied across 
multiple projects. Its expression of structure, regular façade arrangement, use of raw 
materials and spare planning with a concern for natural light, sun shading, and ventilation 
are all typical of Seidler’s highly acclaimed architecture. Gemini has been widely published 
and is a noteworthy example of the work of an important designer. The original design and 
structure are largely intact, with minimal alterations visible to the exterior of the buildings. 

 
• Criterion (d) Social, cultural and spiritual: Gemini is listed on the Australian Institute of 

Architects (NSW Chapter) Register of Significant Architecture, indicating that it has 
importance to architects and the design community more generally. 

 
• Criterion (e) Research potential: Gemini is listed on the Australian Institute of Architects 

(NSW Chapter) Register of Significant Architecture, indicating that it has importance to 
architects and the design community more generally. expanded over an eight-year period it 
is able to demonstrate important elements in architectural innovation. Gemini is an 
important example of Seidler’s early apartment design and can contribute to knowledge 
about the evolution of housing in Australia and the work of Harry Seidler. 

 

• Criterion (g) Representative: Gemini is considered to have representative significance as 

one of a group of 1960s apartment projects designed by Harry Seidler & Associates in the 

local area and more widely, which as a group are highly significant. Other examples in the 

Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area include Ithaca Gardens, Aquarius, Ercildoune and 

International Lodge. These projects were widely published and featured in the multiple 

surveys of Harry Seidler’s career. As Seidler himself noted, each project applied a series of 

evolving structural and planning prototypes. Each was built of the same materials, and with 

evolving structural systems, repeated layouts for construction efficiencies, repeated window 

units and sun shading elements to create characteristic ‘tensional’ façade patterns. 

 
Gemini is noteworthy amongst this group as a pair of towers linked by a sky bridge, 

constructed eight years apart. Gemini displays key characteristics of this significant group 
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of apartment projects and is an important representative example of Harry Seidler’s long-

term engagement with construction and planning efficiency and innovation. Gemini is 

representative of wider trends in housing, the redevelopment of inner-city suburbs with 

higher density apartments, and the growing demand for compact well-located housing. 

 
The targeted heritage study for 40-44 Victoria Street, Potts Point concluded that Gemini meets the 
threshold for local heritage significance for its historic, historical associations, aesthetic, research 
potential and representative values and warrants potential listing as a heritage item on the SLEP 
2012. 

5  Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay – St Ursula 

The heritage assessment concluded that the building meets the threshold for local significance in 
terms of: 

 
• Criterion (a) Historic significance: St Ursula has historic significance as a building designed 

by a Europe-trained architect in the years immediately following World War II, a time when 
a significant group of émigré architects were applying their European modernist training to 
Sydney conditions. This group made a significant contribution to the built environment. As 
one of the first apartment buildings designed by an architect trained in Europe, St Ursula is 
considered to be historically important. It is also has historical significance as one of the 
earliest examples of a modern residential flat building to be built in the area after World War 
II, a time when building materials were scarce. 

 
• Criterion (b) Historical association: St Ursula has historical association with architect Hugo 

Stossel. It is a good and representative example of the work of Hugo Stossel, a significant 
modernist architect active in Sydney in the years following World War II who made a 
notable contribution to the development of Sydney’s cultural environment, in particular 
residential flat buildings in the eastern suburbs. It is particularly notable as his first 
apartment building completed in Sydney following World War II and his emigration from 
Europe. 

 
• Criterion (c) Aesthetic / creative / technical achievement: St Ursula is a well-designed and 

considered modernist residential apartment building demonstrating a high degree of 
creative and technical achievement. Its form and composition demonstrate technical 
achievement and distinctive aesthetic attributes through its curved plan, which is oriented to 
views to the harbour and maximises light and ventilation to each unit. It demonstrates the 
evolution of apartment design in the years following World War II and the use of new 
construction methodologies and materials such as curtain walling. The building is 
substantially intact with its original modernist design qualities able to be appreciated. 

 
• Criterion (d) Social, cultural and spiritual: St Ursula is listed on the Australian Institute of 

Architects (NSW Chapter) Register of Significant Architecture, indicating that it has 
importance to architects and the design community more generally. 

• Criterion (e) Research potential: Hugo Stossel is one of a group of architects who, having 
trained and worked in Europe, emigrated to Australia in the 1930s. The early work of this 
group is considered significant for its ability to demonstrate the application of European 
modernist architectural training in the context of Australia. As one of Hugo Stossel’s first 
projects completed following World War II and his first apartment design, St Ursula is 
considered to be significant for its ability to contribute to an understanding of the 
development of postwar modernism and, in particular, its application by architects trained in 
Europe. 
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• Criterion (f) Rarity: Hugo Stossel (later as Hugo Stossel & Associates) was a prolific 

apartment designer in the postwar period, particularly in the Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point 
area, and St Ursula dating from 1953 is considered an early and rare example of his work. 
It demonstrates unusual characteristics of interwar architectural styles and Stossel’s 
European architectural training and experience. It is considered a highly resolved example 
of his work that contributes to an understanding of the development of postwar architecture. 
St Ursula’s form and detailing are considered rare in the context of postwar apartments in 
the Elizabeth Bay area as few curved-plan residential flat buildings were constructed in this 
period. 

 
• Criterion (g) Representative: St Ursula is a good intact and representative example of the 

work of Hugo Stossel, a significant architect of this period. St Ursula can be seen as a 
significant representative example of Hugo Stossel’s architectural practice and is 
particularly significant as work completed early in his career in Australia. 

The targeted heritage study report for 5 Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay found that St Ursula meets 
the local threshold for all seven heritage significance criteria and warrants potential listing as a 
heritage item on the SLEP 2012. 

108 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay - Oceana 

The heritage assessment concluded that the building meets the threshold for local significance in 

terms of: 

• Criterion (a) Historic significance: Oceana is a good example of a large scale post-World 

War II high-rise apartment building in the Elizabeth Bay Potts Point area. It is representative 

of the process of redevelopment and subdivision of the suburb, beginning in the interwar 

period, from grand, freestanding dwellings to apartment buildings. The site’s redevelopment 

by Moses Eisner with architect Theodore Fry demonstrates the growing influence of 

European migrants on the built environment, an important historic phase in the 

development of the area. The building’s location on the harbour foreshore is also able to 

demonstrate a period before restrictions on the development of foreshore land were 

implemented. At its time of construction Oceana was one of the largest apartment buildings 

in Sydney and represented a marked shift in the development of Elizabeth Bay towards 

higher densities. 

 
• Criterion (b) Historical association: Oceana has strong associations with Theodore Fry, a 

noteworthy architect of this period as his largest and most intact project. Oceana is a good 

example of Fry’s work and provides evidence of his designs, including an application of 

modernist design principles. Oceana also has some significance for its association with 

Moses Eisner, a noteworthy businessman, engineer and property developer of the period. 

 
• Criterion (c) Aesthetic / creative / technical achievement: Oceana is considered to be 

aesthetically distinct and of high design quality. The design of the building—its siting on its 

harbour front site, the elongated form, the planning of the corridors and units, the 

configuration of the internal layouts and its fenestration pattern demonstrates Fry’s 

application of modernist architectural principles. The external elevations have a unique 

presentation with large areas of glazing, projecting balconies and external circulation 

galleries. The building contributes positively to the streetscapes/skyscapes of the Elizabeth 

Bay peninsula. The integrity of common areas remains to be confirmed. 

 
• Criterion (f) Rarity: Oceana is considered rare as an example of the architectural work of 

Theodore Fry. Other examples of his design work have been substantially altered and are 

less able to be appreciated. Oceana is also rare for its scale and location, with later 

apartment buildings in this area lower in scale and set back from the harbour’s edge. 
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Buildings of the late 1960s tended to use compact plans stepping down their sites in 

response to the topography. The uncompromising horizontal massing of Oceana is rare in 

the context of the Elizabeth Bay Potts Point area. 

 
• Criterion (g) Representative: Oceana is representative of a wider post-World War II trend, 

seen in many areas of Sydney close to the city and the harbour, of large houses being 

replaced by Modernist residential flat buildings. As one of the largest apartment buildings in 

Sydney at the time of its construction, and one of the largest apartment buildings to be 

developed in the Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area, Oceana is significant for its ability to 

represent this trend. Oceana is also a good and intact representative example of the work 

of a European émigré architect and property developer. It is one of a group of significant 

apartments that European migrants completed during the 1950s and 1960s in the local 

area. It is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of these projects, which 

tended towards higher densities, displayed modernist design principles and promoted 

apartment living. 

 
The targeted heritage study report for 108 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay found that Oceana 
meets the threshold for local heritage significance for its historic, historical associations, aesthetic, 
rarity and representative values and warrants potential listing as a heritage item on the SLEP 2012. 

 

 
12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay – Ithaca Gardens 

 
The heritage assessment concluded that the Ithaca Gardens meets the threshold for local 
significance in terms of: 

 
• Criterion (a) Historic significance: Ithaca Gardens has historic significance as a prominent 

example of medium-rise housing developed in the Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area 
during the 1950s and 1960s. Architect Harry Seidler had significant influence on the 
growing popularity of compact inner-city apartment living and Ithaca Gardens can be seen 
to have played an important role in this. Seidler was an effective promoter of modernism 
and Ithaca Gardens received considerable media attention. That the architect lived in the 
apartment, and had the interior photographed by Max Dupain, added to the reputation of 
the building. The building’s design demonstrates modernist architecture’s engagement with 
compact multi-housing forms and is a key example of the introduction of Bauhaus-
influenced modernism into the Australian context. Ithaca Gardens is able to demonstrate 
wider historical trends of importance to the local area and to NSW more generally. 

 
• Criterion (b) Historical association: Ithaca Gardens is associated with architect Harry 

Seidler, one of the most significant modernist architects in Australia, who has made an 
important contribution to the development of Australia’s built environment. As his first 
completed apartment project, and as his place of residence, Ithaca Gardens has strong 
associations with the architect and is of particular historical interest in interpreting the 
context of his work. Ithaca Gardens has some significance for its association with Civil & 
Civic Constructions (later expanded as Lendlease) as the first project by the long-running 
and significant partnership formed between the firm and Harry Seidler, which continued 
through the next decades. Ithaca Gardens has some significance for its association with 
Civil & Civic as the first project by the long-running and significant partnership formed 
between the firm and Harry Seidler, which continued through the next decades. 

 
• Criterion (c) Aesthetic / creative / technical achievement: Ithaca Gardens shows many 

innovations in planning and construction that make it a noteworthy example of a late 
1950s– 1960s modernist apartment building. Ithaca Gardens is an early application of what 
can be seen as typical elements of the work of architect Harry Seidler during the 1960s. It 
shares aesthetic elements with some of Seidler’s most notable projects including Blues 
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Point Tower, Village Towers (Arlington), Ercildoune and Aquarius, which demonstrate 
distinctive aesthetic attributes in form and composition. 

 
In its construction, planning and detailing it demonstrates Seidler’s progressive 
development of design prototypes applied across multiple projects. Its expression of 
structure, its regular façade arrangement, its use of materials and spare planning, with a 
concern for natural light, sun shading, and ventilation, are all typical of Seidler’s highly 
acclaimed architecture. Ithaca Gardens was widely published and is a noteworthy example 
of the architect’s work. It is a substantial achievement and the work of an important 
designer. The original design and structure are largely intact, with minimal alterations 
visible to the exterior of the buildings. 

 
• Criterion (d) Social, cultural and spiritual: Ithaca Gardens is listed on the Australian Institute 

of Architects (NSW Chapter) Register of Significant Architecture, indicating that it has 
importance to architects and the design community more generally. 

 
• Criterion (e) Research potential: As an early example of innovative apartment design and 

construction in Australia, and as an example of Seidler’s early apartment designs, Ithaca 
Gardens has the ability to contribute to knowledge about the evolution of housing in 
Australia and the work of Harry Seidler. 

• Criterion (f) Rarity: Ithaca Gardens is considered rare as an early and innovative modernist 
apartment project in Elizabeth Bay. It is also rare as an apartment designed in the 1950s by 
a European architect, with modernist training in Canada and the United States, and 
constructed in Sydney in the 1960s. Possibly more than any other apartment project 
completed by Seidler, Ithaca Gardens represents the first application of his modernist 
training in the Australian context. As the first apartment project designed by Harry Seidler to 
be constructed in Australia it is rare. 

 
• Criterion (g) Representative: Ithaca Gardens is considered to have representative 

significance as one of a group of 1960s apartment projects designed by Harry Seidler and 
Associates, which are collectively highly significant. Other examples include Blues Point 
Tower, Stephen Towers, Village Towers (Arlington), Ercildoune and Aquarius. These 
projects were widely published and featured in the multiple surveys of Harry Seidler’s 
career. As Seidler himself noted each project applied a series of evolving structural and 
planning prototypes. They were built of the same materials, and with evolving structural 
systems, repeated layouts for construction efficiencies, repeated window units and sun 
shading elements to create characteristic ‘tensional’ façade patterns. Many of these 
elements were first applied in Ithaca Gardens and then further developed in later projects 
throughout the 1960s. 

 
Ithaca Gardens displays key characteristics of this significant group of apartment projects 
and is an important representative example of Harry Seidler’s long-term innovation and 
engagement with construction and planning efficiency. Ithaca Gardens is representative of 
wider trends in housing, the redevelopment of inner-city suburbs with higher density 
apartments, and the growing demand for compact, well-located housing. 

The targeted heritage study report for 12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay found that Ithaca Gardens 
meets the local threshold for all seven heritage significance criteria and warrants potential listing as 
a heritage item on the SLEP 2012. 
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41-49 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth Bay - Bayview 

The heritage assessment concluded that the building meets the threshold for local significance in 

terms of: 

• Criterion (b) Historical association: Bayview has a historical association with architect Hugo 

Stossel. It is a good and representative example of the work of Hugo Stossel, a significant 

modernist architect active in Sydney in the years following World War II, who has made a 

notable contribution to the development of Sydney’s cultural environment, in particular 

residential flat buildings in the eastern suburbs. Bayview is also one of several projects that 

demonstrates the sustained collaboration between Hugo Stossel & Associates and Parkes 

Developments, which, by 1970, was one of Australia’s largest private development 

companies, with the largest Sydney land holdings. 

 
• Criterion (c) Aesthetic / creative / technical achievement: Bayview is a well-designed and 

considered modernist residential apartment building demonstrating a high degree of 

creative and technical achievement. It demonstrates technical achievement and distinctive 

aesthetic attributes in form and composition through its unique triaxial form oriented to 

views of the harbour, maximising light and ventilation for each unit. It is able to demonstrate 

the evolution of apartment design towards more organic forms and variations in plans and 

façade materials. The building is substantially intact externally, and its original modernist 

design qualities are able to be appreciated. 

 
• Criterion (f) Rarity: Although the architects of Hugo Stossel & Associates were prolific 

apartment designers in the postwar period, particularly in the Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point 

area, Bayview shows unusual characteristics and can be seen as a highly finished and 

particularly well-resolved example of their work. Bayview’s form and detailing are 

considered rare in the context of postwar apartments in the Elizabeth Bay area where few 

Y-plan tower developments were constructed. 

 
• Criterion (g) Representative: Bayview is a good intact and representative example of the 

work of the prolific architectural firm Hugo Stossel & Associates and is able to represent the 

work of Hugo Stossel, a significant architect of this period. Bayview can be seen as a 

significant representative example of Hugo Stossel’s architectural practice. Along with 

Yarranabbe Gardens and Eastbourne Tower in Darling Point, it can be seen as one of the 

most prominent and distinctive of Stossel’s apartment projects and is particularly significant 

as work completed late in his career. 

 
The targeted heritage study report for 41-49 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth Bay found that the 

Bayview meets the threshold for local heritage significance for its historical, aesthetic, rarity and 

representative values and warrants potential listing as a heritage item on the SLEP 2012. 

50–58 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay - Aquarius 

The heritage assessment concluded that the Aquarius meets the threshold for local significance in 

terms of: 

• Criterion (a) Historic significance: Aquarius has historic significance as an innovative 

example of high-rise housing developed in the Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area during 

the 1950s and 1960s. Its construction as a motel, later sold individually as compact studio 

or one bedroom apartments, is able to demonstrate an important change in the historical 

and social development of the area. The building’s design demonstrates modernist 

architecture’s engagement with compact multi-housing forms and is a key example of the 

introduction of Harry Seidler’s international influenced modernism into the Australian 
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context. Aquarius is able to demonstrate wider historical trends of importance to the local 

area and to NSW more generally. 

 
• Criterion (b) Historical association: Aquarius is associated with architect Harry Seidler, one 

of the most significant modernist architects in Australia, who has made an important 

contribution to the development of Australia’s built environment. As one of his most 

noteworthy apartment projects of the 1960s, Aquarius has strong associations with the 

architect. 

 
• Criterion (c) Aesthetic / creative / technical achievement: Aquarius shows many innovations 

in planning and construction that make it a noteworthy example of a late 1950s–1960s 

modernist apartment building. Aquarius displays typical elements of the work of architect 

Harry Seidler during the 1960s. It shares aesthetic elements with some of Seidler’s most 

notable projects including Ithaca Gardens, Blues Point Tower, Village Towers (Arlington), 

and Ercildoune, which demonstrate distinctive aesthetic attributes in form and composition. 

 
Aquarius also has unique aspects in its design and construction that demonstrate creative and 

technical excellence, innovation and achievement. In construction, planning and detailing Aquarius 

demonstrates Seidler’s progressive development of design prototypes applied across multiple 

projects. Its expression of structure, its regular façade arrangement, its use of raw materials and 

efficient planning with a concern for natural light, sun shading, and ventilation are all typical of 

Seidler’s highly acclaimed architecture. Aquarius was widely published and is a noteworthy 

example of the architect’s work. Aquarius is a substantial achievement and the work of an 

important designer. The original design and structure are largely intact, with minimal alterations 

visible to the exterior of the buildings. 

 
• Criterion (d) Social, cultural and spiritual: Aquarius is listed on the Australian Institute of 

Architects (NSW Chapter) Register of Significant Architecture, indicating that it has 

importance to architects and the design community more generally. 

 
• Criterion (e) Research potential: As an early example of innovative apartment design and 

construction in Australia, and as an example of Seidler’s early apartment designs, Aquarius 

has the ability to contribute to knowledge about the evolution of housing in Australia and the 

work of Harry Seidler. 

 
• Criterion (f) Rare: Aquarius is considered rare as an early and innovative modernist 

apartment project in Elizabeth Bay. As one of Seidler’s most noteworthy early experiments 

in apartment design Aquarius has exceptional aesthetic significance as an example of 

creative and technical achievement. Aquarius is considered rare as the first, and one of few 

examples, of Seidler’s experiments with split-level planning, and as a particularly innovative 

example of his work in the 1960s. 

 
• Criterion (g) Representative: Aquarius is considered to have representative significance as 

one of a group of 1960s apartment projects designed by Harry Seidler & Associates, which 

as a group are highly significant. Other examples include Ithaca Gardens, Blues Point 

Tower, Village Towers (Arlington), Ercildoune and Gemini. These projects were widely 

published and featured in the multiple surveys of Harry Seidler’s career. As Seidler himself 

noted, each project applied a series of evolving structural and planning prototypes. They 

were built of the same materials, and with evolving structural systems, repeated layouts for 

construction efficiencies, repeated window units and sun shading elements to create 

characteristic ‘tensional’ façade patterns. 
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Aquarius is noteworthy among this group as the best-realised version of Seidler’s split-plan form 

with projecting rooms and separated vertical circulation unit. Aquarius displays key characteristics 

of this significant group of apartment projects and is an important representative example of 

Seidler’s long-term innovation and engagement with construction and planning efficiency. Aquarius 

is representative of wider trends in housing, the redevelopment of inner-city suburbs with higher 

density apartments, and the growing demand for compact, well-located housing. 

The targeted heritage study report for 50-58 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay that the Aquarius 

meets the local threshold for all seven heritage significance criteria and warrants potential listing as 

a heritage item on the SLEP 2012. 

 

 
74-76 Roslyn Gardens Rushcutters Bay - Roslyn Gardens 

The heritage assessment concluded that Roslyn Gardens meets the threshold for local significance 
in terms of: 

• Criterion (b) Historical association: 74-76 Roslyn Gardens has a historical association with 

architect Douglas Snelling. It is a good and representative example of the work of Douglas 

Snelling, a significant modernist architect active in Sydney in the years following World War 

II, who has made a notable contribution to the development of Sydney’s cultural 

environment, in particular modernist furniture, interiors and houses in the eastern suburbs. 

As one of only two apartment projects he designed and one of few Snelling projects to 

remain largely intact this association is considered important. 

 
• Criterion (c) Aesthetic / creative / technical achievement: 74-76 Roslyn Gardens has a 

historical association with architect Douglas Snelling. It is a good and representative 

example of the work of Douglas Snelling, a significant modernist architect active in Sydney 

in the years following World War II, who has made a notable contribution to the 

development of Sydney’s cultural environment, in particular modernist furniture, interiors 

and houses in the eastern suburbs. As one of only two apartment projects he designed and 

one of few Snelling projects to remain largely intact this association is considered 

important. 

 
• Criterion (f) Rarity: 74-76 Roslyn Gardens is considered rare as one of only two apartment 

projects designed by notable and highly acclaimed architect Douglas Snelling. The other 

example, Bibaringa, was an existing design that Snelling adapted. As a result 74-76 Roslyn 

Gardens can be seen as Snelling’s only complete apartment project and is hence 

considered rare. 

 
• Criterion (g) Representative: Roslyn Gardens is considered to have representative 

significance as one of a group of 1960s apartment projects designed by architects in the 

local area, which are collectively highly significant. Other prominent architects working in 

this period in the area include Harry Seidler, Douglas Forsyth Evans, Hugo Stossel, Hans 

Peter Oser and Aaron Bolot. 74-76 Roslyn Gardens displays key characteristics of this 

significant group of apartment projects and is an important representative example of a 

modernist residential flat building in the local area. 

 
The targeted heritage study report for 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay found that Roslyn 

Gardens meets the threshold for local heritage significance for its historical associations, aesthetic, 

rarity and representative values and warrants potential listing as a heritage item on the SLEP 2012. 
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1-5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay 

• Criterion (c) Aesthetic / creative / technical achievement: 1–5 Clement Street is considered 

a good representative example of a late-modern residential apartment building 

demonstrating creative and technical achievement. The concrete frame and central lift and 

stair core of the building reduces the number of load-bearing internal walls and the need for 

corridors, maximising unit space. Use of concrete frame and precast building elements are 

simply treated. Apartments are well planned with distinctive curved bathroom walls. The 

entry sequence and lobby of board-formed concrete and circular window element are well 

resolved and remain intact. The underground carpark makes full use of the lot area and 

frees up the ground floor for landscaping, which makes a positive contribution to 

streetscape. 

 
• Criterion (g) Representative: 1–5 Clement Street has representative significance as a late 

modernist residential apartment building in the Rushcutters Bay, Elizabeth Bay and Potts 

Point area. It displays the principal characteristics of this class of cultural places, including 

use of expressed concrete construction, efficient structural systems, regular façade 

arrangements, repeated building elements and planning that provides high amenity units. In 

this way 1–5 Clement Street is able to demonstrate the evolution of residential apartment 

buildings in the area, which are an important feature of the local built environment. 1–5 

Clement Street is able to demonstrate a way of life that has been important in the social 

and historical development of the Rushcutters Bay, Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area.1–5 

Clement Street can be seen as a good representative example of the work of architects 

Ancher Mortlock Murray & Wooley in this period when they were prolific and highly 

regarded. 

The targeted heritage study report for 1-5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay found that it meets the 

threshold for local heritage significance for its aesthetic and representative values and warrants 

potential listing as a heritage item on the SLEP 2012. 

 
Based on these conclusions, progressing local heritage listing for each proposed heritage item, with 
the exception of gateway, 3 Wylde Street Potts Point, will ensure the local heritage significance of 
each building is appropriately considered and maintained in the context of any future plans or 
redevelopment at each site. 
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2. Objectives and intended 

outcomes 

The objectives of this amended planning proposal are to recognise the significance of the nine 8 

Modern Residential Flat Buildings in Potts Point, Rushcutters Bay and Elizabeth Bay by listing them 

as individual heritage items under Schedule 5, Part 1 of SLEP 2012. 

3. Explanation of provisions 

To achieve the proposed outcomes, this planning proposal includes a number of amendments to 

SLEP 2012. 

 

3.1. Amendment 1 SLEP 2012 Heritage Schedule Amendments 

The planning proposal seeks to amend the SLEP 2012 Schedule 5 Environmental Heritage by 

inserting the following items as shown below in Table 1. Text to insert is shown as bold underline. 

 
Table 1: Proposed amendments to Schedule 5, Environmental heritage, Part 1, heritage items. 

 

Locality Item Name Address Property 

Description 

Significance Item no. 

Potts Point Gateway 3 Wylde Street Lot 1 DP 78034 Local I2319 

Potts Point Gemini, 
excluding 
apartment 
interiors 

40–44 Victoria 

Street 

Lot 1 DP 205052, 
Lot 1 DP 916138, 
Portion 45 DP 
2436, Portion 40 
DP 2436, Lots 1-58 
SP 11452 

Local I2320 

Elizabeth Bay St Ursula, 
excluding 
apartment 
interiors 

5 Onslow 

Avenue 

Lot 9 Sec 0 DP 
15713  

Local I2321 

Elizabeth Bay Oceana, 
excluding 
apartment 
interiors 

108 Elizabeth 

Bay Road 

Lot 1 DP 80313, 

Lot D DP 412723, 

Lot A DP 412406, 

Lot 1 DP 1031461 

Local I2322 
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Locality Item Name Address Property 
Description 

Significance Item no. 

Elizabeth Bay Ithaca 
Gardens, 
excluding 
apartment 
interiors 
other than 
apartment 
1001 

12 Ithaca Road Lot A DP 155142, 
Lots 1-40 SP 5704 

Local I2323 

Elizabeth Bay Bayview, 
excluding 
apartment 
interiors 

41–49 Roslyn 
Gardens 

Lot 1 DP 71348, 
Lots 1-72 SP 
3402, Lots 74-143 
SP 3402, Lots 
144-151 SP9225, 
Lot 1 DP 233118, 
Lot 1 DP 213376, 
Lot 100 DP 
1275051 

Local I2324 

Rushcutters 
Bay 

Aquarius, 
excluding 
apartment 
interiors 

50–58 Roslyn 
Gardens 

Lot B DP 416095, 
Lot 2 DP 81859, 
Lots 1-117 SP 
10872  

Local I2325 

Rushcutters 
Bay 

Roslyn 
Gardens, 
excluding 
apartment 
interiors 

74-76 Roslyn 
Gardens 

Lot A DP 71162, 
Lot B DP 71162, 
Lot C DP 71162, 
Lots 1–25 SP 
10641 

Lot 3 DP 407610, 
Lots 1–90 SP 
1719 

Local I2326 

Rushcutters 
Bay 

1-5 Clement 
Street, 
excluding 
apartment 
interiors 

1-5 Clement 
Street 

Lot A DP 71162, 
Lot B DP 71162, 
Lot C DP 71162, 
Lots 1–25 SP 
10641 

Local I2327 

 
The name of each heritage item has been developed in accordance with the directions contained 
in the Standard Instrument (Local Environmental Plans) Order 2006, which require that an item 
name briefly describe those things that are part of its heritage significance. 

 
The proposed items are described further in the supporting information contained in the Targeted 

Heritage Study included at Appendix A1. Draft inventory sheets for each building are included at 

Appendix A2-A10. Revised inventory sheets, updated in response to submissions, are provided 

as Attachments D-K in the post exhibition report. The non-statutory heritage inventory sheets can 

continue to be updated as new information becomes available. 
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4. Justification 
 

 

Section A – Need for the planning proposal 

Q.1 Is the planning proposal a result of any strategic study or report? 

This planning proposal is the result of a Targeted Heritage Study prepared by Godden Mackay 

Logan (GML) in 2024. The targeted heritage study was driven by requests from current and former 

City of Sydney Councillors, community members and community groups to have the heritage 

significance of Modern (1945-1975) Residential Flat Buildings recognised through a local heritage 

listing. 

In response, the City of Sydney engaged GML to independently assess the heritage significance 

and determine the potential for heritage listing of a targeted selection of Modern Residential Flat 

Buildings in the Potts Point Heritage Conservation Area (C51) and Elizabeth and Rushcutters Bays 

Heritage Conservation Area (C20) boundaries. The heritage study commenced in August 2024 and 

was finalised in November 2024. Detailed heritage assessments demonstrating the significance of 

each building are available in Appendix A1 and draft inventory sheets for each building at 

Appendix A2-A10. Revised inventory sheets, updated in response to submissions, are provided 

as Attachments D-K in the post exhibition report. Additional assessments for buildings not 

considered to meet the threshold for an individual listing are provided in Appendix A11-A16. 

Q2. Is the planning proposal the best means of achieving the objectives or intended 

outcomes, or is there a better way? 

Yes. Appropriate heritage protection is best achieved through the identification of each building 

proposed for listing as local heritage items in an environmental planning instrument. The buildings 

proposed for heritage listing in each amendment currently have no statutory protection as 

individually listed heritage items on the SLEP 2012 or under the NSW Heritage Act 1977. 

Progressing local heritage listings for each proposed heritage item will ensure that their local 

heritage significance is appropriately considered, respected and managed into the future. It will 

also ensure formal consultation with the landowners and broader community prior to any future 

change or development to the items. These outcomes are only achieved in the longer term through 

protection under Schedule 5, Part 1 of the SLEP 2012. 

 

Section B – Relationship to strategic planning framework 

Q3. Is the planning proposal consistent with the objectives and actions contained within the 

applicable regional or sub-regional strategy? 

Yes. See comments below 

Greater Sydney Region Plan: A Metropolis of Three Cities 

The Greater Sydney Region Plan, completed in March 2018, is the Greater Sydney Commission’s 

vision for a Greater Sydney of three cities where most residents live within 30 minutes of their jobs 

and services. City of Sydney is situated within the Eastern Harbour City. 

This plan sets a 40-year vision (to 2056) and establishes a 20-year plan to manage growth and 

change for Greater Sydney in the context of social, economic and environmental matters. This sets 

out how the State Government’s 10 directions for a Greater Sydney are to be implemented through 

integrated planning. These 10 directions, with 40 supporting objectives, address infrastructure, 
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liveability, productivity and sustainability. This planning proposal is consistent with these high level 

directions and objectives. In particular it addresses the liveability great places direction objective: 

Objective 13: Environmental heritage is identified conserved and enhanced 

By listing each building on the SLEP 2012, this planning proposal will fulfill this objective. 

Eastern City District Plan 

The Eastern City District Plan completed by the Greater Sydney Commission in March 2018 is a 

20-year plan to manage growth in the context of economic, social and environmental matters. The 

district plan identifies 22 planning priorities and associated actions that support a liveable, 

productive and sustainable future for the district. This planning proposal gives effect to the 

following key planning priority and actions: 

Liveability Planning Priority E6 – Creating and renewing great places and local centres, and 

respecting the District’s heritage Action 26 - Identify, conserve and enhance environmental 

heritage by: 

(a) engaging with the community early in the planning process to understand heritage values 

and how they contribute to the significance of the place 

(b) applying adaptive re-use and interpreting heritage to foster distinctive local places 

(c) managing and monitoring the cumulative impact of development on the heritage values and 

character of places. 

This priority seeks to enhance the district’s liveability by identifying, conserving and enhancing the 

heritage of local centres and neighbourhoods. It notes that built heritage contributes to an area’s 

sense of place, its distinctive character and diversity of built form and uses and brings people 

together. 

By consulting with the community to consider amending and listing these items as having local 

heritage significance, this planning proposal will address the district plan by respecting the City of 

Sydney's diverse heritage and fostering great places to bring people together. 

The proposed heritage listings have potential to enhance the character and distinct sense of place 

in Potts Point, Elizabeth Bay and Rushcutters Bay. 

Q4. Is the planning proposal consistent with council’s local strategy or other local strategic 

plan? 

Yes. 

Sustainable Sydney 2030 – 2050 Community Strategic Plan 

The City of Sydney's Sustainable Sydney 2030 Strategic Plan is the vision for the sustainable 
development of the City to 2050 and beyond. It includes 10 strategic directions to guide the future 
of the City, as well as 10 targets against which to measure progress. This planning proposal is 
consistent with the key directions of Sustainable Sydney 2030 – 2050, particularly Direction 4 
‘Design excellence and sustainable development.’ 

Local strategic planning statement 

The City Plan 2036 Local Strategic Planning Statement was completed in March 2020. This 
statement is the 20-year vision for land use planning in the city. It aims to link the NSW State 
Government’s strategic plans and the community strategic plans with the city’s planning controls. 
This plan highlights that the unique heritage character of Sydney is a strong focus for local 
communities. 
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The planning proposal identifies nine new buildings as potential heritage items. It thereby facilitates 
their conservation and allows the current community and future generations to understand Potts 
Point, Elizabeth Bay and Rushcutters Bay’s historical development. 

 
The proposed heritage listings will ensure future development considers and respects the heritage 
significance of each building. It acknowledges the community’s strong focus on heritage and aims 
to facilitate its ongoing protection and management. 

 
Q5. Is the planning proposal consistent with applicable State Environmental Planning 
Policies (SEPPs)? 

This planning proposal is consistent with applicable State Environmental Planning Policies 
(SEPPs) as summarised in Table 4 and detailed in the following section. In this table, consistent 
means that the planning proposal does not contradict of hinder the application of the relevant state 
environmental planning policy. 

 
Table 4: Consistency with State Environmental Planning Policies. 

 

State Environmental Planning Policy Comment 

 
 
SEPP (Biodiversity and Conservation) 2021 

Consistent - amendments in this 
planning proposal will continue to 
support the biodiversity and 
conservation in the local government 
area 

 
SEPP (Building Sustainability Index: BASIX) 2004 

Consistent - no amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the application of 
this SEPP. 

SEPP (Exempt and Complying Development Codes) 
2008 

Consistent - no amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the application of 
this SEPP. 

 
SEPP (Housing) 2021 

Consistent - no amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the application of 
this SEPP. 

 
SEPP (Industry and Employment) 2021 

Consistent - no amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the application of 
this SEPP. 

 
SEPP (Planning Systems) 2021 

Consistent - no amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the application of 
this SEPP. 

 
SEPP (Precincts–Central River City) 2021 

Consistent - no amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the application of 
this SEPP. 

 
SEPP (Precincts–Eastern Harbour City) 2021 

Consistent - no amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the application of 
this SEPP. 

 
SEPP (Precincts–Regional) 2021 

Consistent - no amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the application of 
this SEPP. 

 
SEPP (Precincts–Western Parkland City) 2021 

Consistent - no amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the application of 
this SEPP. 

 
SEPP (Primary Production) 2021 

Consistent - no amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the application of 
this SEPP. 
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State Environmental Planning Policy Comment 

 
SEPP (Resilience and Hazards) 2021 

Consistent - no amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the application of 
this SEPP. 

 
SEPP (Resources and Energy) 2021 

Consistent - no amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the application of 
this SEPP. 

SEPP No 65 - Design Quality of Residential Flat 
Development 

Consistent - no amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the application of 
this SEPP. 

 
SEPP (Transport and Infrastructure) 2021 

Consistent - no amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the application of 
this SEPP. 

SEPP (Housing) Amendment (Transport Oriented 
Development) 2024 

Consistent - no amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the application of 
this SEPP. 

 
Q6. Is the planning proposal consistent with applicable ministerial directions? 

This planning proposal is consistent with all Ministerial Directions issued under section 9.1 of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, as summarised in Table 5. 

 
Table 5: Consistency of the planning proposal with ministerial directions. 

 

Ministerial Direction Comment 

Focus area 1: Planning Systems  

 
1.1 Implementation of Regional Plans 

Consistent. No amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the 
implementation of Regional Plans 

1.2 Development of Aboriginal Land Council land Not applicable 

 
1.3 Approval and Referral Requirements 

Consistent. No amendment includes 
concurrence, consultation or referral 
provisions or identify any designated 
development. 

1.4 Site Specific Provisions Consistent – see discussion below. 

 
1.4A Exclusion of Development Standards from Variation 

Consistent. This planning proposal 
does not propose to exclude a 
development standard from variation 
under clause 4.6 

Focus area 1: Planning Systems – Place-based 
 

1.6 Parramatta Road Corridor Urban Transformation 
Strategy 

Not applicable 

1.7 Implementation of North West Priority Growth Area 
Land Use and Infrastructure Implementation Plan 

Not applicable 

1.8 Implementation of Greater Parramatta Priority Growth 
Area Interim Land Use and Infrastructure Implementation 
Plan 

 
Not applicable 

1.9 Implementation of Wilton Priority Growth Area Interim 
Land Use and Infrastructure Implementation Plan 

Not applicable 

1.10 Implementation of Glenfield to Macarthur Urban 
Renewal Corridor 

Not applicable 
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Ministerial Direction Comment 

1.11 Implementation of the Western Sydney Aerotropolis 
Plan 

Not applicable 

1.12 Implementation of Bayside West Precincts 2036 
Plan 

Not applicable 

1.13 Implementation of Planning Principles for the Cooks 
Cove Precinct 

Not applicable 

1.14 Implementation of St Leonards and Crows Nest 2036 
Plan 

Not applicable 

1.15 Implementation of Greater Macarthur 2040 Not applicable 

1.16 Implementation of the Pyrmont Peninsula Place 
Strategy 

Not applicable 

1.17 North West Rail Link Corridor Strategy Not applicable 

Focus area 2: Design and Place No directions in place 

Focus area 3: Biodiversity and Conservation 
 

 

 
3.1 Conservation Zones 

Consistent. Amendments in this 
planning proposal will continue to 
support the protection and 
conservation of environmentally 
sensitive areas in the local 
government area 

 

 
3.2 Heritage Conservation 

Consistent. Amendments in this 
planning proposal will support the 
conservation of items, areas, objects 
and places of environmental heritage 
significance in the local government 
area 

3.3 Sydney Drinking Water Catchments Not applicable 

3.4 Application of C2 and C3 Zones and Environmental 
Overlays in Far North Coast LEPs 

Not applicable 

3.5 Recreation Vehicle Areas Not applicable 

3.9 Sydney Harbour Foreshores and Waterways Area Consistent. Amendments in this 
planning proposal will continue to 
support the protection and 
enhancement of the natural assets 
and unique environmental, scenic and 
visual qualities of Sydney Harbour and 
its islands and foreshores; protect the 
cultural heritage significance of 
Sydney Harbour, its islands and 
foreshores; and encourage a culturally 
rich and vibrant place for people. It will 
support the conservation of significant 
fabric, settings, relics and views 
associated with the heritage 
significance of heritage items and 
protect the natural, scenic, 
environmental and cultural qualities of 
the Foreshores and Waterways Area 
in the local government area 
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Ministerial Direction Comment 

Focus area 4: Resilience and Hazards 
 

 
4.1 Flooding 

Consistent. No amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the 
implementation of this local planning 
direction 

 
4.2 Coastal Management 

Consistent. No amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the 
implementation of this local planning 
direction 

 
4.3 Planning for Bushfire Protection 

Consistent. No amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the 
implementation of this local planning 
direction 

 
4.4 Remediation of Contaminated Land 

Consistent. No amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the 
implementation of this local planning 
direction 

 
 
4.5 Acid Sulfate Soils 

Consistent. Amendments in this 
planning proposal are proposed for 
land classified as Class 5 and will not 
hinder the implementation of this local 
planning direction 

4.6 Mine Subsidence and Unstable Land Not applicable 

Focus area 5: Transport and Infrastructure  

 
5.1 Integrating Land Use and Transport 

Consistent. No amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the 
implementation of this local planning 
direction 

 
5.2 Reserving Land for Public Purposes 

Consistent. No amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the 
implementation of this local planning 
direction 

5.3 Development Near Regulated Airports and Defence 
Airfields 

This planning proposal is consistent. 

5.4 Shooting Ranges Not applicable 

Focus area 6: Housing 
 

 
6.1 Residential Zones 

Consistent. This planning proposal 
supports and aligns with this local 
planning direction, particularly 
objectives (a) and (b). 

6.2 Caravan Parks and Manufactured Home Estates Not applicable 

Focus area 7: Industry and Employment  

 
7.1 Business and Industrial Zones 

Consistent. No amendments in this 
proposal will hinder the 
implementation of this local planning 
direction 

7.2 Reduction in non-hosted short-term rental 
accommodation period 

Not applicable 

7.3 Commercial and Retail Development along the Pacific 
Highway, North Coast 

Not applicable 
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Ministerial Direction Comment 

Focus area 8: Resources and Energy  

8.1 Mining, Petroleum Production and Extractive 
Industries 

Not applicable 

Focus area 9: Primary Production  

9.1 Rural Zones Not applicable 

9.2 Rural Lands Not applicable 

9.3 Oyster Aquaculture Not applicable 

9.4 Farmland of State and Regional Significance on the 
NSW Far North Coast 

Not applicable 

 
 

Section C – Environmental, social and economic impact 
 

Q7. Is there any likelihood that critical habitat or threatened species, populations or 
ecological communities, or their habitats, will be adversely affected as a result of the 
proposal? 

No. The planning proposal will not adversely affect any critical habitat or threatened species, 
populations or ecological communities or their habitats. 

Q8. Are there any other likely environmental effects as a result of the planning proposal and 
how are they proposed to be managed? 

No. It is unlikely that the proposed amendment to Schedule 5, Part 1 of SLEP 2012 will result in 
development creating any environmental effects that cannot be readily controlled. 

 
Q9. How has the planning proposal adequately addressed any social and economic 
effects? 

Identification and recognition of each heritage item and their significance will facilitate retention of 
physical, social, cultural and historic values that may have significance to the community. No 
changes to current zoning controls are proposed. The merit-based heritage provisions provide 
capacity for Council and any proponent to take into account these matters when development is 
proposed. 

 

Section D – State and Commonwealth interests 
 

Q10. Is there adequate public infrastructure for the planning proposal? 
 

Yes. The proposed listings will not generate an additional demand on infrastructure in the area. 

Q11. What are the views of State and Commonwealth public authorities consulted in the 
gateway determination? 

If required by the Gateway Determination, the Heritage Council of NSW will be consulted during 
the public exhibition period. The identification of this heritage item, based on a comprehensive 
heritage assessment, is consistent with Heritage Council of NSW standards. 
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5. Mapping 

The Heritage Map tile HER_021 and HER_022 will be updated to shade in brown the location of 

the nine 8 new heritage items. The heritage map extract in Figure 19 and Figure 20 shows the 

boundaries of the proposed new heritage items. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 19. Proposed heritage boundary for 3 Wylde Street, Potts Point (1), 40-44 Victoria Street, Potts Point 
(2), 5 Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay (3) and 108 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay (4), shaded in red on the 
SLEP 2012 Heritage Map tile HER_021. 

 1  

 2  

 3  

4 
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Figure 20. Proposed heritage boundary for 12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay (5) and 41-49 Roslyn Gardens, 
Elizabeth Bay (6), 50-58 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay (7), 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay (8) 
and 1-5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay (9) shaded in red in the SLEP 2012 Heritage Map tile HER_022. 

1 

 6  

 7  

 8  

 9  

5 
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6. Community consultation 
 

 

5.1 Public Exhibition 
 

 
This planning proposal shall be exhibited in accordance with the requirements of gateway 

determination once issued by the Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure. 

It is anticipated that public exhibition will be for a period of at least 20 working days, which is 

consistent with the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 and the Local 

Environmental Plan Making Guideline prepared by the Department dated August 2023. 

The public exhibition of the documents will be on the City of Sydney website and carried out in 

accordance with the City’s Community Participation Plan. 

Consultation with the necessary NSW agencies, authorities and other relevant organisations will be 

undertaken as required by the conditions contained within the gateway determination. 
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7. Project timeline 

The anticipated timeline for the completion of the planning proposal is as follows: 
 

Stage Timeframe 

Gateway request December 2024 

Public exhibition & government agency consultation April 2025 

Consideration of submissions June 2025 

Post exhibition consideration of proposal August 2025 

Draft and finalise LEP October 2025 
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background
City of Sydney Council (Council) engaged GML Heritage Pty Ltd (GML) to undertake a 

targeted heritage study of 18 modern residential flat buildings that are located within the 

Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012 C20 Elizabeth and Rushcutters Bays Heritage 

Conservation Area (HCA) and C51 Potts Point HCA.

The heritage study has comprised three stages:

Stage 1: Preliminary research and assessment.

Stage 2: Heritage significance assessment.

Stage 3: Stakeholder consultation.

Of the 18 properties, three were excluded from further research in Stage 1. The location 

of all the properties and the extent of the study area is indicated below in Figure 1.1.
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Figure 1.1 Map of Potts Point Heritage Conservation Area (HCA) and Elizabeth and Rushcutters 

Bays HCA showing 18 properties identified for this study. (Source: Nearmap 2024 with GML 

overlay)

The following table outlines the 18 properties that were identified by City of Sydney

Council for this study with their architect and completion year.
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Table 1.1  Properties identified by City of Sydney Council for this study.

No. Name Address Architect Year

1 Gateway 3 Wylde Street, Potts Point Douglas Forsyth-
Evans

1960

2 Denison 15 Wylde Street, Potts Point Hugo Stossel & 
Associates

1965

3 Gemini 40–44 Victoria Street, Potts Point Hugo Stossel & 
Associates

1961–
1969

4 St Ursula 5 Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay Hugo Stossel 1954

5 Oceana 108 Elizabeth Bay Road, 
Elizabeth Bay

Theodore Fry 1961

6 International 
Lodge

100 Elizabeth Bay Road, 
Elizabeth Bay

Harry Seidler and 
Associates

1970

7 The Reef 19 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay Henry Divola and 
Associates

1967

8 Ithaca Gardens 12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay Harry Seidler and 
Associates

1960

9 Bay Apartments 80 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth 
Bay

HP Oser, Fombertaux 
& Associates

1965

10 Ercildoune 85–91 Elizabeth Bay Road, 
Elizabeth Bay

Harry Seidler and 
Associates

1966

11 Bayview 41–49 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth 
Bay

Hugo Stossel & 
Associates

1961

12 The Tor 51–59 Roslyn Gardens, 
Rushcutters Bay

Hugo Stossel & 
Associates

1966

13 Aquarius 50–58 Roslyn Gardens, 
Rushcutters Bay

Harry Seidler and 
Associates

1965

14 Roslyn Gardens 74–76 Roslyn Gardens, 
Rushcutters Bay

Douglas Snelling 1964

15 1–5 Clement St 1–5 Clement Street, Rushcutters 
Bay

Ancher, Mortlock, 
Murray and Woolley

1975

16 Habitat formerly 
Mowbray

1 McDonald Street, Potts Point Rudder Littlemore & 
Rudder

1964

17 Deepdene 110–110B Elizabeth Bay Road, 
Elizabeth Bay

Stuart Murray with 
Ancher, Mortlock 
Murray and Woolley

1970

18 Serendipity 3–5 St Neot Avenue, Potts Point Ian McKay and 
Partners

1975
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1.2 Scope of works
Key tasks for each stage of the heritage study included the following.

Stage 1: Preliminary research and assessment
Stage 1 includes preliminary assessments of 18 properties including:

research the study area’s postwar development, including an overview of its social 

and historical context;

provide an overview of all buildings, including a brief preliminary condition

assessment, outline of modifications and significance assessment;

initial site visits (external) where required; and

preparation of a shortlist of properties for progression to Stage 2.

Stage 2: Heritage significance assessment
Stage 2 includes detailed assessments of 15 properties including:

historical research and an analysis of the extent of change (eg subdivision, alterations

and additions to the building’s form or context);

site visits to the exteriors and interiors of buildings (where possible);

physical analysis of each property;

comparative analysis to determine whether the property is rare or representative;

significance assessment based on the NSW Heritage Office’s guidelines Assessing 

Heritage Significance: Guidelines for Assessing Places and Objects against the 

Heritage Council of NSW Criteria (2023);

recommendations for the future management of the item; and

preparation of inventory sheets for each property.

Stage 3: Community consultation
Stage 3 includes consultation with stakeholders and presentation of key findings during 

and after the public exhibition period. 

1.3 Methodology
The approach, methodology, assessment procedures, criteria and recommendations of 

the report have been prepared in accordance with key statutory and best-practice 

guidelines and legislation, including (but not limited to) the Heritage Council of NSW’s 

Assessing Heritage Significance (2023) and The Burra Charter: The Australian ICOMOS 

Charter for Places of Cultural Significance, 2013 (the Burra Charter).
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1.4 Limitations
This heritage assessment was subject to the following limitations:

Where internal inspections were not possible, properties were only inspected from the 

public domain or equivalent. In some instances, views from the public domain were 

limited.

No assessment of social values was undertaken as part of this report process.

The project did not include an assessment of archaeological or Aboriginal cultural 

values.

1.5 Authorship
This report was prepared by Linda Phung (Heritage Consultant), Shikha Swaroop (Senior 

Heritage Consultant), Leonie Masson (Associate and historian) and Rebecca Hawcroft 

(Head of Heritage Places) from GML, and Charles Pickett (independent historian).

1.6 Acknowledgements
We would like to acknowledge City of Sydney Council for providing background 

information, documentation and historical resources to assist in this project, in particular:

Adele Zubrzycka, Senior Specialist Planner Heritage.

Tim Wise, Manager State Planning Projects.

Matt Devine, Senior Specialist Planner Heritage.
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2 Residential flat buildings in Potts 
Point and Elizabeth Bay 1945–1975

2.1 The City of Sydney
Potts Point and Elizabeth Bay were the areas in Sydney most associated with apartment 

living during the 1920s and 1930s. The City of Sydney hosted by some distance the most 

flats during those decades, yet it was not the most densely built with flats, because these 

were concentrated in the study area rather than throughout the local government area

(LGA).

Between the completion of the Astor in 1923 and the Park Regis in 1968, few apartment 

buildings were constructed in Sydney’s central business district (CBD) or in most of the 

inner suburbs within the City of Sydney. Flats were concentrated in ‘the most thickly 

populated, and certainly the most noisily infested, square mile of the metropolis’, Potts 

Point, Elizabeth Bay and Darlinghurst, popularly known collectively as Kings Cross, or 

simply ‘the Cross’.1

Most of the statistical analysis which follows is based on Australian Census records of 

LGAs, especially the City of Sydney. For most of the twentieth century the City of Sydney 

LGA consisted of the CBD and the Rocks plus East Sydney, Potts Point, Elizabeth Bay, 

Darlinghurst, Pyrmont, Camperdown, Haymarket and the northern parts of Surry Hills 

and Paddington. The exceptional period was from 1949 to 1968, when much of South 

Sydney was added, including Glebe, Alexandria, Newtown, Redfern, Waterloo and the 

southern part of Paddington. 

Of the suburbs added in 1949 only Glebe and Paddington hosted significant numbers of 

flats: 3,095 flats compared to the City of Sydney’s 10,328. In addition, the Housing 

Commission of New South Wales built numerous flats at Surry Hills, Glebe and Waterloo 

during the 1950s and 1960s. These additions inflated the 1961 Census records. 
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Figure 2.1  Looking east with Elizabeth Point and Elizabeth Bay in the foreground, Sydney. 

Photograph by Frank Hurley, pre-1962. (Source: NLA, http://nla.gov.au/nla.obj-160105877)

2.2 The postwar boom
In 1947 the City of Sydney was home to 7,937 self-contained flats; there were also 

2,391 tenements, defined as dwellings with kitchens but shared bathing facilities. 

Combined these totalled 53.8 per cent of the LGA’s 19,194 private dwellings, which also 

included 2,321 boarding house rooms. 

Thanks to the expanded City council area, the City LGA’s flat percentage fell markedly at 

the 1961 Census. The added areas brought many more private houses—25,665 in total—

to the LGA; this total fell back to 7,493 in 1971, by which time the City of Sydney 

boasted many more flats than houses. 

In 1961 the established flat areas of North Sydney, Woollahra and Waverley 

municipalities hosted similar numbers of flats but higher percentages, as their 

populations and total number of dwellings were less.
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Percentage of flats to all private dwellings 
per LGA

1961 1971 1981

North Sydney 51.7 70.5 73.7

Sydney 27.1 67.2 64.8

Waverley 45.6 58.7 61.2

Woollahra 56.6 56.8 53.6

Manly 40.4 50.3 51.2

Randwick 32.1 50.0 51.2

Mosman 33.7 53.6 49.6

Ashfield 25.6 48.5 49.0

Succeeding decades saw the City of Sydney have the greatest increase of flats as a 

percentage of all dwellings: 37.7 per cent during the two decades from 1961. By 1971, 

with the City of Sydney returned to its smaller boundaries, flats formed two thirds of its 

dwellings; the number of private houses in the area declined considerably during these 

decades.  

The other established flat areas had much smaller increases; Sydney was followed in this 

ranking by suburban flat booms at Randwick, Mosman, Ashfield, Canterbury, Lane Cove, 

Ryde and elsewhere.  

2.3 Boom decade
Postwar flat building in the City of Sydney occurred in three phases: 

1954 to 1961: 882 new flats in 50 new buildings were completed in the City of Sydney, 

eight per cent of the total. 

Thanks to shortages of materials and labour, private building activity did not rebound 

from the wartime shutdown until the mid-1950s. The credit squeeze of the early 1960s 

slowed this mini boom. 

1964 to 1974: During these 11 years 250 apartment buildings were completed in the 

LGA, a total of 5,450 new dwellings. This was the height of the boom. 

1975 to 1984: Following the property crash of 1974 only 82 flat blocks were built 

during 1975 to 1984.  
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2.4 Titles
Strata title was legislated in 1961 in New South Wales (NSW). Seven of the apartment 

buildings in this study had strata plans registered before 1974, a higher proportion than 

in the City of Sydney overall, where only 78 strata plans were registered in this time. 

An increase in strata plans took place from 1975, with 154 strata plans registered in the 

City of Sydney between 1975 and 1980. Five of the study buildings were converted from 

Torrens to strata title between 1976 and 1979, presumably the result of a new, 1973 

version of the Strata Titles Act which addressed a failing of the 1961 Act, that home units 

were rated on the same basis as free-standing houses. The remainder continued as 

company-owned Torrens titles. 

Nonetheless, individual ownership of flats increased substantially. Across Sydney 

individually owned flats increased from seven per cent of the total in 1947 to 20 per cent 

in 1961. This was despite the activities of the Housing Commission, Sydney’s major 

builder of rental flats during the 1950s. 

In the City of Sydney, flats with owners or purchasers increased from less than one per 

cent in 1947 to 18 per cent in 1971, 1,570 flats with owners or purchasers compared to 

6,965 rented flats, although this was substantially less than NSW’s 29 per cent of 

individually owned flats.

2.5 Owners and renters
The 1950s’ increase in individually owned flats in the study area and across Sydney was 

partly due to wartime changes to rent control laws which effectively tied rents at their 

1939 levels. As a result, many landlords retitled their buildings with companies as owners 

rather than individuals and sold flats as company shares to their tenants. Several 

apartment buildings in the study area were retitled including the Macleay Regis, the 10-

floor ‘King of Macleay Street’.2

Australia’s largest apartment building when completed in 1939 the Macleay Regis was 

company titled in 1955: 

‘Eighty-nine flats in Macleay Regis, Macleay Street. Potts Point have been sold as home 

units for an undisclosed price. This is believed to be the largest home unit conversion of a 

block of flats so far in Australia. Most of the flats were bought by tenants and the rest by 

outside purchasers for their own use when present tenants leave’.3

Similar sales took place in prominent apartment buildings including Birtley Towers, the 

Wintergarden and Wychbury. 
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Although many of the company-titled flats were in older buildings, most of the new flats 

built during the 1950s and 1960s also accommodated renters. The NSW rent control laws 

were relaxed in 1954, and rental properties regained popularity with investors and 

landlords. The study area remained predominantly a rental area. Eight of the buildings of 

interest in the current study were built for rental rather than individual ownership.

Ercildoune

Ercildoune was constructed a site formally occupied by and named for an 1880s mansion 

converted to flats when purchased in 1958 by Ercildoune Gardens Pty Ltd. The property 

was sold the following year to Chevron Sydney Ltd, then constructing the Chevron Hotel 

at Macleay Street. The company’s director stated that Chevron’s ‘plans were not final, 

but Ercildoune probably would be demolished and a building with more accommodation 

erected in its place’.4

Construction does not seem to have commenced until 1964, when the property was 

purchased by Horwitz Corporation. As completion approached, Ercildoune was offered as 

rental apartments: 

HARBOUR VIEW APARTMENTS FOR RENT. ERCILDOUNE 

65 Elizabeth Bay Road. New building near completion. Transport at door and within easy 

reach of the city proper. Fully furnished and carpeted bed/sitting-room, separate kitchen, 

bathroom, automatic garbage disposal, press-button defrost refrigerator, elevator.

SWIMMING POOL.

12 months' lease is available. References required. Rents from £1/1/10 to £15.5

In 1977 Ercildoune was strata titled and its apartments were offered for sale rather than 

rent. However as in other strata-titled buildings, individual owners and investors let 

many of these flats. 
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Figure 2.2  Ercildoune, owned by the Horwitz Corporation was constructed in 1964 as rental 

accommodation. (Source: GML 2024)

2.6 The tenants
The baby boom years of the 1950s and 1960s famously saw an increase in affluence, 

marriages, births and home ownership. By 1971 more than half of Australian households 

owned or were purchasing a home, but in the cities this statistic applied to houses rather 

than flats. 

By 1971 only 13.5 per cent of metropolitan Sydney’s 81,983 private houses were rented. 

In contrast, 64.3 per cent of the 114,332 privately owned flats were rented. A major 

reason for this discrepancy was the speedy formation of new households, which 

increased even faster than the population. In a rapidly growing economy most young 

people could afford to leave their parents’ home well before they could afford a 

mortgage. The average age of flat-dwelling households plummeted.6

By 1971 almost 80 per cent (79.8%) of Sydney apartment tenants were younger than 35 

years; the baby boomers had reached their 20s and 30s and were living the flat life. 

More than half of the under-35 household heads in Sydney lived in flats, but only 4 per

cent of this group owned or were purchasing a flat. The new generation of flat dwellers 

was not only younger but more likely to be single and childless. Before 1945 the 

demographic profile of apartment and cottage dwellers was broadly similar; married 
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couples predominated in both residential formats. After 1945 a demographic split—a 

generation gap—emerged between cottage and flat.7

The most obvious architectural consequence in the study area was the profusion of 

bachelor flats in the postwar period. In 1947 2,125 of City of Sydney flats had only one 

or two rooms, 26 per cent of the total. By 1971 this number had increased to 4,376, 47 

per cent of all flats.8

Bachelor flats emerged during the prewar decades, when they were widely regarded as 

an affordable escape from boarding houses and tenements. In the postwar world they 

were presented as glamourous and ambitious, as advertised for Victoria Towers (later 

named Gemini): 

POTTS POINT: BACHELOR APARTMENTS FOR YOUNG EXECUTIVES…Tastefully 

furnished Bed-sitting room with wall-to-wall carpet, concealed lighting, fully equipped 

bathroom, kitchen with electric stove, refrigerator, stainless steel sink, ample cupboard 

space. Also, elevator, automatic garbage disposal each floor and car park. Telephone. 

Rents: Remaining Apartments £11/11/ to £13 per week, fully furnished.9

‘Business bachelors’ and ‘young marrieds’ were also popular tenant descriptions. 

The other significant flat tenant demographic was the overseas born, especially those 

from Europe, newly accepted in large numbers. In 1971 overseas born people formed 37 

per cent of the City of Sydney’s 62,470 population; Greece was by some way the most 

common birthplace of European arrivals, followed by Italy. Sydney’s Greek community 

had been concentrated in the City of Sydney since the 1800s; Australia’s first Greek 

Orthodox church was consecrated in Surry Hills in 1899, while the Greek Consul-General 

was located at Bayswater Road by 1930; the Jewish War Memorial Hall was nearby. In 

1952 the All Nations Club opened to welcome new arrivals. 

However, the 1971 figure represented a high point in the City of Sydney’s postwar 

migrant population. The City’s Greek Australian population was already in decline as this 

community began to disperse to suburbs in Sydney’s inner south and west; a similar 

trend occurred among Italian Australians.10 This movement suggests that the flat boom 

displaced at least as many new migrants as it attracted; the generally low economic and 

employment status of these communities was presumably a factor in this movement 

away from the study area. 

Since the 1920s flats had rented for more than houses. New constructions with modern 

facilities and generally well located, flats were able to demand higher rents than many 

inner-city crumbling terrace houses. By 1971 the previously considerable gap had 

narrowed but City of Sydney weekly flat rentals averaged $24.48 compared to $21.03 for 

houses. Part of the appeal of flat living had long been newer and superior kitchen and 

bathroom facilities, an advantage still evident in 1971 when many Sydney houses 

remained unsewered. 
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Figure 2.3  David Moore’s photograph of Deidre Gunner in her apartment in Gemini, commissioned 

for the publication Living and Partly Living (1971 p. 182).

2.7 The mecca
The Potts Point and Elizabeth Bay area have long been simultaneously magnets for 

nonconformists and creatives, conveniently located suburbs for workers, the wealthy and 

professionals as well as Sydney’s main entertainment district. The area’s residential 

density and apartment lifestyle, itself a signifier of difference and individuality for much 

of the twentieth century, has been crucial to these diverse roles. 

The entertainment function overlapped with illegality and corruption; the 20s and 30s 

saw nightclubs, cafes and restaurants spring up but the onerous restrictions of the Liquor 

Act limited their appeal and forced them to deal with the sly-grog industry and corrupt 

police. At this time the district was primarily residential, featuring numerous boarding 

houses and flats offering cheap rents for writers and other ‘bohemians’, as recorded in 

Robin Dalton’s memoir Aunts Up the Cross.11
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The postwar period saw new forms of entertainment and social life appear. The 1940s 

advent of the modern espresso machine set off an ‘espresso craze’ in the Cross, aided by 

the influx of European born migrants. The same demographic also vastly increased the 

variety of dining experiences on offer.

The end of early hotel closing in 1955 allowed nightlife to boom as never before. In 1959 

Abraham Saffron’s Staccato Club became the first of many strip clubs lining Darlinghurst 

Road, although some nightclubs continued to offer entertainers and cabaret, notably Les 

Girls, founded in 1963. 

The Cross became a drawcard for both Sydney suburbanites and for both domestic and 

International tourists, a development which peaked with the Vietnam R&R (rest and 

recreation) era from 1967 to 1971 when the Texas Tavern and the Bourbon & Beefsteak 

joined the restaurants and strip clubs. The sale of illegal drugs and sex formed the ugly 

background to this era while unlawful casinos also flourished, their addresses known to 

all except, apparently, the police.  

Sydney’s CBD fell behind the Cross as a tourist destination, its hotels out of date, its 

cinemas, theatres and department stores closing, replaced by a profusion of new office 

towers or vacant building sites. Simultaneously, a modern tourist infrastructure

developed at the Cross with a succession of new hotels featuring a higher standard of 

design and amenity than their city rivals; the Chevron-Hilton, the Sebel Townhouse, the 

Top of the Cross, the Crest and the Gazebo opened during the 1960s. 

The Top of the Cross and the Gazebo opened as motels, two of a dozen operating in the 

area by 1970 including two of the study buildings, Habitat and Aquarius, which for a time 

offered ‘Motel Units and Serviced Apartments’.12 With self-contained units, parking space, 

courtyards and pools, these city motels were aimed at visitors rather than travellers,

offering weekly and longer rentals; several were later transformed into apartments or 

hotels.13 The new hotels and motels brought cocktail bars and lounges to the Cross, 

more welcoming and stylish than the old-school pubs. At the same time locals resented 

that they replaced ‘the little coffee shops, the corner deli, and the interesting little shops 

and specialty restaurants …. We’ve got enough sex shops to be going on and we are 

pretty well fixed for strip clubs and blue movies’ one noted in 1973.14
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Figure 2.4  Prospective design for Chevron Hilton 

Hotel, Macleay St, Potts Point, NSW. Architect: 

Donald Crone & Assoc. published in Cross-Section, 

no. 98, Dec 1960. (Source: University of 

Melbourne)

Figure 2.5  Rennie Ellis’s photograph 

“Generation Gap, Kings Cross 1970–1971.” 

(Source: Rennieellis.com.au)

The tourist and nightlife precinct was mainly confined to a few streets near the William 

Street intersection and did not seriously threaten the residential appeal of the area or 

postwar investment in new and improved residential infrastructure. Potts Point and 

Elizabeth Bay in many ways formed a different world to ‘the Cross’ but the two worlds 

collided during the redevelopment of Victoria Street, a project driven by investors with 

interests in both residential and entertainment property. 

Resident resistance to both forms of investment, especially where they threatened 

established low-cost housing, was answered with violence and thuggery; the postwar 

boom ended in acrimony and despair, signalling a pause in the district’s headlong 

development and renewed focus on its life as a community rather than a destination. The 

1960s had seen progress in this direction including the Village Centre café and shopping 

centre, the Reverend Ted Noffs’ Wayside Chapel and the expansion and improvement of 

Fitzroy Gardens; the 1970s’ completion of the Kings Cross Road tunnel and the Eastern 

Suburbs Railway were also significant. 
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The hotel boom peaked with the opening of Kingsgate in 1973; built on the former site of 

the Pink Pussycat strip club, the Kingsgate and the Kings Cross Centre coincided with a 

downturn in both the nightlife and property economies. 

The postwar influx of young residents of diverse origins continued, adding a more varied 

nightlife and entertainment culture to the tawdry mainstream: 

The old people move tentatively in the great stream of youth that has discovered Kings 

Cross. Thousands and thousands of them, the bearded and the hippies, the mini-skirted 

and the studious, the runaways and the out-of-step, they have marched on the Cross with 

a determination to make it their headquarters, to find in it their Mecca…15

The commercial celebration of youth was evidenced in the musical Hair, running at the 

Metro Theatre for two years from 1969. More significant was the 1963 opening of Surf 

City in the venerable Kings Cross Theatre pioneering a succession of new music venues 

culminating in the Manzil Room; meanwhile, Club Castello became one of the first bars to 

openly welcome the area’s gay community. In 1959 the Terry Clune Gallery opened on 

Macleay Street providing a focus and frequently a home for young artists; in 1970 it 

became the Yellow House. Next door was Patric and Christine Juillet’s Le Café, best 

known of a new generation of fashionable and casual eateries, signifiers of a new 

sophistication.

2.8 Investors and developers
Sydney’s postwar flat boom resembled that of the 1920s and 1930s in many respects, 

but there were also some novel factors at work, evident particularly in the financing and 

management of flat construction. As well as changes in the demographics of those 

renting or buying flats, demographic change was evident in the people designing, 

building and financing new flats. 

Between the wars, building societies and credit unions loaned small amounts for building

houses, but insufficient for apartment construction. Ownership of apartment buildings 

was largely restricted to wealthy individuals able to qualify for mortgages from trading 

banks and insurance companies. These people held the titles of many flat buildings, often 

living in one flat of their building and renting out the others. Many builders and investors 

formed themselves into limited companies so that they could attract capital via the sale 

of shares.

With the entry of the retail banks into home lending during the 1960s home buyers could 

access larger mortgages than those offered by credit unions and most building societies. 

This effect was increased by strata title; retail banks were willing to lend on a property 

with its own title, but reluctant to lend on a share in a company. Whereas rented flat 

buildings could take years to repay their capital costs, a strata-titled block offered quick 

returns when its flats were sold, allowing investors to move on to other projects. 
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This change encouraged the creation of companies managing the design, construction 

and marketing of apartment buildings. Many ‘mum and dad’ investors and small-scale 

builders entered the apartment industry during the postwar decades, but the large-scale 

end of the industry was dominated by a generation of new property companies. 

Lend Lease
In most histories of Australian domestic architecture, the companies Civil & Civic and 

Lend Lease are identified as pioneers of corporate design and construction. This is true 

regarding the Lend Lease campaign for strata title in NSW; the 1961 legislation was 

drafted by a lawyer engaged by the company. 

The high historical profile of Lend Lease is partly due to its association with Harry Seidler. 

As is well known, Seidler came to Sydney from the USA solely to design a house for his 

parents intending to return to his work with Marcel Breuer and other modernist notables. 

The public acclaim for Rose Seidler House and the resulting commissions persuaded him 

to stay, but despite his success Seidler was frustrated by an inability to secure backing 

for larger projects. 

In 1951 Seidler’s brother Marcell purchased land at Elizabeth Bay; Harry designed an 

apartment block for the site but was unable to finance the project until 1957 when 

Marcell proposed it to Lend Lease’s founder and CEO Gerardus Jozef ‘Dick’ Dusseldorp, 

an engineer who had come to Australia from the Netherlands in 1951 to work on the 

Snowy Mountains project. Both Dusseldorp and ‘well-known architect Mr Harry Seidler’ 

were high-profile advocates for their projects, demonstrated by the Australian Women’s 

Weekly’s competition for a unit in the new building.16 As a result, Ithaca Gardens, like 

Blues Point Tower completed at McMahons Point in 1962, became one of the most-

publicised apartment buildings ever built in Sydney. 

Lend Lease’s ambitions in the apartment industry were thwarted by the early 1960s 

credit squeeze: flats sold slowly at Blues Point Tower, one of the first strata-titled 

buildings in Sydney, and the company closed its Home Unit Display Centre at Circular 

Quay and avoided the flat market until 1968, then focusing on flats in the suburbs rather 

than the inner city. Harry Seidler quickly found other patrons for his flat designs which 

were prolific during the 1960s. 
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Figure 2.6  Dick Dusseldorp (right) with Dutch comedian Max Tailleir in a display centre in Sydney 

for various large home unit blocks being built by Lend Lease. 1959. (Source: NAA< A12111, 

1/1959/23/10)

Arcos Industries
Australia was one of several nations to welcome refugees from fascism and antisemitism 

before and after the European war of 1939 to 1945. These included numerous artists, 

writers, designers and others who contributed greatly to Australian life and culture;

among these were many architects and their patrons. Not every member of this vast 

diaspora was Jewish; among gentile refugees were Mies van der Rohe and Walter 

Gropius as well as Frederick Romberg, who migrated to Melbourne in 1938. 

However, this forced influx of European talent and ambition was predominantly Jewish in 

faith and heritage. They included architects Hugo Stossel, Theodore Fry, Hans Peter Oser 

and Harry Seidler. The majority of the buildings in this study were designed by these four 

architects.

The patrons of these architects were similarly notable for their diaspora origins and 

connections. 
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Social and practical connections flourished among the new arrivals and Sydney’s existing 

Jewish community; a new network of architects, designers, investors and clients formed 

with speed, collectively transforming Sydney’s built environment.

Moses Eisner came to Australia from Poland in 1939; during the war most of his family 

were killed by the Nazis. An engineer, Eisner by 1945 had founded a steel welding 

company in Sydney called Arcos. Promoting the use of steel to solve the post war 

housing shortage, in 1946 Arcos constructed a series of demonstration prefabricated 

steel houses for the Housing Commission of NSW, designed by Hugo Stossel. During 

1948 Stossel designed one of Australia’s first modernist European influenced houses at 

Warrawee for Eisner and his wife Gisela. In 1955 Stossel and Eisner cooperated in the 

design and construction of a factory at Artarmon; the same year Eisner’s company 

financed and constructed a block of 18 flats at Wolseley Road, Point Piper, designed by 

Theodore Fry, with the Eisner’s themselves living in the penthouse.17

By this time Arcos had become a major construction company, gaining NSW government 

contracts including the construction of the Vales Point Power Station. In 1958 Eisner 

purchased a harbourside site at Elizabeth Bay, the following year retitling his property as 

Oceana Apartments Limited and raising capital by selling shares in the building and 

managing it on completion. Oceana was advertised as:

‘Home units…. ARCHITECT DESIGNED, constructed by ARCOS INDUSTRIES. 208ft WATER 

FRONTAGE. SWIMMING POOL. All Units have NE aspects which cannot be built out. 

Oceana Apartments Limited remains Oceana’s owner’.18

Arcos built more apartments during the 1960s but as concrete construction came to 

dominate, its focus moved primarily to civil engineering. 

Parkes Developments
Paul Strasser studied law in Budapest and practised as a commercial lawyer. Hungary 

allied with Germany during the European War and was invaded by the Soviet Union in 

1943; Strasser was deported as a forced labourer by the Soviets; despite many 

hardships he avoided the subsequent Nazi occupation of Hungary and transport to the 

death camps. 

Strasser attempted to resume his legal career in Budapest after 1945 but migrated to 

Australia in 1948 with his wife and son. In Sydney Strasser abandoned the law, starting 

various businesses notably Parkes Developments Pty Ltd. Parkes built many apartments, 

aimed at different levels of the market. At the lower end was the suburb of Eastlakes, 

new streets of low-rise walk-ups built from 1961 onwards on a disused racecourse site. 

However, Parkes also left a legacy of quality apartments, mostly designed by Hugo 

Stossel. 
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By 1970 Parkes was one of Australia’s largest private companies, with the largest Sydney 

land holdings. Strasser’s 1973 knighthood provoked controversy regarding his 

association with the NSW government of Robert Askin; Strasser was described as one of 

the ‘Askin knights’ or the ‘Hungarian mafia’.19 Worse was to come in 1977 when Parkes 

Developments collapsed into liquidation, the largest corporate victim of the 1970s 

property crash. 

Horwitz Corporation
In 1921 Israel and Ruth Horwitz, who had migrated to Sydney from England, founded 

Horwitz Publications. Initially publishing trade and sporting journals, Horwitz became the 

most prolific Australian publisher, its output including comics and fiction as well as 

paperback novels—thrillers, romance, war, science, detective; Horwitz was a pioneer of 

pulp fiction, its Carter Brown paperbacks becoming international best sellers. 

Stanley Horwitz worked for his parents’ business from 1945, becoming director in 1956; 

he introduced major US publishers to the local market and worked successfully to gain 

independence for Australian publishers from their foreign competitors, who had held first 

rights to Australian authors. Stanley Horwitz also published illustrated books featuring 

Australian artists, designers and the local ‘cultural vernacular’.

In 1954 Horwitz published the first study of Seidler’s work, Houses, interiors and 

projects: Harry Seidler. At the same time Seidler was commissioned to design a new 

company headquarters, his first commercial project. Horwitz House on Sussex Street is 

notable for its three-floor façade of aluminium louvres designed to provide protection and 

control of light and heat. In 1973 Horwitz published the lavishly illustrated Architecture 

for the new world: the work of Harry Seidler; co-published in New York and Stuttgart this 

was the first international monograph featuring an Australian architect; the book features 

several of Seidler’s projects in the current study. 

By this time Stanley Horwitz was furthering Seidler’s career in more immediate ways, 

forming Horwitz Corporation Pty Ltd to purchase property and commission Seidler to 

design apartments and other residential buildings. The success of this partnership is 

evident in the study area with Ercildoune and Gemini developed by the company.

Mainline Corporation
Mainline was founded in 1960 as an apartment builder by project manager and estimator 

Richard Baker and builder Laurie O’Neil. The new company was ambitious, employing 

high-profile architects on its suburban projects, and by 1965 was also constructing major 

CBD buildings including Gold Fields House and the Bridge Street AMP Centre. Mainline 

was one of Australia’s major property and construction companies by 1971, building 

Denison, The Reef, Mowbray and others in the study area. 
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In 1974 a combination of soaring interest rates and declining property prices saw its 

major creditor ANZ Bank call for the appointment of a receiver. Mainline was liquidated 

with debts of $60 million, though its property holdings sold for more than $86 million 

when auctioned in 1975. 

Sydney Fischer
The older guard of wealthy investors was still a force in the postwar world. Syd Fischer 

was one of these. Mostly remembered as Australia’s most successful racing yachtsman, 

Fischer emerged from a tough Depression childhood in Marrickville, starting his building 

career enclosing verandahs to make an extra room for struggling families and their 

lodgers. With a sharp eye for undervalued property Fischer quickly moved through 

speculative houses into apartment investment and construction. Fischer purchased the 

Gateway site in 1956, about the same time that he discovered sailing and bought his first 

yacht. His Australian Development Corporation would later build the striking Gazebo 

Hotel. 

2.9 The architects
In 1945 the architectural profession in Australia was peopled mainly by men whose

family had been sufficiently wealthy to pay for their indenture—apprenticeship—to an

established architect. Due to this narrow pathway most Australian architects were drawn

from a privileged social sphere, attending the same few private schools and gaining

qualifications from Sydney’s only public architecture schools at Sydney Technical College

and Sydney University.

Several Sydney architects travelled and worked in Europe and the United States (US)

during the Depression years, yet architecture remained an insular profession in Sydney.

The influx of a generation of European born and educated architects quickly diversified

and upskilled the Australian profession, as occurred across the Western world, despite

the refusal of architect registration to many qualified and practised applicants.

During the 1950s many first wave postwar migrant architects were joined by architects

fleeing socialist regimes of central and eastern Europe. Many of these were Hungarian.

Hungarian architects Gergely and Pinter and Frank Hoffer contributed significant buildings

to the study area and firms like Hugo Stossel & Associates employed these younger

graduates of Australian and European universities. Notable examples in the study area

include Nado Milat working for Douglas Forsyth Evans on Gateway and Croatian architect 

Nino Sydney (Somogy) employed by Theo Fry.

Recent experience in Europe and elsewhere dramatically shortened the distance between

architectural cultures and sped acceptance of new ideas and techniques.
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Theodore Fry
Theodore Fry (1908–1968), architect of Oceana, was born Teodor Freiwillig in Poland. Fry 

studied design at the Lviv Polytechnic, escaping Poland in 1939 and travelling through 

several countries before arriving in Australia in 1948. Fry designed flats for Moses Eisner 

and others including the NSW Housing Commission. Fry’s first project with Eisner was a 

block of 18 flats at 25 Wolseley Road Point Piper, designed in 1952. Apart from Oceana,

his prominent apartment projects include Rushcutters Court (now Bayside), a 12-floor 

block at 85 New South Head Road, Edgecliff, and Orana, an eight-floor block at Rose Bay 

completed in 1963, owned and built by Arcos Industries.20

Fry employed Croatian architect Nino Sydney (Somogy) shortly after his arrival during 

the 1950s; Sydney worked with Fry on the Knoll Laboratories at Arncliffe, completed in 

1968 shortly after Fry’s death, with Sydney taking over the practice.  

Hugo Stossel
Hugo Stossel (1905–2002) was born in Hungary but studied design in Rome and Vienna 

between 1926 and 1932 before working in Bucharest, Romania, designing theatres, 

apartments and commercial buildings. Stossel left Europe in 1939, spending most of the 

war in Sydney working for a construction company on government projects. 

From 1946 Stossel designed a series of houses for fellow European emigres, as well as St 

Ursula (completed 1953), an apartment building on a vacant site adjacent to Elizabeth 

Bay House owned by Suzanne Sedgewick, a Jewish medical practitioner; in 1957 the 

property was titled to St Ursula Pty Ltd and remains so. From 1957 Stossel designed 

Broadwaters, for the new development company Civil & Civic. This was followed by 

numerous other apartment and commercial developments completed over the next 

decade, more than seven in the Elizabeth Bay area alone. 

Stossel completed numerous other projects for Parkes, including Boomerang Apartments 

at 10 Barncleuth Square, Elizabeth Bay, and Parkes House, the company’s Kent Street 

head office. Other projects in the study area include The Chimes apartments at Macleay 

Street and Denison at 15 Wylde Street. The 20-storey Eastbourne Tower (1968), Darling 

Point, cemented Hugo Stossel and Associates position as one of the major contributors to 

Sydney’s burgeoning apartment scene.

Stossel formed H Stossel & Associates and was joined by fellow Hungarian George Buda, 

who became a partner in 1960. By 1970 Stossel retained only a remote involvement in 

the firm, which continued under Buda’s and the other partner’s leadership.
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Harry Seidler
The odyssey of Harry Seidler (1923–2006), child refugee from Austria to England, 

deportee to detainee and student in Canada to achievement in the USA and Australia is 

both remarkable and typical of the modern world of prejudice, displacement and 

migration. Seidler brought the uncompromisingly functional modernism of central Europe 

to Sydney, filtered via the US and Brazil: ‘Flats of the future. Maximum of light; 

minimum of housework. Healthful in-and-outdoor living’.21 No architect has had a greater 

impact on Sydney both in output and polemic, embodying the ambition and energy of his 

diaspora generation. 

Sydney’s natural gifts and surging population combined with its struggling, small-scale 

building industry presented Seidler and his contemporaries with vast opportunities; 

Sydney gained a new ambition and worldliness, resisted in many quarters but ultimately 

triumphant. The Sydney of 1975 was barely recognisable from that of 1945. 

Oser Fombertaux
Hans Peter Oser (1913–1967), like Hugo Stossel, arrived in Sydney as an accomplished

designer and architect. Born into a Viennese family of furniture and interior designers, he

studied architecture at the Vienna Technical University; before and after his 1936

graduation Oser worked for the offices of Peter Behrens and Josef Hoffmann, supervising

projects in Budapest and Paris.

Following the Nazi takeover of Austria, Oser migrated to Sydney with his wife Herta; he

immediately found architectural employment, but this was terminated in 1941 when

private building ceased. However, in 1944 Oser became chief architect of the newly

formed Housing Commission of NSW. Moving into private practice in 1946 Oser

established a glowing reputation for his modernist houses designed for prominent clients

including fellow refugees restaurateur Walter Magnus and clothing manufacturer Frank

Theeman.

Oser’s architectural and social networks continued to provide opportunities following his

1960 partnership with Jean Fombertaux.

Born in Nice, Fombertaux spent much of his childhood in France’s Asian colonies due to

his father’s role in the French Foreign Service before arriving in Australia in 1937. After

working briefly for Samuel Lipson, Fombertaux studied architecture at Sydney Technical

College; after graduating he travelled and worked abroad for almost a decade before

partnering with Hans Peter Oser. As well as the Bay apartments, Oser Fombertaux

designed at least three other small scale apartment blocks in the study area including

68-72 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth Bay, 51–57 Bayswater Road, Rushcutters Bay and the

widely publicised bachelor flat block at 40 Bayswater Road, Potts Point.22
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Fombertaux continued the practice following Oser’s death in 1967. Fombertaux himself

died in 1975 and the firm evolved into Fombertaux Rice Hanley.

Harry Divola
Harry Divola (1913–1970), born Henry Laurence Thomas Divola, studied architecture at

Sydney Technical College, founding his own practice in 1938. During the Pacific War

Divola enlisted in the Engineering Corps but had already established a sufficient

reputation for his modernist small houses to be employed by the Australian Legion of Ex-

Servicemen’s Credit Union as ‘a soldier-architect, Corporal H. Divola, to design model

types of homes for ex-servicemen and their families’.23 During the following decade

Divola became one of Australia’s best-known architects, his designs featuring regularly in

Truth newspaper as well as the popular home-making magazines.24

From 1955 Divola concentrated on his own practice, designing hotels, clubs as well as

less budget-conscious houses in Canberra as well as Sydney. Divola designed flats early

in his career, but The Reef (19 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay of 1966-1967) was a rare

excursion into this field among his later work.

Rudder Littlemore & Rudder
In contrast to the postwar wave of younger modernists, the partnership founded by Roy

Dyson Rudder (1897–1975) in 1925 was one of the longest-standing practices to design

an apartment building in the study area. With founding partner Reginald Grout, Rudder &

Grout became well-known during the 1930s for their hotel designs as well as the first

modern public swimming pools built in Sydney, at Enfield, Bankstown, Granville and

North Sydney.

In 1957 the practice gained international recognition for Qantas House, one of the first

curtain wall office buildings completed in Australia, project architect Felix Tavener. By

this time Reg Grout had been succeeded by David Littlemore, who went on to be part of

the architectural triumvirate to complete the design of Sydney Opera House.

Rudder Littlemore & Rudder designed few apartment buildings but had recently designed

the Astor Hotel-Motel at Woolloomooloo, the first of several up-market city motels the

practice designed for the Astor chain. The Mowbray (1 McDonald Street, Potts Point of

1975) was a similar project, initially proposed as a private hotel, built as apartments but

quickly renamed the Florida Motel Apartments, offering ‘a variety of accommodation to

suit the comfort of The Holidaymaker, The Honeymooners and The Businessman’. Flats

were let nightly, weekly or longer. 25
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Douglas Forsyth Evans
An architect decidedly not of the establishment, Eric Douglas Forsyth Evans (1899–1968)

first attracted attention in 1938 for his design of Marton Hall, a tower of 143 bachelor

flats at Margaret Street, Wynyard.

During the following decade Evans became better known for his flamboyant lifestyle than

his architecture, carousing with the writer Ion Idriess and other leading lights of Sydney

‘bohemia’; a portrait of Evans by George Finey was awarded the 1945 Archibald Prize.

With an established pre-WW2 practice Evans recreated himself as a modernist in the post

war years. The 1950s and 1960s were the most productive of Evans’ career as perhaps

Sydney’s most prolific Sydney architect of apartment buildings. His designs include The

Chilterns, Rose Bay, Glenhurst Gardens, Darling Point, Seven Seas, Kirribilli and Flight

Deck, Collaroy,. His design for Gateway (1960) was commissioned by Syd Fischer, typical

of the high-profile Sydneysiders who financed many of Evans’ designs; similar projects

included the Charles Hotel, Chatswood, for bookmaker Bill Waterhouse and the Caprice

restaurant, Rose Bay for the nightclub promoter Jim Bendrodt.

Douglas Snelling
Born to a poor family in England, Douglas Snelling (1916–1985) migrated to New

Zealand with his family in 1926. Handsome and personable, Snelling travelled to Los

Angeles in 1937, where talents for illustration and self-promotion saw him employed by

movie studios.

Snelling moved to Sydney in 1940 and worked as a publicist. His postwar career was

financed by successive marriages to wealthy heiresses, initially in interior and furniture

design, including a series of modern timber and webbing chairs and sofas. Imitative of

contemporary Scandinavian design, the ‘Snelling Line’ was an immediate success in

Australia and remains a collector favourite. On a second trip to Los Angeles, Snelling

admired the West Coast architecture of John Lautner, Richard Neutra and others,

influencing his work in Sydney when he began designing houses and shops from 1948,

although he was not registered as an architect until 1952.

Snelling gained a similar prominence to Harry Seidler in 1950s Sydney, but in contrast

his house designs were large and opulent, commissioned by his wealthy social set; a

1967 Vaucluse design (Tahiti) included Australia’s first ‘infinity pool’. Focused on houses,

retail and office buildings, Snelling was involved in the design of only two apartment

buildings; the ‘King size bachelor flats’ designed for rental at 74–76 Roslyn Gardens,

Rushcutters Bay (1964) being his only fully designed apartment project.26

Snelling’s professional and social standing declined during the 1970s. Despite his early

success, never having participated in professional awards or publications, Douglas

Snelling’s architectural work was largely forgotten until recently.27
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Figure 2.7  Hugo Stossel portrait by Max Dupain, 

c.1960. (Source: SLNSW)

Figure 2.8 Mr. Douglas B. Snelling -

Architect. August 26, 1954. (Photo by

Bryan Douglas Cameron/Fairfax Media)

Figure 2.9  Chair and stool by Douglas 

Snelling, manufactured by Functional 
Products, Sydney, New South Wales, 

Australia, c. 1952, Powerhouse collection.

2.10 Apartment design
The first flat-specific building regulations in New South Wales were outlined in Ordinance 

71, added to the Local Government Act in 1921.28 Under Ordinance 71 a ‘residential flat 

building’ could not occupy more than half of its site unless it was of more than three 

storeys or had a flat roof, in which case it could occupy two thirds of the site. 

101124



City of Sydney Modern Residential Flat Buildings Heritage Study Stage 2, November 2024 27

However, residential flat buildings could be built to site boundaries in many areas, or 

only three feet (91.4 centimetres) from boundaries in a proclaimed residential district. 

This meant that many interwar examples were designed with complex building footprints 

and floor plans to maximise wall and window space while including light wells to provide 

some natural illumination and air. As most large blocks were built for affluent clients or 

tenants the flats often resembled houses with a formal division of interior space, often 

including a clear demarcation between the residents’ spaces and those of the servants. 

A new set of rules was legislated in 1940 as the Local Government (Regulation of Flats)

Act (NSW), Schedule 7 of which legislated building setbacks from site boundaries as well

as floor space ratios by which a building’s maximum permissible footprint was calculated

as a percentage of its total floor space.29 The increasing potential size of apartment

buildings was a factor in rules designed to prevent domination of their sites.

2.10.1 Tower and line

The linear form that characterised most Modern apartment design was formulated in the

public housing commissioned by social democratic governments during the 1920s in

Germany, the Netherlands and other European nations. The central innovation was the

German Zeilenbau—row house—in which apartments of identical size and amenity were

sited in lengthy rows ideally orientated north-south providing equal access to sunlight

and air; as well as social democracy these designs were a response to the lung disease

tuberculosis, then a major health scourge.

This era also transformed the interior design of apartments towards efficient and sociable

use of space; the modern labour-saving kitchen was another innovation of this time.

In the postwar era these principles were magnified in a new generation of social housing,

embodied by Le Corbusier’s Unité d’habitation completed at Marseille, France, in 1952.

First published in 1923, Le Corbusier’s Toward a New Architecture advocated for a cities

of towers, towns raised on piles and concrete houses.  When fully expressed in his

completed projects such as the Unité d’habitation he provided apartment forms with

interlocking spaces running the width of the building and opening to both sides;

balconies, windows and sunshades are patterned to form the façades while interior

‘streets’ provide access and sociability. Taller than most prewar apartments, the Unité

was constructed and finished with site-cast concrete, its raw ‘béton brut’ announced a

new architectural aesthetic.

Innovations in public housing found their way into the private market in Australia and

elsewhere. Hugo Stossel’s St Ursula (1952) and Aaron Bolot’s Wylde Street apartments

(1951) are adaptations of the Zeilenbau principle, composed of identical, sun-facing

apartments.
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This was true also of Harry Seidler’s Ithaca Gardens (1960), where north-facing flats are

accessed from the rear by galleries which each serve two floors of flats, creating visual

and atmospheric access on both sides. This linear, interlocking format proved to be the

most popular of the postwar boom in the study area and beyond.

Construction innovations sped completions and reduced budgets; notable were pre-cast

concrete elements including whole floors lifted into place. Most of the study buildings

feature concrete framing and floors, their façades composed of brick infill and aluminum

framed windows and doors.

These innovations saw increasing numbers of apartment towers being built in the 1960s.

Office and apartment towers had emerged in Chicago and New York early in the

twentieth century but were slow to find acceptance elsewhere, constrained by height

limits in most western cities. From 1950 the format found new popularity in public

housing and influential private examples, notably Mies van der Rohe’s Chicago Lake

Shore Drive apartments. In Australia towers were less common in the private apartment

market than linear blocks, despite their smaller footprint. Victoria Towers (1961–1969,

later renamed Gemini) are the only study examples. Regulation of building heights in

foreshore areas was a factor in this outcome, with more apartment towers constructed

on Darling Point during this period.

103126



City of Sydney Modern Residential Flat Buildings Heritage Study Stage 2, November 2024 29

Figure 2.10  Harry Seidler’s design for Aquarius seen in section where external circulation galleries

serve two floors of flats and one-bedroom units alternate with studios. (Source: Living and Partly 

Living, 1971, p.186, copyright Harry Seidler & Associates)

2.11 Harbour views
Across the world the modernist ideal placed linear and tower forms in street-less

landscaped settings. Despite Harry Seidler’s attempt to create such a neighbourhood at

McMahons Point, in Sydney this only occurred in public housing precincts with large scale

clearing of the older neighbourhoods. In Potts Point and Elizabeth Bay the new buildings

had to be located on existing allotments, conform to existing street layouts and

townscapes, and most jostled for highly prized harbour views.
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The tall flats built in the study area were not typical of those across Sydney; in 1981 only 

4.3 per cent (45,389) of private dwellings were in flat buildings of four storeys or more. 

Walkups ruled across the suburbs and in 1976 the City of Sydney had the highest 

percentage of flats in buildings of four or more floors high—64 per cent, 10,960 flats.30

High-rise flats were concentrated in the harbourside LGAs of Sydney, Woollahra, 

Waverley, North Sydney and Manly partly because the price of land in these areas made 

the construction of low-rise flats or houses unprofitable. During the 1950s, Woollahra 

residents campaigned against the approval of new flat buildings potentially blocking 

views and access to the harbour at Darling Point. 

In 1960 Cumberland County Council, then Sydney’s peak planning authority, introduced 

an advisory code that waterside residential buildings should be the same measurement 

as their height from the high-water mark. However, councils found that they lacked the 

regulatory powers to enforce this, hence foreshore development continued largely 

unregulated during the 1960s. 

However, councils did gain power from the County Council to declare Foreshore Scenic 

Protection Areas in which proposed buildings should not cause ‘injury due to the 

obstruction of views to and from the harbour’.31 The City of Sydney declared one of 

these areas at Elizabeth Bay, limiting buildings in the area to 100 feet (30.5 metres) in 

height. Several building applications were rejected or modified as a result, including 

applications for 50 Roslyn Gardens (Aquarius) and 80 Elizabeth Bay Road (Bay 

Apartments), Elizabeth Bay. However, Oceana was approved and constructed before the 

new regulations took effect, remaining the sole direct waterside apartment building at 

Elizabeth Bay. 
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Figure 2.11  Oceana shortly after construction. (Source: File 11: [Architecture, miscellaneous,

1930–1964]/photographed by Max Dupain at SLNSW)

2.12 Harry Seidler and ‘average expenditure 
buildings’
In a 1972 interview, Harry Seidler observed: 

I had to design average consumer-type buildings but I always tried to elevate them to the 

level of architecture … Economy is always used as an excuse for the dismal results, if we 

look around ourselves, for a square mile we see just dreariness and poor blocks of flats …
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I think that aim, to produce consumer-type buildings, average expenditure buildings and 

elevate them to the level of architecture, is really the greatest challenge.32

Evidence of this aim included the five buildings Seidler designed in the study area 

between 1960 and 1970, mostly consisting of bedsits and one-bedroom apartments. 

Most harbourside apartments were designed for wealthy clients; by 1939 the 

neighbouring Municipality of Woollahra boasted the work of a who’s who of Sydney 

architects, designing Sydney’s largest flats for Sydney’s wealthiest municipality. This 

monopoly of harbour views disappeared in the postwar years.

The 1950s’ suburban growth attracted many critics, including the University of Sydney’s 

Professor of Town Planning Denis Winston: ‘the home has become a type of talisman, 

making it difficult socially, politically and even financially … to build any other than a 

three-bedroom textured brick bungalow, one and a half hours from the office with a 

picture window to frame the view of the “septic”’.33

The promoters of the postwar apartment boom repeated these arguments; Dick 

Dusseldorp of Lend Lease wanted ‘a better means of accommodation for the “average 

guy” who wanted to live close to the city, or on a transport line, but who couldn’t afford a 

house on the proverbial quarter-acre block’.34 By 1961, ‘new home unit projects were 

sprouting at all points around the Harbour – like asparagus beginning to emerge from its 

bed’.35

The group of five apartment buildings designed by Seidler in the current study represent 

a crucial moment in Seidler’s career, as he moved from his first decade of small house 

designs towards apartments and city towers. As Morton Herman wrote in 1964: ‘Harry 

Seidler has advanced from mere houses into the field of very big buildings. His blocks of 

flats and his city buildings have all the sureness of touch and architectural skill of his 

domestic work’.36 Seidler was the most prominent architect in Sydney pursuing a late 

modernism that remained committed to high density tower forms. As seen in publications 

from the late 1960s such as Living and Partly Living (1971), younger Australian 

architects were focused on housing, townhouse forms and idealistic low scale town plans.

Significantly, Seidler argued for flat living as a weapon against suburban sprawl and a 

form of social democracy, seeing his buildings as demonstrations of these benefits. In 

1991, responding to criticism of Blues Point Tower, Seidler summarised his case for inner 

city apartments: 

There was never any intention to make Blues Point Tower a luxury block … It’s got eight-

foot ceilings. They are humble small apartments. It didn't have marble floors or a 

concierge or waterfalls or any of that stuff. It was meant to be accessible to people of 

average means. It just has the best views in Australia.37

Seidler’s apartments in the study area embody these principles. 
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Seidler’s first apartment block, Ithaca Gardens, set the mould for its successors, with its 

balcony, window and sunshade-patterned façade plus interlocking split-level flats 

maximising exterior wall and window space. The projecting bedrooms at Aquarius (and 

Ercildoune) were designed in service of this aim, ‘to achieve the best possible amenity for 

the flats, which is to face all main rooms of the eighty units towards the harbour 

coinciding with the desirable orientation of north-east. To achieve this, exterior wall 

space is at a premium and … has to be allocated for habitable rooms.’38

This was part of a long-running conflict between Seidler and a long-standing regulation 

that bathrooms should have direct ventilation from the exterior. Placing a bedroom on 

the side of the building facing away from the view meant that all living rooms could face 

the view while maintaining easy access to the split-level flats. 

International Lodge and Victoria Towers (later renamed Gemini) are more orthodox, 

using tower formats and single-level apartments, although International Lodge is 

effectively two buildings—an eight-floor tower and a set of terraced apartments 

cascading towards the harbour. Victoria Towers make the most of a small site with four 

small bedsits per floor, orientating towards the eastern and western views. 

Peter Blake wrote in 1973 that much of Seidler’s work was in apartment housing, ‘an 

area in which building costs have imposed severe limitations on space and thus on 

flexibility’.39 Seidler’s primary solution was to create variations in spatial arrangement 

which ‘make them more liveable and much more interesting than the standard housing 

found in most modern cities’.40 Within a few years Harry Seidler’s career moved beyond 

these ‘average expenditure’ flats, expanding across every genre of public and private 

building including embassies, office towers, museums, shopping centres and hotels as 

well as more expansive private houses. A notable exception was the major Vienna social 

housing project Wohnpark Neue Donau (1993–1998), a spectacular return to his 

personal and architectural beginnings. 

As with the contemporary era of architect-designed project homes, this brief flowering of 

innovative budget apartment modernism was largely left behind, with the buildings of 

this period in the study area surviving as an exemplar of progressive architecture. 
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Figure 2.12  Party in Victoria Towers (Gemini) by David Moore, commissioned for the publication 

Living and Partly Living: Housing in Australia (1971 p. 182).
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3 Stage 1: Preliminary assessment

3.1 Findings 
The preliminary assessment undertaken as part of Stage 1 of the project reviewed the 18 

selected buildings, undertook a site analysis from the public domain and reviewed 

available plans and previous development applications in order to provide a preliminary 

condition assessment.

Research was also conducted to identify if the projects had been published in popular or 

architectural publications, or if they had received awards or were included in architectural 

summaries of the period or monographs of the relevant architect’s work. 

From this analysis, it was concluded that three projects, while potentially of significance, 

were stylistically different in design, period of construction or purpose as to be unsuitable 

for inclusion in the current study. These projects are listed in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1  Stage 1 properties not carried into the Stage 2 assessment phase. 

Building Address Architect Year

Habitat formerly 
Mowbray

1 McDonald Street, Potts Point Rudder Littlemore & 
Rudder

1964

Serendipity 3–5 St Neot Avenue, Potts Point Ian McKay and Partners 1974

Deepdene 110–110B Elizabeth Bay Road, 
Elizabeth Bay

Stuart Murray with Ancher, 
Mortlock Murray and 
Woolley

1970

This is not to say that these projects do not have heritage significance. For example, they 

could be considered as contributory items in the future.

Stage 2 has focused on the remaining 15 projects that have been taken through to a full 

assessment against the NSW Heritage criteria for assessing heritage significance. 
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4 Stage 2: Heritage assessment

The following tables outline the conclusions and recommendations from the Stage 2 

heritage assessment process. The tables identify properties not considered to have met 

the threshold of local significance; properties which met the threshold of significance and 

are recommended for heritage listing under Schedule 5 of the City of Sydney LEP (2012).

An assessment sheet providing a detailed assessment of each property is enclosed in 

Appendix A.

Does not meet threshold for individual listing 
The following six properties were assessed and based on the available information it was 

concluded that they did not satisfy the threshold of local significance under any of the 

criteria set out in the Assessing Heritage Significance guidelines. 

These properties were generally found to have some historic and aesthetic significance

and are considered to make a good contribution to their context. As identified in the 

recommendations, their contributory status should reviewed in the future, however they

are not recommended to be listed under Schedule 5 of the City of Sydney LEP (2012).

Table 4.1  Stage 2 properties not recommended for heritage listing on the City of Sydney LEP.

Name Address Architect Year

Denison 15 Wylde Street, Potts Point Hugo Stossel & 
Associates

1965

International 
Lodge

100 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth 
Bay

Harry Seidler and 
Associates

1970

The Reef 19 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay Henry Divola and 
Associates

1967

Bay Apartments 80 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth 
Bay

HP Oser, Fombertaux & 
Associates

1965

Ercildoune 85–91 Elizabeth Bay Road, 
Elizabeth Bay

Harry Seidler and 
Associates

1966

The Tor 51–59 Roslyn Gardens, 
Rushcutters Bay

Hugo Stossel & 
Associates

1966

Meets threshold for listing
The following nine properties met the threshold of local significance, satisfying at least 

one of the criteria set out in the Assessing Heritage Significance (2023) guidelines and 

are recommended to be listed under Schedule 5 of the City of Sydney LEP 2012.
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Table 4.2  Stage 2 properties recommended for heritage listing on the City of Sydney LEP.

Name Address Architect Year

Gateway 3 Wylde Street, Potts Point Douglas Forsyth-Evans 1960

Gemini 40–44 Victoria Street, Potts Point Harry Seidler and 
Associates

1961–1969

St Ursula 5 Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay Hugo Stossel 1954

Oceana 108 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth 
Bay

Theodore Fry 1961

Ithaca Gardens 12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay Harry Seidler and 
Associates

1960

Bayview 41–49 Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth 
Bay

Hugo Stossel & 
Associates

1961

Aquarius 50–58 Roslyn Gardens, 
Rushcutters Bay

Harry Seidler and 
Associates

1965

Roslyn Gardens 74–76 Roslyn Gardens, 
Rushcutters Bay

Douglas Snelling 1964

1–5 Clement St 1–5 Clement Street, Rushcutters 
Bay

Ancher, Mortlock, 
Murray and Woolley

1975
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5 Appendices

Appendix A

Heritage Assessment Sheets for Individual Properties
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Attachment D 

Revised Inventory Sheet - Gemini, 40-44 
Victoria Street, Potts Point 
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Item Name Gemini, excluding 
apartment interiors 

  

Address 40–44 Victoria Street, 
Potts Point 

Lot number Lot 1 DP 205052, Lot 1 DP 
916138, Portion 45 DP 
2436, Portion 40 DP 2436, 
Lots 1–58 SP 11452 

Architect Harry Seidler & 
Associates 

Construction 
date 

1961 (north tower) 

1969 (south tower) 

Builder P Cussel (1961)   

Listings Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012: Within the Potts Point Heritage 
Conservation Area (HCA) (C51), identified as detracting on the Sydney 
Development Control Plan (DCP) building contributions map. 

Australian Institute of Architects (NSW Chapter) Register of Significant 
Architecture (AIA Register). 

 
 

Historical overview 

The Cadigal people of the Eora nation have lived in the Sydney area for thousands of years and 
have shaped its landscape and nurtured its plants and animals. Before the arrival of the 
European settlers the Potts Point area was known as Kurrajeen (or Curageen) and Yarrandabbi. 
Governor Lachlan Macquarie set aside land near Elizabeth Bay, Potts Point and Woolloomooloo 
as a ‘model fishing village’ for Aboriginal people in 1820. At this settlement, known as Elizabeth 
Town, several huts were built, a patch of land was cleared for a garden, and boats were 
provided for use by the Aboriginal people who lived there. John Palmer’s estate at nearby 
Woolloomooloo Bay was also an important gathering place for local Aboriginal people and was 
the location of a corroboree in 1831 attended by Bungaree’s son, Young Bungaree.1 

In 1828 Darling ordered the subdivision of Woolloomooloo Hill into suitable ‘town allotments’ for 
large residences and extensive gardens. He then issued ‘deeds of grant’ to select members of 
colonial society (in particular, his senior civil servants). The first seven grants were issued in 
1828, with the other allotments formally granted in 1831. 

The private residences built on the grants were required to meet Darling’s so-called ‘villa 
conditions’, which were possibly determined and overseen by his wife, who had architectural 
skills. The conditions ensured that only one residence was built on each grant to an approved 
standard and design, that each residence was set within a generous amount of landscaped land 
that, in most cases, faced the town. By the mid-1830s the parade of 'white' villas down the 
spine of Woolloomooloo Hill presented a picturesque sight and was visible from the harbour and 
town of Sydney.2 The name of the suburb Potts Point honours a self-made man, Joseph Hyde 
Potts, who was employed with the Bank of New South Wales when it initially opened for 
business in 1817. 

The subject site was formerly occupied by two houses, Leura and Euroa at 42 and 44 Victoria 
Street; 40 was an unnamed two-storey house. The houses were erected on part of the 1831 
land grant to Henry Grattan Douglass, later partly subdivided as Challis Estate. 

In May 1961 Harry Seidler submitted a development application (DA) on behalf of his clients 
Sidney Gale and Horwitz Corporation Pty Ltd to erect an eight-storey building at 40 Victoria 
Street for bachelor home units to rent (28 bedsitting room flats) with off-street parking for 14 
cars. The building, comprising concrete floors, tilt up concrete walls and precast panels, was 
estimated to cost £50,000. 

Horwitz Corporation, a subsidiary of publishing house Horwitz Company, owned and developed 
several properties in the area. In 1954 Harry Seidler designed their headquarters ’Horwitz 

 
1 City of Sydney 2013, ‘Aboriginal People and Place’. 
2 State Library 2002. 
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House’ on Sussex Street in Sydney. Horwitz Corporation was also responsible for developing 
Ercildoune in Elizabeth Bay, also designed by Seidler and completed in 1966. 
Horwitz was the publisher of Houses, Interiors, Projects, the first book about Harry Seidler’s 
work, published in 1954, as well as Architecture for the new world; the work of Harry Seidler, 
published in 1973. Seidler had designed the interiors and deck layout for the Horwitz family 
yacht. 

In July 1954 Council approved the DA for 40 Victoria Street. Entry was from Victoria Street and 
egress to Grantham Lane with the proposed building to be set back no less than 24 feet from 
Victoria Street. The construction of 40 Victoria Street was completed in accordance with the 
approval and conditions in December 1962. 

Shortly after Horwitz Corporation purchased the adjacent site, 42/44 Victoria Street. Harry 
Seidler & Associates submitted a DA to erect a similar 8 story residential building that was to 
connect to the existing building by means of a bridge at roof level. The Council approved the DA 
in February 1964; however, no work commenced and the DA approval lapsed in April 1965. 

Harry Seidler & Associates, on behalf of Horwitz Corporation Pty Ltd, lodged a new DA in 
January 1969, this time for a larger building with 28 one-bedroom units. The Council approved 
the DA in April 1969. The new building was completed in 1970. 

Although similar in height and design, and linked by a roof bridge, the southern building was 
larger in footprint. Each maintained their own separate lobby space and laundry area at ground 
level. The two buildings were initially named Victoria Towers in Council documentation, but at a 
later unknown date changed to Gemini. 

Horwitz Corporation notified the Council in October 1970 that Florida Skyline Motel Holiday 
Apartments had acquired Victoria Towers (Gemini) as holiday apartments. In February the 
following year the Council reported on complaints it had received that the ‘use of the premises 
has been altered without the consent of Council to that of a motel type occupation and that 
inspection reveals that the premises are still being used as individual residential flat units with 
cooking facilities within each unit but short-term lettings are accepted, service in the form of 
cleaning and bedmaking is provided but no meals are provided to occupants’ (City Building 
Surveyor’s Report, TC 1001/69, DA 56/59, 25 February 1971). 

Gemini features in the 1971 publication Living and Partly Living: Housing in Australia, by Ian 
McKay, as an example of compact inner city living. McKay commissioned David Moore to 
photograph an apartment with its young female owner using the spaces, in contrast to 
conventional architectural photography devoid of people. 

Architects Anthony Gill and Sarah McSpadden renovated a 38 square metre (sqm) apartment in 
Gemini (southern block) that in 2012 won numerous design awards including Residential Design 
(National), Winner – Australian Interior Design Awards. 

Harry Seidler & Associates 

Harry Seidler (1923–2006) was born in Vienna to Jewish parents. Following the Nazi occupation 
of Austria in 1938, Seidler relocated to England where he attended Cambridge Polytechnic, 
before being deported to Canada in 1940. He was awarded a Bachelor of Architecture in Canada 
in 1944. He won a scholarship to study at the Graduate School of Design, Harvard University, 
where Walter Gropius and Marcel Breuer were teachers. He then studied at Black Mountain 
College, under Josef Albers, before working with Breuer in New York City (1946–1948) and 
briefly with Oscar Niemeyer in Rio de Janeiro, on his way to Sydney in 1948. 

Arriving in Sydney, his first commission was to design a house for his parents (Rose Seidler 
House, 1948–1950). Seidler gained Australian citizenship and in 1958 married Penelope Evatt, 
who was to be a significant partner in his career. By the 1960s Seidler’s practice began to 
receive significant commissions including Blues Point Tower (completed 1962) and Australia 
Square (1960–1967). The latter, designed with engineer Pier Luigi Nervi, became a ‘type-model’ 
for Seidler’s urban tower designs throughout his career. From the 1970s Harry Seidler & 
Associates was commissioned for significant large-scale commissions across Australia and 
overseas. These included the Australian Embassy, Paris (1973); MLC Building, Sydney (1978); 
Riverside Centre, Brisbane (1984); Shell Headquarters, Melbourne (1988); and QV1, Perth 
(1992). 

Throughout his career, Seidler wrote about architecture and taught at various universities 
around the world, as well as advocating planning reform in Australia. He was awarded numerous 
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honours throughout his career including being made an Honorary Fellow of both the American 
Institute of Architects and the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA awarded him the Royal 

Gold Medal in 1996); and a Life Fellow (1970) of the Royal Australian Institute of Architects 
(receiving 50 awards including five Sulman Medals, four Wilkinson Awards and the Gold Medal 
[1976]). He was also awarded an Order of the British Empire (1972). His impact and the work of 

his firm were a major cultural influence, applying uncompromising Bauhaus-inspired modernist 
architecture and principles in Australia. 

 
Description 

An external-only site visit from the public domain was undertaken by GML in September 2024. 
The physical assessment is based on publicly available documentation of the site. 

Setting and context 

Gemini is a pair of buildings linked by a pedestrian bridge at roof level. It is located to the 
eastern side of Victoria Street, near its intersection with McDonald Lane. The portion of Victoria 
Street to the west of Gemini is partly pedestrianised. The land drops sharply to the west of 
Victoria Street and Woolloomooloo Bay giving Gemini wide views to the west and north. 

The building is located within the Potts Point HCA. The HCA within the immediate vicinity of the 
site is characterised by small scale nineteenth-century housing, terrace houses and multi-storey 
postwar and contemporary apartments. 

Physical description 

Gemini consists of two blocks of eight-storey flat buildings containing 28 studios (northern 
block), 40 Victoria Street, and 28 one-bedroom units (southern block), 42–44 Victoria Street. 
The 28sqm and 38sqm apartments are intended, as Harry Seidler said, to be for ‘people of 
average means’. The lot shape is irregular and the buildings follow the historical arrangement of 
housing on the block, which is at an angle to Victoria Street. The buildings have a simple 
cuboidal form and their elevations are symmetrical. The structure of reinforced concrete is 
exposed and the simple palette of materials consists of reinforced concrete frame, accentuated 
with down-turned slabs, and blond face brickwork infill walls, anodised aluminium window units 
and blue roller blinds fitted into deep window reveals. The blond brick carries up to form a 
parapet and balustrade for the roof deck. 

40 Victoria Street 

The building has identical façade arrangements along the shorter north and south elevations and 
the longer east and west elevations. The north and south elevations are divided into three 
vertical rows with full height aluminium framed windows to the end rows set deeply into blade 
walls, and high aluminium framed awning windows with fixed glass panels along the central row 
to the bathrooms. The full height windows consist of two large sliding panels to the top, a wide 
transom and fixed panels below. The windows to the side elevations are aluminium framed 
awning windows with fixed glass panels. 

The ground floor is semi-open with an exposed grid of columns. The lobby is located on the 
southern side of the building and is accessed through glass doors and finished in polished stone 
to the floor and walls. A laundry and storage room is located behind. There is a plant room to 
the roof constructed of a concrete frame and blond face brickwork infill walls. 

In plan the building has a simple rectangular shape. The studio apartments are mirrored around 
a central axis and on both sides containing the lift and stairwell core. The units are rectangular 
in plan and oriented to the full height glazing at the east or west. The kitchen is semi open to 
the living zone and the bathroom is located on the eastern or western external wall. All rooms 
are naturally lit and ventilated. 

42–44 Victoria Street 

The southern part of the pair is a larger building with a wider footprint. It has a similar regular 
repeated façade arrangement but to the east and west is divided into four vertical rows with two 
rows of full height aluminium framed windows to the centre and high aluminium framed sliding 
windows to the end rows. The full height windows are set back with the same detail as 40 
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Victoria Street and fitted with blue aluminium roller shutters for shading. The north and south 
elevation have two vertical rows of high aluminium framed ribbon windows with both awning 
and sliding windows. The ground floor is semi-open with an exposed grid of columns. There is a 
metal canopy along the entrance lobby to the eastern elevation. 

The roof was planned with a roof garden, toilet, and steps to a raised swimming pool and 
reinforced concrete bridge link to the northern building. It also contains a plant room with a 
concrete frame and blond face brickwork infill walls. The roof area has a balustrade/pool fence 
with glass panels as a later addition. 

In plan the building has a simple rectangular shape. Unlike the northern building the circulation 
core runs through the short side of the plan. Kitchens are at the external corners of the plan 
beside the living zone with a bathroom dividing the space into an informal bed-alcove. The 
ground floor has an entrance lobby, the laundry and a drying area. 

Landscaping 

The site has low lying planting and young trees at its entrance along Victoria Street and along 
McDonald Lane. There is a rooftop garden with artificial turf and a swimming pool. 

Modifications/integrity 

• No major DAs on file from 2004 onwards. 

Condition 

The condition is unknown due to limited access. 
 

 
Comparative analysis 

Gemini can be seen as a representative example of the 1960s works of Harry Seidler & 
Associates when the firm was prolific in the design and development of residential flat buildings. 
Comparable examples include the Avalon Apartments, Avalon (1959), Stephen Towers, 
Paddington (1963), Village Towers, Ocean Avenue, Double Bay (1964) and Blues Point Tower, 
McMahons Point (1962), which all have corner apartment arrangements to each floor, providing 
excellent light and ventilation as well as views. 

This contrasts with contemporary projects such as Ithaca Gardens (1960), Diamond Bay (1965), 
Aquarius (1965) and Ercildoune (1966) with linear planning. From 1964 onwards, Harry Seidler 
& Associates’ housing schemes tended to rely on linear arrangements with complex split-level 
planning, and later still with curved, radial planning with baroque influences. 

The first stage of the Gemini complex, completed in 1961, is closely related to Blues Point Tower 
completed just a year later. At 24 storeys high, Blues Point Tower was at the time of completion 
Australia’s tallest residential building.3 It shares elements with Gemini including ribbon windows 
for secondary rooms and larger windows to living rooms and demonstrates the same highly 
ordered elevational composition. However, the alternating recessed balcony elements and the 
window arrangements of Blues Point Tower create a more varied and expressive façade than 
found at Gemini. 

Gemini can be seen as representative of Harry Seidler & Associates’ early 1960s multi-
residential projects. While each responded to its site and context, as a group they can be seen 
as evolving structural and planning prototypes. Seidler noted in relation to this group of 
apartments ‘the aim of their design is the development of prototypes incorporating a system, 
both of planning and construction’. (Living and Partly Living, 1971). 

Gemini, with 28sqm or 38sqm studio and one bedroom apartments, is an important example of 
this group of projects completed in the 1960s, a time when economically planned flats on 
smaller sites were a particular focus. 
Gemini shares the following characteristics with these projects: each is built of poured-in-place 
concrete and brick infill walls. They all explore systematised construction with repeated layouts 
and segregated vertical access cores. They all express their structure, and their façades express 

 

3 Blues Point Tower, At Home in North Sydney, 
https://www.athomeinnorthsydney.com.au/blues-point-tower.html. 
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their internal uses and the importance of rooms through window size. Typically, full height glass 
walls alternate with ribbon windows created by down-turned concrete slabs. 
Fixed awnings and sun shading are all carefully arranged to create a characteristic ‘tensional’ 
façade pattern. Living units are reduced to their minimum to allow flexibility of use. 

Gemini has representative significance as an important example of Seidler’s 1960s multi-unit 
apartment projects, which as a group have an exceptional level of significance for their ability to 
demonstrate the architect’s evolving planning and construction protypes. Seidler’s architecture 
of this period was extremely influential, widely published and highly awarded, and can be seen 
to have made a major contribution to the development of modern architecture in Australia and 
is highly regarded internationally. 

Gemini has particular significance as an example of two tower designs completed eight years 
apart. It is able to demonstrate an evolution in Seidler’s designs and the adaptability of his 
building units, working as modules on the one site, linked by a sky bridge. 

Gemini was widely published by Seidler himself and in the architectural media. 
 

 

Figure 1 Blues Point Tower (likely to be 
of state heritage significance), of 24 
levels and 144 apartments, is of a much 
larger scale than Gemini; however, its 
varied façade arrangement shows similar 
design characteristics. (Source: 
Wikimedia) 

Figure 2 International Lodge (formerly Ling 
Apartments), Elizabeth Bay. A similar tower block 
with four one-bedroom apartments per floor 
completed in 1970 demonstrates Seidler’s 
evolving planning prototypes. (Source: GML) 

 
 

 
Assessment of significance 

Criterion A (Historic 
significance) 

Gemini has historic significance as an innovative example of high-
rise housing developed in the Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area 
during the 1950s and 1960s. Its construction as compact studios, 
and later use as a motel, is able to demonstrate an important 
phase in the historical and social development of the area. 

Comparative analysis 
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Assessment of significance  
Gemini has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Gemini does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion B (Historical 
association) 

Gemini is associated with architect Harry Seidler, one of the most 
significant modernist architects in Australia, who has made an 
important contribution to the development of Australia’s built 
environment. As a noteworthy apartment project of the 1960s 
Gemini has strong associations with the architect. 

Gemini has some significance for its association with developers 
Horwitz Corporation as an example of their apartment 
developments within the local area and as an example of their 
collaborations with Harry Seidler. 

Gemini has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Gemini does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion C 
(Aesthetic/creative/technical 
achievement) 

Gemini shows innovations in planning and construction that make 
it a noteworthy example of a late 1950s–1960s modernist 
apartment building. 

Gemini displays typical elements of the work of architect Harry 
Seidler during the 1960s. It shares aesthetic characteristics with 
some of Seidler’s most notable projects including Blues Point 
Tower and Village Towers (Arlington), which demonstrate 
distinctive aesthetic attributes in form and composition. Gemini 
also has unique aspects in its design and construction that 
demonstrate creative and technical excellence, innovation and 
achievement. 

In its construction, planning and detailing it demonstrates Harry 
Seidler’s progressive development of design prototypes applied 
across multiple projects. Its expression of structure, regular 
façade arrangement, use of raw materials and spare planning 
with a concern for natural light, sun shading, and ventilation are 
all typical of Seidler’s highly acclaimed architecture. Gemini has 
been widely published and is a noteworthy example of the work 
of an important designer. 

The original design and structure are largely intact, with minimal 
alterations visible to the exterior of the buildings. 

Gemini has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Gemini does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion D (Social, cultural 
and spiritual significance) 

Gemini is listed on the Australian Institute of Architects (NSW 
Chapter) Register of Significant Architecture, indicating that it has 
importance to architects and the design community more 
generally. 

Gemini has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Gemini does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion E (Research 
potential) 

Gemini is an early example and significant example of compact, 
innovative apartment design and construction in the Elizabeth 
Bay and Potts Point area. As a project that developed and 
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Assessment of significance  

 expanded over an eight-year period it is able to demonstrate 
important elements in architectural innovation. Gemini is an 
important example of Seidler’s early apartment design and can 

contribute to knowledge about the evolution of housing in 
Australia and the work of Harry Seidler. 

Gemini has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Gemini does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion F (Rare) Although one of a small number of early and innovative 
modernist apartment projects completed in the Elizabeth Bay and 
Potts Point area by Harry Seidler & Associates, Gemini is not 
considered a rare example of their work. 

Gemini does not have cultural significance at a local or state level 
under this criterion. 

Criterion G (Representative) Gemini is considered to have representative significance as one of 
a group of 1960s apartment projects designed by Harry Seidler & 
Associates in the local area and more widely, which as a group 
are highly significant. Other examples in the Elizabeth Bay and 
Potts Point area include Ithaca Gardens, Aquarius, Ercildoune and 
International Lodge. These projects were widely published and 
featured in the multiple surveys of Harry Seidler’s career. As 
Seidler himself noted, each project applied a series of evolving 
structural and planning prototypes. Each was built of the same 
materials, and with evolving structural systems, repeated layouts 
for construction efficiencies, repeated window units and sun 
shading elements to create characteristic ‘tensional’ façade 
patterns. Gemini is noteworthy amongst this group as a pair of 
towers linked by a sky bridge, constructed eight years apart. 

Gemini displays key characteristics of this significant group of 
apartment projects and is an important representative example 
of Harry Seidler’s long-term engagement with construction and 
planning efficiency and innovation. 

Gemini is representative of wider trends in housing, the 
redevelopment of inner-city suburbs with higher density 
apartments, and the growing demand for compact well-located 
housing. 

Gemini has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Gemini does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

 
Statement of significance 

Gemini has historic significance as an innovative example of medium-rise housing developed in 
the Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area during the 1950s and 1960s and is able to demonstrate 
wider historical trends of importance to the local area. Constructed over an eight-year period the 
two-building complex has strong historic associations with architect Harry Seidler, one of the 
most significant modernist architects in Australia. 

Gemini has aesthetic significance, demonstrating a high degree of creative and technical 
achievement. It contains many innovations in planning and construction that make it a 
noteworthy example of a late 1950s–1960s modernist apartment building. It shares aesthetic 
elements with some of Seidler’s most notable projects including Ithaca Gardens, Blues Point 
Tower, Village Towers (Arlington), Ercildoune and Aquarius, which are distinctive in form and 
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composition. Widely published Gemini is a noteworthy example of the work of an important 
designer. 
Gemini is likely to have importance to architects and the design community more generally, as 
an early example of innovative apartment design and construction in Australia. 

Gemini has the ability to contribute to knowledge about the evolution of the work of Harry 
Seidler and the development of modernist apartment design in Australia more generally. 

Gemini has representative significance as one of a group of 1960s apartment projects designed 
by Harry Seidler & Associates, which as a group are highly significant. Other examples in the 
Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area include Ithaca Gardens, Aquarius, Ercildoune and 
International Lodge. Gemini displays key characteristics of this significant group of apartment 
projects and is an important representative example of Harry Seidler’s long-term engagement 
with construction and planning efficiency and innovation. 

 

 
Recommendations 

Gemini meets the threshold for local heritage significance under historic, historical association, 
aesthetic, social, research potential and representative criteria and is recommended for heritage 
listing on the Sydney Local Environmental Plan. 

Heritage approval pathway 

The best way to conserve the heritage significance of places is to carry out minor works and 
regular maintenance and repairs.  

Most minor works or maintenance works that do not affect the significance of a heritage item 
don’t require development approval. However, consent is generally required for other works to be 
carried out on heritage items or items within heritage conservation areas. The following provides 
guidance as to when development approval is required. 

Local heritage exemption 

When undertaking minor works you need to apply for a local heritage exemption and receive 
written confirmation from us (Council) before you start. 

This includes ‘like-for-like’ replacement or rectification works, and minor or maintenance works, 
for example replacing failing gutters, replacement of downpipes to match original details or the 
upgrading of services. 

Requests for local heritage exemptions should be lodged online using our ePlanning service. Fees 
may apply. (https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/gain-exemption-
development-consent-heritage-works) 

Development approval 

Works of a more complex nature or that impact the fabric of the place, alter its external 
appearance or make changes to common areas require planning consent. In many cases these 
works will be approved after their potential heritage impacts have been assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact (https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-
preparing-statement-heritage-impact). 

This process requires submission of a development application through the NSW Planning Portal. 
When you are preparing an application, we (Council) can provide general advice about planning 
controls, application requirements and fees, and help identify potential issues including through 
our duty planner or pre-lodgement advice service 
(https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/get-advice-city-development-
application). 

Definitions 

The following terms reference the definitions set out by Australia ICOMOS in the Burra Charter, or 
terminology utilised by Heritage NSW. 

• Heritage significance: the historic, aesthetic, scientific or social value of a place, for 
past, present or future generations. 

Statement of significance 
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• Fabric: all the physical material of a place, including its building materials, fixtures, 
finishes and other elements.  

• Conservation: all the processes of looking after a place so as to retain its heritage 
significance. This can include maintenance, preservation, restoration, reconstruction and 
adaptation.  

• Maintenance: the continuous protective care of a place and its fabric.  
• Preservation: maintaining the fabric of a place in its existing state and slowing down 

deterioration.  
• Restoration: returning existing fabric to a known earlier state, for example by removing 

later changes or reassembling existing parts.  
• Reconstruction: returning a place as nearly as possible to a known earlier state, usually 

by introducing materials.  
• Adaptation / adaptive reuse: changing a place to suit an existing or proposed use while 

respecting its heritage significance.  
• Compatible use: a use that respects the cultural significance of a place and has little or 

minimal impact on that significance.  
• Setting: the area around a place, which may contribute to how its heritage significance is 

understood and experienced.  
• Local heritage exemption: written confirmation from Council that minor works or 

maintenance can proceed without development consent because they will not adversely 
affect heritage significance. This requires a heritage exemption application to be lodged 
online using our ePlanning service and written confirmation from us (Council) before you 
start.  

• Statement of Heritage Impact: a report that explains how proposed works may affect 
the heritage significance of a place and how impacts can be avoided or reduced. This is 
consistent with NSW heritage guidance and common planning practice. 
(https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-preparing-statement-
heritage-impact) 

• Like-for-like: replacing or repairing an element using matching or very similar materials, 
design, dimensions, finish and appearance, so the heritage character is maintained. 

• Sympathetic: A sensitive approach wherein changes and alterations to the site do not 
impact the heritage significance. 

 

Specific Guidelines 

This guidance is provided so that owners and Council officers have a shared understanding of 
what elements of Gemini do and do not contribute to its significance and what can be altered 
without detailed investigation. 

These management recommendations outline general guiding principles for managing and 
maintaining significant elements of the place. They do not override strata by-laws; works must 
still be structurally adequate and installed in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications and 
comply with the Building Code of Australia (BCA) and other planning controls. Heritage 
exemptions are assessed on a case-by-case basis and written confirmation from Council should 
be obtained before proceeding. 

General management guidelines 

All work undertaken to Gemini should aim to be sympathetic to the place’s identified heritage 
values and significance.  

In general, works should seek to reinstate missing or altered original elements where possible. 
For example, replacement of non-original windows should seek to reinstate windows with a 
design and materials sympathetic to the originals. 

Any proposal for non-minor work or work that will impact significant building features or fabric 
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should be prepared in consultation with a heritage specialist and be assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact. Works that will result in an impact to the heritage significance of 
the place should be avoided. 

All conservation, adaptive reuse and future development should be undertaken in accordance 
with the Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance (The Burra Charter) and 
under the supervision or guidance of a heritage specialist. 

Where major changes are proposed to the item, a Heritage Asset Action Plan (HAAP) should be 
prepared for the place following the relevant Heritage NSW guidelines to guide future use, 
maintenance and development and ensure its heritage values are well understood by the 
building owners and managed appropriately.  

It is recommended that unit owners or strata managers consult with the City of Sydney through 
its Duty Planner service prior to a heritage exemption application or DA submission. This will 
help to determine whether works are exempt from development consent or to develop 
strategies and mitigation measures to assist in the application and approval process. 

Applications for external or vertical additions to the item or ancillary development within the 
property boundary should be appropriately located, sympathetic to the identified heritage 
values of the building and not have a major material or visual impact.  

Face brickwork is to remain unpainted and unrendered. 

Where removal of hazardous materials is required for health and safety purposes, they must be 
replaced with sympathetic, like-for-like alternatives. 

The installation of a whole of building and coordinated air conditioning systems is encouraged in 
preference to single occupancy split systems, or window or wall mounted units.  

Original features such as fittings to foyers, door hardware and wall and floor finishes, should be 
retained. 

General maintenance, repairs and service upgrades 

The following works can typically be undertaken with Council’s written confirmation after 
lodging a local heritage exemption application, provided they adopt a ‘like-for-like’ approach to 
materials, colour schemes, dimensions and finishes, and do not impact the identified heritage 
values of Gemini or alter its external appearance: 

 
• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to building façades such as repainting of 

rendered surfaces, repairs to concrete spalling and face brickwork, and brick re-pointing; 
• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to gutters, downpipes and other rainwater 

goods and flashings; 
• works and activities associated with the ongoing maintenance of existing external 

communal areas limited to roadways, carparks, verges, garden edges, plantings, drainage, 
pedestrian pathways and steps;  

• works associated with the maintenance, repair, renewal and upgrade of services and 
utilities including communications, water, gas and electricity—these works must utilise 
existing conduits, penetrations and fixings where possible; if new penetrations are 
required, they should be located in less visually prominent areas and non-significant fabric;  

• installation of new services where this will not have an impact on the visual appearance of 
the building or exceed the existing building parapet; and 

• works and activities associated with the maintenance, repair or upgrade of mechanical 
plant where this does not increase the existing scale or exceed the height of the existing 
plant. 

Apartment interiors 

Individual apartment interiors are not included in the heritage listing. Internal renovations, 
repairs and maintenance work to bathrooms, kitchens, living rooms and bedrooms would not 
require heritage approvals provided they are not visible from common areas, do not impact 
structural walls and do not alter the size or pattern of windows or enclose external openings. 
These activities/works must be carried out in accordance with the building’s strata by-laws and 
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relevant planning controls. 

Common areas 

The following works can typically be undertaken with Council’s written confirmation after a local 
heritage exemption application is submitted, provided they adopt a ‘like-for-like’ approach to 
materials, colour schemes, dimensions, placement and finishes, and do not impact the 
identified heritage values of Gemini or alter its external appearance:  
 

• removal, repair and replacement of non-original building elements such as ground-level 
security gates, fences, vehicle access roller doors and brick walls along McDonald Lane, 
communal rooftop pool gates, balustrades, fencing and paving; 

• installation of bike racks, safety mirrors and electric-vehicle charging facilities within the 
carparking area; 

• maintenance, repairs and upgrades to rooftop terraces and the footbridge including 
waterproofing, tile repair or replacement, repainting, pool repairs, pool maintenance, 
concrete spalling repairs and the installation, upgrade or maintenance of utilities; and 

• the removal, repair or replacement of non-original rooftop materials such as pool gates, 
fences, railings and tiles, provided any new elements do not exceed the existing 
dimensions and profiles.  

The following minor works to common areas works are unlikely to require heritage approval:  
 

• the removal and replacement of non-original flooring;  
• installation of non-slip surface treatments;  
• repainting of common areas; 
• upgrades and replacement of lighting and smoke alarms; and 
• other minor repairs and maintenance.  

Lifts 

Maintenance, repair or upgrade activities to lifts which do not result in the vertical or horizontal 
expansion of the lift shaft and overrun can typically be undertaken without Council’s written 
confirmation provided they do not materially or visually impact on the identified heritage values 
of Gemini or alter its external appearance. 

Major lift repairs or replacement may require a local heritage exemption application or 
development application, depending on the nature and extent of the works. 

Windows 

Replacement, refurbishment, repairs or modifications to anodised aluminium window frames 
and glazing (such as the installation of double glazing, re-sealing, waterproofing, glazed-panel 
replacement, removal of air conditioning units and hardware repair) can be carried out with 
Council’s written confirmation after a local heritage exemption application is submitted, 
provided works:  

 
• adopt a like-for-like approach replacing or reinstating natural anodised aluminium frames 

and clear glass windows; 
• maintain the fenestration pattern and external masonry reveal depth defined by the three 

vertical rows to 40 Victoria Street and four vertical rows at 42–44 Victoria Street, and the 
original combination of awning windows, fixed glass panels, sliding windows, full-height 
and ribbon windows; and 

• retain the blue aluminium roller shutters for shading at 40 and 42–44 Victoria Street. 

Removal of detracting elements such as air conditioning units and replacing them with more 
sympathetic alternatives is encouraged. 

Window shutters 

The repair, installation of replacement of external blue aluminium window shutters can be 
carried out with Council’s written confirmation after a local heritage exemption application is 
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submitted provided they are carried out in accordance with strata by-laws, including that the 
shutter be retractable and blue in colour (to match existing), installed by a suitably qualified 
tradesperson and approved with written consent from the Owners Corporation.  

 
Information sources 

Type Author Title Year Repository 

Site inspection GML  2024 GML 

Written City Building Surveyor’s 
Department 

Building Application 
File 

No. 203 Year 1964 

1964 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Written City Planning and Building 
Department 

Development 
Application 

Year 1961 No. 381 

1961 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Written City Building Surveyor’s 
Department 

Development 
Application File 

No. 1112 Year 1963 

1963 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Written City Building Surveyor’s 
Department 

Development 
Application File 

No. 56 Year 1969 

1969 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Written City of Sydney Council Town Clerk’s 
Department 

1969 No. 1001 

1969 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Published Ian McKay Living and Partly 
Living: Housing in 
Australia 

1971  

Information sources 

Published Peter Blake Architecture for the 
new world. The work 
of Harry Seidler 

1973  

Published Frampton and Drew Harry Seidler: Four 
Decades of 
Architecture 

1992  

Published Intro Chris Able Harry Seidler: 
Houses and Interiors 
1 

2003  
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Image caption Site plan, typical floor plan and east elevation for 40 Victoria Road, Potts Point 
(northern block). 

Image year 1961 Image by Harry Seidler 
& Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright 
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Image caption Typical floor plan and north elevation for 40 Victoria Road, Potts Point (northern 
block). 

Image year 1961 Image by Harry Seidler 
& Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright 

 

153



Image caption Plans for 40 Victoria Road, Potts Point (northern block). 

Image year 1961 Image by Harry Seidler 
& Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright 
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Image caption Plans for 40 Victoria Road, Potts Point (northern block) from publication Living and 
Partly Living: Housing in Australia, Ian McKay, 1971. 

Image year 1971 Image by Harry Seidler 
& Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright 
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Image caption Plans for 42–44 Victoria Road, Potts Point (southern block). 

Image year 1969 Image by Harry Seidler 
& Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright 
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Image caption Elevations of 42–44 Victoria Road, Potts Point (southern block). 

Image year 1969 Image by Harry Seidler 
& Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright 
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Image caption Sketch of proposed addition of second building at 42–44 Victoria Street (now 
Gemini). 

Image year 1969 Image by Harry Seidler 
& Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright 
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Image caption Victoria Towers featured in a German language architecture publication. 

‘Apartmenthaus in Potts Point/Sydney 

Architekten Harry Seidler & Ass., Sydney’ 

Image year c1969 Image by Reproduced in 
City of Sydney 
Town Clerk’s 
Department 
No. 1001/1969 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright 
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Image caption Street view of Gemini. 

Image year 2024 Image 
by 

Realestate.com.au Image 
copyright 
holder 

Realestate.com.au 
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Image caption Gemini from Victoria Street. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Gemini showing link bridge at rooftop. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Northern façade of Gemini from Victoria Street. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Gemini from Grantham Lane. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Entrance foyer of Gemini (southern building). 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Attachment E 

Revised Inventory Sheet - St Ursula, 5 
Onslow Avenue, Elizabeth Bay 
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Item Name St Ursula, excluding 
apartment interiors 

  

Address 5 Onslow Avenue, 
Elizabeth Bay 

Lot number Lot 9 Sec 0 DP 15713 

Architect Hugo Stossel Construction 
date 

1951–1953 

Builder RH Andrews and Co   

Listings Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012: located within the Elizabeth and 
Rushcutters Bays Heritage Conservation Area (C20). Noted as ‘detracting’ 
within the Sydney Development Control Plan 2012 building contribution 
map. 

Australian Institute of Architects (NSW Chapter) Register of Significant 
Architecture. 

 
 

Historical overview 

The Cadigal people of the Eora nation have lived in the Sydney area for thousands of years and 
have shaped its landscape and nurtured its plants and animals. Before the arrival of the 
European settlers the Potts Point area was known as Kurrajeen (or Curageen) and Yarrandabbi. 
Governor Lachlan Macquarie set aside land near Elizabeth Bay, Potts Point and Woolloomooloo 
as a ‘model fishing village’ for Aboriginal people in 1820. At this settlement, known as Elizabeth 
Town, several huts were built, a patch of land was cleared for a garden, and boats were 
provided for use by the Aboriginal people who lived there. John Palmer’s estate at nearby 
Woolloomooloo Bay was also an important gathering place for local Aboriginal people, and was 
the location of a corroboree in 1831 attended by Bungaree’s son, Young Bungaree.1 

The subject site formed part of the original 54-acre property granted to Alexander Macleay, 
Colonial Secretary of New South Wales, by Crown grant in 1831. In 1839 Macleay constructed a 
stone mansion named Elizabeth Bay House on the property, as well as extensive stables, 
museums, and a large garden featuring interesting plants, specimen trees, an orchard and an 
orangery. Financial trouble forced Alexander Macleay to submit to the foreclosure of his 
mortgage to his son William Sharp Macleay in 1845. When William died in 1865, the property 
passed to his brother George. George arranged for the subdivision of the property and sold 
leaseholds of portions of the estate between 1865 and 1882. 

5 Onslow Avenue is located on Lot 9 of the Elizabeth Bay House Estate, which comprised ‘the 
residence and 15 allotments of Sydney’s greatest residential subdivision’ as advertised for 
auction sale on 17 September 1927. Elizabeth Bay Estates Pty Ltd conveyed Lot 9 in December 
1935 to George Ely and Maria Jane Ely (as tenants in common). The allotment eventually 
changed hands to Dr Suzanne (elsewhere spelt Susane) Sedgwick in December 1950. 

Urban Multi Home Units lodged an interim development application in January 1950 for a 
residential building containing nine flats and garages on Lot 9, on the corner of Onslow Place 
and Onslow Avenue Elizabeth Bay, as the applicant intended to purchase the land from RCB Ely 
and Hazel Tait. The following month Council granted permission to use the land for the erection 
of a flat building. 

In December the same year, Hugo Stossel lodged a new interim development application for a 
six-storey block of flats. In January 1951 Stossel submitted a building application for a six-
storey block of 13 flats for Dr S Sedgwick estimated to cost £33,000. The application was 
promptly approved the following month. Amended plans submitted in March were approved in 
April and work had commenced on the site by June. 

As early September 1951 LJ Hooker advertised home units in 5 Onslow Avenue ‘for sale on 
individual ownership basis’ in ‘a modern block of twelve home units each commanding a 
magnificent Harbour view and having every modern convenience’. St Ursula was completed and 
signed off by Council in January 1953. 

 
1 City of Sydney 2013, ‘Aboriginal People and Place’. 
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The property was conveyed to St Ursula Pty Ltd in mid-1957. An article in the Sydney Morning 
Herald noted the flats were being built on a co-operative basis and would be sold individually 
once completed.2 

St Ursula was one of the earliest postwar apartment projects completed at a time when 
restrictions on materials remained an issue for development. Building and Engineering magazine 
noted ‘Between the difficulties of the site, and irksome building restrictions, the way of an 
architect in regard to construction projects of any kind is hard today, and this applies with 
greatest force to blocks of flats, of which there are many in the planning and design stages, 
waiting for the day when building difficulties will cease’. 3 

Hugo Stossel & Associates 

Hugo Stossel (1905–2002) was born in Hungary, moving when young with his family to the 
Hungarian capital, Budapest. From 1928 to 1932 he studied architecture at the Technische 
Hochschule in Vienna, graduating with a diploma of Engineering in Architecture. From 1933 to 
1938 Stossel worked as an architect in Bucharest, designing theatre interiors, apartment blocks 
and commercial buildings. Stossel left Europe on the eve of World War II, arriving in Sydney in 
1939. 

During the war Stossel continued to design, completing a number of buildings in Sydney during 
the 1940s. Once he was naturalised as an Australian citizen in 1948, he registered as an 
architect, aged 43. 

His early projects included a house in Warrawee for Polish steel manufacturer and developer 
Moses Eisner (1947) and a house for renowned Viennese furniture-maker Paul Kafka in Lindfield 
(1948) both of which were published in Australian House and Garden. Stossel’s focus later 
moved to apartment design, beginning with the innovative, steel-framed St Ursula building in 
Elizabeth Bay, an ‘ultra-modern’ home-unit block with a curved wall of floor to ceiling steel-
framed windows. 

He later undertook significant commissions for the new development company Civil & Civic, 
including Broadwaters (1958) in Darling Point. These were followed by numerous other 
apartment and commercial developments completed over the next decade, with seven in the 
Elizabeth Bay area alone. The 20-storey Eastbourne Tower (1968), Darling Point, cemented the 
position of his firm as one of the major contributors to Sydney’s burgeoning apartment scene. 

In 1953 Eugene Goossens, conductor of the Sydney Symphony Orchestra, commissioned Stossel 
to design a speculative opera house on a site at Wynyard. The design was published on the front 
page of The Sydney Morning Herald on 31 March 1954. When the NSW Government endorsed a 
future opera house and designated Bennelong Point as its location, Stossel was one of many 
local and international architects to make a submission to the 1957 architectural competition. 

Stossel formed Hugo Stossel & Associates and was joined by fellow Hungarian George Buda, 
who became a partner in 1960. The firm designed numerous high-rise buildings for the inner 
city of Sydney including the 22-storey Wynyard Travelodge (1969), the Sydney Police 
Headquarters, College Street and the BMA Tower in Chatswood (1970–1972), which featured an 
external lift shaft. By 1970 Stossel retained only a remote involvement in the firm, which 
continued under Buda’s and the other partner’s leadership. In his later years Stossel lived in 
Vienna, as well as Italy and England. He died at Cheltenham, Gloucestershire, in February 2002, 
aged 96. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2 ‘Elizabeth Bay Block of Flats’, Sydney Morning Herald, 23 March 1954, p 11. 
3 ‘“St Ursula”, Elizabeth Bay, home unit project under way’, Building and Engineering, May 24, 

1951, p 91. 
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Description 

An external-only inspection from the public domain was undertaken by GML in September 2024. 
This physical assessment is based on available documentation of the site. 

Physical description 

St Ursula is located on the corner of Onslow Avenue and Onslow Place, directly opposite the 
historic Elizabeth Bay House (to the south) on a triangular site with expansive harbour views to 
the southeast. 

The seven/eight-storey building is located close to the street front with a curved front and 
circulation spaces and services located to the rear. Built on a sandstone foundation, the building 
is raised above street height with a flight of steps to the central entrance foyer. 

The building consists of reinformed concrete on a steel-frame structure with curtain walls of 
cavity brickwork. Streel-frame windows are used throughout with the glazing to the full height 
on the southeast elevation. The main window panels have a distinctive arrangement of three 
fixed lights to the lower section and a main fixed panel with an operable casement window to 
the side. 

The central portion of the building projects forward; it is finished with cement render and 
painted white. The side sections of the building and the basement level are face brick. The 
street-level retaining wall is finished in rusticated sandstone blocks. There are two garage doors 
to the western end of the street front elevation. 

The entrance is reached via a set of stairs with a metal balustradewith flanking wall-mounted 
side lights. The lights were replaced several years ago, based on the original lights. The porch is 
angled in response to the building’s narrowing plan and contains a pair of timber-frame glass 
doors with a fanlight above. This recessed porch space is delineated by thin rectangular bricks 
laid horizontally in stack bond. Inside the doors is a small lobby before stairs that lead to the 
main lift and stair lobby. The original noticeboard remains in this small entry space. 

Each floor (other than the 4th floor) was planned with two two-bedroom apartments off a 
central stair and lift core, resulting in 13 two-bedroom units and one penthouse. The 4th floor 
was planned differently to the other floors with one three bedroom apartment and a smaller 
one bedroom apartment. Garages, laundry and storage rooms are provided at ground and 
basement levels. The flat concrete roof has no parapet and is cantilevered over the penthouse, 
forming a projecting cornice.  

Within each apartment, the living rooms and main bedrooms are located on the main elevation 
with full-height glazing. Bathrooms, with a separate toilet, are located on the side elevations. A 
second bedroom and kitchen are to the side and rear. The plans provide a high level of amenity 
to each apartment on the compact site. The penthouse is also two bedrooms but occupies the 
front section of the building with a terrace to the northeast. The lift motor room projects above 
the penthouse. 

Modifications/integrity 

Previous applications show works to garages and other repairs. 

A 2023 application was submitted for comprehensive works described as ‘Repair, replace or 
reinstate original windows, doors or security screens including retrofitting of existing windows’. 

Condition 

The building appears largely intact. An internal inspection has not been undertaken as part of 
this assessment. 

 
Comparative analysis 

This section compares the subject building with other works designed by Hugo Stossel, and 
apartment buildings in the Elizabeth Bay area of the same period, in order to determine whether 
the subject site has rarity and/or representative value. 

Although having designed a number of apartments in Europe before World War II, the first 
apartment building Stossel designed in Sydney was the 1951-1953 St Ursula in Elizabeth Bay. 
Utilising a reinforced concrete and steel frame, the curved building is thoughtfully planned in 
response to its corner site and northeastern aspect. It can be seen as an early and innovative 
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postwar apartment design and is listed on the Australian Institute of Architects (NSW Chapter) 
Register of Significant Architecture.4 

Stossel’s other most distinctive apartment projects came some years later in Darling Point, 
specifically Yarranabbe Gardens (1958) and Broadwaters (1958–1959). These projects 
demonstrate Stossel’s continued engagement with building technologies to enable increased 
height and innovative approaches to difficult sites. They also utilise steel structures with 
reinforced concrete floor slabs and curtain walling, but at a larger scale and with more 
sophistication as was typical of the late period. 

Completed in 1953, St Ursula is an early example of a post-World War II apartment block in the 
Elizabeth Bay area. Its design and detailing show some elements of interwar style (its face brick 

finish and steel-framed windows) combined with Stossel’s European influenced architecture 
(rendered cement with painted white finish and the novel arrangement of large, glazed façade 
elements). As an early and well-planned and detailed postwar apartment building, St Ursula is 
rare. 

St Ursula can also be compared with the LEP-listed Wylde Street Apartments in Potts Point, by 
architect Aaron Bolot (completed 1951). Highly regarded as one of Sydney’s exemplary postwar 

architectural designs, it has a similar curved plan to maximise access to views from its triangular 
lot. Its façade is characterised by steel-frame ribbon windows and strong horizontal bands of 
spandrels punctuated by regular vertical projections and recessed balconies. Although at a 
larger scale and a more complete and refined design than St Ursula, the buildings together 
demonstrate a wider application of modernism in apartment design that was to be further 
developed in the postwar years. 

St Ursula is rare as a low-scale curved apartment complex using large areas of façade glazing, 
and is representative of the wider application of modernist design in Sydney’s inner city 
apartments after World War II. 

 

 
Assessment of significance 

Criterion A (Historic 
significance) 

St Ursula has historic significance as a building designed by a 
Europe-trained architect in the years immediately following World 
War II, a time when a significant group of émigré architects were 
applying their European modernist training to Sydney conditions. 
This group made a significant contribution to the built 
environment. As one of the first apartment buildings designed by 
an architect trained in Europe, St Ursula is considered to be 
historically important. 

It is also has historical significance as one of the earliest 
examples of a modern residential flat building to be built in the 
area after World War II, a time when building materials were 
scarce. 

St Ursula has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

St Ursula does not have cultural significance at a state level 
under this criterion. 

Criterion B (Historical 
association) 

St Ursula has historical association with architect Hugo Stossel. 

It is a good and representative example of the work of Hugo 
Stossel, a significant modernist architect active in Sydney in the 
years following World War II who made a notable contribution to 
the development of Sydney’s cultural environment, in particular 
residential flat buildings in the eastern suburbs. It is particularly 

 
4 Building and Engineering, 24 May 1951 p 91. 
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Assessment of significance  
notable as his first apartment building completed in Sydney 
following World War II and his emigration from Europe. 

St Ursula has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

St Ursula does not have cultural significance at a state level 
under this criterion. 

Criterion C 
(Aesthetic/creative/technical 
achievement) 

St Ursula is a well-designed and considered modernist residential 
apartment building demonstrating a high degree of creative and 
technical achievement. 

Its form and composition demonstrate technical achievement and 
distinctive aesthetic attributes through its curved plan, which is 
oriented to views to the harbour and maximises light and 
ventilation to each unit. It demonstrates the evolution of 
apartment design in the years following World War II and the use 
of new construction methodologies and materials such as curtain 
walling. 

The building is substantially intact with its original modernist 
design qualities able to be appreciated. 

St Ursula has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

St Ursula does not have cultural significance at a state level 
under this criterion. 

Criterion D (Social, cultural 
and spiritual significance) 

St Ursula is listed on the Australian Institute of Architects (NSW 
Chapter) Register of Significant Architecture, indicating that it has 
importance to architects and the design community more 
generally. 

St Ursula has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

St Ursula does not have cultural significance at a state level 
under this criterion. 

Criterion E (Research 
potential) 

Hugo Stossel is one of a group of architects who, having trained 
and worked in Europe, emigrated to Australia in the 1930s. The 
early work of this group is considered significant for its ability to 
demonstrate the application of European modernist architectural 
training in the context of Australia. As one of Hugo Stossel’s first 
projects completed following World War II and his first apartment 
design, St Ursula is considered to be significant for its ability to 
contribute to an understanding of the development of postwar 
modernism and, in particular, its application by architects trained 
in Europe. 

St Ursula has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

St Ursula does not have cultural significance at a state level 
under this criterion. 

Criterion F (Rare) Hugo Stossel (later as Hugo Stossel & Associates) was a prolific 
apartment designer in the postwar period, particularly in the 
Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area, and St Ursula dating from 
1953 is considered an early and rare example of his work. It 
demonstrates unusual characteristics of interwar architectural 
styles and Stossel’s European architectural training and 
experience. It is considered a highly resolved example of his work 
that contributes to an understanding of the development of 
postwar architecture. 
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Assessment of significance 
St Ursula’s form and detailing are considered rare in the context 
of postwar apartments in the Elizabeth Bay area as few curved-
plan residential flat buildings were constructed in this period. 

St Ursula has cultural significance at a local or state level under 
this criterion. 

St Ursula does not have cultural significance at a state level 
under this criterion. 

Criterion G (Representative) St Ursula is a good intact and representative example of the work 
of Hugo Stossel, a significant architect of this period. 

St Ursula can be seen as a significant representative example of 
Hugo Stossel’s architectural practice and is particularly significant 
as work completed early in his career in Australia. 

St Ursula has cultural significance at a local or state level under 
this criterion. 

St Ursula does not have cultural significance at a state level 
under this criterion. 

 
Statement of significance 

St Ursula has historic significance as a building designed by a Europe-trained architect in the 
years immediately following World War II, a time when a significant group of émigré architects 
were applying their European modernist training to Sydney conditions. This group has made a 
significant contribution to the built environment and, as one of the first apartment buildings 
designed by a Europe-trained architect, St Ursula is considered to be historically important. 

St Ursula also has significance for its associations with its architect Hugo Stossel, a Vienna-
trained modernist architect active in Sydney in the years following World War II who has made a 
notable contribution to the development of Sydney’s cultural environment, in particular 
residential flat buildings in the eastern suburbs. 

St Ursula has aesthetic significance as a well-designed and considered modernist residential 
apartment building demonstrating a high degree of creative and technical achievement. It has 
distinctive aesthetic attributes in its form and composition. It demonstrates the evolution of 
apartment design in the years following World War II and the use of new construction 
methodologies and materials such as curtain walling. Listed on the Australian Institute of 
Architects (NSW Chapter) Register of Significant Architecture, St Ursula is likely to have social 
significance to architects the design community more generally. 

As an early work of an émigré Europe-trained architect, St Ursula has research potential for its 
ability to contribute to an understanding of the development of postwar modernism and, in 
particular, its application by Europe-trained architects and their influence. 

St Ursula is rare as an early example of the work of Hugo Stossel and as a curved-plan form 
residential apartment building in 1950s Elizabeth Bay, when few curved-plan residential flat 
buildings were constructed. St Ursula also has significance as a good, intact and representative 
example of the work of the architect Hugo Stossel. 

 
Recommendations 

St Ursula meets the threshold for local listing for its historic, historical association, aesthetic, 
social, research potential, rarity and representative values. 

It is recommended for heritage listing on the Sydney Local Environmental Plan. Individual 
apartment interiors should be excluded from the listing. 

Heritage approval pathway 

The best way to conserve the heritage significance of places is to carry out minor works and 
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regular maintenance and repairs.  

Most minor works or maintenance works that do not affect the significance of a heritage item 
don’t require development approval. However, consent is generally required for other works to be 
carried out on heritage items or items within heritage conservation areas. The following provides 
guidance as to when development approval is required. 

Local heritage exemption 

When undertaking minor works you need to apply for a local heritage exemption and receive 
written confirmation from us (Council) before you start. 

This includes ‘like-for-like’ replacement or rectification works, and minor or maintenance works, 
for example replacing failing gutters, replacement of downpipes to match original details or the 
upgrading of services. 

Requests for local heritage exemptions should be lodged online using our ePlanning service. Fees 
may apply. (https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/gain-exemption-
development-consent-heritage-works) 

Development approval 

Works of a more complex nature or that impact the fabric of the place, alter its external 
appearance or make changes to common areas require planning consent. In many cases these 
works will be approved after their potential heritage impacts have been assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact (https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-
preparing-statement-heritage-impact). 

This process requires submission of a development application through the NSW Planning Portal. 
When you are preparing an application, we (Council) can provide general advice about planning 
controls, application requirements and fees, and help identify potential issues including through 
our duty planner or pre-lodgement advice service 
(https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/get-advice-city-development-
application). 

Definitions 

The following terms reference the definitions set out by Australia ICOMOS in the Burra Charter, or 
terminology utilised by Heritage NSW. 

• Heritage significance: the historic, aesthetic, scientific or social value of a place, for 
past, present or future generations. 

• Fabric: all the physical material of a place, including its building materials, fixtures, 
finishes and other elements.  

• Conservation: all the processes of looking after a place so as to retain its heritage 
significance. This can include maintenance, preservation, restoration, reconstruction and 
adaptation.  

• Maintenance: the continuous protective care of a place and its fabric.  

• Preservation: maintaining the fabric of a place in its existing state and slowing down 
deterioration.  

• Restoration: returning existing fabric to a known earlier state, for example by removing 
later changes or reassembling existing parts.  

• Reconstruction: returning a place as nearly as possible to a known earlier state, usually 
by introducing materials.  

• Adaptation / adaptive reuse: changing a place to suit an existing or proposed use 
while respecting its heritage significance.  

• Compatible use: a use that respects the cultural significance of a place and has little or 
minimal impact on that significance.  

• Setting: the area around a place, which may contribute to how its heritage significance is 
understood and experienced.  

• Local heritage exemption: written confirmation from Council that minor works or 
maintenance can proceed without development consent because they will not adversely 
affect heritage significance. This requires a heritage exemption application to be lodged 
online using our ePlanning service and written confirmation from us (Council) before you 
start.  
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• Statement of Heritage Impact: a report that explains how proposed works may affect 
the heritage significance of a place and how impacts can be avoided or reduced. This is 
consistent with NSW heritage guidance and common planning practice. 
(https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-preparing-statement-
heritage-impact) 

• Like-for-like: replacing or repairing an element using matching or very similar materials, 
design, dimensions, finish and appearance, so the heritage character is maintained. 

• Sympathetic: A sensitive approach wherein changes and alterations to the site do not 
impact the heritage significance. 

Specific guidelines 

This guidance is provided so that owners and Council officers have a shared understanding of 
what elements of St Ursula do and do not contribute to its significance and what can be altered 
without detailed investigation. 

These management recommendations outline general guiding principles for managing and 
maintaining the significant elements of the place. Works must still be structurally adequate and 
installed in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications and comply with the Building Code of 
Australia (BCA) and other planning controls. Heritage exemptions are assessed on a case-by-case 
basis and written confirmation from Council should be obtained before proceeding. 

General management guidelines 

All work undertaken to St Ursula should aim to be sympathetic to the place’s identified heritage 
values and significance.  

In general, works should seek to reinstate missing or altered original elements where possible. 
For example, replacement of non-original windows should seek to reinstate windows with a 
design and materials sympathetic to the originals. 

Any proposal for non-minor work or work that will impact significant building features or fabric 
should be prepared in consultation with a heritage specialist and be assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact. Works that will result in an impact to the heritage significance of 
the place should be avoided. 

All conservation, adaptive reuse and future development should be undertaken in accordance with 
the Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance (The Burra Charter) and under 
the supervision or guidance of a heritage specialist. 

Where major changes are proposed to the item, a Heritage Asset Action Plan (HAAP) should be 
prepared for the place following the relevant Heritage NSW guidelines to guide future use, 
maintenance and development and ensure its heritage values are well understood by the building 
owners and managed appropriately.  

It is recommended that unit owners or strata managers consult with the City of Sydney through 
its Duty Planner service prior to a heritage exemption application or DA submission to determine 
whether works are exempt from development consent or to develop strategies and mitigation 
measures to assist in the application and approval process. 

Applications for external or vertical additions to the item or ancillary development within the 
property boundary should be appropriately located, sympathetic to the identified heritage values 
and not have a major material or visual impact.  

Face brickwork is to remain unpainted and unrendered. 

Where the removal of hazardous materials is required for health and safety purposes, they must 
be replaced with sympathetic, like-for-like alternatives. 

The installation of a whole of building, coordinated air conditioning systems is encouraged in 
preference to single occupancy split systems, or window or wall mounted units.  

Original features such as fittings to entry and foyer, door hardware and wall and floor finishes, 
should be retained where practical. 

General maintenance, repairs and service upgrades 

The following works can typically be undertaken with Council’s written confirmation after a local 
heritage exemption application, provided they adopt a ‘like-for-like’ approach to materials, colour 
schemes, dimensions and finishes, and do not impact the identified heritage values of St Ursula 
or alter its external appearance: 
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• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to building façades such as repainting of 
rendered surfaces, repairs to concrete spalling, sandstone foundations and retaining walls 
and face brickwork, and brick re-pointing; 

• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to gutters, downpipes and other rainwater 
goods and flashings; 

• works and activities associated with the ongoing maintenance of existing external 
communal areas limited to carparks, verges, garden edges, plantings, drainage, 
pedestrian pathways and steps;  

• works associated with the maintenance, repair, renewal and upgrade of services and 
utilities including communications, water, gas and electricity—these works must utilise 
existing conduits and fixings where possible; if new penetrations are required, they 
should be located in less visually prominent areas and non-significant fabric; 

• installation of new services where this will not have an impact on the visual appearance of 
the building or exceed the existing building parapet; and  

• works and activities associated with the maintenance, repair or upgrade of mechanical 
plant where this does not increase the existing scale or exceed the height of the existing 
plant. 

Apartment interiors 

Individual apartment interiors are not included in the heritage listing. Internal renovations, 
repairs and maintenance work to bathrooms, kitchens, living rooms and bedrooms would not 
require heritage approvals provided they are not visible from common areas, do not impact 
structural walls, and do not alter the size or pattern of windows or enclose external openings. 
These activities/works must be carried out in accordance with relevant planning controls.  

Common areas 

The following works can typically be undertaken with Council’s written confirmation after a local 
heritage exemption application is submitted, provided they adopt a ‘like-for-like’ approach to 
materials, colour schemes, dimensions, placement and finishes, and do not impact the identified 
heritage values of St Ursula or alter its external appearance.  

• minor works such as repointing of the stack bond face brickwork, repainting of the metal 
balustrade and repair of original light fixtures; 

• removal, repair and replacement of non-original building elements such as ground-level 
vehicle access roller doors, the brick wall to the east and the timber fence to the north; 

• installation of bike racks, safety mirrors and electric-vehicle charging facilities within the 
carparking area;  

• works associated with the maintenance, repair, renewal and upgrade of services and 
utilities including communications, water, gas and electricity—these works must utilise 
existing conduits and fixings where possible; if new penetrations are required, they 
should be located in less visually prominent areas and non-significant fabric; and 

• maintenance, repairs and upgrades to the rooftop including waterproofing and the 
installation, upgrade or maintenance of utilities. 

The following minor works to common areas works are unlikely to require heritage approval:  
• the removal and replacement of non-original flooring;  

• installation of non-slip surface treatments;  

• repainting of common areas; 

• upgrades and replacement of lighting and smoke alarms; and 

• other minor repairs and maintenance.  

Lifts 

Maintenance, repair or upgrade activities to lifts which do not result in the vertical or horizontal 
expansion of the lift shaft and overrun can typically be undertaken without Council’s written 
confirmation provided they do not materially or visually impact on the identified heritage values 
of St Ursula or alter its external appearance. 
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Major lift repairs or replacement may require a local heritage exemption application or 
development application, depending on the nature and extent of the works. 

Windows 

Replacement, refurbishment, repairs or modifications to steel window frames and glazing (such as 
the installation of double glazing, re-sealing, waterproofing, glazed panel replacement, removal of 
air conditioning units and hardware repair) can be carried out with Council’s written confirmation 
after a local heritage exemption application is submitted, provided works:  

• adopt a like-for-like approach including but not limited to design (mullions and transoms), 
materials, finishes, form, dimensions and profiles; and 

• maintain the fenestration pattern and external masonry reveal depth. and the distinctive 
arrangement of the three fixed lights to the lower section and the main fixed panel with 
an operable casement window to the side. 

 

 

Information sources 

Type Author Title Year Repository 

Site inspection 
(external) 

GML  2024 GML 

Written City Building 
Surveyor’s 
Department 

Year 1950 No 80 

Lot 9, cnr Onslow 
Place & Onslow 
Ave, Elizabeth Bay, 
Sydney 

1950–1953 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Written City Building 
Surveyor’s 
Department 

Year 1950 No 1078 

Lot 9 Onslow Ave, 
Elizabeth Bay, 
Sydney 

1950–1953 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Written City Building 
Surveyor’s 
Department 

No 66 Year 1951 1951–1952 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Publication Building and 
Engineering 

 24 May 
1951, p 91 

Trove, National 
Library of 
Australia 

Publication Construction  23 May 
1951, p 3 

Trove, National 
Library of 
Australia 

Publication Sydney Morning 
Herald 

 21 Sept 
1951, p 14 

Trove, National 
Library of 
Australia 

Publication Sydney Morning 
Herald 

 23 March 
1954, p11 

Trove, National 
Library of 
Australia 
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Image caption Plan of Elizabeth Bay House Estate City of Sydney, the subject site is Lot 9. 

Image year 1927 Image by Cowdery & 
Cowdery 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

No copyright 
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Image caption ‘St Ursula’ Elizabeth Bay, Building and Engineering, 24 May 1951, p 91. 

Image year 1951 Image by NLA Image 
copyright 
holder 

No copyright 
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Image caption St Ursula flats in Onslow Ave, Elizabeth Bay, in Sydney Morning Herald, 23 March 
1954, p11. 

Image year 1954 Image by NLA Image 
copyright 
holder 

No copyright 
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Image caption Proposed block of six-storey flats at Lot 9 Onslow Ave Elizabeth Bay for Dr Susane 
Sedgwick. 

Image year 1951 Image by H Stossel Image 
copyright 
holder 

City of Sydney 
Archives 
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Image caption Proposed block of six-storey flats at Lot 9 Onslow Ave Elizabeth Bay for Dr Susane 
Sedgwick. 

Image year 1951 Image by H Stossel Image 
copyright 
holder 

City of Sydney 
Archives 
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Image caption St Ursula from Onslow Place. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

City of Sydney 
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Image caption St Ursula showing narrow bricks to entrance way and original external wall lights. 

Image year 2018 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption St Ursula showing curved entrance and timber-framed double glazed entry doors to 
foyer. 

Image year 2018 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 

 

185



Image caption Internal view showing floor to ceiling steel-frame window units. 

Image year 2018 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Detail of early elements remaining in an apartment bathroom. 

Image year 2018 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Attachment F 

Revised Inventory Sheet - Oceana, 108 
Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay 
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Item Name Oceana, excluding 
apartment interiors 

  

Address 108 Elizabeth Bay Road, 
Elizabeth Bay 

Lot number Lot 1 DP 80313, Lot D DP 
412723, Lot A DP 412406, 
Lot 1 DP 1031461 

Architect Theodore Fry Construction 
date 

1961 

Builder Arcos Pty Ltd   

Listings Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012: Within the Elizabeth and 
Rushcutters Bays Heritage Conservation Area (C20), identified as 
detracting on the Sydney Development Control Plan building 
contributions map. 

 
 

Historical overview 

The Cadigal people of the Eora nation have lived in the Sydney area for thousands of years and 
have shaped its landscape and nurtured its plants and animals. Before the arrival of the 
European settlers the Potts Point area was known as Kurrajeen (or Curageen) and Yarrandabbi. 
Governor Lachlan Macquarie set aside land near Elizabeth Bay, Potts Point and Woolloomooloo 
as a ‘model fishing village’ for Aboriginal people in 1820. At this settlement, known as Elizabeth 
Town, several huts were built, a patch of land was cleared for a garden, and boats were 
provided for use by the Aboriginal people who lived there. John Palmer’s estate at nearby 
Woolloomooloo Bay was also an important gathering place for local Aboriginal people, and was 
the location of a corroboree in 1831 attended by Bungaree’s son, Young Bungaree.1 

The subject site formed part of the original 54-acre property granted to Alexander Macleay, 
Colonial Secretary of New South Wales, by Crown grant in 1831. In 1839 MacLeay constructed a 
stone mansion named Elizabeth Bay House on the property, as well as extensive stables, 
museums, and a large garden of interesting plants, specimen trees, an orchard and orangery. 
Financial trouble forced Alexander Macleay to submit to the foreclosure of his mortgage to his 
son William Sharp Macleay in 1845. When William died in 1865, the property passed to his 
brother George. George arranged for the subdivision of the property and sold leaseholds of 
portions of the estate between 1865 and 1882. 

Lot 53 was conveyed to James Bartlett in 1866. By the late 1870s there were two residences on 
the allotment named Fairlight and Toftmonks, with a curved right of way shared by the two 
properties. The two houses changed owners a number of times until the 1950s. 

Structural engineer and owner of steel manufacturing company Arcos Industries, Moses Eisner, 
acquired the title to Lot A (and H) of a subdivision of 108 Elizabeth Bay Road in 1959. In July 
1958, prior to registration of the conveyance to Eisner, architect Theodore Fry lodged an 
application to erect a part 12-storey and part nine-storey building to contain 57 flats, to be built 
in steel, concrete and curtain walling (using ‘Besser Vibrapac’ concrete masonry blocks) with 
provision for off-street parking for 60–70 cars on Lot A. At this time the property consisted of a 
vacant lot (Lot A) and a two-storey brick residence on 108 Elizabeth Bay Road that was in the 
course of demolition. 108 Elizabeth Bay Road was owned by FD Hixson and Lot A by HI 
MacCarthy. The estimated cost was £90,000. Oceana Apartments Limited became the registered 
proprietor of Lots A and D in 1959. 

One month later, Council granted development approval providing the total floor area did not 
exceed 54,000 square feet. The builder was Arcos Pty Ltd and the structural engineer was 
Docker and Smith. Construction commenced and additional structural plans were approved in 
1959. Council also approved the addition of two penthouses on the roof of the building under 

construction in September of the same year. The Oceana Apartments were advertised for sale 
from the beginning of 1959 during the early construction stage. 

 

 
1 City of Sydney 2013, ‘Aboriginal People and Place’. 
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Revised architectural plans and specifications for minor additions were approved in 1960. 
Oceana was completed in 1961. 
In May 1960, Cross-Section noted that ‘Oceana is the name of this 13 storey (59 H units) bldg. 
nearing completion at Elizabeth Bay Syd. Over 25% reduction in cost and time was achieved 
through such techniques as all-steel form work for column & beam casing, pre-cast pre-stressed 
conc floors, hollow beams with cinder concrete walls & all copper one-pipe drainage system.’ 

Theodore Fry 

Theodore Fry (1908–1968), architect of Oceana, was born Teodor Freiwillig in Poland. Fry 
studied design at the Lvov Polytechnic, escaping Poland in 1939 and travelling through several 
countries before arriving in Australia in 1948. Registering as an architect in 1949, Fry’s first 
project with Eisner was a block of 18 flats at 25 Wolseley Road Point Piper, designed in 1952. 
The project was published in Cross-Section in 1954 and was noted as one of the few apartment 
buildings to begin construction after World War II. Fry’s other prominent apartment projects 
include Rushcutters Court (now Bayside), a 12 storey block at 85 New South Head Road, 
Edgecliff; and Orana, an eight storey block at Rose Bay completed in 1963, also owned and built 
by Arcos Industries. 

Fry’s own house in Castlecrag was published in Australian House and Garden in January 1961, 
noting his innovative use of sculptural concrete blockwork as a screen. 

Fry employed Croatian architect Nino Sydney (Somogy) shortly after his arrival during the 
1950s. Sydney worked with Fry on the Knoll Laboratories at Arncliffe, completed in 1968 shortly 
after Fry’s death, when Sydney took over the practice. 

Acros Industries 

Moses Eisner came to Australia from Poland in 1939; one of few members of his family to 
survive the Holocaust. By 1945, Eisner, an engineer, had founded a steel company in Sydney 
called Arcos. In 1946 Arcos constructed a series of prefabricated steel houses for the Housing 
Commission of NSW, designed by Hugo Stossel. During 1948 Stossel designed one of Australia’s 
first European influenced modernist houses at Warrawee for Eisner and his wife Gisele. In 1955 
Stossel and Eisner cooperated in the design and construction of a factory at Artarmon, the same 
year Eisner’s company financed and constructed the block of 18 flats at 25 Wolseley Road, Point 
Piper, which were designed by Fry. 

By this time Arcos had become a major construction company, gaining NSW Government 
contracts including the construction of the Vales Point power station. Eisner purchased the site 
of Oceana in 1959 in what appears to have been a speculative development, retitling the 
property as Oceana Apartments Limited and raising capital by selling shares in the building. 
Oceana was advertised as ‘Home units…. ARCHITECT DESIGNED, constructed by ARCOS 
INDUSTRIES. 208ft WATER FRONTAGE. SWIMMING POOL. All Units have NE aspects which 
cannot be built out’. Oceana Apartments Limited remains Oceana’s owner’. 

Arcos built more apartments during the 1960s; however, its focus had moved primarily to civil 
engineering. 

 

 
Description 

A site visit was undertaken by GML in October 2024. The physical assessment is based on this 
and available documentation of the site. 

Setting and context 

Oceana is located between the northern end of Elizabeth Bay Road and the harbour. It is one of 
several apartment buildings in a radial arrangement around the northern tip of the road loop. 
The topography of the area is undulating with the land sloping steeply down towards the water. 

Oceana is located within the Elizabeth Bay and Rushcutters Bays Heritage Conservation Area 
(HCA). The HCA within the immediate vicinity of the site is characterised by large Victorian and 

Federation residences, and multi-storey postwar and contemporary apartments that are 
comparable in design to Oceana but generally smaller in scale. 

Historical overview 
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Oceana occupies four lots that together form an irregular ‘battleaxe’ shape. The frontage to 
Elizabeth Bay Road is approximately 8m; the western boundary is approximately 117m and 
northern harbourside boundary is approximately 65m. 
Due to its setback and orientation, the view of Oceana from Elizabeth Bay Road is limited and 
partially obscured by the neighbouring apartment building. The scale and visual prominence of 
the building is clearer in views from the water, Beare Park and Elizabeth Bay Marina, where its 
full length and scale can be seen. 

Physical description 

Oceana is a 10 to 13-storey International style residential flat building with a long, thin plan 
originally containing 55 two and three-bedroom units that span the width of the building. The 
flat building is aligned with the west boundary and covered carparking spaces occupy the 
eastern half of the site. A pool is located along the northeastern edge towards the harbour. 
Oceana is accessed from Elizabeth Bay Road via a concrete driveway. 

The building is of a simple, narrow rectangular form constructed of a reinforced concrete 
column-and-beam frame and floor slabs with textured concrete block infill walls and spandrels. 
The concrete slab and beams are exposed externally. External façades are defined by a 
consistent fenestration pattern that maximises the lighting and views inside the units and 
provides cross ventilation. 

Following the topography of the site, the building is 10 storeys to the south, increasing to 13 
storeys in the north section. Oceana is serviced by two elevator and fire stair cores placed at the 
rear and front quarters of the building and rising an additional two to three storeys above the 
flat roof. 

The eastern elevation is almost entirely glazed with expansive windows and solid panel 
spandrels alternating with cantilevered projecting balconies of the same width, dividing the 
façade into a distinct grid. The narrow, northern elevation consists of full-width cantilevered 
balconies while the southern (street facing) elevation is face blockwork without fenestration. The 
western elevation comprises full-length cantilevered access galleries on each floor with metal rail 
balustrades. Aqua-coloured panels are fixed to the balustrades in an alternating pattern. At each 
level the lift lobby is set back and finished in orange glazed tiles. The lift lobby areas at each 
floor were originally screened with frosted glass panels providing shelter, since removed. 

The plan as shown in 1960 includes three-bedroom apartments at the southern end, with four 
identical two-bedroom units in between. The northern unit is a larger two-bedroom configuration 
with a full-width living room, making six units per floor. It appears that apartment layouts have 
since been altered with some amalgamations. Each unit has a similar façade composed of face 
brickwork walls, timber-framed multi-pane windows and an entry door. 

Internally, each unit has a simple quadrant plan with a living room and main bedroom facing 
east, and a kitchen, bathroom and secondary bedrooms on the western side with windows to the 
gallery. Two expansive penthouses are located on the top floor. 

Common spaces on the site include a covered concrete parking area with distinctive zigzag 
sheet-metal roof, and a pool with change rooms and BBQ in the lower harbourside area. 

Landscaping 

The landscaping of the site includes mature plantings and a landscaped garden in the northern 
portion of the site surrounding the pool. 

Modifications and integrity 

Council records after 1995 indicate the following modifications. 

Building related and development applications for various interior works, including the 
consolidation of units, internal reconfiguration, the demolition of walls and refurbishment, were 
approved between 1995 and 2011. 

A development application submitted in 2007 (D/2007/1335) was approved for alterations and 
addition to an existing cabana, restoration of the roof, demolition of an amenities structure, 
changes to the existing south and west façades and balconies, and new frameless glazing has 
been fitted to all external balconies. 

The twin entry lobbies at ground floor have been refurbished. 
 

Description 
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Description 
Condition 

A HIS prepared by Weir Philips in 2010 indicated Oceana is relatively intact and its integrity is 
relatively high. The current condition of the building has not been assessed. 

 
Comparative analysis 

Oceana can be compared with other major apartment designs of Theodore Fry, including the 
block of 18 flats at 25 Wolseley Road Point Piper (1952) and Rushcutters Court (now Bayside) at 
85 New South Head Road, Edgecliff (date unknown), both of which remain but have been 
substantially altered. 

The building at Wolseley Road is of significance as an early postwar apartment building designed 
with a strong modernist expression by an architect trained in Poland, and is rare. However, it 
appears that the building has been subject to a series of alterations and hence its original design 
is less able to be appreciated than Oceana’s. Similarly, Bayside has been altered a number of 
times and is not considered to be able to represent Fry’s original design. Oceana, completed in 
1961 and intact, is able to demonstrate Fry’s contribution as an architect. As the only intact 
example of Fry’s work and as the work of a noteworthy émigré architect working in Sydney in 
the postwar years, Oceana is considered rare. 

In its scale and prominence, Oceana is unique as an 1960s apartment building. It can be 
compared with other large apartment projects of the period such as Glenhurst Gardens, Darling 
Point (1959) or Blues Point Tower, McMahons Point (1962), but there are few examples of the 
same scale and prominence. 

With around 60 apartments over 15 floors, at its time of construction Glenhurst Gardens was the 
largest apartment building in Sydney and represented a marked shift in the development of 
Darling Point. The building also included many firsts, from its construction technology to its high 
level of customisation. The design, planning and engineering of Glenhurst Gardens can be seen 
as a historical benchmark in the evolution of apartment design in NSW. Glenhurst Gardens is 
considered to be of historic, aesthetic and technical significance. 

Similarly Blues Point Tower, at 24 levels with 144 apartments when completed in 1962 was one 
of the largest apartment buildings in Sydney. It’s prominent harbourside site was also 
significant. Although part of architect Harry Seidler’s wider concept of freeing up foreshore space 
through high rise development, the project was widely unpopular. 

Oceana, designed and constructed in a similar period, shares many characterises with Glenhurst 
Gardens and Blues Point Tower and is important for demonstrating this period of large-scale 
development on harbour sites. When completed, with originally 55 apartments over 10/13 
floors, Oceana was the largest residential flat building to be completed in the Elizabeth Bay/ 
Potts Point area and was at the time among the largest in Sydney. 

As restrictions on the development of harbour sites came into force shortly after it was 
completed, the location and scale of Oceana is rare. Later projects were required to be set back 
from the foreshore and tended to be lower in scale, stepping down steep sites. Due to its 
location and the period of its design and construction, Oceana is seen as having historic 
significance for its ability to represent a particular period of Sydney’s harbourside development. 
While Oceana’s use of linear planning, with its apartments oriented to the light and views, and 
its rear circulation spine, can be seen as typical of many apartments of the period, the scale and 
execution of this design is noteworthy. When compared to Glenhurst Gardens and Blues Point 
Tower, Ocean is able to represent variations of a similar form and an individual expression in 
design. Oceana has aesthetic significance for its distinctive design which is still able to be 
appreciated. 

Oceana is the most ambitious and intact project undertaken by Theodore Fry and Moses Eiser, 
two noteworthy figures in the postwar development of Sydney making it rare. 
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Figure 1 25 Wolseley Road, Point Piper, 
project undertaken by Theodore Fry and 
Moses Eiser and completed in 1952. The 
original form is visible but the building 
appears to have been modified. 

Figure 2 Glenhurst Gardens, Darling Point, by 
Douglas Forsyth Evans. Completed in 1959, it is 
a notable early large-scale linear apartment 
building in Sydney. (Source: GML 2024) 

 
 

 
Assessment of significance 

Criterion A (Historic 
significance) 

Oceana is a good example of a large scale post-World War II 
high-rise apartment building in the Elizabeth Bay Potts Point 
area. It is representative of the process of redevelopment and 
subdivision of the suburb, beginning in the interwar period, from 
grand, freestanding dwellings to apartment buildings. The site’s 
redevelopment by Moses Eisner with architect Theodore Fry 
demonstrates the growing influence of European migrants on the 
built environment, an important historic phase in the 
development of the area. The building’s location on the harbour 
foreshore is also able to demonstrate a period before restrictions 
on the development of foreshore land were implemented. 

At its time of construction Oceana was one of the largest 
apartment buildings in Sydney and represented a marked shift in 
the development of Elizabeth Bay towards higher densities. 

Oceana has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Oceana does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion B (Historical 
association) 

Oceana has strong associations with Theodore Fry, a noteworthy 
architect of this period as his largest and most intact project. 
Oceana is a good example of Fry’s work and provides evidence of 
his designs, including an application of modernist design 
principles. 

Comparative analysis 
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Assessment of significance  
Oceana also has some significance for its association with Moses 
Eisner, a noteworthy businessman, engineer and property 
developer of the period. 

Oceana has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Oceana does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion C 
(Aesthetic/creative/technical 
achievement) 

Oceana is considered to be aesthetically distinct and of high 
design quality. The design of the building—its siting on its 
harbour front site, the elongated form, the planning of the 
corridors and units, the configuration of the internal layouts and 
its fenestration pattern demonstrates Fry’s application of 
modernist architectural principles. 

The external elevations have a unique presentation with large 
areas of glazing, projecting balconies and external circulation 
galleries. The building contributes positively to the 
streetscapes/skyscapes of the Elizabeth Bay peninsula. 

The integrity of common areas remains to be confirmed. 

Oceana has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Oceana does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion D (Social, cultural 
and spiritual significance) 

Oceana is not known to have special associations with a 
particular group or to have contemporary esteem within the local 
community beyond housing amenity. 

Oceana does not have cultural significance at local or state level 
under this criterion. 

Criterion E (Research 
potential) 

Oceana is not considered to have the potential to yield significant 
further or new information not available elsewhere. 

Oceana does not have cultural significance at local or state level 
under this criterion. 

Criterion F (Rare) Oceana is considered rare as an example of the architectural 
work of Theodore Fry. Other examples of his design work have 
been substantially altered and are less able to be appreciated. 

Oceana is also rare for its scale and location, with later apartment 
buildings in this area lower in scale and set back from the 
harbour’s edge. Buildings of the late 1960s tended to use 
compact plans stepping down their sites in response to the 
topography. The uncompromising horizontal massing of Oceana is 
rare in the context of the Elizabeth Bay Potts Point area. 

Oceana has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Oceana does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion G (Representative) Oceana is representative of a wider post-World War II trend, 
seen in many areas of Sydney close to the city and the harbour, 
of large houses being replaced by Modernist residential flat 
buildings. As one of the largest apartment buildings in Sydney at 
the time of its construction, and one of the largest apartment 
buildings to be developed in the Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point 
area, Oceana is significant for its ability to represent this trend. 
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Assessment of significance 
Oceana is also a good and intact representative example of the 
work of a European émigré architect and property developer. It is 
one of a group of significant apartments that European migrants 
completed during the 1950s and 1960s in the local area. It is 
important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of these 
projects, which tended towards higher densities, displayed 
modernist design principles and promoted apartment living. 

Oceana has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Oceana does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

 
Statement of significance 

Oceana has historic significance for its ability to demonstrate the wider historical trend of the 
development of harbourside sites for apartment buildings. Its development by Polish émigré 
businessman and engineer Moses Eisner and Poland-trained architect Theodore Fry also 
demonstrates the growing influence of European migrants on the built environment, an 
important historical phase in the development of the area. Oceana also has historic significance 
for its association with Fry, a noteworthy architect working in Sydney in the post-World War II 
period, particularly as his most prominent and intact project. 

Oceana has aesthetic significance for its design qualities, its elongated form, large areas of 
glazing and simplified forms repeated over large façades; it demonstrates Fry’s application of 
modernist architectural principles. Highly intact externally, the building contributes positively to 
the streetscapes and views within the Elizabeth Bay peninsula. 

The building has significant rarity values as an intact example of the architectural work of 
Theodore Fry and for its scale and location, as later apartment buildings in the area are lower in 
scale and set back from the harbour’s edge. 

Oceana is significant for its ability to represent wider trends of the development of harbourside 
sites as one of the largest apartment buildings to be developed in the Elizabeth Bay and Potts 
Point area. Oceana is also significant as one of a group of significant apartment buildings that 
European migrants completed during the 1950s and 1960s in the local area. It is important in 
demonstrating the principal characteristics of these projects, which tended towards higher 
densities, displayed modernist design principles and promoted apartment living. 

Substantially intact, Oceana is able to demonstrate the principal characteristics of mid-
twentieth century modernist apartment buildings in the City of Sydney local government area 
and Sydney more generally. 

 
Recommendations 

Oceana meets the threshold for local listing for its historical, associative, aesthetic, rarity and 
representative values. 

It is recommended for heritage listing on the Sydney Local Environmental Plan. Individual 
apartment interiors should be excluded from the listing. 

 

Heritage approval pathway 
The best way to conserve the heritage significance of places is to carry out minor works and 
regular maintenance and repairs.  
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Most minor works or maintenance works that do not affect the significance of a heritage item 
don’t require development approval. However, consent is generally required for other works to be 
carried out on heritage items or items within heritage conservation areas. The following provides 
guidance as to when development approval is required. 

Local heritage exemption 
When undertaking minor works you need to apply for a local heritage exemption and receive 
written confirmation from us (Council) before you start. 

This includes ‘like-for-like’ replacement or rectification works, and minor or maintenance works, 
for example replacing failing gutters, replacement of downpipes to match original details or the 
upgrading of services. 

Requests for local heritage exemptions should be lodged online using our ePlanning service. Fees 
may apply. (https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/gain-exemption-
development-consent-heritage-works) 

Development approval 
Works of a more complex nature or that impact the fabric of the place, alter its external 
appearance or make changes to common areas require planning consent. In many cases these 
works will be approved after their potential heritage impacts have been assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact (https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-
preparing-statement-heritage-impact). 

This process requires submission of a development application through the NSW Planning Portal. 
When you are preparing an application, we (Council) can provide general advice about planning 
controls, application requirements and fees, and help identify potential issues including through 
our duty planner or pre-lodgement advice service 
(https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/get-advice-city-development-
application). 

Definitions 
The following terms reference the definitions set out by Australia ICOMOS in the Burra Charter, or 
terminology utilised by Heritage NSW. 

• Heritage significance: the historic, aesthetic, scientific or social value of a place, for 
past, present or future generations. 

• Fabric: all the physical material of a place, including its building materials, fixtures, 
finishes and other elements.  

• Conservation: all the processes of looking after a place so as to retain its heritage 
significance. This can include maintenance, preservation, restoration, reconstruction and 
adaptation.  

• Maintenance: the continuous protective care of a place and its fabric.  

• Preservation: maintaining the fabric of a place in its existing state and slowing down 
deterioration.  

• Restoration: returning existing fabric to a known earlier state, for example by removing 
later changes or reassembling existing parts.  
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• Reconstruction: returning a place as nearly as possible to a known earlier state, usually 
by introducing materials.  

• Adaptation / adaptive reuse: changing a place to suit an existing or proposed use 
while respecting its heritage significance.  

• Compatible use: a use that respects the cultural significance of a place and has little or 
minimal impact on that significance.  

• Setting: the area around a place, which may contribute to how its heritage significance is 
understood and experienced.  

• Local heritage exemption: written confirmation from Council that minor works or 
maintenance can proceed without development consent because they will not adversely 
affect heritage significance. This requires a heritage exemption application to be lodged 
online using our ePlanning service and written confirmation from us (Council) before you 
start.  

• Statement of Heritage Impact: a report that explains how proposed works may affect 
the heritage significance of a place and how impacts can be avoided or reduced. This is 
consistent with NSW heritage guidance and common planning practice. 
(https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-preparing-statement-
heritage-impact) 

• Like-for-like: replacing or repairing an element using matching or very similar materials, 
design, dimensions, finish and appearance, so the heritage character is maintained. 

• Sympathetic: A sensitive approach wherein changes and alterations to the site do not 
impact the heritage significance. 

 

Specific guidelines 

 
This guidance is provided so that owners and Council officers have a shared understanding of 
what elements of Oceana do and do not contribute to its significance and what can be altered 
without detailed investigation. 

These management recommendations outline general guiding principles for managing and 
maintaining significant elements of the place. They do not override strata by-laws; works must 
still be structurally adequate and installed in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications and 
comply with the Building Code of Australia (BCA) and other planning controls. Heritage 
exemptions are assessed on a case-by-case basis and written confirmation from Council should 
be obtained before proceeding. 

General management guidelines 
All work undertaken to Oceana should aim to be sympathetic to the place’s identified heritage 
values and significance.  

In general, works should seek to reinstate missing or altered original elements where possible. 
For example, replacement of non-original windows should seek to reinstate windows with a 
design and materials sympathetic to the originals. 
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Any proposal for non-minor work or work that will impact significant building features or fabric 
should be prepared in consultation with a heritage specialist and be assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact. Works that will result in an impact to the heritage significance of 
the place should be avoided. 

All conservation, adaptive reuse and future development should be undertaken in accordance 
with the Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance (The Burra Charter) and 
under the supervision or guidance of a heritage specialist. 

Where major changes are proposed to the item, a Heritage Asset Action Plan (HAAP) should be 
prepared for the place following the relevant Heritage NSW guidelines to guide future use, 
maintenance and development and ensure its heritage values are well understood by the building 
owners and managed appropriately. 

It is recommended that unit owners or strata managers consult with the City of Sydney through 
their Duty Planner service prior to a heritage exemption application or DA submission to 
determine whether works are exempt from development consent or to develop strategies and 
mitigation measures to assist in the application and approval process. 

Applications for any external or vertical additions to the item or ancillary development within the 
property boundary should be appropriately located, sympathetic to the identified heritage values 
and not have a major material or visual impact.  

Unfinished blockwork or brickwork is to remain unpainted and unrendered. 

Where removal of hazardous materials is required for health and safety purposes, they must be 
replaced with sympathetic, like-for-like alternatives. 

The installation of a whole of building, coordinated air conditioning systems is encouraged in 
preference to single occupancy split systems, or window or wall mounted units.  

Original features such as fittings to foyers, door hardware, and wall and floor finishes should be 
retained where practical. 

General maintenance, repairs and service upgrades 
The following works can typically be undertaken with Council’s written confirmation after a local 
heritage exemption application, provided they adopt a like-for-like approach to materials, colour 
schemes, dimensions and finishes, and do not impact the identified heritage values of Oceana or 
alter its external appearance: 

• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to building façades such as repainting of 
rendered surfaces, repairs to concrete spalling and degraded concrete blockwork, and re-
pointing. 

• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to gutters, downpipes and other rainwater 
goods and flashings; 

• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to metal rail balustrade and balconies; 

• works and activities associated with the ongoing maintenance of existing external 
communal areas limited to the swimming pool, roadways, carparks, garages, garden 
edges, plantings, drainage, pedestrian pathways and steps; 
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• works associated with the maintenance, repair, renewal and upgrade of services and 
utilities including communications, water, gas and electricity—these works must utilise 
existing conduits and fixings where possible; if new penetrations are required, they 
should be located in less visually prominent areas and non-significant fabric; 

• installation of new services where this will not have an impact on the visual appearance of 
the building or exceed the existing building parapet; and  

• works and activities associated with the maintenance, repair or upgrade of mechanical 
plant where this does not increase the existing scale or exceed the height of the existing 
plant. 

Apartment interiors 
Individual apartment interiors are not included in the heritage listing. Internal renovations, 
repairs and maintenance work to bathrooms, kitchens, living rooms and bedrooms would not 
require heritage approvals provided they are not visible from common areas, do not impact 
structural walls and do not alter the size or pattern of windows or enclose external openings. 
These activities/works must be carried out in accordance with the building’s strata by-laws and 
relevant planning controls.  

Common areas 
The following works can typically be undertaken with Council’s written confirmation after a local 
heritage exemption application is submitted, provided they adopt a like-for-like approach to 
materials, colour schemes, dimensions, placement and finishes, and do not impact the identified 
heritage values of Oceana or alter its external appearance: 

• removal, repair and replacement of non-original building elements such as ground-level 
security gates, fences, vehicle access roller doors, pool repairs and pool maintenance, 
communal pool gates, pool balustrades, fencing and paving, provided any new elements 
do not exceed the existing dimensions and profiles of these items; 

• installation of bike racks, safety mirrors and electric-vehicle charging facilities within the 
carparking area; and  

• maintenance, repairs and upgrades to the roof including waterproofing, repair or 
replacement, repainting and the installation, upgrade or maintenance of utilities. 

The following minor works to common areas works are unlikely to require heritage approval:  

• the removal and replacement of non-original flooring;  

• installation of non-slip surface treatments;  

• repainting of common areas; 

• upgrades and replacement of lighting and smoke alarms; and 

• other minor repairs and maintenance.  

Lifts 
Maintenance, repair or upgrade activities to lifts which do not result in the vertical or horizontal 
expansion of the lift shaft and overrun can typically be undertaken without Council’s written 
confirmation provided they do not materially or visually impact on the identified heritage values 
of Oceana or alter its external appearance. 
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Major lift repairs or replacement may require a local heritage exemption application or 
development application, depending on the nature and extent of the works.  

Windows 
Replacement, refurbishment, repairs or modifications to timber window and door frames and 
glazing (such as the installation of double glazing, re-sealing, waterproofing, glazed panel 
replacement, removal of air conditioning units and hardware repair) can be carried out under a 
local heritage exemption application provided works:  

• adopt a like-for-like approach replacing or reinstating timber frames and clear glass 
panels; 

• maintain the fenestration pattern and external masonry reveal depth; and  

• remove detracting elements such as air conditioning units (replacement with more 
sympathetic alternatives is encouraged). 

 

Information sources 

Type Author Title Year Repository 

Site inspection (external) GML  2024 GML 

Land titles Land Titles Office Vol 7891 Fol 113 

Vol 7746 Fol137 

Vol 4530 Fol 230 

 NSW Land 
Registry 
Services 

Publication Building, Lighting 
and Engineering 

 November 
1958 

National 
Library of 
Australia 

Publication Building Ideas 
Guide to Sydney 
Architecture 

 1962 National 
Library of 
Australia 

Publication Cross-Section  May 1960 University of 
Melbourne 
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Image caption Oceana Apartments at Elizabeth Bay, NSW. Architect: T Fry; builder: Arcos 
Industries; and photographer: not known. The photograph was published in Cross-
Section, No. 91, May 1960. (Source: Cross-Section archive) 

Image year 1960 Image by Unknown Image 
copyright 
holder 

Unknown 
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Image caption Working drawings of the Oceana Apartments—west elevation, May 1952. 

Image year 1952 Image by Theodore Fry Image 
copyright 
holder 

City of Sydney 
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Image caption Working drawings of the Oceana Apartments—east elevation, May 1952. 

Image year 1952 Image by Theodore Fry Image 
copyright 
holder 

City of Sydney 
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Image caption Working drawings of the Oceana Apartments—site plan and section A-A, July 1952. 

Image year 1952 Image by Theodore Fry Image 
copyright 
holder 

City of Sydney 
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Image caption Working drawings of the Oceana Apartments—amended plan of the first, second 
and third floors, May 1960. 

Image year 1960 Image by Theodore Fry Image 
copyright 
holder 

City of Sydney 
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Image caption Oceana from the east and Sydney Harbour. 

Image year 1972 Image by Unknown Image 
copyright 
holder 

Museums of 
History NSW 
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Image caption Oceana from Beare Park. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Oceana from Beare Park. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption View looking west from the carparking area. All balustrades have been replaced 
with glazing and stainless steel rails. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Typical balcony arrangements, with a variety of tile surfaces. Pool and garage 
spaces are visible at the ground level below. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption The building’s distinctive concrete blockwork and timber-framed glazing on the 
gallery elevations. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Internal view of original timber-framed windows and doors to balcony. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Internal view of typical kitchen layout and windows to gallery. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Attachment G 

Revised Inventory Sheet - Ithaca Gardens, 
12 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay 
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Item Name Ithaca Gardens, 
excluding apartment 
interiors other than 
unit 1001 

  

Address 12 Ithaca Road, 
Elizabeth Bay 

Lot number Lot A DP 155142, Lots 1–40 
SP 5704 

Architect Harry Seidler and 
Associates 

Construction 
date 

1960 

Builder Civil and Civic 
Contractors 

  

Listings Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012: Within the Elizabeth and 
Rushcutters Bays Heritage Conservation Area (C20), identified as 
detracting on the Sydney Development Control Plan building 
contributions map. 

Australian Institute of Architects (NSW Chapter) Register of Significant 
Architecture. 

 
 

Historical overview 

The Cadigal people of the Eora nation have lived in the Sydney area for thousands of years and 
have shaped its landscape and nurtured its plants and animals. Before the arrival of the 
European settlers the Potts Point area was known as Kurrajeen (or Curageen) and Yarrandabbi. 
Governor Lachlan Macquarie set aside land near Elizabeth Bay, Potts Point and Woolloomooloo 
as a ‘model fishing village’ for Aboriginal people in 1820. At this settlement, known as Elizabeth 
Town, several huts were built, a patch of land was cleared for a garden, and boats were 
provided for use by the Aboriginal people who lived there. John Palmer’s estate at nearby 
Woolloomooloo Bay was also an important gathering place for local Aboriginal people, and was 
the location of a corroboree in 1831 attended by Bungaree’s son, Young Bungaree.1 

The subject site formed part of the original 54-acre property granted to Alexander Macleay, 
Colonial Secretary of New South Wales, by Crown grant in 1831. In 1839 Macleay constructed a 
stone mansion named Elizabeth Bay House on the property, as well as extensive stables, 
museums, and a large garden of interesting plants featuring specimen trees, an orchard and an 
orangery. Financial trouble forced Alexander Macleay to submit to the foreclosure of his 
mortgage to his son William Sharp Macleay in 1845. When Willliam died in 1865, the property 
passed to his brother George. George arranged for the subdivision of the property and sold 
leaseholds of portions of the estate between 1865 and 1882. 

In 1872 parts of the Elizabeth Bay Estate, including blocks 62–64, were leased to Alexander 
Haywood Richardson and Ann Marie Richardson. Three years later they subdivided the property. 
At this date Lots 8–12 formed a triangular parcel of land approximating the boundary of the 
study site. The land had a succession of lessees and underlessees before it was sold as freehold 
to Arthur Thomas Henry Pittar, Walter Douglas Brewer Pittar and Arthur Paterson in 1917. The 
subject site remained vacant land until the 1950s. Ithaca Development Pty Ltd, owned by 
Marcell Seidler, acquired the land in August 1951 and simultaneously transferred it to Ithaca 
Gardens Pty Ltd. 

Marcell Seidler lodged an interim development application for a block of flats on the site in 
October 1950 and was granted approval one month later. The following year his brother Harry 
Seidler submitted a revised application to erect an eight-storey block of flats in reinforced 
concrete (BA 502/51). The application was approved; the site had been cleared by August the 
same year. However, in May 1952 the City of Sydney Council notified Seidler that the approval 
had lapsed. In response Seidler indicated the project would proceed pending finance being 
available. 

In this intervening period Seidler sought publicity for his planned building on the site, which was 
published in a number of newspapers and magazines. 

During the 1950s Seidler was successfully completing houses that were gaining a lot of 
attention, but he had so far failed to enter Sydney’s growing apartment scene. 

1 City of Sydney 2013, ‘Aboriginal People and Place’. 
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The Seidlers struggled to find financial support for the project and it was not until Civil & Civic 
Contractors agreed to finance the development that it was able to proceed. At an unknown date 
Marcell approached Gerardus Jozef ‘Dick’ Dusseldorp. Initially Dusseldorp sent word back 
through a middleman that he didn’t think much of the scheme ‘because it was sort of monks’ 
cell … but he would be interested to build something on that site if you could adjust your 
proposal’.2 Seidler revised his design and re-presented it to Dusseldorp, who agreed to construct 
the project. Dusseldorf paid Marcell and Harry in real estate, one apartment for Harry, two for 
Marcell. Harry and Penelope Seidler moved into one of the top-floor apartments in 1960 and 
lived there for seven years. The family still retains ownership of the apartment, which is intact 
as Seidler designed it. 
When Ithaca Gardens was completed in 1960, due to its long gestation period, it was Seidler’s 
first completed apartment project. Although in 1957 Seidler had developed an extensive scheme 
for the redevelopment of McMahons Point, Blues Point Tower (completed 1962) was the only 
building then realised. As the 1960s progressed Harry Seidler and Associates completed many 
apartment projects that reflected and further developed the structural and planning innovations 
explored in Ithaca Gardens. 

Ithaca Gardens Apartments received the 1960 Journal of Architecture and Arts Award. The 
building was a widely published and celebrated example of modernist architecture in Australia. 

Harry Seidler and Associates 

Harry Seidler (1923–2006) was born in Vienna to Jewish parents. Following the Nazi occupation 
of Austria in 1938, Seidler relocated to England where he attended Cambridge Polytechnic, 
before being deported to Canada in 1940. He was awarded a Bachelor of Architecture in Canada 
in 1944. He won a scholarship to study at the Graduate School of Design, Harvard University, 
where Walter Gropius and Marcel Breuer were teachers. He then studied at Black Mountain 
College, under Josef Albers, before working with Breuer in New York City (1946–1948) and 
briefly with Oscar Niemeyer in Rio de Janeiro, on his way to Sydney in 1948. 

Arriving in Sydney, his first commission was to design a house for his parents (Rose Seidler 
House, 1948–1950). Seidler gained Australian citizenship and in 1958 married Penelope Evatt, 
who was to be a significant partner in his career. By the 1960s Seidler’s practice began to 
receive significant commissions including Blues Point Tower (completed 1962) and Australia 
Square (1960–1967). The latter, designed with engineer Pier Luigi Nervi, became a ‘type-model’ 
for Seidler’s urban tower designs throughout his career. From the 1970s Harry Seidler and 
Associates was commissioned for significant large-scale commissions across Australia and 
overseas. These included the Australian Embassy, Paris (1973); MLC Building, Sydney (1978); 
Riverside Centre, Brisbane (1984); Shell Headquarters, Melbourne (1988); and QV1, Perth 
(1992). 

Throughout his career, Seidler wrote about architecture and taught at various universities 
around the world, as well as advocating planning reform in Australia. He was awarded numerous 
honours throughout his career including being made an Honorary Fellow of both the American 
Institute of Architects and the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA awarded him the Royal 
Gold Medal in 1996); and a Life Fellow (1970) of the Royal Australian Institute of Architects 
(receiving 50 awards including five Sulman Medals, four Wilkinson Awards and the Gold Medal 
[1976]). He was also awarded an Order of the British Empire (1972). His impact and the work of 
his firm were a major cultural influence, applying uncompromising Bauhaus-inspired modernist 
architecture and principles in Australia. 

Civil & Civic and Lend Lease 

The company Civil & Civic (later expanded as Lend Lease) was a pioneer of corporate design and 
construction in Australia. It was instrumental in the campaign for the introduction of strata title 
in NSW; the 1961 legislation was drafted by a lawyer engaged by the company, significantly 
changing the speculative development landscape. Civil & Civic was founded by Gerardus Jozef 

‘Dick’ Dusseldorp, an engineer who had come to Australia from the Netherlands in 1951 to work 
on the Snowy Mountains project. 

Their first apartment project was the 1958 Broadwaters in Darling Point designed by Hugo 
Stossel, which caused a scandal when Council took Civil & Civic to court for breaching planning 

 

 
2 Helen O’Neill 2013, A Singular Vision: Harry Seidler, p 172. 
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Historical overview 
regulations. High-profile, prolific and powerful Dusseldorf won the case and construction 
continued. 

The high historical profile of Lend Lease is partly due to its association with Harry Seidler. Both 
Dusseldorp and Seidler were high-profile advocates for their projects. Blues Point Tower, 
completed at McMahons Point in 1962, became one of the most-publicised apartment buildings 
ever built in Sydney. 

Having completed several large apartment buildings in Sydney in the late 1950s Lend Lease’s 
ambitions in the apartment industry were thwarted by the early 1960s credit squeeze: flats sold 
slowly at Blues Point Tower, one of the first strata-titled buildings in Sydney, and the company 

closed its Home Unit Display Centre at Circular Quay and avoided the flat market until 1968, 
then focusing on flats in the suburbs rather than the inner city. Lendlease remains one of 
Australia’s major construction companies. 

 
Description 

An inspection from the public domain was undertaken by GML in September 2024. The physical 
assessment is based on that and publicly available documentation of the site. 

Setting and context 

Ithaca Gardens is located on the eastern side of the highest point of Ithaca Road. The 
topography of the area slopes steeply down to the north. The building is located within the 
Elizabeth and Rushcutters Bays Heritage Conservation Area (HCA). The immediate vicinity of the 
site is characterised by Inter-War flat buildings and multistorey apartment buildings that are 
comparable in scale to Ithaca Gardens. Due to its scale and setback from the street, and its 
design and materiality, Ithaca Gardens has a prominent streetscape presence within the HCA. 

Physical description 

Ithaca Gardens is a 10-storey flat building containing 40 two-bedroom units. The lot shape is 
roughly triangular. The building is located centrally on the lot with a sloping open space between 
it and Ithaca Road. It is oriented to maximise views to the northeast. There is minimal 
landscaping, mostly around the building entry, with other areas left open. 

The building has a simple elongated rectilinear form and is constructed of a reinforced concrete 
frame with blonde face brickwork infill walls. The concrete slabs are exposed externally. The 
slabs have a downturn along the side (eastern and western) elevations. 

The building elevations are symmetrical. The main southern elevation features external 
projecting open galleries along alternate floors, accessed by door on either side of the gallery. 
The feature has no apparent function other than to give access to both lifts (for when one lift is 
non-functional). 

The ground level is open with an undercroft supported on a grid of columns. At its centre is the 
entrance lobby, which is marked by a thin, folded concrete cantilevered awning. The whole front 
elevation of the lobby is a wide expanse of open glass. The floor and rear wall are clad in stone. 

The building features a covered carpark to the north. Its roof is constructed of a very thin 
continuous folded concrete slab, which is cantilevered from a high concrete retaining wall. The 
cantilever of approximately 6m allows for a covered yet column-free carpark. The carpark 
roof/retaining wall ensemble and the entrance canopy represent a high level of structural 
innovation and concrete construction for this time and have precedents in the work of Seidler’s 
former employers and teachers Marcel Breuer and Oscar Niemeyer. 

The northern elevation addresses the views and the sun and features alternate vertical rows of 
recessed balconies and ribbon windows. The balconies feature aluminium-framed balustrades 
with wire glass panels. 

The ribbon windows comprise aluminium-framed double-hung windows and fixed panes. The 
ribbon windows are shaded by fixed sun awnings constructed of structural aluminium with 
interlocking sheets angled at 45 degrees. 

On the rooftop a blonde face brickwork structure houses the communal laundry room and the lift 
room. 

217



 
In plan the building has a simple rectangular shape with a two-bedroom units on either side of 
each stair and lift core, resulting in four apartments per floor. The units are roughly square in 
plan and all rooms have external windows providing natural light, ventilation and views. 
The integrity of the internal configuration and finishes in unknown, with the exception of Harry 
and Penelope Seidler’s apartment which is recorded as intact from its period of construction. 

Landscaping 

The landscaping on the site is minimal. Some mature trees along Ithaca Road provide visual 
screening to the building. 

Modifications/integrity 

Council records from 2004 onwards indicate the following: 

DA/2006/1041 was approved for internal refurbishment, demolition of non-structural walls and 
bedroom window replacement in Unit 604. 

DA/2022/53 was approved for alterations and additions to Unit 801. 

DA/2024/427 was approved for demolition of an existing window and half-wall and installation of 
a new full-height glazed sliding door in Unit 904. 

Condition 

The condition of Ithaca Gardens is unknown due to limited site access. 
 

 
Comparative analysis 

Ithaca Gardens can be seen as representative of Seidler’s early 1960s multi-residential projects 
with a focus on utility, repetition, density and high levels of amenity, especially solar access, 
natural ventilation and views. 

Ithaca Gardens is a representative example of the linearly planned late 1950s and early 1960s 
works of Harry Seidler and Associates including the City Council Housing Apartments in 
Camperdown (unbuilt), Ithaca Gardens Apartments 1 (unbuilt) and Diamond Bay Apartments 
(1962). Another typical apartment planning arrangement by Harry Seidler in the 1960s was that 
of four corner apartment arrangements on each floor as in Avalon Apartments (1959); Blues 
Point Tower, McMahons Point (1962); Earlwood Apartments (1963); and Ocean Avenue 
Apartments, Double Bay (1964). 

From 1964 onwards Seidler’s housing schemes tended to rely on linear arrangements with 
complex split-level planning, and later still with curved, radial planning showing Baroque 
influences. 

Blues Point Tower shares similarities with Ithaca Gardens, namely its bands of ribbon windows 
for bedrooms and larger windows to living rooms. However, the tower’s alternating recessed 
balconies and window arrangements of several apartment types create a more varied and 
expressive façade than found at Ithaca Gardens. 

Also demonstrated in the project is Seidler’s consistent and responsible engagement with 
climate control and sun shading. The 45-degree external aluminium awning sun shading used in 
Ithaca Gardens is similar to that of Bland House, Coogee (1958); the Silvers Building, Ultimo 
(1960) (sun shading now removed); and Garran Group Housing, Canberra (1964). This 
approach was then discontinued for more integral solutions such as inset balconies, slab edges 
or formed concrete sun shades. 

Ithaca Gardens is of particular significance as the first realised apartment project designed by 
Harry Seidler, from a time when Seidler’s Bauhaus-influenced training was first being applied to 
multi-residential projects. 

It can be seen as an important example of a group of projects Seidler completed in the 1960s, 
when economically planned flats on smaller sites were a particular focus. Although each of these 
flat buildings responded to its site and context, as a group they can be seen as evolving 
structural and planning prototypes. Seidler noted in relation to this group of apartments ‘the aim 
of their design is the development of prototypes incorporating a system, both of planning and 
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construction’ (Statement from Harry Seidler included in Ian Mackay, Living and Partly Living: 
Housing in Australia, 1971). 
Each of these projects is built of the same materials; poured-in-place concrete and brick infill 
walls. They all explore systematised construction with repeated layouts and segregated vertical 
access cores simplifying the main structure. They all express their structure, and their façades 
express their internal uses and the importance of rooms through window size. Typically, full-
height glass walls alternate with ribbon windows created by down-turned concrete slabs. Fixed 
awnings and sun shading are all carefully arranged to create a characteristic ‘tensional’ façade 
pattern. Living units are reduced to their minimum to allow flexibility of use. Lesser rooms 
(kitchens and bathrooms) are given horizontal ribbon windows, generally on the secondary 
elevations. During this period Seidler fought regulations requiring direct ventilation for kitchens 
and bathrooms, so his plans could maximise the amenity of living zones. 

Of particular note is the split-level planning of Aquarius, Ercildoune and Village Towers 
(Arlington), that Seidler realised during the mid-1960s. This can be seen as having been first 

explored in the external alternate level gallery circulation of Ithaca Gardens, and further 
developed in later projects. The innovations in concrete construction Seidler developed during 
this period are also seen in the thin cantilevered concrete of Ithaca Gardens, which are 
technically significant and rare for this period. 

Ithaca Gardens is noteworthy as Seidler’s first apartment project. Its progressive development 
during the 1950s represents his early exploration of planning and construction methodology 
applied in later projects. It is able to demonstrate Seidler’s early concerns with utility, density 
and high levels of amenity, especially solar access and natural ventilation. 

Seidler was a tireless and effective promoter of modernist architecture and Ithaca Gardens 
received considerable media attention. That the architect and his brother developed the project 
and then he lived in the building, and had the interior photographed by Max Dupain, has added 
to its reputation. Seidler had significant influence on the growing popularity of compact inner-
city apartment living and Ithaca Gardens can be seen to have played an important role in this. 

Ithaca Gardens is considered rare as an early and innovative modernist apartment project in 
Elizabeth Bay, and as the first apartment building by Harry Seidler. 

The building also has representative significance as the first of Seidler’s 1960s apartment 
projects, which collectively have an exceptional level of significance for their ability to 
demonstrate the architect’s evolving planning and construction protypes. Seidler’s architecture 
of this period was extremely influential, widely published and highly awarded. It can be seen to 
have made a major contribution to the development of modern architecture in Australia and is 
highly regarded internationally. 
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Figure 1 Blues Point Tower (likely to be of Figure 2 Village Towers (Arlington), Edgecliff 
state heritage significance), McMahons (1965–1966), is a significant example of 
Point, of 24 levels and 144 apartments, is Seidler’s evolving use of planning and 
of a much larger scale than Ithaca construction prototypes first applied in Ithaca 
Gardens; however, its regular façade Gardens. (Source: Philip Thalis) 
arrangement shows similar design 
characteristics. (Source: Wikimedia) 

 
Assessment of significance 

Criterion A (Historic 
significance) 

Ithaca Gardens has historic significance as a prominent example 
of medium-rise housing developed in the Elizabeth Bay and Potts 
Point area during the 1950s and 1960s. 

Architect Harry Seidler had significant influence on the growing 
popularity of compact inner-city apartment living and Ithaca 
Gardens can be seen to have played an important role in this. 
Seidler was an effective promoter of modernism and Ithaca 
Gardens received considerable media attention. That the architect 
lived in the apartment, and had the interior photographed by Max 
Dupain, added to the reputation of the building. 

The building’s design demonstrates modernist architecture’s 
engagement with compact multi-housing forms, and is a key 
example of the introduction of Bauhaus-influenced modernism 
into the Australian context. Ithaca Gardens is able to 
demonstrate wider historical trends of importance to the local 
area and to NSW more generally. 

Ithaca Gardens has cultural significance at a local level under 
this criterion. 

Ithaca Gardens potential significance at a state level under this 
criterion. 
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Assessment of significance  

Criterion B (Historical 
association) 

Ithaca Gardens is associated with architect Harry Seidler, one of 
the most significant modernist architects in Australia, who has 
made an important contribution to the development of Australia’s 

built environment. As his first completed apartment project, and 
as his place of residence, Ithaca Gardens has strong associations 
with the architect and is of particular historical interest in 
interpreting the context of his work. 

Ithaca Gardens has some significance for its association with Civil 
& Civic Constructions (later expanded as Lendlease) as the first 
project by the long-running and significant partnership formed 
between the firm and Harry Seidler, which continued through the 
next decades. 

Ithaca Gardens has cultural significance at a local level under 
this criterion. 

Ithaca Gardens has potential significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion C 
(Aesthetic/creative/technical 
achievement) 

Ithaca Gardens shows many innovations in planning and 
construction that make it a noteworthy example of a late 1950s–
1960s modernist apartment building. 

Ithaca Gardens is an early application of what can be seen as 
typical elements of the work of architect Harry Seidler during the 
1960s. It shares aesthetic elements with some of Seidler’s most 
notable projects including Blues Point Tower, Village Towers 
(Arlington), Ercildoune and Aquarius, which demonstrate 
distinctive aesthetic attributes in form and composition. 

In its construction, planning and detailing it demonstrates 
Seidler’s progressive development of design prototypes applied 
across multiple projects. Its expression of structure, its regular 
façade arrangement, its use of materials and spare planning, with 
a concern for natural light, sun shading, and ventilation, are all 
typical of Seidler’s highly acclaimed architecture. Ithaca Gardens 
was widely published and is a noteworthy example of the 
architect’s work. It is a substantial achievement and the work of 
an important designer. 

The original design and structure are largely intact, with minimal 
alterations visible to the exterior of the buildings. 

Ithaca Gardens has cultural significance at a local level under 
this criterion. 

Ithaca Gardens has potential significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion D (Social, cultural 
and spiritual significance) 

Ithaca Gardens is listed on the Australian Institute of Architects 
(NSW Chapter) Register of Significant Architecture, indicating 
that it has importance to architects and the design community 
more generally. 

Ithaca Gardens has cultural significance at a local level under 
this criterion. 

Ithaca Gardens has potential significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion E (Research 
potential) 

As an early example of innovative apartment design and 
construction in Australia, and as an example of Seidler’s early 
apartment designs, Ithaca Gardens has the ability to contribute 
to knowledge about the evolution of housing in Australia and the 
work of Harry Seidler. 
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Ithaca Gardens has cultural significance at a local level under 
this criterion. 

Ithaca Gardens has potential significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion F (Rare) Ithaca Gardens is considered rare as an early and innovative 
modernist apartment project in Elizabeth Bay. It is also rare as 
an apartment designed in the 1950s by a European architect, 
with modernist training in Canada and the United States, and 
constructed in Sydney in the 1960s. Possibly more than any other 
apartment project completed by Seidler, Ithaca Gardens 
represents the first application of his modernist training in the 
Australian context. As the first apartment project designed by 
Harry Seidler to be constructed in Australia it is rare. 

Ithaca Gardens has cultural significance at a local level under 
this criterion. 

Ithaca Gardens has potential significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion G (Representative) Ithaca Gardens is considered to have representative significance 
as one of a group of 1960s apartment projects designed by Harry 
Seidler and Associates, which are collectively highly significant. 
Other examples include Blues Point Tower, Stephen Towers, 
Village Towers (Arlington), Ercildoune and Aquarius. These 
projects were widely published and featured in the multiple 
surveys of Harry Seidler’s career. As Seidler himself noted each 
project applied a series of evolving structural and planning 
prototypes. They were built of the same materials, and with 
evolving structural systems, repeated layouts for construction 
efficiencies, repeated window units and sun shading elements to 
create characteristic ‘tensional’ façade patterns. Many of these 
elements were first applied in Ithaca Gardens and then further 
developed in later projects throughout the 1960s. 

Ithaca Gardens displays key characteristics of this significant 
group of apartment projects and is an important representative 
example of Harry Seidler’s long-term innovation and engagement 
with construction and planning efficiency. 

Ithaca Gardens is representative of wider trends in housing, the 
redevelopment of inner-city suburbs with higher density 
apartments, and the growing demand for compact, well-located 
housing. 

Ithaca Gardens has cultural significance at a local level under 
this criterion. 

Ithaca Gardens has potential significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

 
Statement of significance 

Ithaca Gardens has historic significance as a prominent example of medium-rise housing 
developed in the Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area during the 1950s and 1960s. The building’s 
design demonstrates modernist architecture’s engagement with compact multi-housing forms 
and is a key example of the introduction of Bauhaus-influenced modernism into the Australian 
context. Ithaca Gardens is able to demonstrate wider historical trends of importance to the local 
area and to NSW more generally. It has significant historical associations with architect Harry 
Seidler, one of the most significant modernist architects in Australia, and with Civil & Civic 
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Constructions (later expanded as Lendlease) as the first project undertaken by the firm and 
Harry Seidler. 
Ithaca Gardens shows many innovations in planning and construction that make it a noteworthy 
example of a late 1950s–1960s modernist apartment building. Ithaca Gardens is an early 
application of what can be seen as typical elements of the work of architect Harry Seidler during 
the 1960s. It shares aesthetic elements with some of Seidler’s most notable projects including 

Blues Point Tower, Village Towers (Arlington), Ercildoune and Aquarius, which demonstrate 
distinctive aesthetic attributes in form and composition. Widely published, it is a noteworthy 
example of the architect’s work. Ithaca Gardens is a substantial achievement and the work of an 
important designer. 

As an early example of innovative apartment design and construction in Australia, and as an 
example of Seidler’s early apartment designs, Ithaca Gardens has the ability to contribute to 
knowledge about the evolution of housing in Australia and the work of Harry Seidler. It is also 
rare in the Australian context as an apartment designed in the 1950s by a European architect, 
with modernist training in Canada and the United States, and as the first apartment project 
designed by Harry Seidler to be constructed in Australia. 

Ithaca Gardens is considered to have representative significance as one of a group of 1960s 
apartment projects designed by Harry Seidler and Associates, which as a group are highly 
significant. 

Ithaca Gardens displays key characteristics of this significant group of apartment projects and is 
an important representative example of Harry Seidler’s innovation and long-term engagement 
construction and planning efficiency. 

 

 
Recommendations 

Ithaca Gardens meets the threshold for local heritage significance under all seven criteria and is 
recommended for heritage listing on the Sydney Local Environmental Plan. 

Heritage approval pathway 

The best way to conserve the heritage significance of places is to carry out minor works and 
regular maintenance and repairs.  

Most minor works or maintenance works that do not affect the significance of a heritage item 
don’t require development approval. However, consent is generally required for other works to be 
carried out on heritage items or items within heritage conservation areas. The following provides 
guidance as to when development approval is required. 

Local heritage exemption 

When undertaking minor works you need to apply for a local heritage exemption and receive 
written confirmation from us (Council) before you start. 

This includes ‘like-for-like’ replacement or rectification works, and minor or maintenance works, 
for example replacing failing gutters, replacement of downpipes to match original details or the 
upgrading of services. 

Requests for local heritage exemptions should be lodged online using our ePlanning service. Fees 
may apply. (https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/gain-exemption-
development-consent-heritage-works) 

Development approval 

Works of a more complex nature or that impact the fabric of the place, alter its external 
appearance or make changes to common areas require planning consent. In many cases these 
works will be approved after their potential heritage impacts have been assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact (https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-
preparing-statement-heritage-impact). 

This process requires submission of a development application through the NSW Planning Portal. 
When you are preparing an application, we (Council) can provide general advice about planning 
controls, application requirements and fees, and help identify potential issues including through 
our duty planner or pre-lodgement advice service 

Statement of significance 
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(https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/get-advice-city-development-
application). 
Definitions 

The following terms reference the definitions set out by Australia ICOMOS in the Burra Charter, or 
terminology utilised by Heritage NSW. 

• Heritage significance: the historic, aesthetic, scientific or social value of a place, for 
past, present or future generations. 

• Fabric: all the physical material of a place, including its building materials, fixtures, 
finishes and other elements.  

• Conservation: all the processes of looking after a place so as to retain its heritage 
significance. This can include maintenance, preservation, restoration, reconstruction and 
adaptation.  

• Maintenance: the continuous protective care of a place and its fabric.  
• Preservation: maintaining the fabric of a place in its existing state and slowing down 

deterioration.  
• Restoration: returning existing fabric to a known earlier state, for example by removing 

later changes or reassembling existing parts.  
• Reconstruction: returning a place as nearly as possible to a known earlier state, usually 

by introducing materials.  
• Adaptation / adaptive reuse: changing a place to suit an existing or proposed use while 

respecting its heritage significance.  
• Compatible use: a use that respects the cultural significance of a place and has little or 

minimal impact on that significance.  
• Setting: the area around a place, which may contribute to how its heritage significance is 

understood and experienced.  
• Local heritage exemption: written confirmation from Council that minor works or 

maintenance can proceed without development consent because they will not adversely 
affect heritage significance. This requires a heritage exemption application to be lodged 
online using our ePlanning service and written confirmation from us (Council) before you 
start.  

• Statement of Heritage Impact: a report that explains how proposed works may affect 
the heritage significance of a place and how impacts can be avoided or reduced. This is 
consistent with NSW heritage guidance and common planning practice. 
(https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-preparing-statement-
heritage-impact) 

• Like-for-like: replacing or repairing an element using matching or very similar materials, 
design, dimensions, finish and appearance, so the heritage character is maintained. 

• Sympathetic: A sensitive approach wherein changes and alterations to the site do not 
impact the heritage significance. 

 
Specific Guidelines 

This guidance is provided so that owners and Council officers have a shared understanding of 
what elements of Ithaca Gardens do and do not contribute to its significance and what can be 
altered without detailed investigation.  

Please refer first to the State Heritage Listing for the place and the associated Standard 
Exemptions and Site-Specific Exemptions as guide for works that do not require development 
consent. 

General management guidelines 

A Conservation Management Plan (CMP) or Heritage Asset Action Plan (HAAP) that follows 
relevant Heritage NSW guidelines should be prepared for the place to guide future use, 
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maintenance and development and ensure its heritage values are well understood by the building 
owners and managed appropriately.  

The interiors of the apartments, with the exception of apartment 1001, are not included in the 
heritage listing of Ithaca Gardens. Most works to the interiors of the apartments would not 
require heritage approval, provided they are not visible from common areas, do not impact 
structural walls and do not alter the size or pattern of windows or enclose external openings.  

All work undertaken to Ithaca Gardens should aim to be sympathetic to the place’s identified 
heritage values and significance.  

It is recommended that unit owners or strata managers consult with the City of Sydney through 
their Pre-DA process prior to a DA submission to determine whether works are exempt from 
development consent, or to develop strategies and mitigation measures to assist in the 
application and approval process. 

Any proposal for non-minor work or work that will impact significant building features or fabric 
should be prepared in consultation with a heritage specialist and be assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact. Works that will result in an impact to the heritage significance of 
the place should be avoided. 

All conservation, adaptive reuse and future development should be undertaken in accordance 
with the Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance (The Burra Charter) and 
under the supervision or guidance of a heritage specialist. 

 

 

 
Information sources 

Type Author Title Year Repository 

Site inspection (external) GML  2024 GML 

Written City of Sydney Building 1951– City of Sydney 
 Council application file 1956 Archives 
  No 502   
  Year 1951:   
  Ithaca Road   
  (between   
  Substation &   
  “The tavern”),   

  new flat building   

Written City of Sydney Building 1958– City of Sydney 
Council Inspectors Card: 1960 Archives 

  Lot A, Ithaca Rd,   
  Elizabeth Bay,   
  new building-   

  flats   

Information sources 

Written Helen O’Neill A singular vision: 
Harry Seidler 

2013 GML 

Written Peter Blake Architecture for 
the new world: 
the work of Harry 
Seidler 

1973 GML 
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Image caption Ithaca Gardens apartments, Elizabeth Bay, NSW. Architect: Harry Seidler. Cross-
Section No. 76, February 1959. Cross-Section archive. 

Image year 1959 Image by Max Dupain Image 
copyright 
holder 

Harry Seidler 
and Associates 
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Image caption Working drawing ground, site and foundation plans for Ithaca Gardens Home Units, 
Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay, Sydney. Architect: Harry Seidler. Approved 1 August 
1958. 

Image year 1958 Image by Harry Seidler Image 
copyright 
holder 

Harry Seidler 
and Associates 
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Image caption Working drawing plan and interiors, elevations for Ithaca Gardens Home Units, 
Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay, Sydney. Architect: Harry Seidler. Approved 1 August 
1958. 

Image year 1958 Image by Harry Seidler Image 
copyright 
holder 

Harry Seidler 
and Associates 
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Image caption Working drawing sections for Ithaca Gardens Home Units, Ithaca Road, Elizabeth 
Bay, Sydney. Architect: Harry Seidler. Approved 1 August 1958. 

Image year 1958 Image by Harry Seidler Image 
copyright 
holder 

Harry Seidler 
and Associates 
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Image caption Working drawing plans and sections for Ithaca Gardens Home Units, Ithaca Road, 
Elizabeth Bay, Sydney. Architect: Harry Seidler. Approved 1 August 1958. 

Image year 1958 Image by Harry Seidler Image 
copyright 
holder 

Harry Seidler 
and Associates 
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Image caption Working drawing elevations for Ithaca Gardens Home Units, Ithaca Road, Elizabeth 
Bay, Sydney. Architect: Harry Seidler. Approved 1 August 1958. 

Image year 1958 Image by Harry Seidler Image 
copyright 
holder 

Harry Seidler 
and Associates 
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Image caption Promotional material for Ithaca Gardens. 

Image year 1960 Image by Ithaca 
Gardens Pty 
Ltd 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Ithaca 
Gardens Pty 
Ltd 

 

232



Image caption ‘Ithaca Gardens Apartments in Elizabeth Bay NSW (1960)’ from Harry Seidler 
1955/63: houses, buildings and projects. 

Image year 1963 Image by  Image 
copyright 
holder 

Horwitz 
Publications 
(Harry Seidler) 
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Image caption The dining room of Harry and Penelope Seidler’s apartment in Ithaca Gardens, 
Elizabeth Bay, May 1960, showing Josef Albers’ Study for visa versa (1943). 
Sourced from National Gallery of Australia. 

Image year c1960 Image by Max Dupain Image 
copyright 
holder 

Harry Seidler 
and Associates 
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Image caption Entrance canopy along the southern elevation. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Southern elevation. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Retaining wall along the northern elevation. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption View of the northern façade above the folded concrete retaining wall. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Northern elevation, showing the sun shading and recessed balconies. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Cantilevered folded concrete roof over the parking area on the northern side of the 
site. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Attachment H 

Revised Inventory Sheet - Bayview, 41-49 
Roslyn Gardens, Elizabeth Bay 
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Item Name Bayview, excluding 
apartment interiors 

  

Address 41–49 Roslyn 
Gardens, Elizabeth 
Bay 

Lot number Lot 1 DP 71348, Lots 1–72 
SP 3402, Lots 74–143 SP 
3402, Lots 144–151 SP 
9225, Lot 1 DP 233118, Lot 
1 DP 213376, Lot 100 DP 
1275051 

Architect Hugo Stossel & 
Associates 

Construction 
date 

1966–1968 

Builder Parkes Developments   

Listings Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012: Within the Elizabeth and 
Rushcutters Bays Heritage Conservation Area (C20), identified as 
detracting on the Sydney Development Control Plan building contributions 
map. 

 
 

Historical overview 

The Cadigal people of the Eora nation have lived in the Sydney area for thousands of years and 
have shaped its landscape and nurtured its plants and animals. Before the arrival of the 
European settlers the Potts Point area was known as Kurrajeen (or Curageen) and Yarrandabbi. 
Governor Lachlan Macquarie set aside land near Elizabeth Bay, Potts Point and Woolloomooloo 
as a ‘model fishing village’ for Aboriginal people in 1820. At this settlement, known as Elizabeth 
Town, several huts were built, a patch of land was cleared for a garden, and boats were 
provided for use by the Aboriginal people who lived there. John Palmer’s estate at nearby 
Woolloomooloo Bay was also an important gathering place for local Aboriginal people, and was 
the location of a corroboree in 1831 attended by Bungaree’s son, Young Bungaree.1 

The subject site formed part of the original 54-acre property granted to Alexander Macleay, 
Colonial Secretary of New South Wales, by Crown grant in 1831. In 1839 Macleay constructed a 
stone mansion named Elizabeth Bay House on the property, as well as extensive stables, 
museums, and a large garden of interesting plants featuring specimen trees, an orchard and an 
orangery. Financial trouble forced Alexander Macleay to submit to the foreclosure of his 
mortgage to his son William Sharp Macleay in 1845. When William died in 1865, the property 
passed to his brother George. George arranged for the subdivision of the property and sold 
leaseholds of portions of the estate between 1865 and 1882. 

The subject site comprises parts of Lots 25 and 26 of the first subdivision of the Elizabeth Bay 
Estate. The 99-year lease of the two lots was conveyed to Andrew Hardie McCulloch. By 1886 
there were at least five pairs of semi-detached houses on the land. McCulloch became insolvent 
and the leasehold was conveyed in 1887 to his official assignee, WH Palmer. Sydney Gilchrist 
became the owner of the leasehold and freehold of the property before World War I. The 
respective pairs of semi-detached houses were later separately owned and 41/43, 45/47 and 
49/51 acquired and consolidated to form the subject site. 

In 1966 the architectural firm Hugo Stossel & Associates was commissioned to submit a 
development application (DA) to City of Sydney Council for the construction of a residential flat 
building. The DA was lodged in August on behalf of Yalgar Pty Ltd, a subsidiary of Parkes 
Developments Pty Ltd. The application was for a 10-storey residential flat building with 10 two-
bedroom flats and 70 one-bedroom flats with parking for 80 cars, at an estimated cost of 
$600,000. Jaguar Constructions Pty Ltd notified the Council in November the same year that the 
company had purchased 41, 43, 47 and 49 Roslyn Gardens as vacant possession, and 45 
subject to the tenant agreeing to vacate. 

In November 1966 the City Building Surveyor recommended the Council approve the DA subject 
to the proposed open floor at the first-floor level being omitted. The Council granted approval in 

 
 

1 City of Sydney 2013, ‘Aboriginal People and Place’. 
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December. Amended drawings were submitted one month later, which were approved by 
Council in February 1967. 
On the adjacent site, at 51–59 Roslyn Gardens, Hugo Stossel & Associates and Parkes 
Developments were completing another project The Tor; an imposing 10-storey building 
comprising one bedroom and bachelor flats.2 Strata title home units in The Tor were advertised 
for sale in August 1965 with the building completed in February 1966, just as Bayview was 
granted approval. 

In contrast to The Tor, Bayview was designed to provide larger and more spacious apartments. 
Its design was oriented to views and much of the façade was glazed. Parkes Developments had 
a good idea of the potential market in the area and were covering a range of buyers in their 
adjacent developments. 

In late 1967 home units in Bayview were advertised in the Sydney Morning Herald as ‘a 
magnificent new ULTRA MODERN multistorey building, now in course of construction in one of 
Sydney’s most sought-after areas’3, with units priced from $13,200. Bayview was completed in 
1968. 

Hugo Stossel & Associates 

Hugo Stossel (1905–2002) was born in Hungary, moving when young with his family to the 
Hungarian capital, Budapest. From 1928 to 1932 he studied architecture at the Technische 
Hochschule in Vienna, graduating with a diploma of engineering in architecture. From 1933 to 
1938 Stossel worked as an architect in Bucharest, designing theatre interiors, apartment blocks 
and commercial buildings. Stossel left Europe on the eve of World War II, arriving in Sydney in 
1939. 

During the war Stossel continued to design, completing a number of buildings in Sydney in the 
1940s. Once he was naturalised as an Australian citizen in 1948, he registered as an architect, 
aged 43. 

His early projects included a house in Warrawee for Polish steel manufacturer and developer 
Moses Eisner (1947) and a house for renowned Viennese furniture-maker Paul Kafka in Lindfield 
(1948), both of which were published in Australian House and Garden. Stossel’s focus later 
moved to apartment design, beginning with the innovative, steel-framed St Ursula building in 
Elizabeth Bay, an ‘ultra-modern’ home-unit block with a curved wall of floor to ceiling steel-
framed windows. 

He later undertook significant commissions for the new development company Civil & Civic (later 
expanded as Lend Lease), including Broadwaters (1958) in Darling Point. These were followed 
by numerous other apartment and commercial developments completed over the next decade, 
with seven in the Elizabeth Bay area alone. The 20-storey Eastbourne Tower (1968), Darling 
Point, cemented the position of Hugo Stossel & Associates as one of the major contributors to 
Sydney’s burgeoning apartment scene. 

In 1953 Eugene Goossens, conductor of the Sydney Symphony Orchestra, commissioned Stossel 
to design a speculative opera house on a site at Wynyard. The design was published on the front 
page of the Sydney Morning Herald on 31 March 1954. When the NSW Government endorsed a 
future opera house and designated Bennelong Point as its location, Stossel was one of many 
local and international architects to make a submission to the 1957 architectural competition. 

Stossel formed Hugo Stossel & Associates and was joined by fellow Hungarian George Buda, 
who became a partner in 1960. The firm designed numerous high-rise buildings in the inner city 
of Sydney including the 22-storey Wynyard Travelodge (1969) and the Sydney Police 
Headquarters in College Street. It also designed the BMA Tower in Chatswood (1970–1972), 
which featured an external lift shaft. By 1970 Stossel retained only a remote involvement in the 
firm, which continued under Buda’s and the other partner’s leadership. In his later years Stossel 
lived in Vienna, as well as Italy and England. He died at Cheltenham, Gloucestershire, in 
February 2002, aged 96. 

 

 
 

2 Sydney Morning Herald, 16 December 1965, p 12. 
3 Sydney Morning Herald, 4 October 1967, p 30. 
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Historical overview 
Parkes Developments Pty Ltd 

Parkes Developments Pty Ltd was established by in the late 1950s. Strasser was born in 
Budapest, Hungary, where he studied law and practised as a commercial lawyer. Hungary allied 

with Germany during World War II and was invaded by the Soviet Union in 1943; Strasser was 
deported as a forced labourer by the Soviets. 

After the war Strasser attempted to resume his legal career in Budapest but migrated to 
Australia in 1948 with his wife and son. In Sydney Strasser abandoned the law, starting various 
businesses including, notably, Parkes Developments Pty Ltd. Parkes built many apartments, 
aimed at different levels of the market. At the lower end was the suburb of Eastlakes, where 
new streets of low-rise walk-ups were built on a disused racecourse site from 1961 onwards. 

However, Parkes also left a legacy of quality apartments, a significant number designed by Hugo 
Stossel. 

By 1970 Parkes was one of Australia’s largest private companies, with the largest Sydney land 
holdings. Strasser’s 1973 knighthood provoked controversy regarding his association with the 
NSW government of Robert Askin; Strasser was described as one of the ‘Askin knights’ or the 
‘Hungarian mafia’. Parkes Developments collapsed into liquidation in 1977, the largest corporate 
victim of the 1970s property crash. 

 
Description 

A site inspection was undertaken in September 2024 including external and the interior of one 
apartment. The physical assessment is based on available documentation of the site. 

Setting and context 

Bayview is located on the eastern side of Roslyn Gardens, near its intersection with Waratah 
Street. The street arrangements provide an open setting with glimpses to Rushcutters Bay Park 
to the northeast. The topography of the area is undulating with the land sloping upwards gently 
to the north along Roslyn Gardens and downwards to Rushcutters Bay Park along Waratah 
Street. The western side of the site backs into a cliff face. 

The building is located within the Elizabeth and Rushcutters Bays Heritage Conservation Area 
(HCA). The HCA within the immediate vicinity of the site is characterised by Victorian terraces of 
a small scale, interwar flat buildings and multistorey postwar and contemporary apartments that 
are comparable in design and scale to Bayview. Somewhat unusual for apartment buildings in its 
vicinity, Bayview is located in the centre of a large block with open areas on all sides and 
because it can be viewed in the round it has a prominent streetscape presence. 

Physical description 

Bayview is a 12-storey flat building comprising 80 units. The property is trapezoidal in form. The 
building is centrally located within the lot. The open land to the south is used as an open carpark 
and a ramp located on the northern side of the site provides access to an additional carparking 
level. 

The building plan comprises three wings in a Y-formation extending out from a central lift core 
and incinerator. The building is constructed of a reinforced concrete frame with exposed floor 
slabs and columns and blond face brickwork infill walls. The exposed concrete floor slabs extend 
beyond the floor plate and are turned down at the edges to form horizontal bands along each 
floor, with the exception of the eastern elevation. The concrete bands feature regular vertical 
slot openings that function as air vents. 

The main façade on the eastern end of the central wing is made up of three bays of full-height 
glazing with a horizontal fixed transom panel. The other main elevations of the rear wings, to 
the north and south, have a similar arrangement of full-height glazing of sliding panels. At the 
western end of the building each apartment’s living room is set back with a small, recessed 
balcony with simple metal balustrades, some of which have been replaced with clear glass. The 
lesser façades consist of exposed concrete frame and blond face brickwork with no glazing or 
high, narrow windows. 
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The ground level carpark is enclosed by decorative lattice and blond face brickwork walls. The 
roof form is flat and there is a plant room on the roof that originally featured face brickwork but 
has been rendered. To the rear western side, below the high sandstone cliff, is a swimming pool. 
The external form and façades are largely intact. Some air conditioning units are installed along 
the northern façade. 

The ground floor is located at street level and consists of a lobby, a covered carpark, service 
areas such as switch boards and an electrical meter room at the rear. The lobby connects 
directly to street level at Roslyn Gardens via a small landscaped area set behind the external 

brick wall. The original lettering with the building name remains on an angled portion of the 
boundary wall. 

The lobby is largely intact and features original timber cladding and residents’ letter boxes. The 
stair to the first floor with original metal balustrade, timber cladding and timber handrail is also 
extant. The first floor originally consisted of common facilities for the building including the 
amenities rooms, dressing rooms for the swimming pool and storerooms. 

The upper storeys are residential and originally consisted of seven 1-bedroom apartments and 
one 2-bedroom apartment along each floor. There were 80 such units divided among the 10 
residential floors. The two-bedroom unit was located in the short eastern wing whereas the one-
bedroom units were distributed along the longer northern and southern wings. It is likely that 
some units were combined with adjacent units and their interior layouts altered. 

Although the corridors in the residential floors are double-sided with units on either side, the 
design distributes the units across three wings, breaking up long spans of double-sided 
corridors. The units are planned such that the bedrooms and living rooms are along the façades 
with floor-to-ceiling windows, which allows for ample views, natural light and ventilation. The 
bathrooms are located along the corridors or the lesser façades or facing the cliff face with 
minimal views. The plan achieves efficiencies by mirroring the kitchen and bathrooms of 
adjacent units so that they share a services core. 

It is unknown how many original unit interiors remain, though it seems many have been 
updated internally to some extent. The original vermiculite ceiling within some units and along 
the corridors remains intact. 

Landscaping 

The landscaping within Bayview is minimal with no significant plantings. The small triangular 
pool on the first floor is surrounded by paving. The eastern boundary along Roslyn Gardens has 
a face brickwork boundary wall and metal gates with low plantings. The western side of the lot 
backs into a cliff face with no major trees. 

Modifications/integrity 

Council records after 2004 indicate the following: 

D/2020/59 was lodged by Alexander Symes Architect Pty Ltd for alterations and additions to the 
existing Bayview building, including associated landscaping and changes to the strata plan, 
estimated to cost $5,805,997. The application was approved by Council and comprised: 

• new three-bedroom apartment; 
• new air conditioning units; 
• new Juliet balconies; 
• new balustrade on existing sun-hoods; 
• upgrade of the existing balcony; 
• interior lobby upgrades; 
• upgrade of the existing glazing; 
• new landscaping works; 
• alterations of carparking areas; 
• new solar panels for the solar hot water heating system; 
• re-pointing of brickwork (where necessary); and 
• repainting of rendered façades (where necessary). 

 

Description 
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Description 

Other DAs and building applications include B/2017/157 (to remove a brick partition wall), 
B/2021/228 (to convert an existing caretaker’s unit to a lot etc), D/1999/973 (to demolish an 
existing wall and refurbish apartments etc), and arrangement of private certifications for internal 
alterations to some units. 

The ‘hit and miss’ brick wall between The Tor and Bayview has been infilled. 

Condition 

The building is generally in good condition. 

 
Comparative analysis 

This section compares the subject building with other works designed by Hugo Stossel, and 
apartment buildings in the Elizabeth Bay area of the same period, in order to determine whether 
the subject site has rarity and/or representative value. 

Although he had designed a number of apartments in Europe pre-World War II, the first 
apartment building Stossel designed in Sydney was the 1951–1953 St Ursula in Elizabeth Bay. 
Utilising a reinforced concrete and steel frame the curved building was thoughtfully planned in 
response to its corner site and northeastern aspect. It can be seen as an early and innovative 
postwar apartment design and is listed on the Australian Institute of Architects (NSW Chapter) 
Register of Significant Architecture.4 

Stossel’s other most distinctive apartment projects are Yarranabbe Gardens (1958) and 
Broadwaters (1958–1959), both in Darling Point. These projects demonstrate Stossel’s 
continued engagement with building technologies to enable increased height and innovative 
approaches to difficult sites. They also utilise the same construction methodology as St Ursula, 
of a steel structure with reinforced concrete floor slabs and curtain walling, but at a larger scale 
and with more sophistication. 

Dating from 1966, Bayview comes late in Stossel’s career and is more comparable with his 
Eastbourne Tower in Darling Point (1968–1970) and Macleay Gardens in Potts Point (1966). 

Eastbourne Tower is a large high-rise with a T-shape plan set on a podium of covered 
carparking. Unlike Stossel’s earlier apartments the external structure is of a much heavier 
weight and no balconies are provided. Eastbourne Tower shares some characteristics with 
Bayview; its T-shape plan is similar to Bayview’s Y-shape plan, maximising exterior walls, and 
demonstrates an expressed concrete external frame, with a tower form on a raised podium. 
While Eastbourne Tower is an uncompromising tower on the ridge line of Darling Point, Bayview 
is of a lower scale, set below the rock wall and oriented to Rushcutters Bay Park. 

Of Hugo Stossel & Associates’ projects Bayview is most similar to Macleay Gardens (1966), 
which has a T-shape plan; like Bayview, its floor slabs extend to provide variation on the façade, 
in this case balconies. However, Bayview is more sculptural in its planning and refined with its 
use of expressed concrete floor plates and brick infill panels. It presents as a much lighter-
weight building with a façade characterised by large areas of glazing. 

Stossel’s other projects in the vicinity of Bayview include The Tor (1966), The Chimes (1963) 
and Denison (1965). These apartment buildings are rectangular in plan, with studio apartments 
arranged around a central circulation spine, and hence they share few characteristics with 
Bayview. 

Bayview appears to be rare when compared to other Hugo Stossel & Associates projects and 
1960s apartment buildings in Elizabeth Bay. Its Y-shape form makes good use of its large site, 
providing generous access to views and an open setting that is unusual for the area. 

Bayview can be seen as a Hugo Stossel project that demonstrates a late modernist interest in 
sculptural forms and the plastic possibilities of concrete expressed in its otherwise lightweight 
façade. In this way Bayview has rarity value for apartments of this period designed by Hugo 
Stossel & Associates and within the Elizabeth Bay area more generally. 

 
 

4 Building and Engineering, 24 May 1951, p 91. 
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Figure 1 Hugo Stossel & Associates 
perspective drawing of Eastbourne Tower, 2–
12 Eastbourne Road, Darling Point (1968–
1970). With its heavy frame and T-shape plan 
set on a raised podium, it can be seen as 
similar to Bayview, if less modulated in form 
and of a heavier construction style. (Source: 
Woollahra Municipal Council) 

Figure 2 Macleay Gardens, 6–8 Macleay 
Street, Potts Point (1966), designed by Hugo 
Stossel & Associates. It was built at a similar 
time as Bayview and to a similar plan, but 
lacks the same engagement with its site and 
level of detailing. (Source: GML 2024) 

 
 

 
Assessment of significance 

Criterion A (Historic 
significance) 

Bayview is an example of a modern mid-rise residential flat 
building and reflects the changing development, built 
environment and demographic of the Potts Point and Elizabeth 
Bay areas through the mid-twentieth century along with others of 
its type in the area. However, independently, the building is not a 
key example of these changes. 

Bayview does not have cultural significance at a local or state 
level under this criterion. 

Criterion B (Historical 
association) 

Bayview has a historical association with architect Hugo Stossel. 

It is a good and representative example of the work of Hugo 
Stossel, a significant modernist architect active in Sydney in the 
years following World War II, who has made a notable 
contribution to the development of Sydney’s cultural 
environment, in particular residential flat buildings in the eastern 
suburbs. 

Bayview is also one of several projects that demonstrates the 
sustained collaboration between Hugo Stossel & Associates and 
Parkes Developments, which, by 1970, was one of Australia’s 
largest private development companies, with the largest Sydney 
land holdings. 

Bayview has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Bayview does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Comparative analysis 
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Assessment of significance  

Criterion C 
(Aesthetic/creative/technical 
achievement) 

Bayview is a well-designed and considered modernist residential 
apartment building demonstrating a high degree of creative and 
technical achievement. 

It demonstrates technical achievement and distinctive aesthetic 
attributes in form and composition through its unique triaxial 
form oriented to views of the harbour, maximising light and 
ventilation for each unit. It is able to demonstrate the evolution 
of apartment design towards more organic forms and variations 
in plans and façade materials. 

The building is substantially intact externally, and its original 
modernist design qualities are able to be appreciated. 

Bayview has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Bayview does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion D (Social, cultural 
and spiritual significance) 

Bayview is not known to have special associations with a 
particular group or to have contemporary esteem within the local 
community beyond housing amenity. 

Bayview does not have cultural significance at a local or state 
level under this criterion. 

Criterion E (Research 
potential) 

Bayview is not considered significant for its ability to yield 
significant further or new information not available elsewhere. 

Bayview does not have cultural significance at a local or state 
level under this criterion. 

Criterion F (Rare) Although the architects of Hugo Stossel & Associates were prolific 
apartment designers in the postwar period, particularly in the 
Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area, Bayview shows unusual 
characteristics and can be seen as a highly finished and 
particularly well-resolved example of their work. 

Bayview’s form and detailing are considered rare in the context of 
postwar apartments in the Elizabeth Bay area where few Y-plan 
tower developments were constructed. 

Bayview has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Bayview does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion G (Representative) Bayview is a good intact and representative example of the work 
of the prolific architectural firm Hugo Stossel & Associates and is 
able to represent the work of Hugo Stossel, a significant architect 
of this period. 

Bayview can be seen as a significant representative example of 
Hugo Stossel’s architectural practice. Along with Yarranabbe 
Gardens and Eastbourne Tower in Darling Point, it can be seen as 
one of the most prominent and distinctive of Stossel’s apartment 
projects and is particularly significant as work completed late in 
his career. 

Bayview has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Bayview does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 
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Statement of significance 

Bayview has historical significance for its associations with architect Hugo Stossel, a significant 
modernist architect active in Sydney in the years following World War II, who has made a 
notable contribution to the development of Sydney’s cultural environment, in particular 
residential flat buildings in the eastern suburbs. 

Bayview has aesthetic significance as a well-designed and considered Modernist residential 
apartment building demonstrating a high degree of creative and technical achievement. It has 
distinctive aesthetic attributes in form and composition demonstrated through its unique triaxial 
form oriented to views to the harbour and maximising light and ventilation for each unit. It is 
able to demonstrate the evolution of apartment design in the 1960s towards more organic forms 
and variations in plans and façade materials. The building is substantially intact with its original 
Modernist design qualities able to be appreciated. 

Bayview’s form and detailing are considered rare in the context of both the work of Hugo Stossel 
& Associates and post war apartments in the Elizabeth Bay area where few y-plan tower 
developments were constructed. 

Bayview also has representative significance as a good intact and representative example of the 
work of the prolific architectural firm Hugo Stossel & Associates and for its ability to represent 
the work of Hugo Stossel, a significant architect of this period. 

 
Recommendations 

Bayview meets the threshold for local listing for its historical association, aesthetic, rarity and 
representative values. 

It is recommended for heritage listing on the Sydney Local Environmental Plan. Individual 
apartment interiors should be excluded from the listing. 

Heritage approval pathway  

The best way to conserve the heritage significance of places is to carry out minor works and 
regular maintenance and repairs.   

Most minor works or maintenance works that do not affect the significance of a heritage item 
don’t require development approval. However, consent is generally required for other works to be 
carried out on heritage items or items within heritage conservation areas. The following provides 
guidance as to when development approval is required.  

Local heritage exemption  

When undertaking minor works you need to apply for a local heritage exemption and receive 
written confirmation from us (Council) before you start.  

This includes ‘like-for-like’ replacement or rectification works, and minor or maintenance works, 
for example replacing failing gutters, replacement of downpipes to match original details or the 
upgrading of services.  

Requests for local heritage exemptions should be lodged online using our ePlanning service. Fees 
may apply. (https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/gain-exemption-
development-consent-heritage-works)  

Development approval  

Works of a more complex nature or that impact the fabric of the place, alter its external 
appearance or make changes to common areas require planning consent. In many cases these 
works will be approved after their potential heritage impacts have been assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact (https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-
preparing-statement-heritage-impact).  

This process requires submission of a development application through the NSW Planning Portal. 
When you are preparing an application, we (Council) can provide general advice about planning 
controls, application requirements and fees, and help identify potential issues including through 
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our duty planner or pre-lodgement advice service 
(https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/get-advice-city-development-
application).  

Definitions  

The following terms reference the definitions set out by Australia ICOMOS in the Burra Charter, or 
terminology utilised by Heritage NSW.  

• Heritage significance: the historic, aesthetic, scientific or social value of a place, for 
past, present or future generations.  

• Fabric: all the physical material of a place, including its building materials, fixtures, 
finishes and other elements.   

• Conservation: all the processes of looking after a place so as to retain its heritage 
significance. This can include maintenance, preservation, restoration, reconstruction and 
adaptation.   

• Maintenance: the continuous protective care of a place and its fabric.   

• Preservation: maintaining the fabric of a place in its existing state and slowing down 
deterioration.   

• Restoration: returning existing fabric to a known earlier state, for example by removing 
later changes or reassembling existing parts.   

• Reconstruction: returning a place as nearly as possible to a known earlier state, usually 
by introducing materials.   

• Adaptation / adaptive reuse: changing a place to suit an existing or proposed use while 
respecting its heritage significance.   

• Compatible use: a use that respects the cultural significance of a place and has little or 
minimal impact on that significance.   

• Setting: the area around a place, which may contribute to how its heritage significance is 
understood and experienced.   

• Local heritage exemption: written confirmation from Council that minor works or 
maintenance can proceed without development consent because they will not adversely 
affect heritage significance. This requires a heritage exemption application to be lodged 
online using our ePlanning service and written confirmation from us (Council) before you 
start.   

• Statement of Heritage Impact: a report that explains how proposed works may affect 
the heritage significance of a place and how impacts can be avoided or reduced. This is 
consistent with NSW heritage guidance and common planning practice. 
(https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-preparing-statement-
heritage-impact)  

• Like-for-like: replacing or repairing an element using matching or very similar materials, 
design, dimensions, finish and appearance, so the heritage character is maintained.  

• Sympathetic: A sensitive approach wherein changes and alterations to the site do not 
impact the heritage significance.  

Specific Guidelines 

This guidance is provided so that owners and Council officers have a shared understanding of 
what elements of Bayview do and do not contribute to its significance and what can be altered 
without detailed investigation.  

These management recommendations outline general guiding principles for managing and 
maintaining significant elements of the place. They do not override strata by-laws and works must 
still be structurally adequate and installed in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications and 
comply with the Building Code of Australia (BCA) and other planning controls. Heritage 
exemptions are assessed on a case-by-case basis and written confirmation from Council should be 
obtained before proceeding.  
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General management guidelines  

All work undertaken to Bayview should aim to be sympathetic to the place’s identified heritage 
values and significance.   

In general, works should seek to reinstate missing or altered original elements where possible. 
For example, replacement of non-original windows should seek to reinstate windows with a design 
and materials sympathetic to the originals.  

Any proposal for non-minor work or work that will impact significant building features or fabric 
should be prepared in consultation with a heritage specialist and be assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact. Works that will result in an impact to the heritage significance of 
the place should be avoided.  

All conservation, adaptive reuse and future development should be undertaken in accordance with 
the Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance (The Burra Charter) and under 
the supervision or guidance of a heritage specialist.  

Where major changes are proposed to the item, a Heritage Asset Action Plan (HAAP) should be 
prepared for the place following the relevant Heritage NSW guidelines to guide future use, 
maintenance and development and ensure its heritage values are well understood by the building 
owners and managed appropriately.   

It is recommended that unit owners or strata managers consult with the City of Sydney through 
its Duty Planner service prior to a heritage exemption application or DA submission to determine 
whether works are exempt from development consent or to develop strategies and mitigation 
measures to assist in the application and approval process.  

Applications for any external or vertical additions to the item or ancillary development within the 
property boundary should be appropriately located, sympathetic to the identified heritage values 
and not have a major material or visual impact.   

Face brickwork is to remain unpainted and unrendered.  

Original foyer and mezzanine elements including timber panelling, residents’ letter boxes, stair 
and the timber handrail should be retained.  

Original entry elements, brick walls, and the building name lettering along Roslyn Gardens and 
brick walls around the carpark and pool area should also be retained.   

Where removal of hazardous materials is required for health and safety purposes, they must be 
replaced with sympathetic, like-for-like alternatives.  

The installation of a whole of building, coordinated air conditioning systems is encouraged in 
preference to single occupancy split systems, or window or wall mounted units. Original vertical 
slot openings that function as air vents along the building’s exposed concrete floor slabs should be 
utilised for air conditioning units where feasible.   

Original features such as fittings, metal balustrades, door hardware and wall and floor finishes, 
should be retained where practical.  

General maintenance, repairs and service upgrades  

The following works can typically be undertaken with Council’s written confirmation after a local 
heritage exemption application provided they adopt a like-for-like approach to materials, 
colour schemes, dimensions and finishes, and do not impact the identified heritage values of 
Bayview or alter its external appearance:  

• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to building façades such as repainting of 
rendered surfaces, repairs to concrete spalling and blond face brickwork infill walls;  

• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to metal balustrades;  

• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to gutters, downpipes and other rainwater 
goods and flashings;  

• works and activities associated with the ongoing maintenance of existing external areas, 
limited to brick boundary walls, carparks, verges, garden beds, plantings, drainage, 
pedestrian pathways, and steps;  
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• works associated with the maintenance, repair, renewal and upgrade of services and 
utilities including communications, water, gas and electricity—these works must utilise 
existing conduits and fixings where possible; if new penetrations are required, they should 
be located in less visually prominent areas and non-significant fabric;  

• installation of new services where this will not have an impact on the visual appearance of 
the building or exceed the existing building parapet; and   

• works and activities associated with the maintenance, repair or upgrade of mechanical 
plant where this does not increase the existing scale or exceed the height of existing 
plant.  

Apartment interiors  

Individual apartment interiors are not included in the heritage listing. Internal renovations, 
repairs and maintenance work to bathrooms, kitchens, living rooms and bedrooms would not 
require heritage approvals provided they are not visible from common areas and do not impact 
structural walls and do not alter the size or pattern of windows or enclose external openings. 
These activities/works must be carried out in accordance with the building’s strata by-laws and 
relevant planning controls.   

Common areas  

The following works can typically be undertaken with Council’s written confirmation after a local 
heritage exemption application is submitted provided they adopt a like-for-like approach to 
materials, colour schemes, dimensions, placement and finishes, and do not impact the identified 
heritage values of Bayview or alter its external appearance:  

• removal, repair and replacement of non-original building elements such as ground-level 
security gates, fences and vehicle access roller doors;  

• maintenance, repairs and upgrades to the pool;  

• installation of bike racks, safety mirrors and electric-vehicle charging facilities within the 
carparking area;  

• works associated with the maintenance, repair, renewal and upgrade of services and 
utilities including communications, water, gas and electricity—these works must utilise 
existing conduits and fixings where possible; if new penetrations are required, they should 
be located in less visually prominent areas and non-significant fabric; and  

• maintenance, repairs and upgrades to the rooftop including waterproofing, repair or 
replacement, concrete spalling repairs and the installation, upgrade or maintenance of 
utilities.  

The following minor works to common areas works are unlikely to require heritage approval:   

• the removal and replacement of non-original flooring;   

• installation of non-slip surface treatments;   

• repainting of common areas;  

• upgrades and replacement of lighting and smoke alarms; and  

• other minor repairs and maintenance.   

Lifts  

Maintenance, repair or upgrade activities to lifts which do not result in the vertical or horizontal 
expansion of the lift shaft and overrun can typically be undertaken without Council’s written 
confirmation provided they do not materially or visually impact on the identified heritage values of 
Bayview or alter its external appearance.  

Major lift repairs or replacement may require a local heritage exemption application or 
development application, depending on the nature and extent of the works.   

Windows  

Replacement, refurbishment, repairs or modifications to anodised aluminium window frames and 
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glazing (such as the installation of double glazing, re-sealing, waterproofing, glazed panel 
replacement, removal of air conditioning units and hardware repair) can be carried out under a 
local heritage exemption application provided works:   

  

• adopt a like-for-like approach replacing or reinstating natural anodised aluminium frames 
and clear glass windows;  

• maintain the original fenestration pattern and external masonry reveal depth defined by 
full-height glazing with sliding and transom panels; and  

• remove detracting elements such as air conditioning units (replacement with more 
sympathetic alternatives is encouraged).  

 

 
Information sources 

Type Author Title Year Repository 

Site inspection 
(external) 

GML  2024 GML 

Written Town Clerk’s 
Department 

1966 No. 6483 

41/49 Roslyn 
Gardens. Yalgar Pty 
Ltd (Subsidiary of 
Parkes Developments 
Pty Ltd) DA 

1966 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Written City Building 
Surveyor’s 
Department 

Development 
Application 

Year 1966 No. 585 

1966 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Plans Hugo Stossel & 
Associates 

BA Plans 2459/66 1966 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Information sources 

Publication Sydney 
Morning Herald 

Home Units Elizbeth 
Bay 

4 
October 
1967 

Sydney Morning 
Herald Archives 
1955–1995, 
State Library of 
NSW 

Photography Max Dupain 
and Associates 

 1966 SLNSW 
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Image caption ‘Plan showing the boundaries and the proposed position of a building to be erected 
on land comprised in C’s of T Vol 9201 Fol 71 and Fol 8286 Fol 228 and land in 
Conveyance registered No 954 Book 2258, being land at Elizabeth Bay in the City of 
Sydney’. 

Image year 1967 Image by Frank M Mason 
& Co 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Unknown 
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Image caption Typical sketch floor plan. 

Image year 1966 Image by Hugo Stossel 
& Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Unknown 
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Image caption First floor open landscaped deck sketch plan. 

Image year 1966 Image by Hugo Stossel 
& Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Unknown 
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Image caption Sectional elevation. 

Image year 1967 Image by Hugo Stossel & 
Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Unknown 
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Image caption North elevation. 

Image year 1967 Image by Hugo Stossel & 
Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Unknown 
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Image caption Northwest elevation. 

Image year 1967 Image by Hugo Stossel & 
Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Unknown 
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Image caption East elevation. 

Image year 1967 Image by Hugo Stossel & 
Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Unknown 
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Image caption Plan of the tenth floor. 

Image year 1967 Image by Hugo Stossel & 
Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Unknown 
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Image caption Section. 

Image year 1967 Image by Hugo Stossel & 
Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Unknown 
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Image caption Primary (eastern) elevation. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption View to eastern and southeastern elevations. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption View to eastern and northeastern elevations. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Original stack bond brick boundary wall and pedestrian entry to Bayview, with 
original relief metal lettering. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Lobby of Bayview off Roslyn Gardens at street level. Ceiling and upper sections of 
wall panelling is a recent addition. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Stair to first floor lobby area with original timber panelling and handrail. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Living room of Unit 79 showing the original kitchen and living configuration, glazing, 
and vermiculite ceiling. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 

 

269



Image caption Bedroom of Unit 79. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Attachment I 

Revised Inventory Sheet - Aquarius, 50–58 
Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay 
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Item Name Aquarius, excluding apartment interiors 

Address 50–58 Roslyn Gardens, 
Rushcutters Bay 

Lot number Part Lot 1 DP 83374, Lots 
1–74 SP  10872 

Architect Harry Seidler & 
Associates 

Construction 
date 

1965 

Builder James Wallace Former names  Formerly Florida Towers 
and Roslyn Towers, 

Listings Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012: Within the Elizabeth and 
Rushcutters Bays Heritage Conservation Area (C20), identified as 
detracting on the Sydney Development Control Plan building contributions 
map. 

Australian Institute of Architects (NSW Chapter) Register of Significant 
Architecture (AIA Register). 

 
 

Historical overview 

The Cadigal people of the Eora nation have lived in the Sydney area for thousands of years and 
have shaped its landscape and nurtured its plants and animals. The Cadigal people called 
Rushcutters Bay ‘Kogerah’. It was a place where Aboriginal people and Europeans gathered 
rushes, used respectively for crafting light-weight fishing spears and for thatching settler huts. 
According to Dr Paul Irish, settlers were cutting rushes in this bay within weeks of the arrival of 
Europeans in Australia in 1788.1 Irish further records several different Aboriginal settlements, at 
different times, occupying land on either side of the Rushcutters Creek (through the present 
Rushcutters Bay Park) and on higher grounds on either side of the bay. 

The subject site formed part of the original 54-acre property granted to Alexander Macleay, 
Colonial Secretary of New South Wales, by Crown grant in 1831. In 1839 Macleay constructed a 
stone mansion named Elizabeth Bay House on the property, as well as extensive stables, 
museums, and a large garden of interesting plants featuring specimen trees, an orchard and an 
orangery. Financial trouble forced Alexander MacLeay to submit to the foreclosure of his 
mortgage to his son William Sharp Macleay in 1845. When William died in 1865, the property 
passed to his brother George. George arranged for the subdivision of the property and sold 
leaseholds between 1865 and 1882. The subject site is located on part of the Elizabeth Bay 
Estate, Darlinghurst, advertised for sale by Richardson and Wrench in this period. 

In the 1930s the site was occupied by Jensen’s Tennis Courts, Rushcutters Bay, a tennis college 
advertised in March 1932 as being ‘the finest in Sydney, equipped with all modern conveniences 
[with] latest American lighting system, next best to daylight’. The college was run by Edward 
Patrick Jensen. 

In 1959 City of Sydney Council refused a development application by American Motor Courts Ltd 
to erect a 13-storey motel in Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay. Eight residents lodged 
objections to the proposed motel on the site, then occupied by tennis courts and a small single-
storey building. From 1960 to 1962 the Council considered acquisition of the land that is 
adjacent to the Council-owned kindergarten. 

Harry Seidler lodged a development application to Council in February 1963 to erect a 10-
storey, 100-unit block of bachelor and one-bedroom flats estimated to cost £200,000. The client 
was Latec Investments Ltd, which intended to purchase the site. Elsewhere the owner and 
Seidler’s client was noted as Theomel Pty Ltd on behalf of Latec Investments. 

‘Theomel’ was the name of the investment company of Theodore Peter Meller of Meller Shoes, 
for whom Seidler designed one of his first great houses, the Meller House, Castlecrag, 1950-
1953, also the home of his brother Jack (Jakob Mehler) in Double Bay, 1958 and a number of 
high fashion shoe salons for ‘Edward Meller of King Street.’ 

In April 1963 the Council sought amended plans from Harry Seidler & Associates to reduce the 
number of flats to 80 and reduce the height of the building. 

At the end of April the City Building Surveyor recommended the application be granted. The 
owners promised to build a children’s swimming pool, which would have public access at certain 
times and for certain groups. 

 
1 Paul Irish, Hidden in Plain View, NewSouth Publishing, Sydney, 2017. 272



 
Seidler wrote in July 1963: ‘The aim of the design was to achieve the best possible amenities for 
the flats, which is to face all main rooms of the eighty units towards the harbour view coinciding 
with the desirable orientation of north-east’ (Harry Seidler + Associates Architects to Town 
Clerk, 16 July 1963, DA file 1963/167). 
The earlier offer to make the swimming pool available for use by the local community was later 
rescinded by the owner. The amended plans were provisionally approved subject to provision of 
off-street parking for 50 cars on the site. The architects lodged the building application in August 
1963 for the 10-storey block (the full height limit) of 80 bachelor and one-bedroom flats, 
estimated to cost £150,000. The working drawings and specifications were approved the 
following month. 

Work had commenced on the site by March 1964 and the building was completed in the second 
half of 1965. It was advertised from August as the Florida Towers Motel Apartments, offering 
serviced apartments with a TV, phone, radio and all-electric kitchen as well as carparking. All 
units enjoyed views of the swimming pool and the harbour beyond. 

The building was renamed The Towers Motel by 1972. Artcraft Neon Signs Ltd lodged an 
application in 1975 on behalf of Page Investments Pty Ltd to change the text of existing 
illuminated signs on pylons erected within the grounds of 50 Roslyn Gardens from ‘Florida 
Towers Motel Apartments’ and ‘Sorry no vacancies’ to ‘Florida Towers, Motel, Swimming Pool 
Own Kitchen Harbour Views’ and ‘Guests Parking 1st Drive Left’. 

In 1976 Hooker Home Units Pty Ltd advertised 50 Roslyn Gardens as Aquarius, selling studio 
and one-bedroom apartments with superb waterfront views ranging in price from $19,250 to 
$23,500 for studios and $24,750 to $30,000 for one-bedroom apartments. 

Harry Seidler & Associates 

Harry Seidler (1923–2006) was born in Vienna to Jewish parents. Following the Nazi occupation 
of Austria in 1938, Seidler relocated to England where he attended Cambridge Polytechnic, 
before being deported to Canada in 1940. He was awarded a Bachelor of Architecture in Canada 
in 1944. He won a scholarship to study at the Graduate School of Design, Harvard University, 
where Walter Gropius and Marcel Breuer were teachers. He then studied at Black Mountain 
College, under Josef Albers, before working with Breuer in New York City (1946–1948) and 
briefly with Oscar Niemeyer in Rio de Janeiro, on his way to Sydney in 1948. 

Arriving in Sydney, his first commission was to design a house for his parents (Rose Seidler 
House, 1948–1950). Seidler gained Australian citizenship and in 1958 married Penelope Evatt, 
who was to be a significant partner in his career. By the 1960s Seidler’s practice began to 
receive significant commissions including Blues Point Tower (completed 1962) and Australia 
Square (1960–1967). The latter, designed with engineer Pier Luigi Nervi, became a ‘type-model’ 
for Seidler’s urban tower designs throughout his career. From the 1970s Harry Seidler & 
Associates was commissioned for significant large-scale commissions across Australia and 
overseas. These included the Australian Embassy, Paris (1973); MLC Building, Sydney (1978); 
Riverside Centre, Brisbane (1984); Shell Headquarters, Melbourne (1988); and QV1, Perth 
(1992). 

Throughout his career, Seidler wrote about architecture and taught at various universities 
around the world, as well as advocating planning reform in Australia. He was awarded numerous 
honours throughout his career including being made an Honorary Fellow of both the American 
Institute of Architects and the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA awarded him the Royal 
Gold Medal in 1996); and a Life Fellow (1970) of the Royal Australian Institute of Architects 
(receiving 50 awards including five Sulman Medals, four Wilkinson Awards and the Gold Medal 
[1976]). He was also awarded an Order of the British Empire (1972). His impact and the work of 
his firm were a major cultural influence, applying uncompromising Bauhaus-inspired modernist 
architecture and principles in Australia. 

 

 
Description 

An external-only site visit from the public domain was undertaken by GML in September 2024. 
The physical assessment is based on publicly available documentation of the site. 

Historical overview 
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Setting and context 
Aquarius is located on the eastern side of Roslyn Gardens on an irregular shaped lot. The 
majority of the lot is set 7m below Roslyn Gardens on the flatter land that characterises 
Rushcutters Bay Park to the east. Access to the building from Roslyn Gardens is via a raised 

pedestrian bridge. Vehicle access to the ground-level parking is from Roslyn Gardens via a 
shared driveway between 66 and 68-72 Roslyn Garden. 

The apartment building is located within the Elizabeth and Rushcutters Bays Heritage 
Conservation Area (HCA). The immediate vicinity of the site is characterised by interwar flat 
buildings and multistorey postwar and contemporary apartments, which are comparable in 
design and scale to Aquarius. The building is somewhat obscured due to its setback and mature 
street trees and dense planting to the building’s east. However, the scale, design, form and 
materiality of Aquarius is similar to other modernist flat buildings in its vicinity, all of which 
collectively make a positive visual contribution to the HCA. 

Physical description 

Aquarius is a 10-storey apartment building containing 60 studios and 20 one-bedroom units. 
They are 26-29sqm studio apartments and 39sqm one-bedroom apartments (12 with privately 
owned terraces, 4 roof and 8 garden), intended for, as Harry Seidler said, ‘people of average 
means’. The building is set asymmetrically on the lot, oriented to the northeast, and offers 
expansive views of Rushcutters Bay, Rushcutters Bay Park and Sydney Harbour beyond. The 
massing is that of tower, bridge and slab; a slender slab with a separated core that appears as 
a tower (much like the Balfron Tower, London, designed by Erno Goldfinger, 1963). The 
apartments are set back much farther from the streets than their neighbours, necessitating a 
long bridge that passes dramatically through a tall, blank façade. 
The ‘tower’ core contains two elevators, a lift lobby, an obsolete garbage chute (that ceased 
operation approximately 20-30 years ago, been bolted up and the garbage room repurposed as 
the building managers office) and a balcony overlooking the street. At alternate levels a 
communal laundry is located in the lift lobby space, which is accessed by another small bridge 
from the access stairs. 

The northeastern façade is relatively flush with a subtle rhythmic contrast between the full-
height glass to the balconies of one-bedroom apartments and the lower, flusher sliding windows 
and fixed glass of the studio (bedsit) apartments. The studio windows have blue coloured 
aluminium roller blinds that, set within the concrete window frames, give the eastern façade a 
distinctive dynamic balance of elements characteristic of many of Seidler’s projects. The 
balconies appear to have retained their original steel and ‘weldmesh’ wire mesh balustrades. 
(These are replacement balustrades matching the original design.) 

The southern façade is extraordinary. It is both highly modelled and highly ordered, a matrix of 
boxes cantilevering from the slab form with horizontal concrete accessways threaded between. 
The cantilevered boxes are the bedrooms of the one-bedroom apartments (four per floor). A 
secondary semi-open stairway is located to the east of the residential block. 

The building is constructed of a reinforced concrete frame with blond face brickwork infill walls. 
The brickwork is cantilevered 20mm from the supporting slab edges, creating a band of shadow. 
Board-formed concrete slabs and beams are exposed externally. The projecting bays have 
horizontally proportioned aluminium-framed ribbon windows with fixed and awning windows. 

The units are oriented so that the living areas face the light and views. Bathrooms are internal 
with a service core and the kitchens on the south have high ribbon windows for ventilation. From 
the open gallery access corridor, a half-stair leads up or down to two apartments. Units with an 
additional bedroom have an internal stair leading to the projecting cuboidal bedrooms along the 
southern side. The arrangement is extremely efficient with the access corridor set below each 
apartment, so southern windows remain private, and mirrored units share a service riser. 

The interiors have not been inspected and the description is based on documentary evidence 
including original plans and publications. The integrity of the internal configuration and finishes 
is unknown. 

Landscaping 

The landscaping of the site is limited. Some mature trees along Roslyn Gardens provide visual 
screening to the building. There is a landscaped area and swimming pool on the eastern side of 

the site at ground level. The trees within Waratah Street Reserve to the eastern side also 
provide landscape buffering between the site and the public domain. 
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Description 
Modifications/integrity 

The original exposed board-formed concrete surfaces have been painted beige. 

Council records from 2004 indicate the following: 

D/2010/147 was approved for internal alterations to a unit including removal of internal walls 
and installation of a new bathroom and kitchen. 

Various DAs were lodged into 2001, 2002 and 2020 for minor works including alterations and 
additions to the existing kerbside bin enclosure, front fencing, stairs and alterations to units. 

Condition 

The overall condition of Aquarius is unknown. 

 
Comparative analysis 

Aquarius can be seen as representative of Seidler’s early 1960s multi-residential projects with a 
focus on utility, repetition, density and high levels of amenity, especially solar access, natural 
ventilation and views. It is also rare as the first and arguably most highly resolved of Seidler’s 
split-level apartment designs of this period. 

Aquarius is a representative example of the linearly planned late 1950s and early 1960s works 
of Harry Seidler & Associates including the City Council Housing Apartments in Camperdown 
(unbuilt), Ithaca Gardens Apartments 1 (unbuilt) and Diamond Bay Apartments (1962). From 
1964 onwards Seidler’s housing schemes tended to rely on linear arrangements with complex 
split-level planning, and later still with curved, radial planning showing Baroque influences. 

Aquarius is an important example of a group of projects Seidler completed in the 1960s, when 
economically planned flats on smaller sites were a particular focus. Although each responded to 
its site and context, as a group they can be seen as evolving structural and planning prototypes. 
Seidler noted in relation to this group of apartments ‘the aim of their design is the development 
of prototypes incorporating a system, both of planning and construction’ (Living and Partly 
Living, 1971). 

Aquarius shares the following characteristics with these projects: each is built of poured-in-place 
rough-sawn board-formed concrete and brick infill walls. They all explore systematised 
construction with repeated layouts and segregated vertical access cores, simplifying the main 
structure. They all express their structure, and their façades express their internal uses and the 
importance of rooms through window size. Typically, full-height glass walls alternate with ribbon 
windows created by down-turned concrete slabs. Fixed awnings and sun shading are all carefully 
arranged to create a characteristic ‘tensional’ façade pattern.2 Lesser rooms (kitchens and 
bathrooms) are given horizontal ribbon windows, generally on the secondary elevations. During 
this period Seidler fought regulations requiring direct ventilation for kitchens and bathrooms, so 
his plans could maximise the amenity of living zones. 

Aquarius has particular significance as the first in Seidler’s split-level apartment projects. Ithaca 
Gardens, Elizabeth Bay, and Glenview Apartments, Tamarama, were both originally made up of 
two-level apartments but were re-designed to contain more conservative single-level 
apartments. The only other completed examples are Ercildoune, completed just afterward in 
1966, and Village Towers (Arlington), Edgecliff (1965–1966), of the same period. Only 
Ercildoune and Aquarius feature projecting bedroom units on the rear façade, creating one of 
Seidler’s most distinctive façade treatments, possibly his most successful demonstration of his 
characteristic ‘tensional’ façade patterns. 

The design is based on Housing Type F1 developed by the Standardisation Department at 
Stroykom RSFR, an office for the development of standardised housing established in the USSR 
in 1928 and led by the architect Moisei Ginzburg. It contained two-level apartments that are 

served by an open access corridor on every second floor. Seidler developed this housing type 
further with the addition of the expressed bedroom volumes to the south. 

 
2 Harry Seidler, architects’ statement in Ian Mackay, Living and Partly Living: Housing in 

Australia, 1971, p 186. 
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Although this was an approach Seidler adopted in several structures it is perhaps best realised 
here. These innovations in construction and planning are technically significant and rare for this 
period in Australian architecture. 
Aquarius was widely published in architectural media and by Seidler himself including in the final 
publication Harry Seidler: Four Decades of Architecture, by Kenneth Frampton and Philip Drew. 
Its plan, section and distinctive façade are all recognisable and have been celebrated as 
architectural innovations. 

Aquarius has representative significance as an important example of Seidler’s 1960s multi-unit 
apartment projects, which collectively have an exceptional level of significance for their ability to 
demonstrate the architect’s evolving planning and construction protypes. Seidler’s architecture 
of this period was extremely influential, widely published and highly awarded. It can be seen to 
have made a major contribution to the development of modern architecture in Australia and is 
highly regarded internationally. 

As one of Seidler’s most noteworthy early experiments in apartment design Aquarius has 
exceptional aesthetic significance as an example of creative and technical achievement. Aquarius 
is considered rare as one of few examples of Seidler’s experiments with split-level planning and 
as a particularly innovative example of his work in the 1960s. 

Chris Abel notes in the introduction to Harry Seidler: Houses & Interiors, volume 1: ‘There have 
been few architects who have been able to squeeze so much useable space, or so much delight, 
out of a tight budget’.3 This is demonstrated in Aquarius. 

 

 

Figure 1 Balfron Tower, Poplar, a Grade 
II* listed tower block designed by Erno 
Goldfinger in 1963 for the London County 
Council, built 1965–1967, which adopts 
the same separated circulation tower as 
Aquarius. (Source: Wikimedia) 

Figure 2 Housing Type F1 developed by the 
Standardisation Department at Stroykom RSFR, 
an office for the development of standardised 
housing established in the USSR in 1928 and led 
by Moisei Ginzburg. (Source: Wikimedia) 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
3 Abel, C 2003, Harry Seidler: Houses & Interiors, Volume 1, Images Publishing Group, p 9. 
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Assessment of significance  

Criterion A (Historic 
significance) 

Aquarius has historic significance as an innovative example of 
high-rise housing developed in the Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point 
area during the 1950s and 1960s. Its construction as a motel, 
later sold individually as compact studio or one bedroom 
apartments, is able to demonstrate an important change in the 
historical and social development of the area. 

The building’s design demonstrates modernist architecture’s 
engagement with compact multi-housing forms and is a key 
example of the introduction of Harry Seidler’s international 
influenced modernism into the Australian context. Aquarius is 
able to demonstrate wider historical trends of importance to the 
local area and to NSW more generally. 

Aquarius has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Aquarius does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion B (Historical 
association) 

Aquarius is associated with architect Harry Seidler, one of the 
most significant modernist architects in Australia, who has made 
an important contribution to the development of Australia’s built 

environment. As one of his most noteworthy apartment projects 
of the 1960s, Aquarius has strong associations with the architect. 

Aquarius has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Aquarius does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion C 
(Aesthetic/creative/technical 
achievement) 

Aquarius shows many innovations in planning and construction 
that make it a noteworthy example of a late 1950s–1960s 
modernist apartment building. 

Aquarius displays typical elements of the work of architect Harry 
Seidler during the 1960s. It shares aesthetic elements with some 
of Seidler’s most notable projects including Ithaca Gardens, Blues 
Point Tower, Village Towers (Arlington), and Ercildoune, which 
demonstrate distinctive aesthetic attributes in form and 
composition. Aquarius also has unique aspects in its design and 
construction that demonstrate creative and technical excellence, 
innovation and achievement. 

In construction, planning and detailing Aquarius demonstrates 
Seidler’s progressive development of design prototypes applied 
across multiple projects. Its expression of structure, its regular 
façade arrangement, its use of raw materials and efficient 
planning with a concern for natural light, sun shading, and 
ventilation are all typical of Seidler’s highly acclaimed 
architecture. Aquarius was widely published and is a noteworthy 
example of the architect’s work. Aquarius is a substantial 
achievement and the work of an important designer. 

The original design and structure are largely intact, with minimal 
alterations visible to the exterior of the buildings. 

Aquarius has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Aquarius has potential significance at a state level under this 
criterion. 

277



Assessment of significance  

Criterion D (Social, cultural 
and spiritual significance) 

Aquarius is listed on the Australian Institute of Architects (NSW 
Chapter) Register of Significant Architecture, indicating that it has 
importance to architects and the design community more 
generally. 

Aquarius has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Aquarius does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion E (Research 
potential) 

As an early example of innovative apartment design and 
construction in Australia, and as an example of Seidler’s early 
apartment designs, Aquarius has the ability to contribute to 
knowledge about the evolution of housing in Australia and the 
work of Harry Seidler. 

Aquarius has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Aquarius has potential significance at a state level under this 
criterion. 

Criterion F (Rare) Aquarius is considered rare as an early and innovative modernist 
apartment project in Elizabeth Bay. 

As one of Seidler’s most noteworthy early experiments in 
apartment design Aquarius has exceptional aesthetic significance 
as an example of creative and technical achievement. Aquarius is 
considered rare as the first, and one of few examples, of Seidler’s 
experiments with split-level planning, and as a particularly 
innovative example of his work in the 1960s. 

Aquarius has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

Aquarius does not have cultural significance at a state level under 
this criterion. 

Criterion G (Representative) Aquarius is considered to have representative significance as one 
of a group of 1960s apartment projects designed by Harry Seidler 
& Associates, which as a group are highly significant. Other 
examples include Ithaca Gardens, Blues Point Tower, Village 
Towers (Arlington), Ercildoune and Gemini. These projects were 
widely published and featured in the multiple surveys of Harry 
Seidler’s career. As Seidler himself noted, each project applied a 
series of evolving structural and planning prototypes. They were 
built of the same materials, and with evolving structural systems, 
repeated layouts for construction efficiencies, repeated window 
units and sun shading elements to create characteristic ‘tensional’ 
façade patterns. Aquarius is noteworthy among this group as the 
best-realised version of Seidler’s split-plan form with projecting 
rooms and separated vertical circulation unit. 

Aquarius displays key characteristics of this significant group of 
apartment projects and is an important representative example 
of Seidler’s long-term innovation and engagement with 
construction and planning efficiency. 

Aquarius is representative of wider trends in housing, the 
redevelopment of inner-city suburbs with higher density 
apartments, and the growing demand for compact, well-located 
housing. 
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Aquarius has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 
Aquarius has potential significance at a state level under this 
criterion. 

 

 

Statement of significance 

Aquarius has historic significance as an innovative example of medium-rise housing developed in 
the Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area during the 1950s and 1960s. The building’s design 
demonstrates modernist architecture’s engagement with compact multi-housing forms and is a 
key example of the introduction of Harry Seidler’s international influenced modernism into the 
Australian context. Aquarius is able to demonstrate wider historical trends of importance to the 
local area and to NSW more generally. It has strong historic associations with architect Harry 
Seidler, one of the most significant modernist architects in Australia. 

Aquarius has exceptional levels of aesthetic significance, demonstrating a high degree of 
creative and technical achievement. It contains many innovations in planning and construction 
that make it a noteworthy example of a late 1950s–1960s modernist apartment building. It 
shares aesthetic elements with some of Seidler’s most notable projects including Ithaca 
Gardens, Blues Point Tower, Village Towers (Arlington), Ercildoune and Victoria Towers 
(Gemini), which are distinctive in form and composition. Widely published, Aquarius is a 
noteworthy example of the architect’s work. Aquarius is a substantial achievement and the work 
of an important designer. 

Aquarius is likely to have importance to architects and the design community more generally as 
an early example of innovative apartment design and construction in Australia. As an example of 
Seidler’s early apartment designs, Aquarius has the ability to contribute to knowledge about the 
work of Harry Seidler and the evolution of housing in Australia. 

Aquarius is considered rare as an early and innovative modernist apartment project in the 
Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area. Aquarius is considered rare as one of few examples of 
Seidler’s experiments with split-level planning and as a particularly innovative example of his 
work in the 1960s. 

Aquarius has representative significance as one of a group of 1960s apartment projects 
designed by Harry Seidler & Associates, which are collectively highly significant. Aquarius 
displays key characteristics of this significant group of apartment projects and is an important 
representative example of Seidler’s long-term innovation and engagement with construction and 
planning efficiency. 

 
Recommendations 

Aquarius meets the threshold for local heritage significance under all seven criteria and is 
recommended for heritage listing on the Sydney Local Environmental Plan. 

Heritage approval pathway 

The best way to conserve the heritage significance of places is to carry out minor works and 
regular maintenance and repairs.  

Most minor works or maintenance works that do not affect the significance of a heritage item 
don’t require development approval. However, consent is generally required for other works to be 
carried out on heritage items or items within heritage conservation areas. The following provides 
guidance as to when development approval is required. 

Local heritage exemption 

When undertaking minor works you need to apply for a local heritage exemption and receive 
written confirmation from us (Council) before you start. 

This includes ‘like-for-like’ replacement or rectification works, and minor or maintenance works, 
for example replacing failing gutters, replacement of downpipes to match original details or the 
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upgrading of services. 

Requests for local heritage exemptions should be lodged online using our ePlanning service. Fees 
may apply. (https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/gain-exemption-
development-consent-heritage-works) 

Development approval 

Works of a more complex nature or that impact the fabric of the place, alter its external 
appearance or make changes to common areas require planning consent. In many cases these 
works will be approved after their potential heritage impacts have been assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact (https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-
preparing-statement-heritage-impact). 

This process requires submission of a development application through the NSW Planning Portal. 
When you are preparing an application, we (Council) can provide general advice about planning 
controls, application requirements and fees, and help identify potential issues including through 
our duty planner or pre-lodgement advice service 
(https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/get-advice-city-development-
application). 

Definitions 

The following terms reference the definitions set out by Australia ICOMOS in the Burra Charter, or 
terminology utilised by Heritage NSW. 

• Heritage significance: the historic, aesthetic, scientific or social value of a place, for 
past, present or future generations. 

• Fabric: all the physical material of a place, including its building materials, fixtures, 
finishes and other elements.  

• Conservation: all the processes of looking after a place so as to retain its heritage 
significance. This can include maintenance, preservation, restoration, reconstruction and 
adaptation.  

• Maintenance: the continuous protective care of a place and its fabric.  

• Preservation: maintaining the fabric of a place in its existing state and slowing down 
deterioration.  

• Restoration: returning existing fabric to a known earlier state, for example by removing 
later changes or reassembling existing parts.  

• Reconstruction: returning a place as nearly as possible to a known earlier state, usually 
by introducing materials.  

• Adaptation / adaptive reuse: changing a place to suit an existing or proposed use 
while respecting its heritage significance.  

• Compatible use: a use that respects the cultural significance of a place and has little or 
minimal impact on that significance.  

• Setting: the area around a place, which may contribute to how its heritage significance is 
understood and experienced.  

• Local heritage exemption: written confirmation from Council that minor works or 
maintenance can proceed without development consent because they will not adversely 
affect heritage significance. This requires a heritage exemption application to be lodged 
online using our ePlanning service and written confirmation from us (Council) before you 
start.  

• Statement of Heritage Impact: a report that explains how proposed works may affect 
the heritage significance of a place and how impacts can be avoided or reduced. This is 
consistent with NSW heritage guidance and common planning practice. 
(https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-preparing-statement-
heritage-impact) 

• Like-for-like: replacing or repairing an element using matching or very similar materials, 
design, dimensions, finish and appearance, so the heritage character is maintained. 

• Sympathetic: A sensitive approach wherein changes and alterations to the site do not 
impact the heritage significance. 
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Specific Guidelines 

This guidance is provided so that owners and Council officers have a shared understanding of 
what elements of Aquarius do and do not contribute to its significance and what can be altered 
without detailed investigation. 

These management recommendations outline general guiding principles for managing and 
maintaining the significant elements of the place. They do not override strata by-laws; works 
must still be structurally adequate and installed in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications 
and comply with the Building Code of Australia (BCA) and other planning controls. Heritage 
exemptions are assessed on a case-by-case basis and written confirmation from Council should 
be obtained before proceeding. 

General management guidelines 

All work undertaken to Aquarius should aim to be sympathetic to the place’s identified heritage 
values and significance.  

In general, works should seek to reinstate missing or altered original elements where possible. 
For example, replacement of non-original windows should seek to reinstate windows with a 
design and materials sympathetic to the originals. 

Any proposal for non-minor work or work that will impact significant building features or fabric 
should be prepared in consultation with a heritage specialist and be assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact. Works that will result in an impact to the heritage significance of 
the place should be avoided. 

All conservation, adaptive reuse and future development should be undertaken in accordance 
with the Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance (The Burra Charter) and 
under the supervision or guidance of a heritage specialist. 

Where major changes are proposed to the item, a Heritage Asset Action Plan (HAAP) should be 
prepared for the place following the relevant Heritage NSW guidelines to guide future use, 
maintenance and development and ensure its heritage values are well understood by the building 
owners and managed appropriately.  

It is recommended that unit owners or strata managers consult with the City of Sydney through 
its Duty Planner service prior to a heritage exemption application or DA submission to determine 
whether works are exempt from development consent or to develop strategies and mitigation 
measures to assist in the application and approval process. 

Face brickwork is to remain unpainted and unrendered. 

The fenestration pattern and blue shade awnings are a significant part of the building’s design 
and should be maintained. 

Where removal of hazardous materials is required for health and safety purposes, they must be 
replaced with sympathetic, like-for-like alternatives. 

The installation of a whole of building, coordinated air conditioning systems is encouraged in 
preference to single occupancy split systems, or window or wall mounted units.  

Original features such as fittings to foyers, door hardware and wall and floor finishes, should be 
retained. 

General maintenance, repairs and service upgrades 

The following works can typically be undertaken with Council’s written confirmation after a local 
heritage exemption application, provided they adopt a like-for-like approach to materials, colour 
schemes, dimensions and finishes, and do not impact the identified heritage values of Aquarius or 
alter its external appearance: 

 

• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to building façades such as repainting of 
rendered surfaces, repairs to concrete spalling and face brickwork, and brick re-pointing. 

• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to balconies and original steel and 
‘weldmesh’ balustrades; 

• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to gutters, downpipes and other rainwater 
goods and flashings; 

• works and activities associated with the ongoing maintenance of existing external 
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communal areas limited to the swimming pool, roadways, carparks, verges, garden, 
plantings, drainage, pedestrian pathways and steps; 

• works associated with the maintenance, repair, renewal and upgrade of services and 
utilities including communications, water, gas and electricity—these works must utilise 
existing conduits and fixings where possible; if new penetrations are required, they 
should be located in less visually prominent areas and non-significant fabric; 

• installation of new services where this will not have an impact on the visual appearance of 
the building or exceed the existing building parapet; and 

• works and activities associated with the maintenance, repair, or upgrade of mechanical 
plant where this does not increase the existing scale or exceed the height of the existing 
plant. 

Apartment interiors 

Individual apartment interiors are not included in the heritage listing. Internal renovations, 
repairs and maintenance work to bathrooms, kitchens, living rooms and bedrooms would not 
require heritage approvals provided they are not visible from common areas, do not impact 
structural walls, and do not alter the size or pattern of windows or enclose external openings. 
These activities/works must be carried out in accordance with the building’s strata by-laws and 
relevant planning controls.  

Common areas 

The following works can typically be undertaken with Council’s written confirmation after a local 
heritage exemption application is submitted provided they adopt a like-for-like approach to 
materials, colour schemes, dimensions, placement and finishes, and do not impact the identified 
heritage values of Aquarius or alter its external appearance:  

• removal, repair and replacement of non-original building elements such as security gates, 
fences, vehicle access roller doors and post-and-wire mesh fence along Roslyn Gardens, 
communal pool gates, the low brick wall around the pool, balustrades, fencing and 
paving; 

• installation of bike racks, safety mirrors and electric-vehicle charging facilities within the 
carparking area; 

• installation of new services and other ancillary structures, which must utilise existing 
conduits, penetrations and fixings where possible; if new penetrations are required, they 
should be located to less visually prominent areas and to non-significant fabric—fixings 
must be made to the mortar joints of the brickwork rather than the face of the brickwork; 
and  

• maintenance, repairs and upgrades to the roof including waterproofing, repair or 
replacement and the installation, upgrade or maintenance of utilities. 

The following minor works to common areas works are unlikely to require heritage approval:  

• the removal and replacement of non-original flooring;  

• installation of non-slip surface treatments;  

• repainting of common areas; 

• upgrades and replacement of lighting and smoke alarms; and 

• other minor repairs and maintenance.  

Lifts 

Maintenance, repair or upgrade activities to lifts which do not result in the vertical or horizontal 
expansion of the lift shaft and overrun can typically be undertaken without Council’s written 
confirmation provided they do not materially or visually impact on the identified heritage values 
of Aquarius or alter its external appearance. 

Major lift repairs or replacement may require a local heritage exemption application or 
development application, depending on the nature and extent of the works.  

Windows 

Replacement, refurbishment, repairs or modifications to anodised aluminium window frames and 
glazing (such as the installation of double glazing, re-sealing, waterproofing, glazed panel 
replacement, removal of air conditioning units and hardware repair) can be carried out with 
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Council’s written confirmation after a local heritage exemption application is submitted provided 
works:  

• adopt a like-for-like approach replacing or reinstating natural anodised aluminium frames 
and clear glass windows; 

• maintain the fenestration pattern and external masonry reveal depth defined by full-
height windows, flusher sliding windows and fixed windows; 

• retain the blue aluminium roller shutters for shading; and 

• remove detracting elements such as air conditioning units (replacement with more 
sympathetic alternatives is encouraged). 

Window shutters 

The repair or installation of replacement external blue aluminium roller blinds can be undertaken 
under a local heritage exemption application provided they are carried out in accordance with 
strata by-laws, including that the awning be retractable, blue in colour, installed in a proper and 
tradesperson-like manner, and approved with written consent from the Owners Corporation.  

 

 
Information sources 

Type Author Title Year Repository 

Site inspection 
(external) 

GML  2024 GML 

Information sources 

Written City Building Surveyor’s 
Department 

Development 
Application No. 167 
Year 1963 

1963 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Written City Building Surveyor’s 
Department 

Building Application 
File No. 1570 Year 
1963 

1963 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Written City Building Surveyor’s 
Department 

Building Application 
File No. 1909 Year 
1965 

1965 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Written Sydney Morning Herald ‘Aquarius’ 7 
August 
1976 

Sydney 
Morning Herald 
Archives 1955– 
1995, State 
Library of NSW 

Written Architecture in Australia ‘Roslyn Towers’ July 
1966, 
pp 81 
–85 

Stanton Library 
(AAPI 1910- 
1983) 

Written Sydney Morning Herald ‘Each apartment in 
block has a harbour 
view’ 

8 Mar 
1966, 
p 16 

Sydney 
Morning Herald 
Archives 1955– 
1995, State 
Library of NSW 
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Written Sydney Morning Herald ‘Flats with views’ 18 Oct 
1966, 
p 26 

Sydney 
Morning Herald 
Archives 1955– 
1995, State 
Library of NSW 

Publication Richard Apperly and 
Peter Lind 

444 Sydney Buildings 
(No. 325, p 47) 

1971  

Published Ian McKay et al Living and Partly 
Living: Housing in 
Australia 

1971  

Published Peter Blake Architecture for the 
new world: The work 
of Harry Seidler 

1973  

Published Kenneth Frampton and 
Philip Drew 

Harry Seidler: Four 
Decades of 
Architecture 

1992  

Published Chris Abel ‘Introduction’ in Harry 
Seidler: Houses & 
Interiors, Volume 1 

2003  
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Image caption Site plan of Aquarius. 

Image year 1963 Image by Harry Seidler 
& Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright; 
Harry Seidler 
& Associates 
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Image caption Floor plans of Aquarius. 

Image year 1963 Image by Harry Seidler 
& Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright; 
Harry Seidler 
& Associates 

 

286



Image caption Elevation of Aquarius. 

Image year 1963 Image by Harry Seidler 
& Associates 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright; 
Harry Seidler 
& Associates 
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Image caption Sectional isometric view of Aquarius. Showing external circulation galleries that 
serve two floors of flats and one-bedroom units alternating with studios. 

Image year 1971 Image by In Living and 
Partly Living: 
Housing in 
Australia, 
1971, p 186 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Harry Seidler 
& Associates 
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Image caption Southern elevation of Aquarius. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Western elevation of Aquarius with pedestrian bridge from Roslyn Gardens. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Northern elevation of Aquarius from Waratah Street. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 

 

291



Image caption Balcony with original metal mesh balustrade. Original raw concrete wall finish has 
been painted. 

Image year 2024 Image by Realestate.com.au Image 
copyright 
holder 

Realestate.com.au 
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Image caption Common area swimming pool on the northern side of the site. 

Image year 2024 Image by Realestate.com.au Image 
copyright 
holder 

Realestate.com.au 
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Attachment J 

Revised Inventory Sheet - Roslyn Gardens, 
74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay 
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Item Name Roslyn Gardens, 
excluding apartment 
interiors 

  

Address 74–76 Roslyn 
Gardens, 
Rushcutters Bay 

Lot number Lot 3 DP 407610, Lots 1–90 
SP 1719 

Architect Douglas Snelling Construction 
date 

1962–1963 

Builder AF Little Developer Mutual Acceptance Co 

Listings Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012: Within the Elizabeth and 
Rushcutters Bays Heritage Conservation Area (C20), identified as 
detracting on the Sydney Development Control Plan building 
contributions map. 

Australian Institute of Architects (NSW Chapter) Register of Significant 
Buildings No. 4703080 

 
 

Historical overview 

The Cadigal people of the Eora nation have lived in the Sydney area for thousands of years and 
have shaped its landscape and nurtured its plants and animals. The Cadigal people called 
Rushcutters Bay ‘Kogerah’. It was a place where Aboriginal people and Europeans gathered 
rushes, used respectively for crafting light-weight fishing spears and for thatching settler huts. 
According to Dr Paul Irish, settlers were cutting rushes in this bay within weeks of the arrival of 
Europeans in Australia in 1788.1 Irish further records several different Aboriginal settlements, at 
different times, occupying land on either side of the Rushcutters Creek (through the present 
Rushcutters Bay Park) and on higher grounds on either side of the bay. 

The subject site is located on part of Lot 32 of the Elizabeth Bay House Estate. The property 
(Lots 32 and 33) was conveyed in 1909 to Alfred Herbert Streatfield, a slate, marble and tile 
merchant. By the 1880s the land was occupied by Lorne Villa. Streatfield leased the villa to 
boarding house proprietors in 1915. Lots 32 and 33 were subdivided and part of Lot 32 was 
variously occupied as a boarding house, private hotel, youth centre, hostel, chapel and 
residential quarters for a minister of religion of the Methodist Church (East Sydney Methodist 
Mission). Although the subject site was sold in 1961 it was not formally conveyed until early 
1962 to Mutual Acceptance Co Ltd. 

In December 1961 architect Douglas B Snelling lodged a development application (DA) to the 
City of Sydney on behalf of Mutual Acceptance Co to erect a building of basement, ground and 
up to eight floors of rental ‘bachelor flats’ estimated to cost £150,000 at 74-76 Roslyn Gardens. 

Snelling was already designing another larger apartment building, called Bibaringa, on New 
South Head Road in Double Bay. Mr RG Gale, Snelling’s father-in-law, was a part investor and 
owner of Mutual Acceptance Co. Unlike 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Bibaringa was designed with two 
and three bedroom apartments on a larger landscaped site. 

Davina Jackson in Douglas Snelling Pan-Pacific Modern Design and Architecture notes regarding 
74-76 Rosyln Gardens: 

‘To design this nine storey block of “bachelor flats” on a Roslyn Gardens site, Snelling 
researched the likely daily needs of potential tenants (young single occupants or couples). He 
decided that this building, intended to be a prestigious and prescient example of a newly 
emerging type later known as studio apartments, should have significantly larger unit floor 
areas, 35 sqm, than the 23 sqm sometimes allocated by low budget developers. Snelling’s client 
Mutual Acceptance company (owned by his wife’s family, the Gales), expected long-term 
tenants. He planned the sixty-four units to allow occupants to install their own storage cabinetry 
and to screen off one corner alcove of the living-dining area as a bedroom. The dining table, 
included in the kitchen zone, also could be screened behind sliding doors. Bathrooms were 
between the kitchen-dining area and front door of each unit.’1 

1 Davina Jackson, 2017, Douglas Snelling: Pan-Pacific Modern Design and Architecture, 
Routledge, New York, p 196. 
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Historical overview 
The City Building Surveyor’s report on the DA recommended that the application be submitted 
for consideration of Council. The principal issue with the application was that the proposal 
exceeded the height levels in the Foreshore Scenic Protection Area. However, the opinion of the 
surveyor was that ‘the building complied substantially with Schedule Seven of the Local 
Government Act … [and] will not seriously interfere with the views to and from the harbour’.2 

The Cumberland County Council had been established in 1945 to coordinate planning and 
growth between metropolitan Sydney's many councils, and preserve the 'green belt' that would 
prevent urban sprawl and had recently identified Foreshore Scenic Protection zones where 
building heights were limited. 

The Cumberland County Council objected to the proposed development as it did not comply with 
the Foreshore Scenic Protection Area Code ‘because of its proximity to the road alignment and 
side boundaries views to and from the harbour would be adversely affected and the amenity of 
the neighbourhood would be injured’.3 In response to these objections, in September 1962 
Snelling lodged amended plans complying with Council’s requirement for a building of eight 
floors with more than 23 foot boundaries on three sides and contained within an area less than 
56 feet x 67 feet, which would lessen the adverse effect on views to and from the harbour. 

At this date Council approved the amended application and demolition of the existing buildings 
on the site was underway. The building was built by AF Little, builder of Bibaringa. 

The building was completed by November 1963 when Snelling applied for an occupancy 
certificate, which would allow tenants to move into the building early the next month. The new 
‘bachelor apartments’ at 74-76 Roslyn Gardens were advertised to rent from November. 

Max Dupain photographed the site twice in 1963 including a display apartment showing 
Snelling’s scheme for furnishings and flexible room divisions using folding doors. An article on 
the buildings was published in the Sydney Morning Herald in 1964, noting the internal 
arrangement of apartments with storage units as room dividers and a plastic sliding screen 
dividing sleeping and living areas.4 

The building operated as rental apartments managed by Mutual Acceptance Co. In 1965, 74-76 
Roslyn Gardens was strata subdivided into 90 lots as SP 1719. It is thought the individual 
apartments were sold shortly after this date. 

Douglas B Snelling 

Douglas Burrage Snelling (1916–1985) was an English-born designer and architect who worked 
in Sydney between 1942 and 1975. He spent his childhood after the age of eight in New Zealand 
and in 1938 travelled to Los Angeles (and again in 1947). Later in the 1960s he travelled 
extensively in the Pacific Islands and Southeast Asia, all of which influenced his design and 
architectural practice.5 

Snelling rose to prominence in Sydney in the late 1940s with the nationally renowned range of 
furniture called The Snelling Line (said to be the first Australian-designed chairs of the modernist 
style) sold widely through major department stores to the mid-1950s. During the late 1940s his 
interiors were featured in prominent magazines including Decoration and Glass and two of his 
houses featured in 1949 and 1950 editions of California’s seminal Arts & Architecture magazine.6 

Travelling to Beverly Hills, California, in 1947 Snelling worked for architects Douglas Honnold 
and John Lautner. During this time Snelling also became acquainted with the works of other 
prominent Californian architects such as Richard Neutra and Harwell Harris, which influenced 

 
2 City Building Surveyor’s Dept, 19 February 1962, ‘Premises, No 76 Roslyn Gardens and 

Clement Street, Elizabeth Bay – erection of building – development application’, DA 6365/58, 
1961 No 7258 City of Sydney Archives. 

3 Corres. Cumberland Country Council to the Town Clerk, 9 February 1962, DA 6365/58, 1961 No 
7258 City of Sydney Archives. 

4 Sydney Morning Herald, 'Interesting features in flats', 12 May 1964, p 23. 
5 Jackson, Davina, 2017, Douglas Snelling: Pan-Pacific Modern Design and Architecture, 

Routledge, New York. 
6 Jackson, Davina, 2017, Douglas Snelling: Pan-Pacific Modern Design and Architecture, 

Routledge, New York, p 31. 
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Snelling’s works on his return to Sydney including the Kelly House I (1953–1955) and Mueller 
House.7 

By the early 1960s, his works also included elements of Scandinavian Functionalist design and in 
the third stage of his career Snelling’s works often drew from Tiki-style architecture of the 
Pacific region. Prominent works from this era include Kelly House II, Vaucluse (1965–1966); 
Yoorami, Clareville (1964–1965); and several resorts and villas in Fiji and New Caledonia. 
Snelling only designed two apartment buildings during his career: Bibaringa in Double Bay 
(1961–1962) and 74-76 Roslyn Gardens (1962–1963), both for Mutual Acceptance Co, which 
was owned by his wife’s family, the Gales. 

After completing an architecture degree mid-career, Snelling was registered as an architect in 
NSW in 1953 but largely saw himself as an outsider. While shying away from entering his works 
at Royal Australian Institute of Architects awards due to his personal differences with the 
Institute, Snelling courted many leading architectural editors for publicity and recognition.8 

Although better known for his furniture, for some years Snelling’s architecture has been highly 
regarded with 10 of his buildings listed on the Australian Institute of Architects (NSW Chapter) 
Register of Significant Buildings and several of his designs recognised by local heritage listings. 

 

 
Description 

A site visit was undertaken by GML in September 2024 viewing external areas and the interior of 
one apartment. The physical assessment is based on that inspection and other available 
documentation of the site. 

Setting and context 

The subject building is located on a lot that falls steeply to the southeast, from Roslyn Gardens 
towards Clement Street. The character of the street is mixed, with Edwardian houses directly to 
the west and a residential flat building of similar scale and period adjacent to the northeast. Due 
to the setback of both residential flat buildings, from the street and between allotments, there 
are a number of mature trees that give this part of Roslyn Gardens a landscape canopy. Due to 
its height and location on a curve in the street, 74-76 Roslyn Gardens is prominent in the 
context of the immediate area. 

Physical description 

74-76 Roslyn Gardens is a nine-storey cream brick and reinforced concrete residential flat 
building containing 64 studio apartments. 

The building is orientated northwest and southeast, in response to the alignment of Roslyn 
Gardens. Concrete ramps for vehicles are located on both sides of the lot that lead from Roslyn 
Gardens, at the western side to the ground floor and pedestrian entry, and to the northeast 
down to the underground basement carparking. The site connects to Clement Street at the rear 
with an entry gate and ramp down to the basement carparking. A large reinforced concrete 
retaining wall forms the rear boundary to the property to the southeast. The wall contains paired 
zigzag forms with open vents to the parking level below. 

The building form is rectangular with a stepped façade on the east and west elevations, in plan 
forming two slipped rectangles. This provides an efficient way of distributing the eight 
apartments per floor around a central lift and stair core. Three apartments are aligned along 
each of the main elevations with a single apartment located on the lesser elevations, giving each 
a full width recessed balcony. The structure is minimal and pushed to the building edges, with 
blade walls to balconies and thin internal columns providing the structural frame with external 
face brick infill panels. 

Windows are aluminium, with large double sliding doors to balconies and double hung opening 
sash to kitchen and on the side elevations. The concrete frame is rendered and painted including 
a spandrel panel below the windows. Reinforced concrete retaining walls to the basement 

7 Clive Lucas, Stapleton & Partners, 2005, Woollahra Contemporary Buildings Heritage Study, pp 
19–20. 

8 Jackson, Davina, 2017, Douglas Snelling: Pan-Pacific Modern Design and Architecture, 
Routledge, New York, pp 42–43. 
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carpark are also rendered and painted. Typically the brickwork is finished with raked joints. 
Balconies are set between concrete blade walls providing shade and privacy, with open metal 
balustrades. The lift tower at roof level is constructed of face brick. 
Each flat was designed to have a floor area of 35 square metres, which was unusually large for 
‘bachelor flats’ of the period. The apartments are wide, with a full width balcony increasing a 
sense of spaciousness. Originally planned to have flexible internal room divisions, it is unclear 
how many of these layouts remain. Kitchens are aligned to the external windows with 
bathrooms located behind the kitchens and mechanically ventilated. 

Douglas Snelling was known for a high level of decorative finish in his designs and for his 
interest in interior and landscape design. This is evident in the lobby spaces, which included a 
lily pond and bridge element from the western entry. Remnants of these elements appear to 
remain but are not intact. The rear entry lobby, on the eastern side of the building, includes the 
original terrazzo paving, rockery garden and lighting elements, and glass entry doors (as 
photographed by Max Dupain in 1963). Internally, a glass wall to the northwest of the lobby, 
with dense planting behind, remains a feature. 

The internal circulation corridors retain original vinyl flooring and recessed low set lighting. 
Some apartments retain parquetry flooring and timber veneer built-in units. 

Landscaping 

A thin area of landscaping is located between the building and Roslyn Gardens providing mature 
trees that screen the building from the street. Mature trees are also located between the 
building and the property directly to the west along Roslyn Gardens. 

Modifications/integrity 

The interior of the main entry lobby has been refitted. Some folding doors in apartment 
interiors have been removed. The original lily pond and bridge feature have been removed or 
modified. Other elements of the original lobby design appear to remain. 

Council records since 2004 do not indicate any significant works to 74-76 Roslyn Gardens aside 
from a new recycling and waste storage structure added in 2007. 

Condition 

The windows appear to be in poor condition and may require replacement. 

The building exterior appears to be in good condition. 

Condition of apartment interiors is unknown. 
 

 
Comparative analysis 

Roslyn Gardens is significant as an example of the work of Douglas Snelling, a highly regarded 
modernist architect working in Sydney in the mid twentieth century. Snelling has 10 buildings 
listed on the Australian Institute of Architects Register of Significant Buildings and several of his 
designs have local heritage protection. Snelling’s work was widely published, and he was the 
subject of a monograph in 2017. Although prolific in designing houses, commercial interiors and 
other buildings, Snelling designed only two apartment buildings: Bibaringa and 74-76 Roslyn 
Gardens, both designed around 1961. 

Bibaringa was a large-scale and celebrated design published in the journals Building Ideas, 
Constructional Review and Architecture and Arts. Designed for the homeowner market with two 
or three bedroom apartments, Bibaringa was more highly finished than 74-76 Roslyn Gardens. 
However, both designs show similarities in materials: cream brick and a concrete structure of a 
thin grid of columns. In both projects Snelling used similar window dimensions, balcony 
arrangements and landscaped entrances, providing back and front access to ground floor 
lobbies, with floor to ceiling glazing and Japanese-style ponds (ponds now removed or 
modified). At Bibaringa visitors crossed a pond via slabs that appeared to hover over the 
water.9 Plans for 74-76 Roslyn Gardens also show an entry with a terrazzo bridge element 
beside a lily pond. 

 
9 Jackson, Davina, 2017, Douglas Snelling: Pan-Pacific Modern Design and Architecture, 

Routledge, New York, p 192. 
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Both projects can be seen to reflect Snelling’s particular application of modernism and his focus 
on internal planning and landscape design. Snelling came later to the Bibaringa development 
and appears to have adapted an existing design. Both projects are seen as good representative 
examples of his work but as 74-76 Roslyn Gardens is Snelling’s only complete apartment design 
it is considered rare, has particular significance as a rare example of Snelling’s economical 
design for ‘bachelor flats’. 
Previous studies of Douglas Snelling’s work have noted that many of his houses and interiors 
have been demolished or significantly modified. Bibaringa remains, with some modifications. As 
a largely intact example of Snelling’s work, 74-76 Roslyn Gardens is also seen as rare. 

When compared to other apartment designs in the area from the 1960s, 74-76 Roslyn Gardens 
demonstrates innovation in planning, with larger size studios, full width balconies, large areas of 
glazing and flexible internal room layouts, some including their original folding door elements. 

74-76 Roslyn Gardens is considered to have representative significance as one of a group of 
1960s apartment projects designed by architects in the local area, which are collectively highly 
significant. Other prominent architects working in this period in the area include Harry Seidler, 
Douglas Forsyth Evans, Hugo Stossel, Hans Peter Oser and Aaron Bolot. 74-76 Roslyn Gardens 
displays key characteristics of this significant group of apartment projects and is an important 
representative example of a modernist residential flat building in the local area. 

 

 

Figure 1 Home units, Bibaringa, at Double 
Bay, NSW. Architect: Douglas Snelling; 
builder: AF Little Pty Ltd; photographer of the 
architectural drawings: not known. (Source: 
Cross-Section, no. 113, March 1962) 

Figure 2 Assef House, Bellevue Hill, 1964, is 
typical of Snelling’s more Functionalist style 
of architecture. (Source: Max Dupain, in 
Jackson, 2017, Douglas Snelling: Pan-Pacific 
Modern Design and Architecture, Routledge, 
New York) 

 
 

 
Assessment of significance 

Criterion A (Historic 
significance) 

74-76 Roslyn Gardens is an example of a modern mid-rise 
residential flat building and reflects the changing development, 
built environment and demographic of the Potts Point and 
Elizabeth Bay areas through the mid-twentieth century along with 
others of its type in the area. However, independently, the 
building is not a key example of these changes. 

The property does not have cultural significance at a local or 
state level under this criterion. 

Criterion B (Historical 
association) 

74-76 Roslyn Gardens has a historical association with architect 
Douglas Snelling. 

It is a good and representative example of the work of Douglas 
Snelling, a significant modernist architect active in Sydney in the 

Comparative analysis 
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Assessment of significance  
years following World War II, who has made a notable 
contribution to the development of Sydney’s cultural 
environment, in particular modernist furniture, interiors and 
houses in the eastern suburbs. As one of only two apartment 
projects he designed and one of few Snelling projects to remain 
largely intact this association is considered important. 

The property has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

The property does not have cultural significance at a state level 
under this criterion. 

Criterion C 
(Aesthetic/creative/technical 
achievement) 

74-76 Roslyn Gardens shows innovations in planning and 
construction that make it a noteworthy example of a 1960s 
modernist apartment building. 

The building displays typical elements of the work of architect 
Douglas Snelling applied to a compact residential flat building. It 
shares aesthetic characteristics with some of Snelling’s notable 
projects, including Bibaringa, and displays unique aspects in its 
design and construction that demonstrate Snelling’s creative and 
technical innovation and achievement. 

In its construction, planning and detailing it demonstrates 
Snelling’s application of modernism, innovation in structural 
design, concern with interior planning and landscape design. The 
building is substantially intact externally, and its original 
modernist design qualities are able to be appreciated. The 
building also makes a positive contribution to the streetscape. 

74-76 Roslyn Gardens is a noteworthy example of the work of an 
important designer. 

The property has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

The property does not have cultural significance at a state level 
under this criterion. 

Criterion D (Social, cultural 
and spiritual significance) 

Rosyln Gardens is not known to have special associations with a 
particular group or to have contemporary esteem within the local 
community beyond housing amenity. 

Roslyn Gardens does not have cultural significance at a local or 
state level under this criterion. 

Criterion E (Research 
potential) 

Roslyn Gardens is not considered to have the potential to yield 
significant further or new information not available elsewhere. 

Roslyn Gardens does not have cultural significance at a local or 
state level under this criterion. 

Criterion F (Rare) 74-76 Roslyn Gardens is considered rare as one of only two 
apartment projects designed by notable and highly acclaimed 
architect Douglas Snelling. The other example, Bibaringa, was an 
existing design that Snelling adapted. As a result 74-76 Roslyn 
Gardens can be seen as Snelling’s only complete apartment 
project and is hence considered rare. 

The property has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

The property does not have cultural significance at a state level 
under this criterion. 

Criterion G (Representative) 74-76 Roslyn Gardens is considered to have representative 
significance as one of a group of 1960s apartment projects 
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Assessment of significance 
designed by architects in the local area, which are collectively 
highly significant. Other prominent architects working in this 
period in the area include Harry Seidler, Douglas Forsyth Evans, 
Hugo Stossel, Hans Peter Oser and Aaron Bolot. 74-76 Roslyn 
Gardens displays key characteristics of this significant group of 
apartment projects and is an important representative example 
of a modernist residential flat building in the local area. 

The property has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

The property does not have cultural significance at a state level 
under this criterion. 

 
Statement of significance 

74-76 Roslyn Gardens has historical significance for its associations with architect Douglas 
Snelling. Snelling was a significant modernist architect active in Sydney in the years following 
World War II, who has made a notable contribution to the development of Sydney’s cultural 
environment, in particular through modernist furniture design, interiors and houses in the 
eastern suburbs. As one of only two apartment projects designed by Snelling, this association is 
considered important. 

74-76 Roslyn Gardens has aesthetic significance as a well-designed and considered modernist 
residential apartment building. In its construction, planning and detailing it demonstrates 
Snelling’s application of modernism, innovation in structural design, concern with interior 
planning and landscape design. The building is substantially intact externally, and its original 
modernist design qualities are able to be appreciated. 

74-76 Roslyn Gardens is considered rare as one of few Snelling-designed buildings to remain 
intact and as one of only two apartment buildings that he designed. 

The property is also considered to have representative significance as one of a group of 1960s 
apartment projects designed by architects in the local area, which are collectively highly 
significant. Other prominent architects working in this period in the area include Harry Seidler, 
Douglas Forsyth Evans, Hugo Stossel, Hans Peter Oser and Aaron Bolot. Douglas Snelling’s 
contribution to this group of buildings is significant and adds to the collective importance of the 
group. 

 
Recommendations 

74-76 Roslyn Gardens meets the threshold for local listing for its historical association, 
aesthetic, rarity and representative values. 

It is recommended for heritage listing on the City of Sydney Local Environmental Plan. Individual 
apartment interiors should be excluded from the listing. 

Heritage approval pathway 

The best way to conserve the heritage significance of places is to carry out minor works and 
regular maintenance and repairs.  

Most minor works or maintenance works that do not affect the significance of a heritage item 
don’t require development approval. However, consent is generally required for other works to be 
carried out on heritage items or items within heritage conservation areas. The following provides 
guidance as to when development approval is required. 

Local heritage exemption 

When undertaking minor works you need to apply for a local heritage exemption and receive 
written confirmation from us (Council) before you start. 

This includes ‘like-for-like’ replacement or rectification works, and minor or maintenance works, 
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for example replacing failing gutters, replacement of downpipes to match original details or the 
upgrading of services. 

Requests for local heritage exemptions should be lodged online using our ePlanning service. Fees 
may apply. (https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/gain-exemption-
development-consent-heritage-works) 

Development approval 

Works of a more complex nature or that impact the fabric of the place, alter its external 
appearance or make changes to common areas require planning consent. In many cases these 
works will be approved after their potential heritage impacts have been assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact (https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-
preparing-statement-heritage-impact). 

This process requires submission of a development application through the NSW Planning Portal. 
When you are preparing an application, we (Council) can provide general advice about planning 
controls, application requirements and fees, and help identify potential issues including through 
our duty planner or pre-lodgement advice service 
(https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/get-advice-city-development-
application). 

Definitions 

The following terms reference the definitions set out by Australia ICOMOS in the Burra Charter, or 
terminology utilised by Heritage NSW. 

• Heritage significance: the historic, aesthetic, scientific or social value of a place, for 
past, present or future generations. 

• Fabric: all the physical material of a place, including its building materials, fixtures, 
finishes and other elements.  

• Conservation: all the processes of looking after a place so as to retain its heritage 
significance. This can include maintenance, preservation, restoration, reconstruction and 
adaptation.  

• Maintenance: the continuous protective care of a place and its fabric.  

• Preservation: maintaining the fabric of a place in its existing state and slowing down 
deterioration.  

• Restoration: returning existing fabric to a known earlier state, for example by removing 
later changes or reassembling existing parts.  

• Reconstruction: returning a place as nearly as possible to a known earlier state, usually 
by introducing materials.  

• Adaptation / adaptive reuse: changing a place to suit an existing or proposed use 
while respecting its heritage significance.  

• Compatible use: a use that respects the cultural significance of a place and has little or 
minimal impact on that significance.  

• Setting: the area around a place, which may contribute to how its heritage significance is 
understood and experienced.  

• Local heritage exemption: written confirmation from Council that minor works or 
maintenance can proceed without development consent because they will not adversely 
affect heritage significance. This requires a heritage exemption application to be lodged 
online using our ePlanning service and written confirmation from us (Council) before you 
start.  

• Statement of Heritage Impact: a report that explains how proposed works may affect 
the heritage significance of a place and how impacts can be avoided or reduced. This is 
consistent with NSW heritage guidance and common planning practice. 
(https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-preparing-statement-
heritage-impact) 

• Like-for-like: replacing or repairing an element using matching or very similar materials, 
design, dimensions, finish and appearance, so the heritage character is maintained. 

• Sympathetic: A sensitive approach wherein changes and alterations to the site do not 
impact the heritage significance. 
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Specific Guidelines 

This guidance is provided so that owners and Council officers have a shared understanding of 
what elements of Roslyn Gardens do and do not contribute to its significance and what can be 
altered without detailed investigation. 

These management recommendations outline general guiding principles for managing and 
maintaining significant elements of the place. They do not override strata by-laws; works must 
still be structurally adequate and installed in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications and 
comply with the Building Code of Australia (BCA) and other planning controls. Heritage 
exemptions are assessed on a case-by-case basis and written confirmation from Council should 
be obtained before proceeding. 

General management guidelines 

All work undertaken to Roslyn Gardens should aim to be sympathetic to the place’s identified 
heritage values and significance.  

In general, works should seek to reinstate missing or altered original elements where possible. 
For example, replacement of non-original windows should seek to reinstate windows with a 
design and materials sympathetic to the originals. 

Any proposal for non-minor work or work that will impact significant building features or fabric 
should be prepared in consultation with a heritage specialist and be assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact. Works that will result in an impact to the heritage significance of 
the place should be avoided. 

All conservation, adaptive reuse and future development should be undertaken in accordance 
with the Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance (The Burra Charter) and 
under the supervision or guidance of a heritage specialist. 

Where major changes are proposed to the item, a Heritage Asset Action Plan (HAAP) should be 
prepared for the place following the relevant Heritage NSW guidelines to guide future use, 
maintenance and development and ensure its heritage values are well understood by the building 
owners and managed appropriately.  

It is recommended that unit owners or strata managers consult with the City of Sydney through 
its Duty Planner service prior to a heritage exemption application or DA submission to determine 
whether works are exempt from development consent or to develop strategies and mitigation 
measures to assist in the application and approval process. 

Applications for any external or vertical additions to the item or ancillary development within the 
property boundary should be appropriately located, sympathetic to the identified heritage values 
and not have a major material or visual impact.  

Face brickwork is to remain unpainted and unrendered. 

The original terrazzo paving, rockery garden, glass entry door, glass wall to the lobby and lobby 
lighting elements should be retained and repaired.  

The original concrete wall with zigzag forms with open vents to the carpark at rear (eastern side) 
should be retained. 

Where removal of hazardous materials is required for health and safety purposes, they must be 
replaced with sympathetic, like-for-like alternatives. 

The installation of a whole of building, coordinated air conditioning systems is encouraged in 
preference to single occupancy split systems, or window or wall mounted units.  

General maintenance, repairs and service upgrades 

The following works can typically be undertaken with Council’s written confirmation after a local 
heritage exemption application provided they adopt a like-for-like approach to materials, 
colour schemes, dimensions and finishes, and do not impact the identified heritage values of 
Roslyn Gardens or alter its external appearance: 

 

• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to building façades such as repainting of 
rendered surfaces, repairs to concrete spalling and blond face brickwork infill walls, and 
brick re-pointing; 
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• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to the metal balustrades; 

• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to gutters, downpipes and other rainwater 
goods and flashings; 

• works and activities associated with the ongoing maintenance of existing external 
communal areas, limited to roadways, carparks, verges, garden beds, plantings, 
drainage, pedestrian pathways and steps; 

• works associated with the maintenance, repair, renewal and upgrade of services and 
utilities including communications, water, gas and electricity—these works must utilise 
existing conduits and fixings where possible; if new penetrations are required, they 
should be located in less visually prominent areas and non-significant fabric; 

• installation of new services where this will not have an impact on the visual appearance of 
the building or exceed the existing building parapet; and 

• works and activities associated with the maintenance, repair or upgrade of mechanical 
plant where this does not increase the existing scale or exceed the height of the existing 
plant. 

Apartment interiors 

Individual apartment interiors are not included in the heritage listing. Internal renovations, 
repairs and maintenance work to bathrooms, kitchens, living rooms and bedrooms would not 
require heritage approvals provided they are not visible from common areas and do not impact 
structural walls and do not alter the size or pattern of windows or enclose external openings. 
These activities/works must be carried out in accordance with the building’s strata by-laws and 
relevant planning controls.  

Common areas 

The following works can typically be undertaken with Council’s written confirmation after a local 
heritage exemption application is submitted provided they adopt a like-for-like approach to 
materials, colour schemes, dimensions, placement and finishes, and do not impact the identified 
heritage values of Roslyn Gardens or alter its external appearance:   

• installation of bike racks, safety mirrors and electric-vehicle charging facilities within the 
carparking area; 

• maintenance, repairs and upgrades to the roof including waterproofing, repair or 
replacement and the installation, upgrade or maintenance of utilities; and 

• works associated with the maintenance, repair, renewal and upgrade of services and 
utilities including communications, water, gas and electricity—these works must utilise 
existing conduits and fixings where possible; if new penetrations are required, they 
should be located in less visually prominent areas and non-significant fabric. 

The following minor works to common areas works are unlikely to require heritage approval:  

• the removal and replacement of non-original flooring;  

• installation of non-slip surface treatments;  

• repainting of common areas; 

• upgrades and replacement of lighting and smoke alarms; and 

• other minor repairs and maintenance.  

Lifts 

Maintenance, repair or upgrade activities to lifts which do not result in the vertical or horizontal 
expansion of the lift shaft and overrun can typically be undertaken without Council’s written 
confirmation provided they do not materially or visually impact on the identified heritage values 
of Roslyn Gardens or alter its external appearance. 

Major lift repairs or replacement may require a local heritage exemption application or 
development application, depending on the nature and extent of the works.  

Windows 

Replacement, refurbishment, repairs or modifications to aluminium window frames and glazing 
(such as the installation of double glazing, re-sealing, waterproofing, glazed panel replacement, 
removal of air conditioning units and hardware repair) can be carried out with Council’s written 
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confirmation after a local heritage exemption application is submitted, provided works: 

• adopt a like-for-like approach to replacing or reinstating natural anodised aluminium 
frames and clear glass windows; 

• maintain the fenestration pattern and external masonry reveal depth defined by the 
large, double sliding doors to balconies and double-hung openings; and 

• remove detracting elements such as air conditioning units (replacement with more 
sympathetic alternatives is encouraged). 
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Image caption Rental bachelor flats for Mutual Acceptance Co, 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Douglas B 
Snelling, December 1961. 

Image year 1961 Image by City of Sydney 
Archives 1962-
A-00124593 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Unknown 
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Image caption Rental bachelor flats for Mutual Acceptance Co, 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Douglas B 
Snelling, May 1962. 

Image year May 1962 Image by City of Sydney 
Archives 1962-
A-00124593 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Unknown 
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Image caption Rental bachelor flats for Mutual Acceptance Co, 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Douglas B 
Snelling, May 1962. 

Image year 1962 Image by City of Sydney 
Archives 1962-
A-00124593 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Unknown 
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Image caption Rental bachelor flats for Mutual Acceptance Co, 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Douglas B 
Snelling, May 1962. 

Image year 1962 Image by City of Sydney 
Archives 1962-
A-00124593 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Unknown 
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Image caption Detail, typical floor plan, rental bachelor flats for Mutual Acceptance Co, 74-76 
Roslyn Gardens, Douglas B Snelling, May 1962. 

Image year 1962 Image by City of Sydney 
Archives 1962-
A-00124593 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

Unknown 

 

311



Image caption ‘Interesting features in flats’, Sydney Morning Herald, 12 May 1964, p 23. 

Image year 1964 Image by SMH Archive Image 
copyright 
holder 

SMH 
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Image caption Landscaped entrance to the 74-76 Roslyn Gardens bachelor flats (rear entry). 
Reproduced from Davina Jackson, 2017, Douglas Snelling: Pan-Pacific Modern 
Design and Architecture, Routledge, New York. 

Image year 1963 Image by Max Dupain Image 
copyright 
holder 

Snelling Estate 
and SLNSW 
MLMSS 8801 

 

313



Image caption Interior of a unit at 74-76 Roslyn Gardens bachelor flats. Reproduced from Davina 
Jackson, 2017, Douglas Snelling: Pan-Pacific Modern Design and Architecture, 
Routledge, New York. 

Image year 1963 Image by Max Dupain Image 
copyright 
holder 

Snelling Estate 
and SLNSW 
MLMSS 8801 
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Image caption Display suite for a 74-76 Roslyn Gardens bachelor unit. Reproduced from Davina 
Jackson, 2017, Douglas Snelling: Pan-Pacific Modern Design and Architecture, 
Routledge, New York. 

Image year 1963 Image by Max Dupain Image 
copyright 
holder 

Snelling Estate 
and SLNSW 
MLMSS 8801 
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Image caption 74-76 Roslyn Gardens viewed from Roslyn Gardens, looking east. The building is set 
back from the street front as was required by Council at the time of construction to 
retain view corridors to the harbour. 

Image year 2024 Image by Google Maps Image 
copyright 
holder 

Google Maps 
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Image caption Rear elevation of 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, looking west from Clement Lane. The 
basement carparking level is visible. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption The main entry is constrained by a short steep ramp from Roslyn Gardens. The 
lobby is marked by a cantilevered awning. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Rear elevation looking west. The ground floor contains a mix of open carparking 
spaces and garage units with utility rooms. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Front elevation facing Roslyn Gardens. Due to the steep slope of the lot to the 
southeast the first floor apartments are close to the ground level on this elevation. 
The originally open undercroft has been enclosed with timber. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption The main entry lobby located on the southwestern elevation. The element to the left 
is shown on the drawings as a lily pond with a bridge (since removed). The original 
horizontal board-finished concrete finish to ceiling and walls remains. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption The lobby entry from the northeast appears to remain largely intact with terrazzo 
flooring, rock gardens, light brick with raked joints and glass entry doors. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption An apartment interior, looking northwest to Roslyn Gardens. A typical arrangement 
of double sliding doors to balcony and double sash windows to kitchen. Original 
parquetry flooring remains. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption A typical balcony. The metal balustrade appears to have been replaced, but its 
design is similar to that shown on the plans. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption The internal corridors feature recessed low set floor lights and appear to contain 
original vinyl floor tiles and timber veneer finished apartment doors. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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1 Paul Irish, Hidden in Plain View, 2017. 
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Attachment K 

Revised Inventory Sheet - 1-5 Clement 
Street, Rushcutters Bay 
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Item Name 1–5 Clement Street, 
excluding apartment 
interiors 

  

Address 1–5 Clement Street, 
Rushcutters Bay 

Lot number Lot A DP 71162, Lot B DP 
71162, Lot C DP 71162, 
Lots 1–25 SP 10641 

Architect Ancher Mortlock Murray 
& Woolley 

Construction 
date 

1975 

Builder Penrith Estate Pty Ltd   

Listings Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012: Within the Elizabeth and 
Rushcutters Bays Heritage Conservation Area (HCA) (C20), identified as 
detracting on the Sydney Development Control Plan 2012 building 
contributions map. 

 
 

Historical overview 

The Cadigal people of the Eora nation have lived in the Sydney area for thousands of years and 
have shaped its landscape and nurtured its plants and animals. The Cadigal people called 
Rushcutters Bay ‘Kogerah’. It was a place where Aboriginal people and Europeans gathered 
rushes, used respectively for crafting light-weight fishing spears and for thatching settler huts. 
According to Dr Paul Irish, settlers were cutting rushes in this bay within weeks of the arrival of 
Europeans in Australia in 1788.1 Irish further records several different Aboriginal settlements, at 
different times, occupying land on either side of the Rushcutters Creek (through the present 
Rushcutters Bay Park) and on higher grounds on either side of the bay. 

The subject site is located on part of Obed West’s Barcom Glen Estate where he erected a 
watermill in the then-named Lacrozia Valley. Obed died in 1891 at Barcom Glen, Paddington, 
survived by a large family. Clement Street was formed between 1901 and 1907 and three brick 
detached houses were built on the site in this period. The houses on the site were demolished by 
mid-1973. 

In 1971 Arthur Brooks Gange of SB Gange & Son Pty lodged a development application (DA) to 
Council to erect a building containing 36 two-bedroom flats on nine floors with parking on the 
lower ground floor, estimated to cost $400,000. The architect for this development proposal was 
Graeme Bastock of Pymble. For unknown reasons this application did not proceed as in 1973 SB 
Gange & Son Pty Ltd notified Council that it had sold the properties at 1–5 Clement Street to 
Penrith Estate Pty Ltd. 

In October 1973 Ancher Mortlock Murray & Woolley Pty Ltd (AMMW) submitted a DA for 
permission to erect a multistorey residential flat building (eight floors comprising 25 flats) at 1–
5 Clement Street for the new owners (DA 595/73). The estimated cost of the proposed building 
was $560,000. 

A petition was lodged in reference to the proposed development. The main objections concerned 
residential amenity, substantial change to the character of the street, impact on park views and 
the supply of air and sunshine, impediments to vehicular and pedestrian access, and it being an 
inappropriate form of development for a cul-de-sac. It was also highlighted that the site was 
located in the new Foreshore Protection Area. The State Planning Authority also criticised the 
design, seeking more details of proposed landscaping and other amendments to the design in 
terms of taking general landform into consideration and reducing the height of boundary walls. 

The architects responded to these criticisms with a revised design, with the response signed by 
AMMW partner Stuart Murray. In December 1973 the Council approved the DA subject to several 
conditions, including landscaping controls and provision for the widening of Clement Lane. The 
detailed landscape plan was submitted to Council in April 1974 and included specifications for 
the transplanting of three palm trees to the boundary of the site. At the same time the 
architects lodged the building application (BA) for the apartment building consisting of reinforced 
concrete with precast concrete infill panels, estimated to cost $400,000. The BA was approved in 
July 1974. 
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Each apartment (aside from the penthouse) was identical at approximately 100sqm with two 
bedrooms and the building was well fitted with two lifts, representing a shift in the area away 
from short stay accommodation and compact studio apartments. 
The building was completed by May 1976 and sold as strata titled units. At this time 1–5 
Clement Street was advertised to ‘discerning purchasers [who] will respect and prize these 
impeccably built, intriguingly designed, infinitely beautiful, brand new 2-bedroom strata units’. 
Another advertisement described the property as ‘extraordinary units [with] devastating 
combination of latest design and construction techniques’.1 

Ancher Mortlock Murray & Woolley 

“The firm of Anchor Mortlock Murray and Woolley (as it was named from 1964 to 1976) is widely 
recognised as one of the leading practices in Sydney. For instance in the R.A.I.A booklet 
(Apperley & Lind) 444 Sydney Buildings it claims the largest number of entries, and there are 
several more entries for individual partners.”2 

The firm began in 1952 when Sydney Ancher (1904–1979) invited Bryce Mortlock (1921–2004) 
and Stuart Murray (1926–2015) to join him as Ancher Mortlock & Murray. The firm grew 
throughout the 1950s and early 1960s, receiving commissions from domestic designs to large 
commercial, civic and educational building designs such as five engineering buildings at the 
University of Sydney. In 1964 Ken Woolley joined the firm, becoming a director in 1969, 
changing the firm’s name to Ancher Mortlock Murray & Woolley (AMMW). The firm continued to 
be commissioned for significant buildings including the Student Union for Newcastle University 
(Murray 1968), townhouses in Wollstonecraft, Mosman and Darling Point (Woolley 1968), and 
Town Hall House, Sydney (Woolley 1970). 

The firm’s projects and awards were numerous, including the Australian Institute of Architect’s 
Sulman and Wilkinson Awards (Woolley alone received 36 AIA awards during his career). The 
firm continued to undertake prestigious projects throughout the 1980s and 1990s with Woolley 
stepping away in 2005. The firm merged with Conrad Gargett Riddel in 2013. 

The plans of 1–5 Clement Street are not signed but AMMW partner Stuart Murray is the 
signatory on a number of letters regarding the project that are located in the council files. 
Murray spent his early years at the firm realising Ancher’s designs, including for 150 houses off 
Northbourne Avenue in Canberra. One of his major designs was the Great Hall, University of 
Newcastle (1970) and the Aeronatuics & Mechanical Engineering Buildings at Sydney University. 
Like Ancher, Murray was influenced by International style modernism and time working in 
London and travel through Europe, rather than the Sydney School of architecture practiced by 
Woolley and Mortlock. Murray left the practice in 1976. 

 

 
Description 

GML undertook a limited external-only site visit from the public domain on 4 September 2024. 
The physical assessment is based on this site inspection and all available documentation of the 
site. 

Setting and context 

1–5 Clement Street is located on the northern side of Clement Street, a short dead-end street 
off Waratah Street. The street is steep, sloping downwards to the east along Clement Street. 
The adjacent Clement Lane, a private road, runs along the east of the site. 

The apartment building is located within the Elizabeth and Rushcutters Bays HCA. The HCA 
within the immediate vicinity of the site is characterised by mixed development. A number of 
Victorian dwellings and interwar flat buildings are located directly across Clement Street, while 
multistorey postwar and contemporary apartments of comparable form and scale to 1–5 
Clement Street are located to the north, east and west. 

 
1 ‘Discerning purchasers’, Sydney Morning Herald, 19 June 1976, Sydney Morning Herald Archive 

1955-1995, State Library of NSW. 
2 Saunders & Burke, Ancher Mortlock Murray Woolley; Sydney Architects 1946-1976, 1976, P.4 
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Views to and from the flat building from the street are generally obscured by mature plantings 
with only partial oblique views available. The building is in proximity to Waratah Street Reserve, 
Reg Bartley Oval and Rushcutters Bay Park; however, there are very limited views to and from 
these areas due to the density of trees and other multistorey apartment buildings. 
Physical description 

1–5 Clement Street is a nine-storey late-modern style building comprising an open undercroft 
ground floor, six floors of units, a penthouse, rooftop plant room and underground carpark 

accessed via a rear ramp. A U-shaped concrete driveway in front of the building provides vehicle 
and pedestrian access. Clement Lane, to the east, forms a ramp to the underground carparking. 

The building has a symmetrical rectangular form, constructed of reinforced concrete columns, 
edge beams and floor slabs expressed externally. Walls and spandrels are symmetrical precast 
concrete panels with a textured finish. The building is set above ground level on thin pilotis set 
back from the exterior of the building, accentuating the impression that the structure is floating. 
The entry is via steps and a pedestrian bridge. Unlike many other buildings of this period the 
undercroft is fully landscaped with low growing greenery. 

The entry walling, lobby, central lift and stair core is of board-formed concrete. The lift and stair 
core, containing two lifts, is of slipform reinforced concrete and rises two–three storeys above 
the roof. A large circular cut-out is a feature of the lift overrun at the roof and is repeated in a 
circular window in the eastern wall of the lift lobby. The rear of the site steps down and contains 
a pool area and lawn surrounded by mature plantings. 

The front and rear (south and north) elevations are identical. They are defined by two vertical 
rows of narrow deep, cantilevered concrete balconies of a concrete slab floor and concrete side 
balustrades. The front balustrade is frameless glass with a metal balustrade. All elevations have 
narrow bronze-coloured aluminium window bands with concrete spandrel panels. The corners 
feature wrap around window elements. The side (east and west) elevations are symmetrical and 
feature four columns of windows (two along the edges and two in the centre). 

Units are arranged around a central lift, stairs and services core eliminating the need for exterior 
access galleries or corridors. There are four identical units on each of the six floors arranged 
axially with division walls in a cross pattern. 

Internally, each unit contains two bedrooms and a living/dining room, kitchen, bathroom, and 
separate toilet. The living/dining room and bathroom are divided by curved partition walls. 
Internal partition walls are plasterboard clad steel stud walls. Windows and sliding doors to the 
balconies are aluminium framed. 

The underground carpark occupies the entire lot area and has space for 42 cars. It is 
constructed of concrete walls cast in situ with sawn board finish. 

Landscaping 

The whole of site at ground level is landscaped and features mature trees at the front. The rear 
of the site contains a recreation space, swimming pool, paving and grassed area with mature 
trees. 

Modifications/integrity 

Council records do not indicate any majors works to 1–5 Clement St except for the interior 
renovation of a flat in 1993. 

Condition 

Externally, 1–5 Clement Street appears to be in good condition with a high level of integrity. The 
lobby area appears to be intact. Interiors were not inspected and their condition is unknown. 

 

 
Comparative analysis 

1–5 Clement Street adopts a conventional approach to its site, with a tower form of four 
apartments per floor, set to the height limits at the time of construction. Notably its 
underground carparking and generous setback from the street front has allowed for a 
landscaped setting that is rare in apartment buildings of this period in the local area. For 
example, all comparable Harry Seidler & Associates projects in the vicinity, with an absence of 
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underground carparking, have dedicated their setting to carparking at the expense of 
landscaping. 
When compared with other highly regarded housing projects by AMMW—for example The 
Penthouses (1967) in Darling Point Road, Darling Point, with a design attributed to Ken Woolley; 
Townhouses (1968–1971) at 20 Almora Stret, Mosman, attributed to Bryce Mortlock, and 
Deepdene (1970), Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay, attributed to Stuart Murray—1–5 Clement 
Street shows less innovation. 

The Penthouses ranges from two-storey terrace forms at the northern end (61 New Beach Road) 
to larger five-storey apartment buildings with the complex stepped down the slope between 
Yarranabbe Road and New Beach Road. The complex is also finished in glazed terracotta tiles 
and with timber detailing, evoking a housing typology. The Mosman Townhouses also 

demonstrate exploration of lower-scale housing typologies and provide varied units within the 
one complex. 

1–5 Clement Street seems to have been designed or directed by Stuart Murray and hence may 
be compared with the 1970 Deepdene Apartments, Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay, a notable 
and highly regarded apartment building of the period, included in the Australian Institute of 
Architects (NSW Chapter) Register of Significant Buildings. However, Deepdene, a vertical 
townhouse with highly sculptural form, shares few characteristics with 1–5 Clement Street. 

During the 1970s AMMW was mostly awarded for their Pettit & Sevitt Houses in the low and 
medium cost categories and large-scale projects completed at the University of Newcastle and 
the University of Sydney. Town Hall House, 1970–1977, designed for the historic precinct of the 
Sydney Town Hall and the Cathedral of St Andrew was another high-profile project of the period. 
Overall during this period the firm was not known for residential flat buildings, making 1–5 
Clement Street a rare example of their work. 

Among Murray’s celebrated projects from his time at AMMW are Northbourne Avenue housing, 
Canberra, Great Hall, University of Newcastle (1970) and the Aeronatuics & Mechanical 
Engineering Buildings at Sydney University. No other similar apartment project by Murray has 
been identified. 

1–5 Clement Street shows innovation in its construction and planning, utilising a simplified 
concrete frame and precast panels and balcony elements. Its planning also shows innovation 
with corner apartments, sensitively handled fenestration, curved bathroom forms and generous 
projecting balcony elements. The communal entry sequence is well resolved and remains intact. 
Overall, the building demonstrates a high degree of creative and technical achievement as an 
example of a residential flat building from the 1970s. 

While 1–5 Clement Street was not published in the architectural press and is not included in 
Ancher Mortlock Murray Woolley: Sydney Architects 1946–1976 by David Saunders and 
Catherine Burke, Power Institute of Fine Arts, University of Sydney (1976), it is considered a 
good representative example of the firm’s work, and particularly of Murray’s work, which is rare. 

 

 
Assessment of significance 

Criterion A (Historic 
significance) 

1–5 Clement Street is an example of a modern mid-rise 
residential flat building and reflects the changing development, 
built environment and demographic of the Rushcutters Bay, Potts 
Point and Elizabeth Bay areas through the mid-twentieth century 
along with others of its type in the area. However, independently, 
the building is not a key example of these changes. 

The property does not have cultural significance at a local or 
state level under this criterion. 

Criterion B (Historical 
association) 

1–5 Clement Street is associated with architecture firm AMMW, 
known for their work on numerous significant buildings 
throughout NSW including University of Sydney engineering 
buildings, townhouses in Wollstonecraft, Mosman and Darling 
Point, and Town Hall House. 

Comparative analysis 
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Assessment of significance  
The project architect of 1–5 Clement Street is unknown, but it is 
thought to be Stuart Murray. The project was not published or 
otherwise promoted by the firm and hence is not considered to 
have a particularly strong or enduring association with the firm or 
Murray. 

The property does not have cultural significance at a local or 
state level under this criterion. 

Criterion C 
(Aesthetic/creative/technical 
achievement) 

1–5 Clement Street is considered a good representative example 
of a late-modern residential apartment building demonstrating 
creative and technical achievement. 

The concrete frame and central lift and stair core of the building 
reduces the number of load-bearing internal walls and the need 
for corridors, maximising unit space. Use of concrete frame and 
precast building elements are simply treated. Apartments are well 
planned with distinctive curved bathroom walls. The entry 
sequence and lobby of board-formed concrete and circular 
window element are well resolved and remain intact. 

The underground carpark makes full use of the lot area and frees 
up the ground floor for landscaping, which makes a positive 
contribution to streetscape. 

The property has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

The property does not have cultural significance at a state level 
under this criterion. 

Criterion D (Social, cultural 
and spiritual significance) 

1–5 Clement Street is not known to have special associations 
with a particular group or to have contemporary esteem within 
the local community beyond housing amenity. 

The property does not have cultural significance at local or state 
level under this criterion. 

Criterion E (Research 
potential) 

1–5 Clement Street is not considered to have the potential to 
yield significant further or new information related to the work of 
AMMW not available elsewhere. 

The property does not have cultural significance at a local or 
state level under this criterion. 

Criterion F (Rare) 1–5 Clement Street is not considered a rare example of a mid-
twentieth century modernist apartment in Sydney or a rare 
example of the work of AMMW who were prolific in this period. 

The property does not have cultural significance at a local or 
state level under this criterion. 

Criterion G (Representative) 1–5 Clement Street has representative significance as a late 
modernist residential apartment building in the Rushcutters Bay, 
Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area. It displays the principal 
characteristics of this class of cultural places, including use of 
expressed concrete construction, efficient structural systems, 
regular façade arrangements, repeated building elements and 
planning that provides high amenity units. In this way 1–5 
Clement Street is able to demonstrate the evolution of residential 
apartment buildings in the area, which are an important feature 
of the local built environment. 1–5 Clement Street is able to 
demonstrate a way of life that has been important in the social 
and historical development of the Rushcutters Bay, Elizabeth Bay 
and Potts Point area. 
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Assessment of significance 
1–5 Clement Street can be seen as a good representative 
example of the work of AMMW in this period when they were 
prolific and highly regarded. 

The property has cultural significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

The property does not have cultural significance at a state level 
under this criterion. 

 
Statement of significance 

1–5 Clement Street is a good representative example of the 1970s work of AMMW, a time when 
the firm was prolific and highly regarded. Thought to have been designed by Stuart Murray, it is 
a good representative example of the work of a notable designer from this period. 

1–5 Clement Street has aesthetic significance for its technical and creative innovations in design 
and planning including use of expressed concrete construction, efficient structural systems, 
regular façade arrangements, repeated building elements and efficient planning to maximise 
amenity to individual units. It is a highly resolved design with entry sequence and entry lobby 

that are intact and able to be appreciated. It is particularly well resolved at ground level with 
generous landscaped areas that make a positive contribution to the streetscape. 

1–5 Clement Street is considered to have representative significance as a late modernist 
residential apartment building in the Rushcutters Bay, Elizabeth Bay and Potts Point area. It 
displays the principal characteristics of this class of cultural places and is able to demonstrate 
the evolution of residential apartment buildings in the area, which are an important feature of 
the local built environment. 

 
Recommendations 

1–5 Clement Street meets the threshold for local heritage significance under aesthetic and 
representative criteria. 

It is recommended for heritage listing on the Sydney Local Environmental Plan. 

Heritage approval pathway 

The best way to conserve the heritage significance of places is to carry out minor works and 
regular maintenance and repairs.  

Most minor works or maintenance works that do not affect the significance of a heritage item 
don’t require development approval. However, consent is generally required for other works to be 
carried out on heritage items or items within heritage conservation areas. The following provides 
guidance as to when development approval is required. 

Local heritage exemption 

When undertaking minor works you need to apply for a local heritage exemption and receive 
written confirmation from us (Council) before you start. 

This includes ‘like-for-like’ replacement or rectification works, and minor or maintenance works, 
for example replacing failing gutters, replacement of downpipes to match original details or the 
upgrading of services. 

Requests for local heritage exemptions should be lodged online using our ePlanning service. Fees 
may apply. (https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/gain-exemption-
development-consent-heritage-works) 

Development approval 

Works of a more complex nature or that impact the fabric of the place, alter its external 
appearance or make changes to common areas require planning consent. In many cases these 
works will be approved after their potential heritage impacts have been assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact (https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-
preparing-statement-heritage-impact). 
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This process requires submission of a development application through the NSW Planning Portal. 
When you are preparing an application, we (Council) can provide general advice about planning 
controls, application requirements and fees, and help identify potential issues including through 
our duty planner or pre-lodgement advice service 
(https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-applications/get-advice-city-development-
application). 

Definitions 

The following terms reference the definitions set out by Australia ICOMOS in the Burra Charter, or 
terminology utilised by Heritage NSW. 

• Heritage significance: the historic, aesthetic, scientific or social value of a place, for 
past, present or future generations. 

• Fabric: all the physical material of a place, including its building materials, fixtures, 
finishes and other elements.  

• Conservation: all the processes of looking after a place so as to retain its heritage 
significance. This can include maintenance, preservation, restoration, reconstruction and 
adaptation.  

• Maintenance: the continuous protective care of a place and its fabric.  

• Preservation: maintaining the fabric of a place in its existing state and slowing down 
deterioration.  

• Restoration: returning existing fabric to a known earlier state, for example by removing 
later changes or reassembling existing parts.  

• Reconstruction: returning a place as nearly as possible to a known earlier state, usually 
by introducing materials.  

• Adaptation / adaptive reuse: changing a place to suit an existing or proposed use 
while respecting its heritage significance.  

• Compatible use: a use that respects the cultural significance of a place and has little or 
minimal impact on that significance.  

• Setting: the area around a place, which may contribute to how its heritage significance is 
understood and experienced.  

• Local heritage exemption: written confirmation from Council that minor works or 
maintenance can proceed without development consent because they will not adversely 
affect heritage significance. This requires a heritage exemption application to be lodged 
online using our ePlanning service and written confirmation from us (Council) before you 
start.  

• Statement of Heritage Impact: a report that explains how proposed works may affect 
the heritage significance of a place and how impacts can be avoided or reduced. This is 
consistent with NSW heritage guidance and common planning practice. 
(https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/publications/guidelines-preparing-statement-
heritage-impact) 

• Like-for-like: replacing or repairing an element using matching or very similar materials, 
design, dimensions, finish and appearance, so the heritage character is maintained. 

• Sympathetic: A sensitive approach wherein changes and alterations to the site do not 
impact the heritage significance. 

 
Specific Guidelines 

This guidance is provided so that owners and Council officers have a shared understanding of 
what elements of 1–5 Clement Street do and do not contribute to its significance and what can be 
altered without detailed investigation. 

These management recommendations outline general guiding principles for managing and 
maintaining significant elements of the place. They do not override strata by-laws and works 
must still be structurally adequate and installed in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications 
and comply with the Building Code of Australia (BCA) and other planning controls. Heritage 
exemptions are assessed on a case-by-case basis and written confirmation from Council should 
be obtained before proceeding. 

General management guidelines 
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All work undertaken to 1–5 Clement Street should aim to be sympathetic to the place’s identified 
heritage values and significance.  

In general, works should seek to reinstate missing or altered original elements where possible. 
For example, replacement of non-original windows should seek to reinstate windows with a 
design and materials sympathetic to the originals. 

Any proposal for non-minor work or work that will impact significant building features or fabric 
should be prepared in consultation with a heritage specialist and be assessed through a 
Statement of Heritage Impact. Works that will result in an impact to the heritage significance of 
the place should be avoided. 

All conservation, adaptive reuse and future development should be undertaken in accordance 
with the Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance (The Burra Charter) and 
under the supervision or guidance of a heritage specialist. 

Where major changes are proposed to the item, a Heritage Asset Action Plan (HAAP) should be 
prepared for the place following the relevant Heritage NSW guidelines to guide future use, 
maintenance and development and ensure its heritage values are well understood by the building 
owners and managed appropriately.  

It is recommended that unit owners or strata managers consult with the City of Sydney through 
its Duty Planner service prior to a heritage exemption application or DA submission to determine 
whether works are exempt from development consent or to develop strategies and mitigation 
measures to assist in the application and approval process. 

Applications for any external or vertical additions to the item or ancillary development within the 
property boundary should be appropriately located, sympathetic to the identified heritage values 
and not have a major material or visual impact. 

Textured concrete is to remain unpainted and unrendered.  

Original features such as circular window and wall and floor finishes to the foyer should be 
retained where practical. 

Where removal of hazardous materials is required for health and safety purposes, they must be 
replaced with sympathetic, like-for-like alternatives. 

The landscape elements at the ground level such as the mature trees, plantings, swimming pool, 
paving and grassed area should be retained.  

The installation of a whole of building, coordinated air conditioning systems is encouraged in 
preference to single occupancy split systems, or window or wall mounted units.  

General maintenance, repairs and service upgrades 

The following works can typically be undertaken with Council’s written confirmation after a local 
heritage exemption application provided they adopt a like-for-like approach to materials, colour 
schemes, dimensions and finishes, and do not impact the identified heritage values of 1–5 
Clement Street or alter its external appearance: 

 

• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to building façades such as repainting of 
rendered surfaces, repairs to concrete spalling; 

• maintenance, repairs and conservation works to gutters, downpipes and other rainwater 
goods and flashings; 

• works and activities associated with the ongoing maintenance of existing external 
communal areas limited to roadways, carparks, verges, drainage, pedestrian pathways 
and steps; 

• works associated with the ongoing maintenance of the ground level landscape elements 
such as the swimming pool, mature trees, recreational space, paving, plantings and 
grassed area; 

• works associated with the maintenance, repair, renewal and upgrade of services and 
utilities including communications, water, gas and electricity—these works must utilise 
existing conduits and fixings where possible; if new penetrations are required, they 
should be located in less visually prominent areas and non-significant fabric; 

• installation of new services where this will not have an impact on the visual appearance of 
the building or exceed the existing building parapet; and  
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• works and activities associated with the maintenance, repair, or upgrade of mechanical 
plant where this does not increase the existing scale or exceed the height of the existing 
plant. 

Apartment interiors 

Individual apartment interiors are not included in the heritage listing. Internal renovations, 
repairs and maintenance work to bathrooms, kitchens, living rooms and bedrooms would not 
require heritage approvals provided they are not visible from common areas and do not impact 
structural walls and do not alter the size or pattern of windows or enclose external openings. 
These activities/works must be carried out in accordance with the building’s strata by-laws and 
relevant planning controls.  

Common areas 

The following works can typically be undertaken with Council’s written confirmation after a local 
heritage exemption application is submitted provided they adopt a like-for-like approach to 
materials, colour schemes, dimensions, placement and finishes, and do not impact the identified 
heritage values of 1–5 Clement Street or alter its external appearance:  

 

• removal, repair and replacement of non-original building elements such as the pool; 

• installation of bike racks, safety mirrors and electric-vehicle charging facilities within the 
carparking area; 

• works associated with the maintenance, repair, renewal and upgrade of services and 
utilities including communications, water, gas and electricity—these works must utilise 
existing conduits and fixings where possible; if new penetrations are required, they 
should be located in less visually prominent areas and non-significant fabric; and 

• maintenance, repairs and upgrades to the roof including waterproofing, repair or 
replacement and the installation, upgrade or maintenance of utilities. 

The following minor works to common areas works are unlikely to require heritage approval:  
 

• the removal and replacement of non-original flooring;  

• installation of non-slip surface treatments;  

• repainting of common areas; 

• upgrades and replacement of lighting and smoke alarms; and 

• other minor repairs and maintenance.  

Lifts 

Maintenance, repair or upgrade activities to lifts which do not result in the vertical or horizontal 
expansion of the lift shaft and overrun can typically be undertaken without Council’s written 
confirmation provided they do not materially or visually impact on the identified heritage values 
of 1–5 Clement Street or alter its external appearance. 

Major lift repairs or replacement may require a local heritage exemption application or 
development application, depending on the nature and extent of the works.  

Windows 

Replacement, refurbishment, repairs or modifications to anodised aluminium window frames and 
glazing (such as the installation of double glazing, re-sealing, waterproofing, glazed panel 
replacement, removal of air conditioning units and hardware repair) can be carried out with 
Council’s written confirmation after a local heritage exemption application is submitted provided 
works:  

• adopt a like-for-like approach replacing or reinstating bronze anodised aluminium frames 
and clear glass windows; 

• maintain the original fenestration pattern and external reveal depth defined by window 
bands and sliding doors; and 

• remove detracting elements such as air conditioning units (replacement with more 
sympathetic alternatives is encouraged). 
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Information sources 

Type Author Title Year Repository 

Site inspection (external) GML  2024 GML 

Advertisement Sydney Morning 
Herald 

Discerning 
Purchasers 

19 
June 
1976 

Sydney 
Morning Herald 
Archive 1955– 
1995, State 
Library of NSW 

Written City of Sydney 
Administration 
Department 

1/5 Clement St, 
Colwell, Larcombe & 
Rein Surveyors – 
proposed subdivision 

1975 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Information sources 
  under the Strata 

Titles Act, 1973 
  

Architectural plans Ancher Mortlock 
Murray & Woolley 

Home Units at 1–5 
Clement St 
Rushcutters Bay for 
Penrith Estate Pty 
Ltd 

1973 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Written City of Sydney 
Administration 
Department 

1/5 Clement St 
Penrith Estate Pty 
Ltd DA 

1973 City of Sydney 
Archives 

Written City Planning and 
Building 
Department 

Building Application 
File No. 457 year 
1974 

1974– 
1975 

City of Sydney 
Archives 

Publication David Saunders 
Catherine Burke 

Ancher Mortlock 
Murray Woolley; 
Sydney Architects 
1946-1976 

1976  
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Image caption Proposed Development Plan—1, 3, 5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay, September 
1973, ground floor. 

Image year 1973 Image by Ancher 
Mortlock 
Murray & 
Woolley 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright 
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Image caption Plan—proposed typical floor, Levels 3–8, 1, 3, 5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay, 
September 1973 

Note: The proposed floor plan is different to the existing plan, which includes 
balconies to the southern elevation. 

Image year 1973 Image by Ancher 
Mortlock 
Murray & 
Woolley 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright 
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Image caption Plan—proposed penthouse floor, 1, 3, 5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay, 
September 1973. 

Note: The proposed floor plan shows the balconies on the lower floor. The existing 
building has identical cantilevered balconies on the northern and southern facades. 

Image year 1973 Image by Ancher 
Mortlock 
Murray & 
Woolley 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright 
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Image caption Proposed building—section—1, 3, 5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay, August 1973. 

Image year 1973 Image by Ancher 
Mortlock 
Murray and 
Woolley 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright 
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Image caption Proposed building—south elevation—1, 3, 5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay, 
August 1973 (not as built). 

Image year 1973 Image by Ancher 
Mortlock 
Murray & 
Woolley 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright 
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Image caption Proposed building—east elevation—1, 3, 5 Clement Street, Rushcutters Bay, August 
1973. 

Image year 1973 Image by Ancher 
Mortlock 
Murray & 
Woolley 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright 
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Image caption Perspective sketch of 1–5 Clement Street, front (south) elevation. 

Note: the proposed façade is different to the existing building façade, which is 
identical to the rear (north) elevation. 

Image year c1973 Image by Ancher 
Mortlock 
Murray & 
Woolley 

Image 
copyright 
holder 

In copyright 
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Image caption View of 1–5 Clement Street from driveway entry showing south (front) elevation. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Rear view of 1–5 Clement Street showing pool, deep projecting balcony units and 
wrap around window elements to corners. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption View of 1–5 Clement Street ground floor open undercroft area and buildings to the 
west. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption View of 1–5 Clement Street from the buildings to the west, showing painted 
concrete structure with textured precast concrete panels making up the walling and 
spandrels. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption Pedestrian entry to 1–5 Clement Street showing board-formed concrete finish and 
entry bridge to glazed lobby. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption 1–5 Clement Street entry lobby with what appears to be original mailboxes. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 
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Image caption 1–5 Clement Street lift lobby with large circular window element to the east. 

Image year 2024 Image by GML Image 
copyright 
holder 

GML 

 

 
1 Paul Irish, Hidden in Plain View, 2017. 
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Attachment L 

Gateway determination, dated 30 
September 2025 
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 Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure  

 

PP-2025-109 (IRF25/1357) 

Gateway Determination 

Planning proposal (Department Ref: PP-2025-109): to amend the Sydney Local 
Environmental Plan 2012 to include nine additional sites as local heritage items. 

I, the Director, Local Planning (North, East and Central Coast) at the Department of 
Planning, Housing and Infrastructure, as delegate of the Minister for Planning and Public 
Spaces, have determined under section 3.34(2) of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979 (the Act) that an amendment to the Sydney Local Environmental Plan 
2012 to add 9 sites to Part 1 Schedule 5 should proceed subject to the following  

The Council as planning proposal authority is authorised to exercise the functions of the local 
plan-making authority under section 3.36(2) of the Act subject to the following: 

(a) the planning proposal authority has satisfied all the conditions of the gateway 
determination; 

(b) the planning proposal is consistent with applicable directions of the Minister 
under section 9.1 of the Act or the Secretary has agreed that any inconsistencies 
are justified; and  

(c) there are no outstanding written objections from public authorities. 

The LEP should be completed on or before 26 June 2026. 

Gateway Conditions 

1. Prior to exhibition the planning proposal is to be updated to:  

(a) Include an assessment against Ministerial Direction 3.9 Sydney Harbour 
Foreshores and Waterways Area;  
 

(b) Update the Lot and DP descriptions for the sites as required; and  
 

(c) Reflect the state listing of Ithaca Gardens. 

2. Public exhibition is required under section 3.34(2)(c) and clause 4 of Schedule 1 to the 
Act as follows: 

(a) the planning proposal is categorised as basic as described in the Local 
Environmental Plan Making Guideline (Department of Planning and Environment, 
August 2023) and must be made publicly available for a minimum of 20 working 
days;  

(b) the planning proposal authority must comply with the notice requirements for public 
exhibition of planning proposals and the specifications for material that must be 
made publicly available along with planning proposals as identified in Local 
Environmental Plan Making Guideline (Department of Planning and Environment, 
August 2023); and  

(c) the planning proposal authority must notify each of the landowners in writing when 
the planning proposal is on public exhibition. 
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PP-2025-109 (IRF25/1357) 

3. No consultation is required with public authorities or government agencies under 
section 3.34(2)(d) of the Act 

4. A public hearing is not required to be held into the matter by any person or body under 
section 3.34(2)(e) of the Act. This does not discharge Council from any obligation it 
may otherwise have to conduct a public hearing (for example, in response to a 
submission or if reclassifying land). 

 

Dated 30 September 2025  

 

  

 
 
Jazmin van Veen  
Director, Local Planning (North, East and 
Central Coast) 
Planning, Land Use Strategy, Housing 
and Infrastructure Department of 
Planning, Housing and Infrastructure  
 
Delegate of the Minister for Planning and 
Public Spaces 

 

354



Attachment M 

Council and Central Sydney Planning 
Committee resolutions 
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12 December 2024 

Item 8 

Public Exhibition - Planning Proposal - Modern Residential Flat Buildings, 
Powerhouse Museum and Oxford Street LGBTIQA+ Heritage Items - Sydney 
Local Environmental Plan 2012 Amendments 

Moved by the Chair (the Lord Mayor), seconded by Councillor Miller - 

It is resolved that: 

(A) the Central Sydney Planning Committee approve the Planning Proposal - Modern 
Residential Flat Buildings Heritage Items, shown at Attachment A to the subject report, 
for submission to the Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure with a 
request for a gateway determination;  

(B) the Central Sydney Planning Committee approve the Planning Proposal - Modern 
Residential Flat Buildings Heritage Items as shown at Attachment A for public authority 
consultation and public exhibition in accordance with any conditions imposed under 
the gateway determination;  

(C) the Central Sydney Planning Committee note the recommendation to Council’s 
Transport, Heritage and Planning Committee on 9 December 2024 that Council seek 
authority from the Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure to exercise the 
delegation of all the functions under section 3.36 of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979 to make the local environmental plan and to put into effect the 
Planning Proposal - Modern Residential Flat Buildings Heritage Items;  

(D) authority be delegated to the Chief Executive Officer to make any minor variations to 
the Planning Proposal - Modern Residential Flat Buildings Heritage Items to correct 
any drafting errors or to ensure consistency with the gateway determination; 

(E) the Central Sydney Planning Committee approve the Planning Proposal - Oxford 
Street LGBTIQA+ Heritage Items, shown at Attachment B to the subject report, for 
submission to the of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure with a request for a gateway 
determination; 
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(F) the Central Sydney Planning Committee approve the Planning Proposal - Oxford 
Street LGBTIQA+ Heritage Items as shown at Attachment B for public authority 
consultation and public exhibition in accordance with any conditions imposed under 
the gateway determination;  

(G) the Central Sydney Planning Committee note the recommendation to Council’s 
Transport, Heritage and Planning Committee on 9 December 2024 that Council seek 
authority from the Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure to exercise the 
delegation of all the functions under section 3.36 of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979 to make the local environmental plan and to put into effect the 
Planning Proposal - Oxford Street LGBTIQA+ Heritage Items;   

(H) authority be delegated to the Chief Executive Officer to make any minor variations to 
the Planning Proposal - Oxford Street LGBTIQA+ Heritage Items to correct any 
drafting errors or to ensure consistency with the gateway determination; and 

(I) the Central Sydney Planning Committee defer consideration of the Planning Proposal - 
Powerhouse Museum Heritage Item Amendment, shown at Attachment C to the 
subject report, to enable a review of the purpose and additional benefit of the local 
listing against the recently expanded state heritage listing. 

Carried unanimously. 

X109515, X098649, X091578 
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16 December 2024 

Item 11.3 

Public Exhibition - Planning Proposal - Modern Residential Flat Buildings, 
Powerhouse Museum and Oxford Street LGBTIQA+ Heritage Items - Sydney 
Local Environmental Plan 2012 Amendments 

It is resolved that:  

(A) Council approve the Planning Proposal - Modern Residential Flat Buildings Heritage 
Items, shown at Attachment A to the subject report, for submission to the Department 
of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure with a request for a gateway determination;  

(B) Council approve the Planning Proposal - Modern Residential Flat Buildings Heritage 
Items as shown at Attachment A for public authority consultation and public exhibition 
in accordance with any conditions imposed under the gateway determination; 

(C) Council seek authority from the Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure to 
exercise the delegation of all the functions under section 3.36 of the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979 to make the local environmental plan and to put 
into effect the Planning Proposal - Modern Residential Flat Buildings Heritage Items;  

(D) authority be delegated to the Chief Executive Officer to make any minor variations to 
the Planning Proposal - Modern Residential Flat Buildings Heritage Items to correct 
any drafting errors or to ensure consistency with the gateway determination;  

(E) Council approve the Planning Proposal - Oxford Street LGBTIQA+ Heritage Items, 
shown at Attachment B, to the subject report, for submission to the of Planning, 
Housing and Infrastructure with a request for a gateway determination;  

(F) Council approve the Planning Proposal - Oxford Street LGBTIQA+ Heritage Items as 
shown at Attachment B for public authority consultation and public exhibition in 
accordance with any conditions imposed under the gateway determination;  

(G) Council seek authority from the Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure to 
exercise the delegation of all the functions under section 3.36 of the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979 to make the local environmental plan and to put 
into effect the Planning Proposal - Oxford Street LGBTIQA+ Heritage Items;  
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(H) authority be delegated to the Chief Executive Officer to make any minor variations to 
the Planning Proposal - Oxford Street LGBTIQA+ Heritage Items to correct any 
drafting errors or to ensure consistency with the gateway determination;  

(I) the Chief Executive Officer be requested to investigate the local heritage listing of 273 
Crown Street, Surry Hills, 40-42 Flinders Street, Darlinghurst and 207 Oxford Street, 
Darlinghurst, and if supported, submit a draft planning proposal in 2025; and 

(J) Council defer consideration of the Planning Proposal - Powerhouse Museum Heritage 
Item Amendment, shown at Attachment C to the subject report, to enable a review of 
the purpose and whether any additional benefit is gained from the local listing against 
the recently expanded State heritage listing.  

Carried unanimously. 

X109515, X098649, X091578 
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Transport, Heritage and Planning Committee 14 September 2026 
 

Fire Safety Reports 

File No: S105001.002 

Summary 

The City of Sydney (the City) regularly receives building reports from Fire and Rescue NSW 
in relation to inspections carried out by Fire and Rescue NSW Authorised Officers. These 
inspection reports are to be brought to Council and Council is required to determine whether 
to exercise its power to issue fire safety orders under Division 9.3 and Schedule 5 of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (the Act).  

In response to Fire and Rescue NSW reports, City staff undertake inspections to ensure fire 
safety measures are in full operation and that building exits are clear and unimpeded. Fire 
and Rescue NSW inspections reveal fire safety concerns that require Council as the 
appropriate regulatory authority to use its discretion and address the concerns observed at 
the time of the inspection. 

Fire and Rescue NSW has powers under the Act to carry out inspections of buildings and it 
is required to forward its findings to the City. 

Fire and Rescue NSW reports received by the City are required to be tabled before Council.  

Attached are details of 3 reports received by the City from Fire and Rescue NSW. The 
attachments deal with 3 properties and include the Fire and Rescue NSW reports and the 
findings (preliminary or final) by City staff, along with other documentation relevant to that 
property. 
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Transport, Heritage and Planning Committee 14 September 2026 
 

Recommendation 

It is resolved that Council: 

(A) note the contents of the Fire Safety Reports Summary Sheet, as shown at Attachment 
A to the subject report 

(B) note the inspection reports by Fire and Rescue NSW, as shown at Attachments B to D 
to the subject report 

(C) note the contents of Attachment B and exercise its power under the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979 to issue a Fire Safety Order at 390-396 Pitt Street, 
Haymarket 

(D) note the contents of Attachment C and exercise its power under the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979 to issue a Fire Safety Order at 74-76 Roslyn 
Gardens, Rushcutters Bay 

(E) note the contents of Attachment D and not exercise its power under the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979 to issue a Fire Safety Order at 653-659 George 
Street, Haymarket at this time.  

Attachments 

Attachment A. Fire safety reports summary sheet 

Attachment B. Inspection report - 390-396 Pitt Street, Haymarket 

Attachment C. Inspection report - 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay 

Attachment D. Inspection report - 653-659 George Street, Haymarket 
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Transport, Heritage and Planning Committee 14 September 2026 
 

Background 

1. The City receives inspection reports and recommendations from Fire and Rescue 
NSW in relation to inspections carried out on buildings located within the local area.  

2. Under the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, (the Act), Fire and 
Rescue NSW has the power to carry out inspections of buildings to determine if the 
building has adequate provision for fire safety and/or is compliant with legislation. 

3. On average, the City receives approximately 50 such reports each year. They can be 
prompted by reports from the police or others who have a concern relating to fire 
safety in a building.  

4. The inspection is undertaken to ensure fire safety measures are in full operation and 
that building exits are clear and unimpeded. 

5. When Fire and Rescue NSW carries out such an inspection, a report and any 
recommendations must be provided to the City. 

6. Under the Act, Council is then required to table the report and make a determination 
as to whether it will exercise its power to issue a Fire Safety Order 1 or 2 in Schedule 
5, Part 2 of the Act.  

(a) Fire Safety Order 1 requires a person to do or stop doing certain specified things 
to improve fire safety.  

(b) Fire Safety Order 2 requires a person to cease conducting an activity on 
premises where that activity constitutes, or is likely to constitute, a life-
threatening hazard or a threat to public health or public safety. 

7. Attached are the details of the reports received from Fire and Rescue NSW, including 
recommendations for further action. The properties have also been reviewed by City 
staff. 
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Risks 

8. This approach is within the City's risk appetite, which states: 

• We are committed to conducting our activities in full compliance with applicable 
laws, regulations and relevant industry standards. 

Relevant legislation 

9. Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 

GRAHAM JAHN AM 

Chief Planner / Executive Director City Planning, Development and Transport 

Andrew Thomas, Executive Manager Planning and Development 
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Attachment A 

Fire safety reports summary sheet 
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Fire safety reports summary sheet 

Total number of properties tabled: 3 

Report – September 2026 

 

Att.  
 

Premises specifics Actions/ Recommendation 

A Not applicable – Summary Sheet Summary of clause 17, Schedule 5 matters tabled at Council meeting. 

B  390-396 Pitt Street, Haymarket Premises inspected; owners have been issued with a Notice of Intention to give a Fire Safety Order; 
follow up compliance site inspections are to be undertaken to ensure fire safety works are 
satisfactorily completed.  

C 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, 
Rushcutters Bay 

Premises inspected; owners have been issued with a Notice of Intention to give a Fire Safety Order; 
follow up compliance site inspections are to be undertaken to ensure fire safety works are 
satisfactorily completed. 

D 653-659 George Street, 
Haymarket 

Premises inspected; owners have been issued with corrective action correspondence; follow up 
compliance site inspections are to be undertaken to ensure fire safety works are satisfactorily 
completed. 
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Attachment B 

Inspection Report 

390-396 Pitt Street, Haymarket 
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Figure 1: 390-396 Pitt Street, Haymarket, viewed from the north-west 

 

Figure 2: Location map of 390-396 Pitt Street, Haymarket 
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Council Investigation Officer Inspection and Recommendation Report: Clause 
17(2) Part 8 of Schedule 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 
1979 (the Act)  

Officer: Doug McLennan 

Date:  29 July 2026 

Premises: 390-396 Pitt Street, Haymarket 

Executive Summary 

1. The City received correspondence from the Commissioner of Fire and Rescue NSW 
(FRNSW) in relation to the subject premises dated 17 June 2026 with respect to 
matters of fire safety. 

2. The premises consists of a 7 storey building used for hostel accommodation, 
education and training, offices, restaurant, public bar, and a nightclub .  

3. The City inspected the premises on 1 July 2026, accompanied by the building 
manager. This inspection identified deficiencies in fire safety. To address this, a Notice 
of Intention to Give a Fire Safety Order (NOI) has been issued under the Act. 

Chronology 

Date Event 

17 June 2026 FRNSW correspondence received. 

1 July 2026 The City inspected the premises identifying deficiencies in fire safety. 

29 July 2026 The City issued a NOI. 

Fire and Rescue NSW Report 

4. Fire and Rescue NSW conducted an inspection of the subject premises on 23 March 
2026. 
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Issues 

5. The report from Fire and Rescue NSW detailed issues as shown in the table below. 

Ref. Issue City response 

 
Provisions for Fire Safety 

1 Access and Egress - Openings in barriers  

A. The eastern fire-isolated stairway 
(Goulburn Street side) contain doorways 
on each level, which are held in the open 
position with electromagnetic hold open 
devices, for the purpose of allowing 
circulation between floor levels, however 
the balustrades at the landing levels and 
between stair flights contain openings that 
would permit a 125mm sphere to pass 
through it. In this regard, where a stairway 
is used as a circulation stair the 
concession for barrier requirements for a 
fire-isolated stairway used primarily for 
emergency purposes would no longer 
apply. 

The City’s inspection on 1 July 2026 
found the fire isolated stairway 
(Goublurn Street side) was in 
regular use and had balustrades 
with openings that would typically 
allow a 155mm sphere to pass 
through it.  

The stairway is an original feature of 
the building that was constructed in 
the 1920’s. It is not considered 
appropriate in the circumstances to 
require upgrading of these 
balustrades to the current building 
code requirements for new 
buildings.   

Notwithstanding, the City’s 
inspection found that original glass 
windows were located adjacent to 
the stair (typically from 460mm 
above the stair treads) without a 
barrier to prevent falls contrary to 
building code requirements. 

In response to this the City issued a 
NOI on 29 July 2026, requiring 
barriers to be installed between the 
stairway and the windows, 
addressing this issue.   

2 Fire Hydrant System  

A. A permanent and fade resistant or 
engraved sign indicating the boost 
pressure was not provided at the booster 
assembly. 

The City’s inspection on 1 July 2026 
found no suitable sign was provided 
at the booster assembly.  
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Ref. Issue City response 

In response to this, the City issued a 
NOI on 29 July 2026 requiring the 
provision of a suitable sign at the 
fire hydrant booster assembly and 
certification of the fire hydrant 
system, addressing this issue. 

B. A permanent water and fade resistant 
block plan of the fire hydrant system had 
not been provided at the booster 
assembly, contrary to the requirements of 
Clause 7.11 of AS 2419.1-2005. In this 
regard, a schematic plan was only 
provided and there was no floor plan 
layout of the building. 

The City’s inspection on 1 July 2026 
found no suitable block plan at the 
booster assembly. 

In response to this, the City issued a 
NOI on 29 July 2026, requiring the 
provision of a block plan at the fire 
hydrant booster assembly and 
certification of the fire hydrant 
system, addressing this issue. 

 Regulatory Requirements 

3.  Automatic Fire Detection and Alarm Systems 

A. The Fire Brigade Panel (FBP) was 
displaying one (x1) ‘Fault’ identified as 
‘Ground Fault (Earth)’. 

During the City’s inspection on 1 
July 2026, it was noted that this 
matter had been already rectified. 

4 Fire Safety Engineering 

A. The glass door (drencher protected) on 
ground floor level, which appears to be 
subject of a Performance Solution to 
address the form of separation of the 
eastern fire-isolated stairway to Goulburn 
Street, failed to return to the fully closed 
position on the manual activation of the 
magnetic hold open device. In this regard, 
the bottom seal was jamming on the floor 
surface, preventing the door from fully 
closing 

The City’s inspection on 1 July 2026 
found the glass door did not return 
to the fully closed position.  

In response to this, the City issued a 
NOI on 29 July 2026, requiring the 
door to be fully operational, 
addressing this issue. 
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6. FRNSW have recommended that the City inspect the subject premises and 
appropriately address noted (and other) deficiencies identified within their report. 

Council Investigation Officer Recommendations 

7. Due to fire safety concerns a Notice of Intention (NOI) to give a fire safety order under 
the Act was issued on 29 July 2026. After the NOI's representation period expires and 
any received representations are considered, a Fire Safety Order may be issued to 
ensure adequate fire safety systems are in place throughout the building. 

8. It is recommended that the Commissioner of FRNSW be informed of the City's 
decision. 
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Attachment C 

Inspection Report 

74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay 

 

16



 

 

Figure 1: 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay viewed from the south 

 

Figure 2: Location map of 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay 
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Council Investigation Officer Inspection and Recommendation Report; Clause 
17(2) Part 8 of Schedule 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 
1979 (the Act)  

Officer: Lutfor Rahman  

Date:  29 July 2026 

Premises: 74-76 Roslyn Gardens, Rushcutters Bay 

Executive Summary 

1. The City received correspondence from the Commissioner of Fire and Rescue NSW 
(FRNSW) in relation to the subject premises dated 26 June 2026 with respect to 
matters of fire safety. 

2. The premises consists of a 9 storey residential building with basement car parking.  

3. The City inspected the premises on 22 July 2026, accompanied by the strata manager. 
This inspection identified fire safety provisions requiring maintenance as well as 
deficiencies in fire safety. To address the maintenance items, the City issued written 
instructions. To address the fire safety deficiencies a Notice of Intention to Give a Fire 
Safety Order (NOI) has been issued under the Act. 

Chronology 

Date Event 

26 June 2026 FRNSW correspondence received. 

22 July 2026 The City inspected the premises identifying deficiencies in fire 
safety.   

28 July 2026 The City issued a corrective action letter requiring rectification of 
identified fire safety maintenance matters by 27 August 2026. 

28 August 2026 The City conducted a re-inspection of the premises and verified 
that the previously identified fire safety maintenance matters had 
been satisfactorily addressed. 

2 September 2026 The City issued a NOI. 
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Fire and Rescue NSW Report 

4. Fire and Rescue NSW conducted an inspection of the subject premises on 20 May 2026. 

 

Issues 

5. The report from Fire and Rescue NSW detailed issues as shown in the table below. 

Ref. Issue City response 

1 Automatic Fire Suppression System 

 The building has a rise in stories of more 
than 4 and has not been provided with a 
sprinkler system. 

The City inspected the premises on 
22 July 2026 confirming no sprinkler 
system was installed in the building. 

In response and considering the 
building comprises 9 storeys and 
relies on a single exit, an NOI was 
issued on 2 September 2026 
requiring a sprinkler system to be 
installed, addressing this issue.  

 Fire Safety – Essential Fire Safety Measures 

2 Maintenance - At the time of the 
inspection, a technician had initiated 
maintenance of the hydrant pump due to a 
leak. The pump had been isolated as had 
the Building Occupant Warning System 
(BOWS). The technician advised that the 
pump and BOWS would be reinstated at 
the end of the day. As such, no further 
action was taken by FRNSW. 

During the City’s inspection on 22 
July 2026, the Fire Indicator Panel 
(FIP) located in the ground floor 
lobby was observed displaying an 
auxiliary fault/isolation indication, 
although the overall system status 
appeared normal.  

In response, the City issued a 
corrective action letter on 28 July 
2026, requiring faults/isolation to be 
rectified by 27 August 2026. 

The City reinspected the premises 
on 28 August 2026 which confirmed 
the faults/isolations had been 
rectified, addressing this issue. 

 Fire Safety Statements 

6 At the time of the inspection the AFSS 
could not be located. 

AFSS found to be displayed at the 
time of the inspection, addressing 
this issue. 
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6. FRNSW have recommended that the City inspect the subject premises and 
appropriately address noted (and other) deficiencies identified within their report. 

Council Investigation Officer Recommendations 

7. As a result of site inspections undertaken by the Council investigation officer a 
corrective action letter was issued on 28 July 2026 to the building owners to address 
the fire safety provisions requiring maintenance identified by the City and FRNSW. 

8. To address the fire safety deficiency identified by the City and FRNSW, a Notice of 
Intention (NOI) to give a fire safety order under the Act was issued on 2 September 
2026. After the NOI's representation period expires and any received representations 
are considered, a Fire Safety Order may be issued to ensure adequate fire safety 
systems are in place throughout the building. 

9. It is recommended that the Commissioner of FRNSW be informed of the City's 
decision. 
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Attachment D 

Inspection Report 
653-659 George Street, Haymarket 
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Figure 1: 653-659 George Street, Haymarket viewed from the north-west 

 
Figure 2: Location map of 653-659 George Street, Haymarket  
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Council Investigation Officer Inspection and Recommendation Report; Clause 
17(2) Part 8 of Schedule 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 
1979 (the Act)  

Officer: Arfan Chaudhary 

Date:  6 July 2026 

Premises: 653-659 George Street, Haymarket 

Executive Summary 

1. The City received correspondence from the Commissioner of Fire and Rescue NSW 
(FRNSW) in relation to the subject premises dated 3 June 2026 with respect to matters 
of fire safety. 

2. The premises consists of a 17 storey building used for residential and commercial 
purposes.  

3. The City inspected the premises on 23 June 2026, accompanied by the owner’s fire 
consultant. This inspection identified fire safety provisions requiring maintenance, 
which can be addressed under the City's instruction. 

Chronology 

Date Event 

3 June 2026 FRNSW correspondence received. 

23 June 2026 The City inspected the premises identifying deficiencies in fire safety. 

2 July 2026 The City issued written instruction to the building owners to rectify the 
identified fire safety deficiencies by 14 August 2026.  

12 August 2026 The City reinspected the premises to verify progress on the required 
works. The inspection determined that the works had been delayed 
due to access constraints and were not yet fully completed. At the 
request of the building owner’s representative, an extension until 2 
September 2026 was granted to allow completion of the outstanding 
works. 
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Date Event 

2 September 
2026 

The City reinspected the premises to confirm completion of the 
outstanding works. The inspection found that most previously 
identified deficiencies had been addressed, with only minor signage-
related items remaining outstanding as a result of signage fabrication 
issues. Accordingly, a further extension of time was granted until 16 
September 2026. 

Fire and Rescue NSW Report 

4. Fire and Rescue NSW conducted an inspection of the subject premises on 26 March 
2026. 

Issues 
5. The report from Fire and Rescue NSW detailed issues as shown in the table below. 

Ref. Issue City response 

 Provision for Fire Safety 

 Automatic Smoke Detection and Alarm System (ASDAS) 

1. At the time of the inspection, FRNSW 
were advised by management that, in 
order to mitigate false alarms, an Alarm 
Investigation Facility (AIF) type 
arrangement is in place in the premise 
which would appear to operate broadly in 
accordance with the requirements of the 
standard. 

 However, staff were unable to provide any 
written documentation, such as a 
management in use plan, to confirm the 
protocols and procedures around the AIF. 
Furthermore, AIF is not referenced on the 
Fire Safety Schedule posted in the Fire 
Control Room.  

 It should be noted that FRNSW have no 
record of any application or approval for 
AIF at the premises. 
It is recommended that Council, being the 
appropriate regulatory authority, review its 
records to verify whether the appropriate 
approvals have been sought to operate 
the ASDAS in such a manner and 
determine whether further investigation is 
required. 

The City’s inspection on 23 June 
2026 found no management in use 
plan, to confirm the protocols and 
procedures around the AIF.  
The City issued written instruction 
on 2 July 2026 requiring 
management in use plan to be 
updated by 14 August 2026. 
The City’s reinspection on 12 
August 2026 confirmed the 
management in use plan remained 
outstanding. An extension of time 
was granted until 2 September 
2026, to complete the outstanding 
works. 
On 18 August 2026, the City 
received a copy of the management 
in use plan, addressing this issue. 
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Ref. Issue City response 

 Fire Hydrant System 
The fire safety schedule does not indicate the year of release of the applicable 
Standard to which the fire hydrant system was installed to, however, the following 
issues are noted. 

2. Boost pressure and test pressure signage 
has not been provided in a prominent 
position adjacent to the fire brigade 
booster assembly. 

The City’s inspection on 23 June 
2026 found no boost pressure and 
test pressure signage was provided 
in a prominent position adjacent to 
the fire brigade booster assembly.  
The City issued written instruction 
on 2 July 2026 requiring signage to 
be provided by 14 August 2026. 
The City’s reinspection on 12 
August 2026 found that the required 
works were only partially completed. 
An extension of time was granted 
until 2 September 2026, to complete 
the outstanding works. 
The City reinspected the premises 
on 2 September 2026 to confirm 
completion of the outstanding 
works. The inspection found 
signage had not been installed due 
to signage fabrication issues.  
Accordingly, a further extension of 
time was granted until 16 
September 2026 
An inspection will be undertaken to 
confirm the work has been 
completed, addressing this issue.  
 

3.  A block plan, including all the information 
relating to valves, pumps, tanks etc, has 
not been provided at the booster assembly 
and pump room.  

  

During the City’s inspection on 23 
June 2026, it was noted that this 
matter had been rectified. 

4. The access door to the hydrant pump 
room was not provided with adequate 
identification signage, so that it can be 
readily located by the attending fire 
brigade.  
 
 

During the City’s inspection on 23 
June 2026, it was noted that this 
matter had been rectified. 
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Ref. Issue City response 

 Automatic Fire Suppression System 

5. Building materials, including bathtubs 
and tiles, were stored within the sprinkler 
valve room, making the control 
assemblies and ancillary equipment 
difficult to access for fire brigade 
operations. 

During the City’s inspection on 23 
June 2026, it was noted that this 
matter had been rectified. 

6. A plan of risk (block plan) was not 
provided adjacent to the sprinkler 
booster or the installation control 
assemblies.  
 

During the City’s inspection on 23 
June 2026, it was noted that this 
matter had been rectified. 

7. The lighting in the sprinkler pump room 
was not constant, coming on 
intermittently. Therefore, adequate 
lighting has not been provided in the 
vicinity of the pumpset. 

During the City’s inspection on 23 
June 2026, it was noted that this 
matter had been rectified. 

8. The access door to the basement sprinkler 
pump room, along with the door in the 
path of travel to the pump room are not 
provided with adequate identification 
signage, so that it can be readily located 
by the attending fire brigade. 

 

The City’s inspection on 23 June 
2026 found no identification signage 
was provided along with the door in 
the path of travel to the pump room.  
However, identification signage was 
already provided on the access door 
to the basement sprinkler pump 
room.  
The City issued written instruction 
on 2 July 2026 requiring missing 
identification signage to be provided 
by 14 August 2026. 
The City’s reinspection on 12 
August 2026 found that the required 
works were only partially completed. 
An extension of time was granted 
until 2 September 2026, to complete 
the outstanding works. 
The City reinspected the premises 
on 2 September 2026 to verify 
completion of the outstanding 
works. The inspection confirmed 
that most required signage had 
been installed, with only the 
discharge door and loading dock 
signage remaining outstanding due 
to fabrication delays. 
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Ref. Issue City response 
Accordingly, a further extension of 
time was granted until 16 
September 2026 
An inspection will be undertaken to 
confirm the work has been 
completed, addressing this issue.  

 Fire Safety – Essential Fire Safety Measures 
The Environmental Planning and Assessment (Development Certification and 
Fire Safety) Regulation 2021 (the DCFS Regulation) requires maintenance of 
Essential Fire Safety Measures to a standard no less than when first installed. In 
that regard, the following is noted: 

9. Automatic Smoke Detection and Alarm 
System (ASDAS):  

 
At the time of the inspection, the Fire 
Indicator Panel (FIP) in the Fire Control 
Room displayed a maintenance fault. 
Building management agreed to address 
the issue. 
Following attendance by fire contractors 
on 31 March 2026, building management 
provided evidence to FRNSW on 7 April 
2026 indicating that the FIP was in a 
normal operating condition. Accordingly, 
no further action was taken by FRNSW.   

The City’s inspection on 23 June 
2026 found no faults displayed on 
the FIP.  
No further action required. 

 Annual Fire Safety Statement (AFSS) 

10. Section 88 of the DCFS Regulation 
requires the AFSS be updated annually. At 
the time of the inspection, the AFSS that 
was displayed did not appear to be up to 
date.  

The City’s inspection on 23 June 
2026 found the AFSS that was 
displayed did not appear to be up 
to date.   
The City issued written instruction 
on 2 July 2026 requiring an up to 
date statement to be provided by 14 
August 2026. 
The City’s reinspection on 12 
August 2026 found that the required 
works were only partially completed. 
An extension of time was granted 
until 2 September 2026, to complete 
the outstanding works. 
The City reinspected the premises 
on 2 September 2026 and 
confirmed the AFSS was on display, 
addressing this issue.  
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6. FRNSW have recommended that the City inspect the subject premises and 
appropriately address noted (and other) deficiencies identified within their report. 

Council Investigation Officer Recommendations 

7. As a result of site inspections undertaken by the Council investigation officer, 
compliance instructions were issued on 2 July 2026 to the building owners to address 
the fire safety deficiencies identified by the City and FRNSW. 

8. It is recommended that the Commissioner of FRNSW be informed of the City's 
decision. 
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