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1. Introduction 

Following consultation in late 2009, the government announced that it proposed to sell Blocks 8 
and 10 Section 34 Hawker in the Hawker group centre for a mixed used development.  At the 
same time it announced that the public realm of the centre would be improved as part of a 
Public Domain Improvement Program.   

Following consultations with traders in early 2010, a Community Consultation about the 
proposed improvements and release of Blocks 8 and 10 Section 34 Hawker was held at the 
Hawker Group Centre on Saturday 26 June 2010.   

All residents and businesses in Hawker, Weetangera, Scullin, Page and Higgins were invited to 
attend the session via a newsletter delivered to their premises.  In addition advertisements were 
placed in the Government’s Community Noticeboard in the Canberra Times and posted on the 
LDA website.   

The consultation took the form of an informal drop-in session at which presentation material 
about the proposals was available.  This included information about two options for upgrading 
the centre and computer graphic material showing how Hawker Place might look if the sites 
were released and the street upgraded.  The consultation was attended by representatives of 
the LDA and the consultants who were available to answer the community’s questions.  As part 
of the consultation, people were asked to complete a feedback sheet, which was also available 
online.  The closing date for comments was 31th July 2010.   

A total of 247 feedback forms were returned, of which about 125 were completed at the 
consultation, and the balance were returned during the consultation period and several 
submissions were received.  This report presents the results of the community comments.   

2. Profile of Respondents 

The majority of respondents who provided information about their place of residence lived in 
Hawker (59%) followed by Weetangera (24%), Scullin, 10%, Page (5%) and Higgins (1%).  
About one third (29%) had participated in previous consultations about the proposals for the 
centre.   

Over half of respondents (51%) who provided information visited the Centre daily, 40% visited 
to 2-3 times a week and the balance (9%) visited weekly.  For many people the Centre 
functions as a local centre rather than a group centre as it is designated. 

A higher proportion of respondents were male (51%) than female (49%).  In contrast a higher 
proportion of catchment residents are female (52%) than male (48%). 

Similarly a higher proportion of older people provided feedback compared with their 
representation in the catchment population (Table 1).  Excluding people aged less than 21 years, 
about 75% of comments were received from people aged 51 years and over whereas in 2006 
this group represented only 47% of the catchment population.  Conversely people aged 21 
years to 40 years represented 55% of the catchment population but only 11% of respondents.  
Considered in a different way 5% of 61-70 year-olds commented on the proposals compared 
with 2% of the catchment population. 
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Table 1:  Age Profile of Respondents and Catchment Population 

Age 
Catchment Population Respondents % of 

Community 
Responding No. % No. % 

<20 yrs 3470 24% 1 0% 0% 

21-30 yrs 1964 14% 4 2% 0.2% 

31-40 yrs 2015 14% 16 7% 1% 

41-50 yrs 1788 13% 32 15% 2% 

51-60 yrs 1831 13% 50 23% 3% 

61-70 yrs 1455 10% 75 35% 5% 

>71 yrs 1738 12% 37 17% 2% 

Total 14,261 100% 215 100% 2% 

Source:  ABS Census data (2006) 

3. Attitude to Options for Improvement 

Two options were presented to the community.  Each option for the centre included 
development of Blocks 8 and 10, changes to parking and a new connection to Belconnen Way.   

Option 1 

In addition to the above, Option 1 included the introduction of a one-way street system in 
Hawker Place, re-routing of buses from Hawker Place to Coniston Street and the introduction of 
angled parking on the northern side of Hawker Place.  It involved the loss of 36 parking spaces. 

Aspects of Option 1 that were Liked 

About half of those who answered this question indicated that they did not like anything about 
the option and just under half identified aspects of the option that they liked.  Of these, over 
one third liked the traffic arrangements with about one quarter supporting the proposed parking 
arrangements, public realm changes and the development of additional shops (Table 2). 

About half of respondents who liked the proposed traffic arrangements supported the 
introduction of a one-way system along Hawker Place and a quarter considered that pedestrian 
safety would be improved.  The balance thought that delivery arrangements would be improved 
and that there would be less traffic congestion.  Respondents considered that a one-way street 
system would improve the traffic safety around the Centre and pedestrian safety, particularly 
for children and older people.  Respondents thought this design would make it easier to cross 
the street with shopping trolleys or prams. 
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Table 2:  Option 1: Aspects Liked 

Aspect  No. 
% Respondents 
commenting 
positively 

Improved traffic arrangements  22  37% 

Parking proposals  15  25% 

Re‐routing of buses  9  15% 

Public realm improvements  16  27% 

Revitalisation of the centre  17  28% 

Everything  2  3% 

Nothing/little  74 

Total responses  161 

No. people commenting  134 

Positive comments  60 

Respondents supported different aspects of parking proposals in Option 1.  About one third 
supported the introduction of angled parking in Hawker Place and the proposed redistribution of 
parking.  A few people commented that the re-re-organisation of the IGA car park would 
improve access to the IGA and that limiting parking to one side of Hawker Place would improve 
safety.  The separation of parking and traffic was seen to benefit pedestrians. 

In relation to changes to the public realm, respondents liked the development of a plaza area 
that would provide a meeting place and attract more people to the area, retention of the wide 
footpaths and the proposed landscape treatment.   

Several respondents considered that Option 1 would revitalise the centre and supported the 
potential introduction of a cafe and the development of additional shops/commercial activities.  
Some people thought that these additional activities would improve the centre’s viability and 
that the proposed development was aesthetically pleasing. 

“It will revitalise the area and make it more liveable and modern.  Well conceived.  
Great! Get on with it!” 

“This provides a lift in community... Overall very exciting!” 

Aspects of Option 1 that were Disliked 

Three quarters of respondents commented on aspects of Option 1 that they did not like (Table 
3).  Fourteen percent (14%) of respondents indicated that they disliked everything about Option 
1. 

Parking was the most frequently mentioned aspect of Option 1 that respondents did not like.  
Nearly 75% of respondents did not like the proposed parking and over half (55%) did not like 
the proposed traffic arrangements.  About one quarter were concerned about the public 
transport arrangements. 
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Table 3:  Option 1 - Aspects Disliked 

Aspect  No. 
% making 
specific 

comments 

Traffic arrangements  85  46% 

Parking proposals  115  63% 

Public transport  44  24% 

Pedestrian access  5  3% 

Public realm improvements  15  8% 

Proposed development  19  10% 

Other  12  7% 

Dislike everything  25  14% 

Like everything  3 

Total responses  323 

No of respondents  183 

Respondents who disliked elements  155 

Parking and ease of parking is widely regarded as the main attraction of the Hawker Centre and 
one which residents and traders value highly.  Therefore it was understandable that parking was 
the main issue of concern and respondents did not want the amount of parking reduced.  In 
particular respondents (70%) were concerned about the loss of parking, including the reduction 
in the number of spaces and the loss of the existing car parks. 

Many respondents also indicated that the loss of 36 car spaces and the possible development of 
Blocks 8 and 10 for residential apartments, would place extreme pressure on the remaining 
parking at the Centre.  Respondents did not accept that adequate parking would be provided on-
site.  They considered that residents in the new apartments would park in the public areas, 
hence reducing availability.  They also indicated that the additional commercial development 
included in the development proposal would increase demand for spaces beyond the existing 
demand.   

Respondents did not support angled parking because it was more difficult for pedestrians.  They 
also thought that the distribution of parking was fragmented with many spaces too remote from 
the shops compared with the existing distribution of parking.  They were also concerned that 
parking availability would be inadequate in the vicinity of the medical centre and the church.  
Some people did not support the development of parking at the rear of the hotel because of 
potential conflicts between cars and pedestrians (school children) walking through the area and 
the loss of open space. 

Some respondents thought that relocating parking onto the street would reduce amenity and 
pedestrian safety and increase the risk of accidents.  Others were concerned that spaces for 
delivery vehicles, disabled parking and bicycle parking had not been identified. 

Nearly 50% of respondents indicated that they did not support the proposed traffic 
arrangements.  Of these seven (7) out of 10 respondents did not support the introduction of a 
one-way movement system along Hawker Place.  They stated that it would create congestion in 
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surrounding streets and reduce access to parts of the centre and the surrounding area, including 
West Hawker.  About 10% considered that the proposed traffic arrangements would increase 
traffic congestion and another 10% were concerned that safety would be reduced.  A small 
number of people did not support the construction of a new connection to Belconnen Way. 

Respondents who did not support the proposal to re-route the bus did so because it would be 
too far from the centre.  They were concerned that older people and parents with children 
would have much further to walk than at present.  Residents suggested that changing the 
position of the bus stop would mean this service would be too far from the IGA and other shops 
and they would be unable to walk the distance with their shopping.  Respondents also 
suggested that the bus stops would be too isolated which could potentially reduce safety.  

 “Re-routing of the buses and new stops looks more isolated and less safe.” 

I don’t like the re-routing of the buses – it is not good for the elderly or mothers with 
young children.” 

Respondents also disliked Option 1 because they considered that it resulted in unsafe pedestrian 
arrangements, that the open feel of the centre would be lost and that the proposed development 
on Blocks 8 and 10 was too high. 

Option 2 

Option 2 retained the existing two-way street system, widened Hawker Place, narrowed the 
footpaths and introduced median parking in Hawker Place.  The option resulted in two additional 
parking spaces being provided. 

Aspects of Option 2 that were Liked 

Just under half (47%) of respondents commented on aspects of Option 2 that they liked, 
including eight (8) people who liked everything about Option 2.  A significant proportion of 
respondents liked that Option 2 because it would revitalise the centre (42%), liked the parking 
proposals (41%) and the traffic arrangements (34%) (Table 4).   

Table 4:  Option 2 – Aspects Liked 

Aspect  No 
% indicating 
aspects liked 

Traffic arrangements  40  34% 

Parking proposals   47  41% 

Public transport  5  4% 

Pedestrian safety  4  3% 

Centre improvements  49  42% 

Like everything  8  7% 

Like nothing  42 

Total responses  195 

No of respondents  158 

Respondents indicating aspects liked  116 
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The most frequently mentioned reason for liking Option 2 was that it would revitalise the centre.  
Just under two thirds liked the proposed improvements to the public realm including the 
development of a plaza, the proposed streetscape treatments and the general improvements to 
the appearance of the centre.  The balance liked aspects of the proposed development, 
including the opportunity to establish cafe(s) and the development of additional shops.  

Given the significance of parking to the centre, it was not surprising that a high proportion of 
respondents (72%) who supported the parking proposals did so because the number of parking 
spaces was retained or marginally increased.  A further 15% of respondents supported the 
provision of median parking.  Respondents also liked the proposed arrangements for the IGA car 
park and the redistribution of parking, including providing parking at the western end of the 
centre.   

It was considered that median parking would provide better access to the Centre and increase 
the efficiency of parking.  Respondents believed this would best address the need for parking 
with close access to the Centre. 

“This option has efficient parking, improves the Centre and its amenities, and opens the 
area to sun.” 

“We hope that...the proposal proceeds as one whole package...new 
buildings...roads...public spaces and landscaping improvements.” 

The majority of people (82%) who supported the traffic arrangements proposed in Option 2 
specifically supported the retention of a two-way movement system along Hawker Place.  
Respondents considered that access and traffic flow to and around the Centre would be 
maintained.  A few people also indicated that they supported the widening of Hawker Place as it 
improved the aesthetics and open feeling of the Centre.  Some respondents indicated that the 
traffic proposals would increase traffic flow and safety in the area. 

Aspects of Option2 that were Disliked 

About 60% of total respondents commented on aspects of Option 2 that they disliked.  Of 
these about 14% indicated that they disliked everything about the option.  About two thirds 
(66%) disliked the parking proposals, 35% disliked the proposals for pedestrian movement and 
25% disliked the traffic arrangements (Table 5).   

Of those who did not support the parking proposals just over half did not support the proposal 
to construct median parking in Hawker Place.  Respondents believed that the parking would be 
unsafe for children who would have to cross from the car to the centre and also for people with 
prams or trolleys who would have to pack/unpack shopping in close proximity to passing cars.  
Some people were also concerned that buses would pass too close to parked cars and also that 
traffic flow would be adversely affected. 

“Median parking...will require shoppers to load their car’s boot with street traffic passing 
close behind them on a narrow street.  [This] is not acceptable as a substitute to the 
current arrangements.” 

“Median car parking is terrifying both for drivers and pedestrians.” 
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Table 5:  Option 2 - Aspects Disliked 

Aspect  No. 
% indicating aspects 

disliked 

Traffic arrangements  37  25% 

Parking  99  66% 

Pedestrian movement  53  35% 

Change to centre  13  9% 

Streetscape  8  5% 

Development  22  15% 

Other  11  7% 

Dislike everything  21  14% 

Dislike nothing  1 

Total responses  265 

No of respondents  171 
Respondents indicating aspects 
disliked 

150 
 

Respondents were also concerned about the distribution of parking and the loss of parking 
spaces.  In relation to the proposed distribution of parking spaces, they believed that there were 
insufficient parking spaces in the western part of the centre especially near the medical centre, 
that the proposals for the parking near the church were not practical, that parking in the vicinity 
of the hotel was too isolated and that service delivery for shops fronting Hawker Place had not 
been resolved.  (One respondent thought that the existing loading area should be replaced with 
a plaza).  Some respondents were concerned about the loss of parking, especially given that 
there would be an increasing parking demand.  Several respondents considered that the 
proposed development would not provide adequate parking.  Respondents also commented that 
spaces for disabled parking, motorcycles and bikes had not been identified. 

Of those respondents who did not like the pedestrian movement proposals, 77% did not support 
narrowing of the footpath on the northern side of the centre (in association with the widening of 
the carriageway).  Many people believed that the narrowing of footpaths would adversely affect 
the Centre, reduce pedestrian safety and be dangerous for people accessing the bus.  It was 
also suggested that the amount of social interaction could be reduced as people would be 
discouraged from congregating as to do so would interrupt the flow of pedestrian traffic. Finally, 
respondents indicated it would be more difficult for pedestrians with trolleys, prams or the like. 

4. Preferred Option 

Respondents were asked to indicate their preference and given three choices:  Option 1, Option 
2 or ‘neither’ option.  Some respondents indicated that they did not have a preference between 
Options 1 and 2 and others indicated that they thought another option may be more 
appropriate.  Therefore in analysing the data separate categories were created for these two 
groups even though they did not appear on the feedback sheet. 

Just under half of respondents (49%) indicated that they supported neither option and about 
13% did not state a preference.  Of those who supported an option, the largest group 
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supported Option 2, although 4% of respondents supported both.  Of those who supported 
another option, several supported a smaller scale development on one of the two car parks. 

Table 6:  Preferred Option 

Option 

Preference 

No  % 

Option 1  15  6% 

Option 2  60  24% 

Neither  120  49% 

Either  9  4% 

Other option  11  4% 

Not Stated  32  13% 

Total  247  100% 

Reasons for Supporting Option 1 

Respondents who liked Option 1 did so for a range of reasons.  These included that it improved 
pedestrian safety, increased parking provision near the IGA, enabled development of the centre, 
which was identified as being ‘very tired’ and would bring more people to the centre. 

Reasons for Supporting Option 2 

Various reasons were offered for preferring Option 2.  These included retention of the number of 
parking spaces and preference for a two-way road system.  In addition respondents liked this 
option because it was considered more appropriate for the centre than Option 1, increased 
amenity and was visually attractive while retaining the character of the centre.  It also retained 
the buses along Hawker Place. 

Reasons for Not Preferring Either Option 

Overall respondents did not support either option because of the impact on the centre or 
because the two options proposed did not adequately address some issues. 

The majority of people who did not support either option did so because they considered that 
the centre was satisfactory and worked well and that the change was not necessary or needed.  
Some respondents were suspicious of the motives fearing that the proposals were developer 
driven.  A large number were also concerned about the loss of parking, reduced accessibility to 
the centre, reduced safety and general loss of amenity. 

A smaller number of respondents indicated that further development of the options was 
required.  It was suggested that one of the car parks could be developed, that the scale of 
development could be reduced, more attention was required to resolve traffic issues and the 
centre should be improved. 
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5. Attitudes to Proposed Development of Blocks 8 and 10 Section 34 

Respondents were asked to indicate what they liked and disliked at the proposed development 
of the above sites. 

Likes  

About one third of all respondents indicated what they liked about the proposed development of 
Blocks 8 and 10 and 37 respondents stated that they did not like anything about the proposal.  
Of the group that indicated what they liked, 53% liked the proposed uses, 31% liked the 
amenity the proposal offered and 28% liked the proposed improvements to the public realm 
(Table 7). 

Respondents supported the proposed inclusion of a cafe/coffee shop noting that there was an 
absence of such facilities in Belconnen, including Hawker and that they contribute positively to 
the atmosphere of a place.  They consider that the proposed development would be beneficial 
to the centre because it would be a mixed use development with additional commercial and 
retail uses that would attract more people to the centre and ‘inject life into the suburb that is 
currently lacking’.  Some respondents also indicated that there was a need for a good quality 
residential development. 

One of the main reasons some respondents supported the proposed development was that they 
considered it would improve the amenity of the centre, revitalising a place many regarded as a 
tired.  The development could potentially create a vibrant atmosphere for the centre, especially 
if it includes a cafe and mixed use development. 

Respondents also supported the proposed development because it would result in improvements 
to the public realm.  In particular they identified that it would enable the toilets to be retained, if 
relocated and it was suggested that they need to be carefully located so that they remain visible 
and observed.  Some respondents also supported development because it would create new 
meeting places, including a northern-oriented plaza. 

Table 7:  Reasons for Liking Proposed Development Blocks 8 and 10 Section 34 Hawker 

Reason  No. 
% 

respondents
% indicating 
what liked 

Proposed uses  44  35%  53% 

Amenity/aesthetics  26  20%  31% 

Public realm  23  18%  28% 

Parking  15  12%  18% 

Development  6  5%  7% 

Other  6  5%  7% 

Everything  7  6% 

Nothing  37  29% 

Total responses  164 

No of respondents  127 
No of respondents indicating what 
liked 

83 
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In relation to the proposed development on the site, respondents supported the inclusion of 
basement parking but also emphasised the need to provide adequate parking and ensure that 
demand is met on-site. 

Dislikes 

Respondents were also asked to indicate their reasons for not liking the intentions for the 
proposed development of Blocks 8 and 10. 

About two thirds of all respondents indicated what they disliked about the proposed 
development of Blocks 8 and 10.  Of these, less than 10% indicated that they did not like 
anything about the proposal and nearly 90% identified specific elements that they did not like.  
Of this group, 44% disliked aspects of the building massing/bulk, 44% were concerned about 
the impact on the centre, especially parking and traffic.  Smaller numbers of respondents were 
also concerned about the adequacy of on-site parking and the impact on amenity of the centre 
(Table 8).   

Respondents were concerned about the scale of the proposed development.  The main issue 
raised was the height of the proposed development and it was believed that a four storey 
building would have a negative impact and represented an over-development.  It was not 
considered consistent with the scale of development in the surrounding suburb.  Some people 
suggested that the height should be a maximum of three storeys and others suggested two 
storeys.  There were also general concerns that the building would be poorly designed and 
unattractive. 

Table 8:  Reasons for Disliking Proposed Development Blocks 8 and 10 Section 34 Hawker 

Reason  No  % Respondents 
% indicating 
what disliked 

Design features  67  41%  47% 

On‐site parking  15  9%  11% 

Impact surrounding area  17  10%  12% 

Impact on centre  62  38%  44% 

Other – Centre  22  13%  15% 

Proposed use  14  9%  10% 

Philosophy  9  6%  6% 

Dislike everything  11  7% 

Dislike nothing  10  6% 

Total responses  227 

No of respondents  163  66% 

Respondents indicating what disliked  142  87% 

 

In relation to the proposed development respondents also stressed the need to sure that there is 
adequate parking.  Some people did not support the provision of rear parking or basement 
parking. 
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Respondents were also concerned that the proposed development would adversely affect the 
centre.  In particular they were concerned about parking provision, traffic impacts, safety and 
reduced accessibility to the centre.  In addition respondents indicated a fear of an ‘old vs. new’ 
appearance between the possible new developments, and the current Hawker Centre. 

Some respondents also considered that the proposed development would change the character 
of the centre and would be disruptive.  They questioned the need for change and the extent of 
overshadowing of existing development in Coniston Street.  They also expressed concern about 
the loss of views, loss of trees and loss of open space. In addition respondents were concerned 
that the proposed development would cause social problems, partly related to the potential for 
slums to develop. 

Respondents also believe that additional commercial development cannot be sustained at the 
centre given several commercial lots have been vacant for extended periods of time. 

Finally, respondents were concerned that residential development would place a higher demand 
on car spaces from tenants and visitors, particularly as more than one private car space is not 
required to be provided for each 1 bedroom apartment within developments. 

Some respondents suggested developing only one of the proposed blocks, as a compromise. 

6. Submissions 

In addition to the feedback sheets returned, 11 people made submissions and 12 submissions 
were received.  The majority of submissions were from people who indicated that they had not 
completed a feedback sheet. 

Of the people who made submissions, five were opposed to any redevelopment at the centre, 
four suggested alternative approaches to redevelopment and two supported Option 2. 

Issues Raised 

Parking 

Ease of parking was generally recognised as the major advantage and strength of the centre.  
People making submissions emphasised that the ready availability of parking contributed to the 
amenity of the centre.  In particular it was suggested that parking should be retained close to 
the medical centre, as it attracted people from most of Belconnen. 

Some concerns were expressed that the options and associated parking changes would reduce 
the attractiveness of the centre.  Adequate parking is necessary to ensure the viability of the 
centre.  Respondents were concerned that parking would be poorly distributed and that the 
proposed on-street parking would be unsafe whether as median or kerb parking.  Some 
respondents were particularly concerned that people would be loading and unloading cars in the 
vicinity of traffic along Hawker Place.  It was also suggested that median parking would be 
difficult to manoeuvre into and out of and it was questioned if it met Australian Standards.  In 
addition some respondents considered that although the number of spaces may be retained 
some would only be used by selected groups and that the additional development would 
generate additional demand.  In relation to the existing number of spaces, it was observed that 
the count was not accurate. 
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Traffic and Transport 

Respondents commented on several aspects of the proposed traffic and transport arrangements. 

• The proposed access to/from Belconnen Way was considered to be unsafe because of the 
position of the afternoon sun when heading west along Belconnen Way, the lack of a slip 
lane and the number of accidents at the intersection of Belconnen Way and Springvale 
Drive. 

• The proposed truck access through the IGA car park would increase conflict between heavy 
vehicles and cars unless delivery times were restricted. 

• The bus routes should remain on Hawker Place to maximise use. 
• The proposed parking along Hawker Place will restrict access/egress into the service station 

and KFC sites. 
• The proposed one-way road system on Hawker Place in Option 1 educes vehicular access 

and the widening of Hawker Place to construct median parking proposed in Option 2 would 
encourage pedestrians to cross the road at any point rather than use the pedestrian 
crossings and would also distract drivers. 

• Narrowing the footpaths as proposed in Option 2 would reduce pedestrian safety, especially 
for children. 

Other Comments 

In addition to the comments on parking and traffic, people lodging submissions also raised a 
diverse range of issues which are summarised below. 

• Many of the concepts on which the options are based are not clear and evidence has not 
been presented that the particular issue is a problem.   

• A cost/benefit analysis of the proposals should be undertaken.  The proposed works would 
be expensive, result in a loss of amenity and not required if the development did not 
proceed.  All costs associated with the proposed work should be borne by the developer.   

• Improvements to the centre should not have to wait until land is developed. 
• The public toilets should be retained as many people use them. 
• The demographic arguments supporting development at the centre are not compelling and 

would not result in increase business for the centre. 
• While some respondents considered that the centre needs to be revitalised others did not 

consider this to be necessary. 
• The proposed scale represents over development in the area and will detract from the 

character of the area. 

Alternative Approaches 

Several people suggested alternative approaches to developing the area that generally included a 
smaller scale of development, including a new development that was shorter than proposed 
with at grade parking retained on either side of the development.  It was also suggested that 
any developer of the car parks should fully compensate the community for changes to the 
centre.  It was also suggested that through traffic, other than buses, could be removed from 
Hawker Place by creating a pedestrian mall in front of Blocks 8 and 10 Section 34. 
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7. SUMMARY 

The consultation attracted a relatively large number of residents from the surrounding areas and 
nearly 250 feedback sheets and 11 submissions were received.  Males and older people were 
over-represented among respondents compared with the population profile. 

Just under half (49%) of the people who completed the feedback sheet did not support either 
option for upgrading the centre with 38% supporting some form of development and 13% not 
stating a preference.  Of those that supported some form of development, the largest number 
supported Option 2. 

The community highly values the current parking arrangements at the centre.  Respondents who 
do not support the options are concerned that parking amenity would be reduced, that the 
proposed traffic arrangements are not safe and pedestrian access would be affected.    Many 
people do not accept that any change is required. 

Conversely other people consider that the centre is tired and could be improved. They consider 
that the proposed development and upgrading of the centre would improve the centre.   

In relation to Blocks 8 and 10 respondents liked the mix of uses and especially the proposal to 
include a cafe, the contribution of the development to revitalising the centre and the associated 
improvements to the public realm.  On the other hand, respondents did not like the scale of the 
proposed development or its potential impact on the centre. 

 


