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15 REPORTS TO COUNCIL FOR DETERMINATION 

15.1 REVISED GOULBURN HEALTH HUB PLANNING PROPOSAL 

Author:  Nick Thistleton, Strategic Planner  

Authoriser: Warwick Bennett, General Manager  

Attachments: 1. WaterNSW Response ⇩   
2. RFS Response ⇩   
3. NSW Health Response ⇩   
4. OEH Response ⇩   
5. OEH (Heritage Division) Response ⇩   
6. SES Response ⇩    

   

Link to  

Community Strategic Plan: 

Strategy EN4 Maintain a balance between growth, development 
and environmental protection through sensible planning. 

Strategy CO1 Facilitate and encourage equitable access to 
community infrastructure and services, such as health care, 
education and transport. 

Cost to Council: Nil 

Use of Reserve Funds: Nil 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

That  

1. The report from the Strategic Planner on the Revised Goulburn Health Hub Planning 
Proposal be received. 

2. Council endorse the Revised Health Hub Planning Proposal to: 

(a) Rezone Lots 100 and 101 DP1214244 from part IN1 General Industrial and part RE1 
Public Recreation to part R1 General Residential, part B6 Enterprise Corridor and part 
RE1 Public Recreation; 

(b) Introduce a minimum lot size 700m2 for the land to be rezoned to R1 General 
Residential; 

(c) Introduce a floor space ratio of 1:1 for the land to be rezoned to B6 Enterprise Corridor; 
and 

(d) Introduce a maximum building height of 13m for the land to be rezoned to B6 
Enterprise Corridor. 

3. The planning proposal, once drafted, be submitted to the Department of Planning, Industry 
and Environment for a new or revised gateway determination in accordance with Section 
3.34 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 

4. The Department of Planning, Industry and Environment be advised that Council wishes to be 
issued with an authorisation to use delegation for the planning proposal. 

5. In the event that the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment issues a gateway 
determination to proceed with the planning proposal, consultation be undertaken with the 
community and government agencies in accordance with any directions of the gateway 
determination. 

6. Any requirement to develop a site specific development control plan be removed, unless it is 
required to be prepared in order to address concerns raised by the community or a 
government body. 

 



Ordinary Council Meeting Agenda 17 December 2019 

Item 15.1 Page 35 

BACKGROUND 

At its meeting of 4 November 2015, Council considered a planning proposal to rezone the subject 
site at 37 Ross Street and 23 Brewer Street, Goulburn to SP2 Health Infrastructure in order to 
facilitate the development of a health precinct. At this meeting, Council resolved (15/512) to defer 
the report on the planning proposal until after the completion of the Employment Land Strategy, as 
the proposal was to be addressed in the strategy.   

Following the completion of the Employment Land Strategy and its endorsement of the planning 
proposal, Council later resolved on 7 March 2017 (17/058): 

That: 

1. The staff report on REZ/0001/1415 – Proposed Rezoning for the Goulburn Health Hub at 37 
Ross Street, Bradfordville be received. 

2. The planning proposal included in Separate Enclosure Part B be amended according to the 
recommendations for pre-Gateway changes identified in this report and any required 
changes required by Water NSW. 

3. The planning proposal be referred to Water NSW pursuant to Section 117 Direction 5.2 
Sydney Drinking Water Catchments. 

4. In accordance with Section 56 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 
Council resolve to forward the amended Planning Proposal to amend the Goulburn 
Mulwaree Local Environmental Plan 2009 to alter the zone, minimum lot size, floor space 
ratio and height of building controls for land at 37 Ross Street and 23 Brewer Street, 
Goulburn (Lot 100 and 101, DP 1214244) to the NSW Minister for Planning and Environment 
for a Gateway Determination. 

5. The Department of Planning and Environment be advised that Council wishes to be issued 
with an authorisation to use delegation for the Planning Proposal. 

6. In the event NSW Planning & Environment issues a Gateway Determination to proceed with 
the Planning Proposal, the planning proposal be amended in accordance with the 
determination and consultation be undertaken with the community and government 
agencies in accordance with Section 57 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment 
Act 1979 and any directions of the Gateway Determination. 

7. The matter be reported back to Council for finalisation following public exhibition of the 
planning proposal with details of any submissions received. 

8. The proponent be advised that a site specific amendment to the Goulburn Mulwaree 
Development Control Plan 2009 is required to be prepared, assessed by staff and publicly 
exhibited prior to Council finalising the LEP amendment. 

Following this later resolution, a gateway determination was issued and the planning proposal was 
referred to multiple government agencies for comment. As part of this referral process, Council 
received advice from the former Office of Environment and Heritage and State Emergency Service, 
which raised serious and legitimate concerns in relation to the potential flooding of the subject area 
under a Probable Maximum Flood. This advice, elaborated on in the report below, has forced 
Council staff to conclude that the planning proposal should not proceed in its current form as the 
development of a hospital and aged care facility in the SP2 Health Infrastructure zone would 
constitute an unacceptable risk to human life and wellbeing. 

REPORT 

Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to consider an alternate zoning arrangement for the subject site that 
facilitates the development of a smaller health hub with additional residential accommodation. This 
report discusses agency consultation carried out to date and the proposed new zoning 
arrangement.  This report recommends that Council endorse the revised planning proposal.  
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The Subject Site 

The subject site is located at 37 Ross Street and 23 Brewer Street, west of the Bradfordville 
Industrial Precinct, immediately south of the disused Goulburn to Crookwell rail reserve and 
immediately north of the Wollondilly River and the Goulburn Mulwaree Animal Shelter (Lots 100 
and 101 DP1214244) (Figure 1). The subject site is currently zoned part IN1 General Industrial and 
RE1 Public Recreation (Figure 2). 

 

Figure 1: Subject land 

 

Figure 2: Current zoning arrangement 



Ordinary Council Meeting Agenda 17 December 2019 

Item 15.1 Page 37 

The subject site consists of the current Health Hub development on 37 Ross Street and an 
undeveloped road reserve and disused golf course on 23 Brewer Street, Goulburn.  The subject 
site is partially affected by the 1% Annual Event Probability flood and entirely affected by a 
Probable Maximum Flood (Figures 3 and 4). 

 

Figure 3: 1% Annual Event Probability flood extends 

 

Figure 4: Probable Maximum Flood extents. 
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Previous Proposal  

The previous proposal was to rezone the subject land to SP2 Health Infrastructure for the purposes 
of developing a health precinct. The planning proposal also proposed a 12m building height 
restriction, a floor space ratio of 0.7:1 and a 1000sqm minimum lot size restriction. 

Unlike other zones, the SP2 Infrastructure zone does not have a land use table that specifically 
identifies what development is permitted and prohibited. Instead, the land use table simply 
provides that any development that is incidental or ancillary development to the specified purpose 
of the zone is permitted, while prohibiting all other kinds of developments. The name of the zone is 
typically altered to reflect what this purpose is. In this case the SP2 Infrastructure zone is being 
referred to as the SP2 ‘Health Infrastructure’ zone, as the zone proposed would allow any 
development incidental or ancillary to the development of ‘Health Infrastructure’.  

The SP2 Infrastructure zone is useful for developing the kind of infrastructure specified, however it 
is highly inflexible as a general zone, as any development that is unrelated to the specified kind of 
infrastructure is mandatorily prohibited. A recent example of this inflexibility has been experienced 
by Council with respect to Council’s Irrigation Farm, which is zoned as SP2 “Public Utility 
Undertaking”. In this case, Council is unable to utilise or develop the land for anything unrelated to 
a “Public Utility Undertaking” without rezoning the land first.  

In support of the planning proposal proponent submitted an indicative site plan of the potential 
uses that the proposed zoning would allow (Figure 3). It is important to note that this was an 
indicative site plan that is only intended to show the development potential under the new zoning. It 
is not intended to be construed as a development plan. 

 

Refer Figure 3 on the following page 
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Figure 3: Indicative development potential for an SP2 Health Infrastructure zone 
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A gateway determination was issued for the original proposal on 10 November 2017 (Attachment 
1). This gateway determination required the preparation of a flood investigation, a Stage 1 
Preliminary Site Investigation and consultation with various government agencies prior to public 
exhibition. 

This planning proposal was never publicly exhibited. 

Previous Government Agency Advice 

Following Council’s resolution on 7 March 2017, and the preparation of studies required under the 
gateway determination, the following agencies were consulted in relation to the planning proposal: 

Water NSW 

Water NSW responded on 15 October 2018 and raised no objection to the planning proposal 
(Attachment 1). They simply reiterated the requirement under the State Environmental Planning 
Policy (Sydney Drinking Water Catchment) 2011 for all developments to demonstrate a neutral or 
beneficial impact on water quality prior to development consent being granted. 

Rural Fire Service 

The Rural Fire Service responded on 2 November 2018 and raised no objection to the planning 
proposal (Attachment 2). 

NSW Health 

NSW Health responded on 22 October 2018 and raised no objection to the planning proposal 
(Attachment 3). They instead requested that any future development application relating to the 
development of a health hub be referred to them. 

Environment Protection Authority 

The Environment Protection Authority responded on 25 October 2018, stating that they had no 
comment to make on this proposal. 

Former Office of Environment and Heritage 

The former Office of Environment and Heritage (now Department of Planning, Industry and 
Environment) responded on 29 October 2018 and raised concerns with respect to flooding and 
Aboriginal heritage (Attachment 4).  

In relation to flooding, the former Office of Environment and Heritage raised concerns about 
placing sensitive uses such as aged care facilities and hospitals on land subject to a Probable 
Maximum Flood. To this end, they also incorporated comments from a separate referral made to 
the State Emergency Service in their response. The State Emergency Service referenced the 
elevated difficulty and risk in trying to evacuate hospitals and aged care facilities in a flood and 
questioned the location of a health hub precinct in a location that is flood prone at all. These 
comments were taken to be an outright objection to the planning proposal and prompted further 
discussions between the proponent, Council and the State Emergency Service. 

In relation to Aboriginal heritage, the former Office of Environment and Heritage raised that there 
was the potential for two (2) artefacts to be located in certain portions of the land and requested an 
archaeological assessment to be completed. In this instance, an archaeological due diligence 
assessment was later completed by the proponent, demonstrating that any impacts could be 
addressed at the development assessment stage.  

The former Office of Environment and Heritage were satisfied that there were no significant 
adverse impacts on biodiversity. 
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Former Office of Environment and Heritage (Heritage Division) 

The Heritage Division of the former Office of Environment and Heritage (now part of the 
Department of Premier and Cabinet) responded separately on 12 November 2019 (Attachment 5). 
They raised no objection to the planning proposal, but did note that a heritage assessment, 
including an archaeological assessment, may need to be completed at such a time as any future 
development application is submitted.  

State Emergency Service 

Following the initial advice given by the former Office of Environment and Heritage, Council 
initiated discussions with the proponent, the former Office of Environment and Heritage and the 
State Emergency Service in relation to flooding.  

Concerns were raised by the proponent that the State Emergency Service was not giving a 
reasonable assessment of the planning proposal. The proponent made these comments on the 
grounds that most developments only need to demonstrate an assessment of flood risk if they are 
located within the 1% Annual Event Probability flood prone area, whereas they were actually being 
assessed on their location in the Probable Maximum Flood Prone area. This is the difference 
between planning for a flood that has a 1% chance of occurring on any given year, versus planning 
for even rarer floods, including floods that can theoretically only occur if the maximum amount of 
precipitation occurs everywhere in the catchment, all at once. The proponent also argued that even 
when accounting for a Probable Maximum Flood, they could simply build at a higher level, allowing 
the building occupants to evacuate in place. 

These concerns culminated in a series of separate meetings between the proponent and the State 
Emergency Service. Following these meetings, the State Emergency Service was encouraged to 
submit their own advice. On 1 April 2019 the State Emergency Service provided their submission 
along with more detailed reasons as to why they object to the planning proposal (Attachment 6). 
These reasons include, but are not limited to the following: 

 For sensitive uses such as aged care and hospital developments, there is no acceptable 
flood risk. Occupants cannot easily be evacuated and any evacuation relies on the highly 
problematic assumption that there is ample health care and specialist support capacity for 
them elsewhere (e.g. ample spare bed capacity at the Goulburn Base Hospital, enough to 
accept all patients from any future private hospital development). 

 Probable Maximum Flood events may be rare, but they do happen. Recent examples 
include the Townsville Flood that was determined to have a 0.2% annual event probability 
(1 in 500 year) and Dungog in 2015, which killed 3 people and had a 0.1% annual event 
probability (1 in 1000 year). 

 It is not reasonable to assume that the State Emergency Service can support a mass 
evacuation when increasing the amount of people that may need to be evacuated in case 
of an emergency. 

 The State Emergency Service cannot assume that private evacuation plans will be regularly 
reviewed and conducted as prepared as they do not have the resources or power to 
monitor them. 

 Evacuation in place, such as by building above the water line, is unacceptable, as basic 
utility services and supplies cannot be guaranteed and occupants cannot be evacuated in 
case of a separate emergency, or an escalation of the initial emergency. 

Outcome of Agency Referrals 

Despite all other concerns raised by government agencies being largely addressed, the comments 
made by the State Emergency Service have led Strategic Planning to conclude that the proposed 
SP2 Health Infrastructure zone was unsuitable for the site, on the grounds that the facilitation of 
any development on the site for the purposes of a hospital or aged care facility constitutes an 
unacceptable risk to human life and wellbeing.  
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It was also noted that the proposed SP2 Health Infrastructure would not be desirable for the site 
from an investment point of view, as the kind of infrastructure allowed for under the zone would be 
restricted solely to health infrastructure developments that do not accept in-patients, given the 
inherent flood risk of the site and the mandatory prohibition of any other development unrelated to 
the purpose specified under the SP2 Infrastructure zone.  

Following this conclusion a joint meeting between the proponent, the Mayor, the State Emergency 
Service, the former Office of Environment and Heritage, the Strategic Planning team and the 
Director of Planning and Environment was held on 9 April 2019. It was determined at this meeting 
that a possible solution would be to pursue an alternative zoning arrangement, where the 
proponent could still develop non-sensitive health facilities such as a day surgeries and 
physiotherapy unit and potentially other development as well, such as residential development.  

Following further discussions with Strategic Planning, the proponent has since put forth an 
alternate zoning arrangement for Council endorsement, prior to the preparation of the planning 
proposal and referral to the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment. 

Revised Zoning Arrangement 

The revised proposal suggests rezoning the subject land to a combination of B6 Enterprise 
Corridor, R1 General Residential and RE1 Public recreation (Figure 4). The proposal also includes 
the introduction of a maximum building height control of 13m and a floor space ratio of 1:1 for the 
proposed B6 Enterprise Corridor zone. The R1 General Residential zone will have a 700m2 
minimum lot size. 

 

Figure 4: Proposed rezoning 
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The proposed B6 Enterprise Corridor zone permits health services facilities onsite, allowing the 
proponent to develop non-sensitive medical facilities such as a physiotherapy, as well as acting as 
a buffer between the Bradfordville industrial precinct and the existing and proposed residentially 
zoned areas.   

The proposed R1 General Residential would allow for general residential development, in lieu of a 
development of a hospital or aged care facility. The proposed RE1 Public Recreation zone has 
been slightly enlarged to encompass undevelopable land and land flood prone under a 1% Annual 
Event Probability flood. 

Assessment of Revised Planning Proposal 

Strategic Planning is supportive of the revised zoning arrangement as it ensures that any potential 
land use conflict between existing and proposed residential areas are mitigated by the B6 
Enterprise Corridor zone.  

All proposed zones allow for development types that are of a low risk nature and suitable for 
development on land within the Probable Maximum Flood area, but above land that is flood prone 
in a 1% Annual Event Probability flood. It is acknowledged that this does not eliminate flood risk, 
however it also does not make it significantly less manageable than the current IN1 General 
Industrial zone that applies to the land, which can facilitate industrial development.  

It is important to note that this proposal does represent a deviation from Council’s adopted 
Employment Land Strategy, which supported the original proposal, and a reduction to the total 
amount of industrially zoned land. However Strategic Planning is satisfied that this variation is 
justified on the grounds that it addresses serious and legitimate concerns relating to flooding and 
will substantially reduce the extent of the IN1 Industrial zone that directly fronts the residential 
areas of Bradfordville. 

At this stage no site specific development controls are recommended for the subject area. 
However site specific controls may be developed if required to address concerns raised by the 
community or a government agency.  

The revised zoning arrangement is considered to be otherwise broadly consistent with the 
prescribe s9.1 Ministerial requirements for planning proposals and compliant with the requirements 
of other government agencies. 

Conclusion 

It is recommended that the alternate proposed zoning arrangement is endorsed for 37 Ross Street 
and 23 Brewer Street, Goulburn in order to facilitate the development of a mixed residential and 
health hub precinct.  

This new zoning arrangement is considered to satisfy agency concerns in relation to flood risk and 
a justified variation to Council’s Employment Land Strategy. 
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