
1.1.1 DA0331/2014 – Proposed Demolition of the Old Gulgong 
Hospital – Lots 195 and 196 DP755434, 34 Goolma Road 
Gulgong 

REPORT BY THE  MANAGER STATUTORY PLANNING TO 23 JULY 2014 COUNCIL MEETING 

Report DA0331_2014 Gulgong Hospital demolition 

GOV400038, DA0331/2014 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 
That: 
 
1. the report by theManager Statutory Planning on the DA0331/2014 – Proposed 

Demolition of the Old Gulgong Hospital – Lots 195 and 196 DP755434, 34 Goolma 
Road Gulgong be received; 

 
2. Development Application 0331/2014 for the demolition of the Old Gulgong 

Hospital on Lots 195 and 196 DP755434, 34 Goolma Road Gulgong be approved 
with the following conditions to be referred to the Minister for concurrence prior 
to determination of the application; 

 
APPROVED PLANS CONDITIONS 
 

1. Development is to be carried out generally in accordance with stamped 
plans Project Number 11216802, Drawing No. A_1000_A02 by Woodhead 
Architects and Statement of Environmental Effects by  NSW Health 
Infrastructure and Woodhead Architects except as varied by the 
conditions listed herein. Any minor modification to the approved plans 
will require the lodgement and consideration by Council of amended 
plans. Major modifications will require the lodgement of a new 
development application. 

 
PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF WORKS – BUILDING 
 

2. The site shall be provided with a waste enclose (minimum1800mm X 
1800mm X 1200mm) that has a lid or secure covering for the duration of 
the construction works to ensure that all wastes are contained on the 
site.  The receptacle is to be emptied periodically to reduce the potential 
for rubbish to leave the site.  Council encourages the separation and 
recycling of suitable materials.   

 NOTE: ALL WASTE GENERATED FROM THE CONSTRUCTION 
PROCESS IS TO BE CONTAINED ON-SITE 

 
3. A sign must be erected in a prominent position on any work site on 

which involved in the erection or demolition of a building is carried out; 
a) stating that unauthorised entry to the work site is prohibited, and  
b) showing the name of the person in charge of the work site and a 

telephone number at which that person may be contacted outside 
working hours. 

c) the name, address and telephone number of the principal 
certifying authority for the work, 

d)  The sign shall be removed when the erection or demolition of the 
building has been completed.  

 



4. An historic and photographic record of the buildings located on site is 
to be prepared and submitted to Council in accordance with NSW 
Heritage Office guidelines prior to the commencement of demolition 
works.   

 

5. The development site is to be managed for the entirety of work in the 
following manner: 

 Erosion and sediment controls are to be implemented to prevent 
sediment from leaving the site. The controls are to be maintained 
until the development is complete and the site stabilised with 
permanent vegetation; 

 Appropriate dust control measures; 

 Construction equipment and materials shall be contained wholly 
within the site unless approval to use the road reserve has been 
obtained; 

 Toilet facilities are to be provided on the work site at the rate of one 
toilet for every 20 persons or part of 20 persons employed at the 
site. 

 
6. A demolition management plan is to be prepared and submitted to 

Council for approval prior to the commencement of works. The plan 
shall detail; 

 Preservation of any archaeology uncovered; 

 Reuse and recycling of material; 

 Haulage times and routes; 

 Mitigation measures for dust and noise nuisance; 

 Complaint handling procedure; 

 Disposal and handling of hazardous material;  

 Isolation of the beehive well during demolition work; 

 Any other matter deemed appropriate. 
 
DEMOLITION WORK  

 
7. Demolition work noise that is audible at other premises is to be 

restricted to the following times: 

 Monday to Saturday - 7.00am to 5.00pm 
 No construction work noise is permitted on Sundays or Public Holidays. 

 
8. The licensed demolition contractor and/or principal contractor must 

comply with the following specific requirements in respect of the 
proposed demolition works:- 

 
a) Demolition work is not be undertaken until: 

 Council has been provided with a copy of any required 
Hazardous Substances Management Plan; 

 The licensed demolition contractor and/or principal contractor 
has inspected the site and is satisfied that all measures are in 
place to comply with the provisions of such Plan;  

b) The removal, handling and disposal of any asbestos material (in 
excess of 10m²) is to be undertaken only by an asbestos removal 
contractor who holds the appropriate class of Asbestos Licence, 
issued by WorkCover NSW, and in accordance with the 
requirements of WorkCover NSW, the Work Health and Safety Act 
2011 and Australian Standard 2601-2001 



c) All asbestos and other hazardous materials are to be appropriately 
contained and disposed of at a facility holding the appropriate 
license issued by the NSW Environmental Protection Agency; 

d) Seven working days notice in writing is to be given to Council prior 
to the commencement of any demolition works.  Such written notice 
is to include the date demolition will commence and details of the 
name, address, contact telephone number and licence details (type 
of licences held and licence numbers) of any asbestos removal 
contractor and demolition contractor. 

 
9. All services (including water, sewer, electricity and telecommunications) 

are to be capped or decommissioned prior to the commencement of 
demolition works.  

 
GENERAL 
 
The following conditions have been applied to ensure that the use of the land 

and/or building is carried out in a manner that is consistent with the 
aims and objectives of the environmental planning instrument affecting 
the land. 

 
10. All waste generated by the proposed development shall be disposed of 

to an approved location in accordance with the Waste Minimization & 
Management Act 1995. 

 
11. All work and associated equipment is to be contained wholly within the 

site.   
 
12. The demolition is to be done in a manner that supports the principles of 

reuse and recycle to reduce the amount of waste to be transported to 
the Waste depot.  

 
13. Any archaeological artefacts uncovered by the demolition work are to 

be preserved in accordance with the Demolition Management Plan and 
work is to cease until Council and the NSW Heritage Office have been 
notified and advice provided as to the recommencement of works.    

 
14 The beehive well is to be retained as part of the re-landscaping 

proposal. 
 

Executive summary 

APPLICANT Health Infrastructure 

ESTIMATED COST OF DEVELOPMENT $106,300 
REASON FOR REPORTING TO COUNCIL Unresolved submissions 

PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS Petition (736 signatures); 60 letters 

 
The proposed development relates to the demolition of the remainder of the old Gulgong Hospital 
including the 1901 heritage listed section on Lots 195 and 196 DP 755434, 34 Goolma Road 
Gulgong. 
 
Lots 195 and 196 DP 755434 are zoned SP2 Infrastructure under Mid-Western Regional Local 
Environmental Plan 2012 (LEP 2012).  The hospital site includes the Gulgong Health One and 
Multi-Purpose (MPS) Facilities.  
 



The subject development application is a Crowndevelopmentand pursuant to Section 89 of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 a consent authority cannot refuse an 
application or impose any conditions of consent without the Minister or Applicants’ approval. 
 
The application was advertised and notified for a three (3) week period and 60 letters and a petition 
containing over 700 signatures was received. The submissions centre around the heritage 
significance of the building and possible alternate uses. 
 
The application is supported by a Statement of Heritage Impact that permits the proposed 
demolition. It should be noted that there were previous Heritage Impact Statements undertaken at 
the time of the new health facility buildings which indicated that the building had local significance 
and should be retained.   
 
A Conservation Management Plan (CMP) was subsequently undertaken and it outlined the 
building’s significance in precincts and allowed the demolition of later unsympathetic additions. 
This work has occurred during the construction of the MPS. 
 
Council also sought its own heritage assessment of the application due to the conflicting 
Statements prepared by the applicant over various stages of the redevelopment of the Gulgong 
Hospital grounds. This assessment indicates that the building does have local significance and that 
the building should not be demolished, providing there is no other significant reason such as 
structural decay or health/safety issue associated with its retention.  
 
Council is obliged to consider an application in accordance with Section 79C of the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979 and heritage conservation is one of the matters to be 
considered. A consent authority is also required to consider the social and economic impact of the 
development and advice from the applicant as to cost of restoration is that this cost is significant. 
The significance of the building is as a hospital and with the construction of the Health One Facility 
and MPS, the building is unlikely to be used for this type of purpose in the future. It is therefore 
recommended that the application be approved and the proposed conditions of consent be 
forwarded to the Minister for endorsement.   

Detailed report 

The application has been assessed in accordance with Section 79C(1) of the Environmental 
Planning & Assessment Act 1979.   The main issues are addressed below as follows. 

1. REQUIREMENTS OF REGULATIONS AND POLICIES: 

(a) Provisions of any Environmental Planning Instrument and any draft EPI 
 
Mid-Western Regional LEP 2012 

 
The land is zoned SP2 Infrastructurepursuant to Mid-Western Local Environmental Plan 2012. 
The objectives of the zone include; 
 

•   To provide for infrastructure and related uses. 
•   To prevent development that is not compatible with or that may detract from the 

provision of infrastructure. 
•   To protect the water storage of Windamere and Burrendong Dams. 

 
The objective of zone are irrelevant to the subject application as the application is for the 
demolition of an existing building. 
 
Clause 2.7 – Demolition requires development consent 
 
An application has been received for demolition which complies with this clause.   



 
Clause 5.10 – Heritage Conservation  
 
The Gulgong Hospital is identified as an item of environmental heritage pursuant to LEP 2012. The 
site of the former Hospital is outside of the Gulgong Conservation Area. 
 
The building is also on the Section 170 Register under the Heritage Act 1977. This obliges any 
government agency or body to maintain the registered item in accordance with the State Owned 
Heritage Management Principles.  
 
The Section 170 Register does not have any statutory weight in the assessment of the application 
and its requirements and obligations are on the Governemnt Agency or body responsible for the 
item. 
 
Clause 5.10 states that development consent is required for the demolition of a heritage item.  
 
(1)  Objectives 
 

(a) to conserve the environmental heritage of Mid-Western Regional, 
(b)   to conserve the heritage significance of heritage items and heritage conservation 

areas,including associated fabric, settings and views, 
(c)   to conserve archaeological sites, 
(d)   to conserve Aboriginal objects and Aboriginal places of heritage significance. 

 
History of the Building 

 
The building was built in 1901 in accordance with the design of the Government Architect. It was 
constructed after the gold rush period and peak of the Gulgongpopulation. The original Gulgong 
Hospital was constructed on Church Hill and was a timber pole structure with a bark and canvas 
roof. 
 
The building was constructed in brick and in the Federation Style. The building consisted of a 
central core of small wards, and two larger wards extending to the east and west. 
 
In 1913, local architect, Harold Hardwick, was responsible for the new female and nurse’s quarters. 
 
1936, further additions were designed including a boiler room, operating theatre, and additional 
amenities, however, it appears as though the bathroom and toilets were only added. 
 
In 1956 minor additions to the north east of the central wing occurred.  
 
In 1963, the first of the detracting additions were constructed with the construction of an 
administration wing in front of the hospital which required the removal of the central gable feature. 
 
In 1966, the nurse’s quarters were demolished and new nurses quarters were constructed over the 
old tennis court. The west wing was extended in 1968 and in the 1980’s the east wing was also 
extended1.  
 
The building has been altered over much of its history but has been a focal point for births and 
deaths within Gulgong for over a century.    
 
Statement of significance 

 

                                                
1
John Blackwood Architects P/L – “Heritage Impact Statement – Gulgong Health One”, December 2010. Page 8. 



An intrinsic part of the community through the Gold rush decade and the subsequent years, the old 
Gulgong Hospital has continually served the local community for 139 years and for more than a 
century on the subject site. 
 
The 1901 hospital building was a major development during the consolidation of the town after the 
1870s gold rush ended. A Government built hospital was an important marker that the town had a 
viable future. The 1901 core section of the hospital was designed by Government Architect, Walter 
liberty Vernon, and as originally built, was an excellent example of the Federation aesthetic.  
 
The site also includes examples of the work of an early Mudgee Architect, Harold Hardwick. The 
removal of late twentieth century additions and the reconstruction of the original verandah would 
allow the building to be a significant landmark heritage building at one of the main entry pints into a 
historical town. 
 
The landscape is an example of a modified European landscape with exotic species that is 
characteristic of the town as a whole. The original layout of the 1901 hospital can demonstrate a 
great deal about early hospital practice and how the medical profession has developed during the 
twentieth century. The layout of the original 1901 building remains largely intact and recoverable2.          

 
The proposed development is contrary to these provisions as it seeks to demolish a heritage item, 
however the nature of the item and the cost of restoring the item must also be taken into 
consideration. The heritage item is a large public building that would require a significant amount of 
resources to restore, is no longer easily utilised for a purpose with the construction of the Health 
One Facility and MPS, and would require the diversion of public health money away from treatment 
to restoration of a building.   

 

(4) Effect of proposed development on heritage significance 
 
The consent authority must, before granting consent under this clause in respect of a heritage item 
or heritage conservation area, consider the effect of the proposed development on the heritage 
significance of the item or area concerned. This subclause applies regardless of whether a 
heritage management document is prepared under subclause (5) or a heritage conservation 
management plan is submitted under subclause (6). 

 
The effect of the proposed development (demolition) would be to destroy what significance is left. It 
is worth noting that the detailed statement of significance within the Heritage Impact Statement 
prepared by John Blackwood Architects P/L identifies the following; 

 Aesthetic significance criterion is only just met with the 20th Century additions.  

 Social significance criterion is not met. 

 The 1901 section of the building would have high archaeological potential in the sub-floor 
surfaces.  

 Rarity significance criterion is not met. 

 Representativeness significance criterion only just met with 20 th Century additions still 
intact.  

 
The removal of the 20th Century additions has meant that the original 1901 building is far more 
visible but it also appears out of context in that the significance is substantially lost with the 
removal of the verandas. A fair amount of work would also need to be done to rectify the impact of 
later additions on the fabric of the original building.        
 
(5) Heritage assessment 

 
The consent authority may, before granting consent to any development: 
(a)   on land on which a heritage item is located, or 
(b)   on land that is within a heritage conservation area, or 

                                                
2
 Ibid, page 4 



(c)   on land that is within the vicinity of land referred to in paragraph (a) or (b), 
require a heritage management document to be prepared that assesses the extent to which the 
carrying out of the proposed development would affect the heritage significance of the heritage 
item or heritage conservation area concerned. 

 
There is no doubt that the building has local significance to the town of Gulgong and the wider 
community of Mid-Western Regional Council, however as stated earlier in this report, the likelihood 
of a use being found for the building and the cost of restoration must also be considered. 
 
Health Infrastructure has provided Council with a Quantity Surveyors report on the likely cost 
restoration and these costs are significant. The costs exceed $2 million and whilst it can be argued 
that another organisation or person could do the work at less expense, the building is still owned 
by Health Infrastructure and they must consider this cost versus their day to day costs of providing 
health services to the State of New South Wales.  
 
This will be considered in further detail in a later section of the report; however the assessment has 
narrowed the discussion down to a matter of heritage significance versus the economic and social 
costs of retention.     
 
(b Provisions of any Development Control Plan or Council Policy 

 

Mid-Western Regional Development Control Plan 2013 
 
There are no provisions within the DCP that are explicitly relevant to the subject application. 

2. IMPACT OF DEVELOPMENT 

Built Environment  
 
The proposed development is unlikely to have any significant impacts on the streetscape or 
locality. The newly constructed Health One Facility and MPS have in one sensehasovertaken the 
site and the proposed demolition is unlikely to alter the character of the locality.   

Access, transport and traffic 
 

There will be a number of movements associated with the proposed demolition; however these can 
be controlled through the Demolition Management Plan.  
 
Access to the site is from a State Highway and therefore it is considered that the local road 
network is capable of accepting the proposed traffic movements.  

Heritage 
 
The heritage significanceofthe building has been previously discussed. The item is listed in 
Council’s LEP 2012 as an item of local significance. The site is located outside of the Gulgong 
Conservation Area.  
 
The building is considered to have far more significance if the verandas were still intact and 
conversely this would also reduce the cost of restoration. The statement of significance identifies 
that the architectural and aesthetic significance were reduced through the later 20 th Century 
additions and this is considered to be also true of the removal of the verandas.    
 
The applicant has also provided costing’s from a Quantity Surveyor as to the cost of restoration 
and these are significant. As the applicant also represents the NSW Health Service, there is an 
economic and social cost associated with proceeding with the restoration. Limited funds available 
for health services may need to be diverted away from health services to ensure the preservation 
of the building.   
 



It is arguable as to whether the significance justifies these costs and unfortunately the fact that 
there is a newly constructed purpose built heath service facility next door does not assist the 
argument. It is therefore considered that the applicant has demonstrated sufficient justification to 
allow demolition of the building.   

Natural Environment  
 
The land has been used for the purposes of a hospital for over a century. It is largely disturbed and 
is unlikely to have any significance in terms of natural fauna or flora.  

Social and Economic impact in the locality 
 

The social impact of the proposed development is largely mitigated by the construction of the 
Health One Facility and the MPS. The social significance of the old Gulgong Hospital was 
assessed as not meeting the Heritage criterion in the original Heritage Impact Statement.  
 
The economic cost of the proposed demolition against the cost of restoration has been considered 
in the report elsewhere. It is worth noting that a Planning Principle devised by the NSW Land and 
Environment Court does deal with this issue. The Planning Principle is not strictly related to the 
subject matter but the questions it asks are considered relevant.  
 
The Planning Principle is known as Helou v Strathfield Municipal Council (2006) NSWLEC 66 
and deals with the demolition of a contributory item (not specifically listed) in a conservation area 
and the impact on the area’s significance. It must be noted that the argument is not that the 
Planning Principle applies as it certainly does not but that the questions asked are helpful in 
assessing an application for demolition. 
 
Question from Planning Principle Relevance/ Answer 

1. What is the heritage significance of the conservation 
area? 

 

High but not relevant to this matter. 

2. What contribution does the individual building make 
to the significance of the conservation area? 

 The starting point for these questions is the 
Statement of Significance of the conservation area. 
This may be in the relevant LEP or in the heritage 
study that led to its designation. If the contributory 
value of the building is not evident from these 
sources, expert opinion should be sought.  

 

Not relevant. 

3. Is the building structurally unsafe? 
 Although lack of structural safety will give weight to 

permitting demolition, there is still a need to consider 
the extent of the contribution the building makes to 
the heritage significance of the conservation area.  

 

Not known to be structurally unsafe. 

4. If the building is or can be rendered structurally safe, 
is there any scope for extending or altering it to 
achieve the development aspirations of the applicant 
in a way that would have a lesser effect on the 
integrity of the conservation area than demolition? 

 
 If the answer is yes, the cost of the necessary 

remediation/rectification works should be considered.  

 

Can be restored to permit health related 
or similar uses. 
 
 
 
 
Cost has been put at over $2 million.  

5. Are these costs so high that they impose an 
unacceptable burden on the owner of the building? Is 

The applicant has no known use for the 
building given its investment in the 



Question from Planning Principle Relevance/ Answer 

the cost of altering or extending or incorporating the 
contributory building into a development of the site 
(that is within the reasonable expectations for the use 
of the site under the applicable statutes and controls) 
so unreasonable that demolition should be permitted?  

 
 If these costs are reasonable, then 

remediation/rectification (whether accompanied by 
alteration and/or extension or not) should be 
preferred to demolition and rebuilding.  

Health One Facility and MPS. 
 
The cost is considered unreasonable 
for the applicant to sustain especially 
given that there is no future use 
identified.   
 
Not applicable as cost is considered to 
be unreasonable.  

6. Is the replacement of such quality that it will fit into 
the conservation area?  

 
 If the replacement does not fit, the building should be 

retained until a proposal of suitable quality is 
approved. 

Not relevant. 

 
The purpose of providing an extract of the Planning Principle and Court judgement is to purely 
outline that the NSW Land and Environment Court do consider matters of cost when considering 
heritage. This is the only purpose of citing the Court judgement and as noted earlier there is no 
attempt to claim that the judgement is specifically related to the subject application.  

3.  SUITABILITY OF SITE FOR DEVELOPMENT 

(a) Does the proposal fit in the locality 
 
The building is a landmark building in the locality; however its demolition would not have any 
significant impact as there is no health precinct or associated buildings other than the newly 
constructed Health One Facility and MPS.  

(b) Are the site attributes conducive to development 
 

The site attributes are conducive with the development.  

4.  SUBMISSIONS MADE IN ACCORDANCE WITH ACT OR REGULATIONS 

(a) Public Submissions 
The proposal was exhibited from 16 April 2014 to the 26 May 2014 with 59 submissions in the form 
of objection received. 57 of the objections received where form letters of which there were four 
different types. A petition of 736 was also submitted.  The petition in its entirety has not been 
attached to the report but will be tabled at the Council meeting for Council’s information.   
 
Below is a summary of the issued raised in the submissions with staff comments provided.  

 
Issues Comment 

The 1901 building is still structurally sound, 
supported by statement from Laurence 
Thomson a qualified stonemason.  

Whilst the building maybe structurally sound, 
considerable work needs to be undertaken to ensure 
that it can be safely and adaptively be reused which 
will result in significant costs.  

The 1901 building is a Federation style 
cottage hospital and typical of the work of 
architect Mark Cooper Day 

Regardless of the style of the building it is agreed 
that the building is of local significance.  

The 1901 building is significant and 
consistent with the significance of Gulgong 

Agree the building is of local significance. 

The 1901 building has social significance.  Agree the building is of local significance. 

The 1901 could be adaptively reused as a 
“wellness centre”. 

Council is unaware of any commitment from the 
relevant authorities or private providers to provide 



Issues Comment 

these services. 

Replacement of the building in the future 
would be more expensive that conservation.  

There is no evidence that there would be a demand 
for replacement of the building in the future.  

The 1901 building is older than 85% of the 
buildings in the Gulgong Conservation Area 
and therefore should be conserved.  

Agree the building is of local significance. 

The site is dedicated for a hospital and 
according to advice from the Department of 
Lands the relevant legislation required that 
the land be handed back to the Crown for 
“revocation of the dedication and 
repurposing”. 

The current DA for consideration by Council is for the 
demolition of the building.  Council may grant 
consent for demolition without impacting on land 
tenure. The Crown will need to determine the future 
use of the land.  

The appropriate owners consent has not 
been given for the lodgement of the 
application.  

It is a requirement that the correct owners consent is 
provided. Council requested clarification of this 
matter and a subsequent letter of owners consent 
was provided by the Department of Lands 
representing the Crown. 

The building is a reminder of the Gold Rush 
era and therefore has historical, cultural and 
social significance.  

Agree the building is of local significance. 

The 1901 building is an example of a 
hospital style when health service became 
important across the state to combat 
contagious diseases.  There are only three 
hospitals of this kind left in NSW.  

Agree the building is of local significance. 

The site being located next to the Adams 
Lead Gold Mining Lease may have 
archaeological significance.  

A recommended condition of consent is included 
regarding preservation of archaeological artefacts.  

Request Council to revoke the development 
consent for the demolition of 1980 extension 
to allow use as a hydrotherapy pool and gym 
business 

Council does not have the power to revoke this 
consent.  

The building could be used for a range of 
services not provided in the MPS as outlined 
in the Community Plan.  

A plan has been submitted indicating a range of 
possible uses of the building.  No further information 
regarding the need or viability of these uses has 
been submitted.   Council is unaware of any 
commitment from the relevant authorities or private 
providers to provide these services.  

Suggestion that the building should be 
transferred to Council for adaptive reuse.  

There is no funding provided with the 
Delivery/Operational Plan for the necessary work to 
restore and allow the adaptive reuse of the building 
or for the ongoing maintenance and operational 
costs. 

The building should be “moth balled” until 
sufficient funds are available to restore.  

This is an option that Council could consider 
although the level of funds needed for restoration 
and operational costs are significant which may 
result in the building requiring ongoing care for a 
considerable length of time whilst providing no return 
to the community.  It is considered, even with the 
best intentions, a vacant building without use will 
deteriorate.  

Health services cannot be adequately 
accessed by Gulgong residents and 
retention of the building will facilitate 
provision of services.  

Council is unaware of any commitment from the 
relevant authorities or private providers to provide 
these services. 



(b) Submissions from public authorities 
 

The application was originally lodged with owner’s consent being provided by Health Infrastructure. 
Council became aware that there may be an issue with who was considered to be the legal owner 
of the land. The application was then referred to the Department of Lands who govern these 
matters and a subsequent letter provided owners consent was provided to Council.  

5.  THE PUBLIC INTEREST 
 

The public interest is served by the open consideration of this application. It can be argued that the 
public interest can be served by the preservation of a locally listed heritage item but it can also be 
argued that the use of health funds to heal people within the health system rather than restore a 
building that is no longer needed is also in the public interest.   

6.   CONSULTATIONS  

(a) Health & Building. 
 

Comments provided as conditions of consent.  

(b) Technical Services 
 

Not applicable.  

(c) Heritage Advisor 
 

Council does not currently have a Heritage Advisor but sought advice from an independent 
consultant. Their advice is attached as Attachment 3. 

Financial and Operational Plan implications 

Not applicable. 

Community Plan implications 

The assessment of the development application sits under the theme 1 Looking after Our 
Community, Goal 1.1 – A Safe and Healthy Community. 
 

GARY BRUCE  
MANAGER STATURORY PLANNING 

 
CATHERINE VAN LAEREN 
DIRECTOR, DEVELOPMENT & COMMUNITY 
SERVICES 

 

11 July 2014 
 

Attachments: 1. Locality Plan 

 2. Site Plan 
 3. Council’s Heritage Advice 
 4. Heritage Impact Statement 
 5. Public Submissions (attachment to business paper) 
 6. Petition 736 signatures (cover page is attachment to business paper) Whole 

petition to be tabled at Council meeting 
 
APPROVED FOR SUBMISSION: 

 



BRAD CAM 
GENERAL MANAGER 
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