
Minutes 
 

Date & Time: Wednesday 27 June  2018, 2.06pm to 3.50pm  
Location:  Meeting Rooms Grose and Megalong, Level 2, Council HQ, 2-6 Civic Place, 

Katoomba 
Chair: Clr Chris Van der Kley 
Deputy Chair Clr Kerry Brown 
Present:  Committee members: 

• Clr Chris Van der Kley 
• Clr Kerry Brown 
• Ron Powell 
• Juliana Swatko 

• Suzanne Mitchell 
• Elizabeth Saxton 
• Ruth Longdin 
• John Low 

Observers • Clr Kevin Schrieber 
• Nick Rigby, BMCC Branch Manager, Environment & Culture 
• Nicole Castle, BMCC Cultural Heritage Coordinator 
• Brad Moore, BMCC Aboriginal Community Development Coordinator 
• Sara Reilly, BMCC Senior Town Planner 
• Michelle Maher, BMCC Executive Principal, Land Use Planning 

Apologies Committee Members (absent): 
• Kevin Smith 

Minutes Leeanne Morante, Administration Coordinator 
TRIM File: F05752 

 
Items for discussion: 

 Item Comments 
1 Meeting Commencement 2.06pm 
2 Acknowledgement of 

Country 
Chair, Clr Van der Kley  

3 Apologies Kevin Smith 
4 Confirmation of previous 

minutes 
Minutes were confirmed by all members without change.  

5 Declaration of any 
conflicts of interest. 

No conflicts of interest declared. 

6. Terms of Reference – 
Nick Rigby  
 
 

Nick Rigby provided the Committee with an overview on the key 
administrative changes to the Committee following Council 
adoption of the revised Terms of Reference (ToRs).    
 
Ruth voiced concerns around having two Councillors on the 
Committee that have voting rights, when the Committee didn’t 
want any Councillors to have voting rights. It is viewed by 
members that it is used as a reason for the HAC’s inability to 
provide heritage advice to Council. Nick explained that the Chair 
and the Deputy Chair have voting rights because they are 
members of the Committee and that this was based upon the 
legal advice obtained by Council. Voting members are 
necessary to have a quorum of voting members to make a 
recommendation.  



 
Nick explained that in terms of the number of Councillor 
members, nothing has changed from the previous Terms of 
Reference and that Council resolved to have two voting 
Councillors on the Committee.  
 
Suzanne asked how that would work on a practical level when 
the Councillors, who do not require heritage knowledge, would 
be required to vote on heritage matters.  Clr Van der Kley 
provided clarification that recommendations on heritage would 
be received from the Committee and Councillors could abstain 
from voting on particular matters if required.  
 
It was reiterated that the Committee did not want Councillors to 
have any voting rights. Ruth commented that ‘it didn’t make 
sense that to have a quorum you needed to have two voting 
Councillors’ and requested it be minuted:  
 
Minute: ‘As a Heritage Advisory Committee we are not 
happy with being prevented, by the current TOR, from 
providing appropriate heritage advice regarding BMCC 
owned property’. 
 

7. Council’s Cultural 
Heritage Management 
program - Nicole Castle  

A PowerPoint presentation was provided by Nicole on Council’s 
Cultural Heritage Management Program. Council has around 
150 assets which are listed as heritage items in the Local 
Environmental Plan. Over the last 12 months, a Heritage 
Specialist has prepared Conservation Management Statements 
for approximately 100 priority Council heritage items as an 
internal resource for staff. They outline significant elements and 
provide maintenance schedules and policies. This takes one 
step further than the current Heritage Inventory sheets by 
highlighting individual elements within a heritage item, their level 
of significance and whether they should be retained or may be 
adapted, for example. These are progressively being uploaded 
onto SharePoint site for internal use by Council staff.  
 
Council is also currently revising its Heritage Strategy. The 
existing 2014-17 strategy is based on OEH’s 9 key 
recommendations. The revised Strategy will take these 
recommendations one step further by considering Council’s 
Museum Advisory Service and Council’s Aboriginal Advisory 
Council’s strategic direction in “Pathways”. The Heritage 
Strategy is not intended to cover Aboriginal Heritage but will 
consider Council’s overall strategic direction. We are focusing 
on improving Councils management of assets with heritage 
value and also attributing key actions and accountabilities. It is 
expected to be ready for public exhibition later this year.  
 
Clr Van der Kley asked if copies of the finished report could be 
provided to the HAC for review and comment prior to public 
exhibition and for it to be a standing agenda item.  
 



Action: Heritage Strategy to be provided to HAC prior to 
public exhibition and made a standing agenda item. 
Nicole provided an overview on Council’s Heritage grants.   
 
Lennox Bridge: The Lennox Bridge stage two of mortar 
repointing has been completed by the same stonemason who 
did stage one last year. This is part of a 2 year grant program 
continuing into 2018/19.  
 
Cox’s Road, Linden: Council received a grant from OEH to 
prepare a conservation management strategy for the section of 
Cox’s Road at Linden, undertaken by Niche Environment and 
Heritage, archaeological consultants. They looked at the site 
and also mapped the individual remnants of the road. The work 
included consultation with the Linden Citizens Association. 
There are some sections of Cox’s road which back onto private 
properties in the area. Part of the alignment is within Council 
land and some within National Parks land which leads down to 
Paradise Pool so it is a complex area that needs to be accessed 
by several state agencies to access the powerlines and other 
services.  
 
Clr Van der Kley provided an overview of the access 
considerations to this section of Cox’s Road and commented 
that many residents that back onto Cox’s Road wanted to retain 
private access but National Parks decided to close it off because 
of people driving up there illegally. People will still be able to 
have access to Paradise Pool but there’s a need to consider 
residents.  
 
POM for the Gully: Received grant funding for a revised Plan of 
Management for the Gully – to review the existing one and 
develop a new one which is on behalf of the Gully Traditional 
Owners and that was for $50,000 which has just started and 
should be delivered around June next year.   
 
OEH Heritage Near Me Grant Applications: April was the last 
round of applications for this OEH grant program, for the 
2018/19 financial year. The grants are for programs that focus 
on community interaction and activation of heritage places. 
Council submitted a few applications including one for Woodford 
Reserve which would involve conservation of significant 
heritage elements and an interpretation plan for a walk from the 
back of the Woodford Reserve area that was developed with 
Woodford Academy, the friends of Woodford Reserve and the 
residents.  
 
Council also submitted an application for some stabilisation 
works and interpretation for the Pulpit Hill precinct including 
Explorers Tree; an application for Athol House at Lawson next 
to the RFS station; one for the Kiosk at Blackheath Pool in the 
Memorial Park and also Echo Point interpretation. We expect to 
hear back from OEH by the end of July.  
 



John raised a query on the scope of the proposed Pulpit Hill 
application, including the convict graves. Nicole replied that the 
interpretation will consider the broader Pulpit Hill precinct 
including the graves area although there is no scope for doing 
actual works in that area. The interpretation intends to consider 
the Pulpit Hill precinct as a whole. This is consistent with 
Council’s Heritage Review. At the moment Explorers Tree is 
heritage listed and the convict grave stone arrangement is listed. 
The Heritage Review proposes a listing for the broader Pulpit 
Hill precinct, considering all of the heritage values and the wider 
associations than just Explorers Tree. The interpretation plan 
would continue this.  
 
Ruth raised a query on how the interpretation would be made 
inclusive. Nicole replied that stated that if we are successful with 
the grant application we would look at developing an 
interpretation plan that would be based upon all existing 
information.  
 
Ruth raised a question on how Aboriginal culture could be 
interpreted at the site. Nick outlined that it would be similar to 
the process used for Echo Point and the Gully which involved 
an inclusive interpretation plan, following strategic documents 
such as “Pathways” and the Indigenous Land Use Agreement 
(ILUA). Brad stated that what might be seen as an interpretation 
of history from one perspective might not be seen the same way 
from the community’s perspective or the Traditional Owners 
perspective and we will not shy away from that. Some of that will 
be included because it’s time that we started to unpack that 
intertwined history and say that this is not just how it was but this 
is also what it also means and that’s what is also a part of the 
overarching narrative. Nick noted that Council have policies and 
guidelines to ensure these elements are considered in 
interpretive planning. 
 
Action: Nicole to provide a copy of the Draft Heritage 
Strategy to HAC members when it goes to Council and to 
be made a standing agenda item. 
 

8. The Great Western Walk 
– Brad Moore 

The Great Western Walk has come about from a Council 
Resolution that happened on May 1 that was put up by 
Councillor Brown to have Council engaged in some kind of 
capacity in what’s happening with the Great Western Walk. The 
initial resolution identified consultation through the Councils 
Aboriginal Advisory Council (AAC) and the HAC. Brad advised 
that a greater consultation needed to happen with the Traditional 
Owners not just through theses advisory councils. A good 
proportion of the proposed walk went through the Gundungurra 
ILUA lands and over and through the ILUA lands.  
 
Conversations still needed to happen with the Darug community 
and Wiradjuri community too. Brad has been working through 
those processes to come and present to those meetings and has 
been able to show committees copies of the brochures.  
 



Unfortunately at The AAC meeting a copy of the overarching 
documentation that Brad was given at the time. Also when you 
google Great Western Walk on the website the brochure comes 
up on the website as a PDF and this was presented to the AAC.  
 
The AAC completely objected to the whole proposal. They are 
very upset that this type of proposal has been put forth as a re-
enactment of the walk of the Cox’s Road, and the fact that the 
publications are out there before any conversation had taken 
place with Traditional Owners, even regarding the preliminary 
stuff. Brad saw the correspondence himself where they stated 
that they thought it was a really horrible idea and they thought it 
to be quite insulting and yet it was published anyway. Brad 
started formal conversations with the Gundungurra ILUA 
Committee just after it was put up to Council in May and the 
Gundungurra ILUA Parties made a very strong statement that 
they object to their culture being proposed in the documentation 
without any formal consultation with them and the fact that it is 
in the public domain has damaged any potential interaction with 
them and proponents of the walk. The way the proposal 
progressed has damaged relations with Gundungurra ILUA 
Parties and AAC.  
 
The Darug representatives that were at the AAC meeting also 
stated that they are entirely uncomfortable with this. This has 
been proposed as a heritage re-enactment interpretation without 
consultation with Darug and Gundungurra Communities in that 
interpretation. It’s felt that it rather insensitive to talk about a 
retracing of Cox’s Road when many historians know the 
significance for not only the Darug and Gundungurra 
Communities up here but also the expansion into Western NSW 
and beyond, and then to put that as part of the Cox’s Road 
Dreaming is equally offensive.  
 
They have used a lot of references to that which was done out 
at Bathurst. They have talked about sacred European sites like 
Mt York in the documentation. If the walk was going to go ahead, 
it may be without the mention of any Aboriginal culture that 
would have been one thing but to go ahead and say that we are 
going to have the opportunity to share our stories on their 
pilgrimage on Cox’s road to Bathurst has really upset the 
Traditional Owners.  
 
The Committee raised a query on where the impetus for the walk 
came from? Clr Van der Kley explained that it did not come from 
Council. Clr Brown had been contacted by the Great Western 
Walk committee. Clr Brown put a notice of motion to the Council 
meeting of May 1 2018, that Council be briefed on further 
engagement with the proposal, including consultation with 
Council’s Aboriginal Advisory Committee, and the Heritage 
Advisory Committee. 
 
Clr Van der Kley was not surprised with the reaction from the 
Traditional Owners. They have been deeply offended by not 
being consulted. It has been based on Cox’s Road Dreaming 



book which was published as a tourist item. It starts at Emu Ford 
and ends at Bathurst. The crossing re-enactment in 2013 was a 
logistical nightmare. Brad stated that the pathway actually 
passes through the ILUA area.  
 
Brad also spoke about the 1 May resolution seeking a 
coordinated signage approach between Penrith and Bathurst 
and that would mean that we have to get on board with other 
councils as well, who may also have differing opinions. 
 
In conclusion, Brad will be putting a report to Council about 
the Council’s involvement in the project at the conclusion 
of consultation.  
 

9. Period Housing 
Conversion – Public 
Exhibition – Sara Reilly/ 
Michelle Maher Executive 
Principal of Land Use 
Planning  

Sara: A letter was sent out the Committee regarding Period 
Housing Conversion which is to protect against demolition and 
to control character when new development occurs.  
 
As part of the DLEP 2013 the State Government advised 
Council we needed to convert to a new standard and well 
understood form of protections. Period Housing is a unique Blue 
Mountains creation and so although it didn’t happen as part of 
DLEP we are now making the conversion.  
 
It is associated with the Heritage Review but because of the 
scope we separated the Heritage Review from Period Housing. 
This has been on exhibition since 30th May, and we are half way 
through. There has been a lot of interest from the community. 
We have developed fact sheets that will provide a plain English 
version of the conversion.  
 
A question was raised as to whether everyone living in a Period 
Housing area were notified.  
 
Answer: Sara answered that all affected properties have been 
sent a letter.  
 
Sara stated that once people understand what the technical 
language means 90 – 95% of people are either satisfied, very 
satisfied or very pleased. Most people understand the need to 
have these protections in place to protect the character of our 
villages and they are very supportive of it.  
 
Residents are mostly concerned about two main things, 
including ’what happens if I sell my property?’ and various types 
of development that they may be thinking about in the future. 
Advice has been given but it is impossible to know what will 
happen when they sell their property as this is only one aspect 
of a range of issues affecting property values.  
 
Sara stated that in her experience conservation areas can have 
strong property values but there can be a risk when some knows 
that it is a heritage area as it sometimes has a negative 
connotation with people thinking that they can’t touch their 



properties. Sara explained that there is a difference between 
items and areas.  
 
Ruth suggested that a resource be created that explains the 
differences. Sara explained that two fact sheets are being 
developed and will be provided once finalised.  
 
Action: The two factsheets on the Period Housing 
Conversion, once finalised, will be sent to Committee 
members.  
 
Sara stated that there is certainty that the areas won’t have any 
sudden changes and that this provides a level of certainty when 
you’re purchasing in an area.  
 
A question was raised as to whether only certain colours can be 
used. 
 
Sara noted that Council aren’t going to stipulate what colours 
can be used. The Heritage minor works clause can be used to 
request an approval by sending an email to Council and Council 
then responds.  
 
Ruth commented that there isn’t enough exact information in the 
material and used an example of the change in height from 6.5m 
to 8m. Sara replied that they are considering removing it.  
 
Sara stated that there is information in the material to provide 
answers to questions such as: ‘I’m thinking about doing some 
alterations or additions, will I still be able to do them’?  Answer: 
The material will go through what you can see from the street or 
if it’s around the back?  
 
Can I renovate my kitchen or bathroom? Can I change my light 
fitting now? Answer: This will go on to explain that internal works 
are exempt.  
 
Can I still build my deck or studio or granny flat at the back? 
Answer: The material explains that there are some exemptions 
under the code.  
 
The State Government has exemptions with the Exempt and 
Complying Development Code and if you’re in a conservation 
area and it’s in the back yard and it meets all of the other 
standards then a deck in the back is usually exempt.  
 
It’s not only about the facade but what you can see from the 
street and what contribution it makes, it could be the fence or 
existing garage. Front elevation is a key factor of what you 
experience, if you can see down the sides, anything that’s 
visible, so as you walk around the street it can be trees or 
landscape elements in the front garden so air conditioners have 
to be in the back.  
 



Question: My property isn’t an old cottage and was built in the 
60’s why is it included and what does that mean for me?  
 
Answer: Sara explained that post war buildings are important 
but not all of them, usually 60’s onwards are not significant. One 
property in question dates to 1946 but Sara explained that this 
will be repealed as part of the period housing conversion. It will 
be a bit more merit based but those types of developments get 
scooped in so to speak.  
 
Question: Would buildings without much heritage value in them 
still be restricted i.e. paint colours.  
 
Answer: Paint colours would be ubiquitous, but if a building is 
very intrusive and uncharacteristic there may be the potential to 
replace them with something better. There are three categories 
identified in Council’s Development Control Plan (DCP) 2015. 1. 
Contributory - Makes a positive contribution – a significant 
element. 2. Neutral – doesn’t make a positive or a negative 
contribution 3. Uncharacteristic or inconsistent.  
 
We can’t ask anyone to demolish anything. It’s up to the 
individual property owners as to what their plans are in the 
future. If there are no plans in the future then none of this will 
really impact upon them but if they are considering doing 
something in the future, this will be a consideration.  
 
Question: Will people be asked to do replica heritage or is the 
planning instrument just about scale and form? I.e. they could 
build something modern as long as they are meeting the criteria.  
 
Answer: It would depend on who assesses it. We don’t want 
slavish imitation.  
 
Ruth stated that it is much better from a heritage perspective to 
put something modern onto a heritage building that fits within 
the scale. A good designer can do a really amazing building that 
has a dialogue with old building but doesn’t try and imitate the 
detail. Some project home builders provide the standard 
Georgian or Colonial.  
 
Sara stated that the DCP already has controls within it and it is 
very clearly spelled out that we don’t require reproduction of 
historical look.  
 
Sara said that Council staff will connect with the HAC when they 
do their DCP amendments and at that time further discussion 
can take place around the DCP and how it comes across.  
 
Michelle stated that the way it will work is that the LEP sets the 
heritage conservation area as it currently does with period 
housing. It’s really at the detail when the Development 
Application (DA) comes in that the DCP comes into its own and 
that’s where some of that finer grain detail is. We will be 
reviewing the DCP to review the current controls.  



 
Clr Van der Kley stated that over the next three years under the 
Greater Sydney Plan we will have to review the entire LEP. We 
have three years to do it, other councils in Western Sydney who 
are part of that have two years and the targets are phenomenal. 
This is because they feel that there isn’t enough building going 
on and they are setting targets for Councils to open up more 
land because of the population growth.  
 
Michelle stated that in the Greater Sydney Metropolitan Region 
of which we are one of the Councils, every five years or so the 
whole of Sydney has a metropolitan plan, that’s a regional plan, 
and the latest version of that came out in March this year. A 
major focus is on providing housing targets. There are further 
elements as well, making it a liveable city a more sustainable 
city, a more productive city.  
 
Underneath that, there are a certain number of regions and we 
are in the Western City region along with eight other councils. 
Six of those have to deliver certain actions against those district 
plans within two years, but we are a three year council and as 
part of that we need to revisit and respond to 92 actions in that 
district plan and show how as a Council and a community we 
are addressing those actions. That includes reviewing the LEP.  
Some of the actions relate to heritage and others are quite broad 
ranging.  
 
It’s a program that we’re really just beginning to roll out now. The 
final version of the District Plan and the Metropolitan only come 
out in March this year and we are receiving guidelines regularly 
on how it needs to be rolled out. We are briefing the Councillors. 
We just presented a Council report last night on some of the 
programs moving forward and that will be key to us identifying 
the main issues facing the community.  
 
Heritage is clearly one of those and we are able to say how we 
protect that and what we’re doing moving forward into the future. 
We can also set the ground work for how we want to continue to 
do that into the future as well. The main controls through the 
LEP are the heritage items, heritage conservation areas and 
period housing which we are converting to heritage conservation 
areas. That particular clause disappears in February 2019 which 
is why we are doing the conversion to the heritage conservation 
areas.  
 
Ruth raised a query as to whether we could stop someone from 
building a house which is unusually uncharacteristic to the area, 
for example, can we force someone to use weatherboard? Ruth 
raised concerns that the more complicated you make it the more 
problematic it can be as people don’t necessarily have the skills. 
There is also an issue the project home builders as their designs 
can’t be changed. So can we control with our LEP because 
people think they have to build faux heritage houses.  
 



Sara replied that all of this will be covered in the design section 
of the DCP. During the public exhibition period Sara’s main role 
is to address any of the communities concerns and questions. 
The DCP currently has those controls and will be up for review 
as part of the removal of the Period Housing Areas and we can 
amend it as part of that process. We are leaving the Period 
Housing clause out of the LEP at the direction of the 
government. The Period Housing Areas were then reviewed and 
if they met the criteria to be converted into a Heritage 
Conservation Area then they have been included.   
 
Ruth commented that people in the community may think that 
the PHA is a lessor form of control and that if there is an option 
and a choice that we may prefer the existing one. Sara stated 
that the letter makes it very clear that we have to repeal.  
 
A question was raised on the need for a sunset clause. 
 
A response was provided that when we were doing the 
conversion of the LEP 2005 into what became LEP 2015 it was 
a very tight timeline. Heritage amendments can lengthen the 
process so it was decided very early on to separate out some of 
the heritage work, heritage review, Period Housing work and 
concentrate on the tight timeline. In discussion with the State 
Government we were converting and trying to get the same 
protections as to what was in the standard LEP 2005. Clearly 
we put forward a similar clause to PHA and their response was 
that they expected the existing heritage framework be used in 
heritage conservation areas and they have given us a three year 
period to bring that into the LEP.  
 
Ron referred to maps of Leura South shown on LEP RE1, E2 
and R2 and asked whether they are additional zones?  
 
Sara explained that the majority of Leura is deferred and that 
those areas shown are existing Period Housing Areas which 
have been converted. This is a translation approach to move 
from Period Housing to Heritage Conservation Areas. It’s a 
suitable fit apart from a few minor changes regarding what you 
can do under the exempt codes. It has the same overall 
objectives to stop demolition and manage character. In the LEP 
the Period Housing clauses are really strong for an LEP, 
prescribing protection of character and landscape. They came 
over from 2005 clause 6.18. That will now be replaced by clause 
5.10 which only requires Council consent to demolish or modify 
a heritage item. In that way it’s almost a bit weaker because 
they’re not as prescriptive in the LEP, however we know they’re 
supported by the DCP. Then on the other hand, if a carport might 
have been exempt if you weren’t in the HCA in the front yard 
now it’s only exempt in the back so that wouldn’t have applied in 
a Period Housing area, so it’s a little bit more strict in terms of 
exemptions or not.  
 



Clr Van der Kley explained that when Council staff did work on 
the LEP they also did a lot of work on the DCP and strengthened 
them up in that process to protect what we already have.  
 
Sara commented that overall the result comes out quite 
balanced with only minor differences. Council staff have 
prepared a draft template proforma for a heritage impact 
statement to assist everyday developers to step through the 
process, consider  significance and impact on the street. It’s 
based on the Environmental Effects proforma that Council 
provide. If something is so significant that they don’t know how 
to do the design they may need some help from an expert.  
 
A query was raised relating to houses that are structurally 
unsound. A reply was given that Council cannot enforce 
minimum standards of maintenance and repair for local heritage 
items.  
Clr Van der Kley reiterated that Council don’t have the statutory 
power to enforce repairs.  
 
Ruth raised a comment that she would like to meet to discuss 
historical research. Sara asked Ruth to outline her request via a 
submission.  
 
Clr Van der Kley invited the committee to lodge a submission 
regarding issues or specific questions either on behalf of the 
community members of the Committee or as private individuals.  
 
Action: Sara to send proposed DCP amendments to the 
HAC Committee both by email and mail, once available. 

10. General Business  
10.1 Hoylake signage, Leura –  

Clr Brown 
Discussion was held on the Hoylake signage located in Fitzroy 
St Leura. Comments raised that there is a stone wall with 
Hoylake on it but not sure what it even refers to. It was 
suggested that it may have been an old guest house. The 
heritage sign is on Council’s verge. Rick Asencio who is with the 
Waldorf and probably with the Hotel Management School in 
some way has written a proposal for restoration and retention of 
the Hoylake signage. The work required would be minimal for 
the restoration of the street scape, original colour scheme, being 
a dark green concrete disc with the letters being picked out in 
cream. There are also some ornamental plums there as well that 
they will replace. They have suggested that Council do the work. 
It’s not a priority and isn’t even on our heritage data.  
 
Council commented that they appreciate the community interest 
and approve replanting as long as they don’t reach power lines 
or impede sight lines for pedestrians. Restoration of Hoylake 
sign is also accepted in principle and the sign is not on Councils 
list of priority heritage items. However the work of a simple 
contractor could be supervised by Council.  
 
Ron made the suggestion that the committee could seek 
information at the library to see if any photos can be found to 



confirm the colour scheme. Ruth has suggested that the 
Historical Society may have some information.  

10.2 Katoomba Falls Kiosk – 
Clr Van der Kley 

The Development Application (DA) is still under assessment and 
acknowledge that the issues have been raised in all submissions 
and it’s going to be raised at the local planning panel (IHAP).  
 
Those that have made submissions will be notified that the local 
planning panel is considering that application and that they have 
the ability to come along and talk to the panel. It is also 
advertised in the paper and on Council’s website. We don’t know 
what the timeframes are.  
 
The HAC Committee has asked if they could be informed of 
when the IHAP is happening?  
 
Sara noted that the Caretakers residence is being retained. The 
council report and all of the documentation will go up as part of 
the local planning panel When that is notified that will be the 
place to go to get the latest information. If the whole plan is being 
changed then it would need to be brought before Council again 
for Council approval. If changes are made that fall within a 
certain consideration or are substantially the same then it be 
considered as part of the overall DA process. There comes a 
point where if there are significant changes then a new DA may 
be necessary.  
 
The HAC Committee voiced their concern that changes have 
been made to the DA after going through the public submission 
process, everyone commented on it and no one knows what the 
changes are. Sara suggested that the committee look on DA 
Tracking. 
 
Action: HAC Committee to be informed when IHAP is 
happening. 

10.3 Paragon – Suzanne 
Mitchell  

The owner has now left the Paragon. Discussion ensued around 
the difficulty of registering the name ‘The Paragon’ in the 21st 
century when so many establishments had this name in the 20th 
century. 
 

10.4 Where to from here for 
HAC? – Ruth Longdin  

Question raised regarding ‘where to from here for the HAC’? Clr 
Van der Kley noted that an email will be sent to members 
regarding meeting dates. 
 
Action: Email HAC members next meeting dates. 
 

10.5 Response to Letter – Ron 
Powell 

Ron noted that the community members are still waiting for a 
reply from the General Manager for a request for a meeting from 
three months ago. The Mayor spoke to the General Manager 
and was told that it had been received. The press reported on it 
on May 23 that a reply would be sent shortly and the committee 
still haven’t received it.  
Action: Clr Van der Kley has asked that this request go 
direct to Nick Rigby to ask the General Manager for a 



response to be provided within the week and to cc Clr Van 
der Kley in on the response.   

10.6 HAC Member Numbers – 
Ruth Longdin 

Ruth raised a comment on the number of current HAC members 
and requested an increase in number of members.  
 
Minute: Clr Van der Kley has asked that it be minuted that 
the HAC seek public expressions of interest.  
 

 Next Meeting Items  
 Meeting Closure 3.50pm 

 


