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The DA form itself states that the address of the land to be developed is 1R River Rd, Oatley. 
However, this is the address of Boongarra Reserve, which is nearby but not even adjacent to the 
subject site.

The DA should not have been accepted in the first place.

The initial notification letter stated that the site address of the land to be developed is 1R River Rd.

The renotification letter also stated 1R River Rd.

The second renotification letter stated that the address is 35 & 40 River Road, Oatley (also known as 
34 Mimosa St, Oatley) and part River Road (formerly known as Oatley Bowling Club), as per the IHAP
report.

It is to be noted that the subject site is not known by Oatley locals as 34 Mimosa St. This address is at
the northern end of Myles Dunphy Reserve.

It is also to be noted that the IHAP report indicates that the DA was advertised. The DA was not 
advertised.

The IHAP report also indicates that the site is NOT contaminated. This is incorrect. You would have 
seen the large embankments on the site. Evidence of pipes, large pieces of rock and concrete, steel 
pieces, plastic, rubbish and fibro cement containing asbestos within embankment fill is obvious. 
Timber crib walls supporting the embankments are in poor condition with many incidences of 
collapses, washing out of fines and rotting timber. What is not so obvious is the uncontrolled fill used 
to level the site, especially the bowling greens, and pesticides and herbicides used on the greens. A 
brochure published by the council only yesterday even states that the site is contaminated.

It is my understanding that you do need to consider Clause 7(1)(b) and (c) of SEPP 55.

As the Planning Guidelines for SEPP 55–Remediation of Land state, “A key message for planning 
authorities is the need to consider the likelihood of land contamination as early as possible in the 
planning and development control process. 

A council report shoes city-wide consultation through small group meetings showed about half 
supported aged care and the other half restoring the building for community uses. I attended some of 
those meetings as a councillor.

The majority of residents who responded through a community meeting and on-line survey supported 
restoring the building for community uses and did not support aged care.

In other words, most of those consulted supported restoring the building for community uses.

However, Hurstville Council refused a request of nine community groups to repair, use and maintain 
the building, and instead allowed it to decay and then fenced it off forbidding residents to use the site.

The old demolition by neglect trick.


