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From: Staci Turner

To: Planning Admin

Subject: Public Notification for 16 Finniss Street, Gawler

Date: Wednesday, 01 August 2018 04:58:57 PM

To whom it may concern,

I'm writing to let you know that I think having the outbuilding demolished from 16 Finniss

Street, Gawler is the best thing that could happen. Not only is this building extremely

unsafe but is a horrible eye sore.

I look forward to seeing the outbuilding be removed.

Kind Regards

Staci McKenzie 

Event Planner I A Moment in Time

Web: www.amomentintimehire.com  

Phone:   

Showroom: 2/34 Main North Road, Smithfield SA 5114

SA Bridal Industry Awarded Winner for Wedding Hire 2014
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DEVELOPMENT NUMBER: 490/532/2017    APPLICANT:  R S TURNER 

NATURE OF DEVELOPMENT: Demolition of Outbuilding (Non-Complying) adjacent to Finniss Street 

Frontage 

SUBJECT LAND: LOT: 3 PLN: D75371 CT: 5996/106   16 Finniss Street GAWLER 5118 

ZONE: Residential Historic (Conservation)  POLICY AREA : Light Residential Historic (Conservation) 

Name: Adrian Shackley in my personal capacity and on behalf of other interested residents. 

Postal Address:  42 Finniss St Gawler 

Contact:  

Email:  

My representation: Opposes the proposed development  

My interests are:  Property owner and resident in Finniss St. 

PLEASE NOTE: IF YOU WISH TO BE HEARD YOU MUST COMPLETE THIS SECTION. IF YOU DO NOT  

COMPLETE THIS SECTION IT WILL BE TAKEN THAT YOU DO NOT WISH TO BE HEARD. 

I wish to be heard by the Development Assessment Panel in support of my representation.  

By: appearing personally  

Signature:    Adrian Shackley 

Date:     14 August 2018 

Submission 

The following sections of the Gawler Development Plan are highlighted to demonstrate the lack of 

support in the Plan for this proposal.  Page references are from the Consolidated Plan dated 20 Feb 

2018 so may need adjusting for this application made Oct 2017.  The Plan content related to 

conservation and heritage issues has not changed. The most significant contents of Plan relevant to 

the application are put in bold. 

Page 24.  

Objective 12: Retention and enhancement of localities in the Council area of distinctive and valued 

or historic significance through preservation of State and Local Heritage Places, Contributory Items 

and other places of historic character, and compatible infill development. 

Plan Objective Guidelines.  Page 25. 

Gawler contains a number of areas of special historic character. In those areas redevelopment and 

infill should be carried out in preference to demolition which should only be undertaken in 

association with development which conserves and enhances the special character of those areas.  

Outside of recognised areas of special historic character there are many places which are part of the 

historic character of the Council area. The buildings and structures constructed in the Council area 
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in years prior to about 1930 should be preserved and enhanced to maintain their contribution to 

the historic character of Gawler.  

The character of the heart of the township revolves around the Gawler town centre and adjoining 

Church Hill, which is of particular significance. …….The dominating traditional grid road pattern is 

realigned in response to topographic conditions to create significant entrance points and 

important vistas. Several landmarks, including the Church Hill town squares are created as 

significant focal points………... 

Buildings of historic interest, although containing a diversity of architectural styles from modest, 

simple colonial cottages to grand villas, and elaborate residences, display a rare cohesiveness, with 

few disparate new structures. 

Page 26 

PDC 35 Development should not impair the character or nature of buildings or sites of architectural, 

historical or scientific interest or sites of natural beauty (including those not specifically identified of 

heritage importance in Table Ga/2 or Table Ga/5). 

Page 232 

RESIDENTIAL HISTORIC (CONSERVATION) ZONE 

Objective 2: Retention of all places (including landscape elements) which contribute to the historic 

character of the Zone.  

Objective 3: Conservation and enhancement of the historic character of the Zone, through 

consideration of:  

(a) Streetscape character;

(b) Subdivision pattern (allotment size and dimensions and street layout);

(c) Building alignment and set-backs;

(d) Building form and materials;

(e) Site layout, landscaping and fencing.

Objective 4: Maintenance of the existing topography and retention of historic townscape vistas 

and views. 

Page 234, 235 

PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT CONTROL 

1 Development should reinforce and complement the historic character and significance of the 

area and the integrity of any places and items identified in Table Ga/2, Table Ga/5 or Table Ga/6. 

2 Vacant land, buildings or sites not having a detrimental affect on the character of the locality 

should be redeveloped and upgraded in accordance with the historic and future character of the Zone 

and Policy Areas, and where applicable, the guidelines in Table Ga/3.  
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3 Development should conserve, maintain, enhance and reinforce the existing streetscape 

character of the Zone and Policy Areas and the historic character of individual buildings, items, 

structures, and places.  

4 Development should not adversely impact on the character of an adjacent street, for example by 

introducing new entrances which require removal of historic slate kerbs, by introducing new entrance 

surfaces inside the property boundary or on the adjacent street such as concrete or paving which is 

inconsistent with the historic character of footpaths and street surfaces or by allowing stormwater 

outlets on streets which due to the placement or materials have a negative effect on the character of 

the adjacent street.  

5 Development should enhance and contribute to visual cohesiveness, and any new buildings 

should be of complementary height, scale, set-back, form and external appearance, and display 

creative and diverse examples of high standard contemporary architecture.  

6 Places and items identified in Table Ga/2, Table Ga/5 or Table Ga/6 should not be demolished, 

but instead be retained, upgraded and adapted such that:  

(a) the quality or condition which gives the place or item its significance is protected or enhanced.

This should include elements of the place which have significant cultural associations;

(b) the place or item is put to a use which supports the maintenance and restoration of that building,

item, structure or place;

(c) the place or item is only altered so as to retain or restore the original external form, materials,

and colours in a manner compatible with its structural visual, material and historic integrity;

(d) where internal arrangements and finishes are of significance the place or item should only be

altered in a manner compatible with its structural visual, material and historic integrity.

7 Demolition of a place or item identified in Table Ga/2, Table Ga/5 or Table Ga/6 should not be 

undertaken unless the building, item, structure or place is so structurally unsound it represents a 

risk to public safety and is beyond economic repair. Unsympathetic (later) additions may be 

demolished if the later addition does not contribute to the historic character of the place.  

8 Development abutting or in close proximity to a place or item identified in Table Ga/2, Table 

Ga/5 or Table Ga/6 should: 

(a) respect the historic character of the area and the integrity of the particular place or item of

significance and be designed to a high architectural standard; and

(b) be compatible in respect of its design, siting, scale, building and roof shape, bulk, height,

materials and colours, fences and landscaping and any advertising signs and external illumination

with the place or item.

Page 244 

Light Policy Area (Figure Res H(C)/4) 

Desired Character  

The Policy Area encompasses the original streets and allotments of the town of Gawler, as designed 

and laid out by Light, Finniss and Co in 1839 and is of historic significance as it still clearly shows the 

extent of the original town and the principles on which it was laid out.  
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Gawler’s plan is historically significant as a successful example of a grid plan adapted to the 

topography and natural features of the location. The street pattern reflects the form of the rivers and 

topography of the hill upon which it is established. The original street pattern, rivers and local hills 

are still clearly identifiable, with features of note including the public squares around the churches 

and the terraces and parklands bordering the rivers.  

The area is also of historic significance as it contains many of the early buildings of Gawler - 

residential, commercial, public and ecclesiastical - which illustrate the built form of the town in the 

19th Century. The area forms the historic core of Gawler and contains a large number of State 

heritage, local heritage and contributory items in the areas flanking the Church Hill State Heritage 

Area.  

The Policy Area includes the Church Hill State Heritage Area, which was declared in 1985. The Church 

Hill State Heritage Area comprises all the elements within its boundaries, including individual 

dwellings and other buildings, walls, fences, trees and major landscape features such as street trees, 

roadways, bluestone kerbing and cobblestones and fire hydrants. Development in this area is 

controlled by the Church Hill Management Plan pursuant to the Heritage Act, 1993.  

The areas to the north and south of the Church Hill State Heritage Area are predominantly 

residential in character, with streets lined with small cottages and villas dating from the latter half 

of the 19th Century. Houses are typically single storey, detached and have a minimal set back from 

the street.  

The Structure Plan for the centre of Gawler is based on Colonel William Light’s original plan for 

Gawler. The area embraces the North and South Para Rivers and their confluence, rising ground at 

Church Hill and Gawler East (which flank either side of the Town Centre), and the Town Centre itself 

which has a linear form that is positioned on a strong north/south axis.  

……………………….. 

Development should complement the character of individual localities in Central Gawler and have 

close regard to building scale, massing, composition, siting, subdivision pattern, slope, architectural 

detailing, materials and colours. Articulation of buildings will be important and use of verandahs and 

balconies encouraged.  

…………………….. 

Gardens within residential locations should be in scale with the buildings and large allotments should 

not be reduced in size if attractive building settings, which are provided by gardens and significant 

trees, will be compromised or put at risk. Fences to define street boundaries are of critical 

importance to maintain and enhance the streetscape. 

………………….. 

Page 246 

OBJECTIVES 

Objective 1: Retention and/or reinstatement of the street layout and subdivision pattern as designed 

by Light, Finniss & Co.  

Objective 2: Development complementary to the historic character and significance of the Policy 

Area as expressed in the Future Character.  
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Objective 3: Conservation and preservation of the collective elements which form the heritage value 

of Church Hill State Heritage Area.  

Objective 4: Development which enhances the existing character of the Church Hill State Heritage 

Area, and those physical elements which collectively create that character.  

Objective 5: Reinforcement of the historic character of Church Hill by encouraging, as opportunities 

arise, the replacement and/or adaptation of non-contributory development with development that 

does not diminish the historic character of the area.  

Objective 6: Single storey dwellings, ecclesiastical, public and commercial buildings predominating in 

the Church Hill State Heritage Area, with the exception of existing two storey buildings and where the 

topography enables the construction of a lower level into the hill face.  

Objective 7: Non-residential buildings which reflect the traditional character and prominence of this 

building type and enhance the 19th and early 20th Century character of Church Hill.  

Objective 8: Land division which retains the historic pattern and layout of allotments in the Church 

Hill State Heritage Area.  

PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT CONTROL 

1 ……….. 

2 Streets, squares and other elements which comprise the original 1839 street layout of Light, Finniss 

and Co, should not be modified, widened, closed or redirected in a manner that diminishes their 

historic integrity.  

3 Original streets, currently not used or not paved, should not be modified, widened, closed or 

redirected and if paved and kerbed this should be in a manner complementary to the detail of other 

streets in the Policy Area.  

4 Land division should not be undertaken, unless it can be demonstrated that the integrity of the 

original street layout of Light, Finniss and Co and all identified heritage and contributory items is not 

diminished.  

5 Development should: 

(a) preserve existing views and vistas; and

(b) maintain the existing topography and the relationship of sites to street levels.

The following apply to the Church Hill State Heritage Area, as identified in Map Ga/1(Overlay 1) 

Enlargement B:    

Not directly relevant here but indicative of the significance of the Area and its perimeter. 

Submission commentary. 

Finniss St is named after B. T. Finniss, second to William Light in Light Finniss & Co who undertook 

the original Gawler town plan in 1839 for the original landowners of the Gawler 4000 acre Special 

Survey.  Finniss was the first elected Premier of South Australia in 1857.  Finniss St comprises a major 

part of the 1839 Light Plan and a major part of the Church Hill State Heritage Area.  
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The section of Finniss St related to the subject land is adjacent the Church Hill State Heritage Area 

and is part of a significant entrance point into this Area.  In particular the vista from near the subject 

land to the west (corner of Finniss and Dundas streets) features what must be the most significant 

presentation of historic stone walls in Gawler.   

The stone building proposed for demolition is a significant part of this vista of buildings and 

structures which are built on property boundaries.  This building on the road frontage relates to 3 

similar buildings on the road frontage of Finniss St to the west and 3 in Moore St.  These rather 

unusual outbuildings on road frontages are very rare in Gawler and are a particularly important 

feature of this locality. 

The stone building proposed for demolition being immediately adjacent to the Church Hill State 

Heritage Area, such demolition “affects” the State Heritage Area and nearby places within the Area.  

All of the Plan Objectives and Policies which seek to maintain the significance and character of the 

State Heritage Area therefore are relevant and need to be considered.  PDC 8 for the Historic 

Conservation Zone “Development abutting or in close proximity to a place or item identified in 

Table Ga/2, Table Ga/5 or Table Ga/6”  is one relevant reference. 

The application debates the question of whether the stone shed is a contributory place in the Plan.  

There is no reason to take a narrow view of the listing.  But in any event the location of this stone 

building on the boundary of the State Heritage Area results in a high level of protection expressed in 

the Development Plan. 

The Plan also contains significant Statements, Objectives and Principles as highlighted above which 

aim to provide protection to all older buildings and structures in Gawler – Council wide Objective 12 

and related guidelines, and RESIDENTIAL HISTORIC (CONSERVATION) ZONE Objective 2 are clear 

examples along with the general provisions about retention of character and retention of vistas. 

Some quick research related to this building has revealed that it is indeed a site of considerable 

historical and cultural significance associated with the Primitive Methodist Church and Zion Lutheran 

Church in Gawler.  The original Primitive Methodist Church was built on original town lot 77 on the 

SE corner of Dundas and Finniss streets c 1865.  See Attachments 1 Church picture c 1925.  Judging 

by the style of building, including the air vents in the walls, it seems likely that the stone building 

may have been built as a stables building to shelter horses for people attending the church building.   

The other main building on lot 77 is the house at 31 Jacob St which was built in about 1875.  This 

building was occupied by successive pastors of the Primitive Methodist Church.  It could be that the 

stone building was associated with the house but the entry point immediately east of the stone 

building from Finniss St (which predates the use of slate kerbing in Finniss St) and its high ground 

location strongly suggests use associated with the Church rather than the house.  In any event the 

stone building clearly is a pre-1890 building at a time when the whole site was owned by the 

Primitive Methodist Church.   

About 1900 a Lutheran church group commenced use of the Church.  In about 1921 this group built 

the new Zion Church on the opposite corner of Finniss and Dundas streets and the Church building 

was then used for a Lutheran School and youth group.  The Church was demolished sometime in the 

early 1950s but the other original buildings remain.  

There does not appear to be any good reason to demolish the stone building.  There is an easy 

access point for vehicles from Finniss St.  The stone building being set down somewhat from the 

street is long-standing and not affecting the ongoing use or maintenance of the building.  Apart from 
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some salt damp the main walls including the limestone are in fairly good condition.  The size of the 

lot allows easy opportunities for a new dwelling. 

The application debates the meaning of “beyond economic repair’ but the cost of repair of the 

building has not been dealt with in the application report.  The cost of returning the building to use 

as a store would be modest in the context of other buildings to be retained in heritage areas.   

It is also of note that the building has been allowed to deteriorate over a number of years with 

people picking out stones from the wall and about 3 years ago the roof was pulled off.  That action 

produced the damage on the upper level of the building.  It appears that the removed roof material 

is still on site. Gawler Council undertook some action related to the roof removal – details would 

need to be obtained from Council records.  Not aware of how long the current owner has been the 

owner so have nothing to add on this. 

The land division which is recorded for 2009 is interesting as it appears to contravene the Gawler 

Development Plan related to land division in the Light Policy Area.  Notwithstanding, at the time 

there was consideration of a plan to deal with a building footprint and to retain the stone building .  

Relevant information should be provided by Council officers. 

Conclusion 

The Development Plan speaks strongly against his proposal.  It should be refused to maintain the 

integrity of the Development Plan and the historic character of the locality. 

 Attachment 1 

Photo courtesy of Gawler Now and Then website.  Looking south east c 1900 photo. Primitive 

Methodist Church lower centre. St Georges Hall bottom. No Zion Church. Stone shed behind hedge. 
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Development number: 490/532/2017

Applicant: RS TURNER

Nature of Development: Demolition of

Outbuilding (non complying) adjacent to Finniss

Street Frontage

Subject land: 16 Finniss Street Gawler 5118

My Name: ANTHONY HARKNESS

Address of effected Property: 29 Jacob Street

Gawler 5118
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Preface
At the time of writing this submission, 10/8/2018, I have had little inclusion on the nature of the in

fill development since the properties’ subdivision in 2009. To the credit of the applicant, Richard

contacted me on Sunday 12th August 2018 and advised me he would commit to pay for a 1.5 metre

retaining wall along our adjoining boundary. The concern I have is I have no plans to view the

location, nor the construction, what the levels will be between properties, or what remediation work

that I would need to undertake along my property to form a solution that is fully integrated between

both properties, and one that is mutually agreeable to both parties.

Richard informed me that the plans originally submitted to Council for the initial subdivision

included plans for a 3 storey Mediterranean style home and situated in a way where it was to be

behind the outbuilding.

I would therefore like Council and the DAP (Panel) to explain to me what the conditions of the

original subdivision were and what framework was put in place to safeguard the integrity and

amenity of my property.

I trust that Council and the panel do their own due diligence to satisfy that any such development is

sympathetic to my property and the immediate locality. Given the sensitive nature of the allotment,

in that it borders on a State Heritage Precinct, has a significant fall in the land from one side of the

block down towards my property, and that it contains an outbuilding that is the subject of

contention due to its current state, heritage significance and location – I am struggling to understand

why there has not been some form of Land Management Plan put in place so that it provides the

framework of what can be done on the property in a manner that has clear plans in place that are

transparent to all parties and have a level of council oversight.

I trust the Council and Panel can view all of my concerns raised, and come up with some guidelines

on how to proceed with this development in a way that all parties are comfortable with the current

and future state.

The following Representation was prepared by me before the contact from Richard on Sunday,

however my overall concerns are still valid.
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Introduction

I have been a property owner at 29 Jacob Street Gawler since 1987 and have witnessed a number of

changes within the Town of Gawler over this time, some of which have been sympathetic to the

social and heritage fabric of the town whilst others have been less so. I welcome this opportunity to

have input on the effects that the proposed development has on me and my family as we intend to

remain occupants of our property for many years to come.

I am not adverse to development of any nature as long as it is undertaken in a managed and

controlled manner whilst taking into account all of the impacts to neighbouring properties, the local

environment, and complies with all relevant Development Plans, Development Principles, Guidelines

and Policies.

Since the subdivision in 2009 of the property at 16 Finniss Street GAWLER (“subject land”) there has

been significant alteration to the natural topography of the “subject land” for the purposes of in fill

development. To make allotment 3 more appealing, the natural topography has had soil placed

within the property to overcome the natural fall of the land. Over this time earthworks have

occurred to what appears to be for the levelling out of allotment 3 so it can create an allotment that

is more visually appealing and to improve future saleability. Also, allotment 2 has cut into the rear of

its allotment and taken measures to retain the soil that has been shifted to raise the height of the

“subject land”.

Within the proposed development application and referring to the “Statement of Effect” document

prepared by “Planning Solutions SA” on page 10 it states “Councils Heritage Advisor has

acknowledged the fact the level of the original floor of the building is substantially lower than the

footpath levels in Finniss Street” and “The initial cost of repairing this building would not be to the

extent of expenditure as the problems resulting from the run off from the adjoining footpath still

remains”. With this I draw to a conclusion that with the demolition of the outbuilding – further fill

and earthworks may be required within allotment 3 to further raise the level of the allotment.

Furthermore I note in the “Statement of Effect” document under section “Appearance of Land,

Buildings and the Public Environment” on page 9 – “The appearance of land, buildings, and objects

should not impair the amenity of the locality in which there are situated”.

Now given the above 2 points, I like to take a holistic approach to the in fill development of a

property that is located within a conservation area, and take into account all factors associated with

its development.

The saleability of allotment 3 will obviously be increased with the demolition of the outbuilding.

Likewise, so will adding soil and undertaking earthworks to change the natural topography of the

“subject land” – but with the demolition of the outbuilding further earthworks may need to be

undertaken to level the site even further. Presently there has been little or no consultation of the

effects this is having, and will continue to have in the future on my adjoining property on the eastern

boundary of the “subject land”. My concern is once the outbuilding is demolished and without a

proper ongoing land management plan and Council oversight for the allotment, I will continue to be
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adversely effected by the whole development of the “subject land” inclusive of the outbuildings

demolition.

The “Statement of Effect” document provides no consideration to the effects that the development

has had, and is currently having on the boundary with my property. The report states the effect of

the outbuilding being lower than the footpath will suffer continual effects from water run off. At

present my property has been the subject of the effects of the development of the “Subject Land” by

having stormwater run off flood my driveway. The placement up of earth on the “subject land” has

channelled water down the slope at the rear of the “subject land”, into allotment 2, and then flowed

under the boundary fence into my driveway.

The “Statement of Effect” document also goes into detail of the fencing of adjoining properties,

however in context with “Appearance of Land, Buildings and the Public Environment” on page 9 and

the description of adjoining properties on page 13, little reference is made to what I am confronted

with on both the Southern and Eastern boundaries of the “Subject Land”. With further development

of the “subject land” what will be the further adverse effects on my property? Currently I see the

southern boundary fence on the “subject land” is higher than my shed, and with the accumulation

of soil on the eastern boundary of the “subject land” there is likely to be a need to have a retaining

wall built that may need to be around 2 metres high.

If the outbuilding is permitted demolition, or even if it isn’t, what is being done to retain the soil on

the “subject land” alongside the boundary that abuts my property? As the topography of the land

has changed so much I should not be paying for any retainment of the land just to improve its

appearance or saleability. I am therefore very concerned that if approval is given for the demolition

of the outbuilding – the land will be built up even higher – without consideration given to the effects

it is having on me.

If a management plan existed on this property so that I know what is going on, along with the

necessary Council oversight – then I may be able to sleep at night. Currently I am stressed due to the

overbearing thought of having to fund some form of retaining wall so that it can facilitate the

development (existing and future) and then possible sale of the “subject land”.

The following sections will address my concerns in further detail.

Page 86 of 474 Page 145 of 238



Page 8 of 29

The specific aspects of the application to which I make comments

Effects of current infill development upon “subject land” to my property

Referencing page 9 of the “State of effect” document and Objective 1: “Amenity of localities not

impaired by the appearance of land, building and objects” AND PDC 1: “The appearance of land

buildings and objects should not impair the amenity of the locality in which they are situated”.

While taking a holistic approach to the in fill development of the “subject land”, my concern is

further disruption to my view of the “amenity of locality” and the subsequent impairment. If the

outbuilding is granted demolition then what further earthworks will be undertaken to improve the

appearance/future saleability of the “subject land”? What additional alterations to the topography

of the land will take place? Will further alterations come with a Land Management Plan on how the

soil will be retained against the boundary with my property and the timeframes in which this will

occur?

Around 30 years ago when I purchased my property the topography of the allotments 2 and 3 of the

“subject land” were completely different, and since subdivision in 2009 have been altered

significantly.

(Figure A – a view from my property at 29 Jacob Street Gawler towards the “subject land”, with the proposed outbuilding

for demolition in the background. Note the undulating level of the “subject land”. The fence was timber posts and chicken

wire – around 1987).
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(Figure B – a view from the rear of my property at 29 Jacob Street Gawler with the boundary fence seen towards the right of

the picture. The old wire boundary fence can be seen with a vine growing through it. The land falls with the original

topography of the 2 adjoining blocks. Noting the original outside toilet on allotment 2 of the “subject land” – around 1987)

From 30 years ago, and during the time since the property was sub divided for in fill development in

2009, there have been significant alterations that have had a significant impairment to the amenity

of the locality. My concern is that with further development of the property resulting from the

approval of development application 490/532/2017 will result in uncontrolled earthworks without

having the necessary plans in place to mitigate the risks to my property because of the placement of

dirt/soil now being higher than my current boundary fence. I have not seen a plan that details what

is going to be done to mitigate the financial risks, impacts to amenity, loss of heritage significance, or

soil retainment strategy that needs to be put in place.

The changes to the topography can be seen across the following photos below:
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(Figure C – a view from my property at 29 Jacob Street Gawler towards the “subject land”, with the proposed outbuilding

for demolition in the background. Earthworks occurring that have changed the topography – April 2015)
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(Figure D – a view from the rear of the “subject land” towards the eastern boundary to my property at 29 Jacob Street

Gawler – April 2015)
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(Figure E – a view from the rear of the “subject land” towards the eastern boundary to my property at 29 Jacob Street

Gawler. Note the build up of soil in fill. Rain water run off flows down the “subject land” and has drained under the fence

around my driveway – November 2015)
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(Figure F – a view along my driveway at 29 Jacob Street Gawler which is along the eastern boundary of allotment 2. Poor

stormwater management and alteration to “subject land” topography has resulted in water channelling down the “subject

land” flooding my driveway. This situation has never occurred previously and had only occurred since the property was

subdivided and subsequent earthworks have taken place. – December 2015)
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(Figure G – a view along the eastern boundary of allotment 2 & 3 looking along the up to the “subject land”. Note the soil

placement that has raised the level of the land. – December 2015)
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(Figure H – a view from the rear of the “subject land” towards the eastern boundary to my property at 29 Jacob Street

Gawler. Compared to Figure E, from November 2015, the soil in fill has been moved further toward the Eastern boundary of

the “subject land” – February 2018)
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(Figure I – a view from the rear of the “subject land” towards the eastern boundary to my property at 29 Jacob Street

Gawler. This is why I am concerned as the build up of soil along this boundary is higher now than my existing fence. The new

colourbond fence at the rear of the” subject land” is higher than my existing shed as the result of the retaining of the earth

at the rear of the property enabling the “subject land” to be raised where the site topography once undulated. The net

effect is the achieving of a level block of land, thus improving its appearance for development. – August 2018)

(Figure J – a view from my property today at 29 Jacob Street Gawler towards the “subject land”, with the proposed

outbuilding for demolition in the background. In comparison to Figure A the land has been altered significantly with the soil

now being raised above my fence line with no detailed plan for soil retainment in place. – August 2018)
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(Figure K – a view from my property today at 29 Jacob Street Gawler towards the “subject land”, with the new colourbond

fence visible. If this is the corner of the block that designates the height of the land, what is being done for soil retainment?

In my opinion here referencing –“the appearance of land buildings and objects should not impair the amenity of the locality

in which they are situated” this all looks pretty disgusting with no regard to what I have to look at. With the demolition of

the outbuilding how much other change will be occurring? – August 2018)

(Figure L – a view from my property today at 29 Jacob Street Gawler looking westerly across the “subject land” from the top

of the boundary fence. The land is over 2 metres higher than my property, as weeds can be seen growing on top of the soil

higher than the existing fence height. – August 2018)
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(Figure M – a view from the front of allotment 2 towards the “subject land” along the eastern boundary. This image

displays the extent to which the soil has been retained. Will this form of retainment be undertaken along the eastern

boundary of the “subject land”? Does this form of development meet the objective of “impair the amenity of the locality in

which they are situated”. I am not convinced that it does, yet it exists. – August 2018)

The above images are to demonstrate the effects that in fill development can have on the properties

that border such development. If measures are not put in place to mitigate the impacts to

neighbouring properties, then the downstream impacts to the impairment of the amenity of the

locality are never fully considered.

Effects of proposed development application to me and my property

My concern is that the development that has occurred to date, and with the submission of the

Category 3 Development Application, that with the demolition of the outbuilding and the resultant

development of the property will continue to have an impact on my property and myself.

With an approval of the outbuildings demolition may open the floodgates for additional earthwork

to raise the height of the block even further. The “Statement of Effect” report already indicates the

outbuilding is below the level of the footpath; subjecting it to continual water run off issues, so I

need to assume the site level of the “subject land” will be raised even further if the outbuilding is

demolished.
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I cannot yet agree with this application as there is currently no detailed plan in place that indicates

to me how the retainment of earth along the eastern boundary will occur. I do not want to be

responsible for paying for this because of the alteration to the topography of the land that has been

beyond my control. It is without doubt that the development occurring (e.g. site raising, and the

proposed demolition of the outbuilding) is to increase the appeal of property to “encourage another

family to settle in Gawler” whilst at the same time potentially increasing its overall value and appeal.

I can appreciate the applicant’s position however I do not want to bear the costs of any adverse

Social, Economical and Environmental Effects that the “Statement of Effect” document makes

reference to in a positive sense. Page 15 of the document refers to the benefits of the demolition,

without regard to the Effects that it may have on me and my property. Whilst the notion of having

another family being able to settle in Gawler due to the economical benefits resulting from the

demolition is noted, the potential Economic Impacts to me may possibly be large if I am the person

that has to pay for the retainment of the land and replacement of the boundary fencing. If the land

needs to be further raised so it is above the level of the footpath, then I can only see negative

impacts in terms of Social, Economic and Environmental impacts.

Social Impact: I can see some issues here as new neighbours will not simply be able to chat over the

fence as will this may be at a height of about 3 metres, and I will potentially have my privacy

removed by the new neighbours being able to peer into my property from above.

Economic Impact: If I need to pay for any part regarding the retainment of the land I will be the

person suffering an economic loss. Also, from what the 2 adjoining properties once looked like, has

any consideration been given towards the potential decrease in my property value and amenity as a

result of such development? With not having a detailed plan for the soil retainment, that potentially

will be two metres high, then with a fence on top that creates a significant divide between

neighbouring properties. I have not yet seen a proper detailed plan on what will be built, how it will

be integrated with my current block levels and a written commitment as to who will be paying for

each aspect of work.

Environmental Impact: As outlined previously, if the demolition involves further alterations to the

topography of the land, then I see a higher boundary wall being created. I have already encountered

flooding of the driveway section of my property due to uncontrolled water run off. What

infrastructure is being put in place to mitigate future water run off from the raised land in fill?

Regarding infrastructure

The “Statement of Effect” document refers to Infrastructure on page 11 where “infrastructure is

provided in an economical and environmentally sensitive manner”. While looking through a holistic

lens on this development, does this also extend to the requirements of any infrastructure in the

context of soil retainment against the “subject lands” eastern boundary with my property? Does PDC

86 extend to the “adequate and coordinated drainage of the land” that may be required as part of

the soil retainment infrastructure against the boundary with my property? If this is so, and I am no

engineer, then it would be my understanding that there would be an “impact on adjoining

landowners and/or occupiers” which is in conflict with the view expressed on page 11 of the

document. Also, who provides the governance with this being undertaken in an environmentally

sensitive manner?
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Effects of proposed development application to locality

My direct objection to this Category 3 Development application is based around the direct impacts

the development has on my property, as I have outlined above.

However there can be other arguments to support the retention of the outbuilding to spare it from

demolition, but as stated within the “Statement of Effect” document, the financial costs of retaining

the building may outweigh the benefits in having it demolished. I can appreciate this, as the building

in its current state is not attractive. Yet on the other hand, the cost of retaining the out building

should not be given undue weight as the building has been degraded since its roof was pulled down

in May 2015.

Prior to the subdivision of the land forming allotments 2 and 3 in 2009, it could be considered that

the old stone barn did have contributory significance to the locality, as it held a connection to the

stone home on Jacob Street. After reading the Development Plan for this part of Gawler, “Historic

Conservation Zone – Light Policy Area”, it aims to retain the original 1839 Colonel Light sub division

plan for this area – so it makes me question how a subdivision to create a new allotment could be

approved in the first instance? And therefore what were the conditions around the subdivision. Was

it a condition that the outbuilding be retained, so as to add respect to the retention of heritage

buildings and the amenity despite the subdivision? Can Council inform me what the original

conditions of the subdivision were, and whether Council was to provide any oversight on the manner

in which development is occurring – so that I can have an understanding?

In the “Statement of Effect” document there is reference to a properties “Heritage Significance”. I

am unclear of how far back a property has to go back in time before it becomes a property with

Heritage Significance. So as it has been raised within the said document I will just add my piece to

this so there is completeness. The property prior to 1993 was owned by Mr & Mrs Baden Wehr. Mr

Wehr was one of the partners at the Holden Dealership in Gawler that was established in 1924 and

named “Quarton, Wehr and Starling”. He was a prominent business man in Gawler until he retired

in 1965. He still continued to work on friends vehicles, including his old Chevrolet in the old barn

that is now the subject of demolition. When I purchased my property I can recall him working on his

old green Chevy in the old barn. When I spoke to him when he resided next door he told stories of

the property, including the outbuilding on the “subject land” was once owned by the Primitive

Methodist Church. So does this property have heritage significance or contributory attributes that

make it noteworthy, and how far back in its lineage does one go to establish a heritage value on a

property or structure? Does the property have a “special association with the life or work of a

person or organisation or an event of importance” – possibly it has, or has this been overlooked and

forgotten. Does the properties association with Mr Baden Wehr and the work he did in the

outbuilding tick the box for the properties “special association with the life or work of a person”, or

does it tick a box for the properties “special association with an organisation” with its connection to

the Primitive Methodist Church?

With respect to the Primitive Methodist Church I understand the “subject land” was originally part of

the same lot number 77 in the original Light Plan of 1839. With all of the countless heritage surveys

initiated by council over the years – has there been any research undertaken to check if the
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outbuilding related to the Church ownership? While the church has been demolished for some time,

clearly a building associated with it would be of significance in the context of a Church Hill State

Heritage Area. Is this a consideration that should be investigated before any demolition approval is

given? I can only highlight this as a consideration for the DAP.

The following map of Gawler from 1863 shows the layout of the allotments.

(Map 1 – Lot 77 Site of the Primitive Methodist Church – built in 1868. The church has since been demolished after it was

sold. Source “History of Gawler 1837 1908, page 182”)
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The following table supports the ownership of the land, including the “subject land” across the years

1858 and 1891, and its association with the Primitive Methodist Church.

(Table 1 – Lot 77 Site of the Primitive Methodist Church – although the church has since been demolished there is evidence

to suggest that the property may hold heritage significance, with the barn/stable/outbuilding being a remaining remnant

of the church – source “Gawler Historical Rates Assessment Database”)

While I am no historian, if I can see there is possibly some heritage significance, then I raise the

question to Council and the DAP does this property have heritage significance or contributory

attributes that make it noteworthy, and also, does the property have a “special association with the

life or work of a person or organisation or an event of importance”. I can only conclude that Council

has the resources and undertakes some due diligence to investigate its heritage significance. Given

all of the heritage assessments undertaken over the years I am not sure whether this has been

overlooked. So if demolition is being considered then further due diligence may need to be done to

confirm these facts. To me, I can see that it does have significance and association with such an early

part of the establishment of the Methodist Church in Gawler, and the outbuilding is probably the last

remaining remnant of the organisation on the “subject land”.

Once again, I add this to aim for a level of completeness in this representation, as it seems to be an

area of significance that may be overlooked.

Pages 7 and 8 of the “Statement of Effect” document detail the criteria for a place, area or object to

be considered to have state heritage value if it meets one or more of the listed criteria. I will leave

this for council and/or the DAP to determine on the basis of this whether the outbuilding meets

any of these criteria, personally I think it does.
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Effects of proposed development application to streetscape

The outbuilding in its current state of disrepair may detract from the existing streetscape because of

disrepair. However it could be argued that it does contribute to the streetscape along Finniss Street

and the adjacent area. Ignoring its current state, it is still immediately adjacent to the Church Hill

State Heritage Area with its collection of historic dwellings, walls and outbuildings and therefore its

mere existence means it does contribute to the character of the area. Particularly around the

intersection of Dundas and Finniss Streets there is quite an assemblage of stone walls, therefore

with the outbuildings demolition it must affect the historic character of the area. Therefore I ask the

DAP if the demolition of a property “affects” State Heritage values, then in my opinion, such impacts

should not be allowed?

(Figure N – Finniss Street looking East towards Dundas Street. Stone based walls of 3 corners – August 2018)

Due to subdivision of blocks that traditionally would run between Jacob and Finniss Streets, the

outbuilding on the “subject land” now finds its location on the block as a detractor to the lands

appearance and potential future saleability. A lot of the character along Finniss Street beyond the

Dundas Street intersection has examples of what outbuildings could look like if restored. The

“Statement of Effect” document only makes reference to there being no other properties that have

no setback from the footpath between Dundas and Reid Streets, however looking beyond Dundas

Street and the further down Finniss Street there are quite a few examples of Outbuildings that have

no set back from the footpath.

The following examples below demonstrate their integration within the streetscape:

(Figure O – Finniss Street looking East towards Cameron Street. Outbuildings with no setbacks – August 2018)

Page 102 of 474 Page 161 of 238



Page 24 of 29

(Figure P – Finniss Street looking East towards Cameron Street. Outbuildings with no setbacks – August 2018)

(Figure Q – Finniss Street looking East towards Cameron Street. Outbuildings with no setbacks – August 2018)

Notwithstanding the extent of damage of the outbuilding on the “subject land” there is still an

argument that still exists for the contribution the outbuilding makes to the existing streetscape,

especially with its association with the Primitive Methodist Church.

Page 103 of 474 Page 162 of 238



Page 25 of 29

My Objections could be overcome by:
When I look at all of the factors that I have outlined, the overarching and most important concern

for opposing the Development Application are the unknown factors concerning the change in the

natural fall of the land that will require extensive retaining to contain the soil in fill to the “subject

land”, as well as the building having contributory significance to the streetscape bordering a State

Heritage Area.

Will the demolition of the outbuilding result in further site modifications?

Will the land be raised higher if the outbuilding is demolished so that the block height is at footpath

level?

How will the soil that has been brought onto the “subject land” be retained along the eastern side,

abutting my property and will further soil be introduced post demolition?

Will the retainment of land be undertaken in a way that is sympathetic to my adjoining property?

It concerns me that the current height of the newly constructed retaining wall and associated fence

along the southern border is taller than my existing shed.

Will it be a piecemeal retaining wall construction that will detract from my view of the adjoining

property.

“The appearance of land buildings and objects should not impair the amenity of the locality in which

they are situated”

Or, will it be done as an integrated solution combining a retaining wall, fence and include the

necessary adaptations within my property that will need to be done and take into account the

aesthetics’ (amenity) when viewed from my property?

Will there be assessment undertaken of the effects of any water run off from the “Subject land” and

what strategies will be adopted to mitigate any risks?

I do not have the capacity to pay for any infrastructure that is required to retain the “subject land”,

so will this be the entire responsibility of the developer, and at what stage of the development will

soil retainment take place along the eastern boundary with my property?

Will the plan include soil retainment only if demolition of the outbuilding is approved? What is the

requirement if it is not approved? Who holds the responsibility of soil retainment in the event the

demolition of the outbuilding is not approved and the “subject land” is sold “as is” and land

ownership moves to another person?

Does there need to be a land management agreement put in place to formally address these

concerns, now and into the future to provide a development framework and oversight?

As the “subject land” increases in height, and may continue to increase post any demolition, how are

the future privacy concerns going to be addressed as I will have a property looking right into my

backyard?

Should there be any impact assessments undertaken and approved by council before any change to

the natural fall of the land is altered?
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At the moment I have little idea as to how further the “subject land” will be developed should the

demolition of the out building be approved, and the subsequent impacts they will have on my

property. In my opinion there needs to be a plan in place that identifies how the whole in fill

development will be undertaken and managed, including proper assessment of the impacts on the

effect it has on a neighbouring property. My concerns are real and are having a negative effect on

me due to my concerns raised above.

If I can have formalised answers to these issues this will go a long way in overcoming the objections I

currently have on the application.

I am willing to work with the applicant and council to come to an agreement that satisfies all

concerns and is mutually acceptable.

What I do not wish to occur is that I am financially disadvantaged and suffer a loss of amenity

because of the application, with consideration also given to the existing work undertaken there

which has had a direct and adverse impact to my property.

Other Comments:
I have noted that contained in the “Statement of Effect” document on page 10 under

“Conservation” there is a commitment by the applicant where should the demolition go ahead

“what existing stone is usable for the construction of a stone pillar fence along the northern

boundary, allowing suitable gates to be installed near the eastern boundary of the site”.

Philosophically, if this is undertaken along with the suitable addressing of my concerns listed above,

this may be a possible alternative. However Council and the DAP need to view my concerns with

regard to the entire development occurring on the property since 2009, and may need to revisit the

conditions around the original subdivision and let me know what the management plan and council

oversight for the property is, as well as an accurate assessment undertaken of its heritage value to

the vicinity it is located in.

I did also note that the “Statement of Effect” does contain some points of reference regarding the

current state of damage of the building having been the subject of natural decay – as a point of

clarity these may not be quite factually correct as I understand Mayor Redman intervened in the

stopping of deconstruction of the outbuilding just after the roof was pulled down on or around

31/05/2015. Photograph No. 5 within the “Statement of Effect” document depicts damage caused to

the building as the result of the roof being pulled down in 2015. Subsequent weathering of the

damage caused by the roof demolition may have contributed to its current state, but not entirely.
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Conclusion:
This representation encompasses all factors I consider relevant when taking a holistic view of the

complete nature of the in fill development occurring on the “subject land” and including the current

application for demolition and the subsequent events that will occur on the property post

demolition.

At this stage my position is to request that the panel to reject the demolition application. Along with

action by the Council to deal with the unsatisfactory situation affecting my property concerning

retaining walls, soil fill, etc so that a reasonable outcome can be produced.

In the event that the Panel is considering approval of demolition I make the following submission:

In my opinion based on the current activity occurring on the “subject land”, and the effect it is

having on my property, that the current application be postponed until such time as a formal land

management agreement is formulated for the existing development and future development of the

property. Without such a formal strategy put in place that can assess the impacts specifically related

to my property there is no framework, regulation, oversight or management of the changes

occurring on the “subject land” associated with the in fill development. At present I have little input,

apart from this representation, to express my concerns on the activity that is taking place now, nor

do I know exactly what the impacts to me will be when the development is complete. Was there an

agreed plan as part of the original subdivision of the property in 2009?

I view this representation and the concerns I have expressed with equal concern around the Social,

Economic and Environmental impacts that the full development has directly on me, my family and

my property, as well as importance around the impacts to the streetscape and the loss of heritage

significance to the locality.

I am certain that my concerns can be overcome once more clarity around the full nature of the in fill

development has a agreed management plan in place, so that all parties concerned are aware of

what is taking place, and what the completed development will look like, which potentially also

encompasses the building of a stone wall using the stones from the original outbuilding. This

specifically includes clarity on all concerns I have raised about the retainment of land on the

boundary of my property, how much higher the land will be built up, and the responsibility of who is

paying for this and whether the solution mitigates any issues around stormwater drainage that could

impact my land, as well as whether the retainment solution is constructed in an integrated manner

that does not “impair the amenity of the locality in which they are situated”. I really need to see

proper design documents detailing the levels, construction, placement and the work required to

integrate it into my property. I don’t want to be looking at a massive ugly 2 metre high wall, with a

1800 high fence the solution needs to take into account what I have to look at every time I walk out

of my back door.

To the applicants, Richard Turner, credit he has contacted me on Sunday to advise on his intentions

to pay for a 1.5 metre retaining however I have no plan to show where it will be constructed, what

its construction will consist of, how the land levels will fall, as well as what work will need to

undertaken within my property to facilitate an integrated boundary/soil retainment solution.
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As suggested recently to me by council staff, retaining walls are a civil matter between owners, but

as there is an ongoing development occurring, these matters need to be viewed in context with all of

the associated development that is currently taking place and hence altering the land from what it

once was. Therefore a holistic approach to the development needs to be taken and not a

fragmented approach.

The key to all this is having a proper plan in place so that all parties know what is occurring and what

will be undertaken to properly address these issues. Roles and responsibilities need to be more

transparent. Any financial cost to me due to the alteration of the natural fall of the “subject land”

should not be placed onto me if the demolition of the outbuilding is approved or even if it is not

approved and the applicant sells the property “as is”. Also, the social impacts to me need to be

addressed – hence the detail forming part of this representation. At the moment I have no clear and

detailed plan to view, and will have to live with whatever the final development looks like – which at

the moment is unclear.

One of the themes that became apparent to me when reading some of the Development Plan

policies for these historic precincts is that places of heritage significance and heritage areas are

conserved for the benefit of our present and future generations. Additionally, when researching

some of the more recent infill development applications submitted to Council, in particular one

recently submitted for the western end of Jacob Street, there are detailed Land Management

Agreements placed on the development – is there currently one for this infill development?

Respectfully Submitted

Anthony Harkness

29 Jacob Street

Gawler SA 5118
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report will outline an assessment of the remaining portion of the existing stone building located at 16 Finniss 
Street at Gawler. The assessment will outline the existing problems with the remaining portion of the building, the 
methodology of works that would need to be undertaken to repair the building and the costs associated with each of 
the tasks outlined.

A Site Inspection was undertaken by myself on 12 September 2018 so that I could view the state of the existing 
building, scope the extent of works required, determine if the building could be restored and the cost associated with 
restoring the building, if that was at all possible.

Of course, every building can be restored, but can it be restored to current building requirements, within a reasonable 
budget without a complete removal and total rebuild.
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IDENTIFIED ISSUES:

During the Site Inspection undertaken by me on 12 September 2018, the following issues were identified and are 
listed below:

1. There are several large holes in the main wall and supporting side walls of the remaining building, which
have weakened the wall – these would need to be repaired;

2. The tops of the wall where the roof has fallen in and consequently puled the stonework with it needs
rebuilding. However, the extent of rebuild to repair this issue can only be determined once the rebuild work
was undertaken.

3. All the newish cement render that has been placed on the inside of the building will need to be removed to

allow the stonework to breathe. In attempting to do this the stonework will be damaged, and the vibrations
from mechanically removing the hard cement will severely damage the structure. Should this work need to

be done manually the cost will be substantial, just in the cost of labour.

4. The North East corner of the remaining structure has separated from the wall facing Finniss Street, due to
ground movement. Hence the two walls are no longer connected to each other, and there is a significant risk

of the wing wall falling over.

5. The most important and the most damaging problem relates to the council footpath being directly against

the part of the remaining building that faces Finniss Street, this has caused the most damage and renders
any repair work to this portion of the building unviable.

6. Importantly, this building was not built to be a retaining wall, thus imposing additional lateral strain on the

portion of wall below the finished level of the existing footpath, which is approximately 1.000 metres above
the floor level of the original building.  Due to the footpath level being raised against the wall adjacent

Finniss Street combined with the fact the inside of the remains has been rendered, traps moisture either
side of the wall, creating additional damp proofing issues.

7. Repointing of stonework after repairs and render removal.
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REMEDIES AND ASSOCIATED COSTS:

Issue 1 and 2:

This photograph identifies the large holes in the existing remaining wall that faces Finnis Street that need to be repaired if the 
wall is to remain. This Photograph also shows the existing pieces of wall that have been removed from the top of this wall 
because of the roof falling in and dragging portions of the stone wall during the collapsing of the roof.

More importantly this wall has started to fret above the footpath level due to rising damp, which has been caused by moisture 
trapped between the wall that is below footpath level and the cement rendering on the opposite side of the wall.

Repair Methodology:

Any remedial works undertaken on Issues 1 and 2 would only be short term as the underlying issue is the damage to 
the wall below the existing footpath level combined with the rendering that has been undertaken on the opposite side 
of the wall. The long term success of any remedial works that would be undertaken to address Issues 1 and 2 is 
entirely reliant on addressing Issues 5, 6 and 7.

Estimated Costs for Issue 1 & 2 = $25000
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Issue 3:

This photograph was taken from inside the allotment looking in a north-westerly direction showing the extent of the existing 
concrete rendering that was initially applied to the wall but has from time to time been repatched due to dampness that is trapped 
between the rendering and the backfilling placed on the northern side of the wall to establish the finished footpath level. The
depth of the fill is approximately 1.000 metres deep, which is identified by the discoloration on the rendering of the wall.

Repair Methodology:

The existing rendering can be removed using the following methods:

1. Removal of the rendering using mechanical equipment. However, the potential downfall of using mechanical
equipment combined with the existing dampness impact is the damage that would occur to the existing
stone.

2. Removal of the existing rendering using a manual method (a small hammer and chisel). This method is
extensive and labour intensive and would incur a much higher remedial cost than using the mechanical
method.

Estimated Costs for Issue 3:

Estimated Cost for using mechanical equipment - $5000

Estimated Cost of removing the render using the more traditional manual method - $10000
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Issue 4:

This photograph was taken from inside the allotment looking in a westerly direction showing the cracking and the separation of 
the front and wing wall. Patches of the wall have been rendered in the past which again would need to be removed, however the 
extent of rendering to the aspect of the wall facing Finniss Street and this side of the wing wall is not as extensive and therefore 
the cost of removal will be slightly less than the internal works.

Repair Methodology:

The existing rendering needs to be removed in the first instance to expose the existing stone to make an assessment 
on the condition of the stone.

The existing corner would need to be constructed and then reconstructed to tie both walls together 

Estimated Costs for removing the rendering for Issue 4:

Having already provided a cost for removing the existing rendering on the inside of the wall, the reconstruction of the 
corner to ensure the walls are tied in together is costed at $10000

Estimated Costs for Issue 7 : 

Repointing of all rebuilt or damaged sections - $30000.
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Issue  5 :

This photograph taken showing an example of the inner wall located in the north-western corner of the remain structure showing 
the state of the wall that has been affected by the dampness of the wall being below the existing finished footpath level in Finniss 
Street.

Repair Methodology:

In order to repair all sections of walling that is used as a retaining wall to support the existing footpath in Finniss Street
would require the following action to create a finished solution that would last in the longer term and not just a cosmetic 
effect. 

1. Remove all the backfill from behind the wall in Finniss Street to assess the condition of the existing stone for
reuse.

2. Remove all of the render on the inner side of all walls to again assess the condition of the existing stone.

3. Prop the wall if possible to stop the wall toppling (if this is at all practical)

4. Rebuild wall for the extent that is below the existing footpath level, however the removed backfill would not
be able to be replaced as the dampness issue would reoccur. Considering not replacing the backfill renders
the use of the existing footpath impractical, I have provided a cost for this activity even though it may not be
possible.

Estimated Costs for undertaking items I to 4 of issue 5

Estimated Cost for Items 1 to 4 - $50000
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Issue  6 :

This photograph taken from inside the allotment looking at the north-eastern corner of the remaining building showing how the 
wing wall has separated from the wall facing Finniss Street.

Repair Methodology:

The existing rendering needs to be removed in the first instance to expose the existing stone to make an assessment 
on the condition of the stone.

The existing corner would need to be constructed and then reconstructed to tie both walls together 

Estimated Costs for Issue 6 :

Having already provided a cost for removing the existing rendering, the reconstruction of the corner to ensure the 
walls are tied in together is costed at $10000

Estimated Costs for Issue 7 : 

Repointing of all rebuilt or damaged sections - $30000.

Page 125 of 474

Page 184 of 238



In Summary:

As indicated in the Report the most significant issue is the wall facing Finniss Street is acting as a retaining wall which 
was not the intent when this structure was originally constructed. To address this issue, the backfill used in constructing 
the existing footpath to its current level needs to be removed from the existing wall, which would prove an almost 
impossible task.

The finished floor level of the original building is approximately 1.000 metres below the existing footpath level in Finniss 
Street in the vicinity of the building and unless the backfill is removed from the wall on the northern side of the wall 
along with the removal of the rendering on the southern aspect of the same wall the wall will over time continue to fret 
away due to the fact the wall cannot be separated from the damp soil. Should the wall not be separated from the damp 
soil the wall will continue to decay until the weight of the wall above the footpath causes the wall to collapse. The wall 
can collapse at any time and without notice thus causing injury to anyone who happens to be walking past the wall at 
the time it collapses. 

It needs to be stated and understood that any monies spent on addressing the issues outlined above cosmetically will 
be a waste of money as the principle issue will still remain.

In my opinion, to warrant keeping the building and making it safe for both the owners and the public using the footpath 
is calculated at being over $125,000, with individual costs listed below:

Identified Issue Calculated Cost Comments

Issue 1: $17000

Issue 2 $8000

Issue 3 $10000

Issue 4 $8000

Issue 5 $50000 This is the most critical issue to 
restore the remainder of the building 
– however is almost an impossible
task to achieve.

Issue 6 $10000 was costed for Issues 3 
which is the same corner of the 
existing structure

Issue 7 $30000

Mr Daniel Toonen
Rockstar Stonemasonry
ABN 39 265 059 902

Telephone: 0409 124 016
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From:

To:

Subject:

Date:

Douglas Alexander

Scott Twine

FW: 490 532 2017

Wednesday, 08 November 2017 05:25:42 PM

Scott

Initial thoughts and further to our site inspection.

The proposal is to demolish an unlisted stone outbuilding on a portion of
land that was once associated with a Contributory dwelling facing and at
31 Jacob Street.  The structure is immediately to the south of the Church Hill
State Heritage Area, being  on the opposite side of stone walling that forms
the edge of Church Hill.

In my opinion this warrants referral to State Heritage Branch on the basis of
its proximity and also that it can be viewed from and together with the
State Heritage Area.

At the time of the subdivision being agreed to by Council, indicative plans
that demonstrated the integration of this structure with a new dwelling,
were prepared. This should be checked if possible. It may be of relevance
to this assessment.

Over the past decade, the roof sheeting to the structure was removed,
causing deterioration through water ingress to the top of walls and also the
failure to repair the hole at the lower portion of the wall. Council offered
and encouraged acceptance of a heritage walls grant about three years
ago.

I have inspected the wall previously and monitored its condition. The last
occasion was March 2016. The condition has deteriorated, with some signs
of distress showing as the hole in the wall has been allowed to increase in
size.

Located within the Light Policy Area of the Residential Historic
(Conservation) Zone, I have considered the following:

Light Policy Area (Figure Res H(C)/4)
Desired Character
The Policy Area encompasses the original streets and allotments of the
town of Gawler, as designed and laid out by Light, Finniss and Co in 1839
and is of historic significance as it still clearly shows the extent of the original
town and the principles on which it was laid out.
Gawler’s plan is historically significant as a successful example of a grid
plan adapted to the topography and natural features of the location. The
street pattern reflects the form of the rivers and topography of the hill upon
which it is established. The original street pattern, rivers and local hills are still
clearly identifiable, with features of note including the public squares
around the churches and the terraces and parklands bordering the rivers.
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The area is also of historic significance as it contains many of the early
buildings of Gawler - residential, commercial, public and ecclesiastical -
which illustrate the built form of the town in the 19th Century. The area
forms the historic core of Gawler and contains a large number of State
heritage, local heritage and contributory items in the areas flanking the
Church Hill State Heritage Area.
The Policy Area includes the Church Hill State Heritage Area, which was
declared in 1985. The Church Hill State Heritage Area comprises all the
elements within its boundaries, including individual dwellings and other
buildings, walls, fences, trees and major landscape features such as street
trees, roadways, bluestone kerbing and cobblestones and fire hydrants.
Development in this area is controlled by the Church Hill Management Plan
pursuant to the Heritage Act, 1993.
The areas to the north and south of the Church Hill State Heritage Area are
predominantly residential in character, with streets lined with small
cottages and villas dating from the latter half of the 19th Century. Houses
are typically single storey, detached and have a minimal set back from the
street.
The Church Hill State Heritage Area has a unique residential character due
to its distinctive topography, diverse range of nineteenth century
architecture (with several different yet cohesive townscapes). The
churches should remain as the location’s distinctive landmarks, and
development should be of a high standard of design and complementary
to these important township features.
Gardens within residential locations should be in scale with the buildings
and large allotments should not be reduced in size if attractive building
settings, which are provided by gardens and significant trees, will be
compromised or put at risk. Fences to define street boundaries are of
critical importance to maintain and enhance the streetscape.
Streets, squares and other elements which comprise the original 1839 street
layout of Light, Finniss and Co, should not be modified, widened, closed or
redirected in a manner that diminishes their historic integrity.
Original streets, currently not used or not paved, should not be modified,
widened, closed or redirected and if paved and kerbed this should be in a
manner complementary to the detail of other streets in the policy area.
OBJECTIVES
Objective 1: Retention and/or reinstatement of the street layout and
subdivision pattern as designed by Light, Finniss & Co.
Objective 2: Development complementary to the historic character and
significance of the Policy Area as expressed in the Future Character.
Objective 3: Conservation and preservation of the collective elements
which form the heritage value of Church Hill State Heritage Area.
Objective 4: Development which enhances the existing character of the
Church Hill State Heritage Area, and those physical elements which
collectively create that character.
Objective 5: Reinforcement of the historic character of Church Hill by
encouraging, as opportunities arise, the replacement and/or adaptation of
non-contributory development with development that does not diminish
the historic character of the area.
PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT CONTROL
5 Development should:
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(a) preserve existing views and vistas; and
(b) maintain the existing topography and the relationship of sites to street
levels.
The following apply to the Church Hill State Heritage Area, as identified in
Map Ga/1(Overlay 1) Enlargement B:
6 A building, item or structure of State Heritage value, or which contributes
to the historic significance of Church Hill, should only be altered so as to
retain or restore the original external form, materials and colours, and also
the internal arrangements and finishes where these are of heritage value.
7 Development should primarily consist of the upgrading of existing
buildings in a manner which reinforces and complements the historic
character and significance of the building and the area.
9 Restoration, externally and internally, of buildings to their earlier original
appearance should occur.
RESIDENTIAL HISTORIC (CONSERVATION) ZONE
OBJECTIVES
Objective 2: Retention of all places (including landscape elements) which
contribute to the historic character of the Zone.
Objective 3: Conservation and enhancement of the historic character of
the Zone, through consideration of:
(a) Streetscape character;
(b) Subdivision pattern (allotment size and dimensions and street layout);
(c) Building alignment and set-backs;
(d) Building form and materials;
(e) Site layout, landscaping and fencing.
Objective 4: Maintenance of the existing topography and retention of
historic townscape vistas and views.
PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT CONTROL
1 Development should reinforce and complement the historic character
and significance of the area and the integrity of any places and items
identified in Table Ga/2, Table Ga/5 or Table Ga/6.
3 Development should conserve, maintain, enhance and reinforce the
existing streetscape character of the Zone and Policy Areas and the
historic character of individual buildings, items, structures, and places.
4 Development should not adversely impact on the character of an
adjacent street, for example by introducing new entrances which require
removal of historic slate kerbs, by introducing new entrance surfaces inside
the property boundary or on the adjacent street such as concrete or
paving which is inconsistent with the historic character of footpaths and
street surfaces or by allowing stormwater outlets on streets which due to the
placement or materials have a negative effect on the character of the
adjacent street.
5 Development should enhance and contribute to visual cohesiveness,
and any new buildings should be of complementary height, scale, set-
back, form and external appearance, and display creative and diverse
examples of high standard contemporary architecture.
8 Development abutting or in close proximity to a place or item identified
in Table Ga/2, Table Ga/5 or Table Ga/6 should:
(a) respect the historic character of the area and the integrity of the
particular place or item of significance and be designed to a high
architectural standard; and
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(b) be compatible in respect of its design, siting, scale, building and roof
shape, bulk, height, materials and colours, fences and landscaping and
any advertising signs and external illumination with the place or item.

Objective 12: Retention and enhancement of localities in the Council area
of distinctive and valued or historic significance through preservation of
State and Local Heritage Places, Contributory Items and other places of
historic character, and compatible infill development.
35 Development should not impair the character or nature of buildings or
sites of architectural, historical or scientific interest or sites of natural beauty

COMMENT

The subject structure is considered to have an important role in providing
evidence of the original streets and allotments of the town of Gawler, as
designed and laid out by Light, Finniss and Co in 1839. Its presence is
evidence of the original town.  The structure exhibits a strong visual,
historical and topographical relationship with Church Hill. It is an important
structure and landscape element defining the street edge.

The removal of the structure will disturb Objective 1 and Objective 2 of the
Policy Area, because the demolition will diminish the historic character and
not be complementary to the streetscape, which is defined by this
structure.

Objective 3 is also disturbed because the removal of this structure will not
conserve nor preserve historic character in close proximity to the State
Heritage Area. The removal will diminish rather than enhance the
character of the State Heritage Area, through its close visual and
topographical relationship and therefore Objective 4 is not satisfied.
Objective 5 encourages adaptation of existing structures, as was
considered at the time of the land division of the Subject Land.

The historic views, of which the structure is an important part will be lost and
therefore PDC 5 will be disturbed and PDC 6, 7 and 9 are also not
accepting of its removal, expressing preference for upgrading existing
historic buildings.

In the Zone generally Objective 1 encourages retention of all elements that
contribute to the historic character of the Zone and Objective 3 and PDC 3
are intent on preserving streetscape character, building form and
materials, site layout and fencing.

Objective 4 also repeats the desire to maintain historic townscape views.

PDC 1 of the zone seeks development that complements historic character
and in that respect demolition will diminish historic character.

PDC 4 contemplates adverse impacts that are inconsistent with the historic
character and demolition is considered an adverse impact. The loss of the

Page 130 of 474 Page 189 of 238



structure would diminish the visual cohesion of the streetscape sought by
PDC 5.

PDC 8 also seeks development that is respectful  of historic character in
areas that are proximate to State, Local and Contributory Places.

Council Wide Objective 12 seeks retention and enhancement of localities
of distinctive and valued or historic significance through preservation of
‘other places of historic character’. PDC 35 seeks development that does
not impair the character or nature of buildings or sites of architectural or
historical interest.

CONCLUSION

In my option this wall should be retained and conserved, as was the
intention of the land division approval and also as encouraged by Council
over many years.
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From: Douglas Alexander

To: Scott Twine

Cc: Douglas Alexander

Subject: 490 532 2017

Date: Wednesday, 25 July 2018 03:42:03 PM

Attachments: Jacob st 1.jpg
Jacob St 2.jpg
Jacob Street 3.jpg
Jacob Street 5.jpg
Jacob Street 6.jpg
Jacob Street 7.jpg
Screen Shot 2018-07-25 at 2.01.33 pm.png

Scott
I have inspected the structure today and note the Application Form describes the
building to be demolished as:  remnants of damaged and weathered shed.  The location
is given as 16 Finniss Street Gawler, which is the subdivided rear yard of 31 Jacob
Street, a Contributory Place.

Council records should be checked to confirm if the subdivision proposal relied on a
proposal to develop the land in a way that integrated the outbuilding with new
development.  While the linkage between land division and benchmark development
has been questioned in recent times, the prevailing legislation at the time of the division
sought an outcome that would benefit the retention of this building.

The outbuilding is prominent and faces the Church Hill State Heritage Area, which turns
at Dundas Street and runs along Finniss Street, capturing only the north side in this
portion.  This type of anomaly has occurred previously; the barn in Light Square being
an example of a building that was considered unlisted due to a misalignment of the
State Heritage boundaries.

Activities that have occurred and been stopped include over-zealous excavation, the
removal of the roof and timbers for safety reasons and the removal of brickwork and
stonework to the top of the wall.  I have monitored and photographed the condition of
the building over several years.  The photographs demonstrate the structure to be
relatively stable, despite the above and also the hole in the wall facing Finniss Street.

The street facing wall is identified in the September 2007 Gawler Historic Walls Study
(refer Photograph 2 of the Study, Page 64.  It was categorised as Priority 1 in Appendix
3. Accordingly Council did offer a grant, (recalled as $11K) to conserve the wall.
Discussions with the owner at the time indicated a misalignment of expectations;
Council’s was the conservation of the structure, whereas the owner expected the
outcome to be a habitable room.  Therefore the $11K was considered by the owner as
being insufficient and to my knowledge not taken up.

The portions of the wall include the north wall with two substantial returns.

A minimum scope of work would include:

• Fill the hole of concern;

• Reinstate the stone to top of wall and also the brick string course;

• Provide a roof if possible;

• Remove the render and repoint.

The contribution of the wall to the existing historic character to the area cannot be
understated.  The terminology adopted “ demolition of the remaining portion of a
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partially demolished building” understates and undervalues the substantial remaining
portion of the building.  The outbuilding is potentially a rare surviving example of the
type of construction, historic use and form and this aspect should be verified through
historic research prior to the building being removed.

The terminology adopted being ‘state of decay’ is one that should be supported by
appropriate technical expertise. In the tests applied on page 7 of the report there is a
failure to acknowledge the potential high degree of aesthetic or technical
accomplishment or the construction techniques, which in my opinion are worthy of
consideration.  The statement notes the diversity in fencing types but fails to
acknowledge the outbuilding is more than a fence; it is a rare surviving example that
may be worthy of inclusion in the State Heritage Area.

The Statement also discusses reinstatement of the building, which is not the intention of
the development plan, which seeks retention and conservation.

I note the documentation provided does not include:

• A Heritage Impact Statement prepared by a suitably qualified Conservation

Architect;

• A structural assessment.

The Church Hill Management Plan identifies the former allotment as being part of the
1846 Survey, which carries some weight in the Light Policy Area of the Residential
Historic (Conservation) Zone.

Located within the Light Policy Area of the Residential Historic
(Conservation) Zone, I have considered the following:

Light Policy Area (Figure Res H(C)/4)
Desired Character
The Policy Area encompasses the original streets and allotments of the town of Gawler,
as designed and laid out by Light, Finniss and Co in 1839 and is of historic significance
as it still clearly shows the extent of the original town and the principles on which it was
laid out.
Gawler’s plan is historically significant as a successful example of a grid plan adapted to
the topography and natural features of the location. The street pattern reflects the form
of the rivers and topography of the hill upon which it is established. The original street
pattern, rivers and local hills are still clearly identifiable, with features of note including
the public squares around the churches and the terraces and parklands bordering the
rivers.
The area is also of historic significance as it contains many of the early buildings of
Gawler - residential, commercial, public and ecclesiastical - which illustrate the built
form of the town in the 19th Century. The area forms the historic core of Gawler and
contains a large number of State heritage, local heritage and contributory items in the
areas flanking the Church Hill State Heritage Area.
The Policy Area includes the Church Hill State Heritage Area, which was declared in
1985. The Church Hill State Heritage Area comprises all the elements within its
boundaries, including individual dwellings and other buildings, walls, fences, trees and
major landscape features such as street trees, roadways, bluestone kerbing and
cobblestones and fire hydrants. Development in this area is controlled by the Church
Hill Management Plan pursuant to the Heritage Act, 1993.
The areas to the north and south of the Church Hill State Heritage Area are
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predominantly residential in character, with streets lined with small cottages and villas
dating from the latter half of the 19th Century. Houses are typically single storey,
detached and have a minimal set back from the street.
The Church Hill State Heritage Area has a unique residential character due to its
distinctive topography, diverse range of nineteenth century architecture (with several
different yet cohesive townscapes). The churches should remain as the location’s
distinctive landmarks, and development should be of a high standard of design and
complementary to these important township features.
Gardens within residential locations should be in scale with the buildings and large
allotments should not be reduced in size if attractive building settings, which are
provided by gardens and significant trees, will be compromised or put at risk. Fences to
define street boundaries are of critical importance to maintain and enhance the
streetscape.
Streets, squares and other elements which comprise the original 1839 street layout of
Light, Finniss and Co, should not be modified, widened, closed or redirected in a
manner that diminishes their historic integrity.
Original streets, currently not used or not paved, should not be modified, widened,
closed or redirected and if paved and kerbed this should be in a manner complementary
to the detail of other streets in the policy area.
OBJECTIVES
Objective 1: Retention and/or reinstatement of the street layout and subdivision pattern
as designed by Light, Finniss & Co.
Objective 2: Development complementary to the historic character and significance of
the Policy Area as expressed in the Future Character.
Objective 3: Conservation and preservation of the collective elements which form the
heritage value of Church Hill State Heritage Area.
Objective 4: Development which enhances the existing character of the Church Hill
State Heritage Area, and those physical elements which collectively create that
character.
Objective 5: Reinforcement of the historic character of Church Hill by encouraging, as
opportunities arise, the replacement and/or adaptation of non-contributory development
with development that does not diminish the historic character of the area.
PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT CONTROL
5 Development should:
(a) preserve existing views and vistas; and
(b) maintain the existing topography and the relationship of sites to street levels.
The following apply to the Church Hill State Heritage Area, as identified in Map
Ga/1(Overlay 1) Enlargement B:
6 A building, item or structure of State Heritage value, or which contributes to the
historic significance of Church Hill, should only be altered so as to retain or restore the
original external form, materials and colours, and also the internal arrangements and
finishes where these are of heritage value.
7 Development should primarily consist of the upgrading of existing buildings in a
manner which reinforces and complements the historic character and significance of the
building and the area.
9 Restoration, externally and internally, of buildings to their earlier original appearance
should occur.
RESIDENTIAL HISTORIC (CONSERVATION) ZONE
OBJECTIVES
Objective 2: Retention of all places (including landscape elements) which contribute to
the historic character of the Zone.
Objective 3: Conservation and enhancement of the historic character of the Zone,
through consideration of:
(a) Streetscape character;
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(b) Subdivision pattern (allotment size and dimensions and street layout);
(c) Building alignment and set-backs;
(d) Building form and materials;
(e) Site layout, landscaping and fencing.
Objective 4: Maintenance of the existing topography and retention of historic townscape
vistas and views.
PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT CONTROL
1 Development should reinforce and complement the historic character and significance
of the area and the integrity of any places and items identified in Table Ga/2, Table
Ga/5 or Table Ga/6.
3 Development should conserve, maintain, enhance and reinforce the existing
streetscape character of the Zone and Policy Areas and the historic character of
individual buildings, items, structures, and places.
4 Development should not adversely impact on the character of an adjacent street, for
example by introducing new entrances which require removal of historic slate kerbs, by
introducing new entrance surfaces inside the property boundary or on the adjacent
street such as concrete or paving which is inconsistent with the historic character of
footpaths and street surfaces or by allowing stormwater outlets on streets which due to
the placement or materials have a negative effect on the character of the adjacent
street.
5 Development should enhance and contribute to visual cohesiveness, and any new
buildings should be of complementary height, scale, set-back, form and external
appearance, and display creative and diverse examples of high standard contemporary
architecture.
8 Development abutting or in close proximity to a place or item identified in Table Ga/2,
Table Ga/5 or Table Ga/6 should:
(a) respect the historic character of the area and the integrity of the particular place or
item of significance and be designed to a high architectural standard; and
(b) be compatible in respect of its design, siting, scale, building and roof shape, bulk,
height, materials and colours, fences and landscaping and any advertising signs and
external illumination with the place or item.

Objective 12: Retention and enhancement of localities in the Council area of distinctive
and valued or historic significance through preservation of State and Local Heritage
Places, Contributory Items and other places of historic character, and compatible infill
development.
35 Development should not impair the character or nature of buildings or sites of
architectural, historical or scientific interest or sites of natural beauty

ASSESSMENT
The Subject Land is within the Policy Area encompassing the original streets and
allotments of the town of Gawler, as designed and laid out by Light, Finniss and Co in
1839. The area is considered to form the historic core of Gawler and observes the
heritage and Contributory listins in the areas flanking the Church Hill State Heritage
Area.

The subject structure is considered to have an important role in providing evidence of
the original streets and allotments of the town of Gawler, as designed and laid out by
Light, Finniss and Co in 1839.  Its presence is evidence of the original town. The
structure exhibits a strong visual, historical and topographical relationship with Church
Hill.  It is an important structure and landscape element defining the street edge.
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It is unfortunate that the Church Hill State Heritage Area, which comprises all the
elements within its boundaries, including individual dwellings and other buildings, walls,
fences, trees and major landscape features such as street trees, roadways, bluestone
kerbing and cobblestones and fire hydrants, failed to acknowledge this building,
presumably an early outbuilding to residents on the escarpment.  The area is described
as having a unique residential character due to its distinctive topography, diverse range
of nineteenth century architecture (with several different yet cohesive townscapes).

The removal of the outbuilding, constructed to the street edge, will diminish the historic
quality of the street layout and subdivision pattern as designed by Light, Finniss & Co.
and therefore Objective 1 will be disturbed.

The demolition will remove a substantial remnant outbuilding that can be reasonably
conserved and therefore Objective 2 will not be satisfied by this form of development.  I
consider the outbuilding to be sufficiently proximate to the Church Hill State Area to
warrant conservation and preservation desired by Objective 3. The conservation of the
structure will also enhance the existing character of the Area desired by Objective 4,
because it is sufficiently proximate to be considered a collective element noted in
Objective 4.

Objective 3 is also disturbed because the removal of this structure will not conserve nor
preserve historic character in close proximity to the State Heritage Area.  The removal
will diminish rather than enhance the character of the State Heritage Area, through its
close visual and topographical relationship and therefore Objective 4 is not satisfied.
Objective 5 encourages adaptation of existing structures, as was considered at the time
of the land division of the Subject Land.

The removal of the structure will disturb Objective 1 and Objective 2 of the Policy Area,
because the demolition will diminish the historic character and not be complementary to
the streetscape, which is defined by this structure.

The historic views, of which the structure is an important part will be lost and therefore
PDC 5 will be disturbed and PDC 6, 7 and 9 are also not accepting of its removal,
expressing preference for upgrading existing historic buildings, notably not referencing
their listing or Contributory status.

In the Zone generally Objective 1 encourages retention of all elements that contribute to
the historic character of the Zone and Objective 3 and PDC 3 are intent on preserving
streetscape character, building form and materials, site layout and fencing.

Objective 4 also repeats the desire to maintain historic townscape views.

PDC 1 of the zone seeks development that complements historic character and in that
respect demolition will diminish historic character.

PDC 4 contemplates adverse impacts that are inconsistent with the historic character
and demolition is considered an adverse impact.  The loss of the structure would
diminish the visual cohesion of the streetscape sought by PDC 5.

PDC 8 also seeks development that is respectful of historic character in areas that are
proximate to State, Local and Contributory Places.

Council Wide Objective 12 seeks retention and enhancement of localities of distinctive
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and valued or historic significance through preservation of ‘other places of historic
character’.  PDC 35 seeks development that does not impair the character or nature of
buildings or sites of architectural or historical interest.

CONCLUSION

In my option this wall should be retained and conserved, as was the intention of the land
division approval and also as encouraged by Council over many years.  I recommend
enlisting the State Heritage Unit to determine whether the State Heritage Area boundary
should be adjusted.

The application is not supported.
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From: Douglas Alexander

To: Scott Twine

Subject: Re: Proposed New Wall at 16 Finniss Street Gawler

Date: Monday, 19 November 2018 09:03:40 AM

Attachments: image001.jpg
image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png
image007.png
image008.jpg

Scott

I refer to your request for additional comment.

The replacement wall is consistent with my earlier comments that should the Panel decide to approve demolition of the

original structure, some form of replacement wall would be warranted.

It should be recalled that in approving the subdivision of the land, Council sought to retain the structure and have that

integrated with a new dwelling.  Plans were also prepared.

This gave rise to expectations that have not been met and that application appears to have lapsed.  I have little

confidence a wall will be constructed on this basis as belatedly proposed.

The outbuilding can be saved with some basic safety stabilisation that has been neglected for several years.

I cannot support the demolition.

Douglas

douglas alexander
practice director + principal architect

Sir James Irwin President’s Medal recipient 2018

101 Hindley Street, Adelaide SA 5000

ph: +61 8 8211 6355

http://www.flightpatharchitects.com.au

Take a look at our recently completed projects:

signature_1626721780

Important Notice.

Privileged/Confidential Information may be contained in this message. If you are not the addressee indicated in this message (or responsible for delivery of the message to such person) you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. In such
case you should destroy this message and kindly notify the sender by reply email. Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official business of Flightpath Architects Pty Ltd shall be understood as neither
given nor endorsed by it. In no event shall Flightpath Architects Pty Ltd, its employees, contractors or any associates be liable for specific, indirect or consequential damage or loss arising from negligence or otherwise, which may occur through
transmission of the message and attachments. Attachments are not guaranteed to be virus-free.
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1

Scott Twine

Subject: FW: 16 Finniss St  Development Application: 490/532/2017

Attachments: 16 Finniss St repairs final.docx; Little Glory Primitive Methodist Church - cnr Finniss 

and Dundas Sts -Demolished c1953 corrected for right orientation.jpg

From: Adrian

Sent: Tuesday, 22 January 2019 4:32 PM

To: Ryan Viney <Ryan.Viney@gawler.sa.gov.au>

Subject: FW: 16 Finniss St Development Application: 490/532/2017

Hello Ryan

As notified late last year I have engaged Mr Peter Russell to provide advice related to 16 Finniss St Gawler. Attached

is the information I have obtained from Mr Russell.

I would request that this information be passed on to the Applicant Mr Turner and the members of the Council

Assessment Panel and be included in the Agenda documents related to this item when next considered by the

Panel. I would also request that I have an opportunity to make a brief submission related to the matters covered

when the Panel next considers it.

In making this request to Council officers and the Chair and members of the Panel to consider this additional

information I note that the proposal which was available for Public Comment in August did not include the Report

from Rockstar Stonemasonry or the proposal for a new wall along Finniss St.

It only became apparent to me that these new matters were in the Agenda papers when the Agenda for the Panel

meeting was made available on the Council website late in the previous week. As such there was no opportunity to

investigate issues with these aspects, which formed a major part of the consideration by Council staff in preparing a

report for the Panel meeting on Monday 26 November 2018, and consideration by the Panel.

I did not feel able to make any considered submission related to these matters at the Panel as I had not had any

opportunity to obtain advice of the nature provided by Mr Russell which naturally takes some time to put

together. I note that there was an estimate in the Agenda documents of $25,000 for repairs of the shed obtained on

a previous occasion (apparently by the owner). No other details were provided about this estimate.

The Panel which considered the matter in November had only recently been constituted and also did not include the

Council elected member which has now been put in place by Council following the election changeover. It may be

that the processes involved with significant new documentation being provided could be considered by Council staff

and the Panel.

Please advise me if you require any additional information from me or Mr Russell.

I have also attached a photograph of the Church associated with the shed. A version of this was provided in the

submission of Mr Thom in the agenda papers. The version in the agenda paper was a “flipped’ version and hence

the building appeared to be aligned East West. The original building faced North South and adjusting the

photograph as attached corrects this and assists somewhat in showing how the stone walls appeared on the site.

Regards

Adrian Shackley
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 RUSSELL STONEWORK 
21 January 2019 

    PO Box 105 

    Auburn, SA, 5451 

RE: Stone stable building at 16 Finniss St, Gawler, SA. 

I have inspected the building and considered the documents provided to the Assessment Panel related 

to application for demolition of the building and replacement with a reconstructed stone wall. 

The following list of issues has been identified by Rockstar Stonemasonry. 

ISSUES   1&2  There is a large hole in the north wall at footpath level. 

 On the top of the wall are two areas with mechanical damage. 

COMMENT/REMEDY:      

The damage around the hole is apparently in part caused by passers-by but is exacerbated because 

salt erosion has been accelerated by wind passing through. 

The large hole at ground level can be repaired by replacing the missing limestones using lime mortar, 

which will also stop wind passing through.  The gaps at the top of the wall can be repaired in the same 

way.  

The limestones in the wall and the detached ones are in good condition.   Reuse of detached stone is 

appropriate.  The fairly recent cement based render on the lower section of the wall needs to be 

replaced.  It has detached quite cleanly from the historic stonework over part of the wall and should 

be readily detached over the remainder without significant issues.  

The existing historic pointing on the northern wall facing Finniss St is generally in good condition.  

Retaining this pointing will retain the historic fabric and appearance of the building.  Repair pointing 

can be coloured to match the weathered appearance of the existing render.                  . 

ISSUE  3.  Cement-based render covering the inside wall surfaces. 

COMMENT/REMEDY:       

The part erosion at the internal base of the wall that has been rendered indicates that the mortar used 

is not impermeable and so allows the wall to breathe low down and not push salt related erosion 

further up the wall. 

Leaving the render will not harm the wall in any way.  This render can be repaired at the base and 

elsewhere as needed with an appropriate low-strength render and maintained with the application of 

a limewash from time to time as needed. 

ISSUES  4 & 6      The crack at the north east corner. 

COMMENT/REMEDY:       

Inside this corner is a straight crack which may give the impression that the east wall was added later 

and is not tied in to the front wall. Examination of the exterior of this corner shows this not to be the 

case. On the exterior of this corner, at the top, there is a small crack which extends down alongside 

the brick quoin for approximately 700 mm.  
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The east wall has settled at some time to cause this small crack. This may be due to water collecting 

near its base in the past due to lack of adequate management or water from the main roof alongside.  

The crack can be repaired by opening out a little to allow the use of lime mortar to repair it. 

 

ISSUE  5.             Eroded stonework in the toilet walls on the western side of the building. 

 

COMMENT/REMEDY:             

The current poor state of these walls is a common problem in older buildings and is straight-forward 

to repair using lime mortar and limestones to reconstruct.   

 

ISSUE  7.              Repointing after internal cement render removal and wall repairs. 

 

COMMENT/REMEDY:              

The render is best left undisturbed and maintained with limewash. 

The wall repairs on the exterior of the north wall (top and base) are small in area and can be pointed 

to match the original at the time of repair. 

 

 

 

OBSERVATIONS 

 

1. The north wall is acting as a retaining wall to the footpath but mainly at its western end - 

where there is a western wall acting as a buttress. The north wall appears to be still plumb 

after about 150 years.  The building has been constructed by excavating a flat floor with entry 

at street level from Finniss St on the eastern side.   The lack of movement of the north wall 

and the buttressing provided by the east and west walls indicates that the minor amount of 

retaining present has not been causing a problem requiring reconstruction. 

   

2. The reinstatement of the roof will protect the wall tops, prevent water pooling next to the 

internal areas of the building and provide a useful undercover space for a range of activities 

for relatively low cost. The existing façade on the footpath side is the  century equivalent of 

today’s garage and is a significant feature in the locality. 

 

3. At the western end of the building there are two small rooms which were built as part of the 

main building. These were toilets provided for the people who attended the church nearby. 

The lower level toilet was for the ladies and the walls inside were painted with a pink 

limewash. The upper level gentlemen’s toilet would have been accessed via some wooden 

steps from the main part of the building.  The walls inside are painted with a blue limewash. 

Each toilet has a small bricked vent in the western wall. This surviving combination of toilets is 

unique and makes the entire building even more significant.  The area of these original 2 small 

rooms when repaired can provide useable storage spaces.  The internal walls involved also can 

assist with supporting the building roof. 

 

 

4. The main building has been constructed at the same time as limestone walls on the property 

boundary to the east and west.  This shows with the brick quoins on the NW and NE corners 

ending part way up the shed wall where the boundary wall met.  The boundary walls have 

effectively been incorporated with the shed construction which is unusual and also added to 

the stability of both the shed and boundary walling.  On the west corner the removal of most 

of the wall has not been patched well and there is some work needed to restore a suitable 

appearance (on the assumption that the boundary wall will not be restored).  On the NE 
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corner there has previously been a sculptured section above the short boundary wall by some 

60cm to lift its height when meeting the corner of the main building. The removed part can be 

readily restored to return the connection to its previous extent. 

 

 

REPAIR COST ESTIMATES 

1. The cost of repairs to stabilize and make good the holes in the north wall, remove the 

recent low render and restorative rendering and pointing are estimated to be   $7,000 incl 

GST. 

 

2. The repairs to the eastern and western walls would involve rebuilding the internal holes in 

the western/toilet walls and replacing the missing coping on the west toilet wall. Plus 

associated rendering and pointing are also estimated to cost $7,000 incl GST. 

 

3.  Reconstruction of the skillion roof would be necessary to preserve the wall-tops and 

building fabric and to provide a usable building. Original roof timbers could be inspected 

with a view to re-using undamaged parts in order to retain evidence of the original 

structure. The short sections of original roof iron would need to be assessed for suitability 

but this may not be feasible.  I have obtained some price estimates for a completely new 

Colourbond roof with fixings.  A figure of $9000 incl GST should cover this.  Reductions 

based on some reuse of timber and some design variations may be possible.  

 

NEW WALL COST ESTIMATES  

1. Re the proposal to convert the north wall into a stepped boundary wall with additional 

new walling to be constructed up to the western corner of the boundary. The cost of 

foundations required for such a new wall would be a major cost.  Estimate $1000-1150   

/metre incl GST for design, preparation and construction.  Reconstructing a stone wall 

estimated cost $ 1,100.00 per square metre.  Total cost for an average 1.2m high wall 

would be in the order of $2,300-2,450 per metre.   Note: These costs do not include the 

retaining wall shown in the documents.  If this was to be constructed it would add 

additional cost to the estimates provided. 

  

2. The loss of the air vents which feature in the current building (and which are similar to the 

vents in the original church shown in the Panel papers) would also be a significant loss.  

There are not many buildings in Gawler that display such vents viewable from the street.  

Attempting to reintroduce similar vents in a much lower boundary wall would produce an 

incongruous view that has no basis in historic character. 

 

COST COMPARISON   

 

As estimated above, constructing a replacement stone wall along the boundary apart from a vehicle 

entrance would require considerably higher expenditure than repairing and re-roofing the existing 

building and would diminish the current historic nature of the streetscape.  

 

In addition repair will preserve this quite well constructed  century stone building well into the future 

and provide a usable building for possible uses such as workshop, storage, covered outdoor 

entertaining area or other uses. 
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Background information on my experience and expertise. 

Licenced Builder 1979 to present, principally in field of stonemasonry and related work 

repairing and restoring older buildings 

Worked as principal of Russell Stonework 2000. to present based in Undalya near Auburn with 

projects throughout most of South Australia 

Employed and trained 12 people in stonemasonry – 2 of whom have gone on to careers as 

licensed builders focussed on stonemasonry work and some others who have continued as 

employed stonemasons 

1989 to1996    Worked with Heritage architects stabilizing ruins in the far north. 

Undertaken ruin stabilization in National Parks in Flinders Ranges, Witjira, Gawler Ranges, 

Flinders Chase (KI) and Innes. 

2009 to 2018    In charge of stabilization (mainly with volunteers) of remains of stone buildings 

at the historic township of Farina. 

Some recent works personally undertaken in Gawler:   Stone boundary wall restoration in 25 

High St, Gawler and repair of front boundary wall of Anglican Rectory at 26 Cowan St, Gawler 

Appeared in ERD Court planning appeal for opinion on restoration of historic stone building in 

Ayers St, Gawler some years ago 

 

 

 

 

Peter Russell 

Licensed builder BLD 10957      
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Scott Twine

From: Douglas Alexander

Sent: Wednesday, 20 March 2019 05:18 PM

To: Scott Twine

Subject: RE: 490 532 2017
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Located within the Light Policy Area of the Residential Historic (Conservation) Zone, I have

considered the following: 

Light Policy Area (Figure Res H(C)/4)

Desired Character 

ASSESSMENT
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