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1.1 Why was Consultation Undertaken? 

In June 2017 it was announced by the Health Minister Brad Hazzard and the Member for Tweed Geoff 

Provest that the Tweed Region would receive a new hospital.  

An expression of interest and site selection process was undertaken in the following 9 months leading 

to an announcement of a proposed site at Cudgen on April 4 2018. 

Following the community response to the initial Proposed Site announcement, a six week period of 

comprehensive community consultation was undertaken.  

1.2 When, how and where was the Consultation 
Delivered? 

The consultation process aimed for meaningful engagement with a broad spectrum of the community, 

ranging from those who were vocal in opposition through to those who were unaware of the project. 

Consultation events were focused to hear feedback from all geographic areas within the region and all 

age ranges at varying times of day. This approach ensured a representative view of the wider 

community who will utilise the hospital, or who are impacted by the site selection process, through 

consultation at a time and place that was convenient.  

Consultation was undertaken from April 4 2018 to June 14 2018. The original Site Selection Summary 

report was released to support consultation and assist community members in understanding the key 

criteria/considerations for site selection and how to nominate an alternative site through the 

community feedback form. A copy of the information panels are attached at Appendix A. 

  

1 Executive Summary 
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1.2.1 Consultation Channels 

To achieve the objective, a wide variety of consultation tools were used, including:    

» The project website, including all available information, and how to provide feedback 

» Direct contact and meetings with key stakeholders and groups, presenting an overview of 

Phase 1 of the site section process, and inviting them to participate in consultation 

» A dedicated 1800 telephone number for queries 

» Inviting written submissions through the Feedback Form Part A and Part B, utilising the project 

email address, or the contact form on the website 

» Pop-Up community consultation sessions at regional shopping centres and markets, and staff 

forums at hospitals 

» Community drop in sessions at the project office.  

The formal submissions indicated a proportionate involvement of the communities across the region.  

Over 1000 people within the region were directly involved in the consultation either through face to 

face engagement or through the formal submissions process. Website analytics show higher numbers 

of community members accessing the information on the project website.   

1.2.2 Geographic Distribution 

Consultation extended to all the main population centres within the Tweed-Byron Region including Bryon 

Bay, Banora Point, Chillingham, Cudgen, Kingscliff, Murwillumbah, Pottsville, Tweed Heads and Uki. 

1.3 What are the Consultation Outcomes? 

The consultation process provided opportunities for community members to discuss the site selection 

process and provide comment on the proposed site and alternative site nominations.  

Summary 

The vast majority of community supports a hospital in the region and there is consensus on the need for 

more healthcare services generally to keep up with growth in the region and an ageing population.  

Over 600 people were spoken to at Pop-Ups, and nearly 700 written submissions received. Verbal and 

written feedback indicated that more people were supportive, or not opposed to the Proposed Site than 

those opposed. The consultation process also included a significant number of unsolicited responses 

offering opinions on the suitability of Alternatives Sites. 

1.3.1 Key Themes – Support 

» Supports provision of local employment 

» The property is on the fringe of agricultural land, will not interfere with farming, and will not  fragmen

t farming  

» Good level of access  

» Supports proposed growth of Kingscliff  

» Located opposite the TAFE 

» Can provide ample parking 
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» Above the flood level 

» Close to public transport 

» Close to other urban amenities, such as shops 

» Will provide facilities close to residents that people currently have to travel to the Gold Coast for 

treatment  

» A central location 

» No bush fire risk 

» The land is large enough for expansion 

» Want the project team to get on and build the hospital.   

1.3.2 Comments Opposing the Proposed Site:  

» The use of State Significant Farmland – this should stay as farmland, if this is used for development 

what is stopping other farmland doing the same in the future?  

» Concerns also raised regarding impact of farming on adjacent land due to crop spraying restrictions 

and dust implications. 

» It could possibly force the rezoning of other land, which land owners have been trying for years  and 

not been successful 

» The site may be flood free but access to the hospital is not 

» The site provides no space for further expansion 

» The site is too far from the M1 

» The development will attract people to the area, and change the character of Kingscliff 

» The height and scale of the proposed development is out of keeping with the character of the area 

» The site is directly under Gold Coast Airport flight paths and will impact helicopter arrival/departure to 

the hospital.   

1.3.3 General Comments 

The consultation process also identified that a hospital in any of the shortlisted locations, has a range of 

matters of community interest that need consideration through the planning process:   

» Traffic, roads will need to be upgraded 

» Noise impact on surrounding residents – both during construction, and operational (ambulance noise, 

traffic and helicopters)  

» Sensitive flora and fauna is critical, and should be preserved. 

» Parking options – a lot of people don’t use hospital parking facilities because they are too expensive,  

this will make people park on the side of the road/in dangerous areas 

» Car parking  adequacy and affordability needs to be considered during design 

» Public transport is a necessity 

» Pedestrian access and cycle paths are needed   

» Tertiary opportunities should be included 

» Concern that the existing Murwillumbah District Hospital will be closed   
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» The hospital will attract patients with social problems including drug and alcohol 

» Post treatment support options to be considered, and mental health support options 

» Accommodation options within close proximity need to be considered 

» Request for landscape architecture to consider sensory garden and space for families/pets   

» Community members feel they can’t have a say due to how divisive the site selection has been 

and the difference in opinions.  

1.4 Conclusion 

In summary, through the consultation process, the community has provided NSW Health Infrastructure 

and New South Wales Government with significant and valuable input into the consultation period for 

Alternative Site nomination and assessment process.   

» The feedback received demonstrates a high level of engagement in the 6-week consultation process 

» The feedback and information will inform the development, regardless of the chosen site 

» The information provided has been issued to the technical consultants and will inform the technical 

assessment 

» All information provided has been shared with the Council Reference Group and Council’s technical 

experts 

Responses indicated that more people were supportive of or not opposed to the Proposed Site. 
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Elton Consulting was engaged by NSW Health Infrastructure in April to carry out independent community 

consultation activities relating to the site selection process of the Tweed Valley Hospital Development.  

2.1 Objective 

The objective of consultation was to: 

» Explain how the community can provide feedback 

» Explain the reasons for selecting the proposed site opposite Kingscliff TAFE 

» Provide copies of information and feedback forms 

» Listen to feedback on the proposed site 

» Accept nominations on alternative sites. 

The outcomes of the consultation process are provided to NSW Health Infrastructure and the Tweed 

Valley Hospital Integrated Project Team to inform assessment of alternative sites, and a final decision on 

the hospital location.  

2.2 Consultation Approach 

Consultation was undertaken in response to feedback received from community regarding the site 

selection process and the proposed site however consultation was undertaken with the aims of: 

» Understanding community sentiment towards the proposed site and selection process 

» Ensuring awareness and visibility of the ‘Have Your Say” opportunity  

» Ensuring community had easily accessible information and ability to form an understanding of what is 

required for the site selection and nomination process to enable meaningful participation.  

Consultation tools are outlined below in Section 3.  

Timing 

Consultation was undertaken between 4 April 2018 and 14 June 2018.  

2.3 Quantifying the Engagement Response 

The outcome of the consultation process resulted in: 

» Approximately 100 telephone calls to the 1800 number 

» 604 community members completing the Community Feedback Form, or providing written feedback 

through the website contact form or email.  

» 28 Alternative sites through 235 nominations 

» Approximately 625 people attending 19 Pop-Up sessions and 2 staff forums, at 15 locations 

throughout the consultation period. 

2 Introduction 
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» Website Analytics: 

> 1,980 site visits 

> 79% new visitors, 21% returning visitors 

> Community nomination form downloaded 114 times 

> Site Summary Report downloaded 472 times 

> 70% of visitors accessing site via mobile, 30% via desktop  

> 48.1% accessed the site directly; 26.6% via search engine; 23.6% via social media and 1.7% via 

referral (e.g. via a news website) 

Figure 1 People reached by consultation tool 

 

2.4 Collating Consultation Outcomes 

Responses have been collated, and structured into the following categories based on the site selection 

criteria: 

» Location, Access & Traffic 

» Urban Context 

» Built Forms & Landscaping 

» Environment, Heritage & Culture 

» Time, Cost & Value 

» Other / General.  

Written Feedback, 
604

Conversations at 
Pop-Ups, 594

Staff Forum 
Attendees, 31

Telephone Calls, 100

Unique Website 
Visits, 1565
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FACE-TO-FACE AND ONLINE 
CONSULTATION 
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3.1 Informal Pop-Ups & Staff Forums 

 

3.1.1 Snap-shot 

19 informal Pop-Ups and two staff forums were held across a five week period, reaching a total of 594 

people. Figure 2 outlines support for the proposed site based on feedback at Pop-Ups. 

3 Face-to-face and Online 
Engagement 

What are Pop-Ups and why was this consultation tool used? 

Pop-Ups are informal information booths that are run at local community events, such as 

markets, or locations such as shopping centres. They aim to provide information to 

community members across a broad project area / geography who may not be across the 

project.  

Pop-Ups are a strong engagement tool that:  

» Provide the community with factual information and provide answers to questions 

» Are run in different locations and at different times of the day to engage with a broad 

and representative cross section of the community 

» Are provided at locations that are convenient and at a time which enables conversation 

» Provides a forum for everyone to have their say, including individuals and community 

sectors that would not ordinarily engage in writing. 
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Figure 2 Support for the Proposed Site – Pop-Ups 

  

 

3.1.2 Details 

During the engagement period a decision was made to not advertise the Pop-Up times and locations. To 

ensure that Pop-Ups were genuine, and that those who were engaging were already at a time and a 

place suitable to them, the time and location of Pop-Ups were not advertised.  

In total, over 600 community members were engaged with robust discussions occurring and a number of 

key themes were raised with the project team. Additional individuals stopped to read the information, 

collect copies of the feedback forms and site selection summary report, but did not actively engage with 

the consultation team. 

Table 1 below outlines all the Pop-Ups held during the consultation period, including numbers of people 

actively engaged and their position on the proposed site. 

Table 1 Pop-Ups and Proposed Site Support 

Pop-Up Date Location Time Number of 

People 

Actively 
Engaged 

Support for the Proposed Site 

Neutral Opposes Supports 

Saturday  

19 May 2018 

Murwillumbah 

Finders and 

Makers Market 

8am – 

2:30pm 
54 13 13 28 

Wednesday  

23 May 2018 

Murwillumbah 

Farmers Market 

7am – 

11am 
27 6 10 11 

Friday 25 May 

2018 
Tweed Mall 10am – 

2:30pm 
48 11 16 21 

Saturday 26 

May 2018 
Kingscliff Markets 7:30am 

– 1pm 
29 4 11 14 

Neutral, 147, 25%

Oppose, 158, 26%

Support, 289, 49%

Neutral Oppose Support
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Pop-Up Date Location Time Number of 

People 
Actively 

Engaged 

Support for the Proposed Site 

Neutral Opposes Supports 

Sunday 27 

May 2018 

Murwillumbah 

Showground 

Markets 

7am – 

11:30am 
34 8 6 20 

Wednesday 

30 May 2018 

Kingscliff 

Shopping Village 

10:30am 

– 
2:30pm 

42 9 10 23 

Thursday 31 

May 2018 

Tweed City 

Shopping Centre 

10:30am 

– 

2:30pm 

52 9 12 31 

Friday 1 June 

2018 

Tweed Hospital 

Reception 

11am – 

1pm 
14 5 1 8 

Friday 1 June 

2018 

Kingscliff Lantern 

Markets 

4pm – 

7pm 
27 9 10 8 

Saturday 2 

June 2018 

Uki Farmers 

Market 

7:30am 

– 
11:30am 

16 8 2 6 

Sunday 3 

June 2018 

Pottsville Beach 

Neighbourhood 

Centre Markets 

7:30am 

– 11am 
56 17 11 28 

Monday  

4 June 2018 

The Tweed 

Hospital Staff 

Forum1 

1:30pm 

– 2pm 
18 0 0 0 

Tuesday 5 

June 2018 

Kingscliff 

Shopping Village 

10am-

2pm 
39 6 9 24 

Thursday 7 

June 2018 
Tweed Mall 9am – 

12:00pm 
42 7 19 16 

Monday 11 

June 2018 

The Tweed 

Hospital 
reception 

1pm – 

3pm 
8 1 6 1 

Friday 8 June 

2018 

Tweed City 

Shopping Centre 

10am – 

2pm 
52 9 12 31 

Friday 8 June 

2018  

Byron Bay 

Hospital 

Reception 

11am – 

1pm 
5 4 0 1 

Saturday 9 

June 2018 

Banora Point 

Shopping Village 

9am – 

11:30am 
14 7 3 4 

Sunday 10 

June 2018 

Chillingham 

Markets 

7am – 

11:30am 
32 13 7 12 

                                                

 
1 Note: Staff Forum numbers for oppose, neutral and support not captured. 
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Pop-Up Date Location Time Number of 

People 
Actively 

Engaged 

Support for the Proposed Site 

Neutral Opposes Supports 

Tuesday 12 

June 2018 

Murwillumbah 

District Hospital 

Reception 

12pm – 

2pm 
3 1 0 2 

Tuesday 12 

June 2018 

Murwillumbah 

District Hospital 
Staff Forum 

2:30pm 

– 
3:30pm 

13 0 0 0 

TOTAL   625 147 158 289 

 
The geographic location, and distribution of support in these regions are outlined in Figure 3. 

Figure 3 Distribution of Support – Pop-Ups 

  

3.2 Community Drop-In Sessions 

Nine community drop-in sessions were held over the 6 week consultation period.  

» The drop in sessions were held at a time suitable to attendees and were kept to small numbers to 

ensure participants had equal opportunity to ask questions 

» Community members were required to book an appointment in advance to ensure Project Director 

availability.  
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» Drop-in sessions were held at the Integrated Project Office, dates for the community drop in sessions 

were May 16, 24, 25, 28, 30, June 6 and 12 with multiple sessions occurring per day. In total 32 

community members were engaged with robust discussions occurring and a number of key themes 

were raised with the project team. 

3.3 1800 Community Information Line 

Approximately 100 calls were received to the community information which was answered between 9 am 

and 5 pm Monday to Friday.  

When calls were missed due to project commitments, calls were returned and messages left.  

A number of calls were general in nature including where to find information, how to participate and 

some calls included taking verbal feedback for completion of a community feedback form where access 

was limited. Community information sessions were also booked in through the community information 

line. A number of calls were received with no caller id and were unable to be returned. 

 

The benefit of community drop-in sessions includes engaging community members who have 

a keen interest in the project and have a project director on hand to answer any in-depth 

questions.  

This allows for: 

» Providing factual information 

» Answering specific questions  

» Engaging on a personal / one-on-one level. 
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Throughout consultation a wide range of views were heard, all having varying experiences, wants and 

needs relating to proposed site for the Tweed Valley Hospital. Feedback received during the consultation 

is categorised in the following key themes and are discussed below:  

Key themes heard during Consultation 

Urban Context 

 

Environment, 

Heritage & 
Culture 

 

Built Forms & 

Landscaping 

 

Location, 

Access & 
Traffic 

 

Time, Cost & 

Value 

 

     

4.1 Informal Pop-Ups 

The Pop-Up consultation had 49% in support of the site, 25% neutral and 26% against the proposed 

site.  

Table 2 Informal Pop-up Feedback on the proposed site 

  

Theme  Support Opposition 

Location, 

Access & 

Traffic 

 

» Good level of access 

» Is well located opposite the TAFE 

» Can provide ample parking 

» The site is above the flood level 

» Close to public transport 

» Central location 

» Site is appropriate for the whole of 

the region and will deliver better 
care outcomes. 

» Location needs to be more central to 

population 

» Too far from the M1 

» Parking options –people don’t use 

hospital parking facilities because 
they are too expensive, this will 

make people park on the side of the 
road/in dangerous areas 

» The site may be flood free but 

access to the hospital is not 

» The site provides no space for 
further expansion 

» Traffic, roads will need to be 

upgraded, already congested due to 
high school, library, TAFE and 

University 

4 Community Feedback Overview 
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Theme  Support Opposition 

» Council upgrade roads and parking 
in Kingscliff /Provision of traffic 

management prior to Hospital. 

Urban 

Context 

» Supports proposed growth of 

Kingscliff 

» Close to other urban amenities, such 
as shops. 

» The height and scale of the 

proposed development is out of 
keeping with the character of the 

area. 

Built Form 

& 
Landscapi

ng 

» The hospital provides the 

opportunity to include natural areas, 
open space and parkland to aid in 

recouperation 

» International examples demonstrate 
that hospitals and community 

gardening can co-exist, with produce 
from hospital grounds used in 

hospital kitchens. 

 

» Concerns of precedence being set 

e.g. if you can change State 
Significant Farmland (SSF) once you 

can change it again and if you can 
change 3 storey limit you set 

precedence for developers 

» It could possibly force the rezoning 
of other land, which land owners 

have been trying for years and not 

been successful 

» The principle of Government using 

land set aside for State Significant 

farmland, where other developers 
are refused development on the 

same zoning. 

Environm

ent, 

Heritage 
& Culture 

» Hospital being present within 100m 

of agricultural land will mean that 

farmers of neighbouring properties 
won’t be able to use pesticides or 

create dust 

» Preservation of sensitive flora and 
fauna of the site (Koala’s) 

» Soil isn’t valuable, SSF isn’t 

important 

» The property is on the fringe of 
agricultural land, will not interfere 

with farming, and will not fragment 

farming 

» No bush fire risk. 

 

» Character of Kingscliff and possible 

negative changes 

» Noise impacts of construction on 

surrounding properties combined 
with operational noise (police, 

ambulances, helicopters) 

» Previous land use is concerning 
(Pesticides) and concern this 

conflicts with a health facility 

» Unhappy with change to SSF as once 
preserved should be safe (e.g. not 

flip flopping and doing whatever 

NSW Government want etc) 

» Use of existing SSF (loss of food 

production/nutrient rich soil) 

» There is significant dust in the area 

from agricultural activities 

» The hospital in this location will 
prevent farmers in the area from 

working their land due to the buffer 
needed between crop spraying and 

the hospital / built up areas 

» The hospital will attract patients with 
social problems, e.g. Methadone 
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Theme  Support Opposition 

treatment, which has associated 
social impacts – this is not desirable 

in Kingscliff. 

Time, 

Cost & 
Value. 

» N/A » N/A 

Other » Concern for businesses pushing 

agenda and concern that health care 
shouldn’t be politicised 

» Want project team to just get on 

with it and build /not everyone will 
be happy make strong decision and 

get on with it 

» Provision of local employment 

» Will provide facilities close to 
residents that people currently have 

to travel to the Gold Coast for  

» Any site is fine except Kings Forest  

» The need for the hospital, regardless 
of location, to have sufficient parking 

» There is a need for the cultural 

change in staff working at the 
hospital 

» Landscape architecture to consider 

sensory garden and space for 
families/pets  

» Accommodation options within close 

proximity need to be considered 

» Car parking (Adequacy/affordability) 
need to be considered during design 

» Post treatment support options to be 

considered and mental health 
options 

» Public transport is a necessity to be 

considered 

» Tertiary opportunities to be included 

» Pedestrian access and cycle paths 
are to be considered for the final 

selected site 

» Koala habitat is critical, and should 

be preserved over farmland – 
specific opposition to Kings Forest 

site 

» Concerns surround early 

engagement/lack of 

» Modernise Murwillumbah instead of 

new hospital (want services to be 

shared/duplicated with Tweed) 

» There is substantial concern in the 
Murwillumbah community that the 

existing Murwillumbah Hospital will 
be closed. The community would like 

this hospital to remain open, and for 
services to be increased 

» Want for it to be at Kings Forest 

because of hospital zoning and 

master planning ability/alternative 
view is shouldn’t be there as too far 

away and nothing currently 

» The site is directly under GC airport 
flight paths. 
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Theme  Support Opposition 

» Community members feel they can’t 
have a say due to how divisive the 

site selection has been / the 

difference in opinions. 

 

4.2 Community Drop-In Sessions 

Table 3 Community Drop in Session Feedback on the proposed site 

 

Theme  Key Feedback 

Location, 

Access & 
Traffic 

 

> Support of site 

> Traffic through Kingscliff challenging already plus future development will increase  

> Concerned about the traffic impact – particularly in high volume tourist periods 

> Site is a bottleneck because of high school 

> Concern no place north of tweed had a chance 

> Make the hospital located where people are 

> Concerns around adding journey time to 60% of the population 

> Concern that those north of the river still wouldn’t have access to a hospital during 

flooding including heading to Queensland   

> Concern proposed road upgrade of Tweed Coast Rd is inadequate 

> Concern that the government is taking advantage of cheap land 

> Concern cars will be forced onto residential streets because of inadequate or 

expensive carparking 

> Tweed Valley is the correct location just not proposed site. 

Urban 

Context 

> Byron Hospital has no urban context as it was moved out of the town on M1, TVH 

should be moved out of Kingscliff and onto M1 

> Concern that other sites were ruled out for lack of urban context. Kingscliff is only 5 

minutes from other proposed sites 

> Concern that TVH will cause a devastating impact on Kingscliff  

> TVH site wwill destroy the health and wellbeing of 7,500 surrounding residents  

> Kingscliff is a tourist destination for surf tourism and agricultural tourism, a hospital 

conflicts with this 

> Kingscliff is not an urban zone so urban context is irrelevant 

> There will be too many people in Kingscliff because of the hospital 

patients/visitors/staff. 
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Theme  Key Feedback 

Built 

Forms & 

Landscapi
ng 

> Real estate in Kingscliff will be devalued. 

 

Environme

nt, 

Heritage 
& Culture 

> Not able to operate farms/trucks/agribusiness 

> Need to respect the red soil and community/indigenous heritage. 

Time, Cost 

& Value. 

N/A 

Other > Top 3 should have been consulted on. Reality is that we are now doing the process 

that should have been done 

> Want for assurance that Murwillumbah will be retained  

> You can’t have a team and not know details including size, population increase of 

hospital workers, traffic numbers  

> Social media bullying – very divisive topic 

> Decision makers would have a different view if a hospital was proposed in their 

back yard 

> Tweed residents are too old to understand that the existing hospital will be closing 

or to participate in consultation process 

> Consultation process challenged 

> Flight path is an issue. 

>  

 

Formal submissions received through the Community Feedback Form Part A and B are discussed in detail 

in section 5 below.  
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WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS 
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5.1 Snapshot 

Written feedback was received in the form of emails, the contact form through the project website, and 

the formal feedback form. 

A total of 694 written submissions were received, these included 21 late submissions and 69 form 

submissions. This equates to 604 unique responses utilised for quantitative reporting purposes. 

 

 

Figure 4 Response by Written Feedback Mechanism and Weekly Comparison 
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5 Written Feedback 

Reporting Protocols 

» Pro forma submissions were received in hard copy to the project office; delivered by 

community led groups, including bulk submissions ranging from 4 to 200.  

These comprised pre-drafted submission forms provided to community individuals in 

support of varying site nominations and perspectives on the proposed site. In accordance 

with the Tweed Valley Hospital protocols, pro-forma submissions are considered as one 

submission with multiple submitters. All content was captured and forms part of this 

analysis. Where respondents have altered or utilised text from a pro forma submission 

and shaped it into their own words or added additional individualised feedback it is 

considered as an individual submission. 

» Multiple submissions received from the same submitter, were counted as one 

submission and content combined.   
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Support for the Proposed Site 

Figure 5 outlines the written support, opposition and neutrality for the proposed site. 

Figure 5 Support for the Proposed Site – Unique Written Submissions 

 

The weekly change in submission numbers and level of support, opposition and neutrality is outlined in 

Figure 6. 

Figure 6 Support Change Week-on-Week 
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5.2 Feedback Form 

 

5.2.1  Part A – Feedback on the proposed site 

The formal submissions had 33% in support of the site, 18% neutral and 49% against the proposed site.  

A summary of the key themes is discussed in table 4 below.  

Table 4 Part A Feedback on the proposed site 

Theme  Support Opposition 

Location, 

Access & 
Traffic 

 

» Elevated above flood levels.  

» Equal access for Tweed Valley, 

i.e. travel times.  

» The TAFE is located across the 
road for future partnership for 

education. 

» It is close to Kingscliff and has 
established infastructure. 

» Well serviced by existing road 

networks, including the freeway. 

» The precinct has a number of 
differing access points, allowing 

options in the  event of floods. 

» Can service southern 
communities in flood events. 

» The site allows for hospital 

expansion as the population 
grows. 

» Caters for current and expected 

demographic centre of the 
Tweed population. 

» Lower traffic congestion than the 

current hospital site at Tweed 

Heads. 

» Greenfield site. 

» Transport for the elderly who 

currently like in Tweed is at present 
non-existent 2.  

» It is the assumption that parking 

will be paid. 

» Existing Cudgen road would need 
to be widened as it passes the 

entrances/exits, with the use of 
roundabouts to allow free flow of 

through traffic, and provide a safe 

turning point to enter or leave the 
hospital. 

» Road access. 

» Pedestrian access to Kingscliff. 

» Traffic, roads will need to be 

upgraded, already congested due 
to high school, library, TAFE and 

University. 

» The site is too far from the M1. 

» The site may be flood free but 
access to the hospital is not. 

The Community Feedback Form was made available online, and in hard copy at Community 

Pop-Ups, Drop-In Sessions and at The Tweed Hospital Reception static display. 

The form was broken into Part A – Feedback on the Proposed Site, and Part B – Nomination 

of an Alternative Site. 

Response received by email or contact form have been collated to align with the feedback 

form response structure. 
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Theme  Support Opposition 

Urban Context » Existing residential development 

to the east, west, and proposed 

residential developments to the 
north. 

 

Built Forms & 

Landscaping 

» The chosen site across from 

TAFE has expansive and relaxing 

views over the ocean and town. 
beautiful views for the unwell 

patients to enjoy and hopefully 
promote wellness. 

» The site provides no space for 

further expansion. 

» The height and scale of the 

proposed development is out of 
keeping with the character of the 

area. 

Environment, 

Heritage & 

Culture 

» Isn’t currently commercially 

utilized as farmland, and isn’t 

viable farmland, as has been 
publically disclosed by local farm 

groups. 

» The land only represents 0.13% 
of the North Coast SSF. 

» The location will not fragment 

the Cudgen Plateau. 

» No environmental impacts to 
sensitive flora and fauna as prior 

use as farmland (Negative 

impact previously from farming 
practices).  

» Nature reserve is to be preserved 

in current form. 

» Unfortunate that the preferred site 

is on farmland. 

» Significant State farmland must be 

guaranteed not to be rezoned for 
future development. 

» Force the rezoning of other land, 

which land owners have been 
trying for years and not been 

successful. 

» Impacts on the local community – 
increase of people in the area.  

» Noise impact on surrounding 

residents – both during 
construction, and also operational 

(ambulance noise, traffic and 

helicopters). 

» The development will change the 
rural character of Kingscliff. 

» It will attract too many people to 

the area. 

» The hospital will attract patients 
with social problems, e.g. 

Methadone treatment, which has 
associated social impacts – this is 

not desirable in Kingscliff. 

» There is significant dust in the area 
from agricultural activities, and this 

will impact the hospital negatively. 

Time, Cost & 

Value. 

» Independent, industry experts 

and professionals undertook the 

site selection process. 

» Utilises existing services in 
sewer, water & electricity. 
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Theme  Support Opposition 

Other » Extra services for the region can 

be delivered locally.  

» Increase in employment for 

skilled and unskilled locals.  

» Alleviate the need for most 
vulnerable to travel extensively 

for ongoing treatment. 

» It is in a flight path– this will 

impact helicopter arrival/departure 

to the hospital. 

» Parking options – a lot of people 
don’t use hospital parking facilities 

because they are too expensive, 
this will make people park on the 

side of the road/in dangerous 

areas. 

 
 

5.2.2 Community Feedback Form Part B – Nomination of 

Alternative sites 

The rate of response for alternative site submissions through Part B of the Community Feedback Form 

varies, as not all submissions proposed an alternative site. This is in part due to support for the 

proposed site or opposition to the proposed site where an alternative site wasn’t identified.  

The number of submissions which did propose an alternative site were 235. This resulted in 28 

individual sites, with 16 newly nominated sites being considered and assessed. 

It should be noted that throughout the process there were three key alternative sites nominated, 

including through pro forma submissions. These sites including previously assessed sites and key 

feedback on those sites is detailed below in tables 5, 6 and 72.  

Table 5 Part B Nomination of an alternative site – Kings Forest  

Site: Kings 

Forest  
Feedback 

Location, Access 

& Traffic 

 

 

» Greenfield site  

» Central to Tweed Shire  

» Accessible in flood time by coastal villages and route through 

» Tweed Coast Road is being upgraded as part of proposal  

» Potential for M1 access 

» Roads can be designed around the hospital and can be raised above 

PMF 

» The traffic network could accommodate the expected traffic 
demands  

» Won’t affect the local residents  

» Future residents will plan to buy there with full knowledge of the 

hospital and auxiliary buildings 

» No constraints from the surrounding areas 

» Improved accessibility 

                                                
 
2 These three sites are discussed in detail as they were shortlisted for more detailed consideration in the 
Alternative Site Assessment Process. 
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Site: Kings 

Forest  
Feedback 

» South of river  

» Site above 1 in 100  

» Land adjacent is approved for the town centre, school and council 

community centre. 

Urban Context 

 

» Approvals are already granted for the Kings Forest development 

» Close urban context of Casuarina Town Centre shops  

» Not within existing urban context (Kingscliff) 

» Master planned site. 

Built Forms & 

Landscaping 

 

» It is in a rural setting  

» Allows beautiful outlook for patients  

» Local housing supply for hospital staff  

» Zoning possibility for a multi-storey building. 

Environment, 

Heritage & 

Culture 

» Prime agricultural land is not being used or at risk  

» Minimise impacts on existing community 

» Includes dedicated public transport, walking and cycle path 

» Doesn't compromise the amenity of Kingscliff 

» Koala population are to be safely relocated  

» Not state significant farmland  

» No Indigenous heritage identified 

» Waste site was capped by council over 10 years ago 

» Not environmentally sensitive  

» Close to natural setting, wetland and habitat zones. 

Time, Cost & 

Value. 
» Developer support for KF Hospital  

» Facilitates delivery of new infrastructure by the private sector 

» Can be delivered ahead of program 

» Road infrastructure at cost of the developer 

» All utility infrastructure provided by developer 

» Cheaper land acquisition. 

Other » It's not under the flight path  

» Limited community backlash 

» Meets all of the criteria of the site selection.  

» Ambulance, Fire, Police will have space to be in health precinct   

» Opens and develops an area in the region which will provide long 
term employment and housing opportunities 

» Koala and bushfire management plans are incorporated. 
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Table 6 Part B Nomination of an alternative site – Cudgen 

Site: Cudgen  Feedback 

Location, Access 

& Traffic 

 

» No longer in travel time from the M1   

» Tweed Coast Road will be upgraded to 4 lanes  

» Not affected by flooding and is fully above the PMF  

» Accessible in a major flood through Plantation road  

» Better road access from Tweed Coast Road lessening impact of 
traffic on the local Kingscliff area 

» Approximately 200 metres of Tweed Coast Road frontage enabling 

multiple entry points, opportunity for separate emegerncy vehicle 

entry point 

» Adequate space for car parking. 

Urban Context 

 

» Minimised impact on urban context of Kingscliff 

» Less community angst relating to the 3-storey height limit. 

Built Forms & 
Landscaping 

 

» Healing environment with views over ocean, hills, farmland, rural 
land and  Mt Warning. 

Environment, 

Heritage & 
Culture 

» Not on state significant farmland 

» That only covers the other side of TCR. Even if it is then it is the far 

eastern section of the farmland - it will have a limited effect of the 
other farms in the area. A drone flying over that land shows there is 

next to no intensive farming on that side of TCR. 

» Not adversely affect quality of life for surrounding residents  

» Road separation prevents conflicting land use with farmers  

» Reduces the impact of noise on Kingscliff. 

Time, Cost & 

Value. 
» None 

Other » Opposite the rural fire station with possibility of interaction between 

fire, ambulance and police in a major disaster 

» Air flight paths. 
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Table 7 Part B Nomination of an alternative site – Chinderah  

Site: Chinderah  Feedback  

Location, Access 

& Traffic 

 

 

» Closer to Main Transport Arteries  

» Accessible for Murwillumbah, Tweed and Pottsville 

» Good road access that needs minimal modification for the increased 
traffic 

» Increase in traffic will not impact on the surrounding residential areas 

» Zoned commercial/industrial 

» Flat 

» Close to major population centres. 

Urban Context 

 

» Urban infrastructure will follow once the hospital is built 

» Site is clear of residential conflict 

» Little impact to existing residents in the community 

» Expansion opportunities for a medical precinct and car parking  

» Power and other infrastructure that can be easily connected to the 

hospital site. 

Built Forms & 

Landscaping 

 

» A pleasing aspect to the mountains 

» Attractive rural setting, and non intrusive in the urban and farming 
setting of Cudgen/Kingscliff 

» Room for expansion, Hospital will need more facilities and services 

nearby. 

Environment, 

Heritage & 

Culture 

» Site can be built up to reduce the impact of any potential flooding 

» Not impact SSF 

» Not in middle of residential area  

» Land of low quality agricultural use 

» No spray drift of dust from surrounding farms 

» Walks and cafes easily accessible 

» Noise disruption to the wider community would be minimised. 

Time, Cost & 

Value. 
» None 

Other » Not directly under the flight path. 
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5.2.3 Other proposed sites 

In addition to the above listed sites other proposed sites were suggested including: 

Zo

ne 

Ref 

No. 
Previo

usly 
consid

ered 

Site Description Address and Lot No. 

(where provided) 

Sites 

nominated 

New sites Within 

previous 

investigations 

area 

[The consultation process enabled the community to nominate sites that they did not own, 
and it undertook to protect the privacy of nominees and landowners.  Accordingly, the details 
of each of the Alternative Sites in this table have been redacted in the published version of 
this report.  In the Site Selection Summary Report dated July 2017, the nominated 
Alternative Sites that did not make the shortlist have been grouped in site investigation areas 
and some of the key considerations for each of these areas are explained.]
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Zo
ne 

Ref 
No. 

Previo
usly 

consid

ered 

Site Description Address and Lot No. 
(where provided) 

Sites 
nominated 

New sites Within 

previous 
investigations 

area 

TOTAL: 
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The nature of the proposed site being on SSF, in close proximity to a tight knit community and about 

a healthcare outcome for a region has elicited an emotional response, concerning to some residents 

and ultimately divisive. This is based on an individual's experiences, wants and needs which will 

always lead to division when it is an emotive topic like health or heritage.  

In response to the proposed site for the Tweed Valley a number of groups have formed or existing 

groups have become actively engaged in the consultation process with particular interests or focus. 

The role of community groups has been positive to this process with driving participation. 

These groups are an essential element to consultation and have driven better consultation outcomes 

from a project perspective as these groups have led a community response, irrespective of the views 

of the groups, they have enabled more individuals to be involved in the process which may not have 

necessarily occurred.  

A number of groups were involved in community led activism regarding the submissions process 

including rallying community to submit pro-forma submissions. Based on the pro-forma submissions 

received it can be assumed that a number of these groups were active in this process including 

groups who were in support of the proposed site, in opposition of the proposed site, in opposition of 

other nominated sites and those who were concerned for native flora and fauna. 

The submissions believed to be derived from community-led activism total approximately 320 

submissions.  

6 Community led response 
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Throughout consultation there was an overwhelming support for a new hospital in the region and 

there is consensus on the need for more healthcare services generally.  

Both informal and formal feedback suggests the site proposed is supported by the majority of 

community. The Pop-Up consultation had 49% in support of the site, 25% neutral and 26% against 

the proposed site. The Pop-Ups are considered to be a fair representation of community sentiment as 

they were not advertised, at a location and time convenient and run independently to ensure a 

genuine gauge of community sentiment. The formal submissions had 32% in support of the site, 24% 

neutral and 44% against the proposed site. This is largely consistent with what was identified during 

informal consultation activities. Feedback and submissions were received from the whole of the Tweed 

Region including Bryon Bay, Murwillumbah, Tweed Heads, Banora Point, Cudgen, Kingscliff, Pottsville, 

Uki and Chillingham which demonstrates the success of the engagement approach and community led 

activism. 

As with all consultation activities, feedback will always be balanced and receive supporting and 

opposing commentary on every topic.  

The aim of consultation is not to reach consensus, however to rather ensure participation and the 

opportunity for the community to be heard.  

Notwithstanding the division within the community, the way that the Tweed Valley Community 

engaged openly and willingly with the project team and community was largely constructive and has 

resulted in a number of robust discussions.  

  

7.1 Next steps  

The consultation outcomes have provided NSW Health Infrastructure and the New South Wales 

Government with some key considerations from the site selection consultation process to inform the 

decision-making process.  A number of key issues will need to be worked through in the next steps to 

ensure community concerns are being considered and addressed. These concerns include traffic, 

environmental impact, public transport, social impact, health service provision, and community 

services for the wider region. 

  

7 Conclusion 
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Appendices 

A Consultation Collateral 
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A-1 Community Feedback Form Part A and B  

  

A Consultation Collateral 



SELECTION OF THE NEW SITE FOR THE TWEED VALLEY HOSPITAL  

For more information visit tweedvalleyhospital.health.nsw.gov.au 

Email the project team at tweedvalleyhospital@health.nsw.gov.au 

TWEED VALLEY 
HOSPITAL DEVELOPMENT 

Call for community feedback on the proposed site and 

process for nomination of an alternative site 

There are two Parts to the Form and you may complete Part A or Part B, or both.  

• Part A - Feedback on the Proposed Site  

• Part B - Nomination of an Alternative Site  

This Information Document provides background information and guidance notes that will assist you in  

completing the Form correctly.  

Information Document 

Selecting the right site for the Tweed Valley Hospital is vital to building the future of healthcare and  

servicing the health needs of the Tweed Valley community now and into the future. Following a  

comprehensive site selection process, including a publicly advertised call for expressions of interest (EOIs), 

a proposed site for the hospital has been identified on land to the west of Kingscliff.  

The “Site Selection Summary Report” provides an overview of the process undertaken.  

The report provides information about the key  

considerations for the proposed site, including its  

location in servicing the health catchment; the size of 

the site and its potential to be a health and education 

campus in the long term; the impact of flood levels; the 

accessibility from major roads; the ability to create a 

healing environment; the utilities and planned  

infrastructure and impact on agricultural land.  

The report is available at the following website link, and 

hard copies are available at the main entrance of The 

Tweed Hospital and Murwillumbah District Hospital:  

http://tweedvalleyhospital.health.nsw.gov.au/www_tweed/media/tweedvaley/20180424_tweed-valley-

hospital_site-selection_summary-report_final.pdf 

Background 

Information Document Page 1 of 4 
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SELECTION OF THE NEW SITE FOR THE TWEED VALLEY HOSPITAL  

For more information visit tweedvalleyhospital.health.nsw.gov.au 

Email the project team at tweedvalleyhospital@health.nsw.gov.au 

TWEED VALLEY 
HOSPITAL DEVELOPMENT 

Completing Part A - Feedback on the Proposed Site 

On Wednesday 4 April 2018 the Member for Tweed, Geoff Provest, was joined by Health Minister, Brad  

Hazzard, to announce the proposed site for the $534M Tweed Valley Hospital. The site is located in the  

Kingscliff area, on Cudgen Road opposite Kingscliff TAFE. More information on to the proposed site is  

provided within the Site Selection Summary Report (refer Page 1 of this Information Document). 

Feedback on the proposed site will be collected and used to inform the ongoing planning process for the new 

hospital. The proposed site will be used to compare against any alternative sites put forward through the 

nomination process.  

Part A of this form allows you to provide thoughts on the pros and cons of the proposed site.  

You are asked to provide a summary of your key points in the space that has been allocated in the Form.  

You may also attach additional information if you wish to include extra material that supports your key points. 

Completing Part B - Nomination of an Alternative Site 

Information Document Page 2 of 4 

Information in relation to the proposed site, and other sites considered as part of the site selection process is 

provided within the Site Selection Summary Report (refer Page 1 of this Information Document). 

Part B of this form allows for you to suggest an alternative site, which you believe may be an option for the  

location of the new Tweed Valley Hospital, and has key features that may be more suitable than the  

proposed site.  

Please complete a separate Part B form for each site nominated. An individual or group may submit more 

than one Part B form if more then one site is to be put forward for consideration. Sites previously considered 

in the site selection process may also be nominated as part of this process. 

You are not required to own the land that you put forward and sites will be investigated for their suitability, 

regardless of whether they are put forward by the owner or not.  

There are some minimum requirements for a site for the Tweed Valley Hospital, and any site put forward 

must meet these requirements. These are outlined on the following page. 
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TWEED VALLEY 
HOSPITAL DEVELOPMENT 

Completing Part B - Nomination of an Alternative Site...cont. 

Nomination of an alternative site will be considered if the submission meets the following requirements: 

• The site is within the ’site selection area’ (refer map), which is consistent with the original request for 

expressions of interest (EOI) process and is also outlined within the Site Selection Summary Report.  

• The site contains a development area of 8 to 16  

hectares, with larger sites considered. 

• The site is easily accessible and proximate to a 

main arterial road link. 

• The site is likely to provide a reasonable  

comparison against the proposed site. 

• The application includes confirmation that  

the person submitting the Form has read  

and considered the Site Selection Summary 

Report (refer page 1 of this Information  

Document).  

• The application includes a short commentary  

explaining how the nominated alternative site  

provides a better solution than the preferred site.   

 

In the form you are asked to provide a summary of the key features of the nominated alternative site. Please 

use this to consider how the pros and cons of the nominated site compare to the proposed site. 

Please ensure that you provide a list of summary points as requested. You may also attach additional  

information to support your summary points. 

Information Document Page 3 of 4 
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TWEED VALLEY 
HOSPITAL DEVELOPMENT 

What happens to the information that you provide? 

The project team will receive your submission, which is to be submitted by 5pm on Thursday 14 June 2018 

either by: 

1. Email to tweedvalleyhospital@health.nsw.gov.au; or 

2. Mail to Manager, Communications and Engagement, Tweed Valley Hospital Integrated Project Office, 

Level 2, Suite B, 21 Brett St, Tweed Heads NSW 2485. 
 

Feedback on the proposed site (Part A) will be collected and used to further inform the planning  

process and relevant information will be provided to the consultant team to inform their studies.  

In parallel with the nomination of alternative sites process, the project team will continue a range of due  

diligence and planning activities for the proposed site. This will provide further information on, and  

confirmation of, the risks, opportunities, and timeframes associated with the proposed site for comparison 

against any alternative sites that emerge through the above process. This may include some investigations 

at, or close to, the site location.  

Nominations for alternative sites (Part B) will be reviewed by the project team and if the submission meets 

the submission requirements (refer Page 3 of this Information Document) then it will be submitted to the  

independent experts for further review and consideration.  

All alternative sites that meet the submission requirements will be compared against the proposed site. If a 

site genuinely provides a more suitable site for the Tweed Valley Hospital then this will be put forward to the 

NSW Government for consideration. At the conclusion of the comparison process, an Alternative Site  

Summary Report will be produced by the project team and released on the project website.  

For privacy reasons the details of individuals or groups nominating sites, as well as details of individual sites 

may not be included, unless it is with permission of the individuals, groups and land owner, as relevant.  

 

 

 

 

 
Information Document Page 4 of 4 

mailto:Lee.mcdougall2@ncahs.health.nsw.gov.au


SELECTION OF THE NEW SITE FOR THE TWEED VALLEY HOSPITAL  

For more information visit tweedvalleyhospital.health.nsw.gov.au 

Email the project team at tweedvalleyhospital@health.nsw.gov.au 

TWEED VALLEY 
HOSPITAL DEVELOPMENT 

Contact Details 

 

For Individuals 

If you are submitting as an individual please complete this section. 

Name:   _________________________________________________________________________ 

Phone number: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Email address: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Suburb:  _________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Have you read the Site Selection Summary Report available on the project website? Yes       / No  

 

For Groups 

If you are submitting on behalf of a group please complete this section. 

Group Name:  _________________________________________________________________________ 

Key Contact: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Phone number: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Email address: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Suburb:  _________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Please provide details of the members of the group, either below or by attachment of an additional supporting 
document. 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Have you read the Site Selection Summary Report available on the project website? Yes       / No  

 

Has your submission been formally approved by group members? Yes       / No  

If Yes, please provide details of this approval. For example, if it was approved at a meeting please provide 
meeting notes or minutes. 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Contact Details Page 1 of 1 
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TWEED VALLEY 
HOSPITAL DEVELOPMENT 

Part A - Feedback on the Proposed Site 

 

Declaration 

Do you, or does anyone in your group, have any interest or involvement in the proposed site, or any other 
sites submitted as part of the site selection process? Yes       / No  

If Yes, please provide details below 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Feedback key points 

Please provide your feedback in relation to the pros and cons of the proposed site.  

Please summarise the key points of your feedback into numbered points and limit to this page and the 
following page only. If you wish to provide further detailed information to support your key points, you may 
attach it to your submission.  

Part A - Page 1 of 2 END OF PART A 
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TWEED VALLEY 
HOSPITAL DEVELOPMENT 

Part A - Feedback on the Proposed Site 

 

Feedback key points...cont. 

Part A - Page 2 of 2 END OF PART A 
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TWEED VALLEY 
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Part B - Nomination of an Alternative Site 

 

Site Information 

Describe the location of the alternative site (include the Lot and Deposited Plan information, if available) 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Please attach a map or plan of the location, if available. 

 

Declaration 

Are you the landowner of the site? Yes       / No  

Do you have a relationship with the landowner, or have any other interest in the land? Yes       / No  

If Yes, please provide details below 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Are there any leases, licences or other interests as it relates to this alternative site?  Yes       / No  

If Yes, please provide details below 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

Key Features of the Alternative Site 

Please provide a summary of the key features of the nominated alternative site. Summarise this into 
numbered points and limit to this page and the following page only. Please use these points to consider how 
the pros and cons of the nominated alternative site compare to the proposed site. If you wish to provide further 
detailed information to support your key points, you may attach it to your submission. 

Part B -  Page 1 of  2 
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Part B - Nomination of an Alternative Site 

 

Key Features of the Alternative Site...cont. 

Part B:  Page 2 of 2 

 

END OF PART B 
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Thank you for completing this form. We appreciate your 

support as we progress this important project.  

 

To submit your form you can: 

1. Scan and email it to tweedvalleyhospital@health.nsw.gov.au 

2. Mail it to Manager, Communications and Engagement, Tweed Valley Hospital Integrated Project Office, 

Level 2, Suite B, 21 Brett St, Tweed Heads NSW 2485 

 

The closing time for submissions is 5pm on Thursday 14 June 2018. 

 

Further community participation 

The project will undertake a number of consultation processes in the coming months, to inform the  

development of the new Tweed Valley Hospital. There will be many opportunities for community input and 

participation. This Form relates specifically to the selection of the new site only, and other opportunities will be 

promoted separately. Latest information will always be available on the project website. 
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Tweed Valley Hospital – Site Selection  
A site to build the future of healthcare for the Tweed‐Byron region 

Selecting the right site for the Tweed Valley Hospital is vital to building the future of healthcare and 
servicing the health needs of the Tweed‐Byron community now and into the future.  

Following a comprehensive site selection process, including community consultation and due diligence 
investigations, the Proposed Site for the hospital has been confirmed on land to the west of Kingscliff at 
771 Cudgen Road, Cudgen, opposite Kingscliff TAFE.  
Figure 1 – Site Selection Area 

 
The Tweed Valley Hospital will form the core of the network of hospital and community health centres 
across the Tweed‐Byron region, as illustrated in Figure 2.  

Planning the clinical services for the Tweed‐Byron health network is continuing, and clinical 
consultation on the Service Statement (a statement confirming the services required) for the new 
Hospital will continue through July. This will be followed by development of a network Clinical Services 
Plan that will confirm how the broader health network will operate in conjunction with the new 
Hospital. This will include the configuration of community health and other out‐of‐hospital services that 
will be provided in Tweed Heads and other population centres across the Tweed‐Byron region. 

The future of the existing hospital site (The Tweed Hospital) will be considered once the configuration 
of community health and other out‐of‐hospital services has been determined, through the network 
Clinical Services Plan. Existing hospital services provided at The Tweed Hospital will transfer to the new 
facility once it is completed. 

Figure 2 – Tweed Valley Hospital Catchment and Health Services Planning Area 
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Background  

Northern NSW is one of the fastest growing regions in the State, with Tweed and Byron Local 
Government Areas (LGAs) the fastest growing areas in the Northern NSW Local Health District 
(NNSW LHD). In 2011, the total population of the Tweed and Byron LGAs was 119,149. By 2031, this 
population is expected to grow by 24%, an increase of 28,071 people.  

The new major referral hospital will serve the Tweed and Byron LGAs along with networked hospitals at 
Byron and Murwillumbah and Community Health Centres across the region. Since 2012, a number of 
clinical services and master planning studies have been undertaken, which have concluded that the 
existing Tweed Hospital is at capacity and the 4‐hectare (ha) site is insufficient to support the long‐term 
healthcare needs of the Tweed‐Byron community.   

Accordingly, on 13 June 2017, the NSW Government announced $534 million for a new state‐of‐the‐art 
hospital on a greenfield site, including an expanded emergency department, inpatient care and 
enhanced surgical and outpatient services. New services including interventional cardiology and 
radiotherapy, will also be provided in response to clinical service planning priorities.   

The need for the new hospital being driven by: 
 The significant forecast population growth in the Tweed‐Byron region, and in particular the 

increase in the ageing population  
 The need for the health services in the Tweed‐Byron region to be more self‐sufficient, to give 

residents access to more services locally, without travelling outside the region  
 The need to implement modern healthcare models, to deliver high quality health services into 

the future   
 The constraints of current infrastructure at The Tweed Hospital, which is at capacity ‐ a program 

of interim upgrade works has commenced to assist in meeting the needs of the community until 
the new hospital opens, and services are transferred 

 The physical limitations of the existing Tweed Hospital site, which has inadequate space to 
develop new buildings and access is impacted by flooding. 

These drivers strongly support the decision to construct a purpose‐built referral hospital on a new site 
and will ensure that the growing and changing healthcare needs of the Tweed‐Byron community are 
provided for in the years to come. 

The project consists of: 
 Delivery of a new Level 5 major referral hospital to provide the health services required to meet 

the needs of the growing population of the Tweed‐Byron region, in conjunction with the other 
hospitals and community health centres across the region   

 Master planning for additional health, education, training and research facilities to support these 
health services, which will be developed with service partners over time. These areas will be 
used initially for construction site/ compound and at‐grade car parking. 

 Delivery of the supporting infrastructure required for the new hospital, including greenspace and 
other amenity spaces, campus roads and car parking, external road upgrades and connections, 
utilities connections, and other site infrastructure. 

The 2017 floods demonstrated that access to the current hospital site is impacted by flooding and the 
existing and growing population centres to the south of Tweed River become cut off from access to the 
full range of acute hospital services. This emphasised the need to consider equitable access 
arrangements, and the advantages of a more central location for the future Tweed Valley Hospital in 

relation to the broader Tweed‐Byron region. It is noted that residents from areas to the north of the 
Tweed River would be able to access Robina Hospital within approximately 30 minutes in a flooding 
event. 

Subsequent modelling has also confirmed that the existing hospital would need to be evacuated under 
a Probable Maximum Flood (PMF) scenario.  Flood mapping and further information on the flood 
planning requirements for a hospital and the relevance of the PMF is attached at Appendix A and B. 

Site Selection Process  

More than 50 sites have been assessed in total, including those considered through a publicly 
advertised expression of interest (EOI) process and those nominated through the subsequent 
community consultation process.   

The site selection process has been undertaken in two phases: 

Phase 1 (August 2017 to March 2018):  

35 sites were considered, including around 20 submitted by landowners through the EOI process. Due 
diligence investigations were undertaken by independent experts (Advisors) and cross‐government 
consultation informed the evaluation process and identification of the Proposed Site at 771 Cudgen 
Road, opposite Kingscliff TAFE.  This was announced by the NSW Minister for Health on 4 April 2018.  
Information about this process was made publicly available via the previous version of this report, 
dated April 2018. 

The EOI process sought available land suitable for development of the new Tweed Valley Hospital, that: 
 Was located within an area extending from Tweed Heads to Pottsville and up to 15km inland, 

indicated by the red dotted line in Figure 1 
 Has a developable area of between 8 and 16 ha 
 Is easily accessible and close to a main arterial road link 
 Is available for development from late 2018. 

Sites were evaluated in both Phases against the same Assessment Criteria in the following categories:  
1. Location, Access and Traffic  
2. Urban Context  
3. Built Forms and Landscaping  
4. Environment, Heritage and Culture   
5. Time, Cost and Value. 

Phase 2 (April 2018 to June 2018):  

Following the announcement of the Proposed Site, in recognition of concerns raised by the local 
community, the NSW Government directed NSW Health Infrastructure (HI) to undertake a focused six‐
week community consultation process.  During this time, the community was invited to provide 
detailed feedback on the Proposed Site; as well as identify any potential Alternative Sites to be 
considered by the project team, for comparison against the Proposed Site. 

Consultation events were arranged to hear feedback from all geographic areas within the region at 
varying times of day. Opportunities included pop‐up booths at shopping centres and markets, hospital 
receptions and staff forums; project office drop in sessions; and the provision of written submissions. 
An independent communications consultant (Elton Consulting) was engaged to manage this process. 
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The consultation process was announced at a community forum on 26 April 2018 and submissions 
closed on 14 June 2018. 
 

Both phases of the site selection process have been overseen by an independent Probity Advisor who 
has stated that the process has been conducted in a fair and equitable manner with due regard to 
probity.  

Published Information 

The site selection process will result in the acquisition of land by the NSW Government.  This 
procurement process has been informed by information submitted by landowners and investigations 
undertaken by independent expert Advisors.  This information helps build a picture of the development 
potential of the sites; landowners intentions to develop land (or change current or planned land use) 
and price expectations; and the price that Government might pay for land. The detail of this 
information is not typically released as it could be of commercial utility in the marketplace.  The 
procurement process forms part of a deliberative process of Government and typically only summary 
information is published on the outcomes of such processes. 

Careful consideration has been given to the level of information that is appropriate to publish and this 
report reflects the full extent of such information.  

Further details of the Proposed Site, including Advisor reports, will be published as part of detailed 
planning submissions in due course.    

 

Alternative Site Assessment Process 

This section outlines the assessment process for Alternative Sites nominated by the community, and 
outlines some of the considerations in making the decision to continue with the Proposed Site. 

» Due diligence 
Due diligence refers to the process of investigating a site to assess its suitability and the risks involved.  

Technical assessment to inform the site selection process has been undertaken by expert independent 
Advisors across a broad range of disciplines; including: 
 

 Aboriginal Heritage  
 Acoustic  
 Architecture   
 Aviation  
 Bushfire  
 Cost Management   
 Ecological and Natural Heritage Constraints  
 Flooding  

 Geotech/Environmental/Contamination/Hazmat  
 Health Service Planning   
 Surveyor  
 Traffic/Transport   
 Town Planner   
 Topography/Stormwater   
 Utilities. 

Technical assessment considered Federal, State and Local Government policies, strategies and plans, 
with Tweed Shire Council’s extensive Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping informing the 
assessment.  Advisors undertook due diligence investigations and assessment with respect to their area 
of expertise and this was reviewed with Council’s technical advisory staff.   

During Phase 2, technical assessment also included on‐site due diligence investigations on the 
shortlisted Alternative Sites where necessary legal procurement documentation had been executed. 

 » Assessment 

An initial assessment of all Alternative Sites was undertaken to determine those sites that may provide 
a reasonable comparison against the Proposed Site.  This assessment included consideration of the 
following aspects: 

1. The site is within the site selection area, which is consistent with the original EOI process   
2. The site contains a developable area of 8 to 16 hectares, with larger sites preferred and >16 

hectares considered 
3. The site is easily accessible and proximate to a main arterial road link.  

The assessment focused on identifying if there was a high likelihood of a serious risk, issue or deficiency 
that may make the site unsuitable against any of the Assessment Criteria. If a serious risk, issue or 
deficiency was identified then the site was not considered to be a reasonable comparison against the 
Proposed Site and that site was not shortlisted. 

The outcome of this assessment was a shortlist of Alternative Sites for more detailed consideration, 
which was announced by the NSW Minister for Health at a community forum hosted by the Tweed 
Daily News on Monday 18 June 2018.  The shortlisted sites were: 

 A site within the proposed Chinderah Business & Knowledge Precinct 
 A site at the northern end of Kings Forest Precinct 5 
 121 & 147 Tweed Coast Road, Cudgen. 

For comparison purposes, the project team also undertook a design study on a ‘brownfield option’, 
which considered acquiring land around the existing Tweed Hospital; building the new hospital; 
decanting services and demolishing the existing buildings; and then using the existing site for future 
expansion and complementary uses.  This was not a shortlisted option and the comparison study 
reaffirmed that redevelopment around the existing hospital site was not a viable proposition. 

» Assessment of shortlisted sites 

Additional information and activities informed the analysis and assessment of the shortlisted 
Alternative Sites, including: 

 Review and assessment of submissions received through the Alternative Site nomination process 
by the respective landowners (where provided) 

 Verbal and written feedback received from the community on the Proposed Site, and Alternative Sites 
 Review of the community and Council Reference Group feedback (refer Consultation section for 

further information regarding the Council Reference Group)  
 Council advice that they were seeking Commonwealth funding support to expand Tweed Coast 

Road to four lanes for the extent of the road passing in close proximity to the shortlisted sites 
 Architectural and site infrastructure analysis, including a draft site layout, access and building 

massing (the general shape, form and size of buildings) 
 Detailed flood modelling (where applicable) 
 Comparative order of magnitude costs to assess overall affordability 
 Non‐invasive on‐site inspections by the due diligence Advisors. 
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The assessment of the shortlisted Alternative Sites considered the advice from the independent expert 
Advisors on the merits, benefits, risks, issues and deficiencies of each shortlisted site against the 
Assessment Criteria, and compared to the Proposed Site, as well as feedback from Council’s technical 
advisory staff and the Council Reference Group (refer Consultation section for further information 
regarding the Council Reference Group). 

For the two shortlisted sites that formed part of broader developments, two scenarios were 
considered, being the hospital development with or without completion of the surrounding 
developments.  This was considered appropriate given that both developments have been in the 
planning phase for many years but have not yet commenced. 

A merit and risk review was undertaken to arrive at a final assessment for each site, to allow 
comparison against the Proposed Site.  The merit and risk review included assessment of the key 
enablers and risks for delivering the hospital and surrounding developments, in the required 
timeframe. The planned upgrade to Tweed Coast Road was also considered; noting that while it is not a 
technical requirement for development of the hospital on any of the shortlisted sites, early delivery 
would be advantageous. The merit and risk review also considered the additional cost of engineering a 
suitable level of flood immunity for the Chinderah site and the brownfield option, and it was recognised 
that this would significantly impact the budget available to build clinical space.   
 

Consultation  
 

» Key stakeholder consultation 
Consultation with senior representatives of a number of stakeholder organisations was undertaken in 
Phase 1 as part of due diligence investigations; including: 

 NNSW LHD Board and Executive 
 Tweed Hospital Executive and lead clinicians  
 Department of Planning & Environment 
 Department of Primary Industries 

 Tweed Shire Council  
 NSW Ambulance  
 Tweed Police 
 Fire and Rescue NSW. 

During Phase 2, a Tweed Shire Council Reference Group (CRG) was formed, with an invitation to all 
Councillors, as well as Council senior staff and planning officers.  Six of the seven Councillors, including 
the Mayor, accepted this invitation.  The CRG provided the opportunity for all Councillors to be briefed 
on the consultation process submissions and, in return, provide feedback to the Project Governance.  
CRG members were also provided access to all supporting due diligence reports and community 
feedback at the project office on request.  CRG feedback was considered as part of the assessment 
process.  

» Community consultation 

Following announcement of the Proposed Site, a six‐week period of comprehensive community 
consultation was undertaken.  This consultation process provided opportunities for community 
members to discuss the site selection process and provide comment on the Proposed Site and 
nominate Alternative Sites for consideration.  

The consultation process engaged with a broad spectrum of the community, ranging from those who 
were vocal in opposition through to those who were unaware of the project. Consultation events were 
focused, to hear feedback from all geographic areas within the region and all age ranges at varying 
times of day. This approach ensured a representative view of the wider community who will utilise the 
hospital, or who are impacted by the site selection process, through consultation at a time and place 
that was convenient.  

The consultation process was announced at a community forum on 26 April 2018 and submissions 
closed on 14 June 2018.  

Consultation channels 

A wide variety of consultation channels was used, including:    

 The project website, including all available information, and how to provide feedback 

 Direct contact and meetings with key stakeholders and groups, presenting an overview of Phase 1 
of the site selection process, and inviting them to participate in consultation 

 A dedicated 1800 telephone number for queries 

 Inviting written submissions through the Feedback Form Part A and Part B, utilising the project 
email address, or the contact form on the website 

 Pop‐up community consultation sessions at regional shopping centres and markets, hospital 
receptions and staff forums  

 Community drop in sessions at the project office.  

Over 1,000 people within the region were directly involved in the consultation either through face to 
face engagement or through the formal submissions process.  Website analytics show higher numbers 
of community members accessed the information on the project website.  The formal submissions 
indicated a proportionate involvement of the communities across the region.  

Geographic distribution 

Consultation extended to the main population centres within the Tweed‐Byron region including Bryon 
Bay, Banora Point, Chillingham, Cudgen, Kingscliff, Murwillumbah, Pottsville, Tweed Heads and Uki.  

Consultation outcomes 

The vast majority of the community supports a new hospital in the region and there is consensus on 
the need for more healthcare services generally to keep up with growth in the region and an ageing 
population.  

Over 600 people were engaged in discussion at pop‐up events, and nearly 700 written submissions 
were received. Verbal and written feedback indicated that more people were supportive, or not 
opposed to, the Proposed Site than those opposed, and this is represented graphically in Figures 3 and 
4.  The consultation process also included a significant number of unsolicited responses offering 
opinions on the suitability of Alternatives Sites. 
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Figure 3: Verbal Feedback at Pop‐Ups 

 
Figure 4: Written Feedback 

 

Key themes  

The following key themes emerged from the consultation process supporting and opposing the 
Proposed Site: 

Comments supporting the Proposed Site: 

 Supports provision of local employment 

 The property is on the fringe of agricultural land, will not interfere with farming, and will not 
fragment farming 

 Good level of access 
 Supports proposed growth of Kingscliff 
 Well located opposite the TAFE 
 Can provide ample parking 
 Above the flood level 
 Close to public transport 
 Close to other urban amenities, such as shops 
 Will provide facilities close to residents that people currently have to travel to the Gold Coast for 
 A central location 
 No bush fire risk 
 The land is large enough for expansion 
 Want the project team to get on and build the hospital. 

Comments opposing the Proposed Site:  

 The use of State Significant Farmland – this should stay as farmland, if this is used for 
development what is stopping other farmland doing the same in the future? Concerns also raised 
regarding impact of farming on adjacent land due to crop spraying restrictions and dust 
implications. 

 It could possibly force the rezoning of other land, which land owners have been trying for years 
and not been successful 

 The site may be flood free but access to the hospital is not 
 The site provides no space for further expansion 
 The site is too far from the M1 
 The development will attract people to the area, and change the character of Kingscliff 
 The height and scale of the proposed development is out of keeping with the character of the 

area 
 The site is directly under Gold Coast Airport flight paths and will impact helicopter 

arrival/departure to the hospital. 
 

The consultation process also identified that a hospital in any of the shortlisted locations, has a range of 
matters of community interest that need consideration through the planning process: 

 Traffic, roads will need to be upgraded 
 Noise impact on surrounding residents – both during construction, and operational (ambulance 

noise, traffic and helicopters) 
 Sensitive flora and fauna is critical, and should be preserved 
 Parking options – a lot of people don’t use hospital parking facilities because they are too 

expensive, this will make people park on the side of the road/in dangerous areas. Car parking 
adequacy and affordability needs to be considered during design 

 Public transport is a necessity  
 Pedestrian access and cycle paths are needed 

Neutral, 25%

Oppose, 26%

Support, 49%

Neutral Oppose Support

Neutral, 24%

Opposes, 44%

Supports, 32%
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 Tertiary opportunities should be included 
 Concern that the existing Murwillumbah District Hospital will be closed 
 The hospital will attract patients with social problems including drug and alcohol 
 Post treatment support options to be considered, and mental health support options 
 Accommodation options within close proximity need to be considered 
 Request for landscape architecture to consider sensory garden and space for families/pets 
 Community members feel they can’t have a say due to how divisive the site selection has been 

and the difference in opinions. 
 

Alternative Sites Nominated 

A total of 235 written submissions were received nominating Alternative Sites, including late 
submissions: 
 28 Alternative Sites were nominated, including expansion of the existing Tweed Hospital site 
 16 were new sites that weren’t previously considered, plus the existing Tweed Hospital site 
 23 were within the various site investigation areas considered in Phase 1 
 4 were outside of the site selection area. 

When combined with around 35 sites considered through Phase 1, more than 50 sites have been 
considered in total.  The location of all sites considered through the site selection process are outlined 
in Figure 5. 

» Privacy considerations 

The consultation process enabled the community to nominate sites that they did not own, and it 
undertook to protect the privacy of nominees and landowners.  Accordingly, the nominated Alternative 
Sites that did not make the shortlist have been grouped in site investigation areas and some of the key 
considerations for each of these areas are explained in the following table. 

» Key considerations for each site investigation area  

This section outlines some of the key considerations for each site investigation area, with the labelling 
in the following table as per Figure 5.  It is a summary only and is not exhaustive. 

It is important to note that it is the combination of factors that makes a site suitable or unsuitable for 
further consideration.  A good example of this is flooding ‐ just because a site is below the PMF does 
not mean it is automatically ruled out.  For example, it is possible to meet the flood planning 
requirements through an engineered solution (e.g. increasing the height of the land through importing 
fill and/or elevated building structure) but with associated cost impacts and potential flow‐on 
implications to surrounding land. Similarly, sites shown in Figure 1 that are located north of the Tweed 
River were all considered. The inability to access local acute hospital services if the M1 is impacted by 
flooding was only one of a number of considerations that meant relevant sites were not shortlisted. 

The following table covers the sites considered in each of the site investigation areas across both 
Phase 1 and Phase 2, other than the three shortlisted Alternative Sites, the brownfield option and the 
Proposed Site, which are each discussed in more detail in the following sections of the report.  The 
overlap between the sites considered in each Phase is indicated by the three numbers in brackets, 
which are the number of sites considered in that investigation (Total / Phase 1 / Phase 2). 

Figure 5 – Alternative Sites Nominated by Site Investigation Area 
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Investigation Area  Key Considerations 

Area A   

A1: Tweed Heads – 
1 site considered plus 
brownfield option (not 
covered in this table ‐ 
refer later section) 
A2: Tweed Heads 
adjacent to Queensland 
border ‐ 1 site 
considered 
(3/1/2) 

 The site put forward is too small – does not meet the minimum requirements. 
 Existing hospital site (“brownfield option”) is considered in later section of this 

report. 
 
 

 Proximity to airport would require additional coordination of helicopter access, 
as well as acoustic treatments to reduce impact of frequent aircraft noise. 

 Flooding depth between 2 and 3 metres in a PMF event. 
 Population south of the Tweed River unable to access local acute hospital 

services if M1 is impacted by flooding. 

Area B 
Tweed Heads West – 
2 sites considered 
 
 
(2/2/0) 

 
 Proximity to airport would require additional coordination of helicopter access, 

building heights and construction planning, as well as acoustic treatments to 
reduce impact of frequent aircraft noise. 

 Flooding depth between 4 and 6 metres in a PMF event. 
 Population south of the Tweed River unable to access local acute hospital 

services if M1 is impacted by flooding. 

Area C 
Tweed Heads South 
(West) – 2 sites 
considered 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(2/2/1) 

 Requires the delivery of a significant road interchange upgrade at Kirkwood 
Road. This significant piece of infrastructure is reliant on Roads and Maritime 
Services (RMS). RMS has previously advised that no detailed planning, funding 
or timing has been considered. 

 One site sits below the extended centre line of Coolangatta Airport's runway 14. 
The Site's location is approximately 3.5km from the aerodrome and sits below 
the Inner Horizontal Zone level of AHD49.5m associated with the airport 
runway complex. This means that the highest point of the final structure needs 
to be below these limits. Additionally, the upper limits of any cranes associated 
with the construction will need to be below this limit as well for the duration of 
construction. 

 One site floods under a PMF event to depth between 4 and 5 metres (40% of 
area). The remaining area has poor access with steep and bushfire prone areas 
impacting development. 

 Population south of the Tweed River unable to access local acute hospital 
services if M1 is impacted by flooding. 

Tweed Heads South 
(East) – 1 site 
considered 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(1/1/1) 

 Requires the delivery of a significant road interchange upgrade at Kirkwood 
Road. This significant piece of infrastructure is reliant on RMS. RMS have 
advised that no detailed planning, funding or timing has been considered. 

 Primarily residential area, limiting ability to reduce flooding impacts through 
engineering solutions. Fill of sites above Q100 would likely result in significant 
flood impacts on surrounding residential areas, which may require residential 
land acquisition to offset. 

 Site is fully flooded in a PMF event to depth between 3 and 4 metres. 
 Population south of the Tweed River unable to access local acute hospital 

services if M1 is impacted by flooding. 

Investigation Area  Key Considerations 

Area D 
Tweed Heads South 
(East) – 1 site 
considered  

 Requires a significant road interchange upgrade at Kirkwood Road to assist in 
addressing capacity issues on Minjungbal Drive. This significant piece of 
infrastructure is reliant on RMS capital program. RMS has previously advised 
that no detailed planning, funding or timing has been considered. 

 Tweed City Shopping Centre is awaiting approval for expansion, which will 
result in additional traffic volumes. 

 Flooding depth between 3 and 4 metres in a PMF event. 
 Site would be isolated in a Q100 flood event. 
 Population south of the Tweed River unable to access local acute hospital 

services if M1 is impacted by flooding. 

Tweed Heads South 
interchange (region) – 
1 site considered 
 
 
 
(2/1/2) 

 A specific site in this area was not identified, and a broad area assessment was 
undertaken. 

 Requires a significant road interchange upgrade at Kirkwood Road to assist in 
addressing capacity issues on Minjungbal Drive. This significant piece of 
infrastructure is reliant on RMS capital program. RMS has previously advised 
that no detailed planning, funding or timing has been considered. 

 The population south of the Tweed River is unable to access local acute hospital 
services if M1 is impacted by flooding. 

Area E 
Terranora and Banora 
Point ‐ 13 sites 
considered  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(13/9/4) 

 Road access to Terranora is via minor roads (Terranora Drive, Scenic Drive, 
Broadwater Parkway) through residential areas that are primarily speed limited 
to 50km/h zones. Major road upgrades would be required to provide adequate 
access for emergency vehicles and traffic volume. 

 Sites located on rural / minor roads were not viewed as acceptable. This was 
due to the road design being inadequate and located away from major roads, 
requiring longer travel times and circuitous routes of travel. 

 Many of the rural / outer lying sites proposed would require significant 
transport enabling works (roads, public transport, etc.) and are also a significant 
distance from the M1. 

 Population south of the Tweed River unable to access local acute hospital 
services if M1 is impacted by flooding. 

 Some sites have steep gradients, which make it difficult to provide an accessible 
campus. 

Area F1 
Chinderah near 
Melaleuca Station 
interchange – 1 site 
considered 
 
 
 
 
 

(1/1/1) 

 Site is located north of the interchange resulting in limited access to the M1 
southbound requiring road interchange upgrades and potential land 
resumption. 

 Lack of public transport networks or utilities (e.g. electricity, water, sewerage, 
telecoms) infrastructure. 

 Poor urban context – lack of supporting urban environment (e.g. houses, shops, 
schools and other community facilities). 

 Adjacency to Tweed River – area included in ‘Flood Way’. 
 Flooding depth between 6 and 7 metres in a PMF event. 
 Filling the site to achieve minimum heights for construction is likely to have 

consequent impact to surrounding areas. 
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Investigation Area  Key Considerations 

Area F2 
Chinderah near 
Chinderah and Tweed 
Coast Road 
interchanges – 5 sites 
considered including 1 
shortlisted site (not 
covered in this table ‐ 
refer later section) 

 Flooding depth between 5 and 7 metres in a PMF event. 
 Filling the site to address the flooding requirement would likely have 

consequent impact to surrounding residential area. 
 All access roads impacted by flooding and no alternative road access available 

with significant infrastructure upgrade required. 
 Council has identified that there is no cost benefit to upgrading the existing 

Chinderah road interchange with Tweed Coast Road as the M1 has only Q10 
immunity north and south of the interchange. 

Chinderah near 
Chinderah interchange 
– 1 site considered 
 
 

(6/4/6) 

 Flooding depth between 4 and 5 metres in a PMF event. 
 Filling the site to address flooding requirement would have consequent impact 

to surrounding residential area. 
 All access roads impacted by flooding and no alternative road access available 

significant infrastructure upgrade required. 
 Council advised significant environmentally sensitive heathland in this area. 

Area G 
G1 & 2: Duranbah – 
7 sites considered plus 
study area 
 
 
 
 
(7/7/0) 

 
 Poor road access via rural roads requiring significant road infrastructure upgrades. 
 Lack of public transport networks or utilities (e.g. electricity, water, sewerage, 

telecoms) infrastructure. 
 Poor urban context – lack of supporting urban environment (e.g. houses, shops, 

schools, and other community facilities), and lack of connectivity. 
 Primarily State Significant Farmland. 
 Bushfire prone area. 
 Some sites have steep gradients, which make it is difficult to provide an 

accessible campus. 

G3: Cudgen Plateau 
(South) – 1 site 
considered  
Kings Forest – 1 site 
considered/ shortlisted 
(not covered in this table 
‐ refer later section) 
(2/1/2) 

 Site partially mapped as State Significant Farmland. 
 No street frontage to the major road, Tweed Coast Road. 

G4: Cudgen Plateau –  
5 sites considered 
including 1 shortlisted 
site (not covered in this 
table ‐ refer later 
section) 

 All sites mapped as State Significant Farmland. 
 Sites are located on the agricultural side of Cudgen Road, remote from any 

surrounding developments, resulting in potential fragmentation of the Cudgen 
Plateau. 

 Developable area of two sites impacted by PMF event resulting in area of 
individual sites at or below lower threshold (8 ha) 

Cudgen Road (West) – 
1 site considered  
 
 

(6/4/3) 

 Site located on secondary residential section of road.  
 Lack of public transport networks or utilities (e.g. electricity, water, sewerage, 

telecoms) infrastructure. 
 Significant area of site is flood prone.  
 Only usable land presents buildability issues due to gradient. 

Investigation Area  Key Considerations 

Area H 
H1: 1 site outside of 
site selection area 

 
 Nominated site sits outside the site selection area. 
 Poor road access in terms of flooding, quality and capacity. 
 Poor urban context – lack of supporting urban environment (e.g. houses, shops, 

schools and other community facilities), and lack of public transport and 
connectivity 

H2 & H3: Clothiers 
Creek interchange – 
1 site considered plus 
study area 
 

 Located at the most southern end of the site selection area. 
 Poor urban context – lack of supporting surrounding environment (e.g. houses, 

shops, schools and other community facilities), and lack of public transport and 
connectivity. 

 Lack of utilities (e.g. electricity, water, sewerage, telecoms) / services 
infrastructure. 

 H2: Flooding depth of some areas up to 5 metres in a PMF event and steep 
gradients to remaining land, making it difficult to provide an accessible campus 

 H3: Flooding depth up to 5 metres in a PMF event impacts majority of site and 
road frontage, balance of site has steep gradients increasing development 
difficulty to provide an accessible campus 

 H3: Potential environmental and Aboriginal heritage impacts/constraints 
including adjacent Koala habitat. 

H4: Cudgera Creek 
interchange – 2 sites 
considered  

 One nominated site sits outside the site selection area. 
 Poor urban context – lack of supporting urban environment (e.g. houses, shops, 

schools and other community facilities), and lack of public transport and 
connectivity. 

H5: Terranora – 1 site 
considered  

 Road access to Terranora via minor roads through residential areas that are 
primarily speed limited to 50km/h zones – major road upgrades required to 
provide adequate access for emergency vehicles and traffic generally.  

 Would require significant transport enabling works (roads, public transport, 
etc.) 

 Significant travel distance from the M1. 

H6: Cobaki Lakes/ 
Piggabeen – 2 sites 
considered 
(7/2/6) 

 Nominated site sits outside the site selection area. 
 Poor urban context – lack of supporting surrounding environment (e.g. houses, 

shops, schools and other community facilities), and lack of public transport and 
connectivity. 
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The Proposed Site 
Assessment of Proposed Site  

The following section provides an overview of some of the considerations that informed the 
assessment of the Proposed Site ‐ it is a summary only and is not exhaustive.  

» Site location 

Test fit’ master planning 
Figure 6 – Proposed Site location overlaid on the Tweed Shire Council draft Kingscliff Locality Plan Precincts Plans 

 

 

To assess the development potential of the identified area for the hospital on the Proposed Site, 
preliminary ‘test fit’ master planning has been undertaken. This tested preliminary site layouts and 
building massing to ensure the site would be suitable for development of the new hospital and a 
broader health and education campus over time.  An illustrative test fit site plan and massing diagram 
for two options is included in Figure 7 below.  

Two options were developed to test how the slope of the site might be used (Option A) compared to a 
more compact building utilising the broad central plateau (Option B).  These images do not represent 
the future architectural design of the hospital, they were developed to test the constraints of the site 
only. 
 

Figure 7 – Test Fit Master Planning – Proposed Site 

Test Fit Study Site Plan ‐ Option A  Test Fit Study Site Plan ‐ Option B 

 

 

 

Test Fit Study Massing Study – Option A 

 

Test Fit Study Massing Study ‐ Option B 

 
 

  

 

 

Address: 

771 Cudgen Road, Cudgen 

Land area: 

23ha ‐ with 16ha above the PMF, 
which is the area required for the 
project  
 

Location: 

Opposite Kingscliff TAFE and 
between the existing residential 
areas of Kingscliff and Cudgen 
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» Key considerations against the Assessment Criteria 

Location, Access and Traffic 

 Existing road network – located close to the M1 and adjacent to a major road (Tweed Coast Road).  
Road network capacity is more distributed on the Tweed Valley Hospital site compared to the 
shortlisted Alternative Sites as there is the ability to connect into Turnock St and the eastern roads 
surrounding Kingscliff.   

 Easily accessible by the Tweed‐Byron region– well located to service existing and future population 
centres across the Tweed‐Byron region, providing timely access by car for the majority (70%) of the 
Tweed LGA part of the catchment in under 30 minutes and with an average peak travel time 
equivalent to the existing Tweed Hospital site.   
The location south of Tweed Heads, with ready access to the M1 and Tweed Valley Way, is well 
placed to provide equitable access to the broader Tweed‐Byron catchment and support hospital 
transfers from Byron Central Hospital and Murwillumbah District Hospital. 

Further information on travel times is included at Appendix C. 

 Public transport ‐ situated to take advantage of the existing public transport network with three 
public bus routes currently passing or terminating at the site.  Further upgrade/ extension of 
services would be expected over time to service the increased demand from the hospital and major 
residential developments planned to the west and south of Kingscliff.  

 Proposed road network – Council is seeking Commonwealth funding support for the duplication of 
Tweed Coast Road.  While duplication of Tweed Coast Road is not technically required for 
development of the hospital on this site, early delivery would be advantageous. 
The site will require a range of upgrades along Cudgen Road and at the Tweed Coast Road 
intersection.  

An extension to Turnock Street connecting it back to Tweed Coast Road is also planned to the west 
of Kingscliff to support residential developments.  This is not required for development of the 
hospital but will further improve alternative access to the site and take future pressure off Cudgen 
Road.   

 Flood access ‐ the site for the hospital and its immediate access roads are above the PMF, with good 
street frontage and various access points.  There is alternative road access for the southern coastal 
population when the M1 and Tweed Coast Road are impacted by flooding. This will maintain access 
to acute hospital services for the population south of the Tweed River, with population centres to 
the north able to access Robina Hospital within approximately 30 minutes. 

Urban Context 

Surrounding urban environment – the site is located on the outskirts of Kingscliff in close proximity 
to existing community facilities, including the Kingscliff Community Health Centre, Kingscliff TAFE 
and retail and accommodation facilities in Kingscliff.  The location opposite Kingscliff TAFE and the 
major population centre in Kingscliff provides a significant and immediate opportunity to build on 
existing urban infrastructure. 
The site has extensive street frontage (>900m) along Cudgen Road and it’s interface with Turnock 
Street, providing good street visibility of the hospital campus with multiple opportunities for 
additional site access points and lower level buildings addressing the street edge to achieve a 
sensitive town planning response to the area. 

The location opposite Kingscliff TAFE, provides the opportunity to strengthen partnerships between 
Health and TAFE and develop an integrated precinct over time.  This Health & Education Precinct 
would be complementary to the development planned to the west of Kingscliff, identified in the 
draft Kingscliff Locality Plan, including a Business & Knowledge Precinct adjacent to the M1 and 
residential development of around 1,500 dwellings.   

 Planning considerations – the 23‐ha site has mixed zoning including approximately 70% agricultural, 
20% nature reserve and 10% residential. The site is located on the north eastern tip of the Cudgen 
Plateau that has been mapped as State Significant Farmland (SSF).  The agricultural area of the site 
represents approximately 0.13% of the total SSF mapped for the Far North Coast.  A process will 
need to be undertaken to change the zoning of the site to permit development of the hospital and 
broader health and education campus over time. This is further covered under the “Environment, 
Heritage and Culture” heading below. 

 Impact on/of neighbouring properties – The site is well situated to take advantage of the existing 
public transport network, and active transport will be promoted including the provision of end‐of‐
trip facilities.  The potential to use some hospital car parking outside of peak times (e.g. weekends) 
to help reduce parking and traffic congestion in Kingscliff could be explored for community benefit. 
Social impact studies will be undertaken as part of the planning submission.   
The potential impacts on agricultural activities are discussed further in the section titled 
Environment, Heritage and Culture below.   

Built Forms and Landscaping   

 Campus potential – preliminary master planning (developed to inform the site due diligence) has 
confirmed that the site will support the full range of hospital expansion scenarios as well as a range 
of complementary health‐related uses to support the development of a broader health and 
education campus over time.   
This includes development of the initial hospital plus a range of expansion scenarios (e.g. +20%, 
+50%, + 100%), as well as a renewal strategy so that the hospital can be rebuilt on the campus in the 
long term.   
The length of the site, with its extensive street frontage, supports the development of a range of 
complementary health‐related developments, with multiple access points and lower level buildings 
addressing the street edge.   
The development areas will be supported and supplemented by greenspace providing ecological 
buffers and amenity for the campus.   

 Healing environment ‐ the site sits on a north facing ridge, which maximises access to nature, light 
and panoramic views across the adjacent nature reserve and out to the mountains and coast.   

The hospital can be effectively designed to utilise the slope of the land to maximise amenity and 
views while being sensitive to the surrounding area.   
A nature reserve on the site provides views from the hospital and will be preserved outside of the 
development area.  It will be fringed by greenspace providing ecological buffers and amenity for the 
campus. 

Environment, Heritage and Culture  

 State Significant Farmland – as noted earlier, the site is mapped as SSF.  It currently has 
approximately 8 of the 23 hectares growing crops at any one time.    
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The location of the site will not fragment the Cudgen Plateau and will limit flow‐on impacts to other 
SSF as follows:  

‐ The site sits on the far north‐eastern tip of the agricultural area ‐ it is on the urban side of 
Cudgen Road, opposite Kingscliff TAFE and between existing residential areas of Kingscliff 
and Cudgen, with future residential developments planned to the north.  

‐ The large size of the site allows for future hospital expansion and health and education 
developments on the site without encroaching on surrounding areas.  

‐ Strengthening partnerships between Health and TAFE provides further opportunity to ensure 
that all health and education and supporting developments can be accommodated across 
these two large and collocated sites into the future. 

 
Community consultation identified that there was significant opposition to any site that includes 
SSF.    

 Impact on/of neighbouring properties – surrounding farms are already in close proximity to 
residences and schools and, with the existing controls required to manage these interfaces and an 
appropriate master planning response, agricultural activities will not significantly impact on hospital 
operations or be significantly impacted by it. A full Land Use Conflict Risk Assessment will be 
undertaken as part of the planning submission.   
The master plan will position the hospital on the broad plateau towards the centre of the site, which 
is away from the short section of site frontage that has farming activities on the opposite side of the 
road.  The master plan will maintain landscaping screening along the southern site road boundary to 
help provide an additional buffer.   

 Flooding considerations – the site has 16 ha of land above the PMF level and its immediate access 
roads are also above the PMF.  The site is also opposite Kingscliff TAFE, a well‐equipped evacuation 
centre identified in regional flood and disaster planning and used by nearly 600 people in the 2017 
floods. 

 Ecological considerations – the northern part of the site supports and is adjacent to mapped 
Coastal Wetlands under the Coastal Management SEPP. Some parts of the hospital campus may also 
abut / overlap mapped Proximity Area for Coastal Wetlands. Civil engineering review of the ‘test fit’ 
master planning options indicate that the facility can be delivered with appropriate controls on the 
quality and quantity of surface and groundwater flows to the adjacent wetland. There is also the 
opportunity to improve stormwater runoff quality from current farming activities in terms of 
sediment impact.  

Koala Habitat Class 2A and broad‐leaved paperbark have been identified in the northern part of the 
site and fall under the Biodiversity Conservation Act (State legislation). However, ecological 
constraints are not present in the proposed location of the hospital development.  Advisors have 
confirmed that based on the proposed footprint and associated impacts, this would not trigger a 
referral under the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act 
(Commonwealth legislation).  The mapped wildlife corridor is not directly impacted. 

 Bushfire – buffers and Asset Protection Zones (APZ) have been considered during initial master 
planning to accommodate expansion and growth of the hospital. These buffers overlap with 
planned greenspace, amenity and future road access, as well as environmental buffers and can be 
used to enhance the healing environment and overall amenity of the campus. 

Time, Cost and Value  

 Land acquisition – the site is privately owned and was put forward by the landowner in response to 
the EOI process. The negotiation and site acquisition process will be undertaken in accordance with 
the Land Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) Act 1991. 

 Existing utilities ‐ major utilities (including electricity, telecommunications, sewer, reticulated water 
supply and drainage infrastructure) are available in close proximity to the site.   

 Enabling works – utilities connections and road upgrades to Cudgen Road from and including the 
intersection with Tweed Coast Road will be required.   

 Potential capital cost – based on draft planning, assessment of the overall capital cost for 
developing the hospital on this site indicates that it is affordable within the allocated capital budget 
for the project. 
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Assessment of Shortlisted Alternative Sites  
Three sites were shortlisted for further detailed consideration and comparison against the Proposed 
Site. 

Assessment of Chinderah Site (F2‐1) 

The following section provides an overview of some of the considerations that informed the 
assessment of this shortlisted Alternative Site. It is a summary only and is not exhaustive.  

» ‘Site location 

Address: 

Tweed Coast Rd, Chinderah 
Lot 4 DP 1106447 
Lot 1 DP 1075645 

Land area: 

60ha total 

8‐16ha on the western part of Lot 4 
extending south onto Lot 1.  This site was 
identified through assessment as the best 
site within the proposed Business & 
Knowledge Precinct. 

Location: 

Adjacent to Tweed Coast 
Road, close to M1 
intersection. 

Figure 9 – Chinderah Site Location – Source, Nearmap Downloaded 4 July 2018  

 

» ‘Test fit’ master planning 

To assess the development potential of the identified area for the hospital on the Chinderah site, 
preliminary ‘test fit’ master planning has been undertaken. This tested preliminary site layouts and 
building massing (the general shape, form and size of the buildings) to ensure the site would be suitable 
for development of the new hospital and a broader health and education campus over time.  An 
illustrative test fit site plan and massing diagram is included in Figure 9 below. These images do not 
represent the future architectural design of the hospital, they were developed to test the constraints of 
the site only. 

Figure 9 – Test Fit Master Planning – Chinderah Site 

Test Fit Study Site Plan   Test Fit Study Massing Diagram 

 

   

 

» Key considerations against the Assessment Criteria 

Location, Access and Traffic 

 Existing road network – outside of flood events, the site has excellent access to the M1 via the 
Chinderah interchange located in close proximity to the site.  The identified site also has suitable 
road frontage for a major access to Tweed Coast Road.  

 Easily accessible by the Tweed‐Byron region‐ the site is well located to service existing and future 
population centres across the Tweed‐Byron region, providing timely access by car for the majority 
(75%) of the Tweed LGA part of the catchment in under 30 minutes and with an average peak travel 
time approximately 3 minutes less than the existing Tweed Hospital site.   
The location south of Tweed Heads, with ready access to the M1 and Tweed Valley Way, is well 
placed to provide equitable access to the broader Tweed‐Byron catchment and support hospital 
transfers from Byron Central Hospital and Murwillumbah District Hospital. 

 Public transport ‐ the site is well‐situated to take advantage of existing bus routes and services, 
which would be expected to expand over time with the increased demand created by the hospital 
and future surrounding developments. 
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 Proposed road network ‐ Council is seeking Commonwealth funding support for the duplication of 
Tweed Coast Road.  While duplication of Tweed Coast Road is not technically required for 
development of the hospital on this site, early delivery would be advantageous. 
Alternative road access to the east (i.e. through to Elrond Drive) will be required to provide access in 
a flood event as well as network traffic capacity (i.e. not reliant solely on Tweed Coast Road). This 
access road would need to be an elevated structure to provide at least 1 in 100‐year average return 
interval (Q100 or 1% AEP) flood immunity and not obstruct the flow of flood waters.  

 Flood access – current access roads, including the M1 at Chinderah and the intersection off‐ramps, 
are impacted by 1 in 20‐year average return interval (Q20 or 5% AEP) flooding.   
Use of this site for the hospital is contingent on an engineered solution to build an elevated access 
road at Q100 to connect back to flood free land along the coastal dune (Marine Parade) via Elrond 
Drive to avoid isolation in a flood event, as well as other engineered solutions (refer Flood 
engineering under the Built Forms and Landscaping criteria).   
Provided this engineered solution is in place, there is alternative road access for the southern 
coastal population when the M1 and Tweed Coast Road are impacted by flooding. This will maintain 
access to acute hospital services for the population south of the Tweed River, with population 
centres to the north able to access Robina Hospital within approximately 30 minutes.   

Urban Context 

 Surrounding urban environment – the site is located to the west of Kingscliff at the northern end of a 
major development area, which is planned to include around 1,500 residential dwellings as well as a 
Business & Knowledge Precinct, where the identified site for the hospital is located.  The development 
has not yet commenced and has undergone a number of planning applications over the last 10+ 
years. 
In line with the draft Kingscliff Locality Plan, the Business & Knowledge Precinct has the potential to 
significantly expand employment generating land uses within the region, including larger integrated 
developments.  The Precinct is targeted to fulfil a transformative role to expand sub‐regional economic 
and employment activity including the opportunity to diversify and expand within the existing industry 
pillars of tourism, agriculture, education, health and construction.  
The identified site has extensive street frontage to Tweed Coast Road, providing good street visibility of 
the hospital campus.  The site is also located close to West Kingscliff and the required alternative road 
connection via Elrond Drive would provide ready connectivity to an existing major population centre. 

 Planning considerations ‐ site zoning supports a health services facility/ hospital.  There were multiple 
nominations supporting the site through the community consultation process and, subject to achieving a 
suitable level of flood immunity, there is likely to be a relatively low level of community opposition.  
The landowner has raised concerns on the potential impact that preserving land on the Business & 
Knowledge Precinct for future hospital expansion and complementary health‐related uses might have on 
the ability to generate more immediate employment opportunities, as well as retaining access to the 
future uplift in land value that is likely to occur as the Precinct develops.  In these regards, the landowner 
has expressed a preference for a hospital development of at least 5 to 6 storeys, on a site of 8ha or less.  

 

 Impact on/of neighbouring properties – considered a low risk as there are no immediate existing 
neighbours and surrounding developments can be planned around the hospital campus. 

Built Form and Landscaping 

 Campus potential – The draft Kingscliff Locality Plan has identified this area as a future Business & 
Knowledge Precinct.  While this means that surrounding developments may provide complementary 
health‐related uses, overly constraining the hospital campus will limit the NSW Government’s ability to 
manage how the proposed broader health and education campus develops over time, including the 
provision of green space and other important amenities. 

 Healing environment ‐ the site provides the opportunity for panoramic views out to the mountains 
and coast from the upper levels of the hospital building.  The Architect’s opinion is that the character 
and orientation of the site is good but will not achieve as good an outcome as the Proposed Site for 
this aspect. 

 Flood engineering ‐ an engineered solution will be required to build critical hospital infrastructure 
above the PMF.  The test fit study of this site considered the potential to build non‐critical services 
(e.g. retail, training etc.) above Q100 but below the PMF. The test fit study assumed the site is filled to 
Q100, with the Emergency Department and hospital entry one level above the raised ground level, 
requiring vehicle ramps and elevated ambulance/access decks.  A multi‐deck car park with a bridge 
link was also assumed to provide external areas above the PMF to support disaster response.  

Environment, Heritage and Culture 

 Flooding considerations – the unfilled site is entirely impacted by flooding and the PMF is 5m to 6m 
above natural ground levels.  Council has undertaken flood studies of this site and identified that it is 
extremely sensitive to blockage and risk of back up and would therefore require large flood corridors 
to be maintained.  The Tweed Valley Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan identifies that a 
maximum of 65% of the Business & Knowledge Precinct can be filled to achieve Q100 coverage 
across this area.  In terms of implementing this fill control, master planning of the hospital campus 
will need to be coordinated with the master planning for the entire 60 ha within Lot 4 DP 1106447 
and Lot 1 DP 1075645.  

 Stormwater management ‐ is highly contingent on adjacent developments. The 65% fill ratio (refer 
point above) will guide this, but detailed flood and drainage modelling will be required as part of a 
further detailed due diligence. 

 Ecological considerations – while not located on the identified site, mapped area of Coastal Wetlands 
and the Proximity Area for Coastal Wetlands under the Coastal Management SEPP are present on the 
broader 60 ha area (Lot 4 DP 1106447 and Lot 1 DP 1075645).  Civil engineering review of the test fit 
master planning indicates that the hospital can be delivered with no significant impact on the quality 
and quantity of surface and groundwater flows to the adjacent wetland.  

 Bushfire – suitable buffers and Asset Protection Zones will need further consideration with respect 
to bushfire prone land to the west (Vegetation Category 1 and 2) during master planning to address 
expansion and growth of the hospital campus. 
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Time, Cost and Value 

 Delivery timeframes – this site carries a low planning approval risk for the hospital.  Market forces 
will ultimately dictate the rate that the surrounding Business & Knowledge Precinct develops and 
enhances the urban environment. However, the surrounding developments are not considered 
critical given the extensive street frontage, proximity to the M1 and connection to West Kingscliff 
via Elrond Drive that will be required to achieve alternative road/flood access. 

 Existing utilities ‐ major utilities (including electricity, telecommunications, sewer, reticulated water 
supply and drainage infrastructure) are available in close proximity to the site.   

 Enabling works – site enabling works (such as filling the site, connecting utilities, constructing road 
connections etc.) have been factored into the potential capital costs, noting that negotiation of 
some offsets may be possible. 

 Potential capital costs – assessment of the overall capital cost for developing the hospital on this 
site indicates that it is unaffordable.  The major cost factor is the requirement for an engineered 
solution to provide suitable flood immunity.  The estimated overall cost impact is up to 20% of the 
construction cost of the hospital, which would significantly impact on the budget available to build 
clinical space. 
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Assessment of Kings Forest Site (G3) 

The following section provides an overview of some of the considerations that informed the 
assessment of this shortlisted Alternative Site. It is a summary only and is not exhaustive.  

» ‘Site location 

Address: 

Kings Forest 
Lot 1 DP 7811633 
Lot 40 DP7482 
Lot 50 DP 1188902 

Land area: 

64 ha total for all lots listed. 

16 ha proposed for the hospital campus in 
the northeast of the Kings Forest estate on 
the northern part of Precinct 5. 

Location: 

West of Casuarina and 
Tweed Coast Road. 

 

Figure 10 –Kings Forest Site Location  

 

» ‘Test fit’ master planning 

To assess the development potential of the nominated Kings Forest site, preliminary ‘test fit’ master 
planning has been undertaken. This tested preliminary site layouts and building massing to ensure the 
site would be suitable for development of the new hospital and a broader health and education 
campus over time.  An illustrative test fit site plan and massing diagram is included in Figure 11 below. 
These images do not represent the future architectural design of the hospital, they were developed to 
test the constraints of the site only. 

Figure 11 – Test Fit Master Planning – Kings Forest Site 

Test Fit Study Site Plan   Test Fit Study Massing Diagram 

 

 

 
 

» Key considerations against the Assessment Criteria 

Location, Access and Traffic 

 Existing road network – the site is located close to the M1 and adjacent to a major road (Tweed 
Coast Road).  A four lane entrance road into the estate has been proposed by the landowner. 

 Easily accessible by the Tweed‐Byron region‐ the site is reasonably located to service existing and 
future population centres across the Tweed‐Byron region, providing timely access by car for the 
majority (64%) of the Tweed LGA part of the catchment in under 30 minutes, and with an average 
peak travel time approximately 3 minutes more than the existing Tweed Hospital site. The increased 
travel time for this site in comparison to the Proposed Site and the Tweed Coast Road site is due to 
the need to turn right into the estate across primary tidal traffic flow and a slight increase in distance. 
The location south of Tweed Heads, with reasonable access to the M1 and Tweed Valley Way, will 
provide equitable access to the broader Tweed‐Byron catchment and support hospital transfers 
from Byron Central Hospital and Murwillumbah District Hospital. 

 Public transport ‐ bus routes and frequency are limited and would require significant upgrade/ 
extension to the current public transport network.  Sustainability of these services would be linked 
to demand created by the future surrounding developments. 
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 Proposed road network – Council is seeking Commonwealth funding support for the duplication of 
Tweed Coast Road.  While duplication of Tweed Coast Road is not technically required for 
development of the hospital on this site, it will be required when the hospital and around a third of 
the broader Kings Forest estate are developed.  Early delivery would be advantageous. Council has 
also advised that local flooding immediately south of Cudgen Road would be addressed as part of 
duplication works though the timing of works is not known. Alternative road access to the site is 
proposed via connection with either Melaleuca or Duranbah Road and will need to be completed prior 
to the hospital opening along with the estate access roads required to service the hospital site. 
Connection to Reardons Road (proposed for future consideration) is the preferred alternative 
connection and would be required in the longer term to facilitate alternative access for the hospital. The 
timing of these works is not known. The implications of this connection need to be considered for both 
the Kings Forest development as well as surrounding farmland which currently utilises the subject road. 

 Flood access ‐ further analysis has identified that Plantation Road is likely to provide alternative road 
access if the current Tweed Coast Road is impacted by local flooding immediately south of Cudgen 
Road.  This will provide alternative road access for the southern coastal population when the M1 and 
Tweed Coast Road are impacted by flooding. This will maintain access to acute hospital services for 
the population south of the Tweed River, with population centres to the north able to access Robina 
Hospital within approximately 30 minutes.  The proposed connection to Duranbah Road also has the 
potential to provide alternative road access, if constructed with Q100 flood immunity. 

Urban Context 

 Surrounding urban environment – the Kings Forest estate is currently master planned for a 4,500‐
dwelling residential development with supporting town centre and amenities; some of which are 
contingent on funding by other parties and triggered by estate occupancy levels (e.g. community 
centre, sporting facilities, schools).  The development has not yet commenced and has undergone a 
number of planning iterations over the last 8 years.   

A Health/ Education/ Aged Care precinct is now proposed on the balance of Precinct 5 to complement the 
public hospital development along with the new town centre and initial release of 350 residential lots. 
The landowner has advised that construction of the Service Station on Tweed Coast Road and 
associated four lane entry / exit roundabout, is imminent and will set up the entry to the estate.  

Without street frontage to a major road, the proposed development of residential lots and the new 
town centre is required to provide a suitable urban environment so that the hospital is not isolated.  
As outlined below, State and Commonwealth Government approvals are required to develop the 
Kings Forest estate to ensure that Koalas and other sensitive flora and fauna are protected.  The 
development is also subject to market forces that will ultimately dictate the pace of development. 

 Planning considerations – a previous revision to the landowners’ Concept Plan is currently awaiting 
approval and the new proposal for the first stage of the Kings Forest development results in the 
following changes to that Concept Plan: 

‐ Precinct 3 ‐ education replaced with residential 
‐ Precinct 5 ‐ residential replaced with health‐related services including the new hospital. 

Community consultation included a significant number of nominations for this site, however, a 
significant amount of unsolicited feedback was also received in opposition to the hospital being 
located at Kings Forest, primarily related to potential impacts on Koalas.  

 Impact on/of neighbouring properties – considered a low risk as there are no existing neighbours 
and surrounding developments can be planned around the hospital campus. 

Built Form and Landscaping 

 Campus potential – future Health/Education/Aged Care precinct is proposed to complement the 
hospital development.  Subject to the delivery of these surrounding developments, the site provides 
a long‐term opportunity to leverage education and other health‐related partnerships consistent 
with the plan to develop a broader health and education campus over time. There is no 
development established at this time and timing of this is uncertain. 

 Healing environment – the site provides the opportunity for panoramic views out to the mountains 
and coast.  The Architect’s opinion is that the character and orientation of the site is good but will 
not achieve as good an outcome as the Proposed Site for this aspect. 

Environment, Heritage and Culture 

 Ecological considerations – mapped resident Koala population and potential Wallum Frog habitat.  
Operation of the hospital will be 24/7 and substantially increase traffic volumes when compared to 
the approved residential subdivision. Advice is that this may present a Serious and Irreversible 
Impact under the Biodiversity Conservation Act (State legislation) and that this is likely to require a 
further referral under the EPBC Act (Commonwealth legislation). Together, these multi‐level 
approvals represent a substantial timing risk for the project. 

 Koala Plan of Management (KPoM) – amendment to the current KPoM is pending public exhibition 
and State/Commonwealth approvals.  The KPoM will require further amendment to address the 
changes to the Concept Plan, 24/7 hospital operations and significant increase in traffic. 

 Flooding considerations – the nominated site has 5.8 ha above the PMF.  Prior to sale, the site is 
proposed to be filled in the order of 0.5m‐1.5m to bring the 16‐ha hospital campus above the PMF.    

 Stormwater management ‐ will need to consider adjacent ecological areas and be planned in 
conjunction with surrounding developments. 

 Bushfire – suitable buffers and Asset Protection Zones will need further consideration during master 
planning to address expansion and growth of the hospital campus, but it is noted that bushfire 
poses some risk on this site. 

Time, Cost and Value 

 Delivery timeframes – the requirement to amend the Concept Plan and KPoM; and secure 
associated State and Commonwealth approvals; places a significant risk on the delivery timeframe 
for the hospital and surrounding developments.   
Market forces will ultimately dictate the rate that a suitable urban environment develops, including 
the rate that residential and commercial sites, when released with planning approval, are purchased 
and developed. Investment in community facilities (e.g. community centre, sporting facilities, 
schools) is yet to be committed.   

 Existing utilities ‐ major utilities (including telecommunications, sewer, reticulated water supply and 
drainage infrastructure) are available in relatively close proximity to the site.  

 Enabling works ‐ the proposal is to fill the site to the PMF level and to provide all connecting road 
and utilities infrastructure at no cost to the hospital, given that the infrastructure is required for the 
broader estate.  It is possible that suitable performance guarantees can be secured to ensure the 
timely provision of these enabling works. 

 Potential capital costs – subject to securing binding commitments on the provision of enabling 
works at no cost to the NSW Government, assessment of the overall capital cost for developing the 
hospital on this site indicates that it is likely to be affordable and broadly similar to the Proposed 
Site.    
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Assessment of Tweed Coast Road Site (G4‐1) 

The following section provides an overview of some of the considerations that informed the 
assessment of this shortlisted Alternative Site. It is a summary only and is not exhaustive.  

» ‘Site location 

Address: 

121 & 147 Tweed Coast 
Road, Cudgen 
Lot 1 DP 1075645 
Lot 14 DP 871062 

Land Area: 

60 ha total. 

12 ha comprising western part of Lot 14 
extending south onto Lot 1. 

Location: 

Eastern side of Tweed 
Coast Road near 
Plantation Road.  

Figure 12 – Tweed Coast Road Site Location 

 

 

 

» ‘Test fit’ master planning 

To assess the development potential of the Tweed Coast Road site, preliminary ‘test fit’ master 
planning has been undertaken. This tested preliminary site layouts and building massing to ensure the 
site would be suitable for development of the new hospital and a broader health and education 
campus over time.  An illustrative test fit site plan and massing diagram is included in Figure 13 below. 
These images do not represent the future architectural design of the hospital, they were developed to 
test the constraints of the site only. 

Figure 13 – Test Fit Master Planning – Tweed Coast Road Site 

Test Fit Study Site Plan   Test Fit Study Massing Diagram 

 

 

   

 

» Key considerations against the Assessment Criteria 

Location, Access and Traffic 

 Existing road network – the site is located close to the M1 and adjacent to a major road (Tweed 
Coast Road) with suitable road frontage for a major access to Tweed Coast Road and a number of 
more limited movement intersections. 

 Easily accessible by the Tweed‐Byron region‐ the site is well located to service existing and future 
population centres across the Tweed‐Byron region, providing timely access by car for the majority 
(70%) of the Tweed LGA part of the catchment in under 30 minutes and with an average peak travel 
time consistent with the existing Tweed Hospital site. 

The location south of Tweed Heads, with ready access to the M1 and Tweed Valley Way, is well 
placed to provide equitable access to the broader Tweed‐Byron catchment and support hospital 
transfers from Byron Central Hospital and Murwillumbah District Hospital. 

 Public transport ‐ bus routes and frequency are limited and would require significant upgrade/ 
extension to the current public transport network. Sustainability of these services would be linked 
to demand created by the other developments (e.g. Kings Forest). The timing for upgrade to the 
network is uncertain. 



Page 19 

 Proposed road network – Council is seeking Commonwealth funding support for the duplication of 
Tweed Coast Road.  While duplication of Tweed Coast Road is not technically required for 
development of the hospital on this site, early delivery would be advantageous.  Council has also 
advised that local flooding immediately south of Cudgen Road would be addressed as part of 
duplication works.   
Alternative road access to the site can be achieved through dual access points from the hospital on 
to Tweed Coast Road and the ability to circumnavigate any blockage of Tweed Coast Road via 
Plantation Road, Cudgen Road and Casuarina Way. 

 Flood access ‐ further analysis has identified that Plantation Road is likely to provide alternative 
road access if the current Tweed Coast Road is impacted by local flooding immediately south of 
Cudgen Road.  This will provide alternative road access for the southern coastal population when 
the M1 and Tweed Coast Road are impacted by flooding. This will maintain access to acute hospital 
services for the population south of the Tweed River, with population centres to the north able to 
access Robina Hospital within approximately 30 minutes.   

Urban Context 

 Surrounding urban environment – the site is located between Kingscliff, Cudgen, Casuarina and the 
future Kings Forest development.  It is surrounded by farmland and has no urban environment 
immediately adjacent to it.  The site has good street frontage to Tweed Coast Road, providing good 
street visibility of a hospital campus. 

Built Forms and Landscaping 

 Campus potential – test fit master planning has confirmed that the site is sufficient to 
accommodate the hospital and a range of expansion scenarios in the area above the PMF.  A 
broader health and education campus can be developed on the site over time, however, the 
opportunities are more limited in comparison to the Proposed Site (collocated with TAFE) or a fully 
developed Kings Forest or Chinderah Business & Knowledge Precinct, given that the site is smaller 
and surrounded by SSF. 

 Healing environment – the site rises from Tweed Coast Road to a ridge, which maximises access to 
nature, light and panoramic views across the adjacent farmland and out to the mountains and 
coast. The hospital can be effectively designed to utilise the slope of the land to maximise amenity 
and views while being sensitive to the surrounding area. 

Environment, Heritage and Culture 

 State Significant Farmland (SSF) – the site is mapped as SSF and located on the agricultural side of 
Cudgen Road.  Development of this site will result in potential fragmentation of the Cudgen Plateau 
given that it is bordered on both sides and the opposite side of Tweed Coast Road by other SSF.   
The nominated site has not been actively farmed for many years and most of the site is zoned RU2 
Rural Landscape, which allows development of a range of buildings such as vet clinic, ecotourism 
accommodation etc.   
Community consultation identified that there was significant opposition to any site that includes 
SSF.    

 

 Impact of/on neighbouring properties – the site is surrounded on three sides by SSF including 
actively tilled land directly opposite.  This provides an increased risk of land use conflicts and 
agricultural activities impacting on hospital operations.  Duplication of Tweed Coast Road will 
provide an increased buffer to the land opposite and landscaping screening can be located along the 
north and south boundaries.   

 Flooding considerations – the site has just over 8 ha of developable land above the PMF with good 
street frontage.  

 Bushfire – suitable buffers and Asset Protection Zones to the east will need further consideration 
during master planning to address expansion and growth of the hospital campus. 

Time, Cost and Value 

 Existing utilities – major utilities (including electricity, telecommunications, sewer, reticulated water 
supply and drainage infrastructure) are available in close proximity to the site. 

 Potential capital costs – assessment of the overall capital cost for developing the hospital on this 
site indicates that it is likely to be affordable and broadly similar to the Proposed Site.   
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Assessment of ‘Brownfield Option’ for  
expansion of The Tweed Hospital site  
For comparison purposes, the project team undertook a short study of a ‘brownfield option’, which 
considered acquiring land around the existing hospital; building the new hospital; decanting services 
and demolishing the existing buildings; and then using the existing site for future expansion and 
complementary uses.   

The following section provides an overview of some of the considerations that informed the 
assessment of this site. It is a summary only and is not exhaustive.  

The study assumed that land currently used for car parking and a bowling green to the east would be 
acquired in preference to the cost and social impact of displacing residents from medium density 
residential properties or replacing major civic or community recreation buildings.  This was not a 
shortlisted option and therefore no discussions have been undertaken with the landowners of adjacent 
sites. 

Address: 

14‐34 Powell St,  
Tweed Heads 

Land area: 

4ha existing 

Potential for 1.2ha acquisition including 
closing and incorporating Powell Street to 
create a 5.2 ha campus 

Site location: 

Car parking and bowling 
green to the east of the 
existing Tweed Hospital. 

Figure 14 – Brownfield Options Site Location 

 
 

» ‘Test fit’ master planning 

To assess the development potential of the identified expansion of The Tweed Hospital site, preliminary 
‘test fit’ master planning has been undertaken. This tested preliminary site layouts and building massing 
for the initial hospital, with future expansion and broader health and education campus achieved through 
demolition and expansion back on to the existing site.  The constrained site required a high density 
solution as shown in the illustrative test fit site plan and massing diagram in Figure 15 below. These 
images do not represent the future architectural design of the hospital, they were developed to test 
the constraints of the site only. 

Figure 15 – Test Fit Master Planning – Brownfield Option 

Test Fit Study Site Plan   Test Fit Study Massing Diagram 

   

 

   
 

» Key considerations against the Assessment Criteria 

Location, Access and Traffic 

 Existing road network/ public transport – the existing Tweed Hospital provides a location with well‐
established transport facilities including site access, nearby intersection capacity, public transport 
and walk/cycle connectivity to the surrounding Tweed Heads area. 
Contiguous expansion in this area is likely to require the closure of a surrounding street ‐ in the 
study case, Powell Street would be closed, increasing traffic on other roads within medium density 
residential area. 

 Easily accessible by the existing Tweed community – the site is well located to service the existing 
Tweed population centres, providing timely access by car for the majority (70%) of the Tweed LGA 
part of the catchment in under 30 minutes.   

 Equitable access – the location of the existing hospital site does not provide equitable access to the 
broader Tweed‐Byron catchment.  The location at the far north of the catchment maximises the 
distance that the population centres outside of Tweed Heads need to travel as well as maximising 
the distance for hospital transfers from Byron Central Hospital and Murwillumbah District Hospitals.  
By 2041, the average peak travel time by car is forecast to increase by 5 minutes to the existing 
Tweed Hospital site.   
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 Flood access – there is no alternative road access for the southern coastal population when the M1 
and Tweed Coast Road are impacted by flooding.  This means that the population south of the 
Tweed River will not be able to access acute hospital services locally. 

Urban Context 

 Surrounding urban environment – site is located within the established urban environment of 
Tweed Heads in proximity to other community facilities. There is an established community around 
the hospital, including a range of medium density aged care and retirement living. 

 Impact on neighbouring properties – dominant high‐density building (e.g. 15 storeys plus helipad) 
will over‐shadow adjacent buildings and result in a challenging construction interface with a major 
operating hospital and heavily populated local area, requiring careful management to mitigate 
impacts (e.g. road closures, both temporary and permanent, further pressure on constrained on‐
street parking, etc).  

 Planning considerations – although rezoning of the additional land required to build the hospital is 
likely to be relatively straightforward, the local impact of undertaking major construction in the 
middle of a heavily populated area has the potential to generate community objections and 
complaints. 

Built Form and Landscaping 

 Clinical service delivery – compressed building footprint limits the extent that functional 
relationships can be optimised, constraining clinical efficiency and service co‐locations. 

 Campus potential – to develop a broader health and education campus on the constrained site 
requires the hospital to be built at high density on adjacent land (to be acquired) so that the existing 
buildings can then be demolished, and the site redeveloped. 

 Healing environment – the full site provides the opportunity for panoramic views across the river 
and out to the coast.  However, with the test fit study, views to the river are constrained in the first 
stage as the building will need to ‘turn its back’ on the river to support expansion back onto the 
existing site. 

 Flood engineering ‐ an engineered solution will be required to build critical hospital infrastructure 
above the PMF.  The test fit study of this site considered the potential to build non‐critical services 
(e.g. retail, training etc.) above Q100 but below PMF. The test fit study assumes the natural ground 
level is at or above Q100, with the Emergency Department and hospital entry one level above ground 
level, requiring vehicle ramps and elevated ambulance/access decks.  A multi‐deck car park with a 
bridge link is also assumed to provide external areas above the PMF to support disaster response and 
compensate for lost car parking spaces.  

Environment, Heritage and Culture 

 Flooding considerations – PMF is 2 to 3m above natural ground levels and development of the site 
is contingent on an engineered solution to build critical hospital infrastructure above the PMF (refer 
flood engineering above). 

Time, Cost and Value 

 Delivery timeframes – the constrained site, located immediately adjacent to a major operating 
hospital and in a heavily populated area, will create some construction inefficiencies that will 
extend the delivery timeframe.   
Compulsory acquisition may also be required, and the negotiation process has not yet started. 

 Existing utilities ‐ major utilities (including electricity, telecommunications, sewer, reticulated water 
supply and drainage infrastructure) are available at the site. 

 Potential capital costs – assessment of the overall capital cost for developing the hospital on this 
site indicates that it is unaffordable.  The major cost factors are the requirement for an engineered 
solution to provide suitable flood immunity and the likely land acquisition cost.  The estimated 
overall cost impact is up to 20% of the construction cost of the hospital, which would significantly 
impact on the budget available to build clinical space. 
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Conclusions and Next Steps 
The assessment of the shortlisted Alternative Sites and the brownfield option is summarised in the 
previous sections of this report.  The conclusion of the site selection process was a detailed merit and 
risk assessment based on all of the information gathered on the shortlisted sites and the Proposed Site.  

Community consultation identified that the vast majority of the community supports a new hospital in 
the region and there is consensus on the need for more healthcare services generally to keep up with 
growth in the region and an ageing population.   

» Chinderah Business & Knowledge Precinct 
The shortlisted site at Chinderah received a good level of community support and was recognised for its 
proximity to the M1, providing great day‐to‐day access.  

The key attributes of the site warranted a further review of an engineered solution to place critical 
hospital infrastructure above maximum flood levels and provide alternative road access in lesser flood 
events. The additional costs involved with the overall solution for this site would significantly impact on 
the budget available to build clinical space.  The resulting impact on clinical services would be 
unacceptable and this option was therefore discounted.  

» Kings Forest 
The Kings Forest site received strong community feedback, both for and against. Community support 
included that it would not impact State Significant Farmland and it was located away from Kingscliff 
itself. Opposition was primarily in relation to the potential impact on Koalas.  

If a suitable urban environment is established through development of the proposed town centre, civic 
amenities and residential developments, the nominated Kings Forest site has the potential to respond 
well as a site for the new hospital.  

The Kings Forest development has not yet commenced and has undergone a number of planning 
iterations over the last 8 years. The proposed development of residential lots and the new town centre 
that is required to ensure the hospital is not an isolated development, are also subject to market forces 
that will ultimately dictate the pace of development. State and Commonwealth approvals are required 
to develop Kings Forest, specifically in relation to the protection of Koala habitat.  

The risk of the hospital being delayed through complex multi‐level approvals or becoming an isolated 
development for an extended period due to approvals and/or the uncertainty of the housing market 
were key considerations in the merit and risk review of this site.   

» 121 &147 Tweed Coast Road 

The Tweed Coast Road site has many of the positive attributes of the Proposed Site, including good 
street frontage to a major road, easily accessible by the Tweed‐Byron community, above flood levels, 
ready access to existing road and utilities infrastructure and the potential for a healing environment. 
However, despite good street frontage to a major road it has no urban environment immediately 
adjacent to it.   

The site is mapped as SSF and is surrounded on three sides by other SSF.  This location risks 
fragmenting the main agricultural area of the Cudgen Plateau, and placing additional development 
pressure on farming activities. 

» Brownfield option ‐ expansion of the existing Tweed Hospital site 

The existing 4 ha site is built‐out and has inadequate space to develop new buildings. The site is 
constrained on all four sides by public roads; medium density residential developments to the north 
and south; Tweed River to the east and a major community recreation facility to the west (Tweed 
Heads Bowls Club). The location of the existing Tweed Hospital site does not provide equitable access 
to the broader Tweed‐Byron catchment and is inaccessible in a Q20 flood event for the population 
south of the Tweed River. 

Major redevelopment of the site is contingent on an engineered solution to build critical hospital 
infrastructure above the PMF, this includes building the Emergency Department and hospital entry one 
level above ground level, requiring vehicle ramps and elevated ambulance/access decks. A multi‐deck car 
park with a bridge link is also required to provide external areas above the PMF to support disaster 
response and compensate for lost car parking spaces.  

The additional costs involved with the overall solution for this site would significantly impact on the 
budget available to build clinical space.  The resulting impact on clinical services would be 
unacceptable. 

The brownfield option was not a shortlisted option. 

» Proposed Site – 771 Cudgen Road, opposite Kingscliff TAFE 

After considering all of the pros and cons of the sites against the Assessment Criteria, as well as the 
merit and risk review and the conclusions outlined above, on 30 June 2018 the NSW Minister for Health 
confirmed that the new Tweed Valley Hospital will be located at 771 Cudgen Rd, Cudgen, opposite 
Kingscliff TAFE. 

The site selection process, including the Phase 2 assessment of nominated Alternative Sites, identified 
the Proposed Site as the best site for a major new referral hospital serving the Tweed‐Byron region and 
capable of achieving the best possible outcomes for patients, consumers and clinicians with regard to 
hospital design, amenity and future expansion. 

Next steps 

Site acquisition and planning approvals 

The NSW Government decision confirming the Proposed Site for the new Tweed Valley Hospital on 
Cudgen Road, opposite Kingscliff TAFE, enables the site acquisition process and development of 
detailed planning approval submissions to continue. 

Consumer and community participation 

The project team is seeking applications from community members and healthcare consumers to help 
shape the planning and design of the Tweed Valley Hospital, by participating in various planning 
groups.  The opportunity has been advertised and applications close at 5pm on Monday 23 July 2018. 

Further information on this opportunity as well as on‐going service planning, master planning, concept 
design and other project planning activities can be found on the project website at: 

www.tweedvalleyhospital.health.nsw.gov.au 
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Appendix A: Flood Mapping 
Flooding is a key risk across the Tweed Valley region, and ensuring that the major population centres 
retain access to acute hospital services under Q20 and Q100 design flooding events are important 
considerations. 

There is alternative road access for the southern coastal population if the M1 and Tweed Coast Road 
are impacted by flooding. This will help maintain access to acute hospital services for the population 
south of the Tweed River during times of flood, with population centres to the north able to access 
Robina Hospital within approximately 30 minutes. 

Figure 16: Road access to the Proposed Site in a Q20 flood event  

 

 
 

In addition to theoretical flood modelling and planning requirements, site selection investigations also 
looked at the actual impact of flooding on roads and access across the region during recent, real‐life 
flood events. 

Recent reviews undertaken in consultation with State Emergency Services confirmed that access to the 
Proposed Site during the 2017 floods was maintained for the population to the south of the Tweed 
River. The Proposed Site remained well above flood levels; and the TAFE site opposite was used as a 
major evacuation centre, which registered almost 400 local residents during that time. 

Figure 17: Road access to the Proposed Site in a Q100 flood event  
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Appendix B: Flood Planning Requirements 
Figure 18: Probable Maximum Flood  

 

 

 

 

Why does the new hospital need to be developed above the Probable Maximum Flood level? 

Flooding is a key risk across the Tweed Valley region, and the new hospital needs to be developed 
above the Probable Maximum Flood (PMF) level to ensure that it will not need to be evacuated due to 
flooding. Being able to bring in essential supplies and ensuring that the major population centres retain 
access to acute hospital services under less extreme flooding events are also important considerations. 

The PMF is the general standard applied to new hospital developments across NSW. It reflects the 
largest flood that could conceivably occur at a particular location, estimated from probable maximum 
rainfall together with the worst flood‐producing conditions (e.g. highest tides) in that area. Put another 
way, it is the level of flooding that should never occur, as opposed to flooding that is predicted to occur 
albeit very infrequently, e.g. flooding predicted to occur on average once in 100 years, which is the 
standard generally applied to residential developments. 

The planning policy framework that imposes this standard on the Tweed Valley Hospital project is 
outlined below: 

NSW Floodplain Development Manual (2005) 

The NSW Floodplain Development Manual relates to the development of flood prone land; 
providing guidance to local councils in the development and implementation of floodplain risk 
management processes in accord with the NSW Government’s Flood Prone Land Policy. 

The Manual is binding on all State Government agencies concerned with the use, development 
and management of flood prone land, and compels them to comply with Development Control 
Plans and local floodplain risk management plans prepared by councils, as well as take into 
account the principles of sound floodplain risk management. 

Tweed Shire Council – Development Control Plan 

The Tweed Shire Council’s Development Control Plan requires all new critical infrastructure and 
facilities (including hospitals) to be located above the PMF level, unless exceptional 
circumstances can be justified, such as servicing existing flood prone communities where no 
practical alternative exists. In such cases, and where the development is a habitable land use, 
adequate PMF refuge must be provided. 
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Appendix C:  Travel Times for the Proposed Site 
» Travel times from population centres within the Tweed Valley catchment 

Figure 19: Travel Times from Population Centres 

» Travel times from other hospitals in the region 

Figure 20: Travel Times from Other Hospitals 

 

Travel time and distances across the Tweed Valley catchment 

 Map showing current average travel times to the Proposed Site from population centres on a 
typical weekday during peak periods (i.e. 8:00am or 4:00pm).  

 The majority of the Tweed LGA part of the catchment (70%) can access the Proposed Site by car 
in under 30 minutes and with an average peak travel time equivalent to the existing Tweed 
Hospital site. 

Travel time and distances between hospitals in the region 

 Map showing current average travel times from the Proposed Site to other hospitals in the region. 

 Travel times given are for a typical weekday during peak periods (i.e. 8:00am or 4:00pm). 
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