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Submission to the Legislative Council Enquiry into 
Provisions of University of Tasmania Act 1992 
Author: Ian Johnson 

1. INTRODUCTION
My name is Ian Johnson. I am a resident of Sandy Bay. I completed a Certificate of Architectural Practice
from the TAFE in 1979 and graduated from the College of Advanced Education with a Bachelor of Arts in
Environmental Design in 1982 and from the State Institute of Technology with a Graduate Diploma in
Architecture in 1986. I became a legally registered architect with the Board of Architects in 1988. I worked
for the Housing Department, the Department of Construction, and private architectural/engineering offices
in Hobart, Melbourne and London. For 25 years until my retirement, I was a director in the Hobart
architectural firm, GPJ Architects. I worked on a variety of educational, health, commercial, industrial and
housing projects. Overall, I worked in the profession for 44 years, 31 years as a registered architect. I
retired three years ago and am now a retired member of the Institute of Architects. I have undertaken this
exercise mindful of its great significance to the community. I believe it is my duty as a retired architect in
the community with expertise in reading and understanding plans to expose these plans by Utas to this
Legislative Council Enquiry. I thank the Legislative Council for giving me the opportunity to make this
submission. I am happy to provide additional information if the Legislative Council need more information.

2. GENERAL
I disagree with the intent by the University of Tasmania (Utas) to leave the Sandy Bay Campus site and
relocate into the Hobart CBD. The Campus is an attractive and restful place for students to enjoy a garden
like atmosphere while undertaking their studies. Students from different faculties can meet incidentally on
campus and away from commercial distractions. They can informally discuss their studies with others from
different disciplines. The expansive garden campus idea is a much-copied model throughout the world for
good reason. The Sandy Bay campus is currently zoned educational and Utas are applying for it to be
rezoned for housing and other uses and I disagree with this. I disagree with the intensity of development
proposed on the Sandy Bay site.

I think Utas has acted with indifference to the community with their plans, and I believe many in the 
community would agree with this. There is a lack of transparency and detail and poor public disclosure 
evident in the Sandy Bay campus masterplan. 

Despite all the resources Utas have, they have not provided simple descriptive plans. A Retained and 
Demolished Buildings Plan and also a Retained and New Buildings Plan should have been provided by Utas. 
They have instead, I think, devoted considerable resources to embellishing their arguments with such phrases 
as, ‘You Said… We Did’ and the like. This is a distraction to what should be the main aim of the document which is 
to provide the appropriate plans for the Sandy Bay campus and to describe them fully in a way that the community 
can fully understand. 

3. TERMS OF REFERENCE
I request that the University of Tasmania Act 1992 be amended to require Utas to have stronger obligations

to the community because of their conduct in their relocation to the city and redevelopment of the Sandy

Bay campus, and in particular, their method of informing the community of their plans.

This includes the following: 

a. Their decision-making and poor public disclosure and consultation.

b. That they have demonstrated an indifference to community interests and a reluctance to be

open and transparent with the public.

I request that the Act be changed to require Utas to put forward its major plans like relocation and 

redevelopment in advance for Ministerial approval, for it to have an obligation to be open and transparent 

with the community, and for it to always consider the interest of the community as well as its self-interest. 
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The University says it has been working on this project for years, expending millions of dollars. Without a 

doubt Utas would have its own highly detailed planning documents which have never been disclosed to the 

community. Given how easy it would have been for Utas to provide clear and readable plans to the 

community it is hard to avoid the conclusion that Utas deliberately styled its public publications so as to 

make it practically impossible for ordinary members of the community to see what was planned. The Act 

should be amended so that that can never happen again. 

4. UNIVERSITY ARCHITECTURAL MASTERPLAN & ITS POOR PUBLIC DISCLOSURE & CONSULTATION
I think that the communication of the Utas plans for the Sandy Bay campus is unclear and not transparent
and I describe my arguments firstly in general terms and then precinct by precinct.

4.1 Website Link to Utas building plans 
When first looking for the plans on their website, the link titled ‘Sandy Bay Engagement #4 Boards’ is not 
descriptive of the link’s most relevant function; of displaying the University’s building plans. Below is the 
descriptor to the web link. 

The link descriptor 

I think a descriptor to the link should have more properly been, Proposed Sandy Bay Campus Masterplan 
or something similar. This tells the reader that it is proposed, the location and that it is a plan and indeed, 
a masterplan. I think the term, Engagement Boards, is obtuse and not descriptive of the content containing 
plans. Many readers, who are not overly familiar with computers, or the jargon (Engagement Boards) may 
not click on this link and would consequently not even read the important content. The preceding headings 
do describe a ‘Final Masterplan.’ But the actual and important link does not.  

4.2 Utas method of plan presentation 
I have drawn on the Reimagine Sandy Bay Engagement #4 for my submission. In my submission to the 
Legislative Council, I focus on the Built Form Overview (this is a site plan drawing) and Built Form (an 
isometric drawing). These are the main plans that Utas provided as part of their masterplan. There are also 
four supplementary plans on pages 13-15 of their document, which describe transport, traffic, public 
transport and car parking. However, the plans that I refer to mostly are the site plan and the isometric plan 
on pages 6 to 11. 

I have copied and cropped images from Reimagine Engagement #4 into this document in order to illustrate 
my opinion. For the reader to fully comprehend the Reimagine plans they should ideally be viewed on the 
actual Reimagine website. 

4.3 Built Form Overview (site plan) 
 The Built Form Overview of the proposal is an overall site plan and I will refer to this plan as the Site Plan 
from now on. However, it is difficult to understand and those reading the plans should be able to do so 
effortlessly. The Sandy Bay Masterplan is divided into five precincts. The observations I make below are 
general and applicable to all five precincts. Further on in my document I will also make observations about 
the Site Plan that are unique to each particular precinct. 
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Built Form Overview – plan drawing (page 6) – Wash of white applied 

 
Built Form site plan – Deficiencies of the site plan that are applicable to all precincts 
Below are observations that are common to all precincts.  
1. There is no scale indicated on drawings. If the plan drawing included a nominal scale measure the 

reader could determine the approximate size of buildings. To understand the size of a building is a 
most fundamental aspects of understanding a plan. 

2. In order to comprehend this plan, the reader must view it on a computer and zoom to 200-300% to see 
sufficient detail. 

3. There are no notes or a legend indicating what the different colours of building elements mean on the 
plan. A legend is essential to clearly understand which buildings are demolished, which buildings are 
retained, and which are new. After examining the site plan for some time, it became clear that the grey 
buildings are retained buildings, and the light grey or green buildings are new buildings. However, 
there is no plan at all that shows buildings that are demolished. This is a major failure of the 
masterplan.  

4. The colours on the plan which indicate buildings are muted shades of grey and green tones. There is no 
consistent way of indicating a building. Distinguishing the built elements from trees and vegetation is 
confusing. The roofs of Utas buildings are coloured in about four colour tones of green, green with 
patterns and are the same tones of green as the trees. There is no explanation of why this colour 
method has been adopted. This method creates ambiguity when understanding the plan and 
distinguishing between landscaping and building.  

5. The edges of built elements are difficult to determine. There is ambiguity about built edges. Trees 
obscure edges of buildings and in some cases actually appear to grow through buildings. 

6. A similar grey green muted wash of colour is applied to the surrounding suburbs. It is suspected this 
device is used to give the impression of a homogeneity between the Utas proposal and surrounding 
houses. The surrounding suburbs are in reality a mixture of colours. The grey wash gives the proposed 
Utas plan, the appearance of being in harmony with the surrounding suburbs which is the opposite in 
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reality. For example, many proposed buildings on the campus are at least 5 times as high as 
surrounding neighbourhood single storey housing and many times the density. This is not an example 
of building in harmony with the surrounding neighbourhood. Below is comparison with the muted 
wash as presented by Utas and an aerial photo from The List which shows the University and its 
surrounds without photographic whitewash editing.  
 

  
Utas Plan - Grey green muted wash of white Same area from The List aerial photo – not edited with a 

grey green wash of white 
 
7. The reader must swap between pages and zoom up to understand buildings, traffic, roads and car 

parking.  

8. The coloured and white dotted border lines seem haphazardly placed, hiding the edges of buildings, 
roads and built elements. 

9. There is no existing site plan to show the built form of the current campus. 

10. There is no reporting of established trees being retained or removed. 
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4.4 Built Form – isometric drawings 
 
The other main plans provided by Utas are isometric drawings. There is one isometric drawing for each of 
the 5 precincts. Below are observations about the isometric plans that are common to all precincts. 
 
Built Form isometric drawings - Observations applicable to all precincts 
1. The computer-generated trees in the isometric drawings are portrayed unrealistically and often appear 

to be the same height as the nearby buildings – sometimes 5 storeys and up to 8 storeys. This gives the 
impression that the buildings are lower than they really are. Most trees currently on the campus are 
less than the equivalent of 2 or 3 storeys. In addition, the City of Hobart Street Tree Strategy says 
‘energy providers suggest trees greater than 8 metres be planted at least 12 metres from 
infrastructure’ (including buildings sic). Portraying such large trees near buildings seems unrealistic. 
Nevertheless, it seems the large trees are drawn to give the false impression that the buildings are 
lower. 

2. It is sometimes difficult to count the number of storeys, in part because of the thick building outline. 
The thicker line around each building conceals detailed information which is necessary in order to 
understand the design. 

3. The houses in the surrounding neighbourhood are single storey and almost all have pitched roofs. On 

the isometric drawing they are drawn as isometric box shapes and all appear to be the same height as 

2 floors of the new campus buildings. This makes the neighbourhood houses look bigger than they are 

and consequently makes the university’s proposed buildings look more compatible with the 

surrounding housing. It gives a false impression. 

4. Legends are provided on the isometric drawings, but the colours used are similar and at times hard to 

distinguish.  

5. Utas have prepared isometric drawings for each Precinct. The question arises, why have Utas not 
prepared an isometric drawing of the whole proposal including all precincts. This would inform the 
community as to the total number of new buildings that are proposed. 
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5 PRECINCT BY PRECINCT ANALYSIS 
Below is a more detailed analysis of the plans and isometrics for each precinct.  
 
5.1 Precinct 1 – Oval, Law Faculty, Childcare, Uni Gym, Cricket and Rugby  

 
Site Plan – zoomed - page 06  
  
Plan drawings observations: 
1. There is a new road linking Grosvenor Cres and 

Sandy Bay Road which is hardly visible. Many would 
fail to notice the new road and the traffic lights 
because the drawings are difficult to understand. 
 

2. Grosvenor Cres has been moved approximately 18 
metres to allow for the extra playing field and this 
presumably has necessitated the regrettable 
proposed demolition of the Centenary Building. 
Because there was no plan of the current campus 
provided, it would be unlikely that anyone would 
notice this. 

 
3. The extent of car parking is not clearly indicated. 

There are apparently two levels of car parking 
under one of the multi sports fields (page 18)  

 

4. There is no reporting on the demolition of all 
buildings in this precinct including Law, Old IMAS 
building, Cricket/Rugby clubs, Childcare, Uni Gym, 6 
Grace St and 301 Sandy Bay Rd. 

 
Plan – car parking – zoomed - page 14 
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5.1 Precinct 1 continued 
 

 
Built Form – page 07 (isometric drawing) 

 
Isometric Drawing observations: 
1. The new street linking Grosvenor Crescent and Sandy Bay Road is difficult to interpret. I believe many 

would not notice the new street.  
 

2. The plan shows a new intersection at Sandy Bay Road. It appears that Marieville Esplanade will be 
relocated to form a crossroad, but this is drawn faintly in a light grey line and many would overlook 
this. The traffic plan shows traffic lights at this intersection, but they are difficult to see. 
 

3. In the above isometric, there are 5 instances of 
separate houses being joined together, thus giving 
the incorrect impression of larger buildings existing in 
the surrounding neighbourhood. The above gives the 
false impression to readers that the Utas proposal 
with its large buildings are similar to the 
neighbourhood. 
 

4. There are 6 residential apartment buildings of 5 
storeys in height proposed adjacent to the backs of 
houses in View Street. The height of the computer-
generated trees make it easy to overlook unless you 
zoom up on a computer. 
 

5. In the legend, the shades of orange and pink chosen 
to represent new residential, new retail/commercial 
and the hotel are very similar and hard to distinguish. 
 

 

 
This building is actually 3 separate houses. 

A reader would think it is one building. 
There are 5 instances of joining separate 

houses in the Precinct 1 isometric 
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5.2 Precinct 2 – Main campus below Churchill Ave and above Grosvenor Cres 
 

 
                                                                                                                      Plan – zoomed - page 06 

 

 

Plan drawings observations: 
1. There is a new road linking 

Churchill Ave and Clark Road which 
is hardly visible.  

2. New traffic lights on new 
intersection with Churchill. Many 
readers would not notice the road 
the traffic lights. 

3. The configuration of car parking is 
not clearly indicated. It is apparent 
there must two levels of car 
parking at the top of the precinct 
(page 18). Many would miss this. 

Plan – car parking – zoomed - page 14  
 

4. There is no reporting on the demolition 
the buildings in this precinct including: 

a. University Union Buildings – 2 
buildings 

b. University Staff Club 
c. Surveying building 
d. Engineering workshop 
e. Pharmacy  
f. Central Science Labs 
g. Administration building 
h. Humanities building 
i. Psychological Research building 
j. Maths building 
k. Geology and Geography part, CODES 
l. Dobson Road 

 
 

5. The buildings and infrastructure proposed to 
be demolished could be of great interest to 
many in the community which Utas serves. 
Many would not realise the demolition as 
there has been no demolition plan or list of 
buildings demolished. 

6. There is no reporting of 16 new residential 
and other buildings, over half between 5 and 
7 storeys. The Plan drawings are inadequate 
for conveying this information in a manner 
which is easily understood. 
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5.2      Precinct 2 cont 

 
Built Form  – page 07 (isometric drawing) 
 

Isometric Drawing observations: 
1. There is no reporting of existing trees being retained or 

removed. Many of the trees both exotic and native in 
Precinct 2 are well established and are highly valued by 
the community as indicated in the adjacent images. 

 

2. The new street linking Clark Road to Churchill Road is 
difficult to see because of the fine lines light grey used. 
Many would not notice the new street. I am not aware of 
a traffic report. If one has not been done it should be 
made public. 

3. The proposed traffic lights at the new intersection with 
Churchill Ave, and as described on page 13, are not noted 
on this drawing. Many would not be aware of this unless 
they looked at the pedestrian drawing on page 13. 

4. Dobson Road is removed under the Utas proposal along 
with the Admin Building. The retail and 3 residential 
apartment blocks totalling 7 floors will extend out almost 
to Churchill Ave.  
 

5. It is difficult to count the number of floors, where 
residential apt buildings are situated on the top of the 2 
storeys of retail – near the Morris Mitchell Library. 

6. The function of the three buildings replacing the 
University Union Buildings is not stated. The colour is not 
included on the legend. 
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5.1 Precinct 3 – Campus above Churchill Ave – Agriculture, TIA, Glass houses, Experimental fields 
 

  
Plan – zoomed - page 06 Plan – car parking – zoomed - page 14 
  

Plan drawings observations: 
1. In this precinct in particular, trees obscure the 

buildings. This makes the extent of building 
work difficult to see and for the community to 
make an assessment. The community in all 
probability are unaware of the details that 
affect their community of this development. 
This is a particularly bad example. 
 

2. Contrasting colours should have been used 
for built and other elements and trees not 
illustrated to overhang building elements and 
roads as indicated below. 
 

 
 

3. There is no demolition plan. It is apparent 
the following are being demolished: 

a. All the glass houses (12 approx) 
b. Old Medical Sciences Building,  
c. Life Sciences Building 
d. Animal Enclosure 
e. Tasmanian Institute of Agriculture 
f. 2 vineyards 
g. Orchard research  
h. Shade tents  
i. Essential Oils building 
j. Steps Building 
k. Shade structures 

Because there is no demolition plan and no 
discussion of demolition, the community in 
all probability are unaware of the loss of 
these significant facilities. It is apparent 
that three building is being retained – Utas 
Corporate Services. The Herbarium (TMAG) 
and the CSIRO Building (CSIRO) are being 
retained. 
 

4. There will be significant loss of bush and 
vegetation and clear felling in places. This is 
particularly so along Churchill Avenue  
where the 7 and 8 storey residential 
apartments blocks, roads, and services are 
being built and for the basement car park 
(shown above); and to around half way up 
the hill of the the precinct. The community 
would I think be mostly unaware of this. 



Submission to Legislative Council Enquiry into the Provisions of University of Tasmania Act 1992, Author: Ian Johnson  

11 
 

5.3 Precinct 3 cont. 

 
                                                              Built Form - Page 09 (isometric drawing) 

Isometric Drawing observations: 

• It is sometimes difficult to count the number of storeys, because of 
thin light coloured lines separating floors and the thick building 
outline. This is particularly so where there are residential apartment 
buildings placed on a retail podium of 2 or 3 storeys. There are 18 
residential apartment buildings proposed in this precinct, up to 8 
storeys and this is not clearly articulated. Many may not understand 
the scope of the development. 
 

• The colour palette used for the legend is all of similar warm tones of 
pink and orange and they can be difficult to differentiate or recall 
which colour is which. You have to constantly refer to the legend. 

 

• The computer generated trees appear to be same height as the 
proposed 8 storey buildings or around 25 metres in height 
(3.1m/floor). This gives the impression that the buildings are lower. 
Most existing trees in this precinct are less than the equivalent of 2 
or 3 storeys.  

 

• There is no reporting of existing trees being retained or removed. 
Many of the trees in Precinct 3 are well established and are highly 
valued by the community as indicated in the adjacent images. 

 

• The isometric gives the impression that trees are being retained 
which I think is highly unlikely as the development in probability 
require clear felling of all vegetation except in isolated cases. It is 
likely the community is unaware of this issue. 

 

• The adjacent photos are of Agricultural Sciences land which will be 
built on above the Steps Building. I suspect few in the community 
may realise this. 
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5.2 Precinct 4 – Above French St: Hytten Hall, Old Commerce, Christ College, Sandy Bay Apts 

 
Plan – zoomed - page 06 

 
Plan drawings observations: 

• There is no demolition plan. It appears the 
following are being demolished: 

• Research House (Old Vice 
Chancellor’s Lodge) 

• Hytten Hall 

• Old Wardens House 

• Part of Old Commerce Building – 
unclear see below 

• Old Commerce Annexe 

• Extensive car parking 

• The Lodge near Christ College 

• The Annexe (shipping container 
housing) 
 

• Because there is no demolition plan and 
no discussion of demolition, the 
community are in all probability unaware 
of the loss of these significant facilities. 10 
residential apartment buildings between 4 
and 6 floors are proposed. Many would 
not be aware of this. 
 

• The trees obscure the understanding of 
building works and the community’s 
comprehension of the scale of the 
development near Baintree Ave. Also 
using shades of green and also grey lines 
on very pale grey buildings is confusing 
for the viewer and they may not realise 
that all these building are residential 
apartment buildings. Provision of a 
legend with contrasting colours would aid 
comprehension. 

 

• Trees obscure parts of both tall (4 & 5 storey) and 2 
storey buildings in buildings near French Street. 
Unlikely that trees would tower over 4 and 5 
(15.5m) storey buildings. 
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5.4 Precinct 4 

 
Built Form – Page 10 (isometric drawing) 

 
Isometric Drawing observations: 

• Old Commerce Building: The changes to the 
Old Commerce Building are not clearly 
described in the document. It appears on the 
isometric drawing as a blue 3 storey building. 
On the site plan, there is no legend, but it 
appears to be retained and is a different 
shape to the existing. The existing building is 
4 storeys and not 3 as shown in the adjacent 
photo. 

 

  

• Hytten Hall will be demolished and only 6 
town houses constructed in its place. Because 
there is no demolition plan many would not 
be aware of losing this building which was 
highly important to many Tasmanian 
students from regional areas. 
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5.5 Precinct 5 – Olinda Grove adjacent to the Southern Outlet: Soccer Fields 

Plan – zoomed - page 06 

Plan drawing observations: 

• There are 11 residential apartment buildings ranging in height from 4 to 6 storeys.

• A large ‘eco-tourism’ facility of 2 and 3 storeys is proposed (building 12). The accompanying notes to

the plan would indicate that this building is a hotel. At over 100m in length it is the longest building

proposed on the whole masterplan. In addition to this, there is a smaller eco- tourism building adjacent

to the hotel. The lack of a legend or notes for this plan view inhibits its understanding by the

community.

• Why did Utas employ a green border line for this precinct? It is the same colour as the arrows and a

similar tone to the trees indicated. It can hardly be made out.

• There is no demolition plan. Therefore the community may be unaware of the loss of an extensive
sporting area which has potential for further expansion. Currently this sporting facility accommodates 3
high quality playing fields with lighting and associated buildings. Two playing fields will be provided in
Precinct 1, but it is understood these fields will be shared with rugby.  It seems like the sporting
community are being short changed – they have 4 grounds now and they are getting 2 back.

• There are a number of buildings on site as well as three playing fields, playing field fencing, 14 lighting

towers and a communications tower (Telstra type). All these facilities will be demolished.

Club rooms, lighting towers, 3 
grounds to be demolished 

Communications tower to be 
removed 

Storage Building one of 3 others 
to be demolished 
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Precinct 5 cont 

 
Isometric Drawing observations: 

• A large ‘eco-tourism’ facility of 2 and 3 storeys is proposed (blue in above isometric). The 

accompanying notes to the Utas plan would indicate that this building is in fact a hotel. At over 100m in 

length it is the longest building proposed on the whole Utas masterplan. Many would not realise a 

hotel is being proposed because of Utas’ poor communication. 

• There are 21 residential single lots of 2 storeys in height indicated on the Built Form isometric plan 

(page 11). A lesser number is indicated on the Masterplan map (page 6). 

• There appear to be 40 residential townhouses of 2 storeys in height indicated on the Built Form 

isometric plan (page 11). It is difficult to accurately count the number of townhouses on the 

Masterplan map (page 6). 

 
Bushland to be removed to make way for 5 and 6 storey buildings at the entry to the precinct in this location on Olinda Grove 
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6 Freehand precinct sketches and recommendation  
 
I thought that the documents produced by Utas could not be understood by the community. I decided to 
prepare simplified freehand drawings of the precincts for SaveUTASCampus Inc. The drawings prepared for 
each precinct were Retained and Demolished Buildings and Retained and New Buildings. Preparing such 
drawings, I thought was one of the simplest and most effective ways of communicating building 
information. It is an interesting exercise to compare the plans the university has provided with the plans 
that I drew freehand and compare the clarity and level of understanding gained.  
 
My method was to inspect the Listmap aerial photo and trace Utas existing building layout was from the 
Listmap. Listmap is a publicly accessible function which is available through the Land Tasmania. The 
proposed buildings were interpolated onto my new drawings using percentage reductions or enlargements 
to achieve the correct nominal scale. 
 
The drawings use clear lines that contrast with the background and the colours are contrasting so that built 
elements are clearly identified. The nominal scale is so that someone can put a scale rule on a drawing of a 
building and know approximately, its size. There is a simple legend and there are notes. One of the notes 
says how many floors there are in a building. The drawings are at a nominal scale of 1:2000 (Precincts 1, 2, 
4 and 5) and 1:2500 (Precinct 3) when the plan is printed A4.  The drawings are reproduced in this 
document for the Legislative Council Enquiry. There may be errors but that is not my intention. They were 
produced with honest intent. 
 
The feedback received from the community has been overwhelmingly positive. This demonstrates to me 

that Utas has not fulfilled its community obligations in providing a description of the project that is 

universally and comprehensively understood. Whether or not that was the intention of Utas it shows that 

Utas felt that it was under no obligation to present its proposal in a way that could easily be read and 

understood by the community. The Act should be changed so that that does not happen again. 
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6 Free hand precinct sketches cont 
PRECINCT 1 – RETAINED AND DEMOLISHED BUILDINGS 
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6  Free hand precinct sketches cont 
PRECINCT 1 – RETAINED AND NEW BUILDINGS 
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6 Free hand precinct sketches cont 
PRECINCT 2 – RETAINED AND DEMOLISHED BUILDINGS 
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6 Free hand precinct sketches cont 
PRECINCT 2 – RETAINED AND NEW BUILDINGS 

 



Submission to Legislative Council Enquiry into the Provisions of University of Tasmania Act 1992, Author: Ian Johnson  

21 
 

6  Free hand precinct sketches cont 
PRECINCT 3 – RETAINED AND DEMOLISHED BUILDINGS 
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6 Free hand precinct sketches cont 
PRECINCT 3 – RETAINED AND NEW BUILDINGS 
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6  Free hand precinct sketches cont 
PRECINCT 4 – RETAINED AND DEMOLISHED BUILDINGS 
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6  Free hand precinct sketches cont 
PRECINCT 4 – RETAINED AND NEW BUILDINGS 
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6  Free hand precinct sketches cont 
PRECINCT 5 – RETAINED AND DEMOLISHED BUILDINGS 
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6.   Free hand precinct sketches cont 
PRECINCT 5 – RETAINED AND NEW BUILDINGS 

 




