
Subject: DA Application  DA0394/2019 

To The General Manager 

 

Re DA394/2019 

 

I Janine Macarthur  would like to make a submission against this 

DA Application 

 

I raise the concerns and objections over noise, parking and hours of operation 

 

It was only a short time ago a very similar application DA341/2018  was strongly defeated at a 

council meeting 9 Councillors against 1 The same objections exist for this application. 

 

It was also only last year that a previous application from POD (the current applicant) was not 

successful in Margaret St Launceston. 

It seems obvious that “gyms” even if you call them “wellness centres” are not appropriate in 

these locations. 

 

This location already contributes to the health community with Balance a physiotherapy business 

and Dr Jensons   medical facility. 

 

The application states “Quoted number of users is 6-15” This seems a very unlikely number as 

the plan shows positions for patrons at 53, not counting people utilising, the flexible area, the 

ballet bar area, and the administration area. It also seems unlikely any business with such low 

patronage would be proposed. It further seems obvious that to be a successful business they 

would want to increase their patronage to stay in business. 

 

Parking is at a premium in this location, the much mentioned parking on site is fully utilised by 

lease agreements in place, The applications states “the car parking already exists on site - no 

alterations are proposed to the parking” 

 

Even if the current arrangements for parking are cancelled, it  still leaves existing business 

without parking, there is just not enough parking. 

 

The application also mentions diagonally opposite  the proposal  is Coles and its parking lot. 

Coles supermarket is in another block not diagonally opposite, and it is my understanding that 

their parking is for the use of their customers and not available to patrons of this DA application. 

 

The access to the parking is also the access to the residential properties “Village on the Green” a 

complex of over 30 residential  homes which will be adversely  affected if this application is 

approved. 

 

It is stated that “Noise generated by patrons arriving and departing is not considered” from noise 

monitors, this shows a complete disregard for residents and the  impact on us by this application. 

 

It is also stated that the applicant expects that many of their patrons will walk to this new 

location as they state they walk to the current location, this also sounds very unlikely that patrons 

who walk would be able to walk to this new location. My estimate would be most likely people 

will drive and try and park especially for 06:00 or 22:00 at night. 
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It is with these issues in mind that I object to the proposed application DA394/2019 

 

Janine Macarthur 
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To The General Manager 
 
Re DA394/2019 
 
I Dorothy Grutzner would like to make a submission against this DA 
Application 
 
I raise the concerns and objections over noise, parking and hours of operation 
 
It was only a short time ago a very similar application DA341/2018  was strongly defeated at a council 
meeting 9 Councillors against 1 The same objections exist for this application. 
 
It was also only last year that a previous application from POD (the current applicant) was not successful 
in Margaret St Launceston. 
It seems obvious that “gyms” even if you call them “wellness centres” are not appropriate in these 
locations. 
 
This location already contributes to the health community with Balance a physiotherapy business and Dr 
Jensons   medical facility. 
 
The application states “Quoted number of users is 6-15” This seems a very unlikely number as the plan 
shows positions for patrons at 53, not counting people utilising, the flexible area, the ballet bar area, and 
the administration area. It also seems unlikely any business with such low patronage would be proposed. 
It further seems obvious that to be a successful business they would want to increase their patronage to 
stay in business. 
 
Parking is at a premium in this location, the much mentioned parking on site is fully utilised by lease 
agreements in place, The applications states “the car parking already exists on site - no alterations are 
proposed to the parking” 
 
Even if the current arrangements for parking are cancelled, it  still leaves existing business without 
parking, there is just not enough parking. 
 
The application also mentions diagonally opposite  the proposal  is Coles and its parking lot. Coles 
supermarket is in another block not diagonally opposite, and it is my understanding that their parking is 
for the use of their customers and not available to patrons of this DA application. 
 
The access to the parking is also the access to the residential properties “Village on the Green” a 
complex of over 30 residential  homes which will be adversely  affected if this application is approved. 
 
It is stated that “Noise generated by patrons arriving and departing is not considered” from noise 
monitors, this shows a complete disregard for residents and the  impact on us by this application. 
 
It is also stated that the applicant expects that many of their patrons will walk to this new location as they 
state they walk to the current location, this also sounds very unlikely that patrons who walk would be able 
to walk to this new location. My estimate would be most likely people will drive and try and park especially 
for 06:00 or 22:00 at night. 
 
It is with these issues in mind that I object to the proposed application DA394/2019 
 
Dorothy Grutzner 
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To The General Manager 
 
Re DA394/2019 
 
I Keith Grutzner Launceston would like to make a submission against this DA 
Application 
 
I raise the concerns and objections over noise, parking and hours of operation 
 
It was only a short time ago a very similar application DA341/2018  was strongly defeated at a council 
meeting 9 Councillors against 1 The same objections exist for this application. 
 
It was also only last year that a previous application from POD (the current applicant) was not successful 
in Margaret St Launceston. 
It seems obvious that “gyms” even if you call them “wellness centres” are not appropriate in these 
locations. 
 
This location already contributes to the health community with Balance a physiotherapy business and Dr 
Jensons   medical facility. 
 
The application states “Quoted number of users is 6-15” This seems a very unlikely number as the plan 
shows positions for patrons at 53, not counting people utilising, the flexible area, the ballet bar area, and 
the administration area. It also seems unlikely any business with such low patronage would be proposed. 
It further seems obvious that to be a successful business they would want to increase their patronage to 
stay in business. 
 
Parking is at a premium in this location, the much mentioned parking on site is fully utilised by lease 
agreements in place, The applications states “the car parking already exists on site - no alterations are 
proposed to the parking” 
 
Even if the current arrangements for parking are cancelled, it  still leaves existing business without 
parking, there is just not enough parking. 
 
The application also mentions diagonally opposite  the proposal  is Coles and its parking lot. Coles 
supermarket is in another block not diagonally opposite, and it is my understanding that their parking is 
for the use of their customers and not available to patrons of this DA application. 
 
The access to the parking is also the access to the residential properties “Village on the Green” a 
complex of over 30 residential  homes which will be adversely  affected if this application is approved. 
 
It is stated that “Noise generated by patrons arriving and departing is not considered” from noise 
monitors, this shows a complete disregard for residents and the  impact on us by this application. 
 
It is also stated that the applicant expects that many of their patrons will walk to this new location as they 
state they walk to the current location, this also sounds very unlikely that patrons who walk would be able 
to walk to this new location. My estimate would be most likely people will drive and try and park especially 
for 06:00 or 22:00 at night. 
 
It is with these issues in mind that I object to the proposed application DA394/2019 
 
Keith Grutzner 
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To The General Manager 
 
Re DA394/2019 
 
I Paul Grutzner would like to make a submission against this DA 
Application 
 
I raise the concerns and objections over noise, parking and hours of operation 
 
It was only a short time ago a very similar application DA341/2018  was strongly defeated at a council 
meeting 9 Councillors against 1 The same objections exist for this application. 
 
It was also only last year that a previous application from POD (the current applicant) was not successful 
in Margaret St Launceston. 
It seems obvious that “gyms” even if you call them “wellness centres” are not appropriate in these 
locations. 
 
This location already contributes to the health community with Balance a physiotherapy business and Dr 
Jensons   medical facility. 
 
The application states “Quoted number of users is 6-15” This seems a very unlikely number as the plan 
shows positions for patrons at 53, not counting people utilising, the flexible area, the ballet bar area, and 
the administration area. It also seems unlikely any business with such low patronage would be proposed. 
It further seems obvious that to be a successful business they would want to increase their patronage to 
stay in business. 
 
Parking is at a premium in this location, the much mentioned parking on site is fully utilised by lease 
agreements in place, The applications states “the car parking already exists on site - no alterations are 
proposed to the parking” 
 
Even if the current arrangements for parking are cancelled, it  still leaves existing business without 
parking, there is just not enough parking. 
 
The application also mentions diagonally opposite  the proposal  is Coles and its parking lot. Coles 
supermarket is in another block not diagonally opposite, and it is my understanding that their parking is 
for the use of their customers and not available to patrons of this DA application. 
 
The access to the parking is also the access to the residential properties “Village on the Green” a 
complex of over 30 residential  homes which will be adversely  affected if this application is approved. 
 
It is stated that “Noise generated by patrons arriving and departing is not considered” from noise 
monitors, this shows a complete disregard for residents and the  impact on us by this application. 
 
It is also stated that the applicant expects that many of their patrons will walk to this new location as they 
state they walk to the current location, this also sounds very unlikely that patrons who walk would be able 
to walk to this new location. My estimate would be most likely people will drive and try and park especially 
for 06:00 or 22:00 at night. 
 
It is with these issues in mind that I object to the proposed application DA394/2019 
 
Paul Grutzner 
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Tosmonion Rotepoyers' Assoclolion Inc.

9 September 2019

Mr. Michael Sfetton
GeneralManager,
Laurceston City Council
Town Hall
St John Street
LAIJNCESTON TAS 7250 By email to contactus@launcestop.tas.sov.au

Dear Sir, Re: D{n394l20l9, Sports &trd Recreatiotr - Change of
use to & welln$s centre - 233A Charles Str€et Launc€ston.

We note that this development application follows an earlier failed application for ao
F45 Gyrnnasiun tenancy. Should a p€rmit be approved for the current ,\r,rellness
centre" tenancy as SPORT AND RECREATION CLASS USE, then a tuture change
of tenancy to the more di$uptive F45 Cymnasium-q?e tenancy occupation could
occur without any firther statutory approval being neoessary and the previously-
refi.ued application being thwarted. Strict adherenoe to permit conditions dealing with
reshiction of hours of operation, noise abatement, parking and traffic generation
issues, must be competenlly regulated for any changes of use on this site, so as to
avoid a quasi-approval for a F45 Gymnasium-type use.

The suggestion that the cunent proposal is a 'quiet' activity may well be the Fesent
te[ant's reasonable intention, however tlere is no proposal for such shingent and
enforceable conditions to be placed on any permit being sought.

The suggested operating hours of 6am - 7pm Monday - Friday and commencement al
7.30am on Saturdays are excessive in regulating the impact orr nearby residential uses
and medical facility operations. Elsewhere at 15.3,1, it is stated that the operation
would be "closed before 10pm". When constructed axound 60 years ago, this former
Primary School Gymnasium only operated during school hours 8.30am - 3.30pm
Monday - Fdday, and was closed even during those hours for 12 weeks of thc ycar
dudng school holidays. The level of intrusion on the amenity of the area has
historically been rninimal, and the mqst recent wonhip functiol!, operaled on quite
limited hous and days ofthe week.

The prese[t Planning Scheme fails to provide for Local Area Objectives or Desiftble
Futue Character Statements. This 'silence' demonstmtes Council's neglect as a
Planning Authority to prctect atrd regulate standards within this zoned area or provide
any yardstick by which such planning principles may be measued in order to protect
th€ community interest and values. The neglect by Council in these regards, is
obvious and regrettable.
It is only the disoetionary use of Sport atld Recreation and the heritage overlay that
triggers this discretionary application.

The proposal doesn't, contmry to the prcponent's assertion, fit at all with th€
appropdate rcquircments for car parking or principle pu4rose ofthe zone.

1
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D4394/2019 233 A Charles Street. Larmceston

The proponents make a remaxkabl€ assertion that clients 'won't drive to the facility'.
This is clearly not a matter that can be determined by the operator or regulated rn any
way. Likewise is the assefiion that the on-street parking can cope with the parking
demands for clients, is unproved and bordering on irrelevance, as the Planning
Scheme clearly expects tltat on-site parking facilities will be an integral pad of any
use. It is an amazing admission that the lessor will not provide or allow for the
allocation ofa component of tlle on-site caryark to this tenancy, is evidence that this
location is completely inapplopdate for this prcposed wellness centre use. The plesent
on-site carpark is clearly firlly committed to worke$ and visitoG to the remainder of
the existing users of the site. Suggestions dlat chance and opportunity in obtaining
parking space on site, can at b€st force piesent useN into on-street parking aleas and
in doing so ilter alia cause detriment and impacts on the amenity of the surrounding
area because of'early bid' opportunity.

The whole district bisected by Charles Street and extending fiom the CBD to beyond
the Launceston General Hospital by several blocks into South Launceston, suffers
severe parking stress. This parking shess has been caused by Council continuing to
allow for developments and expansion of dev€lopments, withoul complianc€ with
parking provisions. Developments in the cental area arc not to provide on-site
caxparking, and for that reason, Council has raised funds fiom metered on-sreer
parking in order to develop public paxking statiols to serve tlle CBD. This area in
Chades St is outside the CBD, and in any event, and contrary to the proponent's
assertion, there are not 2 pubtic carparks with a 400m walk. If the LCC Elizabeth
Street carpark is one ofthe carparks referred to, then it is actually closed for much of
the time period that the proposed wellness centre will operate.

The proponents refer to disability parking provisions to the NCC 2014 Code, now
obsolete. Bicycle parking is said to be accosunodated INSIDE the poposed wellness
certre building, but this is not sho.lrn on thg proposed plans, and neither does it appear
possible without congesting and obstructing nccessways and emergency escape
toutes.

Therc is a need to positively improve the acoustic insulative performance ofthis 60+
year old building. Blocking vents, irnproving ceiling insulalion and sealing closed
single-glazed window sashes are unlikely to give adequate protection. Performance
criteda that must be capable ofenforcemelt at any houl ofoperation ofthis proposed
use, and measured at pre-agreed impact locations around the neighbourhood.

Lr summary, it is our submission that unless the carparking, taffic and acoustias
amenity impacts can be satisfactorily Fovided and concems appeased in an
enforceable standad, then this proposal should be refused and the applicant be
encoumged to seek another suitably complianl location.

/,u**Q=
President
TASMANIAN FTATEPAYERS Assoc|ATIoN INc.
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To The General Manager 
 
Re DA394/2019 
 
I Dawn Alexander would like to make a submission against this DA 
Application 
 
I raise the concerns and objections over noise, parking and hours of operation 
 
It was only a short time ago a very similar application DA341/2018  was strongly defeated at a council 
meeting 9 Councillors against 1 The same objections exist for this application. 
 
It was also only last year that a previous application from POD (the current applicant) was not successful 
in Margaret St Launceston. 
It seems obvious that “gyms” even if you call them “wellness centres” are not appropriate in these 
locations. 
 
This location already contributes to the health community with Balance a physiotherapy business and Dr 
Jensons   medical facility. 
 
The application states “Quoted number of users is 6-15” This seems a very unlikely number as the plan 
shows positions for patrons at 53, not counting people utilising, the flexible area, the ballet bar area, and 
the administration area. It also seems unlikely any business with such low patronage would be proposed. 
It further seems obvious that to be a successful business they would want to increase their patronage to 
stay in business. 
 
Parking is at a premium in this location, the much mentioned parking on site is fully utilised by lease 
agreements in place, The applications states “the car parking already exists on site - no alterations are 
proposed to the parking” 
 
Even if the current arrangements for parking are cancelled, it  still leaves existing business without 
parking, there is just not enough parking. 
 
The application also mentions diagonally opposite  the proposal  is Coles and its parking lot. Coles 
supermarket is in another block not diagonally opposite, and it is my understanding that their parking is 
for the use of their customers and not available to patrons of this DA application. 
 
The access to the parking is also the access to the residential properties “Village on the Green” a 
complex of over 30 residential  homes which will be adversely  affected if this application is approved. 
 
It is stated that “Noise generated by patrons arriving and departing is not considered” from noise 
monitors, this shows a complete disregard for residents and the  impact on us by this application. 
 
It is also stated that the applicant expects that many of their patrons will walk to this new location as they 
state they walk to the current location, this also sounds very unlikely that patrons who walk would be able 
to walk to this new location. My estimate would be most likely people will drive and try and park especially 
for 06:00 or 22:00 at night. 
 
It is with these issues in mind that I object to the proposed application DA394/2019 
 
Dawn Alexander 
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Objection to DA 0394/2019 – 233A Charles st 
 
Submitted by Mark & Elizabeth Johnson 
 

 
Reasons for Objection to the above development application. 
 
“Proposal” 
 

 The application is for a “Wellness Centre”. I googled wellness 
centres in Launceston and then again in Tasmania, no mention of 
Pod Fitness. Most wellness centres relate to naturopathy and 
related services. 
 

 Google “gyms in Launceston” and you will find Pod Fitness listed 
there amongst all other gyms in Launceston, including F45.  
 

 If the owner of Pod Fitness really thought their business was a 
wellness centre, I am sure they would have advised the company 
that hosts their website to include words, etc so their business 
would be picked up in any google search for wellness centres. That 
is business 101. 
 

 It is clear that the application is for a gym not a “wellness centre”. 
There is no mention of the term wellness centre on the website. 
This application is for the relocation of the Pod Fitness gym from 
the Theogenes complex to 233a Charles st. 

 
 

 Pod fitness previously applied for DA approval for a move to the 
uniting church on Margaret street in 2018, as a gym.  
 

 Councilors may recall Councilor Spencer mentioned this gym in his 
address to council on the F45 application earlier in the year. He 
cited it as one of a number gyms that were sited appropriately in 
Launceston. 
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“Operationally” 
 

Comment on some of the applicants dot points 
 Female dominated client – Small demographic to be targeting, 

possibly illegal.  
 

 Locals who live in the area will walk and ride to our space (as 
they do now) – We heard this with the last F45 application, 
absolute rubbish. I visited the current Pod Fitness gym this 
morning, there were as many cars in the car park as there were 
participants in the gym. People donot walk to the gym at 5.30am in 
the morning, particularly women. Just rubbish. 

 
 

 Nurses make up a high percentage of current operation.  
Irrelevant, but hard to believe that two thirds of their members are 
nurses? 
 

 Staff from Aromas café are also members – Irrelevant but doubt 
they live at Aromas, so not sure this helps their cause. 

 
 

 Classes from 6-15 people, This is similar to F45’s first application 
of 8-10 people per session. That business model was questioned on 
the basis of how so few session attendees could be financially 
viable. F45 eventually fessed up to substantially higher numbers, 
approximately quadrupling the original number to 42 per session. 
The same skepticism should be applied to the 6-15 session 
attendees provided by Pod Fitness.  
 

  3 classes Monday to Friday 6 am, 9.15am and 5.45am - I have 
attached Pod Fitness’s summer timetable, 5 classes per day on 
Monday and Wednesday and 4 classes per day on Tuesday and 
Thursday.  Classes commence at 6.00am (5.45 arrival) and last class 
finishes at 7.30pm. They cannot even tell the truth about basic facts. 
The additional ongoing problem is that the number of classes and 
timing of classes can be changed if approval is provided. There is no 
control on the expansion.  

 
 

 Music is from a WIFI facility using a small portable speaker.  
Purposefully using terms to conjure an image in your mind of 
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something like an old transistor radio. I have a small portable WIFI 
Sonos speaker that is identical to the speakers that F45 ran at their 
gyms. Enough volume to hold a disco. I visited the current POD 
Fitness centre this morning and it sounded like a disco.   
 

 At the most there will be two staff on site at any one time.  I 
notice there is child minding offered at a number of the sessions. I 
am advised that this should require a separate approval.  

 
 
In Summary 
 
The application works hard to convince the reader that only 6-15 
attendees will attend each class, this is important to the applicant, 
because it assists their argument for parking calculations.  The 
applicant is trying to paint a picture of use that will satisfy  E6.5.1 Car 
Parking Numbers - Performance Criteria P1.1.  
 
It should also be noted that in an answer to a “Further information 
request” from council to mark the site plan illustrating the location of 
car spaces onsite. (page 12) the applicant marks the entire area of the 
carpark at the rear of the gym. We know from the previous application 
that a good number of these car spaces are currently leased to the 
surrounding businesses. It was the case last time that there was not 
enough spaces to go around twice, as it is this time.   
 
The plan of the proposed gym layout is a good pointer to the real 
number of class attendees envisaged by the applicant. Have a serious 
look at the plan, it is just not believable that this size facility is being 
constructed for an average of 10 people per class.   
 
We ask the council to look past the exaggerations, the half truths and 
the actual untruths and protect the the existing residents and businesses 
who help make this amenity the attractive area that it clearly is.  
 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Mark & Libby Johnson 
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Appendix 
 
 
 
Minute from previous decision, same issues. 
 

 
DECISION: 4 April 2019 MOTION Moved Councillor J Finlay, seconded 
Councillor D C Gibson.  
 
That, in accordance with sections 51 and 57 of the Land Use Planning 
and Approvals Act 1993 and the Launceston Interim Planning Scheme 
2015, DA0748/2018 - Sports and Recreation - Change of use to fitness 
studio at 233A Charles Street, Launceston, be refused on the following 
grounds: That the proposal does not meet the performance criteria for 
the following standards:  
 

1. E6.5.1 Car Parking Numbers - Performance Criteria P1.1  
 

The application has provided insufficient car parking numbers to 
meet the reasonable needs of the use.  

 
2. E4.5.1 Existing road accesses and junctions - P3  

 
The increase of traffic at the existing access will have an 
unreasonable impact on the efficiency of the road.  
 

CARRIED 9:1 
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Objection to DA 0394/2019 – 233A Charles st 

  

Submitted by Richard Griffith and Jan Dawkins 

Reasons for Objection to the above development application. 

  

“Proposal” 

  

• The application is for a “Wellness Centre”. I googled wellness centres in Launceston and then 

again in Tasmania, no mention of Pod Fitness. Most wellness centres relate to naturopathy and 

related services. 

  

• Google “gyms in Launceston” and you will find Pod Fitness listed there amongst all other 

gyms in Launceston, including F45. 

  

• If the owner of Pod Fitness really thought their business was a wellness centre, I am sure they 

would have advised the company that hosts their website to include words, etc so their business 

would be picked up in any google search for wellness centres. That is business 101. 

  

• It is clear that the application is for a gym not a “wellness centre”. There is no mention of the 

term wellness centre on the website. This application is for the relocation of the Pod Fitness gym 

from the Theogenes complex to 233a Charles st. 

  

  

• Pod fitness previously applied for DA approval for a move to the uniting church on 

Margaret street in 2018, as a gym.  

  

• Councilors may recall Councilor Spencer mentioned this gym in his address to council on the 

F45 application earlier in the year. He cited it as one of a number gyms that were sited 

appropriately in Launceston. 

  

“Operationally” 

  

Comment on some of the applicants dot points 

• Female dominated client – Small demographic to be targeting, possiblyillegal. 

  

• Locals who live in the area will walk and ride to our space (as they do now) – We heard 

this with the last F45 application, absolute rubbish. I visited the current Pod Fitness gym 

this morning, there were as many cars in the car park as there were participants in the 

gym. People donotwalk to the gym at 5.30am in the morning, particularly women. Just rubbish. 
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• Nurses make up a high percentage of current operation.  Irrelevant, but hard to believe that 

two thirds of their members are nurses? 

  

• Staff from Aromas café are also members – Irrelevant but doubt they live at Aromas, so not 

sure this helps their cause. 

  

  

• Classes from 6-15 people, This is similar to F45’s first application of 8-10 people per 

session. That business model was questioned on the basis of how so few session attendees could 

be financially viable. F45 eventually fessed up to substantially higher numbers, approximately 

quadrupling the original number to 42 per session. The same skepticism should be applied to the 

6-15 session attendees provided by Pod Fitness.  

  

• 3 classes Monday to Friday 6 am, 9.15am and 5.45am - I have attached Pod Fitness’s 

summer timetable, 5 classes per day on Monday and Wednesday and 4 classes per day on 

Tuesday and Thursday.  Classes commence at 6.00am (5.45 arrival) and last class finishes at 

7.30pm. They cannot even tell the truth about basic facts. The additional ongoing problem is that 

the number of classes and timing of classes can be changed if approval is provided. There is no 

control on the expansion.   

  

  

• Music is from a WIFI facility using a small portable speaker. Purposefully using terms to 

conjure an image in your mind of something like an old transistor radio. I have a small portable 

WIFI Sonos speaker that is identical to the speakers that F45 ran at their gyms. Enough volume 

to hold a disco. I visited the current POD Fitness centrethis morning and it sounded like a disco. 

  

• At the most there will be two staff on site at any one time.  I notice there is child minding 

offered at a number of the sessions. I am advised that this should require a separate approval.  

  

  

In Summary 

  

The application works hard to convince the reader that only 6-15 attendees will attend each class, 

this is important to the applicant, because it assists their argument for parking calculations.  The 

applicant is trying to paint a picture of use that will satisfy  E6.5.1 Car Parking Numbers - 

Performance Criteria P1.1.  

  

It should also be noted that in an answer to a “Further information request” from council to mark 

the site plan illustrating the location of car spaces onsite. (page 12) the applicant marks the entire 

area of the carparkat the rear of the gym. We know from the previous application that a good 

number of these car spaces are currently leased to the surrounding businesses. It was the case last 

time that there was not enough spaces to go around twice, as it is this time.   
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The plan of the proposed gym layout is a good pointer to the real numberof class 

attendees envisaged by the applicant. Have a serious look at the plan, it is just not believable that 

this size facility is being constructed for an average of 10 people per class.   

  

We ask the council to look past the exaggerations, the half truths and the actual untruths and 

protect the the existing residents and businesses who help make this amenity the attractive area 

that it clearly is.  

  

  

Thank you for your consideration. 

  

Richard Griffith  

 

  

  

Minute from previous decision, same issues. 

  

  

DECISION: 4 April 2019 MOTION Moved Councillor J Finlay, seconded Councillor D C 

Gibson.  

  

That, in accordance with sections 51 and 57 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 

and the Launceston Interim Planning Scheme 2015, DA0748/2018 - Sports and Recreation - 

Change of use to fitness studio at 233A Charles Street, Launceston, be refused on the following 

grounds: That the proposal does not meet the performance criteria for the following standards:  

  

1. E6.5.1 Car Parking Numbers - Performance Criteria P1.1  

  

The application has provided insufficient car parking numbers to meet the reasonable needs 

of the use.  

  

2. E4.5.1 Existing road accesses and junctions - P3  

  

The increase of traffic at the existing access will have an unreasonable impact on the 

efficiency of the road.  

  

CARRIED 9:1 
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Objection	to	DA	0394/2019	–	233A	Charles	st	
	
Submitted	by	Mark	&	Elizabeth	Johnson	

	

Reasons	for	Objection	to	the	above	development	application.	
	
“Proposal”	
	

• The	application	is	for	a	“Wellness	Centre”.	I	googled	wellness	centres	in	
Launceston	and	then	again	in	Tasmania,	no	mention	of	Pod	Fitness.	Most	
wellness	centres	relate	to	naturopathy	and	related	services.	
	

• Google	“gyms	in	Launceston”	and	you	will	find	Pod	Fitness	listed	there	amongst	
all	other	gyms	in	Launceston,	including	F45.		
	

• If	the	owner	of	Pod	Fitness	really	thought	their	business	was	a	wellness	centre,	
I	am	sure	they	would	have	advised	the	company	that	hosts	their	website	to	
include	words,	etc	so	their	business	would	be	picked	up	in	any	google	search	
for	wellness	centres.	That	is	business	101.	
	

• It	is	clear	that	the	application	is	for	a	gym	not	a	“wellness	centre”.	There	is	no	
mention	of	the	term	wellness	centre	on	the	website.	This	application	is	for	the	
relocation	of	the	Pod	Fitness	gym	from	the	Theogenes	complex	to	233a	Charles	
st.	
	

• Pod	fitness	previously	applied	for	DA	approval	for	a	move	to	the	uniting	church	
on	Margaret	street	in	2018,	as	a	gym.	That	proposal	was	voted	down	or	
withdrawn.	Our	area	has	a	larger	residential	bias.		
	

• Councilors	may	recall	Councilor	Spencer	mentioned	the	Pod	gym	in	his	address	
to	council	on	the	F45	application	earlier	in	the	year.	He	cited	it	as	one	of	a	
number	gyms	that	were	sited	appropriately	in	Launceston.	They	are	currently	
at	the	Theogenes	complex	in	Boland	st.	
	

“Operationally”	
	

Comment	on	some	of	the	applicants	dot	points	
• Female	dominated	client	–	Irrelevant	
	

• Locals	who	live	in	the	area	will	walk	and	ride	to	our	space	(as	they	do	
now)	–	We	heard	this	with	the	last	F45	application,	absolute	rubbish.	I	visited	
the	current	Pod	Fitness	gym	this	morning,	there	were	as	many	cars	in	the	car	
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park	as	there	were	participants	in	the	gym.	People	donot	walk	to	the	gym	at	
5.30am	in	the	morning,	particularly	women.	Just	rubbish.	
	

• Nurses	make	up	a	high	percentage	of	current	operation.		Irrelevant,	but	
hard	to	believe	that	two	thirds	of	their	members	are	nurses?	
	

• Staff	from	Aromas	café	are	also	members	–	Irrelevant	but	doubt	they	live	at	
Aromas,	so	not	sure	this	helps	their	cause.	
	

• Classes	from	6-15	people,	This	is	similar	to	F45’s	first	application	of	8-10	
people	per	session.	That	business	model	was	questioned	on	the	basis	of	how	so	
few	session	attendees	could	be	financially	viable.	F45	eventually	fessed	up	to	
substantially	higher	numbers,	approximately	quadrupling	the	original	number	
to	42	per	session.	The	same	skepticism	should	be	applied	to	the	6-15	session	
attendees	provided	by	Pod	Fitness	and	the	financial	viability.	
	

• 	3	classes	Monday	to	Friday	6	am,	9.15am	and	5.45am	-	I	have	attached	Pod	
Fitness’s	summer	timetable,	5	classes	per	day	on	Monday	and	Wednesday	and	
4	classes	per	day	on	Tuesday	and	Thursday.		Classes	commence	at	6.00am	
(5.45	arrival)	and	last	class	finishes	at	7.30pm.	They	cannot	even	tell	the	truth	
about	basic	facts.	The	additional	ongoing	problem	is	that	the	number	of	classes	
and	timing	of	classes	can	be	changed	if	approval	is	provided.	There	is	no	
control	after	approval	is	given	for	this	application.	
	

• Music	is	from	a	WIFI	facility	using	a	small	portable	speaker.		Purposefully	
using	terms	to	conjure	an	image	in	your	mind	of	something	like	an	old	
transistor	radio.	I	have	a	small	portable	WIFI	Sonos	speaker	that	is	identical	to	
the	speakers	that	F45	ran	at	their	gyms.	Enough	volume	to	hold	a	disco.	I	
visited	the	current	POD	Fitness	centre	this	morning	and	it	sounded	like	a	disco.			
	

• At	the	most	there	will	be	two	staff	on	site	at	any	one	time.	Irelevant.	I	
notice	there	is	child	minding	offered	at	a	number	of	the	sessions.	I	am	advised	
that	this	should	require	a	separate	approval.		
	
In	Summary	
	
The	application	works	hard	to	convince	the	reader	that	only	6-15	attendees	will	
attend	each	class,	this	is	important	to	the	applicant,	because	it	assists	their	
argument	for	parking	calculations.		
	
It	should	also	be	noted	that	in	an	answer	to	a	“Further	information	request”	from	
council	to	mark	the	site	plan	illustrating	the	location	of	car	spaces	onsite.	(page	12)	
the	applicant	marks	the	entire	area	of	the	carpark	at	the	rear	of	the	gym.		All	these	
cap	spaces	are	just	not	available.	We	know	from	the	previous	application	that	a	
good	number	of	these	car	spaces	are	currently	leased	to	the	surrounding	
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businesses.	For	example,	Rob	Jenson’s	practice	has	spoken	with	the	car	park	owner	
about	his	leased	spaces	recently	and	has	been	guaranteed		that	his	current	leased	
spaces	are	not	at	risk	by	this	application.	So	those	spaces	are	out	of	the	calculation..	
	
Under	the	planning	scheme	E6.5.1	a	minimum	of	20	extra	car	spaces	are	required	to	
satisfy	the	parking	requirements,	this	proposal	does	not	comply.	The	proposal	also	
does	not	comply	with	the	requirement	to	provide	nominated	accessible	car	spaces	
for		people	with	disabilities.		
	
If	there	were	enough	car	spaces	to	be	allotted	to	this	proposal,	they	would	have	
been	allotted	last	time.	We	know	there	was	not	enough	last	time	as	the	carpark	
owner,	who	was	the	applicant	last	time,	threatened	to	terminate	Dr	Jenson’s	lease	
last	time	to	satisfy	the	council	requirements.	In	short	no	real	solution	has	been	
proposed	here.		
	
The	words	describing	the	use	of	the	gym	here,	similar	to	the	last	development	
application	for	this	use,	should	be	treated	with	suspicion.	The	one	human	trait	that	
can	be	relied	on	without	fail,	is	self	interest.	Councillors	will	hopefully	look	past	what	
is	proposed	by	the	words	and	look	to	the	size	of	the	gym	and	the	number	of	
stations.		
	
An	analogy	to	illustrate	the	point	you	might	consider	is	a	developer	proposing	to	
build	a	football	stadium	for	30,000	spectators	with	car	parking	spaces	for	3,000.	
Explaining	in	the	DA	that	they	are	only	going	to	allow	5,000	spectators	to	attend	
each	match.				
	
The	plan	of	the	proposed	gym	layout	is	a	better	pointer	to	the	real	number	of	class	
attendees	envisaged	by	the	applicant.	Have	a	serious	look	at	the	plan,	it	is	just	not	
believable	that	this	size	facility	is	being	constructed	for	an	average	of	10	people	per	
class.		
	
The	coming	and	going	of	large	numbers	of	vehicles	and	the	associated	noise	levels	at	
the	unsociable	morning	hours,	will	damage	irreparably	the	area’s	liveability.	The	
issues	are	identical	to	the	last	application	and	should	be	dealt	with	in	the	same	way.	
The	minute	detailing	the	last	decision	is	below	for	easy	reference.	
	
We	ask	the	council	to	make	the	same	decision	as	for	the	F45	application	in	May.	If	it	
looks	like	a	gym,	walks	like	a	gym	and	importantly	sounds	like	a	gym,	it	is	a	gym.	
Please	do	not	let	this	genie	out	of	the	bottle.		
	
Thank	you	for	your	consideration.	
Mark	&	Libby	Johnson	
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Appendix	
	
	
	
Minute	from	previous	decision,	same	issues.	
	

	
DECISION:	4	April	2019	MOTION	Moved	Councillor	J	Finlay,	seconded	Councillor	D	
C	Gibson.		
	
That,	in	accordance	with	sections	51	and	57	of	the	Land	Use	Planning	and	Approvals	
Act	1993	and	the	Launceston	Interim	Planning	Scheme	2015,	DA0748/2018	-	Sports	
and	Recreation	-	Change	of	use	to	fitness	studio	at	233A	Charles	Street,	Launceston,	
be	refused	on	the	following	grounds:	That	the	proposal	does	not	meet	the	
performance	criteria	for	the	following	standards:		
	

1. E6.5.1	Car	Parking	Numbers	-	Performance	Criteria	P1.1		
	

The	application	has	provided	insufficient	car	parking	numbers	to	meet	the	
reasonable	needs	of	the	use.		

	
2. E4.5.1	Existing	road	accesses	and	junctions	-	P3		

	
The	increase	of	traffic	at	the	existing	access	will	have	an	unreasonable	impact	
on	the	efficiency	of	the	road.		
	

CARRIED	9:1	
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To the General Manager 

Launceston City Council 

Launceston 

 

Re DA 0394/2019 
 

   I raise my concerns regarding the proposal that the property on the of Corner Charles and Canning 

Streets,  be used as a Wellness Centre for the following reasons. 

   This property was proposed as a fitness centre in 2018. The application was defeated. Many of the 

same reasons against that proposal still apply regarding noise, hours of use and parking. 
 

Parking concerns 

   The locality has a number of health related practitioners. Drs Jenson's, Tan's patients and day 

hospital patients use street parking. Staff of these facilities have leased parking in the old Charles St 

school parking area. 

   The Hearing Clinic and Orthopaedic practice, 166-170 St John Street, have off-street parking but 

many of their patients use St John St parking. 

   In-Balance Physiotherapy practice has a number of leased parking spaces in the same area as have  

the accounting firms Bellview and JKA for staff and clients. 

   The entry and exit to this existing parking area is narrow and becomes a bottleneck at times as 

well as being hazardous for those residents of the Village on the Green residential area, walking to 

and from the shopping area.. Two residents use motorised equipment. 

   The applicant states that “car parking already exists on site – no alterations are proposed to the 

parking”.The applicati0n of Edwards to demolish the toilet block of the nearby building would 

provide additional parking, adding to the congested area and difficulty for VOG residents. 

   Street parking is problematic anywhere within 700 metres of the Launceston General Hospital. 

The food outlets in Charles St already have problems for customer parking, extending into the 

evening . 

Coles parking area was mentioned as a possibility but this is a private Care Park for customers of 

Coles and existing businesses in that complex. This is a tow away area. 

Bus services around 5.45 am are non existent and after 7 pm are less frequent.  I query how many 

clients would walk to this proposed centre. 
 

   Provision of Wellness  services in locality: 

   In-Balance Physiotherapy Centre provides Physiotherapy, meeting a range of health problems but 

also has Pilates classes at different levels, including over 55's,. These classes are offered 2-3 times 

daily, including sessions at similar times to the applicant. Yoga classes, a Mother and Bubs group, a 

Movement and Breathing group, Massage and Psychological services are available as are book and 

internet information relating to health and wellness. 

   The Satsung Yoga Centre, Elizabeth Street, offers Yoga classes at 6am and 7.30 pm regularly as 

well as 10 am,12 md, and 5pm. Yoga, Pilates and Stretch and Breathing classes are scheduled. 

Meditation and Relaxation groups are available and weekend courses, workshops and intensives are 

held. 

   Body Focus has a Pilates Studio in Jimmys Complex 

   Psychologists are in private practice in Canning and Charles Street. 

   A Gym Centre is open in Wellington St, close to the LGH area. 
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   The plan of DA0394 shows an area offering a range of activities relating  to a Gym, such as 

Pilates, Fitball, Barre work, mat work and weights. Much of the Gym work shown at POD, where 

Ms Burrows is  instructor, shows Gym work with a minimum of heavy equipment but other 

equipment that could easy be in use in these premises thus extending the Gym approach to health. 
 

    Wellness is a broader approach to good health, in mind, body and emotionally and seems to be 

covered by  existing businesses. 
 

    It is hard to imagine that three classes per day with 6-15 clients would be financially viable in a 

hall of this size.  I think it likely there will be class-creep where further classes and higher numbers 

being a future outcome. 
 

  Noise Nuisance 

    This is hard to evaluate. Residents at VOG  will not welcome car doors and greeting between 

clients around 5.45-6am, repeated at 7am. Music and Instructors voice will need to be raised for 

classes held in a space as large as this hall. 

The report on noise presented in 2018 should be taken into consideration. 

 

   Currently there are  “Wellness” Practices offering a full range activities in this locality.   

 With the lack of parking and being within a  dense residential area of 29 units and health services, I  

present my objection to application DA 0394 from N and B Burrows  to set up a Wellness Centre, 

closely resembling a Gym or fitness centre, at the corner of Charles and Canning Streets, 

Launceston. 

 

       Joan Marshall. 
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