
From: Andrew Ricketts
To: TPC Enquiry
Subject: Hearing form for 2-12-2019
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Attachments: ACR to TPC YES 26-11-2019.pdf

AC Ricketts to GM MVC re PA 19.242 FINAL 12-11-2019.pdf
ACRicketts Objection to 25 Wadley Rd Subdivison to MVC FINAL 11-8-2019.pdf
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Hello TPC

Please find my form seeking to be heard on the 2-12-2019

Also find recent material over vegetation in Wadleys Rd which has caused
me to lodge an objection to a PA twice.

Also attached is the two PAs themselves.

I will address the problems of such applications under deficient mapping
which is only just improving under the TPS.

--
Sincerely
Andrew Ricketts
780 Larcombes Rd
Reedy Marsh 7304

mailto:AndrewRicketts@antmail.com.au
mailto:tpc@planning.tas.gov.au
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OBJECTION REGARDING:  


The Modified and Re-advertised Discretionary Planning Application PA \19\0242 


from: PDA Surveyors obo Roy Deane  


Location: 25 Wadleys Road Reedy Marsh 7304 
 
 


Dear Mr Harmey, 


I am writing this Objection, my second, to the modified and re-advertised Discretionary 


Planning Application, subdivision development proposal, PA\19\0242, lodged by PDA 


Surveyors obo Mr Roy Deane of Manly in NSW, regarding his absentee owned property at 25 
Wadleys Road, Reedy Marsh.  


The modified Planning Application No: PA\19\0242 was re-advertised on 26th October 2019. 


The applicant is: PDA Surveyors obo the landowner, R. Deane. The exhibition, representation 


and objection period closes on Tuesday 12th November 2019. This objection is therefore 
lodged within that short, allowable period.  


Mr Livingston of Livingston Natural Resource Services claims that the current zoning under 


the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013 is Low Density Residential1. This is 


completely incorrect and seemingly may have caused a mis-advice and misdirection to Mr 


Deane. Reedy Marsh at the Humphreys Bridge area is zoned Rural Living and has always 


been so zoned since 2013. Further it is proposed to remain zoned Rural Living under the 


Tasmanian Planning Scheme. Since 2013, it has always been a zone with a 15 Ha Acceptable 


Solution for subdivisions. Mr Deane of course is a NSW resident and may not be at all 


familiar with Tasmanian Planning Zones. So, in some ways he is in the hands of his 
Tasmanian advisors who have unfortunately failed him by giving him incorrect advice. 


This is the second version of the Deane’s subdivision proposal from PDA, in the Rural Living 


Zone (RLZ) of Reedy Marsh. It remains obviously intended to avoid the upcoming tighter 


RLZ provisions under the Tasmanian Planning Scheme. I say that because under the 


Tasmanian Planning Scheme’s Meander Valley Local Provisions Schedule the Reedy Marsh 


Rural Living Zoned area would become zoned with a Minimum Lot of 10 Ha and the capacity 
for a Performance allowance down to 8 Ha. 


                                                           
1 See: Page 7 and again at page 53 of the PDF application document 
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It is noted that in the modified Planning Application, the number of Lots has been reduced 


from 6 to 4,  and as a consequence the sizes of the Lots has increased somewhat. Described by 


Mr Dent of PDA as “enlarged considerably”. This aspect and whether it nonetheless, even 
now, meets any standards is discussed below. 


Isn’t a considerable enlargement of Lot size sufficient, you may say? But that is not how the 


planning scheme works or even should operate. 


To consider that aspect more carefully I refer Council to my previous representation dated 11th 


August 2019 where I stated: 


“So if Mr Deane wants a subdivision, which has a social license, I argue it needs less 


lots and to preferably protect the most important of the natural values. I propose 3 


lots maybe four but four would mean some would come in under 8 Ha. I think 3 lots 
would gain the approval of most residents. 


The current Lot 1 area should simply be protected, most goes under water anyway 
and thus Lot 1 and Lot 2 should become one lot.  


Lot 6 is daft shape and not a good solution. By joining lots 5 and 6, one gets a better 


outcome. Lots 3 and 4 have the most difficult access issues in my view and may not 


easily meet the Bushfire Code in this regard, which provides for access to be 


assessed, which in this case is ostensibly marginally suitable for firetrucks. I would 


join 3 and 4 together. This would give Mr Deane one at 16.8 Ha, one at 8.8 Ha and a 
third one at 8.8 Ha.  


If one were attempting to squeeze more greed out of the land, I would suggest the Lot 


1 joined to half of Lot 2 so that means 12.1 Ha + 2.35 Ha = 14.45 Ha. Lot 6 would be 


added to 50% of Lot 5, that means 4.6 Ha added to 2.1 Ha = 6.7 Ha. Lot 4 and 50% 


of Lot 5 means 4.4 Ha plus 2.1 Ha, which gives a lot of 6.3 Ha in area. Finally, half 


of Lot 2 added to Lot 3 means 2.35 Ha plus 4.4 Ha, which translates to 2.35 Ha plus 
4.4 Ha, which equals 6.75 Ha.  


Again, this level of subdivision would not meet the TPS MVLPS at 8 Ha minimum on 


performance. But if Mr Deane was willing to protect in perpetuity the riparian 


forest this lower subdivision with 4 lots as opposed to my preferred 3 lots would 


become acceptable. By protect I mean a Part 5 Agreement and an avoidance of 


development and extraction on the current Lot 1. The four lot arrangement is not at 
all ‘large lots’ except for the expanded Lot 1.”  


The original proposal for subdivision into 6 lots out of a single 34.3 Ha title was comprised as 
follows: 


The 


Proposed 


Lot 


The Proposed 


Area of Each 


Lot in Ha 


Lot One 12.1 


Lot Two 4.7 


Lot Three 4.4 


Lot Four 4.4 


Lot Five 4.2 


Lot Six 4.6 


 







The revised proposal for subdivision into 4 Lots out of a single 34.3 Ha title is comprised as 
follows: 


The 


Proposed 


Lot 


The Proposed 


Area of Each 


Lot in Ha 


Lot One 14.4 


Lot Two 6.8 


Lot Three 5.8 


Lot Four 7.3 


 


The Reedy Marsh Rural Living Zone’s minimum Lot Acceptable Solution is 15 Ha. 


The 


Proposed 


Lot 


The Proposed 


Area of Each 


Lot in Ha 


The % of the 15 


Ha Minimum 


Acceptable 


Solution Lot 


Standard in the 


MVCIPS 2013 


The % of the 10 


Ha Minimum 


Acceptable Lot 


Standard in the 


MVCLPS 2019 


The % of the 10 


Ha Minimum 


with the 


Performance 


Criteria (i.e. 8 


Ha) in the 


MVCLPS 2019 


Lot One 14.4 96% 144% 180% 


Lot Two 6.8 45% 68% 85% 


Lot Three 5.8 38% 58% 73% 


Lot Four 7.3 49% 73% 91% 


 


In summary, only one Lot (almost) makes the standard for the Acceptable Solution in the 


MVIPS 2013.  


Only one Lot makes the 10 Ha zone RLZ Zone standard in the upcoming MV LPS of the 


Tasmanian Planning Scheme. The three Lots which do not could be considered under 


Performance Criteria, which sits at 80% of the zone standard. 


However, when one does that, only Lot 1 makes the Performance Criteria of 8 Ha in the 


upcoming MV LPS of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme. Lot One is dominated by flood prone 


land as determined by the 2016 flood event mapped extent. Lots 2, 3 and 4, would all fail the 


Reedy Marsh RLZ zone standard using the Performance Criteria within the Tasmanian 
Planning Scheme. 


The MV LPS is being worked on furiously so as to attempt to have a scheme, which would 


enable a new gaol in the Westbury Industrial Area, facilitated by a Particular Purpose Zone. 


So, in my estimation the new scheme is only a few months away. 


Mr Livingston of Livingston Natural Resource Services claims that the property is a 


Eucalyptus Nitens plantation. The property is not a Eucalyptus Nitens plantation, contrary to 


Mr Livingston’s report. The Eucalyptus Nitens, an exotic species formed the planting stock of 


a plantation development, which grew on the subject land, since the native forest was cleared 


in 1998, after the Tasmanian RFA facilitated substantial land clearance. The exotic Nitens 


plantation was removed in 2015. There may remain the occasional errant wilding of 


Eucalyptus nitens but they are regarded as simply weeds now. Likewise, there was some Pinus 


radiata in the far SW, within Lot 1 of the subdivision and I expect some Pinus weed seedlings 
may remain. 







I wish to reiterate and reemphasise my previous statement regarding my previous objection to 
the first (6 Lot) subdivision planning application for the subject land. 


“But if Mr Deane was willing to protect in perpetuity the riparian forest this lower 


subdivision with 4 lots as opposed to my preferred 3 lots would become acceptable. 


By protect I mean a Part 5 Agreement and an avoidance of development and 


extraction on the current Lot 1.” 


Mr Livingston considers that the subject land, where it had formally supported a eucalyptus 


plantation “is regenerating” and that the plantation was “recently harvested”. I disagree! 


Neither statement is technically correct. It has regenerated and did so several years ago. This 


is not cleared land anymore. As such, the Biodiversity Code of the MV IPS should apply and 


should be applied. It is noted that the current mapping within the IPS’s deficient and this has 
long been recognised.   


I would agree that this is a relatively young forest, but because the plantation was only in 


place for a single rotation, the native forest seed bank remained largely intact and thus the 


regeneration would reflect the original vegetation communities. There was no sewing of 


agricultural pasture. The site never became agricultural land and the claim by Mr Livingston 


that the regeneration is ‘FRG’ under TasVeg III is fraught. However, this claim needs to be 


considered more carefully. FRG is otherwise known as Regenerating Cleared Land and is 


listed as such in the section of TASVEG III titled: ‘Agricultural, urban and exotic vegetation’. 


Mr Livingston of Livingston Natural Resource Services claims in his Natural Values Report, 


PDF page 63 2 that the TasVeg III map is not correct. He has also on the same page provided 


what he terms to be Revised Vegetation Communities. For clarity: He has not really revised 


the communities themselves but identified a different spatial extent of the various 
communities. 


Mr Livingston’s report states that he went and visited the land, obviously with access rights 


given to him by the proponent and he claims he conducted a field study of the vegetation. He 


even mentions the method he chose for his visit on the 17th September 2019 being “a spaced 


wandering meander technique”.  


I dispute Mr Livingston’s conclusions regarding his identification of vegetation communities 


on the subject land completely, if those conclusions are those represented by the mapping on 
page 63 of the PDF document. In short, I consider he is wrong. 


Where I have quoted Mr Livingston it is in italics and parenthesis and my comments follow. 


Mr Livingston in his Natural Values report under Methods states:  


“The survey was conducted in September, which is outside the flowering period of 


many flora species. No survey can guarantee that all flora will be recorded in a single 


site visit due to limitations on seasonal and annual variation in abundance and the 


presence of material for identification. While all significant species known to occur in 


the area were considered, species such as spring or autumn the flowering flora may 


have been overlooked. A sample of all vegetation communities, aspects and variations 
in topographic location was achieved.” 


Mr Livingston has apparently visited this land on one occasion only. I have been observing 


this land since 1991, when I moved to Reedy Marsh. I have observed those places which prior 


to the Tasmanian RFA, including those areas which supported Eucalyptus ovata forest in the 


area known as Humphreys Bridge, including the subject land. I have not relied on one visit but 
rather many, many observations.  


I do not understand to which “sample” Mr Livingston refers, nor do I understand what he 
“achieved”.   
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Under Description, Mr Livingston states: 


“The property is predominantly Eucalyptus nitens plantation established in 1998…” 


The property is not predominantly Eucalyptus nitens anymore! Nor is the property cleared 
land. 


“An existing road crosses the property from Wadley’s Road to the adjacent lot on the 
west” 


A review of the Folio Plan P 33436 however, does not show an existing the road crossing the 


title, as described by Mr Livingston. I concede there is a track, which in its wisdom Meander 


Valley Council may regard as access onto Wadley’s Road, but it is hard to consider this track 


to be a road.  


Under Natural Values, Mr Livingston states: 


“Tasveg 3.0 mapping shows the majority of the property to be plantation with the 


exception of retained native vegetation around Dungivern (sic) Rivulet” 


And 


“The site visit confirmed the riparian vegetation to be Eucalyptus mingling in – 


Eucalyptus obliqua damp sclerophyll forest (DSC), with portions mapped Eucalyptus 


viminalis grassy forest and woodland (DVG) on the western side also considered DSC 


due to the shrubby rather than grassy understory. The small patch of native 


vegetation between the cleared plantation and tributary stream is in it (sic) drier 


southern portion more akin to Eucalyptus amygdalina forest and woodland on 


dolerite (DAD) however due to its narrow width (<10m) has been included as DSC. 


Small sections along Wadley’s Road and the internal access have been remapped as 


permanent easements (FPE), and a small area in the south-west heavily infested with 
Gorse is remapped as weed infestation (FWU)” 


And 


“The plantation area was harvested in 2015 and is regenerating to native species and 


considered regenerating cleared land (FRG). The eventual trajectory to a forest 


vegetation community is difficult to determine at this early stage and may be either 


DS C, a grassy variant of the amygdalina on Dolerite (DAD), Eucalyptus viminalis 


grassy forest and woodland (DVG) or Acacia dealbata Forest (NAD).” 


And 


“The area mapped as FAG on the floodplain south of the tributary stream is 


dominated by Carrex appressor in the western wetter portion and Poa in the dryer 


eastern portion. While the Carrex dominated section is unlikely to carry forest due to 


its bogginess it is best ascribed to FRG as well the Poa section is best ascribed to 


lowland Poa labillardierei grassland (GPL), although in time without grazing some 


encroachment of forest is likely.” 


The lowland grassland is obviously of high conservation significance. 


The tributary stream is dominated by Carrex appressor is also of high conservation value. 


I dispute the DSC classification of the riparian vegetation by Livingston and under TASVEG 


III. 


I dispute the FRG classification by Livingston. 


The Edition 2 of ‘From Forest to Fjaeldmark’ (revised - October 2017) states for the Section 
on Regenerating cleared land (FRG): 







“General Description” 


“Regenerating cleared land (FRG) is used to map abandoned farmland or other 


degraded land (e.g. abandoned mines, quarries etc.) where there has been significant 


natural recolonization by native species of rushes and shrubs. Native restoration 
plantings are also included within FRG.” 


“Distinguishing features and similar communities 


FRG maps abandoned farmland or other degraded/cleared land that is not being 
maintained for its original use. 


Agricultural land is mapped as FRG where colonising native rushes or shrubs 


provide a cover of more than 50%. Where native grasses become dominant, the 
vegetation is better mapped as native grassland. 


FRG is distinguished from other native vegetation mapping units by lacking a 


dominant cover of signature native species and often by the significant presence of 


native pioneer species. There is normally evidence of past clearance and conversion.” 


I claim that the young forested vegetation on the former plantation site on the subject land can 


be typed and classified quite reliably and I maintain and claim that the relatively low lying 


sections on either side of the Dungiven Rivulet support E ovata forest. 


In seeking to provide a vegetation study, which correctly identifies the vegetation 


communities present on the subject land using the TASVEG III system, I would need and 


indeed hereby seek the permission of the landowner Mr Deane.  I am proposing I would 


engage a properly qualified and practising botanist to enter the land and conduct a vegetation 


survey. I would intend to ensure that person met any conditions which the owner of the land 
sought to place and would ensure he was at all times respectful and careful. 


At present, I have not been given an opportunity to address the claims made by Mr Livingston 


in his Natural Values Report. Further, I cannot fully deal with Mr Livingston’s claims without 


access to the subject land. Because I have claimed the presence of Critically Endangered E 


ovata forest, albeit at an early developmental stage, this land potentially qualifies as Priority 
Habitat, even though it is not mapped as such in Council’s Biodiversity Code.  


The photographs included with the latest planning application amply demonstrate the 


existence of a young native forest. Whether it is regenerating or has already regenerated back 


to native forest would appear to also be an issue. I believe it is now agreed that the site of the 
former plantation is no longer cleared land.  


I confidently forecast that the presence of E ovata will be established. E ovata forested 
vegetation, when mature, forms important habitat for the Critically Endangered Swift Parrot. 


I regard the site to not fall under the broad category of ‘Agricultural, urban and exotic 


vegetation’3. I therefore wish to suggest the subject land be considered to be native forest and 
therefore the young forest should be identified and classified.   


I note that Mr Livingston has not done that, instead has sought to classify it as FRG. This is 


unacceptable to the writer and does not address the problem. Further Mr Livingston considers 


there to not be E ovata forest present in the locations I have identified. 


It is noted that Mr Livingston wishes to remap the TASVEG III on the subject land according 


to his September 2019 survey. That remapping proposal is not sufficient and would be 


disputed. However, it would be agreed that the current vegetation is not correctly mapped. 


It is acknowledged that much of the subject land, those parts which are more elevated, will be 


identified as vegetation which is relatively well reserved. It may be however, that a small area 
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of E viminalis Wet Forest, will be identified by an expert, as well as the E ovata This can be 
seen on the opposite side of Wadleys Rd.  


I acknowledge that the proposed four lot subdivision, the subject of this revised Planning 


Application, is likely to be somewhat more palatable and more in keeping with existing 


amenity and in part that would be due to the scenic protection strips between the Lots and the 


Council street, Wadleys Road. However, it does not solve my concerns regarding the 


protection of the Eucalyptus ovata forest, which is listed under the Commonwealth EPBC Act 
as being Critically Endangered.  


It must be noted that the current planning scheme and the upcoming Tasmanian Planning 


Scheme are most unlikely to result in adequate protection, in this circumstances for the 


Eucalyptus ovata forest, which exists within the former plantation area. It would seem that E. 
ovata vegetation is only present on Lot 1.  


The new and revised subdivision proposal has included some new features. Evidently, there 


has been an attempt to improve the privacy aspects and to protect the visual intrusion of the 
subdivision when viewed from Wadley’s Road.  


Please note that I had not raised that issue but rather the issue of the visibility of the 


developments from the Bass Highway to the south. Nonetheless, the buffer zones would 
improve the development, as would the reduction in the number of lots. 


I find it interesting that the buffer zones between the lots, between the house sites and the road 


have no proper protections within the Scheme and nothing is proposed within the Planning 


Application to afford future residents of any protection. Therefore should a new landowner 


seek to develop beyond the development allowed area, I believe Council would have no 


recourse to protect the amenity. This sort of problem, given the normal course and intensity of 


development would simply be mitigated by the size of the lots, with the average lot size in 


Reedy Marsh being in the vicinity of 15 ha. Most people in Reedy Marsh do not clear to the 


boundary in that circumstance. However, when lots become smaller, there needs to be greater 


protection for neighbours. The proposal on the subject land includes three lots, which are 


significantly smaller in area than the minimum lot size of the scheme. 


In terms of scenic protection and scenic amenity, the subject land is highly visible in the 


landscape. It is quite likely that land owners purchasing the subdivided land would want to 


build on elevated sites that maximise their view but that consequence would also mean that 


the houses are visible and are likely to remain visible for a considerable period of time, 


perhaps in perpetuity. Further, it can be demonstrated that such purchases by people who 


purchased for a view are likely to maintain the vegetation to retain their view, regardless of 


the consequences for others. Such matters can only be dealt with adequately at the subdivision 


level and it is noted that currently there is no proper protection for scenic amenity proposed at 


all. 


I have not considered whether the buffer zones are adequate, whether they will work in terms 


of wind protection and wind resilience and how their straight lined form would appear from a 


distance. It is my view the Council should be working to ensure the scenic amenity of the area 


is adequately protected. This has long been a deficiency in Meander Valley Council’s 
planning scheme, despite the fact that scenic amenity is highly valued by its residents.  


Indeed Mr Deane indicated to me that one of the primary reasons for purchasing the subject 


land was its outstanding views over the Great Western Tiers. He was of course correct, but the 


fact remains that regarding scenic amenity concerns, residents may rightly consider the 


developer’s aspirations to simply be a scar on the landscape. Whilst I expressed concerns 


about the visual impacts it is perhaps somewhat difficult to burden Mr and Mrs Deane when 


the Council is avoidant. Nonetheless, because Mr Deane so prizes the quality of landscape, 


which his land affords, perhaps he will understand the need to put in place better protections 
for any future purchasers and the other Reedy Marsh residents. 







So, regarding the attempts to buffer the subdivision and its inevitable development of more 


houses, my comments are restricted to the lack of enforcement for the retention of the buffers 


and my strong suggestion that are part five agreement is required to ensure the buffers are not 


undermined at some future stage and to give the Council some recourse, should it be called 


upon to intervene. 


In my previous objection to the six-lot subdivision, I urged that the young Eucalyptus ovata 


forest be protected with a Part Five Agreement, along with the riparian forest, dominated by 


Eucalyptus Rodwayi around the Dungiven Rivulet. I described this as the whole of Lot 1, a 


smaller area than the current Lot 1. In my view, should Mr Deane consider the importance of 


the ovata forest to be an issue, the house site of Lot 1 could be moved upslope above the 


private access track and the area below the track and the other land which is regenerating to E. 
ovata securely protected. 


From a cursory observation from Wadley’s Road, at the entry point to Lot 1, indicated within 


the planning application, the area below the track, which crosses Lot 1 from north east to 


south west, contains significant areas of Eucalyptus ovata, from my observation albeit from 
the public road boundary.  


Importantly the location of the Eucalyptus ovata has not been mapped in this representation, 


primarily because I have no legal access rights to enter the subject land. But in the event I do 


not gain permission to conduct a survey, I call upon Council to map the E. ovata and indeed I 


call upon Mr Deane to protect this vegetation community, which occupies the lower parts of 


Lot 1, primarily below the access track which crosses the Lot within the former plantation site 
to the north-west of Dungiven Rivulet.  


The Critically Endangered Ecological Community (the E ovata) should not only be retained 


but it should be protected. Vegetation which is Listed as Threatened under State legislation 


should also be identified and retained and this includes again the E ovata.  


Siting domestic curtilages within the Critically Endangered Ecological Community is a very 


bad idea and is not supported. Especially E ovata sites do not make good homes for humans in 


any case without significant drainage. Further, such sites are often poorly drained and moist. 


Septic systems in such geology do not work very well in winter. Why do a subdivision and 


plan to put a house on such a site? It must also be considered that a larger flood than those 


already recorded could inundate this zone. 


This area of E ovata to the North of the Dungiven Rivulet should be allowed to become again 


habitat for the Swift Parrot. It should be noted that an amount of pioneer species is evident but 


this should not confuse the correct identification of the community. It is my view, having 


lived in Tasmania now for some 30 years, most of it in Reedy Marsh, that without some form 


of secure protection the land will be subject to further damage. The restoration pathway post 


the removal of the plantation may well be long and slow especially in those areas dominated 
by E ovata. 


The remnant forest and other lowland values around the Dungiven Rivulet are of high 


significance, being E. rodwayi forest and E ovata forest (the latter formerly cleared and now 


in a regenerating state) and lowland grassland (also Nationally listed) and should continue to 


be allowed to re-establish on the flat around and to the north of the Rivulet. The forest  


Livingston considers to be DSC, is E. rodwayi, in my view and that can be confirmed with 
botanical expertise.  


Most of Lot 1 could be restored and again become Priority Habitat, and beyond the mapped 


extent of the Listed vegetation. This is actually on both sides of the Dungiven Rivulet but only 


the northern side is proposed for housing development because the remainder is flood 


affected. This Northern portion includes an area outside of the 2016 flood mapped extent and 


below the access track within Lot 1. It is noted that currently the chosen house site for Lot 1 is 


likely within the area of E. ovata forest however, I have not had an opportunity to investigate 
on site nor to have the area assessed by a botanist for its vegetation.  







In summary, it is regarding Lot 1, its natural values and the avoidance of a protective 
mechanism for the Listed vegetation, which has caused me to lodge a further objection. 


The chosen house site on Lot 1 is unfortunate and it would be far more acceptable were it 


placed above the access road rather than below it. Indeed, I propose such a simple change be 
considered by the developer now.  


I remain firmly opposed to a 4-lot subdivision on this site in the circumstance where there is 


no protection for the Priority Habitat and Listed Critically Endangered Vegetation on Lot 1. 


That position has not changed from my first objection.  


Were there to be a condition on the permit to ensure an adequate setback of development from 


the said ecological values ie the house site relocated to above the access track on Lot 1 and 


protection of the ecological values, the E ovata and E rodwayi vegetation communities, with a 
Part 5 Agreement, I would withdraw my objection.  


Most of the land to which I refer was inundated in the 2016 floods and is inundated on a fairly 


regular basis. In one year, I witnessed at least five floods covering the latest Humphreys 


Bridge and surrounding lands. So, this flood prone riparian land should be protected with a 
Part 5 and where needed rehabilitated.  


It has been suggested by Council that a map of the vegetation communities would be 


beneficial. I agree. Further, it needs to be done not by a Forest Practices Officer but by a 


Botanist, and a good one at that. I can understand Mr Livingston who had not had the luxury 
of visiting the site before 1998, may be somewhat confused, but I am not. 


It should be noted that this site is very close to the bioregional boundary in IBRA 5 between 


the Northern Midlands and the Northern Slopes. The boundary may run through the 


Humphreys Bridge location. So, if for Mr Livingston there is some uncertainty this 


transitional area may explain, it also is suggestive of the high values, because such 


environments have been massively depleted since white settlement. 


My problem is that under the upcoming Tasmanian Planning Scheme the vegetation, which is 


unmapped but Listed and regarding by the Commonwealth as Critically Endangered, will not 


be considered in any development application and thus now is the best time to deal with this 
matter. Livingston confirms this aspect in his report also. 


I could refer the matter to the Commonwealth so it is dealt with under the EPBC, or I can 


lodge another objection (which I have chosen to do) or I can do both. Alternatively, Council 


may wish to refer the matter to the EPBC Act itself. But the first step would be for a botanical 
survey to be conducted. 


I am mentioning all this because in simply trying to protect the natural values, which were 


significantly impacted by the former plantation, I would prefer to gain cooperation from the 


landowner and an outcome now through Council. If this is not achieved by this objection I 


flag the option to lodge a referral to the Commonwealth over the values, which I consider to 


be at risk. 


 


Yours sincerely, 


 


Andrew Ricketts 








Andrew Charles Ricketts 


Bradys Creek 


780 Larcombes Road 


REEDY MARSH 7304 


TASMANIA 


Phone: 03 6368 1343 


Email: AndrewRicketts@antmail.com.au 


11th August 2019 


 
Martin Gill 
General Manager,  
PO Box 102, 
Westbury, 7303 


By email to: Martin.Gill@mvc.tas.gov.au 


AND planning@mvc.tas.gov.au 


CC: Leanne Rabjohns Leanne.Rabjohns@mvc.tas.gov.au 


CC: Jo Oliver jo.oliver@mvc.tas.gov.au 


 


 


OBJECTION REGARDING:  


The Advertised Discretionary Planning Application PA \19\0242 from: PDA 


Surveyors obo Roy Deane  


Location: 25 Wadleys Road Reedy Marsh 7304 
 


 


Dear Mr Gill 


I am writing this Objection to the advertised Discretionary development proposal 


PA\19\0242 lodged by PDA Surveyors obo Mr Roy Deane of Manly in NSW, regarding his 


absentee managed property at 25 Wadleys Road, Reedy Marsh. The Deane subdivision 


proposal of PDA, in the Rural Living Zone (RLZ) of Reedy Marsh, is obviously intended to 
avoid the upcoming tighter RLZ provisions under the Tasmanian Planning Scheme. 


The Planning Application No: PA\19\0242 was advertised on 27th July 2019. The applicant 


is: PDA Surveyors obo the landowner, R. Deane. The representation and objection period 


Closes: Monday 12th August 2019. This objection is lodged within that short allowable 
period.  


Reedy Marsh is a rural locality in Northern Tasmania, a few kilometres north of the town of 


Deloraine. The locality of Reedy Marsh, in land use planning terms, has a number of zones, 


including the Rural Living Zone, the Environmental Living Zone and the Rural Resource 


Zone. The proposed subdivision is located within the area of the Rural Living Zone. 


This PA\19\0242 seeks to subdivide Mr Roy Deane’s 34.31 Ha title, CT 33436/3, which 


clearly is currently in size above the minimum 15 Ha minimum lot size standard in the 


Reedy Marsh Rural Living Zone, being a bit over twice the minimum acceptable lot size. 


Acceptable Solution is the term used in the Scheme.  


I am seeking that Council completely refuse the application PA\19\0242 in this case, 


although I concede that a more reasonable subdivision application would not attract an 


objection from me. Thus it is not the likely Use to which I object but rather the densification 


and intensification beyond the area’s intended character and to a standard way below the 
Acceptable Solution.  



mailto:AndrewRicketts@antmail.com.au

mailto:Martin.Gill@mvc.tas.gov.au

mailto:planning@mvc.tas.gov.au

mailto:Leanne.Rabjohns@mvc.tas.gov.au

mailto:jo.oliver@mvc.tas.gov.au
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There are several sound reasons for my objection to the current PA\19\0242 and they are 


briefly discussed in this objection. There is a range of consequences to such a gross 


densification. 


I disagree with many of the statements of PDA unfortunately. I deal with some of those 
below. 


The Planning Notice states: Development: “Subdivision (6 lots) - general suitability, lot 


area, flood prone.” That means there is a range of contentious issues, which do not meet 


normal standards. 


The proposal is to subdivide the 25 Wadleys Road property (on the corner of River Rd and 


Wadleys Rd) into six lots, one flood prone lot at 12.1 Ha in area, the second at 4.7 Ha, the 


third at 4.4 Ha, the fourth at 4.4 Ha, the 5th at 4.2 Ha and the 6th Lot at 4.6 Ha up near the top 


of the hill. Importantly, not a single lot in this proposed subdivision makes the minimum lot 


Acceptable Solution Standard in this subdivision of a single 34.4 Ha title, which is 


established in the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013, post Amendment 4. In of 


itself, this subdivision proposal represents a massive intensification of land use and an 


undermining of the scheme’s intent and zone standards. 


The current Minimum Lot standard in the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013 


for subdivision in the Rural Living Zone of Reedy Marsh is a 15 ha minimum area. The new 


Lots would therefore all be less than the Acceptable Solution Minimum standard, most far 


less than the Acceptable Solution.  


A massive deviation from the standard and Council’s intent. 


The 


Proposed 


Lot 


The Proposed 


Area of Each 


Lot in Ha 


The % of the 15 


Ha Minimum 


Acceptable 


Solution Lot 


Standard in the 


MVCIPS 2013 


The % of the 10 


Ha Minimum 


Acceptable Lot 


Standard in the 


MVCLPS 2019 


The % of the 10 


Ha Minimum 


with the 


Performance 


Criteria (i.e. 8 


Ha) in the 


MVCLPS 2019 


Lot One 12.1 80.66% 121% N/A 


Lot Two 4.7 31.33% 47% 59% 


Lot Three 4.4 29.33% 44% 55% 


Lot Four 4.4 29.33% 44% 55% 


Lot Five 4.2 28.0% 42% 52.5% 


Lot Six 4.6 30.66% 46% 57.5% 


 


I was aware that Mr Deane would likely subdivide for rural living purposes but what has 
happened to the 15 Ha lower limit for RM RLZ in the 2013 scheme? Is that a fantasy limit?  


Even if Council gets its way in the TPS regarding the MVC LPS and the minimum 


acceptable solution lot size comes down to 10 Ha, for the RM RLZ, and the performance 


criteria is applied down to a minimum of 8 Ha, this would be vastly larger than the mostly 4 


Ha to 5 Ha proposed Lots under PDA's greed based proposal. Only one of the proposed lots 


would get a Guernsey. 


It should be recognised that in the upcoming Tasmanian Planning Scheme this sort of open 


slather development would simply not be possible at all.  
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The Performance Criteria in the MVLPS of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme are intended to 


not go below a bare minimum of 80% of the minimum subdivision lot standard, which for 


Reedy Marsh will be either 10 Ha (Council’s) or 15 ha (TEA’s), that is a performance cut 
off at either 12 ha or 8 Ha.  


The current MV IPS 2013 scheme post Amendment 4 was not intended to be used to subvert 


the existing character and average density to the degree this development would impose. It 
is a bad precedent. 


The reason Council has a 15 Ha minimum for the RLZ in Reedy Marsh, is to set a modern 


and responsible standard of sustainable development based on a range of issues, concerns 


and the overall existing amenity as well as environmental matters, such as the consideration 


of the Listed Threatened and Vulnerable Vegetation and the presence of Threatened 
Species.  


This subdivision development proposal does not adequately consider the values at stake and 


thus in essence seeks to subvert the existing character, amenity and the values of the Reedy 
Marsh Rural Living Zone.  


It seems PDA is determined to turn Reedy Marsh into suburbia. That desire and this 


proposal represent an undermining of the area's standards and its special qualities. 


It is clear that the nature and intensification of development across the area of the Rural 


Living Zone in Reedy Marsh, as well as impacts on the existing character, amenity and 
natural values are the relevant considerations in this case.  


That is, contrary to PDA’s assertion, a wider consideration of the nature of development in 


the zoned area is appropriate and relevant to a consideration of whether this development 


meets the Performance Criteria. Otherwise, a perverse and undesirable outcome could well 
be inappropriately engineered. 


The surveying firm PDA, representing Mr Deane, in essence claims that there are some 


nearby titles to the subject land which are of similar size, which enable the Performance 
Criteria to be met. It has a business model and PDA has done this before. 


PDA claims the subdivision to be consistent with the current surrounding titles. I disagree.  


PDA has, in my view, been very selective in looking at the nearby titles so that it may 


construct a convenient argument in support of the Planning Application PA\19\0242. Such a 


biased view of the existing landscape and cadastral reality of Reedy Marsh is extremely 
unfortunate and inadequate.  


Land Use planning is not about taking little snippets of the landscape that suits one 


argument. I reiterate the relevant consideration is the overall pattern of land use and 


intensity across the Rural Living Zone of Reedy Marsh, which must be considered to be the 


local area. As previously stated, the average size of titles in the Reedy Marsh Rural Living 


Zone is 15.7 Ha (as at 2016) and this was calculated by Council. 


It is acknowledged there are a few modest titles in the broader vicinity but these obviously 


do not form the dominant character of the area. The larger titles including the subject land, 


of course, form a vastly greater amount of the overall area of the surrounding landscape of 


this part of Reedy Marsh.  


I argue that Reedy Marsh simply does not need more small sub minimum titles and the 


scheme is intended to mitigate against such undesirable outcomes. This ability under the 


MV IPS to lodge a planning application, which has a distinct lack of any proper standards, 


forces Reedy Marsh residents to lodge objections to defend their amenity and the other 


values which they prize. This is concerning and indeed unacceptable and indeed is a source 


of aggrievement. 
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The clear and unambiguous intent and purpose of Council’s Amendment 4 of the MV IPS 


2013, was to ensure that very small lots would be avoided in the Reedy Marsh Rural Living 


Zone (RLZ).  


The small lots adjoining the subject land and mentioned in PDA’s perfunctory assessment of 


existing character, in support of their claim the proposed subdivision would meet the MV 


IPS Performance Criteria in the RLZ, have mostly been in existence for a long time. These 


select titles, used by PDA in many instances predate the Meander Valley Planning Scheme 


1995, which simply had this part of Reedy Marsh within the Rural Zone at that time. Before 


that scheme, such subdivisions were done under the Deloraine Interim Order, I believe. I am 
sure PDA has done some recent subdivisions. It is their business model. 


The 2015 Council report regarding Amendment 4 says of Reedy Marsh (Note my emphasis 
by way of underlining): 


Reedy Marsh 


 


“The current Reedy Marsh Rural Living zone reflects a cluster of rural residential uses 


surrounding River Rd, Wadley’s Rd, Johns Rd, Farrells Rd and Saddlers Run Rd. The 


proposed zone consists of 86 lots and currently contains 76 houses. Lot sizes range 


from 7900m2 to 75 hectares, with the 75-hectare parcel centrally located. The 


average lot size is 15.7 hectares. The topography of the area is predominantly native 


vegetated, undulating hills with the larger titles to the centre being cleared. The area 


contains 2 conservation covenants and patches of known priority habitat, both 


mapped and unmapped. The southern edge of the zone has steeper slopes and is 


bound by the Meander River. This topography is reflected in the predominance of 


Class 5 and 6 land with some Class 4 land to the larger central titles. The area is 


bound to the east by a large multi-use property subject to plantation forestry and 


grazing activities, which also has significant stands of priority habitat. To the west is 


the prime agricultural plateau of Weetah. The northern edge is bordered by State 


forest and some private tree plantation mixed with priority habitat.  


The clustering of established dwellings within the area in a pattern that surrounds 


the class 4 land in the centre, together with public roads and priority vegetation, 
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practically constrains the land between, making viable connectivity of the class 4 


land infeasible. This indicates that the land is conducive to hobby farm activities for 


small-scale enterprises and as such, the proposed zone boundaries are drawn 


around the clear ring of rural residential uses.    


The zone is considered suitable for intensification to provide for some additional 


land supply. The area has close proximity to the settlement of Deloraine, at 


approximately 10 minutes maximum driving time. Deloraine is a well-serviced 


district centre with a full line supermarket and other retail, health services, primary 


and high schools, hospitality, banks, post office, recreation and cultural facilities. 


Public roads service the extent of the area and can provide access to larger lots that 


have the capacity to consolidate gaps between the clusters of existing dwellings. 


The existing and achievable lot sizes provide the ability to achieve appropriate 


setbacks or mitigation to surrounding rural resource land, accommodate on site 


wastewater and are considered capable of accommodating clearance areas for 


bushfire hazard management or avoidance of wet areas. The proposed minimum lot 


size of 15 ha reflects a density to achieve discrete bushfire management zones 


without erosion of the character of the area though is a slightly higher density than 


the average. It is considered likely however that the determinant of eventual yields 


will likely be the combined consideration of road frontage availability, bushfire 


protection and water quality protection. It is anticipated that approximately 27 new 


lots could be created.” 


In coming to a conclusion back in 2015/6 to support the 15 ha standard, proposed by some 


residents, Meander Valley Council considered the extent of additional residences and 
identified the 27 new lots, which could be created under the 15 ha standard.  


In 2015, the Reedy Marsh Rural Living Zone apparently consisted of 86 lots and 76 houses. 


Lot sizes at the time ranged from 7900m2 to 75 hectares.  


So, even without subverting the 15 ha minimum lot standard Council said it could expect a 


significant increase in residential development in Reedy Marsh, whilst retaining the natural 


and amenity values: which translated to 27 new lots +10 undeveloped lots, means that at the 


15 ha Acceptable Solution there would be approximately 37 Lots a 50% increase in 


residential densification within the Reedy Marsh Rural Living Zone. A standard, which 


allowed development to proceed in that manner, was adopted and accepted. That does not 


mean it would be acceptable to have an open slather, high densification approach, which this 


6 lot subdivision down to 4 and 5 Ha represents. Just take the map above and in the area 


above the ‘n’ of Deloraine, add six black dots with their surrounding circles and then 
consider whether it would or would not be an unreasonable over densification. 


The above map, showing the distribution of residences across the RLZ of Reedy Marsh in 


Council’s Amendment 4 report of 2015 is ample evidence of the existing sparse and spread 


out nature of residences in the Reedy Marsh Rural Living Zone, which I maintain is the 


surrounding area, which must be considered by Council. This character, I argue, is contrary 


to PDAs uninformed assertion about their selective claim for a surrounding area (see P2 (g)) 


made in PA\19\0198. I argue the surrounding area does not in any way mean merely the 


adjacent titles. The above map represents the historical pattern. 


This subdivision proposal, PA\19\0198, represents a degree of intensification and 


densification, not at all foreshadowed or foreseen by Council’s Amendment 4 proposal for 


Reedy Marsh, where a 15 ha minimum lot was chosen by Council and supported by the 


writer and others in Reedy Marsh. Indeed the argument at the time was the choice between a 
15 Ha minimum standard and proposals for no subdivision at all. 
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There are numerous problems with the PA \19\0242 proposal in fact, the traffic impact 
assessment raises a number of issues and the densification proposed is simply too high.  


Lot 6 is mostly unsatisfactory and there remains quite a lot of vegetation on low lying land 


on Lot 1, which is obviously and predictably likely to be young Eucalyptus ovata forest, as 


well as some mature E rodwayi forest. The E ovata forest rightly has been listed as 


Critically Endangered under Commonwealth Environmental Protection & Biodiversity 
Conservation law.  


Can Council really get a non-polluting waste system onto Lot 1? I think it unlikely? Even 


though Lot 1 is the largest Lot, it is unacceptable because of the low lying nature and the 


existing vegetation including the young E ovata forest. 


I refute the claim that most of the subject land is cleared. I agree it had had a single rotation 


of plantation but now with the plantation removed several years ago, the forest is 


regenerating quite nicely in many parts of the land. Note: i.e. not cleared but carrying young 


forested vegetation including some which is a Critically Endangered Ecological 
Community.  


Such small Lots as proposed in PA \19\0242 means the likely future removal of young 


forest which will again likely be habitat for threatened species and which was mapped as 
such at the time of the Tasmanian RFA.  


The Critically Endangered Ecological Community should be retained and protected. 


Vegetation which is Listed as Threatened under State legislation should also be identified 


and retained. Siting domestic curtilages within the Critically Endangered Ecological 


Community is a very bad idea and is not supported. Especially E ovata sites do not make 


good homes in any case. This area of E ovata should be allowed to become again habitat for 


the Swift Parrot. It should be noted that an amount of pioneer species is evident but this 
should not confuse the correct identification of the community. 


The remnant values around the Dungiven Rivulet are of the highest significance being E. 


rodwayi forest and E ovata forest (formerly cleared and now in a regenerating state) which 


could continue to be allowed to re-establish on the flat near the Rivulet. It is all Priority 
Habitat, and beyond the mapped extent. This is on both sides of the Dungiven Rivulet.  


Quite an amount of this area went under water in the 2016 floods. Indeed quite a bit goes 


under water regularly and in most years. Yet, even in the 2017 mapping of Flood Prone 


Areas (map 17 in the MV LPS) this part of Reedy Marsh is not mapped. I have been making 


representations for years over this matter. At least PDA has used the 2016 flood surveying 


which is limited to areas around the Meander River I understand. I spoke with Roy Deane 


several years ago about this matter. He wanted to build down in the flood prone area at the 


time. Hopefully now he understands. 


The E. rodwayi is in part in old growth condition and should be protected (under a Part 5) 


now. Remember Priority Habitat is not just the mapped extent. There is Priority Habitat 


mapped on the land. But there is a more complete mapping in Meander Valley Local 


Provisions Schedule – Codes Natural Assets Overlay -- Priority Vegetation Map 17. 


However even that mapping is deficient. This is a good example of just how it is important 


to retain the ability to deal with vegetation, which has become Listed as a Critically 
Endangered Ecological Community. 


I strongly disagree that this land has been recently cleared. At the time of the RFA 1997 it 


carried native vegetation of varying conservation values and all was mapped as being 


Priority Habitat for Threatened Fauna (which were listed at the time). Now there are more 


Listed species (Inc Eastern Quoll, Tasmanian Devil and Masked Owl). After the RFA, 


perhaps around 1998, prior to the restrictions on clearing E ovata, the block was logged and 
a plantation established.  
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Roy Deane purchased the land in 2007. I assume he logged the plantation, or rather allowed 
it, as he was contractually obliged to do. That was several years ago now. Not recently.  


It is conceded that the forested vegetation on the land is at a relatively early stage. 


Depending on how one looks at it, it is either regenerating native forest or reversion. I say it 
is regeneration and most will be from natural on site seed. 


I would strongly disagree there are no vegetation or amenity impacts arising from this 


subdivision proposal. The old growth riparian forest should be protected. The long length of 


roadside forest will likely be considered to be important by some locals and yet the road 
study recommends that parts of it be removed for driveway access site distances.  


Such small lots which are proposed change and diminish the character and values of Reedy 


Marsh. This is being attempted without a formal planning rezone of the RLZ and thus most 


of the residents would not be aware of what Council is doing, seemingly by stealth in 
cohorts with the developers. 


This number of dwellings, even when staged, probably for tax reasons, would significantly 


change the ambience of the hill, which is plainly visible when approaching Reedy Marsh 


from Deloraine or when travelling past Deloraine on the national highway, or indeed from 


some of the higher parts of Deloraine. The land does have good views. That fact around the 


view from the land is likely to lead to people seeking to manage their view, without regard 


for the appearance of their actions. This sort of mindless chopping of sections of highly 


visible vegetation is unpleasant. Council’s planning provisions are entirely inadequate to 


manage landscape impacts. That takes one to objections such as this one and to rely on a 


lower level of densification.  


PDA claims that the 150 metre sight distances have been met but its own consultant expert’s 


traffic report disagrees.  


PDA also claims “There are no features of natural significance except for the creek and 


that has been protected by making Lot 1 a large lot.” I completely disagree with this 


assessment.  


Coincidentally TEA has done some vegetation analysis work, which includes this part of 
Wadleys Road. So there is some expert botanical assessment on the area.  


PDA claims protection for the Lot 1 but the PA \19\0242 application has no instrument for 


protecting the riparian values nor the important forest in the vicinity. Indeed, I think there is 


nothing to stop someone attempting to build in the flood zone. Council is not proposing any 


flood restrictions either and the current flood mapping does not include the 2016 flood. 
Poor!  


Council has obligations to the community that it is apparently avoiding. 


Somewhere on the property boundary facing the public road will be a Planning Application 


Notice for PA \19\0242. It may not be very visible but if one walks along the road one can 


find it. Such notices are designed for suburbia not for rural residential localities. I found this 


planning application PA \19\0242 by accident on Council’s website. I am obviously going to 


have to look on the Council website every week.  


The Planning Application PA \19\0242 is made under the Meander Valley Interim Planning 
Scheme 2013 (MV IPS). 


The traffic impact assessment for PA \19\0242 claims River Road to be a no-through road. 


This is patently wrong. River Road obviously joins Porters Bridge Rd in such a way that one 


just keeps driving and the transition between the two roads is in name only. Both theses 


roads connect to and run off Meander Valley Main Road, firstly at Deloraine (West Parade) 


and then at Exton. So, it is an alternate route between the two towns. It is known to be used 


as such for those evading scrutiny by the local constabulary. River Road is not a No-
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Through Road and in my time living here since 1991 never has been. Up until 2016, there 


was a third connection, which was a through road to Birralee, via Bryants and Bensemans 


Rds. to Priestley’s Lane. Council didn’t maintain it Forestry Tasmania did. Now FT has 
organised Forico to gate it.  


The suggestions in the Traffic Report regarding the intersection of Wadleys and River Rds. 


and the bridge are all interesting. Council has no jurisdiction over the PTR on the corner. 


This intersection is deficient, as the report has rightly suggested. Locals know to be wary of 
it.  


At least the new Dungiven Bridge on Wadleys Rd will not burn down. It is higher and I 


thought it was quite good and less flood prone but it is not very wide.  


Humphreys Bridge on River Road goes under water almost annually and in some years 


several times. As does the crossing at Porters Bridge at Exton, cutting off Reedy Marsh 


entirely. The flood prone nature of Reedy Marsh and the propensity to be cut off indicates 


that Reedy Marsh should not be relentlessly densified.  


Reedy Marsh, the place, is suited to lower densities and this flooding of access is one of the 


reasons for the 15 Ha standard. Next thing you know the new settlers will be wanting a 


flood free access between Reedy Marsh and Deloraine. Just look at the 2016 mapping and 


see how much of the River Road went under water. It was kilometres of it. It cannot 


economically be achieved. Humphreys Bridge, adjoining the subject land, for example goes 


more than 2 metres under water and this current bridge on River Road is considerably 
higher than the former one.  


The accesses into the blocks on PA \19\0242, which are proposed, deserve some comment. 


Some of these appear reasonable but some will be difficult and may not meet bushfire 


access standards because they will be too steep. This matter has seemingly been avoided. 


There are some proposed accesses with sight distance problems and some of those are 


covered in the PDA Plan of Subdivision, as opposed to PDA’s text. 


Right now, there is a lot of plantation residue on the subject land, which also represents an 


additional hazard in bushfire terms. The upper lots, now being relatively open are quite 


windy I recall. I am surprised Mr Livingstone claims only a BAL of 19 but he might be 


correct, on the other hand, it is quite an exposed site higher up in the west. I am sure those 


matters could still be addressed with a greater BAL. The Lot size is another matter. I think it 


should be no more than 3 lots. 


As you may be aware, I do not live in Wadleys Road and indeed, I do not live in the Rural 


Living Zone of Reedy Marsh, but rather in the Environmental Living Zone at the end of 


Larcombes Road in Reedy Marsh. That may mean that Council may be unlikely to take my 


claims over the degradation of rural residential amenity in another zone seriously. That 


would be a mistake. Council needs to understand I am a resident of Reedy Marsh. The issue 


of amenity may be a critical one for residents of Wadleys Road and for others in Reedy 
Marsh as well. I am disgusted by what has occurred to the Johns Rd precinct recently. 


Apart from the Developers, I am sure virtually all residents do not want more of Reedy 


Marsh carved up down to 4 Ha and 5 Ha Lots, for which this development becomes a 


significant expansion.  


I am told however by Council's Senior Strategic Planner, that if a subdivision can meet the 


performance criteria, then currently there is no lower limit to the Min Lot size technically 


speaking under the MV IPS. I was astounded to find out this information. It becomes a 


Council Discretion. It seems that this open slather provision is being exploited at this time 


because certain pro-development outfits know that the opportunity for small lots in places 


like Reedy Marsh will be closed off under the Tasmanian Planning Scheme to be introduced 


later in 2019. All it has to do is for Council’s planner to claim to meet the Performance 
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Criteria and the Councillors can rubber stamp it. This capability doesn’t make bad planning 
good. 


The lower limit under the upcoming Tasmanian Planning Scheme, which currently proposes 


Reedy Marsh to be a minimum of 10 ha, would be 8 ha under the performance criteria. That 
should inform Council and should be a relevant consideration. 


I wish to be open with Council that in my role representing The Environment Association to 


the TPS, I have argued that the minimum for Reedy Marsh should remain at 15 ha, thus a 


performance criteria would limit to 12 ha or 80% of the 15 Ha. This scheme is still some 


months away and in the meantime, we may get more such inappropriate proposals. In either 


situation, at best only one lot would be accepted which is Lot 1 at 12.1 Ha. Every other Lot 
in this subdivision proposal falls outside of the new and upcoming planning scheme. 


There were some people in Farrells Road who argued they wanted no subdivision at all in 
Reedy Marsh under the MV IPS of 2013.  


It has been claimed by Mr Deane’s surveyor, PDA of Launceston, that 4 and 5 Ha Lots are 


consistent with the current amenity and “The existing pattern of development in the 
surrounding area”. I disagree.  


With PA\19\0242, we have our Council actively considering the subdivision down to 


proposals of a lot at 12.1 Ha in area, at 4.7 Ha, at 4.4 Ha, at 4.4 Ha, at 4.2 Ha and the 6th Lot 


at 4.6 Ha, in a Rural Living Zoned Area, where the normal lots are, in average, about 15.7 


Ha across the Reedy Marsh zone (as at 2016). This is outrageous and undermines of the 


planning scheme. 


This PA\19\0242 is a subdivision proposal, ostensibly to put houses on sub-minimum blocks 


and in doing so, Priority Vegetation, mapped under the new scheme (not the current one), 


which is vegetation, which is threatened species habitat, could be removed and there is no 


‘minimisation’ of the loss that could be responsibly or accurately claimed.  


Further, the separation distances between houses under PA\19\0242 along Wadleys Road 


would become far smaller at the start of Wadleys Road than is currently the case for the rest 


of the road’s length. This is stupid land use planning. 


I claim the proposed subdivision development, PA\19\0242, does not meet the Desired 


Future Character Statements for Reedy Marsh. These are in the current scheme under the 
Rural Living Zone section. 


So if Mr Deane wants a subdivision, which has a social license, I argue it needs less lots and 


to preferably protect the most important of the natural values. I propose 3 lots maybe four 


but four would mean some would come in under 8 Ha. I think 3 lots would gain the 
approval of most residents. 


The current Lot 1 area should simply be protected, most goes under water anyway and thus 


Lot 1 and Lot 2 should become one lot. Lot 6 is daft shape and not a good solution. By 


joining lots 5 and 6, one gets a better outcome. Lots 3 and 4 have the most difficult access 


issues in my view and may not easily meet the Bushfire Code in this regard, which provides 


for access to be assessed, which in this case is ostensibly marginally suitable for firetrucks. I 


would join 3 and 4 together. This would give Mr Deane one at 16.8 Ha, one at 8.8 Ha and a 


third one at 8.8 Ha.  


If one were attempting to squeeze more greed out of the land, I would suggest the Lot 1 


joined to half of Lot 2 so that means 12.1 Ha + 2.35 Ha = 14.45 Ha. Lot 6 would be added 


to 50% of Lot 5, that means 4.6 Ha added to 2.1 Ha = 6.7 Ha. Lot 4 and 50% of Lot 5 means 


4.4 Ha plus 2.1 Ha, which gives a lot of 6.3 Ha in area. Finally, half of Lot 2 added to Lot 3 
means 2.35 Ha plus 4.4 Ha, which translates to 2.35 Ha plus 4.4 Ha, which equals 6.75 Ha.  
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Again, this level of subdivision would not meet the TPS MVLPS at 8 Ha minimum on 


performance. But if Mr Deane was willing to protect in perpetuity the riparian forest this 


lower subdivision with 4 lots as opposed to my preferred 3 lots would become acceptable. 


By protect I mean a Part 5 Agreement and an avoidance of development and extraction on 


the current Lot 1. The four lot arrangement is not at all ‘large lots’ except for the expanded 
Lot 1.  


I remain firmly opposed to a 6 lot subdivision on this site. 


Yours sincerely, 


 


Andrew Ricketts 
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Andrew Charles Ricketts 

Bradys Creek 

780 Larcombes Road 

REEDY MARSH 7304 

TASMANIA 

Phone: 03 6368 1343 

Email: AndrewRicketts@antmail.com.au 

11th August 2019 

 
Martin Gill 
General Manager,  
PO Box 102, 
Westbury, 7303 

By email to: Martin.Gill@mvc.tas.gov.au 

AND planning@mvc.tas.gov.au 

CC: Leanne Rabjohns Leanne.Rabjohns@mvc.tas.gov.au 

CC: Jo Oliver jo.oliver@mvc.tas.gov.au 

 

 

OBJECTION REGARDING:  

The Advertised Discretionary Planning Application PA \19\0242 from: PDA 

Surveyors obo Roy Deane  

Location: 25 Wadleys Road Reedy Marsh 7304 
 

 

Dear Mr Gill 

I am writing this Objection to the advertised Discretionary development proposal 

PA\19\0242 lodged by PDA Surveyors obo Mr Roy Deane of Manly in NSW, regarding his 

absentee managed property at 25 Wadleys Road, Reedy Marsh. The Deane subdivision 

proposal of PDA, in the Rural Living Zone (RLZ) of Reedy Marsh, is obviously intended to 
avoid the upcoming tighter RLZ provisions under the Tasmanian Planning Scheme. 

The Planning Application No: PA\19\0242 was advertised on 27th July 2019. The applicant 

is: PDA Surveyors obo the landowner, R. Deane. The representation and objection period 

Closes: Monday 12th August 2019. This objection is lodged within that short allowable 
period.  

Reedy Marsh is a rural locality in Northern Tasmania, a few kilometres north of the town of 

Deloraine. The locality of Reedy Marsh, in land use planning terms, has a number of zones, 

including the Rural Living Zone, the Environmental Living Zone and the Rural Resource 

Zone. The proposed subdivision is located within the area of the Rural Living Zone. 

This PA\19\0242 seeks to subdivide Mr Roy Deane’s 34.31 Ha title, CT 33436/3, which 

clearly is currently in size above the minimum 15 Ha minimum lot size standard in the 

Reedy Marsh Rural Living Zone, being a bit over twice the minimum acceptable lot size. 

Acceptable Solution is the term used in the Scheme.  

I am seeking that Council completely refuse the application PA\19\0242 in this case, 

although I concede that a more reasonable subdivision application would not attract an 

objection from me. Thus it is not the likely Use to which I object but rather the densification 

and intensification beyond the area’s intended character and to a standard way below the 
Acceptable Solution.  

mailto:AndrewRicketts@antmail.com.au
mailto:Martin.Gill@mvc.tas.gov.au
mailto:planning@mvc.tas.gov.au
mailto:Leanne.Rabjohns@mvc.tas.gov.au
mailto:jo.oliver@mvc.tas.gov.au
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There are several sound reasons for my objection to the current PA\19\0242 and they are 

briefly discussed in this objection. There is a range of consequences to such a gross 

densification. 

I disagree with many of the statements of PDA unfortunately. I deal with some of those 
below. 

The Planning Notice states: Development: “Subdivision (6 lots) - general suitability, lot 

area, flood prone.” That means there is a range of contentious issues, which do not meet 

normal standards. 

The proposal is to subdivide the 25 Wadleys Road property (on the corner of River Rd and 

Wadleys Rd) into six lots, one flood prone lot at 12.1 Ha in area, the second at 4.7 Ha, the 

third at 4.4 Ha, the fourth at 4.4 Ha, the 5th at 4.2 Ha and the 6th Lot at 4.6 Ha up near the top 

of the hill. Importantly, not a single lot in this proposed subdivision makes the minimum lot 

Acceptable Solution Standard in this subdivision of a single 34.4 Ha title, which is 

established in the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013, post Amendment 4. In of 

itself, this subdivision proposal represents a massive intensification of land use and an 

undermining of the scheme’s intent and zone standards. 

The current Minimum Lot standard in the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013 

for subdivision in the Rural Living Zone of Reedy Marsh is a 15 ha minimum area. The new 

Lots would therefore all be less than the Acceptable Solution Minimum standard, most far 

less than the Acceptable Solution.  

A massive deviation from the standard and Council’s intent. 

The 

Proposed 

Lot 

The Proposed 

Area of Each 

Lot in Ha 

The % of the 15 

Ha Minimum 

Acceptable 

Solution Lot 

Standard in the 

MVCIPS 2013 

The % of the 10 

Ha Minimum 

Acceptable Lot 

Standard in the 

MVCLPS 2019 

The % of the 10 

Ha Minimum 

with the 

Performance 

Criteria (i.e. 8 

Ha) in the 

MVCLPS 2019 

Lot One 12.1 80.66% 121% N/A 

Lot Two 4.7 31.33% 47% 59% 

Lot Three 4.4 29.33% 44% 55% 

Lot Four 4.4 29.33% 44% 55% 

Lot Five 4.2 28.0% 42% 52.5% 

Lot Six 4.6 30.66% 46% 57.5% 

 

I was aware that Mr Deane would likely subdivide for rural living purposes but what has 
happened to the 15 Ha lower limit for RM RLZ in the 2013 scheme? Is that a fantasy limit?  

Even if Council gets its way in the TPS regarding the MVC LPS and the minimum 

acceptable solution lot size comes down to 10 Ha, for the RM RLZ, and the performance 

criteria is applied down to a minimum of 8 Ha, this would be vastly larger than the mostly 4 

Ha to 5 Ha proposed Lots under PDA's greed based proposal. Only one of the proposed lots 

would get a Guernsey. 

It should be recognised that in the upcoming Tasmanian Planning Scheme this sort of open 

slather development would simply not be possible at all.  
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The Performance Criteria in the MVLPS of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme are intended to 

not go below a bare minimum of 80% of the minimum subdivision lot standard, which for 

Reedy Marsh will be either 10 Ha (Council’s) or 15 ha (TEA’s), that is a performance cut 
off at either 12 ha or 8 Ha.  

The current MV IPS 2013 scheme post Amendment 4 was not intended to be used to subvert 

the existing character and average density to the degree this development would impose. It 
is a bad precedent. 

The reason Council has a 15 Ha minimum for the RLZ in Reedy Marsh, is to set a modern 

and responsible standard of sustainable development based on a range of issues, concerns 

and the overall existing amenity as well as environmental matters, such as the consideration 

of the Listed Threatened and Vulnerable Vegetation and the presence of Threatened 
Species.  

This subdivision development proposal does not adequately consider the values at stake and 

thus in essence seeks to subvert the existing character, amenity and the values of the Reedy 
Marsh Rural Living Zone.  

It seems PDA is determined to turn Reedy Marsh into suburbia. That desire and this 

proposal represent an undermining of the area's standards and its special qualities. 

It is clear that the nature and intensification of development across the area of the Rural 

Living Zone in Reedy Marsh, as well as impacts on the existing character, amenity and 
natural values are the relevant considerations in this case.  

That is, contrary to PDA’s assertion, a wider consideration of the nature of development in 

the zoned area is appropriate and relevant to a consideration of whether this development 

meets the Performance Criteria. Otherwise, a perverse and undesirable outcome could well 
be inappropriately engineered. 

The surveying firm PDA, representing Mr Deane, in essence claims that there are some 

nearby titles to the subject land which are of similar size, which enable the Performance 
Criteria to be met. It has a business model and PDA has done this before. 

PDA claims the subdivision to be consistent with the current surrounding titles. I disagree.  

PDA has, in my view, been very selective in looking at the nearby titles so that it may 

construct a convenient argument in support of the Planning Application PA\19\0242. Such a 

biased view of the existing landscape and cadastral reality of Reedy Marsh is extremely 
unfortunate and inadequate.  

Land Use planning is not about taking little snippets of the landscape that suits one 

argument. I reiterate the relevant consideration is the overall pattern of land use and 

intensity across the Rural Living Zone of Reedy Marsh, which must be considered to be the 

local area. As previously stated, the average size of titles in the Reedy Marsh Rural Living 

Zone is 15.7 Ha (as at 2016) and this was calculated by Council. 

It is acknowledged there are a few modest titles in the broader vicinity but these obviously 

do not form the dominant character of the area. The larger titles including the subject land, 

of course, form a vastly greater amount of the overall area of the surrounding landscape of 

this part of Reedy Marsh.  

I argue that Reedy Marsh simply does not need more small sub minimum titles and the 

scheme is intended to mitigate against such undesirable outcomes. This ability under the 

MV IPS to lodge a planning application, which has a distinct lack of any proper standards, 

forces Reedy Marsh residents to lodge objections to defend their amenity and the other 

values which they prize. This is concerning and indeed unacceptable and indeed is a source 

of aggrievement. 
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The clear and unambiguous intent and purpose of Council’s Amendment 4 of the MV IPS 

2013, was to ensure that very small lots would be avoided in the Reedy Marsh Rural Living 

Zone (RLZ).  

The small lots adjoining the subject land and mentioned in PDA’s perfunctory assessment of 

existing character, in support of their claim the proposed subdivision would meet the MV 

IPS Performance Criteria in the RLZ, have mostly been in existence for a long time. These 

select titles, used by PDA in many instances predate the Meander Valley Planning Scheme 

1995, which simply had this part of Reedy Marsh within the Rural Zone at that time. Before 

that scheme, such subdivisions were done under the Deloraine Interim Order, I believe. I am 
sure PDA has done some recent subdivisions. It is their business model. 

The 2015 Council report regarding Amendment 4 says of Reedy Marsh (Note my emphasis 
by way of underlining): 

Reedy Marsh 

 

“The current Reedy Marsh Rural Living zone reflects a cluster of rural residential uses 

surrounding River Rd, Wadley’s Rd, Johns Rd, Farrells Rd and Saddlers Run Rd. The 

proposed zone consists of 86 lots and currently contains 76 houses. Lot sizes range 

from 7900m2 to 75 hectares, with the 75-hectare parcel centrally located. The 

average lot size is 15.7 hectares. The topography of the area is predominantly native 

vegetated, undulating hills with the larger titles to the centre being cleared. The area 

contains 2 conservation covenants and patches of known priority habitat, both 

mapped and unmapped. The southern edge of the zone has steeper slopes and is 

bound by the Meander River. This topography is reflected in the predominance of 

Class 5 and 6 land with some Class 4 land to the larger central titles. The area is 

bound to the east by a large multi-use property subject to plantation forestry and 

grazing activities, which also has significant stands of priority habitat. To the west is 

the prime agricultural plateau of Weetah. The northern edge is bordered by State 

forest and some private tree plantation mixed with priority habitat.  

The clustering of established dwellings within the area in a pattern that surrounds 

the class 4 land in the centre, together with public roads and priority vegetation, 
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practically constrains the land between, making viable connectivity of the class 4 

land infeasible. This indicates that the land is conducive to hobby farm activities for 

small-scale enterprises and as such, the proposed zone boundaries are drawn 

around the clear ring of rural residential uses.    

The zone is considered suitable for intensification to provide for some additional 

land supply. The area has close proximity to the settlement of Deloraine, at 

approximately 10 minutes maximum driving time. Deloraine is a well-serviced 

district centre with a full line supermarket and other retail, health services, primary 

and high schools, hospitality, banks, post office, recreation and cultural facilities. 

Public roads service the extent of the area and can provide access to larger lots that 

have the capacity to consolidate gaps between the clusters of existing dwellings. 

The existing and achievable lot sizes provide the ability to achieve appropriate 

setbacks or mitigation to surrounding rural resource land, accommodate on site 

wastewater and are considered capable of accommodating clearance areas for 

bushfire hazard management or avoidance of wet areas. The proposed minimum lot 

size of 15 ha reflects a density to achieve discrete bushfire management zones 

without erosion of the character of the area though is a slightly higher density than 

the average. It is considered likely however that the determinant of eventual yields 

will likely be the combined consideration of road frontage availability, bushfire 

protection and water quality protection. It is anticipated that approximately 27 new 

lots could be created.” 

In coming to a conclusion back in 2015/6 to support the 15 ha standard, proposed by some 

residents, Meander Valley Council considered the extent of additional residences and 
identified the 27 new lots, which could be created under the 15 ha standard.  

In 2015, the Reedy Marsh Rural Living Zone apparently consisted of 86 lots and 76 houses. 

Lot sizes at the time ranged from 7900m2 to 75 hectares.  

So, even without subverting the 15 ha minimum lot standard Council said it could expect a 

significant increase in residential development in Reedy Marsh, whilst retaining the natural 

and amenity values: which translated to 27 new lots +10 undeveloped lots, means that at the 

15 ha Acceptable Solution there would be approximately 37 Lots a 50% increase in 

residential densification within the Reedy Marsh Rural Living Zone. A standard, which 

allowed development to proceed in that manner, was adopted and accepted. That does not 

mean it would be acceptable to have an open slather, high densification approach, which this 

6 lot subdivision down to 4 and 5 Ha represents. Just take the map above and in the area 

above the ‘n’ of Deloraine, add six black dots with their surrounding circles and then 
consider whether it would or would not be an unreasonable over densification. 

The above map, showing the distribution of residences across the RLZ of Reedy Marsh in 

Council’s Amendment 4 report of 2015 is ample evidence of the existing sparse and spread 

out nature of residences in the Reedy Marsh Rural Living Zone, which I maintain is the 

surrounding area, which must be considered by Council. This character, I argue, is contrary 

to PDAs uninformed assertion about their selective claim for a surrounding area (see P2 (g)) 

made in PA\19\0198. I argue the surrounding area does not in any way mean merely the 

adjacent titles. The above map represents the historical pattern. 

This subdivision proposal, PA\19\0198, represents a degree of intensification and 

densification, not at all foreshadowed or foreseen by Council’s Amendment 4 proposal for 

Reedy Marsh, where a 15 ha minimum lot was chosen by Council and supported by the 

writer and others in Reedy Marsh. Indeed the argument at the time was the choice between a 
15 Ha minimum standard and proposals for no subdivision at all. 
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There are numerous problems with the PA \19\0242 proposal in fact, the traffic impact 
assessment raises a number of issues and the densification proposed is simply too high.  

Lot 6 is mostly unsatisfactory and there remains quite a lot of vegetation on low lying land 

on Lot 1, which is obviously and predictably likely to be young Eucalyptus ovata forest, as 

well as some mature E rodwayi forest. The E ovata forest rightly has been listed as 

Critically Endangered under Commonwealth Environmental Protection & Biodiversity 
Conservation law.  

Can Council really get a non-polluting waste system onto Lot 1? I think it unlikely? Even 

though Lot 1 is the largest Lot, it is unacceptable because of the low lying nature and the 

existing vegetation including the young E ovata forest. 

I refute the claim that most of the subject land is cleared. I agree it had had a single rotation 

of plantation but now with the plantation removed several years ago, the forest is 

regenerating quite nicely in many parts of the land. Note: i.e. not cleared but carrying young 

forested vegetation including some which is a Critically Endangered Ecological 
Community.  

Such small Lots as proposed in PA \19\0242 means the likely future removal of young 

forest which will again likely be habitat for threatened species and which was mapped as 
such at the time of the Tasmanian RFA.  

The Critically Endangered Ecological Community should be retained and protected. 

Vegetation which is Listed as Threatened under State legislation should also be identified 

and retained. Siting domestic curtilages within the Critically Endangered Ecological 

Community is a very bad idea and is not supported. Especially E ovata sites do not make 

good homes in any case. This area of E ovata should be allowed to become again habitat for 

the Swift Parrot. It should be noted that an amount of pioneer species is evident but this 
should not confuse the correct identification of the community. 

The remnant values around the Dungiven Rivulet are of the highest significance being E. 

rodwayi forest and E ovata forest (formerly cleared and now in a regenerating state) which 

could continue to be allowed to re-establish on the flat near the Rivulet. It is all Priority 
Habitat, and beyond the mapped extent. This is on both sides of the Dungiven Rivulet.  

Quite an amount of this area went under water in the 2016 floods. Indeed quite a bit goes 

under water regularly and in most years. Yet, even in the 2017 mapping of Flood Prone 

Areas (map 17 in the MV LPS) this part of Reedy Marsh is not mapped. I have been making 

representations for years over this matter. At least PDA has used the 2016 flood surveying 

which is limited to areas around the Meander River I understand. I spoke with Roy Deane 

several years ago about this matter. He wanted to build down in the flood prone area at the 

time. Hopefully now he understands. 

The E. rodwayi is in part in old growth condition and should be protected (under a Part 5) 

now. Remember Priority Habitat is not just the mapped extent. There is Priority Habitat 

mapped on the land. But there is a more complete mapping in Meander Valley Local 

Provisions Schedule – Codes Natural Assets Overlay -- Priority Vegetation Map 17. 

However even that mapping is deficient. This is a good example of just how it is important 

to retain the ability to deal with vegetation, which has become Listed as a Critically 
Endangered Ecological Community. 

I strongly disagree that this land has been recently cleared. At the time of the RFA 1997 it 

carried native vegetation of varying conservation values and all was mapped as being 

Priority Habitat for Threatened Fauna (which were listed at the time). Now there are more 

Listed species (Inc Eastern Quoll, Tasmanian Devil and Masked Owl). After the RFA, 

perhaps around 1998, prior to the restrictions on clearing E ovata, the block was logged and 
a plantation established.  
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Roy Deane purchased the land in 2007. I assume he logged the plantation, or rather allowed 
it, as he was contractually obliged to do. That was several years ago now. Not recently.  

It is conceded that the forested vegetation on the land is at a relatively early stage. 

Depending on how one looks at it, it is either regenerating native forest or reversion. I say it 
is regeneration and most will be from natural on site seed. 

I would strongly disagree there are no vegetation or amenity impacts arising from this 

subdivision proposal. The old growth riparian forest should be protected. The long length of 

roadside forest will likely be considered to be important by some locals and yet the road 
study recommends that parts of it be removed for driveway access site distances.  

Such small lots which are proposed change and diminish the character and values of Reedy 

Marsh. This is being attempted without a formal planning rezone of the RLZ and thus most 

of the residents would not be aware of what Council is doing, seemingly by stealth in 
cohorts with the developers. 

This number of dwellings, even when staged, probably for tax reasons, would significantly 

change the ambience of the hill, which is plainly visible when approaching Reedy Marsh 

from Deloraine or when travelling past Deloraine on the national highway, or indeed from 

some of the higher parts of Deloraine. The land does have good views. That fact around the 

view from the land is likely to lead to people seeking to manage their view, without regard 

for the appearance of their actions. This sort of mindless chopping of sections of highly 

visible vegetation is unpleasant. Council’s planning provisions are entirely inadequate to 

manage landscape impacts. That takes one to objections such as this one and to rely on a 

lower level of densification.  

PDA claims that the 150 metre sight distances have been met but its own consultant expert’s 

traffic report disagrees.  

PDA also claims “There are no features of natural significance except for the creek and 

that has been protected by making Lot 1 a large lot.” I completely disagree with this 

assessment.  

Coincidentally TEA has done some vegetation analysis work, which includes this part of 
Wadleys Road. So there is some expert botanical assessment on the area.  

PDA claims protection for the Lot 1 but the PA \19\0242 application has no instrument for 

protecting the riparian values nor the important forest in the vicinity. Indeed, I think there is 

nothing to stop someone attempting to build in the flood zone. Council is not proposing any 

flood restrictions either and the current flood mapping does not include the 2016 flood. 
Poor!  

Council has obligations to the community that it is apparently avoiding. 

Somewhere on the property boundary facing the public road will be a Planning Application 

Notice for PA \19\0242. It may not be very visible but if one walks along the road one can 

find it. Such notices are designed for suburbia not for rural residential localities. I found this 

planning application PA \19\0242 by accident on Council’s website. I am obviously going to 

have to look on the Council website every week.  

The Planning Application PA \19\0242 is made under the Meander Valley Interim Planning 
Scheme 2013 (MV IPS). 

The traffic impact assessment for PA \19\0242 claims River Road to be a no-through road. 

This is patently wrong. River Road obviously joins Porters Bridge Rd in such a way that one 

just keeps driving and the transition between the two roads is in name only. Both theses 

roads connect to and run off Meander Valley Main Road, firstly at Deloraine (West Parade) 

and then at Exton. So, it is an alternate route between the two towns. It is known to be used 

as such for those evading scrutiny by the local constabulary. River Road is not a No-
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Through Road and in my time living here since 1991 never has been. Up until 2016, there 

was a third connection, which was a through road to Birralee, via Bryants and Bensemans 

Rds. to Priestley’s Lane. Council didn’t maintain it Forestry Tasmania did. Now FT has 
organised Forico to gate it.  

The suggestions in the Traffic Report regarding the intersection of Wadleys and River Rds. 

and the bridge are all interesting. Council has no jurisdiction over the PTR on the corner. 

This intersection is deficient, as the report has rightly suggested. Locals know to be wary of 
it.  

At least the new Dungiven Bridge on Wadleys Rd will not burn down. It is higher and I 

thought it was quite good and less flood prone but it is not very wide.  

Humphreys Bridge on River Road goes under water almost annually and in some years 

several times. As does the crossing at Porters Bridge at Exton, cutting off Reedy Marsh 

entirely. The flood prone nature of Reedy Marsh and the propensity to be cut off indicates 

that Reedy Marsh should not be relentlessly densified.  

Reedy Marsh, the place, is suited to lower densities and this flooding of access is one of the 

reasons for the 15 Ha standard. Next thing you know the new settlers will be wanting a 

flood free access between Reedy Marsh and Deloraine. Just look at the 2016 mapping and 

see how much of the River Road went under water. It was kilometres of it. It cannot 

economically be achieved. Humphreys Bridge, adjoining the subject land, for example goes 

more than 2 metres under water and this current bridge on River Road is considerably 
higher than the former one.  

The accesses into the blocks on PA \19\0242, which are proposed, deserve some comment. 

Some of these appear reasonable but some will be difficult and may not meet bushfire 

access standards because they will be too steep. This matter has seemingly been avoided. 

There are some proposed accesses with sight distance problems and some of those are 

covered in the PDA Plan of Subdivision, as opposed to PDA’s text. 

Right now, there is a lot of plantation residue on the subject land, which also represents an 

additional hazard in bushfire terms. The upper lots, now being relatively open are quite 

windy I recall. I am surprised Mr Livingstone claims only a BAL of 19 but he might be 

correct, on the other hand, it is quite an exposed site higher up in the west. I am sure those 

matters could still be addressed with a greater BAL. The Lot size is another matter. I think it 

should be no more than 3 lots. 

As you may be aware, I do not live in Wadleys Road and indeed, I do not live in the Rural 

Living Zone of Reedy Marsh, but rather in the Environmental Living Zone at the end of 

Larcombes Road in Reedy Marsh. That may mean that Council may be unlikely to take my 

claims over the degradation of rural residential amenity in another zone seriously. That 

would be a mistake. Council needs to understand I am a resident of Reedy Marsh. The issue 

of amenity may be a critical one for residents of Wadleys Road and for others in Reedy 
Marsh as well. I am disgusted by what has occurred to the Johns Rd precinct recently. 

Apart from the Developers, I am sure virtually all residents do not want more of Reedy 

Marsh carved up down to 4 Ha and 5 Ha Lots, for which this development becomes a 

significant expansion.  

I am told however by Council's Senior Strategic Planner, that if a subdivision can meet the 

performance criteria, then currently there is no lower limit to the Min Lot size technically 

speaking under the MV IPS. I was astounded to find out this information. It becomes a 

Council Discretion. It seems that this open slather provision is being exploited at this time 

because certain pro-development outfits know that the opportunity for small lots in places 

like Reedy Marsh will be closed off under the Tasmanian Planning Scheme to be introduced 

later in 2019. All it has to do is for Council’s planner to claim to meet the Performance 
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Criteria and the Councillors can rubber stamp it. This capability doesn’t make bad planning 
good. 

The lower limit under the upcoming Tasmanian Planning Scheme, which currently proposes 

Reedy Marsh to be a minimum of 10 ha, would be 8 ha under the performance criteria. That 
should inform Council and should be a relevant consideration. 

I wish to be open with Council that in my role representing The Environment Association to 

the TPS, I have argued that the minimum for Reedy Marsh should remain at 15 ha, thus a 

performance criteria would limit to 12 ha or 80% of the 15 Ha. This scheme is still some 

months away and in the meantime, we may get more such inappropriate proposals. In either 

situation, at best only one lot would be accepted which is Lot 1 at 12.1 Ha. Every other Lot 
in this subdivision proposal falls outside of the new and upcoming planning scheme. 

There were some people in Farrells Road who argued they wanted no subdivision at all in 
Reedy Marsh under the MV IPS of 2013.  

It has been claimed by Mr Deane’s surveyor, PDA of Launceston, that 4 and 5 Ha Lots are 

consistent with the current amenity and “The existing pattern of development in the 
surrounding area”. I disagree.  

With PA\19\0242, we have our Council actively considering the subdivision down to 

proposals of a lot at 12.1 Ha in area, at 4.7 Ha, at 4.4 Ha, at 4.4 Ha, at 4.2 Ha and the 6th Lot 

at 4.6 Ha, in a Rural Living Zoned Area, where the normal lots are, in average, about 15.7 

Ha across the Reedy Marsh zone (as at 2016). This is outrageous and undermines of the 

planning scheme. 

This PA\19\0242 is a subdivision proposal, ostensibly to put houses on sub-minimum blocks 

and in doing so, Priority Vegetation, mapped under the new scheme (not the current one), 

which is vegetation, which is threatened species habitat, could be removed and there is no 

‘minimisation’ of the loss that could be responsibly or accurately claimed.  

Further, the separation distances between houses under PA\19\0242 along Wadleys Road 

would become far smaller at the start of Wadleys Road than is currently the case for the rest 

of the road’s length. This is stupid land use planning. 

I claim the proposed subdivision development, PA\19\0242, does not meet the Desired 

Future Character Statements for Reedy Marsh. These are in the current scheme under the 
Rural Living Zone section. 

So if Mr Deane wants a subdivision, which has a social license, I argue it needs less lots and 

to preferably protect the most important of the natural values. I propose 3 lots maybe four 

but four would mean some would come in under 8 Ha. I think 3 lots would gain the 
approval of most residents. 

The current Lot 1 area should simply be protected, most goes under water anyway and thus 

Lot 1 and Lot 2 should become one lot. Lot 6 is daft shape and not a good solution. By 

joining lots 5 and 6, one gets a better outcome. Lots 3 and 4 have the most difficult access 

issues in my view and may not easily meet the Bushfire Code in this regard, which provides 

for access to be assessed, which in this case is ostensibly marginally suitable for firetrucks. I 

would join 3 and 4 together. This would give Mr Deane one at 16.8 Ha, one at 8.8 Ha and a 

third one at 8.8 Ha.  

If one were attempting to squeeze more greed out of the land, I would suggest the Lot 1 

joined to half of Lot 2 so that means 12.1 Ha + 2.35 Ha = 14.45 Ha. Lot 6 would be added 

to 50% of Lot 5, that means 4.6 Ha added to 2.1 Ha = 6.7 Ha. Lot 4 and 50% of Lot 5 means 

4.4 Ha plus 2.1 Ha, which gives a lot of 6.3 Ha in area. Finally, half of Lot 2 added to Lot 3 
means 2.35 Ha plus 4.4 Ha, which translates to 2.35 Ha plus 4.4 Ha, which equals 6.75 Ha.  
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Again, this level of subdivision would not meet the TPS MVLPS at 8 Ha minimum on 

performance. But if Mr Deane was willing to protect in perpetuity the riparian forest this 

lower subdivision with 4 lots as opposed to my preferred 3 lots would become acceptable. 

By protect I mean a Part 5 Agreement and an avoidance of development and extraction on 

the current Lot 1. The four lot arrangement is not at all ‘large lots’ except for the expanded 
Lot 1.  

I remain firmly opposed to a 6 lot subdivision on this site. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Andrew Ricketts 



Andrew Charles Ricketts 

Bradys Creek 

780 Larcombes Road 

REEDY MARSH 7304 

TASMANIA 

Phone: 03 6368 1343 

Email: AndrewRicketts@antmail.com.au 

12th August 2019 

 

Jonathan Harmey 
Acting General Manager,  
PO Box 102, 
Westbury, 7303 

By email to: planning@mvc.tas.gov.au 

CC: Justin Simons Justin.Simons@mvc.tas.gov.au 

 

 

OBJECTION REGARDING:  

The Modified and Re-advertised Discretionary Planning Application PA \19\0242 

from: PDA Surveyors obo Roy Deane  

Location: 25 Wadleys Road Reedy Marsh 7304 
 
 

Dear Mr Harmey, 

I am writing this Objection, my second, to the modified and re-advertised Discretionary 

Planning Application, subdivision development proposal, PA\19\0242, lodged by PDA 

Surveyors obo Mr Roy Deane of Manly in NSW, regarding his absentee owned property at 25 
Wadleys Road, Reedy Marsh.  

The modified Planning Application No: PA\19\0242 was re-advertised on 26th October 2019. 

The applicant is: PDA Surveyors obo the landowner, R. Deane. The exhibition, representation 

and objection period closes on Tuesday 12th November 2019. This objection is therefore 
lodged within that short, allowable period.  

Mr Livingston of Livingston Natural Resource Services claims that the current zoning under 

the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013 is Low Density Residential1. This is 

completely incorrect and seemingly may have caused a mis-advice and misdirection to Mr 

Deane. Reedy Marsh at the Humphreys Bridge area is zoned Rural Living and has always 

been so zoned since 2013. Further it is proposed to remain zoned Rural Living under the 

Tasmanian Planning Scheme. Since 2013, it has always been a zone with a 15 Ha Acceptable 

Solution for subdivisions. Mr Deane of course is a NSW resident and may not be at all 

familiar with Tasmanian Planning Zones. So, in some ways he is in the hands of his 
Tasmanian advisors who have unfortunately failed him by giving him incorrect advice. 

This is the second version of the Deane’s subdivision proposal from PDA, in the Rural Living 

Zone (RLZ) of Reedy Marsh. It remains obviously intended to avoid the upcoming tighter 

RLZ provisions under the Tasmanian Planning Scheme. I say that because under the 

Tasmanian Planning Scheme’s Meander Valley Local Provisions Schedule the Reedy Marsh 

Rural Living Zoned area would become zoned with a Minimum Lot of 10 Ha and the capacity 
for a Performance allowance down to 8 Ha. 

                                                           
1 See: Page 7 and again at page 53 of the PDF application document 
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It is noted that in the modified Planning Application, the number of Lots has been reduced 

from 6 to 4,  and as a consequence the sizes of the Lots has increased somewhat. Described by 

Mr Dent of PDA as “enlarged considerably”. This aspect and whether it nonetheless, even 
now, meets any standards is discussed below. 

Isn’t a considerable enlargement of Lot size sufficient, you may say? But that is not how the 

planning scheme works or even should operate. 

To consider that aspect more carefully I refer Council to my previous representation dated 11th 

August 2019 where I stated: 

“So if Mr Deane wants a subdivision, which has a social license, I argue it needs less 

lots and to preferably protect the most important of the natural values. I propose 3 

lots maybe four but four would mean some would come in under 8 Ha. I think 3 lots 
would gain the approval of most residents. 

The current Lot 1 area should simply be protected, most goes under water anyway 
and thus Lot 1 and Lot 2 should become one lot.  

Lot 6 is daft shape and not a good solution. By joining lots 5 and 6, one gets a better 

outcome. Lots 3 and 4 have the most difficult access issues in my view and may not 

easily meet the Bushfire Code in this regard, which provides for access to be 

assessed, which in this case is ostensibly marginally suitable for firetrucks. I would 

join 3 and 4 together. This would give Mr Deane one at 16.8 Ha, one at 8.8 Ha and a 
third one at 8.8 Ha.  

If one were attempting to squeeze more greed out of the land, I would suggest the Lot 

1 joined to half of Lot 2 so that means 12.1 Ha + 2.35 Ha = 14.45 Ha. Lot 6 would be 

added to 50% of Lot 5, that means 4.6 Ha added to 2.1 Ha = 6.7 Ha. Lot 4 and 50% 

of Lot 5 means 4.4 Ha plus 2.1 Ha, which gives a lot of 6.3 Ha in area. Finally, half 

of Lot 2 added to Lot 3 means 2.35 Ha plus 4.4 Ha, which translates to 2.35 Ha plus 
4.4 Ha, which equals 6.75 Ha.  

Again, this level of subdivision would not meet the TPS MVLPS at 8 Ha minimum on 

performance. But if Mr Deane was willing to protect in perpetuity the riparian 

forest this lower subdivision with 4 lots as opposed to my preferred 3 lots would 

become acceptable. By protect I mean a Part 5 Agreement and an avoidance of 

development and extraction on the current Lot 1. The four lot arrangement is not at 
all ‘large lots’ except for the expanded Lot 1.”  

The original proposal for subdivision into 6 lots out of a single 34.3 Ha title was comprised as 
follows: 

The 

Proposed 

Lot 

The Proposed 

Area of Each 

Lot in Ha 

Lot One 12.1 

Lot Two 4.7 

Lot Three 4.4 

Lot Four 4.4 

Lot Five 4.2 

Lot Six 4.6 

 



The revised proposal for subdivision into 4 Lots out of a single 34.3 Ha title is comprised as 
follows: 

The 

Proposed 

Lot 

The Proposed 

Area of Each 

Lot in Ha 

Lot One 14.4 

Lot Two 6.8 

Lot Three 5.8 

Lot Four 7.3 

 

The Reedy Marsh Rural Living Zone’s minimum Lot Acceptable Solution is 15 Ha. 

The 

Proposed 

Lot 

The Proposed 

Area of Each 

Lot in Ha 

The % of the 15 

Ha Minimum 

Acceptable 

Solution Lot 

Standard in the 

MVCIPS 2013 

The % of the 10 

Ha Minimum 

Acceptable Lot 

Standard in the 

MVCLPS 2019 

The % of the 10 

Ha Minimum 

with the 

Performance 

Criteria (i.e. 8 

Ha) in the 

MVCLPS 2019 

Lot One 14.4 96% 144% 180% 

Lot Two 6.8 45% 68% 85% 

Lot Three 5.8 38% 58% 73% 

Lot Four 7.3 49% 73% 91% 

 

In summary, only one Lot (almost) makes the standard for the Acceptable Solution in the 

MVIPS 2013.  

Only one Lot makes the 10 Ha zone RLZ Zone standard in the upcoming MV LPS of the 

Tasmanian Planning Scheme. The three Lots which do not could be considered under 

Performance Criteria, which sits at 80% of the zone standard. 

However, when one does that, only Lot 1 makes the Performance Criteria of 8 Ha in the 

upcoming MV LPS of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme. Lot One is dominated by flood prone 

land as determined by the 2016 flood event mapped extent. Lots 2, 3 and 4, would all fail the 

Reedy Marsh RLZ zone standard using the Performance Criteria within the Tasmanian 
Planning Scheme. 

The MV LPS is being worked on furiously so as to attempt to have a scheme, which would 

enable a new gaol in the Westbury Industrial Area, facilitated by a Particular Purpose Zone. 

So, in my estimation the new scheme is only a few months away. 

Mr Livingston of Livingston Natural Resource Services claims that the property is a 

Eucalyptus Nitens plantation. The property is not a Eucalyptus Nitens plantation, contrary to 

Mr Livingston’s report. The Eucalyptus Nitens, an exotic species formed the planting stock of 

a plantation development, which grew on the subject land, since the native forest was cleared 

in 1998, after the Tasmanian RFA facilitated substantial land clearance. The exotic Nitens 

plantation was removed in 2015. There may remain the occasional errant wilding of 

Eucalyptus nitens but they are regarded as simply weeds now. Likewise, there was some Pinus 

radiata in the far SW, within Lot 1 of the subdivision and I expect some Pinus weed seedlings 
may remain. 



I wish to reiterate and reemphasise my previous statement regarding my previous objection to 
the first (6 Lot) subdivision planning application for the subject land. 

“But if Mr Deane was willing to protect in perpetuity the riparian forest this lower 

subdivision with 4 lots as opposed to my preferred 3 lots would become acceptable. 

By protect I mean a Part 5 Agreement and an avoidance of development and 

extraction on the current Lot 1.” 

Mr Livingston considers that the subject land, where it had formally supported a eucalyptus 

plantation “is regenerating” and that the plantation was “recently harvested”. I disagree! 

Neither statement is technically correct. It has regenerated and did so several years ago. This 

is not cleared land anymore. As such, the Biodiversity Code of the MV IPS should apply and 

should be applied. It is noted that the current mapping within the IPS’s deficient and this has 
long been recognised.   

I would agree that this is a relatively young forest, but because the plantation was only in 

place for a single rotation, the native forest seed bank remained largely intact and thus the 

regeneration would reflect the original vegetation communities. There was no sewing of 

agricultural pasture. The site never became agricultural land and the claim by Mr Livingston 

that the regeneration is ‘FRG’ under TasVeg III is fraught. However, this claim needs to be 

considered more carefully. FRG is otherwise known as Regenerating Cleared Land and is 

listed as such in the section of TASVEG III titled: ‘Agricultural, urban and exotic vegetation’. 

Mr Livingston of Livingston Natural Resource Services claims in his Natural Values Report, 

PDF page 63 2 that the TasVeg III map is not correct. He has also on the same page provided 

what he terms to be Revised Vegetation Communities. For clarity: He has not really revised 

the communities themselves but identified a different spatial extent of the various 
communities. 

Mr Livingston’s report states that he went and visited the land, obviously with access rights 

given to him by the proponent and he claims he conducted a field study of the vegetation. He 

even mentions the method he chose for his visit on the 17th September 2019 being “a spaced 

wandering meander technique”.  

I dispute Mr Livingston’s conclusions regarding his identification of vegetation communities 

on the subject land completely, if those conclusions are those represented by the mapping on 
page 63 of the PDF document. In short, I consider he is wrong. 

Where I have quoted Mr Livingston it is in italics and parenthesis and my comments follow. 

Mr Livingston in his Natural Values report under Methods states:  

“The survey was conducted in September, which is outside the flowering period of 

many flora species. No survey can guarantee that all flora will be recorded in a single 

site visit due to limitations on seasonal and annual variation in abundance and the 

presence of material for identification. While all significant species known to occur in 

the area were considered, species such as spring or autumn the flowering flora may 

have been overlooked. A sample of all vegetation communities, aspects and variations 
in topographic location was achieved.” 

Mr Livingston has apparently visited this land on one occasion only. I have been observing 

this land since 1991, when I moved to Reedy Marsh. I have observed those places which prior 

to the Tasmanian RFA, including those areas which supported Eucalyptus ovata forest in the 

area known as Humphreys Bridge, including the subject land. I have not relied on one visit but 
rather many, many observations.  

I do not understand to which “sample” Mr Livingston refers, nor do I understand what he 
“achieved”.   

                                                           
2 Figure 2 Vegetation 



 

Under Description, Mr Livingston states: 

“The property is predominantly Eucalyptus nitens plantation established in 1998…” 

The property is not predominantly Eucalyptus nitens anymore! Nor is the property cleared 
land. 

“An existing road crosses the property from Wadley’s Road to the adjacent lot on the 
west” 

A review of the Folio Plan P 33436 however, does not show an existing the road crossing the 

title, as described by Mr Livingston. I concede there is a track, which in its wisdom Meander 

Valley Council may regard as access onto Wadley’s Road, but it is hard to consider this track 

to be a road.  

Under Natural Values, Mr Livingston states: 

“Tasveg 3.0 mapping shows the majority of the property to be plantation with the 

exception of retained native vegetation around Dungivern (sic) Rivulet” 

And 

“The site visit confirmed the riparian vegetation to be Eucalyptus mingling in – 

Eucalyptus obliqua damp sclerophyll forest (DSC), with portions mapped Eucalyptus 

viminalis grassy forest and woodland (DVG) on the western side also considered DSC 

due to the shrubby rather than grassy understory. The small patch of native 

vegetation between the cleared plantation and tributary stream is in it (sic) drier 

southern portion more akin to Eucalyptus amygdalina forest and woodland on 

dolerite (DAD) however due to its narrow width (<10m) has been included as DSC. 

Small sections along Wadley’s Road and the internal access have been remapped as 

permanent easements (FPE), and a small area in the south-west heavily infested with 
Gorse is remapped as weed infestation (FWU)” 

And 

“The plantation area was harvested in 2015 and is regenerating to native species and 

considered regenerating cleared land (FRG). The eventual trajectory to a forest 

vegetation community is difficult to determine at this early stage and may be either 

DS C, a grassy variant of the amygdalina on Dolerite (DAD), Eucalyptus viminalis 

grassy forest and woodland (DVG) or Acacia dealbata Forest (NAD).” 

And 

“The area mapped as FAG on the floodplain south of the tributary stream is 

dominated by Carrex appressor in the western wetter portion and Poa in the dryer 

eastern portion. While the Carrex dominated section is unlikely to carry forest due to 

its bogginess it is best ascribed to FRG as well the Poa section is best ascribed to 

lowland Poa labillardierei grassland (GPL), although in time without grazing some 

encroachment of forest is likely.” 

The lowland grassland is obviously of high conservation significance. 

The tributary stream is dominated by Carrex appressor is also of high conservation value. 

I dispute the DSC classification of the riparian vegetation by Livingston and under TASVEG 

III. 

I dispute the FRG classification by Livingston. 

The Edition 2 of ‘From Forest to Fjaeldmark’ (revised - October 2017) states for the Section 
on Regenerating cleared land (FRG): 



“General Description” 

“Regenerating cleared land (FRG) is used to map abandoned farmland or other 

degraded land (e.g. abandoned mines, quarries etc.) where there has been significant 

natural recolonization by native species of rushes and shrubs. Native restoration 
plantings are also included within FRG.” 

“Distinguishing features and similar communities 

FRG maps abandoned farmland or other degraded/cleared land that is not being 
maintained for its original use. 

Agricultural land is mapped as FRG where colonising native rushes or shrubs 

provide a cover of more than 50%. Where native grasses become dominant, the 
vegetation is better mapped as native grassland. 

FRG is distinguished from other native vegetation mapping units by lacking a 

dominant cover of signature native species and often by the significant presence of 

native pioneer species. There is normally evidence of past clearance and conversion.” 

I claim that the young forested vegetation on the former plantation site on the subject land can 

be typed and classified quite reliably and I maintain and claim that the relatively low lying 

sections on either side of the Dungiven Rivulet support E ovata forest. 

In seeking to provide a vegetation study, which correctly identifies the vegetation 

communities present on the subject land using the TASVEG III system, I would need and 

indeed hereby seek the permission of the landowner Mr Deane.  I am proposing I would 

engage a properly qualified and practising botanist to enter the land and conduct a vegetation 

survey. I would intend to ensure that person met any conditions which the owner of the land 
sought to place and would ensure he was at all times respectful and careful. 

At present, I have not been given an opportunity to address the claims made by Mr Livingston 

in his Natural Values Report. Further, I cannot fully deal with Mr Livingston’s claims without 

access to the subject land. Because I have claimed the presence of Critically Endangered E 

ovata forest, albeit at an early developmental stage, this land potentially qualifies as Priority 
Habitat, even though it is not mapped as such in Council’s Biodiversity Code.  

The photographs included with the latest planning application amply demonstrate the 

existence of a young native forest. Whether it is regenerating or has already regenerated back 

to native forest would appear to also be an issue. I believe it is now agreed that the site of the 
former plantation is no longer cleared land.  

I confidently forecast that the presence of E ovata will be established. E ovata forested 
vegetation, when mature, forms important habitat for the Critically Endangered Swift Parrot. 

I regard the site to not fall under the broad category of ‘Agricultural, urban and exotic 

vegetation’3. I therefore wish to suggest the subject land be considered to be native forest and 
therefore the young forest should be identified and classified.   

I note that Mr Livingston has not done that, instead has sought to classify it as FRG. This is 

unacceptable to the writer and does not address the problem. Further Mr Livingston considers 

there to not be E ovata forest present in the locations I have identified. 

It is noted that Mr Livingston wishes to remap the TASVEG III on the subject land according 

to his September 2019 survey. That remapping proposal is not sufficient and would be 

disputed. However, it would be agreed that the current vegetation is not correctly mapped. 

It is acknowledged that much of the subject land, those parts which are more elevated, will be 

identified as vegetation which is relatively well reserved. It may be however, that a small area 

                                                           
3 Edition 2 From Forest to Fjaeldmark The Vegetation Communities -  Modified land 



of E viminalis Wet Forest, will be identified by an expert, as well as the E ovata This can be 
seen on the opposite side of Wadleys Rd.  

I acknowledge that the proposed four lot subdivision, the subject of this revised Planning 

Application, is likely to be somewhat more palatable and more in keeping with existing 

amenity and in part that would be due to the scenic protection strips between the Lots and the 

Council street, Wadleys Road. However, it does not solve my concerns regarding the 

protection of the Eucalyptus ovata forest, which is listed under the Commonwealth EPBC Act 
as being Critically Endangered.  

It must be noted that the current planning scheme and the upcoming Tasmanian Planning 

Scheme are most unlikely to result in adequate protection, in this circumstances for the 

Eucalyptus ovata forest, which exists within the former plantation area. It would seem that E. 
ovata vegetation is only present on Lot 1.  

The new and revised subdivision proposal has included some new features. Evidently, there 

has been an attempt to improve the privacy aspects and to protect the visual intrusion of the 
subdivision when viewed from Wadley’s Road.  

Please note that I had not raised that issue but rather the issue of the visibility of the 

developments from the Bass Highway to the south. Nonetheless, the buffer zones would 
improve the development, as would the reduction in the number of lots. 

I find it interesting that the buffer zones between the lots, between the house sites and the road 

have no proper protections within the Scheme and nothing is proposed within the Planning 

Application to afford future residents of any protection. Therefore should a new landowner 

seek to develop beyond the development allowed area, I believe Council would have no 

recourse to protect the amenity. This sort of problem, given the normal course and intensity of 

development would simply be mitigated by the size of the lots, with the average lot size in 

Reedy Marsh being in the vicinity of 15 ha. Most people in Reedy Marsh do not clear to the 

boundary in that circumstance. However, when lots become smaller, there needs to be greater 

protection for neighbours. The proposal on the subject land includes three lots, which are 

significantly smaller in area than the minimum lot size of the scheme. 

In terms of scenic protection and scenic amenity, the subject land is highly visible in the 

landscape. It is quite likely that land owners purchasing the subdivided land would want to 

build on elevated sites that maximise their view but that consequence would also mean that 

the houses are visible and are likely to remain visible for a considerable period of time, 

perhaps in perpetuity. Further, it can be demonstrated that such purchases by people who 

purchased for a view are likely to maintain the vegetation to retain their view, regardless of 

the consequences for others. Such matters can only be dealt with adequately at the subdivision 

level and it is noted that currently there is no proper protection for scenic amenity proposed at 

all. 

I have not considered whether the buffer zones are adequate, whether they will work in terms 

of wind protection and wind resilience and how their straight lined form would appear from a 

distance. It is my view the Council should be working to ensure the scenic amenity of the area 

is adequately protected. This has long been a deficiency in Meander Valley Council’s 
planning scheme, despite the fact that scenic amenity is highly valued by its residents.  

Indeed Mr Deane indicated to me that one of the primary reasons for purchasing the subject 

land was its outstanding views over the Great Western Tiers. He was of course correct, but the 

fact remains that regarding scenic amenity concerns, residents may rightly consider the 

developer’s aspirations to simply be a scar on the landscape. Whilst I expressed concerns 

about the visual impacts it is perhaps somewhat difficult to burden Mr and Mrs Deane when 

the Council is avoidant. Nonetheless, because Mr Deane so prizes the quality of landscape, 

which his land affords, perhaps he will understand the need to put in place better protections 
for any future purchasers and the other Reedy Marsh residents. 



So, regarding the attempts to buffer the subdivision and its inevitable development of more 

houses, my comments are restricted to the lack of enforcement for the retention of the buffers 

and my strong suggestion that are part five agreement is required to ensure the buffers are not 

undermined at some future stage and to give the Council some recourse, should it be called 

upon to intervene. 

In my previous objection to the six-lot subdivision, I urged that the young Eucalyptus ovata 

forest be protected with a Part Five Agreement, along with the riparian forest, dominated by 

Eucalyptus Rodwayi around the Dungiven Rivulet. I described this as the whole of Lot 1, a 

smaller area than the current Lot 1. In my view, should Mr Deane consider the importance of 

the ovata forest to be an issue, the house site of Lot 1 could be moved upslope above the 

private access track and the area below the track and the other land which is regenerating to E. 
ovata securely protected. 

From a cursory observation from Wadley’s Road, at the entry point to Lot 1, indicated within 

the planning application, the area below the track, which crosses Lot 1 from north east to 

south west, contains significant areas of Eucalyptus ovata, from my observation albeit from 
the public road boundary.  

Importantly the location of the Eucalyptus ovata has not been mapped in this representation, 

primarily because I have no legal access rights to enter the subject land. But in the event I do 

not gain permission to conduct a survey, I call upon Council to map the E. ovata and indeed I 

call upon Mr Deane to protect this vegetation community, which occupies the lower parts of 

Lot 1, primarily below the access track which crosses the Lot within the former plantation site 
to the north-west of Dungiven Rivulet.  

The Critically Endangered Ecological Community (the E ovata) should not only be retained 

but it should be protected. Vegetation which is Listed as Threatened under State legislation 

should also be identified and retained and this includes again the E ovata.  

Siting domestic curtilages within the Critically Endangered Ecological Community is a very 

bad idea and is not supported. Especially E ovata sites do not make good homes for humans in 

any case without significant drainage. Further, such sites are often poorly drained and moist. 

Septic systems in such geology do not work very well in winter. Why do a subdivision and 

plan to put a house on such a site? It must also be considered that a larger flood than those 

already recorded could inundate this zone. 

This area of E ovata to the North of the Dungiven Rivulet should be allowed to become again 

habitat for the Swift Parrot. It should be noted that an amount of pioneer species is evident but 

this should not confuse the correct identification of the community. It is my view, having 

lived in Tasmania now for some 30 years, most of it in Reedy Marsh, that without some form 

of secure protection the land will be subject to further damage. The restoration pathway post 

the removal of the plantation may well be long and slow especially in those areas dominated 
by E ovata. 

The remnant forest and other lowland values around the Dungiven Rivulet are of high 

significance, being E. rodwayi forest and E ovata forest (the latter formerly cleared and now 

in a regenerating state) and lowland grassland (also Nationally listed) and should continue to 

be allowed to re-establish on the flat around and to the north of the Rivulet. The forest  

Livingston considers to be DSC, is E. rodwayi, in my view and that can be confirmed with 
botanical expertise.  

Most of Lot 1 could be restored and again become Priority Habitat, and beyond the mapped 

extent of the Listed vegetation. This is actually on both sides of the Dungiven Rivulet but only 

the northern side is proposed for housing development because the remainder is flood 

affected. This Northern portion includes an area outside of the 2016 flood mapped extent and 

below the access track within Lot 1. It is noted that currently the chosen house site for Lot 1 is 

likely within the area of E. ovata forest however, I have not had an opportunity to investigate 
on site nor to have the area assessed by a botanist for its vegetation.  



In summary, it is regarding Lot 1, its natural values and the avoidance of a protective 
mechanism for the Listed vegetation, which has caused me to lodge a further objection. 

The chosen house site on Lot 1 is unfortunate and it would be far more acceptable were it 

placed above the access road rather than below it. Indeed, I propose such a simple change be 
considered by the developer now.  

I remain firmly opposed to a 4-lot subdivision on this site in the circumstance where there is 

no protection for the Priority Habitat and Listed Critically Endangered Vegetation on Lot 1. 

That position has not changed from my first objection.  

Were there to be a condition on the permit to ensure an adequate setback of development from 

the said ecological values ie the house site relocated to above the access track on Lot 1 and 

protection of the ecological values, the E ovata and E rodwayi vegetation communities, with a 
Part 5 Agreement, I would withdraw my objection.  

Most of the land to which I refer was inundated in the 2016 floods and is inundated on a fairly 

regular basis. In one year, I witnessed at least five floods covering the latest Humphreys 

Bridge and surrounding lands. So, this flood prone riparian land should be protected with a 
Part 5 and where needed rehabilitated.  

It has been suggested by Council that a map of the vegetation communities would be 

beneficial. I agree. Further, it needs to be done not by a Forest Practices Officer but by a 

Botanist, and a good one at that. I can understand Mr Livingston who had not had the luxury 
of visiting the site before 1998, may be somewhat confused, but I am not. 

It should be noted that this site is very close to the bioregional boundary in IBRA 5 between 

the Northern Midlands and the Northern Slopes. The boundary may run through the 

Humphreys Bridge location. So, if for Mr Livingston there is some uncertainty this 

transitional area may explain, it also is suggestive of the high values, because such 

environments have been massively depleted since white settlement. 

My problem is that under the upcoming Tasmanian Planning Scheme the vegetation, which is 

unmapped but Listed and regarding by the Commonwealth as Critically Endangered, will not 

be considered in any development application and thus now is the best time to deal with this 
matter. Livingston confirms this aspect in his report also. 

I could refer the matter to the Commonwealth so it is dealt with under the EPBC, or I can 

lodge another objection (which I have chosen to do) or I can do both. Alternatively, Council 

may wish to refer the matter to the EPBC Act itself. But the first step would be for a botanical 
survey to be conducted. 

I am mentioning all this because in simply trying to protect the natural values, which were 

significantly impacted by the former plantation, I would prefer to gain cooperation from the 

landowner and an outcome now through Council. If this is not achieved by this objection I 

flag the option to lodge a referral to the Commonwealth over the values, which I consider to 

be at risk. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Andrew Ricketts 
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