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Dear Ms Hynes 

Draft amendment and permit PLS43A-21-03 263, 271 & 295 Main Road, Austins Ferry 

In regard to the above matter and the below email correspondence, please see attached: 

1. Representation regarding our comments in respect to the information submitted by the Applicant/Council on
24 June 2022; and

2. Expert report of Neville Goddard dated 7 July 2022.

Kind regards 

Elizabeth Hepburn 
Commercial Advisor - Road Services 
Road Services 

T | 03 6249 0037 M | 0456 851 206  
E | Elizabeth.Hepburn@downergroup.com 
3 Whitestone Drive 
Austins Ferry TAS 7011  
www.downergroup.com
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8 July 2022 

Ms Claire Hynes 

Delegate (Chair) 

Tasmanian Planning Commission 

144 Macquarie Street 

Hobart  TAS  7000 

By Email: tpc@planning.tas.gov.au 

Dear Ms Hynes 

RE: Tasmanian Planning Scheme- Glenorchy draft amendment and permit Draft 
amendment and permit PLS43A-21-03 263, 271 & 295 Main Road, Austins Ferry 

I refer to the above matter, the Tasmanian Planning Commission’s directions dated 3 June 
2022 and the joint response by the Applicant and Council dated 24 June 2022. 

Downer remains opposed to the proposed re-zoning and redevelopment as previously set 
out in its submission dated 23 May 2022 and verbal submissions made at the Hearing of 30 
May 2022 (the Hearing). 

1. Introductory Comments

We remain concerned that there has been no Structure Plan developed and no wider 
industry or community consultation as to the value of and future of the light industrial 
precinct. At the Hearing, Council conceded that there had been no investigations in this 
regard. The Specific Area Plan (SAP) is not derived from a starting point of a holistic and 
overall assessment of the most appropriate use of the general area. 

Given the absence of a Structure Plan, we are being requested to consider the SAP and the 
redevelopment in the absence of full context. For example, any land which Council may 
choose to dispose of at any future date and any links and connections to Whitestone Drive 
which Council may have considered are not presented. 

It is our view that given the large scale of the proposed rezoning and redevelopment, and the 
potential that it will erode and constrain the current and future utility of the existing light 
industrial precinct, that such a Structure Plan ought to have been developed and wider 
industry consultation and planning ought to have occurred. 

2. Specific Area Plan Comments

The proposed re-drafted SAP is considered inadequate on the basis that: 

a) The SAP only considers noise emissions and does not consider other lawful

emissions from the light industrial precinct such as light, dust and odours. Nor does it

take into account increased traffic congestion which is likely to impact our business. If
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there are no adequate controls proposed for these factors, this 

suggests that the rezoning and redevelopment ought not 

proceed. 

 

b) The SAP controls intended to mitigate land use conflict are very nebulous and 

subjective, with minimal objective measures, leading to the risk of highly variable 

expectations and inconsistent outcomes. Although this was raised at the Hearing, 

there does not appear to be any substantial improvement in the re-drafted SAP. 

 

c) The SAP is unclear and arguably internally inconsistent as to the extent of nearby 

land which must be taken into consideration when assessing the impact, and need 

for mitigation, of noise emissions. Although the Plan Purpose (GLE-S13.1.1) refers to 

land “with a frontage to Whitestone Drive, Granton”, other sections throughout the 

SAP refer to the arguably narrower phrasing of “adjacent land”. If only adjacent land 

is to be considered when accounting for noise emissions, this could result in a 

situation where new dwellings do not appropriately account for noise emissions from 

the existing wider light industrial precinct, including from Downer’s premises. 

 

d) The application of AS2107:2016 – Acoustic (Recommended Design Sound Levels 

and Reverberation Times for Building Interiors) is problematic given that the standard 

is not intended for this type of scenario and has the following express limitation at 

paragraph 2.2: 

 

i. “This Standard is not intended for –  

… 

(c) either the assessment or prescription of acceptable recommended noise 

levels from transient or variable noises outside of the building such as – 

… 

 (vii) industrial and commercial noise” 

 

In that regard, please see attached expert statement of opinion, dated 7 July 2022, 

from Neville Goddard of Watson Moss Growcott Acoustics (Consultants: Acoustics, 

Noise & Vibration Control, Member Firm of the Association of Australian Acoustical 

Consultants) (Expert Opinion). 

 

Among other points, the Expert Opinion raises practical concerns around the inability 

of residents to maintain a suitable noise environment when their windows are open, 

for example to allow air flow. It is not practical to expect residents to have their 

windows permanently shut. As such, when residents open their windows, this can be 

expected to generate noise complaints. 

 

e) In respect to 295 Main Rd, Austins Ferry, the SAP relies on Performance Criteria 

without an Acceptable Solution. In regard to what a design solution might be, the 

Applicant’s own acoustic engineer expert conceded that the only design solution 

which had been modelled was a 7-metre-high wall. Such a wall is arguably an 

unsightly and impractical solution. This suggests that the Performance Criteria are 

theoretical only, in that there is an inability to realistically meet the Performance 

Criteria to mitigate noise impacts from the existing light industrial zone precinct. In 

respect to 263 and 271 Main Rd, Austins Ferry, we remain concerned with the point 
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raised at the Hearing, that the 2.1m high wall would not be 

effective for dwellings with second stories. Additionally, in 

respect to the Commission’s directions of 3 June 2022, Direction 1.3 regarding a 

request for greater precision in what a suitable acoustic wall may constitute, does not 

appear to have been adequately answered. 

 

f) It is our understanding that AWC has engaged Danielle Gray to provide comment on 

the SAP on AWC’s behalf. Given the similarities in issues, it is likely that Downer 

would second such comments once we have the opportunity to consider them. 

 

3. Incomplete Submission 

In respect to the Commission’s directions of 3 June 2022, the submission by the 
Applicant/Council appears to be incomplete. Specifically in respect to Direction 1.1(i), 
contrary to the Commission’s direction, a pdf map has not been supplied. Instead a number 
of files which require specific software to open have been supplied, and these have not been 
openable by Downer. We now request that the Applicant/Council provide such information in 
pdf format as directed by the Commission, so that we can adequately consider them prior to 
any Hearing. On the information provided, it is currently unclear where the SAP is proposed 
to apply and to what extent. 

 

4. Constraining of the Light Industrial Precinct 

The proposed introduction of new general residential zoned land adjacent to the existing 
light industrial zoned land effectively has the unintended and perverse outcome that the light 
industrial precinct is unable to expand or intensify its activities. This is because the noise 
mitigation assessments for proposed lots or dwellings are point-in-time assessments. Such 
assessments take into account incomplete information about noise levels which exist at the 
date and time of assessment and cannot be extrapolated to take into account future noise 
profiles arising from changes at the light industrial precinct.  

There is already a history of difficulty in the light industrial precinct obtaining development 
approvals for expansion or changes to site(s), as occupants of the existing rural residential 
land have lodged objections. In addition, the light industrial precinct has also been the 
subject of noise complaints in the past. The noise mitigation controls proposed by the 
Applicant/Council, and their implementation, will only ever be imperfect rather than providing 
an impenetrable noise shielding. As such, a dramatic increase in the number of residential 
dwellings adjacent to the existing light industrial precinct can be expected to generate a high 
volume of new complaints and constraints. 

Our operations at the subject premises include: deliveries of materials, supplies, plant or 
equipment; management of large plant including paving machines, rollers and excavators; 
loading of plant onto transporters, including wide loads; repair of plant items in the workshop, 
including run up of engines, hammering and welding; and wash-down of vehicles.  

In order to minimise land use conflict under current arrangements, Downer has made 
changes to our entrance kerb cross-over to minimise noise from vehicles traversing the 
cross-over;  replaced all vehicle reversing alarms to broad band reverse alarms to minimise 
noise levels; and  although we have a permit for site operations 24 hours per day 7 days a 
week, our after hours activities are constrained. Some of our projects are only able to be 
performed during night shifts (due to requirements to minimise disruption to the day-time 
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travelling public when constructing roads and bridges), so after hours 
constraints have practical impacts on our business.   

Downer does not consider that the proposed SAP realistically is sufficient to prevent a future 
influx of complaints. We consider that the proposed rezoning and redevelopment will result 
in an unreasonable loss of amenity for the existing light industrial precinct in an environment 
and context where well located industrial land is in short supply. 

5. Further Comments 

The light industrial precinct has strong potential for growth in the current burgeoning 
construction industry market and the strong investment by all levels of government in 
infrastructure projects. Our ongoing viability is dependent on a combination of factors related 
to our premises including: business continuity without disruption; well-located premises 
which can integrate into our state-wide operations and transport routes; accessibility of our 
premises to our workers, suppliers and subcontractors; and proximity to client offices. 

The current light industrial precinct has convenient access for our workers, ready access to 
the Brooker Highway and Midland Highway for our plant and vehicles, and good proximity to 
the Hobart CBD and greater Hobart. In the event that our operations were to become 
untenable at our current premises, it will be extremely difficult for Downer to locate and 
secure a comparable site. 

The activities which Downer undertakes are not categorised as “local trades” as contended 
by Council. As previously represented, Downer undertakes large-scale, high-profile, multi-
million dollar critical infrastructure projects of significance to the Tasmanian community. As 
mentioned in our prior representation of 23 May 2022, our projects are delivered for the 
pipeline of work required by the Tasmanian State Government, Local Government, 
Tasmanian Government Business enterprises and other major stakeholders. 

In our view, the proposed rezoning and redevelopment appears fundamentally skewed in 
favour of the developer and has not adequately considered the overall irreversible erosion 
and loss of the conditions required for business to thrive in the existing light industrial 
precinct. We do not support the proposed re-zoning or redevelopment. Notwithstanding this 
submission, and that of other businesses operating within the existing light industrial 
precinct, if the Commission is minded to endorse the rezoning, Downer considers that the 
Commission ought to consider significantly reducing the area of land on 295 Main Road 
made available for rezoning. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Marcus Stephens 
General Manager – Tasmania 
Road Services 
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CAPABILITY STATEMENT  
 
(a) Name and address  

• NEVILLE A. J. GODDARD  

• Suite 7, 696 High Street, East Kew in the State of Victoria 

 
(b) Qualifications, experience and area of expertise: 

• Qualifications: B.Eng. (Mech.) (Hons) Swinburne 1987 

• Professional Affiliations:   

i) Member, Engineers Australia. National Engineering Register 101063. Victorian Registered 

Professional Engineer, Registration No. PE0005400 

ii) Member, Australian Acoustical Society. 

• 34 years’ experience in acoustics and noise control consulting engineering. 

• Areas of expertise: 

I have formal qualifications in mechanical engineering, and since graduating have specialised in 

the broad areas of acoustics and noise control. My experience encompasses design for the 

acoustics and noise control of new and remedial projects in industry, quarries, mines, buildings 

and roads, including appearing as an Expert Witness in relation to acoustics and noise control 

aspects of matters in the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) and Planning 

Panels. 

 
(c) Expertise to make this statement of opinion: 

• Knowledge of noise assessment procedures together with familiarity with Australian Standards. 

 
(d) There is no private or business relationship between me and the party for whom the statement of 

opinion has been prepared, other than the business relationship that necessarily exists in relation to 

the preparation of this statement of opinion. 

 
(e) Instructions that define the scope of the statement of opinion: 

• I was requested in writing to consider documents provided to me and provide an initial 

professional opinion on the application of AS/NZS 2107:2016 in the context of this rezoning and 

subdivision proposal. 

 
(f) The facts, matters and all assumptions upon which the statement of opinion proceeds: 

• These are covered in the statement of opinion Ref 12944-1ng, of which this statement forms 

part. 

 
(g) Documents and other materials taken into account in preparing the statement of opinion:  

1. GLE-S13.0 263, 271 and 295 Main Road, Austins Ferry Specific Area Plan with draft ‘Track 

Changes’ amendments. 

2. AS/NZS 2107:2016 Australian/New Zealand Standard Acoustics—Recommended design sound 

levels and reverberation times for building interiors 

3. Technical Memo prepared by Tarkarri Engineering dated 13 January 2022, Ref 5551_AC_R_R6 

AJM RE: Austins Ferry land rezoning environmental noise assessment.  

 
(h) No site testing or analysis has been carried out in the preparation of this statement of opinion.  

 
(i) Statement of opinion: 

• See body of report for summary of opinion. 



 
 

 
             Page 

 

3 

• The statement of opinion contains no provisional opinions. 

• To the best of my knowledge there are no questions relevant to the statement of opinion that fall 

outside my expertise.  

• I do not believe the statement of opinion to be incomplete or inaccurate in any respect, in terms 

of the limited frame of reference. 

 
(j) I have made all the inquiries that I believe are desirable and appropriate for the limited extent of the 

frame of reference of this opinion, and that no matters of significance which I regard as relevant 
have to my knowledge been withheld.  

 

 
 
Neville Goddard 
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SUMMARY OF OPINION 
 

Review of the GLE-S13.0 263, 271 and 295 Main Road, Austins Ferry Specific Area Plan document 

with draft ‘Track Changes’ amendments (‘the document’) has indicated inconsistencies and lack of 

clarity in some references in the column headed Acceptable Solution.  

 

There appears to be a lack of consistency and potential for confusion in terms of reference to ‘no 

acceptable solution’ at CT 161440/2, and separate reference to ‘No secluded private open space or 

dwelling, excluding garages, carports or accessways, is to be located on CT 161440/2 within 10m of the 

northern boundary of that land between points A and B shown in Figure GLE-S13.1’. Is there no 

acceptable solution generally on CT 161440/2, or only within 10 m of the boundary between points A 

and B? In the context of sound propagation, 10 m is not likely to be the difference between ‘acceptable’ 

and ‘not acceptable’. 

 

The technical merits and basis of these references need more work and clarity. 

 

With regard to the application of AS/NZS 2107:2016 Australian/New Zealand Standard Acoustics—

Recommended design sound levels and reverberation times for building interiors in the context of this 

rezoning and subdivision proposal, there are significant concerns: 

 

• AS/NZS 2107:2016 clearly states in Section 1 Scope, that ‘The Standard is applicable to 

steady-state or quasi-steady-state sounds’. In Section 2.2 Limitation there is reinforcement that 

‘This Standard is not intended for— …application to sounds which are not categorized as 

steady-state or quasi-steady-state’. 

 

Information provided by the Downer Group indicates that noise emissions from the Dower site 

at 3 Whitestone Drive Austins Ferry typically comprises transient, variable sounds. There is 

therefore a mismatch between the types of sounds emitted from the Downer site and the 

proposed assessment with reference to AS2107:2016 nominated in the section of the GLE-

S13.0 document section relating to the definition of an acoustic report, without any discussion 

as to how the mismatch is to be managed. 

 

• The wording in the document also appears to suggest the application of recommended design 

sound levels nominated in AS/NZS 2107:2016 to ‘secluded private open space areas’. As 

indoor design sound levels, it would be clearly inappropriate to apply these to private open 

space areas, even if a ‘Type of occupancy/activity’ from Table 1 in AS/NZS 2107:2016 could 

somehow be interpreted as being consistent with private open space areas. 

 

• The recommended design sound levels nominated in AS2107:2016 are for building interiors, 

that is, they are indoor sound levels. It these indoor sound level targets are to be nominated and 

attained to protect residential amenity, then alternative provision of ventilation to allow windows 

to remain closed needs to be provided, otherwise future residents would be put in a position of 

having to choose between acoustic amenity and indoor air quality. Windows designed for noise 

reduction to achieve an indoor recommended design sound level in the presence of outdoor 
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noise only achieve that function when closed. There appears to be no reference to alternative 

provision of ventilation in the document or the acoustic report. 

 

If these deficiencies are not rectified, the intended purpose of GLE-S13.0 263, 271 and 295 Main Road, 

Austins Ferry Specific Area Plan to ‘minimise the likelihood for sensitive use to conflict with, interfere 

with or constrain activities which have the potential to cause noise emissions on land with a frontage to 

Whitestone Drive, Granton’ may not be achieved. 

 

 
 

 

NEVILLE GODDARD 
WATSON MOSS GROWCOTT 
acoustics pty ltd 

 
 




