
    GLAMORGAN SPRING BAY INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME 2015 DRAFT AMENDMENT  

                                  AM 2018-03 CAMBRIA ESTATE, SWANSEA 

 

Response Submission to the Revised Alternative Cambria Specific Area Plan submitted obo the 
Applicant by Naomi Billett on the 22nd of July 2022, and, for context, with unavoidable reference to  
the Alternative Cambria Specific Area Plan submitted on the 11th of July 2022, the Commission’s LPS 
Amended Cambria Specific Area Plan published on the 17th of June 2022,  the Council Certified 
Cambria Specific Area Plan dated 24th April 2018 and the Request for Amendment dated 19 March 
2018. 

 

 

HISTORY 

The Request for Amendment 

It quickly became apparent on the first day of the current Hearing, the 9th of June 2022, that the 
Commission did not consider it the right day for this Representor to seek some answers from 
the Applicant on the continuing latent questions about “invisible” road reservations that I had 
raised in a submission dated 19 April 2022 and that neither the Applicant or the Planning 
Authority had responded to, despite having been invited by the Commission to do so. 

In stark contrast the Planning Authority however was given full scope on that day to present 
maps of an “LPS Amended Certified Specific Area Plan” that attempted to introduce these 
previously “invisible” road reservations, included in the request for Amendment, into the SAP.  

Those road reservations were not created during the transition to the new Planning Scheme, 
they had existed since the original land grant around 200 years ago and their attempted 
introduction was clearly for reasons other than amending the Specific Area Plan for changes in 
the Local Provisions Schedule of our new GSBC Planning Scheme. 

I lodged a further submission on the 17th of June 2022 among ongoing concerns about this LPS 
C1 submission by the Planning Authority dated 9th of June 2022.  

Apparently in reply to the request in my submission of the 17th of June 2022 the Commission, 
late on the same day, Friday the 17th of June 2022, kindly published their latest copy of the LPS 
Amended Certified Amendment which, correctly, did not depict the Planning Authority’s C 1 
newly introduced road reservations.  

On Monday the 20th June 2022 the Commission gave a new direction:  only written submissions 
requested by the Commission would be considered as part of the current assessment.   



My submission, lodged three days earlier, appeared to have been retrospectively caught in that 
net but after some further inquiries that submission was published and I received by phone an 
invitation to address the Commission orally on the issue on Monday the 4th of July 2022. 

For the record the essence of that oral submission given on the 4th of July 2022 and in previous 
submissions was as follows: 

After representors had made submissions on the jurisdictional issue of the road reservations in 
March 2021 the formidable and very learned Mr McElwaine, acting for the applicant,  had in 
reply lightly brushed aside the NEW evidence led by representors about the “invisible” road 
reservations, he noted that concerns about road reservations had been addressed in the past 
(despite the fact that the “invisible” road reservations had only now been identified as road 
reservations by representors and were clearly not addressed in the past) and added: “The fact 
that the advertised area of the amendment, comprising the twelve titles, also depicted the 
reserved roads is a consequence that flows from each certificate of title” 

In fact, of course, the representors had not mentioned any “advertised area of the 
amendment” at all, but only the Request for Amendment and the Certified Amendment and 
these do not speak of “comprising” the twelve titles but of ‘including” and “specifically 
including” the twelve titles. And one of the Titles CT 251306/1 (to which our NEW evidence in 
March 2021 related) did NOT depict either of its two 15.09m wide reserve roads. And the scale 
of the Figure 1 on which the Planner had blamed the absence of his “invisible” road reserves is 
not, and cannot be, the cause of the omission because other roads and road reserves of equal 
width are clearly depicted.  

Both the Applicant and the Planning Authority were apparently very keen to “include” and 
“specifically include” at least all of the twelve titles in the amendment to make sure that not a 
single square inch of these titles would miss out on the benefits of the incredibly ambit Request 
for Amendment and its Certification.  

It remained wide open to speculation what else was included in the area of the Requested SAP 
and the area to which the Certified SAP would apply. Only the very precise and identical Figures 
1 in both the Requested AM and the Certified AM clearly show us that area.    

All of CT 251306/1, plus the “invisible” other 2 properties inside its outer boundaries (these 
other 2 properties not owned by the applicant), are coloured blue to signify the area is subject 
to the AM. There is no sign of any reserved road(s) that should have been depicted as a 
consequence that flows from the Certificate of Title in that blue area. The necessary consent of 
the landowners of said two properties did NOT accompany the application as required.  Section 
33 (2A) of LUPAA was not complied with.  I respectfully submit that the Commission should 
determine on the basis of the evidence now before it that the requirements of Section 33(2A) 
were not met, and therefore, it does not have jurisdiction to determine the draft amendment. 

 



This Representor’s several attempts to get procedural fairness and either a hearing - where 
evidence could be tested - or a right of reply to Mr McElwaine’s lawyerly dismissive comments -
were ignored as the Commission had now ruled that only submissions containing NEW 
evidence on this jurisdictional issue would be received.  

The representors’ NEW evidence had been included in their original submissions on this issue 
and Mr McElwaine did NOT address that NEW evidence.  Apparently, it had aged very quickly 
and the Commission now considered it OLD evidence. The simple request for procedural 
fairness should not have been denied by the imposition of entirely unreasonable prior 
conditions before such a request could be considered.  Procedural fairness (an essential part in 
the Commission’s hearing process) was unreasonably denied. 

The Council Certified Amendment 

In order to understand why the Council Certified Amendment is not the Amendment initiated 
by the Planning Authority we must take a painful journey to the GSBC Meeting of the 24th of 
April 2018 in Triabunna.  

Under the Approval process for amendment of interim planning schemes Part 3, Land Use Planning and 
Approvals Act 1993 (former provisions), it is the local Council acting as Planning Authority that is given 
the power to either initiate a request for Amendment of its Interim Scheme or reject it which will end 
the process.  

The Cambria Amendment sought was undoubtedly the largest ever requested PS Amendment in 
Tasmania to create a Specific Area Plan. It covered over 3074 Hectares or over 7596 Acres and was in 
effect a request to grant the controlling Chinese consortium its very own Planning Scheme over every 
inch of all twelve titles as the provisions of a SAP, when in conflict with those of the Scheme, would take 
precedence and override the provisions of the Scheme.  

The task of the GSB councillors and their responsibility, acting as Planning Authority, was a massive one. 
Before either deciding to initiate the process to amend or to reject it outright in the best interest of the 
GSB ratepayers that would be directly affected, it should, at the very minimum, have been necessary to 
firstly have access to all information available, secondly to have only correct information and thirdly to 
have sufficient time to fully consider the complete documentation lodged in support, the concerns 
raised by a State Authority and the potential consequences of such initiation which would immediately 
and irreversibly transfer jurisdiction. None of these conditions were met.  

Under Section 33(3) of the former provisions of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act, Council has 42 
days to consider a request for an amendment to a Planning Scheme and decide whether or not to 
initiate the amendment. This period, importantly, may be extended by the Tasmanian Planning 
Commission.  

The requested Amendment to the GSB 2015 Interim Planning Scheme finally lodged by Ireneinc obo a 
Chinese Consortium represented by its Australian agent Mr Ronald Hu, dated 19 March 2018 and 
received by the GSB Council on the 20th of March 2018, had had been planned for several years.   

 



Council staff, upon whose advice to apply for the AM by way of a SAP, Ireneinc had relied, as we learned 
at the hearing on Thursday 9 June 2022, had agreed to treat the process as “commercial in confidence” 
and not a whisper - of what was to become public knowledge only on the 19th of April 2018 when the 
Council Agenda was published - leaked out.  

When it had become clear a full month earlier that no commercial or other development of any kind 
was proposed and the Amendment of the GSBC PS was “only” requested in order to facilitate ‘potential’ 
future development, it should have become immediately clear that the agreed “commercial in 
confidence” provisions were no longer relevant or needed.  

The Planning Authority was going to consider ‘only’ an unprecedented Amendment to its Planning 
Scheme and the 42 days allowed to consider such a request and its implications could have started on 
the 20th March 2018.  Opportunities galore to workshop this potential Amendment and ALL the 
associated Reports with members of the Planning Authority and allow them to ask questions that would 
hopefully elicit frank answers. 

GSB Council staff however kept the request for what would become AM2018-03 under wraps, even 
after the Planner had apparently completed his Planning Report on or before the 13th of April 2018, until 
it was no longer possible to hide it and the Council Agenda containing the bombshell request was finally 
produced on the 19th of April 2018. This severely disadvantaged any diligent members of the PA.   

Council staff had unnecessarily “sat” on the matter for 31 days of the 42 days that Council had to make a 
decision, before disclosing the request had been received and the PA was given only 4 full days to try 
and digest its extensive documentation (but not of course those parts of the documentation that the 
Applicant had told the Planner the Planning Authority did not need to see to vote on the issue and 
hence was not supplied by the Planner even when requested) and consider the recommendation to 
initiate it.  

Local public bewilderment that such a massive Amendment was recommended for initiation (and 
therefore would be handed over to administrative decision makers far away who would not be directly 
affected by any development that might follow) with such short notice, quickly grew into disbelief 
during the following days when it became clear that none of the supportive documentation referred to 
in the Agenda as having been provided by Ireneinc (the 15 documents A to O in the Planning Report) 
was actually attached  to the Agenda and that only selected items were made available to members of 
the PA upon request.   

It would later become clear that the PA had been misled in the Agenda into believing that no response 
had been received from State Growth (the Department had actually responded on the 13th of April 2018 
that it deemed the Traffic Impact Assessment as not being consistent with the development described 
within the accompanying amendment report).  

This known “not consistent” TIA is believed to have been included in the supportive documentation. The 
Planning Authority unfortunately has continued to be unresponsive to requests as to exactly what 
documentation was supplied to it. We do know it was incomplete (pls refer to disturbing answers to 
questions from the public in the Minutes of the ordinary GSBC Meeting of May 2018). 

 



A colorful Concept Master Plan had apparently been part of the documentation in support. No copy was 
provided to the PA and Council’s Planner advised me on the 2nd of March 2021 that Council had not 
been able to find and supply a copy in response to my request. No copy of this CMP of any size was 
included in the documentation later put on public display. A high-resolution copy was finally produced 
by Council in May 2022 but only after the Commission requested it.  

On the 21st of April 2018, just two days after the Agenda was published (recommending initiation) a 
meeting was held in Beijing at the Diaoyutai State Guest House Hotel under the banner ‘Australia and 
China Culture and Art Small Town Project Cooperation Launch Ceremony.’  Were GSB Council staff the 
presumed Australian counterparties of this International Bilateral Cooperation Pact albeit in absentia? 

The Agreements signed there between Beijing Lidaochentong Culture and Art Co, Ltd and Cumbria (sic) 
Green Agriculture and Tourism Management Co Ltd, as reported by the Chinese press would create an 
opportunity to jointly develop a cultural tourism industry. Two Museums and a Porcelain Hall would be 
created. The Concept Master Plan created just 5 weeks earlier however is silent about these planned 
developments and partnerships. Had the CMP already been superseded just two days after the 
recommendation to initiate the Amendment became public and three days before the Planning 
Authority was to make its decision which surely could potentially have been to reject the requested 
Amendment?  

Or was failure to initiate simply not considered an option? Council staff interference in the due Planning 
Authority process would soon appear to confirm this.  

Was the CMP only ever designed as a Planning Authority blinding Fata Morgana briefly shimmering with 
gifts of economic riches and roads paved with gold to try and justify the need for the Request for such a 
massive Amendment? 

The CMP was a hypothetical concept that was not binding upon the SAP. It was nothing but a Red 
Herring. All the reports that reference the master plan for their base data (traffic, heritage, economic 
etc.) are seriously compromised. Any attempts to estimate infrastructure were impossible as there 
was no mechanism to constrain scale or intensity of development included in this fabled CMP. 

An attempt to seek access to full documentation and extra time for proper examination of the many 
questions raised by the Request for Amendment was made by a diligent Councillor when she gave 
notice of a foreshadowed motion to other Councillors and staff well before the Meeting noting that:  

The size, complexity and implications regarding introducing the Cambria SAP makes it imperative that 
relevant issues are discussed in much greater depths than what can occur at this meeting today 
therefore I would like to table a foreshadowed motion: 

1. The GSB Planning Authority writes to the Tasmanian Planning Commission requesting permission to 
extend the timeframe for the consideration of Agenda item3.3 (AM 2018-03 Specific Area Plan, and 
Other Amendments, Cambria Estate, Swansea) until the 29th of May 2018. 

2. That a workshop be held between interested Councillors and the Planning Manager, Mr Shane Wells 
on Agenda item 3.3 (AM2018-03 etc.) prior to 11 May 2018. 

3. If the extension of time request is refused by the TPC, Council agrees to hold a Special Council Meeting 
at 5pm Tuesday 1st of May 2018 to deal with Agenda item 3.3 (AM2018-03 etc.) 



On the 24th of April 2018 the fateful GSB Council Meeting commenced without any notice of an 
impending sudden late (and as will be demonstrated, hugely important) change to the Cambria item on 
the Agenda which would further discombobulate the already bewildered and rattled members of the 
PA.  

Normal Meeting procedure would require a request to have a late change to the Agenda accepted by 
Councillors before the Meeting commences. Even voted for in order to be accepted. 

No notice was given and no approval sought.  

The GSB Council Planner, Mr Shane Wells, in his Planning Report in the Agenda for the 24th April 2018 
Meeting came to the CONCLUSION:  

 “It is considered that the request can be initiated as submitted with the following modifications: 

(inter alia): “The Cambria Specific Area Plan apply to crown road reserves that exist between private 
titles”.  

 He had considered it necessary to add the crown road reserves to the SAP before the request “can be 
initiated”.  

Could it not be initiated if this condition was removed? 

 The Planner then, immediately after this CONCLUSION, makes a different RECOMMENDATION:  

“That, as provided for by the provisions of section 3 of schedule 6, of the Land Use Planning and 
Approvals Act 1993 (LUPPA)(sic): 

A. Pursuant to section 34(1)(a) planning scheme amendment AM 2018/03 be initiated and certified as 
being in accordance with sections 30(0) and 32 of LUPAA to:  

1. “Introduce the Cambria Specific Area Plan for the Cambria Estate consistent with Attachment A to this 
report but modified: (inter alia)  

• to apply to all road reservations without public roads that run through the Cambria Estate; “. 

 Members of the GSBC Planning Authority had four days to read and try to understand the already very 
extensive (but critically incomplete) documentation.  

If this recommendation had become the motion, ALL the road reservations without public roads would 
have been included in the Specific Area Plan for the Cambria Estate without needing Landowners’ 
consent as their inclusion would have been a Council initiative. In which case at least the map or plan 
(the now infamous Figure 1) on the Council Certified Amendment might have been argued to be correct. 

This was not to be however and the Council Certified Amendment (even the LPS adjusted copy 
published by the Commission as recent as the 17th of June 2022) continues to include 2 (two) properties 
not owned by the applicant in the Amendment despite the Planning Authority controversially being 
ordered to NOT follow the Planner’s recommendation.  

 

 



When in due course item AM 2018/03, the Cambria Amendment, was reached the Mayor called for a 
motion.  A member of the Planning Authority was about to read out the Recommendation when 
Council’s then GM, Mr Metcalf, interjected and gave instructions that the Recommendation should have 
the dot-point:  

“• to apply to all road reservations without public roads that run through the Cambria Estate;” 

“taken out” and to leave no doubt he added that it “should be deleted”. An unexpected and unagreed to 
later than late change to the recommendation in the Agenda.  And one which will have important 
consequences for the Certified Amendment.  

The Agenda item AM 2018/03 included the following: 

 “2.3. This report details the reasons for the officer recommendation. The Planning Authority must 
consider this report but is not bound to adopt the recommendation. Broadly, the Planning Authority can 
either: (1) adopt the recommendation, or (2) vary the recommendation by adding, modifying or 
removing recommended reasons and conditions or replacing an approval with a refusal (or vice versa). 
Any alternative decision (to the recommendation) requires a full statement of reasons to comply with 
the Judicial Review Act2000 and the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations2005” 

The General Manager (not a qualified planner and not a member of the Planning Authority - only they, 
members of the PA - are able to propose such a removal of a recommended condition) had ordered the 
removal of a recommended condition without notice.  No full statement of reasons, or indeed any 
reason, was given.  

If a member of the Planning Authority had wanted a recommended condition taken out or deleted, to 
comply with 2.3 of the Agenda, that member would first have had to move that proposal in a motion 
and, if a seconder was found, then the new motion (the altered Recommendation) would have been put 
to the vote. And it would have succeeded or failed on the numbers. And reasons would have had to be 
given.  It remains incomprehensible why the Planner did not immediately object to having his 
professionally considered recommendation changed at the last minute and in clear contravention of 
Point 2.3 of the agenda, and why the Planning Authority did not immediately object to this order for a 
last-minute change to the recommendation in the published Agenda given by a staff member who is not 
a member of the PA.  

Or had the Planner already agreed to this action before the Meeting? And if so, why?  

The   Councillor that had been rudely interrupted now meekly read out the altered recommendation as 
instructed by the GM which then became the motion.  

The members of the PA had in the four days leading up to the Meeting no reason to pay particular 
attention to any of these road reserves without public roads as these appeared to be clearly identifiable 
on the plans and the SAP would apparently apply to them. The controversial road reserves on CT 
251306/1 that would later be identified by the Planner in his S39 Report as “invisible” were neatly, but 
equally invisibly, included in the original recommendation because it had cleverly encompassed ALL road 
reservations without public roads.  But that protection (for the Certified AM at least) had now been 
removed. The Request for the AM of course continued to remain deficient as per LUPAA Section 33 (2A). 



After some discussion about the complexity of the Cambria matter and the very limited time given to try 
and make an informed decision and aware of the hovering foreshadowed motion, FOUR of the SEVEN 
members of the PA now stated unambiguously that they would “NOT SUPPORT THIS MOTION TODAY”.  
The mover of the altered motion, Councillor Woods, the last of the four… “KABOOM!” 

Without waiting for any of the other three Councillors to indicate their intentions, Council staff now 
realised that their aim to have this Cambria AM initiated this very day would unexpectedly be thwarted 
and the foreshadowed motion to try and request more time would likely get up. Even if the Commission 
would not have agreed to extend the time beyond the legislated 42 days, the PA would have had some 
extra days to calmly consider the request without the huge pressure of the “Here and Now”.  

But if given any extra time the Planning Authority (or at least its more diligent members) would be 
bound to ask awkward questions about the GM’s unprecedented interference in due process and then 
perhaps have good reason to look much more closely at these road reservations without public roads. 
They might even identify the invisible ones included in the Request.  Staff now decided to further 
intervene.   

The Planner, so meek when a condition of his professional recommendation had been ordered removed, 
now jumped into action and by a hand gesture sought the attention of the mayor.       

Transcript of the relevant section of the GSB Council April 24th 2018 Ordinary Council Meeting  

Mayor Kent: “Planner you want to comment there?”  

Mr. Shane Wells (Planner): “I’d just like to make two points. Firstly, I can appreciate the complexity and 
the short amount of time, that is unfortunate, that is the process we follow. To me, my thoughts if as a 
councillor, if you want to make a fully informed position on this matter you need to understand what the 
community’s view is. It should go out (to the?) community at large that the collective community can 
have a say and can all be informed by that and then make a collective decision on the merits of this.” 

“The second point is there is a vast array of detail of information. There is (sic) two binders full of 
application documents associated with this. Some of that information is on tonight’s Agenda but not all.  

So, if we defer this we are just going to go for a month or two months with the community only having 
access to what is in our current agenda, not being able to see the complete picture. I think that is a 
disservice to the community. That is my view, that is not as a planner, just my personal view.” 

Clr. Crawford: “Point of Order. It is not the position of the planner to put his own personal opinion.”  

Shane Wells: “You can’t point of order me.” 

Mayor Kent: “I have asked his opinion and I will accept his comment. Have you (to SW) finished?”  

Mr. David Metcalf (General Manager): “Mr Mayor, can I say something?”  

Mayor Kent okays the General Manager to speak.  

Mr. Metcalf: “If you read point 2.3 of the report: This report details the reasons for the officer 
recommendation. The Planning Authority must consider this report but is not bound to adopt the 
recommendation. Broadly, the Planning Authority can either: (1) adopt the recommendation, or (2) vary 
the recommendation by adding, modifying or removing recommended reasons and conditions or 



replacing an approval with a refusal (or vice versa). Any alternative decision requires a full statement of 
reasons to comply with the Judicial Review Act2000 and the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) 
Regulations2005.  

Now I concur with Mr Wells on this there is 42 days of public consultations which normally does not 
happen with a normal planning application. This is only an instigation of that community consultation. 
And when all that is back Council can then consider where it needs to go after that community 
consultation, there can be as many workshops as you like during that 42 day period but this is only an 
initiation. This is not approving the development. We need to give the community the right, and 42 days 
it is extended to, to consider this development”. 

Clr. Woods: “Mr. Mayor, if I may, being the Mover of the Motion I will sum up.  I wish Mr. Wells had 
possibly stepped in a little bit earlier than what he did, but he didn’t, therefore I will sum up - I will just 
put the motion that has been put in front of us and I implore you to put it to the vote”.  

When the vote was taken Clr. Woods supported the motion to initiate that she had minutes earlier 
categorically stated she was NOT going to support TODAY. The only two people that spoke between 
when she stated she was not going to vote for the motion and when she changed her mind and voted 
for initiation were the Planner and the General Manager even though the Planning Authority collectively 
or individually had not requested further information or advice on the issue from staff.   

To read this cringe-worthy transcript now one loses all confidence in due process at Local Government 
level in Glamorgan Spring Bay during this time.  

The planner, uninvited, had sought permission to address the PA but is giving personal opinions, he is 
not speaking as a planner.  He calls the process that we follow and the shortness of time “unfortunate” 
but it did not need to be unfortunate, he could have notified the PA of the request for the AM much 
earlier and the TPC could have granted an extension of time at the other end. The foreshadowed motion 
would have done away with the “unfortunate” shortness of time. His thoughts” if as a councillor” are 
irrelevant, he had never been a councillor and different councillors have different thoughts. He confirms 
that there is material that is not in the agenda but should be available to get a complete picture and 
make an informed decision. He suggests that if the PA defers the decision, he will not supply the missing 
information. And even after he managed to convince Clr Woods to change her vote and AM 2018-03 
was initiated, he did not keep his promise and not all documentation was supplied and publicly 
exhibited. Overlay maps referred to in Attachment A to the Agenda and the Concept Master Plan were 
kept well away from public scrutiny.    

The GM’s comments are equally inappropriate, point 2.3 of the planner’s report to which he directs 
attention had just been ignored and brutally abused by him when he ordered a recommended condition 
be deleted. And without giving reasons to boot! 

His comment that this is “only” an instigation of community consultation is plainly wrong, what he 
wants (and regrettably succeeds in getting) is much more, it is the initiation of a process that is 
irreversible and leads to Hobart where we find ourselves again, more than four long years later.  

And comments like “This is not approving the development. We need to give the community the right, 
and 42 days it is extended to, to consider this development” are equally inappropriate and confusing.  
There was no development proposed.  



The GSBC acting as Planning Authority had initiated the AM without any road reserves being included 

The Plan (Figure 1) on the Council Certified AM shows the two “invisible” reserve roads being included in 
the Specific Area Plan.  The Council Certified AM is wrong and should not have been accepted. 

To add insult to injury and further confusion the publicly available shortened Minutes of this GSBC 
Meeting makes no mention of exactly what was initiated and the public would wrongly assume that the 
Recommendation in the Agenda was followed.  

The full Minutes of this GSBC Meeting (available only upon application) also remains silent about the 
confusion and the alleged illegal order to remove a recommended condition but it simply changes the 
recommendation in the original Planning Report, without comment, as if it had always been the 
recommendation. Very convenient whitewashing of alleged inappropriate actions.  

I respectfully submit that both requested AM and certified AM fail to meet the required standard in such 
an important and potentially East Coast changing matter. And I shed a tear for the two groups of 
Commission delegates and all the representors that have been forced to struggle through the result of 
the botched GSBC initiation process for so many years.   

THE ALTERNATIVE CAMBRIA SPECIFIC AREA PLAN 

After I had orally agitated these arguments on the 4th of July 2022 and the Commission, on the same 
day, published a new map also now clearly showing the reserved roads on CT 251306/1 that had been 
included in the area to which the SAP would apply in the Certified AM, it became clear that the wrongly 
Certified AM could no longer be the basis for the assessment of the merits of AM 2018-03 by the 
Commission as it had been for more than four years. 

Just two days later on the 6th of July the Commission published a direction to the Applicant, apparently 
in reply to an undocumented request by the Applicant, to present an alternative draft amendment by 
the 8th of July 2022. 

On the 11th of July 2022 the proposed alternative SAP was published on the TPC website.  

All the original references to the Titles to be specifically included in the SAP and the Figure 1 which 
clearly identified that area had been removed. What was substituted was confusing: 

 GSB-S5.2 Application of this Plan. This specific area plan applies to the area of land designated as the 
Cambria Specific Area Plan on the overlay maps and in Figure GSB-S5.1. 

The proffered alternative Cambria SAP in Figure GSB-S5.1. once again includes the 2 areas of land not 
owned by the Chinese consortium and clearly identified as such by the Commission a week earlier. 

At the presentation of this alternative SAP on the 15th July 2022 a number of concerns were raised but 
the continued inclusion of the invisible reserve roads in the alternative SAP was not mentioned. 

THE REVISED ALTERNATIVE CAMBRIA SPECIFIC AREA PLAN 

After the Commission issued a direction on the 19th of July 2022 in response to the applicant’s request to 
make further changes to the alternative SAP it is proposing for the Commission’s assessment, the new 
Revised Alternative Cambria Specific Area Plan was published   on the 22nd of July 2022.  



More than four years into the process the applicant finally recognizes that the road reserves are 
undoubtedly there and now adds them into the GSB-S5.1. map.  

Other representors will be much better qualified to point out many of the obvious remaining concerns in 
even this latest further modified alternative apparition of the Cambria SAP.  Suffice it to note that 
concerns remain about use of the Dolphin Sands aquiver, potential future use of the airstrip, what 
constitutes an “active” eagles’ nest and the status of the new CMP (does it also have a “use by date” 
measured in days like the original version?)  

Clearly the Request for Amendment did not meet the Standard required by LUPAA S33 (2) and the 
Certified Amendment was not the Amendment initiated by the Planning Authority. 

If in such a case the proceedings before the TPC do not come to a shuddering halt but will allow for 
heated horse-trading to start in earnest and new undocumented requests for alternative SAPs can be 
granted by the Commission it suddenly becomes clear, even to outsiders, why it was deemed so vitally 
important to derail the foreshadowed motion as evidenced by the actions of staff and emails between a 
member of the PA and the Applicant. The trainwreck the Commission is dealing with today is the result 
of that derailment. 

Why indeed the then GSBC Deputy Mayor would so cruelly belittle the responsible members of the 
Planning Authority when she, herself, was later found to not have understood her role as a member of 
the Planning Authority in this matter at a Code of Conduct Hearing, and why she would appear to have 
put the immediate happiness of the Applicant’s client before the importance of due process in this 
Council Meeting. 

It would also explain why the applicant “was very relieved” when due process was ignored and abused 
as the planner managed to convince a member of the Planning Authority to change her vote. What was 
to fear from proper process? The conscientious members of the PA had not, as apparently suggested by 
Irene Duckett “made up their minds already”, they simply wanted a few extra days to decide upon such 
an important matter and had hoped to get essential additional information to assist them to make up 
their mind. The foreshadowed motion had only sought the extra few days, allowed by legislation, for a 
decision and had hoped (the TPC willing) for perhaps an extra month.   

Note the email from the Deputy Mayor to the Applicant sent late on the night of the Meeting and the 
email in reply early next morning.  

+61418346283 On 24 Apr 2018, at 10:09 pm, Deputy Mayor Cheryl Arnol wrote: Hello Irene I trust that 
your client was happy with the outcome tonight. Sometimes I really struggle with the views of some of 
our councillors and their lack of understanding of the planning processes involved! Thank heaven for 
Shane Wells and putting some sense into it as the numbers simply were not looking good at one point to 
derail the deferral motion. I still don’t understand what a deferral was going to achieve other than add 
another 30 days to the ‘consultation’ period! I would be interested in being part of any community 
consultation that your client may undertake and would be pleased if you (or they) could keep me in the 
loop in relation to their plans to conduct any consultation sessions. Best regards Cheryl Cheryl Arnol, 
MAICD Deputy Mayor Glamorgan Spring Bay Council P: 03 62571 349 (after 7.30pm) M: 0419 533 615 E: 
cheryl.arnol@freycinet.tas.gov.au 
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From: Irene Duckett [mailto:planning@ireneinc.com.au] Sent: Wednesday, 25 April 2018 9:03 AM To: 
Deputy Mayor Cheryl Arnol Cc: Ronald Hu Subject: Re: Attention Irene Duckett Thanks Cheryl, yes we 
were very relieved when Shane spoke up, but equally I think you spoke rationally and convincingly to the 
item, and those who chose to vote against it had already made their mind up regardless. We are very 
keen to work with the community and elected members. I will be in touch with David tomorrow to 
arrange the workshop where we can discuss the technical implications of the amendment with Council. 
Ronald and I are organising an open day and heritage talks at Cambria in early June. In addition to that, I 
think another forum for community discussions (not a public meeting though) would be helpful. Happy 
for any suggestions. Thanks again foe your support. Regards Irene Irene Duckett Ireneinc Planning & 
Urban Design. 

I respectfully submit that in order to allow a proper and fully transparent process to be followed the 
Commission should reject the latest Revised Alternative SAP. 

In order for the TPC to undertake an objective assessment, it will be necessary to have a clear 
understanding of the specifics of the actual development that the amendment is intended to facilitate. 
Such information can only be provided by an application for a combined permit and amendment process 
under section 43A of the LUPAA act 1993. The permit sought should accurately describe and precisely 
locate any “planned” development (a few contracted Museums and a Porcelain Hall perhaps, still 
missing in the latest CMP) rather than “potential” development. It is noted that such an approach is 
consistent with regional policy 1.7 of the Southern Tasmania Regional Land Use Strategy in regard to a 
proposed tourism use and development.  

Such an application should comprehensively address all the issues already identified during the current 
hearing process and would likely require a SAP covering no more than the few hectares of actual 
development rather than the many thousands of hectares that even the Revised Alternative Specific 
Area Plan is still seeking.  

The current GSBC elected representatives acting as Planning Authority would be well qualified to deal 
with such a properly documented application if given sufficient time to assess it. The TPC can then 
further dot the “I”s,  cross the “T”s and fine-tune use tables.  

I thank the Tasmanian Planning Commission for the opportunity to lodge this submission and reagitate 
old but as yet unaddressed issues as well as current ones in the matter of AM 2018-03. 

For added clarity pls see the maps referred to on the following pages. 

 

Andrew Wyminga 

 



 



 



 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


