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Enquiries: Planning Department 
Planning ref:  AM 2018-03  DA2018/057 
TPC ref:  AM-GLA-AM2018-03 
 
 
 
1 July 2021 
 
 
Executive Commissioner 
Tasmanian Planning Commission 
 
Attention: Mr John Ramsay, Chair, Delegated Assessment Panel 
 
EMAIL TO: tpc@planning.tas.gov.au 
 
 

DRAFT AMENDMENT AM 2018-03 

AM-GLA-AM2018-03 

DETAILED RESPONSE TO DIRECTION 2 

CONSOLIDATED DOCUMENT 

 
 
Dear Sir 
 
 
Following Council’s response of 26 May 2021, please see the information and advice following this 
letter. 
 
If you wish to discuss this response, please contact me, on 0418 597 997 or by return email.  
 
Yours sincerely 
  
 
 
Mick Purves 
Senior Planning Consultant 
 
Attachments: 

1. Detailed Response to TPC Directions  
2. PCAB advice to Council  
3. Emails supporting PCAB advice 
4. CAMBRIA – strategy to conserve natural values … 
5. CAMBRIA – issues in relation to the golf links design and recommended actions 
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Direction 1: updates to use, development or policy initiatives since initiation: 
b) any Council or State policy initiatives or actions in relation to the site, the area, or the region: 

i. The Glamorgan Spring Bay draft Local Provisions Schedule (LPS) for the Tasmanian 
Planning Scheme (TPS): 

 
A comparison of the differences between the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 2015 
(IPS) and the Glamorgan Spring Bay Local Provisions Schedule of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme 
follows. 
 
Ordinance 
AM2018-03 was initiated by Council on 24 April 2018.  The TPS was made on 2 March 2017.   
 
AM2018-03 was initiated after the TPS was made and in full knowledge of the implications of use, 
development and policy initiatives that they would impose.  No further analysis is required of the 
ordinance in this process. 
 
Local Provisions Schedule 
The LPS provides for implementation of the TPS.  The LPS was initially lodged with the Commission in 
late 2017, before being approved for exhibition commencing in December 2019. 
 
The LPS completed initial hearings in December 2020 and is currently completing exhibition of 
substantial modifications that do not relate to AM2018-03.  The Commission would be better 
informed to estimate a likely timeframe for proclamation and implementation of the LPS as the 
manager of the assessment and decision process. 
 
For the purposes of this submission, titles subject to AM2018-03 are identified in blue in Figure 1, 
with a black outline.  In the following analysis, the black outline remains while the blue fill is removed 
to show the specific information. 
 

 

Figure 1- titles subject to AM2018-03 
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Zone maps 
The subject titles are zoned a combination of Rural Resource and Significant Agriculture under the IPS, 
as shown in Figure 2 - IPS zoning.  It is understood that the IPS zoning regime was based on extensive 
supporting policy and information, though little documentation is available to inform this assessment.   
 

 

Figure 2 - IPS zoning 

The LPS was prepared based on the instructions provided within Guideline No. 1  - Local Provisions 
Schedule (LPS): zone and code application and is shown in Figure 3 – LPS proposed  zoning. 
 

 

Figure 3 – LPS proposed  zoning 

Figure 3 identifies that the zoning around the Cambria property and Dolphin Sands area will change 
from Rural Resource and Significant Agriculture to the LPS equivalent zones of Rural and Agriculture, 
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while the area west of Tasman Highway known as Brady’s Hill that is currently zoned Rural Resource is 
proposed to become Agriculture, consistent with State policy for implementation of the zone in 
accordance with Guidelines AZ1, AZ2 and AZ3 of Guideline No. 1  - Local Provisions Schedule (LPS): 
zone and code application.   
 
Impacts from the change in zoning were largely addressed in the application and assessment 
documentation, by reference to the Significant Agriculture zone over part of the subject lands.   
 
The differing policy basis between the IPS and LPS result from the statutory requirements for 
preparation the respective documents.   
 
Overlay maps 
Maps under the LPS define how and where overlays will be applied and provide for application of the 
various codes under the TPS. 
 
C7.0 Natural Assets Code  
The TPS defines this code consists of Waterway and Coastal Protection Area, Future Costal Refugia 
and Priority Vegetation Overlays.   
 
Coastal Refugia, Waterways and Coastal Protection 
Future Coastal Refugia overlays exist under both the IPS and LPS.  Review of GIS data identified that 
the IPS does not use the overlay on or near the subject lands, while the LPS identifies areas that will 
be subject to the overlay.   
 

 

Figure 4 – proposed LPS Future Coastal Refugia overlay 

Waterway and Coastal Protection Areas exist under both the IPS (through Code E11 Waterway and 
Coastal Protection) and LPS (under the C7 Natural Assets Code).  Review of the relevant purpose 
statements of each code identifies substantial consistency between the two. 
 
Review of GIS data identifies that the overlays are applied in a substantially similar way under both 
the IPS and LPS, though the LPS overlay is clipped within Moulting Lagoon where the ISP is not. 
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Figure 5- IPS Waterway & Coastal Protection overlay 

Figure 6 – proposed LPS Waterway & Coastal Protection overlay 

The IPS provides separate standards that apply to each overlay with acceptable solutions that 
recognise building areas on sealed plans, development within Potable Water Source Areas and new 
stormwater discharge points with associated performance criteria.  The TPS provides relatively similar 
standards, with more recognition for existing circumstances, specific consideration of dredging or 
reclamation and protective works in coastal and riverine areas.   
 
The change in regulatory policy through the transition to the TPS controls is the unavoidable and 
inevitable result of implementation of the TPS through Government policy.   
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Priority Vegetation 
The IPS regulates Biodiversity Protection Areas under E10 Biodiversity Code through mapped 
biodiversity protection areas that identify low, medium and high value areas and then regulate works 
and development through standards that provide acceptable solutions that allow for limited work to 
occur in low value areas.  Performance criteria require detailed consideration of specific impacts 
based on the identified values, the specific proposal and mitigation through avoidance or provision of 
suitable offsets.  The overlay was prepared based on local knowledge within Council. 
 

 

Figure 7- IPS Biodiversity Overlay 

Figure 8 - proposed LPS Priority Vegetation overlay 

The relevant purpose statements from the TPS are consistent with the specific code purpose 
statements within the IPS.   
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The LPS identify similar areas under the Priority Vegetation Overlay, which is addressed through 
standards under C7 Natural Assets Code.  Standards do not recognise different values of vegetation to 
be removed.  Acceptable solutions recognise building areas on sealed plans, with performance criteria 
establishing tests for when and how vegetation may be removed.  Areas were mapped based on the 
Regional Ecosystem Model, developed in response to the requirements of the Guidelines and used 
across the majority of Councils under the LPS process.   
 
As identified in Figure 7 and Figure 8 , the map sets are similar but not the same.  The policy 
differences between the IPS and LPS/TPS are fundamental and are expected to deliver substantially 
different outcomes on ground in terms of the nature of the regulatory assessment, outcomes from 
the assessment process and the ability to reflect known vegetation values across the area subject to 
the amendment.  Graphically, the differing policy frameworks are highlighted by the consequences of 
the zoning mandates between the two planning schemes. 
 
This change is mandated by implementation of the TPS framework and will occur regardless of 
AM2018-03.   
 
C8.0 Scenic Protection Code  
Scenic values are regulated under E14 Scenic Landscape Code of the IPS and C8.0 Scenic Protection 
Code of the TPS, as shown in Figure 9.  Neither the IPS nor LPS use the available area based controls.  
Both use the corridor- based control and establish virtually identical corridors near AM2018-03, as 
shown in Figure 9. 
 

    

Figure 9 - IPS Scenic Landscapes Corridor (left) and proposed LPS Scenic Protection Corridor overlay (right) 

Purpose statements between the two codes provide a consistent basis for outcomes of assessments. 
 
Both Codes provide exemptions and standards for the Corridor mechanisms that seek to manage 
impacts of development within the affected areas that are not dissimilar.  The TPS differs from the IPS 
by providing standardised wording that relies on scenic values and management objectives, which are 
populated in the LPS.   
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Both provide standards that deal with buildings and works within  the corridor mechanism, including 
vegetation removal and visibility of proposals, while the IPS provides greater recognition than the LPS 
for extensions to existing buildings.  Differential impacts between the IPS and LPS are difficult to 
determine absent an application for use and development of the land.   
 
C10.0 Coastal Erosion Hazard Code  
Both the IPS and LPS provide overlays for coastal erosion hazards and identify high, medium, low and 
investigation hazard areas that is based on the Guide to Considering Natural Hazard Risks in Land Use 
Planning and Building Control1.   
 

 Figure 10 - IPS Coastal Erosion Hazard overlay 

 
1 Source http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/divisions/osem/mitigating_natural_hazards  
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Figure 11 - proposed LPS Coastal Erosion Hazard overlay 

Review of IPS code E16 identifies its purpose to consider and manage coastal erosion and provide for 
appropriate development that relies on a coastal location through the planning process.  The purpose 
of TPS code C10 is substantially similar to the IPS.   
 
 Figure 10 and Figure 11 identify that the mapping is substantially similar, though the LPS appears to 
have been clipped through King Bay and Wye River areas.  This suggests that there will be little, if any, 
change in policy for application of the IPS and LPS codes.   
 
Both the IPS and TPS codes regulate use, where the TPS provides more specific use standards for 
differing use types and hazard locations.   
 
Development standards will change from a wide range of technical matters under the IPS to 
assessment of risk and location under the TPS, largely reliant on performance criteria.   
The change in regulatory policy through the transition to the TPS controls is the unavoidable and 
inevitable result of implementation of the TPS through Government policy.   
 
C11.0 Coastal Inundation Hazard Code  
Both the IPS and LPS provide code based assessment of inundation hazards that is based on the Guide 
to Considering Natural Hazard Risks in Land Use Planning and Building Control.   
 
Both the IPS and LPS provide overlays for coastal inundation hazards and identify high, medium and 
low hazard areas.  Figure 12 and Figure 13 identify that the mapping is substantially similar, though 
the LPS appears to identify additional areas north of the subject lands.  This suggests that there will be 
little, if any, change in policy for application of the IPS and LPS codes.   
 

 

Figure 12 - IPS Coastal Inundation Hazard overlay 
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Figure 13 - proposed LPS Coastal Inundation Hazard overlay 

While code E15 of the IPS applies to all inundation hazards, mapping is limited to coastal inundation 
risks.  Noting this, the purpose of the IPS and TPS codes are similar. 
 
Given the limitations of the overlay, review of IPS code E15 relevantly identifies its purpose to 
consider and manage coastal inundation and provide for appropriate development that relies on a 
coastal location through the planning process.  The purpose of TPS code C10 is substantially similar to 
the IPS.  Both regulate use, where the LPS provides more specific use standards for differing use types 
and hazard locations.   
 
As with Coastal Erosion issues, development standards for Coastal Inundation will change from a wide 
range of technical matters under the IPS to assessment of risk and location under the TPS, largely 
reliant on performance criteria.   
 
The change in regulatory policy through the transition to the LPS controls is the unavoidable and 
inevitable result of implementation of the TPS through Government policy.   
 
C13.0 Bushfire-Prone Areas Code  
Both the IPS and TPS provide code-based assessment of bushfire hazard with overlay mapping 
developed by Tasfire for the IPS and LPS.  Codes under the IPS and TPS were developed by State and 
implemented in both planning schemes.   
 
There is no effective policy change between the IPS and TPS/LPS.   
 
C15.0 Landslip Hazard Code  
Both the IPS and LPS provide overlays for landslip hazards that identify medium and low hazard areas, 
based on the Guide to Considering Natural Hazard Risks in Land Use Planning and Building Control.  
Purpose statements within the two codes are consistent with this approach.   
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Overlay mapping for both codes is based on data from the Mitigating Natural Hazards through Land 
Use Planning Project, which is available as a layer on the LIST and is titled ‘Landslide Planning Map – 
Hazard Bands 20131022’.   
This project was completed by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPAC), Office of Security and 
Emergency Management for preparation of the Interim planning scheme series across Tasmania.   
 

 

Figure 14 - IPS Landslip Hazard overlay 

 

Figure 15 - proposed LPS Landslip Hazard overlay 

Review of the overlays between the IPS and LPS identify little difference.   This suggests that there will 
be little, if any, change in policy for application of the IPS and LPS codes.   
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While the regulatory response to use and development may differ, both the IPS and LPS/TPS are 
based on the same supporting policy framework and data.  Key policy differences between the IPS 
and TPS appear to be: 

 the IPS defines acceptable/tolerable risks, where the LPS does not; 
 the IPS defines and provides regulation of major/minor proposals, where the LPS does not; 
 the TPS defines and regulates critical use, where the IPS does not; 
 the TPS provides increased recognition of other statutory assessment processes and consents 

within the available exemptions; and 
 the TPS provides more extensive exemptions from the code for use and developments within 

the low and medium hazard bands than the IPS allows. 
 
Policy impacts for the development of land under the LPS result from the provisions of the TPS code 
and as such, are the unavoidable and inevitable consequence of Government land use planning 
policy. 
 
Other LPS provisions 
C6.0 Local Historic Heritage Code  
Both the IPS and LPS provide for heritage management, through E13 Historic Heritage Code of the IPS 
and C6 Local Historic Heritage Code of the TPS. 
 
Listings 59 and 60 under Table E13.1 of the IPS identify Belmont and Cambria as Heritage Places by 
reference to (now obsolete) Tasmanian Heritage Register listings, but provide no general description 
or other details.   
 
The LPS does not identify Belmont or Cambria at Table GSB-C6.1 Local Heritage Places, due to a 
specific exclusion at C6.2.2 of the TPS for Tasmanian Heritage Register properties (excepting limited 
works for significant trees, which the IPS does not populate at GSBC6.5 Significant Trees). 
 
Policy impacts for the LPS result from the provisions of the TPS code and as such, are the unavoidable 
and inevitable consequence of Government land use planning policy. 
 
Other overlays 
The following aspects of the LPS/TPS were assessed as not relevant to this assessment: 
C1.0 Signs Code  
C2.0 Parking and Sustainable Transport Code  
C3.0 Road and Railway Assets Code  
C4.0 Electricity Transmission Infrastructure Protection Code: 
C5.0 Telecommunications Code  
C9.0 Attenuation Code  
C12.0 Flood-Prone Areas Hazard Code  (note, the IPS overlay is limited to coastal inundation and does 
not reflect riverine or other inundation sources due to a lack of available mapping.  It is understood 
this will change once the project for consistent flood mapping is completed by State).   
C14.0 Potentially Contaminated Land Code 
C16.0 Safeguarding of Airports Code 
 
Direction 1: updates to use, development or policy initiatives since initiation: 
b) any Council or State policy initiatives or actions in relation to the site, the area, or the region: 
iv. Revised permanent listing for Cambria and Belmont under the Tasmanian Heritage Register. 
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Council was notified that the Tasmanian Heritage Council issued a revised permanent listing for the 
Belmont and Cambria properties.  A copy of the permanent listing is provided as a separate 
attachment to this document.   
Direction 2: Advice of authors for Attachment C 

a) document R3 PCAB advice to Glamorgan Spring Bay Council on Cambria Green SAP, was 
authored by the Section Head – Conservation Assessment and Wildlife Management 
Section, Policy, Advice and Regulatory Services Branch, DPIPWE 

b) the advice was emailed to Council on 10 September 2018.   
 Copies of the submission and current contact person are provided as Attachments 2 and 3; 

 
Attachment 2: PCAB advice to Council  
Attachment 3: Emails supporting PCAB advice 
 

  
b) documents R4 – CAMBRIA – strategy to conserve natural values, avoid impacts and/or provide 

a mitigation/offset strategy, and CAMBRIA – issues in relation to the golf links design and 
recommended actions  

 The documents were authored by Dr Nicky Meeson, who is employed as the Biodiversity 
Officer for Glamorgan Spring Bay Council; 

 Dr Meeson was awarded a PhD in Environmental Science from the University of Tasmania 
2006 and has 19 years’ experience in natural values assessment in Tasmania, specifically 
including botanical surveys and vegetation assessments conducted during her PhD research, 
while working for the Hobart based company North Barker Ecosystem Services (2007-2010), 
and while employed as Biodiversity Officer at Glamorgan Spring Bay Council; 

 The documents date from 28 and 22 August 2018 respectively. 
 
Attachment 4: CAMBRIA – strategy to conserve natural values … 
Attachment 5: CAMBRIA – issues in relation to the golf links design and recommended actions 
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PCAB advice to Glamorgan Spring-Bay Council re proposed Cambria Green Specific Area Plan 
 

10 September 2018 
 
General comments: 
 

 As noted in the ecological assessments, there are a number of natural values that may be 
impacted by the proposed Cambria project. 

 
 In general, the strategies outlined in the document “CAMBRIA – strategy to conserve natural 

values, avoid impacts and/or provide a mitigation/offset strategy” are supported.  The concept 
of having areas of high natural values protected through some mechanism such as a 
conservation covenant or Part V Agreement is supported in principle, noting different 
mechanisms provide different levels of protection of, and activity within, such areas.  If any 
conservation covenants under the Nature Conservation Act 2002 are proposed, discussions will 
need to be undertaken with the Private Land Conservation Program (PLCP) before any such 
conditions are put in place as such proposals would need to meet covenanting criteria and be 
supported by the PLCP. 

 
 As noted in the document “CAMBRIA – issues in relation to the golf links design and 

recommended actions” further information is required from the proponent or their designated 
representatives before the golf course proposal can be assessed in more detail.   

 
 One area that has not yet been well discussed is the potential for impacts on wetland birds.  It 

is highly likely that the Bayles Backwater area is utilised as a breeding area for species such as 
red capped plovers and would be seasonal foraging habitat for a range of other species, some 
of which are likely to be listed under various acts and/or international migratory species 
agreements/treaties.  This is also the case with the saltmarsh edge that bounds the property 
on the shore of Moulting Lagoon.   

 
 Another area that does not appear to have been considered as yet is potential impacts to 

geoconservation/scientific values.   
 

Threatened flora and fauna: 
 

 In general, threatened flora and fauna values appear to have been addressed in the consultants 
reports undertaken to date, noting that further and targeted surveys may be required as 
concepts for the project are developed and more information becomes available on proposed 
footprints and activities. 

 
 The generally recommended distance between a development and eagles nest is a minimum 

500 m or 1 km line of sight; however this does depend somewhat on the proposed 
development/activity and likely level of disturbance.    

 
 In relation to the buffer area around the recently located eagles nest near the proposed golf 

course and access road, it is noted that the distance between the nest and proposed road 
appears to be considerably less than the stated 200 m in the “CAMBRIA – issues in relation to 
the golf links design and recommended actions” document.  Proposed mitigation approaches 
outlined in the various documents provided are supported in principle (e.g. maximising 
distance between nest and road and between nest and carpark and club facilities, making 
buffer areas “no go zones” during the breeding season, etc.).  It is recommended that a distance 
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of at least 500 m (or 1 km line of sight) is maintained between nests and areas where people 
may congregate.  More specific advice on proposed buffers and mitigation of eagle nests can 
be provided as details of the proposed developments become available. 

 
Threatened native vegetation communities: 
 

 Advice for minimum patch size has been updated in the online version of Kitchener and Harris 
(2013) in relation to cartographic standards and in relation to how they are found on the 
ground. “Regardless of whether they have been captured by TASVEG mapping, it is recognised 
that native vegetation communities can occur naturally or as remnants in a cleared or disturbed 
landscape in patches smaller than 1 ha. Patches (or contiguous patches) of vegetation as small 
as 0.1 ha may be valid for forest and woodland communities of high conservation significance 
where they are assessed as viable” and “Important non-forest vegetation communities can be 
viable as patches of less than 0.1 ha in area.” (Forest to Fjaeldmark (revised - January 2016)).   

 
 The TASVEG code for Eucalyptus viminalis-Eucalyptus globulus coastal forest and woodland is 

DVC rather than DVG. 
 

 Review of both TASVEG Live and TASVEG 3.0 does not indicate any mapped extent of Lowland 
grassland complex (TASVEG GCL) within the covenant with reserve identification number 
20260. There is a current mapped extent of Lowland grassy sedgeland (TASVEG GSL), which has 
a tree canopy exceeding 5% cover and which would appear to be better mapped as Eucalyptus 
viminalis-Eucalyptus globulus coastal forest and woodland” (TASVEG DVC). 

 
 It is recommended that references to GCL and GSL throughout the consultants report are 

reviewed to ensure that the correct code is being referred to. Noting that GSL is not listed in 
Table 1 p 29. 

 
 While the suggestion that restoration by planting Eucalyptus globulus seedlings in areas of 

vegetation now lacking a eucalypt canopy where blue gum was probably the original canopy 
tree species has merit, its adequacy as an offset against potential clearing of DGL in (potentially) 
good condition would require further consideration. 

 
Geoconservation/scientific values: 
 

 A proposed golf course is shown in different locations on the documents titled ‘Concept Master 
Plan’ and ‘Cambria Golf Course Plan’.  Point A, behind the beach ridge system (the location 
shown in the Concept Master Plan), is very strongly preferred over Point B (the location shown 
in the Course Plan) in regards to conservation of geoconservation values.  This is based on 
interpretation of available lidar data which suggests that landforms at Point B are critical to 
understanding the evolution of the entire system.   
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Lidar derived hillshaded digital elevation model of the Nine Mile Beach ridge system, data sourced 
from The LIST.  The points marked A and B show the two different areas proposed for golf course 
development. 
 

 Landscaping for golf course or other development at Point B could destroy or obscure much 
geoscientific information relevant to understanding the important issue of coastal response to 
climate change.  Also, the construction of a causeway to ‘Ronalds Island’ capable of supporting 
ground-keeping machinery could disrupt the hydrodynamics of saltmarsh maintenance 
depending on what is proposed.  Without further study and information the potential effects 
remain unpredictable. 
 

 It is recommended that targeted geoscientific surveys be undertaken prior to further plans 
being developed or any significant works in this area being undertaken to collect important 
geoscientific information (further advice should be sought from PCAB regarding this matter). If 
appropriate, it is recommended that the rezoning the easternmost area of the Cambria 
property (i.e. east of the existing covenant) to a zoning which has nature conservation and the 
preservation of scientific values as primary objectives be considered. 
 

 Despite its somewhat degraded condition, it is recommended that consideration be given to 
protecting the saltmarsh on the property by zoning it for nature conservation and allowing only 
limited development (e.g. walking tracks). 

 
 The Wye River is a fairly typical east coast stream in that its channel is considerably oversized 

for baseflow, because it conveys much greater flow during occasional rainstorms.  Wildfire or 
forestry operations in the catchment and climate change may all substantially increase peak 
flood discharge and sediment delivery to the alluvial fan during rainstorm events.  These 
processes need to be recognised by the landholder and should be accommodated in the SAP.  
In particular, areas prone to flooding or likely to become prone to flooding should be identified 
as suitable for only limited development. 

 
 PCAB can provide further detail regarding geoconservation/scientific values, if required. 

 
Conservation covenants: 
 

 It is recommended that the proponent and/or their designated representative contact the PLCP 
regarding any planned developments or activities within covenanted areas so that an 
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assessment can be undertaken of what is permitted under the terms of covenant before plans 
are progressed much further. 
 

 Access to the currently proposed golf course is through a conservation covenant along an 
existing track.  Upgrade of this track may not be possible within the existing covenant terms 
(depending on the specific details of what is proposed).  Further information should be 
provided for assessment by the PLCP. 

 
 Any proposed activities within covenanted areas will also need to take account of the nearby 

recently found eagle nests. Standard covenant management prescriptions for eagle nests 
restrict activities (including passive recreational activities) within 500 m of a nest during the 
breeding season. 
 

Other comments: 
 

 For staged developments, it is preferable if proponents can provide details of the whole 
proposal (including footprints and activities) to allow for a single assessment of impacts on 
natural values, wherever possible. 
 

 Targeted surveys may be required associated with particular development proposals. If 
required, some such surveys can only be undertaken at certain times of the year (due to 
flowering seasons, breeding seasons, etc). 

 
 If any onsite offsets are required, conservation actions (such as an existing conservation 

covenant under the Nature Conservation Act 2002) that have received funding from other 
sources will generally not be considered as an offset for impacts on natural values related to a 
development proposal. 

 
 Ground-truthed vegetation mapping and threatened flora and fauna records should be 

submitted to DPIPWE to inform natural values tools including TASVEG and the Natural Values 
Atlas, if any such records have not yet been provided. 
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Attachment 3: Emails supporting PCAB advice  
 
From:  
Sent: Thursday, 27 May 2021 10:22 AM 
To: Mick Purves < > 
Cc:  
Subject: RE: email 2 - FW: PCAB advice - proposed Cambria Green Specific Area Plan 
 
Hi Mick 
As just discussed on the phone. PCAB is the abbreviation for The Policy and Conservation Advice 
Branch within the Natural and Cultural Heritage Division of DPIPWE; following an internal restructure 
this area is now referred to as Conservation Assessments (CAS).  
 
In addition to administering the Threatened Species Protection Act 1994 and the Nature Conservation 
Act 2002 (and where relevant issuing permits under these Acts) CAS plays a role in providing advice to 
a range of key regulators (including Councils) and stakeholders on activities such as developments, 
PWS fuel reduction burns and forestry that have the potential to impact on natural values (mainly 
threatened species (flora and fauna), threatened native vegetation communities, marine values and 
geoconservation features).  
 
Councils have no obligation to seek CAS advice on Development Applications but if they feel that they 
do not have appropriate expertise to ensure that the conservation and sustainable development 
outcomes identified through the Resource Management and Planning System (RMPS) are achieved, 
we can provide advice as requested.  
 
Therefore, to answer your question, the advice provided by (then) PCAB to Glamorgan Spring Bay 
Council in 2018 was simply advice intended to facilitate Council’s decision making under their 
planning scheme and has no regulatory or legislative ‘status’. In the case of this specific advice little 
specific assessment of the impacts on natural values was able to be made given that limited details of 
the actual development were available. 
 
While I as section head of CAS was the signatory and responsible for providing that advice it is a 
compilation of comments from experts around the NCH Division including the threatened species 
section, Geoconservation Section and the Private Land Conservation Program which is responsible for 
establishing and regulating conservation covenants under the NCA. 
 
Happy to discuss further if this is not clear. 
 
Regards 
 
Section Head - Conservation Assessment and Wildlife Management Section 
Policy, Advice and Regulatory Services Branch, DPIPWE 
Tel: , Email:  
 
 
 
From: Mick Purves < >  
Sent: Wednesday, 26 May 2021 4:00 PM 
To:  
Cc:  
Subject: FW: email 2 - FW: PCAB advice - proposed Cambria Green Specific Area Plan 
Attachment 3: Emails supporting PCAB advice  
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Good afternoon 
 
I am dealing with the Cambria Green planning scheme amendment for Council and have been asked 
by the Tasmanian Planning Commission to confirm the author and standing of the advice provided to 
Council.   
 
The Amendment was appealed to the Supreme Court, who took additional evidence and determined 
the application was valid and returned it to the Commission for determination.  The Commission is 
working its way through preliminary issues to complete this task.   Further information on this process 
is available from the Commission website, https://www.planning.tas.gov.au/assessments-and-
hearings/current-assessments-and-hearings/am-gla-am2018-03. 
 
Can you please provide this advice so that I can respond to the Commission and confirm these 
details?   
 
If you would like to discuss this request or the application, please contact me on 0418 597 997.  I work 
remotely and am not available on the Council number. 
 
Thanks and regards 
 
Mick Purves 
Senior Planning Consultant  
(3 days per week) 
 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 
PO Box 6 
TRIABUNNA 7190 
E:  
 
 
 
 



AM2018-03 Detailed submissions to Direction 2  
 

Page 20 of 23 

Attachment 4: document R4 – CAMBRIA – strategy to conserve natural values, avoid impacts 
and/or provide a mitigation/offset strategy, 28 August 2018 

 
CAMBRIA – strategy to conserve natural values, avoid impacts and/or provide a mitigation/offset 

strategy 
 

This is a suggested strategy (conditions?) to be incorporated somehow into the SAP. The aim of this 
strategy is to deal with the main issues in relation to the natural values of the property BEFORE they 
become problems or hurdles at the Development Application stage. Such hurdles would likely include 
referrals under the EPBC Act, permits under the TSP Act and the NC Act and requirements for Forest 
Practices Plans. 
Many of the suggestions below were recommendations provided in the Ecological Assessment of 
Cambria by ECOtas and they also reflect a number of concerns raised in public representations. 
 
1. Reserved areas 

Design a reserve (or reserves) within the property, with the aid of an environmental consultant and to 
the satisfaction of the Council’s NRM staff, in order to mitigate for the environmental impacts of any 
future developments. The reserve(s) would be an exclusion zone(s) for development with the possible 
exception of sensitively located walking trails. Ideally the reserve(s) should be covered by a 
conservation covenant, or at the minimum, a Part 5 agreement with Council. 
The reserve(s) should incorporate the elements listed below that, where feasible, should be 
connected to form wildlife corridors. 
 Threatened vegetation communities including a buffer around each. 
 Threatened flora species, most notably:  

o South Esk Pine (Callitris oblonga subsp. oblonga) population near the Wye River 
o Grassland Greenhood (Pterostylis ziegeleri) in and near the Conservation Covenant at Dolphin 

Sands. 
 Threatened fauna habitat, notably:  

o Den sites and potential den sites of Tasmanian Devil, Spotted Tailed Quoll & Eastern Quoll 
o Known and potential nest trees for masked owl and swift parrot 
o All potential foraging trees for swift parrot i.e. mature Eucalyptus globulus and E. ovata trees. 
o High quality wetlands, which include potential habitat for green and gold frog. 
o Rivers that are habitat of the Australian grayling 

 The Waterway and Coastal Protection area of the Interim Planning Scheme 2015. This includes 
the three main rivers, the Meredith, Swan and Wye, other class 1, 2 and 3 stream and the 
perimeter of Moulting Lagoon. 

 Other areas of quality habitat that may provide linkages in a wildlife corridor. 
 

2. Management Plans 

The following management plans to be drawn up that guides sustainable development. 
 A WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN. The aim is to avoid direct and indirect impacts on the water 

quality of the Dolphin Sands Aquifer, the rivers and streams that flow through and adjacent to the 
Cambria property and the Ramsar listed Moulting Lagoon during and following any development. 
Such a plan would include a water monitoring regime at various locations. 

 A SEA-EAGLE NEST MANAGEMENT PLAN. The outline of such a plan are provided in the 
Addendum report by ECOtas. 

 A WEED AND HYGIENE MANAGEMENT PLAN. Of note in this regard is the large infestation of 
serrated tussock on the property, which has been subject to significant control effort over the 
past few years. 
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 A VEGETATION REHABILITATION PLAN. The aim is to improve the quality of threatened vegetation 
communities and fauna habitat (includes: planting white gums in coastal scrub communities in 
the Dolphin Sands area, and planting blue gums in scrub communities on the western slopes of 
the property.) 
 

3. Further ecological assessments 

With each development application site-specific ecological assessments will be required as 
recommended in the ECOtas report. Obviously exceptions will be made where sites have already been 
thoroughly surveyed within the past two years. 
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CAMBRIA – issues in relation to the golf links design and recommended actions. 

ISSUE DETAIL SOURCE OF INFO ACTION REQUIRED 
Golf Links - eagle 
nest adjacent to 
proposed golf links 

It is proposed to reserve 10ha around the nest. The concern is 
that the nest is still only approximately 200m from entry road and 
fairways – i.e. much less than the no go zone in the breeding 
season of 500m or 1km line-of-sight as per Forest Practices 
Authority protocols. On a site visit on 5-6-18 two eagles were 
clearly visible in the tree from the west and north although they 
did not take flight. One was possibly sitting on the nest. 

Golf Links Concept 
Plan (based on the 
ECOtas report) and 
observations by N 
Meeson, M Kelly & 
T Higgs 5/6/18 

-Seek the opinion of PCAB and/or FPA as to the adequacy 
of the 10ha reserve. 

Golf Links - Entry 
road 

Proposed entry road goes through a Conservation Covenant. 
Currently the road is just a 4WD track and presumably this will 
require upgrading if it is to be the main entry road. 

Golf Links Concept 
Plan 

-Seek the opinion of PCAB / Helen Crawford - will DPIPWE 
allow an upgrade of road through the covenant? 
-Alternatively – find a different access to avoid the 
covenant and the eagle nest (possibly via adjacent 
landowner’s (Melrose) easement off Dolphin Sands 
Road). 

Golf Links - Fairway 
width 

Not depicted on the Golf Links Concept Plan Golf Links Concept 
Plan 

-New Golf Links Concept Plan depicting actual fairways. 

Golf Links – the use 
of fertilisers, 
pesticides, 
herbicides on golf 
courses 

Although best practice is assumed, is there any 
regulation/guidelines about quantity, timing etc. of such inputs? 
How will these potentially impact upon water quality in the 
aquifer, river and Ramsar wetland? 

 -Seek advice from Water Management Branch of DPIPWE. 
-Request a Management Plan including details of input 
regime and regular water quality monitoring.  

Golf Links - 
irrigation 

It is not stated where irrigation water will be sourced.    -Ask the proponent where the water is to be sourced. 
-If it is to be sourced from the Swan River Irrigation 
Scheme check with Tas Irrigation (maybe also TFGA) if  
this would be acceptable (as presumably the original 
purpose of the Scheme was to further agricultural 
development – not to water golf courses). 
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ISSUE DETAIL SOURCE OF INFO ACTION REQUIRED 
Golf Links - 
Fairways 14 & 15 

Fairways 14 & 15 on the Concept Plan are inappropriately located 
as many lost golf balls will end up as pollutants in the wetlands 
and EPBCA listed saltmarsh which, from observation, appear to 
be impenetrable by foot and should not be trampled anyway. See 
also next issue. 
 

Golf Links Concept 
Plan 

Re-design Golf Links to remove these fairways. 

Golf Links – various 
IPS codes 

Parts of the Golf Links, including fairways 14 & 15, are variously in 
the:  
- waterway and coastal protection area 
- coastal inundation hazard area 
- coastal erosion hazard area 
- area with high likelihood of acid sulphate soils 

-IPS 2015 
-The List 

Re-design Golf Links to avoid these areas. 

Golf Links -
Accommodation 
Units 

Irene Inc. Planning Amendment Report, page 51, indicates plans 
for “20 accommodation units on the golf range”. These are not 
depicted on the Golf Links Concept Plan. Apart from the fact that 
we have obviously not be given the correct information, lots of 
issues here…e.g. fire protection clearing, water supply and 
sewerage etc. etc.  

Golf Links Concept 
Plan and Planning 
Amendment 
Report, page 51 

Ask for clarification 

Golf Links – ‘Bird-
Hide Wetland Area’ 
and ‘Water-craft 
Tourist Operation’ 

These are marked on the Concept Master Plan but are not 
depicted on the Golf Links Concept Plan – the Golf Links plan is 
therefore incomplete and confusing. Also having a bird hide and 
water based tourism in close proximity may not work – i.e. the 
boats will scare the birds. 

Concept Master 
Plan and Golf Links 
Concept Plan 

Ask for clarification 

Golf Links – 
threatened 
vegetation DVC 

ECOtas remapped areas of DVC (a threatened vegetation 
community) – while it is not easy to relate the golf links map with 
the vegetation map, it appears that an area of DVC has only been 
marked only as a “copse of significant eucalyptus trees to be 
retained” on the Concept Plan at the convergence of 3 fairways – 
this needs to be reviewed to determine is there is enough 
protection. 

Ecological 
Assessment page 
37 and Golf Links 
Concept Plan 

Re-design Golf Links to provide more protection for this 
threatened vegetation community. 

 


