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From: Gwenda Sheridan <gwendams@bigpond.com>
Sent: Tuesday, 12 April 2022 12:39 PM
To: TPC Enquiry
Subject: 12 April 
Attachments: 2022  Introduction Cambria.pdf; 2022 Part 1 Environment.pdf; 2022 Part 2A Titles 

.pdf; 2022 Part 2B Evidential historical analysis.pdf; 2022 Part 2C Curtilage.pdf

Dear TPC staff,  

I am sending in 10 documents, five attached above. All of these are a part of one single representation. They canvas 
various issues which in my opinion (of 50+ years in planning, heritage and landscape), are all interconnected, 
integrated into how "Planning" ought to be proceding in Tasmania. Simply to assess, 19 pages of the SAP (and a few 
more pages) is totally inadequate in my few.  

I will not be attending the Hearings when they occur. I did request back in December 2021 to speak to the 
Commissioners; that appeared to be answered as a no. At my age, and with my degree of less‐than health, sitting for 
long times ( impossible) and being in a closed room with potential people who might/might not have COVID is not 
an option for me.  

I hope you will pass this message on to the Commissioners. Thanking you in advance. There may be one or several 
more emails with the last five documents.  

Yours sincerely,  
Gwenda Sheridan.  

Gwenda Sheridan <gwendams@bigpond.com>
Tuesday, 12 April 2022 12:46 PM
TPC Enquiry
12 April 2022

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments: 2022 Part 2D Key Heritage  documents.pdf; 2022 Part 2E AI Cultural Landscape 

Symposium Proceedings - Final (26 Feb 2020) - Sheridan Paper.pdf; 2022 Part 3A 
Agriculture.pdf; 2022 Part 3B Tourism as a Land Use  .pdf; Part 4 The SAP.pdf

Dear TPC staff,  

The second five documents which relate to Cambria Green.  

Yours sincerely,  
Gwenda Sheridan 
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 AM-GLA-AM2018-03 Cambria Green:  

Introduction 

2022 

Gwenda Sheridan  

Going forward 

1. The series of Sheridan documents sent to the Commission, have researched 

and comprehensively assessed the following;  

• Natural environment, Parts 1, 3A, (examines Climate and global warming, 

topography, geology and the Moulting Lagoon/ Ramsar Wetlands, 

ecosystems, biota, vegetation),  

• Cultural and Heritage significance of Cambria, Parts 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E.  

These parts examine title changes, Heritage Act requirements, meaning of 

Curtilage, Heritage requirements (eg Burra Charter and JS Kerr etc) and an 

ICOMOS published and peer reviewed document by Sheridan, 2020 (online).   

• Land use as agriculture and tourism (Parts 3A, 3B), (agriculture, water, 

irrigation, soils, soil capability,  considers material sent to the EPBC, irrigation 

and agri-business , SWAN irrigation, changes to land use (s).  Part 3B 

considers tourism as a land use.  

• Assessment of the SAP (Part 4)  

  

 2. This must be considered as one representation, although there are numbers of 

documents. All deal with subjects related and interconnected to each other and to the 

SAP.  It is easier to send them electronically this way.  All relate to entities that the 

TPC need to consider under the LUPAA legislation.  

 

3. In Sheridan's professional opinion, the SAP cannot fulfil the demands of 

LUPAA Schedule 1 Parts 1 and 2, nor can it fulfil the demands of LUPAA, Section 32 

(4), (b), and other parts of the legislation.  

 

4. The SAP has to be refused on the grounds that it cannot fulfil the demands of 

either Schedule 1 and or LUPAA Section 32 (4) (b) especially.  

 

5. Ditto: Section 34 LPS criteria (2) (b), (c), (f); LGA 1993 66, 1, 2, 3,  

 

6. Schedule 6. Changes have been made to this Schedule, see p. 8, No.44. Noted 

is that the former Solicitor General of Tasmania has difficulty in understanding at 

least parts of Schedule 6.  

 

7. Local planning schemes have become ridiculously voluminous in size, 

convoluted, not easy to interpret.     
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8. Planning was not supposed to be like this.  In my view, it is a form of planning 

that cannot be sustained into the future. From 2014 it has “moved” from any balance 

between conservation/heritage/environment to the other side of the ledger. As well, 

it appears to aim to micro manage every small detail.  

 

9. In Tasmania, is there an aim to “air-brush” the environment, global warming, 

the Life-World (natural and cultural)1 to insignificance? Many significant issues are 

raised in Part 1, Parts 3A, 3B, Part 4.   

 

10. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change has just released its 6th 

Report.  The Summary Report notes, (it is 35 pages) much, for example below.  

 

10A. SPM.C.5 Enabling conditions are key for implementing, accelerating and sustaining 

adaptation in human systems and ecosystems. These include political commitment and 

follow-through, institutional frameworks, policies and instruments with clear goals and 

priorities, enhanced knowledge on impacts and solutions, mobilization of and access to 

adequate financial resources, monitoring and evaluation, and inclusive governance processes. 

(high confidence) {1.4, 2.6, 3.6, 4.8, 6.4, 7.4, 8.5, 9.4, 10.5, 11.4, 11.7, 12.5, 13.11,14.7, 15.6, 

17.4, 18.4, CCB INDIG, CCB FINANCE, CCP2.4, CCP5.4}2  

 

10B. the Commission is directed to p.6 of that Summary Report to look at 
the two critical diagrams and to consider the diagrams as shown.  
 

10B. Noted too in the Guardian, 11 March is that Tasmania has just had its 
driest summer in 40 years.3    
 
10C. Accepted now by most of the scientific community, is that climate change 
is upon us; it is not coming...... see for example what has happened, in New 
South Wales and Southern Queensland in the previous weeks of March, 2022.  

 

11. Noted is that the Local Provisions Schedule for Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 

was placed on line by the TPC 4 February 2022.  This and what is in that document 

cannot be any kind of mistake in timing as I read it.    

 

12. Noted is that there is the opportunity and provision to create a cultural 

landscape for the Cambria lands as indicated in the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council's 

planning Scheme under the Heritage Code.   

 

 
1  See Wikipedia for a beginning definition to this.  Life-World is very complex and was taken into 

geography early in the 20th century.  It is closely associated with Genius-loci, another extremely complex idiom, 

with us since Greek times.   
2  Adapted from p. 31, IPCC, InterGovernmental Panel on Climate Change.: Climate Change 2022; 

Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerability: Summary for Policymakers.   
3  Guardian 11 March Parts of Australia suffer drought and low rainfall as La Niña and climate change 

create weather extremes.  
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13. Why doesn't Tasmania have a Historic Zone put into the potential 35 planning 

zones to be considered under local government planning?  Cultural landscape is 

widely known and used, nationally and internationally.  Tasmanian Heritage (all 

heritage) of place(s) from 2014 has all but been unacceptably neglected by planning.   

That is seen as unconscionable. History of place matters.  

 

14. Noted too, is that ICOMOS Australia accepted and published in 2020 a 

document from Sheridan, which was peer reviewed.  This deals with the Cultural 

landscape of Cambria, near Swansea East Coast Tasmania.  The TPC have been sent a 

copy of that.  

  

 

15. Methodology used for analysis of Cambria: 

 

• To assess landscape and its evolution, its land use(s), cultural and social  

significance an adaptation of  the Countryside Commission's diagram of 20024  

has been used.  This was adopted because it provided a methodology in what 

to examine and research, what to bring together, integrate and interconnect;  

particular parameters that needed consideration.  There was no methodology 

on offer in Tasmania.  That remains the case in 2022.  The documents have 

followed too what is mandated by the Burra Charter and J.S. Kerr: The 

Conservation Plan, (both ICOMOS, 2013).  These are acknowledged across 

Australia and internationally for heritage and place/area/landscape analysis.  

 

• People and place are intertwined and interconnected.  Ever since there have 

been people; the dictum above holds. There is a Life-World connected to place 

and to people.  People “experience” place and landscape. This is well 

documented in the literature.  

 

• There are four major sub components to the diagram: natural landscape, 

cultural landscape, perceptual landscape, aesthetic landscape.  Within these 

are additional components to be researched. It is these which Sheridan has 

attempted to bring out in the documentation submitted.  

 

• Noted is that in the author's work in 1999, 2009, Hobart City Council 

acknowledged use of this methodology, as did the former RPDC in 2006.5 

 

 

 
4  The landscape diagram.  Adapted from Landscape Character Assessment.  Guidance for England and 

Scotland.  The Countryside Agency and Scottish Natural Heritage.  Prepared by Carys Swanwick, University of 

Sheffield and Land use Consultants 2002.     
5  SOU 01/2006.  Historical landscape Evidence to help determine the merits of the Proposed Heritage 

Precinct at Mangalore.  Hearing before the Resource Planning and Development Commission 16th August.  

2006.  Refer to Part 5. Pp. 81-90-92.  
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The landscape wheel or diagram.   
Taken from Landscape Character  
Assessment.  Guidance for England and  
Scotland.   
 
The Countryside Agency and Scottish  
Natural Heritage.  Prepared by  
Carys Swanwick,  
University of Sheffield and Land Use  
Consultants.  2002.  
 
People and place have been intertwined  
across millennia.   
 
Four important sub components.  

• The Natural landscape 

• Cultural social landscape  

• Perceptual memories, association re  
Places, 

• Aesthetic landscape.  
 

That can be a third large circle called Time-Depth; Time depth is immensely important in 
this work.    
All have to be considered researched and evaluated in Landscape Assessment. This model 
works well with Australia's Burra Charter, ICOMOS 2013. 

 

Principal issues:  

 

16. When the fairer, faster, cheaper, simpler model of planning started to emerge 

from 2014 onwards in Tasmania, then any balance between the environment (that is 

the natural land, its Life-World, conservation of, heritage of, appropriate 

management and regulation of) in my view  leaned right across to the other side. 

Rigorous assessment of the entire whole large picture disappeared.  Land, place, 

landscape cannot just be ignored as though it is not important.  Hence in (my view) 

development and growth at all costs, became the overriding impetus by the 

Government.   The economy was what counted.   As in the SAP, "environment", land 

became a “thing”, an "asset."   

 

17. The environment ceased to have requisite and necessary consideration for the 

"life" of a place (as integrated, interconnected living elements), ceased to be 

connected to people's sense of place, experiences of place and the character of what 

was "out there."    

 

18. Some questions to the TPC.   
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• How can planning-heritage-environment-land be adequately assessed and 

protected given  

 

• Tasmania has no Department of Planning, with heritage attached, (as do other 

states)  that 

 

• Tasmanian planning seems to be so remote at the government level from the 

Department of the Environment, that, 

 

• There appears to be no strategic research division of planning, that could 

bring together the vitally needed documents that would join planning-

heritage-environment-landscape  in a situation such as Cambria Green 

 

If the Place is to be reduced to a series of micro managed almost lifeless templates, 

and a single planning scheme for the entire island then,  

 

• how can the Executive of "planning" possibly manage the land,  with some 

confidence of what it is actually managing; that is the land,  area, ec0ystems, 

its Life-World, historic evolution of place(s), land use(s), landscape (s),  

"scenic views"  with any confidence given the disparate nature of different 

departments that are responsible?    

 

• Where is a "big" picture area-analysis of land, of its “whole”, of landscape 

being considered?  

 

• Where are the cultural typologies of the place being adequately assessed and 

managed and or the 

 

• aesthetics of place, be appraised as significant and or articulated, seen as 

authentic, and even unique?  

19. Going forward means that to understand "place", is a critical issue and cannot 

continue to be ignored.  That is place(s) their evolved character, area(s) involved, 

their natural/cultural environments, heritage, stories, people(s); all must be 

integrated, interconnected and well understood in planning. 

20.  Excellent research is a prerequisite, the forerunner of dimensions and 

meanings, and whole understandings, stories, which emerge from those places and 

areas.   

21. Only then, can the regulation, management of those places be dealt with 

integrity, with strong insights, with legislation that the majority can understand, 

and use in ways moving forward.  
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22. Trying to ignore what is land use, siphoned off into a whole series of disparate 

entities, the substance of which are missing or are not being integrated, and not 

being interconnected, the non attempt to make any assessment/consideration 

looking at  the whole large place-picture is that planning?   Not as I understand it.   

 

23. Cambria stands in the middle of this situation.  On the one hand there are 

3,185 ha. of land with few buildings, with a land and historic character, (50,000 

years (First Nations' Peoples) colonial and twentieth century people- use- of- land 

character evolution and land uses.   These are lands have never known ultra modern 

urban, residential, tourist, commercial or industrial development.  

 

24. Into the middle of this, the public is given the Specific Area Plan, which is a 

mere 19 pages long of text plus other. See Part 4.  

Planning and how it operates in Tasmania 

25. The SAP is merely the quite inadequate facilitator to what will actually happen 

to the 3,185 ha. of land in the future if  the SAP is given the green light. 

26. Even by November 2021 there was not a comprehensive documented 

completed "plan", to show exactly what, where and when the Stages of potential 

Development might be.  Where is it? 

 27. This is not planning, certainly not comprehensive best-practice-connected-

integrated strategic planning of this large area of land.   

Time Extensions 

28. The issue of Cambria Green commenced in 2012 when the property was put 

up for sale by its owners. The TPC are reminded that 10 years have almost passed by 

the time May, 2022 comes around.     

29. Known is that the lands were sold to the "consortium" in 2014, 2015.  A 

significant portion of the land is owned by a single overseas land owner.   

30. The total of land is somewhere in the vicinity of 3,185 ha.  That is a sizable 

amount of land to have a single decision (SAP) decided upon without an associated 

very real plan presented to the GSB Council.   

31. Many people would have known about the land sale by (in the time period) 

2014-2018.  However, the general public were not informed until April 24, 2018 6; six 

years after the property was put up for sale.  It was approximately four years before 

the matter was put into the public domain by Glamorgan Spring Bay Council. 

 
6  Minutes – Glamorgan Spring Bay Council – 24/04/2018.  
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32. The lack of transparency, of integrity, of exactly what was happening "behind 

the scenes" leads any thoughtful person to ask "why was this so?"  Answers are very 

much required from those on the other side.   

Procedural Fairness 

33.  Mr McElwaine requested Procedural Fairness for his clients.  However those 

in the public who responded from 2018 onwards (in my view) have had little or no 

procedural fairness at any time in the past 4 or more years.   

34. The situation (as I see it) is bordering on the unconscionable for the 

community and ordinary representors.  Unlike the proponents we are not legally 

represented, or most of us are not.  We have sat for far too many years watching 

while a mass of material passed through to the Commission from those on the other 

side.  

35.  From March 2021 there was the situation where entirely "new" respondents 

have entered the field.  

36. There are significant implications for the TPC if sections of the Land Use 

Planning and Appeals Act (LUPAA) is passed over.  Some relevant parts of that Act:  

Schedule 1 Parts 1 & 2 

 1. Tasmanian Planning Commission: responsibility 

 LUPAA: Sections 5, 8(b), 15, 20, 32 (4) (a), (b), 44, 51, (1B) (2), 72 (2) (c) 

 (1).then in addition, below.  

 Part 1. Schedule 1 LUPAA 

 Objectives of the RMPS of Tasmania.  

 1. The objectives of the resource management and planning system of 

 Tasmania are -  

 (a) to promote the sustainable development of natural and physical resources 

 and the maintenance of ecological processes and genetic diversity,  

 (b) to provide for the fair orderly and sustainable use and development of air, 

 land and water and, 

 (c) encourage public involvement in resource management and planning 

 and  

 (d) to facilitate economic development in accordance with the objectives  set 

 out in paragraphs (a) (b) and (c) and  
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 (e) to promote the sharing of responsibility for resource management and 

 planning between the different spheres of Government, the community and 

 industry in the State.  

 2.In clause 1 (a) sustainable development means managing the use, 

 development and protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or at 

 a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their social, 

 economic and cultural well-being and for their health and safety while  

  (a) sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources to meet 

  the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations and  

  (b) safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil and  

  ecosystems and  

  (c) avoiding, remedying or mitigating any adverse effects of activities 

  on the environment.  

 Sections of Part 2 - Objectives of the Planning Process Established 

 by this Act  

 The objectives of the planning process established by this Act are, in support 

 of the objectives set out in Part 1 of this Schedule  

 (a) to require sound strategic planning and co-ordinated action by State and 

 local government and  

 (b) to establish a system of planning instruments to be the principal way of 

 setting objectives policies and controls for the use, development and 

 protection of land ; and  

 (c) to ensure that the effects on the environment are considered and 

 provide for explicit consideration of social and economic effects when 

 decisions are make about the use and development of land,  

 (d) to require land use and development planning and policy to be easily 

 integrated with environmental, social, economic, conservation and resource 

 management policies at State, regional and municipal levels ; and  

 (e) to provide for the consolidation of approvals for land use or development 

 and related matters and to co-ordinate planning approvals with related  

 approvals  

 (f) to promote the health and wellbeing of all Tasmanians and visitors to 

 Tasmania by ensuring a pleasant, efficient and safe environment for working, 

 living and recreation,  
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 (g) to conserve those buildings and areas or other places which are of 

 scientific, aesthetic, architectural or historical interest or otherwise of special 

 cultural value and  

 (h)  to protect public infrastructure and other assets and enable the orderly 

 provision and co-ordination of public utilities and other facilities for the 

 benefit of the community and  

 (i) to provide a planning framework which fully considers land capability 

37. As I see it, there are parts of Schedule 1, which are just studiously and 

 completely ignored in planning decisions.  

38. This representation seeks to address at least some of those deficiencies. Some 

 of those are cited in the Directives of the Commission.   

39.  LUPAA also has Section 32 (4), particularly (b) which are relevant.  

 An LPS may only include a provision referred to in subsection (3) in relation 

 to an area of land if -  

 (a) a use or development to which the provision relates is of significant social, 

 economic or environmental benefit to the State, a region or a municipal area; 

 or  

 (b) the area of land has particular environmental, economic, social or spatial 

 qualities that require provisions, that are unique to the area of land, to apply 

 to the land in substitution for, or in addition to, or modification of, the 

 provisions of the SPPs. (now TPS).....   

40. Noted is that heritage is nowhere mentioned in this section of the Act, but is 

 mentioned in Schedule 1 Part 2 as in (g).  My view is there is a conflict of 

 interest in LUPAA 32 (4) because heritage has not been included in that 

 section.  

"Unique" is a word that is nowhere apparently "interpreted" in the Act.  See 

Appendix 1 2B.  

41. Unique:  adjective 

1.  being the only one of its kind; unlike anything else 

 

42. LUPAA Section 34.   LPS criteria 

 (1)  In this section – 
 relevant planning instrument means a draft LPS, an LPS, a draft 
 amendment of an LPS and an amendment of an LPS. 
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 (2)  The LPS criteria to be met by a relevant planning instrument are that the 
 instrument – 
 
  (a) contains all the provisions that the SPPs specify must be contained 
  in an LPS; and 

  (b) is in accordance with section 32 ; and 

  (c) furthers the objectives set out in Schedule 1 ; and..... 

  (f) has regard to the strategic plan, prepared under section 66 of the 
  Local Government Act 1993 , that applies in relation to the land to  
  which the relevant planning instrument relates; and..... 

 Local Government Act  1993.  

 66.   Strategic plan 

 (1)  A council is to prepare a strategic plan for the municipal area. 

 (2)  A strategic plan is to be in respect of at least a 10 year period. 

 (3)  In preparing a proposed strategic plan, a council is to consult with the 
 community in its municipal area and any authorities and bodies it considers 
 appropriate. 

43. Schedule 6.  

 

This has been inserted into LUPAA at Section 87C and is 20 pages long.  

In recent times there have been considerable additions to this Schedule.   

 Schedule 6 s.(2D) was outlined. Noted is further elucidation by the former Surveyor 

General.7  

 The Solicitor General was quoted as saying, "If he couldn't make sense  

 of legislation, ordinary people had no hope." And further, "I have spent 

 many hours reading it and I still find some of its provisions very difficult to 

 construe."  

 "If members of parliament are unable to understand the terms of the 

 legislation they are debating, how can they be sure it is law for the peace, 

 order and good government of the state".  

 

44.  See too for example Section 10 of LUPAA,  

 Section 10.   Tasmanian Planning Scheme in relation to particular 
 municipal area 

 (1)  The Tasmanian Planning Scheme, in relation to a municipal area, consists 
 of – 
  (2)  In this Act, a reference to – 
  (a) a planning scheme is a reference to – 
 

 
7  Rob Nolan. Looking south: What's news in Tasmania. In: Planning News, Vol. 47, No 9 Oct. 2021, 

p.11.  

https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1993-070#GS32@EN
https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1993-070#JS1@EN
https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1993-095#GS66@EN
https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1993-095#GS66@EN
https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1993-095


11 
 

 ©  Gwenda Sheridan 2022  

(i) the Tasmanian Planning Scheme in relation to the municipal  
area to which the planning scheme relates; or 

(ii) a planning scheme that is taken to be in force in relation to 
the municipal area by virtue of Schedule 6 ; and 

 

45. Glamorgan Spring Bay Council: E13.0 Historic Heritage Code.  

E13.1 Purpose 
E13.1.1 
To recognise and protect the historic cultural heritage significance of places, 

precincts, landscapes and areas of archaeological potential by regulating 

development that may impact on their values, features and characteristics. 

E13.3 Definition of Terms: E13.3.1.  

cultural landscape precinct means an area shown on the planning scheme maps as a 

 cultural landscape precinct and described in Table E13.3 as having  

particular historic cultural heritage significance because of the collective  

heritage value of individual elements and features, both natural and  

constructed, as a group for their landscape value. 

place means a place listed and described in Table E13.1 that is a site, area,  

landscape, building or other work, group of buildings or other works,  

with any associated views, spaces, and surroundings such as historic  

plantings or landscaping features, or evidence of past land use. 

 

46.  This representation will argue that this place, 

• its environment and natural  areas, (what comprises that)  must be 

considered, especially considering the COP 26 findings re climate change, 

together with the latest IPCC Report released (2022).8   

• That there must be a balance between the requirements of a healthy, stable 

environment; this ongoing for future generations, (given LUPAA schedule 1, 

so that Part 1, (2) (a), (b) (c) are upheld. Schedule 1, 2 (a), (b), (c) must be 

upheld. 

• That this particular environment contributes to, and is an invaluable part of 

what makes this particular place unique, 

• that the historic character of, historic significance of,  evolution of, spatial 

heritage qualities must be considered and that the integration of many of 

these add to the environmental elements; thus reinforcing unique qualities of 

this place in a national capacity.  

 
8  See also David Attenborough. A life on Our Planet. My witness Statement and a Vision for the Future. 

2020.  Penquin Random House UK.  Attenborough is 94.   See Particularly p. 110 The Planetary Boundaries 

Model, p. 127 The Doughnut Model, Chapter commencing p. 129-135: Moving Beyond Growth  

https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1993-070#JS6@EN
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
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• That land uses such as agriculture and tourism be examined with rigour, 

given Government proposals,  

• That the memories, perceptions, (amazing archive of material) aesthetics 

adds further to the collective of elements that present.   

• It also argues in depth (with all pertinent references) as to the necessity to 

understand the geography, history and evolution of places, their character 

and their meanings.  

• That the documents provided, are well researched and make a valuable 

contribution to how Cambria might be evaluated at the Commission level.  

• That appropriately funded and properly restored, (as per the Burra Charter 

and J.S. Kerr’s requirements) the Cambria house and its land be put up for 

Commonwealth National listing (as was done, completed in 1978). That 

further upon excellent restoration of house and grounds it be considered for 

World Heritage Area status by ICOMOS as a world heritage Rural Cultural 

Landscape, (RWL).  Both of these must be done urgently.  

• It cannot continue to be a degraded place, after eight years of no one 

apparently living on site and with owners living offshore.  

 

There is a legion of material that indicates how Tasmania across decades has avoided 

constructively engaging with cultural landscape and or even with known land uses.  

With CL Tasmania sits alone as the only Australian state that has refused to move 

into the space.     

 

Argued in Part 4 is that what has been presented cannot meet these demands and 

that to continue with the proposal as is, will be abrogation at the highest Executive 

and Government levels.  

 

See https://australia.icomos.org/resources/australia-icomos-heritage-

toolkit/cultural-landscapes/ and the two pages therein.  

 

 

 
 

Author: 

Sheridan was employed by no one, and paid by no one in respect of Cambria. 

 In 1984 I appeared before the then Senate Standing Committee on Science, 

Technology and the Environment. Land Use Policy in Australia.  

I have been fifty years+ in planning, research, landscape, teaching at tertiary levels, 

(Sydney University, New England University), worked for the Department of 

Architecture and Planning, Sydney; 35 years in Tasmania (research, documents, 
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planning/heritage/landscape). In 2005, I received the AILA9 President’s Award by 

the President (Tasmania) for “my outstanding contribution to research on 

Tasmania’s cultural landscapes.” Completed was the relevant research work for 

Brickendon and Woolmers for their WHA listings (2007).  I belong to the Planning 

Institute of Australia, (PIA, and its forerunner across decades) and ICOMOS, 

(International Council Monuments and Sites), and am a member of one of its 

scientific committees; ICOMOS-ISC-A-CL, (CL=Cultural landscapes). I am a member 

of the Australian Garden History Society, and was in 2021 interviewed by that 

Society.    

 

 

  

 

  

  

 

 
9  Australian Institute of Landscape Architects.  
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AM-GLA-AM2018-03 Cambria Green 

Part 1: The Natural Environment 

Gwenda Sheridan 

2022 

Introduction:  

Assessment of the natural environment prior to any SAP being given a tick is 

absolutely essential. 

The SAP as I see it, simply sees the natural environment as an "asset."   

Land is NOT a mere asset there for the taking and development.  

1.  The Natural parameters that comprise the land have to be clearly understood. 

Some are briefly stated here.   

All are interconnected, across time, across place.   

All have evolved as the place and area in question has evolved. How the character of 

the place/area has evolved; it's capacity to remain ecologically sustainable (for 

future generations) is of vital importance.  

LUPAA Schedule 1, Part 1 embodies that at 2, Clause 1 (a) then (a), (b) (c).   

That must be understood. Parameters such as landforms, topography, geology, 

weathering, soils, stretch back eons in their evolution.  

 Information re Soils, Water and Irrigation is discussed in Section 3A under 

agriculture.  This section looks at,  

 1. Climate change and global warming 
 2. Topography, Geology, Geomorphology, Moulting Lagoon, Ramsar  
  Wetlands 
 3. Ecosystems: General  
 4. Biota, wildlife and birds, Vegetation, Forests and Woodlands 
 
1. Climate Change/Global Warming.   

In November of 2021, the Conference of the Parties 26 (UN Climate change 

conference) held their summit of world leaders; such a conference has happened for 

at least three decades.  

The airwaves continue to be awash with information in respect of how our climate 

and daily weather patterns are changing.  We get images of fires (Australia 2018-

2019) floods and fires, (2021, 2022, Australian Mainland, overseas) droughts, 
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(Australia but elsewhere too). Sheridan has been looking at Climate for at least three 

decades.  A small part of that is outlined in the following pages.  David Attenborough 

at 94, is very clear on the problems of a warming climate.1 

In the last week of September 2019 an IPCC senior scientist's report alerted people to 

the latest research on ocean rise and frequency of intense flooding events,2 while a 

former chief of CSIRO Land and Water, now at the ANU, Crawford School of Public 

Policy noted of our coastal areas;  

 But instead of growing food, we have chosen to use these lands for urban 

 sprawl, tourism and hobby farms...... What other country would put its best 

 farmland under concrete, race horses and golf courses?3   

Who indeed?  Only in Tasmania it seems....if the SAP is given approval.  

Does Tasmania have a STATE POLICY for global warming, linked to planning, to 

agri-business planning in particular?   It seems not.  

1. (b).  Climate Futures for Tasmania, Project. 2010. 

There was climate work completed in 2010. 

There are four reports related to climate, (includes two summaries, two full reports, 

one on Climate Modelling, Climate Impacts and Climate and Agriculture.  

This work was completed on behalf of the Antarctic Climate and Ecosystems CRC in 

cooperation with other organisations and was found on the DPAC website; the 

Commissioners are directed to that.   

Further reference is included in Part 3A Climate Future for Tasmania; Impacts on 

agriculture, the summary.  

1 (c). Australia's Climate Council and the IPCC.  

The Commission must take note of  for example the 1170 pp IPCC's report: Special 

Report on the Ocean and Cryosphere in a Changing Climate4, and remarks by the 

ANU's Director, Climate Change Institute, Mark Howden.5 

 
 

1  David Attenborough. A Life on our Planet: My witness Statement a Vision for the Future. Penquin 
Random House. UK. 2020  
2  World's oceans at a tipping pint indicates UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report.  
See ABC online 26 September 2019, Penny Timms reporting:  Example: Australia can expect to see extreme coastal 

flooding every year and a 20 per cent decline in our fisheries over the next 80 years 
3  John William.  We are talking about 'drought-proofing' again - they are simplistic solutions that will 
destroy Australia.  Guardian 25 September 2019.  
4  IPCC, 2019: Summary for Policymakers. In: IPCC Special Report on the Ocean and Cryosphere in a 
Changing Climate [H.- O. Pörtner, D.C. Roberts, V. Masson-Delmotte, P. Zhai, M. Tignor, E. Poloczanska, K. 
Mintenbeck, M. Nicolai, A. Okem, J. Petzold, B. Rama, N. Weyer (eds.)]. In press. 
5  See Report Rick Morton.  The Saturday Paper. Sept. 28-4 October. pp. 1, 10-11.2019.  
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 Between 2006-2015 the rate of global mean sea-level rise hit about 3.6 mm. 

 each year.  This is 'unprecedented over the last century' and more than double 

 the rise seen between 1901 and 1990.  

 

Writes Morton:  

 The report cites Tasmania as a case study, noting a marine heatwave 

 that stretched for 256 days from 2015 and into 2016.  This coincided 

 with drought, fires, and floods in Tasmania.  The total damage bill was 

 $U300 million.  

 

 Man-made climate change meant the duration of the heat-wave was 

 330 times more likely and its intensity almost seven times more likely than it 

 otherwise would have been. 

Across recent years more and more reports have been written, more dire warnings 

issued.  The Climate Council issued in March 2020 the report labelled Summer of 

Crisis-200311, which detailed the Australia wide bushfires of 2019-2020.  The 

Australian Institute's Climate of the Nation report,6 offers further information. By 

2021, the entire scientific warnings were taking on an even greater of urgency.  See 

for example,  

 

• 15200477- Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society: What is the polar 

vortex and how does it influence weather.  

• January 2021: from Frontiers in Conservation Science Vol. 1: Underestimating 

the Challenges of Avoiding a Ghastly Future,  

• The Australian Academy of Science, March 2021, The Risk to Australia of a 

3°C Warmer World.  

• 2021. Climate Council Hitting Home: The compounding costs of climate 

inaction  

• April, Climate Council Aim-high-go-fast: why emissions need to plummet this 

decade (includes sections Why we will soon exceed 1.5° C of global warming; 

the catastrophic risks of temperature rise beyond 2° C.;  the pathway we 

choose).  

• Briefing Notes April 2021.  Breakthroughonline  [includes a Case Study: 

Australia's Carbon Budget): National Centre for Climate Restoration. 

One must examine, (given the information above) exactly how the SAP will help 

mitigate dangerous climate change.  In my view it won't; it would move very much in 

the reverse direction.  

 

 
6  Research | The Australia Institute;  

https://australiainstitute.org.au/research/
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All land uses, impinge on the land base..... "the land" and its natural elements.  

Schedule 1, Part 1 is very clear on what responsibility planning has to accept, in 

relation to changes in land use and by implication, changes of a changing climate.    

That has to be clearly understood.  

And for the subject area: 

 

If rain doesn't fall, water allocations can't happen, and available water remains a 

figment of the imagination.  It is known that the consortium have rights to 400ML of 

water, and that Melrose Dam7 was conceivably to hold 3,000ML. but that its limit of 

allocation was 2,000ml.  The dam was finished in August 2017.8   It is known that in 

September 2019 there was a mere 1,650 ML in the Melrose Dam.9 

 

The variability of rain in the subject area can be extraordinarily unreliable.  See Part 

3A.  

 

That is the tremendous variability of actual rainfall totals; this without assessing 

when and how that rain actually falls, what groundwater might be doing etc.  Then 

what effects might result from such a climatic variability and how that impacts on the 

watersheds, and ecosystems of river systems which feed directly into the area under 

consideration.  Not just the consortium lands but as well Moulting Lagoon, the 

Ramsar Wetlands and surrounding areas.  

 

The Bureau of Meteorology (BOM) has several rain stations in the area under 

consideration. One of these is Belmont, 092040 which has operated intermittently 

since 1963.   

 

BOM Rain Station 092040  

1972:   333 millimetres 

1979  326     " 

1969  922     " 

1974  857    " 

 

 
7  See Swan River Irrigation Scheme- Synotts Clay Borrow Environmental Effects Report: January 2016.  
8  Tasmania Irrigation: Swan Newsletter March 2018.  
9  Tasmanian Irrigation Irrigator Representative Committee Meeting: Swan Valley Irrigation Districts: 
Minutes 26 June 2019.  
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Forward to 2013:  

2013  669 millimetres  2018  384.4    "  

2014  321.7     "   2019  305.8    " 

2015   370.9     "   2020  655.7   " 

2016  932.7     " 

2017   393.0     " 

Part 3A will take this subject up further. It seems clear that there needs to be very 
considered assessment of rainfall patterns on a yearly pattern and how (given above 
figures) they can change very dramatically from one year to the next.  
  

2.0. Topography, Geology, Geomorphology, Moulting Lagoon, Ramsar 

International Wetland 

The Ramsar Wetland is internationally recognised for its cultural and heritage 

values.  Reference must be made too by the Commission to the extensive report by 

the Australian Government on Moulting Lagoon.10  

 

Not known but which could be of considerable importance too is information that 

urgently needs to be uncovered re the dune system of the spit lands.11  Cromer's work 

may not only be geomorphologically significant, but it is also very highly significant 

to the Tasmanian First Nations' peoples.  A 1948 aerial image of a part of Nine Mile 

Beach for example clearly shows the series of parallel dune ridges.  It also clearly 

shows the lunette which has been referred to in the relevant expert documents.   As 

well, Chris Sharples made the following observations re geodiversity.  

 Geoconservation aims to preserve the natural diversity - or 'geodiversity' - of 

 significant geological (bedrock), geomorphological (landform) and soil 

 features and processes, and to maintain natural rates and magnitudes of 

 change in those features and processes.  Geoconservation recognises that the 

 
10  Australian Government. Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and 
Communities.  Moulting Lagoon, Ramsar Site, Ecological Character Description.  Frances Mowling, Helen Dunn 
2007.   
11  Tasmanian Geological Survey Record. 2003/07: The geology and groundwater resources of Nine Mile 
Beach, eastern Tasmania.  103 pp.  Mineral Resources Tasmania. William C. Cromer B.Sc. (Hons).   This 
undergraduate honours thesis is an excellent start to the understanding of the sand spit,  
geological/geomorphic history,  its primary thrust being the aquifer.   The TPC is directed to that work. 



 

 

6 
 

 ©  Gwenda Sheridan 2022  

 non-living components of the natural environment are just as important, for 

 nature conservation as the living components.12  

Geomorphology is one of the four pillars recognised by the Australian Government's 

report for Moulting Lagoon.  Climate change is the second one.13 

 The most significant threats to Moulting Lagoon emerge from immediate 

 human use and from climate change. Already there is  evidence of an increase 

 in average temperature for the nearby town of Swansea and a pattern of 

 shifting wind direction generating more westerlies that erode the shoreline 

 and increase evaporation. Both these observations are consistent with climate 

 change. The area has suffered declining annual rainfall, hence lower flows in 

 the rivers, and increasing demands for water for irrigation and town water 

 supply. 14 

 Moulting Lagoon and Great Oyster Bay are located in a graben (or 

 downthrown block) which is an area of the earth’s crust which has fallen 

 relative to surrounding faults and formed following the separation of 

 Antarctica and Australia approximately 80 million years ago. Underlying 

 rocks are predominantly Jurassic dolerite and Permian and Triassic 

 sediments. 

 In response to rising sea levels, which commenced some 10,000 years 

 before present and fluvial inputs, a mid-bay spit gradually formed at the head 

 of Great Oyster Bay through longshore drift. The increase in width is evident 

 today in a series of sand ridges that run parallel to, but behind, the present 

 frontal dune. This barrier system obstructed the flow of the Apsley and Swan 

 Rivers, resulting in the flooding of basins and bedrock valleys and the 

 deposition of extensive recent alluvial sandy/silt mudflats. A smaller spit, with 

 parallel sand  ridges, bars is Pelican Bay. This may have formed during an 

 earlier period of sea-level rise, prior to the last glacial period (approximately 

 120,000 years ago). The irregular shape of Moulting Lagoon reflects the 

 topography of drowned deflation basins, bedrock valleys, and associated 

 sediment infill comprising bars and deltas within the estuarine system.15 

 
12  C. Sharples: Concepts and Principles of Geoconservation.  Published electronically on the Tasmanian 
Parks and Wildlife Service website Sept. 2002, Version 3. 2.  
13  Australian Government. Moulting Lagoon. Op cit. p. 5.  See also Implementation of the Ramsar 
Convention on Wetlands in Tasmania, Australia. Vishnu N. Prahalad, Lorne K. Kriwoken. Noted is that 
"Wetlands are extremely important ecosystems for biodiversity conservation and the well being of humans.  
They contribute up to 40% of global annual renewable ecosystem services, yet cover less than three percent of 
the globe.  Unfortunately half of the world's wetlands have been lost to human development and many lack 
sufficient conservation protection"  School of Geography, and Environmental Studies UTAS.  
14  Aust. Government.  Moulting Lagoon Ibid.  6 
15  Ibid.  21.  
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Then too, the Nine Mile System is best described as well by the Tasmanian 

Geological Survey Record 2003/07.  Mineral Resources Tasmania.  DIER.  The 

geology and groundwater resources of Nine Mile Beach. Eastern Tasmania. 

William C Cromer.    

The Commission is directed to this work for figures, tables, climate data and further 
information.  It is very thorough and covers a significant area of the Cambria Estate 
land under discussion. There are multiple features, quite a complex geomorphology 
(and what relates to that); all of which would potentially be altered/even destroyed 
with the proposed developments in the four precincts.  
 
There is an entire section of this document which deals with groundwater, and offers 
insights into the testing that was done (and where) of groundwater, (pp. from 17 
online to 44 And Appendix 1) 
 
Further important work comes from John Davies16 in 1988 in a composite account of 
the Land Systems of south East Tasmania.  
 

Land System: Swan River Flats, 298129  
Land System: Eastern Tiers, 372241  

Land System: Nine Mile Beach, 295162  
 
Davies connected Rainfall, Geology, Soils, Topography, Native Vegetation and 
although subsequent material has been undertaken, this study provided a connected 
link between natural elements.   The Commission is directed to this work.  
 
It is critically important in respect of the State Coastal Policy to undertake rigorous 
determination of the composition of the dune system and its best future 
management, taking in the NSW, Australian Government, Tasmanian 
documentation and other expert reports. There may be additional Tasmanian 
documents not yet uncovered.  
 
Reference must be made to the First Nations' Study which has only been recently 

released even though the work was completed years earlier.   

 

The River systems are extremely old.   

River terraces, (older ones) and newer ones have given rise to different soil profiles.  

These are important to understand.  George Meredith recognised, (not perhaps with 

the knowledge of today) that these soils would support the agriculture that he 

intended for the Cambria Estate property.  They have supported agriculture for 200 

years.  See Part 3A. 

 

 

 

 
16  John Davies. Land Systems of Tasmania. Region 6. South East and Midlands. 1988 
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 Figure 1.  One river terrace can clearly be seen in this   

 image of Swan River flats.  Hill lands in the distance.  Complex  

 duplex soils will most likely be uncovered on these flat terraced lands. 

 

4. Consideration of the entire ecosystem involved; critical 
 significance in a warmer, drying climate.  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Figure 1. Adapted from The Guardian: Australian scientists warn urgent 

 action needed to save 19 'collapsing' ecosystems.  Adam Morton, Friday 26 

 February, 2021.  
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How stressed are the ecosystems in the subject area?  Where is the 

evidence?  What does it say? Noted is that in my view the Tasmanian 

government has not developed rigorous environmental state policies 

towards ecosystem health and water use.   See Part 3A. 

Noted is that DPIPWE were assessing the relevant ecosystems back in 2005; 

Environmental Management Goals for Tasmanian Surface Waters: Glamorgan-

Spring Bay Catchments. Oct 2005. (pp. 33-35 most relevant)  

Sheridan asks for;  

• A discussion of what is "sustainable" and what is not, and why Part 1, and 

Part 2 of Schedule 1, (a) (b) (c) have been progressively ignored across 

decades and why it is in effect still being ignored if the SAP is ticked off,  

• Of what ecological sustainability actually means in practice.    

• That apparently Part 1 Schedule 1 Objectives have simply been put into the 

"too hard basket" and quietly left there.  

• In respect of Cambria Green a vegetation document has been put forward.  

And the remainder?   

What is known of the ecosystems and rivers like the Meredith, the Wye, the Swan 

Rivers (their tributaries) and other tributaries and creeks that also drain the Grange 

Hills, and ultimately find their way into Moulting Lagoon and Ramsar Wetlands?  

Initially something has to be stated that concerns Land Use, given what Schedule 1, 

Parts 1 and 2 from LUPAA, state.  

4. (i) Land Use Policy in Australia.17  
 
It has to be noted that Australia in 2022, federally has no Commonwealth 
Land Use Policy.   
 
In 1984 a Senate Standing Committee on Science: Technology and the Environment 

examined Land Use in Australia with a view to establishment of an Australia-wide 

land use policy.   

There were significant numbers of submissions.  Sheridan presented one and later 

spoke to the Senate Committee.  In Appendix 1 entitled Land Use Policy Goals, cited 

is Dr R. G. Downes under Fundamental principles for land use policy. (This was 

Appendix 1.)  

A mere fraction of that is reported below:  

 
17  Commonwealth Parliament: Senate Standing Committee on Science, Technology and the 
Environment. Land Use Policy in Australia. 1984.  Australian Government Publishing Service, Canberra.1984.  
Sheridan spoke to the Senate back in 1984, regarding Land Uses.  
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 The extent to which eco-systems can be manipulated safely for the use of 

 their inherent resources depends on the nature and dynamics of the 

 individual ecosystems.  Consequently, there are limits to which any eco-

 system can be manipulated without causing its degradation or destruction 

 beyond possible rehabilitation.  These limits must be known.  

 The limits can be known only if there is sufficient study of each eco-system to 

 understand its dynamics and how its ecological equilibrium is maintained 

 under natural conditions. Furthermore, that kind of information is needed so 

 that suitable measures can be incorporated in the management system to 

 overcome any potential ecological imbalance that would occur under a feasible 

 use of the land. 18 (Sheridan, red colour) 

Dr Downes' statements of October 1984 are more than relevant in 2022.  Where is 

the research on the Swan-Wye, and Meredith River ecosystems?  

In the 1993 the Tasmanian LUPAA suite of legislation made it clear that the intent at 

that juncture was to aim for integration and interconnection.  

See for example the Glamorgan Spring Bay NRM Management Committee; Swan 

Apsley Catchment Plan, 2013-2018.[80 pp.]   It pointed to how fragmented and 

scattered the relevant literature is, especially re up to date documentation. There 

needs to be a central point of entry for all relevant information.  

 “A water catchment or watershed is an area or basin of land bounded by 
 natural features of hills or mountains from which all run-off water drains 
 and flows to a river, stream, lake, wetland or estuary.”2 We all live in a 
 catchment. p. 6. 
 
The information given p. 9 commences to illustrate the complexity of the area under 

consideration.   

 The Swan Apsley Catchment is defined by the watersheds of the Swan, Apsley,

 Meredith and Stoney Rivers, and covers approximately 138,000 hectares. p.8. 

 The Swan River is the catchment’s largest river, with two major tributaries,

 known as the West and North branches. The headwaters of the North branch 

 rise from the dolerite peaks of Mt. St John. Further south, the West Swan 

 and Cygnet Rivers, stem from the Snow Hill Marshes – Snow Hill is the 

 catchment’s highest point at 971 metres. Further south still, the Shaw River 

 and other tributaries of the Meredith flow down between White Grass Ridge 

 and the Kelvedon Hills; p.8 Forestry operations are carried out in these areas, 

 but for the most part, the upper sections of this catchment are still largely 

 covered by native forests. 

 
18  Ibid.  70  
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 Figure 2. Adapted from; The Glamorgan Spring Bay NRM Management 

 Committee; Swan Apsley Catchment Plan, 2013-2018. [p.9] 

 As the rivers flow down through the slopes and into the floodplains of the 
 mid-catchment, they slow down. Much of the best farming land within the 
 catchment is found within the floodplains.... p. 8  (Sheridan colouring) 
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Chapters 3-4 are titled Benefits of healthy catchments and Our Vision.... ; the 

Commission is directed to this. Ramifications can be related closely to RMPS LUPAA 

Schedule 1, and what "sustainability" and "ecological sustainability" actually mean; 

offered are greater insights into the meaning of those intents.   

 To provide current and future generations with a healthy catchment with 

 a diverse natural environment. 

 To have a balanced and sustainable use of natural resources for an 

 economically viable community. 
 
 To have enhanced water quality through sound land and water 
 management. 
 
 To recognise that current and future management needs to consider the 
 emerging potential impacts of climate change. P. 11.  

A brief history of NRM Management is given in Chapter 6.  Recognised is that the 

Swan Apsley Catchment is a Living Landscape. [Sheridan italics] 

 Land use within the catchment is reasonably diverse. 46% of the area is 
 managed for conservation or reserved for various reasons. Approximately 
 two-thirds of  the catchment (64%) is in more or less natural condition, much 
 of which is either formally reserved, or simply not in use for any intensive land 
 uses.  
 
 ....Grazing is the second major land-use within the catchment, utilising 11% of 
 the land – this is split more or less evenly between areas of grazing on native 
 pastures and grazing on modified pastures. p. 13.  
 
 Contained within the native pastures are significant areas of native grassland 
 communities. Some native grasslands are among the most threatened 
 vegetation communities within Tasmania. 
 
 Although irrigated cropping and horticultural enterprises bring significant 
 income to the region, through various enterprises including vineyards and 
 walnut orchards, they occupy only 1% of the catchment area. p.14.  

Part (iii) is about tourism, which is dealt with in Sheridan representation 3B.  

Part 7.2. concerns the natural parameters, including native vegetation.  

LOCAL ENDEMIC PLANTS 
 Approximately 25% of Tasmania’s native plant species occur nowhere else 
 except in Tasmania. A number of these ‘endemic’ plants occur only within a 
 relatively small area and these are known as ‘local endemics’. The Swan Apsley 
 Catchment is a hot-spot for local endemics and one of these is the threatened 
 Tasmanian velvet bush (Lasiopetalum micranthum  p. 20.)  
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The Commission is directed to this section. 

 Some vegetation communities play a valuable role in maintaining balance 
 within local ecosystems. Areas of saltmarsh are particularly important for the 
 region, acting as nurseries for fish, feeding grounds for local and migratory 
 birds, and a natural filter to trap sediments and associated nutrient that would 
 otherwise wash into lagoons and  estuaries. The largest areas of saltmarsh 
 within the Swan Apsley are located within the Apsley Marshes/ 
 Moulting Lagoon complex.  
 
 The vegetation of these saltmarshes is comprised largely of saline 
 sedgeland/rushland and succulent saline herbfields.  
 
 About 48, 660 hectares, or almost 35%, of the catchment’s native vegetation is 
 protected within formal reserves – a further 14,825 hectares, or about 11%, is 
 held within informal reserves (i.e.; reserves not backed by legislative 
 protection).p. 21.  
 
Part 7 (iii) and (iv) Geodiversity provides more information on the topography, the 

soils and landforms.  

 Threatened species are dealt with at Part (v) of 7, vi is Estuarine, coastal and 

 marine.  

 The Swan Apsley Catchment contains approximately 1,600 hectares of 
 saltmarsh habitat (Prahalad and Pearson, 2012), with the two most significant 
 marshes complexes, both in terms of size and values, being found in Moulting 
 Lagoon and Apsley Marshes. 
 
 For the most part, humans have been the key threatening process for 
 saltmarshes through coastal development and other land modification such 
 as infill and draining, grazing and other agriculture practices, trampling by 
 foot traffic and vehicles, dumping of rubbish and the introduction of weeds. 
 Future threats to coastal saltmarsh extent will be as a result of climate change 
 and relative increases in sea-level and coastal erosion (see McIntosh et al., 
 2005) p. 31  
 

The Glamorgan Spring Bay NRM management Committee; Swan Apsley Catchment 

Plan, 2013-2018. There is a most important chapter on water, Part 7.3.  The 

Commission is directed to that.  

In terms of the RMPS, the ecosystems of the Swan and associated rivers; their 

management is considered at the apex of how the Cambria Green decision is handled 

and decided.  Spit lands, lands bordering the Swan River, agricultural intensive 

water-fed land use changes proposed are critical in this respect. This is taken up 

further in Part 3A, 3B.  
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Land is not a mere "asset", some kind of background 'lifeless' entity.   

Rather it is a living entity.  That must be recognized and acknowledged at the highest 

Executive level.  

4. Vegetation:  

Noted is that the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council placed biodiversity overlays over 

much of the area covered by the Cambria Estate.  Given the SAP and its "facilitation" 

if approved, then it is suggested that the natural environment where biodiversity and 

vegetation is concerned would be fundamentally impacted in the future.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 Figure 3.  Adapted from The List.  

TasVeg now has an enormous Legend to its Vegetation Communities; not all are 

shown in the images on further pages. Most which are relevant to the area, are 

shown. As with the topography, geology, geomorphology, soils, the vegetation is 

equally diverse in some parts.  This is especially so on the spit lands. TasVeg 3.0 and 

DPIPWE (now see TasVeg 4.0) are the most pertinent sources for this information.  

Some TasVeg maps may help re actual location of, extent of particular communities.   

It is vitally necessary too, to be aware of the Vulnerable and/or Endangered 

Communities.  In the Ecological (ECOtas) Wapstra 2016 Report at p.3, communities 

classified as Threatened on Schedule 3A of the Tasmanian Nature Conservation Act 

2002 are noted.  The Commission is directed to that information because some of the 

communities listed have extensive areas of coverage across the Cambria Estate. 

Wapstra's remarks re Nos. 3 and 4 are more than especially pertinent.  

 The saltmarsh units (ARS ASS) EQUATE TO THE THREATENED 

 ECOLOGICAL COMMUNITY Subtropical and Temperate Coastal 
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 Saltmarsh, listed as Vulnerable on the Commonwealth Environment 

 Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.  

 While the native grassland communities (GCL, GPL, GTL, GRP) are not 

 classified as threatened on Schedule 31 of the Tasmanian Nature 

 Conservation Act 2002, occurrence of GPL and GTL can be equated to the 

 threatened ecological community Lowland Temperate Grasslands of 

 Tasmania, listed as Critically Endangered on the Commonwealth 

 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.  

https://www.environment.gov.au/cgi-

bin/sprat/public/publicshowcommunity.pl?id=74 

Lowland Native Grasslands of Tasmania 

EPBC Legal Status and Documents 
Top 

EPBC Act 
Listing Status 

Listed as Critically Endangered 

Date Effective 25 Jun 2009 

Approved 
Conservation 
Advice 

Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts (2009).  
Approved Conservation Advice for  
Lowland Native Grasslands of Tasmania ecological community.  
Canberra: Department of the Environment,  
Water, Heritage and the Arts. Available from: 

 http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/communities/pubs/74-conservation-advice.pdf.  
In effect under the EPBC Act from 25-Jun-2009. 

Listing 
Advice 

Threatened Species Scientific Committee (2009). Commonwealth Listing  
Advice on Lowland Native  
Grasslands of Tasmania. Department of the Environment, Water,  
Heritage and the Arts. Available from: 

 http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/communities/pubs/74-listing-advice.pdf.  
In effect under the EPBC Act from 25-Jun-2009. 

Recovery 
Plan Decision 

Recovery Plan required, the actions required to conserve and promote  
recovery of the ecological community include short and longer term  
activities that need to be evaluated and prioritised through the  
preparation of a recovery plan. A recovery plan would promote  
a coordinated approach to recover the ecological community  
and provide guidance to land managers (18/06/2009). 

Adopted/ 
Made 
Recovery 
Plans 

There is no adopted or made Recovery Plan for this ecological  
community 

https://www.environment.gov.au/cgi-bin/sprat/public/publicshowcommunity.pl?id=74
https://www.environment.gov.au/cgi-bin/sprat/public/publicshowcommunity.pl?id=74
https://www.environment.gov.au/cgi-bin/sprat/public/publicshowcommunity.pl?id=74#top
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/communities/pubs/74-conservation-advice.pdf
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/communities/pubs/74-listing-advice.pdf
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Adopted/ 
Made Threat 
Abatement 
Plans 

No Threat Abatement Plan has been identified as being relevant  
for this ecological community 

 

 

 

 

Vegetation communities for this area are shown on the next pages.  The List maps on 

shown on the following pages; Figures 4, 5. 6.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figures 4, 5, 6.   These are the same, showing the TasVeg communities in the area 

under discussion.  However in each case the Legend is slightly different. The entire 

legend is not captured on just a single page.  
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Conclusion: An enormous problem.  

Planning in Tasmania as we currently conceive of it from my life experience of 34 

years working here does not understand how and why the natural environment is 

fundamentally critical to planning (both at the strategic and operational-regulation-

management) levels.  

The SAP is a multi-faceted series of documents that have failed in every respect to 

understand, land, place, land use, character of place, sense of place, the critical 

importance of the natural environment or how it has evolved.  It does not understand 

that the natural environment is historically linked to the evolution of evolved 

character of land use(s), landscape(s) these critical to that combined, interconnected 

understanding between natural and culturally evolved places.   

Rather it desirous to construct a piece of very prescriptive-mechanical-like urban 

planning template outcome across a very large area, that is ancient, whether this 

relates to its natural environment or its culturally evolved "people-used" evolved 

landscape.   

There is no wisdom here, in fact numbers of missing very critical research documents 

that deal with the natural environment re the SAP are nowhere cited. These which 

would integrate, connect, and spell out how critical the natural environment is to the 

argument/discussion at hand.  

Given those obvious emissions, The SAP cannot be approved.  It cannot accord with 

Schedule 1 Part 1 or LUPAA Clause 32 (4)(b).   This land, place is considered a unique 

part of the East Coast River systems of Tasmania, of Australia, and internationally.   

Even in March 11, 2022, the Bureau of Meteorology has noted that Tasmania has just 

had its driest summer in 40 years.19   

Global warming is here.  Approval of the SAP in my view would ignore the critical 

messages given out almost daily on the news wired.  And re the Moulting Lagoon and 

the Ramsar Wetlands;  

See too, 

 
19  Guardian, March 11, Parts of Australia suffer drought and low rainfall as La Niña and 
climate change create weather extremes;  Tasmania records driest summer in 40 years as La 
Niña ‘swings the wind around’ [BOM] 
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https://www.awe.gov.au/water/wetlands/publications/factsheet-australias-ramsar-

sites 

https://www.awe.gov.au/water/wetlands/ramsar 

 The Convention on Wetlands of International Importance holds the unique 
 distinction of being the first modern treaty between nations aimed at conserving 
 natural resources. The signing of the Convention on Wetlands took place in 
 1971 at the small Iranian town of Ramsar. Since then, the Convention on Wetlands 
 has been known as the Ramsar Convention. 

 The Ramsar Convention's broad aims are to halt the worldwide loss of wetlands and 
 to conserve, through wise use and management, those that remain. This requires 
 international cooperation, policy making, capacity building and technology transfer. 

http://www.ramsar.org/
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AM-GLA-AM2018-03 CAMBRIA GREEN 
 
PART 2A.  2019-2022 
 
Titles and precincts: the significance of the changes 
 

Gwenda Sheridan 

1. Maps, titles, plans and patterns 

This section shows how the lands in question; their historic former land grants and 

subdivisions have changed in shape, size, extent and area covered.  

Grants/survey plans from the nineteenth century and the twentieth century, all are 

extremely significant when assessing the historicity and character of place, evolved 

uses and landscape of place(s). This is seen as one highly critical parameter in the 

rigorous assessment of colonial land use and landscape evolution. 

 

Documents before the Commission do not adequately deal with the planning, 

heritage, landscape(s), granted lands etc. or their history.  

 

 There is an excellent archive of early maps, plans, surveys, aerial images of the 

Cambria lands, (nineteenth century, twentieth century) that can be compared with 

present title configurations.     

 
It is necessary to understand the historic sequencing of map plans. The sketch plan 

shown below is taken from the County Plan, Glamorgan 31, Tasmanian State 

Archives. It clearly shows the very first and later nineteenth century grants that the 

Cambria Estate acquired.   

The longitudinal pattern of the grants on the left hand side of this sketch  (shown 

next page) belong to what are described as the Hill Lands in this representation (and 

additional representations) by Sheridan.   

There are two very clear land pattern differences in the plans shown below.  Each is 

critically important.  It tells the assessor a number of things about land and place 

history.  

NB. Normally in the course of an investigation, I had been allowed access to the 

survey plans held in the Lands Department.  However due to the fact that the 

basement was being totally changed for Occupational and Health Safety reasons I 

was not able to access the survey plans as shown below.  The Department did kindly 

provide me with three plans.... early ones.  For this reason (and then for the COVID 

restrictions) my work is not as comprehensive as is usually the case in respect of title 

information.  

Figures 1 and 1A are shown on the next page.  
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Figure 1. Pattern 1.  Those very large areas of land at the middle and right hand 

side of the sketch plan are the initial grants given to George Meredith, these in the 
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early decades of the nineteenth century.   This was before the time of Lieutenant 

Colonel George Arthur when the beginnings of some "order" to the survey 

department commenced and to the manner in which grants had been allocated under 

previous Lieutenant Governors in Van Diemen's Land.  

It is considered that these very old grants may now in 2022 be illustrations of some 

of the oldest known grants which still exist in the nation; certainly in Tasmania.  

These are able to be physically viewed and seen in the landscape in their raw original 

form.  As such they are a critical unique teaching instrument for students of 

Tasmanian land, land use and social history of this island, where the original grant 

can actually be pointed out in the present day landscape.    

Figure 2. 

 
Part, NS570/1/1, Tasmanian  
Archives and Heritage Office.  

Part only  

The full map is an excellent plan of  

the Cambria Estate Property in 1871.   

What is shown here are significant  

details.  Note how the first grant to  

George Meredith (1821/1822 see 

Part 2B) is drawn out across the plan, 

(follow dotted lines from Swan River).  

 

The grant extends across proposed  

Precincts 1, 2, 3, 4. (see Parts 1, 2B, 2C,  

2D, 2E, 3A, 3B, 4). 

 

 

Pattern 2. As above, the longitudinal pattern of the grants on the left hand side of 

the Glamorgan 31 map belong to what are described as the Hill Lands in this 

representation by Sheridan. The pattern is a reasonably clear one. It illustrates a later 

pattern of grants with names attached as to how later patterns of granting took place.  

This pattern does show grants to George Meredith linking to earlier grants but also to 

his son John Meredith who took over Cambria upon George's death.  

A considerable amount of Hill Land was owned by John Meredith mid nineteenth 

century and was used primarily as sheep grazing country. This is elevated land 

between the Wye and the Meredith Rivers, and is variously known as Doctor's Hills 

and Brady's Hill.   
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The plans/maps ( following pages) can be compared to the earlier 1841, 1861, 1871, 

1888  land areas on those maps, plans, surveys which are excellent in their 

presentation.  Then they can all be compared with what has happened post 2014 

when these lands were acquired by the consortium.   

Figures 3A, 3B.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Figures 3A, 3B, 3C Map showing land grants, which are some of the oldest 
remaining intact in Tasmania and in the nation. At (left): the map (or despatch) is 
dated 28 August 1826 and was signed by Dumaresq, then Assistant Surveyor 
General. B (right): blow up of section of Figure 3A showing the site of the first 
Belmont house, occupied by the Meredith family from approximately 1827 to 1836.  
(Source: Tasmanian Archives and Heritage Office, Government Office Duplicate 
Despatch Files, GO33 1.1). [Adapted from Gwenda Sheridan: The Cultural Landscape 
of the Cambria property near Swansea, East Coast Tasmania In:  ICOMOS Cultural 
Landscape Symposium Diversity and the Implications for Management 
Proceedings 2020. See Part 2E].  NB is the position of the lagoon clearly marked. It 
shows too how the vegetation was marked by the surveyor.  Hachures are also shown 
as marked by the surveyor.  
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Figure 3C (above) 

 

Next page: (Figure 4) is how The List shows the County Plan for the Parish of 

Cambria.  From this it can be seen how early and later grants were juxtaposed.  There 

is different ownership shown for some of the Hill Land areas; this across time.  This 
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happened after 1871 when John Meredith (son of George) was forced to sell some of 

the lands. However the actual title patterns, title areas, appear to have remained 

principally the same.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

he.  

  

 

Figure 5.Four Proposed Precincts: Below: Proposed Precinct 1 is coloured 

blue-purple; Proposed Precinct 2, Aqua; Proposed Precinct 3, Green; Proposed 

Precinct 4, Lemon. IreneInc.  See p. 3. of Attachment A, (p.8 .) 
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This is seen as a totally dramatic and unacceptable title land use change.  

Four precincts are proposed across the 3,185 ha. land owned by the consortium.  The 

"new" titles   ̶   those the Commission have to consider  ̶  are shown below.  Compare 

with earlier title plans. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Plan showing titles: Adapted from: Geo-Environmental Solutions, 

submitted to IreneInc, May 2016. p. 1 

 

In the total of consortium lands, nine now are simply just lots.  Only three of the 12 

titles have actual street addresses.   Seven (7) of the lots (CT. 251306/1; CT 

100096/1; CT 233262/1; CT.  148927/1; CT.  110576/1; CT. 100097/1;  CT.115706/2)  

involve hill lands, that were once leased and/or owned by the Meredith family; later 

by the Lyne and or other families.   

 

The original house and outbuildings have been "divorced" from the nineteenth and 

twentieth century land use patterns.  

 

Land Use:  

The historical land use of this property in its entirety must be taken into account.   

This is partly explained in the Sheridan document in ICOMOS (2E) but also in Part 

2C (Curtilage). However a Landscape Management Plan, (different to that before the 

Commission) could be written on this very important subject, given the finely 

detailed understanding of how different areas of land were used for quite specific 

purposes across time and across land areas. Understanding the natural 

manifestations of land across areas, (eg soil, topography, vegetation, climate etc) in 

quite specific ways was obvious.  See Parts 1, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E.  
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These lands can demonstrate a past long history of land use ownership by the Estate 

of Cambria, (which comprised Redcliffe, Belmont, and Riversdale; even earlier in 

time Redbanks, Woburn).  They were farmed agriculturally and pastorally, one type 

of agricultural/pastoral/rural use supportive of the other. 

Noted though, these lands have never in their entire existence been used for anything 

other than as First Nations' lands, and or colonial estate farming stock and 

agricultural/ lands.  

 

Redcliffe, Belmont and Riversdale are now considered "stranded" properties with 

little hectares remaining around the historic buildings.  It is possible  ̶  without 

rigorous intervention  ̶  this could also become the fate of Cambria.  

 

More assessment for this has been carried out under the individual proposed four 

precinct areas and in Parts 3A, 3B.  

3. Precincts: 

• This representation does not support the establishment of the four precincts. 

(See Parts 1, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E, 3A, 3B, 4).  

 

• No justification has been made in any documents as to why there are four 

precincts with the boundary lines that are proposed.  

 

• Nowhere is it explained why the four areas have to have their own purpose, 

objectives, standards and subdivision.   If approved; these are in fact further 

subdivision of the land.  

 

• There is no understanding that properties such as Redcliffe, Belmont, 

Riversdale, were once a part of Meredith ownership farmed in quite specific 

ways across the 19th, (other ownerships too) across the 20th centuries.  The 

nineteenth century maps (1861, 1871, 1888) are particularly relevant. See 

Parts 1, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E, 3A, 3B, and Part 4.   

 

• The lack of explanation and non transparency is totally unacceptable.   

  

• New titles subdivide off very old historical grants in quite bizarre ways and 

have no relationship to the significance and historicity of Cambria as a 

colonial estate gentleman's agricultural and pastoral property.  Nor even to 

the evolution of Cambria land in the twentieth century.  

For ease of consideration further information re titles and or grants are considered 

under each of the nominated precincts.  
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• Land in the past may have changed owners, but title patterns, title areas, 

boundaries appeared to stay the same or to be very similar for a very long 

time. Lines drawn across the IreneInc plan indicating the four precincts (with 

their different colours) indicate exactly how the earliest grant lines have just 

been totally ignored.   

Using the maps/plans shown in previous pages, some measure of grant/title change 

can be seen.  The majority of this is known to have occurred since 1990, if not much 

more recently.1 Very early grants to George Meredith were along the Swan River. 

Explained elsewhere is how very unusual these grant boundary patterns were.  Given 

the size of the old grants, their highly unusual patterns (See Part 2A, 2E, See also 

Sheridan & Read2 Sheridan 20203), their ability to demonstrate their location, are 

still able to be seen in the 2022 landscape; this is considered extraordinary.   

That is authenticity, uniqueness that can be clearly seen in the 2022 landscape.  

Proposed Precinct 1 and changes 

Nowhere has it been  

explained why Precinct 1  

exists as it does.  

 

Figure  7. Part of the  

Moulting Lagoon 1:50,000  

map sheet.  

The dotted pencil lines on 

 this map show apparently  

two different alignments of 

 the northern boundary  

proposed for Precinct 1.  

 

 

 

 
 

1  See for example: 1:25,000 map of Swansea, (1990) of Cranbrook (2009) which have the UPI or  
numbers attached.  
2  Stuart Read & Gwenda Sheridan Cambria's Cultural Landscape: Rich, rare, intact Australian history. 
Powerpoint presented at Swansea, 22 June 2019 to Australian Garden History Society members(Tas. Branch) 
and others.  
3  Gwenda Sheridan The Cultural Landscape of the Cambria property near Swansea, East Coast Tasmania 
In:  See  http://australia.icomos.org/publications/proceedings . ....... Australia ICOMOS Cultural 

Landscape Symposium – Diversity and the Implications for Management_Proceedings 

 

https://australia.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/Australia-ICOMOS-Cultural-Landscape-Symposium-Diversity-and-the-Implications-for-Management_Proceedings.pdf
https://australia.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/Australia-ICOMOS-Cultural-Landscape-Symposium-Diversity-and-the-Implications-for-Management_Proceedings.pdf
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Even its northern proposed boundary line to Precinct 2 is different in different 
reports; lines drawn in the work of Sam Nichols and that of IreneInc et al. (see pencil 
dotted lines, previous page). 
 
In the view of Sheridan this has (had) everything to "do" with expediency and the 

reduction of land within Precinct 1 being "related" to what the Curtilage of the 

historic property was/is to be.   

In my view it was to be a further "attempt" to also "strand" Cambria. See 2C. 

Curtilage.  

Depending on which document is being taken, then the area/size of Precinct 1 would 
be different.   
 
Comment: What is the area of Precinct 1 and which document is showing the 

correct boundary line?  Is there a "correct" boundary line?  

The folio plan of C.T. 148001/1 must be very carefully assessed.  The land/title that 

comprises the 194.5 ha. is shown as being unshaded.  It extends across a large area 

west of the Tasman Highway.  All parts, shaded and unshaded are enormously 

significant historically. The area south west of the Tasman Highway would appear to 

have different owners. There are four titles to the land.    It would appear that the 

four titles were created in the very recent past.  

Date of small title creation must be established.  Did this commence from June 2014 

when all the land was sold?   

Comment: Why are such small titles allowed in a zoned area for agricultural land 

use?   

Sale of Cambria: 

Cambria was put up for sale in 2012.  Original sale pictures indicated that the 

property then was in good order, as the images indicated.  

It was only the fourth time in nearly 200 years that the property had been put up for 

sale. These subdivisions/land transfers (?) are considered integral to the "ownership" 

matters with which the TPC should involve itself.   

The bulk of the land was sold in June 2014, but it took longer for the new titles to be 

prepared.... across the period into 2015.  In November 2015 (reported in the China 

Engagement Report, publicly released) information appeared that land had been 

sold to Cambria Green Agriculture Development Pty Ltd. At that time such a report 

didn't appear to be widely known by the populace at large.   

It is known that the property sales were completed on 10 June 2014, one in 2015, 

(see further in this document).   
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A substantial part of the land comprising, C.T 148001/1, (194.5ha) is now owned by 

Sun Green Development Agriculture Ltd.4  The small blocks west of the Tasman 

Highway either side of McNeills Road are also owned by the majority land owner, the 

area north of McNeill's Rd, by a second overseas land owner.   The larger area 

comprises the house and its outbuildings. It has the "business" site, at Cambria 

13566 Tasman Highway Swansea.  

The earlier title 148001/1 (shaded and unshaded) on the western side of the Tasman 

Highway has undergone significant subdivision and new ownership, exactly when 

and how needs investigation because of the small lots sizes in what is/was a rural 

area.  Lot 1/Plan 148927/1 is now just 12.43 ha. while Lot 2 of Plan 115706/2 is 

25.38ha. Were these apparently "new" subdivisions in 2015?  Both areas astride 

McNeills' Road are owned by Mr L.; that of 115706/1 (41.25 ha.) by Mr S.  Mr L.in 

2015 on-sold to Mr. S.  

How, why and when were these blocks subdivided and certified by which surveyor?   

In an area which was zoned rural/agricultural/primary industry? Etc.  

Subdivision, different ownership, land transfers, form part of the very first, original 

nearly 200 year old grant to George Meredith. These small sized lands west of the 

Tasman Highway western have been placed in proposed Precincts 3 and or 4,  (for 

what reason?) and thus could have very different land uses to the previous. Exactly 

what those land uses will be remains opaque.  Almost certainly there could be 

building development of some kind if the SAP is given the nod of approval.  The scale 

and scope of the development and building remain unknown.  See Part 4. 

The entire lack of transparency in the issue of land and title changes is considered 

totally unacceptable. Sheridan considers that no rigorous "due diligence" was 

completed prior to the sale of lands to the consortium.  

Proposed Precinct 2. 

The bulk of the land which forms a significant part of the spit bordering the Swan 

River, Great Oyster Bay and Moulting Lagoon is proposed with SAP approval to 

become proposed Precinct 2.  It is part of the very early lands granted to George 

Meredith, the 2,715 acres of lands. Its boundary is outlined for Lot 1 on the 1871 map 

plan (see Figure 1).   

This is the title 111628/1 with 426.8 ha. This is to be known as Lot 1 Dolphin Sands 

Road, Dolphin Sands.  

There are enormous implications if the SAP is approved, See for example Parts 1, 2B, 

2C, 2D, 2E, 3A, 3B, Part 4.   

 
4  See further into this document.  The company name is Star: Twilight Agricultural Development 
Company Ltd.  There is one major owner of most of the Cambria lands.  
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Noted specifically here is that this land borders the Moulting Lagoon which contains 

in addition the Ramsar International Wetland; See Part 1, Part 4.  

Relatively new titles. 

Title 11628/1 of 426.8 ha. was a transfer 27.4.2015 to Star Green Agricultural 

Development Ltd. This had been a part of lands owned by Cambria Pty Ltd, which 

may have been subdivided off from Title 148001/1 in 1993.  

When this additional subdivision occurred has to be established.  

This is the area too for example, where there are three different (it is thought 

potentially new and recent) titles. S.P23216, has been subdivided into three titles, 

23216/1, 23216/2, 23216/35; the latter two owned by Cambria Green Agriculture 

Development P/L.  Why were these relatively small titles allowed to happen and 

when were they created? Cambria Green Agricultural Development Pty Ltd,  has one 

58.36ha, the other, 55.18 ha.   

Proposed Precinct 2 lands (3 titles at least, 2 different owners) could total more than 

540 ha. of land, the bulk of that owned by Mr L., but on paper called the Star Green 

Agricultural Company Ltd. 

This is where it is proposed to put the golf course and other additional buildings; 

what else is not known.   

The Commission is directed to Part 1, re the natural environment of the spit lands 

and Nine Mile Beach. The spit lands and associated, are considered to have very high 

heritage significance given the natural environment elements and the fact that the 

land lies so close to the internationally listed Ramsar Wetlands and Moulting 

Lagoon.  

If there were Colonial as well as a First Nations' archaeological surveys done and 

publicly released, it is considered they would indicate a great deal of historical 

evidence. The archaeological material that was "done" has never been publicly 

released.   See Aboriginal Report, only very recently released in 2021.  

Proposed Precinct 3. 
 
There are six different pieces of land proposed to be developed under Precinct 3 (see 

p. 4 of Attachment A of the SAP).  Some are relatively small in size and the reason for 

this has not been made clear. This again represents subdivision that has occurred 

most likely in the recent past. Four different land owners would appear to be 

involved, again with very recent transfers (those on western side of Tasman Highway 

either side of McNeills Road, already mentioned).  

 

 
5  This difference is shown between the two 1:25,000 map plans; Swansea 1990, Cranbrook 2009.  
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Part of proposed Precinct 3, is land once a part of an original very early grant to 

George Meredith.  This is land that extends north of Swan River Road, currently flat, 

vegetated with woodland trees in certain places and in 2018 had sheep grazing on 

cleared sections.   

Title 149607/1 at 390.74 ha. was formerly Belmont land; this was a transfer from 

Webster Ltd, bought back again by the former owners in recent decades.  

 

There were dealings with Webster Walnuts Pty Ltd in 2003, when it appears further 

land was being subdivided. The Folio Plan for SP140707 is very interesting.  There 

appear to be four lots, Lot 1 is 108.9 ha., Lot 2 is 114.14 ha., Lot 3 is 523.7 ha, 

(corrected in pencil from 530. 3 ha.), Lot 4, 390.74 ha., (as per Title P149607). 

Tasman Highway.  Not all land may have been accounted for. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Figure 9. Further changes have occurred much more recently.  
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At 114.14 ha. is it considered that this land size (114.4ha)  was added to Annexure 4 to 

give the Title 149607/1, thus, its 390.74 ha.  But Precinct 3 is larger than this. The 

size of the land in the far north which borders the Wye and Swan Rivers (also 

proposed for Precinct 3) remains unknown.   

 

How large is proposed Precinct 3?  

 

Mr L.’s titles west of the Tasman Highway are known (See Precinct 1) having already 

been spoken of.  

  

A short potted history of Belmont land 

 

The proposed Precinct 3 contains one of the lagoons in the area, a potential reason 

why both Talbot and Meredith wanted the same land in 1821.  It was on a part of this 

land, said to be fresh water in the 1826 sketch map where Mr. Talbot had built the 

first Belmont homestead; this location shown on that early sketch plan.  The 

Meredith family moved from Redbanks to the Belmont dwelling probably around 

1827 where they resided until about 1836 when the Cambria house was finished.   

Belmont moved out of the Meredith family following the sale of parts of the landed 

estate in 1871-1872. However its land use continued to be agricultural/pastoral 

farming. 

 

The Meredith journal documents in the nineteenth century are amazingly robust in 

their record keeping re land use.  What happened each day and precisely where and 

for what use on the land owned the Meredith family was recorded.  The integration of 

how the various property lands were being farmed is there, the land use history is 

there. It is considered detail unlike most original documents that are available to the 

21st century researcher re its assessment of uniqueness, authenticity and intactness.  

 
Figure 10.  Part of a larger  

plan blown up to show Talbot's house;  

the site of the first Belmont house  

occupied by the Meredith family  

from approximately 1827 to 1836. 

This plan is taken from a  

despatch dated 28 August 1826  

and was signed by Dumaresq, then  

Assistant Surveyor  

General, Van Diemen's Land.  

(Source: Tasmanian Archives  

and Heritage Office, 

Government Office Duplicate  

Despatch Files, GO33 1.1 p.863)  
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Figure 11.  The plan of 1871.  NS570/1/1, Tasmanian Archives and Heritage Office.  
 

The 1871 historic plan (see above) of Belmont and Cambria is most enlightening in 

respect of land size, early grants. At this juncture John Meredith owned and 

managed Cambria, Belmont and Riversdale (north of the Wye River) and 

considerable portions of the adjoining hill lands to the west.   The properties (the 

lands) all worked in conjunction with each other.  The Belmont land is especially 

important for the cultural/social/agricultural land use history of the Meredith family.  

Not only was the land an integral part of the colonial farm estate across the 

nineteenth century, but it was land that George Meredith had secured by 1825 

making reference to Honnor's Plains in a letter.6   

 

  The twentieth and twenty first centuries. 

A twentieth century very detailed snapshot of the property, its land use, and farm 

management comes from Field Book records held by the National Archives of 

Australia.  Belmont was subject to Commonwealth Land Valuation in 1951.  Its land 

area had grown then to 7,569 acres, (3063.1 ha).   It was valued with a Capital Value 

of £50,000, with improvements, £63,292. This valuation in 1951 was when it was re-

 
6  See also Anne McKay. Journals of the Land Commissioners for Van Diemen's Land 1826-28. Hobart. 
University of Tasmania in conjunction with the Tasmanian Historical Research Association. 1962.  See for 
example p. 92.   
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sold to E.B. Gray.  The records give a very accurate detailed picture and, like the farm 

journals, the Field Books are considered very valuable original evidence.7  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11.  

The interconnections, interlinkages, patterns, known textual evidence, between three 

former Meredith properties, shown above, Riversdale, Belmont and Cambria, re land 

use, evolved landscape(s)  (part of NS172-1-7, Archives of Tasmania shown above) 

are considered vitally important re land use(s) and heritage evolved landscape(s) for 

the Cambria property.  

 

 
7  A potted history, can be found at, 

http://www.belmonthomestead.com.au/historyofbelmonthomestead.html  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

http://www.belmonthomestead.com.au/historyofbelmonthomestead.html
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Belmont was sold in March 2015; the house and a small section of land (5.83 ha.) 

was re-sold in 2017, with the consortium owning much of the former lands. Belmont 

is now a stranded property; it was on the market again, (July 2019) with its small 

land area and has been sold again. This property with its long cultural, farming, 

landscape, social history and association to Cambria, cannot be ignored in 

assessment of the SAP.   Belmont was integral to the nineteenth century 

agricultural/pastoral estate of the Meredith family.  

 

All of this area would be considered as significant agricultural land. It is all capable of 

illustrating extraordinary historical land use detail and historic evolved landscape 

detail. (See Sections 1, (Natural Environment, global warming), 1, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E, 3A, 

3B, Part 4.   

 

Figure 12. below  

 

Noted is that repeatedly the plans/maps for Irene Inc and the Consortium do not 

contain precise and important information.    The example below is one such 

example.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The area must not be changed and rezoned to the Rural Resource zone, nor to some 

other 2022 "convenient" zone change.   
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It is a part of the area that must become a cultural landscape. Adapted from Irene 

Inc, Precinct Plan.  (See Parts 1, (Natural Environment, global warming), 2B, 2C, 2D, 

2E, 3A, 3B, (Agriculture, tourism etc) and Part 4.  

 

Proposed Precinct 4.  

 
There would appear to be at least six different companies mentioned re the Hill lands 
(and associated) all of which are designated to become proposed Precinct 4. 
 
They are titles 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7 shown on the IreneInc document Titles map plan 

Attachment B p. 30.    

These following titles are thought to be very "new" titles, most don't appear on the 

Swansea 1:25,000 map with its date of 1990.   It is known that were some land 

title changes around 2004. Cambria Pty Ltd may have owned most of them, but the 

position must be clarified to help illustrate the title and specifically area land changes 

in the immediate past, (possibly across 2013-2015).   

From the north moving south, the following is the approximated known current 

situation:  

1. 100097/1, 536.9 ha. Lot 1 Tasman Highway Swansea, Shenglong 

Hong Kong Investment Ltd;  Part of the land  that borders the Wye River.  

Originally, Part of UPIs (adapted from 1;25,000 Swansea, Cranbrook map sheets: 

0946, 0947, 0948, 0151.  These lands were Belmont owned 1992, then Webster 

2000, then Cambria P/L  2004, (Land Titles).  A consortium transfer occurred 

27.4.2015, however as stated previously the land was bought in June 2014.  These 

were part of the old titles and the Cambria Estate, mentioned throughout this and 

other Sheridan documents. 

2.  100096/1, 449.8 ha. Emperor Yue Green Agriculture Development 

Ltd; boundary with McNeills Road.  Again consolidation has occurred.  These are 

UPI 1042, 0947, 1050, (the Unique Parcel Identifier numbers).  It would appear the 

same pattern occurred as for No. 1, (above) Belmont, to Webster, then Cambria P/L 

before the transfer.  This occurred 27.4.2015; ditto land sold June 2014.  

3.  Mr L. (174 ha. CT: 233262/1,) there are now two older titles consolidated:  

UPI 1046, UPI 1048.  This land is south of McNeill's Road in the hill lands. There is 

some cleared land, it is significant historically; these were part of Meredith lands, an 

integral part of the agricultural/pastoral estate.  Transferred at 27.4.2015 ditto, land 

sold in 2014. 

4. For Moon Green Agriculture (251306/1, 709 ha.) bordering the 

Meredith River, numbers of titles again aggregated: viz UPI 1043, 1047, 1049 (See 

Swansea 1:25,000).   There was some change to this land in 1995.  The transfer 

occurred 27.4.2015; see above, ditto land sold 2014.  
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5. P115706/1 41.25 ha. Mr S., land west of Tasman Highway.   This was a 
transfer of land into originally two different lots, a later land parcel sold, now owned 
by Mr S.   
  
6. Part of 148001/1 Sun Green Agriculture Ltd. land west of the Tasman 
Highway.  What needs to be precisely explained to the public: 
 

• Just who facilitated the changing land titles, across 2014-2015?   
That is a critical question which must be answered.  

 

• How these changed land patterns and titles were not brought before the 

Glamorgan Spring Bay Council's notice as a series of subdivisions; of lots 

being adhered to other lots for example?  Was this enormous change 

facilitated by the owners of the land and a private surveyor?  

 

• The hill lands (and associated) total approximately 2,016.35 ha. or nearly 

5,000 acres. 

 

It would appear too that a third property had been stranded; the principal homestead 

cut from its former lands. This is Redcliffe, which also was once owned by the 

Meredith family.   This involves hill lands and lands on the western side of the 

Tasman Highway now owned by the consortium.  

The Redcliffe property (13569 Tasman Highway, Swansea TAS 7190) was currently 

for sale, by Roberts Real Estate Ltd Bicheno at $950,000.8  It had been for sale many 

months.  It is now only 5.27 ha. in size.  As with the Belmont property, this property 

on the opposite side of the Tasman Highway  (near to the Cambria property) was 

another agricultural/pastoral mixed farming property once owned by the Meredith 

family, bought out by the Lyne family in the nineteenth century, its principal lands 

now owned by the consortium. 

Questions that require answers.  

• At the point of sale of the Cambria Estate in 2012, advertised were eighteen 
titles.9 These were either owned by the family company, or by the then 
owners.  

 
The specific patterns which now accrue to these lands, (achieved either by 

subdivision and or boundary adjustment, titles adhered to other titles) is seen to be 

highly irregular when compared to the long existing nineteenth century, and 20th 

century title land and title area patterns.   

 

 
8  It would still appear to be for sale. https://www.allhomes.com.au/13569-tasman-highway-swansea-
tas-7190.  It would still appear to be for sale. (2021) 
9  http://www.robertsre.com.au/.-tasman-highway-swansea-tas-7190-2342276/ 
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• Why, exactly when and how did this happen? 
 

• Why and under what jurisdiction(s) did the "new" changes occur?   
 In certain cases, titles have been adhered to each other, in other cases, new 

 subdivision (and therefore creation of new titles) has occurred.  

• How was it not brought before the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council's notice as a 
series of subdivisions; or of lots being adhered to other lots for example?  

 

• Where is the due diligence, evidence trail than might be followed? 

 

At least a part of the property formerly called Cambria was put up for sale in 2012; 

that's going on almost ten (10) years ago. From photographs, it appeared the 

property was in good condition. The emphasis in the photographs was to portray the 

land and views that surrounded the main historic house; this included images taken 

from most likely Brady's Hill.  

 

 

An Apparent Consortium buys in.  

 

The bulk of the property took less than two years to sell (November 2012 - June 10, 

2014). What is known on paper is that the land-sale process had commenced in 

December 2013, (eg Shenglong Hong Kong Investment Ltd, 536.9 ha, C.T. 

1000/97) adjoins the Wye River) while five companies were incorporated 20 Jan 

2014 in Hong Kong as apparently different private companies.  Twelve titles were 

sold off to an apparent Chinese consortium in Tasmania in June, 2014.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

  Looking north towards the hill lands from Swansea    

  township. 

 The Mercury 14 September 2018 newspaper contained the fuzzy applicants' Concept 

Plan’ diagram that could hardly be read. Numbers of places on the Hill Lands were 

marked with a No. 6, which denoted "cluster of villas". No. 8 was apparently "Resort 
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detail and Minor Retail;" No. 8 was located on the land owned by Moon Green 

Agriculture Development Ltd. and would be very obvious from either the Tasman 

Highway or from many parts of Swansea.   

 

Now in 2022 there is a dribble of information that suggests that  ̶ 

if approved and the SAP is approved  ̶  we could witness something like high rise, 

urban/tourist, clustered, very modern developments near Swansea.  See Part 4.  

 
Part 4 deals with the SAP in detail.   There is nothing remotely historical concerning 
the numbers of "new" title changes.  Intended it appears to Sheridan to be a total 
make-over of the land for a completely changed set of land use(s) as per the 
developer's wishes.   
 
No Development applications have ever been put forward.   
 
If there is SAP approval,  

   

• how a colonial estate practised farm integration and use of different 

types of natural lands; its apparent total or near total loss,  

• the highly significant, very unique detailed story of a family who arrived 

in 1821,  

• distinct and quite precise patterns of land use, the rural character of the 

place and its meanings,  

• highly significant unique land use Australian history of the workings of 

a colonial estate farm which can be followed in the archives, 

• aesthetics of the lands involved, 

• social and cultural history that might be retold as a fascinating story,  

• the authenticity, intactness, rareness, distinctiveness, uniqueness, 

interconnectedness of place and its character, 

•  the historicity of early and nineteenth century titles,  

• land areas, land use, along with the enormously high significance of an 

Australian evolved cultural landscape X 2, (both colonial and First 

Nations).  

• Potential changes in agricultural land uses, which would likely be 

converted to intensive water farm-fed agriculture, 

• the introduction potentially of a modern 21st century tourist town,  

• unlimited development of a urban, commercial, potentially one of a 

large scale intent, 

• NB how the single story house low on the hill lands stands out because 

of its modern design, colours, and use of modern materials.  



1 
 

 

AM-GLA-AM2018-03 Cambria Green 

Part 2B:  Evidential heritage analysis 

See: The Tasmanian Historic Heritage Act Section 16 (2)  

2018-2022 

Gwenda Sheridan  

 

It is understood that planning for a potential development such as proposed by the 

SAP is a very complex, convoluted development issue.  

However, Sheridan believes that Heritage must be firmly placed on the Commission's 

Directives as per 19 May 2021.  It wasn't done.   It must be done in 2022. 

Not to "do so" in my opinion would be an enormous abrogation of responsibility both 

of the Government and its Executive. 

Heritage of this property ought to have had a front seat at the table, back from 2012 

forward.  It was placed on the former Register of the National Estate early in the 

Australian Heritage Commission's life.   In my professional opinion when the land 

and its buildings were sold in 2014-2015, the Tasmanian Government had 

responsibility to ensure that the incoming owners would be required to keep both 

buildings and property in a state of good repair.   This hasn’t and didn’t happen. 

Progressively the buildings, and near surrounds appear to have fallen into an 

absolutely unacceptable state.    

Four years will have passed since April 2018 (by April 2022). Nearly ten years have 

passed since Cambria was put up for sale, eight years since the land sale.   

ICOMOS1 the world organization responsible for international heritage, published a 

document by Sheridan (on Cambria) in 2020.    The TPC is directed to that 

publication.2  It is now included as 2E.  

A salutary report in 2000 noted the following; (Jim Bacon was still alive).  This was 

the Heritage Review of 2000.3 

From the Heritage Review,  

 
1  International Council on Monuments and Sites.  
2  Proceedings of the Australia ICOMOS Cultural Landscape Symposium – Diversity and 

the Implications for Management, Hobart, Tasmania, 10th November 2018 Publisher: Australia 
ICOMOS C/- Faculty of Arts and Education,Deakin University m221 Burwood Highway Burwood, 
Victoria, 3125 Australia. austicomos@deakin.edu.au;  Editors: Anne McConnell and Steve Brown. 
The cultural landscape of the Cambria property near Swansea, East Coast, Tasmania.  Gwenda 
Sheridan pp.104 
3  Tasmanian Government. Heritage Review 2000, Prepared for the Premier and Minister of the 

Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment, Peter James.  
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It is the Committee's view that the maintenance of urban heritage areas and 

cultural landscapes are crucial to the State's heritage, and to tourism in 

Tasmania.  This is a neglected aspect of heritage conservation but one that the 

Committee feels must be addressed.  The conservation of building fabric to an 

individual property is important  ̶  and this is catered for adequately by the 

Historic Cultural Heritage Act  ̶  but the overall "essence of Tasmania is the 

pattern of its town and villages, the relationships between them and between 

aspects of the landscape such as rural settings and urban massing.  These are 

the images of Tasmania that locals and tourists hold.  Planning schemes are 

the principal and most effective tool in controlling development to endure 

such values are maintained.4   [Sheridan in red and last sentence not agreed 

with]. 

Successive Tasmanian Governments and its Executive can continue to ignore that 

Heritage and Planning need to be closely associated.  Heritage Tasmania appears   

heavily focused towards architectural assessment.   Too much is missing as reported 

above.  The Government can continue to let its heritage fall down in paddocks, or to 

be grossly neglected. Is this happening with Cambria?  As the second colony of the 

nation settled, and with 151 pages of heritage in the published Heritage of Australia 

(1981 Macmillan), this author considers that Tasmania neglects its wider heritage 

responsibilities. It is viewed by this author as an utter disgrace of proportions.  

Noted is that Historical Cultural Landscape Precinct appears in the Heritage Code of 

Glamorgan Spring Bay Council.  A precinct in geographical terms generally applies to 

an area of land in city or town, but is not usually applied in an areal rural situation. 

 Cultural landscapes, for the purpose of the International Scientific 

 Committee on Cultural Landscapes (ISCCL), are inclusive of 

 designed, evolved, and associative landscapes as defined in the 

 UNESCO Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World 

 Heritage Convention. 

 ICOMOS has no trouble with a designation of landscape.  Provision now includes 

Historic Urban Landscapes, (eg. Ballarat) and Historic Rural Landscapes (HRL).5 Re 

the remarks made in the 2000 Heritage Review.... there are dollars to be made in the 

preservation of landscapes.  

Cambria: 

The property (taken is the entire 3,185ha or thereabouts) is one of Tasmania's oldest 

and at one time grandest. It was called the Government House of the East at one 

 
4  Ibid p. 28.  
5  https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/GA2017_6-3-

1_RuralLandscapesPrinciples_EN_adopted-15122017.pdf.  Sheridan is an A-ICOMOS, ISC-CL member, 

(International Scientific Committee, Cultural landscapes)  
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point.   It was placed on the National Heritage Register in 1978, one of the very early 

properties to be assessed as significantly important at the national level.    

The neglect of the house and its immediate surrounds since its period of sale (2014) 

is considered more than unfortunate.  Other states have clauses in their Heritage Act 

(eg. Western Australia) so that this cannot happen.  No one lives on site.  

 It is essential when considering this particular section, to be very cognizant of what 

this Section (2B) then Part 1, 2A, 2C, 2D, 2E, 3A, 3B, Part 4, spell out.   

 
2. Introduction: 
  
The SAP is merely the facilitator to what follows if it is approved.  

Noted is that Tasmania has never had a dedicated Department of Planning (to which 

Heritage might be joined) nor has it had any division of that called 

Strategic/Research Planning.  

It is necessary to go back to Bob Graham's insights in 20146 in respect of the 

Resource Management and Planning System in Tasmania.  As planning has evolved 

in this state, one notes (from 1997) there never have been any comprehensive suite of 

State Policies put forward by either major political party.   

Scale and scope of projected land use changes re Cambria Green are enormous.  

Tourism is currently unregulated.  See Part 3B.  

If approved, it is considered that an enormous precedent would be established for 

other rural estate farm properties in Tasmania.  It could be interpreted that heritage 

significance and heritage values simply don't matter and that the "tools" such as an 

SAP, the LPS, Major Projects, Agri-business documents are principal ways to dissect 

and then put into place Tasmania's "desired" (TPS)  planning system, (See Parts 3A, 

3B).  

3. Heritage Definitions: 

For this particular analysis, much use is made of the HCHA Act and Section 16 (2).  

4. Historic Cultural Heritage Act (HCHA) Tasmania 

In the Tasmanian Historic Cultural Heritage Act, historic cultural heritage 

significance of a place means its significance in terms of the registration criteria; 

these are at Section 16 of the Act.   

 
6  See Tasmanian Planner. 14, Vol. 7 (4) December 2014, Bob Graham. Planning Reform in Tasmania: 

A Failed Project.  
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  16 (2)   the Heritage Council may determine that a place has historic 
 cultural heritage significance if it is satisfied that the place meets one or more 
 of the following criteria: 
 
 (a)  the place is important to the course or pattern of Tasmania's  
  history; 

 (b)  the place possesses uncommon or rare aspects of Tasmania's  
  history; 

 (c)  the place has the potential to yield information that will   
  contribute to an understanding of Tasmania's history; 

 (d)  the place is important in demonstrating the principal    
  characteristics of a class of place in Tasmania's history; 

 (e)  the place is important in demonstrating a high degree of   
  creative or technical achievement; 

 (f)  the place has a strong or special association with a particular  
  community or cultural group for social or spiritual reasons; 

 (g)  the place has a special association with the life or works of a   
  person, or group of persons, of importance in Tasmania's   
  history; 

 (h)  the place is important in exhibiting particular aesthetic   
  characteristics. 

5. Collecting Evidence:   

The Commission is directed to a refereed published document, which Sheridan 

completed 2020 for ICOMOS.7 This followed a national meet in 2018 in which nine 

speakers (Australia wide and Brazil) spoke on cultural landscapes, Australia.  

Sheridan wrote on the cultural landscape of Cambria. It could be considered as an 

adjunct to Part 2B, and is labelled Part 2E.  

The type of evidence, original details of archival evidence, scope of evidence, for 

example underpins the integrity of what follows, such as appropriate heritage policy 

and appropriate heritage management.  See also J.F. Kerr: The Conservation Plan 

and the Burra Charter, ICOMOS, 2013 (Part 2D).   

The "evidence" is therefore critical to any end result. Place-based evidence was 

especially critical for Cambria. Research is essential.  

Across years (2018-2019-2021) a large amount of original evidence, was collected by 

the author.  That evidence underpins what has been written in respect of land 

grants/titles, heritage matters, curtilage, registration criteria, and as well, for other 

additional land use documents.  

 
7  Cultural Landscape Diversity and the Implications for Management 

Australia ICOMOS,Cultural Landscape Symposium Proceedings Hobart, Tasmania 
10th November 2018.  See previous.  
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The Commission is particularly directed to the Burra Charter and to what "place" 

means, to Article 1 and to Articles 6, and 7 (See part 2D). 

In working for many decades across heritage and planning, the author has never seen 

an archive as rich, as detailed, as specific and as voluminous as is the Meredith 

archive.8  The Meredith story as it unfolds across the pages of the archive must be 

amongst the most valuable, and most extraordinary in-depth account of early 

colonial life in Australia.   That must be considered unique.  

This is due to the fact that so much of it consists as original documents; educated 

voices speaking from the 19th century. Certainly Sheridan has not encountered 

anything of this in previous Tasmanian research, even properties now on the World 

Heritage Area List such as Woolmers and Brickendon (of which I was a contributing 

member).   

The terms rarity, integrity and authenticity are used in heritage assessment but must 

be used with discretion.   These need definition because they are extremely important 

when used in the heritage lexicon.  They were defined in a document by Knaggs and 

McConnell in 20189 with further information on definitions in 2021 Part 2D.  The 

Commission is directed to that document which needs to be used in company with 

the present document.  

They can be easily applied to the Cambria heritage assessment.  The word unique can 

be added.  

Too much is missing from the Heritage documents put forward by IreneInc.   

Part 2B attempts to rectify the omissions.  The Commission is directed to Part 2A 

which deals with titles and historical planning.  This is where the heritage analysis 

ought to have started; too much was missing.  

In respect of Cultural Landscape analysis, the Commission is also directed to 

Sheridan.10 Cultural landscape can be assessed, has been assessed in much of the 

work completed by Sheridan over a quarter of a century. Reference can be made to 

just some of the following.11 See the Introduction.  

 

 
8  Meredith archives are publicly available at the Tasmanian Archive and Heritage Office, but too at the 
University of Tasmania. Special Collections.  
9  A. McConnell and M. Knaggs. Assessing the Significance of Tasmanian Early Colonial Buildings.  
September 2018:  For the Heritage Council 
10  This was a hearing before the then Resource Planning and Development Commission 16 August 
2006.The decision can be found on the Austlii website.  The Commission found in favour of the Heritage Mile 
Precinct.  This is a Tasmanian example of where cultural landscape has been successful in the creation of an 
area of land greater than a site.  It was based on historical supplied landscape evidence. 
11   In ICOMOS published online 2020: Cultural Landscape Diversity and the Implications for 
Management: Australia ICOMOS, Cultural Landscape Symposium Proceedings.    See also Stuart Read and 
Gwenda Sheridan. June, 2019, Australian Garden History Association.  Powerpoint presentation to AGHS, at 
Swansea.  Work for Hobart City Council 1999, 2002, 2009: Queens Domain; 2006, 2007, Woolmers, Brickendon 
and more.  



6 
 

 

6. Preliminary Assessment of the Cambria Colonial Estate Farm 

 (particularly in the nineteenth century) as per HCHA 16 (2). 

 

Initially this can be partially achieved through the Historic Cultural Heritage Act, 

1995, Section 16 (2). This representation both adds to, but also is quite different to, 

many respects from that provided by the author of the Trethowan Architecture 

Conservation Management Plan.  It travels way past the analysis of the homestead 

(extremely important and not repeated here) through the orchards and garden 

information (by providing much further significant information not in the CMP or 

LCMP or in the Swansea Historical Study).  It analyses in this particular instance, 

colonial land use by using original 19th century documents; highly significant 

knowledge re use of  the fields, paddocks, the flat lands, hill lands, much of which is 

now owned by the consortium and proposed as Precincts, 1, 2, 3, and 4.   The 

research on the whole, was taken from original documents, now in some cases almost 

200 years old. It links this particular colonial estate farm back to ideas then 

prevalent in the UK, and how they were brought to this first East Coast farm in 

Tasmania (then called Van Diemen's Land), in 1821 principally operating as a penal 

colony.  

 

Understanding the wider, broader implications of any changes have to be thoroughly 

understood.  

 

The "place" - it being the farm, the land owned by the consortium, must be assessed 

as, 

 

 (i) a very early colonial estate farm, (archival evidence from 1821); 

(ii) the meaning of the very early colonial gentleman's estate, here in VDL, but 

 what was copied from landed estates in the UK,  

(iii) the ideas quickly brought to VDL from the U.K. re a gentleman's vision,  

(iv)  the entirety of the "place" (and not a mere fraction of it),  

(v) the meaning of curtilage, 

(vi) the almost intact cultural landscape, (nearly 200 years ) and the 

 significance of its land area, siting, setting, views in, views outwards, 

 location,  

(vii) its evolved landscape within a wider ancient First Nations' cultural 

 landscape, 

(viii) what ought to be its acknowledged place in both Tasmanian, and 

 Australian natural and cultural history; potentially world landscape history.  

 

Cambria was put on the National Heritage Register List in 1978 just three years after 

the formation of the Australian Heritage Commission and the Australian Heritage 

Commission Act (1975.)12  (See Part 2D) 

 
 

12  David Yencken.  Valuing Australia's Heritage. Future Leaders, 2019.  See Chapter 3.  
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 Once a place was listed, on the Register of the National Estate, 

 Commonwealth ministers, departments and agencies were required 

 under the Act to take no action that might adversely affect the place  'unless 

 there was no prudent or feasible alternative.' 

 

 ..... the listing of a place on the Register gave it a status that came to  have a 

 significant influence on the way it was treated.13 

 

The precautionary principle, that 'prudent or feasible alternative' was removed from 

the Tasmanian Heritage Act; planning now contains no such statements.   In 

Western Australia, 

 

 If a property in WA is on the State Heritage Register it is protected by the WA 

 Heritage Act 2018 which has ‘demolition by neglect’ provisions. While the 

 actual process is a bit long winded an owner can ultimately be forced to 

 maintain a heritage property if they are not doing so and it is falling into 

 disrepair. Under the previous Heritage Act there was no such provision so that 

 owners of heritage properties could (and would) allow a place to disintegrate 

 to the point of no return.  Cambria Homestead is on the Tasmanian Heritage 

 register but I am not sure if there are similar provisions. The Tas. act appears 

 to have been enacted in 1995 - so I strongly suspect it  does not have any 

 provisions for demolition by neglect. There are several WA local councils that 

 also have these sort of provisions for places on their Local Heritage Surveys - 

 City of Stirling for example.14 

The Illustrated Register of the National Estate 198115 which followed from the RNE 

is also informative.  

 

 'Cambria.'  Tasman Highway. 2kms north of Swansea. A large Georgian brick 

 and stuccoed house of two storeys plus attic built in the late 1820s with a 

 verandah flagged and timber framed) at the rear.  Fenestration features 

 French windows and 16 pane sashes. Outbuildings include a brick stable and 

 loft and a barn built of dropped logs.  An imposing early homestead, set in 

 extensive gardens, which was originally built for George Meredith and early 

 pioneer of the district.  

 

Cambria can demonstrate that it does have "outstanding heritage significance 

to Australia."  In its presentation, in its use of land, its stories, contained, are many 

 
13  Ibid.  pp. 55-56.  
14  John Stephens,  BArch (Hons) PhD RAIA M.ICOMOS, 

Emeritus Professor | School of Design and Built Environment | Faculty of Humanities m  Curtin 

University. 
15  The Heritage of Australia: The Illustrated Register of the National Estate, 1981. 7/28 No. 7. Macmillan 

Company of Australia in association with the Australian Heritage Commission supported by H.C. Sleigh Ltd 

and CRA.   
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threads and themes.   Its owners now live offshore in another country; the closest 

contact lives in Melbourne.  

 

The negligence of even the gardens close to the house, on the lower terrace, the loss 

basically of the shrubbery has to be acknowledged, not just for the present owners, or 

for presumably the then Commission visit.  What condition house and surrounds are 

now in April 2022 is not known.16  

 

Restoration ought to be possible. Given where George Meredith's childhood home 

was spent (UK Castle Bromwich Hall)17 garden restoration is possible for 

reinstatement due to the original archival evidence available.   The ICOMOS Florence 

Garden Charter provides some leads in this respect; the Commission directed to that 

document.18 See Part 2D.  The entire Florence Charter is available.  

 

 George’s childhood was spent at Castle Bromwich Hall outside 

 Birmingham.  The Hall (Gr. 1 listed), restored gardens (Gr. II*) 2018 

 listed  by English Heritage 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Adapted from English Heritage and from the Australian Garden History Lecture:  

Stuart Read and Gwenda Sheridan, Swansea Community Hall, June 2019: Cambria's 

Cultural Landscapes; Rich, rare, intact Australian History.   The Commission is 

directed to that document.  It is different to that for ICOMOS.  

 

Curtilage as used in Heritage assessment and authenticity is found in Part 2C.  The 

Commission is directed to that document.  It is not the exclusion agreement, not 

 
16  I wrote a letter to John Ramsay, Executive Commissioner 9 December 2021, requesting to be able to 
visit Cambria.  I also contacted Bruce Dunbabin, he Manager of Cambria.  It could appear however that only 
persons who favour the SAP, (not objectors) would be allowed to visit.  This information was given to the 
author.   
17  Adapted from English Heritage and from the Australian Garden History Lecture:  Stuart Read and 
Gwenda Sheridan, Swansea Community Hall, June 2019: Cambria's Cultural Landscapes; Rich, rare, intact 
Australian History. 
18  See Part 2D.  
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even the 194.5. ha. (C.T. 148001/1) that Heritage Tasmania might or might not 

commit to; rather the entire 3,185 ha. has to be assessed as the curtilage of this 

colonial property.  

 

This is the extent of land now owned by the consortium; land much of which in the 

nineteenth century was owned and managed by the Meredith family and which WAS 

the colonial estate farm, and the land use that followed.   

 

7. The Analysis 

 

Cambria would meet everyone of the 9 statements of the HCHA 16 (2) in multiple 

ways. Presented here is only a fraction of that.   

 

This particular representation re heritage values and significance takes a path 

through the Historic Cultural Heritage Act and its Section 16 (2).  

 

HCHA  (See also pp. 3-4) at 16 (2) 

  

16 (2) the Heritage Council may determine that a place has historic cultural heritage 

significance if it is satisfied that the place meets one or more of the following criteria: 

 

 

16 2(a)  the place is important to the course or pattern of Tasmania's 

history; 

16 2(a) 1. There many reasons why Cambria-Place is extremely important 

in the course and the pattern of Tasmania's history.   George Meredith arrived in 

Tasmania in 1821.  His Diary reports that he paid two visits to the East Coast in that 

year, across April and during September.  During the first visit he had fixed on where 

he wanted his grants. On the second, he reported that sheep were being brought 

"overground", that "settlement" had commenced, in this instance on the property 

now known as Redbanks, (opposite side of the Meredith River.)   

A grant of 500 acres was awarded to George Meredith Junior, the oldest son of the 

family for the Redbanks property. Glamorgan 7 map (in TAHO) indicates George's 

early grants and other very early settlers and their grants (all original settlement) of 

the Swan River Valley.  The Amos family had come out on the boat with George 

Meredith.  The 1826 map plan also shows the earliest grants and the following pages 

of that despatch file indicate exactly what land George had been allocated, and/or 

what was reserved by him.19  

The only access in the beginning was by sea.  VDL had neither roads, nor towns, nor 

any real planning history commencement; it was a penal colony first and foremost in 

1821.    

 
19  Governor Office Duplicate despatch files.  TAHO.  GO33.1.1, 862-865. 
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The cultural landscape in 1821 when George first saw it would have been that which 

had been managed and used by the First Nation's Peoples of Tasmania for thousands 

of years.  George thus saw Cultural Landscape 1, (the First Nation's People's evolved 

landscape). 

16 2(a)  2. Cultural landscape and land use change 

This was the change of a part of the land from a largely natural cultural landscape 

(First Nations' Peoples) to the beginnings of a colonial farming estate cultural 

landscape.   

Each cultural landscape is still largely intact as land is observed from Brady's Hill.  It 

is extremely important to keep both.  

A sketch map (to scale) of 1826 in the Governor Office Duplicate despatch files of the 

colonial government shows which grants of land George Meredith had been accorded 

by Governor Brisbane, 1822-1823.   The first grant of 2000 acres, (809.4 ha.) is also 

shown on the large 1871 map plan of the Cambria property.   See Part 2A, Titles. 

Original grants in Tasmania prior to the time of George Arthur must be considered 

rare, even unique in that they can still be seen in the modern 2022 landscape.   

That suggests that the integrity and the authenticity of this land area is still extremely 

high.  This grant area land has only ever been used for either Aboriginal use and or 

for agricultural/farming use.  It has never been used for urban, commercial, light 

industrial, tourist type, built-form, airport runways, golf courses or other such 

modern urban uses.   

This land, this first grant in 1822, signed off, would if the SAP is approved, become 

Precinct 1, a part of Precinct 3 (the little used grass based airstrip, two small blocks 

land owned by Mr L., southern side of the Tasman Highway) and a part of Precinct 4.  

Subsequent early grants would become Precincts 2, 3, 4.  

Given the gravity in the decision making, an approved SAP would result in the two 

cultural landscapes being fundamentally altered, diminished more than likely quite 

destroyed.  It's the 'death by a thousand cuts' scenario, the ultimate development not 

known. 

HCHA: 16 2(a)  2. Early land grants 

The early grants are extremely important in the course of Tasmania's settlement 

pattern history but as well very important in the course of Tasmania's land use 

patterns of agricultural and farming use history.  

Cambria maps and plans are particularly important because there are number which 

extend across the nineteenth century, others from the twentieth century, most of 

which are very detailed in their presentation.  

Historical, archival maps and plans, grants are amongst the first evidenced materials 

that can be used to uncover the heritage significance of a property, especially, land 

use/landscape change and planning /history/grant/land title/subdivision change.   
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The sequencing from the available archive of grants, maps, plans, sketch plans, aerial 

images, County LIST maps, aerial images,20 1:50,000, 1:25,000 more modern maps, 

Google Earth images across time for Cambria are considered critical evidence. Such 

detail, the notable time sequencing, is mostly not always available to the researcher 

in evidence collection and assessment. This type of assessment is critical because 

maps/grants give us a location, areal, factual place-based location detail that can 

(and should have been) tied into archival text and descriptive accounts of place-

based estate farm land use evolution across time.  

Some of the earliest grants in Tasmania are still being able to be seen in the modern 

2022 landscape.  Their patterns, shapes, positioning are unusual, highly unusual, 

since they can be pointed out, on the ground. They are a brilliant teaching resource 

for the cultural settlement patterns of rural Tasmania.  With the arrival of Governor 

Macquarie (his second visit in 1821), then Lieutenant George Arthur (1824) the 

patterning systems of land grants changed markedly.  

Those early grants at Cambria did not change.  

Lieutenant Governor George Arthur's arrival in 1824, the subsequent Report of the 

Land Commissioners (1826-1828), signalled a complete change in the way that rural 

grants were subsequently allocated to free settlers. These changes began a more 

orderly settlement (grant) land pattern such that blocks were marked off in long 

rectangular chunks, from a river, stream, or a very early major road.  The pattern 

became one of flat valley land (a third of the grant) being afforded the settler, some 

hill slopes, then with a forested ridgeline.  Subsequent grants followed the long 

rectangular pattern. This was easier for the surveyors, given Tasmania's hilly and 

mountainous topography. The Land Commissioners in their 1826-1828 Report 

commented on this in their Appendix E.  

16 2(a) 3. Early settlement patterns 

The rural settlement land patterns tend to pre-date the substantial development of 

towns and villages in Tasmania.  

Very early settlers chose land that had water (river, stream, sometimes both sides) 

access. Blocks of land as shown on the Glamorgan 7 archival map could be and were 

variable shapes and sizes according to the size of the really early grants on the East 

Coast.    

The very early VDL grants are considered to be the original rural East coast 

settlement by the British in rural Tasmania.  As such, they are extremely important 

historically.  There is now a 200 year history of their making.    That is considered 

rare, carries vital integrity, authenticity and is unique.  

 
20  For example 1826, (sketch plan but scaled), 1841, 1861, 1871, 1888, 1951, (Commonwealth 

Valuations, Belmont, Redcliffe), aerial  images (Geodata Services Tasmania) 1948, 1980s, The List County Plan 
chart, 1.50,000 and 1:25,000 relevant maps, Google Earth c21st images.   
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It is clear George Meredith wanted the flat land, access to water (and marshes) and 

to Great Oyster Bay; the latter to get his farm produce out by boat.  The "flat land" 

comprised ancient river terraces, built up over thousands of years.  The 

geomorphology of his first original grant contains both a higher level terrace and a 

lower level terrace (See Parts 1. The Natural Environment, Part 3A).  

One reason why George Meredith and the Cambria homestead is given the date of 

1836 may well stem from the, 

 (i) actual grant gazettal being delayed,  

 (ii) problems that George was having with the Lieutenant George  

  Arthur from around 1828-1836, this chronicled and published   

  (archival material) by Henry Melville in 1836.21   

This publication contains a series of extremely important letters from George 

Meredith to the Colonial Secretaries (firstly John Burnett, then John Montague) and 

back.  There is a Meredith letter to Lord Glenelg in London22  explaining considerable 

detail as to the necessity for the convict system of assignment to work as was 

intended, and that free settlers such as George had come to Van Diemen's Land on 

this assumption.  It is considered that this original correspondence adds considerably 

to the historical Arthur period of colonisation.  

 (iii) Whatever one concludes about George Meredith this is original

 Tasmanian political history of a free settler (very well educated); one 

 determined, articulate and not to be thwarted by the then current political 

 system.    

The Melville historical publication needs to be "fed into" further critical early 

Tasmanian research re the  dissatisfaction of free colonists such as George Meredith, 

the jobbing, malpractices of the colonial survey office, the rise of what lay behind The 

Charter of Justice for Van Diemen's Land and much general dissatisfaction by many 

free settlers with George Arthur's administration.23  

16 2(a)  4. Gentleman's Estate Farm patterns in VDL;   

   bringing ideas from the Home Country. 

 

The type of early rural settlement provides highly important patterns.  What was 

established was the first establishment on the East Coast  

 (i)  as permanent settlement,  

 
21  Correspondence between the Local Government of V.D.L. and George Meredith Esq. Hobart Town. 
Publisher. Henry Melville. 1836.  Mitchell Library. Sydney. 996/M.  147 pp.  
22  Secretary of State for the Colonies. 
23  See David Hodgson, Meredith George. Australian Dictionary of Biography. First published ADB, 
Volume 2. MUP. 1967. http://adb.anu.edu.au/biography/meredith-george-2449/text3269 
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 And with 

 (ii) the first establishment on the East Coast, (extremely early Tasmania, 

very early Australia)24, of the Gentleman's Estate farming vision by George Meredith 

as it progressively evolved across the lands that were owned.   This is written about 

further under Criterion C,  D, and H but it does apply as well to Criterion A.  

 (iii) the settlement patterns were not "old" rural land based patterns from 

the U.K. but very much reflected the "new" emerging U.K. designs, taste, elegant 

estate changes of the country house (house, gardens, location, siting, setting, 

elements of those and more) that were unfolding from 1750 onwards overseas and 

which, reached a peak by the early decades of the nineteenth century.  That such 

ideas came to VDL when it was still very much a penal colony and so early are 

considered astounding.   

 (iv) Cambria can be compared to the Archer family (1820s) in northern 

Tasmania (eg. Panshanger, Brickendon, Woolmers).  Cambria in 1836 was a very 

large, very imposing house of 30 (or thereabouts) rooms for its time when finished.  

It occurs as two storey (at the rear) but with basement and attics. 

16 2(a) 5. Garden, orchard surrounds and a plan25 

  (i). It is the known (from archival letters, family records, see 

Criterion D) that the first garden/orchard around the house was very early 

commenced, then established, (from 1823 in letters), prior to the building and 

finishing of the actual house.   

  (ii). In 1823, the garden vision was laid out by George Meredith 

clearly to his wife Mary, (early archival letters) the details of which are extremely 

significant.  What George knew, what ideas he brought with him are considered 

extremely important.  

  (iii) this is possibly the only record of very early garden 

establishment with a defined hand-written plan of execution prior to house 

completion in Tasmania; that must be considered unique.  Self sufficiency plus 

aesthetics in garden making are apparent in the archives.  

 

16(2b) of HCHA) the place possesses uncommon or rare aspects of 
Tasmania's history; 

 
24  An early estate property in Tasmania was Woolmers (1819).  It depends on whether the dates taken 
are for the house or its attendant garden.  The garden at Cambria-place was known as being created as early 
as 1823.  
25  See Sheridan Gwenda Sheridan.  The Cultural Landscape of the Cambria Property near Swansea, Ast 
Coast, Tasmania; IN: Cultural Landscape Diversity and the Implications for Management Australia 
ICOMOS,Cultural Landscape Symposium Proceedings Hobart, Tasmania 10th November 2018.  Australia 
ICOMOS, 2020  pp. 114-130. Australian Garden History Lecture:  Stuart Read and Gwenda Sheridan, Swansea 
Community Hall, June  2019: Cambria's Cultural Landscapes; Rich, rare, intact Australian History. 
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The Cambria Estate Farm demonstrates a nineteenth century ability in respect of 
specific uncommon and/or rare and authentic aspects.   These come from various 
parts of the archive and component elements of the estate, just some recorded here.  

For example one can examine the scale of George Meredith's vision.   

 1. For its time (ie early colonial period, 1836) the house was larger than 
most in Tasmania.  It had 30 rooms on basically four levels, (attics at the top, 
basement at the bottom).  

 2. The house design was unusual.  The CMP Trethowan Architecture has 
documented this.  There were two large formal rooms at the front, an unusual hall, 
where one set of stairs, went up, one went down.  

3. The farming vision was large scale for the first period of the 
nineteenth century.  

Letter George Meredith to Colonial Secretary 26 March 1836, (see Criterion 6(c), 
6(d) 6(h)  

"....Finally I beg to refer to the enclosed copy of my last monthly muster roll of 
assigned servants left on eleven thousand acres of land comprising ten farms 
or grants, ".....26  

".... whereas I employ nearly sixty men, five ploughs and have eight horses in 
constant use..27 

16 2(b)  4. The scale of the farm (as a land use) most likely reached its 

greatest height in the mid century, when recorded produce sent out included fruit, 

potatoes, (Mainland) and most likely wool (overseas) fruit.  Further research would 

record additional produce especially locally and to Hobart from earliest times.  

Land grant and map detail (already discussed, See Criterion (A).  Established can 

be exactly what was being grown, by whom, when, where and how the farm patterns 

changed as the year progressed this in archival Cambria Farm Journals.  This is seen 

as astonishing detail, quite unique in its detailing.  It can be joined with, a factual 

map/plan location to a time-based archival detail account of  who was doing what, in 

what field or paddock and when.   It is via the when, where and how that the 

researcher learns exactly how Belmont, Riversdale, Redcliffe farms etc were seen as 

an integrated, interconnected whole across time.  

This must be seen as unique.  

16 2(b)  5. Farm Produce detail sent out: detail  
 
Across March for example in the 1858 Journal a total of 100 apple boxes "were 

brought up" and apple picking commenced.  On 11th March, 22 cases of pears, 84 

cases were sent out (via Tommy, [the boat]; by the 30th, 18 boxes had been 

despatched via Tommy. In  1858, and in winter 19th June, 158 boxes of apples and 

 
26  Correspondence between the Local Government of V.D.L. and George Meredith Esq. Hobart Town. 
Publisher. Henry Melville. 1836.  Mitchell Library Sydney. Part of Letter 29.  
27  Ibid.  Letter 21 p. 59.  George Meredith. Great Swan Port.  April 28 1835.  



15 
 

 

one box of almonds were ready to be transhipped, this via Captain Kay, altogether 

200 [boxes] to go to Melbourne.  The actual detail is extraordinary.  

See further evidence for this: Criterion C, D, H. 

 

16 2(b)  6. Large orchard size for its time: 

 

The 1861 map of the property shows that there were around 22 acres (8.9 ha.) of 

orchards. This was a large orchard size and orchard production for this time.  Cider 

was also reported in the farm journals but it is not known whether this was exported 

or was just for home consumption.  Cambria had four orchards.  

 

There are orchard trees still remaining at Cambria, but only one apple tree was 

found.  It is possible that the farm suffered greatly from the Codlin moth which 

affected large parts of Tasmania in the later nineteenth century.28  It is more than 

likely that twentieth century owners discarded the apple trees. Restoration of old 

apple varieties would be possible.29  

 

The orchard location patterns remain the same as they were in 1861, and very much 

like they were in 1841.  

 

Rarity, authenticity and integrity can be demonstrated.  It is seen as rare that orchard 

and field pattern boundary lines would remain across this very long time period.   

Authenticity is present given the area for orchard production is largely what was 

shown on the 1841 map plan (and later plans).  The orchard plans may be older than 

1841. Although live fences, (hawthorn most likely) have been removed, evidence of 

parts of the old plan can still be seen on Google Earth 2020.   

 

16. 2(b)  7. Demonstration that this farm in the nineteenth century 

employed farming practices that would keep the fertility of the soil, of its managers 

who understood crop and stock rotation etc.  

 

The diaries report that a lot of manuring occurred, which included green waste, but 

as well seaweed was brought up from Dolphin Sands. Even guano was used, 

mentioned several times (September).  We know who was doing "what" on the farm; 

certain persons obviously ascribed particular daily tasks.  Again this type of detail is 

considered unique.  

16. 2(b)  8. Consistency of landscape pattern to Estate components 

of orchards, fields, paddocks, (See Criterion C, D, H) across a very long time 

frame of something in the order of 179 years (may be longer). 

 
28  See for example Gwenda Sheridan.  The Launceston Horticultural Society: A History.  Hobart. Artemis. 
Pp. 122-123.  
29  See for example The Historic Florence Garden Charter. ICOMOS. 1981 
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Required is an detailed arboricultural report, one that reports from an 

historical perspective on short, medium, long term historic tree management,  that 

details the approximate ages of the trees, (eg mulberry and pear trees), as well as 

almond, walnut trees, cherry, hazel and filbert trees.  Their plotted locations are 

essential for any such report.   Early plantings can potentially be tied back to the 

Royal Society's Garden (nineteenth century) as a possible source for the fruit trees 

and the front garden trees. George Meredith did write that he was bringing fruit trees 

from Sydney in several different very early letters in the 1820s.30   It is known too re 

plants that it is more than likely that the Kelvedon estate, (now to be assessed for the 

Tempus development) had connections with Cambria. It certainly did (family 

connections) with Rostrevor, close to Triabunna.  Historic trees at Belmont and at 

Riversdale are almost certainly connected to Cambria. 

 

A line of elms (very old) are found along the Cambria side of the Tasman Highway, 

abutting Cambria land.  In autumn they are a picture, this connected with the 

aesthetics of Cambria.  

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Autumn near Cambria, Tasman Highway.  These trees are part of the aesthetics of 
place, of its character and history that remain, that are historically significant.  The 
Giant Sequoia and a Pinus pinea at Belmont.  

 

 

 

 
30  See Special Collections. UTAS.  Meredith papers, G4, 6, 23 June 1823. 
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HCHA; 6(c)  the place has the potential to yield information that will 
contribute to an understanding of Tasmania's history; 

 

6(c)   1. History of an Estate Farm.  

Van Diemen's Land might have seemed at the other end of the globe when sailing 

ships were a principal carrier of people from one continent to another, but the 

geographical distance didn't stop the Home Country news from reaching particular 

free emigrants in Van Diemen's Land. 

Elsewhere, but not sent:  

Here briefly summarised is how the Industrial Revolution changed the nature of the 

country estate in Britain, and with it the grounds, house setting, design, gardens, 

other surrounds. It commenced a debate amongst articulate men (in the main) of 

what constituted the components of the Sublime, the Beautiful and the Picturesque 

for a country property. Writers like John Claudius Loudon wrote prodigiously in the 

nineteenth century about gardening and agriculture, while in the previous century 

designers such as Capability Brown and Humphry Repton, observers such as William 

Gilpin and a host of others, either physically changed rural places, and or wrote 

about how they should/might be changed.  Consideration of Landscape, was to the 

fore across this time frame (especially 1750 -1850) while accompanying that debate 

and closely related to it came a great associated outpouring of landscape art.  

Landscape art, landscape aesthetics took the rural lands, estate cultural landscapes 

as subject areas into centre stage. 

The English ideas travelled amazingly quickly to Van Diemen's Land, even as early as 

1820s, considering that the colony was still very much a penal colony.  

That a free, educated, articulate man of means emigrating to  Van Diemen's Land in 

the 1820s could  ̶  with  vision and insight  ̶  obtain a grant (or grants) create, 

establish, and build a large rural  estate farming property is unmistakable in the 

literature and archives.  Such estate properties attempted to emulate, (with a 

peculiarly Vandemonian pattern and outcome) the landed gentleman's U.K. estate 

counterpart across the other side of the globe.31   

 

These patterns centred on rural landscapes in particular; what constituted the 

meaning of the Sublime, the Picturesque and the Beautiful and how these terms 

related to art, the surrounds of the country estate, gardens, to planting and plant 

dissemination, views out, views in etc. The surrounds were seen as being as 

important as the house itself and published were all manner of texts and advice as to 

how the landscape planning change could or would progress.  Thomas Shepherd 

lectured in Sydney in 1836 and his lectures are seen to be highly significant.   

 

 
31  Gwenda Sheridan. Is Arcadia under Attack.  Cultural landscapes and tree plantations in Tasmania.  

Australian Planner. 41 (2) 2004.   
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16 2(c)  2. Elements remain of the First Nations and Colonial Estate Farm 

patterned landscape as contributions to the nation's cultural history. 

 

3. Cambria-Place offers an extraordinary example as a teaching/educative place 

for students/visitors of all dimensions to learn about Van Diemen's Land's 

settlement history, and Tasmanian rural land use, cultural and landscape history in 

particular.  See Criterion (a) (b) (c) (d) (e), (f), (g) (h).  

 

4. Incorporated within such a history must be something in the order of 50,000+ 

years of Cultural Landscape 1 (First Nation's heritage history 32) followed by the 

evolved almost 200 years of evolved Colonial Estate Farm Cultural History 

(Cambria-Place) as Cultural Landscape(s) 2.33    

 

5. This could become a most valued research site.  Moulting Lagoon is already 

internationally listed as are the international Ramsar Wetlands.  See Parts, 1, 3. 

Cambria was put on the Register of the National Estate in 1978. This is a place that 

can demonstrate very, very  early  land use patterns, very early colonial settlement 

patterns, First Nations' land dispossession, convict history, bushranger history, an 

early nineteenth colonial settlement patterned evolution, garden designs, and even 

fascinating contributory evidence  of Tasmanian politics in the era of Lieutenant 

George Arthur (1824-1836).  

 

6. It must be properly restored, then considered again by Heritage Tasmania for 

national registration in the same way that Brickendon-Woolmers properties were put 

onto the National Register of Colonial properties.  

 

7. It is a research site with extant demonstrations of both types of cultural 

landscapes, many wonderful types of historical patterns, and can contribute under all 

Registration Criteria (a-h) in this respect. 

 

If the Tasmanian Planning Commission (in respect of the SAP) approves the four 

precincts, approves the purpose, objectives, uses, title changes, standards and 

subdivision etc then, the, 

  

 (i)  intactness as a whole, and the historicity which is Cambria-  

  place,  

 
32  See Bill Gammage.  The Biggest Estate on Earth. How Aborigines Made Australia. Allen and Unwin, 
2011.  
33  This is possible.  It has already been shown to be possible given the work of Gwenda Sheridan 2011-
2012 in respect of the Shene Estate property, Southern Midlands; Cultural Landscape Report.  A Committee 
which comprised the Tasmanian Aboriginal Centre members, members, Mayor, council staff from Southern 
Midlands, Brighton Councils, Sheridan, Shene owners and others met regularly for around 18 months.  
Unpublished for Brighton and Southern Midlands Councils.  
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(ii)  multiplicity of intact components, their distinctiveness, uniqueness, 

authenticity, integrity, interconnectedness,  interrelationships, evolved 

patterning,  

 (iii) ability to demonstrate, be able to "read" much of what is extant  

  landscape; that is two cultural landscapes, earliest land grants  

  significance,19th century estate farm land use components,    

 

will in my professional opinion be destroyed.  

 

This would via the 'death with a thousand cuts' mechanism, massively changed 

irrevocably, the scale of which is unknown, but hinted at in all the publicly available 

material, including Amendment B and the 2019 SGS report.  

 

Once the place starts to be changed, land use quite changed, it would be gone, 

forever.  

 

The pattern change(s), the land use change(s), the historically evolved landscapes' 

changes would be irreversible.  

 

The SAP cannot be supported in any measure by this representation; it would be seen 

as nothing short of a disaster and a dereliction of duty on the part of the Executive 

and Government of Tasmania to heritage conservation, protection and management 

in this state.  It would be further seen as a shocking example of the dereliction of the 

Tasmanian Government to uphold its heritage responsibilities (in all dimensions) in 

this state.   

 

16 2(d)  the place is important in demonstrating the principal 
characteristics of a class of place in Tasmania's history; 

The English ideas travelled amazingly quickly to Van Diemen's Land, by the 1820s.  

The country house was intimately inter-connected to its landscaped surrounds, even 

if it still was an operative economically farmed business at the same time. One 

became and was a reflection of the other. Who had the latest plant, the latest conifer, 

how important were the animals, what was meant by principles of good taste?  

 Emulating the Home Country Vision of the Gentleman's Rural 

 Estate property in VDL.   

16. 2(d) 1. 

A significant portion of George Meredith's childhood was spent at Castle Bromwich 

Hall, out of Birmingham, a grand house, with its appropriate grand and beautiful 

differently designed garden spaces.   

Both are listed in 2019 by English Heritage, the gardens having been restored.  It is 

not unreasonable to propose that George Meredith was very much influenced by the 
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garden/grounds/house that had been a part of his childhood.  Perceptibly in 1970's 

research Christian Norberg Schulz34 made the point that,  

 'The story [told in Norberg-Schulz] teaches us that objects of  identification are 

 concrete environmental properties and that man's relationship to these is 

 usually developed during childhood. .... The child develops perceptual 

 schemata which determine all future experiences.'(p. 21)   

Prodigious writers such as J.C. Loudon, Humphry Repton, (many others) wrote 

extensively on the country estate, its gardens and surrounds.  Cambria owners when 

examined more fully, almost certainly knew of these ideas and advice of these 

English writers; one might, but include too, writers such as Thomas Shepherd 

(Sydney 1836). The execution of such ideas into an on-the-ground-reality accords 

very closely in a number of critical aspects with certain available land use planning 

advice for the country house of its time.   

As early as 1823, George's vision was being enunciated in a letter to his wife Mary 

Meredith.  

 You and they must study and plan different ways of laying the Grounds and 

 embellishing nature by art - each person distinct from another that there may 

 be no borrowing or copying and the respective plans and ideas can be 

 compared afterwards.  Not only plans of different houses differently laid out, 

 but walks, shrubberies, fields & & & and even after these anxious 

 endeavours to make Oyster Bay a place of residence to all our wishes.35  

To find this exact writing of intent, of embellishing nature by art, of an exactness of 

vision, of the need for a plan with its walks, shrubberies, and fields etc. in VDL in 

1823, is considered nothing short of extraordinary.  It is unique.  

16 (d)  2. In the late eighteenth century, the entire changes to 

grounds, gardens, landscape elements was to change nature, but for it to 

resemble an artistic landscape painting.  

3. One has to grasp clearly that in the period being referred to, in an assessment 

in 2021 of a 19th century  rural place,  (nationally listed 1978), means that the entire 

area of the estate farm, its discernible field patterns, hedging, orchards, walks, 

pleasure gardens (kitchen and vegetable gardens), shrubberies, (actual plantings that 

were undertaken, what survives, where it is located) walks, driveways, location, 

setting/siting of the house, landscape views both looking in and looking out, were all 

integral components to the estate.  They were seen to be just as important as was the 

house.  

 
34  Christian Norberg-Schulz. Genius loci: towards a phenomenology of architecture.  Rizzoli. New York. 
1975. 
35  See Special Collections. UTAS. Meredith papers.  Letter George to Mary, 28 March 1823.  



21 
 

 

4. It was considered to be a whole.... place with a very defined 

character.   

5. Cambria stands out because of its intactness, very early patterning and 

commencement of an ordered rural landscape, the vision of its first and subsequent 

owner, (corroborated by family letters).  Mary Meredith married to George and later, 

Maria Meredith married to John Meredith, were instrumental as the support base to 

this vision.  Mary in particular played an exceptional role for her time.   Many times, 

it would appear Mary Meredith held it all together; responsible for the management 

and execution of the new evolving landscape and daily life at Cambria and what that 

meant.  George was sometimes absent, away on business. There were bushranger 

attacks, the consistency of potential Aboriginal incursions, and the wildness of the 

Tasmanian bush.  Out there lay the unknown wilderness and what it contained.   

 

6. It is considered that there was a defined awareness by the Meredith family of 

the meanings of the Sublime, Beautiful and Picturesque and its meaning back in U.K.  

Comments, remarks, sentences, phrases are plainly seen in the archival letters36; 

usually such a direct connection not possible.  

 

Theirs was a collective vision to re-create an estate vision in their adopted country on 

the other side of the world.    Beauty of place (ie aesthetics) must be included here.  

 

7. Whether the family's knowledge of the Sublime, the Beautiful, Picturesque, 

country house designs, ground and garden vision etc came from published books, 

periodicals, magazines of the time (with all manner of advice to the property owner 

re house setting, garden design, landscape design etc) and/or and the daily 

newspapers remains for further research.  Known is that John Claudius Loudon's 

Encyclopaedia of Gardening for example was in Tasmania by 1826.37   Numerous 

component parts of Cambria can be directly related to Loudon's (if not other writers' 

including Thomas Shepherd) advice.   

 

8. There can be little doubt that many of the Van Diemen's Landed gentlemen of 

the time knew each other, conversed with each other,38 were aware of, the profound 

 
36  There are two Meredith publicly available archives.  Each is enormous in the scope of original material 
that can be sourced for research.  The Tasmanian Heritage and Archive office has one set of holdings, the 
Special Collections, University of Tasmania, the second one.   
37  J.C. Loudon:  An encyclopaedia of gardening:  comprising the theory and practice of horticulture, 
floriculture, aboriculture, and landscape-gardening, including all the latest improvements;  a general history of 
gardening in all countries; and a statistical view of its present state, with suggestions for its future progress, in 
the British Isles.  Illustrated with many hundred engravings on wood by Branston;  edited by Mrs. Loudon.  This 
edition Longmans Green 1871 but Loudon first went into print in 1822. 
38  See for example Gwenda Sheridan. The Launceston Horticultural Society. A History. Launceston 
Horticultural Society. 258 pp.  Launceston. 2013. Chapter 2. Gwenda Sheridan.  Tasmanian Historic Gardens 
and their 'prospects'; then and now. In:  Studies in Australian Garden History. Volume 3. AGHS 2012.   
38  Gwenda Sheridan.  Heritage Trees Across Tasmania:  The Royal Tasmanian Botanical Gardens' 
Nineteenth Century Connection, 2 Volumes. Unpublished for the RTBG January 2004.  See also The Vision 
Splendid. 31st Annual National Conference Launceston Tasmania, 5-7 November 2010. Gwenda Sheridan. 
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changes to rural land uses, landscapes and monumental social changes that were 

sweeping the U.K. in the period 1750-1850.    

 

9. Evidence is left in the present Tasmanian 2021 rural landscape but while some 

patterns are common, each property is considered unique in style, design, character, 

elements and components that remain.  Many have undergone subdivision in quite 

deleterious ways.  Two are on the World Heritage lists, helped to get there by 

Sheridan, (2006, 2007) and others.  Many properties need at a minimum to be 

placed again on the national heritage list with appropriate Heritage Tasmania data 

sheets and listed descriptions. Noted is that the Queen's Domain is a cultural 

landscape, recognised by Hobart City Council as early as 1999.  It is listed as a 

Historic Heritage Landscape Precinct in their 2015 Interim Planning Scheme.  

Government House and the Royal Tasmanian Botanical Gardens were a part of that 

vision; articulated by Governor Macquarie.39   

 

Richard Archer, (Brickendon) drew attention 29 September, to highly significant 

issues facing the heritage owner even of a World Heritage Area property.40 

 

So where is the government in respect of heritage in Tasmania when it comes to 

providing assistance and adequately financing its most important heritage?   

 

HCHA 16 (2) (d)   10. This connection to the U.K rural landscape patterns in 

particular, of house to land, to landscape, to art, of the intimate connections and 

meaning, of its translation to Tasmania has not been examined comprehensively in 

2018 by any of the four historical documents tendered to the Commission.  These are 

considered extremely serious omissions.  

The evolution of the estate, the high significance and heritage values of those 

interrelated, interconnected, distinctive component elements of a nineteenth century 

very large farm estate have not been described nor rigorously and comprehensively 

assessed, by the heritage consultants.  

11.     Different component elements of the evolving Country Estate's 

lands, all integrated.  

Loudon's prodigious writings have been mentioned earlier, plus the different 

components of the rural estate as it developed and evolved overseas.   

 

 
Keynote speaker. Part published, Australian Garden History. Volume 22 No. 4. Insights into Tasmania's Cultural 
Landscapes: the conifer connection. See Talk to the Professional Historians: March 1 2012. The Quamby and 
Brickendon gardens.  
39  Anne McKay. Journals of the Land Commissioners for Van Diemen's Land 1826-28. Hobart. University 
of Tasmania in conjunction with the Tasmanian Historical Research Association. 1962.  See for example  
Appendix A. 105.  
40  ABC TV.  29 September 2019 , 7pm news.  
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12. Estates in Tasmania incorporated some of the components executed overseas 

but not all and did not always follow Loudon's recommendations.  Cambria didn't 

seem to develop its own park, (See John Glover’s remarks re this)41nor a lawn or ha-

ha, but there may have been a natural one given the two adjacent river terrace levels. 

The extensive front verandah may have doubled as the terrace. Present however were 

a shrubbery-pleasure ground with walks, a definitive flower garden and further 

walks, a greenhouse, a particular patterned drive and entrance, the kitchen garden, 

and (by mid nineteenth century), two orchards, (one of which probably grew at times 

flowers, vegetables as well as fruit trees) and which (by 1888) had culminated into 

four orchards of 18 acres. There were the homestead paddocks clearly delineated on 

the maps and plans and then the larger farm area which extended into the hill lands.  

Noted is that the hill lands (Doctor's Hills and Brady's Hill) were principal sheep 

grazing land.  By 1871, associated, integrated Meredith properties were Redcliffe, 

Belmont, Riversdale, Woburn.  These were all worked in conjunction with each 

other. There were other properties as well not further mentioned in this 

representation. 

 

13. The sketches, maps, plans, aerial images are extremely important in the 

context of the evolved areal land use of this place.  

 

14. Accompanying and linked to the place-based, factual map sequences are 

numerous sequenced descriptions/images of the gardens and orchards, which 

include,  

 

 (i) early letters between George and Mary.42 Phrases and sentences  

  appear in the mixed context of other information passing   

  between the two adults from 1823 onwards. This of what was  

  being executed on the land, what was being grown.   

 (ii) Garden insights and plants that were being grown: Information  

  in the Reminiscences of Edwin Meredith. He specifically noted,  

  "Many of the plants so obtained were an ornament and   

  memorial of my dear Mother's love of the beautiful" [Sheridan italics]43 

 (iii) Louisa Meredith's account of the garden, orchards and farm;   

  her mention of the "prospect".44  

 (iv) descriptive accounts reported in the major newspapers,   

  1861, 1871, 1883, etc.  

 
41  See for example Gwenda Sheridan, Shene Part 3, Living heritage, aesthetics, perceptions, July, 2012, 

and from that John McPhee:  The Symbolic Landscape:  In David Hansen:  John Glover and the Colonial 

Picturesque.  Op. cit. 11. See in particular, the section which relates to the aesthetics of landscape.  
42  See Special Collections: UTAS and the Meredith papers: early letters.  
43  Gwenda Sheridan. Op. cit. Powerpoint presentation delivered by Gwenda Sheridan. 10 November 
2018, to the ICOMOS, ISC-CL.   Extract from: Reminiscences LMSS91, Part 1. Libraries Tasmania  NB. The 
consultants left this extremely significant sentence out of what they reported.  
44  Mrs Charles Meredith. My Home in Tasmania. During a Residence of nine Years. Volume 1.  London. 
John Murray Albermarle Street, 1852.  Glamorgan Spring Bay Historical Society. 2003.  See Chapter VI.  
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 (v) specific and very detailed information re the orchards in the   

  Cambria Farm Journals.45 

 (vi) many glass plate images of the homestead, its gardens, orchards,  

  fields and paddocks taken in the early 1900s,46 

 (vii) a letter by a great-granddaughter of the Meredith family,   

  describing the garden, early twentieth century. 

 (viii) Images taken by a gentleman in the 1980s.47 

 (ix) various other images, held publicly in libraries, referred to by  

  the CMP, or LCMP,  

 (x) images taken by the author in 2018-2019.   

 

15. This detail is considered to be rare in the consistency of the described garden-

place, the front-garden, the orchard-garden place, the orchards' locations, shrubbery 

and drive.  Given the quite detailed description across time brings into focus the 

demonstration of authenticity, and integrity across the nineteenth century in 

particular in its ability to demonstrate how such gardens/orchard/field components 

of the time were fashioned.  That Cambria had unusual and quite specific garden and 

orchard spaces. That these continually evolved is a given.     

 

16. Tree sources for the front garden, and the shrubbery, were most likely to have 

been procured from the Royal Society's Gardens, possibly around mid nineteenth 

century or slightly later.  Although there is no mention of George Meredith being a 

member of the Royal Society, family and other close associates were.  For example 

Bishop Nixon, George Fordyce Story, (Secretary Royal Society 1844-45), George 

Mace, (Rostrevor, married one of John Meredith's daughters), were members, the 

latter receiving a number of conifer species potentially for that garden (from the 

Royal Society).  Archbishop R.R. Davies was a visitor; he very much connected to the 

dissemination of plants (especially conifers) across Tasmania.48 This requires further 

research.  

 

17. The conifer trees in the front garden of Cambria were most likely planted in 

the period 1850s-1860s.   Such a planting follows the pattern of planting out of 

conifers in Tasmania from that period, if not previously.  Certainly by the time of the 

commencement of the Royal Society 1843-1844, archival records indicate patterns of 

plantings; these combined with dissemination outwards of plants occurring 

especially from the 1860 time frame.49   The trees were referred to in an 1884 

 
45  There are six.  Four have been read by the author.  Research is ongoing.  They are found in the 
Tasmanian Archive and Heritage Office.  
46  Copyright belongs to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Historical Society.  
47  Name withheld upon request.  
48  See Gwenda Sheridan.  The Launceston Horticultural Society: A History.  Artemis publishing. 2013. See 
also Op. cit.  Gwenda Sheridan.  Tasmanian Historic Gardens and their 'prospects'; then and now. 
49  Sheridan has completed numbers of unpublished reports for the RTBG, the most recent in 2017.  
Published works that relate to conifers include. Australian Garden History: 22 (4). 2011. Insights into 
Tasmania's Cultural landscape: the conifer connection. Studies in Australian Garden History. Vol. 3. Managing 
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description of the property, again too, by great-granddaughter Josephine.  In 2019, 

some need urgent attention, and watering and some have been lost. The conifers are 

an unusual collection, being from the northern NSW-Southern Queensland sub 

tropical rainforest, from north western and south western North America, from the 

Atlas Mountains (Morocco).  Since the sale of the property in 2014, it appears no 

proper maintenance has occurred in the orchard or garden spaces.  Not known in 

2022 is what has been further "lost" since 2019 through neglect.  The year 2019 was a 

very dry year in Tasmania.  

  
18. It is clear for example when the patterns of the homestead and near paddocks 

are sequenced and evaluated across time from 1841 to Google Earth 2019, that the 

field patterns remained remarkably consistent and constant in their patterning. That 

is around 179 years of unbroken field patterning which carries very high significance 

and heritage values.  

 

It is certainly rare and has great integrity and authenticity.  It is another example of 

the unique qualities of this property.  

 

19. Live fencing remained remarkably constant as a boundary delineating one 

paddock from another and land use pattern differentiation.  This is backed up by text 

descriptions of the property at sale times.  Even in 1841, the map clearly shows which 

lands were being used for crop production and which lands were used for pastoral 

activities.  

 

20. The spit lands were used quite differently to the other flatter lands. Animals 

were grazed there, but as well, one sketch plan of 1888 indicated that they were used 

for agriculture, or were being tried for agriculture.   

 

21. Orchard delineation was very early marked out, (indicated in letters from 

George to Mary, and from Mary to George (1823).  As with the field patterns, the 

orchard patterns have been in place since at least 1841, with almost no alteration.  

Two river terraces are involved, a higher terrace of an older period, and the lower one 

(see Part 1). The break in slope is quite sheer close to the southern eastern side of the 

house.  A fourth orchard was place on flat land adjacent to the Meredith River, (See 

1888 plan).  

 

22. The location of the house, its siting and its setting within the landscape is a 

unique part of the Cambria house location, described further in Criterion E. 

Cultural landscape.  

 

 What is so far is known about the Cambria farm production 

 

 
change in historical landscapes: (eds) John Dwyer and Jan Schapper.2012.  Tasmanian Historic Gardens and 
their 'prospects': then and now.  
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HCHA 16 (2)(d) 23. Cambria had always been a mixed colonial farm, at least 

across the nineteenth century. The For Sale notices (1861, 1871, 1883, and newspaper 

reports such as that of 1884) are invaluable in describing what this colonial farm 

offered to the prospective buyer.  Until 1872, Cambria worked daily in conjunction 

with the Belmont, Redcliffe, Woburn and Riversdale properties.   

24. Significant proportions of these Belmont and Redcliffe lands are now owned 

by the consortium and must be considered in the decision making, given their very 

important historical past. They are a part of the national history of this early place-

settlement, those patterns, that intactness, how it evolved and was used as a colonial 

estate integrated farm.   

25. The Cambria farm produce output was at times eclectic and is considered 

enormous, much of which was despatched to the Mainland or overseas, (eg. wool).  

Information in this section is taken from the Farm Journals for Cambria.50 

26. Fruit:  

Fruits and nuts included cherries, pears, apples, walnuts, almonds, filberts and 

hazels all grown at Cambria, across decades; this can be ascertained from the original 

documents. It was the amount of fruit produced in particular that was astonishing.  

Apple production was incredible in output, pears, (not as large) but both in particular 

were packed and sent to Melbourne.  

 An example has already been given for 1858. 

Two further examples: 

In 1858, and during winter 19th June, 158 boxes of apples and one box of almonds 

were ready to be transhipped, this via Captain Kay, altogether 200 to go to 

Melbourne.  

 In the 1869 journal, detail was even more specific. On 12/13th, February 

Keefer[Kefer] was packing apples; they were Mob's Codlins.  Eighty seven cases of 

them went out this time via the Twins to A.G. Webster.  Ribstone apples were picked.  

By 3rd March there were damsons being picked [most likely English damsons].   

These named fruit trees may or may not have been sourced from the Royal Society's 

Garden in Hobart. Certainly the Royal Society had the same species listed in their 

first catalogue of 1857 (which was ready for publication 1852).  

George reported that he was bringing plants from New South Wales in March 1823.  

 
50  References come in particular from the Farm Journals of Cambria (see TAHO archives).  Four were 

read in the available time, six are available.  Read for this representation were the 1858-59, 1869-1870, 1899, 
and 1904 journals, the latter two more sketchy than the first two.  The first two, give a daily working account 
of the farm, what was done by whom, when and where.  They can be closely correlated with the map plans, 
1861, and 1871, thus offering a specific time-based text account that can be correlated with an area-based 
location/ place account.  Given the specific detail in each case, this correlation has to be seen as exceptional.  
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Cambria has one sick-looking apple tree in one of its paddocks.  There remain at the 

property two extremely old mulberry trees, many walnut trees, at least one enormous 

pear, (but also other pears), almond trees, a filbert and hazel grove (through which 

one entered into Arcadia on the lower terrace.   

The term Arcadia is discussed further under Criterion E. Cultural 

landscape.  The term was used in the 1899 Journal by John Meredith, was used 

again to describe several glass plate images in the early 1900s.    

27 Cereal and other crops: 

Cereal crops, (wheat, barley, oats,) green manure crops, unusual crops today (such as 

mangolds, tobacco) a large production of potatoes from earliest times (1823 first 

mentioned, at times sent to Melbourne) were grown in paddocks now proposed for 

fundamental land use change.  

The ploughing and rolling of paddocks is described in detail in the journals.  It is 

clear that crop rotation was undertaken on the farm, and that manuring of paddocks 

and orchards were routinely carried out.  Information is to hand mentioning 

harvesting, threshing, milling of the cereal crops.  Known is that the Cambria 

property (early 1900s) built large haystacks, somewhat similar in design to those of 

Brickendon, made famous by the painter Claude Monet. The design too can even be 

matched to Sudanese dwellings clearly shown in the work of Christian Norberg 

Schulz,51 mentioned earlier.  

Further detail needs to be teased out re farming and specific practices, types of 

machinery used etc; it would seem the family were very aware of good farm practices, 

(eg. much manuring, guano purchased, green manure grown, production of tobacco 

for sheep management, grubbing out weeds, and gorse etc).  There are not a lot of 

journals but they do provide a critical time snapshot which can be directly compared 

with the areal information on the maps, plans.  

Clearly able to be demonstrated too, was what might be described as "careful" use of 

the land to maintain its agricultural crop growing potential, this on the flatter lands; 

even extending to the flatter spit lands at various times.   

28. Stock: 

The sequence pattern of stock raised for wool (sheep) and or sheep meat, was also 

considerable and needs further research.  For example in 1871, put up for sale were 

over 5,500 sheep, described as first class (of different ages, a combination of ewes, 

store wethers, lambs, rams). The archival records, hint that the number of sheep in 

particular grew as the century progressed; 6,670 (1869), one figure 9,941 (N.D) for 

example.  Kept were cattle and pigs but in considerably smaller numbers.   

 
51  Christian Norberg-Schulz.  Genius loci:  Op. cit. p. 20.  
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Plainly demonstrated day by day, month by month in two Cambria farm journals was 

that this was a very large farm (in area) operating on a very large scale (in output and 

production) for its time.  

The direct match between land use (able to be correlated on the ground, re maps, 

plans) and the farm journal snapshots can plainly demonstrate day by day, month by 

month quite precise farm activities for snapshot time frames.  

This might be a lesson illustrating nineteenth century farming practices (no 

chemicals used) for 21st century land use proposed development, for the significant 

agriculture debate, for declared precincts in the SAP, and how land might with 

careful and judicious management, be used in a highly productive way.   

 

HCHA 16 (2)(e)  the place is important in demonstrating a high degree 

of creative or technical achievement; 

 

1. In the CMP, Trethowan Architecture mentioned the internal creative 

achievements within the homestead.  Outside of the homestead, the watering system 

that was put in place, reported on in 1884 must be seen as a significant achievement 

given the windmill and the water tanks, images of which exist from the early 1900s.  

Plans of the water system remain in the archives.  Parts of the system still exist, (eg. 

an old tap in one of the orchards, one in the front garden). Archaeological 

examination may well recover more of this system which apparently may have also 

fed some of the paddocks, (1884 description).  

 

  ........Recently Mr. Meredith erected an Althouse windmill, which pumps water 

 into tanks on an elevated staging, and from these piping conveys water to 

 central points, where hose reaches the whole of the garden and orchard in rear 

 of the house, and in the same manner the flower garden and shrubbery in 

 front are watered. The house is of  course supplied and, additional to this, 

 troughing in the home paddocks is kept filled with pure, sweet water for the 

 stock. The mill and pump would pay for themselves, even if the bed of 

 succulent lucerne watered by it, and the certainty and plenty of vegetables 

 secured were the only advantage; but far more than this is gained.52 

 

2. The house itself must be seen as an example of creative and technical 

achievement. Only one storey appears in the front, while at the rear, it is two storeys, 

with added basement below and attics in the roof.   Trethowan (CMP) has explained 

the house in detail, so that is not repeated here.  How much excavation took place at 

the rear (from the river terrace) is not known, again possibly archaeological 

examination might yield clues.   

 
52  The Mercury.  Through Tasmania.  October 11th 1884. 
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3. The complex of farm buildings described in 1883 was considerable.53  An 

archaeological report of the wider place is urgently needed.  

 

 The buildings comprise dwelling-house of brick, faithfully built, 
 containing 24 rooms, including cellars, stores, pantries, kitchen, etc., 
 with out-offices. Overseer's cottage, five rooms, two labourers' cottages, three 
 rooms each; forge and workshop, all stone. Stables for seven horses, carriage 
 house, harness-room, granary, etc under one roof, brick and stone. Barn and 
 woolshed, cowsheds, cart-sheds, toolhouse etc. Sheep and cattle yards and 
 sheep-wash.  The buildings have all been recently newly roofed and are in 
 excellent order.54  
 

The property was described as THE property of the East Coast.55 

 

HCHA 16 (2(f)  the place has a strong or special association with a 
particular community or cultural group for social or spiritual reasons; 
 
1. Reference needs to be made to the CMP in this respect. See pp. 82, 84, 85.  A 

considerable number of other people could be added to what the CMP has noted.  

Further research into the original letters simply reveals more names of people who 

visited, stayed the night etc. Not mentioned in the CMP is that the Meredith family 

had very close associations with the Anglican Church in Swansea.   

 The first meeting of the church committee was held in September, 1839. 
 The church was situated in a square of gum trees, on the present golf 
 links. About 1881 the building was in a dangerous condition, and was 
 pulled down. The present church was built by Mr. A. Gemmell, to the 
 design of Mr. H. Hunter, of Hobart, at a cost of £450. The foundation 
 stone was laid in 1871, and the consecration and dedication took place at the 
 end of the same year, at a service conducted by Bishop Bromby and the Rev. 
 Joseph Mayron56 [this should be Rev.Joseph Mayson, plaque in church gives 
 this spelling.]  
 

 ...... [and for the new church], The service was conducted by the Rev. J. 
 Mayson, and the stone laid by John Meredith, Esq., M.H.A. and Warden of 
 the Municipality. 
  

Henry Hunter was a most notable architect in Hobart.  Mr Gemmell may well have 
been related to a Gemmell who worked on Cambria. 
 

 
53  The Mercury, 1 January, 1883.  
54  The Mercury, 1 January, 1883 
55  The Mercury. Op cit. 1884.  
56  See Mercury 21 October 1939 and Mercury 8 February 1871. The history can be found at:  
http://monissa.com/ccphotos/all-saints-anglican-church-swansea/ 

http://monissa.com/ccphotos/all-saints-anglican-church-swansea/
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 2. The family regularly went to church of a Sunday this reported in the farm 
journals. There are trees in the churchyard that may have an association with the 
Meredith family, alternatively by persons such as Archbishop R. R. Davies; these 
potentially from the Royal Society's Garden, now the Royal Tasmanian Botanical 
Gardens.  They include Norfolk Island hibiscus, two paired yew trees, a Cupressus 
species (most likely C. sempervirens) and more.  The church has recently been 
reroofed and refurbished.   

 

HCHA 16(2)(g)  the place has a special association with the life or 
works of a person, or group of persons, of importance in Tasmania's 
history; 

 

1. See the CMP pp. 82-85 as previously. However in respect of further research it 

is necessary to add a great deal more about the fifty years of the property 

management under John Meredith.  He took over the farm in 1855 and died there in 

1909.  The property was then leased to the Bayles' family until Maria Meredith died 

in 1912. As the CMP records, this family was a dynasty, but the two men and their 

wives who carried through the vision, (George and his son John) stand at the 

forefront of Cambria evolution from 1821-1909.  

2. Edwin Meredith was the youngest son of George Meredith.  Edwin went to 

New Zealand and made his life there.  He is included in the Cyclopedia of New 

Zealand, (Wellington District and the North Wairarapa County Council.)57   Two 

Meredith houses are registered heritage items, in the Masterton District;58  

 Riversdale RD12, Orui, p. 83  

 Built around 1916, this English Cottage style homestead has been moved 

 twice from originally being part of the Ngaiana properties. It is of some 

 architectural interest featuring several gables all with applied half timbering. 

 Dormers also feature as do bay windows. The original 17000acre Orui-

 Riversdale block was awarded to Edwin  Meredith in 1852. 

 

 Upper Plan Road, Llandaff (Premises) p. 89  

 Llandaff was built around 1880 for the Meredith Family who were large 

 coastal land owners of the 17000 acre Orui/Riversdale station. Mount 

 Meredith is named after them. Llandaff was built on a 90 acre block. The 

 house was named for Meredith's mother's hometown near Cardiff. The house 

 remains in close to original condition and is of historic and architectural 

 value. The main house is large. 

 

3. One of Edwin's sisters Clara, married Richard Dry who became the Premier of 

Tasmania and was knighted.  That closely links Cambria to the Quamby property in 

northern Tasmania.  That property in 2021 was for sale.   

 
57  Victoria University of Wellington.  
58  Masterton District- Registered Heritage Items, (NZHPT Registration includes the whole premises) 
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4. The German employees of Cambria can be mentioned in the context of a 

special group of people who worked at the property in the nineteenth century.    

The German families may have arrived around 1856 as they are not mentioned in the 

Assessment Roll for that year.  It would seem interesting that in 1855 in October a 

somewhat unusual notice appeared in the Courier newspaper.  This alerted its 

readers to the fact that at his address 111 Elizabeth Street and 82 Warwick Street was 

The German Registry Office.  It noted that it supplied (in capitals) to Farmers, 

Agricultural Labourers, Mechanics and Families in town with Journeymen, Servants 

etc. etc.   It was signed H. Puttmann.59  In the same paper it turned out that this was 

Emil Puttman, Bookbinder who had recently opened premises at the said address 

which was next door to Pratt and Sons Printing Office. One can postulate that it was 

Emil Puttman who may have facilitated the arrival of the six men (and possibly their 

families) who were at Cambria shortly after. 

Their names live on in Swansea, that of Keefer, Wagner, Rapp, Dilger, and Gemmell.  

They had specific tasks associated with potato growing and packing.  Keefer must 

have been an expert at packing for example.  

HCHA 16 (2) (h)  the place is important in exhibiting particular aesthetic 

characteristics. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
59  Courier 24 October 1855.  

• Aesthetics is a very finely nuanced part of cultural landscape.  
It applies to the subject area and must be considered in any  
application such as the SAP. 

• Living heritage in rural areas is intimately associated with the 
cultural landscape because it is able to add to the character 
of place.  

• Living heritage contributes and demonstrates particular 
elements of the ideal landscape concept which adds to the 
authenticity, distinctiveness and value of the heritage of the 
place 

• It is the character of the place and the integrity of the 
landscape which is at issue. Management of these values and 
change to them can be quite subtle. 

• Colour variation is one of the most visual aspects of the 
landscape.  It helps determine contrast, can illustrate the 
variety and intricacy and is intimately linked to determinants 
such as structure, form, line, texture, patterns, etc.  

• The research of Christopher Alexander  (The Nature of Order) 
plays a vital role in the understanding of aesthetics and of 
landscape. 

• Nature has subtle colour variations and often in the past, so 
too did built form. Subtle muted colours are recommended, 
and as much as possible, the use of natural materials.   
Sensitivity, subtlety, sympathetic treatment, harmony in the 

balance of the old with the new is essential where 

development occurs. 
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This criterion has been placed here as it deals with the cultural landscape of Cambria 

and therefore relates very closely to what has been identified as historically extremely 

important and significant in the foregoing Criteria. There was amazing authenticity 

and intactness seen in the 2019 landscape.  The Aesthetics of the "place" are critically 

important.  

Aesthetics has to relate to place, and its character, not just to artifacts.  

Cultural landscape was defined at the beginning of this document.  It is also enlarged 

upon in Part 2A.  See Sheridan in ICOMOS document; see also Part 2D. 

16 (2) (h) 1. Natural landscape: 

It could be further sub divided into various segments which present as quite different 

to each other, aesthetically, and culturally, and from the natural landscape 

perspective.  

It is pointed out (Part 1 The Natural Environment) that geomorphological 

research is required by the Commission.  There are multiple river terrace systems60 

and there are multiple dune systems; these need thorough examination by the 

Commission prior to any SAP approval.   

Given global warming, climate change, a drying climate and less rain, the SAP cannot 

be approved without further research into this critical area of change.  See Parts 1, 

3A.  

 

The natural landscape for example of Cambria-Place, of the area surrounding 

Cambria is extraordinarily diverse. The topographical outline of this area is very 

varied in outline, its geomorphology, and geology, topographical outlines are quite 

diverse. Consequently the non urban, largely natural landscape presentation 

illustrates a great deal of collective variety, and is highly unusual when all natural 

components are collated and seen as a whole. The ancient soils have carried farming 

for nearly 200 years.  The degree of natural vegetation which also remains in the 

modern landscape, the intangible climatic weather effects (aesthetics in here) which 

play across the waters of Great Oyster Bay, seen in 2019 help demonstrate the 

immense quality and distinctiveness of this ancient landscape.  It is these natural 

elements which have dictated to a large extent, certain of the cultural patterned 

elements of landscape that are present and that have emerged in the last 200 years.  

The ridgelines, the water lines are instrumental in defining particular boundary lines.  

The vegetation was instrumental when combined with the ruggedness of particular 

topographical forms in determination of the boundary between the "Beautiful" 

 
60  The Commission is directed to the following research. Tasmanian Geological Survey Record. 2003/07: 
The geology and groundwater resources of Nine Mile Beach, eastern Tasmania.  103 pp.  Mineral Resources 
Tasmania. William C. Cromer B.Sc. (Hons).   This undergraduate honours thesis is an excellent start to the sand 
spit, geological/geomorphic history. Its primary thrust is the aquifer.    
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perceived landscape, (ordered fields paddocks etc on river terraced lands) as distinct 

from the "wild" or Sublime landscape "out there" (Hill lands and beyond). 

 

2. Cultural elements:  

 

The English landscape model subsets are, Land Use, Settlement, and Enclosure.  See 

Introduction.    

 

Land Use and proposed changed zoning is critical to the decision making re the SAP.  

The land use (zoning) change proposed is fundamentally from Significant 

Agriculture, to Rural Resource to then become apparently all Rural Resource as the 

zone for the SAP designated land.  But given documents from 2017 onwards, exactly 

what is the situation? 

 

Zone changes are seen as totally unacceptable.   

 

A tourism town can't easily be "fitted" into either zone.  Shane Wells as much as 

made his comments in the Section 39 Report. See Part 4.  

 

3. Land Use is dealt with further under Agriculture in this representation, Part 

3A.  

 

Suffice to state that the settled parts of the Cambria lands had one major house, and 

other outbuildings.  Properties that Cambria integrated into the estate Belmont, 

Riversdale, Woburn, and Redcliffe, (also had one major house, not as grand as 

Cambria) sometimes smaller dwellings, plus outbuildings.  

 

4. There has been no urban-type, residential, tourist, commercial or modern 

industrial uses of this land ever in its entire natural and or settled history. Live fences 

were a feature of the field patterned landscape.   

 

Principal cultural elements are found on the flatter, river based terraced lands.  

Cambria developed a drive, peculiarly patterned to the property, a large garden-

shrubbery, front garden, "arcadia" and a bower plus additional large orchard areas.  

Plantings were many and exotic in the main though initially natural vegetative 

elements were retained.  

 

Across time a feature of the property was that it became densely vegetated near the 

house location. In parts it was still quite densely vegetated.  That might have changed 

given the dry year of 2019 and beyond.  This relates well to the Jay Appleton 

hypothesis of “prospect” and “refuge” theory.  
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Wall restoration and garden, orchard and shrubbery restoration could meaningfully 

return the house "enclosure" places, to a similar pattern as was experienced in the 

past. 

 

The formation of field element patterning, of planting out with exotics (plants used 

etc), formation of orchards, of particular driveway entrances can be compared with 

other Tasmanian colonial estate properties.   There are certain similarities but the 

"elements" or cultural perceptual "components" that present in 2019 for Cambria-

Place, are the, 

 

(i) actual "planned" design of the whole, and  

(ii) actual pattern specifics of what presents in 2022 at Cambria in being a 

collective and with unique qualities.   

  

For example, the following have been identified, (some may have been outlined too, 

in Criterion D)  

 

(iii)  diverse natural topography, largely significant land portions able to 

demonstrate an evolved First Nations/then colonial landscape, 

(iv) different and amazing elements of water diversity, still in the present 

landscape that add to (i), (ii), (iii) 

(v) location; the imposing homestead placement embedded neatly into the 

ancient landscape looking out and over it, across it, towards the ruggedness of 

The Hazards, commented on in 1840 by Louisa Meredith with its "lofty 

Picturesque" outline, 

(vi) setting or siting of the homestead perched near and on a thousands of years 

old river terrace(s), 

(vii) ability in the modern landscape to still be able to recognise Eden within Eden, 

(or Arcadia within Arcadia) as elements of the then 

Beautiful/Picturesque/Sublime landscape vision, 

(viii) a gentleman's estate farming/pastoral/agricultural C19th rural vision,   

(ix) surrounds of the house which accord well with J.C. Loudon and other notable 

writers of the time as to what was desirable for the surrounds of a country 

estate, (needs restoration and management),  

(x) that George Meredith in 1823, referred to "nature embellished with art" which 

suggests he was acquainted with the landscape ideals of the time,  

(xi) Mary Meredith's reference to the Beautiful,  

(xii) drive that has quite an unusual pattern, (needs restoration and management) 

(xiii) field/paddock organisation (known since 1841) is quite different, (some live 

fences still remain and could be added to).  (Brickendon has kept its live 

fences for example).  Needs urgent restoration.  

(xiv) large size of its once orchards and what is still present; known to have had this 

location pattern since 1841, with only slight changes,  pattern may be earlier 

than 1841. Needs urgent restoration.  
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(xv) place called Arcadia; one of repose, reflection  is known; the place still exists, 

restoration is possible.  Cambria had a Bower, noted across time, (highly 

unusual) which could be restored.  Needs urgent restoration. 

(xvi) The Bower is seen a very special element in the garden landscape.  It certainly 

survived across the nineteenth century and was written about early in the 

nineteenth century, then further in the early twentieth century.  

No other private Tasmanian gardens examined to date have included mention 

of a Bower. It was constructed in the lower terraced garden.  The lower terrace 

needs urgent restoration. 

(xvii)  Ditto paths to Arcadia, described early 1900s.  Photographed early 1900s. 

Walks described.  

(xviii) Front garden design (whilst having the circular drive) had planted numbers of 

conifer trees (1850s-1860s) many of which still survive + other trees.  

Described across time by various persons and photographed, (need urgent 

attention and management).  Needs urgent restoration. It appears as though 

trees are left to die, then are removed.  

(xix) Shrubbery, first mentioned by George Meredith, 1823, mapped and location 

shown in 1888, photographed in early 1900s. Numbers of conifers, still 

apparently present in 1980s aerial images.  Now only a line of English oaks 

survives.  

(xx) Consistent patterns of land use defined for the hill lands, 

(xxi) Consistent patterns of land use defined for the river terrace lands, 

(xxii) Different patterns of land use defined for the long spit lands, 

(xxiii) The fact that some of Tasmania's original grant lines, (1822-1823) are still able 

to be pointed out in the 2022 cultural landscape.  That represents an almost 

200 year old history of land occupation/culturally evolved land use change.  

That is considered historically rare, has authenticity, and integrity.  

 

The patterns in and of themselves are unique, but much of the intactness of this 

property , its authenticity, and integrity , the intent and vision of its former 

nineteenth century owners is able to be demonstrated, seen in the visible landscape 

and explained.  It is the interrelationships, integration, interconnections between the 

various components, which afford the distinctiveness and authenticity and unique 

qualities that are seen. 

4.18:  Perceptual elements: 

 

The third perceptual major landscape element has subsets of memories, associations, 

preferences.   It ties in well to the Burra Charter principles of research in the second 

half of the 20th century,61  involved much work on perception especially dealing with 

 
61  This was largely the premise of geographers who began to join dots about place and experience of 
landscape.  The research which combined philosophy, phenomenology, perception commenced with Carl 
Sauer in the 1920s, continued and saw considerable publications in the 1970s, early 1980s and more recently.  
This is seen to be very relevant to the present proposal and to heritage place-based research, the experience 
of landscape in Tasmania and elsewhere.  
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how people experience landscape.  Such work can be used to help illustrate this third 

section of landscape analysis, using in this instance the work of Jay Appleton62 in 

both an historical, and place-based assessment. Appleton proposed a well resourced 

thesis based on the "Prospect," (the word much used in the 19th century, but "looking 

out" "along" and "towards") and Enclosure (Refuge).  

 

Appleton in his work suggests that as people, Refuge is a part of ‘habitat’ theory, - the 

idea of seeing without being seen, this idea stretching way back into the history of 

time.  At Cambria, possibly not wanting to be "seen", the garden and orchard was 

commenced years before the house was built. Live hedges quickly came into being, 

including distinct patterns around the house and homestead paddocks, all 

commented upon by Louisa Meredith when she first came to stay at the Cambria 

homestead (1840). Some of the early sketches, some archival material suggest that 

some of the natural vegetation was kept.  The house too, built of natural materials, 

firstly with a shingled roof, even though imposing at its rear, may well have 

"harmonised" into its wider landscape when seen from "The Lookout" thought to be 

Brady's Hill.   Though an imposing homestead when viewed from the Tasman 

Highway in the 2019 afternoon sunshine,  it still manages to "fit into" its surrounding 

landscapes when seen from a distance and "looking in" and towards. 

 

Location, siting and setting of the homestead: 

 

The siting of the homestead was obviously decided by George Meredith.  While 

practical considerations were certainly in the mix, (flat land, water availability, 

transport availability (by sea), such practical elements have to be conjoined to 

George's comments in his Diary, such as that of the "prospect," of the "grand 

appearance", of the fact that (unlike many of his contemporaries) he  positioned the 

homestead looking to the N.E.  This accorded to Humphry Repton's suggested 

advice.63 It sat embedded in its "surrounding country landscape", style and character 

of house quite unusual, looked to the north east (when so many houses did not), 

perched the house high on the terrace (so one could look out, and over), with views in 

all directions especially from the upstairs rooms.  It was close to the Meredith River 

yet above it, dry soil, offices (two wings of the house?) etc.   

 

As it evolved the farm surrounded by its enclosure of live hedges, stone walls, 

outbuildings etc. tall treed vegetation, can be interpreted as the archetypal example 

of a refuge illustration in the Tasmanian countryside.  The vegetation which 

surrounded the properties  ̶  such as treed vegetation can reinforce the initial 

 
62  Jay Appleton:  The Experience of Landscape. John Wiley and Sons.  1975. This book, first published by 
John Wiley and Sons in 1975, proposed and argued a new theoretical approach to landscape aesthetics, 
including habitat theory and prospect-refuge theory based on an analysis of research literature, and 
experience in a wide area of art and science.  [See Amazon]. Has been revised and updated.  
63   It being the complete reverse in the northern hemisphere. See Humphry Repton.  An Inquiry into the 
Changes in Taste of Landscape Gardening . To which are added some observations on the theory and practice 
including a defence of the art. J. Taylor. London. 1806.   
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patterns, that of darkness – and is usually ascribed to refuge patterns.  George's 

"shrubbery," the cloistered walks (described as Arcadia, part of the lower river 

terrace) reinforce this analogy. 

 

Then too, Yi-Fu Tuan64 noted in the 1970s that the human mind organized 

phenomena into opposite pairs, a pattern also observed by the great Swiss 

psychotherapist Carl Jung in earlier decades still.  From opposites relevant to 

Cambria in relation to landscape experience, come rugged hills/flat land, centre-

periphery, lightness-darkness, extension-enclosure, prospect/refuge, looking-

out/looking-in.  

 

Arcadia and Eden are frequently mentioned in the nineteenth century literature, 

particularly that which pertains to the rural gentleman's estate property. Cambria 

has its own Arcadia, on the lower terrace, a cloistered, quiet, reflective, shady place in 

2019, though overgrown with vinca and ivy and with underlying logs (these most 

likely laid down during flood times).  A rustic Bower was built very early, referred to 

in various descriptions of the property making it highly unusual in a private property, 

and mentioned numerous times by George Meredith in his letters. Arcadia was 

mentioned in John Meredith's 1899 Diary, and there are glass plate images of the 

place labelled Arcadia by the film maker. Certainly it was most likely reached via 

steps (still existing) then a path traversing the slope to the still existing hazel and 

filbert nut grove and beyond.   

 

4.19: Aesthetics:  

 

Sub set elements here are many, and include, under aesthetics, sight, colour, texture, 

pattern form, but as well sounds, smells, touch and feel.  Perception and aesthetics 

very much contain an historical past.  

 

Tasmanian rural landscape in both its mountainous and rural settled parts was often 

referred to as Eden or Arcadia, as having ‘Picturesque’ and ‘Sublime’ landscape 

qualities;  the farm one sort of Eden, the land beyond, another.  Cambria certainly 

had the ability to be interpreted in this manner in 2019.  It has that peculiarly 

Tasmanian rural colonial estate historical landscape complexity and juxtaposition, 

one that can still illustrate two distinctly different sub components.  One which 

offered the Browning "God's in his heaven, all's right with the world" in the order, 

manicured, productive landscape of the farm fields, connected too, to the refuge and 

enclosure of the surrounding house plantings, as against what was seen beyond. This 

was the wilderness, the wildness, of the woodlands and forests, ruggedness of the 

Eastern tiered hills, the millions of years diversity of natural places such as Moulting 

Lagoon, the Freycinet Peninsula, Hazards, Schouten Island, and Great Oyster Bay. 

Aboriginal and bushranger encroachment added to this wildness notion in early 

 
64  Yi-Fu Tuan: Topophilia.  A Study of Environmental Perception, Attitudes and Values. Prentice-Hall. New 
Jersey. 1974. 
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decades of settlement.  Across it could be/ and still are played out on any one day, the 

glorious intangible effects of the weather, different lights and colours.   

 

What has to be grasped in addition, is that early Tasmanian colonial art in the 

nineteenth century was intimately tied to the developing rural country farm 

landscape patterns that were emerging.  Certain of the landscape art highlighted the 

aesthetic qualities of the landscape as the land was ‘claimed’ from its natural state 

and as the farm landscape evolved within its wider setting.  The rural farm/country 

house/country gentleman’s farm residence within its setting was integral to what was 

happening overseas. 

 

Setting was amazingly important, crucial to the vision.  

 

Cambria with its enormously wide and diverse panoramic view outwards (prospect 

view) was not apparently painted in the nineteenth century by the artists of the day.  

Sketches were completed of the house, (looking in towards) but to date, there 

appears to be no landscape painting in the manner that Clarendon and some other 

places were painted.  Perhaps that might be due to the fact that the artist would have 

had to sit in a boat, on Great Oyster Bay to paint the front of the house, (looking back 

into the hills) or alternatively have painted the back of the house. 

 

The diversity and rareness of the scene from the top of Brady's Hill is quite 

stunningly beautiful.   

 

Here can be viewed a first cultural landscape; a very ancient cultural First Nation's 

landscape.  

 

Across the multiple lands stretching out before the eye is a 190° panoramic view.  

Looking outwards is the cultural landscape of the First Nations' peoples, No. 1 

landscape (thousands of years old but still able to be appreciated in 2019). Imprinted 

within it, the colonial gentleman's nineteenth century farm estate cultural landscape, 

(No. 2.) with the Cambria house sited, embedded and able to look out across it all.  

 

Cambria's culturally evolved landscape, the beauty of the panoramic broader, larger 

and very beautiful ancient cultural landscape must be preserved.  

The property is the cultural landscape, the entire area in which it is set is a larger, 

and immense cultural landscape, one not dominated by commercial, residential, or 

industrial land uses.  The Moulting Lagoon and the Ramsar Wetlands are there, 

across the large bay is Freycinet National Park,  the Hazards and Schouten island. 

Maria Island, also a National Park lies further south. This is considered an area of 

extraordinarily high cultural landscape significance. 65 

 
65  Gwenda Sheridan. A- ICOMOS. ISC-CL conference, Hobart 10 November 2018. Cambria near Swansea:  
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Vast panoramas have been commented upon from earliest times to the present.66  

There is little doubt in the author's mind that George Meredith had climbed Brady's 

Hill (not then named) and or other hills, given remarks made in his diary. For 

example he also possibly climbed the Grange Hills to view the land that he desired, 

and so would have been looking out and across towards the south west, this stated in 

the Diary.  

This historical landscape character of Cambria, and the interpretation behind it, 

demonstrates amazing integrity, authenticity, distinctiveness, beauty, diversity, 

interrelationships and interconnections of many varied components all of which 

would fundamentally be altered (and most likely totally lost) if the SAP is approved.  

The principles of Humhpry Repton, from the late eighteenth century can easily be 

demonstrated in the 2019 Cambria landscape.  There is a uniqueness to this 

landscape that can be seen.  

 

Burra Charter and J.S. Kerr principles must be adhered to by the TPC.  Not to do so, 

would be an egregious abrogation of duty.  

Appendix  1. 

What makes Cambria  unique? 

It is the number and significance of many integrated components that make this 
property unique in Tasmanian place and people history; these occur across time.   
 

• In the words of Alexander Pope the Genius loci or spirit or place can still be 
felt.67    That is what needs protection.   
 

• It is a very large area of land that is under consideration.  

 

Methodology: 

 

• To assess landscape and its evolution, its land use, cultural and social  

significance uses in this instance an adaptation of  the Countryside 

Commission's diagram of 2002.68   This was adopted because it provided a 

methodology.  There was none on offer in Tasmania.  

 

 
Rare historic agricultural and pastoral property 1821 or  A large scale  health and tourist resort 2018.  
66  See as an example the Hobart Town Courier 22 August 1829, in which the "panorama" is debated in re 
Sydney, with Tasmania also mentioned.  
67  The Genius of the Place. The English Landscape Garden 1620-1820. Edited by John Dixon Hunt and 

Peter Willis. Massachusetts Institute of Technology, in Britain Paul Elek. Fourth Printing. 1997.  An epistle to 

Lord Burlington.  Alexander Pope.  ..... “in all, let Nature never be forgot. Consult the Genius of the Place in 

all..... p. 212.  
68  The landscape diagram.  Adapted from Landscape Character Assessment.  Guidance for England and 

Scotland.  The Countryside Agency and Scottish Natural Heritage.  Prepared by Carys Swanwick, University of 

Sheffield and Land use Consultants 2002.     
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• People and place are intertwined.  There are four major sub components to 

the diagram: natural landscape, cultural landscape, perceptual landscape, 

aesthetic landscape.  Within these are additional components.  See 

Introduction. 

 

• Noted is that in 1999, 2009, Hobart City Council allowed this methodology, as 

did the former RPDC in 2006.69 

 

Place:   

• Topography, water, soils, vegetation, aspect very important.  Aesthetics very 

important; eg. forms, colours, textures, patterns, etc. diversity, seasonal 

changes.   

 

• Place, sense of place, character and history of place and the evolved meanings 

of place matter.  

 

House 

 

• The very early time for this house, (being built from around the middle of the 

1820s, finished in 1836).  

 

• The very unusual style adopted for the house, part Georgian, part as described 

by Trethowan et al.   

 

• The fact that it appeared as a single storey house at the front, but at the rear it 

was two storeys, with attics (above) basement (below).  There must have been 

considerable excavation.   The front was planned to have attic windows as per 

the design plans; they were not executed.   It had 30 rooms (eg plans in 

archive). That was large for its time.  

 

House placement on land 

 

• The actual placement of the house on its land, where that was and what might 

be seen as per the views out, from it.  We might take it that this was most 

likely George Meredith's decision from his notes and letters.   It faced north 

east. 

 

• This particular placement meant that one had views across the spit, across 

Great Oyster Bay to the Hazards, a spectacularly, beautiful view.  It had views 

 
69  SOU 01/2006.  Historical landscape Evidence to help determine the merits of the Proposed Heritage 

Precinct at Mangalore.  Hearing before the Resource Planning and Development Commission 16th August.  

2006.  Refer to Part 5. Pp. 81-90-92.  
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at the rear towards Brady's Hill and the hills that circled the Swan River 

Valley.   

 

 

Fitting to the Country Gentleman's Estate idea in early 1800s 

 

• This fitted to more or less exactly what the English landscape writers were 

advocating about grand house placement and its surrounds at the time.  The 

'prospect' was extremely important in house placement as were the gardens, 

tree planting, etc.  

 

• George Meredith obviously thought of himself as a 'country gentleman.' He 

had grown up in a large house with a large and intricate garden (Castle 

Bromwich Hall) on the outskirts of Birmingham.70    

 

• From the diaries come as assessment that George was well educated for his 

time.  He wanted a "plan" for Cambria.   To read that, is considered quite 

unique at this time in early history of what was essentially a penal colony.  

 

• 1823, George;  Letter: 

You and they must study and plan different ways of laying out the Grounds and 
embellishing nature by art – each person distinct from another that there may be 
no borrowing or copying and the respective plans and ideas can be compared 
afterwards.  
 
Not only plans of different houses differently laid out, but walks, shrubberies, 
fields,  & & & and even after these anxious endeavours to make Oyster Bay a place 
of residence to all our wishes.  
[Sheridan italics, Meredith papers, Special Collections, UTAS]  
from Sheridan and Read. AGHS. June 2019 
 

 

Principally a large very early farm of mixed land use; agriculture and 
pastoral  

 
 

• Due to the detail in the farm journals for example, what was happening on a 
daily basis in the paddocks and fields can be compared with the plan maps of 
a similar time. Fields were numbered and named.  This preciseness between a 
scaled map plan, a field or paddock journal entry, the time of year, tells the 
historian exactly how the land was used, when and how. Such detail is 
absolutely unique.    
 

 
70  See Stuart Read and Gwenda Sheridan.  Powerpoint presentation to the Australian Garden History 

Society,  Cambria's Rich, rare, intact Australian history.  AGHS. June 2019. At Swansea.   The Hall is now 

Grade 1 listed, the gardens Grade II listed by English Heritage.  
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• This is Australian land use history which cannot and must not be subsumed 
by modern urban/tourist type development.   
 

• See Part 2B.  This property by mid century had big orchards (4 of them) 
growing different fruits and nuts; these being sent off to the Mainland.   
 

• Variously owned properties, (ie Belmont, Riversdale, Redcliffe, Woburn etc) 
all worked in conjunction with each other.  
 

• There was a use of land for its time which clearly understood land capacity.  
Manuring and fertilisation occurred; fertile lands on the flats were used for 
orchards, crops; the hill lands were used for sheep grazing.  Animals were also 
turned on to cropped lands after harvesting.  

 

• For its time, large scale of production across a long time period.  
 
 

The available public archive 
 

• The public archive of the Meredith family is considered unique.  I have never 
seen a public archive of this dimension, scope, significance, specific detail in 
all of my time as a heritage landscape researcher.  
 

Teaching Australian and Tasmanian history:   
 

• In teaching Australian (eg NSW) and Tasmanian history, this farm offers 
splendid opportunities for the historian/geographers/others of the future, 
interested in landscape evolution of rural places,  how "land" was actually 
settled, over 200 years ago.   

 

• See Part 2A.  There are original (ie 1820s) titles allocated to George Meredith 
which can be pointed out from Brady's Hill.  That is absolutely unique, again 
for Australian land history of occupation.  
 

• Moulting Lagoon and Ramsar Wetlands are Internationally recognised. They, 
and surrounding areas had been consistently used across time by the First 
Nations' Peoples.  Under the Ramsar Convention the "Tasmanian Government 
is managing the Moulting Lagoon Game Reserve so that its natural resources 
and values are protected.” 

 

Significant elements: 
• Trees,  

• Bower  

• Water, pipes, etc,  

• Driveway, hedges etc.  

• Extraordinarily long pattern of fields, paddocks  

• The pattern of entry.... 

• Shrubbery that was, part still there in 2019,   

• Wilderness "out there" .  

• Live fences, (ie hawthorn,) reinstatement required in some cases.  
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• Jay Appleton, prospect and refuge 

• John Glover and Pine Hill, Artwork: God's in his heaven.....  
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AM-GLA-AM2018-03 Cambria-Green.  

Part 2C  Curtilage 

2022 

Gwenda Sheridan  

What is Curtilage?  An Assessment.  

The New South Wales Heritage Office (then Department of Urban Affairs and 

Planning) in 1996 produced a 29 page booklet on Heritage Curtilages.  It is online.1  

The area of land known as the 'heritage curtilage' is the extent of land encompassing 

its heritage significance.2 The most common type of curtilage comprises the 

boundary of the property containing the heritage items.3 

In the case of Cambria, the heritage significance and heritage values of the property 

would now mean the entire titles owned by the consortium.   That constitutes 3,185 

ha. (or thereabouts) of land. 

 The NSW Heritage Office identified four different types of curtilage.  

However there,  

 May be circumstances where the heritage curtilage may need to be greater 

 than the property boundary.... Depending on the topography  an expanded 

 curtilage may be required to protect the landscape setting or visual catchment 

 of a heritage item.4  

In defining an expanded heritage curtilage it is important to identify the prominent 

observation points from which the significant item can be viewed, interpreted and 

appreciated.  Other factors to be considered are,  

• Views to and from the heritage item  

• the possible need for a buffer area between the curtilage and the 

adjoining land 

• the visual and historical relationship between the item and its 

environs.5 

These very critical issues directly affect Cambria.  It is a cultural landscape, set within 

an extraordinarily beautiful larger encompassing, ancient cultural landscape, (See 

Parts 1, 2A, 2B, 2D, 2E etc); all must be considered.  
 

1  Helen MacFarlane NSW Heritage Office.  Heritage Information Series; Heritage and 

Development A Lawyer's Perspective. 2000.  20 pages.  
2  Heritage Curtilages. Heritage Office NSW. Department of Urban Affairs and Planning 
1996. P. 1.  
3  Ibid. p. 5.  
4  Ibid. p. 7. 
5  Ibid. p. 7.  
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 Heritage curtilage is defined in the NSW Heritage Office’s Heritage 
 Curtilages,  
 as “the area of land (including land covered by water) surrounding an 
 item or area of heritage significance which is essential for retaining and 
 interpreting its heritage significance”. 
 
 Although the definition of curtilage is settled and the principles for 
 establishing heritage curtilages are generally agreed upon, heritage experts 
 can disagree strongly on how much is enough.6 
 
These paragraphs are critical for Cambria-Green; the retention, interpretation, 

maintenance and management of its very high heritage significance and heritage 

values.  An expanded curtilage must be supported.  At the very least the curtilage of 

the property is the boundary land owned by the consortium.  It ought to be greater 

given what the Heritage Assessment such as the Burra Charter advise, (See Part 2D). 

Brady's Hill, Great Oyster Bay and the significance of these place(s), area(s) are 

critical to that analysis. 

In the document, Assessing the Significance of Tasmanian Early Colonial Buildings 

project7 (Knaggs and McConnell) dealt with this subject in great detail.   

 In most cases the place should include its original curtilage (ie, the original 
 land parcel or allotment for the place) as this land area allows the land 
 subdivision/settlement context to be recognised, and provides for a holistic 
 interpretation of a building by allowing the inclusion of related features such 
 as gardens, outbuildings (eg, laundry, toilet, garages/sheds) that were integral 
 to the operation of the main building (eg, dwelling). For complex places (eg, 
 farms, probation stations) it is generally the full complex that will be 
 significant. 
 
 In the case of farms it is generally desirable to register the full farm property 
 so that the farm and its history can be understood (refer discussion Section 
 4.2), and the range of heritage elements (eg, dwelling/s, outbuildings, farm 
 sheds, equipment, home garden, plantings/crops, field boundaries and their 
 arrangement) can be understood and be conserved.  
 
At 4.2.1 these authors also discussed groupings for early colonial period dwelling 

places. This too is particularly relevant and can be directly related to the land now 

owned by the consortium.  The consortium owns significant areas of land once 

owned by the Belmont, Riversdale and Redcliffe properties.  The 1871 plan map of 

the property may help in this respect.   See 2A Titles.  

 
6  NSW Heritage Office.  Heritage Information Series; Heritage and Development A 

Lawyer's Perspective. 2000.  20 pages.  
7  Assessing the Significance of Tasmanian Early Colonial Buildings: A McConnell and 

M. Knaggs, September 2018, Final Report. For Heritage Tasmania. Op. cit. Referred to in 

Part 1. 107 
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 Recognising groupings of heritage places, as opposed to individual heritage 
 places, is widely regarded as important. The key importance  of groupings lies 
 in the ability of groupings – 
 

• to include a range of varied elements which fully reflect historic 
function; 

• to include a range of elements to better reflect an historic theme; 

• to contain and demonstrate patterns of organisation that were 
historically important, 

• to include setting, hence allow setting to be recognised where this is an 
element of significance; and/or 

• to allow aesthetic or creative value to be recognised where this value is 
held by a group of elements in, or is of, a particular larger scale 
setting).8  

 
 Some groupings give rise to significance where there would otherwise be none 
 held by individual items or a segment of the grouping. This is particularly the 
 case in relation to aesthetic value and some historical values (eg, in relation to 
 land settlement). Groupings can also be seen as enhancing significance 
 because they allow for larger and more complex places setting), and/or so that 
 they inform and demonstrate the detail and patterns of historical behavior, 
 including historic function and land use.9 
 

The Burra Charter 2013 refers to setting in its Article 8.  Setting is quite explicitly 
explained too elsewhere in the Charter; its importance outlined in various parts of 
Part 2B.  See Part 2D.  
 
 Conservation requires the retention of an appropriate setting. This  includes 

 retention of the visual and sensory setting as well as the retention of spiritual 

 and other cultural relationships that contribute to the cultural significance of 

 the place.  

 New construction, demolition, intrusions or other changes which would 

 adversely affect the setting or relationships are not appropriate.10 

Setting is further defined in Article 1.12 of the Charter.  

 Setting means the immediate and extended environment of a place  that is 

 part of or contributes to, its cultural significance and distinctive character.   

 Setting may include: structures, spaces, land, water and sky; the visual setting 

 including views to and from the place and along a cultural route, and other 

 sensory aspects of the setting such as smells and sounds.  Setting may also 

 
8  Ibid. 70, 71.  
9  Ibid.  70-71. 
10  The Burra Charter 2013, online.  p. 7.  



4 
 

 ©  Gwenda Sheridan 2022  

 include historical and contemporary relationships, such as use and 

 relationships with other places, both tangible and intangible.11  

Prospect and its meaning 

"Prospect" has been discussed in previous parts of the documents presented to 

Commission.  See Parts 1, 2A, 2B 2D, 2E.  

See especially Part 2B. 

Consideration of the Tasmanian backdrop of distant hills and mountains and their 

significance to Cambria has included significant expert opinion on what ‘prospect’ 

meant to the nineteenth century educated mind. The long depth of field view was a 

critical part of the landscape debate which continued across the eighteenth and 

nineteenth centuries in England, then Europe, as the ‘ideal’ landscape was sought, 

this essentially emerging from, and being integrated to, the great landscape painters 

of that time.  In the ‘ideal’ vision, landscape was integrally linked to beauty, and to  ̶  

the Sublime, the Picturesque and the Beautiful  ̶   particularly the Picturesque with its 

meaning changing across time.  The rural landscape was the chief subject for 

discussion and in particular the country gentleman’s Estate; this being highly related 

to ‘good taste’ and ‘sources of pleasure’, natural scientific discovery, plant discovery, 

importation and dissemination of plants whilst appearing to be ‘natural’.  Prospect 

was the long view outwards from the property, and/ or the long view into the 

property from perhaps higher elevations or distant vantage points (such as for 

example Brady's Hill).    

The prospect and refuge theory of Appleton previously discussed (See Part 2B,) is 

very relevant to cultural landscape, and to significant historic values for the Cambria 

property.  

 The Cambria views looking in, looking out are critical to curtilage, and to the 

recognition, maintenance and management of Cambria; for retention of its very high 

heritage significance and unique values.  Images (maps, plans, or pictures) of various 

parts of the property can be supplied to the Commission if required.   

 

Heritage Design Guidelines; additional 2022.   
 
The Commission is directed to those.  Emphasis here apparently was on the Title: 

148001/1 as though that was all of the land that ought to be considered.  This is seen 

as a fundamental, strategic, planning and heritage error.  One of monumental 

proportions if the SAP is ticked off.  

 
In 2022:  March. 

 
11  Ibid.  p. 5. 
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See Part 2C and from Sam Nichols (author of The Heritage Design Guidelines 27 pp) 

to General Manager, 13 September 2018. The Heritage Design Guidelines identified 

an area with 7 zones; DZ1, DZ2, Dz3, (Development zones), CHZ (Heritage zone), 

PZ1, PZ2, (Pastoral zone) NLZ (Natural Landscape Zone).  The area of these 7 zones 

remains unknown. From Nichols....  

“Each of the proposed Conservation and Development Zones have been 
analysed, with the subsequent guidelines advice tabled below detailing the 
implications of each guideline based on heritage-based statutory 
considerations, policies, guidelines and best heritage practice.” (Design 
Guidelines, p. 10)  

 
The areas which surrounded this carve up of the inner historic Cambria land into 

such zones, (reasons not explained in the document) have never been explained to 

the general public at large.  They must be explained. If allowed to proceed, the 

outcome in my professional opinion12  could witness some of the most destructive of 

heritage practices (especially when combined with planning dictates) that I’ve 

encountered.   

 

For 148001/1 how exactly do the Design Guidelines outlined fit to what is mandatory 

best practice heritage as illustrated in the Burra Charter, and The Conservation Plan 

as per J.S. Kerr, (both 2013)?  

 

Is this what the Government wanted?   

 

It’s the very big picture, whole-of-land decisions, outcomes, initiatives that must be 

considered across these lands in question.  These are what are currently missing.  A 

ticked off SAP could well sent a precedent.  In the future big-picture land, land use 

change(s), landscape changes re heritage rural properties may not be managed and 

regulated with integrity and rigour.   

 

Documents which reach way outside of heritage and or involve planning but are part 

of where the Government is going/hopes to proceed are very relevant and must be 

considered.  Documents which outline land uses such tourism, agriculture, agri-

business, agri-tourism proposals, must be in the mix of considerations. 

 

If the SAP is allowed to proceed, this in no uncertain terms would signify the 

beginning of the destruction of existing Tasmanian rural landscapes; a principal 

reason why Brand Tasmania want visitors and tourists to visit the state.  

 

Perhaps someone on the opposing side will be able to exactly explain to the 

Commission as to why there are seven areas, three of which are development zones 

(areas of unknown size) so close to the centre of this historic property.  And how, 

given SAP approval there could be concentrated amounts of building development 
 

12  After too many decades at this type of work,  (35 in Tasmania) 
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allowed in at least two of those zones, DZ2, and DZ3, (150m2? See Section 39 Report, 

GSBC See Part 4).  Development which in all likelihood could stretch across the 

Tasman Highway, as Title 148001/1 still applies across the other side of the Tasman 

Highway.   Scale of which, scope of, sizes, types, heights, densities of which building 

types  remain hidden and very obscure. Even the areas of DZ2, and DZ3 are not 

given.  

 

What exactly was the “Guidelines advice” and who issued it?  

 

It appears that the concentration then was on title 148001/1.  See Parts 1, 2A, 2B, 2D, 

2E, 3A,3B, Part 4.   It has huge implications too when the then planner for the GSBC 

noted what was to apparently “happen” in the ascribed “development zones,” (See 

Section 39 Report, GSBC, issued in 2018,Part 4,) as potentially allowable under the 

GSBC then Interim Planning Scheme if the SAP was ticked off.   See 2019 work too, 

of the following;   

 
Further submission Ireneinc Planning & Urban Design + attachments, 8 March 2019 

Attachments: 
• Cambria Green Economic Analysis, SGS Economics & Planning, 8 March 2019 
• Traffic Assessment, Milan Prodanovic, March 2019 
• Heritage Response, Sam Nichols, 7 March 2019 
• Agricultural Development Potential Supplementary Report, Ag Logic, 4 March 2019 

 
Heritage Tasmania 
 
Tasmania has Exclusion Agreements.  Does Heritage Tasmania have curtilage 

guidelines?  It is not known whether any cases have been fought on the specific arena 

of curtilage and landscape.   

Heritage Tasmania may or may not have a curtilage in place that extends over the 

194.5 ha of land.  

That has to be established.  

There has been an upgrading to the registration data for Cambria but still critical 

elements have not been included; not known is what curtilage (if any) is protected.   

 Not known in 2022 is whether the data registration, or whether Heritage Tasmania 

have encompassed the 3,185 ha. of land re its heritage significance.  

Heritage Tasmania did not pick up the two listings from the Commonwealth as 

reported in our Read-Sheridan Representation in 2018.13  Cambria was not built by 

George Meredith; rather it was designed by George Meredith.14  See CMP and 

Tasmanian Archive and Heritage Office under Meredith files.  

 
13  Gwenda Sheridan and Stuart Read.  Representation No 91.  
14  TAHO, Meredith papers.  
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Heritage Tasmania and different curtilages 

Curtilage is unclear in respect of Cambria and the SAP.  It could appear that one 

curtilage boundary (from Heritage Tasmania received in January, 2019) might cover 

a portion of the title C.T. 148001/1 but that has to be confirmed by Heritage 

Tasmania.  That does not adequately approximate to the original large grant to 

George Meredith in 1822-23.  See Part 2A Titles.   

In a letter from Pete Smith, then Manager of Heritage Tasmania to Shane Wells, 

subsequently placed on the TPC website in December 2018, it noted,  

 Following an enquiry from a member of the public, Heritage Tasmania has 

 become aware that the copy of a Rural Exclusion Agreement (REA)  for 

 Cambria submitted by the application as part of an application for a planning 

 amendment application is not that which the Tasmanian Heritage Council 

 negotiated with the former owners, but rather an example used to 

 demonstrate the typical format of such an agreement.  

The letter further noted,  

 Rural Exclusion Agreements (sometimes also referred to as Statements of 

 Heritage interest) are not documents provided for in the Heritage Act.  In 

 assessing matters against the Heritage Act these documents are viewed as 

 having no legal effect, though offer some guidance as to what features within a 

 place are significant.  This does not preclude interest in an area outside of 

 what is shown on the diagram, as the entire title is entered in the THR.  

 Therefore it is the position of the Heritage Council that the whole of the title 

 for Cambria is entered on the Tasmanian Heritage Register.  

 

Is that merely the 194.5 ha. as 

 per C.T. 148001/1 ?  

 

 

 

More is given, next page 
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It is therefore presumed as on the previous page that this means the title C.T. 

148001/1.   

Peter Smith in his letter to Shane Wells also noted,15  

 I can also advise that a review of the Heritage Register entry for Cambria has 

 been proposed in 2019.  This is part of an ongoing project to review rural 

 entries on the Heritage Register with rural exclusion agreements. I expect that 

 the boundaries of the replacement entry will be defined by a CPR [Central 

 Plan Register] entry.  

What therefore is the CPR for the Cambria property March 2022?  

That must be made exceptionally clear.  Just the CT 148001/1 is quite inadequate as 

the Sheridan representation(s) point out.  

That has to be confirmed so that everyone knows which parcel and size of land 

will/or will not be assessed by Heritage Tasmania.  There are in fact 12 titles which 

have to be assessed for their heritage values and significance. 

What is not at all clear either is material that has been taken from the Coordinator 

General's Department [State Growth] in respect of Red Tape Reduction.  In the 2017-

2018, Audit Report,16 various decisions had apparently already been made in respect 

of the curtilages listed, such that, 

 Often such titles had no obvious heritage values but were nonetheless 
 subject to the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995. As a result, over  
 30,000 hectares was removed from the Register and was no longer  subject to 
 the provisions of the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995. The next phase of 
 this project is currently being explored, with a view of commencing 
 implementation in 2018.17 
 
 This process is helping to more clearly define the boundaries of each 
 entry and focus them on their key heritage features, without unnecessarily 
 listing large tracts of land of no or negligible heritage value. 
  
Who and with what expertise is actually making these decisions?  This needs to be 

made very public. Was Cambria land cited as a part of the 30,000 hectare removal?  

If so, which titles, which land and where exactly? 

The comments above are seen as utterly disgraceful in Sheridan's view.  Who (in the 

Coordinator General's Office or somewhere else in the Executive) decided that 

30,000 hectares had "no or negligible heritage value"...... merely to "focus on their 

key heritage features" etc.   

 
15  This letter is online at the TPC website under representations.  
16https://www.cg.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/164538/21_Dec_Tasmanian_Re

d_Tape_Audit_Report_2017-18.pdf 
17  Ibid. pp. 31-33 
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• Was it the owners?  

• The Heritage Council?  

• How was this facilitated and what has happened since 2018? 

• Was it the Government and its agri-business, agri-tourism plans?     

The 1871 plan for the Cambria Estate (as it was then) indicated that Lot 1.was 

considered as the Cambria Estate.  It then consisted of 5040 acres, (2039 ha. 

approx).  The land on the west side of the Tasman Highway has apparently (for the 

consortium?) been subdivided into 4 separate smallish titles owned by two members 

of the consortium.   

C.T. 148001/1 is shown as 194.5 ha.  It does not include the large part of the spit land 

which was also a very early grant to George Meredith. This was shown in the 1871 

plan as being 2,715 acres (1099 ha). What is immediately apparent is that the spit 

land (not that including Dolphin Sands and not including the 194.5 ha.) appears to 

have been subdivided in the recent past.  The titles P111628/1 (426.8 ha), and 

23216/2 (55.18 ha.), SP 23216/3 (58.36 ha.) appear to have been changed.  Total of 

these three titles is 540.34 ha.   The question remains when did these subdivision 

changes take place?   See Part 2A Titles. 

On the two maps of 1:25,000 (Swansea, Cranbrook, 2009) the spit area is shown as 

having only one UPI number 1005 with several marsh areas called Bayles backwater.  

This suggests that Mr Bayles did not subdivide the land.  

Another curtilage: The Heritage Design Guidelines: 

Is it best practice heritage?  

Sam Nichols (author of The Heritage Design Guidelines) wrote to Glamorgan Spring 

Bay General Manager, 13 September 2018.18    Planner Wells had requested that 

Nichols make comments in respect of heritage matters, raised by the representation 

from Cultural Heritage Practitioners, Tasmania (CHPT). This correspondence was 

put up on the TPC website.    

Council's letter: Points in brief. 
 
 1. Response to the criticisms of the supporting reports provided with the 
 request undertaken as outlined in the representations forwarded to you 
 with the representors' consent. 
 
 On heritage these matters include the suggestion of National Heritage 
 Trust listing, the degree of interaction between the various reports, what  the 
 appropriate curtilage around Cambria should be, that the reports  are too 

 
18  This documentation passed across 24 October by Jen Welch for the applicants.  

Nichols' letter was 7 pages in length.  
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 focused on the homestead and the relationship between heritage values and 
 historic land use. 
 
 On agricultural matters, these criticisms include the extent to which the 
 hills precinct downplays agricultural potential, fettering and loss of land 
 within the estate. 
 
In reply specifically to the heritage issues raised by the CHPT, Nichols replied 

making 21 points, some of those amplified in the following pages.  

 Point 2 of Nichols' reply:  Nichols noted that the "component of the 

 wider 'Cambria' farm estate that was included on the Tasmanian Heritage 

 Register( THR) as THR ID 1559-Cambria (thereafter referred to as the 

 heritage place). THR ID 1559 accords with the cadastral boundaries of title 

 reference 148001/1 which forms one of multiple titles that constitute the 

 present 'Cambria' farm estate.   

Comment:  Extremely important is that Nichols' identified that Cambria then had 

"multiple titles that constituted the present 'Cambria' farm estate." 

 Point 3, pointed out the lack of history pertaining to the heritage place in the 

 data sheet accompanying its entry in the THR; noted that the Trethowan 

 Architecture (20 April 2016) had been commissioned on behalf of Cambria 

 Green Agriculture and Tourism Pty Ltd. to inform the CMP.  

 Point 4.  Made a similar point about Dr Catriona McLeod, who had 

 been commissioned by Trethowan (September 2016).  

 Point 5.  The CMP and LCMP were appended to the work completed by 

 Ireneinc Planning and Urban Design, 19 March 2018. 

 Point 6. The response to Council 18 September had been prepared by 

 Sam Nichols.  

 Point 7.  Noted that the response drew on a submission by CHPT, of the 

 LCMP and CMP.  

 Specific responses re the Cultural Heritage Practitioners Representation; their 

 representation was No. 64.  

 Point 8.  Made use of two plans, one showing  

 (i)    the extent of the property,  

 (ii)    the heritage "place." 

 Point 9.  Has four sub points 

 (i).....  that other heritage and Aboriginal heritage is given very cursory  

 consideration. 
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(ii)  that all heritage values need to be identified and understood before any 

decisions are made that may affect the preservation of the cultural  heritage 

of the area.  

Comment: Agree. Very much so.  Agree also with (iii) below.  An Aboriginal Report 

was done in 2016 but was NOT released until very recently, (late 2021). Why was this 

report held back?  Urgently needed too, as is an Archaeological Report, one that 

deals both with Aboriginal cultural heritage and colonial cultural heritage.  

 (iii)  "that GSBC must ensure that significant cultural heritage values are 

 protected.  ..... " Nichols notes that "this is a clear responsibility under LUPAA 

 and the State Coastal Policy. There is extremely significant historic heritage 

 in the area which reflects the early European settlement of the area.  Plus 

 there are known rare Aboriginal/early European contact sites and known and 

 potential Aboriginal heritage."  

Comment:  If Nichols refers to "known rare Aboriginal/early European contact 

sites" why isn't this information in the public domain?  It must be placed in the 

public domain.  

 (iv) Notes that the CHPT raised the issue of additional areas and  places too 

 (eg. Redbanks) plus a neighbour (was this Redcliffe?) or it might have been 

 Belmont or even Riversdale.  

 Redbanks is certainly very much associated with Cambria.  

Point 10. It was unclear to author Nichols what "additional historic heritage had 

only been given 'cursory consideration'.  

Point 11. Nichols felt that the high significance of European settlement of the 

heritage place "has.... been ascertained as a result of the CMP"....... further writing,  

 "It is noted that the homesteads associated with 'Redbanks', 'Redcliff,' 

 'Riversdale' and 'Belmont' (properties once associated with the wider 

 land holdings held by the Meredith family) are owned today by individual 

 parties independent of the ownership of Cambria as such has been beyond the 

 scope of this CMP to develop policies and recommend planning controls 

 relating to the land not owned by  Cambria Green Agriculture and Tourism 

 Management Pty Ltd."  

Noted is that Redcliffe, Riversdale and Belmont are now all "stranded" properties, (ie 

have only a few hectares retained by the historic home owner) See, Parts 2A Part 

3A..... Land however is owned by the consortium.  

Comment:  Mr L. owns the bulk of lands in question. See Parts, 2A, 2E;   Land now 

ascribed to Emperor Shun Green Agriculture Development Ltd, (the transfer 

occurring 27 April 2015;)  again Mr L.is the owner.  Belmont has just 5.83 ha. A 
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similar position has occurred with the Redcliffe lands; it too is what is known as a 

'stranded' property.  This is dealt with further in Parts: 2A, 2B, 2E, Parts 3A, 3B.  

Point 12 of Sam Nichols' reply to the Council.  

Point 12 has 7 sub points.  

 (i) notes the 10 metre height, but only 8 metres for residential.   Sheridan 

 finds this totally unacceptable.  

 "especially given the sensitivity of the setting, significance of the 

 landscapes and the potential for impacts on views in and out of the house."   

 Comment:  There should be no residential/tourist type building at all in DZ2 or 

DZ3, or within whatever the boundary of the Homestead Resort turns out to be. 

Restoration of existing buildings (eg. stables) ought to occur.  No modern 

residential/tourist type building is seen as acceptable in what have been termed DZ2 

and DZ3 zones or the other zones. 

 (ii),  Points out that more needs to be done in respect of the 

 Aboriginal values. Notes, 

 "that it is evident that this area is a highly important cultural  landscape, 

 therefore the Plan should prioritise consultation with the appropriate 

 representatives of the Aboriginal community."  

Comment:  See Part 2B.  There are two cultural landscapes. Curiously Nichols 

makes no mention of the colonial farm estate cultural landscape. A great deal of 

information is missing in respect of the First Nations' Peoples' landscapes, land use 

etc.  Sheridan suggests that parts of the Hill lands, (eg Brady's Hill)  and the spit land 

ought to be returned to the First Nations' peoples of Tasmania.  

 (iii) Notes that the CMP provides inadequate guidance re archaeological 

 heritage. 

 (iv) Notes, "a proper assessment for the full estate not just the statutory 

 listed area, needs to be undertaken."  

Comment:  Agree.  

 (v) Notes "It is essential that there is an adequate curtilage for  

 heritage conservation reasons." 

Comment:  Agree.  That needs to be at least the 3,185 ha. of the Cambria-place 

property. 

 (vi) Notes "that the Landscape Study is deficient" [is this a reference to 

 Attachment B? or the LCMP?] 

Comment:  Agree.   
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 (vii)  Notes that the CHPT notes the deficiency in respect of 

 conservation/reconstruction of the greenhouses.   

Point 13 provides the justification for a new curtilage, which it states is approximate 
149 acres (60 ha.) which is coined the 'Homestead Precinct." This is shown in the 
image (below) with the three development zones, one conservation heritage zone, 
one natural landscape zone and two pastoral zones. None of the zones have an area 
or size attached to them.    
 
Since there is no scale to this plan, and no indications of the sizes of PZ1, DZ3, DZ2, 
perhaps someone can enlighten the Commission in this respect.  
 

 

  
Nichols writes that what has been suggested is best practice and that 

  "new buildings in this locale would conserve the setting of the heritage place 

 and retains views to and from the main house on account of the 10m height 

 being lower than the roof form of the original timber barn."  

Comment: This author thoroughly disagrees with the assessment that the setting is 

preserved and that 10 metre or 8 metre high dwellings are satisfactory in the 

Trethowan designated Homestead Precinct. See Part 4.  No modern building must 

occur in the Homestead Precinct, and the Trethowan designated Design Guidelines' 

subdivision zones, must be struck out.  

Point 14. This concerns more about First Nations' heritage.  

Point 15. Refers to the LCMP. It was to "review the significance of landscape 

elements of the heritage place since its settlement in 1823".    

Comment: Sheridan contends that has not been done.  The evolved historic 

landscape elements have not been satisfactorily assessed.  See Part 1, Parts 2A, 2B, 

2D, 2E.  
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Point 16.  The lack of archaeological input is acknowledged.  

That is a critical missing set of documents, both for First Nations' Peoples and for the 

colonial archaeology which followed.  

Point 17.  Nichols notes,  

 In considering sub-paragraph 12.IV, a landscape assessment for the 

 wider 'Cambria' estate was not part of the scope of our engagement,  with the 

 focus instead being the heritage place identified by Heritage Tasmania as 

 being of significance thereby warranting its inclusion on the THR.   

Comment:   

• Does this comment strongly suggest that Heritage Tasmania could not 

"consider" any "movement towards areal assessment and cultural landscape 

inclusion; were there other influences and pressure(s) applied to them?  This 

remains an unknown.  If so, then this is not best heritage practice as defined 

by the Burra Charter and the J.S. Kerr, Conservation Plan.  

• This has to be brought right out into the open, and not be "hidden" behind the 

lack of transparency, the Coordinator General's Red Tape Regulator and so 

on.  

• Have the Government told Heritage Tasmania, the Executive and or the 

Heritage Council Chair,  that "cultural landscape" is not to happen? 

• That question is a critical one and must be answered.  

Point 18. Refers to 12.v (of the CHPT) representation, and notes that the 149 acres 

was based on "considerable historical research and physical analysis of the heritage 

place detailed across both the CMP and Heritage Design Guidelines reports." Feels 

that the curtilage is adequate.  

Comment: The curtilage is NOT adequate as the Sheridan documents illustrate.  

Point 19. Sub paragraph 12.VI  (CHPT) referred to two former hedge-line 'home 

paddocks'. Nichols notes that "a landscape assessment for the wider 'Cambria' estate 

was not part of the scope of our engagement."  

Comment:  Why not?   See Parts 2A, 2B, 2D, 2E, etc.   

 "LCMP provides guidance on remedial works to hedge rows generally 

 located with the heritage place"; specific guidance regarding future use and 

 conservation of the 'home paddocks is provided by the Heritage Design 

 Guidelines."  

Comment:  Not agreed with.   

Point 20. Notes that the former greenhouse/hothouse in c.1836 was a time and a 

key period of significance of the heritage place.  
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Comment: Archival original material points to a greenhouse being possibly 

constructed around 1 September 1858; if an earlier construction had occurred it was 

certainly being glassed during this 1858 time.   

Point 21. Nichols writes in conclusion,  

 In summary we believe that the CMP, LCMP and Heritage Design 

 Guidelines adequately address those concerns relating to the  European-based 

 significance of the heritage place raised by CHPT.  

Comment: This representation cannot agree with Point 21. See Parts 1 (all parts), 

2A, 2B, 2D, 2E; Parts 3A, 3B, Part 4. The CMP and the LCMP were most likely 

written, the former in 2016, the latter also 2016, possibly extending into 2017. Were 

Trethowan fully aware that there were on paper "apparently" 7 companies (??) and 2 

individual owners to the consortium when they completed their reports? Were they 

aware of the magnitude of the tourism plans? 

• Certainly "buildings" in the Homestead Precinct (in the potential order of 2 

ha. has been mentioned) 10 metres or 8 metres high, more than likely with 

modern building materials, these with likely very hard horizontal and vertical 

surfaces and form.  Such could not preserve the integrity, authenticity, setting 

and significant heritage values of the Cambria Estate.   

• Golf courses on the spit land cannot preserve the integrity and significant 

heritage values of the Cambria Estate in respect of its setting, its authenticity 

as a nearly 200 year old pastoral and agricultural colonial estate farm place, 

it's 'prospect' out across Great Oyster Bay, nor the environment, Moulting 

Lagoon, Ramsar Wetlands etc. . 

• Land Use, the type of land use, the scale, scope of land use change envisioned, 

is at the centre of the decision-making re Cambria-Place.  This is discussed 

more fully in Parts 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B, Part 4. An upgraded airport runway and 

associated buildings cannot preserve the integrity, setting, authenticity and 

significant heritage values of the Cambria Estate.  

• The curtilage of Cambria should be the entire land owned by the consortium, 

(if not a further extended curtilage) which includes the agriculture projected 

areas, and the tourism projected areas now owned by the consortium. 

Previously much of the Hill lands were owned by the Cambria Estate P/L 

whilst being used extensively for pastoral activities in previous centuries. 

There were still sheep on these lands in 2018.  

• With a great deal of urgent restoration of both house and grounds Cambria 

should be put back on the Australian Heritage Register.   Due to its unique 

qualities, the fully restored property of Cambria has the potential to be then 

seriously considered as an ICOMOS World Rural Landscape.  

Heritage Representations.  
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Five organisations, and or persons wrote (other than Sheridan/Read) made 

representations to the Commission. They are  

• representation No 110  (Anne McConnell),  

• Representation 271 (Tas. National Trust) ,  

• Cultural Heritage Practitioners Tasmania, Representation 64,  

• Australia ICOMOS Secretariat, Representation 323, 

• Australian Garden History Society (December 2018) National President.  

 

The Commission is directed to those representations.  All reject what is on the table 

in so far as the applicant heritage documents are concerned.  

The SAP has been rejected by the very senior and formative heritage organisations in 

Australia. 

Needless to say, this representation cannot agree with a second document of Sam 

Nichols, dated 7 March 2019 to Ann Cunningham, included in the tranche of 

material (129 pages, Nichols' starts at p. 105)  from IreneInc entitled: Further 

submission Ireneinc Planning & Urban Design + attachments, dated 8 March 2019. 

Nor a third document, released 21 February 2021.  
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AM-GLA-AM2018-03 Cambria Green 

Part 2D:  J.S Kerr  + Burra Charter, many requisite definitions etc.  

2022 

Gwenda Sheridan 

The information, given in the following pages is illustrative of how heritage 

properties need to be assessed.  We might then be able to discuss from the same page 

of reference and understanding how the real planning change (SAP) involves re 

heritage.  

The Conservation Plan 2013 (ICOMOS)   

James Semple Kerr  

The Seventh Edition of the Conservation Plan: A Guide to the Preparation of 

Conservation Plans for Places of European Cultural  Significance was re-written in 

2013 by James Semple Kerr. It was published by Australia ICOMOS 2013.    This 

document has to be adhered to; this mentioned in the Tasmanian State Planning 

Provisions' document. 

James Semple Kerr (The Conservation Plan ICOMOS 2013) is mentioned at 7.4.3, 

(d) of the Tasmanian State Planning Provisions. 

 (d) any conservation plan prepared by a suitably qualified person in 

 accordance with The Conservation Plan: A guide to the preparation of 

 conservation plans for places of European cultural significance 7th edition, 

 2013;1 

Both J.S. Kerr and the Burra Charter (ICOMOS) write about the necessity to collect 

the evidence as a first step in assessing heritage significance for an historical 

property or place.   Kerr's work has two major stages, firstly comes understanding the 

place and stage two, what the conservation policy and its implementation is about.   

At 4.0 Stage 1 in Kerr was set out clearly Understanding the Place:  
 
 What is Cultural significance? (4.1)   
 
 Cultural significance is a simple concept. Its purpose is to help identify and 
 assess  the attributes which make a place of value to us and to our society. An 
 understanding of it is therefore basic to any planning process. Once the 
 significance of a place is understood, informed policy decisions can be made 
 which will enable that significance to be retained, revealed or, at least, 
 impaired as little as possible. A clear understanding of the nature and level of 
 the significance of a place will not only suggest constraints on future action, it 

 
1  James Semple Kerr: The Seventh Edition Conservation Plan: A Guide to the Preparation of 
Conservation Plans for places of European Cultural Significance.  Australia ICOMOS. 2013. 
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 will also introduce flexibility by identifying areas which can be adapted or 
 developed with greater freedom. p. 4.  
 
In Stage 1, Kerr saw the process as the gathering of evidence, of co-ordinating and 

analysing the evidence and of assessing and stating the significance.  This was done 

across Stages 4.2 to 4.8. 

It is not possible to reach the conservation policy and implementation, management 

side of the ledger if the gathering of the evidence hasn't been satisfactorily completed  

or even attempted.  Herein lies the major problem. Sam Nichols admits that there is 

a "lack of a landscape assessment for the wider 'Cambria' estate; [it] was not part of 

the scope of our engagement."  It seems as well, that neither was an holistic historic 

land use assessment, historic planning assessment etc either done in the remit of 

data that would be collected and analysed.  

This analysis seeks to know exactly why the Glamorgan Spring Bay Historical Society 

were selected as the "best" people to undertake this type of analysis?  

Why then was a Victorian firm chosen?  Etc and beyond?  

Kerr in Stage 1 Section 4: there are eight sections 

Stage 1 defined cultural significance given at the beginning of this 

document.  

4.2 Gathering evidence2 

 The first stage is to gather and examine documentary and physical evidence.  

 Neither can be neglected as each corroborates and complements the other.   

 4.6 Criteria for assessing cultural significance.3 

 Criteria may be refined and applied to that analysis to assess significance. 

  It addresses three questions: 

  • What criteria are appropriate in determining why a place is   
    significant? 
  • How to assess the degree of significance? 
  • Who should do the assessing and under what conditions? 

 For the sake of consistency and brevity, the Australia ICOMOS Guidelines to 
 the Burra Charter: Cultural Significance, first adopted in April 1984, has 

 
2  James Semple Kerr. The Seventh Edition of the Conservation Plan: A Guide to the Preparation of 
Conservation Plans for Places of European Cultural  Significance.  was re-written in by James Semple Kerr  
2013. Published by Australia ICOMOS. 4. (10 of 84) 
3  James Semple Kerr. The Seventh Edition of the Conservation Plan: A Guide to the Preparation of 
Conservation Plans for Places of European Cultural  Significance.  was re-written in by James Semple Kerr  
2013. Published by Australia ICOMOS.  11 (17 of 84). 
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 used the formula of the Australian Act. However, the drafters, recognising the 
 inadequacy of the wording, went on to state, in paragraph 2.6: 
 
  the categorisation into aesthetic, historic, scientific, and social value is 
  one approach to understanding the concept of cultural significance.  
  However, more precise categories may be developed as understanding 
  of a particular place increases.4 
 

At p. 12 (p.18 of 84 Kerr) refers to the ability to demonstrate and views it as an 

inclusive criterion, capable of "useful subdivision".  Included here too he makes 

comments about aesthetics.  

 Planting ‘live fences’ or hedges (fig.11) and building dry stone walls or ‘dykes’ 
 round  field or road systems was one that had a strong and felicitous impact on 
 some landscapes. 5 
 
 The third criterion relates to formal or aesthetic qualities. These can be 
 assessed under the conventions of scale, form, materials, textures, colour, 
 space and the relationship of components. Simple description is not enough, 
 significance is the point at issue and assessments should be made in a context 
 that advances an understanding of significance.6  
 
He notes, too, that, 
 
 " when considering ‘ability to demonstrate’, the assessor is concerned with 
 establishing how early, seminal, intact, representative, rare or climactic, an 
 example is."7 
 
We might add in there and include the word "unique". 
 
 Where a place is significant because it is true to type, or ‘representative’, it is 
 necessary to consider its intactness and, to some extent, rarity, in assessing 
 the degree of significance. Rarity is a much abused concept: the word ‘unique’ 
 should be avoided unless well-documented primary research can substantiate 
 that there is truly nothing else like it...8.  

Originally sourced evidence is critical in a situation such as is before the 

Commission. The archives may be an archive unparalleled in Tasmania; they can be 

matched to other documentation and information.   This provides a greater richness 

in presenting the story, and so as Kerr and the Burra Charter both noted, will lead to 

more informed policy and management decision making.  

The Commission is directed to this document by J.S. Kerr.  

Kerr offers a Glossary too which is most useful.  

 
4  Ibid. 11. 
5  Ibid. 13 (and 19 of 84) 
6  Ibid. 15 (and 21 of 84) 
7  Ibid. 16 (and 22 of 84) 
8  Ibid 16-17  
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Glossary:  
Authenticity, intactness and integrity 
 
The words ‘authentic’ and ‘intact’ often appear in conservation plans and they should 
be used with precision. Intactness refers to the degree to which the place and its 
fabric is still all there—authenticity to whether what you see is the real McCoy. A ruin 
with most of its fabric missing may be authentic because it has not been overlaid or 
distorted by obscuring accretions.  (Sheridan, colour and underline) Fremantle 
Prison is of exceptional significance because it is substantially intact and authentic. 
 
‘Authenticity’ and ‘integrity’ are effectively synonymous in conservation usage 
although there can be a slight nuance in general use with ‘authenticity’ suggesting 
genuineness and integrity implying honesty.  
 
Fabric with integrity presents itself for what it is. Authenticity may reside in the 
fabric itself, with its evidence of workmanship and age, or in the design and layout of 
a place (the latter can make a decision on the reconstruction of fabric of minor 
importance). It can also repose in the setting or in a combination of all three. If you 
wish to use the concept in your conservation plan, take care to define what you mean 
and explain why some parts of the place are authentic and some are not. 
 
Boundary 
A boundary is a line defining and enclosing a piece of land (see also ‘curtilage’ and 
‘setting’). 
 
An additional material re the Kerr comments on Cultural landscapes, gardens, trees 
and designed landscapes has to noted and read. This information is found at pp 39-
40 (45-46 of 84), gardens, trees and designed landscapes pp 41-42, (46-47 of 84)  
 
The High Court of Australia recognizes Curtilage. See Part 2C.  

 3.1 DEFINITION 
   
 The High Court of Australia defined curtilage as: Any building, whether it is a 
 habitation or has some other use, may stand within a larger area of land 
 which  subserves the purposes of the building. 
   
 The land surrounds the building because it actually or supposedly 
 contributes to the enjoyment of the building or the fulfilment of its purposes. 
 Royal Sydney Golf Club v Federal Commissioner of Taxation (Cth) (1955) 91 
 CLR 610 at 6269. 
 
The Burra Charter: 2013 (ICOMOS) 

This is the recognised document for heritage planning and management in Australia; 

it is also used internationally.  Although Sheridan requested (2015) that the Burra 

Charter become a requisite in Interim planning schemes and or heritage codes it was 

 
9  Helen MacFarlane.  Heritage Council of NSW. Heritage and Development: A Lawyer's Perspective. 
NSW Heritage Office Heritage Information Series. 14. 2000.  
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not taken up.  Hobart City Council has the Burra Charter in its Interim Planning 

Scheme.  

The Burra Charter defines Place in Article 1, and what follows in 1-12, some of which 

is outlined below. It defines cultural significance.  

For the purposes of this Charter: 
1.1 Place means a geographically defined 
area. It may include elements, objects, 
spaces and views. Place may have 
tangible and intangible dimensions. 
 

Place has a broad scope and includes 
natural and cultural features. Place can 
be large or small: for example, a 
memorial, a tree, an individual building 
or group of buildings, the location of an 
historical event, an urban area or town, a 
cultural landscape, a garden, an 
industrial plant, a shipwreck, a site with 
in situ remains, a stone arrangement, a 
road or travel route, a community 
meeting place, a site with spiritual or 
religious connections. 

1.2 Cultural significance means 
aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or 
spiritual value for past, present or future 
generations. 
Cultural significance is embodied in the 
place itself, its fabric, setting, use, 
associations, meanings, records, related 
places and related objects. 
Places may have a range of values for 
different individuals or groups. 
 

 
The term cultural significance is 
synonymous with cultural heritage 
significance and cultural heritage value. 
Cultural significance may change over 
time and with use. 
Understanding of cultural significance 
may change as a result of new 
information. 

 
1.4 Conservation means all the processes 
of looking after a place so as to retain its 
cultural significance. 
See also Article 14. 

See also Article 14. 

 
1.5 Maintenance means the continuous 
protective care of a place, and its setting. 

Examples of protective care include: 
• maintenance — regular inspection and 
cleaning of a place, e.g. mowing and 
pruning in a garden; 
• repair involving restoration — returning 
dislodged or relocated fabric to its 
original location e.g. loose roof gutters on 
a building or displaced rocks in a stone 
bora ring; • repair involving 
reconstruction — replacing 
decayed fabric with new fabric 

 
1.6 Preservation means maintaining a 
place in its existing state and retarding 
deterioration. 

It is recognised that all places and their 
elements change over time at varying 
rates. 

1.12 Setting means the immediate and Setting may include: structures, spaces, 



6 
 

 

extended environment of a place that is 
part of or contributes to its cultural 
significance and distinctive character. 

land, water and sky; the visual setting 
including views to and from the place, 
and along a cultural route; and other 
sensory aspects of the setting such as 
smells and sounds. Setting may also 
include historical and contemporary 
relationships, such as use and activities, 
social and spiritual practices, and 
relationships with other places, both 
tangible and intangible. 

1.15 Associations mean the connections 
that exist between people and 
a place. 

Associations may include social or 
spiritual values and cultural 
responsibilities for a place. 

 
Conservation Principles 
Article 2. Conservation and management 
 
2.1  Places of cultural significance should be conserved. 
2.2  The aim of conservation is to retain the cultural significance of a place. 
2.3  Conservation is an integral part of good management of places of cultural 
 significance. 
2.4  Places of cultural significance should be safeguarded and not put at risk or 
left in a vulnerable state. 
 
 2. This property was put on the market in 2012, sold in 2014.  By May there will 
have been more ten years in which the property residence may have been left in a 
most vulnerable and in Sheridan's view potentially neglected state.  No one lives 
there.   I’ve been advised that people have been unable to visit unless one is 
supportive of what the owners want.  This is considered more than distressing.    
 
This is Tasmania and the nation’s heritage.  
 
Article 6. Burra Charter Process 
 
6.1 The cultural significance of a place and other issues affecting its future are best 
understood by a sequence of collecting and analysing information before making 
decisions. Understanding cultural significance comes first, then development of 
policy and finally management of the place in accordance with the policy. This is the 
Burra Charter Process. 
 
Article 3.  Cautious approach including 3.1, 3.2.  

 

Article 4.  Knowledge, skills, and techniques 

 

Article 5. Values 

Values, 5.1 "All aspects of cultural and natural significance  (See Explanatory notes), 

Natural Heritage Charter, "thus importance of ecosystems, biodiversity and 

geodiversity for their existence value or for present or future generations, in terms of 

their scientific, social, aesthetic and life-support value.   



7 
 

 

 

Article 6. Burra Charter Process 

 
6.2 Policy for managing a place must be based on an understanding of its cultural 
significance. 
 
6.3 Policy development should also include consideration of other factors affecting 
the future of a place such as the owner’s needs, resources, external constraints and 
its physical condition. The Burra Charter Process, or sequence of investigations, 
decisions and actions, is illustrated below and in more detail in the accompanying 
flow chart which forms part of the Charter. Understand,  
 

• Significance ; 

• Develop Policy; 

• Manage in Accordance with Policy 
 
6.4 In developing an effective policy, different ways to retain cultural significance 
and address other factors may need to be explored. 
 
6.5 Changes in circumstances, or new information or perspectives, may require 
reiteration of part or all of the Burra Charter Process. 
 
Article 7.  Use:  

 

7.1 Where the use of a place is of cultural significance it should be retained.   

 

7.2. A place should have a compatible use.  

 

No 7 (Use), No. 8 (Setting), No 9 (Location), and No. 24 (Retaining associations and 

meanings).  

 

The Burra Charter principles are outlined below.  

 

Article 7. Use 
 
7.1 Where the use of a place is of cultural 
significance it should be retained. 
 
7.2 A place should have a compatible use. 

 
1.11 Compatible use means a use which 
respects the cultural significance of a 
place. Such a use involves no, or 
minimal, impact on cultural significance. 
 
The policy should identify a use or 
combination of uses or constraints on 
uses that retain the cultural significance 
of the place. New use of a place should 
involve minimal change to significant 
fabric and use; 
should respect associations and 
meanings; 
and where appropriate should provide 
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for continuation of activities and 
practices which contribute to the cultural 
significance of the place. 

Article 8. Setting 
 
Conservation requires the retention of an 
appropriate setting. This includes 
retention of the visual and sensory 
setting, as well as the 
retention of spiritual and other cultural 
relationships that contribute to the 
cultural significance of the place. 
 
New construction, demolition, intrusions 
or other changes which would adversely 
affect the setting or relationships are not 
appropriate 

Setting is explained in Article 1.12 

 

 
1.12 Setting means the immediate and 
extended environment of a place that is 
part of or contributes to its cultural 
significance and distinctive character. 

 
Article 9. Location 
 
9.1 The physical location of a place is part 
of its cultural significance. 
A building, work or other element of a 
place should remain in its historical 
location. Relocation is generally 
unacceptable unless this is the sole 
practical means of ensuring its survival. 

 

 
Article 24. Retaining associations 
and meanings 
 
24.1 Significant associations between 
people and a place should be respected, 
retained and not obscured. Opportunities 
for the interpretation, commemoration 
and celebration of these associations 
should be investigated and implemented. 
 
24.2. Significant meanings including 
spiritual values of a place should be 
respected. Opportunities for the 
continuation or revival of these meanings 
should be investigated and implemented. 

 
 
 
 
For many places associations will be 
linked to aspects of use, including 
activities and practices. 
Some associations and meanings may not 
be apparent and will require research. 

 
1.15 Associations mean the connections 
that exist between people and a place. 
 
Associations may include social or 
spiritual values and cultural 
responsibilities for a place. 
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1.16 Meanings denote what a place 
signifies, indicates, evokes or expresses 
to people. 

 
 
Article 11.  Related places and objects.  The contribution which related places 

and related objects make to the cultural significance of the place should be retained.  

 

Article 12. Participation.  

Conservation interpretation and management of a place should provide for the 

participation of people for whom the place has significant associations and meanings 

or who have social, spiritual or other cultural responsibilities for the place. 

 

Article 14. Conservation processes.  

 

Article 15. Change.  

15.1 Change may be necessary to retain cultural significance, but is undesirable where 

it reduces cultural significance. The amount of change to a place and its use should 

be guided by the cultural significance of the place and its appropriate interpretation.   

Also 15.2-15-4. 

 

Article 16. Maintenance.   

Maintenance is fundamental to conservation.  

 

Article 17. Preservation.  

 

Article 23. Retaining or reintroducing use.  

 

Article 24. Retaining associations and meanings.  

24.1. Significant associations between people and a place should be respected, 

retained and not obscured.  Opportunities for the interpretation, commemoration 

and celebration of these associations should be investigated and implemented.  

 

24.2 Significant meanings, including spiritual values of a place should be respected.  

Opportunities for the continuation or revival of these meanings should be 

investigated and implemented.  See explanatory notes.  

 

Article 26. Applying the Burra Charter Process.  Studies, Management Plan.  

See 26.3.  

 

Article 27. Management change  

 

Article 29. Responsibility ....... Heritage Tasmania, the Tasmanian Government, 

Consortium owners??  
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The Florence Charter: 
 
The Florence Charter was adopted by ICOMOS-IFLA meeting in Florence in May 
1981.  It was a Charter for Historic Gardens.   
 
Article 2 stated:  
The historic garden is an architectural composition whose constituents are primarily 
vegetal and therefore living, which means that they are perishable and renewable.  
Thus its appearance reflects the perpetual balance between the cycle of the seasons, 
the growth and decay of nature and the desire of the artist and craftsman to keep it 
permanently unchanged.  
 
The charter sees that the garden is an architectural composition (Article 4), with the 
term historic garden being equally applicable to small gardens and to large parks, 
whether formal or "landscape" (Article 6).   
 
Article 8 noted that [historic gardens] require several kinds of action namely 
maintenance, conservation and restoration.  Scale of the parts of the garden is 
mentioned along with decorative features (Article 9) are seen as being important.  
 
Article 14 states,  
 
This historic garden must be preserved in appropriate surroundings.  Any alteration 
to the physical environment which will endanger the ecological equilibrium must be 
prohibited. These applications are applicable to all aspects of the infrastructure, 
whether internal or external (drainage works, irrigation systems, roads, car parks, 
fences, caretaking facilities, visitors' amenities etc.) 
 
No one period should be given precedence over any other (Article 16) while Article 
18 notes,  
 
 "While any historic garden is designed to be seen and walked about in, access 
 to it must be restricted to the extent demanded by its size and vulnerability, so 
 that its physical fabric and cultural message may be preserved." [Sheridan 
 colour]   
 
Article 24 pointed to the provision for training experts "whether historians, 
architects, landscape architects, gardeners or botanists" such that there is regular 
propagation of the plant varieties necessary for maintenance or restoration.   
 
Article 11 advocated replanting with mature specimens.  
 

More definitions from McConnell and Knaggs.  

The terms rarity, integrity and authenticity are used in heritage assessment but must 

be used with discretion.   These need definition because they are extremely important 

when used in the heritage lexicon.  



11 
 

 

The most useful work of Anne McConnell and Mary Knaggs,10 for Heritage Tasmania 

September 2018 provides useful insights in this respect. 

 Integrity:  

 The integrity of a place is generally accepted as being 'a measure of the 

 wholeness and intactness' of a cultural heritage place and its attributes (key 

 heritage values (World Heritage Centre 2016 Item 82 and 88).11 

 Authenticity 
 
 The authenticity of a place is generally regarded as ‘a measure of the extent to 

 which its heritage values are truthfully and credibly expressed’ (World 

 Heritage Centre 2016, item 82 & 88).12 

 Authenticity can be expressed in various aspects of a heritage place including 

 form,  design, materials, use and function, traditions, techniques, location and 

 setting, and spirit and feeling.13 

 
 Rarity in the Tasmanian Context  
 
 Rarity in this discussion is taken to be rarity or uncommonness as required 

 by criterion B for the listing of historic heritage places on the THR. This 

 criterion is concerned with the recognition of places that “possess rare or 

 uncommon aspects of Tasmania’s history”.14 

  

 Cultural landscape:  

 Cultural landscapes are generally defined as areas that represent the 
 "combined works of nature and of man" which are “illustrative of the 
 evolution of human society and settlement over time, under the influence of 
 the physical constraints and/or opportunities presented by their natural 
 environment and of successive social, economic and cultural forces, both 
 external and internal” (World Heritage Centre 2016, item 47). 
 
 The term ‘cultural landscape’ today in Australia is generally used to refer to 
 areas which in some way reflect historic patterns of use. As noted in DECCW 
 (2010, 4) cultural landscapes, will, 
 
  “clearly represent or reflect the patterns of settlement or use of the  

  landscape over a long time, as well as the cultural values, norms and 

  attitudes toward the land”. This document also notes that the evidence 

  for this in the landscape does not have to be deeply engraved and  

 
10  A. McConnell and M. Knaggs. Assessing the Significance of Tasmanian Early Colonial Buildings.  
September 2018:  For the Heritage Council.  
11  Ibid. 99. 
12  Ibid. 67. 
13  Ibid. pp. 66-67. 
14  Ibid.  p. 97.  
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 ubiquitous, but that “some pasts have ‘touched the landscape only   

 lightly’”. 

1978: and Cambria  

Former National listings: The Register of the National Estate. 

The National listings (below) from the National Heritage data base but as well from 

The Heritage of Australia. 

Cambria was placed on the Register of the National Estate (Commonwealth listing) 

as early as 1978.  Its listing is outlined below to illustrate its scope, i.e. extending 

being well-beyond 'just the house' and its statement of significance including much 

more than just architectural values.  

 

Cambria Homestead and Outbuildings, Tasman Hwy, Swansea, TAS, 

Australia 

Photographs 

  

List Register of the National Estate (Non-statutory archive) 

Class Historic 

Legal Status Registered (21/03/1978) 

Place ID 11692 

Place File No 6/01/091/0012 

Statement of Significance 

An imposing colonial homestead built in the 1820's by George Meredith. The house  
is intact and in near original condition and is complemented by brick stables and  
timber barn. The siting for the house is special, being high above the Meredith  
River with views to the hills of the Freycinet Peninsula and Schouten Island.  
 
(The Commission is in the process of developing and/or upgrading official statements 
 for places listed prior to 1991. The above data was mainly provided by the  
nominator and has not yet been revised by the Commission.) 

Official Values Not Available 

Description 

 

The Heritage of Australia: Illustrated Register of the National Estate 

(Commonwealth, 1981) added a slightly changed version of the description of the 

Cambria Homestead in 1981.  

http://www.environment.gov.au/heritage/ahdb/legalstatus.html
http://www.environment.gov.au/cgi-bin/heritage/photodb/imagesearch.pl?proc=detail;barcode_no=rt28496
http://www.environment.gov.au/cgi-bin/heritage/photodb/imagesearch.pl?proc=detail;barcode_no=rt28497
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 A large Georgian brick and stuccoed house of two storeys plus attic built in the 

 late 1820s with a verandah (flagged and timber framed) at the rear.  

 Fenestration  features French windows and 16 pane sashes.  Outbuildings 

 include a brick stable with loft and a barn built of dropped logs.  An imposing 

 early homestead set in extensive gardens which were originally built for 

 George Meredith, an early  pioneer of the district.   

The house was not built by George Meredith.  

Tasmanian relevant documents.  

The Land Use Planning and Approvals Act of 1993 notes in Schedule 1, Part 
2, (g) that state and local agencies are required to,  
 

Conserve those buildings, areas or other places which are of scientific, 
aesthetic, architectural or historical interest or otherwise of special cultural 
value.  

 
And more:  
That Schedule 1, which stands at the apex of the planning system in Tasmania and its 

Resource Management and Planning System (RMPS) cannot be upheld.  This applies 

in the historical scenario to Part 2. (g)  To LUPAA Clauses 5, 8 (Commission) 15,.......  

20,  (Minister may direct the Commission, p. 47, 34 (contents of LPSs... see 32 (4) (b) 

unique (p 97) 44, (Commission to take over responsibilities of local council, 51 

(Permits) pp. 198-199 etc. 72 (Forms and content of agreement) p. 327, Schedule 6. 

But also Part 1  See for example: 

STRLUS. The Southern Tasmanian Regional Land Use Strategy:  

Cultural Values:  

 “...a comprehensive analysis and documentation of landscape values is still to 

 occur  and will potentially be fraught with difficulty, arising from inherent 

 subjectivity.”  Updates and similar surveys need to be conducted in all 

 municipal areas throughout the region. There is now a nationally agreed 

 approach to recognizing a hierarchy of significance of significance in regard to 

 heritage places.  

 

 Promulgation through the Tasmanian system has begun but there is a very 

 long way to go.  This needs to be progressed in order to reduce confusion and 

 unnecessary delays in development assessment processes.  

 

 While potential impacts on known historic cultural heritage places and values 

 is reasonably well managed through existing statutory processes, [no it is 

 clearly NOT) the system needs to  be further developed in regard to the 

 identification and protection of historic cultural landscapes.  Many of our 

 landscapes still enable the discernment of various layers of modification by 
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 human activity - from Aboriginal occupation to early colonisation through to 

 the present day. This is in contrast to mainland Australia where it is 

 difficult to find landscapes in such close proximity to major cities in which 

 older layers have not been obliterated by post World War II development. 

 Southern Tasmania  also contains many landscapes that largely retain their 

 natural values, and are appreciated for the scenic backdrops that they provide 

 to many of the region’s more populated areas.  

 

 The identification, recognition and protection of landscape values is not a 

 straightforward matter, however. While there has been some local work on 

 skylines and landscapes within some areas in Southern Tasmania (particularly 

 around Greater Hobart), a comprehensive analysis and documentation of 

 landscape values is still to occur. Such process can be fraught with difficulties 

 arising from inherent subjectivity, and the fact that working landscapes 

 evolve, particularly those that represent layer upon layer of changes wrought 

 from evolving farming practices and market-driven agricultural imperatives. 

 The extent to which these forces should be allowed to continue to modify our 

 landscapes is a contentious issue .... 

This above must be changed.    This is a Government responsibility as I view it.  

Tasmanian Governments have not been prepared to move to what is happening 

elsewhere in Australia, and internationally.  That in my professional view is THE 

issue.  

Sentences above such as "difficulties" and "inherent subjectivity"  "contentious issue" 

etc. are as I see it, simply an avoidance tactic [too hard basket?] to just not "do" 

cultural landscape in Tasmania.  It is a disgrace.  

 CV 2.3 Progress towards a system wherein the assessment and 

 determination of applications for development affecting places of 

 significance is undertaken at the level of government  appropriate to the level 

 of significance:  

 a. Heritage places of local significance: by the local Council  acting as a 

 Planning Authority  

 b. Heritage places of state significance: by the Tasmanian Heritage 

 Council on behalf of the State Government with respect to heritage values, 

 and by the local Council with respect to other land use planning 

 considerations, with coordination and integration between the two.  

 CV 2.4 Recognise and list heritage precincts within planning scheme 
 Heritage Codes and spatially define them by associated overlays on planning 
 scheme maps.  
 



15 
 

 

 CV 2.5 Base heritage management upon the Burra Charter and the HERCON 
 Criteria, with heritage code provisions in planning schemes drafted to 
 conform with relevant principles therein. [ Sheridan colour] 
 
 CV 2.6 Standardise statutory heritage management at the local level as 
 much as possible.[ Why???] a. Listings in planning schemes should be based 
 on a common regional inventory template, (recognising that not all listings 
 will include all details due to knowledge gaps). b. Heritage code provisions in 
 planning schemes should be consistent in structure and expression, whilst 
 providing for individual statements in regard to heritage values and 
 associated tailored development control. 
 
 CV 4 Recognise and manage significant cultural landscapes throughout the 
 region to protect their key values.  
 
 CV 4.1 State and local government, in consultation with the community, to 
 determine an agreed set of criteria for determining the relative significance 
 of important landscapes and key landscape values.  
 
 CV 4.2 Ensure the key values of regionally significant landscapes are not 

 significantly compromised by new development through appropriate 

 provisions within planning schemes. [colour above, all Sheridan] 

Tasmania's Historic Cultural Heritage Act. 2015.  

This must be updated.  

The Tasmanian Heritage Act. [HCHA}  

     15.      (1) (c)   (c) has a basis for protecting that historic cultural heritage 
 significance. 
 
   15.  (3)  The Heritage Council is to enter in the Heritage Register 
      details of the following: 
 
      (a) any place provisionally entered under section 18 (2) ; 
 
      (b) any place entered on a permanent basis under section 21 (1) ; 
 
         (c) any heritage area; 

Under the Historic Cultural Heritage Act of 1995,  Section 16 outlines the criteria for 
entry into the Register.  Those criteria under Section 16 considered relevant to the 
proposed Heritage Precinct, if approved are, 
 

16._   _Entry of places in Heritage Register_ 
 
     [Section 16 Substituted by No. 70 of 2013, s. 11, Applied:01 Mar 
     2014]  
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     (1)  The Heritage Council may enter a place in the Heritage 
     Register if it is satisfied that the place has historic cultural 
     heritage significance. 
 
     (2)  For the purposes of subsection (1), the Heritage Council may 
     determine that a place has historic cultural heritage significance 
     if it is satisfied that the place meets one or more of the 
     following criteria: 
 
      (a) the place is important to the course or pattern of Tasmania's 
      history; 
 
      (b) the place possesses uncommon or rare aspects of Tasmania's 
      history; 
 
      (c) the place has the potential to yield information that will 
      contribute to an understanding of Tasmania's history; 
 
      (d) the place is important in demonstrating the principal 
      characteristics of a class of place in Tasmania's history; 
 
      (e) the place is important in demonstrating a high degree of 
      creative or technical achievement; 
 
      (f) the place has a strong or special association with a particular 
      community or cultural group for social or spiritual reasons; 
 
      (g) the place has a special association with the life or works of a 
      person, or group of persons, of importance in Tasmania's history; 
 
      (h) the place is important in exhibiting particular aesthetic 
             characteristics. 

 
Under Part 5, the Heritage Act, makes provision for the declaration of Areas.  
 

29.   Declaration of heritage areas 

(1)   The Minister, by order, may declare an area to be a heritage area if it is an area 
 which  may contain any place of historic cultural heritage significance – 
 
(a)  on the Heritage Council's advice; and 

(b)  after consulting with any relevant planning authority and any other relevant 
 body. 

(2)   The Heritage Council is to publish the order – 
 
 (a) in the Gazette; and 

 (b) in a local public notice (other than in the Gazette). 

 (3)  The order – 
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 (a) takes effect on the day on which it is published in the Gazette; and 

 (b) remains in force for a period of 2 years or any further period, not 
 exceeding 5 years, the Minister specifies in the order. 

 (4)  The Heritage Council is to give the owner of any place within an area 
 declared to be a heritage area a written notice stating – 
 
 (a) the order; and 

 (b) the reasons for declaring the area to be a heritage area; and 

 (c) the rights and duties of the owner under this Act. 

 (5)  An order under this section is not a statutory rule but section 47 of 
 the Acts Interpretation Act 1931 applies to such an order as if it were a 
 regulation. 
 

The Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 2015 
The Heritage Code.  

E13.0 Historic Heritage Code 

E13.1 Purpose 
E13.1.1 
To recognise and protect the historic cultural heritage significance of places, 
precincts, landscapes and areas of archaeological potential by regulating 
development that may impact on their values, features and characteristics. 

E13.2 Application 
E13.2.1 
This code applies to development involving land defined in this code as any of the 
following: 

  
(a) a Heritage Place; 

E13.2.2 
This code does not apply to use, unless a Heritage Place is listed because its use or 
history of use is a key criterion in its listing. 

In the Definitions:  
 

historic cultural 
heritage 
significance 

means as defined in the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995. For precincts, 
 historic cultural heritage significance is informed by the statements of 
 historic cultural heritage significance in Tables E13.3 and E13.4. 

heritage place means a place listed and described in Table E13.1. 

 
 

E13.3 Definition of Terms 
E13.3.1 

In this code, unless the contrary intention appears: 

archaeological evidence means low level remains of former structures and surfaces, construction  

debris, demolition debris, fabric, fittings and finishes, modified landforms, 

https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/2019-02-10/act-1931-059#GS47@EN
https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/2019-02-10/act-1931-059#GS47@EN
https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/2019-02-10/act-1931-059
http://www.iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
http://www.iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
http://www.iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
http://www.iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
http://www.iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
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 burials, subsurface features and deposits, artefacts, discarded waste  

and/or by-products, residues, pollen. 

archaeological impact 

assessment 

means a report prepared by a suitably qualified person that includes a  

design review and describes the impact of proposed works upon  

archaeological sensitivity (as defined in a 

 statement of archaeological potential). 

archaeological method 

statement 

means a report prepared by a suitably qualified person that includes the  

following where relevant to the matter under consideration: 

(a) strategies to identify, protect and/or mitigate impacts to known  

and/or potential archaeological values (typically as described in a 

 Statement of Archaeological Potential); 

 

(b) collections management specifications including proposed storage 

 and curatorial arrangements; 

 

(c) identification of measures aimed at achieving a public benefit; 

 

(d) details of methods and procedures to be followed in implementing 

 and achieving (a), (b) and (c) above; 

 

(e) expertise to be employed in achieving (d) above; 

 

(f) reporting standards including format/s and content, instructions  

for dissemination and archiving protocols. 
 

conservation means all the processes of looking after a place so as to retain its 

 historic cultural heritage significance 

conservation plan means a plan prepared by a suitably qualified person in accordance with 

 The Conservation Plan: A Guide to the Preparation of Conservation  

Plans for Places of European Cultural Significance (Kerr J, National  

Trust of Australia, NSW, 1982). 

cultural landscape precinct means an area shown on the planning scheme maps as a 

 cultural landscape precinct and described in Table E13.3 as having  

particular historic cultural heritage significance because of the collective  

heritage value of individual elements and features, both natural and  

constructed, as a group for their landscape value. 

heritage impact statement means a report from a suitably qualified person setting out the effect of  

the proposed development on the historic cultural heritage significance  

of the place. 

heritage precinct means an area shown on the planning scheme maps as a heritage precinct  

and described in Table E13.2 as having particular 

 historic cultural heritage significance because of the collective 

 heritage value of individual places as a group for their streetscape or  

townscape values. 

https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
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historic cultural heritage 

significance 

means as defined in the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995. For  

precincts, 

 historic cultural heritage significance is informed by the statements of 

 historic cultural heritage significance in Tables E13.3 and E13.4. 

heritage place means a place listed and described in Table E13.1. 

place means a place listed and described in Table E13.1 that is a site, area,  

landscape, building or other work, group of buildings or other works,  

with any associated views, spaces, and surroundings such as historic  

plantings or landscaping features, or evidence of past land use. 

place of archaeological 

potential 

means a place described in Table E13.4 as having the potential to 

 contain archaeological remains that provide information about the past. 

restoration means returning the existing fabric of a place to a known earlier state by  

removing accretions or by reassembling existing components without the 

 introduction of new material. 

reconstruction means returning a place to a known earlier state and is distinguished from  

restoration by the introduction of new material into the fabric. 

statement of archaeological 

potential 

means a report prepared by a suitably qualified person that includes all  

of the following: 

(a) a written and illustrated site history; 

 

(b) overlay plans depicting the main historical phases of site  

development and land use on a modern base layer; 

 

(c) a disturbance history. 

 

(d) a written statement of archaeological significance and potential  

accompanied by an archaeological sensitivity overlay plan depicting 

 the likely surviving extent of important archaeological evidence  

(taking into consideration key significant phases of site  

development and land use, and the impacts of disturbance). 
 

statement of compliance means a report from a suitably qualified person setting out their  

assessment of the proposed development’s compliance with this Code. 

statement of significance means a report from a suitably qualified person setting out the 

 historic cultural heritage significance of the place. 

suitably qualified person 

(historic heritage) 

means a person who in respect to the type of work to be undertaken  

can adequately demonstrate relevant academic qualifications and  

experience in the cultural heritage. 

 

 
 
 
 

https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
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Section 13:  Development within the GSBC Interim Scheme is found across Section 
13 
 Noted is that there has been no archaeological study completed for Cambria.  
 
Noted at E13.7.2  
 

E13.7.2 Buildings and Works other than Demolition 

Objective:  

To ensure that development at a heritage place is: 

(a) undertaken in a sympathetic manner which does not cause loss  
of historic cultural heritage significance; and 

 
(b) designed to be subservient to the historic cultural heritage values of the place and 

 responsive to its dominant characteristics. 
 

Acceptable 
Solutions 

Performance Criteria 

A1 
 
No Acceptable 
Solution.  

P1 
 
Development must not result in any of the following: 

(a) loss of historic cultural heritage significance to the place  
through incompatible design,  
including in height, scale, bulk, form, fenestration, siting,  
materials, colours and finishes; 

 
(b) substantial diminution of the historic cultural heritage 

 significance of the place through loss  
of significant streetscape elements including plants, trees, 
 fences, walls, paths, outbuildings  
and other items that contribute to the significance of the place. 

 

A2 
 
No Acceptable Solution.  

P2 
 
Development must be designed to be subservient and complementary 

 to the place  through characteristics including: 

(a) scale and bulk, materials, built form and fenestration; 
 
(b) setback from frontage; 
 
(c) siting with respect to buildings, structures and  

listed elements; 
 
(d) using less dominant materials and colours. 
 

A3 P3 

http://www.iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
http://www.iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
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No Acceptable Solution.  

 
Materials, built form and fenestration must respond to the  
dominant heritage characteristics of the place, but any  
new fabric should be readily identifiable as such.  

A4 
 
No Acceptable Solution.  

P4 
 
Extensions to existing buildings must not detract from the  
historic cultural heritage significance of the place.  

 

E13.7.3 Subdivision 

Objective:  

To ensure that subdivision of part of a heritage place maintains cohesion between the elements  
that collectively contribute to an understanding of historic cultural heritage values, and protects  
those elements from future incompatible development.  

Acceptable 
Solutions 

Performance Criteria 

A1 
 
No Acceptable 
Solution.  

P1 
 
A proposed plan of subdivision must show that historic  

cultural heritage significance is adequately protected by  

complying with all of the following: 

(a) ensuring that sufficient curtilage and contributory  
heritage items (such as outbuildings or  
significant plantings) are retained as part of any title  
containing heritage values; 

 
(b) ensuring a sympathetic pattern of subdivision; 
 
(c) providing a lot size, pattern and configuration with building  

areas or other development  
controls that will prevent unsympathetic development on  
lots adjoining any titles containing heritage values, if required. 

 

 

What Heritage Victoria were doing: some further definitions:  
Heritage Council of Victoria.  

 

Place: a geographically defined area with tangible and intangible dimensions. 
It may include (a) a building; (b) a garden; (c) a tree; (d) an archaeological 
site; (e) a precinct; (f) a site; (g) a landscape and (h) land associated with 
anything listed above in (a) to (h)’.15 

 

 
15  Heritage Council of Victoria.  Landscapes of Cultural Heritage Significance: 
Assessment Guidelines.  February 2015. 9.   

http://www.iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=glaips
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Heritage Council of Victoria: 

 

In February 2015 Heritage Victoria issued 35 pages called Landscapes of Cultural 

Heritage Significance: Assessment Guidelines.16 From Purpose and Scope, (eg Users, 

Existing Guidelines, Commonly Used Heritage Terms, Landscape Types, Values of 

Cultural Heritage Significance), the document moves onto the assessment process.  

 

The Commission is directed to that document.  

 

Some of that is seen as highly relevant to the present discussion and is reproduced 

below.   

1.6 Commonly Used Cultural Heritage Terms 

A common understanding is needed of the terminology of cultural landscape heritage 

significance, and the standards that should apply. Terms commonly used in relation 

to the assessment of cultural heritage values are outlined here. Where available, the 

meanings of terms are generally consistent with the definitions provided in the Burra 

Charter. 

 Associations: the special connections that exist between people and a 

 place.  

 Condition: has to do with the place’s state of repair, safety and structural 

 soundness (condition is not usually a consideration in assessing values or 

 significance, but may be important for heritage management). 

 Cultural landscape or landscape of cultural heritage significance: an 

 expanse of land which can provide information about human occupation or 

 use over time.   

 Fabric: means all the material of a place or object, including  components, 

 fixtures and features. It may also include living material such as trees and 

 other plants. 

 Heritage values:  the aesthetic, archaeological, architectural, cultural, 

 historical, scientific or social significance of a place or object. 

 Historical themes: the important processes and activities in the 

 development, culture and identity of particular areas.   

 Intactness: refers to the degree to which a place or object has been altered or 

 has lost its significant fabric. With an archaeological site, it can also refer to 

 the degree of  physical disturbance or interference. 

 

 Under their assessment criteria Is Criterion A - H.    

[This can be closely corrected to the Tasmanian Heritage Act.] 

 
16  Heritage Council of Victoria.  Landscapes of Cultural Heritage Significance: 
Assessment Guidelines.  February 2015 
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A new section is labelled Historic Urban Landscape  

There are 35 pages in the updated document as compared with the 2015 document.  

 

The Government, Executive, are directed to what Heritage Victoria has written.  

 

Why is the Government and its Executive so afraid to consider area and 

place analysis in Tasmania? 
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The Cultural Landscape of the Cambria property near Swansea, 
East Coast, Tasmania * 
 

Gwenda Sheridan 

 The author, 2020 

 
 
 

Introduction 

Since 2014, under a Liberal Government1, Tasmania has seen profound planning and 

heritage changes. These were to be fairer, faster, cheaper and simpler.2   

Proposed was a single state-wide planning scheme, ministerial call-in powers, an expert 

Planning Reform Taskforce and more. 

Cambria was placed on the former Register of the National Estate in 1978. It adjoins the 

Moulting Lagoon which is a dedicated Ramsar Convention Wetland for migratory birds. 

Originally coastal woodland with marshy areas, it was used by Aboriginal peoples for 

thousands of years. Cambria was developed as a colonial estate pastoral/agricultural farm 

from 1821. Currently the property is 3,185 ha in size with twelve titles, owned by six 

Chinese companies, one Australian Company (two titles) and two private international 

owners (one has multiple titles). The property was put up for sale in 2012, but the public 

were not made aware until late April 2018 when the local Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 

announced a Specific Area Plan (SAP). If passed this Plan would be the facilitator for all 

development that could or might follow. The Council voted to pass the SAP.  Following this 

decision the matter was sent to the Tasmanian Planning Commission with the public invited 

to put in representations, (over 600 received), one being from the Australian President of 

ICOMOS. By August 2018, Hobart Town Hall saw a packed audience over the Council 

decision.   

Original J.C. Loudon components (drive, orchard (s), garden (s), shrubbery etc.) would 

need restoration but the proposed change of land use/landscape to a tourist/health 

facility/town for international visitors would, in my professional view, be a totally 

unacceptable one.  

Cultural landscape: Centrepiece of this paper  

The Cambria property near Swansea lies within two cultural landscapes (refer Figure 1). 

The first is an area enclosed by the ridgeline boundary marked along an outlier of the 

Eastern Tiers, Moulting Lagoon, Great Oyster Bay and the Freycinet Peninsula. Within this 

large areal place of ancient, highly diverse, land/water interfaces, much natural landscape is  
 

* Author’s note: This paper is based on a Power Point presentation that was delivered at the 

Cultural Landscape Symposium held in Hobart, Tasmania on 10 November 2018. This paper 
builds on that presentation through the addition of significant text and visual materials.  

                                                           
1
 Re-elected March 2018. 

2
 A fairer, faster, cheaper, simpler planning system: Tasmanian Liberals. 
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observable. For more than 40,000 years prior to colonial occupation, the land and waters 

were used by Aboriginal peoples who either lived by the Moulting Lagoon or else 

seasonally visited it (Mowling & Dunn 2007, Ryan 1996).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1   Author’s impression of two cultural landscapes, East Coast of Tasmania: The solid 
line area is the “naturalness/ancient” landscape; and the Cambia landscape is encompassed by 
the area within the purple dotted line (the original 1822 grant to George Meredith) and the 
dotted green lines (that part of Cambria now owned by the overseas consortium). (Basemap 
taken from Tasmania 1:250,000 topographic series).   

As a colonial gentleman's estate landscape (of nearly 200 years), the Cambria property is 

embedded within its larger areal setting. I argue that the Cambria property demonstrates 

rare and intact cultural landscape values of national significance. In this paper, I draw on a 

land use model developed in the United Kingdom (UK), which assesses place and the 

character of place (Swanwick & Land Use Consultants 2002). I have drawn on this model 

in my past work (Sheridan 2006a, 2006b, 2008, 2012, 2015; Sheridan & Read 2019).  
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This paper describes refinements to the process of landscape characterisation that have been 

developed by the Living Landscapes Project (LLP) within the context of the now widely 

adopted approach to Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) in England.  

The Swanwick & Land Use Consultants (2002) report included a diagram, illustrating the 

components considered as contributing to landscape. Those four major categories of the 

2002 work were Natural, Cultural/Social, Perceptual and Aesthetic. With the 2002 original 

diagram marginally changed by Di Fazio & Modica (2018)3, such an holistic approach for 

Historic Rural Landscapes is welcomed. It helps open the international door to World Rural 

Landscapes. In this paper I principally focus on the cultural/land use/evolved landscape of 

the Cambria property, but also include some information on the perceptual and aesthetic 

components. This can be built upon.  

The Natural Landscape 

The natural landforms, long evolved river terraces, complex soils, existing natural 

vegetation, four river systems and large but different water bodies dictated how and what 

kind of settlement would occur in this place; the large outer boundary framework of hill and  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2B   From Brady's Hill, 2019: Cambria Homestead surrounded by trees, far right hand 
side, middle of image. (Photo: the author, 2019).  

                                                           
3
 This paper is widely referenced on the Internet. 

Figure 2A   Sunrise over Great 
Oyster Bay. (Photo: the author, 
2018). 
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higher peak ridgelines defining a very strong boundary line for the culturally defined 

landscapes. The colonial farming landscape (of which Cambria is a large one) is set within 

that. 

Within the natural elements of the evolved landscape are a multiple, very varied, 

interconnected set of natural landscape components; this is critically important. It would be 

difficult to find this form of natural landscape elsewhere in Tasmania. The two entirely 

different water bodies and their surrounds are extremely important due to their diversity and 

presentation of physical expression. Then too, intangible weather effects play out across the 

water surfaces, (e.g. sunrise, sun through cloud effects, colour change effects). Such effects 

can be linked to the eighteenth and nineteenth century landscape aesthetics of the Sublime, 

Picturesque and Beautiful. 

The Colonial Cultural Landscape 

Early locations, then grants: Landscape commences to change 

George Meredith arrived in Van Diemen's Land in 1821 with his family, a free emigrant of 

means.  

He came to establish a new life in an ancient land on the other side of the world. The east 

coast of Tasmania in 1821 had no permanent non-Indigenous settlers and the Van Diemen's 

Land colony was a penal settlement established for convicts deported from the UK. From 

original records, it is clear that George thought there was a mutual agreement with the 

British Government for emigrants such as he; that convict labour would be provided to the 

agricultural setters by the local authorities (Melville 1836). In addition, his vision was to 

advance and improve a "large tract of land", combined with reformation of convict labour in 

his care; both seen by him as beneficial (Meredith 1833).  

As early as 1826, George had acquired 13,000 acres of land either having been granted it, or 

having been given reserved rights to it. It included the Cambria land (then 2,000 acres), 

Redbanks land (500 acres for his son, George Meredith Junior), land north of the Wye River 

which became the Riversdale land. The Belmont land and the additional Moulting Lagoon 

spit land were obtained shortly thereafter (being the eastern extension of spit lands (2715 

acres) and Belmont (1030 acres)). 

The details of his careful exploration are found in Meredith’s (1821) diary and in an 1821 

letter to his brother overseas (Von Stiglitz 1955). Meredith knew about "prospect" (long 

view outwards, encompassing both land and sky) and grand appearance views but there 

were practical considerations such as fresh water, boat and transport access (out of the 

area), flat land for agriculture, while the Hill (or "location") lands were seen as suitable for 

sheep. In selecting land it was quickly discovered that George Meredith had claimed the 

same land as William Talbot, also a free emigrant from the Irish gentry. Given that the 

survey department in Van Diemen's Land was somewhat in disarray, it fell to Earl Bathurst, 

UK Colonial Secretary Goulburn and Governor Brisbane (N.S.W.) to intervene across 

1822-1823 to sort out the confusion (Government Office Duplicate Despatch files).4 A 

duplicate despatch government file of 1826 (Figures 3A & 3B) outlined the exact 

boundaries of Meredith's land claims. 

                                                           
4
 Historical Records of Australia. Series III, Vols. 4 and 5 are useful too. Look under Meredith in 

Index. 
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Figure 3   Map showing land grants, which are some of the oldest remaining intact in Tasmania 
and in the nation. A (left): the map (or despatch) is dated 28 August 1826 and was signed by 
Dumaresq, then Assistant Surveyor General.  B (right): blow up of section of Figure 3A showing 
the site of the first Belmont house, occupied by the Meredith family from approximately 1827 to 
1836. (Source: Tasmanian Archives and Heritage Office, Government Office Duplicate 
Despatch Files, GO33 1.1). 

By c.1830, the Cambria estates consisted of the properties Cambria, Riversdale and 

Belmont; Kearney’s Bogs, near Lake Leake, and Apsley River Farm near Bicheno, 

(Trethowan 2016). 

These very early grants are, in the main, still recognisable in the 2019 landscape. 

Historically this is extremely important since these earliest land grant patterns are a-typical 

of what occurred following the arrival of Lieutenant Governor Arthur (1824) and the 

subsequent Report of the Land Commissioners in 1826-1828 (McKay 1962). The later 

period saw more orderly methods in land granting occurred, so the pattern of granting 

changed markedly from the earliest grants. The Meredith family first lived at Redbanks, but 

by 1827 had moved to an original house constructed by William Talbot. It was called 

Belmont and was built of logs and shingles with five rooms, an underground dairy and a 

store room (Ward, Ferris and Brookes 2017).5 

  

                                                           
5
 This sentence is taken from Trethowan Architecture Interiors Heritage (2017), but is originally 

from Ward, Ferris and Brooks (2016, pp. 13-15).  
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1800s Landscape Input 

At an earlier time in the UK, John Meredith, (George's father) had, from 1785-1791, leased 

Castle Bromwich Hall6 a splendid Jacobean structure currently a Grade 1 English Heritage  

listed mansion with "its parks and gardens [that] extended over many acres and were justly 

famous" (Ellis 1979). The Gardens were "rescued in 1985 by the Castle Bromwich Hall 

Gardens Trust, are Grade II listed"7 and can be visited by the public.8 George therefore at 

formative ages between around 7-13 years was likely cognisant of the beauty of a very large 

and complex gentleman's country estate garden, with its differently defined garden spaces. 

Christian Norberg-Schulz (1975) in his 1970s research into the phenomenology of place 

offered an important insight into our childhood perceptions of place. He noted: 

that objects of identification are concrete environmental properties and that man's 

relationship to these is usually developed during childhood ... The child develops 

perceptual schemata which determine all future experiences. (Norberg-Schulz 1975, 

p. 21). 

As an adult, it was likely that George Meredith knew about the landscape debate that was 

occurring in the UK. The debate centred on the gentleman's country house, gardens and 

country estate, with intense interest which occurred for more than a 100 year period. From 

philosophers and parliamentarians, to landscape designers, clergy, artists, novelists, writers 

and essayists (such as Jane Austen), poets (including William Wordsworth and John Clare), 

all contributed and became involved in the debate. Everyone it seemed offered an opinion 

on beauty, connecting it to the country landscape, what was happening and what ought to 

happen to it. Gardening and plant acquisition became centre stage in respect of the entire 

estate. Plants hitherto unforeseen were flooding into Britain from the New World and Far 

East. Publications such as Curtis' Botanical Magazine, Gardener's Magazine, Gardener's 

Chronicle and J.C. Loudon's works, sprang into life affording the country gentleman a 

wealth of information. A suitable selection of tasteful, new, fashionable 'must-have' flowers 

and trees became available at the large nurseries that emerged as a consequence, (e.g. 

Loddiges, Veitch, Lee and Kennedy). 

The terms ‘The Sublime’, its opposite ‘The Beautiful’, (slightly later the ‘Picturesque’) 

were debated; while landscapes captured the attention of artists. The Grand Tour(s) for the 

wealthy gained numerous adherents. The country house, landscape design, plant 

dissemination, "good taste" were central to the change. A growing class of the wealthy were 

enabled to build the house and then plan their estate land and gardens to complement the 

house; both considered equally important. Each component depended on and was 

interconnected to the other. It may be no accident that William Gilpin too, released his 

Observations on the River Wye in 1782 and that the Wye River in eastern Tasmania has 

become the current northern boundary of current Cambria ownership. George Meredith for 

a time lived in Glamorganshire, Wales. Two of his daughters were born in Llantrisant 

which is not far distant from the Welsh Wye river landscape. The Cambria property is 

topographically similar to its counterpart on the other side of the world.  

                                                           
6
 http://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/list-entry/1000118   Castle Bromwich Hall. 

7
 https://www.solihull.gov.uk/Resident/.../castlebromwichhistory 

8
 https://www.solihull.gov.uk/Resident/.../castlebromwichhistory; and 

https://www.solihull.gov.uk/Resident/Libraries/Local-family-

history/localhistory/castlebromwichhistory 

https://www.solihull.gov.uk/Resident/.../castlebromwichhistory
https://www.solihull.gov.uk/Resident/Libraries/Local-family-history/localhistory/castlebromwichhistory
https://www.solihull.gov.uk/Resident/Libraries/Local-family-history/localhistory/castlebromwichhistory
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George Meredith thought of himself as a gentleman. His vision was for a gentleman's 

garden to complement his imposing house. The gardens, (front, south side at a lower level, 

rear of the house) were all planted out prior to the house being built (1836). This situation is 

known through early letters that George and Mary (second wife) wrote to each other, with 

George often issuing instructions. One of these in 1823 is critically significant: 

You and they must study and plan different ways of laying out the Grounds and 

embellishing nature by art – each person distinct from another that there may be no 

borrowing or copying and the respective plans and ideas can be compared 

afterwards. Not only plans of different houses differently laid out, but walks, 

shrubberies, fields, & & & and even after these anxious endeavours to make Oyster 

Bay a place of residence to all our wishes. (Meredith Family Papers UTAS, 1823, 2: 

emphasis added). 

The Gardens 

The walks, shrubbery, live hedges, fields, gardens, the 'usual' and unusual plantings (even a 

Bower and Arcadia) were progressively laid out across the nineteenth century by George 

(died 1856) and Mary (died 1842), then their son, John Meredith. This is mentioned in early 

and later family letters, (Meredith papers, various dates) other family documents (Edwin 

Meredith, n.d.; Louisa Meredith 1852), by successive newspaper articles (Mercury 1883, 

1884) by a great, great granddaughter Josephine (no surname given, Meredith Family 

papers). By the early 1900s, photography helps validate what was then present. Meanwhile 

original details are described: 

.... it was a common event for my Mother to take me with her for the day, taking our 

dinner with us, spending the day sowing Flower seeds or planting out bulbs etc. & 

return home to "Belmont" a mile distant, in the evening in time for tea.  Then we 

would make excursions into the "Bush" with Horse and cart and spade, to such places 

as I indicated as having seen pretty shrubs, while out kangarooing having with us a 

man to drive the horse and carry the plants to the cart.  Many of the plants so 

obtained were an ornament and memorial of my dear Mother's love of the beautiful 

when I finally left home at 25 years of age. [Meredith Edwin, n.d., p. 6) 

And by 1884, 

The grounds in front are laid out handsomely as a shrubbery and landscape garden 

of which Mr Meredith is very proud for they are of his own creating.  With the 

exception of a few trees of the pine variety which were grown from nursery saplings, 

all have been raised from seeds.  There are planes, Insignis, Lambertiana, 

Cunninghami, Douglasii etc., araucarias, four kinds of pitosporum [sic], Moreton 

Bay figs, Chillian pepper tree, loquats, cedars and so forth, all large and healthy... A 

circular bed planted with roses, tulips, polyanthi [sic], hyaciantha [sic], Daphne etc. 

is in front of the deep verandah, all except the roses in Bloom. (Mercury, 11 Oct 

1884, p. 4).  

The trees in 2019 include, Pinus insignis (now Pinus radiata, then a favoured 'new' 

introduced tree), Cunninghamii, Araucaria cunninghamii (Hoop pine), Douglasii, 

Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas or Oregon fir). Two other araucarias are the Araucacaria 

heterophylla (Norfolk Island pine) and Araucaria bidwillii (Bunya Bunya pine). Two 

pittosporums remain at the property, Pittosporum undulatum and Pittosporum eugenioides   
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(Lemonwood, New Zealand). The Chillian pepper tree is a Schinus molle (native to 

Peruvian Andes). The cedars are Cedrus atlantica from the Atlas Mountains in Morocco, 

and only introduced into England "about 1845" (Dallimore and Jackson. 1931). Some trees 

have obviously been lost; the macrocarpa, two pittosporums, the Moreton Bay figs, and 

loquats. Other trees have been planted with include the Norfolk Island hibiscus.  

The trees illustrated in Figures 5A and 5B (below) are considered to be at least 160 years 

old. The Bunya Bunya pine may be as old, or older than the tree at Brickendon Estate, now 

a World Heritage Area property.   

The trees in Figures 5A to 5C form an extremely distinct part of the heritage landscape 

(front garden) of the Cambria property. It is considered that at least some were sourced 

originally from the then Royal Society's Gardens in Hobart, now the Royal Tasmanian 

Botanical Gardens. Alternatively they may have been sourced through George Fordyce 

Story at Kelvedon, a botanist and medical doctor who lived with the Cotton family; Story 

had been the first Secretary in 1844 to the Royal Society's Gardens and, as well, his family 

had links with the Backhouse nursery in York, UK.   

Arcadia, the Bower and the lower river terrace 

Reference to the place called Arcadia, was made in a photograph (refer Figure 6C) and as 

well by John Meredith in his Farm Journal entry in July 1899 at a time when the lower 

terrace was flooded (John Meredith 1899).  

Bowers in Tasmanian historical gardens are considered extremely rare. J.C. Loudon (1822) 

made a comment about them in the Encyclopaedia of Gardening9. The Cambria bower was 

mentioned numerous times in early letters of George Meredith (Meredith, G4/1-22 letters). 

The bower was referred to by Louisa Meredith in the 1840s: 

... showering a bowery path and rustic bench in one place were fine tall trees of the 

beautiful English elder, rich in their noble creamy-white clusters of most fragrant 

blossoms ... (Meredith 1852, p. 93). 

  

                                                           
9
 A copy of Loudon was known to be in Tasmania by 1826. 

Figure 4   Part of Cambria's 
front garden. (Courtesy: 
Glamorgan Spring Bay 
Historical Society, photo - 
Violet Mace, early1900s). 
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And by great, great granddaughter Josephine in the early 1900s:  

We pass through a hawthorn-encircled arbour that has seen the love-making of each 

succeeding generation, along a path overhung with sycamores, and climb up a steep 

bank thick with periwinkle and ivy, to find ourselves once more in the front garden. 

(Josephine, no surname given, TAHO, n.d. (probably early 1900s)).  

A most interesting very modern interpretation on the meaning of the Bower comes from 

Judith W. Page and Elise L. Smith. In reviewing Jane Austen's Mansfield Park, these 

authors noted that:  

... the Narrator imagines both the bedchamber and the bower as a feminine space 

associated with tranquility and renewal - for Catharine, the place where she is most 

herself and not some false representation that she reveals to the world. (Page and 

Smith 2011, p.217). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5A   Araucaria bidwillii (Bunya 
Bunya pine). (Photo: the author, 2019). 

Figure 5B   Radiata pines and Atlas 
cedar. (Photo: the author 2019). 

Figure 5C   The conifer 
collection at Cambria. The 
Queensland Hoop pine is 
on the far left of the 
image, the Norfolk Island 
pine behind a chimney of 
the house while the 
Bunya pine dominates the 
front space. (Photo: 
Stuart Read, 2019). 
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Figure 6   Arcadia, Cambria.  A (top left): steps down to the lower level (photo: the author, 
2019). B (bottom left): a part of Arcadia in 2019 (photo: the author, 2019). C (top right): Arcadia, 
labelled as such (photo - Violet Mace, early 1900s; courtesy: Glamorgan Spring Bay Historical 
Society). D (bottom right): another area of Arcadia with New Zealand flax (Phormium tenax) 
growing well amongst the many Sycamore trees

10
 (photo: Stuart Read). 

Cambria Shrubbery, Live Hedges and Drive 

There was a shrubbery at Cambria, with an 1884 newspaper making reference to it. Its 

location was also shown in the 1888 map plan of the property:  

The grounds in front are laid out handsomely as a shrubbery and landscape garden 

... (Mercury, 11 Oct 1884, p. 4). 

The shrubbery was planted out largely using conifers but they are not present in 2019. A 

line of English oaks and a hedge now separates what was the shrubbery from the homestead 

paddocks.   

                                                           
10

 Louisa Meredith (1852) commented upon New Zealand flax growing at Cambria in the 1840s 
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Live hedges were an integral part of the Cambria landscape to differentiate paddocks, 

orchards and farm components. Louisa Meredith referred to gorse and hawthorn, as well as 

the use of post and rail fencing. One employee, Sam, was kept continually trimming hedges 

Figure 7A   Part of the 
Cambria Drive, 2019. On 
the left hand side the front 
garden was enclosed by a 
wall and high hedging. 
(Photo: the author, 2019). 

Figure 7B   The conifers, 
which once formed a part of 
the Shrubbery can be seen 
on the right hand side of the 
image. (Courtesy: 
Glamorgan Spring Bay 
Historical Society, photo - 
Violet Mace, early 1900s). 

Figure 7C   Turning off the 
Tasman Highway some of 
the hedge lines remain, but 
restoration is clearly 
required. The notice is 
warning people from 
entering the property. 
(Photo: the author, 2018). 
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across months (1858 Farm Journal). Live hedges defined the Cambria Drive, which had an 

unusual pattern. The drive was described in the early 1900s:  

Turning off the stony main road, we drive up a long lane bordered on both sides by 

high hawthorn hedges, past the solid stone stables and the high stone wall that 

surrounds the back garden, and then up another hawthorn shaded lane to the white 

entrance gates. These are overhung by two enormous almond trees that reach across 

the giant archway. (Josephine, no surname given, TAHO, n.d. (probably early 

1900s)). 

Small sections of the high stone wall remain. 

And from Mr. Loudon: 

The first view obtained of the house ought to be as favorable as possible and not of 

any particularly front, but rather an angular view bosomed in trees.  The second or if 

there are two or more the last view on a nearer approach should be distinct and shew 

the entrance front and porch or portico; the road approaching it at such a distance 

obliquely as the eye may now readily comprehend the whole and to the greatest 

advantage. (Loudon 1822, p. 1174).  

Across the nineteenth century it was not until the carriage turned into the walled entrance 

gates, (now removed) under the conifers, that the front garden and front of house would 

have been visible. It fitted more or less to Loudon's opinion that the view of the house had 

to be kept 'hidden' until the last possible moment. Possibly roof and attics were always 

visible coming up the drive but enclosure had been designed and then was executed from 

the middle nineteenth century onward.  

The pattern of Cambria Lane is unique to the property.   

The Land Use of Cambria 

Paddock size, design, patterns  

In teasing out nineteenth century property place history, plans are crucial. Cambria has 

plans that stretch from the 1826 grant plan (already referred to), survey plans (1840s), and 

excellent sale plans for 1861, 1871, and 1888. All of these plans are very detailed in 

presentation. There are Commonwealth Valuation Field Books for 1951 for Belmont and 

Redcliffe, both properties integrated into the Cambria Estate in the nineteenth century. 

These too detail farm management and paddock use, costs, property improvements, etc.  

By 1861, paddocks were named, (and numbered); for example Number 13, was one of the 

orchards, Number 5 a garden paddock which had wheat growing in it.   

The 1861 plan can be compared with the Farm Journal 1858-59 (Meredith family papers. 

Non State Records TAHO). The 1871 map plan can be compared to the 1869-70 Field 

Journal. This allows both a time based detailed account and a location based account to be 

compared with each other.  

This type of location based, time based unusual match-up is considered invaluable in 

cultural heritage research.  

  



 

 

 

 

Proceedings of the Australia ICOMOS Cultural Landscape Diversity & the Implications for Management Symposium 2018               116 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8A   Above is a part of an 1841 plan. 
(Source: Glamorgan 1/154, Lands & Titles, 
DPIPWE). 

Figure 8B   Part of a plan of the property in 
1861. (Source: Tasmanian Heritage & 
Archives Office, NS172-1-7). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8C   Part of a plan map of Cambria 
Estate, 1871. (Source: Tasmanian Heritage & 
Archives Office, NS 570-1-1).  

Figure 8D   Part of a plan of Glamorgan 31, 
1888. (Source: Tasmanian Heritage & 
Archives Office).  

There was a distinct seasonal rhythm to the farm work but always plenty of it. Farm work 

was very labour intensive. Snapshots from the Farm Journals provide a daily detail of how a 

colonial historic, agricultural, pastoral estate was worked, its pattern uncovered, its 

specificity detailed. 

Google Earth in 2019 indicates the very early pattern of paddock design of the Homestead 

paddocks. This represents over 170 years of paddock pattern design, albeit now with most 

of the planted live hedge lines removed.  

Cambria by the 1850s was a very large colonial farm, and was large scale in production. 

There appears to have been (from the last half of the nineteenth century) a defined rhythm  
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Figure 8E   Part of the Cambria property in the 1980s. (Courtesy: Geodata Services, DPIPWE, 
Tasmania). 

and synergy to the farm work detailed in the Farm Journal snapshots. This included 

information with regard to: 

 Cereal crops (such as wheat, barley, oats, when sowed, when harvested, when 

threshed, milled and stacked).  

 Preparation of the paddocks and orchard, garden (manuring, use of guano, green 

manure, seaweed from The Sands, etc.).  

 Demonstration of a certain type of crop rotation that was practised, to help maintain 

the fertility of the soil. It meant that peas might follow a cereal crop, that stock 

might be put on the stubble, (e.g. manuring the ground); thus emphasising that these 

soils could support continual cropping across time. This description mostly applies 

to the Homestead paddocks, but other paddocks were brought into use as well at 

times.  

 Crops such as mangles, (Mangel Wurzel) tobacco, were grown and harvested. Other 

crops such as potatoes and turnips were grown in the early years at Cambria 

(Meredith Papers). Additional crops included peas, asparagus, and hops.  

 Animal patterns and animal numbers on the farm can be detected. The numbers of 

stock most likely increased across the nineteenth century but decreased by the turn 

of the twentieth century. By the 1869 journal it would appear that the sheep were 

dipped at least once a year; an enormous job considering their numbers. Use of 

tobacco water was a part of this, tobacco a crop often mentioned. There were 

thousands of sheep of various ages to be treated. Cattle had to be brought down 

from the Bogs to be branded. Cattle sometimes were placed on the marshy areas of 

the farm. Pigs were put out to graze on the harvested stubble of a cereal crop.  
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Figure 9: A page from the 
1858-59 Farm Journal, 
Saturday June 19th. 
Industrious apple packing 
occurred before 200 boxes 
of apples were sent off to 
Melbourne. The sewing of 
Cocksfoot grass seed 
occurred in the 40 acre 
paddock.  

Figure 10:  The plan of the 
orchards, gardens, 
shrubbery adapted from the 
1888 map plan (Plan of 
Glamorgan 31, 1888, 
TAHO). The lower garden 
(north eastern portion known 
as Arcadia) most likely 
merged into orchard; 
obvious in 2019. This lower 
area has been ravaged by 
intermittent flooding of the 
Meredith River. The fourth 
orchard is not shown on this 
image; it was adjacent to the 
Meredith River, closer to its 
exit into Great Oyster Bay.  
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 A lot of the farm activities were carried out simultaneously. For example this 

included ploughing of paddocks and sheep management such as dipping, most 

likely butchering, dressing etc. 

 Specific management in the orchard and related, such as apple picking, other types 

of fruit picking, packing, dispatching, give quite precise accounts of how many 

boxes were dispatched via boats called The Tommy and Twins. Care and 

management of the orchards at times took a number of men daily working in 

various ways to keep the continual flow of tasks completed. In the 1858 journal a 

'new' orchard, was being made. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11A   Old pear tree. (Photo: the author, 
2019). 
 

Figure 11B   Very old mulberry tree which 
walks along the ground. (Photo: the author, 
2019). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
Figure 11C   Line of walnut 
trees. (Photo: Stuart Read, 
2019). 
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Figure 11D   A single apple tree in the rear 
paddock. (Photo: the author, 2019). 

Figure 11E   Two lines of filbert/hazel 
bushes. (Photo: Stuart Read, 2019). 

Cambria was always a mixed farm so there were varied activities across the year, those 

connected to stock, (sheep, cattle, pigs), cereal crops, root crops, green crops and to orchard 

produce.  

At the same time there was general farm maintenance being undertaken and new structures 

were being constructed (e.g. barn, green house in the 1858 journal, irrigation by 1884). 

Potatoes were a specific crop grown at Cambria from earliest times. Like fruit, potatoes 

were exported to Melbourne. By the late 1850s, their management, (sowing, harvesting, 

packing, etc.) had almost wholly become the preserve of possible German journeymen with 

names Keefer, Dilger, Gemmell, Rapp and Wagner (Courier, October 1855). These names 

live on in 2019 in Swansea. A. Gemmell built the Swansea Anglican Church to a design by 

notable architect Henry Hunter of Hobart, with John Meredith laying the foundation stone 

(Whiteley n.d.). Wagner cottages in 2019 are tourist cottages, Rapp Street exists, and John 

Keefer baked bread for the town and managed the Riversdale mill (Cassidy and Preston 

2000). 

Cambria Orchards 

Cambria orchards may have been the most extensive in mid-nineteenth century Tasmania. 

Given this, their long history and scale of output, they are seen as having high historical 

significance. Edwin Meredith (n.d., p. 6) in his Reminiscences wrote: 

The intention of building a new house had evidently been determined upon years 

before it was commenced for a large piece of ground had been enclosed for an 

orchard and garden and well stocked with trees …  

Orchard trees were mentioned in 1823 ('take care of the fruit trees and lower hedges') 

(Meredith 1823 Meredith Family Papers, G4/5). In a further 1823 letter George wrote:  

I have brt down with me almost every kind of fruit Trees from Sydney and almost 

every kind of flower. (1823, Meredith Family Papers, G4/6, June). 

By 1825, nectarines and apricot trees were mentioned (Meredith George, 1825). As Colleen 

Morris noted (Morris 2004, p. 6):  

In colonial times, plant exchange was intrinsically related to family and social 

networks.  
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Further research may reveal that in Sydney, George knew or met persons such as John 

Macarthur and or others.  

The orchards at Cambria were extensive. By 1888 there were four, a total of 18 acres in 

1871 (The Mercury, July 1871), by 1888, 23¾ acres of orchards and gardens (1888 map 

plan). Apples, pears, plums, cherries, walnuts, almonds, gooseberries, currant bushes, figs, 

hazel and filbert bushes, later lemons, oranges, were all mentioned. It would seem that the 

Cambria rear garden inter-mixed the fruit and nut trees with the flowers, sometimes 

vegetables, even crops. Certainly the area of land at the rear of the house is consistently 

marked on map plans as being ‘orchard and garden’ but the practice may have extended to 

the other lower terrace orchards too.  

Apple and mulberry trees were reported at Cambria from very early times (McLeod 2017).  

A Change of Fortune 

In 1871, the Cambria property was put up for sale. This time (unlike 1841, 1861) parts of 

the property were sold. The sale plan clearly outlined the various lots while The Mercury 

newspaper described them in some detail. As well, the 1871 plan overlaid the original grant 

to George Meredith.  

Certain lots are of immediate interest in the 21st century, given the proposed future 

development for the property.   

Lot 1 was the Cambria land. It was then 5040½ acres (2040 ha.) of which 268 acres (108 

ha) were seen as cultivated ‘land all laid down in permanent grasses’, 13 paddocks, 18 acres 

of orchards, plus the extensive sheep runs. Lot 2 was the Belmont Estate, which is 

important to consider in 2019 because a large slice of its lands are owned now by an 

overseas consortium. In 1871 it contained 2,611 acres (1057 ha) fronting on to the Wye and 

Swan Rivers. It too had buildings, improvements while 211 acres (85 ha) were cultivated.  

Lot 3 was the Riversdale farm (close connections to Louisa and Charles Meredith, and to 

Edwin Meredith), and was, by 1871 very strongly integrated within the Cambria Estate. 

Riversdale had the working flour mill, with wheat sent from Cambria; much sheep work 

also occurred at times at Riversdale. There was a substantial house, the flour mill, 

woolsheds, gardens, 1,803 acres in total and 331 acres laid into permanent pastures. Lot 5 

(A and B) are very relevant in 2019. Lot 5 was 4,216 acres (1,706 ha.). In the north it 

fronted to the Wye River and was considered to be first-rate sheep land, then divided into 

five runs. In 1871, the land coloured blue (refer Figure 12) was either owned by John 

Meredith, or the estate of George Meredith (The Mercury, July 1871). These were the Hill 

lands. The bulk of this land is now owned by the consortium. 

Despite having lost the Belmont and Riversdale lands, the Cambria property continued in 

the latter part of the century producing crops, and stock, whilst becoming a leader in East 

Coast irrigation.  

The Mercury wrote in 1884 of the installed Althouse Windmill:  

…pumps water onto tanks on the elevated staging, and from there piping conveys to 

central places, where hose reaches the whole of the garden and orchard in rear of 

house and in the same manner the flower garden and shrubbery in front are watered. 

The house is of course supplied and additional to this troughing in the house 
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paddocks are kept filled with pure sweet water for the stock. (Mercury, 11 Oct 1884, 

p. 4).   

The Althouse Windmill was described in the Kerang Times and Swan Hill Gazette, as being 

the ‘cheapest and the best’ Windmill and that ‘it very soon paid for itself’ (Kerang Times & 

Swan Hill Gazette, 18 Aug 1882, p. 1).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12   The 1871 plan of ‘Cambria and Riversdale Estates, the Property of John Meredith 
Esq’ by Major L. Hood, Hobart Town Lithographer. (Tasmanian Archives and Heritage Office: 
NS570-1-1).  

Meanings, Experience and Aesthetics in Landscape 

In the nineteenth century associations, spiritual values, the setting of the principal house, 

and holistic perceptions for the country estate were well understood and considered 

extremely important. Mark Girouard concurred that: 

The nineteenth century was "the golden age of the country house" … Walking around 

a garden or driving round a park, whether one's own or somebody else’s, loomed 

large in the ample leisure time of people in polite society. (Girouard 1978, p. 210). 

Humphry Repton (1752-1818) was an acknowledged landscape designer of the time.11 He 

considered a number of requisite principles for the house location. The natural character of 

the surrounding country had to be considered, the style and character of the house, its aspect 

and views from the several apartments, the objects of comfort such as a good water supply. 

Repton outlined 16 principles for laying out the grounds. 

                                                           
11

 Wikipedia (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Humphry_Repton) describes Repton as 'the last great 

English landscape designer of the eighteenth century’. The Encyclopedia Britannica 

(www.britannica.com) notes that he is the 'English landscape designer who became the undisputed 

successor to Lancelot Brown as improver of grounds to the landed gentry of England'. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Humphry_Repton
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It is interesting to consider these in respect of the Cambria property: 

"is that which constitutes true beauty"... 1. Congruity, II. Utility, III. Order, IV. 4. 

Symmetry, V. Picturesque Effect, VI. Intricacy. VII. Simplicity. VIII. Variety. IX. 

Novelty. X. Contrast. XI Continuity. XII. Association. XIII. Grandeur. XIV. 

Appropriation, XV. Animation. XVI. the Seasons. (Repton, 1806, pp. 81-82). 

Most of these qualities can still be demonstrated in the 2019 landscape. Dixon and Hunt 

(1998) have further elaborated upon Repton's work. Fascinatingly, in 1865 Robert Kerr 

wrote on the desirable qualities of house location, which George Meredith some 40 years 

earlier had executed in the Cambria house setting:  

South and West [relate to north and east in southern hemisphere] he will be anxious 

to see a broad panorama of lower landscape, perhaps a river and the opposite 

watershed rising up in distant hills. (Kerr 1865, p. 300). 

Overseas geographers meanwhile were hard at work a century later (1970s) examining in 

detail what the meaning and experience of landscape meant. Three are briefly cited, their 

works still very relevant in 2019.  

For example, Christian Norberg-Schulz (1975, 19) noted:   

To gain an existential foothold, man has to be able to orientate himself, he has to 

know where he is.  But he also has to identify himself with the environment, that is, he 

has to know how he is in a certain place. 

Figure 13A   The Althouse 
windmill was in place by 1884. 
(Courtesy: the Glamorgan Spring 
Bay Historical Society, photo - 
Violet Mace, early 1900s). 

Figure 13B   A haystack which 
shows a similarity of form to 
haystack images painted by artist 
Claude Monet (1840-1926). See 
for example ‘Haystacks Snow 
Effect’ 1891. (Courtesy: the 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Historical 
Society, photo - Violet Mace, 
early 1900s). 
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Jay Appleton (1975, updated 1996) compiled The Experience of Landscape. Appleton's 

research, into art science, the literature, and theoretical approach to landscape aesthetics 

gave the world the ‘prospect-refuge theory’12. This has been applied successfully elsewhere 

in Tasmania (Sheridan 2004, 2006, 2007, 2008) with regard to landscape.    

A third influential writer was Edward Relph. He noted:  

To be human is to live in a world that is filled with significant places: to be human is 

to have and to know your place (Relph 1976, p. 1). 

Both Relph and Norberg-Schulz made reference to the philosopher, Martin Heidegger 

(1889-1976).  

The prospect/refuge interpretation is particularly interesting because it can be related 

historically to the Sublime and the Beautiful. In Tasmania, there were two competing 

symbolic interpretations of island landscapes in the Beautiful, and the Sublime, with the 

Picturesque, fitted in between. The untamed Sublime lay beyond, (wildness, wilderness, 

etc.) ‘out there’ (providing picturesque effect, contrast and grandeur), while the ordered 

paddocks, hedges, plantings constituted what Robert Browning (1841) poetically described 

as ‘God's in his Heaven, All's right with the world’13 or the ‘Beautiful perception of the 

colonial estate’ (i.e., order, symmetry, novelty, appropriation, association, seasonal 

changes) (Sheridan 2001, 2002, 2004, 2006a, 2006b).  

The panoramic view from the top of Brady's Hill extends in all directions over 190 degrees; 

it is vast and stunning. The cultural landscape can be truly appreciated and viewed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 14A   A vast panorama of possibly 190 degrees, can be seen from the top of Brady's 
Hill. (Photo: the author, 2019). 

                                                           
12

 Appleton (1996, p. 66) - 'Where he has an unimpeded opportunity to see, we can call it a prospect.  

Where he has an opportunity to hide, a refuge’. 
13

 Robert Browning, 1841 - Pippa's Song (https://englishverse.com/poems/pippas_song). 

https://englishverse.com/poems/pippas_song
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Figure 14B   The homestead nestled amongst the trees. The reason for the smoky images was 
that in January 2019, Tasmania had huge fires burning across the western part of the state, 
including in the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area. (Photo: Stuart Read, 2019).  

The Cambria Estate represents a symbolic landscape in many respects. In Van Diemen's 

Land (Tasmania), prolific and world renowned artist John Glover's landscapes have been 

interpreted as the Symbolic Landscape of an Eden within an Eden (McPhee 2004). The 

Tasmanian Edenic or Arcadian landscape theme is one that has travelled across time in 

published research, accounts, tourist publications, art critiques and is almost always coupled 

to the beauty of the island. For example, The Times (29 Jun 1835, p. 5 cited in Hansen 2004, 

p. 94) described VDL landscapes as ‘beautiful and picturesque, magnificent and sublime, ... 

delightful and noble’.  

In Britain, the creation of a Picturesque landscape required: 

The capital of a gentleman, the design skills of a Capability Brown, and the trades 

and labour of whole villages. In Van Diemen’s Land it was already there. In other 

words, (to use Michael Rosenthal’s formulation) ‘in England Arcadia has to be 

made; in Australia it is found’. (Hansen 2004).   

Conclusion 

As of October 2019, there has been no full hearing by the Tasmanian Planning Commission 

into the Specific Area Plan. Deadline dates were issued for 2019, but consistently these 

were not met by the proponents. Jurisdictional matters were tested by a hearing on 30 

August 2019. The amount of material in the public domain across the period from June 

2018-October 2019 amounts to hundreds of pages. 
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On 22 November 2019 the Tasmanian Planning Commission determined 'on the basis of 

evidence before it, that the requirements of section 33 (2A) [were] not met'14. So 'that it did 

not have jurisdiction to determine the draft amendment.' The matter may be appealed and 

taken to the Supreme Court of Tasmania in 2020, but as of January 2020, the fate of 

Cambria hangs in the balance.  

It ought not to be like this; Tasmanian governments have a clear responsibility for what 

happens to their oldest, and most authentic historic properties. Would Woolmers and 

Brickendon have become World Heritage Area listed properties if only the house had been 

considered? 

The Meredith archive is an extraordinary one. Such a social history is invaluable to the 

fabric of modern Tasmania. 

The Cambria Estate is a cultural landscape of high integrity, authenticity, heritage 

significance and contains enormously rare heritage values to the nation. It sits within that 

wider cultural ancient landscape as outlined previously. Within the Estate, there are micro 

landscape areas that can still be identified (e.g., gardens, orchards, drive, hedged fields, 

field pattern designs) and more. Each of these helps determine and adds to, the significance 

values of the others. The trees in the front garden (and elsewhere) are a legacy of garden 

planting in the nineteenth century; an unusual collection remains, adding to Australian 

botanical and garden history. Old orchard trees add too – they contribute to Tasmania's 

botanical history and may represent very old, interesting species. The mulberry trees may be 

amongst the oldest in Tasmania. Arcadia, and the accompanying Bower, are places in 2019 

that, while wanting restoration, are quiet, peaceful, filtered light areas. One can still imagine 

(as Josephine wrote) ‘the lovers of the past together’. The setting of the homestead and its 

surrounds are considered unique in Tasmania. The amazingly stunning views (from Brady's 

Hill) outwards across the Estate, the ancient landscape it sits within, of diverse water 

patterns reflecting the sky on any particular day or time, are beautiful and unique in their 

naturalness of form. There is a vastness evoked in the evolved landscape of sky, water and 

land.  

The bringing of a vision to Tasmania to recreate the English country estate in the most 

fastidious degree possible can still be realised. As, at the same time the family were 

managing a business farm and exporting produce, this must be seen as Australian farming 

and agricultural history. The interconnection and integration of all of the various heritage 

evolved components to the estate, discussed above, lead to a clear conclusion: Cultural 

landscape evolution and the stories that sit behind that evolution, matter very much.  

This property cannot and must not become a tourist town.  
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SYMPOSIUM PROGRAM 
 

Australia ICOMOS Symposium, 10th November 2018, Hobart, Tasmania 

Cultural Landscape Diversity 
& the Implications for Management 

 

   

 

 

PROGRAMME 
VENUE   
The venue for the Cultural Landscape Diversity & the Implications for Management Symposium is the 
Elizabeth Street Conference Room. The Conference Room is on the Lower Ground Floor of the Hobart Town 
Hall, and is accessed from Elizabeth Street via the ground level car park between Macquarie and Davey 
Streets.   

PROGRAMME  

Time Session 

9:00 am Opening Session 

Symposium welcome  - Kieran Davis / Sue Rosen (Co-convenors NSC CLCR) 

Housekeeping (Anne McConnell) 

Welcome to Country 

Opening Remarks – Anne McConnell (Symposium Coordinator) 

9:20 am Session 1    Chair: Anne McConnell 

Where are we at? Diversity and the framework for cultural landscapes 

milaythina pakana (Aboriginal land) – an Indigenous perspective: a Tasmanian Aboriginal 
Centre film about the value of returned Aboriginal land and connecting to this land through 
access and land management. 

Steve Brown - World Heritage and Australian National Heritage listed cultural landscapes: 
How diverse and sustainable are they? 

Liz Vines - Is the Historic Urban Landscape (HUL) model a useful tool for managing change 
in heritage cities and towns? Is it applicable and useful in the Australian context? 

10:45 Morning Tea 

11:10 Session 2   Chair: Sue Rosen 

What lessons are there in managing landscapes with diverse values and uses? 

Gwenda Sheridan - Cambria, heritage and planning change. 

Juliet Ramsay - Extreme challenges facing the conservation of heritage space.  

Anne McConnell - The importance of the planning context for cultural landscape values 
protection and management: Some Tasmanian case studies. 
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12:35 Lunch 

1:35 Session 3   Chair: Hector Abrahams 

What are the challenges for managing large landscapes? Safeguarding the values 
and diversity of cultural landscapes. 

Iain Stuart - Rural and industrial landscapes – the wheat landscape.  

Ursula de Jong - Point Nepean National Park – a new master plan and its implementation. 

David Kirkland, Dominic Steele, Jakub Czastka & Stephanie Licciardo - Managing the 
varied and complex values of cultural landscapes - Parramatta Park. 

3:00 Afternoon Tea 

3:20 Session 4   Chair: Liz Vines 

What are the challenges for urban cultural landscapes? Managing values and 
diversity. 

Hector Abrahams - Parramatta: Managing rapid growth in an urban cultural landscape.  

Flavia Kiperman - Shared reality of communities neighbouring historic urban centres. The 
case of Rio de Janeiro: Carioca Landscapes between the mountain and the sea. 

4:30 

 

 

Close - 4:45 

Sum Up & Closing Remarks 

Summing Up – Steve Brown 

Closing remarks – Anne McConnell 

  

NSC CLCR 
Meeting 

5:00 -6:30pm 

Annual Meeting – general business 

[please note this meeting is for NSC members, however interested non-NSC members are 
welcome] 

FIELD EXCURSION PROGRAMME (SUNDAY 11TH NOVEMBER 2018) 
 

 

 

 

 
 

ABOUT AUSTRALIA ICOMOS  

Australia ICOMOS (International Council on Monuments and Sites) is a non-government, not-for-profit 
organisation of cultural heritage professionals, which formed as a national committee of ICOMOS in 1976. 
Australia ICOMOS’ mission is to lead cultural heritage conservation in Australia by raising standards, 
encouraging debate and generating innovative ideas. Australia ICOMOS has an Australia-wide membership 
base and encourages heritage professionals and others with an interest in the conservation of cultural heritage to 
join. More information is available at https://australia.icomos.org/. 

ABOUT THE NATIONAL SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEE FOR CULTURAL LANDSCAPES & CULTURAL ROUTES (NSC-CLCR) 

The National Scientific Committee (NSC) on Cultural Routes and Cultural Landscapes is a sub-group of Australia 
ICOMOS. The NSC provides a forum for informed discussion of theory, issues and practice relating to cultural 
landscapes and cultural routes among Australia ICOMOS members. Its role is to provide a focus for ongoing 
professional development and enhancing Australian practice in these areas. It also provides a basis for broader 
and more informed participation by Australian experts and associate members at the international level (ie, 
through the ICOMOS International Scientific Committees related to cultural landscapes and cultural routes).  

 

https://australia.icomos.org/about-us/icomos-international/
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1. Outeiro da Gloria (Gloria Hill) church embedded in one of Rio de Janeiro’s favelas 
within the Rio de Janeiro: Carioca Landscapes World Heritage Area, Brazil. (Photo: Flavia 
Kiperman, 2012). 

2. Budj Bim Cultural Landscape aquaculture channel and pond, Victoria, Australia, 
recently inscribed on the World Heritage List. (Photo: Tyson Lovett-Murray. Source: 
Gunditj Mirring Traditional Owners Aboriginal Corporation; retrieved whc.unesco.org/en/ 
documents/167832). 

3. The Recherche Bay associative cultural landscape located partly within the Tasmanian 
Wilderness World Heritage Area, Australia. (Photo: Anne McConnell, 2007). 

4. Lake Burley Griffin and Lakeshore Landscape, Canberra, Australia. The HUL approach 
in Canberra allows for the broad landscape setting quality of this city to be considered in 
its management. (Photo: Elizabeth Vines, 2018). 
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AM-GLA-AM2018-03 Cambria Green  

Part 3A.   Land Use and Agriculture 

2022 

Gwenda Sheridan 

Introduction 

That the Cambria lands have immense, historical significance cannot be refuted. 

They were firstly natural lands used by the Aboriginal peoples for thousands of years 

before being converted to productive agricultural and pastoral land (see Parts 1, 2A, 

2B, 2C, 2D, 2E).   

The history of that land use across thousands of years, by the First Nations' peoples, 

then its colonial land uses since 1821, followed by further agricultural use to the 

present time must be seen as having enormously high heritage significance and very 

high heritage values.  

Moulting Lagoon (4,507 ha) which joins to the Apsley Marshes, (880 ha) ( Ramsar 

Wetlands) are acclaimed internationally.   In total these cover 5,387 ha. of land, 

something approaching the size of the Cambria lands. See Part 1 The Natural 

Environment.  

The Meredith family owned land at the Apsley Marshes as well.   One passes a tiny 

notice on the road to Bicheno, which says Llandaff and there is a small cemetery 

nearby.  

There has been no "settlement" or intensification, urban infrastructure, commercial 

or tourist use (of the type envisaged) on these lands ever.  

Now what is termed "agricultural use" of land and what potentially sits behind that 

"use" is seen to be enormous in scope.  At least some of that is explored in Part 3A.  

 If the Solicitor General can't understand the legislation1 (what the absurd long 

sentences actually mean), he joins with others in a similar position.    By that is 

meant (my view) that decisions have been made (by the Government and higher 

Executive), with a pile of legislation changed, no well researched strategy material 

presented,  changes to the manner in which the digitized TPC website was altered, 

etc. etc.   In respect of land use, critical actions are consistently being taken so exactly 

how is LUPAA Schedule 1 Part 1,then 1(a) (a), (b), (c)  and Part 2  (b), (d), (f) (g), (i) 

carefully and rigorously being adhered to?  

 

 
1  See Mercury, November 10 2021.  See to Rob Nolan in PIA Planning News, Vol. 47, No 11.  Dec 2021  
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Why for example is the PPU now a part of the Department of Premier and Cabinet?   

Independence of planning?   

The RMPS system under which planning is supposed to operate in my view cannot 

do so under the present Tasmanian Planning Scheme, (See Introduction, Part 4, plus 

elsewhere).  

There are significant implications for the TPC if Schedule 1 of LUPAA is just ignored.   

Part 3A attempts to take an holistic approach and build initially on what was outlined 

in Part 1 (Natural Environment).  It seeks to integrate, interconnect, critically assess, 

key environmental parameters such as, 

  

• soils and soil capability  

• water and watersheds, a critical issue, 

• brings in more recent scientific research and critical investigations,  

• considers the material sent to the EPBC re the SWAN irrigation,  

• considers irrigation and agribusiness; what do the changes mean?  

• considers changes to land use policy 

• considers the Swan Valley Irrigation Scheme: FWAP-SW-007 Cambria and 

WAPs, 

• scope of change (s) envisaged,  

• nature and type of proposed development envisaged, 

• intensity of projected change(s), 

• a comprehensive meaning of change if the SAP is approved. 
 

 Wherever possible brought into the discussion is very reputable material that the 

Commission may, may not have previously accessed.  It is seen as critical to Schedule 

1, (both parts) and to whether or not the SAP can/cannot be approved.  

 

Noted is that in late 2021 37 pp. entitled Swan Valley Irrigation Scheme: (FWAP-SW-

007 CAMBRIA) by Tasmanian Irrigation and Macquarie Franklin was sent to the 

Commission. This is more than curious given the dates.  Dates on the actual 

document note that it was signed off on 16. 5. 2017.  However it was not put up on 

the TPC website, date, “submission applicant 11 October 2021.”   

The principal question is why was there this delay of over four and a half years before 

this was made public in any way? This has to be examined.  More on this occurs at 

the end of this document.   

2. Additional climate information. [please refer also Part 1, the 

Natural Environment].  

 Below there is a small repeat of a part of Part 1. 

The Bureau of Meteorology (BOM) has several rain stations in the area under 

consideration.  One of these is Belmont, 092040 which has operated intermittently 
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since 1963.  Some figures are more than interesting for the yearly totals.  It is worth 

noting the enormous variability in rainfall. 

Something stands out as a glaring piece of information.   

BOM Rain Station 092040  

1972:   333 mms 

1979  326     " 

1969  922     " 

1974  857    " 

Forward to 2013:  

2013  669 mms   2018  384.4    "  

2014  321.7     "   2019  305.8    " 

2015   370.9     "   2020  655.7   " 

2016  932.7     " 

2017   393.0     " 

The pattern is rainfall can be very erratic, (ie high variability between years).  One 

has to ponder whether if studied further the low totals would correspond to El Niño 

years, the high years to La Niña years. Such patterns suggest why it is so imperative 

to keep updating the relevant research and completing assessments on what patterns 

can be detected; then what they mean.  

Many publications documents make reference to the dryness of the East Coast, to the 

variability of rainfall of the East Coast.  Just what effects might result from such a 

climatic variability and how that impacts on the watersheds, and ecosystems of river 

systems which feed directly into the area under consideration is not clearly 

articulated.  This does not relate just to the consortium lands but as well very much 

to Moulting Lagoon and the Ramsar Apsley Marsh wetlands which must be 

considered.  

 (i) The 2010 research: Climate Futures for Tasmania 

The Climate Futures Project was completed in 2010; work related to climate that the 

author assumes the TPC knows about.  But in case not, it is located on the DPAC 

website and called The Climate Futures for Tasmania Project. There are four 

reports related to climate, (includes two summaries, two full reports),  

 This work was completed on behalf of the Antarctic Climate and Ecosystems CRC in 

cooperation with other organisations. 



4 
 

 ©  Gwenda Sheridan 2022  

The Commission is directed to this work, both summaries and full documents, 

particularly that for agriculture.  From the summary of the Climate and Agriculture 

document:  

 (ii) Climate Future for Tasmania: Impacts on agriculture; the  

  summary.  

 The total contribution of agriculture to the Tasmanian economy is [was then]
 estimated to be around 16% of gross state product p.4. 
 

Projected changes to the climate will have significant impacts on agricultural 
enterprises at farm, industry and regional scales. The projected increases in both 
minimum and maximum temperatures are likely to require changes to agricultural 
practices, including changes to crop choices, reduced time to crop maturity, changes 
to crop yields and crop quality, and changes in the incidence and severity of weeds, 
pests and diseases. Farm management, choice of crops and land use could all change 
substantially as a result of these impacts. p. 2.  

 
 It is clear that modelling (NB this was 2010) cannot always forecast exactly what will 
happen in the future.  Looking at the area under consideration, for example at p. 2; a 
projected 2.9 degree increase in temperature was given, while at p.3 winter is 
projected to become drier, (reverses the known pattern of winter rainfalls); at p 5. 
drought was not agreed upon with the 6 models, ("a wide range of possibilities"), 
projected too, rainfall autumn increases (eg. coming at a most inconvenient time for 
harvesting; for example grapes).  
 
The full document dealing with Climate change and Agriculture is 90 pages long and 
full of detail relating back to the modelling and canvassing information important in 
the decision re Cambria Green. The Commission is directed to that research 
document and its findings.   
 

Not known is whether further updates have been made in the 12 years since this 
research data was completed.  

Patterns of change are fundamentally important because everything is 
interconnected.  Climate stands at the top of the long list of how changes are, will, 
occur in the future.  

3. A matter of soils  

 (i) Soils and Land Capability   

 LUPAA 
 
 Schedule 1, Part 2 (i) 
 
To provide a framework which fully considers Land Capability.   
 
This cannot be met if the SAP is approved. 
 
The rise in foreign ownership of agricultural land in Tasmania is considered 
disturbing.   
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• Noted is that Tasmania has no dedicated Department of Agriculture.2 

• It is incorporated within DPIPWE.  

• Noted too is that, there appears to be little integration, coordination, specific 
policy, or guidelines across too many jurisdictions. 

• Certainly not reaching into planning, and with absolutely no awareness of 
Heritage and evolved land use history or landscape.  

 

 (ii) Land Capability3 

Examining the soils and land capability of the area under consideration is considered 

an absolute must by the Commission.  

Tasmania has a total of 6.8 million ha. of land. Tasmania has so little very excellent 
land for agriculture.  A mere total of 0.1% ha. of Class 1 Capability, a 0.8% ha. of 
Class 2 Capability, and 3.4% ha. Class 3 Capability.    

That’s a total of just 4.3%.    

It was the 4.3% that the PAL policy concerned itself with in the past (2000, 2009) 

and with which it only appears to concern itself in the future. PAL cannot be 

considered as a comprehensive agricultural policy, one that would concern itself with  

additional potential agricultural land capabilities; needed to be protected for food 

and fibre production).  In 2008 it was clear that the market place had already started 

to distort land prices where Class 4 Land Capability was concerned, this re 

plantations and the MIS focus.4   

Reference needs to be made to the DPIPWE Land Capability Classification System 

but as well to the Land Capability Handbook: Guidelines for the Classification of 

Agricultural Land in Tasmania, 2nd Edition (Ed. C.J. Grose. Department of Primary 

Industries, Water and Environment, Prospect Offices, 1999).   

Although this information was written in 1999 it is considered useful in that it 

addresses and outlines the physical and chemical properties of soils.  

Class 4 Capability Land totals nearly 600,000 ha. in Tasmania so constitutes 24% of 

Tasmanian land.  A significant amount of Tasmanian land – on the whole unsuitable 

for agriculture or pastoral activities – comprises Classes 6 and 7 Capability; this total, 

36.4% of all Tasmanian land.  

 
2 

 https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture#:~:text=%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B

%E2%80%8B,the%20agriculture%20sector%20in%20Tasmania. 
3   

\http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/land-management-soils/land-and-soil-resource-assessment/land-

capability/the-land-capability-classification-system  
4  Rob Dixon.  Valuation is neither an art nor a science.  Treeline.  Spring. 2008. 11 

http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/land-management-soils/land-and-soil-resource-assessment/land-capability/the-land-capability-classification-system
http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/land-management-soils/land-and-soil-resource-assessment/land-capability/the-land-capability-classification-system
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Sheridan understands that many of the land areas in question are actually of 

Capability 4 and 5.  This has to be absolutely verified but appears to have been also 

noted in the Swan Valley Irrigation Scheme: FWAP-SW-007 CAMBRIA.  If the 

"irrigated" areas, (see further in this submission) are to be "used" (change in type of 

land use and its intensity) then exactly how will these soils be affected?    

 Extracts from the C.J. Grose, Handbook: 

Despite the inherent subjectivity in the methodology, land capability remains an 
internationally accepted form of land evaluation. In Tasmania it should be an 
essential input to all planning decisions in order to ensure that the long-term 
sustainability and correct management of agricultural land is achieved. This principal 
applies at the State and regional level, down to planning at the farm scale. [Sheridan 
coloured]. 

In the context of this work Land Capability may be defined as a ranking of the ability 
of land to sustain a range of agricultural land uses without degradation of the land 
resource. Until now it has been an interpretive, and somewhat subjective, assessment 
based on the physical limitations and hazards of the land, potential cropping and 
pastoral productivity, and the versatility of the land to produce a range of agricultural 
goods without damage to the land resource. P. 1  

Noted at Figure 3 in the Handbook there appeared then (1999) to have been no large 

land capability research completed for the area under consideration. Or not one 

made public.   Noted is that in the Swan Valley Irrigation Scheme: FWAP-SW-007 

CAMBRIA (only released to the TPC in October 2021) is conservative in its findings.   

Then too, in Grose, Appendix 3 (p. 66) does not indicate that Soil Maps of Tasmania5 

had been undertaken in the area under consideration, especially a complete 

investigation study of the soils in the subject area.   

The land capability classification system for Tasmania gives an indication of the 
inherent capability of the land for general agricultural production and does not 
attempt to portray specific land uses, or rank the value of any particular agricultural 
land use above another. Neither does it attempt to give an indication of land values. 

The system of land capability classifies land into a number of classes according to the 
land's capability to produce agricultural goods (based on broadscale grazing and 
cropping uses). The system for Tasmania is based on the USDA (United States 
Department of Agriculture) approach to land capability, as opposed to the FAO (Food 
and Agricultural Organisation) system which emphasises land suitability. P. 5. 6 

The Commission is referred to this Handbook because it explains capability in more 

detail, including biophysical factors, then physical limitations, versatility, (eg. range 

of crops) and Productivity, (eg. crop yield and stocking rates).  

Again it is imperative to understand the integration and connections 

between the various soil parameters, the topography in question etc.  

 
5  Appendix 3 Soil Maps and Reports available for Tasmania.  
6  Still citing Grose and the Handbook  
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The distinction must be made in reference to what is Land Capability Assessment 
and what is Land Suitability Assessment.  Noted is that a Land Suitability document 
has been completed for the area under consideration7; (19 pp). 
 

Land capability assessment should not be confused with land suitability assessment 
which, in addition to the biophysical features, does take into account economic, social 
and/or political factors in evaluating the 'best' use of a particular area of land. pp. 4-5 

 

Then too in the earlier PAL investigation there was never any investigation into the 

potential of Classes to be linked with "other" classes.  

This is a key and needs further research. On various Land Capability maps there are 

mapped combined Class 3/ 4 land capabilities, on others, combined Class 4/5 land 

capabilities.  Rather than simply assessing – as a desktop exercise – individual Class 

capabilities must be correlated to real farm units as well as to the history of farming 

and land grants in Tasmania.  This would help gain an accurate picture of what 

exists ‘out there’ in agricultural-land Tasmania, where soil, water, irrigation, climate 

change variability is already an issue.  Scale is of great importance here. The Land 

Capability Summary of Macquarie Franklin was done at a scale of 1:20,000.8  A scale 

of 1:10,000 or even 1:5000 would be more instructive.  

The Grose Handbook has information re this; found at 3.5 Complexes, (p17)  

Complex map units are recorded when two land capability classes are identified in an 
area and occur in such a pattern that it is not possible to separate them at the scale of 
mapping being undertaken. For a complex map unit to be mapped each land class 
must occupy at least 40% of the map unit. In such cases the dominant land class is 
recorded first, followed by the subdominant land class - ie Class 3+2. Complex units 
are identified on the  map with striped shading with the dominant land class having 
the broader stripe. 

 
There are complex soil units noted in the P. 7  of Swan Valley Irrigation Scheme: FWAP-
SW-007 CAMBRIA; these are 4/5.   
 
The Handbook has a section on Land Capability and Irrigation at 3.7 (P 18). The 
Commission is directed to that, and also at 4.2.6 Irrigation Water Quality and Land 
Capability at p. 39.  
 
Land capability is considered a major planning issue in rural Tasmania. 

Some insight into that is further explained in this representation.    

Indented below: The Glamorgan Spring Bay NRM management Committee; Swan 
Apsley Catchment Plan, 2013-2018.]  
 

 
7  Property Agronomic Suitability Report - Cambria.  19 pages. 13 maps 
7  Agricultural Land Mapping Project,: Identifying land suitable for inclusion within the Tasmanian 

Scheme's Agriculture Zone Background Report:  It was a background report of 27 pages.  It was prepared and 

published by the Dept. of Justice, Planning Policy Unit and conjunction with Macquarie Franklin and Esk 

Mapping and GIS. 
8  P. 7  of Swan Valley Irrigation Scheme: FWAP-SW-007 CAMBRIA 
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Generally speaking, the soils you can expect to encounter within a landscape are 
determined by the underlying geology.  

 
In the upper and mid sections of the catchment, soils in the Swan Apsley are 
dominated by stony dark brown clay-loams, which have developed on top of the 
Jurassic dolerite beneath. 

 
Where sandstone intrudes among this dolerite-dominated zone, some areas of sandy-
loam, yellow brown sandy clay and medium clay have developed. In the floodplains, 
rich alluvial soils have been formed by the ceaseless eroding wash of water down 
rivers, forming red-black clay-loams with good structure that have been farmed for 
the last 170 years.p.6  Large areas of these good alluvial soils (about 36%) are subject 
to flooding.p.7 

 
As any good farmer or gardener will tell you, healthy systems begin with healthy soils. 
Healthy soils provide the opportunity for native vegetation  communities to thrive, 
and for farmers to grow healthy produce. 

 
It takes a very long time for soils to develop. But it can take remarkably little time for 
soils to be degraded, or even to disappear entirely, as often  witnessed in flood events. 
p. 25. 

 

Acid Sulphate Soils.  

 At 10.2 of the Swan Apsley Catchment Plan 2013-2018 is a section entitled 

 Acid Sulfate Soils. p. 56 

 Acid sulfate soils (ASS) are defined as natural soils that contain sulfides 
(mostly iron sulfides), usually in microscopic form. Most of these sulfides were 
formed by bacterial activity in underwater sediments over thousands of years, which 
is why many of areas of sulfur rich sediments are found in the coastal plains, 
wetlands and estuaries of today.  In an undisturbed and waterlogged state these soils 
are harmless, but when disturbed and/or exposed to oxygen through drainage, 
excavation or climate change, a process of oxidation can produce sulfuric acid in large 
quantities. In an undisturbed state these soils are called Potential Acid Sulfate Soils 
(PASS). Once they are disturbed and start oxidising, they are called Actual Acid 
Sulfate Soils (AASS).  They are collectively referred to as Acid Sulfate Soils (ASS). 

 
After rain and particularly following prolonged dry periods, the sulfuric acid in AASS 
is released into the surrounding environment. As the acid moves through the soil 
profile it may ‘mobilise’ or cause the release of heavy metals and other toxins from 
the soil, which eventually flow into surrounding waterways. At worst toxic ‘slugs’ of 
metal-rich acid runoff can move downstream and flow into estuaries, reducing 
oxygen levels in the water, significantly decreasing water quality, killing fish and 
damaging sensitive ecosystems. This process caused extensive environmental damage 
in NSW in  1987 when flooding mobilised aluminium and acid from disturbed ASS 
into  the Tweed River. 

 
ASS runoff has significant environmental, economic and social impacts on coastal 
communities. Besides the impacts on the environment acid runoff has been 
attributed to the decline or failure of some agriculture, fishery and  aquaculture 
industries. The ecological damage can also affect valuable tourist resources including 
fishing grounds, swimming areas and other water sports areas. Acid discharges can 
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damage infrastructure services and structures such as pipes, foundations, drains, 
bridges and flood controls. 

 
High levels of iron and manganese may precipitate in receiving waters, causing 
aesthetic issues, staining infrastructure, coating aquatic vegetation and preventing 
photosynthesis or blocking the gills of aquatic fauna. High  levels of some elements 
such as aluminium and arsenic may also have human health implications.  

 
   (iv) Land Capability and Irrigation9   

Part 3.7  From the Land Capability Handbook. 
 

While land capability evaluation does not consider the potential for irrigation it does 
recognise the importance that irrigation plays in modern farming  systems in parts of 
the State. Where irrigation is considered normal farming practice, using on farm 
storage, (18) land capability is assessed on the basis that irrigation is used. This 
position conflicts slightly with some reports which  indicate that where land lies 
within a designated irrigation zone the potential for irrigation has been taken into 
account in the classification of that land. It is  unlikely that, for the two map sheets 
completed taking this earlier approach, using the revised approach to irrigation 
potential would have resulted in a change in land capability. The rationale behind 
this approach is explained below. 

 
Many areas of land have the potential to attain an improved land capability ranking 
through the application of irrigation. However the extent of the beneficial effects of 
irrigation on land capability will vary considerably, depending upon such factors as 
water availability and quality, soil suitability and irrigation management. [Sheridan 
in red]. These factors require  individual assessment on a property basis. For the 
1:100000 scale land capability survey series such a detailed assessment of irrigation 
potential is obviously impossible. A number of regional irrigation schemes have been 
identified around the State (such as Cressy/Longford, Winnaleah and Coal River) but 
the irrigation scheme boundary is a somewhat arbitrary line. Consequently there are 
areas within the scheme that could not be economically irrigated and areas outside 
the boundary which could easily be provided with irrigation. To avoid this arbitrary 
assessment of irrigation potential land capability is assessed assuming no irrigation 
potential. 

 
Thus, where crop production is limited by water availability rather than for any other 
reason, and the land is not within an irrigation scheme nor has ready access to 
irrigation water (assessed on the basis of whether or not irrigation is considered 
normal practice in the area) then the land capability is assessed on the basis that 
irrigation is unavailable. However,  the potential for improvement would be 
identified by the use of a ‘c’(climatic) or ‘p’ (precipitation) subclass code to indicate 
that the area is too dry under normal climatic conditions to support a higher 
capability classification. [Sheridan in red] 

 
For example, consider an area of well drained, well structured alluvial soil which lies 
in an area where rainfall is less than 750mm each year. Assuming that rainfall is the 
only limiting factor, this land would be classified Class 4p as the lack of rainfall 
severely limits the productivity and range of potential crops. Were irrigation water to 
become available, the area would be reclassified class 3, or 2 with a new limiting 
factor. Conversely, a similar soil which contained a high proportion of stones 

 
9  C.G. Grose (Editor) Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment, Prospect Offices, 1999 

First Edition KE Noble 1992.  There is important and relevant information in this Handbook in relation to sand 

dunes and spit areas.  
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classified as 4g would remain class 4g even if irrigation was available, as the stoniness 
of the soil remains the dominant limiting factor. 

 
While irrigation potential is not considered at the 1:100 000 mapping scale it could 
be included at a more detailed level of mapping. If irrigation potential is included in 
the evaluation of land capability a number of other issues require consideration. For 
example, consideration should be given to the off-site impacts of irrigation and how 
this might affect land capability. 

 
 ...... 
 

Where available irrigation water is of poor quality the capability of the land to 
support irrigated agricultural production may be reduced if such water is used 
compared to water of good quality. For the purposes of land capability classification 
the use of water of currently available quality is assumed, together with the adoption 
of appropriate drainage and irrigation management. Such an approach may lead to 
the classification of land at a class below that at which it is currently being used. 
However, this approach recognises the long term detrimental impact poor quality 
water usage has on sustainable land use management. Guidelines for irrigation water 
quality and land capability are presented at Section 4.2.6 in this report. 

 
 p. 29 
 Some of the major climatic constraints to agricultural use of land in Tasmania  are: 
 - Uneven rainfall distribution (associated with topography, altitude and time of year) 
 - Unreliable rainfall in certain areas [Sheridan colouring] 
 - Increasing frost hazard and shorter growing seasons in areas away from the 
   coastal maritime influence 
 - Effect of wind in exposed areas. 

 
 p. 31  
 Soil Depth (l) 
 

For the purpose of these guidelines, soil depth is considered to be the depth of soil 
material, including both A and B horizons, overlying some limiting layer which 
severely impedes or restricts the development of plant roots. This  limiting layer may 
be bed rock, ground water, iron pan or other cemented layer, heavy, massive subsoils 
(including some texture contrast B horizons) or some other similar type of barrier. 

  
Limiting layers restrict the volume of soil available from which plant roots can extract 
air, moisture and nutrients essential for the healthy development of the plant. While 
different plants clearly have different requirements in terms of soil depth, shallower 
soils invariably limit the range of crops that can be grown. 

 

 4. Water;  RMPS, LUPAA, Schedule 1 and, Part 1  

This is an immensely significant and complex subject; perhaps with 

climate change THE most important subject critical for discussion.  

Again remarks made by the GSB NRM Management Committee; Swan Apsley 

Catchment Plan, 2013-2018.] are considered highly relevant.  Extracts below.  

 Following the indicators used in the State of the Environment Report 2009, 

 these aspects include; 
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 • Water quantity and use 
 • Water quality 
 • Groundwater 
 • Aquatic health 
 • Riparian vegetation 
 • Wetlands 
 • Coasts and estuaries water quality p. 33.  
 

(i) Water quantity and use 
 

The rivers of the Swan Apsley Catchment are considered to be among the State’s 
driest, most variable stream systems.  2 

 
The volume of water flowing down them can vary substantially over the course of the 
seasons, as well as from year to year. 
As a result, water capture, use and storage issues have been of significant  interest to 
farmers, local government, State planners and regional water management 
authorities. 

 
 Water demand within the catchment for town water peaks over summer, 

coinciding with an influx of visitors to the region. During dry summers, demand often 
exceeds supply on the Swan River, putting the catchment under stress. 3. p. 33  

 
The sustainable yield for the surface waters of the Swan Apsley Catchment, which 
refers to the “volume and/or rate of water that can be extracted from that system 
while maintaining an acceptable level of aquatic ecosystem health”4, has been 
estimated at 35,620 megalitres (ML) annually. 

 
The Tasmanian Irrigation Development Board (TIDB) now Tasmanian Irrigation (TI) 
is investigating the feasibility of an irrigation water  development based in the Swan 
River valley. This investigation is at a very early stage, and TI has yet to undertake 
research on irrigator demand, land capability, hydrology or environmental heritage – 
as such, no estimates for the potentially irrigable area, water volume or project costs 
were available.3 

 
 (v) 4.2.6  Irrigation Water Quality and Land Capability  [The 

 C.J.Grose Handbook again]  

The fact that some land can have an improved land capability under irrigation rather 
than rain-fed agriculture has been discussed earlier in this report (page 19). However, 
the issue of irrigation water quality has not been adequately addressed. In areas 
where this issue has previously been identified, such as the Cressy/Longford 
irrigation scheme, the assumption was made that all irrigation water would be of 
good quality. At the time this was a reasonably accurate, if simplistic, assumption. 
However, since commencing fieldwork within the Derwent map sheet it has become 
necessary to review the validity of this assumption. Within the Coal River irrigation 
scheme water of category 2 and 3 quality is currently being used for irrigation of 
some horticultural crops. In some situations crop losses have been experienced, while 
in others, little affect has been noticed and improved crop yields have been achieved. 
[Sheridan in red] It would not be unreasonable to continue to classify this land on the 
assumption that only good quality irrigation water is used; this evaluation indicating 
the absolute potential of the land to support agricultural activities. This would not be 
a true reflection of reality, however, and imposes a further assumption that good 
quality water can be made available. Within the Coal River Valley, the use of good 
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quality irrigation water by farmers is currently not uniformly achievable and the 
improvement of existing water quality standards is considered by many to be beyond 
the control of individual farmers. It is proposed therefore that, where land capability 
is limited solely by lack of rainfall and where the land lies within a designated 
irrigation scheme or irrigation is considered common agricultural practice, land 
capability is assessed on the basis of currently available irrigation water quality 
following the guidelines outlined below. The extent of degradation imposed by poor 
quality irrigation water depends to some extent on the nature of the irrigated soils, 
the internal drainage of those soils and irrigation management. The following 
guidelines assume that suitable management practices are applied. In using the 
following guidelines it is important to distinguish between water quality categories 
and land capability classes. Firstly, we determine the quality of the irrigation water. 

 
The Commission is referred to this Handbook because it explains capability in more 

detail, including biophysical factors, then physical limitations, versatility, (eg range 

of crops) and Productivity, (eg crop yield and stocking rates).  

It is imperative to understand the integration and connections between 

the various parameters.  

Documents online (there are many when one finds them) are more than valuable 

given information is 2020. 

Just four are given below.    

There is for example on DPIPWE:   

• The Draft Rural Water Use Strategy, 16pp. 2020 

• Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper March 2020 

• RWUS Position Paper: Submission Overview August 2020 

• RWUS Position Paper Submissions Received 271pp, 49 submitters  

The author accessed the "submissions received" and read a lot of the submissions.  

The actual replies by people, organizations, etc. were more than revealing re the 

RWUS Position Paper; this by June 2020.   Representation No 33 (River Basin 

Management Society) and Representation No 36 (Tasmanian Independent 

Science Council 26 June 2020) are seen to be very valuable; the Commission further 

directed to those submitters.   Some points below are seen as extremely important for 

planning.  

RBMS: From Representation No. 33.  

We believe the RWUS should address the evidence and impact of over allocating 
Tasmanian surface and ground waters to irrigators and the important role of metering 
and community engagement in managing the water balance.[Sheridan italics and 
underlining] 

 

• We are concerned that river health in Tasmania is declining and water resources 
will be under further pressure as AgriVision 2050 is realised.[Sheridan italics and 
underlining] The state of river health was not discussed in the Position Paper but 
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should be addressed in the RWUS to meet the objectives of the Water Management 
Act 1999. The RWUS provides an opportunity to address the review of the River 
Health Monitoring Program (which we believe should be made publicly available). 

• Without addressing the state of river health, we are concerned the RWUS could 
further undermine the "clean, green" Tasmanian brand that the health of our 

economy relies upon. 
 
[Noted is that the Water Act is 1999.  It needs to be updated to consider a changing 
climate and changing conditions on the ground. Sheridan in red). 
 
From Representation No 36. Tasmanian Independent Science Council 26 

June 2020  

3. Integrated catchment management is critical to manage both flows and water 
quality. We cannot manage one without the other. This integrated approach is also 
essential in order to address the full continuum of  freshwater resources – surface 
run-off, groundwater, rivers, wetlands, riparian zones and estuaries.  [Sheridan 
italics and underling] 

 
4. Further consideration of water quality management is needed, including more 
clarity about how the Water Management Act and the State Water  Quality Policy can 
be better integrated. Irrigation and other rural water users can clearly impact 
freshwater systems, and poor water quality can in turn damage crops, soils and 
ground water. There is no discussion of salinisation or soil degradation associated 
with irrigation, or how this will be addressed within the RWUS. [Sheridan italics 
and underlining] 

 
5. It is essential that both allocation and use are monitored in a rigorous and 
transparent way, and on a catchment-by-catchment basis. Lack of metering  is 
one of the biggest weaknesses of the current water management  system. How can 
we possibly manage freshwater without accurate information about the volume 
and timing of water use?   [Sheridan italics and underlining] 

 
The TPC is directed to this Submission and especially to the Summary; Parts 7, 9; 
Goal 1, Sustainable management of Tasmania's freshwater resources in a changing 
climate, 1.1, 1.2, (various paragraphs, p. 3; Goal 2 Effective regulation, strong 
entitlements and planning; 2.1, 2.4 (Water markets); Goal 4, Administrative 
efficiency, and 4.2. Water legislation amendments and review of internal 
processes/practices. P. 6  
 

Several of submitters commented on the role of LUPAA Schedule 1 or planning 

related.  

 Submission No. 1.  

 Katrena Stephenson LGAT. [now not at LGAT[ 

 The Position Paper notes that the Rural Water Use Strategy 
 “will guide the State’s future water management arrangements to ensure 
 Integrated, fair and efficient regulation and compliance of the State’s water 
 resources to deliver sustainable outcomes.” 
 
 At the LGAT 2018 Annual General Meeting the following motion was 
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 passed: 
 “That the State Government to take greater responsibility for the 
 management of streams.” 

 
 In support of the motion, the following comments were made: 
 “Over a number of years successive State Governments have reduced the 
 resources applied to the overall management of streams (rivers etc) and 
 increasingly relied upon Local Government to take responsibility to address 

stream management issues as they arise and to play the lead role on addressing 
problem areas and locations. 

 
[This statement says much in my view; that is how current Tasmanian Governments 
have apparently shifted responsibility down the chain to local government. Stream 
management MUST be a Government responsibility: Sheridan].  
 

Through discussions with the Water & Marine Resources Division of DPIPWE it is 
clear that they are relying on Local Government to enforce and regulate works 
through planning schemes. Specifically they have advised in one instance that they 
are only interested in unauthorised levee bank works. 

 Philosophically it could be argued that streams are an important piece of 
infrastructure which is transporting a tradeable commodity (water) which the State 
Government is more than happy to regulate access to and charge  accordingly, but 
are unwilling to actively participate in the management of the infrastructure.” 

 
[When there is no integrated, interconnected policy at the whole-of-Government 
level we see what we see.  Regional local governments MUST not be expected to do 
this management.  Watersheds and ecosystems are a lot larger than mere "levee 
banks" management; Sheridan] 
 
 It is not possible or legal for councils to consider “any impact a downstream 

development may have on upstream dam risk rating” unless the State Government 
amends the Tasmanian Planning Scheme to allow them to do so. In their role as a 
Planning Authority, councils can only consider those matters outlined in their 
planning scheme and nothing more. It is recommended that DPIPWE engage with 
the Planning Policy Unit of the Department of Justice and the Minister for Planning 
in relation to the above proposal, as councils have no power to act under the current 
legislative regime. 

 
[No state policies, (and TPP polices which won't do); the entire Tasmanian Planning 
Scheme which is at issue....  and a great deal more… Sheridan. ] 
  
No 8 submission . Dept of Justice:   
 

As part of its planning reform agenda, the Tasmanian Government made an election 
commitment in 2014 to prepare policies that would provide guidance to councils on 
how to implement the new state-wide planning scheme and plan for Tasmania’s 
future land use needs. 

 
This letter signed by Gina Webster Secretary 23 June 2020  
 
[In 2022 where are the State Policies said to be "currently in development." We've 
been waiting since 1997. Sheridan]  
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 And further from No 8. Submission,  
 

It is expected that the TPPs will address a widely recognised gap in the planning 
system by providing strategic direction on matters of state interest, guiding councils 
when they make decisions regarding development and land use planning.  

 
[The Tasmanian Planning Scheme does NOT work for a great many Tasmanians and 
to assume that the TPPs - which will be a fit to the TPS  - is simply not acceptable. It 
is considered by this author as absolutely the worst of coordinated best practice 
planning. 
 
What are required are well researched State Planning Policies. This has been the 
problem since 2015; if not for the 20 years previous to that; Sheridan]   
 

The scientists quoted in Part 3A, would appear to be more than concerned in terms 

of information outlined, and exactly where the Swan-Apsley ecosystem stands in 

respect of its actual health/ongoing health concern and the pressures that will be put 

on it re,  

• climate change,  

• river flow, river health,  

• accepted erratic flow of the river system  

• the lack of actual modelling and monitoring,  

• that it is up to date, and rigorous,   

• the amount of water taken for irrigation,  

• additional "inputs" of water taken if the SAP is approved,  

• what has happened/is happening across the Swan/Meredith catchments since 

around 2008,  

• increases in crops requiring irrigation,   

• the government and its agri-business  mantra;   

• Is the primary objective of the Rural Water Use Strategy to support the 

Tasmanian Government’s AgriVision 2050, which seeks to grow the value of 

Tasmanian agriculture to $10 billion by 2050? [Sheridan italics and in red].  

• This irrespective of much needed rigorous research for the health for example 

of the Swan River etc. systems, 

• needing to be understood is the quite rapid  projected change in land use from 

one that was formerly grazing, and a less intensive use of land, to one that 

would appear to depend on farm irrigated water-fed land use(s). With most 

likely the use of fertilisers and a much more intensive agricultural land use.  

• The New Zealand case of polluted rivers, exemplified on the ABC's TV, 

programme Troubled Waters; the Canterbury Plain, 16 March 2021 should be 

a lesson to all in Tasmania 

The River Basin Management Society offers some insight into the "state" of 

Tasmanian Rivers in their submission.  
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This Society had included a most critical map in their presentation and further 

references, (see next page).  It is understood by this author that this is the current 

state of Tasmanian rivers, (as of June 2020), moving from green (with excellent 

health) to red..... and its reverse. NB Swansea area. 

 

 

  
 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.  This adapted map courtesy of the River Basin Management Society.  It 

appears to be an excellent "wake-up" call re river health.   

 The map was from the, 

 National Waterbug Data Portal10 and shows a collation of stream monitoring data 

from 989 sites across Tasmania sampled from 1994 to 2017.  It is a spatial 

representation of stream health using SIGNALT sores which is a simple biotic index 

for macroinvertebrates used to measure site condition.  Very simply, green is good 

condition, red is poor condition.  The map shows that a significant and highly 

concerning number of waterways in Tasmania’s rural areas are in poor condition.  We 

are concerned this undermines the “clean green” brand that the health of our 

economy relies upon.  

The following sources of scientific data collected and collated by DPIPWE 
tell a similar story about the declining water quality and stream health in 
Tasmania.  
 

 Water Information Tasmania Portal https://portal.wrt.tas.gov.au/ 
   
State of Rivers Reports https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/water/water-monitoring-
and-assessment/watermonitoring/surface-water-quality/state-of-rivers-
reports 

 
10  https://www.waterbugblitz.org.au/explore.php 
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 Waterways Monitoring Reports https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/water/water-
monitoring-and assessment/ waterways-monitoring-reports 
 
 Conservation of Freshwater Ecosystem Values 
https://wrt.tas.gov.au/cfev/navigator 

   
While there have been limited State of the Rivers reports published in the past 10 
years, the last state coverage of river condition reports (around 2008), also reflected 
the majority of the rivers (excluding reference sites) to be in degraded condition. 
However, the true picture on river health is out of date and we would like 
to see a commitment from Government to regularly update the State of 
the Rivers and State of the Environment reporting. 

 
This returns the conversation to Schedule 1 Part 1 and ecological sustainability.  At 

what "price" to the environment has The SWAN irrigation system in particular (for 

this discussion) been implemented?  

 

5. Entura   

The Commission needs to be made aware of two critical documents. In addition it is 

more than useful to peruse the Tasmanian Irrigation Annual Reports, (eg. 2015, 

2016-2017 and beyond). Information has been taken from these sources.   

 

Entura is Hydro Tasmania:  and its document, Proposed Swan River Irrigation 

Scheme: Scheme.  Environmental Flow Assessment: Entura-96 F26, 27 April 2015. 

(92 pp).   

 

From Figure 1.1 location of proposed pump station and dam site, study reach and 

Moulting Lagoon Ramsar Site, (p. 14 online) it is obvious that the Swan River and  

(tributaries), feed into (eg. King Bay, Great Swanport Estuary).  These areas are 

intimately linked to the SAP proposals for the proposed golf course and more.  

 

Noted is that the Swan River has "a catchment area of approximately 660km and a 

total length of approximately 45 km"11 and falls from the slopes of Mt. St John and 

Little John Peak "at approximately 700m ASL down to sea level.  Noted is that the  

 

 "The river meanders through undulating low lying plains downstream from 
 the proposed off-take and is joined by the Cygnet and Wye rivers before 
 discharging into King Bay in Moulting Lagoon (Pinto and Graham 2001) p. 15 
 
And in respect of river flow:  

 2.1 Flow regime  
 

 
11  This comments relates to work of Pinto and Graham 2001; Pinto, R. and Graham, B. (2001). 
Environmental Water Requirements for the Swan River. Department of Primary Industries, Water and 
Environment, Hobart. Technical Report No. WRA 

01/02  
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Scaled modelled flow data from the gauging site on the Swan River were used to 
develop a flow time series for Swan River at the proposed off-take location (Section 
3.1). Flows are highly variable in the Swan River on an annual and  monthly basis 
which is typical for watercourses on Tasmania’s east coast (Figure 2.1). The average 
annual discharge past the proposed off-take location for the 40 years of modelled 
data (1970 – 2009) is approximately 59,000 ML but this occurs over a very wide 
range from a low of 6,312 ML (2008) to a high of 183,412 ML (1970) (Figure 2.1). A 
seasonal signal is present with higher flows occurring more frequently in winter and 
spring and lower flows in summer and autumn, particularly February and March 
(Table 2.1; Figure 2.2). However, high flows can occur in any month (Table 2.1; 
Figure 2.2). [Sheridan in red) p. 15. 

 
 2.2.1 Swan River  

Aquatic values in the Swan River that would be sensitive to changes in flowregime 
include listed threatened flora and fauna species and the general aquatic ecosystem 
that includes fish and macroinvertebrate communities, birds, reptiles, amphibians, 
aquatic and semi aquatic plants and water dependent riparian vegetation. P. 19  

 
 2.2.1.1 Listed threatened species and communities  
 

The Tasmanian Natural Values Atlas (NVA) was used to identify if  communities, 
species and other values listed under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 and the Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 
(www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au) have been recorded in the Swan River 
downstream of the proposed off-take location. The search included species recorded 
500 m from the left and right banks of the Swan River and extended from the 
proposed off-take location downstream to Moulting Lagoon.  P. 19 (online)  

  
The Australasian bittern (Botaurus poiciloptilus) inhabits freshwater wetlands and 
occasionally estuarine habitats (Pickering 2013) and thus habitat for this species 
along the Swan River may be influenced by periodic inundation of wetlands by flood 
flows or altered freshwater inflows to estuaries (Table 2.3).  

 
The spreading watermat (Lepilaena patentifolia) inhabits coastal lagoons, creeks, 
inlets and estuaries and brackish inland lagoons (Table 2.3). There is little 
information on the ecology of this species; however, changes to the stream flow 
regime or the pattern of inundation of lagoons from flood magnitude flows could 
affect this species. p. 19 Proposed Swan River Irrigation Scheme - Environmental 
Flow Assessment Revision No: 2.0  Final ENTURA-96F26 27 April 2015  

 
The Eucalyptus ovata – Callitris oblonga Forest ecological community occurs on 
alluvial flats and in habitats in and adjacent to riparian zones in Tasmania’s Midlands 
and East including the Swan River (Threatened Species Section 2011). The ecological 
community is characterised by an over storey of eucalypts, typically black gum 
(Eucalyptus ovata), but also  with white gum (E. viminalis) or black peppermint (E. 
amygdalina) and has a mid-storey of South Esk pine (Callitris oblonga subsp. 
oblonga). South Esk pine is also listed as vulnerable under the TSP Act and the EPBC 
Act. The recovery plan for this threatened ecological community identifies that 
alteration to flooding cycles is a threatening process (Threatened Species Section 
2011).  

 
Changes to riverine hydrology are not listed as a threatening process for the 
Tasmanian bertya (Bertya tasmanica subsp. Tasmanica) an understorey riparian 
shrub species (Table 2.3). However, maintenance of riparian condition through the 
flood magnitude (i.e. top of bank and overbank flows) may influence habitat 
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suitability for this species. The shrub, small-leaf dustymiller (Spyridium lawrencei) 
occupies areas between riparian vegetation, woodland or forest, and pasture (Table 
2.3). Flood disturbance may play a role in maintaining habitat for this species 
(DPIPWE 2014).  P. 19.  

 
The Commission is directed to further pages of this document which comments on 

additional potential species that could conceivably be impacted, (pp. 20-34 online). 

  

The Entura Report then shifts to its methods of hydrological modelling and analysis.  

Noted is that the Field Survey, was as follows: 

 

(the) field survey was undertaken on 15 September 2014 along a 680 m reach of the 
Swan River immediately upstream of the Glen Gala Road crossing near Cranbrook. 
The study reach consisted of three long pools and three short riffles (Table 3.1; Figure 
3.1; Figure 3.2; Appendix A).  p. 37.  

 

 3.3.1 Site selection and description  
 

The study reach was chosen as it was representative of the channel morphology and 
habitat diversity that are present in the Swan River below the proposed off-take 
location. Reaches downstream contain longer pool sequences, fewer riffles and finer 
substrates than those observed in the study reach. It was deemed undesirable to 
select a site through the lowest reaches of the river as determining the impacts of an 
extraction regime on riffle habitat was a goal of the assessment as riffles are 
important hydraulic controls. Maintaining connectivity between riffle and pool 
habitats is an  important factor in ecological and physical riverine process. Moreover, 
lower reaches receive significant tributary inflows (Cygnet and Wye rivers) and 
therefore do not provide the worst case scenario in terms of changed hydrology 
downstream of the off-take.  P. 38.  [Sheridan in red] 

 

Results extend from pp. 38-63 (online).  At p. 63 (0nline) are "Predicted impacts on 

instream and estuarine fluvial processes, habitats and species.   

 

Stream flow is strongly correlated with critical physicochemical characteristics of 
rivers including water temperature, channel geomorphology and habitat diversity 
(Poff et al. 1997). Therefore, flow is the main physical driver in riverine systems that 
limits the distribution and abundance of riverine species and regulates the ecological 
integrity of flowing waters (Poff et al. 1997).  

 
 Flow regimes contain the following five key components:  
 

• magnitude ─ quantity of flow components  

• frequency ─ how often do zero flows, freshes, floods occur annually, seasonally, and 
monthly  

• duration ─ how long to flow events occur for  

• rate of change ─ how quickly do flow events rise and fall  

• timing/predictability ─ at what time of year do flow events occur.  
 

A holistic environmental flow, or assessment of changes to a flow regime,  should 
consider these five flow components (Arthington 2012).  P. 63 (online).   
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The Moulting Lagoon Ramsar Site is specifically detailed at p. 65-75.  The References 

are found from p.75 (online) onwards.  The Commission is directed there.  

 

Further relevant input 2011 by the Commonwealth Dept of Sustainability, 

Environment Water, Population and Communities (DSEWPC 2011), Moulting 

Lagoon Ramsar Site: Ecological Character Description. January 2011. Sheridan 

also referred in Part 1 to an Australian Government Dept. Sustainability, 

Environment Water, Population and Communities. Moulting Lagoon Ramsar Site 

Ecological Character Description.  Frances Mowling, Helen Dunn 2007.  Both are 

relevant.  

 

This is considered an incredibly complex subject, with multiple inputs from the 

"natural environment" at issue.   

 

• Known is that environmental factors can change relatively fast, and or they 

can progressively be changed across time.  It rather reflects a situation like 

"the death by a thousand cuts" scenario re development in the urban planning 

context.   

• The Pinto and Graham research appears to have been completed in 2001 and 

so it is suggested that prior to any SAP being approved, further research must 

be completed prior to any type of approval for the SAP.   

• There appears to be no research documents that have been completed in the 

2019-2022 years to rely on, re the river "health" of the Swan, Wye, Meredith 

rivers.   

• Documents that might have included the number of very dry seasons as shown 

p. 2 (Part 3A), 2014, 2015, 2017, 2018, 2019 etc and the effects of those dry 

years on the hydrology, and on the riverine environment for the threatened 

species remains unknown.  

• In addition, no research studies that have assessed the lower reaches of the 

Swan River, or have been forthcoming.  This is considered of critical 

importance in respect of assessment for the SAP. Etc.   

 

 6.  The EPBC Referral 2015.  

 

The EPBC Referral most likely went to the Commonwealth Government some time 

after September 2015.   It is not known whether those interested in the SWAN area 

and surrounds have seen these two documents. There are important maps in both 

documents. The Referral is in my mind a very curious document; its intent clearly for 

irrigation of the Swan ecosystem.   The SAP follows the trajectory of massive land use 

changes (if approved); the consortium would appear (my view) to be linked very 

closely to this.   
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Obviously Planning appears not to have been consulted at these important times, 

with potential enormous changes to land use, water use and to ownership of lands.  

 

The referral is found at:  

http://epbcnotices.environment.gov.au/_entity/annotation/97959001-f268-e511-

b93f-005056ba00a7/a71d58ad-4cba-48b6-8dab-f3091fc31cd5?t=1444176000333 

The TPC give a slight change to above:  

Environment website at: 
http://epbcnotices.environment.gov.au/_entity/annotation/97959001-f268-e511-
b93f-005056ba00a7/a71d58ad-4cba-48b6-8dab-f3091fc31cd5?t=1615933361794.  
 
There is no Title page, or Chapter of Contents, or Author given for this document.  It 

was however signed off by Chris Oldfield, 18 September 2015, 101 pages12.   

 

Not known is whether this document has ever been widely made public. It currently 

appears to have been known by the TPC, in that they've given the access point, shown 

above, this 21 May 2021.  

Within the irrigation district land capability mapping identified a total of 14,490 ha. 
that are suitable for long term irrigation (Figure 16). All SWAN water will be applied 
in accordance with the innovative Farm Water Access Planning (Farm WAP) 
Framework. P.1. 

 
Constructing a time line is more than useful for what happened in what year, and by 

whom and exactly when.   

David Allingham was then cited as the Planning Officer of Glamorgan Spring Bay 

Council p. 2.  

The Scheme was due to start in February 2016. Various maps were then shown from 

Figures 1-3. (p. 6)  

Description of the proposed action is included (p. 6) 

All SWAN water applied to land within the Swan Valley Irrigation District will be 
done in accordance with an approved Farm Water Access Plans (Farm WAPs). Farm 
WAPs are property‐specific plans under which irrigators use their water in a manner 
that will protect land, water and biodiversity values. The Farm WAP process (Figure 
9) ensures that water will only be applied to  land that has been classified as irrigable 
and that irrigation scheduling (volume of water applied/ hectare) will match surveyed 
land capability (Figure 16).  

   
The key components of the SWAN to be constructed are the Melrose Dam, a transfer 
pipeline, the distribution pipelines and two pump stations. The basis of design for the 
proposed SWAN is outlined within Figure 4. 

  

 
12  SWAN (EPBC referral, to C'wealth: 2015,  EPBC 2015-7560 Referral.pdf    
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[There should be a much higher percent re auditing; NB no time regulation, (every 
year?  Every five years?   Tasmanian Irrigation is a Government run and operated 
organisation. It appears to sit apart from DPIPWE, and has a Board of Directors.] 
 
 The Melrose Dam was approved by the Tasmanian Assessment Committee for 
 Dam Construction (ACDC) on the 18th of May 2015 p. 8  
 

A maximum of 180 ML a day will be pumped from the river. The dam will be filled to 
the 3,000 ML full supply level at the beginning of the irrigation season to ensure 
there is capacity within the storage to deliver the entire 2,000 ML of irrigation water. 
P. 8  

 
 The regulatory responsibility for the water in the Swan River lies with 
 DPIPWE.... p. 8.  
 

[The Proposed Swan River Irrigation Scheme - Environmental flows assessment 
(Attachment  C was not released online]   In fact no attachments accompanied the 
document Sheridan downloaded. That meant A-T attachments were missing.  P.8.   
 
They must be put into the public domain.  
 

Construction of the proposed Melrose Dam was then described along with the pump 

stations, pipe laying, courses etc.   Water had been purchased predominantly for 

water security during summer for existing wine grapes and tree crops such as 

walnuts.  

 

All of these crops are irrigated with highly efficient drip or micro‐spray irrigation 
systems. Current industry research into efficient irrigation practices outlines that 
walnut crops can be irrigated with between 5‐10 ML of water/hectare/year the 

recommended figures for vineyards range from 4.5  (p.16) ‐ 7 ML of 
water/hectare/year. These irrigation scheduling rates ensure that the plants are 
receiving the optimum rate of water at plant growth stages  without any runoff or 
water wastage occurring. Hence there is a very low likelihood of any runoff occurring 
as a result of the application of SWAN water. To access SWAN water, irrigators need 
to purchase a water entitlement. Water entitlements comprise two components: an 
Irrigation Right, which is a right to a specified volume of water over the 150 day 
irrigation season, and a Zoned Flow Delivery Right, which is a right to draw water at 
a specified daily rate in a specified zone of the Irrigation District.  Water from the 
Melrose dam will be supplied to SWAN Irrigation Rights holders during a 150‐day 
summer irrigation season (nominally September to  January).p. 16.  [Sheridan in red) 

 
In addition to the need for a water entitlement, and in accordance with the conditions 
of the irrigation district, irrigators will be required to use their water in accordance 
with approved Farm Water Access Plans (Farm WAPs). Farm WAPs are 
property‐specific plans under which irrigators use their water in a manner that will 
protect land, water and biodiversity values.   

 
The Farm WAP process (Figure 9) ensures that water will only be applied to land that 
has been classified as irrigable and that irrigation scheduling (volume of water 
applied/hectare) will match surveyed land capability (Figure 16). The Farm WAPs for 
the SWAN will be managed in accordance with the  Farm WAP Framework 
(Attachment P) and the associated Farm WAP Compliance Framework (Attachment 
Q). p.16.  
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Noted previously is that there were no attachments to the document online. See also 

page 31. 

 

 The continued reliance on existing allocations and on‐farm storages means 
 that current supply risks would continue. This acts to limit the likelihood of 
 investment in more  intensively irrigated agricultural enterprises for which the 
 region is suited. The SWAN will assist in removing this impediment to 
 development. P. 18  

 
Noted is that the Water Management Act is 1999. P.19. It must be updated. 

 

 The Melrose Dam was approved by the Tasmanian Assessment Committee for 
 Dam Construction (ACDC) on the 18th of May 2015 p. 8  
 

A maximum of 180 ML a day will be pumped from the river. The dam will be filled to 
the 3,000 ML full supply level at the beginning of the irrigation season to ensure 
there is capacity within the storage to deliver the entire 2,000 ML of irrigation water. 
P. 8  

 
 The regulatory responsibility for the water in the Swan River lies with 
 DPIPWE.... p. 8.  
 

[The Proposed Swan River Irrigation Scheme - Environmental flows assessment 

(Attachment  C was not released online).   Where is it?  P.8. The Referral noted that 

there had been extensive public consultation regarding the SWAN (p. 20). Further 

attachments don't seem to be online; Attachment C: Tasmanian Environmental 

Flows Framework (TEFF) nor Attachment Q (the WAP framework). 

 
Table 4 (p 19) of this EPBC document has a table relating to the legislative and 

planning framework for the Swan headings notably, Legislation/policy,  Instrument, 

Purpose, and Relevance of EPBC Act.  pp. 20-21.  Various Acts are cited including the 

Forest Practices Act, LUPAA, Aboriginal Relics Act 1975, Nat. Parks Act 2002, Crown 

Lands Act, 1976, Nature Conservation Act, 2002, Threatened species, 1995, the 

Water Management Act 1999, noting (under purpose).  

 "all water conveyed down a watercourse is accounted for and conveyed in a 

 manner that protects the hydrological regime of the watercourse."    

Then, 

"ensures that the aquatic habitat requirements for threatened aquatic flora and fauna 
are protected. "  Further under Purpose to EPBC Act, and Irrigation District Purpose, 
"Sets the area in which irrigation rights can be established, where water can be 
applied and traded. Establishes the requirement for water to be supplied under the 
Farm WAP Framework. Establishes an annual reporting framework.  P. 19  

p. 20 The consultation process is summarised in Table 5 below. Public consultation 
has been on-going for the past three years.  The project commenced in 2012, and a 
Business Case was submitted to the Tasmanian Irrigation board in October 2014, and 
approved by the Tasmanian Government during January 2015.  
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At p. 24 this assessment looks at the MNES and Moulting Lagoon.  Specifics relate to 

the Aspley Marshes; the work relies a great deal on the 2001 work of Pinto and 

Graham.  Groundwater appears not to have been considered.  The high variability of 

the ecosystem's water patterns have not been factored in.  The report does cover its 

back in this respect:  

 

 Nature and extent of likely impacts 
 
The construction and operation of the SWAN could have a significant impact on the 
Moulting Lagoon Ramsar site if:  
 
 1. large areas of the wetland were destroyed during construction; 
 2. a substantial or measurable change in the hydrological regime of the 
 wetland occurred due to the operation of the scheme; 
 3. the habitat or lifecycle of native species was seriously affected by the 
 operation of the scheme; 
 4. the water quality of the wetland was substantially changed by the 
 construction or operation of the scheme; or 
 5. an invasive species that is harmful to the ecological character of the wetland 
 was introduced or spread as a result of the construction or operation of the 
 scheme. (p. 28)  
 
See pp. 29-30 pp. re Acid Sulphate Soils.   See map at p. 30 (printed).  Acid Sulphate 
soils occur on the spit lands.  Pp. 29-30.  
 

It would appear the Scheme is to be largely dependent on the irrigators and owners 

of the land.  They live overseas. 

 

 p. 31 Farm WAP framework 
 
As outlined in Section 2.1 of this referral the Farm WAP framework will be implemented for 
the SWAN. Farm WAPs are property‐specific plans under which irrigators use their water in 
a manner that will protect land, water and biodiversity values. The Farm WAP process 
(Figure 9) ensures that water will only be applied to land that has been classified as irrigable 
and that irrigation scheduling (volume of water applied/ hectare) will match surveyed land 
capability. The Farm WAPs for the SWAN will be managed in accordance with the Farm 
WAP Framework (Attachment P) and the associated Farm WAP Compliance Framework 
(Attachment Q). 
 

 
 
 
Figures 3A and 3B (next page) 
 
Adapted from  
EPBC 2015-7560  
Referral to the  
Commonwealth Govt. 
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The Farm WAP Framework: 
 e) ensures that each Farm WAP is developed to a consistent standard by 
 appropriately  skilled consultants; 
 f) protects ecological communities and threatened species; 
 g) ensures that water is applied sustainably according to land capability; and 
 h) establishes a Farm WAP compliance framework (Attachment Q) pp. 29-30  

 

Under the irrigation district conditions TI is required to randomly audit 10% of Farm 
WAPs across the irrigation district for compliance. A report on the annual auditing 
outcomes is provided to the Minister within the Water Entity Report for the irrigation 
district. 

 

Sheridan considers surveying only 10% of Farm WAPs (not given how often) is far 

too low.  One asks if the consortium,  

• only have Manager(s) living on site; [no one is living on site, 2022] 

• are they full time? (they appear to be part-time only)  

• only part time?   

• Are they responsible as "managers" re the WAP  

• are there multiple WAPs for Cambria and if so, 

• how many, and  

• can they be made public so the public can see them?   
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• The ‘attachments’ need to be made public.  

• Noted is that owners of water rights don’t have to own property and land.  

 

The onus on water use would appear to rest with the owner/occupier of the land.  

Noted is that a lot of emphasis rested on the Entura Findings.  There appears to be 

no very recent research that tests the variability in climate rainfall totals; this across 

many of the requisite parameters.  

 

Flora and fauna of conservation significance are stated; tables extending from p.39 -

to p.78.  

 

In the very brief analysis of soils that were included, mention must be made to the 

much more in-depth scientific analysis of the groundwater of a very large area 

intended for irrigation, (Cromer 2003) and the 2008 analysis which added to the 

former by DPIW et al.13  This involves land projected to turn into Precincts 1, 2, 3 and 

potentially 4. See also Part 1.  Reference must be made back to the two Scientific 

organisations, (and those who responded to the 2020 opportunity), [River Basin 

Management Society and Independent Science Council RWUS position papers].  

They should be read in full.  

 

 7. Irrigation, Water, Ecosystems 

The Swan River Water Management Statement of August 2020 (DPIPWE) is 4 

pages long.   

The Swan River Catchment has an approximate area of 670 km2 and the river is 45lm 

in length. 

It notes it meets the objectives of the Act.  

It further notes that approximately 30% of allocated water in the Swan River 

catchment is licensed to Tasmanian Irrigation.  TI also manages the transfer and 

supply of water downstream from the Melrose Dam as irrigation rights under the 

Irrigation Clauses Act 1973.  

See the two graphs taken from this DPIPWE document. 

Next page. 

  

 

 
13  DPIW Tasmania, December 2008 Stuart Richardson, Dougal Currie;  In conjunction with Groundwater 

Resources (TGR, Partnership comprising: Resource Environmental Management Pty Ltd (REM)  Aquaterra 

Consulting Pty Ltd (AQuaterra); Hydro Tasmania Consulting Pty Ltd and Sloane Geoscience  
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Allocation Information.   
 
 
 
 
Adapted from:  
Swan River Water  
Management  
Statement  
August 2020 
Water and Marine  
Resources, DPIPWE,  
Tas. Government. P.2.  

 

 

 

 

  

 

This document also states that the, 

"The Swan River catchment is typical of Tasmanian east coast systems with highly 
unpredictable flows.  This creates challenges for accessing water, low flows occur all 
year round and are interspersed with irregular large, high flow 'flashy' flood events 
that are of short duration." P.2.  A graph is included which illustrates the erratic 
nature of the pattern across years.  

The Department uses an allocation framework to calculate the volume of water 
available in a catchment.  The framework aims to protect existing water users and 
environmental requirements.  ..... 

Existing water licenses in the catchment allow the taking of water in two take periods; 
summer (typically low flows) and winter (high flows).  Water users can take water in 
accordance with the take periods and conditions on their water license.   
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 Under the Department's Surface Water Allocation Decision Framework, the 
 Swan River catchment is fully allocated for the summer take period. P.3.  

Due to the hydrological variability of the Swan River catchment, the current 
allocation methodology is not suited to the hydrology of the catchments. (Sheridan in 
red).  As such, future water will only be available when flow in the river reaches an 
opportunistic take (high flow - access threshold (see below). This applies all year 
round.  

The Commission is direction to this important 4 page document.  Of groundwater it 

notes,  

 Groundwater Management 

The Department is responsible for managing groundwater in the Swan River 
catchment under the provisions of Part 7 of the Act.  There is no licence required for 
taking groundwater but a permit is required to construct a bore or well.  Current 
usage levels are low and the impact of pumping on groundwater levels is also low.  
Based on previous studies the groundwater  system is thought to be in equilibrium. 
P.4.  

The document reminds persons/companies/organisations, of the natural values of 

the Swan River.  

Threatened fauna include swan galaxias (Galaxias fontanus), Ouse river caddis fly 
(Oxyethira mienica) and white-bellied sea-eagle (Haliaeetus leucogaster). The fairy 
tern (Sterna nereis subsp. nereis) is present in Moulting Lagoon. Both Moulting 
Lagoon and King Bay at the Swan River mouth are listed as important bird sites. 
Threatened flora species include the Cranbrook paperbark (Melaleuca pustulata), 
South Esk pine (Callitris oblonga subsp. Oblonga), Midlands wattle (Acacia 
axillaris), dagger wattle (Acacia siculiformis) and hill hovea (Hovea tasmanica). P. 
4.  
 

Page 4 notes the Monitoring, (two only, one upstream of Hardings Fall) the other 
downstream of the Cygnet River at the Grange. Tasmanian Irrigation also operates a 
surface water gauge station, located just north of the Tasman Highway (??) which is 
used as a part of the Irrigation Scheme.  As well six monitoring bores are recording 
groundwater along Dolphin Sands.  The Dept (DPIPWE) is responsible for managing 
groundwater in the Swan River Catchment under the provisions of Part 7 of the Act.   

The document notes that it supports the objectives of the Water Management Act 

1999 (the Act and is consistent with the planning principles of the National Water 

Initiative as administered by the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water 

and Environment (the Department).  

The Commission is directed to this document.  It is also directed to the  

Development of Models for Tasmanian Groundwater Resources: 

Conceptual Model Report for Swansea - Nine Mile Beach.  Prepared for 

DPIW Dec 2008. 39 pp.  
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This groundwater document is a highly significant Report because it directly relates 

to work outlined in Part 1: The Natural Environment, but because it also builds on 

that work. 

  

In my view it directly impacts onto whether the SAP can be approved, given the 

enormous significance of changed land use proposed and proposed alteration to the 

spit area owned by the consortium; their suggested Precincts of 1, 2, even 3, and 4.  

 

The EPBC Referral document noted that there had been extensive public 

consultation regarding the SWAN (p. 20). Attachments were never apparently placed 

online; where are they?  At least two attachments don't seem to be online; 

Attachment C: Tasmanian Environmental Flows Framework (TEFF) nor Attachment 

Q (the WAP framework).  No attachments were seen in the document accessed by 

Sheridan.  

 Suffice to say that the following is found on the Tasmanian Irrigation Notice Board. 
 
https://www.tasmanianirrigation.com.au/notice-board.  It is possible to trade in 

Water Rights.  Submit a new post to the Water Trading Notice Board including a new 

one just opened presumably to the Northern Midlands as at February 2021.  

Please click here to see the NMIS Scheme Detail 

 2.4 Water markets 
 Poorly managed water markets have contributed to large scale environmental, 
 social and economic problems in other jurisdictions. Of particular note is the 
 Murray Darling Basin. Freshwater is undervalued in Tasmania, and there is 
 serious risk of losing local control of this valuable resource to investors. This 
 situation requires urgent review to ensure local farmers are not priced out. 
 Water should be managed as a public good, not a commodity. 

More information is needed to better evaluate this risk, along with a strategy to 
ensure that Tasmania does not repeat some of the mistakes on the  mainland 
[Tasmanian Independent Science Council.  Submission on the Rural Water Use 
Strategy Position Paper 26 June 2020 p. 170]. Sheridan red colour] 

 
Noted here is that the trading of Water rights has been an enormous problem for the 
Murray-Darling river and its subsequent enormous pollution issues. 
 

Trading Irrigation rights and delivery rights are tradable within the district in which 
they are issued. Because water entitlements are separate from land, a person does not 
need to own land within a district to receive a transfer of water entitlements.14 

 
This is now apparently able to happen in Tasmania on its rivers including The Swan. 
This is not considered in the long term interests of either the ecosystems, and or the 
ordinary Tasmanian citizen.   
 

 
14  About Water Entitlements.  September.  https://www.tasmanianirrigation.com.au/water-entitlements 

https://www.tasmanianirrigation.com.au/schemes/northern-midlands
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Tasmania Irrigation appear to be an entity that is not directly linked to DPIPWE;  

their role needs to be very thoroughly tested in any discussion.  Known is that various 

persons were being canvassed as far back as 2012, (corresponding rather well to the 

date when the Cambria property was put up for sale), and that even by 2015 water 

licenses were being sold.   By 2 March 2015, when the SWAN was launched, already 

the water sales process had been launched.15  

 

The public were left absolutely in the dark except those involved; was this best 

practice planning?  In my view no it wasn't. The lack of transparency of the 

Government and its associated organisation, Tasmanian Irrigation in putting 

information into the public realm is seen by Sheridan as extraordinarily unacceptable 

practice. In addition it is found by moving through various documents in respect of 

agriculture leading up to 2014 or beyond 2014, exactly how the Government 

intended to proceed.  But unless one looked at the website, no one was any the wiser.  

 

(ii)  Agri-business: the role of the Coordinator General.  
 
Consider for example:  
Cultivating Prosperity in Agriculture PDF 8pp.  
Taking Agriculture to the Next Level 9 pp. (probably around 2014)  
Growing Tasmanian Agriculture, Research Development and Extension for 2050  
30 pp.   
Australian Government. Investment opportunities in Australian agribusiness and 
food. 40pp.  Printed Oct. 2015, Updated 2017  
Draft Rural Water Use Strategy, October 2020 DPIPWE  
Sustainable Agri-Food Plan, 2016-18 8 pp.  
Tasmanian Sustainable agri-Food Plan, 2019-23. 12 pp. DPIPWE  
 
 Tasmania’s comprehensive plan to grow our sustainable agri-food sector is 
 delivering.   Agricultural production increased by more than nine per cent in 
 2017-18 to just over $1.6 billion. Agriculture supports more than 7,500 direct 
 jobs, with another 2,000 directly employed in aquaculture and fishing.  

The first Tasmanian Sustainable Agri-food Plan (the “Plan”), released in 2016, 
provided the  impetus for growth and "we are now delivering the updated new four-
year Plan to make sure we remain on track to achieve our target farm gate value of 
$10 billion by 2050." The updated Plan also recognises the significant contribution 
and growth potential of our seafood sector, including aquaculture.  

 Tasmania’s Sustainable Agri-food Plan 2019-23 outlines our plan to build on 
 what we have achieved so far, and deliver a stronger economy and more jobs.  [p. 2  

 
Given the proposed scale and scope of what is proposed, the question must be raised 

as to Government initiatives with regard to "the projected changes" to the type of 

Agriculture as a land use.  Government "land use" strategies would appear to be 

considerably contributing to this even from 2014.  This to be achieved by developing 

 
15  Project Title: Swan Valley Irrigation Scheme (SWAN) - Tasmania, EPBC Referral, under MNES to 

Commonwealth Government.  Signed off in September 2015 by Chris Oldfield, CEO Tas. Irrigation.  101 pp. 

EPBC 2015-7560, Referral PDF.   
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and implementing "a sustainable agri-food system for Tasmania."16  Rather it can be 

conceived as being a real thrust into a more intensive form of agricultural pursuit, 

added to, by the buying up of licenses for farm-water-fed irrigation to properties that 

bought water rights from Tasmanian Irrigation.  

Without a doubt Agribusiness was/is high on the agenda.17 

The documents referred to above have just one aim in my view.  That is to have agri-
business as the preferred way of using agricultural land in Tasmania. 
    
The Tasmanian Government has the vision of growing the Agriculture sector to $10 

billion by 2050.18 A re-elected Hodgman majority Liberal Government noted it would 

invest "more than $150 million on the next phase of our comprehensive AgriFood 

Plan to take Tasmanian agriculture to the next level."19 

This is to be achieved by developing and implementing "a sustainable agri-food 

system for Tasmania."20   The Melrose Dam and Swan River irrigation system was all 

part of this "sustainable" food system.  

In 2015/16 the gross value of agricultural production grew by 3.3% to almost $1.5 
billion.  
Beyond the farm gate, the value of processed and packed food in 2015-16 increased 
by 4.7% to be worth $4.1 billion.  

 
The value of our overseas food exports increased in value by 12% in 2015-16 to be 
worth $690 million. [Tasmanian Agri-food Score Card 2015-2016, in Tasmanian 
Liberals, Growing Agriculture.] 

 We will work with farmers, processors and industry groups in key agri-food 
 sectors on practical strategies to improve on-farm productivity and 
 profitability throughout the supply chain.21  

Mr L. it is noted would appear to have at least 9 water licenses.... some of which are 

on the Meredith  River and associated tributaries, (are they related to the SWAN 

scheme?), not in any way considered in the research documents that have been cited 

in this section.  

This entire matter has to be very thoroughly assessed through the lens of the 

proposed changes to land uses and what that actually means;  

• The current 2019 land use map of DPIPWE, helps illustrate the potential 

change 

• that of agriculture to move from a less land intensive "use" to a much more  

agricultural intensive use;  

 
16  Ibid.  
17  Growing Tasmanian Agriculture: Research Development and Extension, for 2050. 2,  
18  Tasmanian Government. Tasmanian Liberals.  Cultivating Prosperity in Agriculture.  
19  Tasmanian Government. Growing Agriculture  
20  Ibid.  
21  Ibid.  
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• one that depends for its survival on farm-fed water irrigation, and  

• needs titles to be aggregated to allow for the use of larger machine operated 

farming, the use of fertilizers, chemicals etc.  

• the growing propensity for owner occupiers of land to be bought out by big 

business and corporatised entities.  Cambria Green is an example of this.  

•   See Sheridan: 2012, Submission to the Senate Rural Committee: Rural   

Affairs and Transport: Foreign Investment Review Board.   

  Tasmania is a special case.  It needs to be treated separately as a part of  
  the ‘national interest’.  Other parts of rural Australia may have the   
  same problem.  Smaller farms, lower sale prices, ageing farm owners.   
  Farm amalgamation is not necessarily the answer.  Industrialised   
  corporatised ‘managed’ farming is not the answer.  [Executive   
  Summary, p. 3] 

 
Looking through a lens of potential land use change is not easily dealt with.  Perhaps 

this statement in 2014 explains why.  It is also complimentary to what planner Bob 

Graham wrote in Tasmanian Planner in 2014.22 

One respected Australian academic in the field (M Buxton 2006) addressed the issue 
in strong terms; Governments at all levels in Australia have not recognised the need 
to integrate natural resource management and land use planning institutional 
arrangements and policy responses to issues. Even the various natural resource 
management institutional elements often operate in isolation from each other within 
the same government.  Water, forestry, agriculture, public land, catchment 
management, land protection and land use  legislation are not well integrated and 
are administered in a disconnected manner.  Inadequate linkages exist between local 
government and state government decision-making processes. Governance 
arrangements do not respond adequately to needs.  The progressive impacts of small 
decisions from inadequately  related sectoral agencies is now exerting serious 
consequences.23 

There was a Review of the Primary Industry Activities Protection Act 1995 in August 

2014 and some Submissions to that Bill were quite enlightening.  That of the TFGA24 

was 33 pp; the Commission is directed to that document.  The TFGA, noted in their 

submission that,  

 In Tasmania, the key policy tools specific to agricultural lands are,  

• The Primary Industry Activities Protection Act 1995 (the so-called 'Right to 

Farm' Act) and  

• The Protection of Agricultural Lands Policy (PAL Policy).  

The TFGA continued at 9.1,  

 
22  Bob Graham Planning Reform in Tasmania: A failed project. Tasmanian Planner. Vol 7. Issue 4. 

December 2014.  
23  TFGA Submission. See,https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/review-of-the-primary-industry-activities-

protection-act-1995/piap-submissions-to-the-review 
24  See,https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/review-of-the-primary-industry-activities-protection-act-

1995/piap-submissions-to-the-review 

https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/review-of-the-primary-industry-activities-protection-act-1995/piap-submissions-to-the-review
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/review-of-the-primary-industry-activities-protection-act-1995/piap-submissions-to-the-review
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/review-of-the-primary-industry-activities-protection-act-1995/piap-submissions-to-the-review
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/review-of-the-primary-industry-activities-protection-act-1995/piap-submissions-to-the-review
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Introduce as a matter of urgency an overarching State Planning Policy that prioritises 
the cornerstone role agriculture plays in the economic, social and environmental life 

of all Tasmanians.  

And further,  

Any strategy for future economic development in rural areas must recognise the 
importance and synergy of all activities within the region.  Economic, agricultural, 
social, historical, environmental and aesthetic Values must all be considered in the 
context of community well-being.  

 ......  

The PIAP Act is outdated and has proven to be ineffective in meeting its stated 
objectives. However, it is our view that focussing on improving this Act in isolation 
from a wider overhaul of the overall planning regime in Tasmania would be pointless; 
and would not deliver better outcomes. 25 

Sheridan adds there will be extraordinarily serious consequences in respect of 

Cambria Green if the SAP is approved.  The Commission is directed to the 

Submissions to the Rural Water Use Strategy Position Paper, August 2020; 

particularly to submitters, No 36 [Tasmanian Independent Science Council, to No 33 

River Basin Management Society but to others as well].  

And the Co-ordinator General's role?  

In the former Premier's statement "Cultivating Prosperity in Agriculture, (2014?) 

Hodgman noted,  

 Regulation Reduction Coordinator  
Red and Green tape in Tasmania is out of control, acting like a hand-brake on our 
economy, destroying businesses and investor confidence. The Liberals understand 
that the best thing government can do is get out of the way of business, and create the 
best environment for it to prosper.  

 
One of the many examples of red tape highlighted by the Tasmanian Farmers and 
Graziers Association is a planning mistake that first cost a farmer $2 million, before 
he then had to spend over two years fighting to be compensated for his outlay.  

  
That is why we have already committed to slashing red and Green tape by 20 per cent 
in the first term of a majority Hodgman Liberal Government. To help achieve these 
goals, we will establish in the office of the Coordinator General, a Regulation 
Reduction Coordinator, with a mandate to deregulate the Tasmanian business 
environment, boost productivity, and reduce operating costs.  

 
The Regulation Reduction Coordinator will also play an active role in working with 
industry to develop streamlined approval processes in areas such as quality 
assurance, environmental management systems and water  development.  

 
 The Red Tape Reduction Coordinator will report directly to the Coordinator 
 General, and will spearhead a comprehensive program to slash red and Green 

 
25  See TFGA submission. See,https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/review-of-the-primary-industry-

activities-protection-act-1995/piap-submissions-to-the-review 

https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/review-of-the-primary-industry-activities-protection-act-1995/piap-submissions-to-the-review
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/review-of-the-primary-industry-activities-protection-act-1995/piap-submissions-to-the-review
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 tape in Tasmania, and make it easier for businesses and individuals to deal 
 with the State's bureaucracy.  

The Commission could commence with the Tasmanian Red Tape Audit for 2017-

2018, etc and see what is simply being "removed" from the eyes of any discerning 

public.  In the 2016-2017 Audit, there was the apparent "easy" removal of 30,000 ha. 

of land from any kind of heritage impost, seen by supposedly the Red Tape Auditor 

(or someone assigned), to "having no discernible heritage values."  

The Coordinator General comes under the Department of State Growth which 
emerged 1 July 2014, with the Coordinator General was apparently in his position by 
19.1. 2015.26 
 

The Department then provided portfolio support for the following Ministers: 
• Minister for Tourism, Hospitality and Events, Hon Will Hodgman MP; 
• Minister for State Growth and Minister for Energy, Hon Matthew Groom MP; 
• Minister for Infrastructure, Hon Rene Hidding MP; 
• Minister for Forestry and Minister for Planning and Local Government, Hon Peter 

Gutwein MP; 
• Minister for the Arts, Hon Dr Vanessa Goodwin MLC; 
• Minister for Mining, Hon Adam Brooks MP; and 
• Minister for Information Technology and Innovation, Hon Michael Ferguson MP. 
 
The Department also supports the Parliamentary Secretary for Small Business, Guy 
Barnett MP.27 

 
The 2017-2018 Report noted, in a page with one minister’s name "Removing red tape 
for small business"  

 These examples provide insights into how small businesses can become 
 frustrated with the regulatory environment when in reality, it is often a single 
 obstacle that can be  worked through and resolved, if approached the right 
 way. 

I commend the Red Tape Reduction Coordinator, ……. for his work this year 
and encourage any business encountering red tape, to make contact with 
him….. . 

 
Just a few insights further re the Red Tape reduction and or alteration .  
 

Red Tape 
Reforms by 
Industry 
sector  

Red  
Tape 
Cut  

Red  
Tape  
work in 
progres
s  

Completion 
date  

Reform  
Instrume
nt  

Primary  
benefit 

Simplifying the 
dam works 
approval 
process, 
including 

  2016 Legislation Reduced 
administration 

 
26  http://www.premier.tas.gov.au/releases/coordinator-generalas_first_day 
27  2016-2017: Dept of State Growth Red Tape Reduction.  

http://www.premier.tas.gov.au/releases/coordinator-generalas_first_day
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abolishing the 
Assessment 
Committee for 
Dam 
Construction 
Simplifying the 
‘right to farm’ 
law 

   
2016 

 
Legislation 

Reduced  
Administration 

Amend the 
Marine 
Farming 
Planning Act 
1995 to abolish 
the Board of 
Advice and 
Reference 

   
2015 

 
Legislation 

 
Reduced  
Administration 

Remaking the 
Threatened 
Species 
Protection 
Regulations 
2006 

   
2016 

 
Legislation  

 
Reduced  
Administration 

Amendments to 
the Natural 
Resource 
Management 
Act 2002 

   
2017 

 
Legislation 

 
Reduced  
Administration  

Review of rural 
properties 
entered on the 
Tasmanian 
Heritage 
Register 

   
2016 

 
Policy  

 
Reduced  
Administration 

Review of 
Tasmanian 
Heritage 
Register to 
ensure it 
contains only 
entries that 
meet the 
criteria 

   
2017 

 
Policy  

 
Reduced  
Administration 

Reform the 
Historic 
Cultural 
Heritage Act 
1995 to 
streamline the 
works approval 
process 

   
2016 

 
Policy 

 
Reduced  
Administration 
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Amendment of 
Land Use 
Planning and 
Approvals Act 
1993 to allow 
councils to 
extend permits 
by an extra two 
years reducing 
the 
need for 
developers to 
re-apply 

   
2015 

 
Legislation 

Reduced 
Administration 

Historic 
Cultural 
Heritage 
Regulations 
2016 

  2016  
Regulation 

 
Reduced  
Administration 

Repeal of 
Section 146(2) 
of the Land 
Titles Act 

  2018  
Legislation  

 
Reduced  
Administration 

Review of 
registration 
requirements 
for private 
water supplies  

   
2018 

 
Policy  

 
Reduced  
Administration  

Planning 
reform - state 
planning 
provisions 

  2017   

Planning 
reform - major 
projects 

  2017 Legislation  Reduced  
Administration  

Reducing 
limitation on 
leasing and 
licensing Crown 
land  

   
2015 

 
Legislation  

 
Reduced  
Administration 

Cutting Red 
Tape for the 
Mining 
Industry 

   
2018 

 
Legislation  

 
Reduced  
Administration 

      
 

The 2014 Hodgman Government had noted it wanted a "fairer, faster, cheaper, 

simpler" planning scheme.  But the above indicates clearly that it was moving way 

over to one side of any ledger of balance when matters-environment and heritage 
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were concerned.  So dutifully the parliament passed the legislation as shown above to 

"remove" the red tape."  

Ag. Logic Report.28 Property Agronomic Suitability Report-Cambria. 

They noted that the range of growing days was "suitable for ripening most cool 

climate varieties of wine grape" and that 510 ha, had been cleared for agriculture.29 

Thirteen maps were provided in the 19 pages.  Several paragraphs were given over to 

climate and growing days.  This group apparently had not accessed the Climate 

Futures scientific findings.  

Two soil problems were seen in respect of "successful agriculture." Rooting depth of 

the soil associated with poor soil drainage. This can occur in three common 

situations: 

• Where solid rock is close to the soil surface, in this region typically dolerite. This is 
common on the hills around the region. 

• On flat valley floors with heavy clay, where water will naturally accumulate and 
cannot escape. 

• On soils with heavy clay layers at depth that impede drainage (common on gently 
sloping hills in this area).30 

 
Frost was seen as a problem in some areas by this group.   

The most common frost mitigation technique used in this region is from overhead 

sprinklers on vineyards. The walnut orchards get successful frost mitigation from 

wind machines. Overhead sprinklers are more reliable but can cause problems with 

excessive soil moisture.31 

 

Rooting depth was another issue discussed.  

 Rooting Depth 
 

Depth of root growth is important because a shallow root system leads to crops that 
are exposed to higher levels of stress. While stress can be useful for grapevine growth, 
shallow root zones also make the plant likely to hit severe stress faster. Speed of onset 
of stress can limit yields and reduce quality in most crops. 

 
Plant root growth can be limited in two ways – where a physical barrier (solid rock or 
hard pans) stops growth, or water-logging, which leads to roots rotting and dying off. 

 
Rooting depth was assessed by physical inspection, with many soil inspection digs 
conducted across the property. The soils encountered were combined with 
observation of the topography of the area to generate a map estimating the different 
rooting depth zones.  

 

 
28  Property Agronomic Suitability Report - Cambria.  19 pages. 13 maps 
29  Ibid.  p. 1.  
30  Ibid p. 2.  
31  Ibid. p. 2.  
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These zones are closely linked to soil type, however mapping rooting depth itself 
more directly links to the main issue as far as crop growth goes. The resulting maps 
(Map 4 –Rooting Depth and Map 5 – Rooting Depth: Cropping  Area) indicate 
relative differences in  rooting depth. The classifications can be interpreted as per the 
table below: 

 

Rooting Depth Meaning 
 
  Very Shallow    Rooting depth may be limited to less than 15 cm  
     and very likely to limit plant growth 
 
  Shallow  Rooting depth is less than 30 cm, and likely to  
     significantly limit plant growth 
 
  Medium   Rooting depth around 30-50 cm, however there  
     should be enough depth to support healthy growth 
 
  Deep    Rooting depth over 50 cm, Plant growth is not  
     likely to be limited by poor root growth 
 
  Variable   Some soils showed a high level of variability. In  
     these cases, a more detailed soil map is   
     recommended. 
      

Non-arable ground was not included in this assessment.32 

Suggestions were made for an EM38 Soil map so that assessment could be made of 

subsurface clay stability and inspection for acid sulphate soils.  The conclusion also 

went in this direction.  

Soil map at p. 10 is of interest while other pages (eg pp. 11,12, then Maps 6 and 9, pp. 

15, 17 are all relevant. Potential improved pastures, Potential Native pastures are also 

of further interest.      

The lands in question owned by the consortium are Cambria lands, and a significant 

flat land portion of Belmont and Redcliffe lands.   It can be compared to the 

Commonwealth Valuation analyses that were compiled for Belmont and for Redcliffe 

in 1951 (See Part 2A).  

These consultants (NB only a 19 page report) noted that more detailed surveys are 

recommended prior to any options being implemented. These consultants saw that 

the types of crops that would be appropriate would be quite closely resembled those 

grown at Cambria over the 200 year period with the exception on their non-potato 

mention.  Certainly vine crops were not grown as they are now, and curiously apples 

were not mentioned either.   

Interestingly the deepest soils are shown to be in the area of Precinct 1. (pp. 10-11) of 

the Report.  See also the maps.  

 
32  Ibid. 3.  
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https://planningreform.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/390874/Agricultu

ral_Land_Mapping_Project_-_Background_Report_-_May_2017.pdf 

  (vi)  Agricultural Land Mapping Project  

In May 2017, an agriculture report was produced called the Agricultural Land 

Mapping Project: Identifying land suitable for inclusion within the Tasmanian 

Scheme's Agriculture Zone Background Report:  It was a background report of 27 

pages.  It was prepared and published by the Dept. of Justice, Planning Policy Unit in 

conjunction with Macquarie Franklin, Esk Mapping and GIS.  

This report amongst other issues was to look at the recalibration of the existing zones 

for agriculture to what are  ̶  in the future/2022(?)  ̶  to be called the Rural and 

Agriculture Zones.  

 

 

  

Adapted from: Agricultural Land 
 Mapping Project: Identifying land  
suitable for inclusion within the  
Tasmanian Scheme's Agriculture  
Zone Background Report: 2017 
 

 

 

 

 

The Agriculture Zone provisions provide a clear pathway for all agricultural uses. 

Agricultural uses are largely No Permit Required under the Agriculture Zone Use 

Table. Some limitations are imposed on plantation forestry and agricultural uses that 

do not utilise the soil as a growth medium, if on prime agricultural land. These 

requirements aim to address Principles 2 and 10 of the PAL Policy for the protection 

of prime agricultural land. 

The area coloured orange in the second map and shown as Figure 5 p. 20, as "Land 

potentially suitable for the Agriculture Zone" (Mapping Layer 2) indicates a great 

deal of the consortium owned area under consideration.  In that report, lands had 

passed the second cluster Layer 2 requirements for Significant Agricultural Land, (in 

the future, land zoned as Agricultural land).    
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The Agriculture Zone applies tight controls on non-agricultural use as required by the 

PAL Policy to protect agricultural land from unnecessary conversion to non-

agricultural uses.  

Residential use must be either required as part of an agriculture use or located on 

land not capable of supporting agricultural use and not confine or restrain any 

adjoining agricultural use.33 

There were two different maps produced under what were two different layers called 

Enterprise Suitability Clusters. 

The section area of the East Coast noted the potential access to irrigation water,  (p. 

16 map)  while Figure 4, in the Report made the case for a second layer of  land use, 

that incorporated economic, land size, capital value, planning considerations (eg. 

constraints imposed by residential development) and other factors, for potential 

agricultural use.  

The Commission therefore cannot be seen to backtrack on its own executive findings 

of how this land ought to be used in the future.   

And that is not for principal development of tourist use or for a Rural Resource 

Zoning.  

It cannot therefore be rezoned to Rural Resource in order to facilitate uses that are 

totally inappropriate for these types of land.  

2022 Additional:  

Quick assessment:  the FWAP-SW-007, made public October 2021. 

Swan Valley Irrigation Scheme: FWAP-SW-007 CAMBRIA  by Tasmanian 

Irrigation and Macquarie Franklin. 

This document is 37pp long.  There are two plans or maps attached at the end of the 

document, one is principally soils, the other vegetation.  It shows the locations of the 

two dams.  

Water and global warming.  

1. An obvious issue not mentioned in the Macquarie Franklin Report is climate 

change and global warming.  This was a most critical omission.  Perhaps 

Macquarie Franklin weren’t requested to look into this; but this is precisely 

how the overall complete picture becomes fractured, with critical significant 

parts left missing.  

  

 
33  Agricultural Land Mapping Project.: Identifying land suitable for inclusion within the Tasmanian 

Scheme's Agriculture Zone Background Report:  It was a background report of 27 pages.  It was prepared and 

published by the Dept. of Justice, Planning Policy Unit and conjunction with Macquarie Franklin and Esk 

Mapping and GIS. 
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2. One might conclude that plants and soil, s0 dependent on water, means that it 

is vital to understand the river systems health and the amount of fresh water 

that is available downstream as compared to what irrigation is happening 

upstream.   

 

3. One also needs to know exactly how that river system operates; whether it is 

one of Tasmania’s driest systems, how far the water has to travel from its 

origin point and then make its way to the coast or bay.  This when Tasmania 

really cops very heavy rains, as has been evident for the East Coast, Mainland 

Australia, 2022. Noted in the diaries of the Meredith family was that 

particularly the lower terrace lands were subject to flooding by the Meredith 

River at times.  

 

4. Then too, there are issues to do with a drying climate, with river systems, with 

the amount of water coming down a system seem critical to the discussion.  

 

5. Noted previously,  

The rivers of the Swan Apsley Catchment are considered to be among the 

State’s driest, most variable stream systems  2.[BSB NRM Management 

Committee; Swan Apsley Management Plan  (p.12) See also p. 14 Tasmanian 

Independent Science Council, June 2020. 

 

6. At p. 30 (Part 3A),  Due to the hydrological variability of the Swan River 
catchment, the current allocation methodology is not suited to the hydrology 
of the catchments. (Sheridan in red)  [Swan River Water Management 
Statement  August 2020 Water and Marine Resources, DPIPWE,] 
 

7. The Tasmanian Independent Science Council, in a representation to the 

RWUS Position Paper,  2020 noted for example,  the following points, 

 

8. Summary of key issues and recommendations 
 
1. The primary objective of the Rural Water Use Strategy is to support the Tasmanian 

Government’s AgriVision2050, which seeks to grow the value of Tasmanian agriculture 
to $10 billion by 2050 (note: this also includes aquaculture and the seafood industry). 
Given that the current production value is about $2.5 billion (Sustainable Agri-Food Plan 
2019-23), this represents a four-fold increase over a 30 year period. We request that 
further information be provided as to how this target was derived, and whether this can 
be sustainably achieved based on our actual water resources and arable land. 
Furthermore, we ask how has climate change been factored into this target? 
 

2. The strategy is heavily focussed on irrigation expansion, with some reference to other 
water dependent industries/projects such as the Hydro’s Battery of the Nation and 
renewable hydrogen. Although the focus is on rural water, it is essential that the needs 
of other water uses/users are also integrated with this strategy. In addition to the 
environment, these include drinking water, aquaculture and other water intensive 
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industries, forestry and firefighting. Significant expansion of irrigation schemes has the 
potential to jeopardise these other uses, or to be adversely impacted by them. 

 
3.  Integrated catchment management is critical to manage both flows and water quality. 

We cannot manage one without the other. This integrated approach is also essential in 
order to address the full continuum of freshwater resources – surface run-off, 
groundwater, rivers, wetlands, riparian zones and estuaries. 

 

4. Further consideration of water quality management is needed, including more clarity 
about how the Water quality management is needed, including more clarity about how 
the Water Management Act and the state Water Quality Policy can be better integrated. 
Irrigation and other rural water uses can clearly impact freshwater systems, and poor 
water quality can in turn damage crops, soils and ground water. There is no discussion of 
salinisation or soil degradation associated with irrigation, or how this will be addressed 
within the RWUS. 
 

5. It is essential that both allocation and use are monitored in a rigorous and transparent 
way, and on a catchment-by-catchment basis. Lack of metering is one of the biggest 
weaknesses of the current water management system. How can we possibly manage 
freshwater without accurate information about the volume and timing of water use? 
[Sheridan in red] 

 

6. More detail is needed to ensure that cultural and recreational values are protected, 
particularly palawa /First Nations Tasmanians’ cultural values. 
 

7. The RWUS is overly-focussed on the continued expansion of large-scale irrigation 
infrastructure. Other key aspects of rural agriculture (e.g. water efficiency, enterprise 
suitability, land capability) are important elements of rural agriculture and it is unclear 
why these are considered to be ‘outside the scope’? The strategy should also support 
initiatives to limit run-off from agriculture, such as fertiliser management, stock, fencing 
and riparian buffers.  

 

See also points 8-13; all are important, 9, 10, 12 in particular.   

Noted from the analysis was the following;  

Noted is that seven more dams are proposed (p.34) three of ~300, four of ~200 

mls.34  Not known is which rivers these are proposed to be built on.  Whichever they 

may be, that means – if approved –  less water flows down the river system for those 

at the lower end of the river lines, whether this is the Swan, Meredith, Wye and or 

other rivers.  

Soils and Vegetation  

This is the substance of the Macquarie Franklin 2021 document.  One would have 

liked to have seen some soil profiles actually dug, to indicate more concretely what 

was there.  Instead the reader was given a table (8 columns) of 4½ pages,  with the 

 
34  See :FWAP-SW-007 CAMBRIA. Swan Valley Irrigation Scheme.  
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most detail being “actions required....”etc. It was in sections quite repetitive. Soil 

capabilities (11 tested) are either 4 or 4/5, some are 5.   Most are subject to erosion, 

but further, at least six were seen to have profiles that would be difficult soils to 

cultivate even with irrigation (See the Grose Handbook for these types of land 

capabilities); at p. 12 (online and beyond) Grose noted cropping suitability for 4 is 

low; for 5 unsuitable. See again the maps provided by the Swan Irrigation Scheme.    

These would not be “easy” soils to manage for cropping even for an astute owner 

occupier.  More soil profiles are needed.  What was documented occurred on only a 

very small section of the property.   Given what happens to soils re daily weather, 

(wind, waterlogging, water runoff etc) with erratic climate and water issues, soil 

health cannot be considered a minor issue.  If there are duplex soils, this is a further 

issue.   

At p. 26 No, was the reply to Acid Sulphate soil issues. How can the answer be “no” 

for future proposed irrigation?  See pp. 3A.  

Overseas ownership 

The bald fact that no one lives at this large property is seen as an enormous problem.  

A major problem is that the principal owner of Cambria lives in China and or Hong 

Kong, (addresses in both).  Probably a more than capable manager is in charge; he 

does not live on the property,.  He comes three days per week for quite some 

distance.  There are also three workers, who also work part time and who don’t live 

on the property.  

The conduit to what happens to Cambria lives in Melbourne.  How often have either 

of these people visited this property across an eight year time frame, (2014) when the 

lands were principally purchased, (one was finalised in 2015).  

This places an enormous amount of responsibility on the manager.   

My opinion is that there is far too much work to be completed in three out of seven 

days, year by year.  

Yes managers do “manage” farms where they are held by companies, but ten years 

have passed since “irrigation” was put on the drawing board.  This is a very large area 

of land. Even requiring some of the “jobs” to be completed as per the details in the 

WAP document would be impossible for even full time staff and managers in my 

view. Especially when there are dramatic weather changes as are seen on the 

Mainland.  

To date, what exactly is being monitored, watched and appropriated as requiring 

attention.   
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The document is of limited extent in that it does not extend into the hill areas for 

soils.  They would almost certainly be land capability 5 and might even be 6 or even 

7.  

Tasmanian Irrigation and WAPs.  

A principal issue with the present “setup” (as given above) elsewhere in Part 3A is 

that Tasmanian Irrigation makes it abundantly clear that it is the property owner 

that is responsible for the WAPs.  Why are WAPs controlled and confidential; where 

is the transparency, (p. 4).  Only if there is a “decline” re “natural resources” 

Tasmanian Irrigation “may” instigate an audit of the Farm WAP, (p. 4 ) Totally 

unsatisfactory.  

Prequalified consultants are responsible for assessing the risks posed by the 
application of Tasmanian Irrigation water and developing management actions to 
manage these risks. They are also responsible for determining what monitoring 
activities need to be completed. 
 

Thus it would appear the land owner (in China??) would have to assess that change is 

occurring and request that “prequalified consultants “ be called in (and presumably 

paid for) to “manage these risks.”    Apparently DPIWE that is the entity responsible 

for changes are not to be called in.   

Tasmanian Irrigation is not responsible for the management practices across 
the property or within the Farm WAP area. (p. 4.)  

As well, From: p. 23 Part 3A.  

p. 23 All SWAN water applied to land within the Swan Valley Irrigation District 
willbe done in accordance with an approved Farm Water Access Plans (Farm WAPs). 
Farm WAPs are property‐specific plans under which irrigators use their water in a 
manner that will protect land, water and biodiversity values. 

Tasmanian Irrigation will conduct a random audit of 10% of Farm WAPs across the 

irrigation district annual to monitor compliance with the Farm WAPs. 
 

Not known or articulated is exactly how many WAPs the owners of Cambria have, 

nor exactly where they are located, nor how large an area they extend over.  All of this 

is not known and remains obscure.  Part 3A , p. 34 had discovered 9 water licenses 

for Mr L.  

How many water licenses does Mr L. and or Mr S. have, where are they located and 

why haven’t the WAPs been released to the public, prior to any SAP being passed and 

ticked off?   Does the TPC have this information?   

How can it come to an informed opinion if it doesn’t have this information?  

Clearly there are two departments heavily involved in what is happening, one is 

Tasmanian Irrigation, and the other, DPIPWE.   Where is planning that ought to 
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have a seat at the table given it is responsible for land uses in Tasmania? The first 

wants to put in place irrigation irrespective (my view); monies also part funded 

apparently by the Commonwealth Government.  The second department DPIPWE, is 

responsible for river health. The relevant section is short staffed, while requisite Acts 

are old (certainly not with global warming therein ie Schedule 1 of a 1999 Act) and 

with no State of the Environment reporting since 2008.   

Surely this is a land use issue of some substance and critical importance.  

Inadequate linkages exist between local government and state government decision-

making processes. Governance arrangements do not respond adequately to needs.  

The progressive impacts of small decisions from inadequately related sectoral 

agencies is now exerting serious consequences.35 

The lack of transparency and opaqueness has been magnified by COVID.  

Final words: Agriculture as the land use: 

Nowhere in all the documentation from the opposite side, the consortium or from the 

official many, many documents from the Government re agri-business is there a 

serious and or scientific appraisal of,  

1. climate change and global warming. Nor any urgent appraisal of how this will 

affect the intended "irrigation" water allocations, Swan and Meredith River flows, 

water  either in/not in from the Melrose  Dam (to fulfil the water license agreements, 

Meteorological input, long  term forecasts, all required (eg an update to the Climate 

Futures work).   

 

2. This is one of Tasmania's driest river systems on the East Coast with 

acknowledged erratic inputs of water and many droughts.  

Such a 2022 report is required and must be supplied prior to any approval of the SAP 

and made public. 

 

3. The First Nations' uses, importance, significance of former land uses have to 

be thoroughly understood, documented, with archaeological  research completed 

prior to any approval of the SAP. Land must be returned to them.  

 

4. The Aboriginal Report which IreneInc has referred to has only been very 

recently released to the public.  There is still no archaeological report. The SAP 

should not be given the green light until these requisite reports are completed. 

 

5. Given the reports and extracts made in Part 3A, an holistic appraisal of the 

interconnected parameters of what makes the Swan ecosystem function as it does, 

(climate factors, uplands, hill lands, flat lands, river flows and river water quantities, 

 
35  TFGA Submission. See,https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/review-of-the-primary-industry-activities-

protection-act-1995/piap-submissions-to-the-review 

https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/review-of-the-primary-industry-activities-protection-act-1995/piap-submissions-to-the-review
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/review-of-the-primary-industry-activities-protection-act-1995/piap-submissions-to-the-review
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soil types, soil depths, soils per se, has to be examined in much greater detail and at a 

very farm related/corporate business-of-farm related level. For Cambria Green that 

would mean climate/topographical/soil/water/related areas, being mapped at a scale 

of 1:5000.  With maps that have readable legends and a scale.  

 

6.  The idea from the Government of increasing agri-business outcomes to 

"increase the annual value of the agricultural sector to $10 billion by 2050" (Rockcliff 

p. 1, Growing Tasmanian Agriculture: Research, Development and Extension for 

2050, White Paper, 30pp) might have calculated the economics of the "doing" but 

failed to take into account major primary natural factors for requisite health of the 

climate change and water; ecosystems, soil changes and the environment.  

 

7. The Farm Plan cannot be left to the owner or manager of the land to hire the 

relevant consultant who will tick the boxes, about which the entire "plan" is not at all 

transparent.  

 

8. Think Cambria Green.  There would have to be multiple "Farm Plans" given 

the area under consideration.  

 

9. It is known that Tasmanian Irrigation came into being in 2012 and by 2015 

was pushing ahead, courtesy of the Government in 2014.  It appears to be an 

organisation that operates "outside" of DPIPWE in that DPIPWE is left with the 

responsibility for catchments and the river systems, while it might appear Tasmanian 

Irrigation allows more companies into operations by selling water rights or allowing 

the trading of water rights.   

 

10. Given the trajectory that the Government has proceeded along 2014-2022,  

 

• without a measure of strict requisite state policies in place,  

• legislation  that is badly in need of an overhaul  

• with a significant lack of excellent relevant research (made public)  

• to back up its decisions across too many requisite parameters,  

 

a public keen to learn about Cambria Green in particular, is left blind-sided.   

 

The  Tasmanian Irrigation, the Swan system is seen as an ecosystem/watershed 

area/flat land area; its environment under further and further pressure to "deliver" 

in too many places.   

 

11. How exactly does that fit to LUPAA Schedule 1, Parts 1 and 2 and other 

relevant parts of the legislation?    

 

12. Given the EPBC Referral document (The SWAN), (mysteriously with no 

author attached), sent to the Commonwealth Government presumably in September 
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2015, (hardly before the ink dried on the title changes to Cambria Green being 

finalised), a great many questions hang in the balance, unanswered.  They must be 

answered prior to any approval of the SAP.  
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AM-GLA-AM2018-03 Cambria Green 

Part 3B Tourism as a Land Use  

2022 

Gwenda Sheridan  

This representation believes tourist use of the scale, scope and unknown type of 

development proposed for Cambria Green is a totally inappropriate use of the land.  

It is considered by Sheridan to be for corporates in Australia or elsewhere, to buy in, 

consolidate the land, manage the "agri-tourism"/agri-tourism development without a 

state policy in sight.  Tasmanian planning policies will not do.  They simply follow 

and comply with what is required by the Tasmanian Planning Scheme.  Currently 

there is not a TPP in sight for tourism.  Planning has not adequately confronted what 

the real issue is. 

There are a number of sections to this document.   

1. A very brief history  

2. The Government’s role in its support of agri-tourism,  

3. The Department of State Growth, role of the Coordinator General, Red Tape 

Regulator and Tourism Tasmania 

4. Going forward.  The Section 39 Report.  

5. An Assessment of the situation 

 

The perception here is that rightly or wrongly what appears to be happening is a 

great deal between, Numbers 2, 3, 4 above but nothing or too little to join the 

place(s), landscape(s), environment(s) into serious consideration and open 

discussion.  That is of what can be lost and gone forever, with more and more 

development and encouragement of tourism and or agri-tourism in the manner now 

in operation.   

 

1. The briefest of histories.  

 

Tasmania's landscape has an ability to "draw" tourists; brief 

history 

 

Sheridan has included "tourism" sections into many of the historical 

researched works completed for Councils, and elsewhere across 27 years.  

Fern Tree for example saw tourists here in the nineteenth century.  In the 

twentieth century tourists travelled by the "Apple Boats" to Tasmania 

including my parents and grandparents.   

 

Tasmania from very early times in the nineteenth century was seen as 

somewhere particularly beautiful; this eulogised about by many, many writers 
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across centuries. Landscape has always been at the centre front of why tourists 

come to Tasmania.  Tasmanian landscape diversity and beauty has always 

been able to draw tourists.  

 

On 18 May 2020 a letter by the author was sent to the then head of Heritage 

Tasmania and in addition to the then Chair of the Heritage Council.  Several 

pieces from that letter are relevant.  

 
Noted in Houses and Estates of Old Glamorgan1 that,  

 
 The beautiful landscape of Tasmania's East Coast has been spared of 

 much of the pressures of development. .....   

 

Evolved landscape, historic landscape, cultural landscape, (in effect landscape 

evolution and change) does not look after itself, when there are no state 

planning/heritage landscape integrated policies, nor any rigorous guidelines 

(for local councils) to follow. Tasmanian planning assessment (and the 

profound changes happening and in the pipeline to happen) currently depend 

on the regulatory end of the planning equation. Vital strategic policy research 

is missing and has been missing for a very long time.  

 

The author, in a paper read before the Planning Institute of Australia, later 

published in Australian Planner, 2004, 41 (2)  "Is Arcadia Under Attack".  Yes 

it is, and in my view, it is lost (via the death by a thousand cuts scenario which 

current planning pursues in Tasmania) when combined too, with the sheer 

short sightedness of the Government's one state planning scheme directives. 

 

Quite quickly what tourists come to see has the potential to be irreversibly 

lost.   

The,  "linkage of beauty, archetypal myths, tourism and cultural landscapes is 

a demonstrated one across more than one and a half centuries," .... "a 

particularly Tasmanian cultural landscape ideal emerged across time; one 

which combined the naturally occurring landscape elements with those of 

evolving built structures in unique patterns.  What emerged from the mix was 

and is quintessentially Tasmanian (Sheridan 2000a, 2002d, 2003a); such 

landscapes do not appear elsewhere in the world." 

There are three centuries of people describing Tasmania's beauty in 

landscape. Here is photographer James Watt Beattie at turn of 19th to 20th 

century,  

 

 
1  Malcolm Ward, Maureen Martin Ferris, Tully Brookes, Houses& Estates of Old Glamorgan.  

Glamorgan Spring Bay Historical Society. Inc. 2017. 



3 
 

 ©   Gwenda Sheridan 2022  

The beauties of the Tasmanian scenery have been the subject of endless 

eloquence... Interviewed tourists have spoke of them in the highest terms 

treading often on what to a sceptic would appear to be the verge of 

extravagance in language.... One of the charms of Tasmanian scenery is 

undoubtedly its infinite variety.  No other island in the world perhaps 

combines so many natural attractions within so small a scope.2[Sheridan 

italics in red]. 

 

It's the "infinite variety" in the evolved landscape places such as Cambria 

Green which are under enormous pressure.  The TPS has the unique ability to 

be able to vastly diminish the "infinite variety".  It simply does not understand 

the how, the why, the where of its existence.  That is because Tasmania refuses 

(unlike other states and internationally) to "do" cultural landscape 

assessment, research and regulation.   

 

It further appears too to this author that the Government, Tourism Tasmania, 

and the Department of State Growth do not adequately grasp or understand, 

how unregulated growth of tourism and or agri-tourism can totally change the 

“infinite variety” of Tasmanian landscape(s).  

 

Without such an understanding, appropriate regulation and management they 

can be very easily, all too easily consigned to the never-never.    

 

It is the landscape(s) of this island which are under pressure as never 

previously; Cambria an excellent example of that. 

Further, it involves land-use and how that actually happens and changes. How we 

"do" land use is critical to what happens to the land under our feet.3    

Tasmanians in charge have probably never heard of this Inventory. 

The Canada Land Inventory:  

 The Canada Land Inventory is a comprehensive multi-disciplinary land inventory of 

 rural Canada, covering over 2.5 million square kilometers of land and water. Land 

 capability for agriculture, forestry, wildlife, recreation, wildlife (ungulates and 

 waterfowl) was mapped. Over 1000 map sheets at the 1:250,000 scale were created 

 during the 1960's, 70s, and early 80's. Although the information is old, and better 

 information is available for some areas as part of more recent soil surveys, the 

 interpretations are still largely valid, and many jurisdictions still use them for land use 

 planning purposes. 

 
2  See Gwenda Sheridan Australian Planner, Vol 41, No, 2, 2004  as above. 57.  
3  Sheridan appeared at the Senate in 1984 on Land Use Policy, having researched, 
taught, (2 X universities, one Sydney). 

http://sis.agr.gc.ca/cansis/publications/surveys/index.html
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There are seven classes used to rate agricultural land capability. Class 1 lands have 
the highest and Class 7 lands the lowest capability to support agricultural land use 
activities. Subclasses are used to identify specific limiting factors for each class.  See 
Part 3A.  

The author was first aware of the Canada Land Inventory in the 1960s.   

 Conceptualized in the early 1960s by the Department of Forestry and Rural 

 Development (later the Department of Energy, Mines and Resources), the CLI 

 was a federal-provincial project that lasted from 1963 to 1995 and produced 

 maps which indicated the capability of land to sustain agriculture, forestry, 

 recreation and wildlife; its geographic extent was all of Canada except the 

 North (i.e. below the tree line). 

Figure 1. Taken  

From A Guide to  
Resource  
Planning: the  
Canada Land 
Inventory:   
Dept of  
Regional  
Economic  
Expansion.  
 

There was a  
Map too for  
Land use  
Planning &  
more 
 

 

 

 

 In 1986 L.C. Munn4 wrote the following:.  

 
4  L.C. Munn, Policy Research and Co-ordination Branch Lands Directorate Place Vincent Massey Hull, 

Quebec, Canada ; Chapter The Canada Land Inventory, pp. 391-406 in From Land and its Uses - Actual 

and Potential: An Environmental Appraisal; Ed. F.T. Last, M.C.B. Hotz, B.G. Bell  1986. Part 

of the NATO Conference Series book series (NATOCS, volume 10, 

https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-1-4613-2169-9 

 

 

https://link.springer.com/bookseries/10264
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  Since that time much has been written about the Canada Land Inventory (CLI), particularly 

 the development, organization and implementation stage of the inventory.   

 It took approximately 15 years to complete the inventory phase of the CLI. It is only in the 

 last 5 years that we have begun to use and draw upon the information to address resource 

 issues. It is only in the past 2 to 3 years that we have started to realize the importance of the 

 CLI in resolving social, economic and environmental issues in Canada. The CLI information 

 and data permeates all facets of land use in Canada. CLI  terminology has become widely 

 accepted and is used by scientists and planners alike. Politicians and citizens refer to class 1, 

 class 2 land etc., when discussing land values and land issues - they have become household 

 'words....' 

Tourism can be joined into Recreation Use. That is how the land is actually being 

"used." 

 

2. The Government’s role in its promotion of agri-tourism.  

See the following:  

Draft agri-tourism position paper 2016 13 pp. this via the Dept. of State Growth.  

There was an Agri-vision 2050 here as well. From p. 4 of this document:  

 Agri-tourism operators are well positioned to capitalise on Tasmania's natural 
 advantages and the opportunities that will arise from increased agricultural output, 
 higher visitation and a stronger brand. There are already a number of actions 
 planned and underway in Tasmania that support this important sector.  
 

• Ten Tranche 1 irrigation schemes have been delivered allowing agricultural 
expansion, and a number of proposed Tranche 2 schemes continue to be 
progressed.  

• Annual funding has been increased to the four Regional Tourism 
Organisations (RTOs) that cover the north-west and west coast, southern, 
northern and east coast regions, to boost regional tourism.  

• The Tasmanian Government Events Strategy 2015-2020 plans to grow and 
diversify the number and range of local events, a key aspect of Tasmanian 
agri-tourism.  

• AgriGrowth Tasmania has been established to implement the government's 
AgriVision 2050 agenda.  

• A statewide planning scheme is being implemented, complemented by 
Tasmanian planning  policies that promote sustainable development and 
accommodate emerging opportunities, including agri-tourism.  

• The $650,000 Tasmanian Brand Project will develop further insight into the 
Tasmanian brand and how it can best be supported and promoted.  

 

A recently refreshed Tourism 21 (T21) agreement highlights the importance of agri-

tourism in maintaining a strong Tasmanian brand and bringing visitors to the state.  

From the T21 Tasmanian visitor Economy Strategy 2015-2020,  

The T21 Tasmanian Visitor Economy Strategy 2015-2020 identifies the importance 
of a strong Tasmanian brand and the role agri-tourism has to play in supporting this 
and delivering on broader tourism goals.  
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 "Tasmania’s reputation for high quality produce is recognised globally. Farm 

 gate and agri-tourism experiences highlight our strength in the production of 

 wine, whisky, cider and beer, along with our agriculture and aquaculture industries. 

 These elements contribute strongly to the Tasmanian brand. With  international 

 research showing food and beverage to be a key factor in people’s travel decisions, 

 Tasmania is well positioned to capitalise on this through its unique combination of 

 people, produce, place and proximity."  P. 11.  

What is wrong with such an approach.... ?  It has a Brand.... it doesn’t connect that 

Brand to the land, landscape, except to eulogise about scenic views etc. It appears to 

just want growth of the tourism industry.  

The Environment has to be understood, (see Part 1).  Heritage/landscape(s) of estate 

properties have to be much more actively understood, managed, and protected.  

Cultural Landscapes have to be protected. Agricultural land use in Tasmania has to 

be understood but not with a very fast track to intensive agricultural use and farm fed 

water irrigation (in the way currently proceeding) simply to grow vineyards. Any 

significant agricultural land has to be protected because Tasmania is not exactly 

abundant in the supply of good agricultural land for cropping.  See Parts 2B, 2E, 3A. 

Tourism as it is emerging in Tasmania courtesy of particular Government enterprises 

like the Department of State Growth, Coordinator General's Office, Tourism 

Tasmania, appear not to be integrated into how Tasmania's planning system (this 

linked to heritage and or landscape evaluation?) is supposed to work.  Or is that 

actually what is seen as okay? 

3. The Department of State Growth, role of the Coordinator General, 

Red Tape Regulator and Tourism Tasmania.  

Fundamentally changing land use to agri-tourism is not seen as protection to 

agricultural and or pastoral land use. 

Tasmanian planning has no tourist strategy and no tourist guidelines 

applicable for planning and or for local government.  Background Report No 

10 (2011 STRLUS), has some most useful comments.  Currently we are seeing 

"proposals" crop up everywhere across the state including in the Wilderness World 

Heritage Area (TWWHA), Crown Reserves, along the shorelines.   

This is not best practice land use planning; process is being undermined by a "land 

use" that has no status as a land use, no guidelines, no rigorous Government policy 

(except for expansion), only  more and more "growth" of tourism devoid of planning.  

The Government and the Coordinator General's Department would appear to be very 

active in the encouragement of such economic activity.  
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Office of the Coordinator General: Dept of State Growth (p. 45)  

 The Coordinator-General's Office is the principal entity to attract and 

 support investment in the state, providing a single coordination point for 

 major commercial projects across Tasmania.  The Office identifies, attracts 

 and secures investment opportunities locally interstate and overseas.  It also 

 develops and manages major projects and spearheads the red-tape reduction 

 agenda. 

No doubt too, it’s my view, developers who want to develop in areas of land off the 

limits, (eg the WHA, parks, reserve areas) apparently are accommodated.   

Exactly when and how do planning and heritage requirements for land use changes 

come to the Coordinator General, (and officers) and which are then followed 

through? 

Sheridan asks, did members of the consortium approach the Department of State 

Growth in 2014 , and given what has followed, was that facilitated by “someone(?)" 

and or within the sub department of the Department of State Growth?   

The void in respect of this subject in Tasmania is palpable.  The non transparency is 

palpable.  

There is nothing to limit the "scale" and "scope" of any tourism project, particularly 

when land has been bought prior to any type of planning decisions at all.  Or was it 

all "stitched" up at the point of sale in 2014?   

Much of Cambria Green hangs off a fuzzy, not-well-articulated document-for-change 

called the SAP and the even fuzzier document that appeared at times in the published 

newspapers.  

Somewhere there must be a larger plan but is it to scale?   The public have never been 

privy to any larger scale map plan if it exists.  A Master Plan apparently existed in 

some form because the then GSBC planning officer made reference to it.5  

The Master Plan MUST be released to the public  (however small, large or 

incomplete) or the entire TPC hearing will be simply become a charade in my view,  

In November 2021 the public was still not privy to any formal designs, or plans, 

works, in short total proposed development, presumably in stages.  Dribbled out has 

been a 2016 set of images, several pages of architectural drawings.   

 

 

 

 
5  See Section 39 Report.  
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Figure 2. Adapted from material on the public website from IreneInc & Smith street 

studio. 2018 Cambria Tasmania p. 50 

 

4. Moving forward.  The Section 39 Report.  

 

See the Section 39 Report in this respect.  It cannot be ignored as though it doesn’t 

exist.    Extracts from that Report.  This was written by the then planning officer of 

Glamorgan Spring Bay Council.  

The TPC will hold public hearing prior to making any decision. The TPC can approve or refuse 
the amendment in its exhibited form or in a modified form and may require a modified 
amendment to be re-exhibited.  

 

The officer recommendation is to make significant modifications to the Amendment 

principally due to insufficient detail to justify that the full scope of the exhibited Amendment 

fully complies with the Regional Land Use Strategy and in response to some of the 

Representations received. The certified SAP proposes a framework to guide future use and 

development but presently lacks Standards that are specifically tailored to the character of 

the site and the type of use and development envisaged. P. 2. ...[Sheridan in red] 

 

The request to Council includes a concept master plan, and other background information 

including the client brief and potential scope of use. The master plan does not form part of 

the Amendment or SAP and should be afforded lesser, and arguably nil, weighting in any 

decision making.  P. 4.  

See too, p. 5.  

 

Sheridan does not agree, with the last paragraph from “afforded lesser” etc.  

Plan Purpose  
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p. 5.  
Add additional purpose statements relating to biodiversity, scenic landscapes, roads and 
design.  
Plan Precincts  
Reduce the extent of the Homestead Precinct to the zones identified in the Heritage Design 
Guidelines.  
 
NOT agreed with.  See Part 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E.  
 
Local Area Objectives  
Modify a number of Local Area Objectives, including to delete 1.3.1.2 (d) (skills training 
centre), 1.3.1.3 (b) (airstrip) and 1.3.1.3 (c) (connectivity to Swan River Road).  
Include scenic landscape objective for the Agricultural Precinct for non-agricultural use and 

to the Hills Resort Precinct. 

Scenic landscape is NOT what is at issue here.  It is CULTURAL LANDSCAPE.  The 

Homestead Precinct attached toTrethowan’s Report must go. See 3C Curtilage, See 2B, 2E.  

Under the Standard proposed in the Working Draft, each Precinct would have a GFA 

Acceptable Solution of less than 1% of the Precinct and approximately 0.001% of the plan 

area, and 3.2ha across the plan area (and no more than 5.9 ha under the Performance 

Criteria). In relation to other nearby development, the GFA across Cambria Drive and 

Dolphin Sands Road would be just under 5ha assuming 150m2 of buildings per lot (Sheridan 

in red). The approved, but not fully developed, Piermont would be approximately 3.2ha 

within 120m2 buildings. P. 6 

This is why the Master Plan must be released.  

Government Policies  
T21 is a partnership agreement between the Tasmanian Government and the Tasmanian 
tourism industry represented by the Tourism Industry Council Tasmania (TICT).  
The strategy's target is to grow annual visitor numbers to Tasmania to 1.5 million by 2020, 
and so generate visitor expenditure of around $2.5 billion a year, greater capital investment 
and more jobs. This strategy describes how the Tasmanian Government, in partnership with 
Tasmania's tourism industry, is working to achieve the vision.  
 
T21 recognises the opportunities to drive increased tourism through attractions and 
activities that build upon our natural environment, cultural heritage, creative industries, high 
quality produce and access to sport and recreation, including walking, cycling and golf. These 
values form the core of various marketing and visitor engagement strategies adopted by 
Tourism Tasmania. For instance, Tourism Tasmania Asia Engagement Marketing Strategy 
focuses on high yield, affluent visitors that seek experience of nature, wildlife, produce and 
people.  
 
The most recent Tasmanian Visitor Survey shows that for the year ending March 2018 1.28 
million visitors travelled to Tasmania, up 2% from the previous year. The survey also showed 
that expenditure by visitors increased by 7% to a total of $2.37 billion.  
 
The proponents note at section 2.2 of the Ireneinc Report a 19% growth in international 
tourism numbers between 2012 and 2015, include a 281.6% growth from China. For all 
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tourists, an 8% increase in 2017 compared to 2016 to Tasmania as a whole occurred with a 
10% increase to the East Coast (377,600 in total).  
 
From 2012 to 2017, visitations to GSBC has had a 13.4% average annual growth rate  
Currently, some 30% of visitors to Tasmania visit the East Coast, and this proportion is 
expected to rise. Thus, the East Coast must manage both the increase in Tasmanian tourism 
and its position as a growing attraction.  
 
Achieving the Tourism Tasmania T21 visitation target would require a annual growth rate of 

approximately 5% of the life of T21. Recent figures provided by Tourism Tasmania suggest 

that the growth rate is around 2% per annum. P. 8.  

There are no State level policies regarding how land use planning ought to respond to visitor 
increases or deliver appropriate use or development that protects and enhances the 
Tasmanian brand. In part this reflects the need for regional and local planning to identify 
values and characteristics of areas that attract tourism and may also be at risk of tourism.  
 
For instance, the 2017 Queensland document ‘Next Generation Tourism Planning: A 
guideline for planners in Queensland’ notes:  
 
Tourism development is not a ‘one size fits all’ and nor is it a ‘free for all’. But there’s a type 

of tourism for every type of place. Thinking about tourism activity and tourism development 

in terms of place makes it easier to understand the appropriateness of tourism proposals, 

and is recommended as a means of planning strategically for tourism. P. 9.  

The Southern Tasmanian Regional Land Use Strategy (RLUS) is some 10 years old and does 
not anticipate the current visitor numbers. On tourism, the RLUS policies express the need 
to protect regional landscapes and authentic and local features that create a sense of place 
for visitors and residents. The RLUS also recognises the need for tourism in rural and 
agricultural where it supports primary production. .... 
 
The RLUS also recognises that some forms of tourism are innovative and responsive and 
therefore should be dealt with through non-planning scheme processes, namely by way of 
planning scheme amendments and s43A processes (combined application and 
amendments). No other industry is dealt with in this way and the RLUS offers little positive 
guidance on assessing s43A proposals other than describing what impacts should be 
avoided. Arguably, the RLUS should do more to guide tourism rather than rely on s43A or 
other planning scheme amendment processes. The full tourism policies of the RLUS are as 
below:  
T 1.1 Protect and enhance authentic and distinctive local features and landscapes 
throughout the region.  
T 1.2 Identify and protect regional landscapes, which contribute to the region’s sense of 
place, through planning schemes.  P. 10.  

 
See further pages in what the Section 39 Report contains.  Noted is that the author of 

the Section 39 Report walked out of the TPC Hearing in 2020 not to reappear.  

Noted is that for example the Southern Tasmanian Regional Land Use Strategy was 

turned over in recent times without any input from the public.   

More relevant documents:  
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See too for example other documents which are considered relevant.    

 

• East Coast Destination Management Plan: Prepared for East Coast Regional 

Tourism Organisation Inc. June 2013.  The Stafford Group.  

• Planning for sustainable tourism on Tasmania's East Coast,  pp. 103, June 

2014,  

• Asia Engagement Marketing Strategy June 2016 25 pp. Tourism Tasmania.  

• L.E.K. The China Tourism Economy: Reaching Australia's Potential, October 

2017 44 pp.  

• T21 Visitor Economy Action Plan 2020-2022.  

• T21 Visitor Economy Action Plan Progress Report November 2020. Tas. 

Govt.  

• the Swansea, Destination Plan 2018-2020, 

Some of these were produced as the state was locked down with its first COVID 

outbreak. 

Again this type of information illustrates the points made by Professor Buxton in 

earlier documents; all separate documents but which body is coordinating them?  Is 

this the Coordinator General's office?    From the last of the documents cited above,6 

[Asia Engagement Marketing Strategy], this below, 

This analysis has identified the priority markets for Tourism Tasmania over the 
period 2016–2020 and has also outlined the most effective approach and focus for 
each market. 

 The key criteria for identifying these priority markets are: 
 

• Alignment of Tasmania against the core appeals of each market as defined by 
Tourism Australia’s Consumer Demand Project (CDP) research. 

 • Visitation factors including, growth, visitor spend and duration of stay as 
 defined by the International Visitor Survey (IVS). 

• Insights gained through Tourism Australia and Tourism Tasmania’s in market 
representatives regarding more general travel trends and behaviours and economic 
factors within each market. 

 The core priority markets in the Asian region are: 
  • China 
  • Hong Kong 
  • Singapore 
  • Malaysia 

These markets provide the strongest yield and growth opportunity. This review has 
also identified India and Indonesia as requiring watching briefs. 

 
p. 7. Tourism Tasmania’s targeted position in the Asian region is as a 
premium destination and is focused on affluent, high yield visitors, 
rather than volume. 
Key Asia markets now represent well over 30% of the total international visitors to 
Tasmania and almost 40% of the leisure segment of the market. 

 

 
6  Asia Engagement Marketing Strategy. 2016 p 4.  
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p. 9. Tasmania is well positioned to leverage the growth from China as it aligns to the 
core appeals of the market. According to the Tourism Australia Consumer Demand 
Project, the top five most important factors for Chinese travellers when selecting a 
holiday destination are: 
 

• World class beauty and natural environments (57%)   

• Good food, wine, local cuisine and produce (46%) 

• Safe and secure destination (45%) 

• Rich history and heritage (34%)    

• Spectacular Coast Scenery (27%)   

 
Note what has been put first on the list.  Note what has been put as numbers 4 and 5 

on the list.  

Three of the above dotpoints have everything dependant on the current evolved 

landscape.  It's my personal view the Tasmanian Government is doing its best to 

quickly destroy the evolved historic landscape(s), given its red tape reduction and its 

new "planning" re the Tasmanian Planning Scheme, the SAP and other planning 

add-ons.   

Once the evolved landscape is gone, it's irreversible and gone; the change 

for more and more development totally geared to an economic, tourist 

unregulated outcome.  

The East Coast Destination Management Plan (132pp June 2013) is an example of a 

focus almost solely centred around the economics of the place(s) and how best to 

stimulate further tourism, any potential planning constraints avoided.   Or of a 

proper understanding of drawcards (eg evolved landscape and heritage) and how 

easily these are destroyed if not understood.  These are not "seen" as living entities of 

land, rather as the "assets" to be exploited.  Without mentioning the word this Plan 

noted at 1.4 in a dotpoint,  

 Many parts of the region offer a stunning coastline and natural environment. 

This document was put together by a company called The Stafford Group who would 

appear to analyse information in the manner that has been done. Apparently for 

example at least in 2013, just 5% of international visitors (28,250) visited the East 

Coast.7  A conclusion at p. 16, was,  

 In conclusion, the East Coast offers some exciting prospects for sustainable tourism development and 
 growth. This will however require addressing some fairly major challenges, including the current ten 
 year decline in visitation and the lack of adequate investment in product and services over some time. 
 
 Success will also be predicated on developing strong working partnerships with both Councils, 

 relevant State Government agencies and building the active involvement and support of tourism 

 operators and the communities along the East Coast. 

  

 
7  The East Coast Destination Management Plan (132pp June 2013) p. 16.  
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It appears that the Stafford Group was commissioned by the East Coast Regional 

Tourism Organisation to develop a Destination Management Plan for the East Coast 

region and was funded by Tourism Tasmania.  

My personal view is that companies like this want to “grow” the “product”; they 
assess "place" and landscape as a "product", a "commodity" and "asset" and proceed 
from that point.  It seems that the imperative is for growth at all costs.  Take the 
Methodology used in this document at 2.1, (p. 17) and those involved with the liaison. 
 

•  Detailed research and analysis of current and future product; 

• Review of all statistical data on visitor trends and development of a base visitation scenario 
 determined by research from various sources along with necessary assumptions which         
 were tested and refined with input from Tourism Tasmania and industry; (p. 18)  
 

At 2.2 the study noted it provides a "far more holistic and integrated approach to 

destination planning" (p. 18)  

These types of documents, done without any reference to Tasmania's RMPS are 

illustrative of an industry, which is a potential land use, quite unrelated to any type of 

planning input.   In my view there is nothing "holistic" in an analysis that fails to take 

into account the "place", its "life, the "the evolved historic landscape" of the place. 

Any analysis of what evolved landscape, land use, the natural environment actually 

means, appears to be missing.  

Noted is that heritage is nowhere to be considered, tourism (and its effects in 

changing land use, as a land use) not canvassed.    

 This DMP for the East Coast is the first regional DMP in Tasmania and in many respects, sets 
 direction and an approach for the others which follow. The point of difference being the unique 
 characteristics of assets (natural and built) and the needs and motivations of the local and 
 regional communities. (p. 19)  
 

As "used" in the above document the "place", the landscape is seen as an asset but  

with “unique characteristics”; the same type of language used in the SAP.  Again we 

see the use of the word sustainable.  

What is "sustainable" to one is not "sustainable" to another. Sustainable has become 

a weazel word.  Note the use of the word “unique” re assets (natural and built).  

 

 The common denominator however is the desire for more sustainable employment (p. 19  
 throughout the region. (p. 19.)  

This study looked at the entire East Coast as a tourist destination. (see to p. 22). 

It noted that the major tourism related employment industry was accommodation 

and food services; 500 individuals employed p. 21.  It further noted that  

• Tourism will play a key role in defining the East Coast. The story and the brand can be 
built through tourism; p. 22 ....  
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• but that many operators have to survive on a very limited 3-5 month season. p. 23  

 

Access was seen as a problem, along with limited telecommunications, available 

skilled labour, variable food and beverage quality, lack of investment. p. 24. 

Strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats all briefly outlined at p. 26. Population 

statistics outlined in following pages with trends suggesting an ageing population, p. 

29, employment canvassed, at p. 30+.  

 

The curious point in these types of documents is that the "Brand" is never actually 

defined, discussed, researched or analysed.  That "brand" in Sheridan's opinion is 

almost certainly dependent on the natural environment (and what it presents) and 

then the evolved land use and evolved landscapes that present.  This seems not to be 

understood or if so, ignored.  

 

Interesting points turned up in the analysis were these,  

▪ The appeal of Tasmanian holiday experiences was generally very high; 
▪ When experiences were ranked in order of most appealing, the following consistently were ranked 
      highest across each respondent segment: Coastal Nature, Heritage and Wilderness; 
▪ Experiences linked to Wilderness, Heritage and Wildlife Encounters were considered as being 
     unique to Tasmania; 
▪ Increasing the awareness of possible Tasmanian travel experiences could potentially increase 
      intention to visit by 34%; 
▪ Growing the awareness of Tasmania’s Wilderness and Heritage experiences has the highest 
      potential to increase intention to take a holiday in Tasmania; 
▪ When asked on the preferred duration of visit, the majority (76%) indicated they would prefer to tour 
      the state (1 – 3 weeks); and 
▪ The largest proportion of consumers indicated that they would most likely visit during summer 

      (44%), followed by spring (32%), autumn (24%) and then winter (8%).p. 36. 

 

The ranking again here is noteworthy.  Again it is the environment, landscape, land 

uses, that rank so highly.  

 

At 4.1 the Stafford Group utilised Tourism Research Australia. P. 40.  Quite a lot of 

this detail is thought now to be quite dated.  

 

Noted at p. 67,  

 5.7. NO MAJOR COMMERCIAL ATTRACTIONS/RESORTS 
 There are no major commercial based visitor attractions, no large scale resorts or hotels, no 
 significant transport operators (charter flight operations or major ferry operators) so there is 
 limited private sector marketing funds to help leverage off. This requires both of the Councils to 
 take a more active role, along with State Government agencies, where possible. 
 

Really?  This is more than likely why Tasmania is so loved as a tourist destination.  

Tasmania has simply not gone down the path of the "large scale resorts, hotels" etc.   

Putting these types of "large scaled developments" into what is Tasmania's most 

beautiful places would just in my view, desecrate them.  We are not America, nor are 
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we those other places where developers have persuaded the locals to "build" and 

create such outsize and inappropriate developments.   Way back in the 1970s, 

"development" was fought over to NOT be placed in National Parks and Reserves.  

Issues like the "carrying capacity" of places were argued about.  Noted is that in the 

US in the early 1800s, Niagara Falls was a wilderness.8  This is a salutary lesson for 

Tasmania.  

Identifying "hubs" is found at p. 71.  However two of these are national parks, (Maria 

Island and Freycinet).  This type of analysis doesn't stop to think that "users" of the 

places, might actually enjoy them without further development at the "hub" (or even 

just outside of it).  Solis is mentioned at p. 72.  Swansea is seen as a "staging post" 

perhaps for walking along the coast, and or for a small winery trail. P. 74  A 

footbridge (for cycling is suggested across the end of the spit to the Coles Bay area. p. 

75.  

Landscapes get a mention:  

 6.13. LINK TO NATIONAL LANDSCAPES 
 This DMP plays a pivotal role in informing and offering product for the National Landscapes 
 Experience Development Strategy. The East Coast is part of the National Landscape  
 destination with the potential to expand beyond existing high profile national parks such as 
 Freycinet and for developing other important national parks and conservation areas within the 
 region such as Blue Tier, Bay of Fires, Maria Island etc. p. 92.  
 
See previous Sheridan comments.  

This is a document in my view for expansion of product, except the product is 

actually the land, the place, its character and the people.  To entice persons to come 

to the East Coast, to spend money, to increase visitation.  No thought is given to any 

kind of "carrying capacity" for the environment to absorb any growth in visitation, or 

that of its own, thereby resulting in potentially damaging the actual "Brand" that is 

seen as so valuable.   

National Park areas are targeted in a way that doesn't understand what the genesis of 

what a national park actually means.  Only one now that seeks how to increase 

visitation.  

The Swansea, Destination Plan 2018-2020 of 10 pages (April 2018) wants to 

"position Swansea as the HUB of the East Coast".  

 In this document "A potential challenge was seen as the seaweed on the town 

[beach]."   

The seaweed in the nineteenth century was used by the Meredith family to fertilise 

their fields and orchards.  

 
8  Patricia Jensen. Wild Things: Nature, Culture and Tourism in Ontario 1790-1914. University of 

Toronto Press; Toronto. 1995. See Chapters 1-2.  
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History and cultural tours were mentioned amongst the priority objectives and 

actions.  

At p. 9.  

 3. Develop a region known for its daily tours and activities (midterm)  
 Develop and promote current and future tour and activity opportunities ensuring a 
 memorable experience for visitors, for example:  
 
  • History and cultural tours, sunset and sunrise tours, farm gate and  
  cellar door tours, motorcycle/bicycle tours, self-drive tours. 
 

And p. 10, 
 
  5. Identify and build on additional opportunities for the region (longer term)  
 To continue to identify and respond to potential long-term tourism opportunities as 
 the HUB of the East Coast, for example:  
 
  • Cruise ships anchoring off Swansea and tendering the passengers to shore: offering the  
    opportunity to explore Swansea's attractions or connect with other locations on the East  
    Coast  
  • Encourage more bus tours to consider Swansea as an overnight base  
  • Investigate the feasibility of a ferry service from Swansea to Coles Bay  

Cruise ships anchoring off Swansea is not supported.  
 
The Draft Agri--tourism Position Paper (13 pp) noted the following;  
 
 The strength of Tasmania's brand is the authenticity of place and its people 
 and it must be fostered, promoted, leveraged and protected through strategic 
 investment, creative marketing, events and partnerships across industry 
 sectors.   
 
I couldn't agree more about the brand being the authenticity of place and people; be 
it one which includes heritage, understanding of how that authenticity evolves, and 
of the importance of the environment as a critical part of that.  
 

• AgriGrowth Tasmania has been established to implement the government's 
AgriVision 2050 agenda.  (p. 2) 

 
 The $650,000 Tasmanian Brand Project will develop further insight into the 
 Tasmanian brand and how it can best be supported and promoted.  
 
The "authenticity of place and its people"..... this is nowhere defined. Which can be 
so easily destroyed; and not managed appropriately.  See previous Sheridan 
comments.  
 
 A recently refreshed Tourism 21 (T21) agreement highlights the importance 
 of agri-tourism in maintaining a strong Tasmanian brand and bringing 
 visitors to the state.  (p. 2)  
 
 Successful agri and food tourism experiences reflect the cultural, historical 
 and agricultural heritage of the region and provide authentic tastes of place. 
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 There is also an emerging young, very discerning, customer base which is 
 seeking clean and healthy food that is prepared with passion and a dining or 
 tasting experience which uses locally sourced food.   (p. 4)  
 
There are also the grey nomad of older folk travelling around Tasmania, and enjoying 
the quietness and beauty of a place that isn't like that where they have come from..... 
exactly how do large scale, scope, urban-like unlimited, non-capped agri and food 
tourism experiences reflect the cultural, historical and agricultural heritage of the 
region?   That is required to be spelled out in detail.   
  

Greater access to accommodation, appropriate infrastructure and proximity or easy 
access to nearby urban areas attracts customers and supports agri- tourism 
investment and expansion. The key attractions for visitors are appealing ‘lifestyle 
draw cards’ which include food and wine production and tasting opportunities, 
beautiful environmental surrounds, rural culture and farm-based recreational 
activities3. Contributing to the aesthetics of agri-tourism experiences, Tasmania has a 
strong reputation for green pastures, clear skies, fresh water and rich soils (p.4)  

 
See previous comments.  
 
In the same manner as the Government instituted documents for agri-business, it did 
so too for tourism.  There is for example the, 
  

• T21 document; the  

• T21 Action Plan 2020-22 and the  

• six-month Action Plan Progress Report (November 202o), Progress Report 
November 2020.  

 
There are three columns re the way in which the last two documents proceed to 
inform. In the Six Month Action Plan, Priorities (4) with sub groupings were outlined 
by very short sentences. Agencies included were Tourism Tasmania, Dept. of State 
Growth, Tourism Industry Council Tasmania, Regional Tourist Organisations, 
Tasmanian Hospitality Association, TT-Line, Office of the Coordinator General, 
DPIPWE, TMAG, Business Events Tasmania, Brand Tasmania, Hobart Airport, 
Launceston Airport. P. 5. 
 
In the Six Month document (November 2020) too (August 2020 - February 2021) 
these, Priorities were as follows,  
  
 Priority 1: had 6 sub headings:   
 Rebuilding visitation,  
 Implement a destination marketing program supporting our highly desirable 
 brand,  
 Our home-grown festivals and events,  
 Drive holidays and Tassie road trips,  
 Uniquely Tasmanian operators and experiences,  
 Playing to our creative strengths  
 
 Priority 2 Restoring access.  
 

[The Dept of State Growth is mentioned for each of the seven priorities in this 
section. ] 
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The "creative strength" is all about the environment, heritage, the landscape, and 
what it comprises.  It is without understanding exactly what those three pillars mean.  
See all Sheridan documents.   
   
 Priority 3 Supporting our people  
 
[Again State Growth is mentioned and this involves monies that the Government 
were prepared to finance re Business Owners.  For example there was a loan of  
 
 "$60 million Business Growth Loan Scheme released 14 September 2020. Small Business 
 Continuity Grants extended to support a further ....(?) applications for specialist or 
 consultant advice. A further $20 million allocated in the 2020-21 State Budget for the Small 
 Business Sustainability and Recovery Assistance Package, as well as the Event Infrastructure 
 and Critical Support Small Business Grant program. $10 million committed in 2020-21 State 
 budget to reimburse small businesses up to a capped amount against their energy bills for 
 first quarter."  P. 5.  
 

This might have been a grand plan, if only it wasn't so absolutely one-sided; that 
which was economics-growth-at-all-costs directed.  Heritage is nowhere to be seen, 
absent from any input.  Groups who might have had a heritage interest in the 
regions; were they included?  
 
Under Workforce (also Priority 3) CG involved here in all three recommendations.  
 
 Priority 4. Shaping our People;  
 
 [Tasmanian Aboriginal people, climate change, $50,000 Tasmanian Government 
 Climate Change grant to TICT to progress research. Reference Group established and first 
 meeting convened Cruise Ships. Research the value proposition of the cruise market for 
 Tasmania to determine  its costs and benefits and its alignment with Tasmania’s brand. P. 6]  
 
 In the document T21Visitor Economy Action Plan 2020-2022, (32 pp) the images chosen, 
 (and their number) are to further show the beauty of this island; from the Tarkine,  
 Tasmania (come down for air, p. 11, natural beauty that reminds you of your place in the 
 world, (p. 13) etc. the Natural Environment p. 15, Drive Holidays, p. 17,  Priority 4, p. 24. 26, 
 p. 31 (Port Arthur)  
 

See previous comments.  
 

5. Brief Assessment 

 

It's the "infinite variety" in the evolved landscape places such as Cambria Green 

which are under enormous pressure.  The TPS and the Government have the unique 

ability to be able to vastly diminish the "infinite variety".  It simply does not 

understand the how, the why, the where of its existence.  That is because Tasmania 
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refuses (unlike other states and internationally) to "assess” manage, regulate the land 

and landscape that “infinite variety” that presents9.  

This pressure as I see it, emanates from the Government galloping towards Agri-

Business in the way outlined, towards Agri-tourism without appropriate protection 

measures, in its mono vision and complete focus on increasing the agri-pie, growth 

and more growth, and with the population numbers to 650,000 by 2050.  With (my 

view) bringing in planning outcomes, which dictate via the State Planning Provisions, 

the TPS,  LPSs,  etc. and other Government initiatives a system that is in support of 

almost unlimited growth. One such initiative is the Red Tape Reduction incentives 

and associated heritage and legislative changes.  

Everything is based on growth and more growth. It is very one sided and destructive 

(of landscape, evolved place) in its approach. Nothing in this rapid paced "gallop" 

towards the business and development end, has/ is/ further likely to mean less/little 

or no protection for the conservation-heritage-environment-landscape end.  The end 

that makes the Tasmanian Brand what it is, and what is so admired. There is nothing 

in the thinking to the Brand-Landscape, when farm boundaries are changed, field 

boundaries disappear, lots are amalgamated (as with Cambria Green), heritage 

hedges disappear, trees and forests disappear (carried by log trucks along Macquarie 

Street), roads are widened with enormous fly-overs and so on.   

It's the less-than subtlety of the changes and the aggregation of the changes to the 

natural/cultural diversity which is at issue.  It's the disparate mechanism by which 

major allied government organisations are NOT brought together over the entire 

"bigger" picture land/place/landscape changes a further issue.  

Tourism land use changes, etc. Could/would (?) introduce an entirely different type 

of land use, one associated with more building and intensive urban settlement 

requirements.  Given the now operative Tasmanian Planning Scheme, the 

incorporated State Planning Provisions, urban regulations adopted from the former 

Ministerial Directive 4.1 could feasibly see a new town built on the Cambria-Green 

land.  A totally higher density urban town ostensibly for tourists and overseas aged 

visitors.   There may even be in the pipeline, high rise, given nothing at all has been 

released re the "sky" hotel and the "sky" convention centre etc.  (see Amendment B, 

pp. 48-52) 

 Even just looking at the planning aspect, it is simply not possible to try to "fit" quite 

a sizable potential tourist town the scale, scope, intent of that which is unknown 

(given the paucity of what has been publicly released, March 2022) into either a place 

zoned for agriculture use (Rural Resource, Significant Agriculture) or even into the 

two new zones proposed in the SPPs, (Rural and or Agriculture or possibly even a 

Major Tourist Zone).   

 
9  See the following: Understanding Cultural Landscapes.  PDF (2 pages) Australia ICOMOS, and 

https://australia.icomos.org/get-involved/international-scientific-committees/isccl-cultural-landscapes 
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The clumsiness of the non-fit is clearly seen in what is before the public. 

One presumes that under the Tasmanian Planning Scheme, the SAP, would in the 

planning scheme be treated as a particular Special Area Plan.  

 There isn't a fit.  Some uses if the SAP is approved won't even require a permit, or  

will be an as-of-right permit.  Precinct 1 and tourist accommodation is an example; 

this is totally unacceptable.  Noted too, is that many of the uses would be subjected to 

Discretionary applications and to third party appeal processes.  That is already 

happening in Hobart for example with cases that end up the Supreme Court and 

which cost people many thousands of dollars.   

This is not a planning "process" that has integrity.  It is a "process" that needs to be 

stopped, in a hurry.  It is considered unconscionable, given the direction of growth at 

all costs.  

Further Assessing the situation.  
 

In the first place as with Canada in the 1960s, tourism/recreation use ought to now 
be classified as a "land use".  
 
This author believes that Tasmanian Governments have never really understood 
what the management of land use actually means.  Allowing separate Government 
organisations to self-manage is not management.  Allowing the Coordinator General 
to encourage developers, re tourism is not managing tourism/recreation use as a 
land use. This certainly is not best practice planning management.  
 
Planning is supposed to be in charge of management of Land Uses, (the RMPS 
system as originally set up in 1993) but it doesn't and can't adequately manage them. 
 
Planners and or the Executive and Government have never apparently wanted, or 
understood or urgently worked towards State Policies.  From 2014 onwards, the 
trend has been growth and more growth, development and more development, with 
everything "planning" having to be geared around that for more of the same. This is 
very old neo-liberalist thinking.  
 
It is not policy; it is rather political ideology which cannot sustain the base of the 
land, place, people, heritage, landscape(s), environment, water, global warming, etc 
upon which it is dependent.  
 
The documents to hand that exhibit this type of thinking in respect of tourism, 
appear to have little or no idea of the notion of "carrying capacity."      
 
Carrying capacity refers to the number of individuals who can be supported in a given area within 

natural resource limits, and without degrading the natural social, cultural and economic environment 

for present and future generations. The carrying capacity for any given area is not fixed. 

 

 The World Tourism Organization defines carrying capacity as “the maximum 
 number of people that may visit a tourist destination at the same time, without 
 causing destruction of the physical, economic, sociocultural environment and an  
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 unacceptable decrease in the quality of visitors' satisfaction” (UNWTO 1981: 4).17 
 Sept 2015 
 

What the above brief extracts in Section 3B illustrate is that,  
 
(i) land is seen merely as the backdrop to tourism and potential further  
 tourism development 
(ii) as with the SAP land is viewed merely an "asset."   
(iii) land has no intrinsic value or significance apart from what it can deliver for 
 Brand Tasmania, for tourism, for an economic potential to develop 'land' and 
 ignore Schedule 1, Part 1, Part 2 (g) in terms of balanced consideration, 
(iv) evolved landscape, place, character of place while the heritage 
 value/significance of evolved landscape is totally ignored. 
(v) the natural environment is ignored, how those values, parameters, 

history/landscapes are often 'The Brand', (think of what the photographs 
show), that "over-use" and development  can quite easily destroy such values 
and parameters.  

(vi) nothing at all in the documents assessed, that in any way notes what the 
 World Tourism advocates.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

ResearchGate, online image 
 

The ResearchGate diagram, illustrates what is missing from the current forging 
ahead of the tourism industry, with so much Government input.  There is nothing in 
the "natural-ecological" dimension for example that appears in what is put forth by 
industry and or government; nothing in cultural and local heritage, and certainly 
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nothing in landscape which is a critical key, that carries the Brand, the tourism 
images, etc. What will be the "tourist experience" if the SAP is approved; a lot of 
building, and landscape(s) and past history of land, place, people, fundamentally 
changed and lost.  
 
Where is anything about the absorptive capacity and very much increased visitation 
found in the SAP?   
 
This type of thinking by senior bureaucracies in Tasmania and elsewhere is markedly 
at odds when British tourism is considered.  The Brits have been fundamentally 
motivated to preserve/conserve their rural landscapes (and rural places in particular) 
for a long, long time.10   The current Tasmanian view is considered very, very short 
sighted and very highly destructive.  
 
The Fairer, Faster, Cheaper, Simpler model for planning has failed.  It is failing the 

people of Tasmania.  The SAP for Cambria is an illustration of how it has failed  

spectacularly.  

Cambria shows us that clearly.  

 

 
10  See for example the history of the Council for the Preservation of Rural England in the early 20th 

century.  See too, Natural England. https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/natural-
england#content; https://www.gov.uk/topic/planning-development/landscape 

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/natural-england#content
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/natural-england#content
https://www.gov.uk/topic/planning-development/landscape
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AM-GLA-AM2018-03 Cambria Green 

Part 4: Assessment of the SAP.  

2022  

Gwenda Sheridan 

One asks why and how the Land Use Planning Approvals Act and its Schedule 1, 

Parts 1 and 2 is so often apparently and so conveniently ignored.  One asks how on 

earth in a more modern LUPAA at Section 32 (4) (a) and (b) this section was ever 

allowed to be legislated for without inclusion of heritage.  Section 33 at 33 (4) and (5) 

is not easily dissected.      

What has to be rigorously assessed by the TPC, is not just the SAP.  This if allowed 

and passes would see a 

• landscape change  issue..... of enormous proportions 

• fundamental land use change issue, 

• non observance of requisites under LUPAA Schedule 1 Part 1 and 2 and other 

sections issue,  

• a place  and evolved character of place issue, and  

• an historically evolved land use issue     

• If ICOMOS 2020 can accept Cambria Green as a cultural landscape, why is it 

that Tasmania simply has failed, and continues to fail to even consider this as 

one option?  

If an SAP is allowed, that would be a grave mistake of proportions in my professional 

view.  

The geography, history of, the Life-World of the area has to be understood and must 

be a part of the rigorous assessment.  It cannot just be a "regulations" assessment, (ie 

looking at the local planning scheme, LPS, etc and what they say).  

Re development as proposed; once the evolved "land", place, "character of" is 

changed, its historicity ignored, it cannot be put back, as those in other states 

probably know. It's lost, gone, disappeared into the ether.  

Perhaps that is the plan?  

As human beings we all depend on a living stable environment.   

The Specific Area Plan: Cambria Green 

1. The SAP must not be approved.  

2. The SAP is supposed to be a stand-alone document, not to be confused or 

integrated with the "Concept Plan" that it is intended to facilitate.  This is considered 

impossible, given the amount of data that was released in 2018, 2019, 2020, (more 
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2021?, more 2022?) both by Consortium, the GSBC, new interested parties,  the 

Commission and at times public newspapers.  

The TPC issued 18 pages on May 19, 2021. 

3. It is most disingenuous and fallacious to proceed as though the Concept plan 

doesn't exist.  How is this best practice planning? 

In January 2022 there still is no "concept plan" to be decided upon, shown to the 

public.  

Importantly how does it fit to the Resource Planning and Management System of 

Tasmania and its Schedule 1 in particular?  

4.  As it has been presented to the public the SAP cannot meet best practice 

 planning standards, nor can it possibly meet best practice heritage 

 standards.   

5. Planning and heritage must be integrated.  That has not happened with 

 Cambria-Green.  

6. LUPAA must be adhered to.  See Introduction Parts 1, 2, 3, of this 

representation, Schedule 1, Part 2 (g) and (i) and other parts.   

7. PAL must be adhered to; it is a State Policy.  See Part 3. PAL must be 

 updated. 

8. The Coastal State Policy must be adhered too and updated.  See the Australian 

Government  document on Moulting Lagoon and Ramsar Wetlands. 2007.  See Parts 

1, 3A.  

9. Expert report gaps.  

There are critical gaps in the supporting documentation that must be provided prior 

to any SAP approval.  For example,   

(i)  The Aboriginal Report was released late in 2021; despite a date on it of 

2016.  Why was this not released in 2018?   

 (ii)  Archaeological Report (s) (which addresses both the ancient and 

 colonially evolved landscapes) where are they?  

(iii)  Climate change updated reporting that has been undertaken; to agree 

with COP26 and the most recent IPCC 2022 findings. This is urgent and 

vitally necessary. The East Coast of Tasmania and the Swan River ecosystem is 

one of the driest regions in the state.   Exactly what water will be allowed to 

"flush out" Moulting Lagoon in times of higher rainfall?  What are the various 

WAPs and numbers of water entitlements that accrue to the land owners who 

do not live onsite?  
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 (vi)   It would be advisable for a geomorphological study of the spit dune lands 

 to be undertaken as a necessary input to the climate change report.   

10. Phraseology use: There are phrases/word/sentences throughout the SAP 

which  require definitions.  There are no definitions.  These will be outlined in the 

following pages, where they occur and in an appendix.  

11. Zoning is critical to the outcome of the SAP decision.   

12.  Zoning is seen as critical to this proposal.  There may exist the zoning 

intent to change the areas zoned as Significant Agriculture into the Rural Resource 

Zone. (See Part 3A, Section 39 Report).  This is strenuously objected to.  Such a 

proposed type of land use change simply doesn't fit to either Rural or Agricultural 

use.  That is because the scale, scope, and actual size of proposed use change is 

simply NOT a fit to this agricultural/pastoral farmed area, to this region (very 

historically important) and especially not to Cambria-place embedded within the 

farmed  landscape. See pp. 20-21 and other parts of this representation.  

13. The intent in Sheridan's view is for – with SAP approval – of an urban, 

tourist-type, unknown but large scale series of developments to be allowed to spread 

across the land owned by the Consortium.  At will, or possibly in stages.  The SAP if 

approved is seen to be the planning instrument to deliver the tick for this potential 

"town" to commence on the outskirts of Swansea. (See Parts 1, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E, 

3A, 3B, Part 4). Amendment B, (pp. 48-52) is critical to the understanding of what is 

proposed.  

14. The Melbourne architects (released only at the end of October 2021) give a 

good hint to what is proposed.  

15. Large sections of the land (and titles) owned by the consortium is zoned 

Significant Agriculture.   Huge caveats are required as to farm-fed water 

irrigation/water rights to the lands involved and to agri-business farming practices 

(see Parts 3A, 3B).  Water rights can now be bought (?) or exchanged (?) by non land 

owners.   The Murray-Darling fiasco is a lesson in what not to do in that respect.  

16. Curtilage and its meaning is essential to understand.  See Part 2, (all parts) 

2A, 2B, 2D, 2E and Burra Charter, J.S. Kerr (Conservation Plan); this means (my 

professional view) that  the entire 3,185 ha (or approximate) given rigorous heritage 

practice consideration to become the curtilage of Cambria-Green lands.   

17. Ignored is the proposed total change of land use towards tourism.  

Principle future land use would be facilitated by approval of the SAP.  That is totally 

unacceptable wherever it is planned to occur (See 3B). It can be viewed as the "basis" 

for regionally significant economic tourism development, (p.2 of SAP, 3B). 

18. Precinct approval is critical to this proposal. Approval of the four precincts 

would actually be a form of modern acknowledged subdivision and disappearance of 
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very old land grants still able to be seen in the landscape.  These are some of the 

oldest remaining grants in Tasmania and in the nation.  Under Precinct 4 for 

example, an approved SAP could facilitate development of a tourist town.  This is 

totally unacceptable.  See all parts and sections of this representation to the 

Tasmanian Planning Commission.  

Part 4 of this representation takes the nineteen pages of the sealed plan (May 2018, 

GSBC) and answers to their intent, purpose etc. the heritage significance of Cambria-

place, land use and other matters in the right hand column.  It uses Attachment B, 

Attachment A, Working Draft, Attachment-Item-3.7-B (sent to the Commission on or 

around 8 January 2019).  These attachments and items cannot be ignored.  

The SAP (sealed plan of 19 pages) contains,  

1. Purpose; 2. Objectives; 3. Precincts; 4. Uses; 5. Use Standards; 6. Titles and maps; 

7. Subdivision  

Specific Area Plan Consider:  
Best planning/heritage practice or not? 

 This representation does not support the Specific Area Plan.  
This because:  
It cannot and will not (if approved) represent best practice 
planning for an historical property such as Cambria.  This 
due to, 
 

• The issue of the land sales (3,185 ha. (p.48 
Attachment B) or 7,870 acres) to an overseas 
consortium, 2014 and 2015. 

• the significant land size,  

• land, evolved land use, cultural and social history,  

• potential destruction of a 200 year, and as well 
thousands of year old land uses, (First Nations' 
Peoples' land uses), beliefs, etc.  

• the SWAN River Irrigation Scheme,  

• negotiations etc. all being put in place years prior to 
any collective public knowledge, 

• an outcome (if approved) of a size of urban-type-
tourist development never seen in Tasmania in a 
rural area.  

• setting up a shocking precedent, (if approved) and 
pattern of land use change to a highly significant 
historical Tasmanian rural property.  This of (a) 
international corporatisation ownership, (b) large 
scale urban-type overseas development to occur 
elsewhere in rural Tasmania.   

• Ignoring the historicity seen in the 1970s as worthy 
of national registration.  This historicity is seen as 
having unique aggregated qualities.  

• Tasmania is a relatively small island with little 
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agricultural land of excellent land capability.  To 
allow a land use, (eg large-scale tourism/recreation 
use) which has no recognition as a land use in 
planning, to become established as a potential future 
pattern is seen as retrogressive planning in the 
extreme.  

• To allow this type of corporatized privatisation on 
one of Tasmania's earliest colonial estate properties, 
on one of the First Nations' Peoples' very favoured 
land use areas, (Moulting Lagoon, Ramsar Wetlands 
spit lands etc) for thousands of years is seen by this 
author as nothing short of twenty first century 
planning vandalism.  

•  This area, land, place, its character, sense of place, 
natural, social, land use history, beautifully evolved 
landscape(s) has the potential to simply disappear 
(with approved SAP) under a tide of 21st century 
very modern urban-type buildings, roads, urbanism, 
people and tourists.   

• The inception and the lack of transparency from too 
many parties across a period, from around 2012 to 
the present remains palpable.   

• COVID has aided and abetted this. 

• Is this the best way for Tasmania to proceed in the 
twenty first century?  

 
 

PART A of SAP. P. 2 

 
SAP 
purpose 

Consider:  
High heritage significance of Cambria property  

 
F5.1.1 There 
are four 
purpose 
statements.  
 
(a)   providing 
for use and 
development , 
utilising 
natural, 
agricultural, 
heritage 
assets, for 

 
Comment: 
(a)  1.   Heritage is only perceived here as an "asset".  What does 
"asset" mean?  Principle development use would appear to be 
tourism.  
 
(a)   2.  The asset or “thing” (ie. its heritage land use, cultural 
landscapes) are only seen as mere back drop to significant economic 
tourist future development.  Of allowing, a certain complete 
alteration of existing use to be excised into non existence. This of an 
historic right to exist with its interrelationships, unique qualities,  
interconnections, intactness, authenticity, 
environment/landscape/land use/cultural patterns as they currently 
are and or have been for centuries.  
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significant 
economic 
tourism 
development.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
(a) 3.   The SGS Report1 is indicative of this.  The capacity of the 
major house to sustain wedding guests for example would have to be 
very carefully managed.... not from a purely economic aspect, but 
from a heritage aspect.2 For example 150 people twice a week takes 
the "carrying capacity" (in my view) of an historic house such as 
Cambria to quite unacceptable levels. 
 
(a)   4.   The "landscape" assessment at F5.1.1(b)  is dispensed with 
in Attachment B, pp. 41-45. Described are very brief natural 
characteristics, which centre on the "opportunities" for land use and 
development of the areas identified. This is considered as totally 
unacceptable.  Has Tasmania learned anything at all from 200 years 
ago?  It would seem not.  This has to be seen as a move to totally 
remove the former land uses, evolved landscapes of thousands of 
years of history. With one apparent 19 page document called the 
SAP.  
 
(a)   5.   "Landscape" values are nowhere defined. All landscape that 
is being considered is made up of Life-Worlds; two very long and 
highly developed cultural landscapes/cultural land use history (see 
2E).  
 
(a)   6.   Ignored is the "place", the meaning and character, 
historicity of the evolved "place";  First Nations' People's' "place" 
and use;  the evolved colonial farm cultural landscape, the evolved 
agricultural and pastoral history of Cambria as a farm  and the 
meaning of the evolved landscapes/evolved land uses that present.   
 
(a)   7.   Presented is a total proposed change in land use.  The 
proposed "new" land use has little or no understanding of those land 
uses/evolved landscapes it proposes to replace. The First Nations' 
landscape has a history some 40,000- 50,000 years old; the colonial 
estate farming landscape that sits within the older one, a nearly 200 
year old evolved landscape. Does the author know anything at all 
about the Burra Charter (2013) and or J.S Kerr (2013)? 
 
(a) 8.  It is presented as though there was nothing on this land in 
the past; my view is that this is a 21st century commodification of 
place, its character, sense of place, Life-World, its culture, the 
historical past and its meaning, all of it.  Land has become a 
commodity, a lifeless “thing”, simply to be exploited. 
 
(a)  9.   These evolved landscapes/land uses/ et al. are significantly 
important to the Australian nation (see 2E)  
 
(a)   10.   Totally ignores the authenticity, intactness, rareness, 

 
1   
2  See SGS: Economic Planning.  Cambria Green Economic Analysis, Independent Insight. 15. March 
2019.  
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(b)  identifies 
precincts that  
 
recognise the 
specific land 
characteristic
s, manages 
use and 
development 
appropriate to 
the features of 
the landscape. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(c)  
reinstatement 
of Cambria 
Homestead, 
as focal point 

unique qualities of Cambria- place, and what place, sense of place, 
character etc and its past means. 
 
(a)   11.   The house is only an "asset", for the proposed 
fundamentally projected new, changed, different, development and 
use of the land,  that is significant tourism, (F5.1.1, (a) and (c).  This 
is totally unacceptable. 
 
(b)  1.  Nowhere is "landscape" defined in the SAP.  Nowhere is 
"appropriate" defined in the SAP.  
 
(b)  2.    Precincts are dealt with below.  What are "the specific land 
characteristics"?    It doesn't "manage" or "use" best practice 
heritage requirements, (almost ignores them in reality) particularly 
as regards the evolved landscape, land uses.   It has failed to 
understand exactly what culturally evolved place, land use and or 
landscape means and of its very high heritage significance for 
Cambria. (See this representation: Parts 1, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E, Part 
3A, 3B ) 
 
 (b)  3.  Precincts proposed are actually subdivision. The proposal is 
to have four precincts, without any consideration of the very early 
land grants, or the very long history of mixed farm use. They appear 
to relate purely to the needs of proposed tourist precinct "uses". 
Proposed Precinct No.1. has absolutely no historical basis 
whatsoever. None of them do. This is considered totally 
unacceptable.  
 
(b)  4.   This illustrates a total mismatch between heritage expertise, 
experience, knowledge and planning/land use, and appropriate land 
management of a critically endangered historic property in 
Tasmania.  This property ought never to have reached the point of a 
local council having to decide on the scale, scope, size, changed land 
use and high heritage significance of a property such as Cambria.  
This is a Government problem of the highest order.  So exactly what 
part have the Government and others played in the sale of the 
property to an overseas consortium in 2014?  This must be 
investigated.  There have been too many years of non transparency 
re Cambria Green and the public need to demand answers.  Historic 
properties such as Cambria are not mere "assets" to be sold off to the 
highest bidders, then "used" for whatever "use" is the buyer's choice.  
Some exactness of what is proposed is laid out in Attachment B3, at 
pp. 48, 49, 50 etc; this cannot be ignored as though it doesn't exist.    
 
(c)   1.   The scope, scale of, proposed changed use of, Cambria is 
seen as totally unacceptable. The SGS Report (2019) provides 
insights into what the SAP could conceivably facilitate. Visitors to 
multiple weddings for example are most unlikely to be local visitors 
or even Tasmania visitors. Shane Wells and Mr Prodanovic also 

 
3 IreneInc.  Planning and Urban Design. March 2018 Cambria PDF.  117 pp.  Author Jen Welch.  
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for 
community 
and visitors 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(d)   protect 
most 
productive 
agricultural 
land.  
Ensure land 
use conflicts 
are minimised 
or integrated 
with 
agricultural 
activities.  

provided insights into what is intended.  See Submission IreneInc. 
Planning & Urban Design + attachments (4) 8 March 2019, to TPC.  
Mr Prodanovic's document (48 pp) is No 2 attachment.  The SGS 
Report is No. 1 attachment.     
 
(c)   2.   There is no mention in the "reinstatement" (F5.1.1 (c) of 
having to accord to the Burra Charter, to J.S. Kerr, (The 
Conservation Plan ICOMOS 2013)4 or even acknowledgment of the 
fact that Kerr is mentioned in the State Planning Provisions.  This is 
an illustration to my mind of exactly how the at the highest levels, 
"heritage" in this state is so easily dispensed with.  
 
(c)   3.   Neither the Burra Charter, nor Kerr, (2013)5 have been 
properly addressed, (my view) in the CMP, LCMP, Historical Study 
or in the Design Guidelines. See Burra Charter Principle 6 (and what 
follows) and J.S. Kerr, (Section 2D).  See Parts, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E.  
 
(d) 1. It would appear from the Section 39 Report from the GSBC 
Council, just 450 ha. (or 14%) of the 3,185 ha. land owned by the 
consortium  is under consideration for proposed 
agriculture/pastoral land use.  Yet in the EPBC document to the 
Commonwealth Government, a very large part of the land has the 
potential to be irrigated. See for example, Government Department 
of Agriculture, Water and the Environment website at: 
http://epbcnotices.environment.gov.au/_entity/annotation/979590
01-f268-e511-b93f-005056ba00a7/a71d58ad-4cba-48b6-8dab-
f3091fc31cd5?t=1615933361794.  
 
(d) 1. (i)  How much land is intended to be irrigated?  Potentially 
on some land capability Class 4-5  soil areas?  See Parts 3A, 3B.  
 
(d) 2.   An obvious omission in the four purpose statement section 
is any mention of Precinct 4.  This is only partially revealed in Figure 
21 (Attachment B -IreneInc6).  In the numbers used (p. 42) these are 
most likely referring to the material shown in the Mercury on several 
occasions, (Attachment B, Fig 27, p. 50). 
 
(d) 3.   Zoning is seen as critical to this proposal.  However like too 
much of what has been presented, actual zoning of actual places 
remains unclear.  Certainly it appears there will be a zone of 
Significant Agriculture but it could appear that the Hill Lands at a 
later time might/could (?) be rezoned as a Major Tourist Zone,  (See 
Attachment B,7 at p. 52, and 5.2 Zoning).  The legend doesn't help at 
p. 52.  But in the zoning maps GSBC, Planning Scheme, the funny 
(grey?) colour could represent Major Tourism; see legend.  (See Part 
3A, 3B).  The proposed type of land use change land simply doesn't 

 
4 See Tasmanian Planning Scheme, Section 7.4.3, p. 47 
5 Those on the other side don't seem to understand that these documents were updated in 2013.  
6  IreneInc.  Planning and Urban Design. March 2018 Cambria PDF.  117 pp.  Author Jen Welch.  
7  Ibid. Hereafter referred to as Attachment B.  
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fit to either Rural or Agricultural use, (ie corporatised land use in my 
view), nor especially to a Major Tourist Zone.  That is because the 
scale, scope, and actual size of proposed use(s) change(s) is simply 
NOT a fit to this area, to this region (very historically important) not 
to Tasmania or to national heritage, and especially not to Cambria at 
its centre.  
 
 

 

Local Area 
Objectives 

General Comments re the Precinct Objectives  

 
1.3.1.1 
 
Cambria Homestead 
Precinct, shown in 
Local Area Map as 1.  
 
The local area 
objectives for the 
Cambria Homestead 
Precinct are 
numbered (a) to (f)   
 
 
(a) recognised and 
protect the cultural 
heritage values of the 
buildings and 
landscape. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Precinct 1. 
 
 (a) 1.    The actual area remains unknown.    
 
 (a) 2.    With SAP approval, this 'designated' small area 
comparatively speaking [think of entire 3,185 ha.] may/may 
not be subjected to 2 ha. (?)  of modern urban development, 
the scale, scope, actual use of, size, height, design of, 
materials used, etc. being entirely an unknown.  
None of this would "fit" to best heritage conservation 
practices as per Burra Charter, or The Conservation Plan. 
[both ICOMOS 2013] 
 
(a) 3.   If the SAP is approved, then potentially it can 
facilitate quite unacceptable development; that is the 
potential for the introduction of tourist-type accommodation, 
residential, commercial, special and/or other use 
developments closely adjacent to the original homestead.  
 
(a) 4.   The potential for subdivision is very real.  That 
means a huge increase in the density of development 
of an urban/commercial/tourist type nature, the 
substance of which remains unknown.   
 
(a) 5.    See author,  Section 39 Report at p. 6 of 42pp, 
Development Standards needs thorough explanation.  The 
following appears at paragraph (2).   
 

"Under the standard proposed in the Working Draft,8 
each Precinct would have a GFA [Gross Floor area] 
Solution of less than 1% of the Precinct and 
approximately 0.001% of the plan area, and 3.2 ha. 
across the plan area."  (p.6) 
 

(a) 5. (i)   The above must be made explicitly clear and be 

 
8  Why has the "working draft" never apparently been released to the public.  Is it held by GSBC, the TPC 
or who?  
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(b) facilitate 
development that is 
sympathetic to the 
cultural heritage 
values of the place.  
 
 
 
 

publicly released.  It cannot remain hidden at this 
stage of the TPC examination for the SAP.  
 

5 (ii)  Such documents cannot be just ignored by the TPC in 
2022.  
 
(a) 5. (ii).   There are comments suggesting there is a 
Master Plan which has not been shown at all to the public.   
That appears more than obvious from both the author of the 
GSBC, Section 39 Report, (p.4) and from Mr Prodanovic's 
report too, (see IreneInc Further submission to TPC, 15 
March, 2019.) 
 
(a) 6.  The Master Plan and or some explanation of the 

material found in both of the authors' (above) reports 
must be laid on the table and made transparent to the 
public.  

 
(a) 7. Again the Section 39 Report also posits the news 
that "in relation to other nearby development [which is 
located where??] the GFA across Cambria Drive and 
Dolphin Sands Road would be just under 5 ha. 
assuming 150m2 of buildings per lot". (p. 6)  
 
Someone needs to show the "plan" and to tell the TPC, 
exactly what is meant by these comments.   
 
(a) 8.   150m2 suggests that an area, as yet not known to the 
public, but apparently discussed with the applicants, 
might/could/is intended to be, subdivided, (only with SAP 
approval) into potentially high density, urban 
residential/tourist type buildings. Add to that all the 
infrastructure, increased traffic totals etc, and potential for 
concrete and hard surfaces everywhere.    
 
(a) 9.   Totally negates original land grant history all but 200 
years old with some of the oldest grants in Tasmania still able 
to be seen in the modern landscape. Loss of view "in", views 
"out" from main house but it appears what does that matter? 
It matters very much.  This was known as the setting into the 
land of the house, (See 2B, 2C, 2E)  
 
(b) 1.     Negates almost 200 years of agricultural pastoral 
use of this land and its meaning. Could potentially introduce 
tourist-type accommodation, residential, commercial, special 
and/or other uses, the substance of which remains 
opaque and unknown.  There has only ever been (across 
thousands of years) Aboriginal use and/or estate agricultural 
and pastoral farm land uses. Large scale tourism-land use of 
its type unknown in Tasmania would appear to be the intent 
if the SAP is approved. 
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(c) provide facilities 
for visitors to the  
 
region particularly 
event facilities and 
accommodation.  
 
(d) encourage vibrant 
and diverse 
agricultural activities 
that benefit both 
local residents and 
visitors. 
 
 
 
 
(e) minimise 
fettering of adjacent 
agricultural land  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(f) enable innovation 
and integration 
between tourism 
operations and 
agricultural 
activities.  
 

 
(b) 2. This is considered the heart of the Cambria estate. 
There must be no subdivision, and no modern built form 
development, hard infrastructure development. Not known 
but potentially ticked off could be a density change from 
open agricultural fields to urban/suburban/city type 
densification.  
 
(c) 1.  Precinct 1 with its two proposed development zones 
(DZ2, DZ3) cannot be approved in any measure. The zone 
CHZ ought to be placed across all other zones.  None can 
have building on them.  (See p. 12 of 2C).  The public have no 
idea of the size or area of any of these projected zones.  
 
(c) 2.  Curtilage is critical to the precinct discussion and end 
result.  The entire 3,185 ha. must be considered in this light 
(See Parts 1, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E).  
 
(d) (1).  A potential precedent for all of rural Tasmania could 
be set if such proposed precincts are given the nod as per an 
approved SAP.   Massive completely different land use 
changes, inappropriate zonings could occur etc.   This is 
unacceptable given Tasmania has a relatively small amount 
of agricultural land and a great deal of history which pertains 
to its historic rural properties. See Parts, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E, 
3A, 3B.   
 
(d) 2.  An approved SAP couldn't honour Schedule 1 LUPAA, 
Part 1, especially (c), Part 2, (g) and (i) and other sections. 
See Introduction.   
 
(d) 3 .   See Senate Select Committee Report: Agriculture 
and Related Industries, August 2010, (especially Chapter 2,) 
and Senate Committee Report: Rural and Regional Affairs 
and Transport References Committee: Foreign Investment 
and the National Interest. June 2013.  See Part 3A, and other 
Part 3 documents.  
 
(f) 1. Climate change and global warming must be 
considered across all relevant decision making. See Parts 1, 
3A, 3B. 
 
(f) 2.  Almost nothing has been stated about the Precinct 1 
land that remains on the western side of the Tasman 
Highway.  What is proposed for this part of the land that 
once was a part of the original grant to George Meredith in 
1822? (See the 1871 map plan which shows that original 
grant etched in).  This section of land has few buildings at the 
present time.   
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Precinct 2.  
 

Proposed Precinct 2. General comments  

 
1.3.1.2 
 
Golf and 
Conservation 
Precinct, shown in 
Local Area Map as 
2.  
 
Nos (a) to (e)  
(a) provide for golf  
course and 
clubrooms.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(b) protect and 
enhance the 
identified natural 
values of the place.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(c) accommodate 
uses that foster an 
appreciation for the 
unique 
environmental values 
of the land and 
surrounds. 
 
 

 
Precinct 2  
 
(a) 1. This area would appear to have seen subdivision in the 
recent past, (most likely since the 1990s). Further 
subdivision from original grants is a serious issue and must 
be avoided.  It further diminishes the historicity and unique 
values of Cambria.  
 
(a) 2. The area intent for this precinct, if given approval, 
again would change the entire land use; proposed intent is 
for large scale proposed golf courses, club house, putting 
greens etc.  Loss of historic views outwards, historically 
evolved landscape(s); dramatic changes to former land 
use(s); change to modern land use(s), modern 21st century 
landscapes.   
 
(a) 3.  Such land uses would potentially introduce a totally 
modern type of recreational land use and its infrastructure 
into an evolved landscape that has never known such uses.  
This is considered unacceptable.  The historicity and 
authenticity, uniqueness of this area of land would be   ̶  from 

a heritage  perspective  ̶  vastly diminished and degraded and 
most likely lost altogether.  Significant forested and 
woodland areas would be lost.  
 
(b)1. Much of the area has a biodiversity overlay over the 
woodland and forested areas in the GSBC Interim Planning 
Scheme 2015.  This should remain.  
 
(b) 2.   The current heritage overlay as shown on The List, 
must remain.  
 
(b) 3.   Moulting Lagoon  and Ramsar Wetlands (which the 
spit lands connect to, [See Moulting Lagoon 1:50,000] , are 
internationally listed Wetlands.  "Use" of the spit area for a 
golf course has potential to interact most negatively with 
Moulting Lagoon's natural/ecological health conditions. See 
Ecological Report. See Parts 1, 3A.   
 
(c)1. Golf courses require much water.  They most likely use 
fertilisers, and chemicals.  Known is that there are Acid 
Sulphate soils in the area, (see the EPBC document to the 
Commonwealth Government maps, plans). See Sheridan Part 
3A.   Disturbance of these, extremely serious.  
 
(c) 2.   It is known that the groundwater for the spit has no 
limit on how much water is able to drawn from it.  See Part 
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(d) provide a skills 
training centre and 
accommodation for 
Cambria staff that 
would also benefit 
other activities in the 
region. 
 
(e) recognise the 
limitations from 
inundation and 
biodiversity with 
appropriate use and 
development.  

3A, and the correspondents to the Rural Water Use Strategy 
(2020) material.  
 
(c) 3.  Further reports are urgently needed for this proposed 
precinct area. An archaeological report for example is 
urgently required (See Parts 1, 2, 3) prior to any SAP 
approval. 
 
(c) 4.   An Aboriginal archaeological report was apparently 
completed in 2016 but has only late in 2021 been released to 
the public.  This is appalling.   
 
(c) 5.  Both are required for the entire lands in question.  
 
(c) 6.  An updated climate change/global warming report is 
urgently required. (See Parts 1, 3A) to update the Climate 
material completed in 2010.   
 
(c) 7.   A geomorphological report is required.  (See Parts 1, 
3A.) 
 
 
(c) 8.   How exactly at (e) is that going to be able to happen 
 with the projected development?  
 
Re (c) d.  This is not an appropriate place for a skills centre.  

 Proposed Precinct 3. 
 
1.3.1.3  
Agricultural 
Precinct shown in 
Local Area Map as 
3. 
 
(a) maintain use of 
the land for 
agricultural 
activities.  
 
 
(b) facilitate the 
development of an 
airstrip for tourism 
and emergency 
purposes.  
 
(c) improve 
connectivity to Swan 
River Road.  

 
Precinct 3.   
 
(a) 1.  Controversially this proposed precinct has a number 
of owners. Mr L. owns most of the land and has addresses in 
China and Hong Kong.   This appears to be an opaque 
ownership; no one lives on the Cambria site. How can 
opaque knowledge re future intent be accepted as best 
practice heritage policy, or as best practice planning decision 
making, if approved? What land exactly, and for what 
activities precisely?   
 
 
(b) 1.   This is flattish spit land which across the evolved 
landscape of the Cambria estate farm was an integral part of 
the estate's pastoral and agricultural farm management and 
use in the 19th century. Twentieth century also indicates the 
continued agricultural/ pastoral uses of these lands.   
 
As for previous precincts, see elsewhere;  
(c) 1. The area intent for this proposed precinct is for large 
scale landscape and land use change: it is a part of the 
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original grant to George Meredith (1822-23) and slightly 
later grants.   The proposed C21st land use change would be 
quite unacceptable. 
 
(c) 2.  Such land uses could potentially introduce a totally 
modern form of commercial/light industrial land use, hard 
surfaces, infrastructure, corporatised intensive water-fed 
irrigation, buildings, etc. into an evolved landscape that has 
never known such uses.  New roads would be required. This 
is considered totally unacceptable. Exactly what is proposed 
remains unknown. It is unacceptable to be given approval in 
this manner with so much left unknown in the public sphere.  
 
(c) 3.   What an approved SAP would do, would be to totally 
negate the heritage authenticity, interconnectedness, 
interrelationships between long held farm uses, 
landscape/land use evolution. It would specifically destroy 
the siting/setting authenticity and heritage significance 
values of the present homestead which is considered unique 
in Tasmania.  
 

 Proposed Precinct 4. 
 
1.3.1.4 
 
Hills Resort 
Precinct shown in 
Local Area Map as 
4.  
 
(a) provide for resort 
accommodation, 
central facilities and 
clusters of smaller 
villas within 
landscaped setting.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Comment: 
See comments for the previous three precincts.  It is known 
that Mr. L. is a shareholder in this company (eg Shenglong) 
and owns most of lands proposed as Precinct 4.  
 
(a)1. This precinct has at least two if not more owners with 
the titles totally changed from what THE List map shows on 
the County Chart.  When did this pattern of landscape and 
land title change occur?  Was this in 2014-2015?   
 
(a) 2.  The old patterns of granting lands are considered 
historically important especially in rural lands.  What current 
titles illustrate is how far, these title boundaries, title areas 
have changed.  Why have they been changed in this way and 
when?   Known is that the bulk of land was sold in June 2014.  
 
(a) 3.   It would seem to have been completed in very recent 
times as many are now mere "lot" titles, with no frontage to 
the Tasman Highway, few if any outbuildings, and no 
principal farmstead, these all having been left "stranded".   
 
(a) 4.  Land is known in two cases to have changed 
ownerships in the recent past. This is for the property 
Belmont and the property Redcliffe (was a silent sale on the 
market). These two properties have become "stranded" 
properties with little of their former agricultural/pastoral 
lands now attached.  This has to be investigated further.  (See 
Parts 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 3A).  This sets a most unfortunate 
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(b) provide facilities 
for visitors to the 
region particularly 
event facilities and 
accommodation.  
 
 

precedent for further historical "stranding" for historical 
properties across Tasmania.  This is quite unacceptable.  
 
(a) 5. where is the Master Plan for this?  If Amendment B 
pp. 48-52 are any guide, this area would become urban, 
tourist developed, (how high? How large? Where?) etc.  
 
(b) 1.     See above. Completely changed land uses for this 
area from what was (eg. always either First Nations' Peoples' 
and or pastoral /agricultural estate lands) was owned in the 
19th century by the Meredith family.  This could with SAP 
approval see a new town being developed.  A tourist town.  
This is quite unacceptable especially as any real detail is so 
opaque.   See Attachment B.   
 
(b) 2.  Attachment B at Figure 21 is very coy in relation to 
what is proposed, (Attachment B pp. 48-58, + Figure 27), 
The Mercury reports, more forthcoming.  The intent 
proposed via an approved SAP as facilitator has to be 
clarified prior to approval.  The present situation is totally 
unacceptable.  
 
(b) 3.  To allow the SAP to move forward in my professional 
view, would be very retrogressive planning and exceptionally 
retrogressive and a disaster in terms of the heritage 
significance of Cambria, and the heritage of all of the 
property, its associated heritage land uses, and landscape(s).   
What would be lost is the authenticity, rareness, intactness, 
the interrelationships and interconnected elements that form 
a part of what comprises Cambria's extraordinary distinctive 
heritage values and unique qualities.  
 
(b) 4.   Of an evolved cultural landscape that has never 
known such uses.  From a heritage perspective, such a land 
use change, a proposed scale of change, the precedent that 
would be established in respect of a rare, very early, rural 
estate farm is considered totally unacceptable.   
 
 

 

 
Objectives  

 
Specific comments re Objectives  

The use of the numbers below, (relate to 
the Working Draft of January 2019) but 
other documents too (eg. Attachment A, 
Sealed Plan, 2018 ) 

 

 Precinct 1 
 
F.5.3.  
F.5.3.1 Local Area Objectives  

  
F.5.1.3.1.1 Called Cambria 
Homestead Precinct 
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1.3.1.1   
 
There are six local area objectives for this 
precinct.   
 
(a) recognise and protect cultural 
heritage values of the buildings and the 
landscape  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(b) facilitate development that is 
sympathetic to the cultural heritage 
values of the place. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
(a) 1. NB. "place" is nowhere defined, 
presumably it means the whole of the 
precinct but that is not known. In fact,  
 
(a)  2.  "place" might be seen to be some 
nebulous word incapable of being 
defined by the planners.  
 
(a)  3.   Heritage has been ignored. That 
is totally unacceptable.  
 
(a).  4.   "Landscape" is not defined, but 
it is definitely NOT historically evolved 
cultural landscape that is meant. See 
Parts 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D 2E.  "Which" 
landscape exactly? 
 
(a)   5.  The Burra Charter, J.S. Kerr, 
(The Conservation Plan ICOMOS 2013) 
have not been understood in my opinion.  
Some understanding of cultural heritage 
practices might have been better 
understood if this had happened.  
 
(a)  6.   This clearly illustrates the 
mismatch between modern planning and 
heritage assessment as it manifests in 
Tasmania. This is totally unacceptable.  
At senior planning/heritage levels, this 
ought to be seen as appalling and quite 
unacceptable.  
 
(a)  7.   There will be no protection of 
cultural heritage values if the SAP 
proceeds and is approved. Authenticity, 
rareness, cultural landscape evolution, 
uniqueness, and historicity will be lost, 
degraded and diminished. This is 
unacceptable for Cambria.   
 
(b) 1. "Sympathetic to cultural heritage 
values."  Currently cannot adequately 
protect  the "cultural heritage values" 
because  

• unrecognised by the applicants is 
exactly what they are and what 
they constitute and  

• whether they are different in 
different parts of the nineteenth 
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century lands.  

• too much is missing,  

• "cultural heritage values" are 
nowhere defined;  

• there is no comprehensive 
integrated, interconnected 
assessment of, cultural heritage 
places,   

• Throw-a-way non-defined 
words/phrases are not acceptable 

 
(b) 2. the historic cultural landscape 
assessment of the Cambria Estate; see 
other parts of this representation.   
 
(b) 3.  an adequate assessment of the 
historic garden/and orchard component 
of the Cambria Estate is an important 
component to colonial farm estate 
history. 
 
(b) 4.  A rigorous assessment of the 
nineteenth colonial agricultural/pastoral 
farming estate land use evolution of the 
Cambria Estate, and its cultural heritage 
meaning and significance values as per 
JS Kerr and the Burra Charter is 
required. 
 
(b) 5.  Any comprehensive assessment of 
the planning grant and title history of the 
Cambria Estate, from the aspect of land 
use, location details of that use, when, 
and why; how that relates to the 
character of place, meaning of place, 
sense of place, evolved place assessment, 
significance of historic land use etc. is 
required.   
 
(b) 6.  Under the microscope to be 
considered ought to be, ALL of the land 
in question, then ALL of the heritage 
values and their significance that must be 
comprehensively assessed.  
 
(b)  7.  Heritage assessment is not just a 
concentration on the homestead, (plus a 
small portion of land on its 
southern/side).  By ignoring the land  
significance of the other 3,103± ha. of 
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(c) provide facilities for visitors, 
particularly event facilities and 
accommodation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

culturally significant heritage evolved 
land, land use, what is on the table 
cannot meet Burra Charter nor Kerr (The 
Conservation Plan)  requirements, and is 
certainly not considered  rigorous best 
heritage practice.  
 
(b)  8. Uncovered in examination must 
be what the remit in (the beginning) for 
the heritage consultants was.  Who 
exactly thought that such a very small 
land extent would be satisfactory from a 
heritage (ie Burra Charter, J.S. Kerr 
requirements) point of view?   Was it,  
 
   (i)   the applicants, Cambria Green?  
   (ii)  the planners operating on behalf of   
           Cambria Green?  
   (iii)  Glamorgan Spring Bay Council?  
   (iv)  Government officials? 
   (v)   Other parties? 
 
These questions need answers.  
 
(c)  1.  This is far too general.  It doesn't 
recognise anywhere that visitor use ought 
to be secondary to the heritage 
protection/conservation/management of 
not just the buildings, but the 3,185 ha 
(land) of the property. It is considered a 
generic sentence without meaning.  
 
 (c)  2. Tourism use, tourist 
facilities, tourist accommodation 
ought not to be the major objective.  
Retention of heritage place and its 
meaning(s) ought to be the major 
objective.  
 
The extent of, type of, remains an 
unknown, (in terms of numbers of 
visitors or of facilities provided for 
them), types of events, accommodation 
facilities etc.   That is totally 
unacceptable. The SGS Report (2019) 
gives a hint of this.  The "place" would 
appear with approval, to just become in 
the future a mere, commodity, "asset", 
etc. with its "past" heritage lost and 
forgotten.   This is NOT acceptable.  
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d) encourage vibrant and diverse 

(c)  3.  Event facilities ought not be 
a major objective.  The statement is 
a throw-away statement, with 
nothing to back up the management, 
policies, etc that would surround any said 
"event."  Historic places are not 
simply a "backdrop" "asset" place 
to be used for modern 
entertainment and use.  With 
unlimited numbers in attendance.  
 
(c)  4. The SAP if approved has 
nothing in it regarding visitor 
numbers, and/or regarding appropriate 
future conservation olicies/management 
details for the use of the house and the 
use of the grounds for visitors.  One that 
historically protects, conserves the place, 
its lands, restores gardens, etc.  In other 
words, rigorously manages the land for 
its historic heritage values into the 
future.  
 
(c)  5. Instead the SGS report (released 
2019) indicates for weddings; one per 
week with 150 people, growing to 100 
weddings per year in the near future.   
 
(c)  6. Carrying capacity of modern 
uses must be considered.  How can it 
be considered when we don't know the 
details (so vaguely written)? All that is 
furnished for approval is a vague, generic  
19 page statement. See Part 2C, 2B. 
 
(c)  7.  Accommodation, remains an 
opaque concept.  Some idea is gained 
from the Concept Plan in Attachment B, 
and or the various public sale-type 
reports in the newspapers. There is no 
development plan for anything.  This is 
highly unsatisfactory. It is all 
supposed to be taken on trust and 
goodwill. That is not best practice 
planning.  And for Sheridan 
personally, "good will" went out the 
door, due to total lack of 
transparency since 2013-2014.  
 
 
(d)  1. See Part 3.  A generalised 
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agricultural activities that benefit both 
local residents and visitors  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

sentence that means very little in reality. 
For Part 4, this is the question:   
 

(d) 1. (i) How much of the land, land 
use is to be used for intensive 
irrigated-water-fed crops, and what 
crops are they?   

 
Whatever is produced, when and how 
will depend on multiple factors. See Part 
3A.  A critical farming "use" is going to 
depend on a much more reliable rainfall 
than the East Coast exhibits across a long 
time frame. 
 

(d) 1 (i).  The use of words "vibrant" 
and "diverse".  Such words are a 
good sales pitch but they are not 
representative of excellence in 
planning in my view.  

 
(d) 2.  Long term climate patterns 
meanwhile are likely to be more erratic, 
more intense, more problematically 
difficult for agriculture with increasing 
climate change.9  See especially BOM 
reports and the CSIRO, Climate Council, 
2018, COP26, IPCC (2022) material, 
other material referred to in Parts 1, 3A.10 
 
(d) 3.  The soils, their careful 
maintenance, the rainfall and how it 
manifests are critically important.  The 
applicants might look back to what was 
grown across 200 years for that example 
of farm management, without irrigation, 
without chemicals, fertilizers etc. See 
Part 3A. 
 
(d) 4. Future land used for intense 
irrigated, water-fed agricultural 
activities where will it occur exactly? The 
EPBC maps show a relatively large area 
for proposed irrigation.   

 
9  Climate Council: Cranking up the Intensity.  Climate Change and Extreme Weather events.  Online . 
Climate Council of Australia Ltd. 2017.  
10  State of the Climate 2018. Australian Government: Bureau of Meteorology, CSIRO. Australia's 
Changing climate, etc. IPCC reports, other BOM reports,  Climate Council: Deluge and Drough: Australia's 
Water Security in a Changing Climate. 2018; RWUS 2020 material and respondents.  See Cop 26 outcomes for 
Australia.   
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(e) minimise fettering 
 
 
 
(f) enable innovation and integration 
between tourism operations and 
agricultural activities.  

 
(d) 4. (i)  How large is the area under 
consideration?  
 
(e) 1. Fettering can be minimised if the 
land use(s) are not projected to be so 
radically changed.  
 
(f) 1. This is considered another of those 
generic hollow type statements with 
nothing contained in the SAP that can 
back it up.  
 
(f) 1. (i)  Exactly "how" to "enable" 
"innovation", and "how" to "enable" 
"integration"?  Must be spelled out with 
precision.  The detail is everywhere 
missing.  Generic statements are not 
considered best practice planning.   
 
(f) 2.  The principal use of this land 
should be to protect its heritage, to 
conserve the historicity, authenticity, 
rareness, unique and distinct qualities  
that are found on this land. These have 
very historic high significance.  

  
 
Precinct 2. Objectives 

 

F5.1.3.1.2 
 Golf and Conservation Precinct 
 
Precinct 2 is not adequately shown on the 
Local Area Map. 
Objectives: (a) provide for a golf course 
and club rooms 
 
 
 
(b) protect and enhance the identified 
natural values of the place 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Precinct 2 
Comment: 
 
(a) 1.  Two golf courses in fact, large 
putting greens and more.  Large club 
rooms which will require large parking 
areas.  This proposed land use change is 
totally unacceptable for both 
environmental and historical reasons.  
 
(b) 1.How is it possible to provide for 2 
golf courses, plus large club rooms, plus 
roads, plus putting greens, plus increased 
road traffic and at the same time, 
"protect and enhance the identified 
natural values"? Where is a document 
that "identified natural values?"  
Environmentally, this area must not have 
a golf course et al, due to its closeness to 
Moulting Lagoon, Ramsar Wetlands and 
the Swan River, See elsewhere.    See 
Representation 216, and the Golf 
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Concept Plan of Crafter and 
Mogford 2017.   
 
(b) 2.   The golf course area is said to be 
158.6 ha., roads to be built into an area 
with a biodiversity overlay whilst a sea 
eagles nest has been identified. Proposed 
are several different types of putting 
courses, a significant footprint allowed 
for the golf house and car park, a 
Himalayan putting course of 3700m2, 
and "Ronald's Island", plus a 
maintenance centre. A mere 4.6 ha. of 
vegetation and 14.9 ha. (thus total 19.5 
ha.) has been proposed to be set aside to 
be retained as forest/woodland.  That 
represents just 0.61% of the 3,185 ha. or 
12.3% of the 158.6 ha.  
 
(b) 3.  The envisioned scale of disruption 
and potential development to the "unique 
environmental values" is seen by this 
author as deeply contradictory.  If the 
place is "unique" in its values, then 
any form of development of the 
scale proposed means it must lose 
that "uniqueness" in its proposed 
"new" land uses.  
 
(b) 4. It is not known exactly where the 
"Cambria tourist accommodation" - of 70 
villas and 240 units are supposed to be 
located?  (p. 48 Attachment B). This 
must be made very clear. 
 
(b) 4.  Considerable building of a type, 
scale, height, design, bulk, is opaque and 
remains unknown.  For example no 
permit required, relates to forest 
operations, horse stud, tree farming, as a 
permitted as-of-right use, resource 
processing, resource development. 
Pleasure boat facility would be a 
discretionary use. These are more than 
considered unacceptable changes to land 
use.  
 
(b) 5.  The 9-10 April 2019 fire on spit 
lands was noted.  Noted too, that was 
before it was brought under control 128 
ha. burned, (www.fire.tas.gov.au) 
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(c) Accommodate uses that foster an 
appreciation for the unique 
environmental values of the land and 
surrounds.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(d) provide a skills training centre and 
accommodation for Cambria staff that 
would also benefit other activities in the 
region. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
(c) 1.  See under uses and (b) 4 above.  
 
(c). 2.  Golf courses, adjacent to the 
Ramsar Wetland are not land uses 
that are considered compatible.  
For example,  
 
(c). 2 (i) potential for "Cambria sports 
tourism accommodation, set on the river, 
80 apartments to cater for golf water 
activity and other sporting visitors" (p. 
49 Attachment B.)  
 
(c) 3.   Clearly the emphasis here is on 
the tourist use, not any real consideration 
of the very significant and high heritage 
and/or significant/high environmental, 
ecological values of the land.  So a new, 
untried, untested, extremely 
controversial set of use(s) is what this 
section of the SAP is about.  That is quite 
unacceptable.  There is no idea of what 
"uses" might be in the pipeline.   See 
previous comment about "unique". 
Applies here as well.  
 
(c) 4.  Another illustration if the green 
light of approval is given, of an entire 
future outcome, which hinges on vague, 
future fluid ideas. Rather one, however 
that is definitely tourism dominant, 
highest profit-at-all costs dominant.   
  
 (d) 1. Again this is a vague concept, the 
nature, size, scope, design of, type of, 
materials use of, accommodation of, a 
training centre; this remains without 
backup or known public plans as to 
location and all other considerations, etc.   
 
(d) 1. (i) Given that the heritage 
documents illustrated how 
important the prospect/setting was 
in the nineteenth century, then 
what would happen with SAP 
approval would be views out across 
a modern landscape, with its 
buildings, golf course, its airstrip 
etc.   Total abnegation of 
Government heritage 
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(e) Recognise the limitation from 
inundation and biodiversity with 
appropriate use and development.  

responsibilities, management, 
regulation, in my view if this is 
allowed to happen.  
 
(d) 2.  And if given the green light, it 
means development and almost certainly  
more hard form, parking spaces, road 
and infrastructure building, and greater 
destruction of the Cambria setting, and 
siting of the very historic homestead and 
its early grants.  Any training centre 
in the proposed No. 2 precinct is 
seen as not compatible. 
 
(e) 1. "recognise" does not necessarily 
mean doing anything substantial about 
the matter.  It's one of those "less-than", 
generic statements, when tested carry 
little weight where it matters; and when 
incorporated into planning schemes are 
even more so.  There is much more than 
inundation in respect of natural elements 
that must be considered in what could, or 
should not be developed.   
See Parts 1, 3A and climate change, 
and elsewhere in this Part 4 
representation.   
 
(e) 1. (1) "Appropriate development"; 
this phrase is just seen as one of those 
"catchy", "less-than phrases used by 
certain pro-development-planners. See 
above. What exactly does "appropriate 
use and development" mean at a 
Tribunal hearing? 
 
(e) 1. (2) Appropriate for whom.... the 
community or the developer?  The long 
term health and resilience of spit lands 
against some short term irresponsible 
development? 
 

Precinct 3 Objectives  Precinct 3 
 
F 5.3 Local Area Objectives 
1.3.1.3 
Objectives: 
(a)  maintain the use of the land for 
agricultural activities 
 
 

 
Comment:  
 
 
(a) 1.  Some facts: A significant portion 
of the land for proposed Precinct 3 is 
former Belmont land once owned by the 
Meredith family.   
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(b)  facilitate the development of an 
airstrip for tourism and emergency 
purposes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
(a) 2.   There is also land that belongs to 
C.T. 148001/1.  As such this forms a part 
of one of the oldest original grants still 
able to be seen in Tasmania (1822).  
 
(a) 3.   There is a significant amount of 
land that was the first grant to George 
Meredith in 1822-23, within this 
nominated precinct.   
 
(a) 4.  This land has very high heritage 
significant values for a number of 
cultural heritage reasons, one being  the 
"setting" of the homestead, which is 
highly heritage significant and cannot be 
compromised by having a modern 
airstrip + associated buildings/golf 
course, roads directly in the line of sight.  
See Burra Charter, J.S. Kerr.  See Parts 1, 
2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E. A major 
consideration reason would be the 
enormous loss of authenticity, unique 
qualities and place-heritage intactness.  
 
(b) 1. The SAP is quite clear here.  It is 
the facilitator (with granted 
approval) of quite large scale 
development in this precinct.  It is 
not seen as an "emergency" 
airstrip, rather in my view one with 
a much larger scale and footprint.  
 
(b) 2.  This is considered one of the big 
elephants in the room.  "Develop for 
tourism purposes."  Does that mean that 
international visitors will arrive at 
Hobart airport (after a non-stop flight 
from ?) to be then ferried aboard a 
smaller plane to Swansea?  Or will fly 
direct from a place/region/ city outside 
of Tasmania?  How many times per 
week?  So where are the details for what 
"development of an airstrip for tourism" 
actually means?  Spell it out.  The lack of 
any detail is considered totally 
unacceptable.  
 
(b) 3.   There are a lot of what I 
professionally label as "hollow" or "non 
qualified, airy-fairy words in this SAP 
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(c)  improve connectivity to Swan 
River Road.  
 

(and elsewhere) and this is one of the 
worst.  
 
 (b) 4.  The part for the proposed 
upgrade of the airstrip would be within 
the nominated curtilage of the property 
as indicated by Heritage Tasmania. 
 
(c) 1.   This vague statement is 
supposedly placed in the SAP, to allow 
significant infrastructure (most likely 
road changes) the nature of, scope of, 
location of, design of, public and or 
private use of, to occur, for higher  
international visitor density use of an 
airport and interrelated internal ferrying 
around of visitors.   

 
(c) 1. (ii) This is considered another non 
qualified hollow statement when the 
Prodanovic document is read in full (see 
all 48 pages).  Major road infrastructure 
is batted away with "improve 
connectivity."  It is considered 
disgraceful in its intent to not state what 
ought to be made public.  
 
(c) 2.  The lack of actual transparency by 
the consortium proponents and the 
failure to actually outline in detail what is 
actually proposed with SAP approval is 
the hallmark of non transparency and a 
disgrace.   Sheridan considers that it 
displays the "worst" of planning 
practices. For its size, scale, scope, 
zoning, objectives, unique qualities etc 
this proposal ought to have been 
outlining "best" practice planning that 
fitted and was integrated to the 
historicity,(in all respects) and to the 
environment of Cambria. See 2A, 2B, 2C, 
2D, 2E.  Part 1. 
 
(c) 3.   The proposed road changes, 
accommodation proposals (as outlined 
by Mr Prodanovic) need to be explained 
IN FULL by the planning proponents et 
al.  Obviously there is a "plan" 
somewhere in the shadows; one never 
revealed to the public in too many years 
or longer.  



27 
 

 © Gwenda Sheridan 2022  

 
(c) 4. There appears to be no apparent 
current problem to the connectivity to 
Swan River Road, McNeills' River Road, 
given present public use of the road.   
 
(c) 5.   In the mass of information, it 
appears that new roads, new alignments 
to current roads are proposed to be 
carved out across the 
agricultural/pastoral used lands to Swan 
River Road and elsewhere. One such 
road may be projected to start near to or 
opposite McNeill's Road; an extension 
too and as well, perhaps to the 
homestead?   There are projected 
enormous changes to the Tasman 
Highway, given the accommodation 
proposals, anticipated heavy increased 
traffic road use (in Precincts 1, 2, 3, 4) 
and subsequent "uses" of the side roads.  
This is a form of urban/tourist proposed 
infrastructure that is totally 
unacceptable.  Calling it "improve 
connectivity to the Swan River Road" is 
grossly misleading.  The public ought not 
to have to second guess what has never 
been revealed.  
 
(c) 6.  Given the manner in which State 
Growth puts in fly-overs, huge upgraded 
road changes, is that projected to happen 
with this Tasman Highway intersection?  
It can't be allowed to happen.  Noted is 
the C’wealth money in the 2022 Budget 
for the Great Eastern Drive. 
 
(c) 7.   Such information has to be made 
public.  These hollow statements that 
release nothing of substance are totally 
unacceptable.  Best practice planning is 
required, not (what I view as) 
motherhood, banal, totally inadequate, 
phrases and sentences.  
 
(c) 8.   Presumably the road purpose is 
to facilitate "accommodated residential 
tourists", day visitors (the entire 
substance of which remains unknown but 
which the Prodanvic document gives 
some insights into) to have easier, 
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quicker access from accommodation to 
the golf course, airstrip etc and what 
other "facilities" (as suggested for 
Precincts 1 & 2, potentially 4) as are 
envisaged.  It may too be the means 
whereby tourists in Precinct 4 are also to 
be ferried to and fro across lands in the 
past always used for agriculture and or 
grazing. Lands that were a fundamental 
part of the long held 
agricultural/pastoral mixed farm land 
use of Cambria-place and early grants to 
George Meredith. 
 
(c) 9.  It is anticipated, that if the SAP is 
approved then very old trees, vegetation 
along the Tasman Highway, other roads, 
could/might/would have to be removed 
to allow better access and lines of sight.  
Living heritage such as these tree lines 
help contribute to the place, very much to 
its aesthetics, and to the cultural 
landscape(s) of this place and its 
character, its sense of place; its 
historicity and unique qualities.  
Replacement would be a "modern" 
infrastructure system; these seen 
increasingly in many places in rural 
Tasmania.  
 
(c) 10.  Did Mr Prodovanic cover this 
adequately in his latest report: March 
2019? Heritage was ignored.  
 
(c) 11.   This gives some tiny insight into 
what the apparently innocuous statement 
such as F 5.3 Local Area Objectives, 
1.3.1.3  Objective (c)  implies. The vision 
is to turn these lands into tourist-specific 
land use places, much increased urban 
traffic, whilst fundamentally destroying 
the authentic, unique heritage values and 
significance of Cambria's past history.   
 
(c) 12.  Does this kind of immense land 
use/landscape change "fit" to what is 
required in the Burra Charter and the 
J.S. Kerr The Conservation Plan 
(ICOMOS 2013)?  Of course it doesn't.  
This proposal is at the "other end" of 
excellent historic 
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management/regulation/management of 
historic evolved land uses and historic 
cultural landscapes.   
 
(c) 12.  Sheridan considers, (if approved) 
this would constitute the worst of 
corporatized urban/tourist planning at a 
scale, in a rural area, not seen anywhere 
else in Tasmania, probably not in 
Australia (eg 10-12m tourist type high 
buildings?).  It could if approved send a 
very wrong precedent for other parts of 
rural Tasmania. Where the principal 
heritage values stand to be erased if the 
SAP is approved.  There has been no 
transparency, material has been 
"dribbled out"/not dribbled out at all, 
across too many years, and there is an 
entire raft of material that remains 
unknown to the public.  It is a disgrace.  
The Section 39 Report and Mr 
Prodanovic pointed to what lurks in the 
cupboard, somewhere.  The land, its 
history, its significance, merely a 
"backdrop", a lifeless “thing”, of what the 
corporate owners apparently want to 
develop.  
 

Precinct Objectives Precinct 4 
 
F5.3.1 
1.3.1.4  Local Area Objectives, Hills 
Resort  
 
  
 
 
 
(a) provide for resort accommodation, 
central facilities and clusters of smaller 
villas within a landscaped setting.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment:  
 
(a) 1.   This area was for nearly 200 
years used as a fundamental part of 
the operations of the Cambria 
Estate, and then for the land owners  
who followed.  These were the principal 
grazing lands of the property.  
 
(a) 1. (i) See previous.  Another hollow 
sentence. What type, scale of, location of, 
size of, "resort accommodation", what 
type, scale, location, size of "central 
facilities"?   How many "clusters" of 
villas, and what of their size, type, 
location, building materials etc.   
 
(a) 2.  The "landscaped setting" is more 
than likely to be a modern twenty first 
century, highly modified very urbanised 
"landscape setting."  This is 
unacceptable.  These lands have always 



30 
 

 © Gwenda Sheridan 2022  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(b) provide facilities for visitors to the 
region, particularly event facilities and 
accommodation  
 
 
 
 
 

been "natural" lands for thousands of 
years.  Their vegetation patterns could be 
restored.  A biodiversity overlay is over 
the greater part of these lands.   That 
must remain.  See previously under 
Precinct 3.  
 
(a) 3.   George Meredith in 1821 in 
his Diary designated that these 
lands would be "location lands."   
This meant they were seen as being 
used in the future by stock.  
 
(a) 4.   The Cambria colonial estate 
farm was always a mixed farm; viz 
stock, crops, fruit.  
 
(a) 5.  This area needs heritage 
protection and conservation.  It 
belongs to the historicity, the 
authenticity, aggregated unique 
qualities of the land and place. The 
heritage, cultural landscape 
heritage, that is Cambria. 
"Character of place" matters.  It 
needs conservation and protection 
and rigorous management suitable 
to First Nations' peoples and for  
colonial estate heritage.  
 
(a) 6.  This area cannot be divorced 
historically, culturally, or from an 
evolved land use/ landscape perspective 
as though it isn't important.  It was a 
critically important integrated part of the 
19th century colonial estate farm, 
utilisation and management. 
 
(a) 7.   This area has a history of 
known First Nations' use, and one 
of known bushranger occupation.  
One hill is called Brady's Hill.  
 
(b) 1.  This area is currently zoned 
as a Rural Resource zone but it is 
possibly at a later stage projected to 
potentially change to a Major 
Tourist Zone with SAP approval.  
Tourist facilities, and 
accommodation of the scope, scale, 
type, and or event, are not meant to 
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be developed on land which has 
always (for thousands of years), 
been a natural environment, then 
later only contained a few farm 
related buildings. See uses.   
 
(b) 1. (i) See pp. 48-49,, 50-52 etc. 
Attachment B. to gain some idea of the 
enormous projected "scope" of what is 
the intent for development of built 
structures in this precinct.  It is actually 
frightening in its "grand" intent.     
 
(b)1. (ii)  The "grand" intent in my view 
is to utilise the "wow" factor of the view 
from the top, or near the top of Brady's 
Hill.   
 
(b) 2.   This illustrates the fundamental 
problem with the entirety of this 
proposed development and with the SAP. 
Such an outrageous proposed 
development ought never to have seen 
the light of day.  In a state that had 
rigorous legislation,  guidelines, 
policies, management directives in 
planning, ditto in heritage which 
were integrated,  that could  have 
adequately confront the, 
 
 (2) (i) tourism scale, size and   
scope of  the proposed land use 
change and development such as 
this one. Only then, might be able 
to deliver a much more balanced 
outcome, one that offered 
protection of, conservation of, 
Tasmania's heritage past in a more 
acceptable manner.  
 

 (2) (ii)  corporatized 
agricultural land use proposed 
change, size, scope and 
development such as this one.  
 
(2).  (iii)  much of the 
legislation that is relied upon, 
is dated.   
 
(2). (iv) climate change is 
nowhere considered.  
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(c) retain native vegetation where 
possible  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
(2). (v)  the legislation etc. SPPs 
have progressively moved in 
the other direction.   This 
towards economic 
development, growth at all 
costs, being uppermost and all 
pervasive.  

 
(b) 3. The SAP is fundamentally trying 
to steer itself into the future towards the 
land being used and developed as a 
Major Tourist Zone (my view).  In the 
process a new town could feasibly be 
developed. This is the absolutely 
unacceptable dialogue.  Sentence after 
sentence, phrase after phrase Sheridan 
considers is the "intended" end-reality of 
the SAP.   
 
(b)  4.  The SAP is supposed to be a 
stand-alone document not to be confused 
with the "Concept Plan" that it facilitates.  
This is considered impossible and 
considering what has been publicly 
released; it is considered to be fallacious 
to ignore Attachment B.  
 
(b)  5; That facilitation is seen in a great 
many "other" statements made in the 
SAP as here in F5.3.1; 1.3.1.4.  "provide 
for resort accommodation" etc.  The 
intent therefore of what the SAP could 
facilitate, all too apparent.  
 
(b) 6.  It is most hollow and quite flawed 
to proceed as though the Concept plan 
doesn't have to be considered.  How is 
that best practice planning? Where is a 
publicly released full comprehensive 
Concept-Master Plan? 
 
(c)  1.  The hill area is the area where the 
former pastoral land use, occurred for 
several centuries, prior to that, First 
Nations' Peoples' use of the land. How 
can vegetation be retained, if not known 
is the scale, scope etc of development? 
 

(c)  1. (i) the view from the top of 
Brady's Hill is very extensive.  It is 
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suggested from here it would have 
been possible to be able to chart 
your way around the 
surrounds/country seen from this 
vantage point.  It could/would have 
been a key First Nations' Peoples' 
use of this hill land.  
 
(c) 1. (ii). The name suggests that 
Brady the bushranger was active in 
this area.  

 
(c) 1. (iii)  Another less-than, 
hollow statement.... "where 
possible."  What about the reverse, 
"must be identified and what must 
be retained."? 

 
(c) 2.  The historical reports did not 
comment on the Hill lands; they were not 
seen as an integral and historically highly 
significant area by the applicants and 
those contractors whom they employed.  
 
(c) 3.   The hill lands have a biodiversity 
overlay over the Doctor's Hills and 
Brady's Hills.   Noted too, is that a 
considerable section of the Brady's Hill 
area has a Heritage Area overlay across 
the land.  This Heritage Area must be 
extended across the entire property.  
 
(c) 4.  This area cannot be divorced 
historically, culturally, or from an 
evolved land use/ landscape perspective 
as though it isn't important.  It was a 
critically important part of the 19th 
century colonial estate farm and makes a 
considerable input to Australian colonial 
farming history, (due to what is available 
in the archives).  
 
(c)  5.  "retain native vegetation where 
possible."  The truth of this is absolutely 
questioned.  
Given that there is public knowledge of a 
lot of proposed development and 
building for this precinct, this statement 
(Sheridan's view) is effectively hollow.  
 
(c) 6.  Given too, that current Tasmanian 
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(d) facilitate a network of cycle and 
walking trails and associated tourism 
infrastructure.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

planning regulations don't seek at all 
with subdivision to retain any existing 
vegetation, (bare scorched earth being 
the planning principle; this in reality is 
what occurs).Again this speaks of that 
hollowness.  It certainly should not be 
the intent of any Government that is 
actively addressing climate change. 
 
(c) 7.  Building would involve both 
vertical and horizontal hard surfaces, and 
a great deal of infrastructure to service 
the buildings. All would be hard surfaces 
etc. This statement effectively is 
considered by this author as more than 
misleading.  A changing climate again 
not being considered.  
 
(c) 8.  All of the future proposed 
development as to size, scale, scope, 
location, material used, building heights, 
etc. is not known.  What is known is that 
the SAP would become the facilitator for 
it all.  Once agreed upon and resolved, 
the SAP intent, for building a town is 
unknown.  This is totally unsatisfactory 
and unacceptable.   In my view it’s 
planning by deceit.  
 
(d) 1.  "associated tourism 
infrastructure."  Does this mean roads, 
trails, and accommodation facilities as 
suggested in the newspapers? Such as 
Sky Convention centre, Sky hotel etc.  So 
what exactly does that constitute?  More 
“less-than” words, phrases. 
 
(d)  2.  Such a fundamental urban 
tourist-type land use change must not be 
allowed to happen.  
 
(d) 3.   In climbing Brady's Hill 27 
January 2019 (so called because of the 
notorious bushranger Matthew Brady, a 
historical story missing from the 
applicants) there is a stupendous 190° 
view across a largely natural/part 
agricultural/virtually-non-built 
landscape.  This of course was probably 
what consortium members saw when at 
least some of them climbed the hill, (date 
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remains unknown; perhaps prior to 
buying the land, so 2014?)   
 
(d) 4.  One that has very high evolved 
cultural landscape/early land use 
significance and values, (eg. See Burra 
Charter, J.S Kerr, The Conservation 
Plan, ICOMOS 2013).  George Meredith 
chose the place that he did quite 
purposely; that evident from his Diary.  
The family called this hill, The Lookout. 
 
(d)  5.  This is the "wow" factor that the 
consortium applicants wrote about in 
Attachment B, most likely a major reason 
why the consortium acquired the land 
that they did, where they did.   
 
(d)  6.  Land that the consortium own 
have indicated that they wish to develop 
quite intensively with urban/tourist type 
infrastructure, (and all that that means). 
This is if Attachment B is correct in what 
it states.  
 
(d)  7.  Land that  ̶  if the SAP is 

approved  ̶  could feasibly be developed 
into a tourist type town for wealthy 
(potentially aged) residents from another 
country.  Is that the best practice 
planning, best practice heritage 
decisions, best practice planning for a 
changing climate, that Tasmania can 
offer, for one of its oldest, most intact 
heritage properties placed early on the 
Register of the National Estate in 1978?   
 
(d)  8.  The native vegetation needs to be 
regenerated.  Burning of gorse ought to 
cease, because at times the other natural 
vegetation catches alight, (seen and 
imaged 2018).   Gorse has to be grubbed 
out. An NRM programme for 
regeneration of lost vegetation (eg Oyster 
Bay pine, + other related) needs to be put 
in place urgently to show understanding 
and intent for a climate that is changing 
rapidly.   
 
(d)  9.  The majority of "watercourses" 
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as seen from McNeill's Road (or 
elsewhere) marked as "permanent" on 
various maps appeared to be quite dry in 
January 2019.    
 
(d)  10.  Tasmania has climate change; 
summer, of 2018-2019 good evidence of 
that.  The Climate Council of Australia 
warns that the wild weather will continue 
and we can expect further drying and 
heating of the climate (2019)11. Tasmania 
experienced its hottest (over 2° above 
normal), and driest January on record, 
its hottest summer ever, the pattern 
continuing on into March (2019).  See 
Parts 1, 3A.  Tasmania has just had its 
driest summer for 40 years (2022).  
 
(d)  11.  The SAP doesn't mention that 
the Concept Plan will require copious 
amounts of water, or that any proposed 
building on the hill lands will require 
considerable infrastructure of various 
dimensions and that given a drying 
climate, fire in the eastern tier lands will 
present an ongoing risk, just as it did to 
residents, visitors, elderly persons, in the 
Huon Valley 2019. 
 
NB. The April fire of Dolphin Sands 2019 
woodland and forest, along the spit.   
 
(d)  12.  To ignore climate change and 
not factor it into planning of the scope 
and type, scale and densities that an 
approved SAP would allow is in my 
professional view, not an option.  It 
would be a shocking decision.  It would 
simply ignore Schedule 1, Parts 1 and 2 of 
LUPAA.  Best practice planning needs to 
invoke the precautionary principle for 
proposed developments of such a large, 

 
11  Climate Council of Australia. Weather gone Wild: Climate Change- Fuelled Extreme Weather in 2018.   
This followed a report issued by the Climate Council, February 2017: Cranking up the Intensity: Climate Change 
and Extreme Weather events.  See too, Climate Council and other reports 2020, 2021  including The Risks to 
Australia of a 3°C Warmer World: Australian Academy of Science, March 2021.  98 pp. Climatge Council 
Australia.  Hitting Home, the Compounding Costs of Climate Inaction, Professor Will Steffan, Dr Simon 
Bradshaw, 2021. 60 pp.  Briefing Notes, April 2021 IPCC: Carbon Budgets for 1.5 & 2° C., Guardian 4 June. 2021, 
Climate tipping points could topple like dominoes, warn scientists: Analysis shows significant risk of cascading 
events even at 2C of heating, with severe long-term effects. Damian Carrington.  
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complex, and relatively unknown nature.  
 
 

 

Use Table and Zoning  F.5.5 p.5.  General 
 Comment:  

 
F.5.5.  
1.  Under the SAP it is proposed to 
change the zoning of much of the land 
from Significant Agriculture to zones 
such as Rural Resource, and potentially 
Major Tourist Zone. See the GBSC 
Minutes, pp. 60-63 were told what 
use(s), would be prohibited, permitted, 
or would be discretionary under each 
zone. 
 
2.  Certainly it appears that under the 
current zoning, of Significant Agriculture 
more Uses are prohibited, and/ or would 
undergo more scrutiny as potential 
development than they would under the 
Rural Resource zone.  
 

2. (i)  However at p. 52, Attachment 
B,  under 5.2 is Figure 29; the source 
for this is shown to be GSBIPS ("I" 
should be L perhaps"?).  The colour 
of the Hill lands shown in this map 
is something approaching a pink-
light purple-to grey. The included 
slice of the legend is unhelpful 
because it doesn't show what that 
colour is. However in the TPS - 
zones, GSBC LPS, the legend has a 
grey for zone Major Tourism.  The 
problem too is with the actual List 
maps where at times map colours do 
not exactly correspond to the shown 
legend colours.  This is confusing.  It 
needs to be urgently fixed.  
 
2 (ii) Are the Hill lands zoned as 
Rural Resource and or Major 
Tourism?  

 
2. (iii)  The TPC must unlock and 
identify what the actual zone intent 
is for the Hill lands. This is seen to 
be very highly, significant.  Critical 
in fact.  
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3.   Trying to fit (badly) 
recreational/tourism uses into an 
agriculture/rural resource (?) zone shows 
the extremely poor fit.  This is not best, 
rigorous, practice planning.  
 
4. The actual zoning that predicates what 
uses could feasibly occur if the SAP is 
approved are not disclosed, or discussed 
in the SAP.   Why not?  Rather what is 
does is to use the Precincts and discuss 
what can/can't/ etc be undertaken in 
those from its own objectives.  
 
5.  No zoning maps are shown in the 
SAP.  No changed zoning maps are 
included if the SAP is approved.  Where 
are they?   
 
(6 )  Given that the EPBC document has 
maps, which show a significant amount 
of the subject areas as suitable for 
irrigation, one asks: What of  
 

6 (i) the SWAN ecosystem river 
health?  It is known that this is one 
of the driest river ecosystems in 
Tasmania, which is known for its 
erratic flows. 

 
6 (ii) one asks where is projected 
relevant up-to-date climate change 
data in these different zones, related 
then to its potential uses?  
 
6 (iii) facts that the general public 
don't know; which land is going to 
be zoned as Agricultural Suitability, 
etc. or something different. 
 

7. However currently and to be reviewed 
by the Commission is whether the 
Significant Agriculture zone stays as is 
under The List maps.  
See Part 3A in this respect.    
 
8.  Sections of the land (and the titles) 
owned by the consortium appears to be 
seen as Significant Agriculture.  However 
there are codicils here.  
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8 (i)  In reply to the Rural Water 
Use Strategy (2020) a number of the 
respondents wrote of the intent re 
irrigated water-fed farm potential 
irrigation.  See Sheridan 3A.  The 
Commission is directed to the 
RWUS respondents and what they 
said.  

 
9.  It would be a very deleterious 
planning and a most disingenuous 
outcome to rezone the Cambria-place 
Hill lands entirely to a Rural Resource 
zone or to a Major Tourist Zone. 
 
10 .  The historically evolved land area 
(its landscape history, high significant 
values) can demonstrate precisely how 
this land has been used across two 
centuries; that is for agricultural and 
pastoral farming activities.  See Parts 1, 
2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E, 3A, 3B.  
 
11.  Title C.T. 148001/1 is zoned as 
Significant Agriculture; That includes 
land proposed as Precinct 1, Precinct 3, 
and a part of Precinct 4.  
 
12.    As above.  
Title 149607/1 Belmont is also zoned 
Significant Agriculture; Title 148927/1 
(12.43 ha) is Significant Agriculture; 
Title 115706/1 (25.38 ha) is Significant 
Agriculture;  (all proposed Precinct 3);  
A small part of Title 251306/1 is zoned 
Significant Agriculture; this is proposed 
Precinct 4).   
 
13.  Re Uses: These types of permitted-
as-of-right uses and NPR uses are 
completely antithetical to the historical 
significance, land use and heritage values 
of Cambria.  This projected type of 
intensity of development would simply 
destroy the authenticity, unique qualities 
of this area: seen as the heart of the 
estate.  
 
14.  Noted is that Uses which are 
prohibited under the Significant 



40 
 

 © Gwenda Sheridan 2022  

Agriculture zone, include Crematoria and 
cemeteries, Emergency Services, 
Hospital Services, Pleasure Boat Facility, 
Storage, Transport depot and 
distribution, for example.   
 
15.   These type of uses are considered as 
antithetical to the historical significance 
and heritage and landscape values of this 
area of the Cambria-Place estate.  
  
16.  Under Precinct 4 for example, if the 
precinct is approved, could well be the 
development of a town.  That is totally 
unacceptable.  
  
17.  What the opposite column 
demonstrates all too clearly is how 
unsuited to the Cambria land the various 
use types are, irrespective of proposed 
precinct number.  These lands across 
40,000-50,000 years of non urban uses 
with an approved SAP have the potential 
for development and building of these 
totally unsuited urban/city/tourist-heavy 
land uses.  
 

 
 
F5.6  Use Standards  

 

 
F5.6.1 Use Standards, 
Discretionary Use.  
 
 
 
There are two Use standards given, both 
under the Performance Criteria with 
additional phrases.  
 
The first relates to Discretionary General 
Retail and Hire of Food Services.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Comment 
 
1.   Under the Performance Criteria, the 
use of the phrases "with regard to" is 
consistently used.  This is considered not 
excellence in best practice planning.  It 
means that the rigour that ought to 
adhere to the Performance Criteria would 
in the future be certainly missing.  See 
Appendix 1, for the want of definitions.  I 
view 'with regard to' as wriggle room for 
development.  
 

1 (i) Throughout this section in 
particular, the SAP uses words and 
or phrases, which when tested at a 
Tribunal Hearing, are found to 
contain little or no strength, no 
rigour  to uphold what is in the 
phrase or sentence of which they are 
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The second relates to discretionary non-
agricultural use.  This cannot fetter 
agricultural on the site or adjoining land.  
There are five sub sets. The last notes 
that it has to have "consistency with the 
Plan purpose and the Local Area 
Objectives".  

part.  
 
1 (ii)  This is mechanism often used 
by pro-development planners to 
infer that on the performance side of 
a planning scheme,  something will 
be assessed and is important. See 
above. 
 
1 (iii) when in reality it is just 
"words" of little or no value at the 
real test at a Tribunal hearing.  

 
2.  "must be of a scale and intensity 
that is appropriate to its location "  
etc. etc.  
This is seen another of those most 
unfortunate statements (ie 
"appropriate to its location").   
 
3.  This could be different in all of the 
four precincts.  Define "appropriate"...   
 
4.  "maintains" the existing retail 
hierarchy of the region.  Where is that 
defined and articulated? This particular 
land is rural land. It has no "retail” 
hierarchy.   Its meaning needs to be 
described and articulated IN FULL.  
 

4. (i)  the use of these types of 
words or phrases are in the lexicon 
of planning seen by Sheridan as 
more than unsatisfactory. What is 
the existing retail hierarchy? Please 
define.   The intent however is clear.   
 
4 (ii)  in the relevant column, the 
use of the word "must" tightens what 
can/can't happen.   That word is  
seen in this SAP document in F5.7 
Development Standards but then is 
substantially weakened by what 
follows in that section.   

 
5.  the "characteristics" of the proposed 
non agricultural use" etc. Consistent with 
the Plan Purpose and Objectives.  See 
earlier sections of Part 4 and F5.7.  
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F5.7  

Development Standards  Building Heights 
 
Objective:  
To ensure that building height 
contributes positively to the rural 
landscape 

 
1.  How on earth can it?  See Parts 1, 2A, 
2B, 2C, 2D, 2E, 3A etc. Noted is there is 
no definition of what "contributes 
positively to the rural landscape" actually 
means.  
 

1 (i) use of "positive" "contribution" 
is another of those undeliverable 
words/phrases.  
 
1 (ii) it is reasonably clear to 
Sheridan that the intent is for large 
scale and scope of future building.   
 
1 (iii) a "positive" landscape is the 
one that is already present with its  
heritage, stories, its place(s), sense 
of place(s) and their character.  The 
intended "new" modern, urban 
intended SAP appears to have not 
engaged with the existing heritage 
significance of the place.  Rather all 
outlined material points to a totally 
changed character; a total 
replacement of what was there 
previously.  This is unacceptable.  
 

2.  This is a culturally evolved long held, 
long layered historical cultural 
landscape/land use area which has not in 
any way shape or form been recognised. 
It must be recognised with appropriate 
conservation heritage values upheld as 
per Burra Charter, J.S.Kerr.  
 
3.    In Sheridan's opinion, it can be 
labelled as the intent of "building a 
modern suburbia"/tourist town 21st 
century style, in what is a rural 
landscape; presently highly significant 
historic rural land of Tasmania.  

 
4.     There ought to be no new building 
as outlined in Amendment B/pp. 48-52 
of any description in Precincts 1, 2, 3, 4, 
as potentially outlined in the SAP.   
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F5.7 Development Standards  
F5.7.1 Building height  
 
 
 
 
Building height, no more than 12 metres 
In Precinct 1 no greater than 10 m.  
 
 
There are 4 sections to the Performance 
Criteria 
No. (a) has five sub sections.  
 
 
PI (a) not have unreasonable impact on 
adjoining properties "having regard to"  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Comment  
NB. The Performance Criteria, has 
"must satisfy" but then the 
following,.... 
 
 
PI. (a) 1.   Projected building heights are 
totally and utterly unacceptable.  They 
belong to the Activity Centres, cities, not 
to rural lands, not to one of the nation's 
oldest, most historic colonial rural estate 
properties with its authentic values, 
unique qualities and intactness.  
 
 
PI (a) 2. Definition? What is the 
meaning of an “unreasonable impact” 
considering where the TPS regulations 
have taken the state?  
 
How can those be reasonably applied to a 
highly significant rural property?  The 
TPC ought to be considering heritage 
properties and their significance in 
detail. Why are there no applicable 
standards that can apply to rural 
properties, or rurally based historic 
towns etc?  
 
PI (a) 3.   What are "adverse impacts"?  
There is at present a very small scattering 
of rural homesteads. As outlined 
elsewhere in this representation the 
Design Guidelines (and or Homestead 
Resort) are not acceptable.  The 
subdivision "plans" as given are not 
acceptable. 
 
 PI (a) 4.  "unreasonable impact"; and 
"having regard to" are considered to be 
the type of wriggle words in a scheme  
that cannot be justified in a Tribunal 
hearing. See previous. 
 
PI (a) 5.  This is a reflection of the 
current Tasmanian planning regulations 
which are very urban-based-focussed.  
They cannot be accommodated in any 
measure to an estate farm; Cambria, for 
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(i) the topography and constraints of the 
site  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(ii) separation from existing uses on 
adjoining properties  

nearly 200 years an agricultural and 
pastoral property, a First Nations' 
occupied site for thousands of years.   
 
PI (a)6.  To suggest otherwise is totally 
unacceptable. The farm lexicon for the 
old historic homestead and its remaining 
outbuildings, has no relationship in 
height standards to twenty first century 
Tasmanian city, urban planning 
regulations.  The idea is considered to be 
the worst of the worst form planning in 
my view.   
 
PI (a) (i) the type, height etc of a 
building and how it is placed in its 
landscape is critical.  Some land in 
question is flat, some slightly 
sloping, some hilly.  
 

PI (a) (ii)  Such building heights 
stand to be in direct competition 
with and would entirely overpower 
the older existing buildings in 
Precinct 1, potentially Precinct 4. 
The current landscape is a very open 
one; it is a rural landscape with few 
buildings.   Topography is critical to 
any placement of high or even lower 
height buildings.  

 
(a) (iii)  Building materials are 
more than likely to be modern, stark, 
angular, bulky, shiny, potentially 
grey, or white so will stand out in the 
landscape, devoid of its trees.   
 
(a) (iv) nothing adequate to stop 
the above 4 (i) happening with SAP 
approval. 
 
(a) (v) notably, there is nothing in 
the planning scheme regulations to 
prevent a particular 
intensity/density to the building lots 
or the actual buildings  (See GBSC 
Section 39 Report comments in 
respect of this) given SAP approval. 
 

F5.7.1. PI (a) (ii) and (iii) and (iv) 
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(iii) bulk and form of the building 
 
(iv) not result in adverse impacts on  
residential amenity on adjoining lots by 
overlooking and loss of privacy  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Then there is a, (b) and (c), (d) under   
 
(b) visual impact from Tasman Hwy, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
PI. (a) (ii, iii, iv) 1. Any building in the 
Design Guidelines, as suggested DZ2, 
DZ3 zones (and or the other zones12) as 
per the Conservation Management Plan 
will detract from the high heritage values, 
authenticity, unique qualities and 
significance of the Cambria estate. They 
stand to utterly destroy the authenticity, 
intactness, rareness, unique qualities, 
interconnectedness, and 
interrelationships of Cambria Place that 
are currently present in the landscape.     
 
 PI. (a)  (ii, iii, iv) 2.  See Part 2 in 
particular.  The fuzziness of "having 
regard to" means that basically there is 
no rigour at all attached to bulk, density 
of, form of buildings, architecture of, 
materials used in, closeness of buildings 
to each other or acknowledgement of  the 
evolved historicity of the cultural 
landscape, land use history, sense of 
place, cultural/social history or really 
anything of heritage  consequence.  Such 
statements are absolutely unacceptable.    
 
PI. (b)  1. See Parts 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E,  
in particular.  It is not just the "visual 
impact" seen from the Tasman Highway.  
"Visual impact" is much greater than a 
mere inadequate selected metre distance 
as seen from the Tasman Highway.  The 
"views" inwards towards the house from 
other vantage points, views outwards, 
views across etc. must be taken into 
account.  This is standard practice 
under the Burra Charter and J.S. 
Kerr.  
 
PI (b) 2.  Given what has been 
suggested in other parts of the SAP for 
potential development and potentially 

 
12  See Part 2C and Sam Nichols (author of The Heritage Design Guidelines 27 pp) to General 
Manager, 13 September 2018. The Heritage Design Guidelines identified an area with 7 zones; DZ1, 
DZ2,Dz3, (Development zones), CHZ (Heritage zone), PZ1, PZ2, (Pastoral zone) NLZ (Natural 
Landscape Zone).  See Figure 4 of Heritage Design Guidelines.  There is no key to this aerial image, no 
areas are given, just lines apparently drawn,  “Each of the proposed Conservation and Development 
Zones have been analysed, with the subsequent guidelines advice tabled below detailing the 
implications of each guideline based on heritage-based statutory considerations, policies, guidelines 
and best heritage practice.” p. 10.  It is certainly not best heritage practice.  
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Both deal with heights as compatible to 
historic heritage significance, a suitably 
qualified person, required,  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(c) Precinct 1 and statement from 
suitably qualified person 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

very different uses in Precinct 1, new 
built form is not seen as an option. It 
remains opaque, unknown. This re style, 
size, conjoined nature, bulk, materials, 
density to be used etc.  Associated 
proposed infrastructure is also 
unacceptable.  
 
PI (c) 1.  Given what has been suggested 
for other Precincts in the SAP, with 
regard to potential use and development, 
especially buildings, hard surfaces, 
infrastructure, Tasmanian urban 
planning regulations, these potential 
types of use and development cannot be 
sanctioned in Precincts 2, 3, 4 either.  
 

PB (c) 1, (i) And the suitable 
person?  Will they with integrity 
base conclusions on what the Burra 
Charter, J.S Kerr, The Conservation 
Plan (ICOMOS 2013) require? 

 
PB (c) (1) ii) The collecting of 
relevant evidence and rigorous 
research capability is seen as 
fundamental.    
 
PB (c) (1) (iii) Evidence that is not 
curtailed by those who choose the 
"limits" of what the "suitable person" 
might actually search/research and 
report on?   

 
PI (a) (d) 2. Nothing has been 
forthcoming as a Development 
Application as to what might conceivably 
happen in Precinct 4 in the future.   
 
However there is sufficient in the SAP 
(and elsewhere), to move to a conclusion 
that a new town could feasibly result if 
the SAP is approved.  This is totally 
unacceptable.  
 
PI (a) (d) 3.  Development standards 
such as those outlined only help endorse 
the view that what is intended is large in 
scale, scope, size, area, impact, place and 
land use change.  
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And (at d) be consistent with Plan 
Purpose and Local Area Objectives.  
 
 

PB (c) 3 (i) this is seen as quite 
unacceptable for what is primarily still an 
agricultural/pastoral colonial estate 
property with a demonstrated use of this 
land use in this capacity for nearly 200 
years, First Nations' uses for thousands 
of years.   
 
 

  
 

 F5.7 Development Standards Setbacks 
F5.7.2 Setback provisions for 
relevant projects  
 
Objective  
The siting of buildings should minimise 
land use conflict with use of adjoining 
properties.  

Comment: 
 
 
1.   Currently there are only a handful of 
smallish adjoining properties. This is a 
rural zoned area.  See previous 
comments. 
 
2.   Conflict is anticipated to occur due to 
the massively proposed land use change. 
This to one approximating what occurs in 
urban areas,  a significant amount of 
buildings, associated infrastructure, 
increased densities, urban-type impacts,  
associated loss of natural amenity, 
potential loss of sale prices to existing 
surrounding properties, length of time 
over which the land use change is 
actually carried out, etc.   
 
3.   Exactly how do the proponents, 
propose to "minimise land use conflict?" 
 
4.   Change the land use in the way 
proposed and this objective becomes 
quite redundant.    

  
Acceptable Solution and 
Performance Criteria 
 
A1  Buildings must have a setback from 
all boundaries of  
(a) not less than 5 m; or  
(b) if the setback of an existing building 
is within 5m not less than the existing 

Comment: 
 
 
A1 On the Performance side, it is talking 
about 'vehicle access' , unreasonable 
impact, re existing properties but only 
has to be "appropriate" & having regard 
to; see comments elsewhere. There 
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building.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

is no appropriate rigour of 
outcome attached to “appropriate” 
or “having regard to.” 
 
AI 1. A principal problem with this SAP 
is that it has tried to wedge/hedge itself 
between what are urban totally 
unsuitable, planning regulations, the 
former SPPs requirements, LPS, and 
what in certain cases what PAL requires.  
My view is that it has pursued a 
development-at-all-costs SAP and tried 
to make it acceptable.   It is most 
unacceptable.  
 
It simply is a reflection of the 
comprehensive neglect of the 
environment, and of heritage, whilst 
seeking a growth at all costs paradigm in 
my view, that the Government has 
brought to planning.  This is where 
development, growth, etc is uppermost 
and the environment, heritage are 
poorly, if at all, taken into account.  
 
AI 2.  It fails in all instances.  This is 
because what is required is a large scale, 
large scope, enormous land use change in 
what is a broad scale (nearly 200 year 
history) of rural agricultural/pastoral 
land use, this with a defined historical 
character of the land, its sense of place, 
evolved landscapes in a rural setting.  
 
A1 3.  Thus the setbacks are ones that 
might feasibly be applied to an urban 
block of land in a new subdivision in a 
suburb of Hobart or Launceston etc.   
 
A1  4.  This is NOT an urban subdivision 
nor is it zoned as a general residential  or 
any other residential area.  
 
AI  5.  This has been a country rural 
farming estate property for all for its 
nearly 200 year time span.  Prior to that 
an Aboriginal cultural landscape for 
thousands of years.  
 
A1  6. "Adequate vehicle access" very 
much suggests that the intent here is 
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strata titling and consequent subdivision.  
 
A1  7.  What the Tasmanian Planning 
Scheme has resulted in/is resulting in (as 
already seen) is the building of urban 
"suburbia" (densely packed in) wherever 
an owner decides to sell their land to a 
developer. In the future these places will 
become the next order of slums in my 
view.  They certainly DON'T have 
changing climate as an objective.   Heat 
islands result from such jammed in 
sardine land built spaces. Too much 
concrete and usually devoid of green 
spaces and areas.   
 
A1  8.  The existence of open spaces, that 
is green open spaces, (private or public) 
has all but been foregone in subdivision 
and in individual lots.  
 
A1.9. This mania for sameness for 
subdivision/residential building patterns 
emerging across urban Tasmania cannot 
in my professional view fulfil the 
directive of Schedule 1, Part 2 (f) or (g) or 
Part 1. in respect of Cambria.  It certainly 
cannot and will not fulfil the 
requirements of the Burra Charter or J.S. 
Kerr: the Conservation Plan. 
 
A1 10.  It is simply not sustainable.  
 

 
A2   
 
Building setback for buildings for a 
sensitive use including visitor 
accommodation must comply with one of 
the following,  
 
 
(a) not less than 200 m from adjoining 
land in Significant Agriculture zone 
(b) not less than 100 m from adjoining 
land in the Rural Resource Zone  
(c) If an existing building for a sensitive 
use on the site not less than the existing 
building.  
 
 

 
A2   Comment: 
 
A2 1.  What is a "sensitive" use?   
 
A2 2.  Sensitive "use" apparently 
includes proposed visitor 
accommodation.   
 
A2.3 This is a classic example of the 
mico-managed planning that the 
TPS insists on viz, regulation.  And 
that local councils have been forced 
to follow.  It is not best practice 
planning.   It is not sustainable, 
especially long term in a changing 
climate. 
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P2.  Buildings for a sensitive use must be 
sited so as not to conflict or interfere with 
an agricultural use of land having regard 
to  
 
 
 
 
 
(a) size, shape, topography of land 
(b) setbacks of any existing buildings for 
sensitive uses 
(c) location of existing buildings on site 
(d) nature of existing use of adjoining 
properties 
(e) any proposed attenuation measures 
(f) buffers created by natural features  
 
(g) Plan Purpose and Local Area 
Objectives 
 

 
 
A2 4.  The disingenuous nature of the 
wording in this SAP has been commented 
upon in numbers of other areas of this 
representation.  Here is again, "Having 
regard to". What does it actually mean 
teased out?  See elsewhere. Very little in 
effect.  What is a “sensitive use”? 
 
A2 5.  The real elephant in the room is 
aiming to change the land use 
fundamentally in what is currently a 
Significant Agriculture Zone, (ie the 
zoning cannot accommodate what is 
wanted by the applicants) and to do so, 
changing to much higher 
building/infrastructure/development 
densities, and all that follows. See other 
comments.  It is not acceptable. 
 
A2 5.  NB the difference in setbacks 
distances between land zoned Rural 
Resource, and Significant Agriculture.   
 
P2 (a) 6.  Not understood here by the 
proponents is that it is the "character of 
the land" (and its change, its history and 
evolution of use), its environment which 
is at issue. See A2 4. Above and many 
other comments.  

  
 

 F5.7.3.Design   
 
 
 
 
Objective: To ensure that the 
location and appearance of 
buildings and works minimises  
adverse impacts on the rural 
landscape.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Comment: 
 
1.    Buildings are to become 
uppermost is one conclusion. All 
modern buildings will have an 
'adverse'  impact. 
 
2.   All four precincts contain rural 
landscape.  
 
3. Heritage landscape patterns are 
different in all four proposed precincts.  
 
4.  This is an unacceptable generic 
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Acceptable Solution;  
A1 has three conditions: be located in a  
building area, be an addition, be located 
in an area not requiring clearing of native 
vegetation, not a skyline or ridgeline  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A1: Performance Criteria: 
Has 3 x conditions, statement notes, 
"having regard to"  
Plan purpose and relevant objectives,  
Clearance of vegetation, functional 
requirements, infrastructure 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

planning statement.  All four precincts 
have a "rural character" which changes 
across all four proposed precincts. 
 
5.  As the Master Plan has never been 
shown to the public then we have no idea 
of what is to be, or become a "building 
area."  This may be referring to DZ2, DZ3 
zones or some other area, but the public 
doesn’t know.  
  
6.   If approved the SAP opens the can of 
worms that are non defined statements 
scattered across the document.  What are 
"adverse impacts" re the rural landscape? 
Nowhere are there definitions telling us 
how the planners actually define what 
"rural landscape" actually is.   
 
7.   What the planner is not talking about 
here is  

 
(i)    existing place and area, that 
(ii)   character of landscape and area,     
(iii)  character of this particular   
evolved rural landscape, places, 
areas.  
(iv)  the existing historicity of this 
evolved rural landscape and the high 
significance and values of that. 

 
8.   See the Burra Charter.  Especially See 
Parts 1, 2.  (Part 2D).  See also J.S. Kerr, 
The Conservation Plan (ICOMOS 2013)  
 
A1 1.  These statements simply follow 
from the above.  If in a "building area" 
(another non defined statement) then 
further building can be added.  Not 
acceptable, size of "building area", 
location of "building area", therefore very 
fluid.   
 
Clearly not acceptable.  
 
A1  2.  Not a skyline or ridgeline leaves a 
lot of scope for buildings and 
development.  Could for example be 
located just below the ridgeline and be a 
very tall building. [Yes, in subsequent 
development applications, watch the 
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building heights increase.  A hint of this 
in the SGS report and the designated 
accommodation cost for a top floor room 
as against that at the bottom].  
 
A1.  3.  Remember the "wow" factor 
(Attachment B).  Do not underestimate 
what the "wow" factor is. That potentially  
a great deal of the proposed 
building/siting of buildings/location of 
buildings, developments and 
infrastructure in the future would be 
potentially allowable, if given SAP 
approval. 
 
A1. 4. Adherence (and or non 
adherence) and changes to any type of 
regulations currently in the SAP is 
further what this is all about.  
 
A1  5.  Only someone (who is half asleep 
for example) would imagine that building 
heights won't change in the future when 
development applications are put in to 
the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council.  
 
A1.  6.  The nub of what is proposed for 
Cambria-place is a massive land use 
change, zone changes, etc; a massive 
building/infrastructure programme, one 
that with an approved SAP, simply 
proceeds via various hearings at the TPC, 
(development applications), at the 
Tribunal and or to the Supreme Court. 
One might expect the same result as for 
the Jurisdictional matters; it is not then a 
planning matter; it is decided on the legal 
framework.    This is not best practice 
planning. 
 
A1.  7.  This can already be seen in 
practice in Tasmanian urban situations.  
Ordinary citizens who oppose an ill 
conceived development on their 
boundaries, have to fight financially to be 
given supposed equity in a land use 
planning outcome, (eg. Cremorne, Sandy 
Bay, Howden, etc).  
 
A1.  8.  Who has the spare $70,000+ to 
gain some type of equity/or not in the 
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PF. 1.  Relates to Performance 
Criteria (PC) 1. (a), (b), (c) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

decision making? 
 
A1.  9.  This is not best practice 
planning.  This is considered by Sheridan 
to be the worst of the worst of bad 
practice planning.  It is not planning; 
rather just bending over to what 
developers want. 
 
 
PF. 1.  Relates to Performance 
Criteria (PC) 1. (a), (b), (c) 
 
 (a) "appropriate" for the location... 
Currently, no idea where or what 
the "location" will be. 
Appropriate potentially means it is 
appropriate and agrees with what 
is stated under both SAP Purpose 
and Objectives.   See that section of 
Part 4.  
 
PF. 2.   This is unacceptable.  
 
PF. 3.   There are to be building areas 
but no idea is gleaned of what "building 
areas" means, their size, how many 
"areas" there are or where they are 
projected to be located.  See previous 
comment about this, Appendix 1.,and 2C.  
 
PF. 4.   Comment at the beginning of 
this representation about phraseology 
and lack of definitions re "having regard 
to".   A less polite assessment is that 
phrases like this one are weasel-word 
phrases.  This relates back to what is 
projected to happen under the four 
precincts.  
 
PF 5.  With SAP approval, building 
may/may not be possible just under the 
skyline.  See earlier remarks in this 
respect.  Precinct 4 is particularly 
susceptible.  
 
PF 6.   Since it is stated for building 
heights that they can be  
 
     (a)   8, 10 or even 12 metres high?  
     (b)   that there is nothing to inform on  
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their bulk, or conjoined aspect, 
location, appropriateness of 
building materials used, type of 
design, colours used etc.  

 
PF. 7.   It is feasible that such 
building could occur in the 
"Homestead resort" (or within a 2 
ha. "building area" envelope)  of for 
example Precinct 1.  It could occur in all 
four precincts.  
 
PF. 8.   There is nothing to inform on 
the building  appearance and unsuitable 
use of modern materials, the design etc. 
for example, 
 
PF. 9.   How possibly can their 
appearance NOT have "adverse impacts" 
on the rural landscape?  
 
PF. 10.   This has been a 
rural/agricultural (previous to that 
First Nations' landscape) for 
hundreds then thousands of years.  
What is being presented is the 
reverse to that.  An urban town 
landscape, the size, scope, scale, of 
which remains unknown.  
 
PF. 11.  Potentially some of that 
urban town landscape in very close 
proximity to the Cambria 
homestead.  
  
PF. 12.   Location is everything and that 
remains an unknown.  
 
PF. 13.  All precincts re location of 
"Building Area," size of Building area, 
Numbers of Building Areas", etc remain 
unknown.  The degree of opaqueness is 
quite unacceptable and appalling 
planning.    
 
PF. 14.  Sites that are "clear of 
vegetation" (does that mean just native 
trees or does it also include exotic trees, 
vegetation; what is meant?  Paddock 
native vegetation if it exists)? What 
exactly does "clear" mean?   
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A2.  Development for Tourism or Visitor 
Accommodation related purposes or in 
Precinct 1 must be in accordance with an 
approved Landscape Management Plan  

 
A2.  1.  There should be no modern 
additional residential/tourist 
building allowed in Precinct 1.  
None.  
 
A2. 2.  Any modern building would 
distract from the historic values, the 
historic significance of this very old 
colonial estate property. Modern building 
would be in direct competition with the 
homestead and its surrounds, given there 
are absolutely no adequate standards 
that would prevent this from occurring.  
See the Burra Charter, J.S. Kerr The 
Conservation Plan.   
 
Any building in Precinct 1 (except 
for restoration purposes... ie the 
stables) is unacceptable.  
 
A2.3. When heritage dictates are 
actually understood as per Burra 
Charter, J.S. Kerr what appears to 
be being proposed is totally 
unacceptable. Any concrete plan 
couldn't possibly stand up to a 
rigorous CMP or an LCMP.  
 
A2.4  Building could occur in any of 
the other three precincts.  This 
can't happen; see above A2.2 
 
A2. 4.  This type of statement is a clear 
statement why this SAP is so lacking in 
any form of integrity.  We're not 
supposed to be referring to a 'concept 
plan' but the SAP informs us here there is 
in all liklihood,  future visitor 
accommodation, location, scope, size, 
heights of, designs of, bulk of, materials 
used etc. etc etc. all not known, nor 
transparent, absolutely opaque.  
 
A2. 5.   This is simply totally 
unacceptable planning.  It illustrates  
complete ignorance of what 
heritage of place actually means.  It 
illustrates a total lack of any 
knowledge of the environment in 
rapidly changing climate.   
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A2. 6.  As Precinct 1 is specifically 
mentioned (Precinct 4 likewise but also 
the other two precincts), all that is 
required is an 'approved Landscape 
Management Plan.' 
 
A2. 7.  This is patently absurd.  
Apparently no heritage input whatsoever.  
 
A2. 8. The approved Management Plan 
may well be the current Design 
Guidelines but that is not known.    
 
A2. 9.  The SAP notes, that this 
Landscape Plan would have to have 
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the 
planning authority that  
 

(i)    landscape character is   
identified,  

(ii)   plantings are sympathetic to the 
rural character,  

(iii)   heritage significance values 
(??) and or  

(iv)   biodiversity values of the area.  
 
A2.10.  The writer has nowhere 
articulated what he/she think comprises 
the "landscape character" of the entirety 
of this "place"?  How can then a 
Landscape Architect  not equipped with 
the heritage-landscape of the place, 
understand the "character of"? 
 
A2.11  Unless the landscape architect   
has experience in knowing about historic 
plantings and their significance in 
Tasmania, then trees that may be highly 
significant can be signed off to be cut 
down. 
 
A2.12. 
What about the last two?  Are they to be 
"identified" or not?  It doesn't say so.   
 
A2. 13.   How exactly  is a relatively 
small planning authority going to know, 
exactly what the 
 

(i)    the landscape character is,  
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(ii)   whether plantings are   
sympathetic to rural  character,  

(iii)   what the heritage significance 
values are,  

(iv)   biodiversity values are and  
(v)    whether the "identification"  of            

(i) to (iv)  has been 
comprehensively fulfilled? 

 
A2. 14.   Glamorgan Spring Bay (to my 
knowledge) has no heritage officer, no 
heritage officer who would know the 
heritage or significance value of 
individual plantings, etc. etc. etc.  
 
A2. 15.   These are all highly specialised 
fields of expertise.  "Landscape 
character", and "rural character" are 
nowhere defined in the SAP.  
 
A2. 16.   "assessment" by a suitably 
qualified person at PC: (b)(iii) 
 
A2. 17.  This suitably qualified person 
only has to consider the "visual impact" 
from the Tasman Highway.   This is 
totally unacceptable. This negates what 
the Burra Charter and J.S. Kerr state in 
their 2013 documents re setting, views in, 
views out, views across, etc.   
 
A2. 18. The effect on the totality of 
the change to the evolved cultural 
landscape must be considered. 
That is a central issue.   
  

F5.7.4   Development in Precinct 2   
 
Objective:  
To ensure that works protect 
nesting habitat of the white-bellied 
sea eagle  
 
Acceptable Solution 
Development in Precinct 2 should be 
located a minimum of 200m from 
identified nest of the white-bellied sea 
eagle.  

 
Comment:  
 
AF. 1.  Who has decided that 200 metres 
from the sea eagles nest is satisfactory?  
With  
 

 (i)   anticipated planes flying in and 
out,  

   (ii)   numerous cars on a new 
road,(imagine  that disruption, 
noise,  in the road making)  

 (iii) cars only a short distance away 
coming and going subsequently 
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to play golf, or meeting in the 
golf house, or for proposed 
walks, 

(iv)  a fairway proposed on the other 
side of the nest, what then for 
the sea eagles and their young?  

 
AF. 2.   If one hadn't been to the Dolphin 
Sands' meeting, and or looked critically 
at the representations when released by 
the Commission in December 2018, then 
knowledge of the golf course plan, the 
site of the Sea Eagles Nest, wouldn't be 
known.  Is this procedural fairness?  
 
AF. 3.   On the same golf course 
plan a midden is shown.  Nothing 
has been stated about this midden 
in the SAP. 
 
AF. 4.  This draws attention to the fact 
that an Aboriginal archaeological survey 
of both the area nominated as Precinct 2, 
(and all other precinct areas) needs to be 
urgently undertaken reviewed prior to 
any approval of the SAP.  
 
 AF. 5. Whatever other Aboriginal 
Report has been prepared by the 
applicants must be publicly 
released.  This type of non 
transparency is simply 
unacceptable.  
 
  

  
 

F.5.8. Development Standards for 
Subdivision.  
 
 

Comment: 
 
1.   There should be no subdivision 
of any description, kind, scope, 
scale, or intent.  
That has to be scrubbed out of the 
SAP as it currently appears online. 
See elsewhere in this 
representation as to why. 
 
2.   The totality of the subdivision F5.8 
must be comprehensively rejected.  Best 
practice planning?  Best practice heritage 
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conservation, environment protection?  
Absolutely not.  Quite the reverse.  
 
3.   Allowing subdivision is actually a 
mechanism in an approved SAP for 
unlimited future development, unlimited 
urban expansion, unlimited residential 
building, building heights never seen in a 
rural area, strata title expansion; it could 
be limitless.  It cannot be allowed to 
happen. 
 
4.   This is an overseas consortium the 
substance of which is unknown.  Of 
significant interest is how members of 
this consortium, might view Apartments, 
Units, Villas for example.   
 
5.   There is no definition for these in the 
SAP.  
See as an example ABC online 27 June 
2018, China's eerie ghost cities...  plus 
other relevant public articles.  Is that 
what is planned for Tasmania? 
 
6.   What has to be determined is 
whether a Master Plan exists for 
the 3,185 ha. lands. 
 
7.   Does that Master Plan in any way 
even remotely indicate that a Shan-Shui-
City is envisaged, but labelled in the west 
as a tourist resort.   
 
8.   In Tasmania a place with only a 
small populated region of the east 
coast, with an extraordinarily 
significant very early colonial 
estate historical property on its 
outskirts; is this land to be 
subsumed under a tourist town? 
 
9.   A piece of Australian settlement 
history; what price does this have?  
Apparently historically in 
Tasmania, almost none.  

 
F5.8.1.  
Objective 
To ensure that subdivision of land is  
 

  
F5.8.1 Comment: 
 
1. 1   This objective cannot possibly be 
met, given what has been outlined in this 
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(a) for public use, irrigation or utilities 
 
 
(b) protects the long term productive 
capacity of agricultural land 
 
(c) allows for the preservation of the 
Cambria Homestead and its historic 
cultural heritage values.  

representation.   See Parts 1, 2A, 2B, 2C, 
2D, 2E, 3A, 3B.  The SAP must be 
refused. 
 
1. 2.    The opaqueness, non 
transparency, utterly shocking nature of 
this SAP is not best planning practice.  If 
approved, it would represent the worst of 
the worst.  
 
1. 3.     What has been presented publicly 
by the applicants, and their consultants  
has been throughout a basic critical 
failure to understand what,  
  

(i)    cultural heritage significance is,  
(ii)   cultural heritage values are,  
(iii)  a culturally evolved landscape 

comprises,  
(iv)   Australian and Tasmanian 

early settlement historicity and 
specific unique patterns which 
are integrated and 
interconnected, 

(v)    those relationships mean very 
early location places, shown in 
relevant  maps, plans and titles,   

          interconnections accord  with, 
(vi)    the history of place and its   

meaning, apparently,  
(vii)  does not understand the 

meaning of agricultural land  
use history and what it  
comprises,  

(viii)  does not understand the 
meaning of curtilage. 

(ix)    what accredited  
            national/international tools are 

available for assessment of the  
          history of place(s) and  

apparently did not attempt to 
use them 

(x)    does not understand the world 
now faces an urgent 
catastrophe re rapid global 
warming and that the 
environment must be 
protected. 
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1. 4. For the reasons above alone 
the SAP cannot and will not 
adequately protect significance, 
values of the historically evolved 
place, its character or areas of 
evolved landscape(s) or the 
environment. 
 
 1.5. The SAP must be refused.   
  

 
Subdivision 
Acceptable Solution and 
Performance Criteria 
 
 
 
The Acceptable Solution has three 
subsets,  
 
(c) be in precinct 2 or 4, and be not less 
than 40 ha. with a frontage no less than 
25m.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
5.8.1. New lots. 
Comment:  
 
Acceptable Solution: 
 
1A. 1. Here then is a further real intent 
exposed. This is the very real 
consternation with this SAP.  A1 (c) is 
exceptionally contentious.  
Proposed is subdivision for Precincts 2 
and 4.  
 
1A. 2.  This needs a great deal of further 
information to be provided. Exactly what 
is outlined for the given precincts?  A 
total of 40 ha.  (it would appear for both).  
 
1A. 3.  A 40 ha. subdivision would 
entirely ruin the historicity, the 
high significance and heritage 
values of this old, early colonial 
estate property.  See the Burra 
Charter, J.S Kerr.  See Parts 1 and 
2.   
 
1A. 4.  If for Precinct 1, this is 
totally unacceptable.  See all above. 
A 40 ha. subdivision is just the start 
is it not?  
 
1A.  5.  It could be any areal 
configuration to attain the 40 ha 
size.      
 
1A.  6.   If  the intent is for Precinct 
2, this is the first indication that there 
could be substantial building planned for 
Precinct 2. This quite is unacceptable.  
The Concept Plan, (Attachment B, p49, " 
Cambia sports tourism accommodation, 
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There is 1 Performance Criteria 
nominated with five subsets, (a) 
mentions Cambria which notes,  
 
 
(a) if inclusive of the historic heritage 
place 'Cambria' subdivision must be in 
accordance with the historic values of the 
place identified by a suitably qualified 
person. 
 
(b) have sufficient useable area and 
dimensions for the intended purpose,  
 
(d)  if containing an existing dwelling 
provide to new boundaries satisfy clause 
0.  
 

set on the river, 80 apartments to cater 
for golf, water activity and other 
sporting visitors"  
 
1A. 7. See elsewhere in this 
representation.  Any subdivision is 
unacceptable. Of this unknown 
scale, scope, size, etc in any 
location is totally unacceptable.   
 
PF. 1.     Performance Criteria:  
Subsets, (a), (b) and (d) are totally  
unacceptable.  Is the “suitable” 
person to be an architect, planner, 
landscape architect, who exactly?  
Someone that those on the other 
side choose?  
 
 PF. 2.  No subdivision is acceptable 
within the proposed Precinct 1.  See 
elsewhere in this subdivision.  See 
all previous documents.   
 
PF. 3.   These sentences and 
performance criteria indicate that the 
planning experts have little or no 
knowledge of what curtilage means.  See 
Parts 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E, as to why this 
Acceptable Solution and its Performance 
Criteria cannot be accepted.  
 
PF. 4.   "Sufficient" useable area 
indicates strata titling within the 
proposed subdivision in my view.  It can 
be postulated that in the future, proposed 
will be high density subdivision, with 
allowable strata titles that can be as low 
as around 120m2 or even less. Potentially 
with high buildings.  
 
PF.  5.   There is nothing in an approved 
SAP, to stop very high density building/a 
conjoined nature to bulky form in 
buildings, designs that are totally 
inappropriate, material used, most 
inappropriate,  most likely to be concrete 
with very modern finishes.  
 
PF.  6.  "containing an existing dwelling" 
points straight to the Cambria 
Homestead, or an outbuilding such as its 
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stables.  "new boundaries"  ; what does 
that mean?  Where and what is clause 
"O"?   
 
PF.  7.  The totality of the subdivision 
F5.8 must be comprehensively rejected.  
Best practice planning?  Best practice 
heritage conservation and protection?  
It's absolutely the reverse, if approved.   

  
 

Appendix to Part 4.  

Some much needed definitions which are absent:  

Cambria: the entire 3,185 ha. (or its approximation) 

Asset: an item of property owned by a person or company, regarded as having value 

and available to meet debts, commitments, or legacies. 

"Landscape" values are nowhere defined.  

"place" is nowhere defined.  For this see Burra Charter, and Parts 2A, 2B.  

authenticity, intactness, rareness, unique qualities of this place,   See Part 2A, 2B, 2C 

2D, 2E.  

Define the following:  

 Landscape p. 2 

 Features, p. 2 

 Appropriate, p.2 

 Historic heritage assets p.2. 

 specific land characteristics,  p.2 

 "development that is appropriate" p.2 

 features of the landscape. p.2 

 Define "focal" p.2. 

  "protecting" the cultural heritage values p.3 

 "protecting" the landscape p.3. 

 "sympathetic" to the cultural values of the place p.3 

 "enhance the identified natural values" p. 3 
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 "unique environmental values of the land"  p. 3 

 "improve connectivity"  p.3. 

 "smaller villas within a landscaped setting" p. 3 

 "event facilities" p. 3. 

 "suitability qualified person" p.4. 

 "an intensification of an existing discretionary use" p.7. 

 "maintains the existing retail hierarchy of the region" p. 7 

 "unreasonable impact" p.8.  

 "visual impact p. 8. 

 "adequate vehicle access" p. 8 

 "appropriate location p. 9 

 "qualified landscape architect" p. 10.  

 "sympathetic to the rural character, heritage significance, biodiversity values 

 of the area"  p.10  

 "allows for the preservation of the Cambria Homestead and its historic 

 cultural heritage values" p. 11.  

 "safe vehicular access". P. 11. 

There are probably more which could be added.  
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