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Submission to Planning Authority Notice 


Council Planning 
Permit No. 


2018/03 
Council notice 
date 


22/03/2018 


TasWater details 


TasWater 
Reference No. 


TWDA 2018/00438-GSB Date of response 29/03/2018 


TasWater 
Contact 


Phil Papps Phone No. (03) 6237 8246 


Response issued to 


Council name GLAMORGAN/SPRING BAY COUNCIL 


Contact details admin@freycinet.tas.gov.au 


Development details 


Address 13566 TASMAN HIGHWAY, SWANSEA Property ID (PID) 3362795 


Description of 
development 


Planning Scheme Amendment - Specific area plan - Cambria Estate, Swansea 


Schedule of drawings/documents 


Prepared by Drawing/document No. Revision No. Date of Issue 


Ireneinc Planning Amendment Report -- 19/03/2018 


Conditions 


Pursuant to the Water and Sewerage Industry Act 2008 (TAS) Section 56S(2) TasWater makes the 
following submission(s): 


TasWater does not object and makes the following comments for the Tasmanian Planning Commission in 
relation to this matter but does not require to be notified of nor attend any subsequent hearings. 


a. TasWater notes that it is the intention of the proponent to develop four dams on the site to service 
future development for water. 


b.  TasWater notes that it is the intention of the proponent to consult with TasWater regarding the 
feasibility of a portion of the southern part of the subject land be connected to TasWater’s sewerage 
infrastructure whilst further investigation would need to be undertaken into the feasibility and 
capacity of surrounding land to provide on site sewerage servicing facilities for future development. 


TasWater is willing to work closely with the proponent to explore any feasible opportunities to service 
future developmet by extending, upgrading or augmenting TasWater’s existing water and sewerage 
network in the area. 


Advice 


Nil 


Declaration 


The drawings/documents and conditions stated above constitute TasWater’s Submission to Planning 
Authority Notice. 


Authorised by 


 
Jason Taylor 
Development Assessment Manager 


TasWater Contact Details 
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Shane Wells


From: Coney, Peter (Heritage) <Peter.Coney@heritage.tas.gov.au>
Sent: Wednesday, 28 March 2018 5:01 PM
To: Jane Wing
Cc: GSBC Admin
Subject: Cambria Specific Area Plan


Good morning Jane,  
 
Thank you for the referral of the Planning Scheme amendment.  
 
We cannot assess a planning scheme amendment as there is no development. As such we will not be providing a 
notice of interest. We do however welcome the opportunity to provide comment that such amendments, if 
approved, would not negate the requirement for Heritage approval for works at a THR place, regardless of the 
provisions of a planning scheme. I note there are development standards with acceptable solutions regarding 
building height and setback. Notwithstanding these acceptable solutions, a discretionary permit may still be 
required even if a proposal complied with these acceptable solutions, unless the works can be approved via an 
exemption issued under the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995.  
 
If you have any questions please let me know.  
 
Peter Coney  
61653716  
 
 
Peter ConeyI Heritage Planner I HERITAGE TASMANIA 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water & the Environment (DPIPWE) I www.heritage.tas.gov.au 
103 Macquarie Street HOBART 7000 I GPO Box 618 Hobart TAS 7001 
(03) 6165 3716 (W) I 1300 850 332 I (03) 6233 3186 (F) 
 
 


 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE AND DISCLAIMER 
The information in this transmission may be confidential and/or protected by legal professional privilege, and is intended only for the person or persons to 
whom it is addressed. If you are not such a person, you are warned that any disclosure, copying or dissemination of the information is unauthorised. If you 
have received the transmission in error, please immediately contact this office by telephone, fax or email, to inform us of the error and to enable 
arrangements to be made for the destruction of the transmission, or its return at our cost. No liability is accepted for any unauthorised use of the information 
contained in this transmission. 


R2 







PCAB advice to Glamorgan Spring-Bay Council re proposed Cambria Green Specific 
Area Plan 


 
10 September 2018 


 
General comments: 
 


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


 


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


 


 As noted in the document “CAMBRIA – issues in relation to the golf links design and 
recommended actions” further information is required from the proponent or their 
designated representatives before the golf course proposal can be assessed in more 
detail.   


 


 One area that has not yet been well discussed is the potential for impacts on wetland 
birds.  It is highly likely that the Bayles Backwater area is utilised as a breeding area 
for species such as red capped plovers and would be seasonal foraging habitat for a 
range of other species, some of which are likely to be listed under various acts and/or 
international migratory species agreements/treaties.  This is also the case with the 
saltmarsh edge that bounds the property on the shore of Moulting Lagoon.   


 


 Another area that does not appear to have been considered as yet is potential 
impacts to geoconservation/scientific values.   
 


Threatened flora and fauna: 
 


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


 


 The generally recommended distance between a development and eagles nest is a 
minimum 500 m or 1 km line of sight; however this does depend somewhat on the 
proposed development/activity and likely level of disturbance.    


 


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


 
Threatened native vegetation communities: 
 


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


 


 The TASVEG code for Eucalyptus viminalis-Eucalyptus globulus coastal forest and 
woodland is DVC rather than DVG. 


 


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


 


 It is recommended that references to GCL and GSL throughout the consultants 
report are reviewed to ensure that the correct code is being referred to. Noting that 
GSL is not listed in Table 1 p 29. 


 


 While the suggestion that restoration by planting Eucalyptus globulus seedlings in 
areas of vegetation now lacking a eucalypt canopy where blue gum was probably the 
original canopy tree species has merit, its adequacy as an offset against potential 
clearing of DGL in (potentially) good condition would require further consideration. 


 
Geoconservation/scientific values: 
 


 A proposed golf course is shown in different locations on the documents titled 
‘Concept Master Plan’ and ‘Cambria Golf Course Plan’.  Point A, behind the beach 
ridge system (the location shown in the Concept Master Plan), is very strongly 
preferred over Point B (the location shown in the Course Plan) in regards to 
conservation of geoconservation values.  This is based on interpretation of available 
lidar data which suggests that landforms at Point B are critical to understanding the 
evolution of the entire system.   







 
Lidar derived hillshaded digital elevation model of the Nine Mile Beach ridge system, data 
sourced from The LIST.  The points marked A and B show the two different areas proposed 
for golf course development. 
 


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


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


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


 


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


 


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


 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Conservation covenants: 
 


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


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


 


 Any proposed activities within covenanted areas will also need to take account of the 
nearby recently found eagle nests. Standard covenant management prescriptions for 
eagle nests restrict activities (including passive recreational activities) within 500 m of 
a nest during the breeding season. 


 
Other comments: 
 


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


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


 


 If any onsite offsets are required, conservation actions (such as an existing 
conservation covenant under the Nature Conservation Act 2002) that have received 
funding from other sources will generally not be considered as an offset for impacts 
on natural values related to a development proposal. 


 


 Ground-truthed vegetation mapping and threatened flora and fauna records should 
be submitted to DPIPWE to inform natural values tools including TASVEG and the 
Natural Values Atlas, if any such records have not yet been provided. 


 







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


This is a suggested strategy (conditions?) to be incorporated somehow into the SAP. The aim of this strategy is to 


deal with the main issues in relation to the natural values of the property BEFORE they become problems or 


hurdles at the Development Application stage. Such hurdles would likely include referrals under the EPBC Act, 


permits under the TSP Act and the NC Act and requirements for Forest Practices Plans. 


Many of the suggestions below were recommendations provided in the Ecological Assessment of Cambria by 


ECOtas and they also reflect a number of concerns raised in public representations. 


1. Reserved areas 


Design a reserve (or reserves) within the property, with the aid of an environmental consultant and to the 


satisfaction of the Council’s NRM staff, in order to mitigate for the environmental impacts of any future 


developments. The reserve(s) would be an exclusion zone(s) for development with the possible exception of 


sensitively located walking trails. Ideally the reserve(s) should be covered by a conservation covenant, or at the 


minimum, a Part 5 agreement with Council. 


The reserve(s) should incorporate the elements listed below that, where feasible, should be connected to form 


wildlife corridors. 


 Threatened vegetation communities including a buffer around each. 


 Threatened flora species, most notably:  


o South Esk Pine (Callitris oblonga subsp. oblonga) population near the Wye River 


o Grassland Greenhood (Pterostylis ziegeleri) in and near the Conservation Covenant at Dolphin Sands. 


 Threatened fauna habitat, notably:  


o Den sites and potential den sites of Tasmanian Devil, Spotted Tailed Quoll & Eastern Quoll 


o Known and potential nest trees for masked owl and swift parrot 


o All potential foraging trees for swift parrot i.e. mature Eucalyptus globulus and E. ovata trees. 


o High quality wetlands, which include potential habitat for green and gold frog. 


o Rivers that are habitat of the Australian grayling 


 The Waterway and Coastal Protection area of the Interim Planning Scheme 2015. This includes the three main 


rivers, the Meredith, Swan and Wye, other class 1, 2 and 3 stream and the perimeter of Moulting Lagoon. 


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


 


2. Management Plans 


The following management plans to be drawn up that guides sustainable development. 


 A WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN. The aim is to avoid direct and indirect impacts on the water quality of the 


Dolphin Sands Aquifer, the rivers and streams that flow through and adjacent to the Cambria property and the 


Ramsar listed Moulting Lagoon during and following any development. Such a plan would include a water 


monitoring regime at various locations. 


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


ECOtas. 


 A WEED AND HYGIENE MANAGEMENT PLAN. Of note in this regard is the large infestation of serrated tussock 


on the property, which has been subject to significant control effort over the past few years. 


 A VEGETATION REHABILITATION PLAN. The aim is to improve the quality of threatened vegetation 


communities and fauna habitat (includes: planting white gums in coastal scrub communities in the Dolphin 


Sands area, and planting blue gums in scrub communities on the western slopes of the property.) 


 


3. Further ecological assessments 


With each development application site-specific ecological assessments will be required as recommended in the 


ECOtas report. Obviously exceptions will be made where sites have already been thoroughly surveyed within the 


past two years. 
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CAMBRIA – issues in relation to the golf links design and recommended actions. 


ISSUE DETAIL SOURCE OF INFO ACTION REQUIRED 


Golf Links - eagle 
nest adjacent to 
proposed golf links 


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


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


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


Golf Links - Entry 
road 


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


Golf Links Concept 
Plan 


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


Golf Links - Fairway 
width 


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


-New Golf Links Concept Plan depicting actual fairways. 


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


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


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


Golf Links - 
irrigation 


It is not stated where irrigation water will be sourced.    -Ask the proponent where the water is to be sourced. 
-If it is to be sourced from the Swan River Irrigation 
Scheme check with Tas Irrigation (maybe also TFGA) if  
this would be acceptable (as presumably the original 
purpose of the Scheme was to further agricultural 
development – not to water golf courses). 


Golf Links - 
Fairways 14 & 15 


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


Golf Links Concept 
Plan 


Re-design Golf Links to remove these fairways. 







ISSUE DETAIL SOURCE OF INFO ACTION REQUIRED 


Golf Links – various 
IPS codes 


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


-IPS 2015 
-The List 


Re-design Golf Links to avoid these areas. 


Golf Links -
Accommodation 
Units 


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


Golf Links Concept 
Plan and Planning 
Amendment 
Report, page 51 


Ask for clarification 


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


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


Concept Master 
Plan and Golf Links 
Concept Plan 


Ask for clarification 


Golf Links – 
threatened 
vegetation DVC 


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


Ecological 
Assessment page 
37 and Golf Links 
Concept Plan 


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


  







file:///C/Users/mschlitz/Desktop/AHDR1388%20_Aboriginal%20Heritage%20Tasmania_Cambria%20Green.HTML[21/09/2018 2:25:20 PM]


RE: ABORIGINAL HERITAGE DESKTOP REVIEW


AHDR1388 - AHTP2694 - Cambria Tourism Development Proposal


Dear Jane,


Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania (AHT) has completed a search of the Aboriginal Heritage Register (AHR) regarding
the proposed Cambria Tourism Development Proposal at Swansea and can advise that there are multiple Aboriginal
heritage sites recorded within or close to the proposed area. Once more information is known regarding the location
and scale of activities please contact AHT for further advice.


Please be aware that all Aboriginal heritage is protected under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1975. 


If you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact AHT.


Kind Regards,


Cindy Thomas 
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F5.0 Cambria Specific Area Plan (WORKING DRAFT) 


F5.1 Purpose of Specific Area Plan 


F5.1.1 The purpose of the Cambria Specific Area Plan is to: 


(a) Provide for regionally significant economic tourism development based upon agricultural, 


natural and heritage assets within the plan area. 


(b)  Provide for uses that attract, support and sustain visitors to the East Coast region, including 


uses associated with accommodation, events, sports and recreation. 


(c) Provide for use and development within precincts that respond to specific land 


characteristics. 


(d) Reinstate the importance of the Cambria Homestead as a focal point for the community and 


visitors. 


(e) Protect the most productive agricultural land and invest in increased output. 


(f) Ensure non-agricultural and non-rural use is integrated with new and more intensive 


agricultural and rural activities occurring across the plan area. 


(g) Provide for the ongoing management of biodiversity values across the plan area. 


(h) Maintain the working agricultural landscape visible from the Great Eastern Drive. 


(i) Ensure building design complements the built and natural environment of the plan area. 


(j) Maintain an efficient State and local road network. 


F5.2 Application of this Plan 


F5.2.1 This Specific Area Plan applies to the area of land designated as the Cambria Specific Area 


Plan on the overlay maps. 


F5.2.2 Irrespective of the zoning of land or the spatial extent of any overlay applying to land that is 


within the area of this Specific Area Plan, and notwithstanding any clause in this planning 


scheme to the contrary, any Standard of any Code in this planning scheme that expressly 


regulates impacts on biodiversity values applies to use and development within this Specific 


Area Plan that involves the clearance and conversion and or disturbance of native 


vegetation. 


F5.2.3 Any application for a golf course within this Specific Area Plan must include a golf course 


management plan on matters relating to the construction and operation of a golf course 


that may impact the environment including use of fertilizer or pesticide, access to and 


through the site, construction environmental management, habitat protection and/or 


restoration, and use of water. 
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F5.3 Local Area Objectives 


F5.4.1 Local Area Objectives 


Sub-clause Area Description Local Area Objective 


F5.4.1.1 Cambria Homestead 
Precinct as shown on 
Figure 1. 


(a) To recognise and protect the cultural 
heritage values of the buildings and 
landscape. 


(b) To ensure development is sympathetic to 
cultural heritage values 


(c) To provide event facilities and 
accommodation and other uses for visitors to 
the region. 


(d) Maintain agricultural activity consistent with 
the heritage design guidelines. 


(e) Minimise fettering of adjacent agricultural 
land. 


(f) Enable innovation and integration between 
tourism operations and agricultural activities 
over the plan area. 


F5.4.1.2 Conservation Precinct 
as shown on Figure 1. 


(a) To protect and enhance natural values. 


(b) To provide for uses that foster an 
appreciation of the unique environmental 
values of the land and surrounds. 


(c) Recognise and respond to natural hazards. 


(d) Provide for a golf course and associated 
infrastructure and use subject to appropriate 
impact mitigation. 


F5.4.1.3 Agricultural Precinct 
as shown on Figure 1. 


(a) To increase agricultural output from the plan 
area above that at the date of approval of 
this Specific Area Plan through investment 
and compatible tourism related uses that 
create new demand for produce from land 
within the plan area. 


(b) To minimise change to agricultural 
landscapes from non-agricultural use as 
viewed from the Great Eastern Drive. 


F5.4.1.4 Hills Resort Precinct as 
shown on Figure 1 


(a) To provide for resort accommodation, 
central facilities, event facilities and clusters 
of villas 


(b) To protect the scenic landscape quality as 
viewed from the Great Eastern Drive. 


(c) To protect and enhance natural values. 


(d) Recognise and respond to natural hazards. 


(e) Facilitate a network of cycling and walking 
trails. 
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F5.4 Use Table 


This clause is a substation to: 


(a) Rural Resource Zone – Clause 26.2 Use Table; and 


(b) Significant Agricultural Zone – Clause 27.2 Use Table.  


Use Class Qualification  


No Permit Required 


Natural and Cultural Values 
Management 


 


Passive Recreation  


Resource Development  


Utilities If for minor utilities 


Permitted 


Food Services   Only if for the serving of agricultural produce primarily from the 
region. 


General Retail and Hire Only if for the sale of agricultural produce primarily from the property. 
 


Residential If for: 
(a) a home-based business in an existing dwelling; or  
(b) alterations or extensions to an existing dwelling. 


Resource Processing  


Visitor Accommodation If in Precinct 1. 


Discretionary 


Community Meeting and 
Entertainment 


 


Crematoria and Cemeteries  


Educational and Occasional 
Care 


 


Emergency Services  


Extractive Industries  


Food Services Except where Permitted 


General Retail and Hire Except where Permitted 
If not for adult sex product shop, amusement parlour, betting agency, 
bottle shop, department store, local shop, pharmacy or supermarket. 


Manufacturing and 
Processing 


If for:  
(a) the manufacturing of agricultural equipment; or  
(b) the processing of materials from Extractive Industry. 


Pleasure Boat Facility  


Research and Development  


Residential If for 
(a) a single dwelling; 
(b) a home-based business; or 
(c) staff accommodation. 


Sports and Recreation  


Storage If for:  
(a) a contractors yard;  
(b) freezing and cooling storage;  
(c) a liquid, solid or gas fuel depot; or  
(d) a woodyard. 
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Tourist Operation  


Transport Depot and 
Distribution 


 


Utilities  


Visitor Accommodation If not listed as Permitted. 


 


F5.5 Use Standards 


Clause F5.5.1, F5.5.2 and F5.5.3 are a substitution for: 


(a) Rural Resource Zone – Clause 26.3.1, Clause 26.3.2 and Clause 26.3.3; and 


(b) Significant Agriculture Zone – Clause 27.3.1, Clause 27.3.2 and Clause 27.3.3 (A1/P1 only). 


F5.5.1 Retail Impact 


Objective: That retail uses do not compromise or distort the activity centre hierarchy. 


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1 
No Acceptable Solution. 


P1 
Food Services or General Retail and Hire uses 
must: 


(a) augment and support agricultural use; 
or  


(b) cater primarily for demand from 
customers or visitors from outside the 
local area; and  


(c) must not compromise the role of the 
existing activity centres, having regard 
to: 


(i) the size and scale of the proposed 
use; 


(ii) existing uses occurring within the 
plan area; 


(iii) the function of the activity centre 
in Swansea; 


(iv) the extent that the proposed use 
impacts on the activity centre in 
Swansea including any similar 
use; and 


(v) consistency with the plan purpose 
and the local area objectives. 


 


  







 


Page 5 of 10 
 


F5.5.2 Operation of an airstrip 


Objective: That the operation of an airstrip or helipad or intensification of use of the existing 
airstrip does not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity to residential areas adjoining the 
plan. 


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1 
The use of an airstrip, or use of a helipad 
within 500m of a sensitive use on land 
outside the plan area, is for:  


(a) Emergency Services uses; or 


(b) Resource Development uses. 


P1 
The use of an airstrip, or use of a helipad 
within 500m of a sensitive use on land 
outside the plan area, does not cause an 
unreasonable loss of amenity to adjoining 
residential areas having regard to: 


(a) the number and frequency of flights; 


(b) flight paths; 


(c) hours of use;  


(d) noise exposure as detailed in an 
acoustic report from a suitably 
qualified person; and 


(e) consistency with the plan purpose and 
the local area objectives. 


 


F5.5.3 Discretionary uses 


Objective: That the operation of an airstrip does not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity 
to residential areas adjoining the plan. 


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


 P1 
A discretionary use must not conflict with or 
fetter agricultural use on or adjoining the 
plan area having regard to: 


(a) the characteristics of the proposed 
use; 


(b) the characteristics of the area of land 
including its existing agricultural use or 
potential agricultural use; 


(c) separation to the boundaries of the 
plan area and to any existing or 
potential agricultural use; and 


(d) the characteristics of the site and 
adjoining land that would buffer any 
adverse impacts on amenity from 
existing or potential agricultural use. 
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F5.6 Development Standards for Buildings and Works 


Clauses F5.6.1, F5.6.2, F5.6.3, F5.6.4, are a substitution for: 


(a) Rural Resource Zone – Clause 26.4.1, Clause 26.4.2, and Clause 26.4.3 


(b) Significant Agriculture Zone – Clause 27.4.1, Clause 27.4.2 and Clause 27.4.3 


Clauses F5.6.5, F5.6.6, F5.6.7 and F5.6.8, are an addition to the Rural Resource Zone and Significant 


Agriculture Zone Development Standards for Buildings and Works 


F5.6.1  Building Height  


Objective: 


To ensure that building height contributes positively to the rural landscape.  


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1 


Building height must be not more than: 


(a) 8m; or 


(b) 12m for a Resource Development or  
Resource Processing use, 


P1 


Building height must: 


(a) not have unreasonable impact on 
adjoining properties, having regard to; 


(i) the topography and constraints of 
the site; 


(ii) the separation from existing uses 
on adjoining properties;  


(iii) the bulk and form of the building; 


(iv) any buffers created by natural and 
other features;  


(v) overlooking and loss of privacy; 
and  


(b) be compatible with the landscape 
values of the site, having regard to:  


(i) the height, bulk and form of 
proposed buildings;  


(ii) the height, bulk and form of 
existing buildings;  


(iii) the topography of the site;  


(iv) the visual impact of the buildings 
when viewed from the Tasman 
Highway; 


(v) the landscape values of the 
surrounding area; and 


(vi) consistency with the plan purpose 
and  the local area objectives. 
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F5.6.2 Building Setbacks 


Objective: That building setback: 
(a) does not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity to adjoining residential areas; and  
(b) minimises potential conflicts with adjoining properties. 


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1 
Building setback to land outside the plan area 
must be no less than: 


(a) 50m from the Rural Living Zone or 
Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose Zone 
regardless of use; 


(b) 200m from the Environmental 
Management Zone, Rural Resource 
Zone or Significant Agriculture Zone 
regardless of use. 


P1 
Building setback to land outside the plan 
area must not conflict or interfere with 
existing or potential agricultural use and 
must not unreasonably impact any existing 
use on adjoining land, having regard to: 


(a) the site, shape and topography of the 
site; 


(b) the location of existing buildings on 
site; 


(c) the existing and potential use of 
adjoining land; 


(d) any proposed attenuation measures; 


(e) any buffers created by natural or 
other features; 


(f) consistency with the plan purpose 
and the local area objectives; 


and must be no less than: 


(i) 40m from the Rural Living Zone or 
Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose 
Zone if for a Discretionary use; 


(ii) 10m from the Rural Living Zone or 
Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose 
Zone if for a No Permit Required 
or Permitted use; 


(iii) 100m from the Environmental 
Management Zone, Rural 
Resource Zone or Significant 
Agriculture Zone, if for a 
Discretionary Use; 


(iv) 5m from the Environmental 
Management Zone, Rural 
Resource Zone or Significant 
Agriculture Zone, if for a No 
Permit Required or Permitted 
Use,  


Excluding a building for a Utilities use. 
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F5.6.3 Site Coverage 


Objective: That the site coverage is compatible with the rural, agricultural and coastal 
character of the respective precincts. 


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1 


Site coverage for all buildings for any use 
other than Resource Development or 
Resource Processing must be not more than: 


(a) 5,000m2 in the Homestead Precinct 


(b) 2,000m2 in the Conservation Precinct 


(c) 5,000m2 in the Agricultural Precinct; 


(d) 20,000m2 in the Hills Resort Precinct 


 


A2 


Site coverage for any one building for any use 
other than Resource Development or 
Resource Processing must be not more than 
400m2. 


 


P1 


Site coverage for all buildings for a use other 
than Resource Development or Resource 
Processing use must be compatible with the 
landscape values of the site and surrounding 
area, having regard to: 


(a) the topography of the site; 


(b) the size and shape of the site; 


(c) the height, bulk and form of the 
building and all other existing or 
proposed buildings within 100m as 
viewed from the Tasman Highway and 
adjoining dwellings; 


(d) building materials, colour and 
finishes; 


(e) any buffers created by natural or 
other features; 


(f) native vegetation retained, replaced 
or planted; 


(g) agricultural plantings; and 


(h) consistency with the plan purpose 
and the local area objectives, and 


must be no more than: 


(i) 10,000m2 in the Homestead 
Precinct 


(ii) 4,000m2 in the Conservation 
Precinct 


(iii) 5,000m2 in the Agricultural 
Precinct; 


(iv) 40,000m2 in the Hills Resort 
Precinct. 
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F5.6.4 Design 


Objective:  


To ensure that the location and appearance of buildings and works minimises adverse 
impacts on the rural landscape. 


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1 


Buildings for any use other than Resource 
Development or Resource Processing must: 


(a) be located in an area not requiring the 
clearing of native vegetation and not on 
a skyline or ridgeline; and 


(b) not be visible from Tasman Highway; 


P1 


Buildings for any use other than Resource 
Development or Resource Processing must 
be compatible with the landscape values of 
the site and surrounding area, having regard 
to: 


(a) the topography of the site; 


(b) existing areas clear of native 
vegetation and their suitability for the 
use; 


(c) the functional requirements of the 
use; 


(d) minimising the extent of clearing 
necessary; 


(e) an assessment by a suitably qualified 
person of the visual impact when 
viewed from the Tasman Highway.  


(f) the plan purpose and relevant local 
area objectives. 


 


F5.6.5 Landscape Management Plan for Discretionary Uses 


Objective:  


To ensure that the location and appearance of buildings and works minimises adverse 
impacts on the rural landscape. 


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1 


Development is a No Permit Required or 
Permitted use. 


P1 


A landscaping plan, prepared by a suitably 
qualified landscape architect demonstrates 
to the satisfaction of the planning authority 
that landscape character is identified, and 
plantings are sympathetic to the rural 
character, heritage significance, or 
biodiversity values of the area.    
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F5.6.6 Stormwater Management for Discretionary Uses 


Objective:  


To manage stormwater 


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1 


Development is a No Permit Required or 
Permitted use. 


P1 


Stormwater must be managed to achieve 
the stormwater quality and quantity targets 
of the State Stormwater Strategy 2010.    


F5.6.7 Road Access for Discretionary Uses 


Objective:  


To utilise existing road networks where feasible. 


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1 


Development: 


(a) is a No Permit Required or Permitted 
use; or 


(b) is a Discretionary use that is located: 


(i) in Precinct 1 and is accessed from 
the Tasman Highway, without 
traversing land outside the plan 
area; 


(ii) in Precinct 2 and is accessed from 
Swan River Road, without traversing 
land outside the plan area; 


(iii) in Precinct 3 and is accessed from 
Swan River Road or Tasman 
Highway, without traversing land 
outside the plan area; or 


(iv) in Precinct 4 and is accessed from 
McNeills Road, without traversing 
land outside the plan area. 


P1 


Vehicle access must be sited and designed to 
mitigate impact to residential amenity of any 
dwelling outside the plan area and to 
mitigate any impact to biosecurity or 
operational efficiency of an agricultural use 
outside the plan area.    


F5.6.8 Development in Precinct 2 


Objective:  


To ensure that works protect nesting habitat of the white-bellied sea-eagle 


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1 


Development in Precinct 2 should be located 
a minimum of 200m from identified nests of 
the white-bellied sea-eagle.   


A2 


An application for development should be 
accompanied by advice from a suitably 
qualified person that demonstrates buildings 
and works will not have an unacceptable 
level of impact on the white-bellied sea-
eagle. 
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Planning Authority Statement of Opinion as to the Merit of Each Representation 


Section 39(b) of LUPAA requires that a Planning Authority provides: 


a statement of its opinion as to the merit of each such representation, including, in 


particular, its views as to: 


(i) the need for modification of the draft amendment in the light of that representation; 


and 


(ii) the impact of that representation on the draft amendment as a whole; 


The following outlines the officer’s opinion of, and response to, each representation in light of (i) 


and (ii). 


Representation 
No. 


Does the representation 
raise a relevant planning 
consideration?  
(Yes/No) 


Is there a need for 
modification of the draft 
amendment as a result of 
representation? 
(Yes/No) 


Impact of representation on draft 
amendment as a whole 
(No impact or brief description of 
impact) 


1 Yes Yes No impact 


2 Yes No No impact 


3 Yes No No impact 


4 Yes Yes Modify with respect to heritage 
listing, built form and use of air 
strip 


5 Yes No No impact 


6 Yes No No impact 


7 Yes Yes Modify with respect to use of air 
strip 


8 Yes No No impact 


9 Yes No No impact 


10 No No  No impact 


11 Yes Yes Modify with respect to use of air 
strip, retail impact and retail use,  


12 No  No  No impact 


13 Yes No Modify to ensure ongoing 
consideration of biodiversity  


14 Yes Yes Modify to require a management 
plan for any future golf course 


15 Yes Yes Modify to maintain zone 
boundaries 


16 No No No impact 


17 Yes Yes Modify with respect to built form 


18 Yes No No impact 


19 Yes No No impact 


20 Yes No No impact 


21 Yes No No impact 


22 No No No impact 


23 No No No impact 


24 Yes No No impact 


25 Yes No  No impact 


26 Yes Yes Modify with respect to retail use 


27 Yes No  No impact 


28 Yes Yes Modify with respect to subdivision 


29 Yes Yes Modify with respect to retail impact 
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and retail use and Gross Floor Area. 


30 Yes No No impact  


31 Yes No No impact 


32 Yes No  No impact 


33 Yes Yes Modify with respect to use of air 
strip 


34 Yes No No impact 


35 Yes No No impact 


36 Yes No  No impact 


37 Yes No No impact 


38 No No No impact 


39 Yes No  No impact 


40 Yes No No impact 


41 Yes No No impact 


42 Yes No No impact 


43 Yes No No impact 


44 Yes No No impact 


45 No No No impact 


46 No No No impact 


47 No No No impact 


48 Yes Yes Modify with respect to retail impact 
and retail use 


49 Yes Yes Modify to ensure ongoing 
consideration of biodiversity,  to 
require a management plan for any 
future golf course, use of air strip, 
minimum setbacks, subdivision, 
height and built form. 


50 Yes No  No impact 


51 Yes No  No impact 


52 Yes No No impact 


53 Yes No No impact 


54 Yes No No impact 


55 Yes No No impact 


56 No No No impact 


57 Yes No No impact 


58 Yes No No impact 


59 Yes No No impact 


60 Yes No  No impact 


61 Yes No No impact 


62 Yes No No impact 


63 Yes No No impact 


64 Yes Yes Modify heritage listing  


65 Yes No No impact 


66 No No No impact 


67 Yes No No impact 


68 Yes No No impact 


69 Yes No No impact 


70 No No No impact 


71 Yes No No impact 


72 Yes No No impact 


73 Yes No No impact 


74 Yes No No impact 


75 Yes No No impact 


76 Yes No No impact 


77 Yes No No impact 
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78 Yes No No impact 


79 Yes No No impact 


80 Yes Yes Modify with respect to height and 
setback standards 


81 Yes No No impact 


82 Yes No No impact 


83 Yes No No impact 


84 Yes No No impact 


85 Yes No No impact 


86 Yes Yes As outlined in report (Boardman 
obo Webster Ltd) 


87 Yes No No impact 


88 Yes No No impact 


89 Yes No No impact 


90 Yes No No impact 


91 Yes No No impact 


92 Yes No No impact 


93 Yes No No impact 


94 Yes No No impact 


95 Yes No No impact 


96 Yes No No impact 


97 Yes No No impact 


98 Yes No No impact 


99 Yes No No impact 


100 Yes No No impact 


101 Yes No No impact 


102 Yes No No impact 


103 Yes No No impact 


104 Yes No No impact 


105 Yes No No impact 


106 Yes No No impact 


107 Yes No No impact 


108 Yes No No impact 


109 Yes No No impact 


110 Yes No No impact 


111 Yes No No impact 


112 Yes No No impact 


113 Yes Yes Modify to reduce height, increase 
setbacks, use of air strip and 
subdivision 


114 Yes No No impact 


115 Yes No No impact 


116 Yes No No impact 


117 Yes No No impact 


118 No No No impact 


119 Yes No No impact 


120 Yes No No impact 


121 Yes No No impact 


122 Yes No No impact 


123 No No No impact 


124 Yes No No impact 


125 Yes No With respect to palliative care 


126 Yes No No impact 


127 Yes No No impact 


128 Yes No No impact 


129 Yes No No impact 
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130 Yes No No impact 


131 No No No impact 


132 No No No impact 


133 Yes No No impact 


134 Yes No No impact 


135 Yes No No impact 


136 Yes No No impact 


137 No No No impact 


138 Yes No Modify with respect to subdivision 


139 Yes No No impact 


140 Yes No No impact 


141 Yes Yes Modify with respect to design 
standards 


142 Yes No No impact 


143 Yes No No impact 


144 Yes No No impact 


145 Yes No No impact 


146 Yes No No impact 


147 Yes No No impact 


148 Yes No No impact 


149 No No No impact 


150 Yes No No impact 


151 Yes No No impact 


152 Yes No No impact 


153 Yes Yes As outlined in report (ERA) 


154 Yes No No impact 


155 Yes No No impact 


156 Yes No No impact 


157 Yes No No impact 


158 Yes No No impact 


159 Yes No No impact 


160 Yes No No impact 


161 Yes No No impact 


162 Yes Yes Modify with respect to golf course 
management 


163 Yes No No impact 


164 Yes No No impact 


165 Yes No No impact 


166 Yes No No impact 


167 Yes No No impact 


168 Yes No No impact 


169 Yes No No impact 


170 Yes No No impact 


171 Yes No No impact 


172 Yes No No impact 


173 Yes No No impact 


174 Yes No No impact 


175 Yes No No impact 


176 Yes No No impact 


177 Yes No No impact 


178 Yes No No impact 


179 Yes No No impact 
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180 Yes No No impact 


181 Yes No No impact 


182 Yes No No impact 


183 Yes No No impact 


184 Yes No No impact 


185 Yes No No impact 


186 Yes No No impact 


187 Yes No No impact 


188 Yes No No impact 


189 Yes No No impact 


190 Yes No No impact 


191 Yes No No impact 


192 Yes No No impact 


193 Yes No No impact 


194 Yes No No impact 


195 Yes No No impact 


196 Yes No No impact 


197 Yes No No impact 


198 Yes No No impact 


199 Yes No No impact 


200 Yes No No impact 


201 Yes No No impact 


202 Yes No No impact 


203 Yes No No impact 


204 Yes No No impact 


205 Yes No No impact 


206 Yes No No impact 


207 Yes No No impact 


208 Yes No No impact 


209 Yes No No impact 


210 Yes No No impact 


211 Yes No No impact 


212 Yes No No impact 


213 Yes No No impact 


214 Yes No No impact 


215 Yes No No impact 


216 Yes Yes As outlined in report  


217 Yes No No impact 


218 Yes No No impact 


219 Yes No No impact 


220 Yes No No impact 


221 Yes No No impact 


222 Yes No No impact 


223 Yes No No impact 


224 Yes No No impact 


225 Yes No No impact 


226 Yes No No impact 


227 Yes No No impact 


228 Yes No No impact 


229 Yes No No impact 


230 Yes No No impact 
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231 No No No impact 


232 Yes No No impact 


233 Yes No No impact 


234 Yes No No impact 


235 Yes No No impact 


236 Yes Yes As outlined in report (State Growth) 


237 Yes No No impact 


238 Yes No No impact 


239 Yes No No impact 


240 Yes No No impact 


241 Yes No No impact 


242 Yes No No impact 


243 Yes No No impact 


244 Yes No No impact 


245 Yes No No impact 


246 Yes No No impact 


247 Yes No No impact 


248 Yes No No impact 


249 Yes No No impact 


250 Yes No No impact 


251 Yes No No impact 


252 No No No impact 


253 Yes No No impact 


254 Yes No No impact 


255 Yes No No impact 


256 Yes No No impact 


257 Yes No No impact 


258 Yes No No impact 


259 Yes No No impact 


260 Yes No No impact 


261 Yes No No impact 


262 Yes Yes Modify with respect to access 


263 Yes Yes Modify with respect to setbacks 


264 Yes No No impact 


265 Yes No No impact 


266 Yes No No impact 


267 Yes No No impact 


268 Yes No No impact 


269 Yes No No impact 


270 Yes No No impact 


271 Yes No No impact 


272 Yes No Modify with respect to scale, 
height, setback and subdivision 


273 Yes No No impact 


274 Yes No No impact 


275 Yes No No impact 


276 Yes No No impact 


277 Yes No No impact 


278 Yes No No impact 


279 Yes No No impact 


280 Yes No No impact 
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281 Yes No No impact 


282 Yes No No impact 


283 Yes No No impact 


284 Yes No No impact 


285 Yes No No impact 


286 Yes No No impact 


287 Yes No No impact 


288 Yes No No impact 


289 Yes No No impact 


290 Yes No No impact 


291 Yes No No impact 


292 Yes No No impact 


293 Yes No No impact 


294 Yes No No impact 


295 Yes No No impact 


296 Yes No No impact 


297 Yes No No impact 


298 Yes No No impact 


299 Yes No No impact 


300 Yes No No impact 


301 Yes No No impact 


302 Yes No No impact 


303 Yes No No impact 


304 Yes No No impact 


305 Yes No No impact 


306 Yes No No impact 


307 Yes No No impact 


308 Yes No No impact 


309 Yes No No impact 


310 Yes No No impact 


311 Yes No No impact 


312 Yes No No impact 


313 Yes No No impact 


314 Yes No No impact 


315 Yes No No impact 


316 No No No impact 


317 Yes No No impact 


318 Yes No No impact 


319 Yes No No impact 


320 Yes No No impact 


321 Yes No No impact 


322 Yes No No impact 


323 Yes No No impact 


324 Yes No No impact 


325 Yes No No impact 


326 Yes No No impact 


327 Yes No No impact 


328 Yes No No impact 


329 Yes No No impact 


330 Yes No No impact 


331 Yes No No impact 
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332 Yes No No impact 


333 Yes No No impact 


334 Yes No No impact 


335 Yes No No impact 


336 Yes No No impact 


337 Yes No No impact 


338 Yes No No impact 


339 Yes No No impact 


340 Yes No No impact 


341 Yes No No impact 


342 Yes No No impact 


343 Yes No No impact 


344 Yes No No impact 


345 Yes No No impact 


346 Yes No No impact 


347 Yes No No impact 


348 Yes No No impact 


349 Yes No No impact 


350 Yes No No impact 


351 Yes No No impact 


352 Yes No No impact 


353 Yes No No impact 


354 Yes No No impact 


355 Yes No No impact 


356 Yes No No impact 


357 Yes No No impact 


358 Yes No No impact 


359 Yes No No impact 


360 Yes No No impact 


361 Yes No No impact 


362 Yes No No impact 


363 Yes No No impact 


364 Yes No No impact 


365 Yes No No impact 


366 Yes No No impact 


367 No No No impact 


368 No No No impact 


369 Yes No No impact 


370 Yes No No impact 


371 Yes No No impact 


372 Yes No No impact 


373 Yes No No impact 


374 Yes No No impact 


375 Yes No No impact 


376 No No No impact 


377 Yes No No impact 


378 Yes No No impact 


379 Yes No No impact 


380 Yes No No impact 


381 Yes No No impact 


382 Yes No No impact 
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383 Yes No No impact 


384 Yes No No impact 


385 Yes No No impact 


386 Yes No No impact 


387 Yes No No impact 


388 Yes No No impact 


389 Yes No No impact 


390 Yes No No impact 


391 Yes No No impact 


392 Yes No No impact 


393 Yes No No impact 


394 Yes No No impact 


395 Yes No No impact 


396 Yes No No impact 


397 Yes No No impact 


398 Yes No No impact 


399 Yes No No impact 


400 Yes No No impact 


401 Yes No No impact 


402 Yes No No impact 


403 Yes No No impact 


404 Yes No No impact 


405 Yes No No impact 


406 Yes No No impact 


407 Yes No No impact 


408 Yes No No impact 


409 Yes No No impact 


410 Yes No No impact 


411 Yes No No impact 


412 Yes No No impact 


413 Yes No No impact 


414 Yes No No impact 


415 Yes No No impact 


416 Yes No No impact 


417 Yes No No impact 


418 Yes No No impact 


419 Yes No No impact 


420 Yes No No impact 


421 Yes No No impact 


422 Yes No No impact 


423 No No No impact 


424 No No No impact 


425 Yes No No impact 


426 Yes No No impact 


427 Yes No No impact 


428 Yes No No impact 


429 Yes No No impact 


430 Yes No No impact 


431 Yes No No impact 


432 Yes No No impact 


433 Yes No No impact 
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434 Yes No No impact 


435 Yes No No impact 


436 Yes No No impact 


437 Yes No No impact 


438 Yes No No impact 


439 Yes No No impact 


440 Yes No No impact 


441 Yes No No impact 


442 Yes No No impact 


443 Yes No No impact 


444 Yes No No impact 


445 Yes No No impact 


446 Yes No No impact 


447 Yes No No impact 


448 Yes No No impact 


449 Yes No No impact 


450 Yes No No impact 


451 Yes No No impact 


452 Yes No No impact 


453 Yes No No impact 


454 Yes No No impact 


455 Yes No No impact 


456 Yes No No impact 


457 Yes No No impact 


458 No No No impact 


459 Yes No No impact 


460 Yes No No impact 


461 Yes No No impact 


462 Yes No No impact 


463 Yes No No impact 


464 Yes No No impact 


465 Yes No No impact 


466 Yes No No impact 


467 Yes No No impact 


468 Yes No No impact 


469 Yes No No impact 


470 Yes No No impact 


471 Yes No No impact 


472 Yes No No impact 


473 Yes No No impact 


474 Yes No No impact 


475 Yes No No impact 


476 Yes No No impact 


477 Yes No No impact 


478 Yes No No impact 


479 Yes No No impact 


480 Yes No No impact 


481 Yes No No impact 


482 Yes No No impact 


483 Yes No No impact 


484 Yes No No impact 
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485 Yes No No impact 


486 Yes No No impact 


487 Yes No No impact 


488 Yes No No impact 


489 Yes No No impact 


490 Yes No No impact 


491 Yes No No impact 


492 Yes No No impact 


493 Yes No No impact 


494 Yes No No impact 


495 Yes No No impact 


496 Yes No No impact 


497 Yes No No impact 


498 Yes No No impact 


499 No No No impact 


500 Yes No No impact 


501 Yes No No impact 


502 Yes No No impact 


503 Yes No No impact 


504 Yes No No impact 


505 Yes No No impact 


506 Yes No No impact 


507 Yes No No impact 


508 Yes No No impact 


509 Yes No No impact 


510 Yes No No impact 


511 Yes No No impact 


512 Yes No No impact 


513 Yes No No impact 


514 Yes No No impact 


515 Yes No No impact 


516 Yes No No impact 


517 No No No impact 


518 Yes No No impact 


519 Yes No No impact 


520 No No No impact 


521 Yes No No impact 


522 Yes No No impact 


523 Yes No No impact 


524 Yes No No impact 


525 Yes No No impact 


526 No No No impact 


527 No No No impact 


528 No No No impact 


529 No No No impact 


530 Yes No No impact 


531 Yes No No impact 


532 Yes No No impact 


533 Yes No No impact 


534 Yes No No impact 


535 Yes No No impact 
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536 Yes No No impact 


537 Yes No No impact 


538 Yes No No impact 


539 Yes No No impact 


540 Yes No No impact 


541 Yes No No impact 


542 Yes No No impact 


543 Yes No No impact 


544 Yes No No impact 


545 Yes No No impact 


546 Yes No No impact 


547 Yes No No impact 


548 Yes No No impact 


549 Yes No No impact 


550 No No No impact 


551 Yes No No impact 


552 Yes No No impact 


553 Yes No No impact 


554 Yes No No impact 


555 Yes No No impact 


556 Yes No No impact 


557 Yes No No impact 


558 Yes No No impact 


559 Yes No No impact 


560 Yes No No impact 


561 Yes No No impact 


562 Yes No No impact 


563 Yes No No impact 


564 Yes No No impact 


565 Yes No No impact 


566 Yes No No impact 


567 Yes No No impact 


568 Yes No No impact 


569 Yes No No impact 


570 No No No impact 


571 Yes No No impact 


572 Yes No No impact 


573 Yes No No impact 


574 Yes No No impact 


575 Yes No No impact 


576 Yes No No impact 


577 Yes No No impact 


578 Yes No No impact 


579 Yes No No impact 


580 Yes No No impact 


581 No No No impact 


582 Yes No No impact 


583 Yes No No impact 


584 Yes No No impact 


585 Yes No No impact 


586 No No No impact 
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587 Yes No No impact 


588 Yes No No impact 


589 Yes No No impact 


590 Yes No No impact 


591 Yes No No impact 


592 Yes No No impact 


593 Yes No No impact 


594 Yes No No impact 


595 Yes No No impact 


596 Yes No No impact 


597 Yes No No impact 


598 Yes No No impact 


599 Yes No No impact 


600 Yes No No impact 


601 Yes No No impact 


602 Yes No No impact 


603 Yes No No impact 


604 Yes No No impact 


605 Yes No No impact 


606 No No No impact 


607 Yes No No impact 


608 Yes No No impact 


609 Yes No No impact 


610 Yes No No impact 


611 Yes No No impact 


612 Yes No No impact 


613 Yes No No impact 


614 Yes No No impact 


615 No No No impact 


616 Yes No No impact 


617 Yes No No impact 


618 Yes No No impact 


619 Yes No No impact 


620 Yes No No impact 


621 Yes No No impact 


622 Yes No No impact 


623 Yes No No impact 








 


 
 
 
 
 


24 October 2018 


 


Shane Wells 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 
PO Box 6  
Triabunna TAS 7190 


by email: admin@freycinet.tas.gov.au 


 


Dear Mr Wells, 


FURTHER INFORMATION – CAMBRIA ESTATE, SWANSEA 


As the applicant, on behalf of our client Cambria Green Agriculture and Tourism Management Pty Ltd, I 
am writing to provide further information about the Draft Amendment – AM 2018/03, for Cambria Estate.  


The information has been prepared in response to your letter of the 4 September 2018 and specific 
representations; and to consolidate our representation provided during the public advertising period. 
Detail is provided in the accompanying pages, and a consolidated revised version of the Cambria SAP has 
been provided. 


We have continued community consultation during this timeframe, including an information session with 
representatives of the East Coast Alliance on the 20 September. Furthermore, The Mercury published an 
article by the client’s representative Ronald Hu, Seeking East Coast Harmony (21 August 18, p 16-17). 


 
If you have any queries in relation to the application please contact me on 6234 9281. 
Yours sincerely,  


 
Jen Welch 
Senior Planner 
Ireneinc Planning & Urban Design 
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RESPONSE TO COUNCIL LETTER 04/09/18 


The following addresses specific issues raised in Council’s letter.  


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 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.  


Natural Values  


Further comments are provided with input from Mark Wapstra of EcoTas in response to representations 
specifically related to natural values.   


Heritage Values 


Please refer to accompanying letters prepared by Sam Nichols in response to representations (no. 323 & 
64). 


The Cambria Homestead is listed on the Tasmanian Heritage Register and any works to the place will 
continue to require a discretionary application in accordance with the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995. 
The preparation of the Conservation Management Plan and the Landscape Conservation Management Plan 
that accompany the application not only improves knowledge and understanding of the sites heritage but 
also contributes to the communities understanding of the local and regional history. 


Discretionary use and development is subject to consideration of the Plan Purpose and Local Area 
Objectives. The Plan Purpose continues to emphasise the importance of continued agricultural use of the 
land. A comparison of the Discretionary Use standards in the SAP with those in the GSBPS demonstrates 
concerns related to the fettering of agricultural land continue to be addressed. As demonstrated in the 
Comparative Use Table (Appendix E, Planning Report) the proposed SAP does not substantially modify 
existing use status and qualifications for the Precinct 4 - Hills Resort Precinct.  


The standards of the SAP have been prepared based on the assessment of the agricultural potential of the 
land as addressed in the Agronomic Suitability Report for the land and as discussed in section 3.7 of the 
planning report. The agricultural potential of the land should also be considered with respect to the 
natural values within the western hills that are largely mapped as subject to the Biodiversity Code.   


Rep 236 – Stategrowth 


A S43A application under LUPA has not been sought for a number of reasons; current provisions of the 
HCHA do not allow for S43A applications for Heritage places; and a S43A application requires the 
development to be otherwise prohibited within the scheme. 


The application does not seek to include roads within the application area and therefore Landowner 
consent is not required. Issues related to the use and intensity of future development on the roads are 
addressed with the application of the Road and Railway Asset Code that control use and development 
impacting on state roads. 


A number of other issues raised in the representation will be assessed when a development application is 
made to Council or are managed through recommended changes to the SAP.  


As identified in the representation, the Swansea Structure plan does not include Cambria Estate as an 
option for relocation of the golf course. The reasoning is that Cambria land is on the northern edge of the 
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boundary of the Swansea Structure Plan and was outside the scope of the plan. The location of the subject 
land has the potential to address some of the issues within the Structure plan and influence the future of 
the township, without being specifically investigated and referenced. Likewise, the Structure Plan is 
indicative of a potential site for the Golf Course without prescribing that this is a mandatory location for 
it.  


As mapped below there are a number of leases for extractive industries that impact on the subject land.  
As illustrated below, the resulting buffers from the Attenuation Code demonstrate that they will not 
unreasonably constrain future development of the subject land. 


 
Figure 1: Mining leases and respective attenuation areas  


Scale of Development 


As discussed in our representation it is recognised that there are concerns with the scale of the proposed 
development. The following recommended standards illustrate the extent of development anticipated 
within the different precincts, and is a means to manage potential impacts unique to the precincts should 
development be required to be assessed in respect of the Performance Criteria. It is recommended the 
following are included within the Development Standards: 


___ Scale of Development 


Objective: That the scale of development is to be have regard to the rural and/or coastal 
character of the respective precincts.  


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1  
The total portion of the site located within 
Precinct 1 covered with roofed buildings 
must not exceed 2Ha.    


P1  
The site coverage of development must not 
unreasonably impact on adjoining land having 
regard to the following: 


a) The bulk and form of the building when 
seen from adjoining dwellings and 
public vantage points; 


b) The impact and proximity to places of 
historic cultural significance.  


    Cambria Titles 
 
     Mine Leases 
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c) The continued operation of agricultural 
use of the land; 


d) If necessary for functional requirements 
of permitted or no permit required 
uses; 


e) Any buffers created by natural or other 
features; and  


f) The Plan Purpose and relevant Local 
Area Objectives.  


A2 
The total portion of the site located within 
Precinct 2 covered with roofed buildings 
must not exceed 5,000m2. 


P2 
The site coverage of development must not 
unreasonably impact on adjoining land having 
regard to the following: 


a) The bulk and form of the building when 
seen from adjoining dwellings and 
public vantage points, including from 
coastal locations; 


b) Building materials, colours and finishes; 


c) If necessary for functional requirements 
of permitted or no permit required 
uses; 


d) Any buffers created by natural or other 
features; and  


e) The Plan Purpose and relevant Local 
Area Objectives. 


A3 
The total portion of the site located within 
Precinct 4 covered with roofed buildings 
must comply with either of the following: 


a) Not exceed 2 ha of the extent of the 
lot mapped within the precinct.  


b) Is necessary for the functional 
requirements of permitted or no 
permit required uses.  


P3 
The site coverage of development must not 
unreasonably impact on adjoining land having 
regard to the following: 


a) The bulk and form of the building when 
seen from adjoining dwellings and 
public vantage points; 


b) The continued operation of agricultural 
use of the land; 


c) Building materials, colours and finishes; 


d) Offsets or other agreements for offsets; 
within the precinct; 


e) Any buffers created by natural or other 
features; and  


f) The Plan Purpose and relevant Local 
Area Objectives. 


The SAP results in limited development potential for Precinct 3, Agricultural Precinct and it is not 
considered necessary to include controls.  
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The potential offsets in scale standards for Precinct 4 (P3 (d)) above are intended so that each lot has 
permitted right to development if they are developed separately in the future. The Performance Criteria 
has been included to enable variations where, in addition to other criterion, there is scope for agreements 
to be entered to minimise development on other lots. An agreement could enable an intensification of 
development on one lot where it is agreed that a Part V would restrict further development on another lot 
or area of land.   


2. Suggested design provisions to guide, as may be appropriate, building materials, architectural 
style, bulk, relationship to topography and the like, and visual protection when viewed from the 
Great Eastern Drive or coastline. 


The visual qualities of the site have informed the process of developing the SAP as illustrated in Section 
3.8 of the planning report. The titles as part of this application have limited coastal frontage that would 
result in impacts on visual impacts from public vantage points. Coastal edge setbacks will be further 
consolidated with the requirements from various Codes including coastal erosion hazard, inundation, and 
waterway and coastal protection. The immediate surrounds of the Great Eastern Drive on Tasman Highway 
are subject to the standards of the Scenic Landscape Corridor. 


That part of the site that is seen from the junction of the Meredith River and Nine Mile Beach is a heritage 
listed place. Future design development will be carried out in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Heritage Design Guidelines (p. 3), which identifies potential development zones that are not within 
proximity or visually connected to the coast.  


The coastal part of the site that is in proximity to Moulting Lagoon is only visible from a few public 
vantage points; the end of Boathouse Road, Swan River Road, and Yellow Sandbanks Road (1km); and from 
the Swan River itself. Boathouse Road is on the boundary of Precinct 3, where development is to be 
restricted to protect agricultural use of the land.  


Proposed standards for design are based on existing standards within the Rural Resource Zone 
acknowledging that there are no Design Standards within the respective zones of the SPP. Further to 
Scenic Landscape Corridor standards the SAP proposes to include a number of Performance Criteria 
standards that have regard to visual impacts when seen from Tasman Highway. The SAP enables 
consideration of long views to the site, including hillsides to be considered in terms of visual impact in 
greater detail than exists under current provisions. Visual qualities of development from coast locations 
are considered to be appropriately managed through Performance Criteria and Local Area Objectives. 


3. Rationale for the size of the homestead precinct vs the sub-precinct parcels identified in the 
heritage assessments. 


    
Figure 2: (left) Local Areas Map, (right) Location plan of precinct (Source: Figure 1 Heritage Design Guidelines) 


It is recognised that there are distinct differences between Precinct 1 and 3 and that greater refinement 
is capable of being undertaken to determine the spatial extents of the boundary between the two. 
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Clarification has been sought from Sam Nichols on the boundaries proposed in the Heritage Design 
Guidelines, and it is understood that the extents of the plan is the recommended curtilage to retain those 
aspects of the landscape that demonstrate the historic pattern of farming of the estate.  


4. The capacity or appropriateness to review the Tasmanian Heritage Register listing, nothing that 
the IPS applies only to the specific extent of the THR listing and which is much smaller than the 
areas of value identified thus far.  


This application does not seek to change the Tasmanian Heritage Register (THR) listing. The amendment 
to the ordinance for the Historic Heritage Code as detailed in 6.3.1 of the planning report seeks to rectify 
errors as identified in section 5.13. It is also recommended that mapping be updated as per 
recommendations of 2.5 of the Heritage Design Guidelines.  


As identified in communications from Sam Nichols the THR listing applies to the entirety of certificate of 
title 148001/1. Further exclusion areas attached to the THR data sheet as an appendix to the Conservation 
Management Plan do not reference and are not related to the subject land. 


Investigations into the landscape and built heritage of the place have substantially increased the 
knowledge and understanding of the heritage values of the place. Subsequent to the approval of the SAP,  
the CMP and Heritage Design Guidelines will be forwarded to the Tasmanian Heritage Council to be 
endorsed and to inform a revised listing of the values in order to progress future works on the site, and to 
recognise the extents of the values on the site.  


5. How the SAP may address the future SPP scenario where the priority vegetation areas is 
excluded from the agriculture Zone. 


The proposed amendment was prepared on the basis of existing zoning, where the Significant Agricultural 
Zone only applies to land adjoining the Tasman Highway (as shown below). The inclusion of land subject to 
Conservation covenants within the Environmental Management Zone as part of the amendment (as 
illustrated on p 70 of the planning report) clearly identifies that those areas should be retained for their 
natural values. No other changes are proposed in the SAP to vegetation mapping or zoning that would 
change the way in which the exclusion of priority vegetation would be addressed within the Agricultural 
Zone.  


Changes proposed by Council in the draft LPP for Rural Resource Zone areas to be in the Agricultural Zone 
are not supported. Proposed changes by Council are inconsistent with identified agricultural potential for 
the land, and with mapped natural values; particularly within the precinct of the hills resort. The current 
drafting of the SPP that does not apply the Natural Assets Code to the Agricultural Zone (clause: 
C7.2.1(c)) is inconsistent with the natural values that have been identified on the site.  


As can be seen in Figure 4, much of the western hills are mapped as priority vegetation. This vegetation 
would not be protected by the Natural Assets Code under current standards of the SPP and based on 
zoning changes recommended in the draft LPP. 
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Figure 3: Existing Zoning (Source: GSBIPS from figure 29 of the planning report) 


 
Figure 4: Draft LPS zone mapping proposed by Council1 (source: GSBC) 


6. The appropriateness of building setback standards. 


As described in our representation from the 14/06/18, following community consultation increased 
setback provisions have been recommended to allow for an increased setback from Residential areas. 
Setbacks are otherwise prepared for consistency with State Planning Provisions. Setbacks from Tasman 


                                                   
 
1 Glamorgan Spring Bay Council, 2018, accessed at <http://gsbc.tas.gov.au/services-facilities/regulatory-services/> 
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Highway are managed through the standards of the Scenic Landscape Corridor, setbacks from waterway 
and coastal areas will managed through the relevant code standards.  


7. Review the SAP clauses for residential use across the four precincts. 


Existing use status GSBIPS 2015: 


• Significant Agriculture Zone – Discretionary, Only if a single dwelling necessary to support 
agricultural use on the property. Permitted if home-based business or an extension or replacement 
of an existing dwelling.  


Use Standards 27.3.1 Sensitive Use (including residential use) A1 and P1, and 27.3.3 Discretionary Use P1, 
are applicable. 


• Rural Resource Zone – Discretionary. Permitted if home-based business or an extension or 
replacement of an existing dwelling. 


Use Standards 26.3.1 Sensitive Use (including residential use) A1 and P1, and 26.3.3 Discretionary Use P1 
are applicable.  


Proposed Use Status Cambria SAP: 


• Precinct 3, Agricultural Precinct: Permitted if home-based business or an extension or 
replacement of an existing dwelling. Otherwise prohibited. 


• All other precincts: Discretionary. 


Use Standard 1.6.1 Discretionary Use P2 would be applicable.  


The Cambria SAP Use Standards for Discretionary Use are consistent with those of the respective zones in 
the current scheme, with the exclusion of providing a specific standard for sensitive use, as current 
standards are considered repetitive and achieve the same outcome. Removal of sensitive uses is also 
consistent with the SPP standards for the Rural Zone. Discretionary use standards of the SAP are further 
consolidated with the requirement to have regard to the Plan Purpose and the Local Area Objectives.  


There is an existing dwelling in Precinct 3 and given the importance of sustaining the high value 
agricultural potential land the SAP does not support further residential development, therefore 
qualifications have been included in the Use Table to restrict residential development consistent with the 
Significant Agricultural Zone. 


8. Justification for the proposed subdivision standards and how they relate to the SAP LAO’s. 


Subdivision standards have been included in the SAP to facilitate the potential subdivision of the Cambria 
Homestead as described in section 6.2.4 of the Planning report, consistent with the subdivision potential 
enabled through 26.5.3 Historic Heritage Places. 


Subdivision standards of the underlying zones change to varying degrees for both the underlying zones 
between the current scheme and the SPP. Subdivision of the land is not an essential component of the 
proposed SAP. It is recommended that the Development Standards for Subdivision be removed from the 
SAP. Subsequently, any application for subdivision would be subject to the underlying zone standards. 
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RESPONSE TO REP 13 – TASMANIAN LAND CONSERVANCY 


The following comments have been prepared in consultation with Mark Wapstra of ECOtas whom prepared 
ecological assessments that accompanied the application to Council. 


The ecological assessments undertaken by ECOtas (2016, 2017a, 2017b, 2018) identify that… 


This statement is concerning in that it identifies that TLC has apparent access to not only the baseline 
ecological assessment of the whole Cambria property (ECOtas 2016) but also the various addenda 
produced to address specific issues. The concern is that latter parts of their submission seem to suggest 
that the addenda have not been examined in detail because they specifically address several of their 


items.		


…identify that numerous threatened species and vegetation communities of state, national and 
international significance occur on the property subject to the Draft Planning Scheme Amendment. 


It is unsurprising that a property the size of Cambria supports threatened flora, fauna and vegetation 
communities, although ECOtas (2016) identified that at least several of the threatened flora species are of 
relatively low conservation significance (i.e. listed as rare with locally abundant populations, widespread 
distributions and high tolerance to disturbance). Furthermore, ECOtas identified that the threatened 
fauna values can be appropriately managed through provisions of existing legislation and policy to achieve 
a satisfactory conservation outcome. Most of the identified vegetation communities with conservation 
significance are already formally reserved in conservation covenants, or are otherwise subject to existing 
legislation and policy that appropriately deals with the management of these communities. 


Its location on the shores of several river systems and bordering the Moulting Lagoon Ramsar site 
signifies its critical ecological role in the region’s surrounding natural values matrix. 


The ECOtas report includes substantial commentary on the context of the property including its position 
between Moulting Lagoon and the forested hills to the west, and specifically identified drainage systems 
and assessed their broad ecological values. The property is one of the older agricultural ventures on the 
east coast with a long history of primary production, vegetation clearing, forestry, sand-mining, and an 
airstrip. It is considered that well-designed development is able to be undertaken in balance with the 
identified ecological values. 


A large scale tourism based development comprising health retreat, agriculture, events, golf 
course, resort and accommodation has the potential to impact on these values and warrants 
detailed and lengthy consideration by Council and the community and also referral under the 
Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. 


It is recognised that there is potential for development and use of the site to impact on natural values, 
which is why a detailed assessment was undertaken in the conceptual stages of the project.  


ECOtas (2016 p 90) includes lengthy discussion and consideration of the implications of the findings under 
various legislative and policy instruments, including the EPBCA. The subsequent addenda further 
considered the EPBCA in relation to threatened flora and fauna. Subsequent planning assessment and 
preparation of the amendment has been prepared in accordance with the recommendations of the 
ecological assessment. 


We urge the Council to seek more detailed information from the proponent (as suggested in the 
Attachment to this letter), to ensure the property’s natural values are better defined, measures 
are identified for their permanent protection and that the natural values of the surrounding area, 
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including the TLC’s current landholdings are not impacted by immediate or future activities 
contemplated in the proposal. 


The ecological assessment was in full compliance with DPIPWE’s Guidelines for Natural Values 
Assessments – Terrestrial Development Proposals, and included field assessments, follow-up timed-
targeted assessments, engagement with specialists and additional surveys and reporting, and discussions 
with officers of DPIPWE.  


It is beyond the scope and unnecessary as part of this application to seek ‘permanent protection’ of 
further parts of the Cambria Estate. This statement makes no reference to the existing network of 
permanent reserves on the estate capturing a wide range of vegetation types, threatened flora and fauna. 


It is not our role to identify areas for permanent protection and it is presumptive of TLC to push for 
“permanent protection” of further parts of the Cambria property. Such a statement makes no reference 
to the existing network of permanent reserves already established on the property It is “easy” for TLC to 
suggest permanent reservation but such an action by a landowner should be entirely voluntary and in 
response to identified values warranting such inclusion in the reserve system. 


It is not clear that TLC has any properties immediately adjacent to the Cambria property or in the vicinity 
such that the development would impact on the identified conservation values of their reserves (e.g. Long 
Point and the Big Punchbowl, both on the shores of Moulting Lagoon). 


 The report ECOtas (2016). Ecological Assessment of Cambria Property, Swansea-Dolphin Sands, 
Tasmania. Report by Environmental Consulting Options Tasmania (ECOtas) for Cambria Green 
Agriculture & Tourism Management Pty Ltd), indicates that an ecological assessment was 
undertaken over a one month winter period (27 May 2016 and 26 June 2016). It is suggested that 
this assessment is inadequate to fully address the range of significant conservation issues occurring 
on the subject land, and that more detailed seasonal surveys are appropriate. We recommend 
expanded ecological assessments are undertaken particularly for the following state and nationally 
listed threatened species and communities: 


As discussed previously, the ecological assessment was in full compliance with DPIPWE’s Guidelines for 
Natural Values Assessments – Terrestrial Development Proposals, and included field assessments, follow-
up timed-targeted assessments, engagement with specialists and additional surveys and reporting, and 
discussions with officers of DPIPWE. The comments by TLC seem to imply that the only surveys were 
between 27 May 2016 and 26 June 2016. However, in accordance with the initial assessment and initial 
findings (see main section of ECOtas (2016)), follow up surveys were undertaken on a further three 
occasions, specifically targeting threatened flora with a seasonal flowering period and timed mammal 
surveys to coincide with the most appropriate activity period. 


Fauna: detailed and targeted species surveys in the appropriate season for swift .... Eagle nest 
protection zones to be secured. 


ECOtas (p. 70) have undertaken a detailed desktop and field assessment to determine the presence of 
fauna with commentary on particular priority species, with subsequent targeted assessments (see 
addenda). The proposed amendment includes standards for the protection of sea-eagle nesting sites, not 
currently afforded under the planning scheme.  


If there are further issues with the impact on species then this can be clarified and addressed at the time 
of making a development application. 


Flora: expanded and targeted surveys in the appropriate season for Carex… 


Vegetation Communities - detailed mapping and prescriptions for protection and restoration of 
Eucalyptus  
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Similar to the response to additional surveys for fauna above, the ecological assessment and addenda 
provided as part of this application have been prepared that address the listed species and communities 
where necessary and in detail.  


No further surveys or mapping is necessary as part of the application for an amendment. The detail of 
investigations undertaken greatly contributes to the understanding of the ecology of the estate that is of 
benefit to the landowners and to the community in general.   


Detailed assessment of the range of unique topographical features named on the subject land and 
their contribution to conservation at a landscape scale. 


The ecological assessment identified natural values of significance on the site and included 
recommendations for their management, in consideration of the topographic features as outlined (p. 12). 
There are no statutory requirements that would warrant a more detailed assessment of the topography. 


New Reserves Recommended and Improved Protection for Existing Reserves Recommended. 


More detailed information is recommended on new protection zones for threatened species (e.g. 
Pterostylis ziegeleri grassland greenhood) and securing a network of permanent wildlife corridors 
and landscape linkages facilitating movement of species across the subject land and the 
surrounding area. Management actions be undertaken for the three private reserves (Meredith 
River-Dry Creek Reserve, Bayles Backwater White Gum Reserve, Didos Hill Peppermint Reserve) 
identified on the subject land to address gorse and weed removal and expanded where necessary to 
give additional resilience to the values they contain under a regime of changing land use. 


More detailed information has been provided in the addendum to the ecological assessment. The site is 
already the subject of a number of conservation covenants as discussed (p, 14), that are subject to 
property management plans. Areas subject to covenants are informally linked through the informal 
reserves of the river systems that are managed through the Waterway and Coastal Protection Code. 
Recognition should also be given to the historical agricultural use of the property and that appropriately 
located buildings within the landscape is able to retain existing linkages, and would be a desirable 
attraction for the development.  


Detailed assessment of water use, discharge and potential impact on wetlands, saltmarsh and the 
Moulting Lagoon Ramsar Site… 


More detailed analysis is recommended on immediate and future water usage and protection 
measures related to run-off into Moulting Lagoon and the associated natural values integral to this 
internationally significant site. 


The proposed SAP does not change any applicable standards of the Scheme in relation to water 
management, other than recommended standards preventing the use of water from the aquifer. Future 
development will be in accordance with relevant codes for water management. Further information has 
been provided on the availability of water resources as part of our submission on the 14 June. 
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13 September 2018 
 
 
Mr David Metcalf 
General Manager 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 
PO Box 6 
Triabunna TAS 7190 
 
 
RESPONSE TO REPRESENTATION 64 TO THE REQUEST FOR AN AMENDMENT 
TO THE GLAMORGAN SPRING BAY INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME 2015  
 
 
Dear Mr Metcalf,     
 
 
1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 


1. I have been asked to provide a response to submission number 64 [from Cultural 
Heritage Practioners Tasmania (CHPT), dated 13 June 2018] to the request for an 
amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 2015 under the 
former Section 33 provisions of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 
(hereafter referred to as the amendment proposal) to land forming the farm estate 
‘Cambria’, near Swansea.  This response was prepared under instructions from Ireneinc 
Planning and Urban Design and Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd, the 
owners of the ‘Cambria’ farm estate. 
 


2. By way of background, I was engaged in my capacity as a Heritage Consultant and 
Architectural Historian (formerly of Trethowan Architecture) to prepare a Conservation 
Management Plan (CMP), dated 1 August 2017, and Heritage Design Guidelines, dated 
28 November 2017, with regard to that component of the wider ‘Cambria’ farm estate 
that was included on the Tasmanian Heritage Register (THR) as THR ID 1559 – Cambria 
(hereafter 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. 


 
3. Due to the lack of history pertaining to the heritage place in the datasheet 


accompanying its entry in the THR, a historical study, prepared by the Glamorgan 
Spring Bay Historical Society Inc., was commissioned by Trethowan Architecture (dated 
20 April 2016) on behalf of Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd to inform, as 
an appendix to, the CMP. 


 
4. The same approach was taken with regard to the lack of understanding of those 


landscape-based elements of the heritage place, with a Landscape Management Plan 
(LCMP), prepared by Dr Catriona McLeod, commissioned by Trethowan Architecture 
(dated September 2016) on behalf of Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd to 
inform the CMP. 


 
5. The CMP, its appended documents, and the Heritage Design Guidelines were 


commissioned by Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd to inform the 
subsequent amendment report prepared by Ireneinc Planning and Urban Design, dated 
19 March 2018.  They were prepared independent of the latter amendment report. 


 
6. This response has been prepared by myself with the views expressed within being my 


own. 
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2.0  SOURCES OF INFORMATION 
 


7. The following analysis draws upon a review of the submission prepared by CHPT, the 
LCMP prepared by Dr Catriona McLeod, and the CMP and Heritage Design Guidelines 
prepared by myself. 


 
 
3.0  REPONSE TO SUBMISSION 64 FROM CHPT 
 


8. The submission prepared by CHPT to the amendment proposal detailed two (2) main 
areas of comment: 


I. Proposed Zoning Change General; and 
II. Cambria – The Conservation Management Plan (CMP) & Proposed Planning 


Controls. 
 


 
Figure 1 Aerial view of the extent of the ‘Cambria’ estate, shown dark blue.   


(Source: Land Information System Tasmania (The LIST) 
 


 
Figure 2 Extent of the heritage place THR ID 1559 – Cambria, shown in orange.   


(Source: Land Information System Tasmania (The LIST) 







 


 
T   +61 (0) 419 602 306    E   sam@samnichols.com.au 


Proposed Zoning Change General 
 


9. Areas of comment relating to Proposed Zoning Change General identified the following: 
I. That the treatment of the Cambria estate (in the amendment proposal) is the 


centrepiece of the justification for the amendment application, and that other 
historic heritage and Aboriginal heritage is given very cursory consideration. 


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.  


III. That all decisions of the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council must ensure that 
significant cultural heritage values are protected. This is a clear responsibility of 
the Council 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. 


IV. That CHPT strongly opposes the lack of any control or guidance for other 
historic properties in the area (other than Cambria), either in the planning 
scheme amendment application generally or in the Conservation Management 
Plan. For example, the Plan includes no mention of other similarly early 
developments such as Redbanks (the temporary residence of the Merediths 
during the development of the property, and a neighbour who had on-going 
connections with subsequent owners of Cambria). 


 
10. In considering sub-paragraphs 9.I and 9.II, the identification of ongoing restoration and 


adaptive reuse opportunities for the heritage place is one initiative of the amendment 
proposal, amongst additional initiatives including the ongoing use of productive 
agricultural land for intensive agricultural purposes; and ecological restortive works to 
ensure the protection of important ecosystems that form part of the heritage place.1  
These initiatives will retain the historic heritage significance associated with the 195 
years of operation of the ‘Cambria’ farm estate as an ongoing agricultural concern,2 
while identifying alternative income sources to undertake important restoration works to 
the homestead complex, an initiative not considered out of place considering the 
majority of the homestead, the main house in particular, was constructed from 
alternative income sources derived from the whaling industry, amongst others.3  While 
the CMP identifies the potential for Aboriginal heritage on account of the heritage place 
occupying extensive land in a coastal locale,4 it is noted that the identification of 
Aboriginal heritage is a specialist skill set beyond the architectural and landscape 
heritage skill sets utilised in the authoring of the CMP and LCMP.  It is unclear what 
additional historic heritage has been only given ‘cursory consideration’ on account of 
the extensive analysis developed in order to ascertain the significance of the heritage 
place between its establishment by Europeans 1821 and the authoring of the CMP in 
2017. 
 


11. In considering sub-paragraphs 9.III and 9.IV, the high significance of the European 
settlement of the heritage place has been ascertained as a result of the CMP with 
multiple policies developed to ensure the management of this significance.  It is 
uncertain what Aboriginal/early European contact sites the submission makes reference 
to as the extensive history informing the CMP and LCMP did not identify such 
occurences in the European development of the heritage place.  With regard to the 
concerns raised relating to the lack of control or guidance for other historic properties in 
the area, it is noted that the homesteads associated with ‘Redbanks’, ‘Redcliff’, 
‘Riversdale’ and ‘Belmont’ (properties once associated with the wider land holdings held 


                                                
1 Ireneinc Planning and Urban Design 2018, Cambria, Tasmania – Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme, p.3. 
2 Trethowan Architecture 2017, Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 5. 
3 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 23. 
4 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 91. 
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by the Meredith family) are owned today by individual parties independent of the 
ownership of ‘Cambria’, as such it has been beyond the scope of this CMP to develop 
policies and recommend planning controls relating to land not owned by Cambria Green 
Agriculture & Tourism Management Pty Ltd. 


 


  
Figure 3 Extent of the ‘Homestead Precinct’, proposed as an alternative curtilage to the heritage place, 


illustrating the extent of proposed development and conservation zones, overlayed across the 
precinct. 
Source: Trethowan, 2017 


 
 
Cambria – The Conservat ion Management Plan (CMP) & Proposed Planning 
Controls 
 


12. Areas of comment relating to Cambria – The Conservation Management Plan (CMP) & 
Proposed Planning Controls identified the following: 


I. That CHPT strongly opposes the weakening of the development controls for the 
Heritage Precinct.  Under this Plan, development within the Heritage Precinct 
will be discretionary only when it exceeds a 10 metre height limit, whereas the 
standard that usually applies in residential areas is an 8 metre height limit.  It is 
completely unacceptable that the Heritage Precinct should receive lesser 
protection, especially given the sensitivity of the setting, significance of the 
landscapes and the potential for impacts on views in and out of the house. 


II. That reference to the Indigenous significance of the farming estate of Cambria 
in the Landscape Conservation Management Plan by Catriona McLeod is far 
too brief and inadequate.  Given the degree of significance that the area is likely 
to have, this is an aspect that requires more in depth consultation and 
exploration with relevant Tasmanian Aboriginal organisations (for example the 
Tasmanian Aboriginal Centre).  The Cambria Estate is noted as a significant 
First Contact Site which gives it cultural significance to Tasmanian Aborigines.  
It is evident that this area is a highly important cultural landscape, therefore the 
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Plan should prioritise consultation with the appropriate representatives of the 
Aboriginal community. 


III. That the CMP provides inadequate guidance for the management of 
archaeological heritage.  The Plan makes only limited and inadequate reference 
to the archaeological potential of Cambria, especially given the various transient 
structures that have been documented. 


IV. That CHPT considers that the CMP does not adequately address the cultural 
landscape and setting values of Cambria.  A proper assessment for the full 
estate, not just the statutory listed area, needs to be undertaken. 


V. That the proposed reduction of the heritage curtilage to the limits presently 
recorded in the Tasmanian Heritage Register (the entry for which is 
demonstrably limited in extent) is disappointing.  A proper assessment of the 
grounds for such a reduction against heritage criteria rather than statutory 
limitations is essential.  It is essential that there is an adequate curtilage for 
heritage conservation reasons. 


VI. That the Landscape Study is deficient in that it makes reference to the two 
surviving ‘home paddocks’, but does not provide any guidance for their future 
use and conservation.  Further thought needs to be given to how these 
remainders will be interpreted and conserved. 


VII. That CHPT considers that generally the CMP provides sound guidance for the 
conservation works to be carried out for the house and outbuildings.  However, 
the CMP is inadequate in that the conservation/reconstruction of the 
greenhouses that housed the early grape harvest is not considered. 


 
13. In considering sub-paragraph 12.I, a recommended outcome of the Heritage Design 


Guidelines accompanying the CMP was the identification of a new curtilage for the 
heritage place, extending to a total area of approximately 149 acres (refer Figure 3).  
This new curtilage, coined the ‘Homestead Precinct’ for the benefit of the Heritage 
Design Guidelines report, was subsequently divided into a series of conservation and 
development zones which were analysed based on their individual characteristics and 
accompanyng heritage design guidelines, based on statutory considerations, policies, 
guidelines and best heritage practice.5  A Core Heritage Zone (CHZ), being that area 
shaded green in Figure 3, was identified that included the main house, all outbuildings 
and gardens.  A maximum building height of 10m for new buildings within the CHZ was 
identified based on the gutterline of the original timber barn of the homestead complex.  
A recommendation that all new buildings be restricted to that area immediately west of 
the barn and woolshed and north of the hedgerow bordering the northern edge of the 
main drive to the house (Cambria Lane) was also recommended.  It was considered 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.6  Further, it is noted that the opinions formed in 
these reports do not preclude the assessment of a development application concerning 
the heritage place from assessment by Heritage Tasmania as prescribed in the Historic 
Cultural Heritage Act 1995 (HCHA).7 


 
14. In considering sub-paragraph 12.II, it is noted that both the CMP8 and Heritage Design 


Guidelines9 recommend that the relevant government agency concerned with 
indigenous heritage, Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania, be consulted upon the identification 
of Aboriginal relics with separate investigations made should this occasion occur.  We 
note that Trethowan Architecture, on behalf of Cambria Green Agriculture and Tourism 


                                                
5 Trethowan Architecture 2017, Heritage Design Guidelines – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 8. 
6 Heritage Design Guidelines – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, pp. 9-10. 
7 Cambria, Tasmania – Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme, p. 68. 
8 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 91. 
9 Heritage Design Guidelines – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 7. 
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Management Pty Ltd commissioned the LCMP,10 with a limitation of the CMP noted as 
its concentration on the European history of the heritage place and its incremental 
development over 195 years as an ongoing agricultural concern.11  Further, we note that 
the amendment proposal report makes reference to an aboriginal cultural desktop 
assessment12 having been prepared specifically with regard to the indigenous 
significance of the wider ‘Cambria’ estate in 2016; the sensitivities of those indigenous 
sites identified in the aboriginal cultural desktop assessment result in that report not 
forming part of the amendment proposal. 


 
15. In summary, the purpose of the LCMP was to review the significance of landscape 


elements of the heritage place since its settlement in 1823 as a supporting document to 
the CMP.  Not withstanding the potential indigenous significance of the wider ‘Cambria’ 
estate, the identified intent of the CMP and supporting LCMP was as a response to the 
European significance of the heritage place, which has resulted in its inclusion on the 
THR. 


 
16. In considering sub-paragraph 12.III, lack reference to archaelogy in the policy section of 


the CMP is acknowledged, given that the report did identify areas of potential 
archaelogical significance relating to transient structures.13  A revision of the CMP to 
incorporate policy relating to archaelogy could address these concerns. 


 
17. In considering sub-paragraph 12.IV, a landscape assessment of 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. 


 
18. In considering sub-paragraph 12.V, the proposed reduction of the heritage curtilage 


from its current extent to the new approx. 149 acre curtilage referred to as the 
‘Homestead Precinct’ was based on considerable historical research and physical 
analysis of the heritage place detailed across both the CMP and Heritage Design 
Guidelines reports.  As such, we feel that the curtilage proposed as a result of this 
analysis is adequate and takes into account those issues relating to the conservation of 
the heritage place. 


 
19. In considering sub-paragraph 12.VI and the provision of guidance for the future use and 


conservation the two former hedge-lined ‘home paddocks’, it is noted that the LCMP 
provides guidance on remedial works to hedge rows generally located within the 
heritage place,14 while the specific guidance regarding future use and conservation of 
the ‘home paddocks’ is provided by the Heritage Design Guidelines.15 


 
20. In considering sub-paragraph 12.VII, it is noted that conservation/reconstruction of the 


former greenhouse/hothouse has been identified as important in the CMP.  The 
construction of the greenhouse/hothouse in c.1836 has been identified as forming the 
key period of significance of the heritage place.16  While not addressed specifically, 
section 8.3.5 (Restoration and Reconstruction) provides individual policies to guide the 
reconstruction of all buildings that were in existence between 1855 and 1927, the 
greenhouse having been identified as one of these buildings.17 


 
                                                
10 Dr Catriona McLeod 2017, Landscape Conservation Management Plan – Cambria, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 1. 
11 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 5. 
12 Cambria, Tasmania – Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme, p. 32. 
13 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 46. 
14 Landscape Conservation Management Plan – Cambria, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 82. 
15 Heritage Design Guidelines – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 11. 
16 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 97. 
17 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 107. 
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4.0  SUMMARY 
 


21. 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.  We acknowledge the exception to this relates to the 
inclusion of archaelogical-based policy in the CMP.  A revision of the CMP to 
incorporate such policy could address this specific issue.  The opinions formed in these 
reports do not preclude the assessment of any development within the heritage place 
as part of the application process for assessment by Heritage Tasmania as prescribed 
in the HCHA. 


 
 
We trust this information is adequate in assisting the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council consider 
the proposed amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 2015 before 
them. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 


 
Sam Nichols  B.Arch  M.ICOMOS 
Sam Nichols Design |  Her itage |  Conservat ion 
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13 September 2018 
 
 
Mr David Metcalf 
General Manager 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 
PO Box 6 
Triabunna TAS 7190 
 
 
RESPONSE TO REPRESENTATION 323 TO THE REQUEST FOR AN AMENDMENT 
TO THE GLAMORGAN SPRING BAY INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME 2015  
 
 
Dear Mr Metcalf, 
 
 
1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 


1. I have been asked to provide a response to submission number 323 [from Australia 
ICOMOS (ICOMOS), dated 15 June 2018] to the request for an amendment to the 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 2015 under the former Section 33 
provisions of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 (hereafter referred to as 
the amendment proposal) to land forming the farm estate ‘Cambria’, near Swansea.  
This response was prepared under instructions from Ireneinc Planning and Urban 
Design and Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd, the owners of the ‘Cambria’ 
farm estate. 
 


2. By way of background, I was engaged in my capacity as a Heritage Consultant and 
Architectural Historian (formerly of Trethowan Architecture) to prepare a Conservation 
Management Plan (CMP), dated 1 August 2017, and Heritage Design Guidelines, dated 
28 November 2017, with regard to that component of the wider ‘Cambria’ farm estate 
that was included on the Tasmanian Heritage Register (THR) as THR ID 1559 – Cambria 
(hereafter 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. 


 
3. Due to the lack of history pertaining to the heritage place in the datasheet 


accompanying its entry in the THR, a historical study, prepared by the Glamorgan 
Spring Bay Historical Society Inc., was commissioned by Trethowan Architecture (dated 
20 April 2016) on behalf of Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd to inform, as 
an appendix to, the CMP. 


 
4. The same approach was taken with regard to the lack of understanding of those 


landscape-based elements of the heritage place, with a Landscape Conservation 
Management Plan (LCMP), prepared by Dr Catriona McLeod, commissioned by 
Trethowan Architecture (dated September 2016) on behalf of Cambria Green Agriculture 
& Tourism Pty Ltd to inform, as an appendix to, the CMP. 


 
5. The CMP, its appended documents, and the Heritage Design Guidelines were 


commissioned by Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd to inform the 
subsequent amendment report prepared by Ireneinc Planning and Urban Design, dated 
19 March 2018.  They were prepared independent of the Ireneinc report. 


 
6. This response has been prepared by myself with the views expressed within being my 


own. 
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2.0  SOURCES OF INFORMATION 
 
7. The following analysis draws upon a review of the submission prepared by ICOMOS, 


the LCMP, prepared by Dr Catriona McLeod, and the CMP and Heritage Design 
Guidelines prepared by myself. 


 
 
3.0  REPONSE TO SUBMISSION 323 FROM ICOMOS 
 


8. The submission prepared by Australia ICOMOS to the amendment proposal detailed 
three (3) main areas of comment: 


I. Concerns with the scope of the CMP and LCMP reports 
II. Concerns with the extent of the CMP and LCMP reports; and 
III. Accordance with heritage best practice as outlined in The Burra Charter. 


 


 
Figure 1 Aerial view of the extent of the ‘Cambria’ estate, shown dark blue. 


(Source: Land Information System Tasmania (The LIST) 
 


 
Figure 2 Extent of the heritage place THR ID 1559 – Cambria, shown in orange.   


(Source: Land Information System Tasmania (The LIST) 
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Concerns with the scope of the CMP and LCMP 
 


9. The submission is correct in that the CMP and LCMP were prepared independently of 
the Amendment Report. 
 


10. In considering the comment that the CMP and LCMP focused on ‘a narrow scope of 
the ‘Cambria’ homestead’, we note that the heritage place as defined by Heritage 
Tasmania constitutes all land relating to title reference 148001/1 (refer Figure 2).  The 
Macquarie Dictionary (2017) defines a ‘homestead’ as a main residence on a sheep or 
cattle station or large farm. The main residence of ‘Cambria’, its associated 
outbuildings, gardens and remnant home paddocks are located within the heritage 
place with both the CMP and LCMP providing significant commentary with regard to 
their historical development, physical condition and subsequent policy development to 
guide their management. 


 
11. In considering the comment the CMP and LCMP overlooks and down plays the ‘land 


grant and land use over time’, it is assumed that the land grant made reference to in the 
submission is the original 2,674-acre grant made to George Meredith in 1821 named 
‘Cambria’ by him.1  Upon reviewing the extensive historical analysis undertaken in the 
CMP, we note the extent of this original grant in conjunction with all that additional land 
accumulated by George Meredith, via either purchase or trade, by 1855 (refer Figure 3).2  
In 1871, subsequent subdivision undertaken by John Meredith, George Meredith’s son, 
did not accord with the boundaries of the original 2,674-acre grant received by George 
Meredith (refer Figure 3).  After 1871, it is apparent that subsequent subdivision has 
further strayed from the original land grant received by George Meredith (refer Figure 1).  
In reviewing historic and current mapping, little of the original 2,674-acre grant 
constitutes the current heritage place, the majority appearing to have been subdivided 
in 1969 to form the current Dolphin Sands housing estate (refer Figure 1).3 


 


 
Figure 3 Extract of a plan of Cambria, c.1855. The documented early acquisition of land by George Meredith along the 


Meredith and Swan Rivers is coloured with regard to date of acquisition.   
(Source: Recorder of Titles, Land Tasmania, DPIPWE) 


                                                
1 Trethowan Architecture 2017, Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 10. 
2 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, pp. 6-8. 
3 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 12. 
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Figure 4 A sale plan for the larger Cambria estates, c.1871, detailing its subdivision into the smaller estates and farms 


of the Cambria Estate (Lot 1), Belmont Estate (Lot 2), Riversdale Estate (Lot 3), Woburn Farm (Lot 4), Lot 5, 
and Lots 6 and 7. The extent of the initial 1821 land grant is indicated by the red transparency.  
(Source: Tasmanian Archive and Heritage Office [NS1570/1/1]) 


 


 
Figure 5 Extent of the ‘Homestead Precinct’, proposed as an alternative curtilage to the heritage place, illustrating the 


extent of proposed development and conservation zones, overlayed across the precinct.  (Source: Trethowan, 
2017) 
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Concerns with the extent of the CMP and LCMP 
 


12. In considering the comment the CMP and LCMP does not go beyond the ‘core 
homestead complex’ to examine Cambria’s significance as a relatively intact early land 
grant and farm estate that evolved in size over various owners, we acknowledge that 
the CMP and LCMP were prepared with regard to the heritage place only.  Considering 
the remaining extent of the original 2,674-acre grant and its location majority within the 
curtilage of the heritage place, we believe the CMP and LCMP more than sufficiently 
identify the significance of ‘Cambria’ as an extant, rather than intact (as alluded to in the 
submission), land grant and its land use.  While it is acknowledged that the wider 
‘Cambria’ estate has contracted and expanded over time with regard to its ownership 
by various parties, this land is beyond the extent of the heritage place identified by 
Heritage Tasmania. 
 


13. In considering the comment with regard to the adoption of heritage best practice as 
outlined in the Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter, we note that the development of the 
CMP has been in close accordance with the Burra Charter throughout.  We 
acknowledge that the CMP and LCMP largely focus on the homestead complex, its 
main house, outbuildings and gardens, however, in order to supplement this, Heritage 
Design Guidelines were developed to guide the future use of the wider heritage place in 
order to appropriately the setting of the homestead complex as an ongoing agricultural 
concern.  This report divided the heritage place into a series of zones, for which specific 
guidelines were developed to guide ongoing agricultural operations including 
appropriate areas for low-density (grazing) and high-density (irrigation/cropping) and the 
placement of farm buildings; areas for environmental rehabilitation along the banks of 
the Meredith River and the management of historically significant European landscape 
features such as hedge rows (refer Figure 5). 


 
 
4.0  SUMMARY 
 


14. In summary, we believe that the CMP, LCMP and Heritage Design Guidelines 
adequately address those concerns relating to the significance of the heritage place and 
heritage best practice raised by Australia ICOMOS.  We believe that the CMP and 
LCMP adequately identify the significance of the heritage place and that heritage best 
practice has been observed in the development of the CMP, LCMP and Heritage Design 
Guidelines so that they will form useful guidance documents in the future management 
of the heritage place. 


 
 
We trust this information is adequate in assisting the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council consider 
the proposed amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 2015 before 
them. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 


 
Sam Nichols  B.Arch  M.ICOMOS 
Sam Nichols Design |  Her itage |  Conservat ion 
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1. CAMBRIA SPECIFIC AREA PLAN  


1.1  Plan Purpose 


1.1.1 The purpose of the Cambria Specific Area Plan is to:  


1. Provide for use and development of the site that utilises the agricultural, natural, and 


historic heritage assets as the basis for regionally significant economic tourism development. 


2. Identify precincts that recognise the specific land characteristics and manages use and 


development that is appropriate to the features of the landscape. 


3. Reinstate the importance of the Cambria Homestead as a focal point for the community and 


visitors. 


4. Protect the most productive agricultural land and ensure that adjoining land uses conflicts 


are minimised or integrated with agricultural activities.   


1.2  Application of this Plan 


1.2.1 This specific area plan applies to the area of land designated as the Cambria Specific Area Plan 


on the overlay maps and in Figure 1. 


 


Figure 1: Cambria Specific Area Plan 
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1.3  Local Area Objectives 


1.3.1 Local Area Objectives 


Reference 
Number 


Area Description Local Area 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 to: 


a) recognise and protect the cultural heritage 
values of the buildings and landscape. 


b) facilitate development that is sympathetic to 
the cultural heritage values of the place.  


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. 


1.3.1.2 Golf and 
Conservation 
Precinct, shown in 
Local Area Map as 2 


The Local Area Objectives for the Golf and Conservation 
Precinct are to: 


a) Provide for a 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. 


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.  


1.3.1.3 Agricultural Precinct, 
shown in Local Area 
Map as 3 


The Local Area Objectives for the Agricultural Precinct 
are to: 


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. 


1.3.1.4 Hills Resort Precinct, 
shown in Local Area 
Map as 4 


The Local Area Objectives for the Hills Resort Precinct 
are to: 


a) Provide for resort accommodation, central 
facilities and clusters of smaller villas within a 
landscaped setting.  


b) provide facilities for visitors to the region, 
particularly event facilities and accommodation.  


c) Retain native vegetation where possible. 


d) Facilitate a network of cycle and walking trails 
and associated tourism infrastructure. 
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Figure 2: Local Areas Map 


1.4  Definition of Terms 


1.4.1 In this Specific Area Plan, unless the contrary intention appears: 


Terms  Definitions 


Suitably qualified person  


 


means a person who can adequately demonstrate relevant 
tertiary qualifications (or equivalent) and experience in a 
recognised field of knowledge, expertise or practice with direct 
relevance to the matter under consideration. 


1.5  Use Table 


Use Class Qualification 


No Permit Required 


Natural and Cultural Values 
Management 


  


Passive Recreation Only if in Precinct 1, 2, or 4. 


Resource Development If in Precinct 3; only if: for agriculture use, except controlled 
environment agriculture, forest operations, intensive animal 
husbandry, tree farming and plantation forestry. 


If in Precinct 1, 2 or 4; only if agriculture, bee keeping, crop 
production, forest operations in accordance with a Forest 
Practices Plan, horse stud or tree farming and plantation forestry 
in accordance with a Forest Practices Plan. 


Utilities  Only if minor utilities 


Permitted 


Educational and Occasional 
Care 


Only if for home-based child care in accordance with a licence 
under the Child Care Act 2001 


Residential Only if home-based business or an extension or replacement of 
an existing dwelling. 


2 3


 


1 


4 
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Resource Development Except where No Permit Required or Discretionary 


If in Precinct 1; except where no permit required, and Intensive 
Animal Husbandry. 


Resource Processing If in Precinct 1; only if for Winery. 


Visitor Accommodation Only if in Precinct 1. 


Discretionary 


Community meeting and 
entertainment 


Only if in Precinct 1 or 4. 


Crematoria and cemeteries Only if in Precinct 1. 


Educational and Occasional 
Care 


 


Emergency Services If In Precinct 3 only if associated with the use of the airstrip. 


Extractive Industry  


Food Services If in Precinct 3 only if for serving of agricultural produce 
primarily from the site.  


General Retail and Hire If in Precinct 3 only if for the sale of agricultural produce 
primarily from the site.   


Pleasure Boat Facility Only if in Precinct 2. 


Research and Development If in Precinct 3 only if for agricultural purposes. 


Residential If in Precinct 3 only if a single dwelling necessary to support 
agricultural use of the property. 


Resource Development If for Intensive animal husbandry 


Resource Processing If in Precinct 3 only if for the treating, processing and packing of 
produce from the area. 


Sports and Recreation   


Tourist Operation If in Precinct 3 only if associated with agricultural use on the 
site, or associated with the airstrip. 


Transport depot and 
Distribution 


Only if in Precinct 3 and associated with the airstrip. 


Only if in Precinct 2 or 4, and for transport and distribution of 
rural equipment and products. 


Otherwise prohibited.  


Tourist Operation If in Precinct 3 only if associated with agricultural use on the 
site, or associated with the airstrip. 


Visitor Accommodation If in Precinct 3 only if backpackers hostel, bed and breakfast 
establishment, camping and caravan park, holiday cabin, 
overnight camping area or seasonal workers accommodation. 


Prohibited 


All other uses  
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1.6  Use Standards 


1.6.1 Discretionary Use 


Objective: To ensure that Use is consistent with the Plan Purpose 


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1  
No Acceptable Solution. 


 


P1  


Discretionary General Retail and Hire or Food 
Services use must be of a scale and intensity 
that is appropriate to its location with regard 
to the following:  


a) an intensification of an existing 
approved discretionary use; or  


b) consistency with the Plan purpose 
and the Local Area Objectives; and 


c) maintains the existing retail 
hierarchy of the region. 


A2  
No Acceptable Solution 


P2 


A discretionary non-agricultural use must not 
conflict with or fetter agricultural use on the 
site or adjoining land having regard to all of 
the following: 


a) the characteristics of the proposed 
non-agricultural use; 


b) the characteristics of the existing or 
likely agricultural use; 


c) setback to site boundaries and 
separation distance between the 
proposed non-agricultural use and 
existing or likely agricultural use; 


d) any characteristics of the site and 
adjoining land that would buffer the 
proposed non-agricultural use from 
the adverse impacts on amenity from 
existing or likely agricultural use; and 


e) consistency with the Plan purpose 
and the Local Area Objectives. 


1.6.2 Operation of Airstrip 


Objective: To ensure that the operation of the airstrip does not impact on the amenity of 
adjoining residential areas.   


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1  
The use of the airstrip: 


a) is for emergency services, or 


b) does not result in changes to increase the 
number of flights, or hours of operation of 
flights. 


P1  


An application for use that includes changes 


to increase the number of flights, or hours of 


operation of flights must demonstrate that 


the use will not result in unreasonable 


impacts on sensitive uses in Swansea and 


Dolphin Sands with regard to: 


a)  Existing flight activities; 


b)  Number and frequency of flights; 







7 
 


ireneinc PLANNING & URBAN DESIGN Cambria Specific Area Plan 


V2 – 23/10/18 


c)  Flight paths; 


d) Hours of operation;  


e)  Noise; and  


f)  Operational and safety considerations 


of the aviation facilities.  


1.7  Development Standards 


1.7.1 Building Height  


Objective: 


To ensure that building height contributes positively to the rural landscape.  


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1 


Building height must be: 


 no more than 12m, 


in Precinct 1 no greater than 10m. 


P1 


Building height must satisfy the following: 


a) not have unreasonable impact on 
adjoining properties having regard to 
the following; 


(i.) the topography and constraints 
of the site; 


(ii.) the separation from existing uses 
on adjoining properties;  


(iii.) the bulk and form of the 
building;  


(iv.) not result in adverse impacts on 
residential amenity on adjoining 
lots by overlooking and loss of 
privacy; and  


(v.) any buffers created by natural or 
other features; 


b) the visual impact when seen from 
Tasman Highway;  


c) if in Precinct 1 the height must be 
compatible with the historic 
heritage significance of the place 
with regard to a statement prepared 
by a suitably qualified person; and 


d) be consistent with the Plan Purpose 
and relevant Local Area Objectives.  


1.7.2 Setback provisions for relevant precincts  


Objective: 


The siting of buildings should minimise land use conflict with use of adjoining properties. 


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1 


Buildings must have a setback from all 
boundaries of: 


a) not less than 5m; or 


b) if the setback of an existing building 
is within 5m, not less than the 


P1 


Buildings must be sited to provide adequate 
vehicle access and not cause an 
unreasonable impact on existing use on 
adjoining properties, having regard to:  


a) the bulk and form of the building;  


b) the nature of existing use on the 
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existing building. 


Unless in Precinct 2 and the adjoining lot is 
for residential use where the setback is not 
less than 50m. 


adjoining properties;  


c) separation from existing use on the 
adjoining properties;  


d) any buffers created by natural or 
other features; and 


e) the Plan Purpose and relevant Local 
Area Objectives. 


A2  


Building setback for buildings for a sensitive 
use including visitor accommodation must 
comply with one of the following: 


a) not less than 200m from adjoining 
land in the Significant Agriculture 
Zone;  


b) not less than 100m from adjoining 
land in the Rural Resource Zone; or  


c) If an existing building for a sensitive 
use on the site, not less than the 
existing building.  


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) the size, shape and topography of 
the site;  


b) the setbacks of any existing 
buildings for sensitive uses on 
adjoining properties;  


c) the location of existing buildings on 
the site;  


d) the nature of existing use on 
adjoining properties;  


e) any proposed attenuation measures;  


f) any buffers created by natural or 
other features; and 


g) the Plan Purpose and relevant Local 
Area Objectives. 


1.7.3 Design 


Objective:  


To ensure that the location and appearance of buildings and works minimises adverse 
impacts on the rural landscape. 


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1 


The location of buildings and works must 
comply with any of the following: 


a) Be located within a building area, if 
provided on the title; 


b) be an addition or alteration to an 
existing building;  


c) be located in an area not requiring 
the clearing of native vegetation and 
not on a skyline or ridgeline.  


P1 


The location of buildings and works is to 
demonstrate that it is appropriate for the 
location having regard to: 


a) the plan purpose and relevant local 
area objectives. 


b) where there is clearance of 
vegetation or they are located on a 
skyline or ridgeline:  


(i.) the availability of sites clear of 
native vegetation and clear of 
other significant site constraints 
such as access difficulties or 
excessive slope, or the location 
is necessary for the functional 
requirements of infrastructure; 


(ii.) the extent of clearing is the 
minimum necessary to provide 
for buildings, associated works 
and associated bushfire 
protection measures; and 
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(iii.) an assessment by a suitably 
qualified person of the visual 
impact when seen from Tasman 
Highway.  


A2  


Development for Tourism or Visitor 
Accommodation related purposes, or in 
Precinct 1, must be in accordance with an 
approved Landscape Management Plan. 


P2 


A landscaping plan, prepared by a suitably 
qualified landscape architect demonstrates 
to the satisfaction of the planning authority 
that landscape character is identified, and 
plantings are sympathetic to the rural 
character, heritage significance, or 
biodiversity values of the area.    


1.7.4 Development in Precinct 2 


Objective:  


To ensure that works protect nesting habitat of the white-bellied sea-eagle 


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1 


Development in Precinct 2 should be located 
a minimum of 200m from identified nests of 
the white-bellied sea-eagle.   


A2 


An application for development should be 
accompanied by advice from a suitably 
qualified person that demonstrates buildings 
and works will not have an unacceptable 
level of impact on the white-bellied sea-
eagle. 


1.7.5 Water Supply 


Objective: To protect the aquifer from development. 


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1  
Development is for alterations or extensions 
that will not result in increased demand for 
water supply. 


P1  


Development has a plan prepared by a 
suitably qualified person that identifies that 
there is sufficient water available for the 
anticipated use from development and that 
access to the aquifer is not required.  


1.7.6 Scale of Development 


Objective: That the scale of development is to be have regard to the rural and/or coastal 
character of the respective precincts.  


Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 


A1  
The total portion of the site located within 
Precinct 1 covered with roofed buildings 
must not exceed 2Ha.    


P1  


The site coverage of development must not 
unreasonably impact on adjoining land having 
regard to the following: 


a) The bulk and form of the building when 


seen from adjoining dwellings and 


public vantage points; 


b) The impact and proximity to places of 


historic cultural significance.  


c) The continued operation of agricultural 


Commented [JW1]: Ronald to confirm. 
This would include the building area of existing heritage buildings. 
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use of the land; 


d) If necessary for functional requirements 


of permitted or no permit required 


uses; 


e) Any buffers created by natural or other 


features; and  


f) The Plan Purpose and relevant Local 


Area Objectives.  


A2 
The total portion of the site located within 
Precinct 2 covered with roofed buildings 
must not exceed 5,000m2. 


P2 


The site coverage of development must not 
unreasonably impact on adjoining land having 
regard to the following: 


a) The bulk and form of the building when 


seen from adjoining dwellings and 


public vantage points, including from 


coastal locations; 


b) Building materials, colours and finishes; 


c) If necessary for functional requirements 


of permitted or no permit required 


uses; 


d) Any buffers created by natural or other 


features; and  


e) The Plan Purpose and relevant Local 


Area Objectives. 


A3 
The total portion of the site located within 
Precinct 4 covered with roofed buildings 
must comply with either of the following: 


a) Not exceed 2 ha of the extent of the 
lot mapped within the precinct.  


b) Is necessary for the functional 
requirements of permitted or no 
permit required uses.  


P3 


The site coverage of development must not 


unreasonably impact on adjoining land having 


regard to the following: 


a) The bulk and form of the building when 


seen from adjoining dwellings and 


public vantage points; 


b) The continued operation of agricultural 


use of the land; 


c) Building materials, colours and finishes; 


d) Offsets or other agreements for offsets; 


within the precinct; 


e) Any buffers created by natural or other 


features; and  


f) The Plan Purpose and relevant Local 


Area Objectives. 


 






PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT AM 2018/03 



Planning Assessment Report

Proposal:	Cambria Estate Planning Scheme Amendment

Location:	Cambria Estate, Swansea 

Attachments:	Officer Report including representations received (provided under separate cover)



A. LEGISLATION

The purpose of this report is to allow the Planning Authority to fulfil its obligations under section 39 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 (LUPAA) with respect to the Planning Scheme Amendment requested by Ireneinc.  

Section 39 provides:

39. Representations in respect of draft amendments

(1) Where a draft amendment of a planning scheme is placed on public exhibition by a planning authority in accordance with section 38, representations in relation to that draft amendment may be submitted to the authority by any person before the expiration of the exhibition period referred to in section 38(1)(a).

(2) The planning authority must, not later than the expiration of 35 days after the exhibition period referred to in section 38(1)(a) or such further period as the Commission allows, forward to the Commission a report comprising–

(a) a copy of each representation received by the authority in relation to the draft amendment or, where it has received no such representation, a statement to that effect; and

(b) a statement of its opinion as to the merit of each such representation, including, in particular, its views as to–

(i) the need for modification of the draft amendment in the light of that representation; and

(ii) the impact of that representation on the draft amendment as a whole; and

(c) such recommendations in relation to the draft amendment as the authority considers necessary.

The attached report provides the recommended response.





B. OPTIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The Planning Authority must resolve to make a decision in order to meet its obligations under section 39.  That decision can involve the Planning Authority forming any opinion on one or more representations and may receive, note, refute or endorse each or all representations.  The Planning Authority may also proposed any modification to the amendment or outline the type of amendments that it considers appropriate but it does not necessarily need to proposed particular solutions or outcomes to issues raised.  The Planning Authority may also form a view that the amendment should not be approved.

In any case, the final decision rests with the Tasmanian Planning Commission.

The recommendation is to submit a section 39 report that outlines a series of substantial modifications to the certified Amendment.

There is a significant degree of concern and opposition to the Amendment.  The Tasmanian Planning Commission hearing process is considered likely to be a contested hearing.  A contested hearing will involve the submission of evidence to the Tasmanian Planning Commission.  

Should the Planning Authority wish to contest the Amendment in its certified form or a modified form or in opposition to the Amendment, the preparation and submission of evidence will have cost implications.  At this point the main areas of concern lie with settlement strategy, heritage, natural values, agricultural values, character, airstrip and traffic.  The engagement of an expert in any one area would incur costs of $5,000 to $10,000 plus additional legal costs.



C.	RECOMMENDATION

That:

A.	Council resolves that a copy of the representations be forwarded to the Tasmanian Planning Commission in accordance with Section 39(2)(a) of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993.

B.	Council resolves that the attached report be forwarded to the Tasmanian Planning Commission in accordance with Section 39(2)(b) of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 that outlines its opinion of the merits of each representations and the need to modify the amendment pursuant to section 39(2)(b) (i), 39(2)(b) (ii) and 39(2)(c).














S.39 Report

Cambria Estate, Swansea

Planning Scheme Amendment

 



Attachment A

	Exhibited Planning Scheme Amendment

Attachment B

Working Draft Specific Area Plan incorporating most recommendations of the section 39 report

Attachment C

	Referrals

Attachment D

	Representations (provided under separate cover)

Attachment E

	Planning Authority Statement of Opinion as to the Merit of Each Representation

Attachment F

	Further Correspondence from Proponent dated 24 October 2018



Summary

Following public exhibition of the Cambria amendment, the Planning Authority must forward a report to the Tasmanian Planning Commission (TPC) that: (a) contains all Representations received; (b) provides its opinion on each Representation and the impact of the Representation on the amendment as a whole (i.e., should the amendment be approved or refused) or the need to modify the amendment and (c) any other recommendation considered necessary.

Broadly, the Planning Authority can form any opinion on a representation and may receive, note, refute or endorse.  If the Planning Authority considers modifications are necessary it may propose modifications to the amendment or outline the nature of amendments sought.  The Planning Authority must resolve to make a decision.

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.








Overview of the Exhibited Amendment

The Exhibited Amendment (see Attachment A) has multiple parts, the most important being the proposed Specific Area Plan (SAP).  The SAP seeks to:

· Set-aside and replace the provisions of current Rural Resource Zone (RRZ) and Significant Agriculture Zone (SAZ);

· Retain all existing Codes and their associated overlays;

· Provide site specific Use Table, Use Standards and Development Standards that are tied to four precincts and a set of Local Area Objectives for each precinct;

· The four precincts, with approximate areas, are Hills Resort Precinct (2,000ha), Golf and Conservation Precinct (540ha), Homestead Precinct (82ha) and Agricultural Precinct (450ha);

· The Use Table would prohibit some uses that can be considered now and would make some currently prohibited uses discretionary.  The uses that would change from prohibited to discretionary include[footnoteRef:1]: [1:  This is not a complete list; the two zones and the level of detail of use qualifications are complex in the detail. ] 


· Community Meeting and Entertainment (art galleries, hall, etc); 

· Crematoria and Cemeteries;

· Hospital Services (palliative care);

· Transport Depot and Distribution; and

· the full array Food Services, General Retail and Hire and Visitor Accommodation uses.  In relation to Visitor Accommodation, use qualifications in the Significant Agricultural Zone now preclude a motel, serviced apartment and holiday unit.

· The Use Table would make almost all uses discretionary.  As such, future applications will be subject to public notification processes and exposed to third party appeal processes.

· The Use Standards proposed are broadly similar to those contained in the zones.  The main exception of the Visitor Accommodation use Standard which now applies to the RRZ and SAZ.  The SAP does not provide an equivalent or replacement Visitor Accommodation use Standard.  The SAP also proposes a commercial competition type clause that seeks to avoid duplication with existing Swansea based businesses.

· The Development Standards for Buildings and Works are based on State Planning Provision clauses (for setback and height) and the Rural Resource Zone for siting to avoid native vegetation and skylines.

· The Development Standards for Subdivision are unique to the site.

The Purpose Statements and Local Area Objectives (LAO) are key to the future implementation of the SAP.  They are to be referred to in considering all future applications for discretionary use or the Performance Criteria for the majority of development standards.  All Use Standards in the SAP require the LAO to be to be furthered.  

The Amendment also includes three separate rezonings for parts of the site, proposes that additional areas be included in the Biodiversity Protection Area and coastal hazard areas, and to amend the heritage listing of the Cambria Homestead.

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. 

Structure of the Report

The Report outlines recommended modifications to the amendment, either by outlining the issue and response required or by providing specific clauses.  The report then revisits key regional and local strategies prior to summarising the Representations received.  Certain Representations are discussed individually whilst others considered as common issues and themes presented. 

The report addresses land use planning matters.  

Many Representations raise issues that are not relevant land use matters, which the Planning Authority can only receive and note.  All Representations have been received and noted where they raise matters outside of scope. 

Attachment E provides a Statement of Opinion as to the merit of each Representation which outlines the officer’s view of each Representation.






Recommended Modifications

A working draft SAP is included in Attachment B that incorporates some of the recommended modifications outlined in this report.  The working draft is not complete nor final and is not in a form suitable for inclusion in an Amendment; it is intended as the basis for discussion during the hearing process.  It is acknowledged that should the direction of the working draft be supported that further drafting work would be necessary.

Some, but not all, of the modifications contained in the working draft are described below.

Plan Purpose

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.

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.

Use Table

Adopt the following:

		Use Class

		Qualification 



		No Permit Required



		Natural and Cultural Values Management

		



		Passive Recreation

		



		Resource Development

		



		Utilities

		If for minor utilities



		Permitted



		Food Services 

		Only if for the serving of agricultural produce primarily from the region.



		General Retail and Hire

		Only if for the sale of agricultural produce primarily from the property.



		Residential

		If for:

(a) a home-based business in an existing dwelling; or 

(b) alterations or extensions to an existing dwelling.



		Resource Processing

		



		Visitor Accommodation

		If in Precinct 1



		Discretionary



		Community Meeting and Entertainment

		



		Crematoria and Cemeteries

		



		Educational and Occasional Care

		



		Emergency Services

		



		Extractive Industries

		



		Food Services

		Except where Permitted



		General Retail and Hire

		Except where Permitted If not for adult sex product shop, amusement parlour, betting agency, bottle shop, department store, local shop, pharmacy or supermarket.



		Manufacturing and Processing

		If for: 

(a) the manufacturing of agricultural equipment; or 

(b) the processing of materials from Extractive Industry.



		Pleasure Boat Facility

		



		Research and Development

		



		Residential

		If for

(a) a single dwelling;

(b) a home-based business; or

(c) staff accommodation.



		Sports and Recreation

		



		Storage

		If for: 

(a) a contractors yard; 

(b) freezing and cooling storage; 

(c) a liquid, solid or gas fuel depot; or 

(d) a woodyard.



		Tourist Operation

		



		Transport Depot and Distribution

		



		Utilities

		



		Visitor Accommodation

		If not listed as Permitted.







Use Standards

Include a use Standard for airstrip and helipads to control hours of operation

Modify the use Standard relating to retail impact (together with additional use qualification).

Development Standards

Include a Gross Floor Area (GFA) Standard for individual buildings and for all buildings in each Precinct.   The GFA Standard is necessary in the absence of detailed plans but is inherently difficult to propose in the absence of such plans.  It is considered that such as Standard is necessary but what is proposed in the Working Draft may not necessarily be the appropriate outcome.

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 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.  The approved, but not fully developed, Piermont would be approximately 3.2ha within 120m2 buildings.

Reduce the Acceptable Solution for height to 8m if for non-agricultural and non-rural use.  Delete F5.7.1 P1 (c) and (d) from the Performance Criteria.

Modify the setback Standard including an absolute minimum setback in the Performance Criteria to ensure ongoing protection of adjoining land.

Re-draft the design Standard relating to a landscape management plan to remove the Acceptable Solution.

Include a new Standard that adopts provisions of the Stormwater Code to ensure that future buildings and works meet with quality and quantity targets of the State Stormwater Strategy.

Include a new Standard that preferences the use of existing roads above existing farm accesses and rights of way.

Subdivision Standards

Remove the Subdivision Standard and rely on the Subdivision Standard in the underlying zone.

General Drafting

Adopt most recent TPC advice on draft SAP and state whether each Standard in the SAP acts to modify, substitute or add to any Standard in any underlying Zone or Code. 

Adopt application requirements or use Standard outlining the need to prepare and submit a golf course management plan in any application addressing matters such as application of fertilizers or pesticides, access through the site, habitat protection, habitat restoration, use of water, management of runoff.  

Adopt a SAP application clause that requires any use or development to be assessed against any Code contained within a Planning Scheme that addresses any matter such as biodiversity.  This is to ensure that Priority Vegetation Area of the future Local Provisions Schedule continues to apply.  The form proposed in the working draft would effectively extend the overlay to 100% of the site but have effect only if native vegetation is impacted.

Ensure SAP clauses do not conflict with or override clauses in the Local Heritage Code.

Zone Changes

Remove Part C, D and E of the Amendment and make no zone changes.

Heritage Code changes

Modify the Specific Extent Column for Cambria Homestead to match the precincts identified in the Heritage Design Guideline.

Further Recommendations

That Council requests the Tasmanian Heritage Council, as a matter of priority, reviews the heritage listings in response to the matters raised by the representors.

That Council writes to the Planning Minister requesting that each of the ‘example’ use given in the Visitor Accommodation Use Class be defined and given meaning.

 


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 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.

Accommodation Supply Analysis for the East Coast (https://www.cg.tas.gov.au) shows a broad relationship between visitors and accommodation demand of 1 to 2.  This means 200,000 rooms nights are required per 100,000 visitors.  The analysis as at 2016 shows:

· GSBC has 260 properties, 1401 rooms and 5237 person capacity, of which 35% is at Coles Bay.   

· St Helens and surrounds has a total of 180 properties, 1003 rooms and 2934 capacity. 

· Private rentals including Airbnb make up 79 per cent of total properties and 52 per cent of rooms on the East Coast.

· Occupancy rates reach up to 95 per cent for hotels/motels and 99 per cent for rentals during peak periods.

· To meet the T21 goal of 1.5 million visitors in 2020 an addition 223 rooms will be required in GSBC and 59 rooms in BODC.  

The Accommodation Supply Analysis also notes current accommodation pool is unable to meet the needs of visitors with a lack of dining option identified as significant. This supply is unlikely to be delivered based on current developments notwithstanding the additional supply brought about from the sharing economy policies of the Tasmanian Government.  In part, this is because past preferences indicate a demand for hotels/motels for which there is a current undersupply.

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.




Regional Policies

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. 

T 1.3 	Allow for tourism use in the rural and significant agriculture zones where it supports the use of the land for primary production. 

T 1.4 	Provide flexibility for the use of holiday homes (a residential use) for occasional short-term accommodation. 

T 1.5 	Provide flexibility within commercial and business zones for mixed use developments incorporating tourism related use and development. 

T 1.6 	Recognise, planning schemes may not always be able to accommodate the proposed tourism use and development due to its innovative and responsive nature. 

T 1.7 	Allow for objective site suitability assessment of proposed tourism use and development through existing non-planning scheme based approval processes (43A application).	

In this case the s43A combined amendment and application process is not possible due to an oversight in the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 which prevents the Tasmanian Heritage Council from assessing such permits.  Therefore, this avenue is not currently available to the proponent.  Heritage Tasmania recently released a discussion paper on amendments to this legislation which would, if passed, address this.

Other than T 1.7, the amendment is capable of furthering each policy.  The amendment is supported by detailed assessment of heritage, agriculture and natural values, which are regulated by existing Code provisions or proposed SAP provisions.  However, to provide certainty modifications are necessary to the SAP to broaden its scope and provide greater certainty and clarity.  In response to the RLUS it is considered that:

· The lack of control over building scale could see buildings detract from the landscape.  There are extensive areas of the site in which development will not be visible from outside of the site, however these are not identified in the Amendment.  The Scenic Road Corridor would apply 100m either side of the road however this arbitrary provision is insufficient for the site in light of the envisaged use.  View corridors through the site from the Great Eastern Drive do run for hundreds of metres in some locations as evident by an existing +10m high dwelling on neighbouring land that is visible for some 4km.  The proponent should provide a visual assessment identifying potential view corridors and either incorporate Standards that site buildings outside those corridors or provide suitable mitigation measures.  In lieu of that, all buildings visible from Great Eastern Drive should be discretionary with appropriate Performance Criteria in place.  Although the site does not have landscape qualities that warrant a specific zone, it is considered that the State Planning Provisions Landscape Conservation Zone provides a useful starting point to base any SAP Standard on.

· The No Permit Required status for Agriculture in the Zones and in the SAP is somewhat problematic for furthering T 1.3.  The SAP does provide for Agricultural use but should be modified to ensure that non-agricultural uses in the plan do in fact follow new investment in agriculture and enhanced productivity.

· The Amendment is not a S43A process and does not provide any development.  There is a technicality in the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 that prevents a s43A process on a heritage listed site.  Nevertheless, a significant concern was the absence of any detailed plans on what is intended.  This absence makes evaluating the potential impacts on the landscape values of the site difficult, particularly in light of the scale of use envisaged.  Standards need to be included in the SAP to put bounds around the scale and siting of use and development to provide certainty that all possible outcomes will be adequately addressed through the provisions of the planning scheme.  The Planning Authority function is to assess built form rather than propose built form.  In the absence of this a Site Coverage Standard is proposed with Performance Criteria derived from the SPP Landscape Conservation Zone.

The above are considered appropriate modifications pursuant to section 39 (c) of LUPAA.




Local Policies

The 2015 document Planning for Sustainable Tourism on Tasmania’s East Coast generally offers a critique of current land use planning in delivering tourism product and delivering protection of key values.  It argues that existing planning schemes are inflexible, noting:

To provide maximum flexibility for tourism uses to flourish, it is important to provide a high level of discretion, so that new and sometimes innovative proposals can be considered on their planning merits.

The document also sets out three key strategic issues for tourism in rural areas of the East Coast, that are not adequately dealt with in current planning schemes.  These issues are:

1. The desirable locations for tourist developments;

2. The degree of clustering or separation of tourism uses through the region;

3. The cumulative impact of tourism proposals over time.

Swansea Structure Plan – April 2016

The Cambria Estate is outside the Structure Plan study area.  Thus, the Structure Plan does not envisage or address this form of tourism development.  It does however outline many important principles for Swansea and the management of the tourism industry within the town.  These are relevant given the interaction and proximity between the town and site.

Section 6.1 of the Structure Plan provides a detailed SWOT analysis.  The following lists those that are relevant to Cambria Estate proposal.

		Strengths

		Weakness



		Environmental



		Proximity to Freycinet National Park, Moulting Lagoon Ramsar site and other national and state recognised natural features. 



Beaches, estuaries and rocky foreshore features hosting a range of ecosystems. 



Impressive views across Great Oyster Bay to the Freycinet Peninsula and Nine Mile Beach. 



A range of ecosystems providing natural abundance of birds, mammals, aquatic life and flora. 



Nearby access to a number of walking tracks and lookouts.

		Limited access into the Eastern Tiers and the Tom Legges Tier forests to the west of the township. 



The neighbouring forests and scrubland present a bushfire hazard around built up areas. 



Rising topography to the west and the shoreline to the east may limit growth in the long term.  Underutilised bush land areas in the Rural Living areas to the west of town.



		Land Use, Settlement and Access



		Large numbers of summer tourist and holiday home owners should be capitalised on to ensure existing residents receive service and economic benefits.

		A number of commercial buildings shop frontages are undesirable and underutilised.



Disconnected town centre.



		Services and Facilities



		The seaside village feel of the township and nearby tourist attractions provide a key attractor for the region. 



The town is well serviced by local facilities including the primary school, library, emergency services, regional level heath care services and facility, supermarkets and clubs.



Tourist accommodation is well serviced with holiday parks, backpacker lodge, hotels, villas and B&B’s all centrally located.

		Pressure on existing village character from tourism growth with resort residential areas scattered throughout town.



Some tourist facilities are aging and a lack of new offerings may affect appeal of Swansea as a tourist destination. 



Does not have a strong identity and lacks “anchor” attractions that draw people to the town.



		South Swansea

		



		Adequate land for urban growth and densification.

		



		

		



		Opportunities

		Threats



		Environmental



		Retain and improve on visual vistas both towards Great Oyster Bay and into the bush and farmland to the west.



Establish better connections with beaches, Meredith River and parks to the north and south of town.



Strengthen tourism focus on natural features and look at building more day trip style activities using Swansea as an accommodation and service base.

		Further development into natural areas such as along Saltwater Creek and the Meredith River estuary could damage natural environment.



Increased population in the town may increase conflicts with natural environment with effects such as litter, waste pollution, noise and light pollution and additional vehicles/boats disrupting and threatening wildlife.



		Land Use, Settlement and Access



		Opportunities to attract a conference facility as a point of difference to other east coast towns including areas for business and hospitality training facilities.



Large areas of undeveloped land appropriately zoned for residential and rural residential development.



A key commercial centre along Franklin Street that has the opportunity to grow along Maria, Noyes and Victoria Streets.



The township has a number of existing pockets of undeveloped residential infill land ready for immediate development.



Reduce signage clutter and a clear gateway and vegetation planting strategy for the township entrances will improve the attractiveness of the town.



Increased permanent and seasonal populations will secure the viability of town services.

		Existing planning controls and zoning areas may lead to inappropriate development and settlement structure. 



Lack of developable commercial land may lead to a fragmentation of the Town Centre.



The existing development trend is a gradually developing township. Further developments and subdivisions must be consistent with this to ensure that an abundance of vacant lots are not left throughout the town.



The influx of tourists and seasonal residents may detract from the seaside village feeling of the township and leave the area undesirable and empty during off seasons.



		Cultural



		

		Excessive tourism or residential development may lose the existing community culture of the township.





Summary

The Amendment is based on detailed assessment of the sites values and a framework is proposed in the SAP through which these values can be considered and protected.  Ultimately the issue to be determined is how well the SAP considers these values.   

It is considered that all key policy matters, be it infrastructure, coastal, traffic, biodiversity or heritage can be considered and protected in any future use or development.   However in response to Representations various modifications are proposed to provide greater clarity and certainty around use and development outcomes.

The Amendment is considered to be compatible with the Structure Plan.  The scale of use could not and should not occur within the town but will have positive benefits through additional construction and ongoing employment generated and by increasing the capability for visitors to spend more time in the locality.  The Amendment will create the potential for increased permanent population which will improve the long-term viability of any businesses and community services as well as create new opportunities.  The modifications recommended will better protect the surrounding landscapes and the values that they hold for the settlement.

Cambria has a number of qualities that make it suitable for a large scale tourism venture.  These include proximity to Swansea and a potential workforce, access from the Great Eastern Drive and the large and growing number of passing visitors, the size of the property and its diversity of landform, its existing agricultural, heritage and environmental values and the potential to improve those values through investment.  Further, the concept is dependent upon a large rural holding.  The scale cannot be accommodated within any existing East Coast settlement and nor would a settlement location assist in meeting the preferences of the targeted consumers.

It is difficult to predict the best or viable locations for tourism development in rural areas.  Development potential is subject to consumer preferences, investor preferences, ownership, capital, access to staff and qualities of the land such as natural values, proximity to the coast, proximity to settlements (which is positive or negative depending on an experienced-based or general venture and target market), proximity to destinations, and other factors.  No current planning scheme in Tasmania provides any relevant guidance on these matters.  There is also no particularly useful regional or local strategies that provide positive guidance on these matters; instead the focus on strategies is impact mitigation.

With the above issues left to the market, a pragmatic approach must be taken to any and all investments with a focus upon impact mitigation.  The Amendment is supported by detailed analysis of heritage, environmental and agricultural values.  There is an in-depth understanding of what those values are and how they should be protected, to which the SAP does albeit subject to a number of modifications.  






Referrals Received 

TasWater 

Attachment R1 – 29 March 2018

TasWater do not raise any issue but note the intended provision of dams to meet future water demand and future consultation regarding extending sewer.

Heritage Tasmania 

Attachment R2 – 28 March 2018

Heritage Tasmania note that with no development application no assessment of notice of interest is required.  They note that the heritage provisions will override any planning scheme provisions triggering a discretionary application process in the future.

Department of State Growth 

Representation 236 including referral response 13 April 2018

The referral comments are attached to correspondence from the Department which is treated as a representation and discussed later in this report.

Policy Conservation and Assessment Branch

Attachment R3 – 10 September 2018

PCAB provide comments in response to the material provided by the proponent and in response to a separate report provided by Council’s NRM staff.

Key PCAB comments are:

· Support the NRM staff recommendations;

· Suggest further investigation of red capped plover habitat ;

· Suggest investigation of geoconservation values near Bayles Point;

· Support the ECOTas reports and note the need for further reports in response to specific development proposals;

· That further work is required on the proposed 200m buffer around the Eagles Nest, noting that 500m (or 1km line of sight) is the typical buffer;

· Further consideration of suggested offsets is required although noting the merit of the concepts; and

· Despite the degraded condition of the saltmarsh, protection may be appropriate.

The above comments are directly relevant to any future for a golf course in the proposed Golf Course precinct.  They are not fundamentally at odds with the proposed SAP but do reiterate the environmental values in that part of the site and which are recognised in the amendment and supporting material.

GSBC Natural Resource Management comments

Attachment R4 – received 11 September 2018

NRM comments incorporate the ECOTas recommendations but also address some representation issues.  The recommendations include additional formal conservation covenants and implementation of management plans on water quality, sea-eagle nest, weed and hygiene and rehabilitation.  

It is also suggested that the concept design for the golf course (which the proponent provided after the Amendment was certified) should be modified to better protect the identified values.

There are sufficient controls in the planning scheme to address all of these matters during future application.



Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania

Attachment R5 – Undated

Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania note that the site does contain known sites that will need to be considered and protected as part of any future development.

 


Representations Received

This section presents some descriptive statistics on the representations received, before discussing issues that are categorised against the Schedule 1 Objectives.  Lastly, certain select representations are responded to specifically.

Summary

623 Representations are considered within this report.  This includes a small number of Representations received only 2-3 days after the public exhibition closed.  Representations have been continually received since that time but are not considered.

Of the 623 Representations, 485 are considered unique to particular households.  That is, 485 Representations were received after removing multiple representations with the same physical or email address.  This is not a fully accurate picture due to variable levels of personal information provided by representors.  

Approximately half of all Representations received were either a standard submission document or a variation of a standard submission that was circulated.

186 ratepayers have been identified of which 60 are associated with holiday homes.  

The vast majority of Representations oppose the proposal.

The proportion of representor locations is shown below.









Issues relevant to Schedule 1 Objectives raised in Representations

(a) to promote the sustainable development of natural and physical resources and the maintenance of ecological processes and genetic diversity; 

Natural Values

Potential impacts to flora and fauna was a common theme throughout the Representations, with both general and specific issues raised.  Issues include:

1) the level of specie level prescription contained in the ecological assessments;

2) securing permanent wildlife corridors; 

3) EPBC referral and approval; 

4) boat or aircraft impact to birdlife; 

5) nutrient loading and sedimentation to Moulting Lagoon and to groundwater from buildings and modified agricultural practices;

6) changed environmental flows;

7) compound existing levels of degradation to Moulting Lagoon such as reduced fish numbers, increased salinity, and reduced flushing through dams; 

8) loss of nesting habitat near Meredith River;

9) loss of habitat of Masked Owl, migratory birds and other fauna; 

10) conflict with and impact to habitat from increased visitors;

11) impacts and harm due to sensitive environment and species from increased visitors;

12) impact to low lying land which is frog breeding area;

13) impact to fauna from increased vehicle traffic;

14) insufficient separation from eagle nest;

15) a golf course is incompatible with the identified values of Bayles Backwater & insufficient assessment of impact provided;

16) risk of phytophthora cinnamomi;

17) that conservation covenants will be removed;

18) impact to wilderness values;

19) biosecurity risk of tourists;

20) serrated tussock quarantining will be impacted;

21) F5.7.3 does not adequately protect vegetation; and

22) F5.7.4 does not reflect all ECOTas recommendations.

The ecological assessments detail the values that exist throughout the site.  Clearly, in some areas there are very high values and in others lesser, and further assessment required in certain areas if development occurs.  Approvals outside the land use planning system may also be required if development occurs in certain areas, including under the Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 or Environment Protection and Biodiversity Protection Act 1999.

Cambria Estate is an agricultural holding.  Like all other East Coast estates, agricultural and rural activities occur alongside significant natural values which are regulated in various ways.  Agricultural activities are regulated by the State through the Threatened Species Protection Act 1995, the Forest Practices Act 1985 and associated codes and regulation, the Water Management Act 1999 and by the Tasmanian Permanent Native Forest Estate Policy.  The Federal Environment Protection and Biodiversity Protection Act 1999 may also apply.

Non-agricultural activities are principally regulated by the planning scheme but some of the above legislation may also apply.

At a strategic level, the allowable uses in the SAP are not necessarily capable of having a greater impact to natural values than agricultural uses or the non-agricultural uses currently provided for by the existing RRZ and SAZ.  Rather, the issue is how well the natural values will be regulated through any future application.

The planning scheme currently provides a Biodiversity Protection Area (BPA).  The BPA was prepared on the fly as GSBC had proposed that the associated Biodiversity Code apply on a case by case impact-dependant basis rather than a mapped overlay.  The BPA simply reflects all TASVEG 3.0 mapped areas of native vegetation and thus incorporates all data quality issues associated with TASVEG.

Moving ahead, the BPA will be replaced by a Priority Vegetation Area (PVA) in the GSBC Local Provisions Schedule (LPS).  The PVA has an entirely different methodology which is clarified in the supporting material associated with the LPS and available on Council’s website.  The methodology is more accurate and practical but again relies on best available TASVEG 3.0 mapping.  

The PVA will not apply to the future Agriculture Zone.

The ecological assessments and other known data on Cambria Estate necessitate the need for planning regulation on natural values.  As such, the SAP requires modification to ensure that the PVA applies under a future LPS.

The BPA applies to much of the Hills Precinct, to Bayles Backwater and smaller patches elsewhere (1,943ha).  The PVA applies to similar areas but over a larger extent (2,084ha).  

The planning scheme regulations address the direct impact of clearing and conversion.  Many issues raised relate to broader impacts within and outside the site which are not regulated by the planning scheme, such as cumulative impacts and change to waterways, strike impact from vehicles, or impact of increased visitors walking through breeding habitat in the surrounding area.  The extent to which these matters are likely to arise and their potential for harm is not established.

Impact to Moulting Lagoon can be controlled under the planning scheme through the assessment of any golf course and under the Building Act 2016 through regulation of wastewater and stormwater.  The NSW document “Improving the Environmental Management of New South Wales Golf Courses” appears to be the most relevant guideline for future consideration of the golf course.  Impacts to waterways from agricultural practices are not regulated through the planning scheme.

 

Agricultural land

The Representations raised a number of issues that include the loss of agricultural land and concern that tourism and agriculture are not complementary land uses.  The proposal was seen by some representors as undermining the Swan River Irrigation Scheme and public investment in that infrastructure.  Impact to adjoining agricultural operations, was also raised.  Finally, the zoning of land to Rural Resource is 85ha and well beyond the heritage footprint was raised as a concern particularly with respect to the level of justification  provided.

The request has a focus on agricultural use.  The Amendment would see the conversion of some agricultural land for non-agricultural land with investment to increase agricultural output in net terms.  The extent of conversion is minor, particularly with recommended modifications.

Tourism and agricultural are complementary activities as demonstrated by numerous examples through Tasmania’s regions.  Visitors create a demand for product in their own right and provide alternative revenue streams that facilitate cash flow and equity for investment to meet that demand.  Conflict may arise at the boundary between different owners and ventures, which can be mitigated through appropriate planning and modifications suggested to the SAP.

Cambria Estate has access to the Swan River Irrigation Scheme and other water resources as outlined in the request and proponents representation.  The Amendment compliments that public investment.

As noted elsewhere, Webster’s have made representation as the main neighbouring property.  Webster representation should be afforded a high weighting in making any decision given the length of common boundary and the degree of investment and economic activity that flows from Webster’s holding.  Modifications have been suggested to mitigate potential fettering.

The proposed rezoning around the homestead is not supported.  It is not necessary and would be inconsistent with the agricultural potential of that land as documented in the request.  This, however, does not imply that non-residential uses as provided for in that precinct may not be appropriate.  

Agricultural Practices / Permaculture

A representation stated that the development provides an opportunity to adopt permaculture practices to restore the agricultural environment of Belmont and Cambria and the environment near Dolphin Sands.  The representation argues that the presence of weeds, limited tree regeneration and dry conditions are indicators of a system under stress which can be corrected by permaculture practices to 're-green' the landscape.  The representation notes that physical buildings, tree planting, dam and swale construction can all assist in retaining water in the landscape to improve soil health, particularly bacterial and fungi activity, leading to environmental gain.

One representation stated that Council's gorse spraying practices will be ineffectual and create an ongoing cycle (detailed at 2.2.1).  Gorse is acting as a pioneer specie that is restoring soil permeability and moisture, and will disappear once that role is complete and secondary species including Eucalypts establish.

Noted.  Land management responses are not regulated by the planning scheme.   Agricultural is a No Permit Required use and Council has no ability to implement these practices other than by making the proponent aware of the representors view.

The comments with respect to Council’s practices have been passed on to Council’s NRM unit.



Aquifer 

Representations raised issues regarding the use of aquifer water, that this would restrict other use of that water and that the development would degrade aquifer water quality through development of land and use of golf course, including through activation of acid sulphate soils and lack of detail on future sewage treatment and siting of such infrastructure.

The proponent has advised that they have no need or desire for aquifer water.  Groundwater use is regulated by DPIPWE and the inclusion of any SAP clause on this point would be inappropriate notwithstanding that the fact that it would resolve some of the concerns.

Non-residential uses will generate wastewater and stormwater.  Wastewater systems require detailed design and approval processes under the Building Act 2016, including regular maintenance and are unlikely to impact the aquifer or cause other issue.

Stormwater is regulated under the Building Act 2016 and under the Stormwater Code in the planning scheme.  No Stormwater Code is provided in the SPP given the existing provisions in the Building Act 2016.  There is certainly contention as to whether the Building Act 2016 adequately controls the matters contained in the Stormwater Code as the Building Act 2016 has limited scope to consider off-site effects.  

Given the site, stormwater harvesting and re-use is a likely scenario.  This would protect the receiving environment from nutrient or sediment loading but may have a minor impact on eflows to receiving waters, which some representors have raised concern.

The SAP should be amended to require all buildings and works to meet the stormwater quality and quantity targets of the State Stormwater Strategy.

Water

Issues raised in Representations include uncertainty over how much water will be required for agricultural and tourism development and where it will be sourced from.  These concerns are in the context of low and variable rainfall patterns in the locality.

Cambria Estate has access to a significant amount of water storages and water licences.  These water rights operate on a winter-take basis and therefore do not have any impact during periods of low rainfall.

Water licences are granted under the Water Management Act 1999 and are not a land use matter.  Any extension of TasWater reticulated system would also not require planning permit due to exemptions benefitting TasWater.



Coastal Policy

Issues raised in Representations include a  concern that project is contrary to the State Coastal Policy 1996.

The State Coastal Policy 1996 (SCP) applies to the site as it is within 1 km of the high water mark.  

The SCP three main guiding principles are:

· Natural and cultural values of the coast shall be protected. 

· The coast shall be used and developed in a sustainable manner. 

· Integrated management and protection of the coastal zone is a shared responsibility.



The SCP incorporates a number of themes, all of which have associated policy statements, including:

· Natural Resources & Ecosystems

· Cultural & Historic Resources

· Cultural Heritage

· Coastal Hazards

· Coastal Uses & Development

· Marine Farming

· Tourism

· Urban & Residential Development

· Transport

· Public Access & Safety

· Public Land

· Recreation



Many of these themes are addressed in equivalent terms in other strategic documents including the STRLUS and the Structure Plan.

There are considered sufficient controls in the Amendment and in the planning schemes Code to ensure that these values are appropriately considered and protected.




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

Historic Cultural Heritage

Representations noted issues related to heritage that were generally in terms of impact to heritage values or inadequate consideration of heritage matters being had, and therefore potentially unknown impacts.  Concerns include:

1) The scale of activities envisaged in the homestead precinct is excessive with no precise detail on scale, siting, design or density and which will undermine the benefits of adaptive re-use of Cambria;

2) The proposal will remove the link between Cambria and its agricultural holdings and detract from the integrity of this historic farm estate which is rare on a national basis, and will impact on the garden layout;

3) Height in the heritage precinct is too high;

4) Recommended management measures should be implemented as a priority;

5) Buildings should maintain line of sight from homestead through building separation and plantings;

6) Heritage assessments do not meet best practice & are not integrated;

7) Insufficient consideration of heritage, other than the homestead, with omission of archaeological potential and values across the entire site and Cambria’s significance as a relatively intact early land grant and a farm estate that evolved in size over various owners and retains much of its scale, land use(s) and integrity as a farm estate;

8) Landscape Management Plan is inadequate, pre-dates other development proposal information & assessment, is too plant focused and with insufficient consideration of place, land use over time & available planting records;

9) Independent assessment by heritage expert is required;

10) The Tasmanian Heritage Register listing should apply to the entire property;

11) Council should refer Cambria for National Heritage Listing;

12) Council is not doing a good job managing heritage.

Some representors that raised the above issues consented to their Representation being forwarded to the proponent so that their experts could review the concerns raised (a response to which is not yet provided).  The criticisms of the heritage assessments provided is not a matter that can be resolved through the s.39 process.  This will be a matter of evidence presented to the TPC.

Cambria Estate is listed on the Tasmanian Heritage Register and in the Local Heritage Code.  The extent of both listings is limited to 20m around the homestead and three other buildings only.

As noted earlier, Heritage Tasmania have not commented in detail on the Amendment.

The reports provided by the proponent, notwithstanding certain criticisms in some Representations, suggest that the heritage significance and values are not adequately captured by the extent of the formal listings.  In light of this, Council should write to the Tasmanian Heritage Council and request that the heritage listing for Cambria be reviewed as a matter of urgency.  THC should also be requested to provide their view on if the estate has national significance.  A modification to the Amendment should also be made to ‘specific extent’ column of the listing in the Local Heritage Code to incorporate the zones identified and assessment in the Heritage Design Guidelines.  Both recommendations will ensure that all heritage mattes are considered in any future development.



Aboriginal heritage

Representations raised issues including the degree of consultation with traditional landowners and limited consideration of Aboriginal Heritage in the supporting material.

Aboriginal Heritage is protected under separate legislation that sits outside the planning scheme framework.  It is likely that values exist within the site, which may or may not directly interact with future development. 



Scale

A number of representations included criticisms of the scale of use set out in the supporting material as being inappropriate for the character & amenity of the area.  This criticism was raised in relation to potential impacts to pristine East Coast environments, impact to the natural beauty of the site and surrounds, the absence of or limitations of infrastructure, and lastly too much, too soon and precedent establishing.  The scale was seen as a direct threat to the collective values that attract visitors and residents to the area.  Concern was also raised that existing use standards for visitor accommodation would not apply and future development had no upper limit.

Other East Coast tourism ventures in rural areas include:

· 235 units (80 permanent dwellings), restaurant, swimming pool, tennis court, marina and golf practice range approved at Piermont, Swansea over 93 hectares (2.5 buildings per hectare);

· 18482 Tasman Highway, Bicheno approved restaurant, managers residence at 16 units over 34 hectares (0.5 buildings per hectare);

· White Sands Estate, Ironhouse Point, 29 units, restaurant, conference facilities, cinema, tennis court, over 90 hectares (0.3 buildings per hectare);

· Bicheno Golf Club, 61 residential lots north of Bicheno Golf Course and extended 18 hole golf course over 95ha (0.6 buildings per hectare);

The Planning Scheme includes Particular Purpose Zones for Saffire and Spring Bay Mill.  The Saffire PPZ has no control over scale.  The Spring Bay Mill PPZ includes a 5% site coverage Acceptable Solution which equates to approximately 2.1ha of buildings.

The current RRZ and SAZ include a use Standard for visitor accommodation.  The Objective of the use Standard is to ensure visitor accommodation is of a scale that accords with the rural character and use of the area.  Associated Performance Criteria include that visitor accommodation use:

· be of an intensity that respects the character of use of the area;

· be located on the property’s poorer quality agricultural land or within the farm homestead buildings precinct;

· not fetter the rural resource use of the property or adjoining land.

The phrase be of an intensity that respects the character of use of the area applies in most zones.  

With a large-scale proposal envisaged, the SAP proposes to set-aside and not replace the visitor accommodation use Standard of the RRZ and SAZ.  This is the key aspect of the SAP.  The use Standard of the RRZ and SAZ requires a case by case establishment of what the relevant area is, what the character of that area is and what is an appropriate intensity of use in light of that character.  The relevant RRZ and SAZ clauses, or minor variations of, have been tested in two RMPAT appeal processes; both in Kingborough and both in the Environmental Living Zone and one being the recent Villa Howden decision.  

The guiding principle for determining the relevant area is from M Drury v Hobart City Council and Ors (TASRMPAT 18), which notes that the area:

“must be sufficiently large to enable an assessment of the prevailing characteristics but not so large as to dilute the character of the area around the development and alongside which the development will sit”

In terms of area, the Villa Howden, R & R Pearshouse and Anor v Kingborough Council and Anor [2018] RMPAT 24 case entailed three separate planning experts presenting alternative ways of determining the relevant area with the preferred opinion being imprecise on the relevant area for establishing character.  The preferred opinion also stated (at paragraph 43 of the decision):

“Scale is a concept that is relative to the surrounding environment, such as a development that is appropriate is one environment might be inappropriate in another depending on the character of the environment. In a suburban environment, it is relatively easy to identify and appropriate an appropriate scale by reference to the surrounding development. However, in a non-urban environment it is more problematic owing to larger space, greater separation, and factors such as topography and vegetation come into play. It might be possible to have development of varying scale that owing to the factors above, does not represent the character of the area. The Sapphire Development at Coles Bay is an example of that.

In the subject case the proposed development is of a different scale to every other development in the surrounding area, however as there is no characteristic scale, I cannot conclude that it is disrespectful.”

Across all precincts there are areas in which development could occur that would be screened from public view by topography and vegetation.  Arguably, internalised development not visible outside the plan area is an intensity that is respectful of character as external impacts such as traffic may not be significant.  The Tribunal noted in the Villa Howden case:

… the Tribunal finds that the attributes of the design, the site and its surroundings are such that the appearance of the Proposal will not be dominant from the adjoining land or from Howden Road.  Its impacts would be largely limited to within the site of the Proposal.  The proposal would be subservient to the dominating landscape within the area of the site.  The intensity of the use of the site would be unremarkable as the site is removed and largely obscured from its neighbours and from the road by existing vegetation on and around the site.  The impacts arising from its intensify would be limited to traffic coming and going from the development

The above is not presented to argue that the envisaged use or development is compatible with the character of the area but rather to show that determining an appropriate scale for a rural character over a particular area using the current zone provisions is not a simple exercise or one that has known outcomes.   

Many Representations argue that the scale of use should be capped and be capped at less than what is outlined in the supporting report.  Scale of use is relevant to considerations of infrastructure and amenity, particularly from patrons coming to and from the site, to consideration of landscape values and built form and to economic considerations such as supply and demand for rooms.

In response to these concerns, a Gross Floor Area Standard is considered to be an appropriate response to these issues and it is recommended that a Standard be included in the SAP.  A Gross Floor Area provides greater certainty and addresses the built form elements that are considered more relevant than use alone in maintaining rural character.

The GFA Standard is necessary in the absence of detailed plans but is inherently difficult to propose in the absence of such plans.  It is considered that such as Standard is necessary but what is proposed in the Working Draft may not necessarily be the appropriate outcome.

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 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.  The approved, but not fully developed, Piermont would be approximately 3.2ha within 120m2 buildings.

As a final point on the existing planning scheme, visitor accommodation is a discretionary use in the RRZ with no qualifications and is a discretionary use in the SAZ with the following qualification “Only if backpackers hostel, bed and breakfast establishment, camping and caravan park, holiday cabin, overnight camping area or seasonal workers accommodation”.  Unhelpfully, most of these terms are not defined; they clearly should be.  The term holiday cabin was originally defined in 1978 Tourism Determinations issued by the State.  However, there is no longer any definition of a holiday cabin.  Consequently, there is uncertainty about what use can and cannot be considered in the SAZ.  



Visual amenity

Issues raised relate to the potential visual impact of the proposal.  Concerns include the scale of the development, the height of buildings allowed under the SAP, that development will be visible from the coastline and Great Eastern Drive and the degree to which impacts can be mitigated.

These concerns overlap to a degree with scale.  It is considered that the recommendations made in the above section will address some of the concerns raised. 

The flat plains either side of the Great Eastern Drive and the hills to the west mean that much of Cambria is visible from public vantage points.  Conversely, the majority of the Hills Precinct is not visible as is a large proportion of the Agricultural Precinct.  Arguably the scenic qualities of Cambria are not significant relative to other East Coast locations.  The Cambria Homestead is not prominent to passive vehicles or Nine Mile Beach.  Conversely, there is clear evidence in the landscape that high structures can be visible over great distance and can be too prominent over shorter distances.  Poorly sited or large building bulk will have an unreasonable impact to visual amenity of the area with adverse impacts to visitors and residence.  There is a capacity within the site to locate buildings with no to little prominence from public places and to also ensure design mitigates potential adverse impacts on buildings sited within viewlines.



Uncertainty

The lack of a firm planning application was a common concern.  It was generally considered that too much is unknown and the request too light on detail.  Related issues include inconsistency in the documentation and interpretation of discretionary uses in the SAP in light of statements made in the supporting documentation.  Concerns include:

1) The SAP is too general for a proposal of this scale leading to positive, negative and as yet undefined impacts and has no link to the proponents master plan;

2) Without detailed plans, impacts cannot be identified, quantified, managed or mitigated.  Proponent statements that less than half the master plan would be implemented;

3) Difficulty in navigating 'planner speak' and the various documents and how they related to the Specific Area Plan;

4) The master plan was not exhibited;

5) Developer not bound to the SAP.  Council has too little control over future applications;

6) Lack of coherent strategic purpose and focus;

7) A Specific Area Plan is not warranted.  Cambria Homestead can be developed under the current planning scheme and the proposal is not a significant economic tourism development.

The outline of future development given in the master plan and supporting report is separate to the SAP and Amendment.  The content of the amendment and specifically the SAP must form the basis of the assessment.  

A number of modifications to the SAP are recommended to be made which will address some of issues raised.



Development Standards of SAP

Some Representations raised concerns with respect to the detail of the SAP including:

1) Heights, with concerns raised that height would increase from 5 metres on Dolphin Sands Road and 8.5 metres/2 storeys in Cambria to 12 metres/4 storeys on most development precincts, including the golf course;

2) Setback, with concerns raised the any building would have a 5m setback compared 20m to 50m now;

3) Subdivision, with additional subdivision potentially and smaller lots sizes proposed, including potential for residential lots;

4) Scale of use, with concerns raised that there is no limit to what could occur;

5) Use, with concerns raised that some uses are inappropriate for the area or maybe inappropriate dependent on their future scale;

6) That the covenanted area should be excluded from the SAP;

7) That the SAP has no distinction between terms villa, apartment and unit;

8) Limits on residential use are warranted and residential should not be allowed; 

9) The Dolphin Sands PPZ should apply to the site; and

10) Subdivision in Precinct 2 should be prevented.

A number of modifications to the SAP are recommended to be made which will address the majority of issues raised.

The covenants apply irrespective of the planning scheme.  There may be conflict between the planning scheme and a covenant (by zoning covenanted land for agriculture) but in practice this is of no consequence.  A covenant is enforceable by legal action and is not a relevant planning consideration.  The covenants within Cambria are with the State of Tasmania.



Traffic

Concern was raised within Representations that the additional traffic would reduce existing safety and efficiency of road users, particularly with respect to tourist traffic.  Other concerns raised include expectations that the project would require or create a demand for a bridge crossing between Dolphin Sands and Swanwick.  Concern was raised that existing farm accesses off the Tasman Highway and off Dolphin Sands Road would be used for the tourism development which would give rise to significant amenity concerns.

The Great Eastern Drive is clearly the major means by which visitors access the East Coast, and is administered by the Department of State Growth (DSG).   Tasmanian Government submissions to the Legislative Council inquiry on short stay accommodation states the branding of the Great Eastern Drive has increased visitations by 20% / 62,800.

The representation from DSG does not outline any concern with traffic safety or efficient.  DSG have several current upgrade works to the Great Eastern Drive but otherwise have no (known) strategy for future upgrade works to the Great Eastern Drive. 

In terms of the site, it is unclear to what extent future development will directly generate increased visitations or capture visitations that are driven by existing conditions and enhanced by Government marketing.  The proposal would clearly increase use of existing local roads and the TIA outlines the likely upgrades that would be required at the junction of these roads with the Great Eastern Drive.  The TIA does not adequately address the likely need for upgrades to local roads, such as their widening or sealing.  The TIA provides information and background and not a final position on any traffic matter.

The Road and Rail Assets Code will apply to all future application and provides the basis for Council and DSG to assess traffic generation.

Cambria Estate has a number of access points and rights of way through other titles, but has good connectivity via McNeils Road and Swan River Road and to a lesser extent Boathouse Road.  The SAP should be amended so that any increased traffic generation for non-agricultural activities is via existing public roads (as an Acceptable Solution) with a Performance Criteria to consider and protect amenity and biosecurity considerations of adjoining land.

A bridge crossing to Swanwick is not proposed and is unlikely to be financially or environmentally viable to either a private proponent or government.



Airstrip

Issues raised in Representations include: 

1) impact to residential amenity of flights and traffic;

2) the need for medical flight services;

3) increased flights over Freycinet;

4) safety due to cross winds;

5) is more for tourists than medical purposes;

6) helicopter flights;

7) extent of upgrades required and degree of compliance as an agricultural landing strip; 

8) existing status of airstrip;

9) lack of Royal Flying Doctors Service awareness of concept; 

10) harm to vegetation from oil and other residue under flight path; 

11) support for the airstrip and

12) limited planning laws in Tasmania

The SAP requires modification to give greater direction for any future upgrade of the existing airstrip or development of airstrip or helipad elsewhere on the site.  This must be limited to direct amenity consideration of adjoining land.

Relevant contested planning appeal cases on similar scaled airstrips are few.   Those that are relevant have placed significant weighting on noise exposure of aircraft to surrounding sensitive receivers in a manner not dissimilar to assessing industrial activities.



Palliative care

Concern was raised in Representations regarding the palliative care component, including insufficient medical practitioners to serve the development, which will take doctors from existing practices and further stress the health system or undermine May Shaw.  Uncertainty also existed as to what specifically was proposed and how a compliant service could be provided outside a settlement.  The peak body Palliative Care Tasmania has offered to brief Council on these matters.



The potential to provide and sustain a private palliative care facility is limited.  Facilities are provided at Swansea via May Shaw.  It is recommended that this use be removed from the SAP.



Natural Hazards & Risk

Concern was raised in Representations that flood and bushfire risk were not considered and that increased visitors would strain existing volunteer emergency services.  The TFS note their willingness to participate in TPC hearings.

Parts of the site are subject to a natural of natural hazards and risks.  The planning scheme provides a number of Code that address these matters as part of any future applications.



Property Values

Representations considered that the proposal would both reduce and increase property values in the area.

These claims can only be confirmed by independent property valuations that would be based on certain assumptions as to future use or development on the land, and which cannot truly anticipate the actual value that is settled during any transaction.  Given the matters that are taken into account in land valuation it is doubtful that development of land has a negative impact on adjoining valuations.

The modifications recommended will address some of the amenity considerations that representors consider will impact market value.



Council’s Strategic Plan

Concern was raised in Representations that a development of the scale envisaged and located in areas of known natural values is contrary to Council’s Strategic Plan.

Council’s Strategic Plan is relevant to the consideration of the amendment but is considered to have a relatively low weighting in any decision making.  The Strategic Plan is to inform Councils operational planning not to regulate land use matters. 





(c) to encourage public involvement in resource management and planning; and

This is a procedural objective that is delivered through the established legislative process for consultation.

(d) to facilitate economic development in accordance with the objectives set out in paragraph (a), (b) and (c);

Economic Impacts

Some Representations expressed support for the project for the potential local economic gain and job creation.  These benefits would sustain permanent population and existing community services and businesses, reduced pressure for accommodation in Coles Bay.  Support was received for event facilities and airstrip.

Some Representations expressed concern for the negative impact to Swansea and existing businesses.  Specific concerns include: 

1) that F5.6.1 of the SAP  is insufficient in light of description of the Cambria village at page 49 of the master plan;

2) statements that existing business are not setup to cater for foreign tourists and therefore will not see any benefits;

3) that tourism jobs do not best meet the needs of youths; 

4) that the proposal creates a new, larger town that is not economically or socially viable, or that will be gated and exclusive;

5) that economic benefits will be minimal or negative and that local or Tasmanian people will not be employed for construction or operation;

6) no need for a golf course as Swansea already has a golf course - limited golfing tourism;

7) support for golf course;

8) conflict with Tasmanian Brand & existing operators; and

9) caters for a small percentage of Tasmanian visitors (4%).

Clause F5.6.1 provides an appropriate level of protection for existing businesses and services in Swansea.  Nevertheless, it is recommended that a number of modifications be made to the SAP to reduce the range of use that can be considered to those that are reasonably associated with tourism.   

Infrastructure

Issues raised include uncertainty over what infrastructure will be required and how this will be funded.  In long-term, rate-payers will pay for infrastructure expansion and maintenance.  Developer should be required to pay a bond to ensure works are to standard.

The full extent of public infrastructure needs is not known.  The documentation identifies potential highway junction upgrades and there is a potential to provide TasWater services.  Upgrades to the local road network may also be required.

Public infrastructure upgrades will be developer funded and GSBC, TasWater and Department of State Growth all have procedures in place to verify the quality of work.






Issues outside the Schedule 1 Objectives

Process

Council was secretive, rushed, non-consultative and with questionable probity.  Lack of transparency in State and Local Government.

Ownership

Various commentary was given on ownership and specific concerns raised relating to:

1) the public announcement of Cambrian Culture and Art Town;

2) Who are the proponents, what are their credentials, can they deliver?;

3) Allegations that Council and other parties have change and or broken Australian corporate law to suit the developer or the law has otherwise been breached;

4) The ownership of associated corporate entities, the land owner consent granted and allegations of subterfuge;

5) Loss of local identity and social fabric;

6) "Already another east coast farm has been purchased with the intention of developing it when the Cambria test case has cleared the way.  Another coastal property owner has been approached to sell" and similar statements;

Other

1) “Public right of way to access reserves etc: Again no information supplied, will this be explored and addresses”;

2) Concern that the Alliance group are opposing the proposal for opposition sake;

3) Strong NIMBY element - Dolphin Sands was once part of Cambria;

4) Dolphin Sands subdivision subject to tight restrictions to preserve environment & these apply to the development site;

5) Council website cannot be accessed in France;

6) Commentary on DSRA submission / or commentary on DSRA;

7) Should be a Project of State Significance;

8) There is a lack of project costings;

9) The amendment simply seeks windfall profits for the owner; 

10) Cambria is not referenced in PWS Freycinet Master Plan - will increase demands on the National Park;

11) Potential health effects of pesticide use;

12) Allegation that the existing zoning described by Ireneinc is contrary to the actual approved zoning shown on the list;

13) Question as to whether Crown land was transferred to the owners in 2015;

14) Allegations of lack of transparency and good governance directed at the State Government;

15) That there are 11, 12 or 13 titles within the site depending on which piece of information is sourced;

16) Removal of fencing along 483 Dolphin Sands Road for an access road;

17) "If I had known this development was being considered I would never have invested all my savings in … two years ago";

18) locking up land for the privilege few while we have a housing crisis.



Select Representations

Department of State Growth

1) Without certainty of associated DA, concerned by scale and scope of what could eventuate – including residential subdivision - under broad scope of SAP from a traffic and tourism industry perspective.

Modifications are recommended to the SAP.

2) Land owner consent for Crown land.

The Council minutes confirm that the amendment was initiated only for private land and not Crown road reservations, and that the initiation was made under s34(1)(a) (i.e., in response to a request).  Council can nevertheless initiate an amendment under s34(1)(b) to any land without any land owner consent.  

The certified SAP does not apply to Crown land.  It must be noted that at the scale presented the narrow road reserves are not visible.

3) Meaningful comment on the TIA cannot be made as does not reflect activities described in the planning report, is out of date and refers to 4 accesses only, whereas DSG state there are 10.  

Noted.  The TIA provides background information.  Any future application will be subject to the Road and Rail Assets Code which will require a new TIA for any significant traffic generating use and must have regard to the specific use or development.

4) Utilities ought to be discretionary.

Agree.

5) Master plan does not enable public transport.  Visitors, residents and staff will be entirely reliant on private vehicles.

There is no bus service within Swansea.  DSG note that from 2019 there will be a daily return bus service from Bicheno to Hobart and a school service from Swansea to Hobart.  It would appear that both services will run along the Great Eastern Drive only, and therefore not enter Cambria Estate.  

It is common place in rural areas for people to drive to, or be driven to, bus services.

It is self-evident that visitors to the East Coast are car dependant, this is central to the Great Eastern Drive marketing platform.

6) Inconsistent with PAL policy and loss of agricultural land.

DSG principle concern is that any extensive development of the land would reduce land that could be used for agriculture.

The SAP prioritises agricultural use on the better quality areas of the site.   It is recommended that the part of the Amendment to rezone land to Rural Resource Zone around the homestead be removed.  It is also recommended that setbacks be increased to remove any potential for fettering.

The request is consistent with the PAL policy and the recommended modifications will enhance this.

7) Tourism supply.

DSG consider there to be too much uncertainty to comment on what affect the amendment will have on tourism.

This can only be noted.

8) There is an active clay mine lease owned by TasWater, and two others leases, on PID 3016155 which are subject to the Attenuation Code.

Noted.

9) Inconsistent with Structure Plan and potential to create a new community.

DSG provide little detail to explain or justify this concern.  The SAP does not propose a residential settlement.  As noted elsewhere modifications are recommended to restrict commercial use above that already provided for by the use Standard in the SAP.

10) Contrary to State Coastal Policy 1996 in that the requirement to avoid actively mobile landform has not been considered.

An actively mobile dune is not sufficiently defined in the State Coastal Policy 1996. 

The Coastal Erosion Hazard Code in the planning scheme was prepared by Department of Premier and Cabinet and endorsed by the TPC.  It does allow for development, subject to detailed design, in areas currently eroding or anticipated to erode by 2100 or sooner but do not allow development on an actively mobile landform.  Irrespective of the Amendment, the Code will apply to any development.  

11) Suggested improvements to SAP, including: 

· Clarifying use qualifications

· Including agriculture as an objective in each precinct;

· Making utilities a discretionary use;

· Providing for storage use to recognise this as an ancillary use to agriculture.

Agreed.

12) Uses such as crematoria use creates attenuation buffers in close proximity to potential sensitive uses.

Noted.

13) Previous DSG comments not included in initiation report.

The comments were received after the report was prepared.  The comments essentially note that the developer could submit a s43A combined application, but as noted earlier, a s43A is not possible due to the sites heritage listing.  The comments also note that the TIA is 2 years old and does not reflect any specific development which was also understood. 



E3 Planning obo Websters Limited



1) The masterplan should be ignored for the purposes of assessment.  Only the development potential created by the SAP is relevant.

Agreed



2) No development is proposed.  Even if it were there is no guarantee in the SAP that a permit would be implement and other proposal could be developed in the future.  The overall development potential of the SAP is nothing less than massive with insufficient controls on subdivision, residential and visitor accommodation.

It is clear no development is proposed at this stage.   The background material does present a large, broad vision for the future of the site which is likely to naturally evolve over time as markets are tested and as visitor and other demands change overtime.  The SAP needs to balance flexibility and mitigation of potential impacts and to this end requires various modifications to provide such balance.

   

3) Lack of an integrated master plan, leading to potential for parts of the site to be sold separately and potential developed in ways inconsistent with the SAP. 

Whilst this is speculative, the SAP purpose statements and LAO to provide a significant degree of integration between agriculture and tourism.  In this context, the rationale and objective of the proposed subdivision controls are not properly established and should be removed.

 

4) Subdivision and residential development at urban densities is possible

Disagree.  Such proposals would be contrary to the objective for the Standard (which the representation omits) and the plan purpose statements.  In any case it is recommended that the subdivision Standard of the SAP is removed.  The amendment is not for a residential development.

5) No scale on visitor accommodation, particularly where permitted in the Homestead Precinct.

Agreed.  A Gross Floor Area provision is proposed.

6) Building height of 12m is unacceptable for visitor accommodation use and out of character with the surrounding area.

Agree.  Whilst the height Standard is based on the State Planning Provisions height limit it should be reduced to 8m for non-agricultural uses.

7) The SAP would convert 3,000ha of agricultural land.

Disagree.  The amendment does however require modification to better reflect the current use of the site should tourism related development not occur or happen at a smaller scale.  This requires modification throughout the document but particularly to ensure that the SAP does not prohibit any rural or agricultural use otherwise provided by the zone and which may be appropriate in the future.

8) Potential to fetter surrounding use.

The SAP does provide a use Standard that addresses this potential and adopts large setbacks for sensitive uses.  Nevertheless a modification is necessary to provide absolute minimum setbacks.  This removes any potential for sensitive use in close proximity, and reflects the large size of the site and the flexibility available for building siting.

9) Inconsistency with STRLUS by increased demand on infrastructure with pressure on GSBC to fund infrastructure include roads, electricity, water and waste disposal and collection and creation of a new regional centre, urban expansion, and loss of agricultural land.

The argument is that under increasing visitor numbers a demand would be generated to provide water, sewer, stormwater and other services to the site and to Dolphin Sands and to which Council would fund.

Water and sewer reticulated could be provided to the site or part of the site at the developers cost and in consultation with TasWater.  It is unclear what role Council would or could ever have in facilitate such service extensions.

Stormwater is a Council function however such developers typically provide a private system.  For instance, Piermont will be developed with a series of large scale private stormwater mains and other services at developers cost.

A residential development is not proposed.  The settlement strategies of the STRLUS are not relevant.  Activity centre considerations are relevant but will be resolved through the proposed modifications.  Loss of agricultural land considerations are discussed elsewhere.

10) Inconsistency with Schedule 1 Objectives of LUPAA

Disagree.  Subject to appropriate modifications the amendment can be made consistent with the Schedule 1 Objectives.



E3 Planning obo Piermont Pty Ltd



1) Proposal is contrary to what brings visitors to the area, being uniqueness, small scale and undeveloped.  The proposal provides an unfettered conversion of 3,100 ha with nil or limited planning controls on building height or density and will place demand on GSBC to fund infrastructure upgrades.  It provides for another settlement principally for foreign nationals.

It is agreed that additional controls are necessary with respect to the SAP.

More broadly, the concern raised is one of personal opinion.  Piermont is a large-scale development with a mix of visitor accommodation and residential development.  The development envisaged by the Amendment and provided for by the SAP is not considered fundamentally different or larger than the Piermont complex.



Emma Riley and Associates obo East Coast Alliance



1) The draft amendment is unnecessary as the appropriate scale of tourism related use and development can be accommodated by existing planning provisions.

This issue cannot be resolved by way of modification.  The issue represents a fundamental opposition to Amendment.  The issue can only be tested and resolved before the Tasmanian Planning Commission.

2) Structure and Drafting of the SAP – does SAP override zones.

Agreed.  The SAP should specify if each clause is an addition to, modification of, or substitution of any clause in any Zone or Code.

3) Structure and Drafting of the SAP – a Particular Purpose Zone should be adopted if SAP is to override zones.

Disagree.  The SAP does provide a different future for the site but retains the core agricultural focus of the existing zones.  The SAP modifies the existing strategic approach rather than fundamentally change it, which would be the appropriate test for a Particular Purpose Zone (PPZ).  

It should also be noted that Solis is provided for by a SAP rather than a PPZ, whereas Saffire, Spring Bay Mill, and the Gulch each have a PPZ.

4) Structure and Drafting of the SAP – use qualifications appear to prohibit uses which the background material seeks to be discretionary, which if so would require re-exhibition.

Noted.  There are discrepancies between the SAP and the background material.  These issues can only be resolved through the hearing process.  The extent of modifications recommended in this s.39 report would, if adopted by the Tasmanian Planning Commission, likely meet the tests of substantial modifications and require re-exhibition.

5) Rezoning to Rural Resource Zone for heritage reasons is not supported.

Agreed.

6) Extent of conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural use and adequacy of SAP as a means to refuse any non-agricultural use, including residential and visitor accommodation.

Overall, the SAP proposed increased agricultural output and tourism related uses that, notwithstanding their scale, support agricultural use.  

It is accepted that the SAP does not recognise agricultural potential of the homestead precinct and should by way of reducing the extent of the homestead precinct to those areas with identified heritage significance.  The Heritage Design Guidelines do identify sub-precincts around the Homestead that are to be maintained for agriculture.  The SAP also removes an agricultural focus from the Hills Resort Precinct and the Golf and Conservation Precinct which represents the limited agricultural potential of those areas.   

Whilst the Hills Resort Precinct is identified in the draft LPS as being within the Agriculture Zone it has limited agriculture potential.  The basis for the Agriculture Zone is mapping of Agriculture Estate provided by the State Government and which identifies substantial hectares of land of less obvious agricultural potential.  For instance, the recent subdivision off Crossins Road by the Tasmanian Land Conservancy is identified as having agricultural potential.

7) Rezoning of Conservation Covenant areas to Environmental Management is not necessary.

Agreed.  The zoning of land subject to a Conservation Covenant is of no consequence as the covenant is a legal agreement with the State of Tasmania that significantly constrains what an owner may do.  Consequently, they are irrelevant to determining the zoning of land.  

The three covenants on Cambria vary; some allow grazing whilst others don’t.  

8) Potential residential subdivision.

The Amendment does not propose a residential development.  The SAP should be modified to prohibit most forms of residential use.    

9) Extent of visitor accommodation use possible far exceeds demand projections and is an unreasonable large level of unconstrained growth.  It amounts to a new settlement albeit one primarily for visitors. 

The background material references some 500 visitor accommodation rooms.  Clearly, should that occur at once that supply would far outstrip demand but self-evidently that supply will not occur at once.  

10) No economic analysis done on the impact of the proposal on the surrounding settlements or East Coast visitor economy.  Ideally, visitor accommodation would occur across the region as a whole, not in one specific location.

As noted elsewhere in the report there is no relevant or useful regional plan guiding where, how and at what numbers visitor accommodation rooms should be provided.

Clearly the proponent recognises the locational advantages of Swansea and seeks to leverage the sites heritage and agricultural values to capture visitations.  

It is also highly unlikely that accommodation would be provided at a rate that far exceeds demand in a manner that would crowd out investment by other potential providers.  However, without any long-term projections or strategies and without any firm development application, comprehensively evaluating that issue will be challenging.  Any future adverse impact is also dependent to a large degree upon the circumstances of individual businesses, their particular market segments and marketing and how they respond to greater competition.  The continued prevalence of AirBnB and the regulatory response to the sharing economy will also be important factors for supply at the site and across the region.

11) Retail uses. 

The concerns raised are generally accepted and a number of modifications to the SAP are recommended.

12) Hospital services (palliative care) is inappropriate.

Agree.

13) Proposed airstrip would rival other regional airstrip, is too close to existing dwellings and claims that it is necessary for emergency services are misleading.

Modifications to this part of the SAP are recommended.

14) Traffic impacts are not properly considered and are outdated.

See response to Department of State Growth

15) Infrastructure, lack of detail on wastewater management.

Noted.  Such detail is for future processes.

16) Inconsistent with State Coastal Policy 1996, ribbon development and excessive scale.

The amendment is considered consistent with the State Coastal Policy.

17) Lack of justification for the golf course and concern for impact to native vegetation and Moulting Lagoon.

It is agreed that there is insufficient justification for a golf course to be afforded the level of certainty that is proposed in the LAO.

A golf course could well be an ideal land use for areas of limited agricultural potential, subject to any application meeting the necessary planning scheme tests and applicable legislation.  As no application has been made no determination can be made on this one way or the other.  Existing planning provisions are well suited to considering direct impacts of habitat removal, etc.  There is however no direct provisions for operational matters associated with a golf course.  The SAP ought to be modified to introduce an application requirement for a golf course management plan that address all other potential environmental impacts that do not form part of any Code.



IreneInc



1) Swansea has locational advantages to capture economic benefits of increased visitations with economic growth strongly supported by Federal, State and local policies.

Noted.

2) The SAP includes provisions such that General Retail and Hire and Food Services uses do not complete.

Noted.

3) Suggest adoption of a new Standard in the SAP to prohibit use of aquifer water.  Details provided of existing (50ML), approved (462ML) and concept (at least 1196ML) dam storages and existing water rights totalling 1692ML.

The SAP should be modified to include the suggested standard.  The TPC will need to determine if the use is for a proper planning purpose given existing regulation.

4) Suggest adoption of new Standard for the airstrip.

The SAP should be modified to adopt the suggested standard.  A specific noise level may also be appropriate.  A standard for helipads should also be included in a modified SAP.

5) Suggest a 50m Acceptable Solution setback from Dolphin Sands residences other than for the Homestead Precinct as the heritage design guidelines override and prevent building in proximity.

Noted.  Similar but different modifications have been recommended.

6) Scale. 

The representation states that the master plan provides for development to cover approximately 0.2% of the entire estate with less than 6.5ha of total developable footprint (being inclusive of access, car parking, separate between buildings, etc).  The representation also states that “[w]e are continuing to explore an appropriate planning mechanism that could be included, for example either through site coverage for the precincts, or number of rooms”.

It is considered appropriate that the SAP be modified to include a Gross Floor Area Standard to provide some ultimate control over scale and takes into account topography, view lines, bulk, massing, materials and the like. 
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Summary 


Following public exhibition of the Cambria amendment, the Planning Authority must forward a 


report to the Tasmanian Planning Commission (TPC) that: (a) contains all Representations received; 


(b) provides its opinion on each Representation and the impact of the Representation on the 


amendment as a whole (i.e., should the amendment be approved or refused) or the need to modify 


the amendment and (c) any other recommendation considered necessary. 


Broadly, the Planning Authority can form any opinion on a representation and may receive, note, 


refute or endorse.  If the Planning Authority considers modifications are necessary it may propose 


modifications to the amendment or outline the nature of amendments sought.  The Planning 


Authority must resolve to make a decision. 


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. 
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Overview of the Exhibited Amendment 


The Exhibited Amendment (see Attachment A) has multiple parts, the most important being the 


proposed Specific Area Plan (SAP).  The SAP seeks to: 


 Set-aside and replace the provisions of current Rural Resource Zone (RRZ) and Significant 


Agriculture Zone (SAZ); 


 Retain all existing Codes and their associated overlays; 


 Provide site specific Use Table, Use Standards and Development Standards that are tied to 


four precincts and a set of Local Area Objectives for each precinct; 


 The four precincts, with approximate areas, are Hills Resort Precinct (2,000ha), Golf and 


Conservation Precinct (540ha), Homestead Precinct (82ha) and Agricultural Precinct (450ha); 


 The Use Table would prohibit some uses that can be considered now and would make some 


currently prohibited uses discretionary.  The uses that would change from prohibited to 


discretionary include1: 


o Community Meeting and Entertainment (art galleries, hall, etc);  


o Crematoria and Cemeteries; 


o Hospital Services (palliative care); 


o Transport Depot and Distribution; and 


o the full array Food Services, General Retail and Hire and Visitor Accommodation 


uses.  In relation to Visitor Accommodation, use qualifications in the Significant 


Agricultural Zone now preclude a motel, serviced apartment and holiday unit. 


 The Use Table would make almost all uses discretionary.  As such, future applications will be 


subject to public notification processes and exposed to third party appeal processes. 


 The Use Standards proposed are broadly similar to those contained in the zones.  The main 


exception of the Visitor Accommodation use Standard which now applies to the RRZ and 


SAZ.  The SAP does not provide an equivalent or replacement Visitor Accommodation use 


Standard.  The SAP also proposes a commercial competition type clause that seeks to avoid 


duplication with existing Swansea based businesses. 


 The Development Standards for Buildings and Works are based on State Planning Provision 


clauses (for setback and height) and the Rural Resource Zone for siting to avoid native 


vegetation and skylines. 


 The Development Standards for Subdivision are unique to the site. 


The Purpose Statements and Local Area Objectives (LAO) are key to the future implementation of 


the SAP.  They are to be referred to in considering all future applications for discretionary use or the 


Performance Criteria for the majority of development standards.  All Use Standards in the SAP 


require the LAO to be to be furthered.   


The Amendment also includes three separate rezonings for parts of the site, proposes that 


additional areas be included in the Biodiversity Protection Area and coastal hazard areas, and to 


amend the heritage listing of the Cambria Homestead. 


                                                           
1 This is not a complete list; the two zones and the level of detail of use qualifications are complex in the detail.  
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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.  


Structure of the Report 


The Report outlines recommended modifications to the amendment, either by outlining the issue 


and response required or by providing specific clauses.  The report then revisits key regional and 


local strategies prior to summarising the Representations received.  Certain Representations are 


discussed individually whilst others considered as common issues and themes presented.  


The report addresses land use planning matters.   


Many Representations raise issues that are not relevant land use matters, which the Planning 


Authority can only receive and note.  All Representations have been received and noted where they 


raise matters outside of scope.  


Attachment E provides a Statement of Opinion as to the merit of each Representation which outlines 


the officer’s view of each Representation. 
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Recommended Modifications 


A working draft SAP is included in Attachment B that incorporates some of the recommended 


modifications outlined in this report.  The working draft is not complete nor final and is not in a form 


suitable for inclusion in an Amendment; it is intended as the basis for discussion during the hearing 


process.  It is acknowledged that should the direction of the working draft be supported that further 


drafting work would be necessary. 


Some, but not all, of the modifications contained in the working draft are described below. 


Plan Purpose 


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. 


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. 


Use Table 


Adopt the following: 


Use Class Qualification  


No Permit Required 


Natural and Cultural Values 
Management 


 


Passive Recreation  


Resource Development  


Utilities If for minor utilities 


Permitted 


Food Services  Only if for the serving of agricultural produce primarily from the 
region. 


General Retail and Hire Only if for the sale of agricultural produce primarily from the property. 


Residential If for: 
(a) a home-based business in an existing dwelling; or  
(b) alterations or extensions to an existing dwelling. 


Resource Processing  


Visitor Accommodation If in Precinct 1 


Discretionary 


Community Meeting and 
Entertainment 


 


Crematoria and Cemeteries  


Educational and Occasional 
Care 


 


Emergency Services  
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Extractive Industries  


Food Services Except where Permitted 


General Retail and Hire Except where Permitted If not for adult sex product shop, amusement 
parlour, betting agency, bottle shop, department store, local shop, 
pharmacy or supermarket. 


Manufacturing and 
Processing 


If for:  
(a) the manufacturing of agricultural equipment; or  
(b) the processing of materials from Extractive Industry. 


Pleasure Boat Facility  


Research and Development  


Residential If for 
(a) a single dwelling; 
(b) a home-based business; or 
(c) staff accommodation. 


Sports and Recreation  


Storage If for:  
(a) a contractors yard;  
(b) freezing and cooling storage;  
(c) a liquid, solid or gas fuel depot; or  
(d) a woodyard. 


Tourist Operation  


Transport Depot and 
Distribution 


 


Utilities  


Visitor Accommodation If not listed as Permitted. 


 


Use Standards 


Include a use Standard for airstrip and helipads to control hours of operation 


Modify the use Standard relating to retail impact (together with additional use qualification). 


Development Standards 


Include a Gross Floor Area (GFA) Standard for individual buildings and for all buildings in each 


Precinct.   The GFA Standard is necessary in the absence of detailed plans but is inherently difficult to 


propose in the absence of such plans.  It is considered that such as Standard is necessary but what is 


proposed in the Working Draft may not necessarily be the appropriate outcome. 


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 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.  The approved, but not fully developed, Piermont would be 


approximately 3.2ha within 120m2 buildings. 


Reduce the Acceptable Solution for height to 8m if for non-agricultural and non-rural use.  Delete 


F5.7.1 P1 (c) and (d) from the Performance Criteria. 


Modify the setback Standard including an absolute minimum setback in the Performance Criteria to 


ensure ongoing protection of adjoining land. 
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Re-draft the design Standard relating to a landscape management plan to remove the Acceptable 


Solution. 


Include a new Standard that adopts provisions of the Stormwater Code to ensure that future 


buildings and works meet with quality and quantity targets of the State Stormwater Strategy. 


Include a new Standard that preferences the use of existing roads above existing farm accesses and 


rights of way. 


Subdivision Standards 


Remove the Subdivision Standard and rely on the Subdivision Standard in the underlying zone. 


General Drafting 


Adopt most recent TPC advice on draft SAP and state whether each Standard in the SAP acts to 


modify, substitute or add to any Standard in any underlying Zone or Code.  


Adopt application requirements or use Standard outlining the need to prepare and submit a golf 


course management plan in any application addressing matters such as application of fertilizers or 


pesticides, access through the site, habitat protection, habitat restoration, use of water, 


management of runoff.   


Adopt a SAP application clause that requires any use or development to be assessed against any 


Code contained within a Planning Scheme that addresses any matter such as biodiversity.  This is to 


ensure that Priority Vegetation Area of the future Local Provisions Schedule continues to apply.  The 


form proposed in the working draft would effectively extend the overlay to 100% of the site but 


have effect only if native vegetation is impacted. 


Ensure SAP clauses do not conflict with or override clauses in the Local Heritage Code. 


Zone Changes 


Remove Part C, D and E of the Amendment and make no zone changes. 


Heritage Code changes 


Modify the Specific Extent Column for Cambria Homestead to match the precincts identified in the 


Heritage Design Guideline. 


Further Recommendations 


That Council requests the Tasmanian Heritage Council, as a matter of priority, reviews the heritage 


listings in response to the matters raised by the representors. 


That Council writes to the Planning Minister requesting that each of the ‘example’ use given in the 


Visitor Accommodation Use Class be defined and given meaning. 


   







Cambria section 39 report  Page 8 of 42 


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 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. 


Accommodation Supply Analysis for the East Coast (https://www.cg.tas.gov.au) shows a broad 


relationship between visitors and accommodation demand of 1 to 2.  This means 200,000 rooms 


nights are required per 100,000 visitors.  The analysis as at 2016 shows: 


 GSBC has 260 properties, 1401 rooms and 5237 person capacity, of which 35% is at Coles 


Bay.    


 St Helens and surrounds has a total of 180 properties, 1003 rooms and 2934 capacity.  


 Private rentals including Airbnb make up 79 per cent of total properties and 52 per cent of 


rooms on the East Coast. 


 Occupancy rates reach up to 95 per cent for hotels/motels and 99 per cent for rentals during 


peak periods. 







Cambria section 39 report  Page 9 of 42 


 To meet the T21 goal of 1.5 million visitors in 2020 an addition 223 rooms will be required in 


GSBC and 59 rooms in BODC.   


The Accommodation Supply Analysis also notes current accommodation pool is unable to meet the 


needs of visitors with a lack of dining option identified as significant. This supply is unlikely to be 


delivered based on current developments notwithstanding the additional supply brought about from 


the sharing economy policies of the Tasmanian Government.  In part, this is because past 


preferences indicate a demand for hotels/motels for which there is a current undersupply. 


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. 
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Regional Policies 


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.  


T 1.3  Allow for tourism use in the rural and significant agriculture zones where it supports the use 


of the land for primary production.  


T 1.4  Provide flexibility for the use of holiday homes (a residential use) for occasional short-term 


accommodation.  


T 1.5  Provide flexibility within commercial and business zones for mixed use developments 


incorporating tourism related use and development.  


T 1.6  Recognise, planning schemes may not always be able to accommodate the proposed tourism 


use and development due to its innovative and responsive nature.  


T 1.7  Allow for objective site suitability assessment of proposed tourism use and development 


through existing non-planning scheme based approval processes (43A application).  


In this case the s43A combined amendment and application process is not possible due to an 


oversight in the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 which prevents the Tasmanian Heritage Council 


from assessing such permits.  Therefore, this avenue is not currently available to the proponent.  


Heritage Tasmania recently released a discussion paper on amendments to this legislation which 


would, if passed, address this. 


Other than T 1.7, the amendment is capable of furthering each policy.  The amendment is supported 


by detailed assessment of heritage, agriculture and natural values, which are regulated by existing 


Code provisions or proposed SAP provisions.  However, to provide certainty modifications are 


necessary to the SAP to broaden its scope and provide greater certainty and clarity.  In response to 


the RLUS it is considered that: 
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 The lack of control over building scale could see buildings detract from the landscape.  There 


are extensive areas of the site in which development will not be visible from outside of the 


site, however these are not identified in the Amendment.  The Scenic Road Corridor would 


apply 100m either side of the road however this arbitrary provision is insufficient for the site 


in light of the envisaged use.  View corridors through the site from the Great Eastern Drive 


do run for hundreds of metres in some locations as evident by an existing +10m high 


dwelling on neighbouring land that is visible for some 4km.  The proponent should provide a 


visual assessment identifying potential view corridors and either incorporate Standards that 


site buildings outside those corridors or provide suitable mitigation measures.  In lieu of 


that, all buildings visible from Great Eastern Drive should be discretionary with appropriate 


Performance Criteria in place.  Although the site does not have landscape qualities that 


warrant a specific zone, it is considered that the State Planning Provisions Landscape 


Conservation Zone provides a useful starting point to base any SAP Standard on. 


 The No Permit Required status for Agriculture in the Zones and in the SAP is somewhat 


problematic for furthering T 1.3.  The SAP does provide for Agricultural use but should be 


modified to ensure that non-agricultural uses in the plan do in fact follow new investment in 


agriculture and enhanced productivity. 


 The Amendment is not a S43A process and does not provide any development.  There is a 


technicality in the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 that prevents a s43A process on a 


heritage listed site.  Nevertheless, a significant concern was the absence of any detailed 


plans on what is intended.  This absence makes evaluating the potential impacts on the 


landscape values of the site difficult, particularly in light of the scale of use envisaged.  


Standards need to be included in the SAP to put bounds around the scale and siting of use 


and development to provide certainty that all possible outcomes will be adequately 


addressed through the provisions of the planning scheme.  The Planning Authority function 


is to assess built form rather than propose built form.  In the absence of this a Site Coverage 


Standard is proposed with Performance Criteria derived from the SPP Landscape 


Conservation Zone. 


The above are considered appropriate modifications pursuant to section 39 (c) of LUPAA. 
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Local Policies 


The 2015 document Planning for Sustainable Tourism on Tasmania’s East Coast generally offers a 


critique of current land use planning in delivering tourism product and delivering protection of key 


values.  It argues that existing planning schemes are inflexible, noting: 


To provide maximum flexibility for tourism uses to flourish, it is important to provide a high 


level of discretion, so that new and sometimes innovative proposals can be considered on 


their planning merits. 


The document also sets out three key strategic issues for tourism in rural areas of the East Coast, 


that are not adequately dealt with in current planning schemes.  These issues are: 


1. The desirable locations for tourist developments; 


2. The degree of clustering or separation of tourism uses through the region; 


3. The cumulative impact of tourism proposals over time. 


Swansea Structure Plan – April 2016 


The Cambria Estate is outside the Structure Plan study area.  Thus, the Structure Plan does not 


envisage or address this form of tourism development.  It does however outline many important 


principles for Swansea and the management of the tourism industry within the town.  These are 


relevant given the interaction and proximity between the town and site. 


Section 6.1 of the Structure Plan provides a detailed SWOT analysis.  The following lists those that 


are relevant to Cambria Estate proposal. 


Strengths Weakness 


Environmental 


Proximity to Freycinet National Park, Moulting 
Lagoon Ramsar site and other national and state 
recognised natural features.  
 
Beaches, estuaries and rocky foreshore features 
hosting a range of ecosystems.  
 
Impressive views across Great Oyster Bay to the 
Freycinet Peninsula and Nine Mile Beach.  
 
A range of ecosystems providing natural 
abundance of birds, mammals, aquatic life and 
flora.  
 
Nearby access to a number of walking tracks and 
lookouts. 


Limited access into the Eastern Tiers and the 
Tom Legges Tier forests to the west of the 
township.  
 
The neighbouring forests and scrubland present 
a bushfire hazard around built up areas.  
 
Rising topography to the west and the shoreline 
to the east may limit growth in the long term.  
Underutilised bush land areas in the Rural Living 
areas to the west of town. 


Land Use, Settlement and Access 


Large numbers of summer tourist and holiday 
home owners should be capitalised on to ensure 
existing residents receive service and economic 


A number of commercial buildings shop 
frontages are undesirable and underutilised. 
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benefits. Disconnected town centre. 


Services and Facilities 


The seaside village feel of the township and 
nearby tourist attractions provide a key attractor 
for the region.  
 
The town is well serviced by local facilities 
including the primary school, library, emergency 
services, regional level heath care services and 
facility, supermarkets and clubs. 
 
Tourist accommodation is well serviced with 
holiday parks, backpacker lodge, hotels, villas 
and B&B’s all centrally located. 


Pressure on existing village character from 
tourism growth with resort residential areas 
scattered throughout town. 
 
Some tourist facilities are aging and a lack of 
new offerings may affect appeal of Swansea as a 
tourist destination.  
 
Does not have a strong identity and lacks 
“anchor” attractions that draw people to the 
town. 


South Swansea  


Adequate land for urban growth and 
densification. 


 


  


Opportunities Threats 


Environmental 


Retain and improve on visual vistas both towards 
Great Oyster Bay and into the bush and farmland 
to the west. 
 
Establish better connections with beaches, 
Meredith River and parks to the north and south 
of town. 
 
Strengthen tourism focus on natural features 
and look at building more day trip style activities 
using Swansea as an accommodation and service 
base. 


Further development into natural areas such as 
along Saltwater Creek and the Meredith River 
estuary could damage natural environment. 
 
Increased population in the town may increase 
conflicts with natural environment with effects 
such as litter, waste pollution, noise and light 
pollution and additional vehicles/boats 
disrupting and threatening wildlife. 


Land Use, Settlement and Access 


Opportunities to attract a conference facility as a 
point of difference to other east coast towns 
including areas for business and hospitality 
training facilities. 
 
Large areas of undeveloped land appropriately 
zoned for residential and rural residential 
development. 
 
A key commercial centre along Franklin Street 
that has the opportunity to grow along Maria, 
Noyes and Victoria Streets. 
 
The township has a number of existing pockets 
of undeveloped residential infill land ready for 
immediate development. 
 
Reduce signage clutter and a clear gateway and 


Existing planning controls and zoning areas may 
lead to inappropriate development and 
settlement structure.  
 
Lack of developable commercial land may lead to 
a fragmentation of the Town Centre. 
 
The existing development trend is a gradually 
developing township. Further developments and 
subdivisions must be consistent with this to 
ensure that an abundance of vacant lots are not 
left throughout the town. 
 
The influx of tourists and seasonal residents may 
detract from the seaside village feeling of the 
township and leave the area undesirable and 
empty during off seasons. 
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vegetation planting strategy for the township 
entrances will improve the attractiveness of the 
town. 
 
Increased permanent and seasonal populations 
will secure the viability of town services. 


Cultural 


 Excessive tourism or residential development 
may lose the existing community culture of the 
township. 


Summary 


The Amendment is based on detailed assessment of the sites values and a framework is proposed in 


the SAP through which these values can be considered and protected.  Ultimately the issue to be 


determined is how well the SAP considers these values.    


It is considered that all key policy matters, be it infrastructure, coastal, traffic, biodiversity or 


heritage can be considered and protected in any future use or development.   However in response 


to Representations various modifications are proposed to provide greater clarity and certainty 


around use and development outcomes. 


The Amendment is considered to be compatible with the Structure Plan.  The scale of use could not 


and should not occur within the town but will have positive benefits through additional construction 


and ongoing employment generated and by increasing the capability for visitors to spend more time 


in the locality.  The Amendment will create the potential for increased permanent population which 


will improve the long-term viability of any businesses and community services as well as create new 


opportunities.  The modifications recommended will better protect the surrounding landscapes and 


the values that they hold for the settlement. 


Cambria has a number of qualities that make it suitable for a large scale tourism venture.  These 


include proximity to Swansea and a potential workforce, access from the Great Eastern Drive and 


the large and growing number of passing visitors, the size of the property and its diversity of 


landform, its existing agricultural, heritage and environmental values and the potential to improve 


those values through investment.  Further, the concept is dependent upon a large rural holding.  The 


scale cannot be accommodated within any existing East Coast settlement and nor would a 


settlement location assist in meeting the preferences of the targeted consumers. 


It is difficult to predict the best or viable locations for tourism development in rural areas.  


Development potential is subject to consumer preferences, investor preferences, ownership, capital, 


access to staff and qualities of the land such as natural values, proximity to the coast, proximity to 


settlements (which is positive or negative depending on an experienced-based or general venture 


and target market), proximity to destinations, and other factors.  No current planning scheme in 


Tasmania provides any relevant guidance on these matters.  There is also no particularly useful 


regional or local strategies that provide positive guidance on these matters; instead the focus on 


strategies is impact mitigation. 


With the above issues left to the market, a pragmatic approach must be taken to any and all 


investments with a focus upon impact mitigation.  The Amendment is supported by detailed analysis 
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of heritage, environmental and agricultural values.  There is an in-depth understanding of what 


those values are and how they should be protected, to which the SAP does albeit subject to a 


number of modifications.   
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Referrals Received  


TasWater  


Attachment R1 – 29 March 2018 


TasWater do not raise any issue but note the intended provision of dams to meet future water 


demand and future consultation regarding extending sewer. 


Heritage Tasmania  


Attachment R2 – 28 March 2018 


Heritage Tasmania note that with no development application no assessment of notice of interest is 


required.  They note that the heritage provisions will override any planning scheme provisions 


triggering a discretionary application process in the future. 


Department of State Growth  


Representation 236 including referral response 13 April 2018 


The referral comments are attached to correspondence from the Department which is treated as a 


representation and discussed later in this report. 


Policy Conservation and Assessment Branch 


Attachment R3 – 10 September 2018 


PCAB provide comments in response to the material provided by the proponent and in response to a 


separate report provided by Council’s NRM staff. 


Key PCAB comments are: 


 Support the NRM staff recommendations; 


 Suggest further investigation of red capped plover habitat ; 


 Suggest investigation of geoconservation values near Bayles Point; 


 Support the ECOTas reports and note the need for further reports in response to specific 


development proposals; 


 That further work is required on the proposed 200m buffer around the Eagles Nest, noting 


that 500m (or 1km line of sight) is the typical buffer; 


 Further consideration of suggested offsets is required although noting the merit of the 


concepts; and 


 Despite the degraded condition of the saltmarsh, protection may be appropriate. 


The above comments are directly relevant to any future for a golf course in the proposed Golf 


Course precinct.  They are not fundamentally at odds with the proposed SAP but do reiterate the 


environmental values in that part of the site and which are recognised in the amendment and 


supporting material. 


GSBC Natural Resource Management comments 


Attachment R4 – received 11 September 2018 
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NRM comments incorporate the ECOTas recommendations but also address some representation 


issues.  The recommendations include additional formal conservation covenants and 


implementation of management plans on water quality, sea-eagle nest, weed and hygiene and 


rehabilitation.   


It is also suggested that the concept design for the golf course (which the proponent provided after 


the Amendment was certified) should be modified to better protect the identified values. 


There are sufficient controls in the planning scheme to address all of these matters during future 


application. 


 


Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania 


Attachment R5 – Undated 


Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania note that the site does contain known sites that will need to be 


considered and protected as part of any future development. 
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Representations Received 


This section presents some descriptive statistics on the representations received, before discussing 


issues that are categorised against the Schedule 1 Objectives.  Lastly, certain select representations 


are responded to specifically. 


Summary 


623 Representations are considered within this report.  This includes a small number of 


Representations received only 2-3 days after the public exhibition closed.  Representations have 


been continually received since that time but are not considered. 


Of the 623 Representations, 485 are considered unique to particular households.  That is, 485 


Representations were received after removing multiple representations with the same physical or 


email address.  This is not a fully accurate picture due to variable levels of personal information 


provided by representors.   


Approximately half of all Representations received were either a standard submission document or a 


variation of a standard submission that was circulated. 


186 ratepayers have been identified of which 60 are associated with holiday homes.   


The vast majority of Representations oppose the proposal. 


The proportion of representor locations is shown below. 
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Issues relevant to Schedule 1 Objectives raised in Representations 


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


maintenance of ecological processes and genetic diversity;  


Natural Values 


Potential impacts to flora and fauna was a common theme throughout the Representations, with 


both general and specific issues raised.  Issues include: 


1) the level of specie level prescription contained in the ecological assessments; 


2) securing permanent wildlife corridors;  


3) EPBC referral and approval;  


4) boat or aircraft impact to birdlife;  


5) nutrient loading and sedimentation to Moulting Lagoon and to groundwater from buildings 


and modified agricultural practices; 


6) changed environmental flows; 


7) compound existing levels of degradation to Moulting Lagoon such as reduced fish numbers, 


increased salinity, and reduced flushing through dams;  


8) loss of nesting habitat near Meredith River; 


9) loss of habitat of Masked Owl, migratory birds and other fauna;  


10) conflict with and impact to habitat from increased visitors; 


11) impacts and harm due to sensitive environment and species from increased visitors; 


12) impact to low lying land which is frog breeding area; 


13) impact to fauna from increased vehicle traffic; 


14) insufficient separation from eagle nest; 


15) a golf course is incompatible with the identified values of Bayles Backwater & insufficient 


assessment of impact provided; 


16) risk of phytophthora cinnamomi; 


17) that conservation covenants will be removed; 


18) impact to wilderness values; 


19) biosecurity risk of tourists; 


20) serrated tussock quarantining will be impacted; 


21) F5.7.3 does not adequately protect vegetation; and 


22) F5.7.4 does not reflect all ECOTas recommendations. 


The ecological assessments detail the values that exist throughout the site.  Clearly, in some areas 


there are very high values and in others lesser, and further assessment required in certain areas if 


development occurs.  Approvals outside the land use planning system may also be required if 


development occurs in certain areas, including under the Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 or 


Environment Protection and Biodiversity Protection Act 1999. 


Cambria Estate is an agricultural holding.  Like all other East Coast estates, agricultural and rural 


activities occur alongside significant natural values which are regulated in various ways.  Agricultural 


activities are regulated by the State through the Threatened Species Protection Act 1995, the Forest 


Practices Act 1985 and associated codes and regulation, the Water Management Act 1999 and by 
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the Tasmanian Permanent Native Forest Estate Policy.  The Federal Environment Protection and 


Biodiversity Protection Act 1999 may also apply. 


Non-agricultural activities are principally regulated by the planning scheme but some of the above 


legislation may also apply. 


At a strategic level, the allowable uses in the SAP are not necessarily capable of having a greater 


impact to natural values than agricultural uses or the non-agricultural uses currently provided for by 


the existing RRZ and SAZ.  Rather, the issue is how well the natural values will be regulated through 


any future application. 


The planning scheme currently provides a Biodiversity Protection Area (BPA).  The BPA was prepared 


on the fly as GSBC had proposed that the associated Biodiversity Code apply on a case by case 


impact-dependant basis rather than a mapped overlay.  The BPA simply reflects all TASVEG 3.0 


mapped areas of native vegetation and thus incorporates all data quality issues associated with 


TASVEG. 


Moving ahead, the BPA will be replaced by a Priority Vegetation Area (PVA) in the GSBC Local 


Provisions Schedule (LPS).  The PVA has an entirely different methodology which is clarified in the 


supporting material associated with the LPS and available on Council’s website.  The methodology is 


more accurate and practical but again relies on best available TASVEG 3.0 mapping.   


The PVA will not apply to the future Agriculture Zone. 


The ecological assessments and other known data on Cambria Estate necessitate the need for 


planning regulation on natural values.  As such, the SAP requires modification to ensure that the PVA 


applies under a future LPS. 


The BPA applies to much of the Hills Precinct, to Bayles Backwater and smaller patches elsewhere 


(1,943ha).  The PVA applies to similar areas but over a larger extent (2,084ha).   


The planning scheme regulations address the direct impact of clearing and conversion.  Many issues 


raised relate to broader impacts within and outside the site which are not regulated by the planning 


scheme, such as cumulative impacts and change to waterways, strike impact from vehicles, or 


impact of increased visitors walking through breeding habitat in the surrounding area.  The extent to 


which these matters are likely to arise and their potential for harm is not established. 


Impact to Moulting Lagoon can be controlled under the planning scheme through the assessment of 


any golf course and under the Building Act 2016 through regulation of wastewater and stormwater.  


The NSW document “Improving the Environmental Management of New South Wales Golf Courses” 


appears to be the most relevant guideline for future consideration of the golf course.  Impacts to 


waterways from agricultural practices are not regulated through the planning scheme. 


  


Agricultural land 


The Representations raised a number of issues that include the loss of agricultural land 


and concern that tourism and agriculture are not complementary land uses.  The 
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proposal was seen by some representors as undermining the Swan River Irrigation 


Scheme and public investment in that infrastructure.  Impact to adjoining agricultural 


operations, was also raised.  Finally, the zoning of land to Rural Resource is 85ha and 


well beyond the heritage footprint was raised as a concern particularly with respect to 


the level of justification  provided. 


The request has a focus on agricultural use.  The Amendment would see the conversion of some 


agricultural land for non-agricultural land with investment to increase agricultural output in net 


terms.  The extent of conversion is minor, particularly with recommended modifications. 


Tourism and agricultural are complementary activities as demonstrated by numerous examples 


through Tasmania’s regions.  Visitors create a demand for product in their own right and provide 


alternative revenue streams that facilitate cash flow and equity for investment to meet that 


demand.  Conflict may arise at the boundary between different owners and ventures, which can be 


mitigated through appropriate planning and modifications suggested to the SAP. 


Cambria Estate has access to the Swan River Irrigation Scheme and other water resources as 


outlined in the request and proponents representation.  The Amendment compliments that public 


investment. 


As noted elsewhere, Webster’s have made representation as the main neighbouring property.  


Webster representation should be afforded a high weighting in making any decision given the length 


of common boundary and the degree of investment and economic activity that flows from Webster’s 


holding.  Modifications have been suggested to mitigate potential fettering. 


The proposed rezoning around the homestead is not supported.  It is not necessary and would be 


inconsistent with the agricultural potential of that land as documented in the request.  This, 


however, does not imply that non-residential uses as provided for in that precinct may not be 


appropriate.   


Agricultural Practices / Permaculture 


A representation stated that the development provides an opportunity to adopt permaculture 


practices to restore the agricultural environment of Belmont and Cambria and the environment near 


Dolphin Sands.  The representation argues that the presence of weeds, limited tree regeneration and 


dry conditions are indicators of a system under stress which can be corrected by permaculture 


practices to 're-green' the landscape.  The representation notes that physical buildings, tree planting, 


dam and swale construction can all assist in retaining water in the landscape to improve soil health, 


particularly bacterial and fungi activity, leading to environmental gain. 


One representation stated that Council's gorse spraying practices will be ineffectual and create an 


ongoing cycle (detailed at 2.2.1).  Gorse is acting as a pioneer specie that is restoring soil 


permeability and moisture, and will disappear once that role is complete and secondary species 


including Eucalypts establish. 


Noted.  Land management responses are not regulated by the planning scheme.   Agricultural is a No 


Permit Required use and Council has no ability to implement these practices other than by making 


the proponent aware of the representors view. 
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The comments with respect to Council’s practices have been passed on to Council’s NRM unit. 


 


Aquifer  


Representations raised issues regarding the use of aquifer water, that this would restrict other use of 


that water and that the development would degrade aquifer water quality through development of 


land and use of golf course, including through activation of acid sulphate soils and lack of detail on 


future sewage treatment and siting of such infrastructure. 


The proponent has advised that they have no need or desire for aquifer water.  Groundwater use is 


regulated by DPIPWE and the inclusion of any SAP clause on this point would be inappropriate 


notwithstanding that the fact that it would resolve some of the concerns. 


Non-residential uses will generate wastewater and stormwater.  Wastewater systems require 


detailed design and approval processes under the Building Act 2016, including regular maintenance 


and are unlikely to impact the aquifer or cause other issue. 


Stormwater is regulated under the Building Act 2016 and under the Stormwater Code in the 


planning scheme.  No Stormwater Code is provided in the SPP given the existing provisions in the 


Building Act 2016.  There is certainly contention as to whether the Building Act 2016 adequately 


controls the matters contained in the Stormwater Code as the Building Act 2016 has limited scope to 


consider off-site effects.   


Given the site, stormwater harvesting and re-use is a likely scenario.  This would protect the 


receiving environment from nutrient or sediment loading but may have a minor impact on eflows to 


receiving waters, which some representors have raised concern. 


The SAP should be amended to require all buildings and works to meet the stormwater quality and 


quantity targets of the State Stormwater Strategy. 


Water 


Issues raised in Representations include uncertainty over how much water will be required for 


agricultural and tourism development and where it will be sourced from.  These concerns are in the 


context of low and variable rainfall patterns in the locality. 


Cambria Estate has access to a significant amount of water storages and water licences.  These water 


rights operate on a winter-take basis and therefore do not have any impact during periods of low 


rainfall. 


Water licences are granted under the Water Management Act 1999 and are not a land use matter.  


Any extension of TasWater reticulated system would also not require planning permit due to 


exemptions benefitting TasWater. 


 


Coastal Policy 


Issues raised in Representations include a  concern that project is contrary to the State Coastal Policy 


1996. 
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The State Coastal Policy 1996 (SCP) applies to the site as it is within 1 km of the high water mark.   


The SCP three main guiding principles are: 


 Natural and cultural values of the coast shall be protected.  


 The coast shall be used and developed in a sustainable manner.  


 Integrated management and protection of the coastal zone is a shared responsibility. 
 


The SCP incorporates a number of themes, all of which have associated policy statements, including: 


 Natural Resources & Ecosystems 


 Cultural & Historic Resources 


 Cultural Heritage 


 Coastal Hazards 


 Coastal Uses & Development 


 Marine Farming 


 Tourism 


 Urban & Residential Development 


 Transport 


 Public Access & Safety 


 Public Land 


 Recreation 
 


Many of these themes are addressed in equivalent terms in other strategic documents including the 
STRLUS and the Structure Plan. 


There are considered sufficient controls in the Amendment and in the planning schemes Code to 
ensure that these values are appropriately considered and protected. 
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(b) to provide for the fair, orderly and sustainable use and development of air, land and 


water; and 


Historic Cultural Heritage 


Representations noted issues related to heritage that were generally in terms of impact to heritage 


values or inadequate consideration of heritage matters being had, and therefore potentially 


unknown impacts.  Concerns include: 


1) The scale of activities envisaged in the homestead precinct is excessive with no precise detail 


on scale, siting, design or density and which will undermine the benefits of adaptive re-use of 


Cambria; 


2) The proposal will remove the link between Cambria and its agricultural holdings and detract 


from the integrity of this historic farm estate which is rare on a national basis, and will 


impact on the garden layout; 


3) Height in the heritage precinct is too high; 


4) Recommended management measures should be implemented as a priority; 


5) Buildings should maintain line of sight from homestead through building separation and 


plantings; 


6) Heritage assessments do not meet best practice & are not integrated; 


7) Insufficient consideration of heritage, other than the homestead, with omission of 


archaeological potential and values across the entire site and Cambria’s significance as a 


relatively intact early land grant and a farm estate that evolved in size over various owners 


and retains much of its scale, land use(s) and integrity as a farm estate; 


8) Landscape Management Plan is inadequate, pre-dates other development proposal 


information & assessment, is too plant focused and with insufficient consideration of place, 


land use over time & available planting records; 


9) Independent assessment by heritage expert is required; 


10) The Tasmanian Heritage Register listing should apply to the entire property; 


11) Council should refer Cambria for National Heritage Listing; 


12) Council is not doing a good job managing heritage. 


Some representors that raised the above issues consented to their Representation being forwarded 


to the proponent so that their experts could review the concerns raised (a response to which is not 


yet provided).  The criticisms of the heritage assessments provided is not a matter that can be 


resolved through the s.39 process.  This will be a matter of evidence presented to the TPC. 


Cambria Estate is listed on the Tasmanian Heritage Register and in the Local Heritage Code.  The 


extent of both listings is limited to 20m around the homestead and three other buildings only. 


As noted earlier, Heritage Tasmania have not commented in detail on the Amendment. 


The reports provided by the proponent, notwithstanding certain criticisms in some Representations, 


suggest that the heritage significance and values are not adequately captured by the extent of the 


formal listings.  In light of this, Council should write to the Tasmanian Heritage Council and request 


that the heritage listing for Cambria be reviewed as a matter of urgency.  THC should also be 


requested to provide their view on if the estate has national significance.  A modification to the 


Amendment should also be made to ‘specific extent’ column of the listing in the Local Heritage Code 
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to incorporate the zones identified and assessment in the Heritage Design Guidelines.  Both 


recommendations will ensure that all heritage mattes are considered in any future development. 


 


Aboriginal heritage 


Representations raised issues including the degree of consultation with traditional landowners and 


limited consideration of Aboriginal Heritage in the supporting material. 


Aboriginal Heritage is protected under separate legislation that sits outside the planning scheme 


framework.  It is likely that values exist within the site, which may or may not directly interact with 


future development.  


 


Scale 


A number of representations included criticisms of the scale of use set out in the supporting material 


as being inappropriate for the character & amenity of the area.  This criticism was raised in relation 


to potential impacts to pristine East Coast environments, impact to the natural beauty of the site and 


surrounds, the absence of or limitations of infrastructure, and lastly too much, too soon and 


precedent establishing.  The scale was seen as a direct threat to the collective values that attract 


visitors and residents to the area.  Concern was also raised that existing use standards for visitor 


accommodation would not apply and future development had no upper limit. 


Other East Coast tourism ventures in rural areas include: 


 235 units (80 permanent dwellings), restaurant, swimming pool, tennis court, marina and 


golf practice range approved at Piermont, Swansea over 93 hectares (2.5 buildings per 


hectare); 


 18482 Tasman Highway, Bicheno approved restaurant, managers residence at 16 units over 


34 hectares (0.5 buildings per hectare); 


 White Sands Estate, Ironhouse Point, 29 units, restaurant, conference facilities, cinema, 


tennis court, over 90 hectares (0.3 buildings per hectare); 


 Bicheno Golf Club, 61 residential lots north of Bicheno Golf Course and extended 18 hole 


golf course over 95ha (0.6 buildings per hectare); 


The Planning Scheme includes Particular Purpose Zones for Saffire and Spring Bay Mill.  The Saffire 


PPZ has no control over scale.  The Spring Bay Mill PPZ includes a 5% site coverage Acceptable 


Solution which equates to approximately 2.1ha of buildings. 


The current RRZ and SAZ include a use Standard for visitor accommodation.  The Objective of the use 


Standard is to ensure visitor accommodation is of a scale that accords with the rural character and 


use of the area.  Associated Performance Criteria include that visitor accommodation use: 


 be of an intensity that respects the character of use of the area; 


 be located on the property’s poorer quality agricultural land or within the farm homestead 


buildings precinct; 


 not fetter the rural resource use of the property or adjoining land. 
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The phrase be of an intensity that respects the character of use of the area applies in most zones.   


With a large-scale proposal envisaged, the SAP proposes to set-aside and not replace the visitor 


accommodation use Standard of the RRZ and SAZ.  This is the key aspect of the SAP.  The use 


Standard of the RRZ and SAZ requires a case by case establishment of what the relevant area is, what 


the character of that area is and what is an appropriate intensity of use in light of that character.  


The relevant RRZ and SAZ clauses, or minor variations of, have been tested in two RMPAT appeal 


processes; both in Kingborough and both in the Environmental Living Zone and one being the recent 


Villa Howden decision.   


The guiding principle for determining the relevant area is from M Drury v Hobart City Council and Ors 


(TASRMPAT 18), which notes that the area: 


“must be sufficiently large to enable an assessment of the prevailing characteristics but not 


so large as to dilute the character of the area around the development and alongside which 


the development will sit” 


In terms of area, the Villa Howden, R & R Pearshouse and Anor v Kingborough Council and Anor 


[2018] RMPAT 24 case entailed three separate planning experts presenting alternative ways of 


determining the relevant area with the preferred opinion being imprecise on the relevant area for 


establishing character.  The preferred opinion also stated (at paragraph 43 of the decision): 


“Scale is a concept that is relative to the surrounding environment, such as a development 


that is appropriate is one environment might be inappropriate in another depending on the 


character of the environment. In a suburban environment, it is relatively easy to identify and 


appropriate an appropriate scale by reference to the surrounding development. However, in 


a non-urban environment it is more problematic owing to larger space, greater separation, 


and factors such as topography and vegetation come into play. It might be possible to have 


development of varying scale that owing to the factors above, does not represent the 


character of the area. The Sapphire Development at Coles Bay is an example of that. 


In the subject case the proposed development is of a different scale to every other 


development in the surrounding area, however as there is no characteristic scale, I cannot 


conclude that it is disrespectful.” 


Across all precincts there are areas in which development could occur that would be screened from 


public view by topography and vegetation.  Arguably, internalised development not visible outside 


the plan area is an intensity that is respectful of character as external impacts such as traffic may not 


be significant.  The Tribunal noted in the Villa Howden case: 


… the Tribunal finds that the attributes of the design, the site and its surroundings are such 


that the appearance of the Proposal will not be dominant from the adjoining land or from 


Howden Road.  Its impacts would be largely limited to within the site of the Proposal.  The 


proposal would be subservient to the dominating landscape within the area of the site.  The 


intensity of the use of the site would be unremarkable as the site is removed and largely 


obscured from its neighbours and from the road by existing vegetation on and around the 


site.  The impacts arising from its intensify would be limited to traffic coming and going from 


the development 
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The above is not presented to argue that the envisaged use or development is compatible with the 


character of the area but rather to show that determining an appropriate scale for a rural character 


over a particular area using the current zone provisions is not a simple exercise or one that has 


known outcomes.    


Many Representations argue that the scale of use should be capped and be capped at less than what 


is outlined in the supporting report.  Scale of use is relevant to considerations of infrastructure and 


amenity, particularly from patrons coming to and from the site, to consideration of landscape values 


and built form and to economic considerations such as supply and demand for rooms. 


In response to these concerns, a Gross Floor Area Standard is considered to be an appropriate 


response to these issues and it is recommended that a Standard be included in the SAP.  A Gross 


Floor Area provides greater certainty and addresses the built form elements that are considered 


more relevant than use alone in maintaining rural character. 


The GFA Standard is necessary in the absence of detailed plans but is inherently difficult to propose 


in the absence of such plans.  It is considered that such as Standard is necessary but what is 


proposed in the Working Draft may not necessarily be the appropriate outcome. 


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 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.  The approved, but not fully developed, Piermont would be 


approximately 3.2ha within 120m2 buildings. 


As a final point on the existing planning scheme, visitor accommodation is a discretionary use in the 


RRZ with no qualifications and is a discretionary use in the SAZ with the following qualification “Only 


if backpackers hostel, bed and breakfast establishment, camping and caravan park, holiday cabin, 


overnight camping area or seasonal workers accommodation”.  Unhelpfully, most of these terms are 


not defined; they clearly should be.  The term holiday cabin was originally defined in 1978 Tourism 


Determinations issued by the State.  However, there is no longer any definition of a holiday cabin.  


Consequently, there is uncertainty about what use can and cannot be considered in the SAZ.   


 


Visual amenity 


Issues raised relate to the potential visual impact of the proposal.  Concerns include the scale of the 


development, the height of buildings allowed under the SAP, that development will be visible from 


the coastline and Great Eastern Drive and the degree to which impacts can be mitigated. 


These concerns overlap to a degree with scale.  It is considered that the recommendations made in 


the above section will address some of the concerns raised.  


The flat plains either side of the Great Eastern Drive and the hills to the west mean that much of 


Cambria is visible from public vantage points.  Conversely, the majority of the Hills Precinct is not 


visible as is a large proportion of the Agricultural Precinct.  Arguably the scenic qualities of Cambria 


are not significant relative to other East Coast locations.  The Cambria Homestead is not prominent 
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to passive vehicles or Nine Mile Beach.  Conversely, there is clear evidence in the landscape that high 


structures can be visible over great distance and can be too prominent over shorter distances.  


Poorly sited or large building bulk will have an unreasonable impact to visual amenity of the area 


with adverse impacts to visitors and residence.  There is a capacity within the site to locate buildings 


with no to little prominence from public places and to also ensure design mitigates potential adverse 


impacts on buildings sited within viewlines. 


 


Uncertainty 


The lack of a firm planning application was a common concern.  It was generally considered that too 


much is unknown and the request too light on detail.  Related issues include inconsistency in the 


documentation and interpretation of discretionary uses in the SAP in light of statements made in the 


supporting documentation.  Concerns include: 


1) The SAP is too general for a proposal of this scale leading to positive, negative and as yet 


undefined impacts and has no link to the proponents master plan; 


2) Without detailed plans, impacts cannot be identified, quantified, managed or mitigated.  


Proponent statements that less than half the master plan would be implemented; 


3) Difficulty in navigating 'planner speak' and the various documents and how they related to 


the Specific Area Plan; 


4) The master plan was not exhibited; 


5) Developer not bound to the SAP.  Council has too little control over future applications; 


6) Lack of coherent strategic purpose and focus; 


7) A Specific Area Plan is not warranted.  Cambria Homestead can be developed under the 


current planning scheme and the proposal is not a significant economic tourism 


development. 


The outline of future development given in the master plan and supporting report is separate to the 


SAP and Amendment.  The content of the amendment and specifically the SAP must form the basis 


of the assessment.   


A number of modifications to the SAP are recommended to be made which will address some of 


issues raised. 


 


Development Standards of SAP 


Some Representations raised concerns with respect to the detail of the SAP including: 


1) Heights, with concerns raised that height would increase from 5 metres on Dolphin Sands 


Road and 8.5 metres/2 storeys in Cambria to 12 metres/4 storeys on most development 


precincts, including the golf course; 


2) Setback, with concerns raised the any building would have a 5m setback compared 20m to 


50m now; 


3) Subdivision, with additional subdivision potentially and smaller lots sizes proposed, including 


potential for residential lots; 


4) Scale of use, with concerns raised that there is no limit to what could occur; 
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5) Use, with concerns raised that some uses are inappropriate for the area or maybe 


inappropriate dependent on their future scale; 


6) That the covenanted area should be excluded from the SAP; 


7) That the SAP has no distinction between terms villa, apartment and unit; 


8) Limits on residential use are warranted and residential should not be allowed;  


9) The Dolphin Sands PPZ should apply to the site; and 


10) Subdivision in Precinct 2 should be prevented. 


A number of modifications to the SAP are recommended to be made which will address the majority 


of issues raised. 


The covenants apply irrespective of the planning scheme.  There may be conflict between the 


planning scheme and a covenant (by zoning covenanted land for agriculture) but in practice this is of 


no consequence.  A covenant is enforceable by legal action and is not a relevant planning 


consideration.  The covenants within Cambria are with the State of Tasmania. 


 


Traffic 


Concern was raised within Representations that the additional traffic would reduce existing safety 


and efficiency of road users, particularly with respect to tourist traffic.  Other concerns raised include 


expectations that the project would require or create a demand for a bridge crossing between 


Dolphin Sands and Swanwick.  Concern was raised that existing farm accesses off the Tasman 


Highway and off Dolphin Sands Road would be used for the tourism development which would give 


rise to significant amenity concerns. 


The Great Eastern Drive is clearly the major means by which visitors access the East Coast, and is 


administered by the Department of State Growth (DSG).   Tasmanian Government submissions to 


the Legislative Council inquiry on short stay accommodation states the branding of the Great Eastern 


Drive has increased visitations by 20% / 62,800. 


The representation from DSG does not outline any concern with traffic safety or efficient.  DSG have 


several current upgrade works to the Great Eastern Drive but otherwise have no (known) strategy 


for future upgrade works to the Great Eastern Drive.  


In terms of the site, it is unclear to what extent future development will directly generate increased 


visitations or capture visitations that are driven by existing conditions and enhanced by Government 


marketing.  The proposal would clearly increase use of existing local roads and the TIA outlines the 


likely upgrades that would be required at the junction of these roads with the Great Eastern Drive.  


The TIA does not adequately address the likely need for upgrades to local roads, such as their 


widening or sealing.  The TIA provides information and background and not a final position on any 


traffic matter. 


The Road and Rail Assets Code will apply to all future application and provides the basis for Council 


and DSG to assess traffic generation. 


Cambria Estate has a number of access points and rights of way through other titles, but has good 


connectivity via McNeils Road and Swan River Road and to a lesser extent Boathouse Road.  The SAP 
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should be amended so that any increased traffic generation for non-agricultural activities is via 


existing public roads (as an Acceptable Solution) with a Performance Criteria to consider and protect 


amenity and biosecurity considerations of adjoining land. 


A bridge crossing to Swanwick is not proposed and is unlikely to be financially or environmentally 


viable to either a private proponent or government. 


 


Airstrip 


Issues raised in Representations include:  


1) impact to residential amenity of flights and traffic; 


2) the need for medical flight services; 


3) increased flights over Freycinet; 


4) safety due to cross winds; 


5) is more for tourists than medical purposes; 


6) helicopter flights; 


7) extent of upgrades required and degree of compliance as an agricultural landing strip;  


8) existing status of airstrip; 


9) lack of Royal Flying Doctors Service awareness of concept;  


10) harm to vegetation from oil and other residue under flight path;  


11) support for the airstrip and 


12) limited planning laws in Tasmania 


The SAP requires modification to give greater direction for any future upgrade of the existing airstrip 


or development of airstrip or helipad elsewhere on the site.  This must be limited to direct amenity 


consideration of adjoining land. 


Relevant contested planning appeal cases on similar scaled airstrips are few.   Those that are 


relevant have placed significant weighting on noise exposure of aircraft to surrounding sensitive 


receivers in a manner not dissimilar to assessing industrial activities. 


 


Palliative care 


Concern was raised in Representations regarding the palliative care component, including insufficient 


medical practitioners to serve the development, which will take doctors from existing practices and 


further stress the health system or undermine May Shaw.  Uncertainty also existed as to what 


specifically was proposed and how a compliant service could be provided outside a settlement.  The 


peak body Palliative Care Tasmania has offered to brief Council on these matters. 


 


The potential to provide and sustain a private palliative care facility is limited.  Facilities are provided 


at Swansea via May Shaw.  It is recommended that this use be removed from the SAP. 
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Natural Hazards & Risk 


Concern was raised in Representations that flood and bushfire risk were not considered and that 


increased visitors would strain existing volunteer emergency services.  The TFS note their willingness 


to participate in TPC hearings. 


Parts of the site are subject to a natural of natural hazards and risks.  The planning scheme provides 


a number of Code that address these matters as part of any future applications. 


 


Property Values 


Representations considered that the proposal would both reduce and increase property values in the 


area. 


These claims can only be confirmed by independent property valuations that would be based on 


certain assumptions as to future use or development on the land, and which cannot truly anticipate 


the actual value that is settled during any transaction.  Given the matters that are taken into account 


in land valuation it is doubtful that development of land has a negative impact on adjoining 


valuations. 


The modifications recommended will address some of the amenity considerations that representors 


consider will impact market value. 


 


Council’s Strategic Plan 


Concern was raised in Representations that a development of the scale envisaged and located in 


areas of known natural values is contrary to Council’s Strategic Plan. 


Council’s Strategic Plan is relevant to the consideration of the amendment but is considered to have 


a relatively low weighting in any decision making.  The Strategic Plan is to inform Councils 


operational planning not to regulate land use matters.  


 


 


(c) to encourage public involvement in resource management and planning; and 


This is a procedural objective that is delivered through the established legislative process for 


consultation. 


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


paragraph (a), (b) and (c); 


Economic Impacts 


Some Representations expressed support for the project for the potential local economic gain and job 


creation.  These benefits would sustain permanent population and existing community services and 


businesses, reduced pressure for accommodation in Coles Bay.  Support was received for event 


facilities and airstrip. 
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Some Representations expressed concern for the negative impact to Swansea and existing 


businesses.  Specific concerns include:  


1) that F5.6.1 of the SAP  is insufficient in light of description of the Cambria village at page 49 


of the master plan; 


2) statements that existing business are not setup to cater for foreign tourists and therefore will 


not see any benefits; 


3) that tourism jobs do not best meet the needs of youths;  


4) that the proposal creates a new, larger town that is not economically or socially viable, or 


that will be gated and exclusive; 


5) that economic benefits will be minimal or negative and that local or Tasmanian people will 


not be employed for construction or operation; 


6) no need for a golf course as Swansea already has a golf course - limited golfing tourism; 


7) support for golf course; 


8) conflict with Tasmanian Brand & existing operators; and 


9) caters for a small percentage of Tasmanian visitors (4%). 


Clause F5.6.1 provides an appropriate level of protection for existing businesses and services in 


Swansea.  Nevertheless, it is recommended that a number of modifications be made to the SAP to 


reduce the range of use that can be considered to those that are reasonably associated with 


tourism.    


Infrastructure 


Issues raised include uncertainty over what infrastructure will be required and how this will be 


funded.  In long-term, rate-payers will pay for infrastructure expansion and maintenance.  Developer 


should be required to pay a bond to ensure works are to standard. 


The full extent of public infrastructure needs is not known.  The documentation identifies potential 


highway junction upgrades and there is a potential to provide TasWater services.  Upgrades to the 


local road network may also be required. 


Public infrastructure upgrades will be developer funded and GSBC, TasWater and Department of 


State Growth all have procedures in place to verify the quality of work. 
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Issues outside the Schedule 1 Objectives 


Process 


Council was secretive, rushed, non-consultative and with questionable probity.  Lack of transparency 


in State and Local Government. 


Ownership 


Various commentary was given on ownership and specific concerns raised relating to: 


1) the public announcement of Cambrian Culture and Art Town; 


2) Who are the proponents, what are their credentials, can they deliver?; 


3) Allegations that Council and other parties have change and or broken Australian corporate 


law to suit the developer or the law has otherwise been breached; 


4) The ownership of associated corporate entities, the land owner consent granted and 


allegations of subterfuge; 


5) Loss of local identity and social fabric; 


6) "Already another east coast farm has been purchased with the intention of developing it 


when the Cambria test case has cleared the way.  Another coastal property owner has been 


approached to sell" and similar statements; 


Other 


1) “Public right of way to access reserves etc: Again no information supplied, will this be 


explored and addresses”; 


2) Concern that the Alliance group are opposing the proposal for opposition sake; 


3) Strong NIMBY element - Dolphin Sands was once part of Cambria; 


4) Dolphin Sands subdivision subject to tight restrictions to preserve environment & these 


apply to the development site; 


5) Council website cannot be accessed in France; 


6) Commentary on DSRA submission / or commentary on DSRA; 


7) Should be a Project of State Significance; 


8) There is a lack of project costings; 


9) The amendment simply seeks windfall profits for the owner;  


10) Cambria is not referenced in PWS Freycinet Master Plan - will increase demands on the 


National Park; 


11) Potential health effects of pesticide use; 


12) Allegation that the existing zoning described by Ireneinc is contrary to the actual approved 


zoning shown on the list; 


13) Question as to whether Crown land was transferred to the owners in 2015; 


14) Allegations of lack of transparency and good governance directed at the State Government; 


15) That there are 11, 12 or 13 titles within the site depending on which piece of information is 


sourced; 


16) Removal of fencing along 483 Dolphin Sands Road for an access road; 


17) "If I had known this development was being considered I would never have invested all my 


savings in … two years ago"; 


18) locking up land for the privilege few while we have a housing crisis. 
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Select Representations 


Department of State Growth 


1) Without certainty of associated DA, concerned by scale and scope of what could eventuate – 


including residential subdivision - under broad scope of SAP from a traffic and tourism 


industry perspective. 


Modifications are recommended to the SAP. 


2) Land owner consent for Crown land. 


The Council minutes confirm that the amendment was initiated only for private land and not Crown 


road reservations, and that the initiation was made under s34(1)(a) (i.e., in response to a request).  


Council can nevertheless initiate an amendment under s34(1)(b) to any land without any land owner 


consent.   


The certified SAP does not apply to Crown land.  It must be noted that at the scale presented the 


narrow road reserves are not visible. 


3) Meaningful comment on the TIA cannot be made as does not reflect activities described in 


the planning report, is out of date and refers to 4 accesses only, whereas DSG state there are 


10.   


Noted.  The TIA provides background information.  Any future application will be subject to the Road 


and Rail Assets Code which will require a new TIA for any significant traffic generating use and must 


have regard to the specific use or development. 


4) Utilities ought to be discretionary. 


Agree. 


5) Master plan does not enable public transport.  Visitors, residents and staff will be entirely 


reliant on private vehicles. 


There is no bus service within Swansea.  DSG note that from 2019 there will be a daily return bus 


service from Bicheno to Hobart and a school service from Swansea to Hobart.  It would appear that 


both services will run along the Great Eastern Drive only, and therefore not enter Cambria Estate.   


It is common place in rural areas for people to drive to, or be driven to, bus services. 


It is self-evident that visitors to the East Coast are car dependant, this is central to the Great Eastern 


Drive marketing platform. 


6) Inconsistent with PAL policy and loss of agricultural land. 


DSG principle concern is that any extensive development of the land would reduce land that could 


be used for agriculture. 
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The SAP prioritises agricultural use on the better quality areas of the site.   It is recommended that 


the part of the Amendment to rezone land to Rural Resource Zone around the homestead be 


removed.  It is also recommended that setbacks be increased to remove any potential for fettering. 


The request is consistent with the PAL policy and the recommended modifications will enhance this. 


7) Tourism supply. 


DSG consider there to be too much uncertainty to comment on what affect the amendment will 


have on tourism. 


This can only be noted. 


8) There is an active clay mine lease owned by TasWater, and two others leases, on PID 


3016155 which are subject to the Attenuation Code. 


Noted. 


9) Inconsistent with Structure Plan and potential to create a new community. 


DSG provide little detail to explain or justify this concern.  The SAP does not propose a residential 


settlement.  As noted elsewhere modifications are recommended to restrict commercial use above 


that already provided for by the use Standard in the SAP. 


10) Contrary to State Coastal Policy 1996 in that the requirement to avoid actively mobile 


landform has not been considered. 


An actively mobile dune is not sufficiently defined in the State Coastal Policy 1996.  


The Coastal Erosion Hazard Code in the planning scheme was prepared by Department of Premier 


and Cabinet and endorsed by the TPC.  It does allow for development, subject to detailed design, in 


areas currently eroding or anticipated to erode by 2100 or sooner but do not allow development on 


an actively mobile landform.  Irrespective of the Amendment, the Code will apply to any 


development.   


11) Suggested improvements to SAP, including:  


 Clarifying use qualifications 


 Including agriculture as an objective in each precinct; 


 Making utilities a discretionary use; 


 Providing for storage use to recognise this as an ancillary use to agriculture. 


Agreed. 


12) Uses such as crematoria use creates attenuation buffers in close proximity to potential 


sensitive uses. 


Noted. 


13) Previous DSG comments not included in initiation report. 
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The comments were received after the report was prepared.  The comments essentially note that 


the developer could submit a s43A combined application, but as noted earlier, a s43A is not possible 


due to the sites heritage listing.  The comments also note that the TIA is 2 years old and does not 


reflect any specific development which was also understood.  


 


E3 Planning obo Websters Limited 


 


1) The masterplan should be ignored for the purposes of assessment.  Only the development 


potential created by the SAP is relevant. 


Agreed 
 


2) No development is proposed.  Even if it were there is no guarantee in the SAP that a permit 


would be implement and other proposal could be developed in the future.  The overall 


development potential of the SAP is nothing less than massive with insufficient controls on 


subdivision, residential and visitor accommodation. 


It is clear no development is proposed at this stage.   The background material does present a large, 
broad vision for the future of the site which is likely to naturally evolve over time as markets are 
tested and as visitor and other demands change overtime.  The SAP needs to balance flexibility and 
mitigation of potential impacts and to this end requires various modifications to provide such 
balance. 
    


3) Lack of an integrated master plan, leading to potential for parts of the site to be sold 


separately and potential developed in ways inconsistent with the SAP.  


Whilst this is speculative, the SAP purpose statements and LAO to provide a significant degree of 
integration between agriculture and tourism.  In this context, the rationale and objective of the 
proposed subdivision controls are not properly established and should be removed. 
  


4) Subdivision and residential development at urban densities is possible 


Disagree.  Such proposals would be contrary to the objective for the Standard (which the 


representation omits) and the plan purpose statements.  In any case it is recommended that the 


subdivision Standard of the SAP is removed.  The amendment is not for a residential development. 


5) No scale on visitor accommodation, particularly where permitted in the Homestead Precinct. 


Agreed.  A Gross Floor Area provision is proposed. 


6) Building height of 12m is unacceptable for visitor accommodation use and out of character 


with the surrounding area. 


Agree.  Whilst the height Standard is based on the State Planning Provisions height limit it should be 


reduced to 8m for non-agricultural uses. 


7) The SAP would convert 3,000ha of agricultural land. 
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Disagree.  The amendment does however require modification to better reflect the current use of 


the site should tourism related development not occur or happen at a smaller scale.  This requires 


modification throughout the document but particularly to ensure that the SAP does not prohibit any 


rural or agricultural use otherwise provided by the zone and which may be appropriate in the future. 


8) Potential to fetter surrounding use. 


The SAP does provide a use Standard that addresses this potential and adopts large setbacks for 


sensitive uses.  Nevertheless a modification is necessary to provide absolute minimum setbacks.  


This removes any potential for sensitive use in close proximity, and reflects the large size of the site 


and the flexibility available for building siting. 


9) Inconsistency with STRLUS by increased demand on infrastructure with pressure on GSBC to 


fund infrastructure include roads, electricity, water and waste disposal and collection and 


creation of a new regional centre, urban expansion, and loss of agricultural land. 


The argument is that under increasing visitor numbers a demand would be generated to provide 


water, sewer, stormwater and other services to the site and to Dolphin Sands and to which Council 


would fund. 


Water and sewer reticulated could be provided to the site or part of the site at the developers cost 


and in consultation with TasWater.  It is unclear what role Council would or could ever have in 


facilitate such service extensions. 


Stormwater is a Council function however such developers typically provide a private system.  For 


instance, Piermont will be developed with a series of large scale private stormwater mains and other 


services at developers cost. 


A residential development is not proposed.  The settlement strategies of the STRLUS are not 


relevant.  Activity centre considerations are relevant but will be resolved through the proposed 


modifications.  Loss of agricultural land considerations are discussed elsewhere. 


10) Inconsistency with Schedule 1 Objectives of LUPAA 


Disagree.  Subject to appropriate modifications the amendment can be made consistent with the 


Schedule 1 Objectives. 


 


E3 Planning obo Piermont Pty Ltd 


 


1) Proposal is contrary to what brings visitors to the area, being uniqueness, small scale and 


undeveloped.  The proposal provides an unfettered conversion of 3,100 ha with nil or limited 


planning controls on building height or density and will place demand on GSBC to fund 


infrastructure upgrades.  It provides for another settlement principally for foreign nationals. 


It is agreed that additional controls are necessary with respect to the SAP. 
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More broadly, the concern raised is one of personal opinion.  Piermont is a large-scale development 


with a mix of visitor accommodation and residential development.  The development envisaged by 


the Amendment and provided for by the SAP is not considered fundamentally different or larger 


than the Piermont complex. 


 


Emma Riley and Associates obo East Coast Alliance 


 


1) The draft amendment is unnecessary as the appropriate scale of tourism related use and 


development can be accommodated by existing planning provisions. 


This issue cannot be resolved by way of modification.  The issue represents a fundamental 


opposition to Amendment.  The issue can only be tested and resolved before the Tasmanian 


Planning Commission. 


2) Structure and Drafting of the SAP – does SAP override zones. 


Agreed.  The SAP should specify if each clause is an addition to, modification of, or substitution of 


any clause in any Zone or Code. 


3) Structure and Drafting of the SAP – a Particular Purpose Zone should be adopted if SAP is to 


override zones. 


Disagree.  The SAP does provide a different future for the site but retains the core agricultural focus 


of the existing zones.  The SAP modifies the existing strategic approach rather than fundamentally 


change it, which would be the appropriate test for a Particular Purpose Zone (PPZ).   


It should also be noted that Solis is provided for by a SAP rather than a PPZ, whereas Saffire, Spring 


Bay Mill, and the Gulch each have a PPZ. 


4) Structure and Drafting of the SAP – use qualifications appear to prohibit uses which the 


background material seeks to be discretionary, which if so would require re-exhibition. 


Noted.  There are discrepancies between the SAP and the background material.  These issues can 


only be resolved through the hearing process.  The extent of modifications recommended in this s.39 


report would, if adopted by the Tasmanian Planning Commission, likely meet the tests of substantial 


modifications and require re-exhibition. 


5) Rezoning to Rural Resource Zone for heritage reasons is not supported. 


Agreed. 


6) Extent of conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural use and adequacy of SAP as a 


means to refuse any non-agricultural use, including residential and visitor accommodation. 


Overall, the SAP proposed increased agricultural output and tourism related uses that, 


notwithstanding their scale, support agricultural use.   
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It is accepted that the SAP does not recognise agricultural potential of the homestead precinct and 


should by way of reducing the extent of the homestead precinct to those areas with identified 


heritage significance.  The Heritage Design Guidelines do identify sub-precincts around the 


Homestead that are to be maintained for agriculture.  The SAP also removes an agricultural focus 


from the Hills Resort Precinct and the Golf and Conservation Precinct which represents the limited 


agricultural potential of those areas.    


Whilst the Hills Resort Precinct is identified in the draft LPS as being within the Agriculture Zone it 


has limited agriculture potential.  The basis for the Agriculture Zone is mapping of Agriculture Estate 


provided by the State Government and which identifies substantial hectares of land of less obvious 


agricultural potential.  For instance, the recent subdivision off Crossins Road by the Tasmanian Land 


Conservancy is identified as having agricultural potential. 


7) Rezoning of Conservation Covenant areas to Environmental Management is not necessary. 


Agreed.  The zoning of land subject to a Conservation Covenant is of no consequence as the 


covenant is a legal agreement with the State of Tasmania that significantly constrains what an owner 


may do.  Consequently, they are irrelevant to determining the zoning of land.   


The three covenants on Cambria vary; some allow grazing whilst others don’t.   


8) Potential residential subdivision. 


The Amendment does not propose a residential development.  The SAP should be modified to 


prohibit most forms of residential use.     


9) Extent of visitor accommodation use possible far exceeds demand projections and is an 


unreasonable large level of unconstrained growth.  It amounts to a new settlement albeit 


one primarily for visitors.  


The background material references some 500 visitor accommodation rooms.  Clearly, should that 


occur at once that supply would far outstrip demand but self-evidently that supply will not occur at 


once.   


10) No economic analysis done on the impact of the proposal on the surrounding settlements or 


East Coast visitor economy.  Ideally, visitor accommodation would occur across the region as 


a whole, not in one specific location. 


As noted elsewhere in the report there is no relevant or useful regional plan guiding where, how and 


at what numbers visitor accommodation rooms should be provided. 


Clearly the proponent recognises the locational advantages of Swansea and seeks to leverage the 


sites heritage and agricultural values to capture visitations.   


It is also highly unlikely that accommodation would be provided at a rate that far exceeds demand in 


a manner that would crowd out investment by other potential providers.  However, without any 


long-term projections or strategies and without any firm development application, comprehensively 


evaluating that issue will be challenging.  Any future adverse impact is also dependent to a large 


degree upon the circumstances of individual businesses, their particular market segments and 
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marketing and how they respond to greater competition.  The continued prevalence of AirBnB and 


the regulatory response to the sharing economy will also be important factors for supply at the site 


and across the region. 


11) Retail uses.  


The concerns raised are generally accepted and a number of modifications to the SAP are 


recommended. 


12) Hospital services (palliative care) is inappropriate. 


Agree. 


13) Proposed airstrip would rival other regional airstrip, is too close to existing dwellings and 


claims that it is necessary for emergency services are misleading. 


Modifications to this part of the SAP are recommended. 


14) Traffic impacts are not properly considered and are outdated. 


See response to Department of State Growth 


15) Infrastructure, lack of detail on wastewater management. 


Noted.  Such detail is for future processes. 


16) Inconsistent with State Coastal Policy 1996, ribbon development and excessive scale. 


The amendment is considered consistent with the State Coastal Policy. 


17) Lack of justification for the golf course and concern for impact to native vegetation and 


Moulting Lagoon. 


It is agreed that there is insufficient justification for a golf course to be afforded the level of certainty 


that is proposed in the LAO. 


A golf course could well be an ideal land use for areas of limited agricultural potential, subject to any 


application meeting the necessary planning scheme tests and applicable legislation.  As no 


application has been made no determination can be made on this one way or the other.  Existing 


planning provisions are well suited to considering direct impacts of habitat removal, etc.  There is 


however no direct provisions for operational matters associated with a golf course.  The SAP ought 


to be modified to introduce an application requirement for a golf course management plan that 


address all other potential environmental impacts that do not form part of any Code. 


 


IreneInc 


 


1) Swansea has locational advantages to capture economic benefits of increased visitations 


with economic growth strongly supported by Federal, State and local policies. 
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Noted. 


2) The SAP includes provisions such that General Retail and Hire and Food Services uses do not 


complete. 


Noted. 


3) Suggest adoption of a new Standard in the SAP to prohibit use of aquifer water.  Details 


provided of existing (50ML), approved (462ML) and concept (at least 1196ML) dam storages 


and existing water rights totalling 1692ML. 


The SAP should be modified to include the suggested standard.  The TPC will need to determine if 


the use is for a proper planning purpose given existing regulation. 


4) Suggest adoption of new Standard for the airstrip. 


The SAP should be modified to adopt the suggested standard.  A specific noise level may also be 


appropriate.  A standard for helipads should also be included in a modified SAP. 


5) Suggest a 50m Acceptable Solution setback from Dolphin Sands residences other than for the 


Homestead Precinct as the heritage design guidelines override and prevent building in 


proximity. 


Noted.  Similar but different modifications have been recommended. 


6) Scale.  


The representation states that the master plan provides for development to cover approximately 


0.2% of the entire estate with less than 6.5ha of total developable footprint (being inclusive of 


access, car parking, separate between buildings, etc).  The representation also states that “[w]e are 


continuing to explore an appropriate planning mechanism that could be included, for example either 


through site coverage for the precincts, or number of rooms”. 


It is considered appropriate that the SAP be modified to include a Gross Floor Area Standard to 


provide some ultimate control over scale and takes into account topography, view lines, bulk, 


massing, materials and the like.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 












F5.0 Cambria Specific Area Plan (WORKING DRAFT)

F5.1 Purpose of Specific Area Plan

F5.1.1 The purpose of the Cambria Specific Area Plan is to:

(a)	Provide for regionally significant economic tourism development based upon agricultural, natural and heritage assets within the plan area.

(b) 	Provide for uses that attract, support and sustain visitors to the East Coast region, including uses associated with accommodation, events, sports and recreation.

(c)	Provide for use and development within precincts that respond to specific land characteristics.

(d)	Reinstate the importance of the Cambria Homestead as a focal point for the community and visitors.

(e)	Protect the most productive agricultural land and invest in increased output.

(f)	Ensure non-agricultural and non-rural use is integrated with new and more intensive agricultural and rural activities occurring across the plan area.

(g)	Provide for the ongoing management of biodiversity values across the plan area.

(h)	Maintain the working agricultural landscape visible from the Great Eastern Drive.

(i)	Ensure building design complements the built and natural environment of the plan area.

(j)	Maintain an efficient State and local road network.

F5.2 Application of this Plan

F5.2.1	This Specific Area Plan applies to the area of land designated as the Cambria Specific Area Plan on the overlay maps.

F5.2.2	Irrespective of the zoning of land or the spatial extent of any overlay applying to land that is within the area of this Specific Area Plan, and notwithstanding any clause in this planning scheme to the contrary, any Standard of any Code in this planning scheme that expressly regulates impacts on biodiversity values applies to use and development within this Specific Area Plan that involves the clearance and conversion and or disturbance of native vegetation.

F5.2.3	Any application for a golf course within this Specific Area Plan must include a golf course management plan on matters relating to the construction and operation of a golf course that may impact the environment including use of fertilizer or pesticide, access to and through the site, construction environmental management, habitat protection and/or restoration, and use of water.


F5.3 Local Area Objectives

F5.4.1 Local Area Objectives

		Sub-clause

		Area Description

		Local Area Objective



		F5.4.1.1

		Cambria Homestead Precinct as shown on Figure 1.

		(a)

		To recognise and protect the cultural heritage values of the buildings and landscape.



		

		

		(b)

		To ensure development is sympathetic to cultural heritage values



		

		

		(c)

		To provide event facilities and accommodation and other uses for visitors to the region.



		

		

		(d)

		Maintain agricultural activity consistent with the heritage design guidelines.



		

		

		(e)

		Minimise fettering of adjacent agricultural land.



		

		

		(f)

		Enable innovation and integration between tourism operations and agricultural activities over the plan area.



		F5.4.1.2

		Conservation Precinct as shown on Figure 1.

		(a)

		To protect and enhance natural values.



		

		

		(b)

		To provide for uses that foster an appreciation of the unique environmental values of the land and surrounds.



		

		

		(c)

		Recognise and respond to natural hazards.



		

		

		(d)

		Provide for a golf course and associated infrastructure and use subject to appropriate impact mitigation.



		F5.4.1.3

		Agricultural Precinct as shown on Figure 1.

		(a)

		To increase agricultural output from the plan area above that at the date of approval of this Specific Area Plan through investment and compatible tourism related uses that create new demand for produce from land within the plan area.



		

		

		(b)

		To minimise change to agricultural landscapes from non-agricultural use as viewed from the Great Eastern Drive.



		F5.4.1.4

		Hills Resort Precinct as shown on Figure 1

		(a)

		To provide for resort accommodation, central facilities, event facilities and clusters of villas



		

		

		(b)

		To protect the scenic landscape quality as viewed from the Great Eastern Drive.



		

		

		(c)

		To protect and enhance natural values.



		

		

		(d)

		Recognise and respond to natural hazards.



		

		

		(e)

		Facilitate a network of cycling and walking trails.










F5.4 Use Table

This clause is a substation to:

(a) Rural Resource Zone – Clause 26.2 Use Table; and

(b) Significant Agricultural Zone – Clause 27.2 Use Table. 

		Use Class

		Qualification 



		No Permit Required



		Natural and Cultural Values Management

		



		Passive Recreation

		



		Resource Development

		



		Utilities

		If for minor utilities



		Permitted



		Food Services 

		 Only if for the serving of agricultural produce primarily from the region.



		General Retail and Hire

		Only if for the sale of agricultural produce primarily from the property.





		Residential

		If for:

(a) a home-based business in an existing dwelling; or 

(b) alterations or extensions to an existing dwelling.



		Resource Processing

		



		Visitor Accommodation

		If in Precinct 1.



		Discretionary



		Community Meeting and Entertainment

		



		Crematoria and Cemeteries

		



		Educational and Occasional Care

		



		Emergency Services

		



		Extractive Industries

		



		Food Services

		Except where Permitted



		General Retail and Hire

		Except where Permitted

If not for adult sex product shop, amusement parlour, betting agency, bottle shop, department store, local shop, pharmacy or supermarket.



		Manufacturing and Processing

		If for: 

(a) the manufacturing of agricultural equipment; or 

(b) the processing of materials from Extractive Industry.



		Pleasure Boat Facility

		



		Research and Development

		



		Residential

		If for

(a) a single dwelling;

(b) a home-based business; or

(c) staff accommodation.



		Sports and Recreation

		



		Storage

		If for: 

(a) a contractors yard; 

(b) freezing and cooling storage; 

(c) a liquid, solid or gas fuel depot; or 

(d) a woodyard.



		Tourist Operation

		



		Transport Depot and Distribution

		



		Utilities

		



		Visitor Accommodation

		If not listed as Permitted.







F5.5 Use Standards

Clause F5.5.1, F5.5.2 and F5.5.3 are a substitution for:

(a) Rural Resource Zone – Clause 26.3.1, Clause 26.3.2 and Clause 26.3.3; and

(b) Significant Agriculture Zone – Clause 27.3.1, Clause 27.3.2 and Clause 27.3.3 (A1/P1 only).

F5.5.1	Retail Impact

		Objective: That retail uses do not compromise or distort the activity centre hierarchy.



		Acceptable Solution

		Performance Criteria



		A1

No Acceptable Solution.

		P1

Food Services or General Retail and Hire uses must:

augment and support agricultural use; or 

cater primarily for demand from customers or visitors from outside the local area; and 

must not compromise the role of the existing activity centres, having regard to:

the size and scale of the proposed use;

existing uses occurring within the plan area;

the function of the activity centre in Swansea;

the extent that the proposed use impacts on the activity centre in Swansea including any similar use; and

consistency with the plan purpose and the local area objectives.










F5.5.2	Operation of an airstrip

		Objective: That the operation of an airstrip or helipad or intensification of use of the existing airstrip does not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity to residential areas adjoining the plan.



		Acceptable Solution

		Performance Criteria



		A1

The use of an airstrip, or use of a helipad within 500m of a sensitive use on land outside the plan area, is for: 

1. Emergency Services uses; or

1. Resource Development uses.

		P1

The use of an airstrip, or use of a helipad within 500m of a sensitive use on land outside the plan area, does not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity to adjoining residential areas having regard to:

1. the number and frequency of flights;

1. flight paths;

1. hours of use; 

1. noise exposure as detailed in an acoustic report from a suitably qualified person; and

1. consistency with the plan purpose and the local area objectives.







F5.5.3 Discretionary uses

		Objective: That the operation of an airstrip does not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity to residential areas adjoining the plan.



		Acceptable Solution

		Performance Criteria



		

		P1

A discretionary use must not conflict with or fetter agricultural use on or adjoining the plan area having regard to:

1. the characteristics of the proposed use;

1. the characteristics of the area of land including its existing agricultural use or potential agricultural use;

1. separation to the boundaries of the plan area and to any existing or potential agricultural use; and

1. the characteristics of the site and adjoining land that would buffer any adverse impacts on amenity from existing or potential agricultural use.










F5.6 Development Standards for Buildings and Works

Clauses F5.6.1, F5.6.2, F5.6.3, F5.6.4, are a substitution for:

(a) Rural Resource Zone – Clause 26.4.1, Clause 26.4.2, and Clause 26.4.3

(b) Significant Agriculture Zone – Clause 27.4.1, Clause 27.4.2 and Clause 27.4.3

Clauses F5.6.5, F5.6.6, F5.6.7 and F5.6.8, are an addition to the Rural Resource Zone and Significant Agriculture Zone Development Standards for Buildings and Works

F5.6.1 	Building Height 

		Objective:

To ensure that building height contributes positively to the rural landscape. 



		Acceptable Solution

		Performance Criteria



		A1

Building height must be not more than:

1. 8m; or

1. 12m for a Resource Development or  Resource Processing use,

		P1

Building height must:

1. not have unreasonable impact on adjoining properties, having regard to;

the topography and constraints of the site;

the separation from existing uses on adjoining properties; 

the bulk and form of the building;

any buffers created by natural and other features; 

overlooking and loss of privacy; and 

1. be compatible with the landscape values of the site, having regard to: 

the height, bulk and form of proposed buildings; 

the height, bulk and form of existing buildings; 

the topography of the site; 

the visual impact of the buildings when viewed from the Tasman Highway;

the landscape values of the surrounding area; and

consistency with the plan purpose and  the local area objectives.










F5.6.2	Building Setbacks

		Objective: That building setback:

(a) does not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity to adjoining residential areas; and 

(b) minimises potential conflicts with adjoining properties.



		Acceptable Solution

		Performance Criteria



		A1

Building setback to land outside the plan area must be no less than:

1. 50m from the Rural Living Zone or Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose Zone regardless of use;

1. 200m from the Environmental Management Zone, Rural Resource Zone or Significant Agriculture Zone regardless of use.

		P1

Building setback to land outside the plan area must not conflict or interfere with existing or potential agricultural use and must not unreasonably impact any existing use on adjoining land, having regard to:

1. the site, shape and topography of the site;

1. the location of existing buildings on site;

1. the existing and potential use of adjoining land;

1. any proposed attenuation measures;

1. any buffers created by natural or other features;

1. consistency with the plan purpose and the local area objectives;

and must be no less than:

40m from the Rural Living Zone or Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose Zone if for a Discretionary use;

10m from the Rural Living Zone or Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose Zone if for a No Permit Required or Permitted use;

100m from the Environmental Management Zone, Rural Resource Zone or Significant Agriculture Zone, if for a Discretionary Use;

5m from the Environmental Management Zone, Rural Resource Zone or Significant Agriculture Zone, if for a No Permit Required or Permitted Use, 

Excluding a building for a Utilities use.








F5.6.3	Site Coverage

		Objective: That the site coverage is compatible with the rural, agricultural and coastal character of the respective precincts.



		Acceptable Solution

		Performance Criteria



		A1

Site coverage for all buildings for any use other than Resource Development or Resource Processing must be not more than:

1. 5,000m2 in the Homestead Precinct

1. 2,000m2 in the Conservation Precinct

1. 5,000m2 in the Agricultural Precinct;

1. 20,000m2 in the Hills Resort Precinct



A2

Site coverage for any one building for any use other than Resource Development or Resource Processing must be not more than 400m2.



		P1

Site coverage for all buildings for a use other than Resource Development or Resource Processing use must be compatible with the landscape values of the site and surrounding area, having regard to:

1. the topography of the site;

1. the size and shape of the site;

1. the height, bulk and form of the building and all other existing or proposed buildings within 100m as viewed from the Tasman Highway and adjoining dwellings;

1. building materials, colour and finishes;

1. any buffers created by natural or other features;

1. native vegetation retained, replaced or planted;

1. agricultural plantings; and

1. consistency with the plan purpose and the local area objectives, and

must be no more than:

10,000m2 in the Homestead Precinct

4,000m2 in the Conservation Precinct

5,000m2 in the Agricultural Precinct;

40,000m2 in the Hills Resort Precinct.








F5.6.4	Design

		Objective: 

To ensure that the location and appearance of buildings and works minimises adverse impacts on the rural landscape.



		Acceptable Solution

		Performance Criteria



		A1

Buildings for any use other than Resource Development or Resource Processing must:

1. be located in an area not requiring the clearing of native vegetation and not on a skyline or ridgeline; and

1. not be visible from Tasman Highway;

		P1

Buildings for any use other than Resource Development or Resource Processing must be compatible with the landscape values of the site and surrounding area, having regard to:

1. the topography of the site;

1. existing areas clear of native vegetation and their suitability for the use;

1. the functional requirements of the use;

1. minimising the extent of clearing necessary;

1. an assessment by a suitably qualified person of the visual impact when viewed from the Tasman Highway. 

1. the plan purpose and relevant local area objectives.







F5.6.5	Landscape Management Plan for Discretionary Uses

		Objective: 

To ensure that the location and appearance of buildings and works minimises adverse impacts on the rural landscape.



		Acceptable Solution

		Performance Criteria



		A1

Development is a No Permit Required or Permitted use.

		P1

A landscaping plan, prepared by a suitably qualified landscape architect demonstrates to the satisfaction of the planning authority that landscape character is identified, and plantings are sympathetic to the rural character, heritage significance, or biodiversity values of the area.   










F5.6.6	Stormwater Management for Discretionary Uses

		Objective: 

To manage stormwater



		Acceptable Solution

		Performance Criteria



		A1

Development is a No Permit Required or Permitted use.

		P1

Stormwater must be managed to achieve the stormwater quality and quantity targets of the State Stormwater Strategy 2010.   





F5.6.7	Road Access for Discretionary Uses

		Objective: 

To utilise existing road networks where feasible.



		Acceptable Solution

		Performance Criteria



		A1

Development:

1. is a No Permit Required or Permitted use; or

1. is a Discretionary use that is located:

in Precinct 1 and is accessed from the Tasman Highway, without traversing land outside the plan area;

in Precinct 2 and is accessed from Swan River Road, without traversing land outside the plan area;

in Precinct 3 and is accessed from Swan River Road or Tasman Highway, without traversing land outside the plan area; or

in Precinct 4 and is accessed from McNeills Road, without traversing land outside the plan area.

		P1

Vehicle access must be sited and designed to mitigate impact to residential amenity of any dwelling outside the plan area and to mitigate any impact to biosecurity or operational efficiency of an agricultural use outside the plan area.   





F5.6.8	Development in Precinct 2

		Objective: 

To ensure that works protect nesting habitat of the white-bellied sea-eagle



		Acceptable Solution

		Performance Criteria



		A1

Development in Precinct 2 should be located a minimum of 200m from identified nests of the white-bellied sea-eagle.  

		A2

An application for development should be accompanied by advice from a suitably qualified person that demonstrates buildings and works will not have an unacceptable level of impact on the white-bellied sea-eagle.
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Summary 

Following public exhibition of the Cambria amendment, the Planning Authority must forward a 

report to the Tasmanian Planning Commission (TPC) that: (a) contains all Representations received; 

(b) provides its opinion on each Representation and the impact of the Representation on the 

amendment as a whole (i.e., should the amendment be approved or refused) or the need to modify 

the amendment and (c) any other recommendation considered necessary. 

Broadly, the Planning Authority can form any opinion on a representation and may receive, note, 

refute or endorse.  If the Planning Authority considers modifications are necessary it may propose 

modifications to the amendment or outline the nature of amendments sought.  The Planning 

Authority must resolve to make a decision. 

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. 
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Overview of the Exhibited Amendment 

The Exhibited Amendment (see Attachment A) has multiple parts, the most important being the 

proposed Specific Area Plan (SAP).  The SAP seeks to: 

 Set-aside and replace the provisions of current Rural Resource Zone (RRZ) and Significant 

Agriculture Zone (SAZ); 

 Retain all existing Codes and their associated overlays; 

 Provide site specific Use Table, Use Standards and Development Standards that are tied to 

four precincts and a set of Local Area Objectives for each precinct; 

 The four precincts, with approximate areas, are Hills Resort Precinct (2,000ha), Golf and 

Conservation Precinct (540ha), Homestead Precinct (82ha) and Agricultural Precinct (450ha); 

 The Use Table would prohibit some uses that can be considered now and would make some 

currently prohibited uses discretionary.  The uses that would change from prohibited to 

discretionary include1: 

o Community Meeting and Entertainment (art galleries, hall, etc);  

o Crematoria and Cemeteries; 

o Hospital Services (palliative care); 

o Transport Depot and Distribution; and 

o the full array Food Services, General Retail and Hire and Visitor Accommodation 

uses.  In relation to Visitor Accommodation, use qualifications in the Significant 

Agricultural Zone now preclude a motel, serviced apartment and holiday unit. 

 The Use Table would make almost all uses discretionary.  As such, future applications will be 

subject to public notification processes and exposed to third party appeal processes. 

 The Use Standards proposed are broadly similar to those contained in the zones.  The main 

exception of the Visitor Accommodation use Standard which now applies to the RRZ and 

SAZ.  The SAP does not provide an equivalent or replacement Visitor Accommodation use 

Standard.  The SAP also proposes a commercial competition type clause that seeks to avoid 

duplication with existing Swansea based businesses. 

 The Development Standards for Buildings and Works are based on State Planning Provision 

clauses (for setback and height) and the Rural Resource Zone for siting to avoid native 

vegetation and skylines. 

 The Development Standards for Subdivision are unique to the site. 

The Purpose Statements and Local Area Objectives (LAO) are key to the future implementation of 

the SAP.  They are to be referred to in considering all future applications for discretionary use or the 

Performance Criteria for the majority of development standards.  All Use Standards in the SAP 

require the LAO to be to be furthered.   

The Amendment also includes three separate rezonings for parts of the site, proposes that 

additional areas be included in the Biodiversity Protection Area and coastal hazard areas, and to 

amend the heritage listing of the Cambria Homestead. 

                                                           
1 This is not a complete list; the two zones and the level of detail of use qualifications are complex in the detail.  
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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.  

Structure of the Report 

The Report outlines recommended modifications to the amendment, either by outlining the issue 

and response required or by providing specific clauses.  The report then revisits key regional and 

local strategies prior to summarising the Representations received.  Certain Representations are 

discussed individually whilst others considered as common issues and themes presented.  

The report addresses land use planning matters.   

Many Representations raise issues that are not relevant land use matters, which the Planning 

Authority can only receive and note.  All Representations have been received and noted where they 

raise matters outside of scope.  

Attachment E provides a Statement of Opinion as to the merit of each Representation which outlines 

the officer’s view of each Representation. 
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Recommended Modifications 

A working draft SAP is included in Attachment B that incorporates some of the recommended 

modifications outlined in this report.  The working draft is not complete nor final and is not in a form 

suitable for inclusion in an Amendment; it is intended as the basis for discussion during the hearing 

process.  It is acknowledged that should the direction of the working draft be supported that further 

drafting work would be necessary. 

Some, but not all, of the modifications contained in the working draft are described below. 

Plan Purpose 

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. 

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. 

Use Table 

Adopt the following: 

Use Class Qualification  

No Permit Required 

Natural and Cultural Values 
Management 

 

Passive Recreation  

Resource Development  

Utilities If for minor utilities 

Permitted 

Food Services  Only if for the serving of agricultural produce primarily from the 
region. 

General Retail and Hire Only if for the sale of agricultural produce primarily from the property. 

Residential If for: 
(a) a home-based business in an existing dwelling; or  
(b) alterations or extensions to an existing dwelling. 

Resource Processing  

Visitor Accommodation If in Precinct 1 

Discretionary 

Community Meeting and 
Entertainment 

 

Crematoria and Cemeteries  

Educational and Occasional 
Care 

 

Emergency Services  
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Extractive Industries  

Food Services Except where Permitted 

General Retail and Hire Except where Permitted If not for adult sex product shop, amusement 
parlour, betting agency, bottle shop, department store, local shop, 
pharmacy or supermarket. 

Manufacturing and 
Processing 

If for:  
(a) the manufacturing of agricultural equipment; or  
(b) the processing of materials from Extractive Industry. 

Pleasure Boat Facility  

Research and Development  

Residential If for 
(a) a single dwelling; 
(b) a home-based business; or 
(c) staff accommodation. 

Sports and Recreation  

Storage If for:  
(a) a contractors yard;  
(b) freezing and cooling storage;  
(c) a liquid, solid or gas fuel depot; or  
(d) a woodyard. 

Tourist Operation  

Transport Depot and 
Distribution 

 

Utilities  

Visitor Accommodation If not listed as Permitted. 

 

Use Standards 

Include a use Standard for airstrip and helipads to control hours of operation 

Modify the use Standard relating to retail impact (together with additional use qualification). 

Development Standards 

Include a Gross Floor Area (GFA) Standard for individual buildings and for all buildings in each 

Precinct.   The GFA Standard is necessary in the absence of detailed plans but is inherently difficult to 

propose in the absence of such plans.  It is considered that such as Standard is necessary but what is 

proposed in the Working Draft may not necessarily be the appropriate outcome. 

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 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.  The approved, but not fully developed, Piermont would be 

approximately 3.2ha within 120m2 buildings. 

Reduce the Acceptable Solution for height to 8m if for non-agricultural and non-rural use.  Delete 

F5.7.1 P1 (c) and (d) from the Performance Criteria. 

Modify the setback Standard including an absolute minimum setback in the Performance Criteria to 

ensure ongoing protection of adjoining land. 
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Re-draft the design Standard relating to a landscape management plan to remove the Acceptable 

Solution. 

Include a new Standard that adopts provisions of the Stormwater Code to ensure that future 

buildings and works meet with quality and quantity targets of the State Stormwater Strategy. 

Include a new Standard that preferences the use of existing roads above existing farm accesses and 

rights of way. 

Subdivision Standards 

Remove the Subdivision Standard and rely on the Subdivision Standard in the underlying zone. 

General Drafting 

Adopt most recent TPC advice on draft SAP and state whether each Standard in the SAP acts to 

modify, substitute or add to any Standard in any underlying Zone or Code.  

Adopt application requirements or use Standard outlining the need to prepare and submit a golf 

course management plan in any application addressing matters such as application of fertilizers or 

pesticides, access through the site, habitat protection, habitat restoration, use of water, 

management of runoff.   

Adopt a SAP application clause that requires any use or development to be assessed against any 

Code contained within a Planning Scheme that addresses any matter such as biodiversity.  This is to 

ensure that Priority Vegetation Area of the future Local Provisions Schedule continues to apply.  The 

form proposed in the working draft would effectively extend the overlay to 100% of the site but 

have effect only if native vegetation is impacted. 

Ensure SAP clauses do not conflict with or override clauses in the Local Heritage Code. 

Zone Changes 

Remove Part C, D and E of the Amendment and make no zone changes. 

Heritage Code changes 

Modify the Specific Extent Column for Cambria Homestead to match the precincts identified in the 

Heritage Design Guideline. 

Further Recommendations 

That Council requests the Tasmanian Heritage Council, as a matter of priority, reviews the heritage 

listings in response to the matters raised by the representors. 

That Council writes to the Planning Minister requesting that each of the ‘example’ use given in the 

Visitor Accommodation Use Class be defined and given meaning. 
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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 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. 

Accommodation Supply Analysis for the East Coast (https://www.cg.tas.gov.au) shows a broad 

relationship between visitors and accommodation demand of 1 to 2.  This means 200,000 rooms 

nights are required per 100,000 visitors.  The analysis as at 2016 shows: 

 GSBC has 260 properties, 1401 rooms and 5237 person capacity, of which 35% is at Coles 

Bay.    

 St Helens and surrounds has a total of 180 properties, 1003 rooms and 2934 capacity.  

 Private rentals including Airbnb make up 79 per cent of total properties and 52 per cent of 

rooms on the East Coast. 

 Occupancy rates reach up to 95 per cent for hotels/motels and 99 per cent for rentals during 

peak periods. 
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 To meet the T21 goal of 1.5 million visitors in 2020 an addition 223 rooms will be required in 

GSBC and 59 rooms in BODC.   

The Accommodation Supply Analysis also notes current accommodation pool is unable to meet the 

needs of visitors with a lack of dining option identified as significant. This supply is unlikely to be 

delivered based on current developments notwithstanding the additional supply brought about from 

the sharing economy policies of the Tasmanian Government.  In part, this is because past 

preferences indicate a demand for hotels/motels for which there is a current undersupply. 

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. 
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Regional Policies 

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.  

T 1.3  Allow for tourism use in the rural and significant agriculture zones where it supports the use 

of the land for primary production.  

T 1.4  Provide flexibility for the use of holiday homes (a residential use) for occasional short-term 

accommodation.  

T 1.5  Provide flexibility within commercial and business zones for mixed use developments 

incorporating tourism related use and development.  

T 1.6  Recognise, planning schemes may not always be able to accommodate the proposed tourism 

use and development due to its innovative and responsive nature.  

T 1.7  Allow for objective site suitability assessment of proposed tourism use and development 

through existing non-planning scheme based approval processes (43A application).  

In this case the s43A combined amendment and application process is not possible due to an 

oversight in the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 which prevents the Tasmanian Heritage Council 

from assessing such permits.  Therefore, this avenue is not currently available to the proponent.  

Heritage Tasmania recently released a discussion paper on amendments to this legislation which 

would, if passed, address this. 

Other than T 1.7, the amendment is capable of furthering each policy.  The amendment is supported 

by detailed assessment of heritage, agriculture and natural values, which are regulated by existing 

Code provisions or proposed SAP provisions.  However, to provide certainty modifications are 

necessary to the SAP to broaden its scope and provide greater certainty and clarity.  In response to 

the RLUS it is considered that: 
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 The lack of control over building scale could see buildings detract from the landscape.  There 

are extensive areas of the site in which development will not be visible from outside of the 

site, however these are not identified in the Amendment.  The Scenic Road Corridor would 

apply 100m either side of the road however this arbitrary provision is insufficient for the site 

in light of the envisaged use.  View corridors through the site from the Great Eastern Drive 

do run for hundreds of metres in some locations as evident by an existing +10m high 

dwelling on neighbouring land that is visible for some 4km.  The proponent should provide a 

visual assessment identifying potential view corridors and either incorporate Standards that 

site buildings outside those corridors or provide suitable mitigation measures.  In lieu of 

that, all buildings visible from Great Eastern Drive should be discretionary with appropriate 

Performance Criteria in place.  Although the site does not have landscape qualities that 

warrant a specific zone, it is considered that the State Planning Provisions Landscape 

Conservation Zone provides a useful starting point to base any SAP Standard on. 

 The No Permit Required status for Agriculture in the Zones and in the SAP is somewhat 

problematic for furthering T 1.3.  The SAP does provide for Agricultural use but should be 

modified to ensure that non-agricultural uses in the plan do in fact follow new investment in 

agriculture and enhanced productivity. 

 The Amendment is not a S43A process and does not provide any development.  There is a 

technicality in the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 that prevents a s43A process on a 

heritage listed site.  Nevertheless, a significant concern was the absence of any detailed 

plans on what is intended.  This absence makes evaluating the potential impacts on the 

landscape values of the site difficult, particularly in light of the scale of use envisaged.  

Standards need to be included in the SAP to put bounds around the scale and siting of use 

and development to provide certainty that all possible outcomes will be adequately 

addressed through the provisions of the planning scheme.  The Planning Authority function 

is to assess built form rather than propose built form.  In the absence of this a Site Coverage 

Standard is proposed with Performance Criteria derived from the SPP Landscape 

Conservation Zone. 

The above are considered appropriate modifications pursuant to section 39 (c) of LUPAA. 
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Local Policies 

The 2015 document Planning for Sustainable Tourism on Tasmania’s East Coast generally offers a 

critique of current land use planning in delivering tourism product and delivering protection of key 

values.  It argues that existing planning schemes are inflexible, noting: 

To provide maximum flexibility for tourism uses to flourish, it is important to provide a high 

level of discretion, so that new and sometimes innovative proposals can be considered on 

their planning merits. 

The document also sets out three key strategic issues for tourism in rural areas of the East Coast, 

that are not adequately dealt with in current planning schemes.  These issues are: 

1. The desirable locations for tourist developments; 

2. The degree of clustering or separation of tourism uses through the region; 

3. The cumulative impact of tourism proposals over time. 

Swansea Structure Plan – April 2016 

The Cambria Estate is outside the Structure Plan study area.  Thus, the Structure Plan does not 

envisage or address this form of tourism development.  It does however outline many important 

principles for Swansea and the management of the tourism industry within the town.  These are 

relevant given the interaction and proximity between the town and site. 

Section 6.1 of the Structure Plan provides a detailed SWOT analysis.  The following lists those that 

are relevant to Cambria Estate proposal. 

Strengths Weakness 

Environmental 

Proximity to Freycinet National Park, Moulting 
Lagoon Ramsar site and other national and state 
recognised natural features.  
 
Beaches, estuaries and rocky foreshore features 
hosting a range of ecosystems.  
 
Impressive views across Great Oyster Bay to the 
Freycinet Peninsula and Nine Mile Beach.  
 
A range of ecosystems providing natural 
abundance of birds, mammals, aquatic life and 
flora.  
 
Nearby access to a number of walking tracks and 
lookouts. 

Limited access into the Eastern Tiers and the 
Tom Legges Tier forests to the west of the 
township.  
 
The neighbouring forests and scrubland present 
a bushfire hazard around built up areas.  
 
Rising topography to the west and the shoreline 
to the east may limit growth in the long term.  
Underutilised bush land areas in the Rural Living 
areas to the west of town. 

Land Use, Settlement and Access 

Large numbers of summer tourist and holiday 
home owners should be capitalised on to ensure 
existing residents receive service and economic 

A number of commercial buildings shop 
frontages are undesirable and underutilised. 
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benefits. Disconnected town centre. 

Services and Facilities 

The seaside village feel of the township and 
nearby tourist attractions provide a key attractor 
for the region.  
 
The town is well serviced by local facilities 
including the primary school, library, emergency 
services, regional level heath care services and 
facility, supermarkets and clubs. 
 
Tourist accommodation is well serviced with 
holiday parks, backpacker lodge, hotels, villas 
and B&B’s all centrally located. 

Pressure on existing village character from 
tourism growth with resort residential areas 
scattered throughout town. 
 
Some tourist facilities are aging and a lack of 
new offerings may affect appeal of Swansea as a 
tourist destination.  
 
Does not have a strong identity and lacks 
“anchor” attractions that draw people to the 
town. 

South Swansea  

Adequate land for urban growth and 
densification. 

 

  

Opportunities Threats 

Environmental 

Retain and improve on visual vistas both towards 
Great Oyster Bay and into the bush and farmland 
to the west. 
 
Establish better connections with beaches, 
Meredith River and parks to the north and south 
of town. 
 
Strengthen tourism focus on natural features 
and look at building more day trip style activities 
using Swansea as an accommodation and service 
base. 

Further development into natural areas such as 
along Saltwater Creek and the Meredith River 
estuary could damage natural environment. 
 
Increased population in the town may increase 
conflicts with natural environment with effects 
such as litter, waste pollution, noise and light 
pollution and additional vehicles/boats 
disrupting and threatening wildlife. 

Land Use, Settlement and Access 

Opportunities to attract a conference facility as a 
point of difference to other east coast towns 
including areas for business and hospitality 
training facilities. 
 
Large areas of undeveloped land appropriately 
zoned for residential and rural residential 
development. 
 
A key commercial centre along Franklin Street 
that has the opportunity to grow along Maria, 
Noyes and Victoria Streets. 
 
The township has a number of existing pockets 
of undeveloped residential infill land ready for 
immediate development. 
 
Reduce signage clutter and a clear gateway and 

Existing planning controls and zoning areas may 
lead to inappropriate development and 
settlement structure.  
 
Lack of developable commercial land may lead to 
a fragmentation of the Town Centre. 
 
The existing development trend is a gradually 
developing township. Further developments and 
subdivisions must be consistent with this to 
ensure that an abundance of vacant lots are not 
left throughout the town. 
 
The influx of tourists and seasonal residents may 
detract from the seaside village feeling of the 
township and leave the area undesirable and 
empty during off seasons. 
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vegetation planting strategy for the township 
entrances will improve the attractiveness of the 
town. 
 
Increased permanent and seasonal populations 
will secure the viability of town services. 

Cultural 

 Excessive tourism or residential development 
may lose the existing community culture of the 
township. 

Summary 

The Amendment is based on detailed assessment of the sites values and a framework is proposed in 

the SAP through which these values can be considered and protected.  Ultimately the issue to be 

determined is how well the SAP considers these values.    

It is considered that all key policy matters, be it infrastructure, coastal, traffic, biodiversity or 

heritage can be considered and protected in any future use or development.   However in response 

to Representations various modifications are proposed to provide greater clarity and certainty 

around use and development outcomes. 

The Amendment is considered to be compatible with the Structure Plan.  The scale of use could not 

and should not occur within the town but will have positive benefits through additional construction 

and ongoing employment generated and by increasing the capability for visitors to spend more time 

in the locality.  The Amendment will create the potential for increased permanent population which 

will improve the long-term viability of any businesses and community services as well as create new 

opportunities.  The modifications recommended will better protect the surrounding landscapes and 

the values that they hold for the settlement. 

Cambria has a number of qualities that make it suitable for a large scale tourism venture.  These 

include proximity to Swansea and a potential workforce, access from the Great Eastern Drive and 

the large and growing number of passing visitors, the size of the property and its diversity of 

landform, its existing agricultural, heritage and environmental values and the potential to improve 

those values through investment.  Further, the concept is dependent upon a large rural holding.  The 

scale cannot be accommodated within any existing East Coast settlement and nor would a 

settlement location assist in meeting the preferences of the targeted consumers. 

It is difficult to predict the best or viable locations for tourism development in rural areas.  

Development potential is subject to consumer preferences, investor preferences, ownership, capital, 

access to staff and qualities of the land such as natural values, proximity to the coast, proximity to 

settlements (which is positive or negative depending on an experienced-based or general venture 

and target market), proximity to destinations, and other factors.  No current planning scheme in 

Tasmania provides any relevant guidance on these matters.  There is also no particularly useful 

regional or local strategies that provide positive guidance on these matters; instead the focus on 

strategies is impact mitigation. 

With the above issues left to the market, a pragmatic approach must be taken to any and all 

investments with a focus upon impact mitigation.  The Amendment is supported by detailed analysis 
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of heritage, environmental and agricultural values.  There is an in-depth understanding of what 

those values are and how they should be protected, to which the SAP does albeit subject to a 

number of modifications.   
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Referrals Received  

TasWater  

Attachment R1 – 29 March 2018 

TasWater do not raise any issue but note the intended provision of dams to meet future water 

demand and future consultation regarding extending sewer. 

Heritage Tasmania  

Attachment R2 – 28 March 2018 

Heritage Tasmania note that with no development application no assessment of notice of interest is 

required.  They note that the heritage provisions will override any planning scheme provisions 

triggering a discretionary application process in the future. 

Department of State Growth  

Representation 236 including referral response 13 April 2018 

The referral comments are attached to correspondence from the Department which is treated as a 

representation and discussed later in this report. 

Policy Conservation and Assessment Branch 

Attachment R3 – 10 September 2018 

PCAB provide comments in response to the material provided by the proponent and in response to a 

separate report provided by Council’s NRM staff. 

Key PCAB comments are: 

 Support the NRM staff recommendations; 

 Suggest further investigation of red capped plover habitat ; 

 Suggest investigation of geoconservation values near Bayles Point; 

 Support the ECOTas reports and note the need for further reports in response to specific 

development proposals; 

 That further work is required on the proposed 200m buffer around the Eagles Nest, noting 

that 500m (or 1km line of sight) is the typical buffer; 

 Further consideration of suggested offsets is required although noting the merit of the 

concepts; and 

 Despite the degraded condition of the saltmarsh, protection may be appropriate. 

The above comments are directly relevant to any future for a golf course in the proposed Golf 

Course precinct.  They are not fundamentally at odds with the proposed SAP but do reiterate the 

environmental values in that part of the site and which are recognised in the amendment and 

supporting material. 

GSBC Natural Resource Management comments 

Attachment R4 – received 11 September 2018 
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NRM comments incorporate the ECOTas recommendations but also address some representation 

issues.  The recommendations include additional formal conservation covenants and 

implementation of management plans on water quality, sea-eagle nest, weed and hygiene and 

rehabilitation.   

It is also suggested that the concept design for the golf course (which the proponent provided after 

the Amendment was certified) should be modified to better protect the identified values. 

There are sufficient controls in the planning scheme to address all of these matters during future 

application. 

 

Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania 

Attachment R5 – Undated 

Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania note that the site does contain known sites that will need to be 

considered and protected as part of any future development. 
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Representations Received 

This section presents some descriptive statistics on the representations received, before discussing 

issues that are categorised against the Schedule 1 Objectives.  Lastly, certain select representations 

are responded to specifically. 

Summary 

623 Representations are considered within this report.  This includes a small number of 

Representations received only 2-3 days after the public exhibition closed.  Representations have 

been continually received since that time but are not considered. 

Of the 623 Representations, 485 are considered unique to particular households.  That is, 485 

Representations were received after removing multiple representations with the same physical or 

email address.  This is not a fully accurate picture due to variable levels of personal information 

provided by representors.   

Approximately half of all Representations received were either a standard submission document or a 

variation of a standard submission that was circulated. 

186 ratepayers have been identified of which 60 are associated with holiday homes.   

The vast majority of Representations oppose the proposal. 

The proportion of representor locations is shown below. 
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Issues relevant to Schedule 1 Objectives raised in Representations 

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

maintenance of ecological processes and genetic diversity;  

Natural Values 

Potential impacts to flora and fauna was a common theme throughout the Representations, with 

both general and specific issues raised.  Issues include: 

1) the level of specie level prescription contained in the ecological assessments; 

2) securing permanent wildlife corridors;  

3) EPBC referral and approval;  

4) boat or aircraft impact to birdlife;  

5) nutrient loading and sedimentation to Moulting Lagoon and to groundwater from buildings 

and modified agricultural practices; 

6) changed environmental flows; 

7) compound existing levels of degradation to Moulting Lagoon such as reduced fish numbers, 

increased salinity, and reduced flushing through dams;  

8) loss of nesting habitat near Meredith River; 

9) loss of habitat of Masked Owl, migratory birds and other fauna;  

10) conflict with and impact to habitat from increased visitors; 

11) impacts and harm due to sensitive environment and species from increased visitors; 

12) impact to low lying land which is frog breeding area; 

13) impact to fauna from increased vehicle traffic; 

14) insufficient separation from eagle nest; 

15) a golf course is incompatible with the identified values of Bayles Backwater & insufficient 

assessment of impact provided; 

16) risk of phytophthora cinnamomi; 

17) that conservation covenants will be removed; 

18) impact to wilderness values; 

19) biosecurity risk of tourists; 

20) serrated tussock quarantining will be impacted; 

21) F5.7.3 does not adequately protect vegetation; and 

22) F5.7.4 does not reflect all ECOTas recommendations. 

The ecological assessments detail the values that exist throughout the site.  Clearly, in some areas 

there are very high values and in others lesser, and further assessment required in certain areas if 

development occurs.  Approvals outside the land use planning system may also be required if 

development occurs in certain areas, including under the Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 or 

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Protection Act 1999. 

Cambria Estate is an agricultural holding.  Like all other East Coast estates, agricultural and rural 

activities occur alongside significant natural values which are regulated in various ways.  Agricultural 

activities are regulated by the State through the Threatened Species Protection Act 1995, the Forest 

Practices Act 1985 and associated codes and regulation, the Water Management Act 1999 and by 
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the Tasmanian Permanent Native Forest Estate Policy.  The Federal Environment Protection and 

Biodiversity Protection Act 1999 may also apply. 

Non-agricultural activities are principally regulated by the planning scheme but some of the above 

legislation may also apply. 

At a strategic level, the allowable uses in the SAP are not necessarily capable of having a greater 

impact to natural values than agricultural uses or the non-agricultural uses currently provided for by 

the existing RRZ and SAZ.  Rather, the issue is how well the natural values will be regulated through 

any future application. 

The planning scheme currently provides a Biodiversity Protection Area (BPA).  The BPA was prepared 

on the fly as GSBC had proposed that the associated Biodiversity Code apply on a case by case 

impact-dependant basis rather than a mapped overlay.  The BPA simply reflects all TASVEG 3.0 

mapped areas of native vegetation and thus incorporates all data quality issues associated with 

TASVEG. 

Moving ahead, the BPA will be replaced by a Priority Vegetation Area (PVA) in the GSBC Local 

Provisions Schedule (LPS).  The PVA has an entirely different methodology which is clarified in the 

supporting material associated with the LPS and available on Council’s website.  The methodology is 

more accurate and practical but again relies on best available TASVEG 3.0 mapping.   

The PVA will not apply to the future Agriculture Zone. 

The ecological assessments and other known data on Cambria Estate necessitate the need for 

planning regulation on natural values.  As such, the SAP requires modification to ensure that the PVA 

applies under a future LPS. 

The BPA applies to much of the Hills Precinct, to Bayles Backwater and smaller patches elsewhere 

(1,943ha).  The PVA applies to similar areas but over a larger extent (2,084ha).   

The planning scheme regulations address the direct impact of clearing and conversion.  Many issues 

raised relate to broader impacts within and outside the site which are not regulated by the planning 

scheme, such as cumulative impacts and change to waterways, strike impact from vehicles, or 

impact of increased visitors walking through breeding habitat in the surrounding area.  The extent to 

which these matters are likely to arise and their potential for harm is not established. 

Impact to Moulting Lagoon can be controlled under the planning scheme through the assessment of 

any golf course and under the Building Act 2016 through regulation of wastewater and stormwater.  

The NSW document “Improving the Environmental Management of New South Wales Golf Courses” 

appears to be the most relevant guideline for future consideration of the golf course.  Impacts to 

waterways from agricultural practices are not regulated through the planning scheme. 

  

Agricultural land 

The Representations raised a number of issues that include the loss of agricultural land 

and concern that tourism and agriculture are not complementary land uses.  The 
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proposal was seen by some representors as undermining the Swan River Irrigation 

Scheme and public investment in that infrastructure.  Impact to adjoining agricultural 

operations, was also raised.  Finally, the zoning of land to Rural Resource is 85ha and 

well beyond the heritage footprint was raised as a concern particularly with respect to 

the level of justification  provided. 

The request has a focus on agricultural use.  The Amendment would see the conversion of some 

agricultural land for non-agricultural land with investment to increase agricultural output in net 

terms.  The extent of conversion is minor, particularly with recommended modifications. 

Tourism and agricultural are complementary activities as demonstrated by numerous examples 

through Tasmania’s regions.  Visitors create a demand for product in their own right and provide 

alternative revenue streams that facilitate cash flow and equity for investment to meet that 

demand.  Conflict may arise at the boundary between different owners and ventures, which can be 

mitigated through appropriate planning and modifications suggested to the SAP. 

Cambria Estate has access to the Swan River Irrigation Scheme and other water resources as 

outlined in the request and proponents representation.  The Amendment compliments that public 

investment. 

As noted elsewhere, Webster’s have made representation as the main neighbouring property.  

Webster representation should be afforded a high weighting in making any decision given the length 

of common boundary and the degree of investment and economic activity that flows from Webster’s 

holding.  Modifications have been suggested to mitigate potential fettering. 

The proposed rezoning around the homestead is not supported.  It is not necessary and would be 

inconsistent with the agricultural potential of that land as documented in the request.  This, 

however, does not imply that non-residential uses as provided for in that precinct may not be 

appropriate.   

Agricultural Practices / Permaculture 

A representation stated that the development provides an opportunity to adopt permaculture 

practices to restore the agricultural environment of Belmont and Cambria and the environment near 

Dolphin Sands.  The representation argues that the presence of weeds, limited tree regeneration and 

dry conditions are indicators of a system under stress which can be corrected by permaculture 

practices to 're-green' the landscape.  The representation notes that physical buildings, tree planting, 

dam and swale construction can all assist in retaining water in the landscape to improve soil health, 

particularly bacterial and fungi activity, leading to environmental gain. 

One representation stated that Council's gorse spraying practices will be ineffectual and create an 

ongoing cycle (detailed at 2.2.1).  Gorse is acting as a pioneer specie that is restoring soil 

permeability and moisture, and will disappear once that role is complete and secondary species 

including Eucalypts establish. 

Noted.  Land management responses are not regulated by the planning scheme.   Agricultural is a No 

Permit Required use and Council has no ability to implement these practices other than by making 

the proponent aware of the representors view. 
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The comments with respect to Council’s practices have been passed on to Council’s NRM unit. 

 

Aquifer  

Representations raised issues regarding the use of aquifer water, that this would restrict other use of 

that water and that the development would degrade aquifer water quality through development of 

land and use of golf course, including through activation of acid sulphate soils and lack of detail on 

future sewage treatment and siting of such infrastructure. 

The proponent has advised that they have no need or desire for aquifer water.  Groundwater use is 

regulated by DPIPWE and the inclusion of any SAP clause on this point would be inappropriate 

notwithstanding that the fact that it would resolve some of the concerns. 

Non-residential uses will generate wastewater and stormwater.  Wastewater systems require 

detailed design and approval processes under the Building Act 2016, including regular maintenance 

and are unlikely to impact the aquifer or cause other issue. 

Stormwater is regulated under the Building Act 2016 and under the Stormwater Code in the 

planning scheme.  No Stormwater Code is provided in the SPP given the existing provisions in the 

Building Act 2016.  There is certainly contention as to whether the Building Act 2016 adequately 

controls the matters contained in the Stormwater Code as the Building Act 2016 has limited scope to 

consider off-site effects.   

Given the site, stormwater harvesting and re-use is a likely scenario.  This would protect the 

receiving environment from nutrient or sediment loading but may have a minor impact on eflows to 

receiving waters, which some representors have raised concern. 

The SAP should be amended to require all buildings and works to meet the stormwater quality and 

quantity targets of the State Stormwater Strategy. 

Water 

Issues raised in Representations include uncertainty over how much water will be required for 

agricultural and tourism development and where it will be sourced from.  These concerns are in the 

context of low and variable rainfall patterns in the locality. 

Cambria Estate has access to a significant amount of water storages and water licences.  These water 

rights operate on a winter-take basis and therefore do not have any impact during periods of low 

rainfall. 

Water licences are granted under the Water Management Act 1999 and are not a land use matter.  

Any extension of TasWater reticulated system would also not require planning permit due to 

exemptions benefitting TasWater. 

 

Coastal Policy 

Issues raised in Representations include a  concern that project is contrary to the State Coastal Policy 

1996. 
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The State Coastal Policy 1996 (SCP) applies to the site as it is within 1 km of the high water mark.   

The SCP three main guiding principles are: 

 Natural and cultural values of the coast shall be protected.  

 The coast shall be used and developed in a sustainable manner.  

 Integrated management and protection of the coastal zone is a shared responsibility. 
 

The SCP incorporates a number of themes, all of which have associated policy statements, including: 

 Natural Resources & Ecosystems 

 Cultural & Historic Resources 

 Cultural Heritage 

 Coastal Hazards 

 Coastal Uses & Development 

 Marine Farming 

 Tourism 

 Urban & Residential Development 

 Transport 

 Public Access & Safety 

 Public Land 

 Recreation 
 

Many of these themes are addressed in equivalent terms in other strategic documents including the 
STRLUS and the Structure Plan. 

There are considered sufficient controls in the Amendment and in the planning schemes Code to 
ensure that these values are appropriately considered and protected. 
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(b) to provide for the fair, orderly and sustainable use and development of air, land and 

water; and 

Historic Cultural Heritage 

Representations noted issues related to heritage that were generally in terms of impact to heritage 

values or inadequate consideration of heritage matters being had, and therefore potentially 

unknown impacts.  Concerns include: 

1) The scale of activities envisaged in the homestead precinct is excessive with no precise detail 

on scale, siting, design or density and which will undermine the benefits of adaptive re-use of 

Cambria; 

2) The proposal will remove the link between Cambria and its agricultural holdings and detract 

from the integrity of this historic farm estate which is rare on a national basis, and will 

impact on the garden layout; 

3) Height in the heritage precinct is too high; 

4) Recommended management measures should be implemented as a priority; 

5) Buildings should maintain line of sight from homestead through building separation and 

plantings; 

6) Heritage assessments do not meet best practice & are not integrated; 

7) Insufficient consideration of heritage, other than the homestead, with omission of 

archaeological potential and values across the entire site and Cambria’s significance as a 

relatively intact early land grant and a farm estate that evolved in size over various owners 

and retains much of its scale, land use(s) and integrity as a farm estate; 

8) Landscape Management Plan is inadequate, pre-dates other development proposal 

information & assessment, is too plant focused and with insufficient consideration of place, 

land use over time & available planting records; 

9) Independent assessment by heritage expert is required; 

10) The Tasmanian Heritage Register listing should apply to the entire property; 

11) Council should refer Cambria for National Heritage Listing; 

12) Council is not doing a good job managing heritage. 

Some representors that raised the above issues consented to their Representation being forwarded 

to the proponent so that their experts could review the concerns raised (a response to which is not 

yet provided).  The criticisms of the heritage assessments provided is not a matter that can be 

resolved through the s.39 process.  This will be a matter of evidence presented to the TPC. 

Cambria Estate is listed on the Tasmanian Heritage Register and in the Local Heritage Code.  The 

extent of both listings is limited to 20m around the homestead and three other buildings only. 

As noted earlier, Heritage Tasmania have not commented in detail on the Amendment. 

The reports provided by the proponent, notwithstanding certain criticisms in some Representations, 

suggest that the heritage significance and values are not adequately captured by the extent of the 

formal listings.  In light of this, Council should write to the Tasmanian Heritage Council and request 

that the heritage listing for Cambria be reviewed as a matter of urgency.  THC should also be 

requested to provide their view on if the estate has national significance.  A modification to the 

Amendment should also be made to ‘specific extent’ column of the listing in the Local Heritage Code 
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to incorporate the zones identified and assessment in the Heritage Design Guidelines.  Both 

recommendations will ensure that all heritage mattes are considered in any future development. 

 

Aboriginal heritage 

Representations raised issues including the degree of consultation with traditional landowners and 

limited consideration of Aboriginal Heritage in the supporting material. 

Aboriginal Heritage is protected under separate legislation that sits outside the planning scheme 

framework.  It is likely that values exist within the site, which may or may not directly interact with 

future development.  

 

Scale 

A number of representations included criticisms of the scale of use set out in the supporting material 

as being inappropriate for the character & amenity of the area.  This criticism was raised in relation 

to potential impacts to pristine East Coast environments, impact to the natural beauty of the site and 

surrounds, the absence of or limitations of infrastructure, and lastly too much, too soon and 

precedent establishing.  The scale was seen as a direct threat to the collective values that attract 

visitors and residents to the area.  Concern was also raised that existing use standards for visitor 

accommodation would not apply and future development had no upper limit. 

Other East Coast tourism ventures in rural areas include: 

 235 units (80 permanent dwellings), restaurant, swimming pool, tennis court, marina and 

golf practice range approved at Piermont, Swansea over 93 hectares (2.5 buildings per 

hectare); 

 18482 Tasman Highway, Bicheno approved restaurant, managers residence at 16 units over 

34 hectares (0.5 buildings per hectare); 

 White Sands Estate, Ironhouse Point, 29 units, restaurant, conference facilities, cinema, 

tennis court, over 90 hectares (0.3 buildings per hectare); 

 Bicheno Golf Club, 61 residential lots north of Bicheno Golf Course and extended 18 hole 

golf course over 95ha (0.6 buildings per hectare); 

The Planning Scheme includes Particular Purpose Zones for Saffire and Spring Bay Mill.  The Saffire 

PPZ has no control over scale.  The Spring Bay Mill PPZ includes a 5% site coverage Acceptable 

Solution which equates to approximately 2.1ha of buildings. 

The current RRZ and SAZ include a use Standard for visitor accommodation.  The Objective of the use 

Standard is to ensure visitor accommodation is of a scale that accords with the rural character and 

use of the area.  Associated Performance Criteria include that visitor accommodation use: 

 be of an intensity that respects the character of use of the area; 

 be located on the property’s poorer quality agricultural land or within the farm homestead 

buildings precinct; 

 not fetter the rural resource use of the property or adjoining land. 
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The phrase be of an intensity that respects the character of use of the area applies in most zones.   

With a large-scale proposal envisaged, the SAP proposes to set-aside and not replace the visitor 

accommodation use Standard of the RRZ and SAZ.  This is the key aspect of the SAP.  The use 

Standard of the RRZ and SAZ requires a case by case establishment of what the relevant area is, what 

the character of that area is and what is an appropriate intensity of use in light of that character.  

The relevant RRZ and SAZ clauses, or minor variations of, have been tested in two RMPAT appeal 

processes; both in Kingborough and both in the Environmental Living Zone and one being the recent 

Villa Howden decision.   

The guiding principle for determining the relevant area is from M Drury v Hobart City Council and Ors 

(TASRMPAT 18), which notes that the area: 

“must be sufficiently large to enable an assessment of the prevailing characteristics but not 

so large as to dilute the character of the area around the development and alongside which 

the development will sit” 

In terms of area, the Villa Howden, R & R Pearshouse and Anor v Kingborough Council and Anor 

[2018] RMPAT 24 case entailed three separate planning experts presenting alternative ways of 

determining the relevant area with the preferred opinion being imprecise on the relevant area for 

establishing character.  The preferred opinion also stated (at paragraph 43 of the decision): 

“Scale is a concept that is relative to the surrounding environment, such as a development 

that is appropriate is one environment might be inappropriate in another depending on the 

character of the environment. In a suburban environment, it is relatively easy to identify and 

appropriate an appropriate scale by reference to the surrounding development. However, in 

a non-urban environment it is more problematic owing to larger space, greater separation, 

and factors such as topography and vegetation come into play. It might be possible to have 

development of varying scale that owing to the factors above, does not represent the 

character of the area. The Sapphire Development at Coles Bay is an example of that. 

In the subject case the proposed development is of a different scale to every other 

development in the surrounding area, however as there is no characteristic scale, I cannot 

conclude that it is disrespectful.” 

Across all precincts there are areas in which development could occur that would be screened from 

public view by topography and vegetation.  Arguably, internalised development not visible outside 

the plan area is an intensity that is respectful of character as external impacts such as traffic may not 

be significant.  The Tribunal noted in the Villa Howden case: 

… the Tribunal finds that the attributes of the design, the site and its surroundings are such 

that the appearance of the Proposal will not be dominant from the adjoining land or from 

Howden Road.  Its impacts would be largely limited to within the site of the Proposal.  The 

proposal would be subservient to the dominating landscape within the area of the site.  The 

intensity of the use of the site would be unremarkable as the site is removed and largely 

obscured from its neighbours and from the road by existing vegetation on and around the 

site.  The impacts arising from its intensify would be limited to traffic coming and going from 

the development 
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The above is not presented to argue that the envisaged use or development is compatible with the 

character of the area but rather to show that determining an appropriate scale for a rural character 

over a particular area using the current zone provisions is not a simple exercise or one that has 

known outcomes.    

Many Representations argue that the scale of use should be capped and be capped at less than what 

is outlined in the supporting report.  Scale of use is relevant to considerations of infrastructure and 

amenity, particularly from patrons coming to and from the site, to consideration of landscape values 

and built form and to economic considerations such as supply and demand for rooms. 

In response to these concerns, a Gross Floor Area Standard is considered to be an appropriate 

response to these issues and it is recommended that a Standard be included in the SAP.  A Gross 

Floor Area provides greater certainty and addresses the built form elements that are considered 

more relevant than use alone in maintaining rural character. 

The GFA Standard is necessary in the absence of detailed plans but is inherently difficult to propose 

in the absence of such plans.  It is considered that such as Standard is necessary but what is 

proposed in the Working Draft may not necessarily be the appropriate outcome. 

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 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.  The approved, but not fully developed, Piermont would be 

approximately 3.2ha within 120m2 buildings. 

As a final point on the existing planning scheme, visitor accommodation is a discretionary use in the 

RRZ with no qualifications and is a discretionary use in the SAZ with the following qualification “Only 

if backpackers hostel, bed and breakfast establishment, camping and caravan park, holiday cabin, 

overnight camping area or seasonal workers accommodation”.  Unhelpfully, most of these terms are 

not defined; they clearly should be.  The term holiday cabin was originally defined in 1978 Tourism 

Determinations issued by the State.  However, there is no longer any definition of a holiday cabin.  

Consequently, there is uncertainty about what use can and cannot be considered in the SAZ.   

 

Visual amenity 

Issues raised relate to the potential visual impact of the proposal.  Concerns include the scale of the 

development, the height of buildings allowed under the SAP, that development will be visible from 

the coastline and Great Eastern Drive and the degree to which impacts can be mitigated. 

These concerns overlap to a degree with scale.  It is considered that the recommendations made in 

the above section will address some of the concerns raised.  

The flat plains either side of the Great Eastern Drive and the hills to the west mean that much of 

Cambria is visible from public vantage points.  Conversely, the majority of the Hills Precinct is not 

visible as is a large proportion of the Agricultural Precinct.  Arguably the scenic qualities of Cambria 

are not significant relative to other East Coast locations.  The Cambria Homestead is not prominent 
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to passive vehicles or Nine Mile Beach.  Conversely, there is clear evidence in the landscape that high 

structures can be visible over great distance and can be too prominent over shorter distances.  

Poorly sited or large building bulk will have an unreasonable impact to visual amenity of the area 

with adverse impacts to visitors and residence.  There is a capacity within the site to locate buildings 

with no to little prominence from public places and to also ensure design mitigates potential adverse 

impacts on buildings sited within viewlines. 

 

Uncertainty 

The lack of a firm planning application was a common concern.  It was generally considered that too 

much is unknown and the request too light on detail.  Related issues include inconsistency in the 

documentation and interpretation of discretionary uses in the SAP in light of statements made in the 

supporting documentation.  Concerns include: 

1) The SAP is too general for a proposal of this scale leading to positive, negative and as yet 

undefined impacts and has no link to the proponents master plan; 

2) Without detailed plans, impacts cannot be identified, quantified, managed or mitigated.  

Proponent statements that less than half the master plan would be implemented; 

3) Difficulty in navigating 'planner speak' and the various documents and how they related to 

the Specific Area Plan; 

4) The master plan was not exhibited; 

5) Developer not bound to the SAP.  Council has too little control over future applications; 

6) Lack of coherent strategic purpose and focus; 

7) A Specific Area Plan is not warranted.  Cambria Homestead can be developed under the 

current planning scheme and the proposal is not a significant economic tourism 

development. 

The outline of future development given in the master plan and supporting report is separate to the 

SAP and Amendment.  The content of the amendment and specifically the SAP must form the basis 

of the assessment.   

A number of modifications to the SAP are recommended to be made which will address some of 

issues raised. 

 

Development Standards of SAP 

Some Representations raised concerns with respect to the detail of the SAP including: 

1) Heights, with concerns raised that height would increase from 5 metres on Dolphin Sands 

Road and 8.5 metres/2 storeys in Cambria to 12 metres/4 storeys on most development 

precincts, including the golf course; 

2) Setback, with concerns raised the any building would have a 5m setback compared 20m to 

50m now; 

3) Subdivision, with additional subdivision potentially and smaller lots sizes proposed, including 

potential for residential lots; 

4) Scale of use, with concerns raised that there is no limit to what could occur; 
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5) Use, with concerns raised that some uses are inappropriate for the area or maybe 

inappropriate dependent on their future scale; 

6) That the covenanted area should be excluded from the SAP; 

7) That the SAP has no distinction between terms villa, apartment and unit; 

8) Limits on residential use are warranted and residential should not be allowed;  

9) The Dolphin Sands PPZ should apply to the site; and 

10) Subdivision in Precinct 2 should be prevented. 

A number of modifications to the SAP are recommended to be made which will address the majority 

of issues raised. 

The covenants apply irrespective of the planning scheme.  There may be conflict between the 

planning scheme and a covenant (by zoning covenanted land for agriculture) but in practice this is of 

no consequence.  A covenant is enforceable by legal action and is not a relevant planning 

consideration.  The covenants within Cambria are with the State of Tasmania. 

 

Traffic 

Concern was raised within Representations that the additional traffic would reduce existing safety 

and efficiency of road users, particularly with respect to tourist traffic.  Other concerns raised include 

expectations that the project would require or create a demand for a bridge crossing between 

Dolphin Sands and Swanwick.  Concern was raised that existing farm accesses off the Tasman 

Highway and off Dolphin Sands Road would be used for the tourism development which would give 

rise to significant amenity concerns. 

The Great Eastern Drive is clearly the major means by which visitors access the East Coast, and is 

administered by the Department of State Growth (DSG).   Tasmanian Government submissions to 

the Legislative Council inquiry on short stay accommodation states the branding of the Great Eastern 

Drive has increased visitations by 20% / 62,800. 

The representation from DSG does not outline any concern with traffic safety or efficient.  DSG have 

several current upgrade works to the Great Eastern Drive but otherwise have no (known) strategy 

for future upgrade works to the Great Eastern Drive.  

In terms of the site, it is unclear to what extent future development will directly generate increased 

visitations or capture visitations that are driven by existing conditions and enhanced by Government 

marketing.  The proposal would clearly increase use of existing local roads and the TIA outlines the 

likely upgrades that would be required at the junction of these roads with the Great Eastern Drive.  

The TIA does not adequately address the likely need for upgrades to local roads, such as their 

widening or sealing.  The TIA provides information and background and not a final position on any 

traffic matter. 

The Road and Rail Assets Code will apply to all future application and provides the basis for Council 

and DSG to assess traffic generation. 

Cambria Estate has a number of access points and rights of way through other titles, but has good 

connectivity via McNeils Road and Swan River Road and to a lesser extent Boathouse Road.  The SAP 
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should be amended so that any increased traffic generation for non-agricultural activities is via 

existing public roads (as an Acceptable Solution) with a Performance Criteria to consider and protect 

amenity and biosecurity considerations of adjoining land. 

A bridge crossing to Swanwick is not proposed and is unlikely to be financially or environmentally 

viable to either a private proponent or government. 

 

Airstrip 

Issues raised in Representations include:  

1) impact to residential amenity of flights and traffic; 

2) the need for medical flight services; 

3) increased flights over Freycinet; 

4) safety due to cross winds; 

5) is more for tourists than medical purposes; 

6) helicopter flights; 

7) extent of upgrades required and degree of compliance as an agricultural landing strip;  

8) existing status of airstrip; 

9) lack of Royal Flying Doctors Service awareness of concept;  

10) harm to vegetation from oil and other residue under flight path;  

11) support for the airstrip and 

12) limited planning laws in Tasmania 

The SAP requires modification to give greater direction for any future upgrade of the existing airstrip 

or development of airstrip or helipad elsewhere on the site.  This must be limited to direct amenity 

consideration of adjoining land. 

Relevant contested planning appeal cases on similar scaled airstrips are few.   Those that are 

relevant have placed significant weighting on noise exposure of aircraft to surrounding sensitive 

receivers in a manner not dissimilar to assessing industrial activities. 

 

Palliative care 

Concern was raised in Representations regarding the palliative care component, including insufficient 

medical practitioners to serve the development, which will take doctors from existing practices and 

further stress the health system or undermine May Shaw.  Uncertainty also existed as to what 

specifically was proposed and how a compliant service could be provided outside a settlement.  The 

peak body Palliative Care Tasmania has offered to brief Council on these matters. 

 

The potential to provide and sustain a private palliative care facility is limited.  Facilities are provided 

at Swansea via May Shaw.  It is recommended that this use be removed from the SAP. 
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Natural Hazards & Risk 

Concern was raised in Representations that flood and bushfire risk were not considered and that 

increased visitors would strain existing volunteer emergency services.  The TFS note their willingness 

to participate in TPC hearings. 

Parts of the site are subject to a natural of natural hazards and risks.  The planning scheme provides 

a number of Code that address these matters as part of any future applications. 

 

Property Values 

Representations considered that the proposal would both reduce and increase property values in the 

area. 

These claims can only be confirmed by independent property valuations that would be based on 

certain assumptions as to future use or development on the land, and which cannot truly anticipate 

the actual value that is settled during any transaction.  Given the matters that are taken into account 

in land valuation it is doubtful that development of land has a negative impact on adjoining 

valuations. 

The modifications recommended will address some of the amenity considerations that representors 

consider will impact market value. 

 

Council’s Strategic Plan 

Concern was raised in Representations that a development of the scale envisaged and located in 

areas of known natural values is contrary to Council’s Strategic Plan. 

Council’s Strategic Plan is relevant to the consideration of the amendment but is considered to have 

a relatively low weighting in any decision making.  The Strategic Plan is to inform Councils 

operational planning not to regulate land use matters.  

 

 

(c) to encourage public involvement in resource management and planning; and 

This is a procedural objective that is delivered through the established legislative process for 

consultation. 

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

paragraph (a), (b) and (c); 

Economic Impacts 

Some Representations expressed support for the project for the potential local economic gain and job 

creation.  These benefits would sustain permanent population and existing community services and 

businesses, reduced pressure for accommodation in Coles Bay.  Support was received for event 

facilities and airstrip. 
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Some Representations expressed concern for the negative impact to Swansea and existing 

businesses.  Specific concerns include:  

1) that F5.6.1 of the SAP  is insufficient in light of description of the Cambria village at page 49 

of the master plan; 

2) statements that existing business are not setup to cater for foreign tourists and therefore will 

not see any benefits; 

3) that tourism jobs do not best meet the needs of youths;  

4) that the proposal creates a new, larger town that is not economically or socially viable, or 

that will be gated and exclusive; 

5) that economic benefits will be minimal or negative and that local or Tasmanian people will 

not be employed for construction or operation; 

6) no need for a golf course as Swansea already has a golf course - limited golfing tourism; 

7) support for golf course; 

8) conflict with Tasmanian Brand & existing operators; and 

9) caters for a small percentage of Tasmanian visitors (4%). 

Clause F5.6.1 provides an appropriate level of protection for existing businesses and services in 

Swansea.  Nevertheless, it is recommended that a number of modifications be made to the SAP to 

reduce the range of use that can be considered to those that are reasonably associated with 

tourism.    

Infrastructure 

Issues raised include uncertainty over what infrastructure will be required and how this will be 

funded.  In long-term, rate-payers will pay for infrastructure expansion and maintenance.  Developer 

should be required to pay a bond to ensure works are to standard. 

The full extent of public infrastructure needs is not known.  The documentation identifies potential 

highway junction upgrades and there is a potential to provide TasWater services.  Upgrades to the 

local road network may also be required. 

Public infrastructure upgrades will be developer funded and GSBC, TasWater and Department of 

State Growth all have procedures in place to verify the quality of work. 
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Issues outside the Schedule 1 Objectives 

Process 

Council was secretive, rushed, non-consultative and with questionable probity.  Lack of transparency 

in State and Local Government. 

Ownership 

Various commentary was given on ownership and specific concerns raised relating to: 

1) the public announcement of Cambrian Culture and Art Town; 

2) Who are the proponents, what are their credentials, can they deliver?; 

3) Allegations that Council and other parties have change and or broken Australian corporate 

law to suit the developer or the law has otherwise been breached; 

4) The ownership of associated corporate entities, the land owner consent granted and 

allegations of subterfuge; 

5) Loss of local identity and social fabric; 

6) "Already another east coast farm has been purchased with the intention of developing it 

when the Cambria test case has cleared the way.  Another coastal property owner has been 

approached to sell" and similar statements; 

Other 

1) “Public right of way to access reserves etc: Again no information supplied, will this be 

explored and addresses”; 

2) Concern that the Alliance group are opposing the proposal for opposition sake; 

3) Strong NIMBY element - Dolphin Sands was once part of Cambria; 

4) Dolphin Sands subdivision subject to tight restrictions to preserve environment & these 

apply to the development site; 

5) Council website cannot be accessed in France; 

6) Commentary on DSRA submission / or commentary on DSRA; 

7) Should be a Project of State Significance; 

8) There is a lack of project costings; 

9) The amendment simply seeks windfall profits for the owner;  

10) Cambria is not referenced in PWS Freycinet Master Plan - will increase demands on the 

National Park; 

11) Potential health effects of pesticide use; 

12) Allegation that the existing zoning described by Ireneinc is contrary to the actual approved 

zoning shown on the list; 

13) Question as to whether Crown land was transferred to the owners in 2015; 

14) Allegations of lack of transparency and good governance directed at the State Government; 

15) That there are 11, 12 or 13 titles within the site depending on which piece of information is 

sourced; 

16) Removal of fencing along 483 Dolphin Sands Road for an access road; 

17) "If I had known this development was being considered I would never have invested all my 

savings in … two years ago"; 

18) locking up land for the privilege few while we have a housing crisis. 
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Select Representations 

Department of State Growth 

1) Without certainty of associated DA, concerned by scale and scope of what could eventuate – 

including residential subdivision - under broad scope of SAP from a traffic and tourism 

industry perspective. 

Modifications are recommended to the SAP. 

2) Land owner consent for Crown land. 

The Council minutes confirm that the amendment was initiated only for private land and not Crown 

road reservations, and that the initiation was made under s34(1)(a) (i.e., in response to a request).  

Council can nevertheless initiate an amendment under s34(1)(b) to any land without any land owner 

consent.   

The certified SAP does not apply to Crown land.  It must be noted that at the scale presented the 

narrow road reserves are not visible. 

3) Meaningful comment on the TIA cannot be made as does not reflect activities described in 

the planning report, is out of date and refers to 4 accesses only, whereas DSG state there are 

10.   

Noted.  The TIA provides background information.  Any future application will be subject to the Road 

and Rail Assets Code which will require a new TIA for any significant traffic generating use and must 

have regard to the specific use or development. 

4) Utilities ought to be discretionary. 

Agree. 

5) Master plan does not enable public transport.  Visitors, residents and staff will be entirely 

reliant on private vehicles. 

There is no bus service within Swansea.  DSG note that from 2019 there will be a daily return bus 

service from Bicheno to Hobart and a school service from Swansea to Hobart.  It would appear that 

both services will run along the Great Eastern Drive only, and therefore not enter Cambria Estate.   

It is common place in rural areas for people to drive to, or be driven to, bus services. 

It is self-evident that visitors to the East Coast are car dependant, this is central to the Great Eastern 

Drive marketing platform. 

6) Inconsistent with PAL policy and loss of agricultural land. 

DSG principle concern is that any extensive development of the land would reduce land that could 

be used for agriculture. 
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The SAP prioritises agricultural use on the better quality areas of the site.   It is recommended that 

the part of the Amendment to rezone land to Rural Resource Zone around the homestead be 

removed.  It is also recommended that setbacks be increased to remove any potential for fettering. 

The request is consistent with the PAL policy and the recommended modifications will enhance this. 

7) Tourism supply. 

DSG consider there to be too much uncertainty to comment on what affect the amendment will 

have on tourism. 

This can only be noted. 

8) There is an active clay mine lease owned by TasWater, and two others leases, on PID 

3016155 which are subject to the Attenuation Code. 

Noted. 

9) Inconsistent with Structure Plan and potential to create a new community. 

DSG provide little detail to explain or justify this concern.  The SAP does not propose a residential 

settlement.  As noted elsewhere modifications are recommended to restrict commercial use above 

that already provided for by the use Standard in the SAP. 

10) Contrary to State Coastal Policy 1996 in that the requirement to avoid actively mobile 

landform has not been considered. 

An actively mobile dune is not sufficiently defined in the State Coastal Policy 1996.  

The Coastal Erosion Hazard Code in the planning scheme was prepared by Department of Premier 

and Cabinet and endorsed by the TPC.  It does allow for development, subject to detailed design, in 

areas currently eroding or anticipated to erode by 2100 or sooner but do not allow development on 

an actively mobile landform.  Irrespective of the Amendment, the Code will apply to any 

development.   

11) Suggested improvements to SAP, including:  

 Clarifying use qualifications 

 Including agriculture as an objective in each precinct; 

 Making utilities a discretionary use; 

 Providing for storage use to recognise this as an ancillary use to agriculture. 

Agreed. 

12) Uses such as crematoria use creates attenuation buffers in close proximity to potential 

sensitive uses. 

Noted. 

13) Previous DSG comments not included in initiation report. 
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The comments were received after the report was prepared.  The comments essentially note that 

the developer could submit a s43A combined application, but as noted earlier, a s43A is not possible 

due to the sites heritage listing.  The comments also note that the TIA is 2 years old and does not 

reflect any specific development which was also understood.  

 

E3 Planning obo Websters Limited 

 

1) The masterplan should be ignored for the purposes of assessment.  Only the development 

potential created by the SAP is relevant. 

Agreed 
 

2) No development is proposed.  Even if it were there is no guarantee in the SAP that a permit 

would be implement and other proposal could be developed in the future.  The overall 

development potential of the SAP is nothing less than massive with insufficient controls on 

subdivision, residential and visitor accommodation. 

It is clear no development is proposed at this stage.   The background material does present a large, 
broad vision for the future of the site which is likely to naturally evolve over time as markets are 
tested and as visitor and other demands change overtime.  The SAP needs to balance flexibility and 
mitigation of potential impacts and to this end requires various modifications to provide such 
balance. 
    

3) Lack of an integrated master plan, leading to potential for parts of the site to be sold 

separately and potential developed in ways inconsistent with the SAP.  

Whilst this is speculative, the SAP purpose statements and LAO to provide a significant degree of 
integration between agriculture and tourism.  In this context, the rationale and objective of the 
proposed subdivision controls are not properly established and should be removed. 
  

4) Subdivision and residential development at urban densities is possible 

Disagree.  Such proposals would be contrary to the objective for the Standard (which the 

representation omits) and the plan purpose statements.  In any case it is recommended that the 

subdivision Standard of the SAP is removed.  The amendment is not for a residential development. 

5) No scale on visitor accommodation, particularly where permitted in the Homestead Precinct. 

Agreed.  A Gross Floor Area provision is proposed. 

6) Building height of 12m is unacceptable for visitor accommodation use and out of character 

with the surrounding area. 

Agree.  Whilst the height Standard is based on the State Planning Provisions height limit it should be 

reduced to 8m for non-agricultural uses. 

7) The SAP would convert 3,000ha of agricultural land. 
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Disagree.  The amendment does however require modification to better reflect the current use of 

the site should tourism related development not occur or happen at a smaller scale.  This requires 

modification throughout the document but particularly to ensure that the SAP does not prohibit any 

rural or agricultural use otherwise provided by the zone and which may be appropriate in the future. 

8) Potential to fetter surrounding use. 

The SAP does provide a use Standard that addresses this potential and adopts large setbacks for 

sensitive uses.  Nevertheless a modification is necessary to provide absolute minimum setbacks.  

This removes any potential for sensitive use in close proximity, and reflects the large size of the site 

and the flexibility available for building siting. 

9) Inconsistency with STRLUS by increased demand on infrastructure with pressure on GSBC to 

fund infrastructure include roads, electricity, water and waste disposal and collection and 

creation of a new regional centre, urban expansion, and loss of agricultural land. 

The argument is that under increasing visitor numbers a demand would be generated to provide 

water, sewer, stormwater and other services to the site and to Dolphin Sands and to which Council 

would fund. 

Water and sewer reticulated could be provided to the site or part of the site at the developers cost 

and in consultation with TasWater.  It is unclear what role Council would or could ever have in 

facilitate such service extensions. 

Stormwater is a Council function however such developers typically provide a private system.  For 

instance, Piermont will be developed with a series of large scale private stormwater mains and other 

services at developers cost. 

A residential development is not proposed.  The settlement strategies of the STRLUS are not 

relevant.  Activity centre considerations are relevant but will be resolved through the proposed 

modifications.  Loss of agricultural land considerations are discussed elsewhere. 

10) Inconsistency with Schedule 1 Objectives of LUPAA 

Disagree.  Subject to appropriate modifications the amendment can be made consistent with the 

Schedule 1 Objectives. 

 

E3 Planning obo Piermont Pty Ltd 

 

1) Proposal is contrary to what brings visitors to the area, being uniqueness, small scale and 

undeveloped.  The proposal provides an unfettered conversion of 3,100 ha with nil or limited 

planning controls on building height or density and will place demand on GSBC to fund 

infrastructure upgrades.  It provides for another settlement principally for foreign nationals. 

It is agreed that additional controls are necessary with respect to the SAP. 
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More broadly, the concern raised is one of personal opinion.  Piermont is a large-scale development 

with a mix of visitor accommodation and residential development.  The development envisaged by 

the Amendment and provided for by the SAP is not considered fundamentally different or larger 

than the Piermont complex. 

 

Emma Riley and Associates obo East Coast Alliance 

 

1) The draft amendment is unnecessary as the appropriate scale of tourism related use and 

development can be accommodated by existing planning provisions. 

This issue cannot be resolved by way of modification.  The issue represents a fundamental 

opposition to Amendment.  The issue can only be tested and resolved before the Tasmanian 

Planning Commission. 

2) Structure and Drafting of the SAP – does SAP override zones. 

Agreed.  The SAP should specify if each clause is an addition to, modification of, or substitution of 

any clause in any Zone or Code. 

3) Structure and Drafting of the SAP – a Particular Purpose Zone should be adopted if SAP is to 

override zones. 

Disagree.  The SAP does provide a different future for the site but retains the core agricultural focus 

of the existing zones.  The SAP modifies the existing strategic approach rather than fundamentally 

change it, which would be the appropriate test for a Particular Purpose Zone (PPZ).   

It should also be noted that Solis is provided for by a SAP rather than a PPZ, whereas Saffire, Spring 

Bay Mill, and the Gulch each have a PPZ. 

4) Structure and Drafting of the SAP – use qualifications appear to prohibit uses which the 

background material seeks to be discretionary, which if so would require re-exhibition. 

Noted.  There are discrepancies between the SAP and the background material.  These issues can 

only be resolved through the hearing process.  The extent of modifications recommended in this s.39 

report would, if adopted by the Tasmanian Planning Commission, likely meet the tests of substantial 

modifications and require re-exhibition. 

5) Rezoning to Rural Resource Zone for heritage reasons is not supported. 

Agreed. 

6) Extent of conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural use and adequacy of SAP as a 

means to refuse any non-agricultural use, including residential and visitor accommodation. 

Overall, the SAP proposed increased agricultural output and tourism related uses that, 

notwithstanding their scale, support agricultural use.   
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It is accepted that the SAP does not recognise agricultural potential of the homestead precinct and 

should by way of reducing the extent of the homestead precinct to those areas with identified 

heritage significance.  The Heritage Design Guidelines do identify sub-precincts around the 

Homestead that are to be maintained for agriculture.  The SAP also removes an agricultural focus 

from the Hills Resort Precinct and the Golf and Conservation Precinct which represents the limited 

agricultural potential of those areas.    

Whilst the Hills Resort Precinct is identified in the draft LPS as being within the Agriculture Zone it 

has limited agriculture potential.  The basis for the Agriculture Zone is mapping of Agriculture Estate 

provided by the State Government and which identifies substantial hectares of land of less obvious 

agricultural potential.  For instance, the recent subdivision off Crossins Road by the Tasmanian Land 

Conservancy is identified as having agricultural potential. 

7) Rezoning of Conservation Covenant areas to Environmental Management is not necessary. 

Agreed.  The zoning of land subject to a Conservation Covenant is of no consequence as the 

covenant is a legal agreement with the State of Tasmania that significantly constrains what an owner 

may do.  Consequently, they are irrelevant to determining the zoning of land.   

The three covenants on Cambria vary; some allow grazing whilst others don’t.   

8) Potential residential subdivision. 

The Amendment does not propose a residential development.  The SAP should be modified to 

prohibit most forms of residential use.     

9) Extent of visitor accommodation use possible far exceeds demand projections and is an 

unreasonable large level of unconstrained growth.  It amounts to a new settlement albeit 

one primarily for visitors.  

The background material references some 500 visitor accommodation rooms.  Clearly, should that 

occur at once that supply would far outstrip demand but self-evidently that supply will not occur at 

once.   

10) No economic analysis done on the impact of the proposal on the surrounding settlements or 

East Coast visitor economy.  Ideally, visitor accommodation would occur across the region as 

a whole, not in one specific location. 

As noted elsewhere in the report there is no relevant or useful regional plan guiding where, how and 

at what numbers visitor accommodation rooms should be provided. 

Clearly the proponent recognises the locational advantages of Swansea and seeks to leverage the 

sites heritage and agricultural values to capture visitations.   

It is also highly unlikely that accommodation would be provided at a rate that far exceeds demand in 

a manner that would crowd out investment by other potential providers.  However, without any 

long-term projections or strategies and without any firm development application, comprehensively 

evaluating that issue will be challenging.  Any future adverse impact is also dependent to a large 

degree upon the circumstances of individual businesses, their particular market segments and 
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marketing and how they respond to greater competition.  The continued prevalence of AirBnB and 

the regulatory response to the sharing economy will also be important factors for supply at the site 

and across the region. 

11) Retail uses.  

The concerns raised are generally accepted and a number of modifications to the SAP are 

recommended. 

12) Hospital services (palliative care) is inappropriate. 

Agree. 

13) Proposed airstrip would rival other regional airstrip, is too close to existing dwellings and 

claims that it is necessary for emergency services are misleading. 

Modifications to this part of the SAP are recommended. 

14) Traffic impacts are not properly considered and are outdated. 

See response to Department of State Growth 

15) Infrastructure, lack of detail on wastewater management. 

Noted.  Such detail is for future processes. 

16) Inconsistent with State Coastal Policy 1996, ribbon development and excessive scale. 

The amendment is considered consistent with the State Coastal Policy. 

17) Lack of justification for the golf course and concern for impact to native vegetation and 

Moulting Lagoon. 

It is agreed that there is insufficient justification for a golf course to be afforded the level of certainty 

that is proposed in the LAO. 

A golf course could well be an ideal land use for areas of limited agricultural potential, subject to any 

application meeting the necessary planning scheme tests and applicable legislation.  As no 

application has been made no determination can be made on this one way or the other.  Existing 

planning provisions are well suited to considering direct impacts of habitat removal, etc.  There is 

however no direct provisions for operational matters associated with a golf course.  The SAP ought 

to be modified to introduce an application requirement for a golf course management plan that 

address all other potential environmental impacts that do not form part of any Code. 

 

IreneInc 

 

1) Swansea has locational advantages to capture economic benefits of increased visitations 

with economic growth strongly supported by Federal, State and local policies. 
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Noted. 

2) The SAP includes provisions such that General Retail and Hire and Food Services uses do not 

complete. 

Noted. 

3) Suggest adoption of a new Standard in the SAP to prohibit use of aquifer water.  Details 

provided of existing (50ML), approved (462ML) and concept (at least 1196ML) dam storages 

and existing water rights totalling 1692ML. 

The SAP should be modified to include the suggested standard.  The TPC will need to determine if 

the use is for a proper planning purpose given existing regulation. 

4) Suggest adoption of new Standard for the airstrip. 

The SAP should be modified to adopt the suggested standard.  A specific noise level may also be 

appropriate.  A standard for helipads should also be included in a modified SAP. 

5) Suggest a 50m Acceptable Solution setback from Dolphin Sands residences other than for the 

Homestead Precinct as the heritage design guidelines override and prevent building in 

proximity. 

Noted.  Similar but different modifications have been recommended. 

6) Scale.  

The representation states that the master plan provides for development to cover approximately 

0.2% of the entire estate with less than 6.5ha of total developable footprint (being inclusive of 

access, car parking, separate between buildings, etc).  The representation also states that “[w]e are 

continuing to explore an appropriate planning mechanism that could be included, for example either 

through site coverage for the precincts, or number of rooms”. 

It is considered appropriate that the SAP be modified to include a Gross Floor Area Standard to 

provide some ultimate control over scale and takes into account topography, view lines, bulk, 

massing, materials and the like.  
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F5.0 Cambria Specific Area Plan (WORKING DRAFT) 

F5.1 Purpose of Specific Area Plan 

F5.1.1 The purpose of the Cambria Specific Area Plan is to: 

(a) Provide for regionally significant economic tourism development based upon agricultural, 

natural and heritage assets within the plan area. 

(b)  Provide for uses that attract, support and sustain visitors to the East Coast region, including 

uses associated with accommodation, events, sports and recreation. 

(c) Provide for use and development within precincts that respond to specific land 

characteristics. 

(d) Reinstate the importance of the Cambria Homestead as a focal point for the community and 

visitors. 

(e) Protect the most productive agricultural land and invest in increased output. 

(f) Ensure non-agricultural and non-rural use is integrated with new and more intensive 

agricultural and rural activities occurring across the plan area. 

(g) Provide for the ongoing management of biodiversity values across the plan area. 

(h) Maintain the working agricultural landscape visible from the Great Eastern Drive. 

(i) Ensure building design complements the built and natural environment of the plan area. 

(j) Maintain an efficient State and local road network. 

F5.2 Application of this Plan 

F5.2.1 This Specific Area Plan applies to the area of land designated as the Cambria Specific Area 

Plan on the overlay maps. 

F5.2.2 Irrespective of the zoning of land or the spatial extent of any overlay applying to land that is 

within the area of this Specific Area Plan, and notwithstanding any clause in this planning 

scheme to the contrary, any Standard of any Code in this planning scheme that expressly 

regulates impacts on biodiversity values applies to use and development within this Specific 

Area Plan that involves the clearance and conversion and or disturbance of native 

vegetation. 

F5.2.3 Any application for a golf course within this Specific Area Plan must include a golf course 

management plan on matters relating to the construction and operation of a golf course 

that may impact the environment including use of fertilizer or pesticide, access to and 

through the site, construction environmental management, habitat protection and/or 

restoration, and use of water. 
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F5.3 Local Area Objectives 

F5.4.1 Local Area Objectives 

Sub-clause Area Description Local Area Objective 

F5.4.1.1 Cambria Homestead 
Precinct as shown on 
Figure 1. 

(a) To recognise and protect the cultural 
heritage values of the buildings and 
landscape. 

(b) To ensure development is sympathetic to 
cultural heritage values 

(c) To provide event facilities and 
accommodation and other uses for visitors to 
the region. 

(d) Maintain agricultural activity consistent with 
the heritage design guidelines. 

(e) Minimise fettering of adjacent agricultural 
land. 

(f) Enable innovation and integration between 
tourism operations and agricultural activities 
over the plan area. 

F5.4.1.2 Conservation Precinct 
as shown on Figure 1. 

(a) To protect and enhance natural values. 

(b) To provide for uses that foster an 
appreciation of the unique environmental 
values of the land and surrounds. 

(c) Recognise and respond to natural hazards. 

(d) Provide for a golf course and associated 
infrastructure and use subject to appropriate 
impact mitigation. 

F5.4.1.3 Agricultural Precinct 
as shown on Figure 1. 

(a) To increase agricultural output from the plan 
area above that at the date of approval of 
this Specific Area Plan through investment 
and compatible tourism related uses that 
create new demand for produce from land 
within the plan area. 

(b) To minimise change to agricultural 
landscapes from non-agricultural use as 
viewed from the Great Eastern Drive. 

F5.4.1.4 Hills Resort Precinct as 
shown on Figure 1 

(a) To provide for resort accommodation, 
central facilities, event facilities and clusters 
of villas 

(b) To protect the scenic landscape quality as 
viewed from the Great Eastern Drive. 

(c) To protect and enhance natural values. 

(d) Recognise and respond to natural hazards. 

(e) Facilitate a network of cycling and walking 
trails. 
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F5.4 Use Table 

This clause is a substation to: 

(a) Rural Resource Zone – Clause 26.2 Use Table; and 

(b) Significant Agricultural Zone – Clause 27.2 Use Table.  

Use Class Qualification  

No Permit Required 

Natural and Cultural Values 
Management 

 

Passive Recreation  

Resource Development  

Utilities If for minor utilities 

Permitted 

Food Services   Only if for the serving of agricultural produce primarily from the 
region. 

General Retail and Hire Only if for the sale of agricultural produce primarily from the property. 
 

Residential If for: 
(a) a home-based business in an existing dwelling; or  
(b) alterations or extensions to an existing dwelling. 

Resource Processing  

Visitor Accommodation If in Precinct 1. 

Discretionary 

Community Meeting and 
Entertainment 

 

Crematoria and Cemeteries  

Educational and Occasional 
Care 

 

Emergency Services  

Extractive Industries  

Food Services Except where Permitted 

General Retail and Hire Except where Permitted 
If not for adult sex product shop, amusement parlour, betting agency, 
bottle shop, department store, local shop, pharmacy or supermarket. 

Manufacturing and 
Processing 

If for:  
(a) the manufacturing of agricultural equipment; or  
(b) the processing of materials from Extractive Industry. 

Pleasure Boat Facility  

Research and Development  

Residential If for 
(a) a single dwelling; 
(b) a home-based business; or 
(c) staff accommodation. 

Sports and Recreation  

Storage If for:  
(a) a contractors yard;  
(b) freezing and cooling storage;  
(c) a liquid, solid or gas fuel depot; or  
(d) a woodyard. 



 

Page 4 of 10 
 

Tourist Operation  

Transport Depot and 
Distribution 

 

Utilities  

Visitor Accommodation If not listed as Permitted. 

 

F5.5 Use Standards 

Clause F5.5.1, F5.5.2 and F5.5.3 are a substitution for: 

(a) Rural Resource Zone – Clause 26.3.1, Clause 26.3.2 and Clause 26.3.3; and 

(b) Significant Agriculture Zone – Clause 27.3.1, Clause 27.3.2 and Clause 27.3.3 (A1/P1 only). 

F5.5.1 Retail Impact 

Objective: That retail uses do not compromise or distort the activity centre hierarchy. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1 
No Acceptable Solution. 

P1 
Food Services or General Retail and Hire uses 
must: 

(a) augment and support agricultural use; 
or  

(b) cater primarily for demand from 
customers or visitors from outside the 
local area; and  

(c) must not compromise the role of the 
existing activity centres, having regard 
to: 

(i) the size and scale of the proposed 
use; 

(ii) existing uses occurring within the 
plan area; 

(iii) the function of the activity centre 
in Swansea; 

(iv) the extent that the proposed use 
impacts on the activity centre in 
Swansea including any similar 
use; and 

(v) consistency with the plan purpose 
and the local area objectives. 
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F5.5.2 Operation of an airstrip 

Objective: That the operation of an airstrip or helipad or intensification of use of the existing 
airstrip does not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity to residential areas adjoining the 
plan. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1 
The use of an airstrip, or use of a helipad 
within 500m of a sensitive use on land 
outside the plan area, is for:  

(a) Emergency Services uses; or 

(b) Resource Development uses. 

P1 
The use of an airstrip, or use of a helipad 
within 500m of a sensitive use on land 
outside the plan area, does not cause an 
unreasonable loss of amenity to adjoining 
residential areas having regard to: 

(a) the number and frequency of flights; 

(b) flight paths; 

(c) hours of use;  

(d) noise exposure as detailed in an 
acoustic report from a suitably 
qualified person; and 

(e) consistency with the plan purpose and 
the local area objectives. 

 

F5.5.3 Discretionary uses 

Objective: That the operation of an airstrip does not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity 
to residential areas adjoining the plan. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

 P1 
A discretionary use must not conflict with or 
fetter agricultural use on or adjoining the 
plan area having regard to: 

(a) the characteristics of the proposed 
use; 

(b) the characteristics of the area of land 
including its existing agricultural use or 
potential agricultural use; 

(c) separation to the boundaries of the 
plan area and to any existing or 
potential agricultural use; and 

(d) the characteristics of the site and 
adjoining land that would buffer any 
adverse impacts on amenity from 
existing or potential agricultural use. 
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F5.6 Development Standards for Buildings and Works 

Clauses F5.6.1, F5.6.2, F5.6.3, F5.6.4, are a substitution for: 

(a) Rural Resource Zone – Clause 26.4.1, Clause 26.4.2, and Clause 26.4.3 

(b) Significant Agriculture Zone – Clause 27.4.1, Clause 27.4.2 and Clause 27.4.3 

Clauses F5.6.5, F5.6.6, F5.6.7 and F5.6.8, are an addition to the Rural Resource Zone and Significant 

Agriculture Zone Development Standards for Buildings and Works 

F5.6.1  Building Height  

Objective: 

To ensure that building height contributes positively to the rural landscape.  

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1 

Building height must be not more than: 

(a) 8m; or 

(b) 12m for a Resource Development or  
Resource Processing use, 

P1 

Building height must: 

(a) not have unreasonable impact on 
adjoining properties, having regard to; 

(i) the topography and constraints of 
the site; 

(ii) the separation from existing uses 
on adjoining properties;  

(iii) the bulk and form of the building; 

(iv) any buffers created by natural and 
other features;  

(v) overlooking and loss of privacy; 
and  

(b) be compatible with the landscape 
values of the site, having regard to:  

(i) the height, bulk and form of 
proposed buildings;  

(ii) the height, bulk and form of 
existing buildings;  

(iii) the topography of the site;  

(iv) the visual impact of the buildings 
when viewed from the Tasman 
Highway; 

(v) the landscape values of the 
surrounding area; and 

(vi) consistency with the plan purpose 
and  the local area objectives. 
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F5.6.2 Building Setbacks 

Objective: That building setback: 
(a) does not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity to adjoining residential areas; and  
(b) minimises potential conflicts with adjoining properties. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1 
Building setback to land outside the plan area 
must be no less than: 

(a) 50m from the Rural Living Zone or 
Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose Zone 
regardless of use; 

(b) 200m from the Environmental 
Management Zone, Rural Resource 
Zone or Significant Agriculture Zone 
regardless of use. 

P1 
Building setback to land outside the plan 
area must not conflict or interfere with 
existing or potential agricultural use and 
must not unreasonably impact any existing 
use on adjoining land, having regard to: 

(a) the site, shape and topography of the 
site; 

(b) the location of existing buildings on 
site; 

(c) the existing and potential use of 
adjoining land; 

(d) any proposed attenuation measures; 

(e) any buffers created by natural or 
other features; 

(f) consistency with the plan purpose 
and the local area objectives; 

and must be no less than: 

(i) 40m from the Rural Living Zone or 
Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose 
Zone if for a Discretionary use; 

(ii) 10m from the Rural Living Zone or 
Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose 
Zone if for a No Permit Required 
or Permitted use; 

(iii) 100m from the Environmental 
Management Zone, Rural 
Resource Zone or Significant 
Agriculture Zone, if for a 
Discretionary Use; 

(iv) 5m from the Environmental 
Management Zone, Rural 
Resource Zone or Significant 
Agriculture Zone, if for a No 
Permit Required or Permitted 
Use,  

Excluding a building for a Utilities use. 
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F5.6.3 Site Coverage 

Objective: That the site coverage is compatible with the rural, agricultural and coastal 
character of the respective precincts. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1 

Site coverage for all buildings for any use 
other than Resource Development or 
Resource Processing must be not more than: 

(a) 5,000m2 in the Homestead Precinct 

(b) 2,000m2 in the Conservation Precinct 

(c) 5,000m2 in the Agricultural Precinct; 

(d) 20,000m2 in the Hills Resort Precinct 

 

A2 

Site coverage for any one building for any use 
other than Resource Development or 
Resource Processing must be not more than 
400m2. 

 

P1 

Site coverage for all buildings for a use other 
than Resource Development or Resource 
Processing use must be compatible with the 
landscape values of the site and surrounding 
area, having regard to: 

(a) the topography of the site; 

(b) the size and shape of the site; 

(c) the height, bulk and form of the 
building and all other existing or 
proposed buildings within 100m as 
viewed from the Tasman Highway and 
adjoining dwellings; 

(d) building materials, colour and 
finishes; 

(e) any buffers created by natural or 
other features; 

(f) native vegetation retained, replaced 
or planted; 

(g) agricultural plantings; and 

(h) consistency with the plan purpose 
and the local area objectives, and 

must be no more than: 

(i) 10,000m2 in the Homestead 
Precinct 

(ii) 4,000m2 in the Conservation 
Precinct 

(iii) 5,000m2 in the Agricultural 
Precinct; 

(iv) 40,000m2 in the Hills Resort 
Precinct. 
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F5.6.4 Design 

Objective:  

To ensure that the location and appearance of buildings and works minimises adverse 
impacts on the rural landscape. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1 

Buildings for any use other than Resource 
Development or Resource Processing must: 

(a) be located in an area not requiring the 
clearing of native vegetation and not on 
a skyline or ridgeline; and 

(b) not be visible from Tasman Highway; 

P1 

Buildings for any use other than Resource 
Development or Resource Processing must 
be compatible with the landscape values of 
the site and surrounding area, having regard 
to: 

(a) the topography of the site; 

(b) existing areas clear of native 
vegetation and their suitability for the 
use; 

(c) the functional requirements of the 
use; 

(d) minimising the extent of clearing 
necessary; 

(e) an assessment by a suitably qualified 
person of the visual impact when 
viewed from the Tasman Highway.  

(f) the plan purpose and relevant local 
area objectives. 

 

F5.6.5 Landscape Management Plan for Discretionary Uses 

Objective:  

To ensure that the location and appearance of buildings and works minimises adverse 
impacts on the rural landscape. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1 

Development is a No Permit Required or 
Permitted use. 

P1 

A landscaping plan, prepared by a suitably 
qualified landscape architect demonstrates 
to the satisfaction of the planning authority 
that landscape character is identified, and 
plantings are sympathetic to the rural 
character, heritage significance, or 
biodiversity values of the area.    
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F5.6.6 Stormwater Management for Discretionary Uses 

Objective:  

To manage stormwater 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1 

Development is a No Permit Required or 
Permitted use. 

P1 

Stormwater must be managed to achieve 
the stormwater quality and quantity targets 
of the State Stormwater Strategy 2010.    

F5.6.7 Road Access for Discretionary Uses 

Objective:  

To utilise existing road networks where feasible. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1 

Development: 

(a) is a No Permit Required or Permitted 
use; or 

(b) is a Discretionary use that is located: 

(i) in Precinct 1 and is accessed from 
the Tasman Highway, without 
traversing land outside the plan 
area; 

(ii) in Precinct 2 and is accessed from 
Swan River Road, without traversing 
land outside the plan area; 

(iii) in Precinct 3 and is accessed from 
Swan River Road or Tasman 
Highway, without traversing land 
outside the plan area; or 

(iv) in Precinct 4 and is accessed from 
McNeills Road, without traversing 
land outside the plan area. 

P1 

Vehicle access must be sited and designed to 
mitigate impact to residential amenity of any 
dwelling outside the plan area and to 
mitigate any impact to biosecurity or 
operational efficiency of an agricultural use 
outside the plan area.    

F5.6.8 Development in Precinct 2 

Objective:  

To ensure that works protect nesting habitat of the white-bellied sea-eagle 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1 

Development in Precinct 2 should be located 
a minimum of 200m from identified nests of 
the white-bellied sea-eagle.   

A2 

An application for development should be 
accompanied by advice from a suitably 
qualified person that demonstrates buildings 
and works will not have an unacceptable 
level of impact on the white-bellied sea-
eagle. 
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TasWater 
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TasWater 
Contact 

Phil Papps Phone No. (03) 6237 8246 
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Council name GLAMORGAN/SPRING BAY COUNCIL 

Contact details admin@freycinet.tas.gov.au 
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Address 13566 TASMAN HIGHWAY, SWANSEA Property ID (PID) 3362795 
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Planning Scheme Amendment - Specific area plan - Cambria Estate, Swansea 

Schedule of drawings/documents 

Prepared by Drawing/document No. Revision No. Date of Issue 

Ireneinc Planning Amendment Report -- 19/03/2018 

Conditions 

Pursuant to the Water and Sewerage Industry Act 2008 (TAS) Section 56S(2) TasWater makes the 
following submission(s): 

TasWater does not object and makes the following comments for the Tasmanian Planning Commission in 
relation to this matter but does not require to be notified of nor attend any subsequent hearings. 

a. TasWater notes that it is the intention of the proponent to develop four dams on the site to service 
future development for water. 

b.  TasWater notes that it is the intention of the proponent to consult with TasWater regarding the 
feasibility of a portion of the southern part of the subject land be connected to TasWater’s sewerage 
infrastructure whilst further investigation would need to be undertaken into the feasibility and 
capacity of surrounding land to provide on site sewerage servicing facilities for future development. 

TasWater is willing to work closely with the proponent to explore any feasible opportunities to service 
future developmet by extending, upgrading or augmenting TasWater’s existing water and sewerage 
network in the area. 

Advice 

Nil 

Declaration 

The drawings/documents and conditions stated above constitute TasWater’s Submission to Planning 
Authority Notice. 

Authorised by 

 
Jason Taylor 
Development Assessment Manager 
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Shane Wells

From: Coney, Peter (Heritage) <Peter.Coney@heritage.tas.gov.au>
Sent: Wednesday, 28 March 2018 5:01 PM
To: Jane Wing
Cc: GSBC Admin
Subject: Cambria Specific Area Plan

Good morning Jane,  
 
Thank you for the referral of the Planning Scheme amendment.  
 
We cannot assess a planning scheme amendment as there is no development. As such we will not be providing a 
notice of interest. We do however welcome the opportunity to provide comment that such amendments, if 
approved, would not negate the requirement for Heritage approval for works at a THR place, regardless of the 
provisions of a planning scheme. I note there are development standards with acceptable solutions regarding 
building height and setback. Notwithstanding these acceptable solutions, a discretionary permit may still be 
required even if a proposal complied with these acceptable solutions, unless the works can be approved via an 
exemption issued under the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995.  
 
If you have any questions please let me know.  
 
Peter Coney  
61653716  
 
 
Peter ConeyI Heritage Planner I HERITAGE TASMANIA 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water & the Environment (DPIPWE) I www.heritage.tas.gov.au 
103 Macquarie Street HOBART 7000 I GPO Box 618 Hobart TAS 7001 
(03) 6165 3716 (W) I 1300 850 332 I (03) 6233 3186 (F) 
 
 

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE AND DISCLAIMER 
The information in this transmission may be confidential and/or protected by legal professional privilege, and is intended only for the person or persons to 
whom it is addressed. If you are not such a person, you are warned that any disclosure, copying or dissemination of the information is unauthorised. If you 
have received the transmission in error, please immediately contact this office by telephone, fax or email, to inform us of the error and to enable 
arrangements to be made for the destruction of the transmission, or its return at our cost. No liability is accepted for any unauthorised use of the information 
contained in this transmission. 

R2 



PCAB advice to Glamorgan Spring-Bay Council re proposed Cambria Green Specific 
Area Plan 

 
10 September 2018 

 
General comments: 
 

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

 

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

 

 As noted in the document “CAMBRIA – issues in relation to the golf links design and 
recommended actions” further information is required from the proponent or their 
designated representatives before the golf course proposal can be assessed in more 
detail.   

 

 One area that has not yet been well discussed is the potential for impacts on wetland 
birds.  It is highly likely that the Bayles Backwater area is utilised as a breeding area 
for species such as red capped plovers and would be seasonal foraging habitat for a 
range of other species, some of which are likely to be listed under various acts and/or 
international migratory species agreements/treaties.  This is also the case with the 
saltmarsh edge that bounds the property on the shore of Moulting Lagoon.   

 

 Another area that does not appear to have been considered as yet is potential 
impacts to geoconservation/scientific values.   
 

Threatened flora and fauna: 
 

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

 

 The generally recommended distance between a development and eagles nest is a 
minimum 500 m or 1 km line of sight; however this does depend somewhat on the 
proposed development/activity and likely level of disturbance.    

 

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

 
Threatened native vegetation communities: 
 

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

 

 The TASVEG code for Eucalyptus viminalis-Eucalyptus globulus coastal forest and 
woodland is DVC rather than DVG. 

 

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

 

 It is recommended that references to GCL and GSL throughout the consultants 
report are reviewed to ensure that the correct code is being referred to. Noting that 
GSL is not listed in Table 1 p 29. 

 

 While the suggestion that restoration by planting Eucalyptus globulus seedlings in 
areas of vegetation now lacking a eucalypt canopy where blue gum was probably the 
original canopy tree species has merit, its adequacy as an offset against potential 
clearing of DGL in (potentially) good condition would require further consideration. 

 
Geoconservation/scientific values: 
 

 A proposed golf course is shown in different locations on the documents titled 
‘Concept Master Plan’ and ‘Cambria Golf Course Plan’.  Point A, behind the beach 
ridge system (the location shown in the Concept Master Plan), is very strongly 
preferred over Point B (the location shown in the Course Plan) in regards to 
conservation of geoconservation values.  This is based on interpretation of available 
lidar data which suggests that landforms at Point B are critical to understanding the 
evolution of the entire system.   



 
Lidar derived hillshaded digital elevation model of the Nine Mile Beach ridge system, data 
sourced from The LIST.  The points marked A and B show the two different areas proposed 
for golf course development. 
 

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

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

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

 

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

 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Conservation covenants: 
 

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

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

 

 Any proposed activities within covenanted areas will also need to take account of the 
nearby recently found eagle nests. Standard covenant management prescriptions for 
eagle nests restrict activities (including passive recreational activities) within 500 m of 
a nest during the breeding season. 

 
Other comments: 
 

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

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

 

 If any onsite offsets are required, conservation actions (such as an existing 
conservation covenant under the Nature Conservation Act 2002) that have received 
funding from other sources will generally not be considered as an offset for impacts 
on natural values related to a development proposal. 

 

 Ground-truthed vegetation mapping and threatened flora and fauna records should 
be submitted to DPIPWE to inform natural values tools including TASVEG and the 
Natural Values Atlas, if any such records have not yet been provided. 

 



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

This is a suggested strategy (conditions?) to be incorporated somehow into the SAP. The aim of this strategy is to 

deal with the main issues in relation to the natural values of the property BEFORE they become problems or 

hurdles at the Development Application stage. Such hurdles would likely include referrals under the EPBC Act, 

permits under the TSP Act and the NC Act and requirements for Forest Practices Plans. 

Many of the suggestions below were recommendations provided in the Ecological Assessment of Cambria by 

ECOtas and they also reflect a number of concerns raised in public representations. 

1. Reserved areas 

Design a reserve (or reserves) within the property, with the aid of an environmental consultant and to the 

satisfaction of the Council’s NRM staff, in order to mitigate for the environmental impacts of any future 

developments. The reserve(s) would be an exclusion zone(s) for development with the possible exception of 

sensitively located walking trails. Ideally the reserve(s) should be covered by a conservation covenant, or at the 

minimum, a Part 5 agreement with Council. 

The reserve(s) should incorporate the elements listed below that, where feasible, should be connected to form 

wildlife corridors. 

 Threatened vegetation communities including a buffer around each. 

 Threatened flora species, most notably:  

o South Esk Pine (Callitris oblonga subsp. oblonga) population near the Wye River 

o Grassland Greenhood (Pterostylis ziegeleri) in and near the Conservation Covenant at Dolphin Sands. 

 Threatened fauna habitat, notably:  

o Den sites and potential den sites of Tasmanian Devil, Spotted Tailed Quoll & Eastern Quoll 

o Known and potential nest trees for masked owl and swift parrot 

o All potential foraging trees for swift parrot i.e. mature Eucalyptus globulus and E. ovata trees. 

o High quality wetlands, which include potential habitat for green and gold frog. 

o Rivers that are habitat of the Australian grayling 

 The Waterway and Coastal Protection area of the Interim Planning Scheme 2015. This includes the three main 

rivers, the Meredith, Swan and Wye, other class 1, 2 and 3 stream and the perimeter of Moulting Lagoon. 

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

 

2. Management Plans 

The following management plans to be drawn up that guides sustainable development. 

 A WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN. The aim is to avoid direct and indirect impacts on the water quality of the 

Dolphin Sands Aquifer, the rivers and streams that flow through and adjacent to the Cambria property and the 

Ramsar listed Moulting Lagoon during and following any development. Such a plan would include a water 

monitoring regime at various locations. 

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

ECOtas. 

 A WEED AND HYGIENE MANAGEMENT PLAN. Of note in this regard is the large infestation of serrated tussock 

on the property, which has been subject to significant control effort over the past few years. 

 A VEGETATION REHABILITATION PLAN. The aim is to improve the quality of threatened vegetation 

communities and fauna habitat (includes: planting white gums in coastal scrub communities in the Dolphin 

Sands area, and planting blue gums in scrub communities on the western slopes of the property.) 

 

3. Further ecological assessments 

With each development application site-specific ecological assessments will be required as recommended in the 

ECOtas report. Obviously exceptions will be made where sites have already been thoroughly surveyed within the 

past two years. 
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CAMBRIA – issues in relation to the golf links design and recommended actions. 

ISSUE DETAIL SOURCE OF INFO ACTION REQUIRED 

Golf Links - eagle 
nest adjacent to 
proposed golf links 

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

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

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

Golf Links - Entry 
road 

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

Golf Links Concept 
Plan 

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

Golf Links - Fairway 
width 

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

-New Golf Links Concept Plan depicting actual fairways. 

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

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

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

Golf Links - 
irrigation 

It is not stated where irrigation water will be sourced.    -Ask the proponent where the water is to be sourced. 
-If it is to be sourced from the Swan River Irrigation 
Scheme check with Tas Irrigation (maybe also TFGA) if  
this would be acceptable (as presumably the original 
purpose of the Scheme was to further agricultural 
development – not to water golf courses). 

Golf Links - 
Fairways 14 & 15 

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

Golf Links Concept 
Plan 

Re-design Golf Links to remove these fairways. 



ISSUE DETAIL SOURCE OF INFO ACTION REQUIRED 

Golf Links – various 
IPS codes 

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

-IPS 2015 
-The List 

Re-design Golf Links to avoid these areas. 

Golf Links -
Accommodation 
Units 

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

Golf Links Concept 
Plan and Planning 
Amendment 
Report, page 51 

Ask for clarification 

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

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

Concept Master 
Plan and Golf Links 
Concept Plan 

Ask for clarification 

Golf Links – 
threatened 
vegetation DVC 

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

Ecological 
Assessment page 
37 and Golf Links 
Concept Plan 

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

  



file:///C/Users/mschlitz/Desktop/AHDR1388%20_Aboriginal%20Heritage%20Tasmania_Cambria%20Green.HTML[21/09/2018 2:25:20 PM]

RE: ABORIGINAL HERITAGE DESKTOP REVIEW

AHDR1388 - AHTP2694 - Cambria Tourism Development Proposal

Dear Jane,

Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania (AHT) has completed a search of the Aboriginal Heritage Register (AHR) regarding
the proposed Cambria Tourism Development Proposal at Swansea and can advise that there are multiple Aboriginal
heritage sites recorded within or close to the proposed area. Once more information is known regarding the location
and scale of activities please contact AHT for further advice.

Please be aware that all Aboriginal heritage is protected under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1975. 

If you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact AHT.

Kind Regards,

Cindy Thomas 
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Planning Authority Statement of Opinion as to the Merit of Each Representation 

Section 39(b) of LUPAA requires that a Planning Authority provides: 

a statement of its opinion as to the merit of each such representation, including, in 

particular, its views as to: 

(i) the need for modification of the draft amendment in the light of that representation; 

and 

(ii) the impact of that representation on the draft amendment as a whole; 

The following outlines the officer’s opinion of, and response to, each representation in light of (i) 

and (ii). 

Representation 
No. 

Does the representation 
raise a relevant planning 
consideration?  
(Yes/No) 

Is there a need for 
modification of the draft 
amendment as a result of 
representation? 
(Yes/No) 

Impact of representation on draft 
amendment as a whole 
(No impact or brief description of 
impact) 

1 Yes Yes No impact 

2 Yes No No impact 

3 Yes No No impact 

4 Yes Yes Modify with respect to heritage 
listing, built form and use of air 
strip 

5 Yes No No impact 

6 Yes No No impact 

7 Yes Yes Modify with respect to use of air 
strip 

8 Yes No No impact 

9 Yes No No impact 

10 No No  No impact 

11 Yes Yes Modify with respect to use of air 
strip, retail impact and retail use,  

12 No  No  No impact 

13 Yes No Modify to ensure ongoing 
consideration of biodiversity  

14 Yes Yes Modify to require a management 
plan for any future golf course 

15 Yes Yes Modify to maintain zone 
boundaries 

16 No No No impact 

17 Yes Yes Modify with respect to built form 

18 Yes No No impact 

19 Yes No No impact 

20 Yes No No impact 

21 Yes No No impact 

22 No No No impact 

23 No No No impact 

24 Yes No No impact 

25 Yes No  No impact 

26 Yes Yes Modify with respect to retail use 

27 Yes No  No impact 

28 Yes Yes Modify with respect to subdivision 

29 Yes Yes Modify with respect to retail impact 
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and retail use and Gross Floor Area. 

30 Yes No No impact  

31 Yes No No impact 

32 Yes No  No impact 

33 Yes Yes Modify with respect to use of air 
strip 

34 Yes No No impact 

35 Yes No No impact 

36 Yes No  No impact 

37 Yes No No impact 

38 No No No impact 

39 Yes No  No impact 

40 Yes No No impact 

41 Yes No No impact 

42 Yes No No impact 

43 Yes No No impact 

44 Yes No No impact 

45 No No No impact 

46 No No No impact 

47 No No No impact 

48 Yes Yes Modify with respect to retail impact 
and retail use 

49 Yes Yes Modify to ensure ongoing 
consideration of biodiversity,  to 
require a management plan for any 
future golf course, use of air strip, 
minimum setbacks, subdivision, 
height and built form. 

50 Yes No  No impact 

51 Yes No  No impact 

52 Yes No No impact 

53 Yes No No impact 

54 Yes No No impact 

55 Yes No No impact 

56 No No No impact 

57 Yes No No impact 

58 Yes No No impact 

59 Yes No No impact 

60 Yes No  No impact 

61 Yes No No impact 

62 Yes No No impact 

63 Yes No No impact 

64 Yes Yes Modify heritage listing  

65 Yes No No impact 

66 No No No impact 

67 Yes No No impact 

68 Yes No No impact 

69 Yes No No impact 

70 No No No impact 

71 Yes No No impact 

72 Yes No No impact 

73 Yes No No impact 

74 Yes No No impact 

75 Yes No No impact 

76 Yes No No impact 

77 Yes No No impact 
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78 Yes No No impact 

79 Yes No No impact 

80 Yes Yes Modify with respect to height and 
setback standards 

81 Yes No No impact 

82 Yes No No impact 

83 Yes No No impact 

84 Yes No No impact 

85 Yes No No impact 

86 Yes Yes As outlined in report (Boardman 
obo Webster Ltd) 

87 Yes No No impact 

88 Yes No No impact 

89 Yes No No impact 

90 Yes No No impact 

91 Yes No No impact 

92 Yes No No impact 

93 Yes No No impact 

94 Yes No No impact 

95 Yes No No impact 

96 Yes No No impact 

97 Yes No No impact 

98 Yes No No impact 

99 Yes No No impact 

100 Yes No No impact 

101 Yes No No impact 

102 Yes No No impact 

103 Yes No No impact 

104 Yes No No impact 

105 Yes No No impact 

106 Yes No No impact 

107 Yes No No impact 

108 Yes No No impact 

109 Yes No No impact 

110 Yes No No impact 

111 Yes No No impact 

112 Yes No No impact 

113 Yes Yes Modify to reduce height, increase 
setbacks, use of air strip and 
subdivision 

114 Yes No No impact 

115 Yes No No impact 

116 Yes No No impact 

117 Yes No No impact 

118 No No No impact 

119 Yes No No impact 

120 Yes No No impact 

121 Yes No No impact 

122 Yes No No impact 

123 No No No impact 

124 Yes No No impact 

125 Yes No With respect to palliative care 

126 Yes No No impact 

127 Yes No No impact 

128 Yes No No impact 

129 Yes No No impact 
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130 Yes No No impact 

131 No No No impact 

132 No No No impact 

133 Yes No No impact 

134 Yes No No impact 

135 Yes No No impact 

136 Yes No No impact 

137 No No No impact 

138 Yes No Modify with respect to subdivision 

139 Yes No No impact 

140 Yes No No impact 

141 Yes Yes Modify with respect to design 
standards 

142 Yes No No impact 

143 Yes No No impact 

144 Yes No No impact 

145 Yes No No impact 

146 Yes No No impact 

147 Yes No No impact 

148 Yes No No impact 

149 No No No impact 

150 Yes No No impact 

151 Yes No No impact 

152 Yes No No impact 

153 Yes Yes As outlined in report (ERA) 

154 Yes No No impact 

155 Yes No No impact 

156 Yes No No impact 

157 Yes No No impact 

158 Yes No No impact 

159 Yes No No impact 

160 Yes No No impact 

161 Yes No No impact 

162 Yes Yes Modify with respect to golf course 
management 

163 Yes No No impact 

164 Yes No No impact 

165 Yes No No impact 

166 Yes No No impact 

167 Yes No No impact 

168 Yes No No impact 

169 Yes No No impact 

170 Yes No No impact 

171 Yes No No impact 

172 Yes No No impact 

173 Yes No No impact 

174 Yes No No impact 

175 Yes No No impact 

176 Yes No No impact 

177 Yes No No impact 

178 Yes No No impact 

179 Yes No No impact 
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180 Yes No No impact 

181 Yes No No impact 

182 Yes No No impact 

183 Yes No No impact 

184 Yes No No impact 

185 Yes No No impact 

186 Yes No No impact 

187 Yes No No impact 

188 Yes No No impact 

189 Yes No No impact 

190 Yes No No impact 

191 Yes No No impact 

192 Yes No No impact 

193 Yes No No impact 

194 Yes No No impact 

195 Yes No No impact 

196 Yes No No impact 

197 Yes No No impact 

198 Yes No No impact 

199 Yes No No impact 

200 Yes No No impact 

201 Yes No No impact 

202 Yes No No impact 

203 Yes No No impact 

204 Yes No No impact 

205 Yes No No impact 

206 Yes No No impact 

207 Yes No No impact 

208 Yes No No impact 

209 Yes No No impact 

210 Yes No No impact 

211 Yes No No impact 

212 Yes No No impact 

213 Yes No No impact 

214 Yes No No impact 

215 Yes No No impact 

216 Yes Yes As outlined in report  

217 Yes No No impact 

218 Yes No No impact 

219 Yes No No impact 

220 Yes No No impact 

221 Yes No No impact 

222 Yes No No impact 

223 Yes No No impact 

224 Yes No No impact 

225 Yes No No impact 

226 Yes No No impact 

227 Yes No No impact 

228 Yes No No impact 

229 Yes No No impact 

230 Yes No No impact 
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231 No No No impact 

232 Yes No No impact 

233 Yes No No impact 

234 Yes No No impact 

235 Yes No No impact 

236 Yes Yes As outlined in report (State Growth) 

237 Yes No No impact 

238 Yes No No impact 

239 Yes No No impact 

240 Yes No No impact 

241 Yes No No impact 

242 Yes No No impact 

243 Yes No No impact 

244 Yes No No impact 

245 Yes No No impact 

246 Yes No No impact 

247 Yes No No impact 

248 Yes No No impact 

249 Yes No No impact 

250 Yes No No impact 

251 Yes No No impact 

252 No No No impact 

253 Yes No No impact 

254 Yes No No impact 

255 Yes No No impact 

256 Yes No No impact 

257 Yes No No impact 

258 Yes No No impact 

259 Yes No No impact 

260 Yes No No impact 

261 Yes No No impact 

262 Yes Yes Modify with respect to access 

263 Yes Yes Modify with respect to setbacks 

264 Yes No No impact 

265 Yes No No impact 

266 Yes No No impact 

267 Yes No No impact 

268 Yes No No impact 

269 Yes No No impact 

270 Yes No No impact 

271 Yes No No impact 

272 Yes No Modify with respect to scale, 
height, setback and subdivision 

273 Yes No No impact 

274 Yes No No impact 

275 Yes No No impact 

276 Yes No No impact 

277 Yes No No impact 

278 Yes No No impact 

279 Yes No No impact 

280 Yes No No impact 
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281 Yes No No impact 

282 Yes No No impact 

283 Yes No No impact 

284 Yes No No impact 

285 Yes No No impact 

286 Yes No No impact 

287 Yes No No impact 

288 Yes No No impact 

289 Yes No No impact 

290 Yes No No impact 

291 Yes No No impact 

292 Yes No No impact 

293 Yes No No impact 

294 Yes No No impact 

295 Yes No No impact 

296 Yes No No impact 

297 Yes No No impact 

298 Yes No No impact 

299 Yes No No impact 

300 Yes No No impact 

301 Yes No No impact 

302 Yes No No impact 

303 Yes No No impact 

304 Yes No No impact 

305 Yes No No impact 

306 Yes No No impact 

307 Yes No No impact 

308 Yes No No impact 

309 Yes No No impact 

310 Yes No No impact 

311 Yes No No impact 

312 Yes No No impact 

313 Yes No No impact 

314 Yes No No impact 

315 Yes No No impact 

316 No No No impact 

317 Yes No No impact 

318 Yes No No impact 

319 Yes No No impact 

320 Yes No No impact 

321 Yes No No impact 

322 Yes No No impact 

323 Yes No No impact 

324 Yes No No impact 

325 Yes No No impact 

326 Yes No No impact 

327 Yes No No impact 

328 Yes No No impact 

329 Yes No No impact 

330 Yes No No impact 

331 Yes No No impact 
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332 Yes No No impact 

333 Yes No No impact 

334 Yes No No impact 

335 Yes No No impact 

336 Yes No No impact 

337 Yes No No impact 

338 Yes No No impact 

339 Yes No No impact 

340 Yes No No impact 

341 Yes No No impact 

342 Yes No No impact 

343 Yes No No impact 

344 Yes No No impact 

345 Yes No No impact 

346 Yes No No impact 

347 Yes No No impact 

348 Yes No No impact 

349 Yes No No impact 

350 Yes No No impact 

351 Yes No No impact 

352 Yes No No impact 

353 Yes No No impact 

354 Yes No No impact 

355 Yes No No impact 

356 Yes No No impact 

357 Yes No No impact 

358 Yes No No impact 

359 Yes No No impact 

360 Yes No No impact 

361 Yes No No impact 

362 Yes No No impact 

363 Yes No No impact 

364 Yes No No impact 

365 Yes No No impact 

366 Yes No No impact 

367 No No No impact 

368 No No No impact 

369 Yes No No impact 

370 Yes No No impact 

371 Yes No No impact 

372 Yes No No impact 

373 Yes No No impact 

374 Yes No No impact 

375 Yes No No impact 

376 No No No impact 

377 Yes No No impact 

378 Yes No No impact 

379 Yes No No impact 

380 Yes No No impact 

381 Yes No No impact 

382 Yes No No impact 
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383 Yes No No impact 

384 Yes No No impact 

385 Yes No No impact 

386 Yes No No impact 

387 Yes No No impact 

388 Yes No No impact 

389 Yes No No impact 

390 Yes No No impact 

391 Yes No No impact 

392 Yes No No impact 

393 Yes No No impact 
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395 Yes No No impact 
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397 Yes No No impact 

398 Yes No No impact 

399 Yes No No impact 
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401 Yes No No impact 

402 Yes No No impact 

403 Yes No No impact 
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406 Yes No No impact 
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418 Yes No No impact 

419 Yes No No impact 

420 Yes No No impact 

421 Yes No No impact 

422 Yes No No impact 

423 No No No impact 

424 No No No impact 

425 Yes No No impact 

426 Yes No No impact 

427 Yes No No impact 

428 Yes No No impact 

429 Yes No No impact 

430 Yes No No impact 

431 Yes No No impact 

432 Yes No No impact 

433 Yes No No impact 
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435 Yes No No impact 

436 Yes No No impact 

437 Yes No No impact 

438 Yes No No impact 

439 Yes No No impact 

440 Yes No No impact 

441 Yes No No impact 

442 Yes No No impact 

443 Yes No No impact 

444 Yes No No impact 

445 Yes No No impact 

446 Yes No No impact 

447 Yes No No impact 

448 Yes No No impact 

449 Yes No No impact 

450 Yes No No impact 

451 Yes No No impact 

452 Yes No No impact 

453 Yes No No impact 

454 Yes No No impact 

455 Yes No No impact 

456 Yes No No impact 

457 Yes No No impact 

458 No No No impact 

459 Yes No No impact 

460 Yes No No impact 

461 Yes No No impact 

462 Yes No No impact 

463 Yes No No impact 

464 Yes No No impact 

465 Yes No No impact 

466 Yes No No impact 

467 Yes No No impact 

468 Yes No No impact 

469 Yes No No impact 

470 Yes No No impact 

471 Yes No No impact 

472 Yes No No impact 

473 Yes No No impact 

474 Yes No No impact 

475 Yes No No impact 

476 Yes No No impact 

477 Yes No No impact 

478 Yes No No impact 

479 Yes No No impact 

480 Yes No No impact 

481 Yes No No impact 

482 Yes No No impact 

483 Yes No No impact 

484 Yes No No impact 
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485 Yes No No impact 

486 Yes No No impact 

487 Yes No No impact 

488 Yes No No impact 

489 Yes No No impact 

490 Yes No No impact 

491 Yes No No impact 

492 Yes No No impact 

493 Yes No No impact 

494 Yes No No impact 

495 Yes No No impact 

496 Yes No No impact 

497 Yes No No impact 

498 Yes No No impact 

499 No No No impact 

500 Yes No No impact 

501 Yes No No impact 

502 Yes No No impact 

503 Yes No No impact 

504 Yes No No impact 

505 Yes No No impact 

506 Yes No No impact 

507 Yes No No impact 

508 Yes No No impact 

509 Yes No No impact 

510 Yes No No impact 

511 Yes No No impact 

512 Yes No No impact 

513 Yes No No impact 

514 Yes No No impact 

515 Yes No No impact 

516 Yes No No impact 

517 No No No impact 

518 Yes No No impact 

519 Yes No No impact 

520 No No No impact 

521 Yes No No impact 

522 Yes No No impact 

523 Yes No No impact 

524 Yes No No impact 

525 Yes No No impact 

526 No No No impact 

527 No No No impact 

528 No No No impact 

529 No No No impact 

530 Yes No No impact 

531 Yes No No impact 

532 Yes No No impact 

533 Yes No No impact 

534 Yes No No impact 

535 Yes No No impact 
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536 Yes No No impact 

537 Yes No No impact 

538 Yes No No impact 

539 Yes No No impact 

540 Yes No No impact 

541 Yes No No impact 

542 Yes No No impact 

543 Yes No No impact 

544 Yes No No impact 

545 Yes No No impact 

546 Yes No No impact 

547 Yes No No impact 

548 Yes No No impact 

549 Yes No No impact 

550 No No No impact 

551 Yes No No impact 

552 Yes No No impact 

553 Yes No No impact 

554 Yes No No impact 

555 Yes No No impact 

556 Yes No No impact 

557 Yes No No impact 

558 Yes No No impact 

559 Yes No No impact 

560 Yes No No impact 

561 Yes No No impact 

562 Yes No No impact 

563 Yes No No impact 

564 Yes No No impact 

565 Yes No No impact 

566 Yes No No impact 

567 Yes No No impact 

568 Yes No No impact 

569 Yes No No impact 

570 No No No impact 

571 Yes No No impact 

572 Yes No No impact 

573 Yes No No impact 

574 Yes No No impact 

575 Yes No No impact 

576 Yes No No impact 

577 Yes No No impact 

578 Yes No No impact 

579 Yes No No impact 

580 Yes No No impact 

581 No No No impact 

582 Yes No No impact 

583 Yes No No impact 

584 Yes No No impact 

585 Yes No No impact 

586 No No No impact 
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587 Yes No No impact 

588 Yes No No impact 

589 Yes No No impact 

590 Yes No No impact 

591 Yes No No impact 

592 Yes No No impact 

593 Yes No No impact 

594 Yes No No impact 

595 Yes No No impact 

596 Yes No No impact 

597 Yes No No impact 

598 Yes No No impact 

599 Yes No No impact 

600 Yes No No impact 

601 Yes No No impact 

602 Yes No No impact 

603 Yes No No impact 

604 Yes No No impact 

605 Yes No No impact 

606 No No No impact 

607 Yes No No impact 

608 Yes No No impact 

609 Yes No No impact 

610 Yes No No impact 

611 Yes No No impact 

612 Yes No No impact 

613 Yes No No impact 

614 Yes No No impact 

615 No No No impact 

616 Yes No No impact 

617 Yes No No impact 

618 Yes No No impact 

619 Yes No No impact 

620 Yes No No impact 

621 Yes No No impact 

622 Yes No No impact 

623 Yes No No impact 



 

 
 
 
 
 

24 October 2018 

 

Shane Wells 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 
PO Box 6  
Triabunna TAS 7190 

by email: admin@freycinet.tas.gov.au 

 

Dear Mr Wells, 

FURTHER INFORMATION – CAMBRIA ESTATE, SWANSEA 

As the applicant, on behalf of our client Cambria Green Agriculture and Tourism Management Pty Ltd, I 
am writing to provide further information about the Draft Amendment – AM 2018/03, for Cambria Estate.  

The information has been prepared in response to your letter of the 4 September 2018 and specific 
representations; and to consolidate our representation provided during the public advertising period. 
Detail is provided in the accompanying pages, and a consolidated revised version of the Cambria SAP has 
been provided. 

We have continued community consultation during this timeframe, including an information session with 
representatives of the East Coast Alliance on the 20 September. Furthermore, The Mercury published an 
article by the client’s representative Ronald Hu, Seeking East Coast Harmony (21 August 18, p 16-17). 

 
If you have any queries in relation to the application please contact me on 6234 9281. 
Yours sincerely,  

 
Jen Welch 
Senior Planner 
Ireneinc Planning & Urban Design 
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RESPONSE TO COUNCIL LETTER 04/09/18 

The following addresses specific issues raised in Council’s letter.  

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 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.  

Natural Values  

Further comments are provided with input from Mark Wapstra of EcoTas in response to representations 
specifically related to natural values.   

Heritage Values 

Please refer to accompanying letters prepared by Sam Nichols in response to representations (no. 323 & 
64). 

The Cambria Homestead is listed on the Tasmanian Heritage Register and any works to the place will 
continue to require a discretionary application in accordance with the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995. 
The preparation of the Conservation Management Plan and the Landscape Conservation Management Plan 
that accompany the application not only improves knowledge and understanding of the sites heritage but 
also contributes to the communities understanding of the local and regional history. 

Discretionary use and development is subject to consideration of the Plan Purpose and Local Area 
Objectives. The Plan Purpose continues to emphasise the importance of continued agricultural use of the 
land. A comparison of the Discretionary Use standards in the SAP with those in the GSBPS demonstrates 
concerns related to the fettering of agricultural land continue to be addressed. As demonstrated in the 
Comparative Use Table (Appendix E, Planning Report) the proposed SAP does not substantially modify 
existing use status and qualifications for the Precinct 4 - Hills Resort Precinct.  

The standards of the SAP have been prepared based on the assessment of the agricultural potential of the 
land as addressed in the Agronomic Suitability Report for the land and as discussed in section 3.7 of the 
planning report. The agricultural potential of the land should also be considered with respect to the 
natural values within the western hills that are largely mapped as subject to the Biodiversity Code.   

Rep 236 – Stategrowth 

A S43A application under LUPA has not been sought for a number of reasons; current provisions of the 
HCHA do not allow for S43A applications for Heritage places; and a S43A application requires the 
development to be otherwise prohibited within the scheme. 

The application does not seek to include roads within the application area and therefore Landowner 
consent is not required. Issues related to the use and intensity of future development on the roads are 
addressed with the application of the Road and Railway Asset Code that control use and development 
impacting on state roads. 

A number of other issues raised in the representation will be assessed when a development application is 
made to Council or are managed through recommended changes to the SAP.  

As identified in the representation, the Swansea Structure plan does not include Cambria Estate as an 
option for relocation of the golf course. The reasoning is that Cambria land is on the northern edge of the 
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boundary of the Swansea Structure Plan and was outside the scope of the plan. The location of the subject 
land has the potential to address some of the issues within the Structure plan and influence the future of 
the township, without being specifically investigated and referenced. Likewise, the Structure Plan is 
indicative of a potential site for the Golf Course without prescribing that this is a mandatory location for 
it.  

As mapped below there are a number of leases for extractive industries that impact on the subject land.  
As illustrated below, the resulting buffers from the Attenuation Code demonstrate that they will not 
unreasonably constrain future development of the subject land. 

 
Figure 1: Mining leases and respective attenuation areas  

Scale of Development 

As discussed in our representation it is recognised that there are concerns with the scale of the proposed 
development. The following recommended standards illustrate the extent of development anticipated 
within the different precincts, and is a means to manage potential impacts unique to the precincts should 
development be required to be assessed in respect of the Performance Criteria. It is recommended the 
following are included within the Development Standards: 

___ Scale of Development 

Objective: That the scale of development is to be have regard to the rural and/or coastal 
character of the respective precincts.  

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1  
The total portion of the site located within 
Precinct 1 covered with roofed buildings 
must not exceed 2Ha.    

P1  
The site coverage of development must not 
unreasonably impact on adjoining land having 
regard to the following: 

a) The bulk and form of the building when 
seen from adjoining dwellings and 
public vantage points; 

b) The impact and proximity to places of 
historic cultural significance.  

    Cambria Titles 
 
     Mine Leases 
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c) The continued operation of agricultural 
use of the land; 

d) If necessary for functional requirements 
of permitted or no permit required 
uses; 

e) Any buffers created by natural or other 
features; and  

f) The Plan Purpose and relevant Local 
Area Objectives.  

A2 
The total portion of the site located within 
Precinct 2 covered with roofed buildings 
must not exceed 5,000m2. 

P2 
The site coverage of development must not 
unreasonably impact on adjoining land having 
regard to the following: 

a) The bulk and form of the building when 
seen from adjoining dwellings and 
public vantage points, including from 
coastal locations; 

b) Building materials, colours and finishes; 

c) If necessary for functional requirements 
of permitted or no permit required 
uses; 

d) Any buffers created by natural or other 
features; and  

e) The Plan Purpose and relevant Local 
Area Objectives. 

A3 
The total portion of the site located within 
Precinct 4 covered with roofed buildings 
must comply with either of the following: 

a) Not exceed 2 ha of the extent of the 
lot mapped within the precinct.  

b) Is necessary for the functional 
requirements of permitted or no 
permit required uses.  

P3 
The site coverage of development must not 
unreasonably impact on adjoining land having 
regard to the following: 

a) The bulk and form of the building when 
seen from adjoining dwellings and 
public vantage points; 

b) The continued operation of agricultural 
use of the land; 

c) Building materials, colours and finishes; 

d) Offsets or other agreements for offsets; 
within the precinct; 

e) Any buffers created by natural or other 
features; and  

f) The Plan Purpose and relevant Local 
Area Objectives. 

The SAP results in limited development potential for Precinct 3, Agricultural Precinct and it is not 
considered necessary to include controls.  
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The potential offsets in scale standards for Precinct 4 (P3 (d)) above are intended so that each lot has 
permitted right to development if they are developed separately in the future. The Performance Criteria 
has been included to enable variations where, in addition to other criterion, there is scope for agreements 
to be entered to minimise development on other lots. An agreement could enable an intensification of 
development on one lot where it is agreed that a Part V would restrict further development on another lot 
or area of land.   

2. Suggested design provisions to guide, as may be appropriate, building materials, architectural 
style, bulk, relationship to topography and the like, and visual protection when viewed from the 
Great Eastern Drive or coastline. 

The visual qualities of the site have informed the process of developing the SAP as illustrated in Section 
3.8 of the planning report. The titles as part of this application have limited coastal frontage that would 
result in impacts on visual impacts from public vantage points. Coastal edge setbacks will be further 
consolidated with the requirements from various Codes including coastal erosion hazard, inundation, and 
waterway and coastal protection. The immediate surrounds of the Great Eastern Drive on Tasman Highway 
are subject to the standards of the Scenic Landscape Corridor. 

That part of the site that is seen from the junction of the Meredith River and Nine Mile Beach is a heritage 
listed place. Future design development will be carried out in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Heritage Design Guidelines (p. 3), which identifies potential development zones that are not within 
proximity or visually connected to the coast.  

The coastal part of the site that is in proximity to Moulting Lagoon is only visible from a few public 
vantage points; the end of Boathouse Road, Swan River Road, and Yellow Sandbanks Road (1km); and from 
the Swan River itself. Boathouse Road is on the boundary of Precinct 3, where development is to be 
restricted to protect agricultural use of the land.  

Proposed standards for design are based on existing standards within the Rural Resource Zone 
acknowledging that there are no Design Standards within the respective zones of the SPP. Further to 
Scenic Landscape Corridor standards the SAP proposes to include a number of Performance Criteria 
standards that have regard to visual impacts when seen from Tasman Highway. The SAP enables 
consideration of long views to the site, including hillsides to be considered in terms of visual impact in 
greater detail than exists under current provisions. Visual qualities of development from coast locations 
are considered to be appropriately managed through Performance Criteria and Local Area Objectives. 

3. Rationale for the size of the homestead precinct vs the sub-precinct parcels identified in the 
heritage assessments. 

    
Figure 2: (left) Local Areas Map, (right) Location plan of precinct (Source: Figure 1 Heritage Design Guidelines) 

It is recognised that there are distinct differences between Precinct 1 and 3 and that greater refinement 
is capable of being undertaken to determine the spatial extents of the boundary between the two. 
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Clarification has been sought from Sam Nichols on the boundaries proposed in the Heritage Design 
Guidelines, and it is understood that the extents of the plan is the recommended curtilage to retain those 
aspects of the landscape that demonstrate the historic pattern of farming of the estate.  

4. The capacity or appropriateness to review the Tasmanian Heritage Register listing, nothing that 
the IPS applies only to the specific extent of the THR listing and which is much smaller than the 
areas of value identified thus far.  

This application does not seek to change the Tasmanian Heritage Register (THR) listing. The amendment 
to the ordinance for the Historic Heritage Code as detailed in 6.3.1 of the planning report seeks to rectify 
errors as identified in section 5.13. It is also recommended that mapping be updated as per 
recommendations of 2.5 of the Heritage Design Guidelines.  

As identified in communications from Sam Nichols the THR listing applies to the entirety of certificate of 
title 148001/1. Further exclusion areas attached to the THR data sheet as an appendix to the Conservation 
Management Plan do not reference and are not related to the subject land. 

Investigations into the landscape and built heritage of the place have substantially increased the 
knowledge and understanding of the heritage values of the place. Subsequent to the approval of the SAP,  
the CMP and Heritage Design Guidelines will be forwarded to the Tasmanian Heritage Council to be 
endorsed and to inform a revised listing of the values in order to progress future works on the site, and to 
recognise the extents of the values on the site.  

5. How the SAP may address the future SPP scenario where the priority vegetation areas is 
excluded from the agriculture Zone. 

The proposed amendment was prepared on the basis of existing zoning, where the Significant Agricultural 
Zone only applies to land adjoining the Tasman Highway (as shown below). The inclusion of land subject to 
Conservation covenants within the Environmental Management Zone as part of the amendment (as 
illustrated on p 70 of the planning report) clearly identifies that those areas should be retained for their 
natural values. No other changes are proposed in the SAP to vegetation mapping or zoning that would 
change the way in which the exclusion of priority vegetation would be addressed within the Agricultural 
Zone.  

Changes proposed by Council in the draft LPP for Rural Resource Zone areas to be in the Agricultural Zone 
are not supported. Proposed changes by Council are inconsistent with identified agricultural potential for 
the land, and with mapped natural values; particularly within the precinct of the hills resort. The current 
drafting of the SPP that does not apply the Natural Assets Code to the Agricultural Zone (clause: 
C7.2.1(c)) is inconsistent with the natural values that have been identified on the site.  

As can be seen in Figure 4, much of the western hills are mapped as priority vegetation. This vegetation 
would not be protected by the Natural Assets Code under current standards of the SPP and based on 
zoning changes recommended in the draft LPP. 
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Figure 3: Existing Zoning (Source: GSBIPS from figure 29 of the planning report) 

 
Figure 4: Draft LPS zone mapping proposed by Council1 (source: GSBC) 

6. The appropriateness of building setback standards. 

As described in our representation from the 14/06/18, following community consultation increased 
setback provisions have been recommended to allow for an increased setback from Residential areas. 
Setbacks are otherwise prepared for consistency with State Planning Provisions. Setbacks from Tasman 

                                                   
 
1 Glamorgan Spring Bay Council, 2018, accessed at <http://gsbc.tas.gov.au/services-facilities/regulatory-services/> 
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Highway are managed through the standards of the Scenic Landscape Corridor, setbacks from waterway 
and coastal areas will managed through the relevant code standards.  

7. Review the SAP clauses for residential use across the four precincts. 

Existing use status GSBIPS 2015: 

• Significant Agriculture Zone – Discretionary, Only if a single dwelling necessary to support 
agricultural use on the property. Permitted if home-based business or an extension or replacement 
of an existing dwelling.  

Use Standards 27.3.1 Sensitive Use (including residential use) A1 and P1, and 27.3.3 Discretionary Use P1, 
are applicable. 

• Rural Resource Zone – Discretionary. Permitted if home-based business or an extension or 
replacement of an existing dwelling. 

Use Standards 26.3.1 Sensitive Use (including residential use) A1 and P1, and 26.3.3 Discretionary Use P1 
are applicable.  

Proposed Use Status Cambria SAP: 

• Precinct 3, Agricultural Precinct: Permitted if home-based business or an extension or 
replacement of an existing dwelling. Otherwise prohibited. 

• All other precincts: Discretionary. 

Use Standard 1.6.1 Discretionary Use P2 would be applicable.  

The Cambria SAP Use Standards for Discretionary Use are consistent with those of the respective zones in 
the current scheme, with the exclusion of providing a specific standard for sensitive use, as current 
standards are considered repetitive and achieve the same outcome. Removal of sensitive uses is also 
consistent with the SPP standards for the Rural Zone. Discretionary use standards of the SAP are further 
consolidated with the requirement to have regard to the Plan Purpose and the Local Area Objectives.  

There is an existing dwelling in Precinct 3 and given the importance of sustaining the high value 
agricultural potential land the SAP does not support further residential development, therefore 
qualifications have been included in the Use Table to restrict residential development consistent with the 
Significant Agricultural Zone. 

8. Justification for the proposed subdivision standards and how they relate to the SAP LAO’s. 

Subdivision standards have been included in the SAP to facilitate the potential subdivision of the Cambria 
Homestead as described in section 6.2.4 of the Planning report, consistent with the subdivision potential 
enabled through 26.5.3 Historic Heritage Places. 

Subdivision standards of the underlying zones change to varying degrees for both the underlying zones 
between the current scheme and the SPP. Subdivision of the land is not an essential component of the 
proposed SAP. It is recommended that the Development Standards for Subdivision be removed from the 
SAP. Subsequently, any application for subdivision would be subject to the underlying zone standards. 
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RESPONSE TO REP 13 – TASMANIAN LAND CONSERVANCY 

The following comments have been prepared in consultation with Mark Wapstra of ECOtas whom prepared 
ecological assessments that accompanied the application to Council. 

The ecological assessments undertaken by ECOtas (2016, 2017a, 2017b, 2018) identify that… 

This statement is concerning in that it identifies that TLC has apparent access to not only the baseline 
ecological assessment of the whole Cambria property (ECOtas 2016) but also the various addenda 
produced to address specific issues. The concern is that latter parts of their submission seem to suggest 
that the addenda have not been examined in detail because they specifically address several of their 

items.		

…identify that numerous threatened species and vegetation communities of state, national and 
international significance occur on the property subject to the Draft Planning Scheme Amendment. 

It is unsurprising that a property the size of Cambria supports threatened flora, fauna and vegetation 
communities, although ECOtas (2016) identified that at least several of the threatened flora species are of 
relatively low conservation significance (i.e. listed as rare with locally abundant populations, widespread 
distributions and high tolerance to disturbance). Furthermore, ECOtas identified that the threatened 
fauna values can be appropriately managed through provisions of existing legislation and policy to achieve 
a satisfactory conservation outcome. Most of the identified vegetation communities with conservation 
significance are already formally reserved in conservation covenants, or are otherwise subject to existing 
legislation and policy that appropriately deals with the management of these communities. 

Its location on the shores of several river systems and bordering the Moulting Lagoon Ramsar site 
signifies its critical ecological role in the region’s surrounding natural values matrix. 

The ECOtas report includes substantial commentary on the context of the property including its position 
between Moulting Lagoon and the forested hills to the west, and specifically identified drainage systems 
and assessed their broad ecological values. The property is one of the older agricultural ventures on the 
east coast with a long history of primary production, vegetation clearing, forestry, sand-mining, and an 
airstrip. It is considered that well-designed development is able to be undertaken in balance with the 
identified ecological values. 

A large scale tourism based development comprising health retreat, agriculture, events, golf 
course, resort and accommodation has the potential to impact on these values and warrants 
detailed and lengthy consideration by Council and the community and also referral under the 
Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. 

It is recognised that there is potential for development and use of the site to impact on natural values, 
which is why a detailed assessment was undertaken in the conceptual stages of the project.  

ECOtas (2016 p 90) includes lengthy discussion and consideration of the implications of the findings under 
various legislative and policy instruments, including the EPBCA. The subsequent addenda further 
considered the EPBCA in relation to threatened flora and fauna. Subsequent planning assessment and 
preparation of the amendment has been prepared in accordance with the recommendations of the 
ecological assessment. 

We urge the Council to seek more detailed information from the proponent (as suggested in the 
Attachment to this letter), to ensure the property’s natural values are better defined, measures 
are identified for their permanent protection and that the natural values of the surrounding area, 
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including the TLC’s current landholdings are not impacted by immediate or future activities 
contemplated in the proposal. 

The ecological assessment was in full compliance with DPIPWE’s Guidelines for Natural Values 
Assessments – Terrestrial Development Proposals, and included field assessments, follow-up timed-
targeted assessments, engagement with specialists and additional surveys and reporting, and discussions 
with officers of DPIPWE.  

It is beyond the scope and unnecessary as part of this application to seek ‘permanent protection’ of 
further parts of the Cambria Estate. This statement makes no reference to the existing network of 
permanent reserves on the estate capturing a wide range of vegetation types, threatened flora and fauna. 

It is not our role to identify areas for permanent protection and it is presumptive of TLC to push for 
“permanent protection” of further parts of the Cambria property. Such a statement makes no reference 
to the existing network of permanent reserves already established on the property It is “easy” for TLC to 
suggest permanent reservation but such an action by a landowner should be entirely voluntary and in 
response to identified values warranting such inclusion in the reserve system. 

It is not clear that TLC has any properties immediately adjacent to the Cambria property or in the vicinity 
such that the development would impact on the identified conservation values of their reserves (e.g. Long 
Point and the Big Punchbowl, both on the shores of Moulting Lagoon). 

 The report ECOtas (2016). Ecological Assessment of Cambria Property, Swansea-Dolphin Sands, 
Tasmania. Report by Environmental Consulting Options Tasmania (ECOtas) for Cambria Green 
Agriculture & Tourism Management Pty Ltd), indicates that an ecological assessment was 
undertaken over a one month winter period (27 May 2016 and 26 June 2016). It is suggested that 
this assessment is inadequate to fully address the range of significant conservation issues occurring 
on the subject land, and that more detailed seasonal surveys are appropriate. We recommend 
expanded ecological assessments are undertaken particularly for the following state and nationally 
listed threatened species and communities: 

As discussed previously, the ecological assessment was in full compliance with DPIPWE’s Guidelines for 
Natural Values Assessments – Terrestrial Development Proposals, and included field assessments, follow-
up timed-targeted assessments, engagement with specialists and additional surveys and reporting, and 
discussions with officers of DPIPWE. The comments by TLC seem to imply that the only surveys were 
between 27 May 2016 and 26 June 2016. However, in accordance with the initial assessment and initial 
findings (see main section of ECOtas (2016)), follow up surveys were undertaken on a further three 
occasions, specifically targeting threatened flora with a seasonal flowering period and timed mammal 
surveys to coincide with the most appropriate activity period. 

Fauna: detailed and targeted species surveys in the appropriate season for swift .... Eagle nest 
protection zones to be secured. 

ECOtas (p. 70) have undertaken a detailed desktop and field assessment to determine the presence of 
fauna with commentary on particular priority species, with subsequent targeted assessments (see 
addenda). The proposed amendment includes standards for the protection of sea-eagle nesting sites, not 
currently afforded under the planning scheme.  

If there are further issues with the impact on species then this can be clarified and addressed at the time 
of making a development application. 

Flora: expanded and targeted surveys in the appropriate season for Carex… 

Vegetation Communities - detailed mapping and prescriptions for protection and restoration of 
Eucalyptus  
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Similar to the response to additional surveys for fauna above, the ecological assessment and addenda 
provided as part of this application have been prepared that address the listed species and communities 
where necessary and in detail.  

No further surveys or mapping is necessary as part of the application for an amendment. The detail of 
investigations undertaken greatly contributes to the understanding of the ecology of the estate that is of 
benefit to the landowners and to the community in general.   

Detailed assessment of the range of unique topographical features named on the subject land and 
their contribution to conservation at a landscape scale. 

The ecological assessment identified natural values of significance on the site and included 
recommendations for their management, in consideration of the topographic features as outlined (p. 12). 
There are no statutory requirements that would warrant a more detailed assessment of the topography. 

New Reserves Recommended and Improved Protection for Existing Reserves Recommended. 

More detailed information is recommended on new protection zones for threatened species (e.g. 
Pterostylis ziegeleri grassland greenhood) and securing a network of permanent wildlife corridors 
and landscape linkages facilitating movement of species across the subject land and the 
surrounding area. Management actions be undertaken for the three private reserves (Meredith 
River-Dry Creek Reserve, Bayles Backwater White Gum Reserve, Didos Hill Peppermint Reserve) 
identified on the subject land to address gorse and weed removal and expanded where necessary to 
give additional resilience to the values they contain under a regime of changing land use. 

More detailed information has been provided in the addendum to the ecological assessment. The site is 
already the subject of a number of conservation covenants as discussed (p, 14), that are subject to 
property management plans. Areas subject to covenants are informally linked through the informal 
reserves of the river systems that are managed through the Waterway and Coastal Protection Code. 
Recognition should also be given to the historical agricultural use of the property and that appropriately 
located buildings within the landscape is able to retain existing linkages, and would be a desirable 
attraction for the development.  

Detailed assessment of water use, discharge and potential impact on wetlands, saltmarsh and the 
Moulting Lagoon Ramsar Site… 

More detailed analysis is recommended on immediate and future water usage and protection 
measures related to run-off into Moulting Lagoon and the associated natural values integral to this 
internationally significant site. 

The proposed SAP does not change any applicable standards of the Scheme in relation to water 
management, other than recommended standards preventing the use of water from the aquifer. Future 
development will be in accordance with relevant codes for water management. Further information has 
been provided on the availability of water resources as part of our submission on the 14 June. 
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13 September 2018 
 
 
Mr David Metcalf 
General Manager 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 
PO Box 6 
Triabunna TAS 7190 
 
 
RESPONSE TO REPRESENTATION 64 TO THE REQUEST FOR AN AMENDMENT 
TO THE GLAMORGAN SPRING BAY INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME 2015  
 
 
Dear Mr Metcalf,     
 
 
1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 

1. I have been asked to provide a response to submission number 64 [from Cultural 
Heritage Practioners Tasmania (CHPT), dated 13 June 2018] to the request for an 
amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 2015 under the 
former Section 33 provisions of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 
(hereafter referred to as the amendment proposal) to land forming the farm estate 
‘Cambria’, near Swansea.  This response was prepared under instructions from Ireneinc 
Planning and Urban Design and Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd, the 
owners of the ‘Cambria’ farm estate. 
 

2. By way of background, I was engaged in my capacity as a Heritage Consultant and 
Architectural Historian (formerly of Trethowan Architecture) to prepare a Conservation 
Management Plan (CMP), dated 1 August 2017, and Heritage Design Guidelines, dated 
28 November 2017, with regard to that component of the wider ‘Cambria’ farm estate 
that was included on the Tasmanian Heritage Register (THR) as THR ID 1559 – Cambria 
(hereafter 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. 

 
3. Due to the lack of history pertaining to the heritage place in the datasheet 

accompanying its entry in the THR, a historical study, prepared by the Glamorgan 
Spring Bay Historical Society Inc., was commissioned by Trethowan Architecture (dated 
20 April 2016) on behalf of Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd to inform, as 
an appendix to, the CMP. 

 
4. The same approach was taken with regard to the lack of understanding of those 

landscape-based elements of the heritage place, with a Landscape Management Plan 
(LCMP), prepared by Dr Catriona McLeod, commissioned by Trethowan Architecture 
(dated September 2016) on behalf of Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd to 
inform the CMP. 

 
5. The CMP, its appended documents, and the Heritage Design Guidelines were 

commissioned by Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd to inform the 
subsequent amendment report prepared by Ireneinc Planning and Urban Design, dated 
19 March 2018.  They were prepared independent of the latter amendment report. 

 
6. This response has been prepared by myself with the views expressed within being my 

own. 
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2.0  SOURCES OF INFORMATION 
 

7. The following analysis draws upon a review of the submission prepared by CHPT, the 
LCMP prepared by Dr Catriona McLeod, and the CMP and Heritage Design Guidelines 
prepared by myself. 

 
 
3.0  REPONSE TO SUBMISSION 64 FROM CHPT 
 

8. The submission prepared by CHPT to the amendment proposal detailed two (2) main 
areas of comment: 

I. Proposed Zoning Change General; and 
II. Cambria – The Conservation Management Plan (CMP) & Proposed Planning 

Controls. 
 

 
Figure 1 Aerial view of the extent of the ‘Cambria’ estate, shown dark blue.   

(Source: Land Information System Tasmania (The LIST) 
 

 
Figure 2 Extent of the heritage place THR ID 1559 – Cambria, shown in orange.   

(Source: Land Information System Tasmania (The LIST) 
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Proposed Zoning Change General 
 

9. Areas of comment relating to Proposed Zoning Change General identified the following: 
I. That the treatment of the Cambria estate (in the amendment proposal) is the 

centrepiece of the justification for the amendment application, and that other 
historic heritage and Aboriginal heritage is given very cursory consideration. 

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.  

III. That all decisions of the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council must ensure that 
significant cultural heritage values are protected. This is a clear responsibility of 
the Council 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. 

IV. That CHPT strongly opposes the lack of any control or guidance for other 
historic properties in the area (other than Cambria), either in the planning 
scheme amendment application generally or in the Conservation Management 
Plan. For example, the Plan includes no mention of other similarly early 
developments such as Redbanks (the temporary residence of the Merediths 
during the development of the property, and a neighbour who had on-going 
connections with subsequent owners of Cambria). 

 
10. In considering sub-paragraphs 9.I and 9.II, the identification of ongoing restoration and 

adaptive reuse opportunities for the heritage place is one initiative of the amendment 
proposal, amongst additional initiatives including the ongoing use of productive 
agricultural land for intensive agricultural purposes; and ecological restortive works to 
ensure the protection of important ecosystems that form part of the heritage place.1  
These initiatives will retain the historic heritage significance associated with the 195 
years of operation of the ‘Cambria’ farm estate as an ongoing agricultural concern,2 
while identifying alternative income sources to undertake important restoration works to 
the homestead complex, an initiative not considered out of place considering the 
majority of the homestead, the main house in particular, was constructed from 
alternative income sources derived from the whaling industry, amongst others.3  While 
the CMP identifies the potential for Aboriginal heritage on account of the heritage place 
occupying extensive land in a coastal locale,4 it is noted that the identification of 
Aboriginal heritage is a specialist skill set beyond the architectural and landscape 
heritage skill sets utilised in the authoring of the CMP and LCMP.  It is unclear what 
additional historic heritage has been only given ‘cursory consideration’ on account of 
the extensive analysis developed in order to ascertain the significance of the heritage 
place between its establishment by Europeans 1821 and the authoring of the CMP in 
2017. 
 

11. In considering sub-paragraphs 9.III and 9.IV, the high significance of the European 
settlement of the heritage place has been ascertained as a result of the CMP with 
multiple policies developed to ensure the management of this significance.  It is 
uncertain what Aboriginal/early European contact sites the submission makes reference 
to as the extensive history informing the CMP and LCMP did not identify such 
occurences in the European development of the heritage place.  With regard to the 
concerns raised relating to the lack of control or guidance for other historic properties in 
the area, it is noted that the homesteads associated with ‘Redbanks’, ‘Redcliff’, 
‘Riversdale’ and ‘Belmont’ (properties once associated with the wider land holdings held 

                                                
1 Ireneinc Planning and Urban Design 2018, Cambria, Tasmania – Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme, p.3. 
2 Trethowan Architecture 2017, Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 5. 
3 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 23. 
4 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 91. 
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by the Meredith family) are owned today by individual parties independent of the 
ownership of ‘Cambria’, as such it has been beyond the scope of this CMP to develop 
policies and recommend planning controls relating to land not owned by Cambria Green 
Agriculture & Tourism Management Pty Ltd. 

 

  
Figure 3 Extent of the ‘Homestead Precinct’, proposed as an alternative curtilage to the heritage place, 

illustrating the extent of proposed development and conservation zones, overlayed across the 
precinct. 
Source: Trethowan, 2017 

 
 
Cambria – The Conservat ion Management Plan (CMP) & Proposed Planning 
Controls 
 

12. Areas of comment relating to Cambria – The Conservation Management Plan (CMP) & 
Proposed Planning Controls identified the following: 

I. That CHPT strongly opposes the weakening of the development controls for the 
Heritage Precinct.  Under this Plan, development within the Heritage Precinct 
will be discretionary only when it exceeds a 10 metre height limit, whereas the 
standard that usually applies in residential areas is an 8 metre height limit.  It is 
completely unacceptable that the Heritage Precinct should receive lesser 
protection, especially given the sensitivity of the setting, significance of the 
landscapes and the potential for impacts on views in and out of the house. 

II. That reference to the Indigenous significance of the farming estate of Cambria 
in the Landscape Conservation Management Plan by Catriona McLeod is far 
too brief and inadequate.  Given the degree of significance that the area is likely 
to have, this is an aspect that requires more in depth consultation and 
exploration with relevant Tasmanian Aboriginal organisations (for example the 
Tasmanian Aboriginal Centre).  The Cambria Estate is noted as a significant 
First Contact Site which gives it cultural significance to Tasmanian Aborigines.  
It is evident that this area is a highly important cultural landscape, therefore the 
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Plan should prioritise consultation with the appropriate representatives of the 
Aboriginal community. 

III. That the CMP provides inadequate guidance for the management of 
archaeological heritage.  The Plan makes only limited and inadequate reference 
to the archaeological potential of Cambria, especially given the various transient 
structures that have been documented. 

IV. That CHPT considers that the CMP does not adequately address the cultural 
landscape and setting values of Cambria.  A proper assessment for the full 
estate, not just the statutory listed area, needs to be undertaken. 

V. That the proposed reduction of the heritage curtilage to the limits presently 
recorded in the Tasmanian Heritage Register (the entry for which is 
demonstrably limited in extent) is disappointing.  A proper assessment of the 
grounds for such a reduction against heritage criteria rather than statutory 
limitations is essential.  It is essential that there is an adequate curtilage for 
heritage conservation reasons. 

VI. That the Landscape Study is deficient in that it makes reference to the two 
surviving ‘home paddocks’, but does not provide any guidance for their future 
use and conservation.  Further thought needs to be given to how these 
remainders will be interpreted and conserved. 

VII. That CHPT considers that generally the CMP provides sound guidance for the 
conservation works to be carried out for the house and outbuildings.  However, 
the CMP is inadequate in that the conservation/reconstruction of the 
greenhouses that housed the early grape harvest is not considered. 

 
13. In considering sub-paragraph 12.I, a recommended outcome of the Heritage Design 

Guidelines accompanying the CMP was the identification of a new curtilage for the 
heritage place, extending to a total area of approximately 149 acres (refer Figure 3).  
This new curtilage, coined the ‘Homestead Precinct’ for the benefit of the Heritage 
Design Guidelines report, was subsequently divided into a series of conservation and 
development zones which were analysed based on their individual characteristics and 
accompanyng heritage design guidelines, based on statutory considerations, policies, 
guidelines and best heritage practice.5  A Core Heritage Zone (CHZ), being that area 
shaded green in Figure 3, was identified that included the main house, all outbuildings 
and gardens.  A maximum building height of 10m for new buildings within the CHZ was 
identified based on the gutterline of the original timber barn of the homestead complex.  
A recommendation that all new buildings be restricted to that area immediately west of 
the barn and woolshed and north of the hedgerow bordering the northern edge of the 
main drive to the house (Cambria Lane) was also recommended.  It was considered 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.6  Further, it is noted that the opinions formed in 
these reports do not preclude the assessment of a development application concerning 
the heritage place from assessment by Heritage Tasmania as prescribed in the Historic 
Cultural Heritage Act 1995 (HCHA).7 

 
14. In considering sub-paragraph 12.II, it is noted that both the CMP8 and Heritage Design 

Guidelines9 recommend that the relevant government agency concerned with 
indigenous heritage, Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania, be consulted upon the identification 
of Aboriginal relics with separate investigations made should this occasion occur.  We 
note that Trethowan Architecture, on behalf of Cambria Green Agriculture and Tourism 

                                                
5 Trethowan Architecture 2017, Heritage Design Guidelines – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 8. 
6 Heritage Design Guidelines – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, pp. 9-10. 
7 Cambria, Tasmania – Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme, p. 68. 
8 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 91. 
9 Heritage Design Guidelines – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 7. 
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Management Pty Ltd commissioned the LCMP,10 with a limitation of the CMP noted as 
its concentration on the European history of the heritage place and its incremental 
development over 195 years as an ongoing agricultural concern.11  Further, we note that 
the amendment proposal report makes reference to an aboriginal cultural desktop 
assessment12 having been prepared specifically with regard to the indigenous 
significance of the wider ‘Cambria’ estate in 2016; the sensitivities of those indigenous 
sites identified in the aboriginal cultural desktop assessment result in that report not 
forming part of the amendment proposal. 

 
15. In summary, the purpose of the LCMP was to review the significance of landscape 

elements of the heritage place since its settlement in 1823 as a supporting document to 
the CMP.  Not withstanding the potential indigenous significance of the wider ‘Cambria’ 
estate, the identified intent of the CMP and supporting LCMP was as a response to the 
European significance of the heritage place, which has resulted in its inclusion on the 
THR. 

 
16. In considering sub-paragraph 12.III, lack reference to archaelogy in the policy section of 

the CMP is acknowledged, given that the report did identify areas of potential 
archaelogical significance relating to transient structures.13  A revision of the CMP to 
incorporate policy relating to archaelogy could address these concerns. 

 
17. In considering sub-paragraph 12.IV, a landscape assessment of 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. 

 
18. In considering sub-paragraph 12.V, the proposed reduction of the heritage curtilage 

from its current extent to the new approx. 149 acre curtilage referred to as the 
‘Homestead Precinct’ was based on considerable historical research and physical 
analysis of the heritage place detailed across both the CMP and Heritage Design 
Guidelines reports.  As such, we feel that the curtilage proposed as a result of this 
analysis is adequate and takes into account those issues relating to the conservation of 
the heritage place. 

 
19. In considering sub-paragraph 12.VI and the provision of guidance for the future use and 

conservation the two former hedge-lined ‘home paddocks’, it is noted that the LCMP 
provides guidance on remedial works to hedge rows generally located within the 
heritage place,14 while the specific guidance regarding future use and conservation of 
the ‘home paddocks’ is provided by the Heritage Design Guidelines.15 

 
20. In considering sub-paragraph 12.VII, it is noted that conservation/reconstruction of the 

former greenhouse/hothouse has been identified as important in the CMP.  The 
construction of the greenhouse/hothouse in c.1836 has been identified as forming the 
key period of significance of the heritage place.16  While not addressed specifically, 
section 8.3.5 (Restoration and Reconstruction) provides individual policies to guide the 
reconstruction of all buildings that were in existence between 1855 and 1927, the 
greenhouse having been identified as one of these buildings.17 

 
                                                
10 Dr Catriona McLeod 2017, Landscape Conservation Management Plan – Cambria, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 1. 
11 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 5. 
12 Cambria, Tasmania – Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme, p. 32. 
13 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 46. 
14 Landscape Conservation Management Plan – Cambria, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 82. 
15 Heritage Design Guidelines – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 11. 
16 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 97. 
17 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 107. 
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4.0  SUMMARY 
 

21. 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.  We acknowledge the exception to this relates to the 
inclusion of archaelogical-based policy in the CMP.  A revision of the CMP to 
incorporate such policy could address this specific issue.  The opinions formed in these 
reports do not preclude the assessment of any development within the heritage place 
as part of the application process for assessment by Heritage Tasmania as prescribed 
in the HCHA. 

 
 
We trust this information is adequate in assisting the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council consider 
the proposed amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 2015 before 
them. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Sam Nichols  B.Arch  M.ICOMOS 
Sam Nichols Design |  Her itage |  Conservat ion 
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13 September 2018 
 
 
Mr David Metcalf 
General Manager 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 
PO Box 6 
Triabunna TAS 7190 
 
 
RESPONSE TO REPRESENTATION 323 TO THE REQUEST FOR AN AMENDMENT 
TO THE GLAMORGAN SPRING BAY INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME 2015  
 
 
Dear Mr Metcalf, 
 
 
1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 

1. I have been asked to provide a response to submission number 323 [from Australia 
ICOMOS (ICOMOS), dated 15 June 2018] to the request for an amendment to the 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 2015 under the former Section 33 
provisions of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 (hereafter referred to as 
the amendment proposal) to land forming the farm estate ‘Cambria’, near Swansea.  
This response was prepared under instructions from Ireneinc Planning and Urban 
Design and Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd, the owners of the ‘Cambria’ 
farm estate. 
 

2. By way of background, I was engaged in my capacity as a Heritage Consultant and 
Architectural Historian (formerly of Trethowan Architecture) to prepare a Conservation 
Management Plan (CMP), dated 1 August 2017, and Heritage Design Guidelines, dated 
28 November 2017, with regard to that component of the wider ‘Cambria’ farm estate 
that was included on the Tasmanian Heritage Register (THR) as THR ID 1559 – Cambria 
(hereafter 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. 

 
3. Due to the lack of history pertaining to the heritage place in the datasheet 

accompanying its entry in the THR, a historical study, prepared by the Glamorgan 
Spring Bay Historical Society Inc., was commissioned by Trethowan Architecture (dated 
20 April 2016) on behalf of Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd to inform, as 
an appendix to, the CMP. 

 
4. The same approach was taken with regard to the lack of understanding of those 

landscape-based elements of the heritage place, with a Landscape Conservation 
Management Plan (LCMP), prepared by Dr Catriona McLeod, commissioned by 
Trethowan Architecture (dated September 2016) on behalf of Cambria Green Agriculture 
& Tourism Pty Ltd to inform, as an appendix to, the CMP. 

 
5. The CMP, its appended documents, and the Heritage Design Guidelines were 

commissioned by Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd to inform the 
subsequent amendment report prepared by Ireneinc Planning and Urban Design, dated 
19 March 2018.  They were prepared independent of the Ireneinc report. 

 
6. This response has been prepared by myself with the views expressed within being my 

own. 
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2.0  SOURCES OF INFORMATION 
 
7. The following analysis draws upon a review of the submission prepared by ICOMOS, 

the LCMP, prepared by Dr Catriona McLeod, and the CMP and Heritage Design 
Guidelines prepared by myself. 

 
 
3.0  REPONSE TO SUBMISSION 323 FROM ICOMOS 
 

8. The submission prepared by Australia ICOMOS to the amendment proposal detailed 
three (3) main areas of comment: 

I. Concerns with the scope of the CMP and LCMP reports 
II. Concerns with the extent of the CMP and LCMP reports; and 
III. Accordance with heritage best practice as outlined in The Burra Charter. 

 

 
Figure 1 Aerial view of the extent of the ‘Cambria’ estate, shown dark blue. 

(Source: Land Information System Tasmania (The LIST) 
 

 
Figure 2 Extent of the heritage place THR ID 1559 – Cambria, shown in orange.   

(Source: Land Information System Tasmania (The LIST) 
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Concerns with the scope of the CMP and LCMP 
 

9. The submission is correct in that the CMP and LCMP were prepared independently of 
the Amendment Report. 
 

10. In considering the comment that the CMP and LCMP focused on ‘a narrow scope of 
the ‘Cambria’ homestead’, we note that the heritage place as defined by Heritage 
Tasmania constitutes all land relating to title reference 148001/1 (refer Figure 2).  The 
Macquarie Dictionary (2017) defines a ‘homestead’ as a main residence on a sheep or 
cattle station or large farm. The main residence of ‘Cambria’, its associated 
outbuildings, gardens and remnant home paddocks are located within the heritage 
place with both the CMP and LCMP providing significant commentary with regard to 
their historical development, physical condition and subsequent policy development to 
guide their management. 

 
11. In considering the comment the CMP and LCMP overlooks and down plays the ‘land 

grant and land use over time’, it is assumed that the land grant made reference to in the 
submission is the original 2,674-acre grant made to George Meredith in 1821 named 
‘Cambria’ by him.1  Upon reviewing the extensive historical analysis undertaken in the 
CMP, we note the extent of this original grant in conjunction with all that additional land 
accumulated by George Meredith, via either purchase or trade, by 1855 (refer Figure 3).2  
In 1871, subsequent subdivision undertaken by John Meredith, George Meredith’s son, 
did not accord with the boundaries of the original 2,674-acre grant received by George 
Meredith (refer Figure 3).  After 1871, it is apparent that subsequent subdivision has 
further strayed from the original land grant received by George Meredith (refer Figure 1).  
In reviewing historic and current mapping, little of the original 2,674-acre grant 
constitutes the current heritage place, the majority appearing to have been subdivided 
in 1969 to form the current Dolphin Sands housing estate (refer Figure 1).3 

 

 
Figure 3 Extract of a plan of Cambria, c.1855. The documented early acquisition of land by George Meredith along the 

Meredith and Swan Rivers is coloured with regard to date of acquisition.   
(Source: Recorder of Titles, Land Tasmania, DPIPWE) 

                                                
1 Trethowan Architecture 2017, Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 10. 
2 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, pp. 6-8. 
3 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 12. 
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Figure 4 A sale plan for the larger Cambria estates, c.1871, detailing its subdivision into the smaller estates and farms 

of the Cambria Estate (Lot 1), Belmont Estate (Lot 2), Riversdale Estate (Lot 3), Woburn Farm (Lot 4), Lot 5, 
and Lots 6 and 7. The extent of the initial 1821 land grant is indicated by the red transparency.  
(Source: Tasmanian Archive and Heritage Office [NS1570/1/1]) 

 

 
Figure 5 Extent of the ‘Homestead Precinct’, proposed as an alternative curtilage to the heritage place, illustrating the 

extent of proposed development and conservation zones, overlayed across the precinct.  (Source: Trethowan, 
2017) 
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Concerns with the extent of the CMP and LCMP 
 

12. In considering the comment the CMP and LCMP does not go beyond the ‘core 
homestead complex’ to examine Cambria’s significance as a relatively intact early land 
grant and farm estate that evolved in size over various owners, we acknowledge that 
the CMP and LCMP were prepared with regard to the heritage place only.  Considering 
the remaining extent of the original 2,674-acre grant and its location majority within the 
curtilage of the heritage place, we believe the CMP and LCMP more than sufficiently 
identify the significance of ‘Cambria’ as an extant, rather than intact (as alluded to in the 
submission), land grant and its land use.  While it is acknowledged that the wider 
‘Cambria’ estate has contracted and expanded over time with regard to its ownership 
by various parties, this land is beyond the extent of the heritage place identified by 
Heritage Tasmania. 
 

13. In considering the comment with regard to the adoption of heritage best practice as 
outlined in the Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter, we note that the development of the 
CMP has been in close accordance with the Burra Charter throughout.  We 
acknowledge that the CMP and LCMP largely focus on the homestead complex, its 
main house, outbuildings and gardens, however, in order to supplement this, Heritage 
Design Guidelines were developed to guide the future use of the wider heritage place in 
order to appropriately the setting of the homestead complex as an ongoing agricultural 
concern.  This report divided the heritage place into a series of zones, for which specific 
guidelines were developed to guide ongoing agricultural operations including 
appropriate areas for low-density (grazing) and high-density (irrigation/cropping) and the 
placement of farm buildings; areas for environmental rehabilitation along the banks of 
the Meredith River and the management of historically significant European landscape 
features such as hedge rows (refer Figure 5). 

 
 
4.0  SUMMARY 
 

14. In summary, we believe that the CMP, LCMP and Heritage Design Guidelines 
adequately address those concerns relating to the significance of the heritage place and 
heritage best practice raised by Australia ICOMOS.  We believe that the CMP and 
LCMP adequately identify the significance of the heritage place and that heritage best 
practice has been observed in the development of the CMP, LCMP and Heritage Design 
Guidelines so that they will form useful guidance documents in the future management 
of the heritage place. 

 
 
We trust this information is adequate in assisting the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council consider 
the proposed amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 2015 before 
them. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Sam Nichols  B.Arch  M.ICOMOS 
Sam Nichols Design |  Her itage |  Conservat ion 
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1. CAMBRIA SPECIFIC AREA PLAN  

1.1  Plan Purpose 

1.1.1 The purpose of the Cambria Specific Area Plan is to:  

1. Provide for use and development of the site that utilises the agricultural, natural, and 

historic heritage assets as the basis for regionally significant economic tourism development. 

2. Identify precincts that recognise the specific land characteristics and manages use and 

development that is appropriate to the features of the landscape. 

3. Reinstate the importance of the Cambria Homestead as a focal point for the community and 

visitors. 

4. Protect the most productive agricultural land and ensure that adjoining land uses conflicts 

are minimised or integrated with agricultural activities.   

1.2  Application of this Plan 

1.2.1 This specific area plan applies to the area of land designated as the Cambria Specific Area Plan 

on the overlay maps and in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1: Cambria Specific Area Plan 
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1.3  Local Area Objectives 

1.3.1 Local Area Objectives 

Reference 
Number 

Area Description Local Area 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 to: 

a) recognise and protect the cultural heritage 
values of the buildings and landscape. 

b) facilitate development that is sympathetic to 
the cultural heritage values of the place.  

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. 

1.3.1.2 Golf and 
Conservation 
Precinct, shown in 
Local Area Map as 2 

The Local Area Objectives for the Golf and Conservation 
Precinct are to: 

a) Provide for a 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. 

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.  

1.3.1.3 Agricultural Precinct, 
shown in Local Area 
Map as 3 

The Local Area Objectives for the Agricultural Precinct 
are to: 

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. 

1.3.1.4 Hills Resort Precinct, 
shown in Local Area 
Map as 4 

The Local Area Objectives for the Hills Resort Precinct 
are to: 

a) Provide for resort accommodation, central 
facilities and clusters of smaller villas within a 
landscaped setting.  

b) provide facilities for visitors to the region, 
particularly event facilities and accommodation.  

c) Retain native vegetation where possible. 

d) Facilitate a network of cycle and walking trails 
and associated tourism infrastructure. 
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Figure 2: Local Areas Map 

1.4  Definition of Terms 

1.4.1 In this Specific Area Plan, unless the contrary intention appears: 

Terms  Definitions 

Suitably qualified person  

 

means a person who can adequately demonstrate relevant 
tertiary qualifications (or equivalent) and experience in a 
recognised field of knowledge, expertise or practice with direct 
relevance to the matter under consideration. 

1.5  Use Table 

Use Class Qualification 

No Permit Required 

Natural and Cultural Values 
Management 

  

Passive Recreation Only if in Precinct 1, 2, or 4. 

Resource Development If in Precinct 3; only if: for agriculture use, except controlled 
environment agriculture, forest operations, intensive animal 
husbandry, tree farming and plantation forestry. 

If in Precinct 1, 2 or 4; only if agriculture, bee keeping, crop 
production, forest operations in accordance with a Forest 
Practices Plan, horse stud or tree farming and plantation forestry 
in accordance with a Forest Practices Plan. 

Utilities  Only if minor utilities 

Permitted 

Educational and Occasional 
Care 

Only if for home-based child care in accordance with a licence 
under the Child Care Act 2001 

Residential Only if home-based business or an extension or replacement of 
an existing dwelling. 

2 3

 

1 

4 
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Resource Development Except where No Permit Required or Discretionary 

If in Precinct 1; except where no permit required, and Intensive 
Animal Husbandry. 

Resource Processing If in Precinct 1; only if for Winery. 

Visitor Accommodation Only if in Precinct 1. 

Discretionary 

Community meeting and 
entertainment 

Only if in Precinct 1 or 4. 

Crematoria and cemeteries Only if in Precinct 1. 

Educational and Occasional 
Care 

 

Emergency Services If In Precinct 3 only if associated with the use of the airstrip. 

Extractive Industry  

Food Services If in Precinct 3 only if for serving of agricultural produce 
primarily from the site.  

General Retail and Hire If in Precinct 3 only if for the sale of agricultural produce 
primarily from the site.   

Pleasure Boat Facility Only if in Precinct 2. 

Research and Development If in Precinct 3 only if for agricultural purposes. 

Residential If in Precinct 3 only if a single dwelling necessary to support 
agricultural use of the property. 

Resource Development If for Intensive animal husbandry 

Resource Processing If in Precinct 3 only if for the treating, processing and packing of 
produce from the area. 

Sports and Recreation   

Tourist Operation If in Precinct 3 only if associated with agricultural use on the 
site, or associated with the airstrip. 

Transport depot and 
Distribution 

Only if in Precinct 3 and associated with the airstrip. 

Only if in Precinct 2 or 4, and for transport and distribution of 
rural equipment and products. 

Otherwise prohibited.  

Tourist Operation If in Precinct 3 only if associated with agricultural use on the 
site, or associated with the airstrip. 

Visitor Accommodation If in Precinct 3 only if backpackers hostel, bed and breakfast 
establishment, camping and caravan park, holiday cabin, 
overnight camping area or seasonal workers accommodation. 

Prohibited 

All other uses  
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1.6  Use Standards 

1.6.1 Discretionary Use 

Objective: To ensure that Use is consistent with the Plan Purpose 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1  
No Acceptable Solution. 

 

P1  

Discretionary General Retail and Hire or Food 
Services use must be of a scale and intensity 
that is appropriate to its location with regard 
to the following:  

a) an intensification of an existing 
approved discretionary use; or  

b) consistency with the Plan purpose 
and the Local Area Objectives; and 

c) maintains the existing retail 
hierarchy of the region. 

A2  
No Acceptable Solution 

P2 

A discretionary non-agricultural use must not 
conflict with or fetter agricultural use on the 
site or adjoining land having regard to all of 
the following: 

a) the characteristics of the proposed 
non-agricultural use; 

b) the characteristics of the existing or 
likely agricultural use; 

c) setback to site boundaries and 
separation distance between the 
proposed non-agricultural use and 
existing or likely agricultural use; 

d) any characteristics of the site and 
adjoining land that would buffer the 
proposed non-agricultural use from 
the adverse impacts on amenity from 
existing or likely agricultural use; and 

e) consistency with the Plan purpose 
and the Local Area Objectives. 

1.6.2 Operation of Airstrip 

Objective: To ensure that the operation of the airstrip does not impact on the amenity of 
adjoining residential areas.   

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1  
The use of the airstrip: 

a) is for emergency services, or 

b) does not result in changes to increase the 
number of flights, or hours of operation of 
flights. 

P1  

An application for use that includes changes 

to increase the number of flights, or hours of 

operation of flights must demonstrate that 

the use will not result in unreasonable 

impacts on sensitive uses in Swansea and 

Dolphin Sands with regard to: 

a)  Existing flight activities; 

b)  Number and frequency of flights; 
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c)  Flight paths; 

d) Hours of operation;  

e)  Noise; and  

f)  Operational and safety considerations 

of the aviation facilities.  

1.7  Development Standards 

1.7.1 Building Height  

Objective: 

To ensure that building height contributes positively to the rural landscape.  

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1 

Building height must be: 

 no more than 12m, 

in Precinct 1 no greater than 10m. 

P1 

Building height must satisfy the following: 

a) not have unreasonable impact on 
adjoining properties having regard to 
the following; 

(i.) the topography and constraints 
of the site; 

(ii.) the separation from existing uses 
on adjoining properties;  

(iii.) the bulk and form of the 
building;  

(iv.) not result in adverse impacts on 
residential amenity on adjoining 
lots by overlooking and loss of 
privacy; and  

(v.) any buffers created by natural or 
other features; 

b) the visual impact when seen from 
Tasman Highway;  

c) if in Precinct 1 the height must be 
compatible with the historic 
heritage significance of the place 
with regard to a statement prepared 
by a suitably qualified person; and 

d) be consistent with the Plan Purpose 
and relevant Local Area Objectives.  

1.7.2 Setback provisions for relevant precincts  

Objective: 

The siting of buildings should minimise land use conflict with use of adjoining properties. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1 

Buildings must have a setback from all 
boundaries of: 

a) not less than 5m; or 

b) if the setback of an existing building 
is within 5m, not less than the 

P1 

Buildings must be sited to provide adequate 
vehicle access and not cause an 
unreasonable impact on existing use on 
adjoining properties, having regard to:  

a) the bulk and form of the building;  

b) the nature of existing use on the 
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existing building. 

Unless in Precinct 2 and the adjoining lot is 
for residential use where the setback is not 
less than 50m. 

adjoining properties;  

c) separation from existing use on the 
adjoining properties;  

d) any buffers created by natural or 
other features; and 

e) the Plan Purpose and relevant Local 
Area Objectives. 

A2  

Building setback for buildings for a sensitive 
use including visitor accommodation must 
comply with one of the following: 

a) not less than 200m from adjoining 
land in the Significant Agriculture 
Zone;  

b) not less than 100m from adjoining 
land in the Rural Resource Zone; or  

c) If an existing building for a sensitive 
use on the site, not less than the 
existing building.  

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) the size, shape and topography of 
the site;  

b) the setbacks of any existing 
buildings for sensitive uses on 
adjoining properties;  

c) the location of existing buildings on 
the site;  

d) the nature of existing use on 
adjoining properties;  

e) any proposed attenuation measures;  

f) any buffers created by natural or 
other features; and 

g) the Plan Purpose and relevant Local 
Area Objectives. 

1.7.3 Design 

Objective:  

To ensure that the location and appearance of buildings and works minimises adverse 
impacts on the rural landscape. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1 

The location of buildings and works must 
comply with any of the following: 

a) Be located within a building area, if 
provided on the title; 

b) be an addition or alteration to an 
existing building;  

c) be located in an area not requiring 
the clearing of native vegetation and 
not on a skyline or ridgeline.  

P1 

The location of buildings and works is to 
demonstrate that it is appropriate for the 
location having regard to: 

a) the plan purpose and relevant local 
area objectives. 

b) where there is clearance of 
vegetation or they are located on a 
skyline or ridgeline:  

(i.) the availability of sites clear of 
native vegetation and clear of 
other significant site constraints 
such as access difficulties or 
excessive slope, or the location 
is necessary for the functional 
requirements of infrastructure; 

(ii.) the extent of clearing is the 
minimum necessary to provide 
for buildings, associated works 
and associated bushfire 
protection measures; and 
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(iii.) an assessment by a suitably 
qualified person of the visual 
impact when seen from Tasman 
Highway.  

A2  

Development for Tourism or Visitor 
Accommodation related purposes, or in 
Precinct 1, must be in accordance with an 
approved Landscape Management Plan. 

P2 

A landscaping plan, prepared by a suitably 
qualified landscape architect demonstrates 
to the satisfaction of the planning authority 
that landscape character is identified, and 
plantings are sympathetic to the rural 
character, heritage significance, or 
biodiversity values of the area.    

1.7.4 Development in Precinct 2 

Objective:  

To ensure that works protect nesting habitat of the white-bellied sea-eagle 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1 

Development in Precinct 2 should be located 
a minimum of 200m from identified nests of 
the white-bellied sea-eagle.   

A2 

An application for development should be 
accompanied by advice from a suitably 
qualified person that demonstrates buildings 
and works will not have an unacceptable 
level of impact on the white-bellied sea-
eagle. 

1.7.5 Water Supply 

Objective: To protect the aquifer from development. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1  
Development is for alterations or extensions 
that will not result in increased demand for 
water supply. 

P1  

Development has a plan prepared by a 
suitably qualified person that identifies that 
there is sufficient water available for the 
anticipated use from development and that 
access to the aquifer is not required.  

1.7.6 Scale of Development 

Objective: That the scale of development is to be have regard to the rural and/or coastal 
character of the respective precincts.  

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1  
The total portion of the site located within 
Precinct 1 covered with roofed buildings 
must not exceed 2Ha.    

P1  

The site coverage of development must not 
unreasonably impact on adjoining land having 
regard to the following: 

a) The bulk and form of the building when 

seen from adjoining dwellings and 

public vantage points; 

b) The impact and proximity to places of 

historic cultural significance.  

c) The continued operation of agricultural 

Commented [JW1]: Ronald to confirm. 
This would include the building area of existing heritage buildings. 



10 
 

ireneinc PLANNING & URBAN DESIGN Cambria Specific Area Plan 

V2 – 23/10/18 

use of the land; 

d) If necessary for functional requirements 

of permitted or no permit required 

uses; 

e) Any buffers created by natural or other 

features; and  

f) The Plan Purpose and relevant Local 

Area Objectives.  

A2 
The total portion of the site located within 
Precinct 2 covered with roofed buildings 
must not exceed 5,000m2. 

P2 

The site coverage of development must not 
unreasonably impact on adjoining land having 
regard to the following: 

a) The bulk and form of the building when 

seen from adjoining dwellings and 

public vantage points, including from 

coastal locations; 

b) Building materials, colours and finishes; 

c) If necessary for functional requirements 

of permitted or no permit required 

uses; 

d) Any buffers created by natural or other 

features; and  

e) The Plan Purpose and relevant Local 

Area Objectives. 

A3 
The total portion of the site located within 
Precinct 4 covered with roofed buildings 
must comply with either of the following: 

a) Not exceed 2 ha of the extent of the 
lot mapped within the precinct.  

b) Is necessary for the functional 
requirements of permitted or no 
permit required uses.  

P3 

The site coverage of development must not 

unreasonably impact on adjoining land having 

regard to the following: 

a) The bulk and form of the building when 

seen from adjoining dwellings and 

public vantage points; 

b) The continued operation of agricultural 

use of the land; 

c) Building materials, colours and finishes; 

d) Offsets or other agreements for offsets; 

within the precinct; 

e) Any buffers created by natural or other 

features; and  

f) The Plan Purpose and relevant Local 

Area Objectives. 
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