
16th March 2021

Mr John Ramsay, Delegate (Chair) 
Tasmanian Planning Commission GPO Box 1691 
Hobart TAS 7001
AUSTRALIA

From Alain Coltier, by email.

Mr. Ramsay,

Re : Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 
2015 Draft amendment AM 2018-03Cambria Estate, north 
of the Swansea township Hearing Direction 1Reserved 
roads and jurisdiction 

Re bis : Response/submission to your correspondence 
dated 11 March 2021. 

Acknowledging the Paredarerme people, the traditional 
custodians of the land where this everlasting saga (fast 
becoming now horror show) has been taking place in many 
and mysterious ways. 

Quote from your latest correspondence, dated 11.3.2021 :« 
Any person who previously made an oral submission on this 
matter to the Commission hearing of 30 August 2019 is 
requested to make a fresh written submission should they wish 
to do so. »
If the following recollection is accurate, four of the five people 
who took part in the Commission Hearings made oral 



submission, as Representors on this matter, and were more 
than willing and ready in good faith to discuss it in depth at 
the time but it was simply not possible. 
The main reason was that the then GSBC council planner, Mr. 
Shane Wells, was apparently free to make a spectacular and 
historical (and probably never seen yet on TPC records) 
runner which the local media failed (or refused ?) to report. 
So what ?
He was the key witness regarding this matter…

As far as that Jurisdictional issue goes, just reiterating that by 
looking at the Cambria Specific Area plan, roughly about 13 
Reserved roads are firmly sitting there.
In that case, the Applicant didn’t manage to comply with 
Section 33 (2A) of LUPAA as he didn’t provide any letters of 
consent from the truly accredited owner(s) of those Reserved 
roads sitting on the fully certified (by the Planning Authority) 
map. And the truly accredited owners are simply the Crown 
Land Services, through DPIPWE.
As, acting on behalf of the Applicant, the accomplished 
lawyer, Mr. Mc Elwaine, agreed actually in a previous 
statement that those Reserved roads were not owned by his 
client (meaning the Applicant), but rather by the Crown.   

Saying that, please simply note :
I. On a submission dated 26.2.2021 and posted (thank you) on 
your website, one specific query was linked to the two 
‘missing in action’ affidavits - those already famous 
‘unchallenged evidence’ delivered out of the blue by the 
Applicant to the Supreme Court of Tasmania. 
Those very same evidence that the Applicant has been 
promising for ages (about… two years) to the TPC but 
apparently choose interestingly enough not to provide them 



(as requested) on time and choose to do that only at the 
Supreme Court. 
I understand that the TPC did make some oral 
recommendations about it (those two affidavits) during the 
early March Directional Hearings. It might be good for the 
people who couldn’t be available (thks to various working 
commitment or lack of transport) on the day, if the delegates 
could, please, consider putting in writing their 
recommendations regarding this matter and post them for the 
record on the TPC website. Thank you !

II. Talking about posting on the TPC website…
On 2.3.2021, you actually choose to post on your website, 
Justice Estcourt’s reasons for decision. Thank you. Interesting 
reading…
- On article 28, Justice Estcourt said : « (…) given that Mr 
Hu’s veracity has been vindicated by Mr Kejing’s 
unchallenged evidence (…) » Interesting too…
Please, take what follows as (so far) a simple comment : 
Of course, Mr. Kejing’s evidence was and has been 
unchallenged - to this date, because Justice Estcourt (from the 
Supreme Court) managed to deny the public from any possible 
appeal* (in due course) as he has been refusing (without 
giving a simple reason) to release those so-called 
‘unchallenged’ evidence.
It’s also fair, logical and pretty important - knowing the 
surroundings of this saga, to ask simply : 
Why ?

Outside of Justice Estcourt and the Applicant, the TPC 
delegates might also know. Maybe can they consider at some 
stage to share in full transparency a bit of their knowledge on 
the matter ?



Why ?
Not only because ‘l’information est un bien public’ (in 
English : ‘information is a public good’ or ‘information is part 
of the public domain/right’ - whatever).

But also, through a very basic example, you can easily 
imagine the possible ramifications that such ’in house secrecy’ 
could have for the existing matter :
What about if one of those two affidavits is indicating that Mr. 
Ronald Hu is also (again out of the blue) a double agent, ?
Meaning : he also acts officially for the Crown ! 
If it’s the case, it would have been once again a waste of time 
for everyone involved.

And this time to quote, please, not the TPC but the late… 
Albert Camus (The Plague, 1947) :
‘La Vérité jaillira de l’apparente injustice’
In proper English : ‘The Truth will spring from the apparent 
injustice’.
Andrew Boe will certainly agree with that one.

Thank you for your time, and you can also thank me for mine.

Alain Coltier (badly affected not with Covid-19 but still with 
the Joe Karam’s syndrome). 

* Which is, in Australia, an absolute basic… Right.
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