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25 November 2022 
 
 
Ms Claire Hynes 

Delegate (Chair) 

Tasmanian Planning Commission 

144 Macquarie Street 

Hobart  TAS  7000 

 

By Email: tpc@planning.tas.gov.au 
 
Dear Ms Hynes 
 
RE: Tasmanian Planning Scheme- Glenorchy draft amendment and permit draft amendment 
and permit PLS43A-21-03 263, 271 & 295 Main Road, Austins Ferry 

We refer to the above matter, prior correspondence and documents, the Commission’s directions 
dated 26 September 2022 emailed 27 September 2022 (the Directions), and the documentation 
and amendments provided by the applicant and Council on or about 26 and 28 October 2022 (the 
Amended Proposal) in response to the Directions. 

Downer is not persuaded that the Amended Proposal adequately or robustly protects the existing 
Light Industrial Precinct. Downer remains opposed to the proposed re-zoning and development of 
Rural Residential land to allow for higher density residential development adjacent to and nearby 
the existing Light Industrial zones. 

Legitimate issues which were raised by Downer, AWC and Steeline in prior submissions and at the 
prior Hearings, remain unresolved and unaddressed by the applicant and Council. At the core, 
there continue to be a range of critical deficiencies spanning across drafting, technical, and 
practical implementation issues. 

As desirable as increasing the availability of housing supply may be, it would be erroneous to be 
blinkered by this single objective to the exclusion of other relevant and cogent factors pointing to 
unsuitable development. Relevant considerations which clearly highlight the unsuitability of the 
Amended Proposal are set out in this submission. 

1. The SAP is nebulous and unspecific, susceptible to highly variable outcomes, and 
does not reference the Tasmanian Environmental Protection Policy (Noise) 2009  

The re-drafted SAP is arguably an even weaker and less robust version of its earlier 
version.  

The substance of the SAP can now be summarised as requiring someone of unspecified 
qualifications, to undertake an acoustic report at a future point in time, which takes into 
account a range of fairly obvious general considerations, with mere “reference” to an 
Australian Standard (AS2107:2016) which is mismatched to the scenario. The SAP 
provides nothing firmer than this, lacks technical rigour, is weak and not robust. 

The Light Industrial Precinct emits variable and transient noise. Yet AS2107:2016 relates to 
noise in respect to a steady-state noise environment and is expressly stated at Paragraph 
2.2 of the standard as not intended for an environment where there is variable and transient 

Downer EDI Works Pty Ltd 
ABN 66 008 709 608 

3 Whitestone Drive 
Austins Ferry TAS 7011 

1800 DOWNER 

www.downergroup.com 

mailto:tpc@planning.tas.gov.au


 

 Page 2 of 9 
 

noise. Although there may be no alternative Australian Standard, this does not on its own 
overcome the express limitation of the standard. 

In regard to AS2107:2016, Downer’s acoustic engineer, in his report of 7 July 2022 stated 
that: 

“Information provided by the Downer Group indicates that noise emissions from the 
Downer site at 3 Whitestone Drive Austins Ferry typically comprises transient, 
variable sounds. There is therefore a mismatch between the types of sounds 
emitted from the Downer site and the proposed assessment with reference to 
AS2107:2016 nominated in the section of the GLE13.0 document relating to the 
definition of an acoustic report, without any discussion as how the mismatch is to be 
managed.” 

The applicant’s acoustic engineer, in his report of 28 July 2022 (at Question 3, page 2) 
refers to additional considerations and at the Hearing stated that there are further 
parameters which could be considered in order to address this. However, this has not been 
reflected in the revised SAP in any form.  

Furthermore, the convoluted drafting of GLE-S13.4.1 (e) in the SAP, still appears to link 
AS2107:2016 to secluded private open space, when the standard is not suitable for outdoor 
environments. Additionally, the drafting links the standard to habitable rooms, but not more 
broadly to all rooms within a dwelling. 

At the Hearing the applicant’s acoustic engineer stated that AS2107:2016 does not provide 
any assessment mechanisms, it merely provides noise level targets.  

The Environmental Protection Policy (Noise) 2009 also provides noise level targets and is 
the prevailing policy which applies in Tasmania and is issued under section 96K of the 
Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994 (Tas). The applicant’s acoustic 
engineer, upon being questioned at the Hearing by Downer, acknowledged that 
AS2107:2016 can be read in conjunction with the Tasmanian Environmental Protection 
Policy (Noise) 2009 (the Policy).  

It would therefore seem obvious that the Policy should be expressly referenced in the SAP. 
At the Hearing the applicant’s acoustic engineer contended that the Policy is non 
mandatory. Nevertheless, appropriate reference to the Policy in the SAP would be 
consistent with the relevant planning legislation which requires Tasmanian policies to be 
considered in development and planning. 

The Policy is expressed as being informed and underpinned by two health based reports: 

1. The World Health Organization (WHO) publication Guidelines for Community 
Noise (Berglund T, Lindvall T and Schewla DH 1999); and 

2. Australia’s EnHealth Council report The health effects of environmental noise – 
other than hearing loss (Commonwealth of Australia, 2004). 
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The Policy states at Part 3, Paragraph 10: 

10(1) Approved noise generating activities should be protected from encroachment 
by noise sensitive use or development. 

10(2) For the purpose of this clause, “development” includes redevelopment and 
significant changes of use. 

There is a reference within the SAP to a requirement for “confirmation that the [acoustic] 
report has been prepared in accordance with any methodology specified by a State 
authority, if any, and details of that methodology”. The Council at Hearing contended that 
this adequately captured the Policy. However, the Policy is more accurately referred to as a 
policy document as opposed to a methodology document and therefore is arguably not 
adequately referenced in the SAP.  

The selection of 55dB(A) by the applicant as a threshold level, is stated in the Policy as 
having a “Critical health effect” of  “Serious annoyance, daytime and evening”. 50dB(A) is 
labelled as having a “Critical health effect” of “Moderate annoyance”. On the modelling 
undertaken by the applicant’s acoustic engineer, when the acoustic wall(s) is in place, there 
is a gradation of exposure to levels of noise between 50dB(A) and 55dB(A) in some places 
closest to the boundary. 

A Specific Area Plan, being applicable to a specific area of land, would appear to be able to 
be “specific”, unlike the general State Planning Provisions which by their very nature must 
be general such that they can apply to various parcels of land. However, the SAP does not 
aspire to this, and it presents very vague requirements. 

The Commission must be satisfied that the Amended Proposal not only protects the Light 
Industrial Precinct but that it ensures that future residents have a healthy living 
environment. Downer is not persuaded that the Amended Proposal appropriately achieves 
this or that it is consistent with the Policy. 

2. The SAP has Drafting Inconsistencies 

Minimise or Eliminate Land Use Conflict – Two Different Standards 

The document is arguably internally inconsistent and unclear in what it must set out to 
achieve. It appears to include two different standards. GLE-S13.1.1 states that its objective 
is to “minimise the likelihood for sensitive use to conflict with, interfere with or constrain 
activities”. However, within the Performance Criteria, it states a different criteria, that any 
development “will not interfere with or constrain activities”. These are two different 
standards (ie. minimise vs will not), it is only the latter standard which provides adequate 
protection to the existing Light Industrial Precinct. 

Which parts of the Light Industrial Precinct does it Protect? 

The Amended Proposal, at GLE-S13.1.1, has been amended by the applicant and Council 
as per the below: 
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These amendments reduce the applicability of the SAP, such that it applies in respect to 
non-constraint of “activities” as opposed to arguably the broader term “uses”. This arguably 
means that the SAP endorses disregarding future noise emissions from 261 Main Rd, 
because although 261 Main Rd has a dedicated zoning of Light Industrial it does not 
currently have any active activities as such.  

Furthermore, by amending the SAP such that it specifically applies to non-constraint of land 
“with a frontage to Whitestone Drive, Granton” as opposed to more broadly, this provides 
for opportunity to sub-divide 261 Main Rd such that large portions do not have a frontage to 
Whitestone Drive, and thereby inappropriately exclude it from needing to be duly 
considered under the SAP in any residential redevelopment at 295, 271 and 263 Main Rd.  

The drafting changes are at best misguided, and at worst a covert attempt to reduce the 
level of protection afforded to the existing Light Industrial Precinct. 

What is a reasonable level of amenity for the dwellings? 

The Performance Criteria require new dwellings to have “a reasonable level of amenity”. 
This is arguably a low bar to achieve, in a less than pristine noise environment, leading to 
the conclusion that if insufficient noise mitigation is imposed on the applicant’s 
development, then this leaves the existing Light Industrial Precinct susceptible to noise 
complaints. The State Planning Provisions already use the words “must not cause an 
unreasonable loss of amenity” in different scenarios, however the inverse words proposed 
by the applicant are not necessarily suitable by deduction, because these phrases are 
arguably different legal tests. 

Why are only habitable rooms and secluded open space protected? 

The Performance Criteria only require a development to consider the amenity of habitable 
rooms and the secluded private open spaces. There is no cogent rationale to oppose the 
premise that residents should have a comfortable and healthy noise environment in every 
room in their house (ie.not only habitable rooms or secluded private open spaces).  

3. Removal of Acceptable Solution - Acoustic walls 

The Amended Proposal does not include any Acceptable Solutions and removes all 
references to any acoustic wall. Additionally, the remaining A1/P1 and A2/P2 therefore 
provide no distinction between the parcels of land proposed for re-development and are 
unduly repetitive.  

The applicant’s acoustic engineer’s Technical Memo of 13 January 2022 provides evidence 
regarding the heights and scale of necessary acoustic walls. 
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The SAP seemingly attempts to pass off that the required level of noise reduction could be 
achieved through mitigation measures other than by a very large acoustic wall by relying on 
very generalised Performance Criteria, but without being supported by acoustic evidence 
that this is achievable. Other means of noise reduction would for example include design, 
orientation and building material choice, however, these are inherently limited in the 
magnitude of noise reduction achievable.  

There are serious concerns that the magnitude of the reduction in noise mitigation required, 
may not be practically able to be achieved through means other than very large acoustic 
walls, and in particular at 295 Main Rd an enormous acoustic wall.  

The Commission must realistically consider that development on the relevant parcels of 
land, would reasonably be expected to run the risk of failing appropriate noise mitigation 
unless there are large acoustic walls of some sort. 

The applicant’s acoustic engineer’s prior Technical Memo dated 13 January 2022, indicated 
that a 7m high acoustic fence would be required to achieve the proposed noise protection 
levels at 295 Main Rd, and a 2.1m to 2.5m high acoustic fence for 271 and 263 Main Rd.  

Even with the removal of the Acceptable Solutions, the fact however remains, prima facie, 
the required level of noise reduction, in the opinion of the developer’s acoustic engineer, 
requires very large infrastructure. 

To ignore this technical consideration, would be to endorse re-zoning of the land without 
applying appropriate foresight. In that regard, in particular, 295 ought to only be considered 
by the Commission for re-zoning if the Commission is prepared to indirectly endorse an 
enormous acoustic fence. 

It is Downer’s view, that in particular, at 295 Main Rd, an enormous, towering acoustic 
fence is unsightly, impractical, undesirable, and challenging to maintain on General 
Residential land. It clearly indicates the level of potential land use conflict and demonstrably 
reveals the unsuitability of 295 for re-zoning to General Residential land. 

When such points were raised at Hearing, in respect to the proposed re-zoning of 295 Main 
Rd from Rural Residential to General Residential, the developer’s solicitor stated words to 
the effect that “295 Main Rd is very, very unlikely to be developed”. Such a comment was 
apparently offered in support of the re-zoning proposal, however, is entirely counter-intuitive 
and at odds with the proposal.  

In any event, it is apparent to Downer, that some development activity has been considered 
and lodged with Council earlier this year, for a caravan park operation at 295 Main Rd. Our 
understanding is that the proposal was withdrawn, but it does not appear to have been 
categorically ruled out. Both the developer and Council were silent on this matter at the 
prior Hearings when the potential re-zoning of 295 Main Rd was discussed. 

The fact remains, that 295, 271 and 263 ought not be assigned General Residential zoning, 
unless the Commission can be satisfied that it in fact can practically be developed with 
appropriate noise mitigation which does not operate to the existing Light Industrial 
Precinct’s detriment.  

In particular, the scale and size of the acoustic wall required at 295 Main Rd seems visually 
detracting for the area and impractical. If the land cannot in fact practically be developed in 
such a manner because a 7m high wall is objectionable and the magnitude of the required 



 

 Page 6 of 9 
 

noise reduction is otherwise not achievable by other methods, then the outcome is likely to 
be land which has inappropriate and misleading zoning. In particular, for 295 Main Rd, re-
zoning would potentially be a misnomer and would result in it practically being unable to be 
developed contrary to its new zoning, and as such therefore effectively marooned.  

4. Incomplete Noise Modelling 

As stated by the applicant’s acoustic engineer at the Hearing, the Tarkarri Technical Memo 
of 13 January 2022 did not take into account night time noise emissions from the Light 
Industrial Precinct. The more recent Tarkarri Technical Memo of 26 October 2022 only 
undertook night time noise modelling in respect to 271 Main Rd. Therefore there has been 
no demonstration by the applicant and Council that 295 and 263 are suitable for dwellings 
in night time environments. Furthermore, the modelling proffered by the applicant and 
Council erroneously omits to consider any potential noise emissions from 261 Main Rd. 

The applicant and Council may contend that such further modelling will be done pursuant to 
the SAP at a future point in time. However, this does not satisfactorily demonstrate the 
suitability of the proposed re-zoning at this point in time. If the land cannot practically be 
developed for residential purposes, then re-zoning it at this stage would be premature. As 
stated above, the outcome is likely to be parcels of land which have inappropriate and 
misleading zoning in that there would be land zoned as General Residential but unable to 
practically be developed as such and therefore effectively marooned. 

5. Arguable circumvention of due legal process  

As the applicant and Council are aware, 261 Main Road is currently predominantly zoned 
Light Industrial and Open Space. It is currently not in use and to our knowledge is 
undeveloped, however it is an undeniable statement of fact that it is currently largely zoned 
Light Industrial and forms part of the existing Light Industrial Precinct.  

It is therefore open and entirely within the realms of the current zoning, that 261 Main Road 
may have light industrial businesses operating on the land in the future. This is not “crystal-
balling” this is simply a reflection of the current zoning. 

Flowing from that, is the obvious factor that any proposal for increased density in housing at 
295, 271 and 263 Main Rd, must consider the fact that 261 Main Road may have light 
industrial noise emissions in the future.  The applicant’s acoustic modelling is however 
fundamentally flawed in that it fails to take into account any industrial noise emissions 
which could be emitted from 261 Main Rd. In that sense, the Amended Proposal if 
permitted, would immediately constrain the future use of 261 Main Road as Light Industrial 
zoned land. Largely, it could potentially render 261 Main Road as useless for light industrial 
purposes in direct opposition to its current zoning as Light Industrial land. 

The Amended Proposal therefore immediately fails to meet its purported Performance 
Criteria as outlined in the SAP of ensuring that the proposal “will not interfere with or 
constrain activities on adjacent land with a potential to cause noise emissions”.  

It seems that this factor has been disregarded by the applicant and Council on the basis 
that 261 Main Rd is owned by Council, has been earmarked for potential disposal and 
potential re-zoning to residential land. However, it is entirely premature to assume that 261 
Main Rd will in fact be disposed of and will be rezoned to residential. Such steps must be 
achieved through involvement of current Councillors (the composition of which we 
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understand has recently changed), the public, and the due legal process as set out in the 
planning legislation. 

Perversely, by proposing and endorsing the redevelopment of 295, 271 (in particular) and 
263 Main Rd and thereby subsequently constraining the viability of 261 Main Rd, this 
arguably circumvents that due legal process. It achieves a shift away from the use of 261 
as Light Industrial Zoned land by creep or erosion, rather than through a fully transparent 
process with wider community involvement as required. 

For this reason alone, the Amended Proposal ought to be rejected by the Commission. 

6. Second storey dwellings and insulated glass 

The applicant’s acoustic engineer’s Technical Memo dated 26 October 2022, refers to the 
use of specialised glazing in respect to noise mitigation. It was openly acknowledged by all 
parties at Hearing, that specialised glazing only achieves the intended noise mitigation 
when windows are shut. In that regard, Downer’s acoustic engineer continues to have 
concern regarding the adequacy of such noise mitigation given that standard use of the 
windows by residents, will expose them to unacceptable levels of noise.  

It was established at Hearing that the applicant’s acoustic engineer did not have any 
expertise to comment on air quality considerations. Furthermore, the applicant’s solicitor 
made a statement to the effect that residents would be able to and should keep windows 
closed – such a statement does not apply appropriate regard to future residents or the 
existing Light Industrial Precinct. 

The applicant’s solicitor also made an ambit statement that such issues would be 
considered under the Building Act 2016 (Tas). However, there has been no evidence 
proffered by the applicant that this is the case and Downer notes that the National 
Construction Code which sets out the design standards, is a “minimum standard” document 
Furthermore, due to Tasmania’s climatic conditions which is cold relative to a lot of 
Australia, from a building regulatory perspective, Tasmania has a history of dealing with 
problems with condensation in residential buildings leading to mould, building deterioration 
and health concerns. This has been considered in the context of inadequate building 
ventilation and design and has been considered by the Consumer, Building and 
Occupational Services division of the Department of Justice.1  

This deficiency should not be disregarded. 

7. The Light Industrial Precinct: Jobs, Diversity, Services & Products 

From Downer’s perspective there is a lack of focus on the preservation of light industrial 
zones or the supply of further light industrial zones. In that regard, light industrial zoned 
land is in short supply. From a planning perspective, this is an oversight. In the context of 
trends towards prioritising residential land, it must not be forgotten that there is inherent 
community value in light industrial zoning which serves an important community purpose. 
The existing Light Industrial Precinct provides: 

a. a place for community members to work which is not CBD centric; 

 
 
1 Condensation-in-buildings-guide-2019.pdf (cbos.tas.gov.au) 

https://www.cbos.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/463630/Condensation-in-buildings-guide-2019.pdf
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b. a place for community members to potentially work close to home, thereby 
improving work-life balance and reducing traffic congestion; 

c. work for diverse skill-sets and people of diverse backgrounds; 

d. importantly provides avenues for work which is not office-based; and 

e. meets community needs for products and services which can only be undertaken in 
an industrial precinct. 

Downer has previously dealt with noise complaint(s) from 295 Main Rd, and this has 
resulted in planning limitations in being able to operate the business when we have sought 
amended permits. 

In the event that the Amended Proposal is ineffective at protecting the light industrial 
precinct, people’s jobs, way of life, and business viability will be severely compromised as 
will the supply of the services and products provided by the light industrial precinct. 

If the Amended Proposal is endorsed, the applicant arguably gains all of the benefit, and 
the existing light industrial community carries all of the risk of detriment. It is not up to 
opposing representors to conclusively defeat all aspects of the Amended Proposal through 
submissions or evidence. The opposing representors have highlighted perceived 
deficiencies and weaknesses in the Amended Proposal. The Commission ought not be 
persuaded to approve the developer’s and Council’s Amended Proposal unless it can be 
rigorously satisfied that it is in fact effective. This is a high standard. 

Summary & Closing Comments 

Downer does not consider that the Amended Proposal will adequately protect the Light 
Industrial Precinct and remains opposed. Downer does not consider that the Amended 
Proposal meets the objectives of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 (Tas). 
Additionally, the Amended Proposal looks significantly different to what the Planning 
Authority had approved. Downer has reviewed the submission by Gray Planning for AWC 
dated 24 November 2022 and seconds the objections raised therein. 

Downer has diverted time and resources in order to deal with this matter. However, we 
ought to be able to carry on business without disruption and without becoming involved in a 
lengthy and at times hostile process. It is not Downer’s intent to be obstructive, however, 
Downer does not consider that the Amended Proposal is suitable for reasons previously 
articulated and as set out above. Downer considers this process would have been more 
efficient if it was invited to make representations when the matter was considered at 
Council level.  

Additionally, Downer also points out that at all times, the Council and also the applicant’s 
planner has had possession of our permit documents. The applicant’s planner previously 
assisted Downer in respect to dealing with the noise complaint(s) from 295 Main Rd which 
pre-date this matter, and correspondence shows that he handled our permit documentation. 
As such, Council and the applicant ought to have considered any night time noise 
considerations from the outset. 

The Commission must be satisfied that the Amended Proposal adequately protects the 
existing Light Industrial Precinct and will provide a healthy noise environment for future 
residents. We trust that the above outlined concerns will be fully considered. 
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Yours sincerely, 

 

Marcus Stephens 
General Manager 

Encl. Acoustic report of Mr Neville Goddard dated 25 November 2022 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

This report is based on a review of documentation that has been issued by the Applicant and Council 

subsequent to the hearing into the matter conducted in September 2022. 

 

In preparing this submission, I have had access to the Downer Planning Permit and associated 

documents, AWC Planning Permits, the weblink to the matter on the Tasmanian Planning Commission 

website and acoustic reports prepared by Vipac Engineers and Scientists and Tarkarri Engineering. 

 

 

2. TARKARRI ENGINEERING TECHNICAL MEMO DATED 26 OCTOBER 2022 
 

This Technical Memo addresses noise emission from the Downer and AWC sites at 3 and 4 Whitestone 

Drive respectively during the night period. 

 

Modelling of noise emission from the two premises was based on the activities that could reasonably be 

expected to occur at the sites during the night period taking the existing constraints including the 

Downer Noise Management Plan into account. 

 

2.1 LIMITATION OF SCOPE 
 

The consideration of noise emission from the Downer and AWC premises during the night period is 

limited to 271 Main Rd, but it is understood that the proposed rezoning to General Residential Zone to 

facilitate higher density residential use applies to 263 and 295 Main Rd in addition to 271 Main Rd. 

 

Given the close proximity of industrial uses to the three allotments under consideration, there would be 

no basis for rezoning to facilitate higher density residential development if it has not been demonstrated 

that such higher density residential development could occur without the likelihood for sensitive use to 

conflict with, interfere with or constrain activities at existing industrial premises with a frontage to 

Whitestone Drive, and which also have the potential to cause noise emissions beyond the boundaries of 

those premises. 

 

The Technical Memo therefore provides no basis for proceeding with rezoning of 263 and 295 Main Rd. 

 

2.2 NOISE MODELLING 
 

The Technical Memo presents the results of noise modelling in Figures 5-1 to 5-3. There is no 

clarification as to whether the modelled levels are at the ground floor or upper storey, but in the absence 

of any indication that it is for the second floor and for a proposed development that is largely single 

level, it is reasonable to expect that the modelled levels are for the ground level, nominally 1.5 m above 

the natural surface level. This is consistent with the findings of a model set up to check and confirm the 

modelling results. 

 

I have set up noise modelling to verify the modelling results in the Technical Memo and explore the 

difference between resultant noise levels at the ground floor and second storey levels. This has 
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indicated that the resultant noise level at an upper storey where it exists would be approximately 3 

dB(A) higher than the noise level at the ground floor. 

 

This would give modelled noise levels at night above 45 dB(A) at the second storey level over a larger 

part of the 271 Main Rd site than indicated on Figure 5-1. 

 

This finding is consistent with the later recommendation in the Technical Memo for upgraded glazing 

elements among other acoustic upgrades for the second storeys of dwellings, depending on the 

construction, room layout and room volumes. 

 

2.3 SECOND STOREY GLAZING UPGRADE – VENTILATION ISSUE 
 

The Appendix to the Technical Memo indicates that specific consideration has been given to the 

development drawings tor three of the 25 units that are proposed to include a second storey, and 

upgrade recommendation developed with a view to maintaining internal noise level within the design 

ranges provided in AS/NZS 2107:2016. 

 

These upgrade recommendations include non-standard glazing to a minimum Rw 37 + Ctr -5. However, 

there is no mention that upgraded glazing can only achieve its noise reduction function when closed. 

 

It these indoor sound level targets are to be nominated and attained to protect residential amenity, then 

alternative provision of ventilation to allow windows to remain closed needs to be provided, otherwise 

future residents would be put in a position of having to choose between acoustic amenity and indoor air 

quality. Windows designed for noise reduction to achieve an indoor recommended design sound level in 

the presence of outdoor noise only achieve that function when closed. There is no reference to 

alternative provision of ventilation in the document. 

 

3. PLS43A_21_03 DRAFT PERMIT_REVISED 27 OCT 22 
 

This Draft Permit for the proposed residential development at 271 Main Rd includes Conditions that aim 

to protect the proposed residential development from noise emissions emanating from the existing 

established industries on Whitestone Drive, and in turn protecting those industries from the likelihood for 

sensitive use to conflict with, interfere with or constrain activities at existing industrial premises with a 

frontage to Whitestone Drive. 

 

The Conditions reflect the recommendations contained in the Tarkarri Technical Memo dated 26 

October 2022. 

 

The Conditions therefore carry over from the Technical Memo the limitation in relation to the upgraded 

window glazing recommended for the second storey of proposed residential dwellings without 

corresponding recognition that upgraded window glazing only achieves its intended function when 

closed.  
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Update required to ensure that where upgraded window glazing is required, supplementary ventilation is 

provided so future residents are not put in a position of having to choose between acoustic amenity and 

indoor air quality. 

 

 

4. PLS43A_21_03_DRAFT SAP_OCTOBER 22 
 

This purpose of the SAP is ensuring that the likelihood for sensitive use to conflict with, interfere with or 

constrain activities which have the potential to cause noise emissions on land with a frontage to 

Whitestone Drive, and adverse impacts on the amenity of sensitive use from activities which have the 

potential to cause noise emissions are both minimised. 

 

The approach in this draft has shifted from adopting recommendations set out in reports already 

prepared by the proponent’s acoustic consultant, to basing performance criteria on future acoustic 

assessment reports. 

 

This provides less certainty for those potentially affected by the proposals. 

 

 

5. COMMENTARY ON EXISTING MONITORING OF AMBIENT NOISE AT 271 MAIN ROAD, IN 
RELATION TO NOISE EMISSIONS FROM THE DOWNER SITE AT 3 WHITESTONE DRIVE 

 

The Tarkarri Engineering Technical Memo dated 13 January 2022 included the results of unattended 

noise monitoring conducted between 27 April and 7 May 2021 at 271 Main Road. 

 

During the Hearing into the matter, Mr Street led Dr Macleod to conclude that, because the noise 

monitoring did not reveal significant noise during the night, it follows that noise emission from Downer is 

not an issue at night.  

 

There are no operational records showing Downer site activity during the noise monitoring period. The 

most likely explanation for the lack of noise during the night is that Downer was simply not operating at 

night during the noise monitoring period. So, nothing can be concluded from the noise monitoring in 

relation to noise emission from Downer during the night period, contrary to the implication Mr Street 

seemed to be successful in drawing in the Hearing.  

 

Downer generally does not operate during the night period, but requires the flexibility to operate during 

the night to meet customer requirements in relation to work on projects that needs to occur at night to 

limit impact on traffic flow or for other reasons. 

 

The monitoring results in fact showed that it was very quiet with background levels frequently in the 25-

30 dB(A) L90 range and below 25 dB(A) L90 at times, which implies that it would be a noise sensitive 

area at night. 
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6. IMPLICATIONS OF RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ON FUTURE INDUSTRIAL 
DEVELOPMENT ON INDUSTRIALLY ZONED LAND AT 261 MAIN ROAD 

 

It appears that consideration has not been given to constraints that would be placed on development of 

industrially zoned land at 261 Main Rd by facilitating higher density development at 263 Main Road. 

 

The Figure below shows 261 and 263 Main Road, with the purple colouration indicating the industrially 

zoned part of 261 Main Road. 

 

Figure 1: 261 and 263 Main Road, with industrial zoning of 261 Main Rd indicated in purple 

 

 

The longer arrow shows the distance of the existing dwelling on 263 Main Road from the industrial 

zoning on 261 Main Road and the shorter arrow indicates the distance of a dwelling that could be 

facilitated by rezoning to allow higher density residential development of 263 Main Road from the 

industrial zone. 

 

The ratio of the two distances approximately equals three to one. In sound propagation terms, this 

difference in distance is equivalent to a difference in resultant sound level at residential receiver location 

of approximately 10 dB.  

 

261 

263 
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Hence, allowing higher density residential development on 263 Main Road would have implications for 

the future development of the industrially zoned land at 261 Main Road, potentially limiting the uses that 

could be located there or imposing additional costs for noise control. 

 

10 dB is a significant difference in the noise emission constraints that would be imposed on a future 

industry occupying the industrially zoned land. 

 

 

7. INCLUDING 295 MAIN ROAD IN THE PROPOSED REZONING DESPITE ALL INDICATIONS 
BEING THAT THE SITE IS NOT SUITABLE FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT DUE TO 
THE TOPOGRAPHY IN RELATION TO THE LOCATION OF NOISE SOURCES IN THE 
INDUSTRIAL AREA 

 

It appears that it is proposed to proceed with rezoning 295 Main Road to facilitate higher density 

residential development on the site closer to the nearby industrial noise sources, despite all indications 

including noise modelling conducted by the proponent’s own acoustic consultant demonstrating that it is 

not feasible to achieve suitable noise levels for residential development over substantial parts of the site 

without an unacceptably high noise barrier. 

 

This outcome arises from the proximity of 295 Main Rd to noise sources in the existing Whitestone 

Drive industrial area, and the significantly varying topography of the site that limits the location of a 

possible noise barrier to a low level relative to the site where dwellings could conceivably be intended. 

 

In principle, there are only three options for noise control: 

• Noise control at the source (Downer has already stopped using tonal reversing beepers, which 

is an example of source noise control) 

• Noise control along the path from the source to the receiver (a 7 m high noise barrier is an 

example of noise control on the path from the source to the receiver) OR 

• Noise control at the receiver such as specially designed windows, walls and roof/ceiling with 

provision of sound attenuated ventilation to allow windows to remain closed, which does not 

provide protection of outdoor amenity, an important attribute of suburban living. 

 

Given that the sole purpose of the proposed rezoning is to facilitate the introduction of more residential 

dwellings closer to the industry than at present, then the rezoning should only proceed if it can/has been 

demonstrated that an acceptable solution exists such that residential development can proceed while 

achieving the twin objectives: 

• To minimise the likelihood for sensitive use to conflict with, interfere with or constrain activities 

which have the potential to cause noise emissions on land with a frontage to Whitestone Drive, 

Granton. 

• To minimise adverse impacts on the amenity of sensitive use from activities which have the 

potential to cause noise emissions. 
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It would be premature and inviting future problems to proceed with rezoning 295 Main Road to facilitate 

higher density residential development when all indications are that such development could not occur 

without the likelihood of resulting in adverse amenity outcomes for future residents and limitations or 

constraints on the presently allowed activities of existing industries in the nearby industrial area. 
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