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Good Afternoon Devonport City Council (DCC),

The purpose of this submission is to highlight concerns regarding the proposed rezoning of
areas surrounding Penambul Drive, AM2022.01 & PA2022.0024. The content below firstly
discusses our personal dissatisfaction in how this rezoning has proceeded, and secondly
raises legitimate concerns which should lead you to reconsidering how the developments
should move ahead. These points include the presence of the endangered Tasmanian
Burrowing Crayfish, rezoning claims regarding community use, and the structure of the
proposed blocks.

The key takeaway of this submission for council to consider should not be that we are
entirely against rezoning and addition of new housing; we understand that that is the
progression of the world and is bound to happen. It is that the current proposal is unsuitable
as it prejudices endangered native species, is being rushed through without adequate
community engagement, and is entirely ill-structured in that the proposed layout does not
complement the existing character of the neighbourhood.

My family and I live at 89 Penambul Drive, the property which will be most affected by the
proposed developments. When purchasing the property over 20 years ago we were assured
by the seller that the bushland behind our house was a greenbelt and would not be
developed. We do not have documentation for this but it is disappointing nonetheless. We
are deeply dissatisfied by both the level of engagement and notification given to us regarding
the new proposals. We have enjoyed a positive relationship with Devonfield Enterprises
throughout our 22 years living next to their properties. However, in this instance neither
Devonfiled nor the Council has actively sought to engage us in developing the proposals.
This is disappointing to say the least and does not instil confidence that further stages of this
development will be carried out with any care or thought to existing residents. DCC should
actively seek to engage existing residents prior to voting on similar proposals at meetings as
anything less appears as an attempt to blindside residents in preference of quick profits.

Tasmanian Burrowing Crayfish
The primary reason further action on this proposal in its current form should be halted is due
to the presence of the endangered Tasmanian Burrowing Crayfish. This native species can
be found in creek areas near the boundary of CT69003/1, CT69003/2, and CT249880/1, but
is mostly in the creek line in CT69003/1. The agenda makes brief mention of this at page 68
and states it is recommended to preserve a strip of land to protect them, but not guaranteed.
The agenda goes no further to outline which specific section of land and how much will be
preserved for the crayfish. Therefore, we recommend that this be placed as an agenda item
at the next council meeting as the existing residents want assurances that sufficient land will
be allotted to crayfish, as well as a community walkway to connect the new road with
Penambul Drive and how this will look. To achieve this with sufficient space, the council
should consider redrafting the planned blocks for the culdesac of lot 6 to have fewer blocks.

Claims to support pausing of these plans and consideration of the species presence and
space allotted to them are found within the DCC Meeting Agenda from 27 June 2022:
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On page 62, the agenda specifies that DEV S3.0 Land SAP states “The intent of the SAP is
to require that the subdivision and subsequent use and development of land reserved for
future residential purposes:
(a) has no impact on threatened fauna or flora”

On page 65, the agenda references the Natural Assets Code and states “The Natural Assets
Code applies to the land due to the presence of the Priority Vegetation Area (PVA) Overlay
and Waterway and Coastal Protection Area as shown in Figure 5 below.

C7.1.5 To manage impacts on threatened fauna species by minimising clearance of
significant habitat.”

Structure of the Proposal
Another issue with the proposal at DCC meeting agenda 27 June 2022 is on page 68 which
shows a table comparison of the land zoning area. This table (shown below) shows that the
general residential zone difference compared to the old zoning is 6774m^2. The presentation
of this data is completely disingenuous. The claims that the amount of land available for
community space/community purpose is a farce, as the existing area zoned as general
residential is hilly, rocky, and unusable for nearly any purpose. The movement of the general
residential area to the western side of the land removes area which is actually useful and
currently used by the community. A minor point associated with this is that any placement of
housing in the land will take away from current, actual community use, as all land is currently
available for community activities due there being no houses there.
The takeaway of this point is that the council is being seen as facetious in claiming that there
is still suitable land available for community use. The land is not suitable and the proposed
housing is removing the most pristine, useable land currently there. These decisions further
degrade the existing communities trust that you are making any decision which will benefit
them.

Another issue with the proposal is the block structure for housing. A new street and culdesac
are proposed and as community members we have significant concerns around the structure
of these blocks. The new street on lot 4 is proposed to have internal blocks and the culdesac
at least 10 blocks. The size of each of these blocks appears to be 500-600 sqm. The size
and number of blocks is too small to maintain the same theme and style of the existing
neighbourhood, and in all likelihood, any reasonable quality of life. This decision appears to
be a purely profit driven one with no regard to the character of the suburb or the quality of life
for those who are likely to buy the land. I refer to the same set of council minutes in which
this proposal was originally discussed, 27 June 2022, in which you as a council denied an
application for a food truck due to its existence degrading the character of the
neighbourhood (PA2022.0075). If that is a valid reason to deny a community member
establishing a business, then it is worthy of consideration in regards to this proposed
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subdivision and the character likely to be established should be commensurate with what
currently exists. When considering this point I beckon the council to ask themselves this
question; how many of you live on a 500sqm block and have a valid perspective to bring to
this consideration? How many of you would be happy to purchase those blocks and build on
them? I emphasise that the current decision paints council as a purely profit driven entity
with no interest in making decisions which benefit the community at large. Specifically, I
recommend council discuss establishing fewer, but larger, blocks in lot 6, and removal of the
second row of houses on the southern side of lot 4.

I appreciate the councils time in taken to consider this submission. We hope that the reasons
detailed above cause you to rethink the current proposal and take more time to engage the
community before proceeding further.

Further evidence

Below image shows that detrimental impact on character to the area is a valid reason for
council to deny something. This should be a reason listed in the submission.
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The below is what was discussed at latest council meeting.
https://www.devonport.tas.gov.au/wp-admin/admin-ajax.php?juwpfisadmin=false&action=wpf
d&task=file.download&wpfd_category_id=3255&wpfd_file_id=49421&token=&preview=1
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