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Executive Summary 
This report has been prepared in support of a combined rezoning and the subdivision of land at 
155 Rheban Road, Orford.  

Section 40T of the Land Use Planning and Assessment Act 1993 (the Act) allows a person to 
request the planning authority to consider a request to amend the LPS and an application for a 
planning permit at the same time. 

The proposed application involves rezoning of 155 Rheban Road, Orford from ‘Future Urban’ to 
‘General Residential’.  

The proposed General Residential zoning is intended to facilitate the development of a 90 lot 
residential subdivision, roads and public open space. 

The Triabunna/Orford Structure Plan 2014 (the Structure Plan) identified the subject land for 
rezoning to ‘Residential’ “…in the long term” (p.63). 

Council in August 2021 decided to amend the Triabunna Orford Structure Plan 2014 Final Report 
(Structure Plan) to reflect higher than expected activity and demand for development within the 
Orford area and to rezone (the subject) land south of Orford to ‘Residential’ in the short term 
rather than the longer term.  

At the same time Council resolved to submit a request to the Minister for Planning to amend the 
Southern Tasmania Regional Land Use Strategy (2010-2035) (STRLUS) Growth Strategy from LOW to 
HIGH; and the Growth Scenario from CONSOLIDATION to MIXED. 
 
Council’s decisions in respect of the Structure Plan and STRLUS were supported by an analysis by SGS 
Economics and Planning:  Orford Residential Capacity and Demand Analysis, final, January 2021. 
 
On the 13 July 2022 the Minister amended STRLUS to include a new policy at SRD 1.1A of the 
settlement strategy to consider residential growth for Major District Centres, District Towns and 
Townships – specifically where contemporary analysis demonstrates that more residential land 
should be made available to accommodate growth. Orford is identified as a Township under STRLUS. 
 
The proposed scheme amendment (rezoning) has been assessed against the relevant provisions 
of the Act, STRLUS, the State Policies, and the objectives of the Resource Management & Planning 
System of Tasmania. 

The proposed subdivision has been assessed against the provisions of the proposed General 
Residential Zone and the relevant Codes under the Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Glamorgan 
Spring Bay. 

 

 

 

 

©This report is subject to copyright the owner of which is Neil Shephard & Associates Pty Ltd. All unauthorized copying or reproduction of this report or any 
part of it is forbidden by law and is subject to civil and criminal penalties as set out in the Copyright Act 1968. All requests for permission to reproduce this 
report or its contents must be directed to Neil Shephard. 
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1. Introduction 
Rheban Rd Pty Ltd seek to rezone the property at 155 Rheban Road, Orford (the subject site) to enable 
development of a serviced residential subdivision.  

This report has been prepared in support of a proposed rezoning and subdivision, to be lodged with 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council for assessment.  

The proposed rezoning component includes rezoning the subject site from ‘Future Urban’ to ‘General 
Residential’. The proposed subdivision and any future use and development of the subject site must 
be carried out in accordance with the standards under the General Residential Zone and applicable 
Codes under the Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Glamorgan Spring Bay.  

The subdivision involves the creation of 90 new titles, roads, public open space and incidental 
infrastructure.  

 

2. Background 
2.1 The 2017 Application 

The land subject to this request was part of a 2017 application for combined rezoning of 3 titles from 
Rural Resource to General Residential and subdivision (AM 2018-07(a) and (b), and SA 2017-04).  

That proposal was supported by Council but was refused by the Tasmanian Planning Commission 
(TPC). Reasons cited for the refusal by the TPC (the TPC decision) included the following: 

• a lack of demonstrated demand for the rezoning and proposed lots; 

• the proposal was not consistent with the low growth scenario established for Orford within 
the STRLUS; 

• the proposal was not considered to represent infill development, as required by the 
consolidation growth scenario established scenario established for Orford within the STRLUS; 

• concerns that the proposal would result in an oversupply of land zoned for residential 
purposes; and 

• as a consequence of these findings, the proposal was considered not consistent with the 
objectives of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 and Resource Management 
Planning System for the orderly release of land. 

The lands subject to that decision are outlined in blue in Figure 1 below. The land subject to the new 
application (the subject site) is outlined in red. 
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Figure 1: location of the 2017 proposal (blue) and the new proposal (red) (base source: TheLIST 187/9/22 

 

The subject site was zoned Rural Resource under the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 
2015 (the Interim Scheme) but is now zoned Future Urban under the recently introduced Tasmanian 
Planning Scheme – Glamorgan Spring Bay (the planning scheme). 

 

2.2 Current growth strategies under STRLUS 

Three Regional Land Use Strategies operate across Tasmania and establish a broad strategic land use 
planning policy framework within each region that guide future development of each region over a 
25-year horizon. The Strategies were originally declared by the Minister for Planning in 2011, with the 
most recently amended Southern strategy (STRLUS) approved in July 2022. Notwithstanding that, the 
Strategies have not been subject to either a major or minor overall review since their declaration. 
Revisions have been completed to the strategies to deal with local and specific issues identified by 
Councils within the region.  

Table 3 Growth Management Strategies of the STRLUS classifies Orford as a Township, with a ‘Low’ 
Growth Strategy and ‘Consolidation’ Growth Scenario (op.cit p89) (see Figure 2 below).  
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Figure 2: Table 3 Growth Management Strategies of the STRLUS, p.89 

 

The TPC decision gave determining weight to the stated growth strategy and growth scenario for 
Orford in Table 3 of STRLUS. 

 

2.3 The role of the Triabunna/Orford Structure Plan 2014 

Future growth of Orford was considered in the Triabunna/Orford Structure Plan, originally completed 
in 2011 and updated in June 2014 (the 2014 Structure Plan).  

The Structure Plan was originally prepared based on growth projections from the State Demographic 
Change Advisory Council developed in 2008, which provided for a conservative growth scenario of 
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population growth from 518 permanent residents in 2011 to 600 permanent residents in 2030 at Table 
15, representing a growth rate of 0.8% (see Figure 3 below): 

 

Figure 3: Table 15 from the 2014 Structure Plan 

 

The 2014 Structure Plan provided recommendations for the future residential growth of Orford at 
section 9.2, identifying that a 15-year supply was required to meet projected demands. The 2014 
Structure Plan also included recommendations for the Orford settlement under a map identified as 
‘Proposed Settlement Limits and Zonal Recommendations’ (op.cit p. 60), which graphically clarified 
the recommendations made at section 9.2.2 (ibid p. 63), as follows: 

9.2.2 Recommended Actions 

The recommended actions relating to residential land uses are as follows: 

• Rezone land to the east of Triabunna to residential (refer to Zonal Recommendations 
map). 

• Rezone land to the east and north of Triabunna to rural living (refer to Zonal 
Recommendations map). 

• Rezone land south of Orford to residential in the long term (refer to Zonal 
Recommendations map). 

• Rezone land in the north of Orford to rural living or low density residential in the long 
term (refer to Zonal Recommendations map). 

• Rezone land in the south of Orford to rural living in the long term (refer to Zonal 
Recommendations map). 

The Proposed Settlement Limits and Zonal Recommendations map clearly identified that the subject 
and adjoining land should be rezoned for Residential development (see Figure 4 below). 
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Figure 4: Excerpt of the Proposed Settlement Limits and Zonal Recommendations (source: Triabunna/Orford 
Structure Plan 2014) 

 

Notwithstanding the 2014 Structure Plan’s recommendation that the subject land should be zoned 
Residential, and the Council’s subsequent support of the combined rezoning and subdivision, the TPC 
appeared to give weight to the third recommendation under 9.2.2, ie: 

• Rezone land south of Orford to residential in the long term (my emphasis added) 

This nuance in the 2014 Structure Plan was conflated by the TPC with the growth strategy and growth 
scenario in the STRLUS in order to refuse the 2017 application.   

 

2.4 Review of Orford growth and supply 

In late 2020 Rheban Rd Pty Ltd under the umbrella Tempo Group commissioned SGS Economics to 
undertake an analysis of residential capacity and demand in Orford. The result is the Orford Residential 
Capacity and Demand Analysis dated January 2021 (the SGS report).  

The SGS Report, assessed take up, demand and supply statistics and identified the following: 

• the low growth strategy allocated under the RLUS reflected a 0.4% growth rate for the life 
of the document; 

• actual demand exceeded the Structure Plan projections from 2012 to 2016 based on ABS 
data and projections for permanent residents at 2.4% in the 10-years to 2016; 
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• holiday houses continue to remain a significant factor in dwelling uptake, with 2016 census 
data identifying that 68% of dwellings were unoccupied against the Tasmanian average of 
14%; 

• while the Structure Plan recognised holiday houses as a significant housing factor, the 
document predated the online platforms that emerged over the previous decade; 

• resident and visitor populations form part of the dwelling projections for their work; 

• future projections allocated a 2% growth rate over 25 years, including dwellings for both 
permanent and visitor populations; 

• there is an expected short fall of available lots in the short to medium term if the subject 
land is not rezoned; and 

• rezoning the subject land will meet the 15-year supply identified in the Structure Plan, with 
between a one-to-five-year buffer. 

Figure 2 of the SGS report (Figure 5 below) compares population growth forecasts with the reality: 

 

 Figure 5: Figure 2 from the SGS report (op.cit p.8) 

 

At page 19 of the SGS report the following summary of findings is provided: 
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A 10 per cent increase over 25 years (the length of the STRLUS) corresponds to an annual 
average growth rate of 0.4 per cent per annum for Orford. The number of dwellings at the 
start date was 716. Therefore, the regional strategy provides for a maximum of 71 new 
dwellings from 2010 to 2035. As explored in the Housing Demand chapter, this is well below 
the recent and current experience in Orford. This means that more growth will be needed to 
be accommodated in Orford than outlined in the STRLUS. 

… 

Even so, residential demand in Orford is well beyond what was anticipated in STRLUS and 
freeing up more land within the suburb boundary prevents growth spilling over into productive 
agricultural land, further along the coast and in natural living areas around Orford. This 
enables the town to retain its character in a natural landscape while improving the towns 
economic sustainability by adding more residents. 

The SGS report makes the following relevant conclusions: 

The (subject proposal for rezoning and subdivision) is also supported by strategic planning 
objectives. This includes the intent to consolidate growth into existing towns (urban 
consolidation) and prevent the continued spread of dwelling growth along the coast and on to 
productive agricultural land (fragmentation of productive land). It also encourages growth of 
the permanent population to improve the economic sustainability and vibrancy of Orford. 

We observe that residential demand since 2011 has outstripped the assumed growth as 
described in STRLUS. SGS Economics and Planning recommends that the STRLUS is updated to 
reflect higher observed growth and related projections, in Orford and other parts of southern 
Tasmania. Population growth, the success of the Tasmanian tourism industry and the advent 
of short-term rental accommodation are more prominent factors in driving demand than 
recognised in STRLUS. (ibid.p22) 

 

2.5 Amendments to the Structure Plan and STRLUS 
2.5.1 Council amendment to Triabunna Orford Structure Plan 2014 

Council at its meeting on 24 August 2021 decided to amend the Structure Plan in the following 
manner: 

a) insert a new Attachment 1, being the 14 July 2021 Statement - Addendum to Triabunna/Orford 
Structure Plan 2014 and the associated document Orford Residential Capacity and Demand 
Analysis, final, January 2021, SGS Economics and Planning 

b) on page 74 – include additional reference: SGS Economics and Planning 2021, Orford 
Residential Capacity and Demand Analysis, final, January 2021 

c) on page 63 – revise recommended action 9.2.2 point 3 to support rezoning land south of Orford 
to Residential in the short term rather than long term; and 

d) on page iii – include Attachment 1 Statement and Orford Residential Capacity and Demand 
Analysis, final, January 2021, SGS Economics and Planning; 

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 12



155 Rheban Rd, Orford                                 Planning Submission 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

11 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                                                                                                                                 
Neil Shephard & Associates          PO Box 273 Sandy Bay, Tas 7006          ph:0417 25 0232      email: neilsh@bigpond.com                  

e) include a new endorsement to the Inner Cover: Amendment 1, August 2021 – insert 
Attachment 1 and associated document Orford Residential Capacity and Demand Analysis, 
final, January 2021, SGS Economics and Planning. 

The Addendum to Triabunna/Orford Structure Plan 2014 (14 July 2021) (the Addendum) specifically 
addresses land supply and demand issues in Orford and makes a distinction between Orford and other 
areas in the Structure Plan. More particularly the Addendum identifies constraints that arise in respect 
of areas considered in the 2014 Structure Plan to be available for residential development in the short 
term (North Orford land centred around Holkham Court, and the Solis Estate) and makes the following 
statement: 

The Rheban Road land has existing service capacity, is located adjacent existing urban 
residential land and represents a suitable strategic option to address the projected short term 
demands for residential development. (Ordinary Council Meeting Agenda – 24 August 2021 - 
Attachment 1 to Orford Structure Plan – Agenda Item 4.3) 

2.5.2 Council seeking amendment to the STRLUS 

Council at its meeting on 24 August 2021 also decided to: 

…request to the Minister for Planning to amend the Southern Tasmania Regional Land Use 
Strategy (2010-2035) under 5A of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 by making 
the following changes to Table 3 Growth Management Strategies at page 89 for Orford: 

i. Growth Strategy be changed from LOW to HIGH; 

ii. Growth Scenario be changed from CONSOLIDATION to MIXED; and 

iii. Add a new footnote to Orford: Note 1: refer to the Triabunna/Orford Structure Plan 2014 
and 2021 addendum. (Ordinary Council Meeting Agenda – 24 August 2021 - Attachment 1 to 
Orford Structure Plan – Agenda Item 4.2) 

2.5.3 Minister’s amendments to STRLUS 

On the 13 July 2022 the Minister amended STRLUS to include a new policy at SRD 1.1A of the 
settlement strategy to consider residential growth for Major District Centres, District Towns and 
Townships – specifically where contemporary analysis demonstrates that more residential land 
should be made available to accommodate growth. Orford is identified as a Township under STRLUS. 
 
The amendment to STRLUS allows Council and the TPC to consider the rezoning and subdivision of 
the subject site within the context of a contemporary analysis that demonstrates that more 
residential land should be made available to accommodate growth in Orford (ie the SGS report). 
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3. Site Location & Context 
3.1 Location 
The subject site is on the south-eastern fringe of the Orford township on the northern side of Rheban 
Road between Jetty Road to the east and Pine Hills Court to the west, in the area known as Shelly 
Beach. 

 

 

Figure 6: location of the subject site in the context of Orford township (base source: TheLIST 18/9/22) 
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Figure 7: closer detail of the location of the subject site (base source: TheLIST 18/9/22) 

 

The subject site is Certificate of Title 149641/2 with an area of 10.20ha and frontage of 350.12m to 
Rheban Road and approximately 10.45m to East Shelly Road. Other than a pipeline easement the title 
is unencumbered. An excerpt of the Folio Plan of the title is provided in Figure 8 below. 

 

Figure 8: excerpt of Folio Plan CT 149641/2 

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 15



155 Rheban Rd, Orford                                 Planning Submission 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

14 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                                                                                                                                 
Neil Shephard & Associates          PO Box 273 Sandy Bay, Tas 7006          ph:0417 25 0232      email: neilsh@bigpond.com                  

3.2 Character 
The subject site is essentially cleared pasture that has been used for grazing and training horses. The 
only buildings are scattered farm sheds on the eastern side. Whilst very small remnant patches of 
White Gum (E viminalis) and Black Gum (E ovata) are found in the lower section of the central drainage 
line, there is otherwise no native vegetation on site. 

 

Figure 9: aerial photo showing site character and surrounding context (source: TheLIST 18/9/22) 

 

The subject site has an overall north to north-easterly aspect with a very slight slope (‘nearly level’). 

The subject site is currently accessed off Rheban Road. An unconstructed road reserve extends 
to the middle low point of CT 149641/2 off East Shelly Road. Rheban Road is a rural standard 
sealed road maintained by Council. 
 

3.3 Context 
Land to the north is urban residential centred on East Shelly Road. Immediately to the west is 
rural residential land and beyond that further urban residential. Land to the east is rural 
residential in character. A minimum 230m to the south on the opposite side of Rheban Road is a 
sewerage treatment plant (see Figures 6 and 7 above). 
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The character of the land is former rural grazing land within the context of urban fringe 
transitioning to residential use (see Figure 9 above and Figure 10 below). 
  
 

 
Figure 10: panorama taken from the eastern side of the subject site (source: Town & Country Planning 
20/12/16) 
 
 

3.4 Infrastructure 
Power supply is provided along Rheban Road and also East Shelly Road together with Telstra 
services. Reticulated water and sewer are available in the immediate area. 
 
Stormwater drainage is currently generally directed towards East Shelly Road via the existing 
unnamed water course. 
 

3.5 Facilities 
The following services and facilities are provided within 1.7km: 
 

• Orford Primary School; 
• Supermarket/convenience store; 
• Police station; 
• Lawn bowling club/rink; 
• Recreation reserve and oval. 
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4. The Scheme Amendment 
4.1 Rezoning  
It is proposed to rezone the subject site from Future Urban to General Residential. 

This will affect the Glamorgan Spring Bay Local Provisions Schedule (the LPS) zoning map as shown 
below. 

 

Figure 11: Current Future Urban Zone under the Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Glamorgan Spring Bay 

 

Figure 12: Proposed General Residential Zone under the Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Glamorgan Spring Bay 
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The new zoning will facilitate a subdivision to create 90 new residential titles, public open space and 
related roads.  

The rezoned land will immediately adjoin existing General Residential zoned land to the north, with 
land immediately to the west and east, as well as a small parcel on the southern boundary in other 
ownership remaining zoned Future Urban for the time being.  

The subject site will remain affected by the Bushfire Prone Areas overlay which covers the whole 
existing title, as well as the Waterway and Coastal Protection overlay which covers an existing dam 
and the drainage course to the northern boundary with East Shelly Road (see Figure 13 below). 

 

Figure 13: Existing Bushfire Prone Area overlay (brown hatching) and Waterway and Coastal Protection overlay 
(blue hatching) (source: TheLIST 18/9/22) 

 

A Bushfire Risk Assessment and Management Plan has been prepared and accompanies the 
application. 

The existing dam and watercourse will remain and be located centrally within the public open space 
proposed in the subdivision. The area of the proposed residential subdivision is entirely outside the 
buffer applicable to the watercourse. 

Part of the southern portion of the subject site is within the attenuation distance for the Sewerage 
Treatment Plant to the south of Rheban Road. Accordingly, a specific assessment has been undertaken 
to address the relevant requirements of the C9.0 Attenuation Code under the planning scheme. This 
assessment accompanies the application. 
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4.1.1 The need for a planning scheme amendment 

The Applicant seeks to subdivide the subject site for the purposes of residential development at urban 
density. 

The standards for subdivision under the current Future Urban zoning of the subject site are as follows: 

 Clause 30.5.1 – Lot Design 

 

The proposed subdivision does not meet any of the the Acceptable Solutions under A1. 

The proposed subdivision is not for the excision of an existing dwelling and therefore cannot meet the 
alternative Performance Criterion under P1. 

Accordingly, the proposed subdivision cannot be considered without a change to an appropriate zone 
that is capable of allowing such a development.  

4.1.2 The available alternative planning scheme amendments 

As indicated earlier the 2014 Structure Plan identifies the subject site as being suitable for residential 
development. The 2021 Amendment to the Structure Plan confirms the future of the subject site for 
residential development.  

The LPS has zoned the subject site Future Urban. Under clause 30.1 of the planning scheme the 
purpose of the Future Urban Zone is:  

30.1.1 To identify land intended for future urban use and development.  

30.1.2 To ensure that development does not compromise the potential for future urban use 
and development of the land.  

30.1.3 To support the planned rezoning of land for urban use and development in sequence 
with the planned expansion of infrastructure.   

The intent for the subject land is therefore nothing less than urban density and urban character. 
Therefore the ‘residential’ zones that involve a lower density than urban densities or promote a 
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character that is not urban are excluded, ie Rural Living, Village, Rural, Landscape Conservation, 
Environmental Management. 

Similarly, given the general character and proximity of residential development of the land nearby and 
adjoining the subject site, the range of commercial and industrial zonings would not be appropriate. 

It is submitted that the range of available alternative amendments is as follows: 

• Inner Residential; 
• General Residential; and 
• Low Density Residential. 

Inner Residential Zone 

Under clause 9.1 of the planning scheme the purpose of the Inner Residential Zone is:  

9.1.1 To provide for a variety of residential use or development that accommodates a range 
of dwelling types at higher densities.  

9.1.2 To provide for the efficient utilisation of available social, transport and other service 
infrastructure.  

9.1.3 To provide for non-residential use that:  

(a) primarily serves the local community; and  

(b) does not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity, through scale, intensity, noise, activity 
outside of business hours, traffic generation and movement, or other off-site impacts.  

9.1.4 To provide for Visitor Accommodation that is compatible with residential character. 

There is nothing amongst these statements that would discount the application of the Inner 
Residential Zone (IR zone) to the subject site. However, a number of other factors combine to negate 
the IR zone from consideration: 

 The IR zone is a high-density residential zone. Pursuant to the Guidelines issued by the TPC 
under section 8A of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 the IR zone is intended to 
be limited in its application to areas that have been identified for higher density development 
where any of the following conditions exist:  
 

(a) characterised by higher dwelling density with greater presence of non-housing 
activity;  

(b) proximity to activity centres with a range of services and facilities; or  
(c) located along high frequency public transport corridors. (op.cit IRZ 1, p.4) 

 The subject site does not meet these criteria. 

 The Structure Plan does not identify or recommend the use of a high-density residential zone 
anywhere within the Triabunna/Orford area; 
 

 The IR zone is not utilised anywhere in the Orford or surrounding areas, and if applied would 
be unique if not an anomaly; 
 

 The adjoining and nearby residential development in the Shelly Beach area is zoned General 
Residential with a commensurate density and character (11 to 15 dwellings/ha under STRLUS). 
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The density and character that would result from an IR zoning would be inconsistent with the 
prevailing character and amenity (34 dwellings/ha under STRLUS). 

The IR zone is not considered to be appropriate for the subject site. 

Low Density Residential Zone 

Under clause 10.1 of the planning scheme the purpose of the Low Density Residential Zone is: 

10.1.1 To provide for residential use and development in residential areas where there are 
infrastructure or environmental constraints that limit the density, location or form of 
development. 

10.1.2 To provide for non-residential use that does not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity, 
through scale, intensity, noise, traffic generation and movement, or other off-site impacts. 

10.1.3 To provide for Visitor Accommodation that is compatible with residential character. 

There are no infrastructure or environmental constraints that limit the density, location or form of 
development of the subject site. 

The standards for minimum lot size in the Low Density Residential Zone (the LDR zone) are 1500m² 
Acceptable Solution and 1200m² alternative subject to Performance Criteria. These lot sizes are at 
least double those in the adjoining General Residential (the Gen Res zone) zone and are intended to 
provide for a much lower density 10 dwellings/ha under STRLUS). 

The far lower density and larger lots than in the Gen Res zone allow development and activities that 
may be inconsistent with the character and amenity of the Gen Res zone, eg very large houses, large 
outbuildings, grazing of animals. 

In addition, given that the subject site can be fully serviced, the application of the LDR zone would not 
be an efficient use of infrastructure and public resources. The Structure Plan does not recommend use 
of the LDR zone in the Orford/Shelly Beach area but limits its application to infill and greenfield sites 
further south at Spring Beach (see Figure 14 below). 

 

Figure 14: Excerpt of the Zonal Recommendations in the Triabunna/Orford Structure Plan 2014 

The LDR zone is not considered to be appropriate for the subject site. 
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General Residential Zone 

Under clause 8.1 of the planning scheme the purpose of the General Residential Zone is: 

8.1.1 To provide for residential use or development that accommodates a range of dwelling 
types where full infrastructure services are available or can be provided. 

8.1.2 To provide for the efficient utilisation of available social, transport and other service 
infrastructure. 

8.1.3 To provide for non-residential use that: 

(a) primarily serves the local community; and 

(b) does not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity through scale, intensity, noise, 
activity outside of business hours, traffic generation and movement, or other off site 
impacts. 

8.1.4 To provide for Visitor Accommodation that is compatible with residential character. 

The GR zone will provide for residential development that is consistent with the density, character 
and amenity of existing adjoining development and that prevailing in the area. A range of dwelling 
types will be possible as evidenced through the range of lot design and sizes included in the subdivision 
proposal that accompanies this request for rezoning. 

Importantly the GR zone will provide for the most efficient and effective use of the available services. 

Planning Scheme Amendment and Development Application (combined) 

Under section 40T of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 Council can be requested to 
amend the planning scheme and consider an application for the development at the same time as the 
amendment is considered. This reduces the time taken to process both applications but requires that 
all development application materials be ready at the same time as the amendment application. 

The current proposal includes subdivision to create 90 new titles, public open space and associated 
roads.  

4.1.3 Land use implications arising from the rezoning 

The proposed rezoning will have the following implications for the use of the site:  

a. By allowing for the physical redevelopment of the site, it will guide the use of space for an 
integrated residential development through adherence to an overall design and Staging Plan. 
 

b. the amendment will vary the use classes and density of development that is currently 
allowable on the site. 
 

The differences are highlighted in the following Table: 
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Use status Current Future Urban Zoning Proposed General Residential Zoning Comment 
No Permit 
required 

Natural and cultural values 
management 
Passive Recreation 
 

Natural and cultural values 
management 
Passive recreation 
Residential* 
Utilities * 

The obvious change is the 
introduction of Single Dwellings 
and minor Utilities reflecting the 
intent of the Gen Res zone. 

Permitted Residential* 
Resource Development* 
Utilities* 
 

Residential * 
Visitor Accommodation 
 

Multiple Dwellings and Visitor 
Accommodation become 
allowable as Permitted Use. 
Resource Development becomes 
Prohibited owing to 
incompatibility with the intent of 
the Gen Res zone. 

Discretionary Utilities* Business and Professional Services* 
Community Meeting and 
Entertainment* 
Education and Occasional Care* 
Emergency Services 
Food Services* 
General Retail and Hire* 
Sports and recreation* 
Utilities * 

The proposal allows for a range 
of supporting uses and activities, 
generally considered compatible 
with the Residential intent of the 
Gen Res zone.  
However, each of the Uses other 
than Emergency Services is 
qualified to contain the scale of 
use to being compatible with the 
intent of the Gen Res zone. 

Prohibited All other uses All other uses  

* with specified qualifications. 

 

These changes reflect the difference in lifestyle and amenity expectations that will prevail within the 
proposed zoning.  

Use Standards 

It is not proposed to vary the existing Use standards under the Gen Res zone. 

Development Standards for Buildings & Works 

It is not proposed to vary the existing Use standards under the Gen Res zone. 

Part E Codes 

Development on the subject site will also be subject to the following codes: 

C2.0 Parking and Sustainable Transport Code 

C3.0 Road and Railway Assets Code 

C7.0 Natural Assets Code 

C9.0 Attenuation Code 

C13.0 Bushfire-Prone Areas Code 

The proposed subdivision is assessed against the applicable standards and relevant codes later in this 
report. 
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5. Legislative & Policy Context 
5.1 The Request  
The purpose of this report is to request Council as the relevant planning authority (the Planning 
Authority) to approve a combined permit and an amendment to the Tasmanian Planning Scheme – 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Local Provisions Schedule (the LPS). 

The combined permit and amendment request is made under section 37(1) and 40T(1) of the Land 
Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 (the Act). Section 37(1) allows a person to request a planning 
authority to amend an LPS. Section 40T allows a person to concurrently make an application for 
a permit which could not be issued unless the LPS were amended as requested. 
 
This report submits reasons for the Planning Authority to support the request. The Planning 
Authority is not bound to adopt the submissions in this report. The Planning Authority can 
either: (1) support the request; or (2), vary the request by adding, modifying, or removing 
submitted reasons and conditions or replacing an approval with a refusal (or vice versa). 
 

5.2 Planning Assessment – Draft Amendment of LPS 
Requirements of the Act 

After receiving a request under section 37(1) of the Act, the Planning Authority must prepare and 
certify a draft amendment of an LPS within 42 days, if it decides under section 38(2) to prepare a 
draft amendment to an LPS: 

 40D.   Preparation of draft amendments 

A planning authority – 

(a) must prepare a draft amendment of an LPS, and certify it under section 40F , within 42 days 
after receiving the request under section 37(1) to which the amendment relates, if – 

(i) it decides under section 38(2) to prepare a draft amendment of an LPS; or 

(ii) after reconsidering, in accordance with a direction under section 40B(4)(a) , a request 
under section 37(1) whether to prepare a draft amendment of an LPS, it decides to prepare 
such an amendment; or 

(b) may, of its own motion, prepare a draft amendment of an LPS; or 

(c) must, if it receives under section 40C(1) a direction to do so, prepare a draft amendment of an 
LPS and submit it to the Commission within the period specified in the direction or a longer period 
allowed by the Commission. 
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Section 40F (1) of the Act requires that, where a planning authority has prepared a draft 
amendment of an LPS (under Section 40D(b)), it must be satisfied the draft amendment of 
an LPS meets the LPS criteria under Section 34 of the Act. 

40F. Certification of draft amendments 

(1) A planning authority that has prepared a draft amendment of an LPS must 
consider whether it is satisfied that the draft amendment of an LPS meets the LPS 
criteria. 

 
(2) If a planning authority determines that - 

 
(a) it is satisfied as to the matters referred to in subsection (1), the planning 

authority must certify the draft as meeting the requirements of this Act; or 
 

(b) it is not satisfied as to the matters referred to in subsection (1), the planning 
authority must modify the draft so that it meets the requirements and then 

certify the draft as meeting those requirements. 

 
(3) The certification of a draft amendment of an LPS under subsection (2) is to be by 
instrument in writing affixed with the common seal of the planning authority. 

 
(4) A planning authority, within 7 days of certifying a draft amendment of an LPS 
under subsection (2), must provide to the Commission a copy of the draft and the 
certificate. 

 

The LPS criteria is provided under Section 34 of the Act, and Section 34(2) is addressed 

below where relevant to the proposed amendment. 

 

 

5.2.1 Assessment of Section 34 (2) of the Act. 

Consideration of the relevant parts of Section 34(2) are provided below. 

The LPS criteria to be met by a relevant planning instrument are that the instrument 
– 

 

(a) contains all the provisions that the SPPs specify must be contained in an LPS; … 
Response: the amendment applies all of the provisions that must be contained in an LPS. It 
does not seek to vary or omit any provisions. 
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(b) is in accordance with section 32; … 

Response: Section 32 of the Act sets out the contents of the LPSs. The draft amendment is in the 
form of a rezoning that seeks to apply the General Residential Zone as provided for in the State 
Planning Provisions, to a specific parcel of land. The draft amendment does not seek to vary or 
omit any of the State Planning Provisions.  
 

(c) furthers the objectives set out in Schedule 1; … 
Response: The objectives of the Resource Management and Planning System (RMPS) as set 
out in Schedule 1 of the Act must be furthered by the rezoning request and are addressed in 
the following table: 
 

Schedule 1 Objective Response 

Part 1 
1.(a) to promote the sustainable 

development of natural and physical 
resources and the maintenance of 
ecological processes and genetic 
diversity; and 

The proposed amendment relates to an area of 
land which was modified and cleared of original 
native vegetation many years ago. 
There will be no significant impact from the 
proposed rezoning on natural and physical 
resources or ecological processes. 

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

        land and water; and 

The land has been identified in the relevant 
Structure Plan as suitable for residential 
development since 2011. 
More recently (in 2021) following an analysis of 
demand and supply (the SGS report) Council 
recognised the significant growth in Orford as 
well as the constraints that impact on some 
lands identified for future development in the 
broader Triabunna/Orford area. Accordingly, 
Council amended the Structure Plan to 
recognise the changed growth circumstances 
for Orford, and to prioritise the subject site. 
Council’s strategic decision recognises not only 
the changes to the growth scenario in Orford, 
but also the availability of services to the 
subject site and lack of environmental issues. 

As such the proposed amendment is 
considered to provide a fair, orderly and 
sustainable use and development of air, land 
and water within the re-evaluated growth 
context of Orford. 

It should also be noted that the July 2022 
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amendment to the STRLUS allows Council and 
the TPC to consider the rezoning and 
subdivision of the subject site within the 
context of a contemporary analysis that 
demonstrates that more residential land should 
be made available to accommodate growth in 
Orford. As submitted earlier in this report, the 
SGS report provides that basis. 

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

The process required for the assessment of 
amendments to planning schemes provides 
interested parties with an opportunity to make 
representations during public exhibition as well 
as attending subsequent hearings. This process 
additionally provides Council and subsequently 
the TPC the ability to consider issues raised 
during their assessment. 

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

The proposal is aimed at facilitating economic 
development of an existing parcel of 
underutilised land in accordance with the 
objectives (a), (b) and (c) by enabling 
development and use of a site with suitable site 
characteristics and location for urban 
development. 
 

(e) to promote the sharing of responsibility 
for resource management and planning 
between the different spheres of 
Government, the community and 
industry in the State. 

 

Assessment of the amendment will occur at 
local and state level and will include the 
opportunity for involvement of the 
community. 

Part 2 
(a) to require sound strategic planning and co- 

ordinated action by State and local 
government; and 

The Structure Plan has in the past been 
considered to be in broad alignment with the 
STRLUS (op.cit the TPC decision p. 9). In fact, 
the STRLUS anticipates that local structure 
planning will be required to implement the 
regional growth strategy. It is expressly 
referred to in considering seasonal fluctuations 
in population on p 90, stating that settlements, 
identified in Table 4 Growth Management 
Strategies for Settlements, ‘require more 
detailed local level structure planning to 
ensure both residential and tourism related 
growth is managed appropriately having 
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regard to infrastructure, environmental and 
social issues’. 
The LPS recognised the strategic importance of 
the subject site for future residential 
development by rezoning it from Rural 
Resource to Future Urban. Whilst that change 
reflected the recommendations included in the 
2014 Structure Plan, it did not (because of 
timing) take into account the ‘more detailed 
local level structure planning’ that has taken 
place through the SGS report.  
Similarly, whilst the Structure Plan has been 
updated through the August 2021 
Amendment, the STRLUS growth strategies 
have not. Council sought to address this pro-
actively in 2021 by requesting the Minister to 
amend both the growth strategy and growth 
scenario for Orford in the STRLUS to reflect the 
SGS report analysis and the Amended Structure 
Plan. 
Subsequently, in recognition that the growth 
strategies and scenarios identified in 2011 
might be out-of-date in 2022, the Minister 
amended STRLUS to include a new policy at 
SRD 1.1A of the settlement strategy to consider 
residential growth for Major District Centres, 
District Towns and Townships – specifically 
where contemporary analysis demonstrates 
that more residential land should be made 
available to accommodate growth. Orford is 
identified as a Township under STRLUS. 
 
The amendment to STRLUS allows Council and 
the TPC to consider the rezoning and 
subdivision of the subject site within the 
context of a contemporary analysis that 
demonstrates that more residential land should 
be made available to accommodate growth in 
Orford (the SGS report). 
 

(b) to establish a system of planning 
instruments to be the principal way of 
setting objectives, policies and controls 
for the use, development and protection 
of land; and 

The Act provides the system whereby planning 
instruments can be provided to achieve these 
objectives. 
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(c) to ensure that the effects on the 
environment are considered and provide 
for explicit consideration of social and 
economic effects when decisions are 
made about the use and development of 
land 

There are no direct effects caused through the 
proposed rezoning.  
Matters relating to the future use and 
development will be considered in accordance 
with the provisions of the Scheme as part of 
any applications for use and development. 
 

(d) to require land use and development 
planning and policy to be easily integrated 
with environmental, social, economic, 
conservation and resource management 
policies at State, regional and municipal 

        level; and 

The proposed amendment involves a zone that 
is part of the suite of available zones under the 
SPPs. 
The request for rezoning is combined with a 
subdivision proposal that together consider the 
existing range of relevant policies at State, 
regional and municipal levels. 
 

(e) to provide for the consolidation of 
approvals for land use or development and 
related matters, and to co-ordinate 
planning approvals with related 
approvals; and 

The benefit of the combined process of 
rezoning and subdivision is that the ultimate 
use and layout of development is considered 
concurrently with the zoning process, 
establishing that orderly development 
of the site is possible. 
 

(f) to promote the health and wellbeing of all 
Tasmanians and visitors to Tasmania by 
ensuring a pleasant, efficient and safe 
environment for working, living and 
recreation; and 

The proposed amendment will not raise any 
issues in respect of this objective. The rezoning 
will provide for a residential subdivision that 
will allow a well-planned, pleasant, efficient 
and safe environment for living and recreation. 

(g) to conserve those buildings, areas or other 
places which are of scientific, aesthetic, 
architectural or historical interest, or 

         otherwise of special cultural value; and 

No issues have been identified in respect of. 
Aboriginal cultural or European cultural 
heritage. There are no matters of scientific, 
architectural or aesthetic interest. 

 

(h) to protect public infrastructure and other 
assets and enable the orderly provision 
and co-ordination of public utilities and 
other facilities for the benefit of the 
community; and 

 

No issues have been identified. The site is 
ideally suited with regards to aspect, location, 
slope and access to facilities in Orford. 
 

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

The proposal considers land capability within 
the future urban context provided by both the 
Structure Plan and the LPS. 
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(d) Consistent with each State Policy 

Response:  

• State Coastal Policy 1996 
The State Coastal Policy applies as the subject site is within 1km of the coast. However, in 
practical terms it is more distant from the foreshore than the existing settlement and has been 
identified as being suitable for residential development through its Future Urban zoning under 
the LPS. 
 
Pursuant to section 2.4.3. of the State Coastal Policy: 
 

any urban and residential development in the coastal zone, future and existing, will be 
identified through designation of areas in planning schemes consistent with the 
objectives, principles and outcomes of this Policy. 

The proposed amendment is consistent with this requirement and therefore considered to be 
consistent with the State Coastal Policy. 

• State Policy on the Protection of Agricultural Land 2009 
The subject site has been identified as being suitable for residential development through its 
Future Urban zoning under the LPS. Accordingly, the State Policy on the Protection of 
Agricultural Land is not applicable. 
 

• State Policy on Water Quality Management 1997 
The subject site contains an existing dam and drainage line (watercourse). Development will 
take place well outside of the buffer established under the Natural Assets Code for this 
watercourse and be subject to Council assessment of the concept services (stormwater) 
proposed and included in the civil engineering plans accompanying the subdivision 
documentation.  
 
Ultimately, water quality management can be addressed via permit conditions. 
 

• National Environmental Protection Measures 
The National Environmental Protection Measures (NEPMs) have been adopted as State 
Policies. They relate to ambient air quality, diesel vehicle emissions, assessment of site 
contamination, used packing material, movement of controlled pollutant inventory. 
 
It is considered that the proposal does not trigger any requirement for assessment under 
the NEPMs. 
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(da)   satisfies the relevant criteria in relation to the TPPs 

Response: There are currently no Tasmanian Planning Policies in effect. 
 
 

(e) as far as practicable, is consistent with the regional land use strategy, if any, for 
the regional area in which is situated the land to which the relevant planning 
instrument relates; 

Response: In southern Tasmania, the relevant regional land use strategy is the Southern 
Tasmania Regional Land Use Strategy 2010-2035 (STRLUS). The policies that are relevant to the 
amendment are addressed below: 

 
STRLUS: Strategic Directions 

The Southern Tasmanian Regional Land Use Strategy (STRLUS) provides strategic direction for the 
Region.  

The proposed amendment is considered against the following strategic direction of the STRLUS: 

SD1: Adopting a more Integrated Approach to Planning and Infrastructure 

Response: The LPS provides for the proposed rezoning use and development through the strategic 
allocation of the Future Urban Zone to the subject site. This is in recognition of the availability of 
services and the identification of the site in the 2014 Structure Plan as suitable for residential 
development.  

The proposal that will result from the rezoning will not tax the existing infrastructure of Orford 
township. The proposal will not conflict with adjoining land use. 

The rezoning will facilitate a development that will augment the provision of a range of residential 
accommodation, whilst remaining within the local lifestyle context. 

The proposal is not an isolated development but is based on the settlement of Orford.  

SD2: Holistically Managing Residential Growth 

Response: STRLUS currently provides for a conservative growth pattern based on modest forecasts 
that have long been exceeded. 

Comparisons of projected growth and the available land and housing stock provided through the SGS 
report confirm that the projections for Orford that were provided in STRLUS were effectively taken up 
within 4 years of its declaration.  

The SGS report also establishes that the projections for the 15-year horizon established under the 
2014 Structure Plan are expected to continue at a higher rate of 2% and that there is a shortfall in the 
land available for development and subdivision to accommodate that growth. 

Council has amended the Structure Plan to reflect the change in demand and supply, specifically 
considering the constraints and lack of infrastructure provision that have hampered some of the land 
identified for residential growth in the 2014 Structure Plan (ie Solis and North Orford). This holistic 
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assessment supports a changing prioritisation for the subject site, in turn supporting the proposed 
draft amendment. 

Moreover, the combined amendment and planning permit process affectively exists to allow 
consideration of such proposals in a holistic way to ensure the intended outcome.  

SD3: Creating a Network of Vibrant and Attractive Activity Centres 

Response: The proposed rezoning will provide for a development that will add to the critical mass 
available to support local business, services and the provision of community facilities and activities. 

Accordingly, the existing network of Activity Centres will not be undermined, but rather will be 
reinforced and invigorated by the proposal. 

SD8: Supporting Strong and Healthy Communities 

Response: The statements under SD8 are broad and are arguably directed to wider societal and 
community issues than could be addressed solely by a single residential and rezoning proposal. 

Overall, the proposal has the potential to contribute to supporting a stronger community and 
provision of complementary facilities in Orford. 

SD9: Making the Region Nationally and Internationally Competitive 

Response: A growing trend of interstate and overseas purchasers has had the effect of forcing up 
house prices generally in Tasmania, including desirable locations like Orford. 

Purchasers from elsewhere in Tasmania are also competing with locals to buy homes on the East Coast 
of Tasmania for their retirement. 

Providing a range of housing options will attract economic benefits from these population influxes, 
without, at the same time, causing the negative effects of worsening the affordability of the stock of 
existing housing. However, there are no such developments currently in the pipeline. 

The proposed rezoning will facilitate a development that will in practical terms re-invest in Orford and 
the Glamorgan Spring Bay municipality by providing new housing opportunities that will be attractive 
to local, interstate and overseas investors alike. 

SD10: Creating Liveable Communities 

Response: The proposed rezoning will provide a land use planning response that contributes to making 
the region ‘liveable’. As a result, it will be a key competitive strength for Southern Tasmania into the 
future in increasing migration, trade and investment, and allowing existing and new residents the 
option to invest and reside in Orford whilst ensuring the sustainability of local services and facilities.  
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STRLUS: Regional Policies 

The following Regional Policy statements are also relevant: 

Policy Comment 
Settlement & Residential Development  
SRD 1 Provide a sustainable and compact network of 
settlements with Greater Hobart at its core, that is 
capable of meeting projected demand.  

The proposal does not affect the primacy of Hobart, 
or the network of settlements. It is based on the 
existing township of Orford and will exist within the 
broader spatial context of that settlement. 
The proposed rezoning will not challenge the existing 
zoning framework for Orford as it is based on the 
strategic direction provided by the Structure Plan and 
the LPS. 
The SGS report establishes that the projections for 
the 15-year horizon established under the 2014 
Structure Plan are expected to continue at a higher 
rate of 2% and that there is a shortfall in the land 
available for development and subdivision to 
accommodate that growth. The proposal responds to 
the revised projected growth. 
 

SRD 1.1 Implement the Regional Settlement Strategy 
and associated growth management strategies 
through the planning scheme.  

The Growth Strategy for Orford is stated in the 
STRLUS as being ‘low’, ie less than 10% increase in the 
number of potential dwellings across the 25 year 
period of the regional strategy (ibid, Table 3, p.89). 
This corresponds to an annual average growth rate of 
0.4 per cent per annum for Orford. The number of 
dwellings at the start date was 716. Therefore, the 
regional strategy provides for a maximum of 71 new 
dwellings from 2010 to 2035. As explored in the 
Housing Demand chapter of the SGS report (ibid.p.6), 
this is well below the recent and current experience 
in Orford. This means that more growth will be 
needed to be accommodated in Orford than outlined 
in the STRLUS. 
 
SGS assessed that between 2006 and 2016, in the 
2011 UC/L boundary area (Orford + northern Spring 
Beach) the number of dwellings grew from 625 to 
795, at an average annua growth rate of 2.4 %. 
Adjusting this to allow for other factors beyond 
simply relying on historical trends which don’t take 
account of changing economic and societal patterns, 
a more conservative growth rate of 2% is considered 
to be a ‘robust assumption’ (SGS response to State 
Planning Office comments on the SGS report, 
1/1/21). 
 
SGS analysis therefore indicates a 50% increase in 
dwellings over the 25-year period which is a ‘high’ 
growth rather than the ‘low’ growth strategy 
provided for Orford in STRLUS. 
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Currently under STRLUS the ‘low’ growth strategy is 
to be brought about by consolidation (ibid), ie: 
 

predominantly from infill development which can 
involve development of existing subdivided lots, 
subdivision of existing zoned but vacant or 
developed residential, construction of additional 
dwellings on existing developed lots, 
redeveloping existing developed lots (ibid. p.86). 

 
Infill development is also separately defined in 
STRLUS as: 
 
       Development within existing urban areas    

through: 
a. Small scale subdivision or unit development on 
existing residential lots; or 
b. Redevelopment of brownfield or greyfield sites. 

       May involve increases in density. (ibid. p. 103) 
 
The TPC in its July 2019 decision considered that the 
2017 proposal did not meet the definition of ‘infill’ 
and that ‘considerably more infill development 
would need to occur in Orford before it could be said 
that growth was predominantly from infill’ (op cit p. 
8). 
 
The TPC went on to find that the draft permit for 91 
residential lots was greater than the maximum 
number of new dwellings (assuming at least 1:1 lots 
to dwellings) allowed for in STRLUS to 2035. 
 
The Commission concluded that the draft 
amendments were not consistent with the low 
growth strategy applicable to Orford under STRLUS 
(ibid). 
 
The SGS report argues that the growth scenario for 
Orford under STRLUS does not actually capture the 
recent experience in the town (op.cit p.20). 
 
In considering the application for the rezoning, the 
Commission was not convinced by submissions that 
there is not sufficient zoned land for a 15-year supply 
of land in Orford and therefore considers that the 
draft amendments are premature. However, SGS’s 
analysis found that there is likely insufficient land for 
a 15-year supply if recent trends in dwelling growth 
continues. SGS has found that based on recent 
analysis that additional residential land within the 
Orford suburb boundary needs to be released to 
meet the objective of a 15-year supply (ibid.p.21). 
 
It is submitted that the current ‘consolidation’ 
growth scenario for Orford simply reflects the  
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rationale that nothing greater is required  to meet a 
‘low’ growth strategy. Clearly, in a revised situation 
where growth has leaped from a forecast ‘low’ (less 
than 10%) to an evidence-based ‘high’ (50%) reliance 
on infill and redevelopment of greyfield and 
brownfield sites is not practicable where the 
available sites have been used up, are constrained, or 
are not available. 
 
Whilst Council through its 2021 Amendment to the 
Structure Plan, has identified the subject site as a 
strategic priority to meet demand, the TPC has 
rejected the subject site being considered as infill. 
 
Logically therefore, in order to allow the subject site 
to contribute to a revised ‘high’ growth strategy, the 
growth scenario for Orford under STRLUS also needs 
to be re-considered. There is currently no option 
under STRLUS other than a ‘mixed growth scenario’ 
which is defined as: 
 
     A mixed growth scenario indicates that residential 

growth should come from a mix of both greenfield 
and infill circumstances and that expansion of the 
residential zone may be required dependent upon 
an assessment of the yield capacity and vacancy of 
existing zoned land. (Op.cit. p. 86) 

 
Council at its meeting in August 2021, following 
consideration of the SGS report and amendment to 
the Structure Plan, decided to request the Minister to 
amend the Growth strategy for Orford to ‘high’ and 
the growth scenario for Orford to ‘mixed’. 
 

SRD 1.1A Notwithstanding the growth strategies or 
growth scenarios listed in Table 3, where a 
contemporary land supply and demand analysis of 
residential growth patterns for a settlement which is 
a Major District Centre, District Town or Township, 
indicates that more residential land should be made 
available to accommodate additional residential 
growth, the growth strategy or growth scenario listed 
in Table 3 for that settlement may be varied where 
the additional residential growth: 
 
(a)supports urban consolidation or contiguous 
development; 
 
(b)does not significantly alter the intended relative 
growth between the settlements in the region and 
their proposed regional function listed in Table 3; 
 
(c)will service the shortage of residential land within 
the settlement identified in the land supply and 
demand analysis; 

The SGS report is a contemporary land supply and 
demand analysis of residential growth patterns for a 
Township of Orford. It indicates that more residential 
land should be made available to accommodate 
additional residential growth.  
 
Accordingly, it is considered that the growth strategy 
and growth scenario listed in Table 3 for Orford 
should be varied. The relevant criteria for 
implementation are considered as follows: 
 

(a) the subject site is contiguous with 
residentially zoned land to the north. 
Further areas zoned residential occur in the 
immediate vicinity to the west and east, 
making the subject site a spatially logical 
one for residential development. 
 

(b) The proposal will occur within the existing 
overall footprint of Orford and will not 
extend beyond the broader settlement 
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(d)is identified in a contemporary land use strategy 
for the municipality endorsed by the planning 
authority; 
 
(e)is documented in a settlement structure plan 
approved by the planning authority which provides 
for the additional residential growth; 
 
(f)can be supplied with reticulated water, sewerage 
and stormwater services; and 
 
(g)is aligned with the capacity of transport and road 
infrastructure and minimises impacts on the 
efficiency and safety and road and rail networks. 
 
The settlement structure plan in (e) should include, 
where relevant, indicative subdivision plans, potential 
staging, key movement paths, open space networks, 
buffers for relevant constraints, plans or proposals for 
the protection of cultural and natural values, and, 
with demonstrated consultation with State agencies 
and relevant infrastructure providers, plans or 
proposals for: 
 
•the provision of reticulated services; 
•the management of waste or stormwater; and 
•the delivery of social infrastructure (such as health 
and educational facilities) to match proposed 
residential growth, public transport and road 
infrastructure considerations. 
 
The provision of additional residential growth in 
Major District Centres, District Towns or Townships 
should be considered in the context of any available 
regional or sub-regional contemporary supply and 
demand analysis or settlement strategy. 

boundaries. Further to this, the proposal will 
not alter the regional function of Orford as a 
Township, or its hierarchical place as an 
activity centre. 
 

(c) The proposal will facilitate the provision of 
90 new residential lots, which will assist in 
meeting the shortfall of residential land 
identified by the SGS report for the 
timeframes provided for in the Structure 
Plan and STRLUS. 
 

(d) Glamorgan Spring Bay Council (the planning 
authority) in August 2021 endorsed the SGS 
report and consequently amended the 
Structure Plan to reflect the findings, as well 
as appending the SGS report to the 
Amended Structure Plan. 
 

(e) The Structure Plan identifies the subject site 
as being suitable for residential 
development. This has been consequently 
reflected in the current Future Urban zoning 
of the subject site in the LPS. 
 

(f) The subject site is capable of being supplied 
with reticulated water, sewerage and 
stormwater services. 
 

(g) The documentation submitted with the 
proposal includes an assessment of the road 
network and impact of the proposal on its 
efficiency and safety. The respective report 
concludes that: 
 

From a traffic engineering and road safety   
perspective, additional traffic generated 
from this development site is not expected 
to create any adverse safety, amenity, or 
traffic efficiency issues. (HUBBLE TRAFFIC, 
TIA, August 2022, p.22) 

 
The Structure Plan together with the proposed 
subdivision design provide the necessary detail to 
address: 
 

• Subdivision design; 
• Potential staging; 
• Movement paths and open space network; 
• Buffers to watercourses, and setbacks for 

bushfire management. 
 
In preparing the proposal, consultation has taken 
place with Council and TasWater, being the relevant 
principal infrastructure providers. 
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At the time of preparing this application, no 
regional or sub-regional contemporary supply 
and demand analysis or settlement strategy was 
available other than the existing STRLUS and the 
Vision East 2030 report.  
 
The latter is a land use framework for the east 
coast Councils from Sorell to Break O’ Day 
prepared in 2009. It identifies Orford as a village 
with medium growth potential and has clearly 
been overtaken by STRLUS and the Amended 
Structure Plan in terms of characterising the 
existing population and growth of Orford. 
 

SRD 1.2 Manage residential growth in District 
Centres, District Towns and Townships through a 
hierarchy of planning processes as follows: 
 1. Strategy (regional function & growth scenario);  
2. Settlement Structure Plans (including identification 
of settlement boundaries);  
3. Subdivision Permit;  
4. Use and Development Permit. 

The proposal includes the following relevant 
elements: 
 

1. A variation to the current growth strategy 
and growth scenario for Orford based on a 
contemporary residential land use supply 
and demand analysis is proposed. The 
proposal will not alter the regional function 
of Orford from that of a Township. 

2. A Structure Plan exists that has since its 
adoption, identified the subject site for 
residential development. The subject site is 
within the settlement boundaries identified 
under the Structure Plan. An amendment to 
the Structure Plan has prioritised the 
development of the subject site for 
residential development. 

3. The proposal is combined with an 
application for a subdivision permit for the 
subject site. 

4. Use and Development permits will be 
subject to future applications as required 
under the proposed General Residential 
zoning of the subject site, and other Codes 
under the planning scheme as may be 
applicable at the time of application. 

 
SRD 1.5 Encourage land zoned General Residential to 
be developed at a minimum of 15 dwellings per 
hectare (net density). 

Although this policy is worded in an aspirational 
sense, it is necessary to consider the methodology 
that would allow it’s intent to be achieved on the 
subject site. 
 
The overall area of the subject site is 10.2ha. 
However, the net area available for development is 
reduced by the watercourse and its surrounding 
buffer area. From a practical perspective and given 
the serendipitous alignment of the watercourse with 
the East Shelly Road connection, this area makes 
logical sense as a provision of public open space 
(POS). 
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The net available area for development once the POS 
and area for roads is subtracted is 7.5366ha. 
 
The net density of dwellings proposed in the 
subdivision, assuming 1 dwelling per lot would 
therefore be 8.8 dwellings/ha. 
 
28 of the proposed lots are less than 650m² in area, 
meaning that they will be limited to single dwellings. 
59 lots will be greater than 650m² and less than 
975m² allowing potential for up to 2 dwellings per lot 
(117 dwellings in total). 3 lots will be greater than 
975m² allowing potential for 3 dwellings per lot. 
 
In total therefore, there is a maximum potential for 
the subdivision to yield up to 156 dwellings or 20.69 
dwellings/ha. 
 
It is unlikely that the subdivision will ultimately yield 
either the minimum or maximum number of 
dwellings, but rather something in between as some 
lots will be developed for large single dwellings and 
others for multiple dwellings. It is therefore quite 
likely that the ultimate net density for the subject site 
under the General Residential zone will be in the 
vicinity of the aspirational 15dwellings/ha. 
 

SRD 1.6 Utilise the Low Density Residential Zone only 
where it is necessary to manage land constraints in 
settlements or to acknowledge existing areas. 

There are no such constraints as warrant utilisation 
of the LDR Zone for the subject site. As described 
above, allowance has been made for the watercourse 
protection through its allocation as POS and the net 
area is capable of being efficiently developed to a 
density consistent with adjoining and nearby General 
Residential zoned land in the vicinity. 

 
(f) has regard to the strategic plan, prepared under section 66 of the Local Government Act 

1993 , that applies in relation to the land to which the relevant planning instrument 
relates;  

Response: The Glamorgan Spring Bay Strategic Plan 2020-2029 does not provide for any specific 
strategies affecting development, however the proposed draft amendment is considered to be 
consistent with the following broad statements: 

• Encouraging investment from individuals and businesses in development that fits with the 
values and character of our region (p.9); 

• We will see steady growth in the permanent population and residential housing (p.10); 
• Attract and welcome people of all backgrounds, cultures and ages to live in our region (p.11); 
• Take an East Coast perspective but also acknowledge the differing needs and priorities 

of each town or area (p.11); 
• Review and update existing Council strategies and plans (p.16); 
• Refresh and update Council policies, strategies and plans (p.17). 
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(g) as far as practicable, is consistent with and co-ordinated with any LPSs that apply 

to municipal areas that are adjacent to the municipal area to which the relevant 
planning instrument relates 

Response: The proposed amendment will affect a small part of a single Township to the LPS 
applies and will have no impact on the LPS of adjacent municipal areas. The amendment has been 
assessed as being consistent with the STRLUS as recently amended. 
 

 
(h) has regard to the safety requirements set out in the standards prescribed under 

the Gas Safety Act 2019 
Response: The subject land is not affected by the Gas Pipeline. Accordingly, there are no issues 
of gas pipeline safety associated with the draft amendment. 
 
 
The proposed amendment is therefore considered to be consistent with the requirements under 
Section 34 (2) of the Act. 
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6. The Permit Application: Proposed Subdivision  
The proposed subdivision involves three integrated elements: 

A. The creation of 90 residential lots ranging in size from 475m² to 1217m². 
B. The creation of 17,726m² of centrally located POS (17% of the total area). 
C. Roadworks and service connections. 

The subdivision layout is shown as below in Figure 15.  

 

Figure 15: proposed subdivision (source: ALDANMARK CONSULTING ENGINEERS. Site Lot Plan, Sheet C101 Rev C, 23/9/22) 

 

The subdivision is essentially divided into 2 portions by the proposed POS. Access to each portion will 
be via separate single access points off Rheban Road.  

It can be seen that the western potion provides the greater number of lots, arranged around a road 
circuit. Future access to the land in separate ownership to the west is provided between Lots 5 and 6. 
At Council officer’s recommendation a cul-de-sac head that was originally proposed in the north-
eastern corner to provide frontage to Lots 20 and 12 has been removed, with those lots now proposed 
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to rely on fee-simple frontage and access. Similarly, Lots 42, 43, 51 and 52 that previously relied upon 
public road frontage and access vis laneways, have been converted into internal ‘battleaxe’ lots with 
fee-simple strip frontage and shared ROW access. These changes will reduce initial development costs 
as well as Council management costs into the future. 

In the eastern portion 2 lots in the north-eastern cul-de-sac were combined to make 1 larger lot 
consistent with a Condition on the original permit. The overall result is that there is one less lot 
proposed in the current application (ie 90 lots) compared to the originally approved proposal (91 lots). 

The opportunity has also been taken to refine access from the new subdivision to the proposed POS 
by adjusting the alignment and shape consistent with ‘Crime Prevention Through Environmental 
Design’ (CPTED) principles. 

Concept services plans are provided along with relevant road sections and services alignment sections. 

As requested by Council officers a concept design for the proposed pedestrian/cycle bridge and 
associated pathway at the northern end of the POS is also provided. 

 

6.1 General Residential Zone 

An assessment under the provisions of the General Residential Zone in the planning scheme is 
required in respect of the proposed subdivision as if the draft amendment has been fulfilled. 

Clause 8.6.1 provides the following standards for lot design within the General Residential Zone: 

8.6.1 Lot Design 
Objective 
That each lot: 
(a) has an area and dimensions appropriate for use and development in the zone; 
(b) is provided with appropriate access to a road; 
(c) contains areas which are suitable for development appropriate to the zone purpose, located to 
avoid natural hazards; and 
(d) is orientated to provide solar access for future dwellings. 

 

The Acceptable Solution A1 is that: 

 Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, must: 

(a) have an area of not less than 450m2 and: 

(i) be able to contain a minimum area of 10m x 15m with a gradient not steeper than 
1 in 5, clear of: 

a. all setbacks required by clause 8.4.2 A1, A2 and A3, and 8.5.1 A1 and A2; 
and 

b. easements or other title restrictions that limit or restrict development; and 

(ii) existing buildings are consistent with the setback required by clause 8.4.2 A1, A2 
and A3, and 8.5.1 A1 and A2; 
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(b) be required for public use by the Crown, a council or a State authority; 

(c) be required for the provision of Utilities; or 

(d) be for the consolidation of a lot with another lot provided each lot is within the same zone. 

It is considered that the proposed subdivision meets the relevant performance criteria A1 under clause 
8.6.1. 

In the alternative, should Council not consider that the Acceptable Solution is met in respect of criteria 
(b), (c) and (d), assessment is made against the alternative Performance Criteria P1, as follows:  

Performance Criteria Assessment 
P1 
Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 
subdivision, must have sufficient useable area 
and dimensions suitable for its intended use, 
having regard to: 
 
(a) the relevant requirements for development of 
buildings on the lots; 
 
(b) the intended location of buildings on the lots; 
 
(c) the topography of the site; 
 
(d) the presence of any natural hazards; 
 
(e) adequate provision of private open space; 
and 
 
(f) the pattern of development existing on 
established properties in the area. 

 
(a)&(b) The proposal plans demonstrate that 
each lot has an area greater than the minimum 
Acceptable Solution and that 10 X 15m 
minimum areas can be contained within each lot 
clear of required setbacks and any easements 
(of which there are currently none except in 
relation to the central pipeline easement within 
the proposed POS). 
 
(c) The topography of the overall site and each 
proposed lot is very slightly sloping if not 
virtually level and presents no difficulties to 
potential buildability. 
 
(d) There are no natural hazards. The existing 
watercourse will be contained with the POS. All 
new residential lots will be located a 
considerable distance outside the buffer area 
prescribed under the Natural Assets Code. 
 
(e) Each lot has sufficient potential area to allow 
the adequate provision of private open space for 
future individual developments. However, such 
provision will need to be assessed on a case-by-
case basis at such time as development of 
residences are proposed. 
 
(f) The pattern of development is not 
inconsistent with established properties within 
the adjacent and nearby areas zoned General 
Residential. However, the proposed pattern of 
development does represent the refined 
standards that now prevail with the zone under 
the TPS.  
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The Acceptable Solution A2 is that: 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, excluding for public open space, a riparian 
or littoral reserve or Utilities, must have a frontage not less than 12m. 

The proposed residential lots 11, 13, 20, 21, 22, 42, 43, 51, 52, 72, 76, 77 and 83 do not meet the 
Acceptable Solution. Accordingly, the proposal relies upon the alternative Performance Criteria P2, 
which are assessed as follows:  

Performance Criteria Assessment 
P2 
Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 
subdivision, excluding for public open space, a 
riparian or littoral reserve or Utilities, must be 
provided with a frontage or legal connection to 
a road by a right of carriageway, that is sufficient 
for the intended use, having regard to: 
 
(a) the width of frontage proposed, if any; 
 
(b) the number of other lots which have the land 
subject to the right of carriageway as their sole 
or principal means of access; 
 
(c) the topography of the site; 
 
(d) the functionality and useability of the 
frontage; 
 
(e) the ability to manoeuvre vehicles on the site; 
and 
 
(f) the pattern of development existing on 
established properties in the area, 
 
and is not less than 3.6m wide. 

 
The variation to the Acceptable Solution occurs 
on corner lots on the inside radius of the 
road/cul-de-sac alignment, of which there are 8, 
and with internal lots of which there are 5. 
 
The internal lots all have frontage in excess of 
3.6m, whilst the other lots exceed 6.4m. All of 
these frontages provide sufficient dimensions 
for adequate future access, whilst the main 
bodies of each lot meet the standards for 
buildability, future provision of private open 
space, and on-site manoeuvring of vehicles. 
 
The topography of the overall site and each 
proposed lot is very slightly sloping if not 
virtually level and presents no difficulties to 
access, manoeuvring potential buildability. 
 
The pattern of development is not inconsistent 
with established properties within the adjacent 
and nearby areas zoned General Residential. 
However, the proposed pattern of development 
does represent the refined standards that now 
prevail with the zone under the TPS. 
 
All frontages exceed 3.6m. 
 

 

It is considered that the proposed subdivision meets the relevant performance criteria P2 under clause 
8.6.1. 

 

The Acceptable Solution A3 is that: 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, must be provided with a vehicular access 
from the boundary of the lot to a road in accordance with the requirements of the road 
authority. 
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The plans prepared by Aldanmark (op.cit.) demonstrate that the Acceptable Solution A3 is met. 

The Acceptable Solution A4 is that: 

Any lot in a subdivision with a new road, must have the long axis of the lot between 30 degrees 
west of true north and 30 degrees east of true north. 

The following lots have the long axis between 60 degrees and 90 degrees west of true north or east 
of true north:  

 1 to 11, 22 to 30, 34 to 36, 41, 44, 50, 53, 58 to 72, 77, 80, 82, and 84 to 91. 

These lots do not meet the Acceptable Solution under A4 and therefore rely on the alternative 
Performance Criteria under P4, which are assessed as follows:  

Performance Criteria Assessment 
P4 
Subdivision must provide for solar orientation of 
lots adequate to provide solar access for future 
dwellings, having regard to:  

(a) the size, shape and orientation of the lots; 
  
(b) the topography of the site; 
  
(c) the extent of overshadowing from adjoining 
properties;  
 
(d) any development on the site;  
 
(e) the location of roads and access to lots; and 
  
(f) the existing pattern of subdivision in the area.  
 

 
(a) Each lot is of sufficient size and of 

generally rectangular shape to allow for 
practical variations in location of 
buildings to ensure solar access to 
habitable rooms and private open 
space. Lot 71, which is the smallest lot 
demonstrates that whilst the long axis 
of the lot does not meet the Acceptable 
Solution, a compliant 10 X 15m area can 
still be located, thus providing ample 
scope for solar access. 
 

(b) The topography of the site with an 
overall north to north-westerly aspect 
and a very slight slope increases the 
opportunity to optimise solar access for 
future dwellings. 

 
(c) The lots relying on P4 are not 

overshadowed by existing adjoining 
properties. Future development of 
these lots will have the ability to take 
into account the location of any future 
residential development and make 
adjustments in their design and location 
to ensure adequate access. 

 
(d) There are no existing developments on 

the subject site. 
 

(e) The shape and size of the 2 parcels of 
the subject site that are available for 
development essentially dictate the 
configuration of the most efficient road 
design and lot layout. It can be seen 
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graphically on the proposal plans that it 
is inevitable that there would be lots 
that would not meet the Acceptable 
Solution. 

 
(f) The existing pattern of subdivision 

within the General Residential Zone on 
adjoining and nearby land is also a mix 
of size and orientation, albeit that the 
proposed subdivision responds to the 
standards under the TPS and is a far 
more efficient use of the land. 

 
 

It is considered that the proposed subdivision meets the relevant performance criteria P4 under clause 
8.6.1. 

 

Clause 8.6.2 provides the following standards for roads within the General Residential Zone: 

8.6.2 Roads 
Objective 
That the arrangement of new roads within a subdivision provides for: 
(a) safe, convenient and efficient connections to assist accessibility and mobility of the community; 
(b) the adequate accommodation of vehicular, pedestrian, cycling and public transport traffic; and 
(c) the efficient ultimate subdivision of the entirety of the land and of surrounding land. 

 

The Acceptable Solution A1 is that: 

The subdivision includes no new roads. 

The proposal does not meet the Acceptable Solution under A1 and therefore relies on the alternative 
Performance Criteria under P1, which are assessed as follows: 

Performance Criteria Assessment 
P1 
The arrangement and construction of roads 
within a subdivision must provide an appropriate 
level of access, connectivity, safety and 
convenience for vehicles, pedestrians and 
cyclists, having regard to: 
 
(a) any road network plan adopted by the 
council; 
 
(b) the existing and proposed road hierarchy; 
 
(c) the need for connecting roads and pedestrian 
and cycling paths, to common boundaries with 

 

There is no road network plan for the subject 
site adopted by the Council. However, Council 
did endorse a similar layout for the site when 
approving the previous (2017) proposal. 

The road layout meets the needs for a 
connected road layout and limits culs –de –sac 
as far as practicable. Due to the drainage line 
within the POS there is no reasonable way to 
connect the two precincts within the 
subdivision together. Such links would 
fragment the proposed open space and 
complicate if not compromise the existing 
drainage system. Bicycle network provision 
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adjoining land, to facilitate future subdivision 
potential; 
 
(d) maximising connectivity with the surrounding 
road, pedestrian, cycling and public transport 
networks; 
 
(e) minimising the travel distance between key 
destinations such as shops and services and 
public transport routes; 
 
(f) access to public transport; 
  
(g) the efficient and safe movement of 
pedestrians, cyclists and public transport; 
 
(h) the need to provide bicycle infrastructure on 
new arterial and collector roads in accordance 
with the Guide to Road Design Part 6A: Paths 
for Walking and Cycling 2016; 
 
(i) the topography of the site; and 
 
(j) the future subdivision potential of any balance 
lots on adjoining or adjacent land. 

within the road layout can be achieved, noting 
road reservation widths, whilst the proposed 
connecting bridge is intended to provide for 
cyclists as well as pedestrians. Road 
connectivity with adjoining land to the west is 
provided. 

Investigations reveal there are no formalised 
public transport services in Orford south of 
the Tasman Highway.  

The subject site is within the following 
distances of various facilities: 

• Shelly Beach 150m 

• Orford Bowls Club and Recreation 
Ground 830m 

• Orford Primary School 1.6km 

• Local shops, Police Station etc 1.9km 

 

It is considered that the proposed subdivision meets the relevant performance criteria P1 under clause 
8.6.2. 

 

Clause 8.6.3 provides the following standards for services within the General Residential Zone: 

8.6.3 Services 
Objective 
That the subdivision of land provides services for the future use and development of the land. 

 

The Acceptable Solution A1 is that: 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, excluding for public open space, a riparian 
or littoral reserve or Utilities, must have a connection to a full water supply service. 

All residential lots within the proposed subdivision are intended to have a connection to a full water 
supply service. 

The plans prepared by Aldanmark (op.cit.) demonstrate that the Acceptable Solution is met. 
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The Acceptable Solution A2 is that: 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, excluding for public open space, a riparian 
or littoral reserve or Utilities, must have a connection to a reticulated sewerage system. 

All residential lots within the proposed subdivision are intended to have a connection to a reticulated 
sewerage system. 

The plans prepared by Aldanmark (op.cit.) demonstrate that the Acceptable Solution is met. 

 

The Acceptable Solution A3 is that: 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, excluding for public open space, a riparian 
or littoral reserve or Utilities, must be capable of connecting to a public stormwater system. 

The plans prepared by Aldanmark (op.cit.) demonstrate that the Acceptable Solution is met. 

 

6.2 Codes 
The following Codes are relevant to the proposed scheme amendment and the subdivision, under the 
Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Glamorgan Spring Bay: 

C2.0 Parking and Sustainable Transport Code 

C3.0 Road and Railway Assets Code 

C7.0 Natural Assets Code 

C9.0 Attenuation Code 

C13.0 Bushfire-Prone Areas Code 

 

6.2.1 – C2.0 Parking and Sustainable Transport Code 

The Code is addressed in the TIA (Hubble op.cit. p.21) where it is considered that the Acceptable 
Solutions for the relevant standards are met. 

 

6.2.2 - C3.0 Road and Railway Assets Code 

The Code is addressed in the TIA (ibid. pp20-21). 

The proposed subdivision includes the creation of two new junctions onto Rheban Road requiring 
assessment under the Performance Criteria P1 of clause C3.7.1, demonstrating the accesses can 
operate safely and efficiently. 

The TIA concludes that the Performance Criteria under P1 are met (ibid. pp20-21, 22). 
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6.2.3 - C7.0 Natural Assets Code 

Assessment under the Code is triggered by virtue of a Waterway and Coastal Protection Area overlaid 
on the existing watercourse and dam. 

The watercourse and dam are deemed to be classified as a Class 4 watercourse pursuant to Table C7.3 
of the Code, ie: 

(b) Any watercourse, including the tidal waters of any river, creek or stream, within or 
adjoining the following zones is deemed to be a Class 4 watercourse: 

 (ii) General Residential Zone; 

 … 

 (xiii) Future Urban Zone. 

The width of the overlay area is also defined in Table C7.3 as being: 

(a)(ii) in the case of watercourses or wetlands, the waterway and coastal protection area 
includes the waterway or wetland itself, being (10m) between the top of the banks on either 
side. 

No works are proposed within the overlay area other than the proposed pedestrian/cycle bridge which 
will include sewer and water pipes suspended beneath the bridge deck. 

Clause C7.6.1 provides standards for buildings and works within a waterway and coastal protection 
area. 

C7.6.1 Buildings and works within a waterway and coastal protection area or a future coastal 
refugia area 
Objective 
That buildings and works within a waterway and coastal protection area or future coastal refugia 
area will not have an unnecessary or unacceptable impact on natural assets. 

 

The Acceptable Solution A1 is that: 

Buildings and works within a waterway and coastal protection area must: 

(a) be within a building area on a sealed plan approved under this planning scheme; 

(b) in relation to a Class 4 watercourse, be for a crossing or bridge not more than 5m in width; 
or 

(c) if within the spatial extent of tidal waters, be an extension to an existing boat ramp, car 
park, jetty, marina, marine farming shore facility or slipway that is not more than 20% of the 
area of the facility existing at the effective date. 

A conceptual plan of the bridge has been provided at the request of Council officers. The bridge width 
is shown as approximately 1.5m, and therefore the Acceptable Solution A1(b) is met. 

 

The Acceptable Solution A2 is not relevant to a waterway and coastal protection area. 
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The Acceptable Solution A3 is that: 

Development within a waterway and coastal protection area or a future coastal refugia area 
must not involve a new stormwater point discharge into a watercourse, wetland or lake. 

The proposed bridge will not involve a new stormwater point discharge. However, the concept plan 
proposed for stormwater management from the subdivision overall currently includes several 
discharge points into the watercourse at its northern end next to the East Shelly Road property 
boundary. Technically therefore, the proposed discharge points do not meet the Acceptable Solution 
and rely on the alternative Performance Criteria under P3, which are assessed as follows: 

Performance Criteria Assessment 
P3 
Development within a waterway and coastal 
protection area or a future coastal refugia area 
involving a new stormwater point discharge into 
a watercourse, wetland or lake must avoid or 
minimise adverse impacts on natural assets, 
having regard to: 
 
(a) the need to minimise impacts on water 
quality; and 
 
(b) the need to mitigate and manage any 
impacts likely to arise from erosion, 
sedimentation or runoff. 

 

It is considered that the detailed management 
of stormwater impacts on the watercourse are 
capable of being determined by way of 
appropriate permit conditions. 

 

It is considered that the relevant performance criteria P3 under clause C7.6.1 are capable of being met 
through appropriate permit conditions. 

 

The Acceptable Solution A4 is that: 

Dredging or reclamation must not occur within a waterway and coastal protection area or a 
future coastal refugia area. 

No dredging is proposed. Accordingly the Acceptable Solution under A4 of clause C7.6.1 is met. 

 

The Acceptable Solution A5 is that: 

Coastal protection works or watercourse erosion or inundation protection works must not 
occur within a waterway and coastal protection area or a future coastal refugia area. 

No watercourse erosion or inundation protection works are indicated as being necessary, nor are any 
proposed. Accordingly, the Acceptable Solution under A5 of clause C7.6.1 is met. 
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Clause C7.7.1 provides standards for subdivision within a waterway and coastal protection area. 

C7.7.1 Subdivision within a waterway and coastal protection area or a future coastal refugia area 
Objective 
That: 
(a) works associated with subdivision within a waterway and coastal protection area or a future 
coastal refugia area will not have an unnecessary or unacceptable impact on natural assets; and 
(b) future development likely to be facilitated by subdivision is unlikely to lead to an unnecessary or 
unacceptable impact on natural assets. 

 

The Acceptable Solution A1 is that: 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, within a waterway and coastal protection 
area or a future coastal refugia area, must: 

(a) be for the creation of separate lots for existing buildings; 

(b) be required for public use by the Crown, a council, or a State authority; 

(c) be required for the provision of Utilities; 

(d) be for the consolidation of a lot; or 

(e) not include any works (excluding boundary fencing), building area, services, bushfire hazard 
management area or vehicular access within a waterway and coastal protection area or future 
coastal refugia area. 

The waterway and coastal protection area will be located entirely within the proposed POS lot which 
will become Council land available for public use. The POS lot will also provide, to a minor extent for 
Utilities which are allowable uses within both the current Future Urban Zone and the proposed 
General Residential Zone. 

It is considered that the proposal meets the Acceptable Solution A1 (b) if not also (c) under clause 
C7.7.1. 

 

6.2.4 - C9.0 Attenuation Code  

The proposed subdivision will partly be within an Attenuation Area that applies to the Orford Sewage 
Treatment Plant (STP). 

A separate assessment of the Code requirements has been undertaken by SEAM (J Wood, August 
2022) (the SEAM report) and is part of the documentation accompanying this application. The SEAM 
report addresses the standards under clause C9.5.2 and clause C9.6.1 and concludes that the relevant 
Performance Criteria are met. 

The SEAM report included a peer review of an earlier report undertaken by Environmental Dynamics 
(2018) in respect of the previous 2017 proposal for the subject site, and states in particular: 

…that the visual impact and the impact from noise will be negligible. The issue of odour has 
been well addressed by Environmental Dynamics and their assessment based on reputable 
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modelling concludes that when the STP is operating well, there will not be detectable odour 
from the STP by residents of the subdivision. (SEAM op.cit. p.16) 

The SEAM report recommends the planting of a vegetation screen along the Rheban Road boundary 
of the subdivision. Although the SEAM report acknowledges that the visual impact of the STP ponds is 
low, given the lagoons are 20m elevated and have a berm wall around them and that odour detection 
is very unlikely, ‘vegetation screening does assist in abating odour dispersal’ (ibid. p.15) and visual 
screening will assist in mitigating perception.  

 

6.2.5 – C12.0 Flood-Prone Areas Code 

The requirements of the Code are addressed under separate cover by Flussig Engineers and Aldanmark 
Consulting Engineers. 

 

6.2.6 - C13.0 Bushfire-Prone Areas Code 

The subject site is entirely covered by a Bushfire-Prone Area overlay. Accordingly, an assessment 
against the standards of the Code is required. 

This is provided under separate cover as part of the documentation accompanying the application 
(North Barker op.cit. September 2022). 

 

 

7. Council as Landowner’s Consent to Lodge 
Pursuant to section 52 of the Act, the General Manager of Council’s consent is required to lodge the 
application. This will be sought under separate cover. 

It is acknowledged that if received the General Manager’s consent does not infer or pre-empt Council 
as Planning Authority’s consent to the draft amendment and/or draft permit. 
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GENERAL NOTES:
1. THESE DRAWINGS ARE TO BE READ IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE ARCHITECTURAL, HYDRAULIC AND STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS

AND SPECIFICATIONS.  STANDARDS REFERENCED ARE TO BE THE MOST CURRENT VERSION.
2. THESE DRAWINGS SHALL NOT BE USED FOR CONSTRUCTION UNLESS ENDORSED 'FOR CONSTRUCTION' AND AUTHORISED

FOR ISSUE ACCORDINGLY.
3. ALL WORKS TO BE CARRIED OUT IN ACCORDANCE WITH IPWEA/LGAT STANDARD DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS,

AUSTRALIAN STANDARDS, (WSAA SEWERAGE CODE OF AUSTRALIA & WATER SUPPLY CODE OF AUSTRALIA) AND TO THE
SATISFACTION OF COUNCIL'S DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER.

4. ALL WORKS ARE TO BE MAINTAINED IN A SAFE CONDITION.
5. CONFIRM ALL LEVELS ON SITE PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF WORKS
6. CONTRACTOR TO OBTAIN APPROVALS, SERVICE CLEARANCES AND COORDINATE WORK WITH ALL RELEVANT AUTHORITIES

PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT.
7. A "START OF WORKS NOTICE" MUST BE OBTAINED FROM COUNCIL PRIOR TO ANY WORKS COMMENCING

WORKPLACE HEALTH & SAFETY NOTES:
BEFORE THE CONTRACTOR COMMENCES WORK THE CONTRACTOR SHALL UNDERTAKE A SITE SPECIFIC PROJECT PRE-START
HAZARD ANALYSIS / JOB SAFETY ANALYSIS (JSA) WHICH SHALL IDENTIFY IN DOCUMENTED FORM;

· THE TYPE OF WORK.
· HAZARDS AND RISKS TO HEALTH AND SAFETY.
· THE CONTROLS TO BE APPLIED IN ORDER ELIMINATE OR MINIMIZE THE RISK POSED BY THE IDENTIFIED HAZARDS.
· THE MANNER IN WHICH THE RISK CONTROL MEASURES ARE TO BE IMPLEMENTED.

THESE ARE TO BE SUBMITTED TO THE SUPERINTENDENT AND/OR OTHER RELEVANT WORKPLACE SAFETY OFFICERS.

FOR THIS PROJECT; POSSIBLE HAZARDS INCLUDE (BUT ARE NOT LIMITED TO):
· EXCAVATION OF ANY TYPE & DEPTHS
· CONTAMINATED SOILS
· CONSTRUCTION IN GROUND WITH HIGH WATER TABLE
· FELLING / LOPPING &/OR REMOVAL OF EXISTING TREES/VEGETATION
· UNDERGROUND STRUCTURES (MANHOLES / SUMPS / ETC)
· CONFINED SPACES
· OVERHEAD POWER LINES
· UNDERGROUND STORMWATER, WATER AND SEWER PIPES
· TELECOMMUNICATION CABLES - BOTH UNDERGROUND & OVERHEAD
· ELECTRICAL/POWER CABLES - BOTH UNDERGROUND & OVERHEAD
· WORKING AT HEIGHTS
· WORKING WITH ASBESTOS CONTAINING MATERIALS
· TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT

DRAINAGE AND SERVICES NOTES:
1. ALL WORKS ASSOCIATED WITH PUBLIC STORMWATER INFRASTRUCTURE IS TO BE CARRIED OUT IN ACCORDANCE WITH IPWEA (TAS)

LGAT STANDARD DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATION AND TO THE SATISFACTION OF COUNCIL.
2. ALL WORKS ASSOCIATED WITH PUBLIC SEWER AND WATER IS TO BE CARRIED OUT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE WSA PARTS 02 & 03

(WATER AND SEWERAGE CODES OF AUSTRALIA), TASWATER SUPPLEMENTS TO THE SAME, AND TO THE SATISFACTION OF TASWATER.
3. ALL CONNECTIONS TO EXISTING MAINS TO BE CARRIED OUT BY THE REGULATING AUTHORITY AT COST TO BUILDER UNLESS

APPROVED OTHERWISE.
4. HYDRAULIC LAYOUT TO BE COORDINATED WITH OTHER SERVICES. HYDRAULIC LAYOUT AS SHOWN IS NOTIONAL, LAYOUT TO BE

CONFIRMED ON SITE.
5. ALL EXISTING SERVICES TO BE LOCATED ON SITE PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF WORKS.
6. GENERAL MATERIALS, INSTALLATION & TESTING SHALL COMPLY WITH AS3500 AND THE NCC VOLUME 3 (PCA)
7. INSTALL ALL SUB-SOIL DRAINS TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF AS3500, PART 3.1.3 OF THE NCC 2019 - VOLUME 2 AND PART FP2 OF THE

NCC 2019 - VOLUME 3.
8. PAVEMENT AND HARDSTAND AREAS SHALL FALL AT A MINIMUM OF 1% (1:100) TOWARD AN APPROVED DISCHARGE POINT.
9. ALL PIPE WORK UNDER TRAFFICABLE AREAS, INCLUDING DRIVEWAYS, IS TO BE BACKFILLED WITH COMPACTED FCR.
10. DRAINAGE PIPES TO BE MIN. uPVC CLASS SN4, PIPES UNDER TRAFFICABLE AREAS TO BE SN8 U.N.O.
11. MINIMUM GRADES FOR PRIVATE DRAINAGE PIPES SHALL BE 1% FOR STORMWATER AND 1.67% FOR SEWER U.N.O.
12. MINIMUM COVER FOR PRIVATE DRAINAGE PIPES SHALL BE 300mm FOR STORMWATER AND 500mm FOR SEWER U.N.O.
13. TASWATER SEWER MAINS TO BE MINIMUM DWV CLASS SN8 DN150 RRJ WITH MINIMUM CLASS SN10 DN100 PROPERTY CONNECTIONS.
14. STORMWATER MAINS TO BE MINIMUM DWV CLASS SN8 DN225 RRJ OR APPROVED EQUIVALENT UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.
15. WATER PIPES TO BE MIN. DN20 POLY PN16 AND FITTINGS TO BE MIN. CLASS 16 U.N.O.
16. WATER CONNECTIONS SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH METERAGE AND BACKFLOW PREVENTION AS PER TASWATER STANDARD DRAWING

TWS-W-0002.
17. ALL PIPEWORK TO BE INSPECTED BY COUNCIL PRIOR TO BACKFILL.
18. PIT DIMENSIONS SHOWN HAVE BEEN DESIGNED BY PIT CAPACITY TABLES.  THESE PITS MAY NEED TO BE INCREASED IN MINIMUM

INTERNAL SIZE DUE TO THE DEPTH AS PER AS3500.3 AS PER TABLE BELOW WHICH IS THE CONTRACTORS RESPONSIBILITY TO
ENSURE COMPLIANCE TO AS3500:

EARTHWORKS & DRIVEWAY NOTES:
1. ALL EARTHWORKS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH AS3798 "GUIDELINES ON EARTHWORKS FOR COMMERCIAL AND

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS".
2. ALL VEGETATION AND TOPSOIL SHALL BE STRIPPED AND GRUBBED IN THE AREA OF PROPOSED WORKS.
3. NEW OR MODIFIED DRIVEWAY CROSSINGS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH IPWEA STANDARD DRAWING TSD-R09-v2 AND

MUST BE INSPECTED AND APPROVED BY COUNCIL.
4. EXCAVATED AND IMPORTED MATERIAL USED AS FILL IS TO BE APPROVED BY THE ENGINEER PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.
5. FILL MATERIAL SHALL BE WELL GRADED AND FREE OF BOULDERS OR COBBLES EXCEEDING 150mm IN DIAMETER UNLESS

APPROVED TO BE OTHERWISE.
6. FILL REQUIRED TO SUPPORT DRIVEWAYS INCLUDING FILL IN EMBANKMENTS THAT SUPPORT DRIVEWAYS SHALL BE

INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS:
· TOP SOIL AND ORGANIC MATTER SHALL BE STRIPPED TO A MINIMUM OF 100mm.
· THE SUB GRADE SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM BEARING CAPACITY OF 100 kPa.
· FILL IN EMBANKMENTS SHALL BE KEYED 150mm INTO NATURAL GROUND.
· THE FILL SHALL BE COMPACTED IN HORIZONTAL LAYERS OF NOT MORE THAN 200mm.
· EACH LAYER SHALL BE COMPACTED TO A MINIMUM DENSITY RATIO OF 95% STD, IT IS THE BUILDERS

RESPONSIBILITY TO ENSURE THAT THIS IS ACHIEVED.
7. WHERE THE ABOVE REQUIREMENTS CANNOT BE ACHIEVED THE ENGINEER SHALL BE CONSULTED AND THE FORMATION

SHALL BE PROOF ROLLED (UNDER SUPERVISION OF THE ENGINEER) TO CONFIRM AN APPROVED BASE.
8. CONCRETE PAVEMENTS SHALL BE CURED FOR A MINIMUM OF 3 DAYS USING A CURRENT BEST PRACTICE METHOD.
9. SAWN CONTROL JOINTS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED AS SOON AS POSSIBLE WITHOUT RAVELLING THE JOINT, GENERALLY THIS

SHALL BE WITHIN 24 HOURS.
10. BATTERS SHALL BE SET TO A SAFE ANGLE OF REPOSE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE BCA VOL 2 AS INDICATED BELOW:

NOTE: WHERE SITE CONDITIONS ARE UNSUITABLE FOR A BATTERED BANK CONSULT THE ENGINEER FOR A SUITABLE
RETAINING WALL DESIGN. EMBANKMENTS THAT ARE TO BE LEFT EXPOSED MUST BE STABILISED BY VEGETATION OR SIMILAR
WORKS TO PREVENT SOIL EROSION.

NOT SUITABLE NOT SUITABLESOFT SOILS (P)

CLAY
FIRM CLAY

 SOFT CLAY NOT SUITABLE

1:2 1:1

2:3

1:4 1:4SILT (P*)

1:2 1:2SAND (A*)

2:3 8:1STABLE ROCK (A*)

SOIL TYPE
(* REFER BCA 3.2.4)

EMBANKMENT SLOPES H:L

COMPACTED FILL CUT

600 900

600 600

450 450≤600

DEPTH TO INVERT OF
OUTLET

WIDTH LENGTH

≤900

≤1200

>600

>900

>1200

MINIMUM INTERNAL
DIMENSIONS mm

900 900
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THESE DRAWINGS SHALL BE APPROVED BY RELEVANT AUTHORITIES (INCL. COUNCIL & TASWATER) PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

THIS DRAWING MUST ONLY BE DISTRIBUTED IN FULL COLOUR. ALDANMARK CONSULTING ENGINEERS ACCEPTS
NO LIABILITY ARISING FROM FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS REQUIREMENT.

BEWARE OF UNDERGROUND SERVICES:
THE LOCATION OF UNDER GROUND SERVICES ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY AND THEIR EXACT LOCATION SHOULD
BE PROVEN ON SITE BY THE RELEVANT AUTHORITIES. NO GUARANTEE IS GIVEN THAT ALL SERVICES ARE
SHOWN.

AS INDICATED
SITE PLAN

RHEBAN        ROAD

EAST   SHELLY   ROAD

CT 149641/2
APPROX 10.26 Ha

18.00m

18.00m

18.00m

18.00m

18.00m

#14
#16

#18
#20

#22

#24

#26

#28

#30

#32

#34

#36

#12
#10

#8

15x10m INSCRIBED RECTANGLE

#135 RHEBAN ROAD
(OTHER OWNER)

CT 117058/150
(OTHER OWNER)

CT 161815/1
#1 PINE HILLS COURT

(OTHER OWNER)

PEDESTRIAN FOOTPATH/CYCLING PATH TO BE BETWEEN
#22 AND #24 EASH SHELLY ROAD

1.891 haROADS

1.8477 haPUBLIC OPEN SPACE

10.259 haTITLE AREA

SITE CALCULATION FOR SUBDIVISION

6.5203 haRESIDENTIAL LOTS

89 LOTSNUMBER OF RESIDENTIAL LOTS

BRIDGE FACILITY OVER TRIBUTARY
PEDESTRIAN / CYCLE WAY LINKAGE

WATERWAY & COASTAL
PROTECTION OVERLAY

LEGEND

1. EXISTING DAM TO BE FILLED AND COMPACTED FOR FUTURE RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT IN ACCORDANCE WITH AS3798.

2. WATER FROM DAM TO BE DISCHARGED INTO CREEK DURING CONTROLLED
DRAINING PHASE.

3. EXISTING EARTH WITHIN DAM TO BE  REMOVED AND ALLOWED TO DRY SOLID
POST-DRAINAGE. SOLID BASE TO BE FORMED PRIOR TO BACKFILL.

4. EXISTING EARTH BANK TO BE USED AS INITIAL REPLACEMENT SOIL DURING THE
EARTHWORKS PHASE WHEN BACKFILLING DAM.

5. A34 BIDIM GEOTEXTILE TO LINE OUT BASE OF DAM PRIOR TO ANY BACKFILLING.
G

BRIDGE 1

C2 - EXISTING 2xDN2100 CULVERT CROSSING

C4 - UPGRADE EXISTING
1xDN1050 CULVERT

CROSSING TO 2xDN1200

C1 - UPGRADE EXISTING 3xDN900 CULVERT CROSSING
TO 2xDN2100

C3 - UPGRADE EXISTING
1xDN750 CULVERT CROSSING

TO 2xDN1050

G

G
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THESE DRAWINGS SHALL BE APPROVED BY RELEVANT AUTHORITIES (INCL. COUNCIL & TASWATER) PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

THIS DRAWING MUST ONLY BE DISTRIBUTED IN FULL COLOUR. ALDANMARK CONSULTING ENGINEERS ACCEPTS
NO LIABILITY ARISING FROM FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS REQUIREMENT.

BEWARE OF UNDERGROUND SERVICES:
THE LOCATION OF UNDER GROUND SERVICES ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY AND THEIR EXACT LOCATION SHOULD
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SHOWN.

SCALE 1:1000 (A1)
LOT LAYOUT
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THIS DRAWING MUST ONLY BE DISTRIBUTED IN FULL COLOUR. ALDANMARK CONSULTING ENGINEERS ACCEPTS
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THESE DRAWINGS SHALL BE APPROVED BY RELEVANT AUTHORITIES (INCL. COUNCIL & TASWATER) PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

THIS DRAWING MUST ONLY BE DISTRIBUTED IN FULL COLOUR. ALDANMARK CONSULTING ENGINEERS ACCEPTS
NO LIABILITY ARISING FROM FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS REQUIREMENT.

BEWARE OF UNDERGROUND SERVICES:
THE LOCATION OF UNDER GROUND SERVICES ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY AND THEIR EXACT LOCATION SHOULD
BE PROVEN ON SITE BY THE RELEVANT AUTHORITIES. NO GUARANTEE IS GIVEN THAT ALL SERVICES ARE
SHOWN.

SCALE 1:750 (A1)
SEWER AND WATER PLAN

CONNECT TO EXISTING TASWATER SEWER MANOLE
RL 5.64
DEPTH 2.73m
AS PER TASWATER ASSEST INFORMATION PORTAL
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100mm WATER MAIN
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100mm WATER MAIN
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MIN. 40kL OF ADDITIONAL EMERGENCY STORAGE TO
EXISTING SEWER PUMP STATION
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THESE DRAWINGS SHALL BE APPROVED BY RELEVANT AUTHORITIES (INCL. COUNCIL & TASWATER) PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

THIS DRAWING MUST ONLY BE DISTRIBUTED IN FULL COLOUR. ALDANMARK CONSULTING ENGINEERS ACCEPTS
NO LIABILITY ARISING FROM FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS REQUIREMENT.

BEWARE OF UNDERGROUND SERVICES:
THE LOCATION OF UNDER GROUND SERVICES ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY AND THEIR EXACT LOCATION SHOULD
BE PROVEN ON SITE BY THE RELEVANT AUTHORITIES. NO GUARANTEE IS GIVEN THAT ALL SERVICES ARE
SHOWN.

SCALE 1:750 (A1)
ROADWORKS AND STORMWATER PLAN

PROPOSED RETAINING
WALL (1.0m MAX.)

PROPOSED OVERLAND
FLOW PATH

OUTFALL TO EXISTING
WATERCOURSE

OUTFALL TO EXISTING
WATERCOURSE

OUTFALL TO EXISTING
WATERCOURSE

2
C302

3
C302

4
C302

1
C302

PROPOSED SWD PIPE TO BE
MIN. Ø900 AS PER FLOOD

MODEL REPORT

F

OCEANPROTECT 2xTALL(690) PSORB
STORMFILTERS, INSTALLED WITHIN 1200x1200 PIT

OCEANPROTECT 4xTALL(690) PSORB
STORMFILTERS, INSTALLED WITHIN 1500x1500 PIT

OCEANPROTECT OCEANSAVE OS0606 GPT
AND FILTERA BIO-RETENTION GARDEN

OCEANPROTECT OCEANSAVE OS0606 GPT
10xTALL (690) PSORB STORMFILTERS, INSTALLED WITHIN A DN2250 MANHOLE

C4 - UPGRADE EXISTING
1XDN1050 CULVERT
CROSSING TO 2XDN1200

C2 - EXISTING 2XDN2100
CULVERT CROSSING

C1 - UPGRADE EXISTING 3XDN900
CULVERT CROSSING TO 2XDN2100

C3 - UPGRADE EXISTING
1XDN750 CULVERT

CROSSING TO 2XDN1050

F

F

F

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 60



ROAD LONG SECTIONS

SHEET:

TOTAL SHEETS:

REV ISSUE DATE APPROVAL

SCALE:

PROJECT No: REV:

PROJECT:

CLIENT:

ADDRESS:

SIZE:

SHEET:DRAWN:

CHECKED:

DESIGN:

CHECKED:

VERIFIED:

Lower Ground
 199 Macquarie Street

Hobart TAS 7000
03 6234 8666

mail@aldanmark.com.au
www.aldanmark.com.au

A

B

C

0

NM

HLC

NM

HLC

18/08/2022

31/08/2022

9/01/2023

PRELIMINARY

PRELIMINARY

PRELIMINARY

RHEBAN ROAD SUBDIVISION RHEBAN ROAD
ORFORD

BEN COMELLI

SECTIONS 01

AS INDICATED 13 A1

22 E 96 - 1 C301 C
10 5m

H1:100
2 43

0.50 2.5m
V1:50

1.0 2.01.5

NOTES

THESE DRAWINGS SHALL BE APPROVED BY RELEVANT AUTHORITIES (INCL. COUNCIL & TASWATER) PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

THIS DRAWING MUST ONLY BE DISTRIBUTED IN FULL COLOUR. ALDANMARK CONSULTING ENGINEERS ACCEPTS
NO LIABILITY ARISING FROM FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS REQUIREMENT.

BEWARE OF UNDERGROUND SERVICES:
THE LOCATION OF UNDER GROUND SERVICES ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY AND THEIR EXACT LOCATION SHOULD
BE PROVEN ON SITE BY THE RELEVANT AUTHORITIES. NO GUARANTEE IS GIVEN THAT ALL SERVICES ARE
SHOWN.

34
0.0

0

35
0.0

0
35

0.0
3

36
0.0

0

37
0.0

0
37

0.0
3

37
2.7

3

38
0.0

0

39
0.0

0
39

0.0
3

40
0.0

0

41
0.0

0

42
0.0

0

43
0.0

0

44
0.0

0

45
0.0

0

46
0.0

0

47
0.0

0

48
0.0

0
48

4.1
9

49
0.0

0
49

3.3
7

50
0.0

0
50

3.3
7

50
9.7

6
51

0.0
0

51
3.3

2
51

3.3
7

52
0.0

0

53
0.0

0

54
0.0

0

54
8.5

0
55

0.0
0

56
0.0

0

57
0.0

0

57
6.0

0
58

0.0
0

59
0.0

0

60
0.0

0
60

3.5
0

61
0.0

0
61

7.3
9

62
0.0

0
62

2.3
9

62
2.6

8
62

7.3
9

63
0.0

0
63

1.0
0

63
1.0

3

CHAINAGE

10
.00

10
.08

10
.08

10
.36

10
.69

10
.69

10
.78

10
.78

10
.78

11
.01

11
.35

11
.35

11
.68

12
.01

12
.36

12
.69

13
.05

13
.40

13
.75

14
.01

14
.44

14
.60

14
.60

14
.60

14
.79

14
.89

15
.06

15
.12

15
.16

15
.16

15
.11

15
.11

15
.11

15
.11

15
.00

14
.95

14
.83

14
.77

14
.77

14
.70

14
.59

14
.52

14
.42

14
.17

14
.00

13
.90

13
.67

13
.51

13
.45

13
.39

13
.38

13
.26

13
.19

13
.17

13
.17

13
.17

13
.17

SURFACE
EXISTING

10
.10

0

10
.20

0
10

.20
0

10
.33

1

10
.52

4
10

.52
5

10
.58

8

10
.78

0

11
.09

9
11

.10
0

11
.44

9

11
.79

9

12
.14

9

12
.50

0

12
.85

0

13
.20

0

13
.55

0

13
.90

0

14
.25

0
14

.39
7

14
.60

0
14

.71
8

14
.90

3
14

.96
2

15
.00

5
15

.00
5

14
.99

2
14

.99
1

14
.94

0

14
.86

3

14
.78

6

14
.72

1
14

.70
9

14
.60

1

14
.44

6

14
.33

0
14

.24
4

13
.99

4

13
.69

6
13

.58
1

13
.36

2
13

.11
2

13
.04

6
13

.02
3

13
.02

3
13

.09
4

13
.17

2
13

.20
2

CENTRE LINE
DESIGN

+0
.10

+0
.12

+0
.12

-0
.03

-0
.17

-0
.16

-0
.19

-0
.23

-0
.25

-0
.25

-0
.23

-0
.21

-0
.21

-0
.19

-0
.20

-0
.20

-0
.20

-0
.11

-0
.19

-0
.20

-0
.19

-0
.17

-0
.16

-0
.16

-0
.15

-0
.15

-0
.12

-0
.12

-0
.06

-0
.09

-0
.04

-0
.05

-0
.06

-0
.10

-0
.14

-0
.19

-0
.18

-0
.18

-0
.30

-0
.32

-0
.31

-0
.40

-0
.40

-0
.37

-0
.36

-0
.17

-0
.02

+0
.03

FILL (+)
CUT (-)

Cr
es

t C
h 5

09
.76

4 R
L 1

5.0
05

Sa
g C

h 6
22

.68
2 R

L 1
3.0

23

R.L. 8.00

1.00%

I.P
. 1

0.4
00

3.50%

40.00

I.P
. 1

5.0
68

-0.77%

20.00

I.P
. 1

4.5
09

-3.38%

55.00

I.P
. 1

2.9
44

3.00%

10.00

0.0
0

10
.00

12
.00

20
.00

24
.00

30
.00

36
.00

40
.00

45
.12

50
.00

52
.27

60
.00

65
.00

70
.00

77
.73

80
.00

90
.00

10
0.0

0

11
0.0

0

12
0.0

0

13
0.0

0

14
0.0

0

15
0.0

0

16
0.0

0
16

3.7
8

17
0.0

0

18
0.0

0

19
0.0

0

20
0.0

0

20
6.6

7
20

7.7
8

21
0.0

0
21

0.9
1

22
0.0

0
22

1.3
9

22
8.4

6
23

0.0
0

23
3.8

5
23

5.0
1

23
8.0

9
24

0.0
0

25
0.0

0
25

0.4
5

26
0.0

0

26
6.7

3

CHAINAGE

18
.00

18
.00

18
.00

18
.00

18
.00

18
.00

17
.75

17
.44

17
.19

16
.87

16
.87

16
.87

16
.62

16
.55

16
.22

16
.00

15
.97

15
.69

15
.61

15
.23

14
.94

14
.64

14
.39

14
.13

13
.75

13
.37

13
.08

12
.99

12
.99

12
.99

12
.79

12
.48

12
.17

11
.96

11
.74

11
.74

11
.74

11
.70

11
.63

11
.60

11
.36

11
.34

11
.32

11
.31

11
.28

11
.27

11
.25

11
.25

11
.25

11
.24

11
.20

11
.20

11
.14

11
.06

11
.06

11
.06

SURFACE
EXISTING

18
.01

9

17
.92

7
17

.90
9

17
.78

7
17

.68
8

17
.49

4

17
.24

4
17

.05
9

16
.82

1

16
.59

5
16

.49
0

16
.14

9

15
.94

7

15
.76

0

15
.49

8
15

.42
7

15
.11

2

14
.79

6

14
.48

1

14
.16

5

13
.85

0

13
.53

5

13
.21

9

12
.90

4
12

.78
5

12
.58

8

12
.27

3

11
.95

8

11
.64

2

11
.43

2
11

.39
7

11
.33

1
11

.30
6

11
.12

5
11

.10
9

11
.07

1
11

.07
3

11
.09

3
11

.10
4

11
.13

5
11

.15
4

11
.25

4
11

.25
8

11
.35

4

11
.42

1

CENTRE LINE
DESIGN

+0
.02

-0
.07

-0
.09

-0
.21

-0
.31

-0
.26

-0
.20

-0
.13

-0
.05

-0
.02

-0
.06

-0
.07

-0
.05

-0
.21

-0
.19

-0
.18

-0
.12

-0
.14

-0
.16

-0
.22

-0
.28

-0
.22

-0
.15

-0
.18

-0
.21

-0
.20

-0
.21

-0
.21

-0
.32

-0
.31

-0
.30

-0
.30

-0
.29

-0
.23

-0
.23

-0
.25

-0
.24

-0
.19

-0
.17

-0
.12

-0
.09

+0
.05

+0
.06

+0
.21

+0
.36

FILL (+)
CUT (-)

Sa
g C

h 2
28

.45
5 R

L 1
1.0

71

R.L. 9.00

I.P
. 1

8.0
19

-0.91%

I.P
. 1

7.8
00

-4.63%

24.00

I.P
. 1

5.9
00

-3.15%

25.46

I.P
. 1

0.9
68

1.00%

27.24

ROAD 1
SCALE H 1:500 (A1); V 1:50 (A1)

ROAD 3
SCALE H 1:500 (A1); V 1:50 (A1)

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 61



LE
VE

L

CHAINAGE

SITE SECTION 1

5.00

10.00

15.00

20.00

0.0
0

10
.00

20
.00

30
.00

40
.00

50
.00

60
.00

70
.00

80
.00

90
.00

10
0.0

0

11
0.0

0

12
0.0

0

13
0.0

0

14
0.0

0

15
0.0

0

16
0.0

0

17
0.0

0

18
0.0

0

19
0.0

0

20
0.0

0

21
0.0

0

22
0.0

0

23
0.0

0

23
9.0

3

LE
VE

L

CHAINAGE

SITE SECTION 2

0.00

5.00

10.00

15.00

20.00

0.0
0

10
.00

20
.00

30
.00

40
.00

50
.00

60
.00

70
.00

80
.00

90
.00

10
0.0

0

11
0.0

0

12
0.0

0

13
0.0

0

14
0.0

0

15
0.0

0

16
0.0

0

17
0.0

0

18
0.0

0

19
0.0

0

20
0.0

0

21
0.0

0

22
0.0

0

23
0.0

0

24
0.0

0

25
0.0

0

25
8.4

2

LE
VE

L

CHAINAGE

SITE SECTION 3

5.00

10.00

15.00

20.00

25.00

0.0
0

10
.00

20
.00

30
.00

40
.00

50
.00

60
.00

70
.00

80
.00

90
.00

10
0.0

0

11
0.0

0

12
0.0

0

13
0.0

0

13
9.4

5

LE
VE

L

CHAINAGE

SITE SECTION 4

5.00

10.00

15.00

20.00

0.0
0

10
.00

20
.00

30
.00

40
.00

50
.00

60
.00

70
.00

80
.00

90
.00

10
0.0

0

11
0.0

0

12
0.0

0

13
0.0

0

13
9.4

5

SHEET:

TOTAL SHEETS:

REV ISSUE DATE APPROVAL

SCALE:

PROJECT No: REV:

PROJECT:

CLIENT:

ADDRESS:

SIZE:

SHEET:DRAWN:

CHECKED:

DESIGN:

CHECKED:

VERIFIED:

Lower Ground
 199 Macquarie Street

Hobart TAS 7000
03 6234 8666

mail@aldanmark.com.au
www.aldanmark.com.au

C

D

0

NM

HLC

NM

HLC

21/09/2022

9/01/2023

PRELIMINARY

AMENDED FOR FLOOD REPORT

RHEBAN ROAD SUBDIVISION RHEBAN ROAD
ORFORD

BEN COMELLI

SECTIONS 02

AS INDICATED 13 A1

22 E 96 - 1 C302 D
10 5m

H1:100
2 43

0.50 2.5m
V1:50

1.0 2.01.5

NOTES

THESE DRAWINGS SHALL BE APPROVED BY RELEVANT AUTHORITIES (INCL. COUNCIL & TASWATER) PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

THIS DRAWING MUST ONLY BE DISTRIBUTED IN FULL COLOUR. ALDANMARK CONSULTING ENGINEERS ACCEPTS
NO LIABILITY ARISING FROM FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS REQUIREMENT.

BEWARE OF UNDERGROUND SERVICES:
THE LOCATION OF UNDER GROUND SERVICES ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY AND THEIR EXACT LOCATION SHOULD
BE PROVEN ON SITE BY THE RELEVANT AUTHORITIES. NO GUARANTEE IS GIVEN THAT ALL SERVICES ARE
SHOWN.

SITE SECTIONS

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 62



SHEET:

TOTAL SHEETS:

REV ISSUE DATE APPROVAL

SCALE:

PROJECT No: REV:

PROJECT:

CLIENT:

ADDRESS:

SIZE:

SHEET:DRAWN:

CHECKED:

DESIGN:

CHECKED:

VERIFIED:

Lower Ground
 199 Macquarie Street

Hobart TAS 7000
03 6234 8666

mail@aldanmark.com.au
www.aldanmark.com.au

C 0

NM

HLC

NM

HLC

9/01/2023PRELIMINARY

RHEBAN ROAD SUBDIVISION RHEBAN ROAD
ORFORD

BEN COMELLI

SEWER LONG SECTIONS - SHEET 1

AS INDICATED 13 A1

22 E 96 - 1 C401 C
100 30m20

H1:500
V1:50

0.50 2.51.0 2.01.5 3m

NOTES

THESE DRAWINGS SHALL BE APPROVED BY RELEVANT AUTHORITIES (INCL. COUNCIL & TASWATER) PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

THIS DRAWING MUST ONLY BE DISTRIBUTED IN FULL COLOUR. ALDANMARK CONSULTING ENGINEERS ACCEPTS
NO LIABILITY ARISING FROM FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS REQUIREMENT.

BEWARE OF UNDERGROUND SERVICES:
THE LOCATION OF UNDER GROUND SERVICES ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY AND THEIR EXACT LOCATION SHOULD
BE PROVEN ON SITE BY THE RELEVANT AUTHORITIES. NO GUARANTEE IS GIVEN THAT ALL SERVICES ARE
SHOWN.

SEWER LINE 1
SCALE H 1:500 (A1); V 1:50 (A1)

0.0
0

7.3
5

7.35m

7.0
2

7.2
2

7.0
2

7.2
2

5.5
23

5.5
82

1.5
0

1.6
4

DN150 PVC SN8 DWV SWJ

0.80%

S1/1 S1/2

CHAINAGE

EXISTING SURFACE

FINISHED SURFACE

INVERT LEVEL

DEPTH TO INVERT

PIPE DIAMETER / MATERIAL

GRADE %

DATUM RL 4.40

51
.54

44.19m

8.4
3

8.4
3

5.6
32

5.9
85

1.5
9

2.4
5

DN150 PVC SN8 DWV SWJ

0.80%

S1/3

12
9.1

5

77.61m

8.8
8

8.8
8

6.0
35

6.6
56

2.4
0

2.2
3

DN150 PVC SN8 DWV SWJ

0.80%

S1/4

18
8.6

7

59.52m

8.6
0

9.7
7

6.7
06

7.1
82

2.1
8

2.5
9

DN150 PVC SN8 DWV SWJ

0.80%

S1/5

22
0.6

4

31.98m

9.5
0

9.4
6

7.2
32

7.4
88

2.5
4

1.9
8

DN150 PVC SN8 DWV SWJ

0.80%

S1/6

26
8.0

7

47.42m

9.3
9

9.1
4

7.5
38

7.9
17

1.9
3

1.2
2

DN150 PVC SN8 DWV SWJ

0.80%

S1/7

LO
T 

13
  IL

.8.
12

1

LIN
E 

S7
/1 

DN
15

0 I
L 7

.77
5

29
2.0

1

23.94m

10
.00

9.2
2

7.9
67

8.1
58

1.1
7

1.0
6

DN150 PVC SN8 DWV SWJ

0.80%

S1/8

LO
T 

12
  IL

.8.
08

0

LO
T 

11
  IL

.8.
15

3

33
1.3

0

39.30m

10
.82

9.8
5

8.2
08

8.6
51

1.0
1

1.1
9

DN150 PVC SN8 DWV SWJ

1.13%

S1/9

DEPTH TO INVERT 1.50m
BASED ON LIDAR DATA

TASWATER PORTAL DEPTH 2.73m

AS INDICATED
SEWER LONG SECTIONS - SHEET 1

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 63



SHEET:

TOTAL SHEETS:

REV ISSUE DATE APPROVAL

SCALE:

PROJECT No: REV:

PROJECT:

CLIENT:

ADDRESS:

SIZE:

SHEET:DRAWN:

CHECKED:

DESIGN:

CHECKED:

VERIFIED:

Lower Ground
 199 Macquarie Street

Hobart TAS 7000
03 6234 8666

mail@aldanmark.com.au
www.aldanmark.com.au

C 0

NM

HLC

NM

HLC

9/01/2023PRELIMINARY

RHEBAN ROAD SUBDIVISION RHEBAN ROAD
ORFORD

BEN COMELLI

SEWER LONG SECTIONS - SHEET 2

AS INDICATED 13 A1

22 E 96 - 1 C402 C
100 30m20

H1:500
V1:50

0.50 2.51.0 2.01.5 3m

NOTES

THESE DRAWINGS SHALL BE APPROVED BY RELEVANT AUTHORITIES (INCL. COUNCIL & TASWATER) PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

THIS DRAWING MUST ONLY BE DISTRIBUTED IN FULL COLOUR. ALDANMARK CONSULTING ENGINEERS ACCEPTS
NO LIABILITY ARISING FROM FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS REQUIREMENT.

BEWARE OF UNDERGROUND SERVICES:
THE LOCATION OF UNDER GROUND SERVICES ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY AND THEIR EXACT LOCATION SHOULD
BE PROVEN ON SITE BY THE RELEVANT AUTHORITIES. NO GUARANTEE IS GIVEN THAT ALL SERVICES ARE
SHOWN.

SEWER LINE 1
SCALE H 1:500 (A1); V 1:50 (A1)

33
1.3

0

38
4.8

1

53.51m

10
.82

12
.00

9.8
5

11
.34

8.7
01

9.7
67

1.1
4

1.5
7

DN150 PVC SN8 DWV SWJ

1.99%

S1/9 S1/10

CHAINAGE

EXISTING SURFACE

FINISHED SURFACE

INVERT LEVEL

DEPTH TO INVERT

PIPE DIAMETER / MATERIAL

GRADE %

DATUM RL 7.60

LIN
E 

S3
/1 

DN
15

0 I
L 8

.70
1

39
7.6

9

12.88m

12
.10

11
.38

9.8
17

10
.00

5

1.5
2

1.3
8

DN150 PVC SN8 DWV SWJ

1.46%

S1/11

LIN
E 

S2
/1 

DN
15

0 I
L 9

.95
4

49
4.4

8

96.79m

13
.45

13
.45

10
.26

3

12
.44

4

1.1
2

1.0
0

DN150 PVC SN8 DWV SWJ

2.25%

S1/12

0.0
0

19
.21

19.21m

8.9
4

8.9
5

8.9
4

8.9
5

6.8
70

7.0
62

2.0
7

1.8
9

DN150 PVC SN8 DWV SWJ

1.00%

S5/2 S6/1

DATUM RL 5.70

81
.38

62.17m

9.5
7

9.5
7

7.0
98

7.7
19

1.8
5

1.8
6

DN150 PVC SN8 DWV SWJ

1.00%

S6/2

SEWER LINE 6
SCALE H 1:500 (A1); V 1:50 (A1)

AS INDICATED
SEWER LONG SECTIONS - SHEET 2

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 64



81
.38

15
5.0

3

73.65m

9.5
7

8.9
3

9.5
7

9.8
4

7.8
36

8.5
72

1.7
4

1.2
7

DN150 PVC SN8 DWV SWJ

1.00%

S6/2 S6/3

CHAINAGE

EXISTING SURFACE

FINISHED SURFACE

INVERT LEVEL

DEPTH TO INVERT

PIPE DIAMETER / MATERIAL

GRADE %

DATUM RL 6.70

24
8.6

1

93.58m

11
.88

11
.88

8.6
02

10
.28

7

1.2
4

1.5
9

DN150 PVC SN8 DWV SWJ

1.80%

S6/4

LO
T 

80
  IL

.10
.40

7

LO
T 

83
  IL

.11
.29

6

SHEET:

TOTAL SHEETS:

REV ISSUE DATE APPROVAL

SCALE:

PROJECT No: REV:

PROJECT:

CLIENT:

ADDRESS:

SIZE:

SHEET:DRAWN:

CHECKED:

DESIGN:

CHECKED:

VERIFIED:

Lower Ground
 199 Macquarie Street

Hobart TAS 7000
03 6234 8666

mail@aldanmark.com.au
www.aldanmark.com.au

C 0

NM

HLC

NM

HLC

9/01/2023PRELIMINARY

RHEBAN ROAD SUBDIVISION RHEBAN ROAD
ORFORD

BEN COMELLI

SEWER LONG SECTIONS - SHEET 3

AS INDICATED 13 A1

22 E 96 - 1 C403 C
100 30m20

H1:500
V1:50

0.50 2.51.0 2.01.5 3m

NOTES

THESE DRAWINGS SHALL BE APPROVED BY RELEVANT AUTHORITIES (INCL. COUNCIL & TASWATER) PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

THIS DRAWING MUST ONLY BE DISTRIBUTED IN FULL COLOUR. ALDANMARK CONSULTING ENGINEERS ACCEPTS
NO LIABILITY ARISING FROM FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS REQUIREMENT.

BEWARE OF UNDERGROUND SERVICES:
THE LOCATION OF UNDER GROUND SERVICES ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY AND THEIR EXACT LOCATION SHOULD
BE PROVEN ON SITE BY THE RELEVANT AUTHORITIES. NO GUARANTEE IS GIVEN THAT ALL SERVICES ARE
SHOWN.
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9 Melbourne Street (PO Box 6) 

Triabunna TAS 7190 

 03 6256 4777 

 03 6256 4774 

 admin@freycinet.tas.gov.au 

 www.gsbc.tas.gov.au 

 

Application for Planning Approval 

 OFFICE USE ONLY 

 DATE RECEIVED:   PID:  

 FEE:   RECEIPT NUMBER:  

 DA:   PROPERTY FILE:  

Advice: 

Use this form for all no permit required, permitted and discretionary planning applications including 
subdivision as well as for planning scheme amendment & minor amendments to permits. 

Completing this form in full will help ensure that all necessary information is provided and avoid any delay. 
The planning scheme in clause 6.0 provides details of other information that may be required.  A checklist of 
application documents is provided on page 4 of this form.  

Often, it is beneficial to provide a separate written submission explaining in general terms what is proposed 
and why and to justify the proposal against any applicable performance criteria. 

If you have any queries with the form or what information is required, please contact the office. 
 
 Details of Applicant and Owner 

 Applicant:  

 Contact person: (if different from applicant)  

 Address:  

 Suburb:   Post Code:  

 Email:   Phone: / Mobile:  

Note: All correspondence with the applicant will be via email unless otherwise advised 

 Owner (if different from applicant)  

 Address:  

 Suburb:   Post Code:  

 Email:   Phone: / Mobile:  

 Details of Site (Note: If your application is discretionary, the following will be placed on public exhibition) 

 Address of proposal:  

 Suburb:   Post Code:  

 Size of site: (m2 or Ha)  

 Certificate of Title(s):  

 Current use of site:  
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9 Melbourne Street (PO Box 6) 

Triabunna TAS 7190 

 03 6256 4777 

 03 6256 4774 

 admin@freycinet.tas.gov.au 

 www.gsbc.tas.gov.au 

 

 General Application Details Complete for All Applications 

 Proposal details:  

 

 

 Estimated value of works: (design & construction) $ 

How will stormwater from     
buildings and hardstand 
areas be managed? 

 

(Details must be clearly shown / 
noted on plans) 

 Discharge to a main  

 Discharge to kerb & gutter   

 Discharge to roadside table drain  

 Discharge to natural watercourse  

 Retained on site  

 For all Non-Residential Applications  

 Hours of Operation  

 Number of Employees  

Describe any delivery of goods to and 
from the site, including the types of 
vehicles used and the estimated average 
weekly frequency 

 

Describe any hazardous materials to be 
used or stored on site 

 

Type & location of any large plant or 
machinery used (refrigeration, 
generators) 

 

Describe any retail and/or storage of 
goods or equipment in outdoor areas 

 

 Personal Information Protection Statement 

The personal information requested will be managed in accordance with the Personal Information 
Protection Act 2004. The personal information is being collected by Glamorgan Spring Bay Council for the 
purposes of managing, assessing, advising on, and determining the relevant application in accordance with 
the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993(LUPPA) and other related purposes, including for the 
purpose of data collection. 
 
The information may be shared with contractors and agents of the Council for this purpose, law 
enforcement agencies, courts and other organisations and it may also be made publicly available on the 
Council’s website and available for any person to inspect in accordance with LUPAA. If you do not provide 
the information sought, Council will be unable to accept and/or process your application. 
 

 
 

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 68

mailto:admin@freycinet.tas.gov.au


 

Page 3 of 4 

 

9 Melbourne Street (PO Box 6) 

Triabunna TAS 7190 

 03 6256 4777 

 03 6256 4774 

 admin@freycinet.tas.gov.au 

 www.gsbc.tas.gov.au 

 Applicant Declaration 

I/we hereby apply for planning approval to carry out the use or development described in this application 
and the accompanying documents and declare that: 

• The information in this application is true and correct. 

• I/we authorise Council employees or consultants to enter the site to assess the application. 

• I/we have obtained all copy licences and permission from the copyright owner for the publication, 
communication and reproduction of the application and reports, plans and materials provided as 
part of the application and for the purposes of managing, assessing, advising on, and determining 
the application. 

I/we authorise the Council to: 

• Make available the application and all information, reports, plans, and materials provided with or 
as part of the application in electronic form on the Council’s website and in hard copy at the 
Council’s office and other locations for public exhibition if and as required; 

• Make such copies of the application and all information, reports, plans and materials provided with 
or as part of the application which are, in the Council’s opinion, necessary to facilitate a 
consideration of the application; 

• Publish and or reproduce the application and all information, reports, plans and materials provided 
with or as part of the application in Council agendas, for representors, referral agencies and other 
persons interested in the application; and 

• provide a copy of any documents relating to this application to any person for the purpose of 
assessment or public consultation and agree to arrange for the permission of the copyright owner 
of any part of this application to be obtained. 

You indemnify the Council for any claim or action taken against the Council for breach of copyright in 
respect of the application and all information, report, plan, and material provided with or as part of the 
application. 
 
I/We declare that the Owner has been notified of the intention to make this application in accordance with 
section 52(1) of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993. 
 

 Applicant Signature: 

 
 

  Date:  

    

 Owners Consent required if application is on or affects Council or Crown owned or administered land  

I declare that I have given permission for the making of this application for use and/or development. 

 Council General Manager 
or delegate Signature: 

  Date:  

If land affected by this application is owned or administered by the Crown or Council, then the written 
permission of the relevant Minister (or their delegate) and/or the General Manager must be provided. For 
Crown land, a copy of the instrument of delegation must be provided. 
 

It is the applicant’s responsibility to obtain any owners consent prior to lodgement. Written requests for 
Council consent are via the General Manager. Request for Ministerial consent is to be directed to the 
relevant department. 
 

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 69

mailto:admin@freycinet.tas.gov.au


 

Page 4 of 4 

 

9 Melbourne Street (PO Box 6) 

Triabunna TAS 7190 

 03 6256 4777 

 03 6256 4774 

 admin@freycinet.tas.gov.au 

 www.gsbc.tas.gov.au 

 

Checklist of application documents: 
Taken from Section 6 of the Planning Scheme 

An application must include: 

(a) a signed application form; 

(b) any written permission and declaration of notification required under s.52 of the Act and, if any document is 
signed by the delegate, a copy of the delegation; 

(c) details of the location of the proposed use or development; 

(d) a copy of the current certificate of title for all land to which the permit sought is to relate, including the title 
plan; and 

(e) a full description of the proposed use or development. 

 
In addition to the information that is required by clause 6.1.2, a planning authority may, in order to 

enable it to consider an application, require such further or additional information as the planning 

authority considers necessary to satisfy it that the proposed use or development will comply with any 

relevant standards and purpose statements in the zone, codes or a specific area plan, applicable to 

the use or development including: 
 

(a) any schedule of easements if listed in the folio of the title and appear on the plan, where applicable; 

(b) a site analysis and site plan at a scale acceptable to the planning authority showing, where applicable: 

(i) the existing and proposed use(s) on the site; 

(ii) the boundaries and dimensions of the site; 

(iii) topography including contours showing AHD levels and major site features; 

(iv) natural drainage lines, watercourses and wetlands on or adjacent to the site; 

(v) soil type; 

(vi) vegetation types and distribution including any known threatened species, and trees and vegetation to 
be removed; 

(vii) the location and capacity and connection point of any existing services and proposed services; 

(viii) the location of easements on the site or connected to the site; 
(ix) existing pedestrian and vehicle access to the site; 
(x) the location of existing and proposed buildings on the site; 

(xi) the location of existing adjoining properties, adjacent buildings and their uses; 
(xii) any natural hazards that may affect use or development on the site; 
(xiii) proposed roads, driveways, parking areas and footpaths within the site; 
(xiv) any proposed open space, common space, or facilities on the site; and 

(xv) proposed subdivision lot boundaries; 

(c) where it is proposed to erect buildings, a detailed layout plan of the proposed buildings with dimensions at a 
scale of 1:100 or 1:200 as required by the planning authority showing, where applicable: 

(i) the internal layout of each building on the site; 
(ii) the private open space for each dwelling; 

(iii) external storage spaces; 

(iv) parking space location and layout; 

(v) major elevations of every building to be erected; 
(vi) the relationship of the elevations to existing ground level, showing any proposed cut or fill; 
(vii) shadow diagrams of the proposed buildings and adjacent structures demonstrating the extent of 

shading of adjacent private open spaces and external windows of buildings on adjacent sites; and 

(viii) materials and colours to be used on roofs and external walls. 
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To: Neil Shephard 

 
Neil Shephard & Associates 
neilsh@bigpond.com 
 

Inspection    
 

Instruction   
 

Memo      
 

RFI Response         
 

Shop Drawing Approval    
                                                      

Cc: Ben Comelli 
 

 
 
 

 
 

Tempo Group 
tempo@thetempogroup.com.au 
 

 
 
 

 
 

    
Project:  Rheban Road Subdivision 

Subject:  Glamorgan Spring Bay RFI Response  

 
Relevant documents: 
 
1. Engineering design documents by Aldanmark 221221 CIV 22E96-1 D  
2. Correspondence from Glamorgan Bay Council RFI SA 2022/00046 dated 10th November 2022  
 
Aldanmark Engineers provide the following responses to Council RFI: 
 
1. A hydraulic study will be required on the existing waterway to determine flood potential for the subject lands and proposed 
lots that includes:  
A) decommissioning of the existing dam through either drainage and filling or removal. 
 
Existing dam to be drained, lined with A34 bidim geotextile and filled and compacted in accordance with AS3798 Guidelines on 
Earthworks for Commercial and Residential Development. 
 
3. An explanation of the fill proposed for lots 1 to 18 and 84 to 88 
 
The fill proposed for lots 1 to 18 and 84 to 88 is to ensure all lots can be serviced and the appropriate cover over Council and 
TasWater infrastructure is achieved. 
 
4. A response to C7.6.1 P1 for the works shown within the buffers under the Waterway and Coastal Protection Area Overlay 
 
The Waterway and Coastal Planning Overlay is shown on Aldanmark Engineering Plan (sheet C101 and C105).  
 
P1.1 (e) The proposed site works do not affect the existing natural flow of the waterway 
 
P1.1 (g and i) The proposed fill batter along the rear boundaries of Lot 21 to 30 and Lots 58 to 72 are outside the waterway 
boundary and will have minimal adverse effects on the natural assets. Any encroachment into the waterway during construction 
shall be covered off by a Construction Management Plan and the bank/waterway be reinstated to the satisfaction of Council’s 
representative.  
 
 
 
Regards, 
 

 
Nathan Morey BEng (Hons) 
Civil Engineer 
  

ENGINEER’S ADVICE 
230110 INST 22E96-1 Council RFI Response     
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SEARCH DATE : 21-Sep-2022
SEARCH TIME : 02.39 PM
 
 

DESCRIPTION OF LAND
 
  Parish of ORFORD Land District of PEMBROKE
  Lot 2 on Sealed Plan 149641
  Derivation : Part of 1050 Acres Gtd. to Frederick Maning
  Prior CTs 49324/1 and 49389/1
 
 

SCHEDULE 1
 
  M751154  TRANSFER to RHEBAN RD PTY LTD   Registered 
           10-Apr-2019 at 12.02 PM
 
 

SCHEDULE 2
 
  Reservations and conditions in the Crown Grant if any
  SP149641 COVENANTS in Schedule of Easements
  SP149641 FENCING COVENANT in Schedule of Easements
  SP149641 SEWERAGE AND/OR DRAINAGE RESTRICTION
  C775809  BURDENING EASEMENT: pipeline rights (appurtenant to 
           Lot 1 on SP 149641) over the Pipeline Easement 0.50 
           Wide shown passing through the said land within 
           described (subject to provisions)  Registered 
           27-Aug-2007 at 12.02 PM
  SP 10835 FENCING PROVISION in Schedule of Easements
  SP 49324 FENCING COVENANT in Schedule of Easements
  SP 49324 COVENANTS in Schedule of Easements
  C778361  AGREEMENT pursuant to Section 71 of the Land Use 
           Planning and Approvals Act 1993  Registered 
           03-May-2007 at noon
  E181101  MORTGAGE to Ronald Alan Curry  Registered 02-Jul-2019 
           at noon
 
 

UNREGISTERED DEALINGS AND NOTATIONS 
 
  No unregistered dealings or other notations

SEARCH OF TORRENS TITLE

VOLUME

149641
FOLIO

2

EDITION

8
DATE OF ISSUE

02-Jul-2019

RESULT OF SEARCH
RECORDER OF TITLES

Issued Pursuant to the Land Titles Act 1980

Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania www.thelist.tas.gov.au
Page 1 of 1
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FOLIO PLAN
RECORDER OF TITLES

Issued Pursuant to the Land Titles Act 1980

Search Date: 21 Sep 2022 Search Time: 02:41 PM Volume Number: 149641 Revision Number: 02

Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania www.thelist.tas.gov.au
Page 1 of 1
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SCHEDULE OF EASEMENTS
RECORDER OF TITLES

Issued Pursuant to the Land Titles Act 1980

Search Date: 21 Sep 2022 Search Time: 02:41 PM Volume Number: 149641 Revision Number: 02

Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania www.thelist.tas.gov.au
Page 1 of 2
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SCHEDULE OF EASEMENTS
RECORDER OF TITLES

Issued Pursuant to the Land Titles Act 1980

Search Date: 21 Sep 2022 Search Time: 02:41 PM Volume Number: 149641 Revision Number: 02

Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania www.thelist.tas.gov.au
Page 2 of 2
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COUNCIL CERTIFICATE
RECORDER OF TITLES

Issued Pursuant to the Land Titles Act 1980

Search Date: 21 Sep 2022 Search Time: 02:41 PM Volume Number: 149641 Revision Number: 02

Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania www.thelist.tas.gov.au
Page 1 of 1
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   Uncontrolled when printed  Version No: 0.2 
 

Submission to Planning Authority Notice 

Council Planning 
Permit No. 

SA2022/046 Council notice date 9/11/2022 

TasWater details 

TasWater 
Reference No. 

TWDA 2022/01822-GSB Date of response 13/01/2022 

TasWater 
Contact 

Anthony Cengia Phone No. 0474 933 293 

Response issued to 

Council name GLAMORGAN/SPRING BAY COUNCIL 

Contact details planning@freycinet.tas.gov.au 

Development details 

Address 155 RHEBAN RD, ORFORD Property ID (PID) 2775205 

Description of 
development 

Rezoning to General Residential & Subdivision - 91 Lots 

Schedule of drawings/documents 

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

Aldanmark 22E96-1 Sheet C101 Site Plan D 11/01/2023 

Aldanmark 
22E96-1 Sheets C103 Staging 
Plan, C104 Sewer & Water Plan 

D 09/01/2023 

Aldanmark 

22E96-1 Sheets C401 Sewer 
Long Sections-Sh1, C402 Sewer 
Long Sections-Sh2, C403 Sewer 
Long Sections-Sh3 

C 23/09/2022 

Environmental Dynamics 
Orford STP Odour Assessment 
Report Addendum 

-- 10/01/2023 

Seam Environmental Consultancy 
22017 Review of Environmental 
Impacts at Orford STP 

V2 Aug/2022 

Environmental Dynamics 
ED5190 M & H Lawrence & 
others Orford STP Odour 
Assessment 

-- 15/07/2018 

 

Conditions 

SUBMISSION TO PLANNING AUTHORITY NOTICE OF DRAFT AMENDMENT TO PLANNING SCHEME AND 
PLANNING APPLICATION REFERRALS 

Pursuant to the Water and Sewerage Industry Act 2008 (TAS) Section 56P(1) TasWater makes the 
following submission(s):  

TasWater does not object to the draft amendment to planning scheme and has no formal comments for 
the Tasmanian Planning Commission in relation to this matter and does not require to be notified of nor 
attend any subsequent hearings. 

SUBMISSION TO PLANNING AUTHORITY NOTICE OF PLANNING APPLICATION REFERRAL 

Pursuant to the Water and Sewerage Industry Act 2008 (TAS) Section 56P(1) TasWater imposes the 
following conditions on the permit for this application: 

CONNECTIONS, METERING & BACKFLOW 

1. A suitably sized water supply with metered connection and sewerage connection to each lot of the 
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development must be designed and constructed to TasWater’s satisfaction and be in accordance 
with any other conditions in this permit. 

2. Any removal/supply and installation of water meters and/or the removal of redundant and/or 
installation of new and modified property service connections must be carried out by TasWater at 
the developer’s cost. 

3. Prior to commencing construction of the subdivision/use of the development, any water connection 
utilised for construction/the development must have a backflow prevention device and water meter 
installed, to the satisfaction of TasWater. 

ASSET CREATION & INFRASTRUCTURE WORKS 

4. Plans submitted with the application for Engineering Design Approval must, to the satisfaction of 
TasWater show, all existing, redundant and/or proposed property services and mains. 

5. Prior to applying for a Permit to Construct new infrastructure the developer must obtain from 
TasWater Engineering Design Approval for new TasWater infrastructure. The application for 
Engineering Design Approval must include engineering design plans prepared by a suitably qualified 
person showing the hydraulic servicing requirements for water and sewerage to TasWater’s 
satisfaction.   

6. Prior to works commencing, a Permit to Construct must be applied for and issued by TasWater. All 
infrastructure works must be inspected by TasWater and be to TasWater’s satisfaction.  

7. In addition to any other conditions in this permit, all works must be constructed under the 
supervision of a suitably qualified person in accordance with TasWater’s requirements.   

8. Plans submitted with the application for Engineering Design Approval must include details for the 
developer committing to design and construct an additional 40m3 of emergency storage to 
TasWater’s satisfaction which is needed at TasWater’s East Shelly Sewage Pumping Station ORFORD 
(Asset number ORFSP01). The emergency storage must be designed and constructed in such a way 
to allow future augmentation to add additional external emergency to TasWater’s satisfaction. Prior 
to the release of any lots, TasWater’s East Shelly Sewage Pumping Station mus have adequate 
storage.  

a. Prior to the lodgement of detailed design for this work, the developer will need to arrange a 
meeting with TasWater development staff to determine the best position for the works so 
that the location fits into any planned TasWater work for the site. 

Advice: In accordance with TasWater’s ‘Developer Charges Policy’ for developments located outside 
of Serviced Land where insufficient capacity is available within an existing system, the developer 
pays the costs of Extension, including connection, to that system and Expansion of the system to the 
level of capacity required to service the development. 
The additional amount of storage has been determined using tables 6.1 & 6.2 of TasWater 
Supplement to WSA 04-2005 2.1 WSAA Sewage Pumping Station Code of Australia Version 3.0 

9. The developer must apply to TasWater for reimbursement for costs for design and construction of 
eligible works.  To be eligible for reimbursement, costs for which reimbursement is claimed must be 
determined from a competitive public tender process, with process and reimbursements 
determined prior to construction, and to the written approval of TasWater. Applicable 
reimbursements for eligible works are the marginal additional cost difference between constructing 
13.65 m3 and 40.0 m3 emergency storage which is needed at TasWater’s East Shelly Sewage 
Pumping Station ORFORD. 

a. The developer will need to discuss with TasWater the timing/scheduling of the works as soon 
as practically possible to ensure that the release of TasWater funds can be arranged to the 
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developer’s satisfaction.  

Advice: Ideally 12 months notice is desirable, but as much notice as practical is reccommended.  

10. Prior to the issue of a Consent to Register a Legal Document all additions, extensions, alterations or 
upgrades to TasWater’s water and sewerage infrastructure required to service the development, 
are to be completed generally as shown on, and in accordance with, the plans and studies listed in 
the schedule of documents, and are to be constructed at the expense of the developer to the 
satisfaction of TasWater, with live connections performed by TasWater. 

11. After testing to TasWater’s requirements, of newly created works, the developer must apply to 
TasWater for connection of these works to existing TasWater infrastructure, at the developer’s cost. 

12. At practical completion of the water and sewerage works and prior to TasWater issuing a Consent 
to Register Legal Document, the developer must obtain a Certificate of Practical Completion from 
TasWater for the works that will be transferred to TasWater.  To obtain a Certificate of Practical 
Completion: 

a. Written confirmation from the supervising suitably qualified person certifying that the 
works have been constructed in accordance with the TasWater approved plans and 
specifications and that the appropriate level of workmanship has been achieved. 

b. A request for a joint on-site inspection with TasWater’s authorised representative must be 
made. 

c. Security for the twelve (12) month defects liability period to the value of 10% of the works 
must be lodged with TasWater.  This security must be in the form of a bank guarantee. 

d. Work As Constructed drawings and documentation must be prepared by a suitably qualified 
person to TasWater’s satisfaction and forwarded to TasWater. 

Upon TasWater issuing a Certificate of Practical Completion, the newly constructed infrastructure is 
deemed to have transferred to TasWater. 

13. After the Certificate of Practical Completion has been issued, a 12-month defects liability period 
applies to this infrastructure.  During this period all defects must be rectified at the developer’s cost 
and to the satisfaction of TasWater.  A further 12-month defects liability period may be applied to 
defects after rectification.  TasWater may, at its discretion, undertake rectification of any defects at 
the developer’s cost.  Upon completion, of the defects liability period the developer must request 
TasWater to issue a “Certificate of Final Acceptance”. TasWater will release any security held for the 
defect’s liability period.  

14. The developer must take all precautions to protect existing TasWater infrastructure. Any damage 
caused to existing TasWater infrastructure during the construction period must be promptly 
reported to TasWater and repaired by TasWater at the developer’s cost.  

15. Ground levels over the TasWater assets and/or easements must not be altered without the written 
approval of TasWater. 

16. A construction management plan must be submitted with the application for TasWater Engineering 
Design Approval.  The construction management plan must detail how the new TasWater 
infrastructure will be constructed while maintaining current levels of services provided by TasWater 
to the community.  The construction plan must also include a risk assessment and contingency plans 
covering major risks to TasWater during any works.  The construction plan must be to the 
satisfaction of TasWater prior to TasWater’s Engineering Design Approval being issued. 

FINAL PLANS, EASEMENTS & ENDORSEMENTS 

17. Prior to the Sealing of the Final Plan of Survey, a Consent to Register a Legal Document must be 
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obtained from TasWater as evidence of compliance with these conditions when application for 
sealing is made. 
Advice: Council will refer the Final Plan of Survey to TasWater requesting Consent to Register a Legal 
Document be issued directly to them on behalf of the applicant. 

18. Pipeline easements, to TasWater’s satisfaction, must be created over any existing or proposed 
TasWater infrastructure and be in accordance with TasWater’s standard pipeline easement 
conditions.   

Advice: easements must also be created over proposed TasWater infrastructure in the Public Open 
Space lot. 

19. In the event that the property sewer connection for affected lots cannot control the lot for a gravity 
connection, the Plan of Subdivision Council Endorsement Page for those affected lots is to note, 
pursuant to Section 83 of the Local Government (Building and Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1993, 
that TasWater cannot guarantee sanitary drains will be able to discharge via gravity into TasWater’s 
sewerage system. 

Advice: See WSA 02—2014-3.1 MRWA Version 2 section 5.6.5.3 Calculating the level of the 
connection point 

20. The Plan of Survey must include private service easements over any proposed private services 
(including water service pipes) located on Lots 31, 32 and 33 servicing Lots 39, 38 and 37 
consequently.  The service easement(s) must benefit Lots 39, 38 and 37 and burden Lots 31, 32 and 
33 consequently. These private easements must be separate to any Pipeline & Services and 
Drainage Easements for TasWater sewer (and Council stormwater) assets. 

DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT FEES 

21. The applicant or landowner as the case may be, must pay a development assessment fee of 
$1,220.97 and a Consent to Register a Legal Document fee of $239.90 to TasWater, as approved by 
the Economic Regulator and the fees will be indexed, until the date paid to TasWater. 

The payment is required within 30 days of the issue of an invoice by TasWater.  

22. In the event Council approves a staging plan, a Consent to Register a Legal Document fee for each 
stage, must be paid commensurate with the number of Equivalent Tenements in each stage, as 
approved by Council. 

Advice 

General 

For information on TasWater development standards, please visit https://www.taswater.com.au/building-
and-development/technical-standards  

For application forms please visit https://www.taswater.com.au/building-and-development/development-
application-form  

Service Locations 
Please note that the developer is responsible for arranging to locate the existing TasWater infrastructure 
and clearly showing it on the drawings.  Existing TasWater infrastructure may be located by a surveyor 
and/or a private contractor engaged at the developers cost to locate the infrastructure.   
(a) A permit is required to work within TasWater’s easements or in the vicinity of its infrastructure. 

Further information can be obtained from TasWater. 

(b) TasWater has listed a number of service providers who can provide asset detection and location 

services should you require it. Visit www.taswater.com.au/Development/Service-location for a list of 

companies. 
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(c) Sewer drainage plans or Inspection Openings (IO) for residential properties are available from your 

local council. 

 

Water Supply Boundary Conditions: 
The total boundary heads (HGL), not pressures, at the requested connection point (hydrant A319597) are: 

 HGL (m) 

Peak Day 67.5 

Peak Day + 10 L/s Fire Flow 61.5 

 
It should be noted that these are the boundary heads in the water main itself at the proposed connection 
point and do not include losses through the actual connection or associated pipework.  
Declaration 

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

TasWater Contact Details 

Phone  13 6992 Email  development@taswater.com.au 

Mail  GPO Box 1393 Hobart TAS 7001 Web  www.taswater.com.au 
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Contact Details for Report: 

 

Client    Rheban Road P/L per Ben Comelli  

  28 Diane St Mornington  

  Vic 3931 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Refer to this report as: 
 

SEAM; 2022. Review of Environmental Impacts at the Orford Sewage Treatment Plant for 

Subdivision at Rheban Rd  Unpublished report by SEAM Consulting (version 1 – 

August 2022) Job # 22017 
 

Sustainable Environmental Assessment and Management [SEAM] 1 
160 New Town Rd, NEW TOWN 7008 

49C Stewart St, DEVONPORT 7310 

Mobile 0419 330 686 
Phone (03) 6228 1600 

 

Email james.wood@seam.com.au 

Certified Environmental Practitioner (Impact Assessment Specialisation) 
 

 

          

                                                         
1 SEAM is an environmental consultancy service specialising in a range of environmental management 

services including environmental assessments and environmental management plans for new and 

existing developments.  A principal of the service is to strive for sustainable management of our 

resources. 
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Summary 
 

This Environmental Report (EIR) has been prepared to provide supporting 

information for a permit under the Land Use Planning and Approval Act 1993.   The 

Report has been prepared to conduct the Attenuation Report including a review an 

assessment of odour impacts which was already completed in 2018.   Due to the 

Interim Planning Scheme being superseded by the Tasmanian Planning Scheme - 

Glamorgan Spring Bay, the existing odour report what considered to need reviewing.    

 

The following parameters form the basis of the development: 

 Orford Sewage Treatment Plant Odour Assessment for M & H Lawrence and 

Others prepared by Environmental Dynamics 

 The Attenuation Code C9 of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Glamorgan 

Spring Bay Council 

 

This review has considered the Odour Assessment report and other impacts in relation 

to the location of the proposed residential subdivision development. 

 

Those matters listed in the Attenuation Code C9 have been considered. 

 

The study has not identified any significant environmental impacts based on an 

assessment of odour, noise and visual impact of the sewage lagoons to the proposed 

house site.   

 

The Attenuation Distance (AD) has been established to maintain the safe operations 

of the sewage lagoons and also residential amenity.  The odour modelling was 

completed using the CRIRO model The Air Pollution Model (TAPM).  The model 

predicted fully 3-D winds from synoptic meteorological data gathered by the Bureau 

of Meteorology from nearby weather stations. Although the proposed subdivision is 

within the 350 AD, the odour modelling predicted there will not be detectable odour 

from the STP by residents of the subdivision.   

 

Notwithstanding, to further mitigate any possible odour impacts, it is recommended 

that the subdivision have the screen of vegetation planted between the lagoons and  

the subdivision along Rheban Road maintained.  The final subdivision layout needs to 

take this recommendation into account.  

 

The performance criteria of Attenuation code C9 have been addressed.  
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Background 
The Odour Assessment was completed at the request of TasWater as the proposed 

subdivision is within the attenuation zone of the former Glamorgan Spring Bay 

Interim Planning Scheme.  This scheme has now been superseded by Code C9 of the 

TPS - Glamorgan Spring Bay Planning Scheme 2022. However, the attenuation code 

between the two schemes has little difference.  It is anticipated that it may be used in 

conjunction with the requirements of any environmental condition(s) imposed within 

a permit issued by the Council.     

 

The development is for a 91-unit residential subdivision at lot 2 Rheban Rd Orford.   

The substance of the TasWater request requires the applicant to demonstrate 

compliance with the Attenuation Code C9 of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme – 

Glamorgan Spring Bay Council “the code”.   

 

Figure 1 details the Site Location within Orford. The title boundaries and 

development site are highlighted.  The sewage lagoons are located to the south of the 

property. 
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Site Description 
The site is vacant land and appears to have been a horse training track (see Fig 1). The 

surrounding land areas are relatively flat and there are drainage lines running through 

the development site.  Residential houses sit to the west and north of the proposed 

subdivision.  The east of open vacant land. To the south is Rheban Road and the 

Orford Sewage Treatment lagoons which occupy a flat swampy area. 
 

 
  

Fig 1 – Site Location 

Proposed 

subdivision land 

Sewage lagoons 
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Planning  
Planning matters have been addressed by Neil Shephard & Associates.  

Notwithstanding the zoning of the area is shown in Fig 2 below.  The land proposed to 

be subdivided is zoned Future Urban.  This report only considers the matters in Code 

C9.   

  

Fig  2 – Zoning  or Area (source Tasmanian Planning Scheme Glamorgan Spring 

Bay) 

 

Legend 
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Attenuation Code 
General 

Parts C 9.2 of the code states that the code applies to:  

(a) activities listed in Tables C9.1 and C9.2,   

(b) sensitive uses and  

(c) subdivision if it creates a lot where a sensitive use could be established, within an 

attenuation area.   

 Provisions C9.2.2, C9.2.3 and C9.2.4 state where the code does not 

apply.  These provisions are not applicable in this case. 

 

The table below shows the SRADs for various Sewage Treatment Plants. (see also 

Appendix A) 

 

 
 

 

Table C9.2 provides attenuation distances for sewage treatment plants and in the author’s 

professional opinion, the attenuation distances are a guide only.   Issues such as predominant wind 

directions, odour modelling, history of odour complaints, slope and vegetation in and around the 

ponds are factors that may mitigate any environmental impacts. 

 
 

Attenuation for Orford Sewage Treatment Plant 

 

The proposed land for subdivision is shown in Fig 3. The blue circles illustrate the 350m 
distance from the edge of the final sewage lagoon.  The Attenuation Distance for an aerobic 

lagoon <1375 kL/day dry weather flow has been set at 350m. The Attenuation Distance for an 

aerobic lagoon <275 kL/day dry weather flow has been set at 150m.   

 

The current plant has an average dry weather flow of 179 kL/day but has a design capacity of 

473kL/day.  Therefore the current capacity is well within the SRAD of 150m.  The design 

capacity of 473 kL/day is only 30% of the 1375kL/day which is this threshold for the 350m 

SRAD, thus at the lower end of the scale.  
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Fig  3 – 350m & 150m radius around Sewage Lagoon 
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Environmental Impacts 
Scope of Assessment 

Code C9 of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Glamorgan Spring Bay 2022 provides 

criteria to be met for sensitive use within an attenuation area (clause C9.5.2) and 

Development Standards for subdivision (clause C9.6).  There are no Acceptable 

Solutions in Clause C9.5.2 and the development does not meet the Acceptable 

Solutions under clause C9.6 because lots will be in the attenuation area. 

 

Therefore the scope of the assessment is against Performance Criteria.   

 

Clause C9.5.2 includes  

Sensitive use with an attenuation area, must not interfere with or constrain an existing 

activity listed in tables C9.1 or C9.2 having regard to  

(a) the nature of the activity with potential to cause emissions including: 

(i) operational characteristics of the activity; 

(ii) scale and intensity of the activity; and  

(iii) degree of hazard or pollution that may be emitted from the activity 

(b) the nature of the sensitive use 

(c) the extent of encroachment by the sensitive use into the attenuation zone 

(d) measures in the design, layout and construction of the development for the 

sensitive use to eliminate, mitigate or manage effects of emissions of the 

activity; 

(e) any advice from the Director, Environment Protection Authority; and  

(f) any advice from the Director of Mines 

 

Clause C9.6 includes  

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, within an attenuation area must 

not result in the potential for a sensitive use to be impacted by emissions, having 

regard to: 

(a) the nature of the activity with potential to cause emissions including: 

(i) operational characteristics of the activity; 

(ii) scale and intensity of the activity; and  

(iii) degree of hazard or pollution that may be emitted from the activity 

(b) the nature of the sensitive use 

 

These criteria are addressed below in discussing the environmental impacts and nature 

of the activity. 
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Orford Sewage Treatment Plant 

 

According to TasWater’s submission to Planning Authority Notice, they do not object to the draft 

amendment to planning scheme and has not formal comments for the Tasmanian Planning 

Commission.  The Orford Sewage Treatment plant is understood to have been performing well 

and can be verified according to TasWater’s Annual Environmental  Review.  Fig 4 shows the 

STP in relation to the proposed subdivision.  
 

 

 

Fig 4   Orford Sewage Lagoon System 
 

  

The dry weather flow (design flow) of the system is 473 KL/day and as defined in 

EMPCA, has been classed as a Level 2 facility.   The system has capacity to 

accommodate more residential development without needing any future expansion.  

Average daily inflow is 179 kL/day and the treated effluent has an outfall at a 

discharge Point near Quarry Point.  The design capacity is at the low end of the range 
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and its current average daily flow is only 40% of the low end of the range.   [addresses 

in part Performance criteria (a) (i), (ii) (iii), (b) and (c)]  

 

The plant operates under an Environmental Permit conditions  (ELMS 6235) issued 

on 26 August 2002 by the Environment Division within DPIPWE (now the EPA). 

This is the regulatory tool to manage the STP by the EPA.  The permit includes two 

proposed 10ML holding lagoons to be located to the SE of the plant in a location to be 

selected subject to geological investigations.  The plans of the system including the 

discharge location is shown in Appendix B.  

 

The lagoon discharge limits are shown below: 

 BOD  30 mg/L 

 Ammonia nitrogen 25 mg/L 

 Suspended Solids 40 mg/L 

 Total Nitrogen 25 mg/L 

 Total Phosphorus 10 mg/L 

 Oils and Grease, phosphorous 10 mg/L 

 Thermotolerant coliforms 1000 cfu/100ml 
 

TasWater, have indicated that there is no immediate intention to expand the system. 

 

If the treated effluent is discharged to Discharge Point 2 for the purposes of reuse it 

must have a BOD not exceeding 50mg/L and thermotolerant coliforms of <1000 

cfu/100ml.  [Advice of the EPA is that the STP is licensed and compliance with the 

permit addresses Performance criteria (e)] 

 

As the sensitive use is not an STP, the Director of Mines has not been consulted 

[covers Performance criteria (f)]  

 

 

Odour 

 

As part of this application, and to address the indiscretion of the Attenuation setback, 

odour modelling was conducted by Environmental Dynamics in 2018 (Environmental 

Dynamics 2018) .  Dr Steve Carter conducted the odour modelling and used the 

CRIRO model The Air Pollution Model (TAPM).  The model predicts fully 3-D 

winds from synoptic meteorological data gathered by the Bureau of Meteorology from 

nearby weather stations.  The report discusses and verifies the suitability of using the 

TAPM.   
 

The predominant winds predicted by TAPM are shown in the figure below from the 

Environmental Dynamics report.  The diagram shows the annual surface (10m) 2013 
wind roses predicted at the STP  by TAPM.  The reports states: 
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“The dominant west to south west wind signature is associated with the flow weather 

system across Tasmania from west to east, together with terrain channelling of winds 

including nocturnal katabatics.  The digital terrain plot clearly shows that terrain 

blocking / channelling is expected.  The east to north-east wind signature is due to the 

afternoon sea breeze and becomes more prominent in a wind rose showing the 3pm 

winds.  The wind rose confirms that winds from the south, towards the proposed 

subdivision are rare.”        

 

 

The study found that the aeration lagoon was the only source of detectable odour, 

mainly near the inlet works located at the SW corner of the lagoon.  The aeration 

lagoon was sampled at three locations.  The measured specific odour emission rates 

(SOERs) were: 

0.42 OUV/s per m2 near the inlet works 

0.20 OUV/s per m2 near the lagoon outflow, and  

0.37 OUV/s per m2 half way between these locations 

Where OUVm2  is unit for Specific Odour Unit Emission Rate 

 

At the intake works a minor source of odour was detected. 
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Odour Ground Level Concentrations (GLCs) were predicted across a grid with 31 east 

– west points and 31 north – south points. GLCs are used to assess compliance with 

the design GLC of 2 odour units (1 hour).  The design CGL was met everywhere on 

and beyond the STP, which is where ambient air quality standards apply.   

Considering the proposed subdivision, the highest predicted GLCs are naturally 

concurring along its Rheban Road boundary, with the maximum GLCVs predicted to 

be 0.13 odour units(1 hour) and the highest 99.5 percentile GLCs predicted to be just 

under 0.1 odour units hour). 

 

The importance of this calculation is that the highest predicted odour concentration on 

the Rheban Road boundary of the proposed subdivision is less than one odour unit 

over a very short averaging period (3 minutes).  Since one odour unit is the threshold 

of odour detection by humans, the modelling exercise prepared by Environmental 

Dynamics predicted that odour from the Orford STP will never be detected by 

residents of the subdivision.    

 

The report expresses the limitation that the study did not consider upset conditions 

because there is little that can go wrong with the Orford STP, particularly as the STP 

does not receive trade waste. Obviously desludging of the primary lagoon, which 

would be expected to occur once every 20 years, will provide some odour impacts. 

[addresses in part Performance criteria (a), (b), (c) and (d).  

 

Visual impact 

The lagoons are over 220m from Rheban Road and there is a difference of 20m height 

between the proposed subdivision and the lagoons (ie the lagoons are 20m upslope).  There is 

also a berm wall around each lagoon. Given this, they are a very low visual impact   

Therefore, the visual impact is considered low.  [addresses in part Performance 

criteria (c) and (d)].  

Noise Impacts 

The lagoons are understood to not be subject to aeration therefore very little noise 

emanates from the site.  Road traffic along Rheban Road is likely to be a greater noise 

issue than the operation of the STP.    

Therefore, the impact from noise is considered low. [addresses in part Performance 

criteria (c) and (d)]. 

Effluent Reuse  

As mentioned earlier the Orford Sewage Treatment Plant is set up for possible future 

reuse of the treated effluent presumably on adjacent land (see Appendix B).  The area 

that is subject to reuse is to the south east of the ponds.  The proposed holding ponds 

are further away from the proposed subdivision that the existing STP. 

  

The Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Glamorgan Spring Bay Code C9 specifies a 

recommended attenuation setback from secondary effluent reuse areas of 200m.   
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Therefore any future storage lagoons or reuse of treatment effluent must meet this 

criteria.  

 
 

Summary  

The assessment has revealed that the highest predicted odour concentration on the 

Rheban Road boundary of the proposed subdivision is less than one odour unit over a 

very short averaging period (3 minutes).    Although one odour unit is the threshold of 

odour detection by humans, the modelling exercise prepared by Environmental 

Dynamics predicted that odour from the Orford STP will only be detected by residents 

of the subdivision in upset conditions.  Upset conditions are unlikely and are may 

occur when the primary pond is desludged (once every 20 years), or a contaminant 

enters the ponds and causes the biological activity to be compromised. 

 

The assessment also has highlighted that the visual impact of the ponds is low, given 

the lagoons are 20m elevated and have a berm wall around them.  Also odour 

detection is very unlikely, vegetation screening does assist in abating odour dispersal 

 

A “measure in the design, layout and construction of the development for the sensitive 

use to eliminate, mitigate or manage effects of emissions of the activity” is 

recommended to address this performance criteria  [Performance criteria (d)].  Thus it 

is recommended that the existing screen of vegetation planted between the lagoons 

and the subdivision be retained and enhanced. The final subdivision layout needs to 

take this recommendation into account.  
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Conclusion 
This report has considered the environmental impacts from the existing sewage 

treatment lagoon system at Orford.  It has drawn upon an odour modelling report 

prepared by Environmental Dynamics and considered local meteorological data, 

including wind direction and strengths, and the proposed subdivision in relation to the 

sewage lagoons. 

 

The odour impact assessment (Environmental Dynamics 2018) follows the 

methodology expected by the Tasmanian Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality) 

2004.  Odour emission rates for the lagoons were both consistent and conservative 

when compared to those measured or estimated from similar STPs operated by Tas 

Water.  

  

The wind predictions are supportive of the location for the subdivision.  A southerly 

wind is required for odour from the STP to impact the proposed subdivision.  

Westerly winds are most common.  Since one odour unit is the threshold of odour 

detection by humans, the modelling exercise prepared by Environmental Dynamics 

predicted that odour from the Orford STP will never be detected by residents of the 

subdivision.  

 

This report concludes that the visual impact and the impact from noise will be 

negligible.   The issue of odour has been well addressed by Environmental Dynamics 

and their assessment based on reputable modelling concludes that when the STP is 

operating well, there will not be detectable odour from the STP by residents of the 

subdivision.   

 

Notwithstanding, to further mitigate any possible odour impacts the subdivision have 

the screen of vegetation retained along the road reserve between the lagoons and the 

subdivision.  The location is on the north side of Rheban Road. The final subdivision 

layout needs to take this recommendation into account.  
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Appendix B – Orford Sewage Treatment 

Plant Plans (ref: DPIWE Environmental Permit Conditions)  
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Release notes. 

This document replaces the report issued on 8 May 2018. 

The document is unchanged except for an addendum section that addresses comments by TasWater. 
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Glossary and Terminology 

 

GLC Ground level concentration 

OU Odour unit 

OER Odour emission rate (OUV/s) 

PST Primary sedimentation tank 

SOER Specific odour emission rate (OUV/s/m2) 

WWTP / STP Wastewater / Sewage Treatment Plant 

 

Odour units (OU).  One odour unit (1 OU) is defined as the concentration of odour just detectable by 50% of a 

panel of “expert sniffers”.  For example, if 1 m3 of air has an odour concentration of 2 OU, and it is mixed with 

1 m3 of odourless air, the resulting 2 m3 volume of air will have an odour concentration of 1 OU. 

Odour Emission Rates (OERs).  An odour emission rate (OER) is measured in OUV/s, sometimes written 

OU.m3/s.  Odour is treated by dispersion models as simply another airborne contaminant, and its different units 

are just a matter of convenience. 

Basic relationship: Concentration x flow rate = emission rate. 

Odour emission rate OU x m3/s = OUV/s 

Mass emission rate g/m3 x m3/s = g/s 

Averaging period.  A measurement, or prediction, of odour concentration must be associated with an 

averaging period.  This is the length of time over which the odour sample is taken, or the prediction is made, 

and it is called an averaging period because the odour concentration can fluctuate during the period, so the 

concentration is an average value.  Typical averaging periods for odour are 1 hour, 3 minutes, and 1 second. 

Lagoon OERs are measured using a flux hood to measure odour emissions per m² per second, called a Specific 

Odour Emission Rate (SOER), and multiplying by the area of the source gives the total OER. 

Upset conditions refer to periods of significantly elevated odour emissions, for example due to the WWTP 

processing certain trade wastes, or equipment breakdown. 
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1.  Introduction 

A 91-unit residential subdivision has been proposed for Lot 2, Rheban Road, Orford.  The proposed subdivision 

lies partly within the 350m attenuation distance of the Orford Sewage Treatment Plant (STP) and accordingly 

TasWater has requested an odour assessment be carried out by a suitably qualified person to determine whether 

the attenuation distance can be relaxed. 

The proponents are M. & H. Lawrence and others. The proponents have engaged Aldanmark Pty Ltd to provide 

civil design services; and have engaged Environmental Dynamics (Dr Steve Carter) to carry out the required 

odour assessment. 

Qualifications 

Dr Carter is a consulting environmental engineer with dual qualifications as a physicist.  He has carried out 

odour impact assessments of sewage treatment plants, a landfill, abattoir, compost facility, a mort (dead fish) 

processing plant, asphalt plants, poultry farms and other facilities.  In 2017, he was engaged by the Macquarie 

Point Development Corporation to assess the odour impact of the Macquarie Point wastewater treatment plant, 

a project that involved extensive odour sampling and modelling, working in partnership with TasWater.  The 

work was peer reviewed by TasWater’s specialists and consultants, and the EPA.  Cross-check modelling was 

also carried out. 
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2.  The Orford STP and proposed subdivision 

Figure 1 shows the location of the Orford STP on the south side of Rheban Road, on the eastern outskirts of 

Orford.  The STP has an inlet works, an aeration lagoon and three secondary lagoons.  The inlet works are 

located adjacent to the SW corner of the aeration lagoon, about 360m south of Rheban Road.  TasWater has 

advised that the STP operates at an average daily inflow of 179 kL/day and has a design capacity of 473 

kL/day.  The Glamorgan Spring Bay interim planning scheme 2015 specifies an attenuation distance of 350m 

for an STP with a design capacity between 275 kL/day and 1,375 kL/day. 

Figure 1.  The Orford Sewage Treatment Plant and proposed subdivision. 

Figure 1 also shows the location of the proposed subdivision on the north side of Rheban Road, where there is a 

single existing residence.  The 350m attenuation distance is measured from the north side of the third (northern 

most) secondary lagoon and extends about halfway into the proposed subdivision. 
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3.  Odour assessment methodology 

Schedule 3 of the Tasmanian Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality) 2004 specifies odour assessment 

criteria.  For an unknown mixture of odiferous pollutants, a 2 OU design ground level concentration (GLC) is 

specified, over a one-hour averaging period.  The maximum GLC predictions are used to assess compliance, 

unless high quality site-specific meteorology data and odour emission rate data are available, in which case the 

99.5 percentile GLC predictions can be used to assess compliance.  The standard approach is to make GLC 

predictions for a year of meteorology, producing 8,760 GLC (1 hour) predictions at each point in the prediction 

grid, in which case the maximum GLC is the highest GLC prediction at each point, and the 99.5 percentile 

GLC is the 44th highest GLC prediction at each point. 

4.  Choice of model 

Wind prediction model 

Historically, the lack of good site specific meteorological data reduced the credibility of many dispersion 

modelling exercises.  This problem can now be avoided by using computer models to produce the required 

meteorology.  This study uses CSIRO’s model The Air Pollution Model (TAPM).  It predicts fully 3-D winds 

from synoptic scale meteorological data gathered by the Bureau of Meteorology from weather stations across 

the country, supported by data sets of land use, soil and vegetation, sea surface temperature, and terrain.  TAPM 

Version 4.0.5 is used by this study.  Calmet is the other model often used in Australia to predict 3-D winds to 

drive a dispersion modelling exercise. 

Dispersion model 

Four dispersion models are commonly used in Australia.  Ausplume and Aermod are workhorse Gaussian 

plume models, making “lighthouse” predictions based on a single set of meteorology data each hour.  TAPM 

(dispersion model) and Calpuff are more sophisticated models with algorithms that take advantage of the 3-D 

meteorology that TAPM (wind prediction model) and Calmet can provide.  TAPM V4.0.5 was chosen for the 

dispersion modelling work.  The model has been verified using Australian and international datasets and is 

described by papers available on the CSIRO’s web site www.cmar.csiro.au.   

TAPM vs Calmet/Calpuff vs Ausplume 

A common fallacy is that Ausplume should be used for odour modelling, presumably because it facilitates the 

use of the units used for odour emission rates and odour concentrations.  However, odour is just another 

airborne contaminant, and if TAPM or Calpuff are better models for other gaseous contaminants then they are 

also better for odour modelling. 

A recent WWTP odour assessment project compared the wind predictions of Calmet and TAPM and the odour 

dispersion predictions of Calpuff and TAPM.  TasWater and the EPA are aware of this comparison exercise 

and that there was little difference between the predictions. 
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5.  Wind predictions 

Table 1 gives the TAPM meteorology model inputs for the wind predictions.  The year 2013 was chosen 

because it was a typical year and came before the unusual weather conditions that produced record low rainfall 

across Tasmania. 

Default file Orford.def (available on request) 

Meteorology 2013 with two days in December 2012 used for model spin-up, and one 
day in January 2014 used to ensure clean end of year predictions. 

Terrain, land use. Geodata 9-sec DEM ~250 m resolution 

and soil type data Tas100mgrid.txt ~100 m resolution 

 Vege.aus 3-min grid ~5 km resolution 

 TasSVLU250m.txt ~250 m resolution 

 Soil.aus 3-min grid ~ 5km resolution 

Wind grid centre 147° 20.5’ E,  42° 52.5’ S GDA 94 datum 

 {527,905 m E,  5,253,009 m N} GDA 94 datum 

Meteorology grids 25 x 25 horizontal grid points, all five grids 
 30 km, 10 km, 3 km, 1 km, 300 m resolution 

 25 vertical grid points. At {10, 25, 50, 100,…,6000, 7000, 8000 m}. 

Table 1.  TAPM wind prediction model inputs. 

Figure 2 shows the digital terrain used for wind prediction modelling over the 4th of the 5 nested prediction 

grids, a 24 km x 24 km grid with 1 km grid spaces.  The high ground south of the STP will tend to suppress the 

southerly winds at the STP, which is important because the proposed subdivision is located due north of the 

STP and can only be impacted by odour from the STP when winds are from the south, 

Figure 3 shows the annual surface (10m) 2013 wind rose predicted at the WWTP by TAPM.  The dominant 

west to SW wind signature is associated with the flow of weather systems across Tasmania from west to east, 

together with terrain channeling of winds including nocturnal katabatics.  The digital terrain plot in Figure 2 

clearly shows that terrain blocking / channeling is expected.  The east to NE wind signature is due to the 

afternoon sea breeze and becomes more prominent in a wind rose showing the 3pm winds. 

The wind rose confirms that winds from the south, towards the proposed subdivision, are rare. 
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Figure 2. Digital terrain used by the model.  This figure shows the terrain for the 4th of the 5 

nested wind prediction grids, which is a 24 km x 24 km grid with 1 km spacing.  

The data has approximately 100 m resolution.  The view is looking SW. 

 

Figure 3.  2013 surface wind roses (m/s) predicted at the STP by TAPM. 
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Figure 4 shows the distribution of stability classes in 2013 predicted by TAPM.  Stability classes A, B and C 

refer to unstable atmospheric conditions.  Class A conditions are associated with hot sunny days, with excellent 

dispersion due to substantial mixing of the air by vertical eddies.  Classes B and C are also associated with 

good dispersion conditions.  Together, these atmospheric conditions occur about 25 percent of the time in the 

vicinity of the STP. 

Stability class D refers to neutral atmospheric conditions, which occur just over 40 percent of the time near the 

STP.  Stability classes E and F refer to stable and very stable conditions respectively, for example due to a 

temperature inversion under which vertical mixing of the air is suppressed.  These conditions are associated 

with poor emission dispersion and occur about 35 percent of the time near the STP. 

Figure 4.  Frequency distribution of 2013 stability classes predicted at the STP by TAPM. 
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6.  Odour emission rates and source representation 

Aeration lagoon 

The Assured Monitoring Group (AMG) was engaged to carry out odour sampling of the STP’s lagoons.  The 

aeration lagoon was the only source of detectable odour, mainly near the small inlet works located at the SW 

corner of the lagoon.  The inflow to the STP was intermittent. 

The aeration lagoon was sampled near the inlet works in the SW part of the lagoon; near the outflow to the first 

of the secondary lagoons in the NW part of the lagoon; and about halfway between these two points.  As can be 

seen in Figure 5, conditions were calm, and the flux hood measurements were high quality. 

 

Figure 5.  The STP’s inlet works and aeration lagoon, showing odour sampling locations. 

The measured specific odour emission rates (SOERs) were 0.42 OUV/s per m2 near the inlet works, 0.20 

OUV/s per m2 near the lagoon outflow, and 0.37 OUV/s per m2 halfway between these two locations. 

These measured SOERs accord with expectations.  The Honeywood STP near Brighton is similar to the Orford 

STP, and a 2012 study estimated SOERs of 0.32 OUV/s per m2 for its aeration lagoon, using the Sydney Water 

Corporation’s STP odour emission database, in consultation with the database specialist, Rod MacKenzie.  To 

be conservative, this study assumes an SOER of 0.42 OUV/s per m2 for the aeration lagoon. 

Secondary lagoons 

No odour was detectable around the three secondary lagoons.  The SOERs for the secondary lagoons were not 

measured because it is conservative to assume all three lagoons have an SOER of 0.20 OUV/s per m2, in other 

words the SOER of the aeration lagoon near its outflow. This SOER is conservative.  An SOER of 0.12 OUV/s 

per m2 was estimated for the secondary lagoons of the Honeywood STP, obtained from the Sydney Water 

Corporation’s WWTP odour emission database, in consultation with the database specialist, Rod MacKenzie.  

And the SOER of the secondary ponds of the Macquarie Point STP was recently (2017) measured to be 0.16 

OUV/s per m2 
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Inlet works 

The inlet works is only a minor source of odour compared to the total OER of the aeration lagoon.  This study 

conservatively assumes an OER of 100 OUV/s, higher than the 5 OUV/s used by the Honeywood STP study. 

Source representation 

The inlet works can be modelled either as a small volume source or as a low-level point source with a small 

discharge.  The distance of prediction interest is several hundred meters, so GLCs depend mainly on the OER 

of the source, not its geometry.  This study models the inlet works as a low-level point source. 

The lagoons are modelled as area sources, represented by rectangles aligned north-south and east-west.  The 

Orford STP’s lagoons are already close to this alignment and this study uses a single rectangular area to 

represent each lagoon. 

Tables 2 and 3 give the source details. 

Height (m) Diam (mm) Speed (m/s) Temp (°C) 

1 1,000 0.1 15 

    

Easting (m) Northing (m) OER (OUV/s)  

572959 5286104 100  

Table 2.  Inlet works representation. 

  Easting (m) Northing (m) Size 

Aeration lagoon 572967 5286069 96m x 60m 

South secondary lagoon 573000 5286137 95m x 29m 

Middle secondary lagoon 572014 5286179 94m x 31m 

North secondary lagoon 573029 5286221 88m x 30m 

  SOER (OUV/s/m2) Area (m2) OER (OUV/s) 

Aeration lagoon 0.42 5,722 2,403 

South secondary lagoon 0.20 2,718 544 

Middle secondary lagoon 0.20 2,900 580 

North secondary lagoon 0.20 2,623 525 

Table 3.  Lagoon representation.  The eastings and northings are of the SW corner of the lagoon. 
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7.  Odour GLC predictions 

Odour GLCs were predicted across a grid with 31 east-west points x 31 north-south points, a grid spacing of 

30m and the GDA 94 coordinates of the south-west corner of the grid were {572,690m E,  5,286,159m N}. 

As noted, the Tasmanian Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality) 2004 specifies that the maximum odour 

GLC predictions should be used to assess compliance with the design GLC of 2 OU (1 hour), unless good site-

specific meteorology and odour emission rates are available, in which case the 99.5 percentile GLC predictions 

can be used to assess compliance.  In this case, good input data are indeed available, but both sets of GLC 

predictions are presented for the sake of completeness. 

Figure 6 presents the maximum odour GLC (1 hour) predictions, and Figure 7 presents the 99.5 percentile 

odour GLC (predictions. 

The design GLC of 2 OU (1 hour) is met everywhere on and beyond the boundary of the STP, which is where 

ambient air quality standards apply.  Considering the proposed subdivision, the highest predicted GLCs are 

naturally along its Rheban Road boundary, with the highest maximum GLCs predicted to be 0.13 OU (1 hour) 

and the highest 99.5 percentile GLCs predicted to be just under 0.1 OU (1 hour). 

Some jurisdictions (e.g. South Australia and Victoria) set odour design GLCs that have a three (3) minute 

averaging period.  Odour concentrations fluctuate over an hour, and a GLC of 1 OU (1 hour) approximately 

equates to a GLC of 2 OU (3 minutes).  Applied to the Orford STP, the highest maximum GLCs for a 3-minute 

averaging period are therefore predicted to be about 0.26 OU (3 minutes).  The importance of this calculation is 

that the highest predicted odour concentration on the Rheban Road boundary of the proposed subdivision is less 

than 1 OU over a very short averaging period (3 minutes).  Since 1 OU is the threshold of odour detection by 

humans, the modelling exercise is predicting that odour from the Orford STP will never be detected by 

residents of the subdivision.  Moreover, this conclusion is supported by a factor of safety of nearly four (4) 

since 1/0.26  4. 
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Figure 6. Maximum GLC (1 h) predictions (OU). Contours at {0.07, 0.08, 0.10, 0.12, 0.15, 0.2} OU. 

The yellow circles show distances (m) from the north side of the northern secondary lagoon. 
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Figure 7. 99.5 percentile GLC (1 h) predictions (OU). Contours at {0.04, 0.05, 0.07, 0.10, 0.15, 0.2} OU. 

The yellow circles show distances (m) from the north side of the northern secondary lagoon. 
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8.  Conclusions 

The Orford STP has a current average daily flow of 179 kL/day and a design capacity of 473 kL/day.  The 

Glamorgan Spring Bay interim planning scheme 2015 specifies an attenuation distance of 350m for an STP 

with a design capacity between 275 kL/day and 1,375 kL/day.  Therefore, although the Orford STP triggers this 

clause, its design capacity is at the low end of the range and its current average daily low is only 40% of the 

low end of the range. 

The attenuation distance is required to be measured from the nearest boundary of the nearest lagoon.  In the 

direction of the proposed subdivision this point is the north side of the third secondary lagoon.  None of the 

secondary lagoons have detectable odour and the north side of the aeration lagoon is 100m further from the 

proposed subdivision. 

The odour impact assessment presented in this report follows the methodology expected by the Tasmanian 

Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality) 2004.  Odour emission rates for the lagoons were obtained by flux 

hood measurements made under calm conditions, and these odour emission rates are both consistent and 

conservative when compared to those measured or estimated for similar STPs operated by TasWater. 

The wind predictions are supportive of the location of the proposed subdivision.  A southerly wind is required 

for odour from the STP to impact the proposed subdivision and the annual wind rose shows that a southerly 

wind is rare (due mainly to terrain blocking/channeling). 

The maximum odour GLC predictions at the Rheban Road boundary of the proposed subdivision are well 

below the 2 OU (1 hour) design GLC.  They are also well below an odour concentration of 1 OU (3 minutes), 

which means the model is predicting that odour from the STP will never be detected by residents of the 

subdivision. A factor of safety of four (4) applies to this statement. 

This study has not considered upset conditions because there is little that can go wrong with the Orford STP 

and the STP does not accept trade waste. 

 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Dr Steve Carter, FIEAust, CPEng 

Environmental Engineer 
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Addendum: Response to comments by TasWater 

TasWater comments 

Please provide additional reassurance as to the accuracy of the model, the following should be provided and 

discussed within the report:  

• Local BoM station wind roses and the comparison to the TAPM generated wind roses 

• Discussion of any odour complaint information / correlation associated with the plant (TasWater can 

provide on request) 

• Analysis of the maintenance condition (desludging) using increased SOERs (to values typical of sludge 

lagoons) 

Responses 

1. Model accuracy. 

TAPM has been applied on numerous studies of WWTPs operated by TasWater, so it is a model that TasWater 

is very familiar with.  As mentioned in Section 4, TasWater is also familiar with the recent odour assessment of 

the Macquarie Point WWTP which was subject to extensive peer review and cross-checks.  TasWater contact 

people are Nigel Vivian, David Graham and Mike Brewster.  The cross-checks included running the Calmet 

and Calpuff models. The wind predictions of TAPM and Calmet were very similar, and in agreement with data 

from the Ellerslie Road weather station.  The odour GLC predictions of TAPM and Calpuff were also found to 

be very similar. 

For the Orford WWTP modelling exercise, there isn’t a weather station on the innermost wind prediction grid 

that has hourly wind speed and direction data, so wind predictions can’t be compared to weather station 

observations on this project.  But in addition to the Macquarie Point WWTP project I have used TAPM on 

many projects where comparison with weather station data was possible and also several projects where 

comparison with field GLC measurements was possible.  The EPA was closely involved in one of these 

projects, for Cement Australia at Railton.  Agreement between measured and predicted wind and contaminant 

ground level concentrations was good, including at a location 2 km from the plant. 

Simpler models such as Ausplume and Aermod would also provide reasonably accurate predictions for this 

situation, given the situation is very straightforward with no buildings or complex terrain.  However, TAPM (or 

Calmet) needed to be used to produce the site-specific winds and once those winds were available it doesn’t 

make sense to switch to a simpler model. 

2. Odour complaints. 

The Spring Bay Glamorgan Council (Ms Jill D., pers. Comm.) has advised that they have never received a 

complaint of odour nuisance from the Orford WWTP.  This is not surprising.  The WWTP has a very small 

odour footprint. 
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2. Desludging odour emissions. 

The concern about possible elevated odour emissions from desludging is valid and odour impact assessments 

often do need to consider such upset conditions. 

However, desludging of the Orford WWTP is an infrequent and short term operation.  The odour emission rate 

(OER) will depend on the method TasWater uses to desludge the lagoon(s), but desludging is not necessarily 

associated with unduly high odour emissions.  For example, desludging using an excavator with subsequent 

dewatering can produce elevated odour emissions compared to desludging using a vacuum tanker. 

The odour GLC predictions presented in this report were based on conservative and credible OERs and the 

maximum GLCs at the road were predicted to be about 0.13 OU (1 hour) during normal WWTP operation. The 

design GLC is 2 OU (1 hour) so the OER from a desludging operation can be about 15 times higher than the 

OERs used for the modelling exercise before the maximum GLCs are comparable to the design GLC, an SOER 

of about 6 OU/m2 per second.  That’s an extremely high odour emission rate, almost certainly higher than a 

desludging SOER. 

The other factor that means pond desludging should not be an issue for this WWTP is that the wind hardly ever 

blows towards the location of the proposed sub-division, so it should be easy to schedule desludging for a day 

when the wind is favourable. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL DYNAMICS 

6 Gourlay Street, West Hobart, Tasmania 7000.    Tel (03) 6231 0500 

ABN 78 680 886 343 

 10 January 2023 

TasWater 

GPO Box 1393 

Hobart, TAS 7001 

 

Attn: Jason Taylor 

 Acting Dept Manager – Development Services 

 

 

 

Dear Jason, 

 

Re:  Orford STP odour impact during upset conditions 

My thanks to you and your colleagues for meeting with me and Neil Shepard on 20th December 2022 to discuss 

the odour impact of the Orford sewage treatment plant (STP) on the proposed subdivision at 155 Rheban Road, 

Orford, and for your subsequent advice regarding odour emission rates during upset conditions.  I write to set 

out what the STP’s odour impact on the proposed subdivision will be during such conditions, and for the sake 

of clarity I also summarise the key aspects of the Orford STP odour impact study that I carried out in mid-2018. 

Background 

The 2018 Orford STP odour impact study predicted worse case odour ground level concentrations (GLCs) and 

concluded they were well under the 2 OU (1 hour) design GLC set by the Tasmanian Environment Protection 

Policy (Air Quality) 2004 (EPP). 

During our meeting on 20th December 2022 I outlined the study methodology and the conservative nature of the 

odour GLC predictions. 

The odour prediction model 

i) The modelling situation is straightforward.  The terrain is flat with no buildings that might produce 

turbulence in the vicinity of the STP, the STP’s odour emissions are from ground level area sources, and 

the proposed subdivision is only about 250m from the closest secondary pond. 

ii) For this modelling situation odour GLC predictions can be made by a hand calculation for a given set of 

meteorological conditions, which was the approach used before the development of computer dispersion 

models.  The GLC contours will be concentric rings around the STP.  Unlike the situation with emissions 

from a stack, there is no possibility that odour GLCs far from the STP might be higher than the odour 

GLCs close to the STP. 

iii) CSIRO’s model TAPM was used because it allows odour impacts throughout an entire year to be 

examined, using 3-D winds that change hourly. 

…/2 
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Odour emission rates for normal operating conditions 

i) Odour samples were taken from the aeration pond near the inlet works, near the outflow to the three 

secondary ponds, and at a location roughly halfway between the two, as shown in Figure 1. Conditions 

were ideal for the sampling work. 

Figure 1.  The STP’s aeration lagoon, showing odour sampling locations (Figure 5 in the 2018 report). 

The measured specific odour emission rates (SOERs) were 0.42 OUV/s per m2 near the inlet works, 0.20 

OUV/s per m2 near the lagoon outflow, and 0.37 OUV/s per m2 halfway between these two locations. As 

explained in the 2018 study report, these measured SOERs accord with expectations based on previous 

odour assessments of similar STPs, both in Tasmania and interstate. 

ii) An SOER of 0.42 OUV/s per m2 was assigned to the aeration pond, and an SOER of 0.20 OUV/s per m2 

was assigned to each secondary pond.  TasWater has advised that these SOERs are acceptable (Jason 

Taylor, email 23rd December 2022) and the SOERs assigned to the secondary ponds are conservative.  

The actual SOERs are certainly lower, although they were not measured. 

iii) The inlet works is only a minor source of odour compared to the primary lagoon.  The 2018 study 

conservatively assumed an odour emission rate (OER) of 100 OUV/s. 

Odour predictions for normal operating conditions 

The Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality) 2004 specifies that maximum odour GLC predictions should 

be used to assess compliance with the design GLC of 2 OU (1 hour), unless site-specific meteorology and 

credible odour emission rates are available, in which case the 99.5 percentile GLC predictions can be used to 

assess compliance.  In the case of the Orford STP operating under normal conditions, the quality of the input 

meteorological data and odour emission rates allow the 99.5 percentile GLC predictions to be used, but the 

2018 study presented both sets of GLC predictions for the sake of completeness. 
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The 2018 study concluded that the design GLC of 2 OU (1 hour) is met everywhere beyond the boundary of the 

STP facility.  The highest predicted odour GLCs impacting the proposed subdivision are naturally along its 

Rheban Road boundary, with the highest maximum GLCs predicted to be 0.13 OU (1 hour) and the highest 

99.5 percentile GLCs predicted to be just under 0.1 OU (1 hour). 

These worst case maximum and 99.5 percentile predictions are 15 and 20 times lower respectively than the 

odour design GLC, so any seasonal variation in normal operating conditions will not change the conclusion that 

even the part of the proposed subdivision closest to the STP will not be impacted by its odour emissions.  This 

agrees with the observation that odour from the final (third) secondary pond can barely be detected by someone 

standing next to it. 

Odour predictions for upset conditions 

In our meeting on 20th December 2022, TasWater noted that from time to time the Orford STP’s primary 

lagoon may experience upset conditions in which aeration is insufficient to keep up with the oxygen demand of 

the lower levels of the lagoon. 

TasWater subsequently provided the following advice (based on external and internal consultation) about the 

expected nature of upset conditions for the Orford STP [Jason Taylor, emails 23rd December 2022 and 3rd 

January 2023]. 

• Upset conditions may not happen every year and are expected to occur no more than a couple of times 

a year, typically during the summer at peak tourist times, and on each occasion should last for perhaps 

a week or so.  However, upset conditions will occur more when the STP gets closer to its design flow. 

• An upset condition SOER of 4.0 OUV/s per m2 should be considered.  Under shock loading, where 

aeration is unable to keep up with oxygen demand, the primary lagoon’s odour emissions are expected 

to become similar to emissions from a primary sedimentation tank (~1.5 OUV/s per m2), but could be 

as bad as an anaerobic zone (~4.0 OUV/s per m2). 

Odour GLC predictions scale according to the SOERs.  In the part of the proposed sub-division closest to the 

Orford STP, an upset condition SOER of 4.0 OUV/s per m2 equates to a worst case maximum odour GLC of 

(4.0 / 0.42) x 0.13  1.2 OU (1 hour), where 0.42 OUV/s per m2 is the SOER for normal conditions and 0.13 

OU (1 hour) is the corresponding worst case maximum odour GLC.  Similarly, the worst case 99.5 percentile 

odour GLC for upset conditions is (4.0 / 0.42) x 0.1  1.0 OU (1 hour). 

In summary, the worst case odour GLCs impacting the proposed sub-division closest to the STP during 

upset conditions are expected to be about 1 OU (1 hour), irrespective of whether the maximum or 99.5 

percentile GLC predictions are considered.  This is about half the design GLC of 2 OU (1 hour) specified 

by the Tasmanian Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality) 2004.  
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A short discussion is in order since an odour concentration of 1 OU corresponds to the threshold of human 

odour detection.  The model is predicting that residents of the subdivision will never detect odour from the STP 

during normal operating conditions, but they may occasionally detect slight odour during upset conditions, 

although this is quite unlikely because of the conservative nature of the modelling exercise. 

To explain this, the modelling exercise assumes STP upset conditions are constant throughout the year, which 

ensures that the worst-case odour GLC predictions correspond to the annual worst-case dispersion conditions.  

However, as noted above, TasWater has advised that upset condition events will tend to happen in the summer 

and will not last more than a week or so.  This means there is only a low chance of an upset condition event 

coinciding with annual worst-case dispersion conditions, which tend to happen in the winter, usually at night 

when the gentle nocturnal cold-air katabatic breeze transports odour without significant vertical mixing.  This 

was a finding of the detailed odour impact study that supported the approval of Tassal’s waste fish processing 

plant 4 km north of Triabunna. 

Summer weather usually produces more vertical mixing, which dilutes the odour as it moves downwind, so 

STP upset conditions do not coincide with annual worst-case dispersion conditions, making the above GLC 

predictions conservative. 

 

Dr Steve Carter 

Environmental Engineer 

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 135



 

 

313 Macquarie Street, Hobart Tasmania, 7000 

03 62319788 

admin@northbarker.com.au  www.northbarker.com.au 

 
155 RHEBAN ROAD, ORFORD 
Proposed 90 – lot subdivision  

 

Bushfire Report and Hazard Management Plan  
 

3/11/2022 

 (SHE015) 

For Neil Shephard 

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 136



90 lot subdivision, Rheban Road, Orford 

North Barker Ecosystem Services SHE015 

P
a

g
e
i 

CONTENTS  

1  INTRODUCT ION 2  

2  S I TE  DESCRIPTION 2  

2.1 LIMITATIONS 2 

3  PROPOSED USE 2  

4  BUSHFIRE  SI TE  ASSESSMENT 5  

4.1 VEGETATION 5 

4.2 SLOPE AND FIRE PATHS 5 

4.3 DISTANCE 5 

5  BUSHFIRE  PRONE AREAS MANAGEMENT  OBJECTIVES 12  

6  MANAGEMENT  OF THE HMA AND LANDSCAPING 14  

7  REFERENCES 14  

APPENDIX  1 .  BUSHFIRE HAZARD MANAGEMENT  PLAN 15  

APPENDIX  2 .  SPECIF ICATIONS FOR ACCESS,  WATER SUPPLY AND HAZARD 

MANAGEMENT  AREAS. 21  

APPENDIX  3 .  PLANNING CERT IF ICATE 25  

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 137



90 lot subdivision, 155 Rheban Road, Orford 

North Barker Ecosystem Services – SHE015 

P
a

g
e
1

 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

Client: Neil Shepard 

Survey and report: Philip Barker and Cameron Geeves 

Mapping: Eric Hong 

 

 

© North Barker - Ecosystem Services Pty Ltd 2020. This work is protected 

under Australian Copyright law. The contents and format of this report 

cannot be used by anyone for any purpose other than that expressed in 

the service contract for this report without the written permission of North, 

Barker and Associates - Ecosystem Services. 

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 138



90 lot subdivision, 155 Rheban Road, Orford 

North Barker Ecosystem Services – SHE015 

P
a

g
e
2

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

The following proposal is for the development of a 90-lot subdivision at 155 Rheban Road, 

Orford. The project area is within the municipality of Glamorgan-Spring Bay. The Tasmanian 

Planning Scheme – Glamorgan-Spring Bay identifies the land as being within the Bushfire 

Prone Areas overlay. A Bush Fire Hazard Management Plan (BHMP) is required 

demonstrating compliance with Section C13.0: Bushfire-Prone Areas Code of the Tasmanian 

Planning Scheme with reference to the setbacks to achieve the required Bushfire Attack 

Level (BAL) for the proposal and the proposed mitigation in compliance with the 

AS3959:2018 Construction of Buildings in Bushfire Prone Areas.  

This bushfire hazard management plan addresses the requirements for all lots within the 

proposed subdivision. New dwellings are proposed for all lots. All lots will be dependent upon 

one another for hazard management. The subdivision is intended to be built in six stages. 

2 SITE DESCRIPTION 

The project area is on a title of approximately 10.26 ha which sits between Rheban Road 

and East Shelly Road. The project area is situated on land that slopes gently from north to 

south. The headwater off a small watercourse runs north to south through the land and 

includes a small dam. Another watercourse runs along the western boundary of the land. 

Both watercourses flow into Prosser Bay at Shelly Beach. The proposed subdivision is 

accessed from Rheban Road.  

The land proposed for subdivision is currently zoned future urban, as is the surrounding land 

to the east and west. Land directly south of the proposal, over Rheban Road is zoned Rural 

while the entire northern boundary of the proposal is zoned General Residential. Aerial 

imagery shows that the land has previously been use as a horse trotting track, currently it is 

used for sheep grazing. 

See Figure 1 for the context and locality of the proposal and figure 2 for lot design and 

stages. 

2.1  L IMITAT IONS 

This report on based on site measurements at the time of inspection and from information 

provided by the proponent. The report is limited in scope to bushfire hazard assessment only. 

The assessment is based on this subdivision proposal and its findings are for this site only. 

Future changes to the subdivision proposal or changes in the vegetation that affect bushfire 

hazard have not been considered. 

3 PROPOSED USE 

The proposal is for a 90-lot residential subdivision. 

The site is located within a water serviced area and it is intended that each lot will be reliant 

upon reticulated water for firefighting purposes.  
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Figure 1. The location and context of the site.
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Figure 2. Subdivision plan 
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4 BUSHFIRE SITE ASSESSMENT 

4.1 VEGETATION 

Gardens and lawns surrounding houses backing on to the project area’s northern boundary 

from East Shelly Road are considered managed, low threat vegetation.  

A patch of riparian woodland follows the waterway along the western boundary of the 

project area while to the east and south is unmanaged grassland within 100 m of the project 

area. Grassland areas east of the project area also contain paddock trees and shelter belts 

of Eucalypts, as does the road reserve for Rheban Road. These patches of vegetation are 

either less than 0.25 ha in size or less than 20 m in width and therefore have been excluded 

from the BAL assessment. 

The existing vegetation is depicted in Figure 2 and tabulated in Table 1. 

4.2 SLOPE AND FIRE PATHS 

The project area consistently slopes very gently from north to south, towards the coast.  

Given the expanse of undeveloped land to the south and west of the project area, this is 

the most likely direction of a fire run. 

The slopes are also tabulated in Table 1. Only the slopes that affect the BAL rating of lots 

within the proposed subdivision are reported although there are small changes in slope 

within the 100m zone beyond the distance that affects the BAL rating.  

The fire history layer from the LIST shows no fire has occurred on the site. The closest mapped 

bushfire occurred in 2018/19 fire season which burned ~ 5 ha. Historically, a much larger 

bushfire came within 1.3 km of the proposals southern boundary (1994/95 fire season) 

(theLIST accessed 27/06/2022). 

The site was inspected on 27th of June 2022. 

4.3 D ISTANCE 

Table 1 and Figure 2 indicate the site characteristics for a 100 m radius that have been 

assessed to determine the bushfire attack level of the building and provide the dimensions 

for the BHMA for a BAL 19 solution as per Section 2 of AS 3959. All aspects have been resolved 

to BAL 19 by the bushfire hazard management plan (Appendix 1).  

NOTE: All distances are based on notional building areas illustrated in Figure 2.  

Table 1. Slope and vegetation characteristics and AS3959 solution for BAL 19 & BAL 12.5 

Quadrant 

Effective 

Vegetation 

class 

Table 2.3 

AS3959 

Effective 

slope 

(degrees) 

Distance 

under 

effective 

slope (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 19 (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 12.5 

(m) 

Exclusions of 

low threat 

vegetation 

under 2.2.3.2 

AS3959 

Stage 1 – Lots 1 & 2 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West Grassland Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 10 m 14 m LTV 

Stage 1 – Lot 3 

North Grassland 0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 11 m 16 m NA 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West Grassland Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 10 m 14 m LTV 

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 142



90 lot subdivision, 155 Rheban Road, Orford 

North Barker Ecosystem Services – SHE015 

P
a

g
e
6

 

Quadrant 

Effective 

Vegetation 

class 

Table 2.3 

AS3959 

Effective 

slope 

(degrees) 

Distance 

under 

effective 

slope (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 19 (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 12.5 

(m) 

Exclusions of 

low threat 

vegetation 

under 2.2.3.2 

AS3959 

Stage 1 – Lots 31 - 34 

North Grassland 0 – 5 0 0 - 100 m 11 m 16 m NA 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 1 – Lots 35 - 39 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 2 – Lots 4 & 5 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 25 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West Grassland Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

Stage 2 – Lots 40, 56 & 57 

North Grassland 0 – 5 0 0 - 100 m 11 m 16 m NA 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 75 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 2 – Lots 53 - 55 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 2 – Lot 52 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 - 35 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East Grassland Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 2 – Lots 50 & 51 

North Grassland 0 – 5 0 0 - 100 m 11 m 16 m NA 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West Grassland Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

Stage 2 – Lot 25 
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Quadrant 

Effective 

Vegetation 

class 

Table 2.3 

AS3959 

Effective 

slope 

(degrees) 

Distance 

under 

effective 

slope (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 19 (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 12.5 

(m) 

Exclusions of 

low threat 

vegetation 

under 2.2.3.2 

AS3959 

North Grassland 0 – 5 0 0 – 85 m 11 m 16 m NA 

East LTV Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 2 – Lots 26 – 30 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 18 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East LTV Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 3 – Lot 46 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South Grassland Flat / upslope 0 – 60 m 10 m 14 m NA 

West Grassland Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

Stage 3 – Lot 13 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South Grassland Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West Woodland Flat / upslope 0 – 55 m 15 m 22 m NA 

Stage 3 – Lot 14 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 18 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 8 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West Woodland Flat / upslope 8 – 65 m 15 m 22 m NA 

Stage 3 – Lots 15 – 20 & 47 - 49 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 3 – Lots 21 - 24  

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East LTV Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 4 – Lots 41 - 45 
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Quadrant 

Effective 

Vegetation 

class 

Table 2.3 

AS3959 

Effective 

slope 

(degrees) 

Distance 

under 

effective 

slope (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 19 (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 12.5 

(m) 

Exclusions of 

low threat 

vegetation 

under 2.2.3.2 

AS3959 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 4 – Lots 6 - 12 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West Woodland Flat / upslope 0 – 50 m 15 m 22 m NA 

Stage 5 – Lots 58 – 64 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 5 – Lot 65 

North Grassland 0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 11 m  16 m NA 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 5 – Lot 85 

North Grassland 0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 11 m  16 m NA 

East Grassland Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 5 – Lots 86 - 91 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East Grassland Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 6 – Lots 66 - 77 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 6 – Lots 78 – 80 & 83 – 84 
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Quadrant 

Effective 

Vegetation 

class 

Table 2.3 

AS3959 

Effective 

slope 

(degrees) 

Distance 

under 

effective 

slope (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 19 (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 12.5 

(m) 

Exclusions of 

low threat 

vegetation 

under 2.2.3.2 

AS3959 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East Grassland Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 6 – Lots 81 & 82 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 30 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 
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Figure 2. Vegetation and contours in relation to the site 
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Plate 1: Typical grassland in the project area.  

 

Plate 2: Remnant riparian woodland runs along the western 

boundary of the project area. 

 

Plate 3: Typical managed gardens from residential lots north 

of the project area 

 

Plate 4: A small patch of remnant riparian woodland that is 

proposed to be retained as public open space and maintained by 

council 

 

 

Plate 5: Understory of woodland within the public open 

space. 

 

Plate 6: Grassland to the east of the project area. 
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Plate 7: Grassland to the west of the project area 

 

Plate 8: Grassland south of the project area 

5 BUSHFIRE PRONE AREAS MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES  

The Bushfire-Prone Areas Code of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme C13.0 applies to the 

subdivision of land that is located within, or partially within, a bushfire prone area.  This code 

has been developed to ensure that use and development is designed, located, serviced 

and constructed to reduce the risk to human life and property, and the cost to the 

community, caused by bushfires. 

Appendix 2 of this report tabulates the specifications for standards set out in C13.6 for 

subdivisions.  This proposal must comply with this directive as set out in Table 3 below. 

Table 2: Compliance of the subdivision proposal with the TPS 13.0 Bushfire Prone Areas Code. 

 Deemed to satisfy 

requirements 

(Elements) 

Requirement 

(Appendix 2) 

Compliance 

C13.0 Construction 

requirements 

AS 3959 – 2018 

or to NASH 

standard for 

steel framed 

houses  

Yes – All construction specifications will be 

compliant and verified by a building surveyor. 

C13.6.1 Hazard 

management 

area 

C13.1.6 A1 (b) Subject to implementing the proposed BHMP, a 

BAL 12.5 and BAL 19 area with appropriate 

hazard management areas as determined by 

using Table 2.6 of AS3959-2018 will be provided 

for all lots. The entirety of each lot will be 

managed in a low fuel environment. 

Each lot must have the HMA established prior to 

sealing of titles and maintained by the 

respective owners.  

C13.6.2 Public and 

Firefighting access 

Table C13.1 

Public Roads 

(A) 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes. Proposed public access will comply with 

Table C13.1 requirements a – k as follows: 

(a) two-wheel drive, all-weather 

construction; 

(b) load capacity of at least 20 tonnes, 

including for bridges and culverts; 

(c) minimum carriageway width is 7m for a 

through road, or 5.5m for a dead-end or cul-de-

sac road; 

(d) minimum vertical clearance of 4m; 
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Table C13.2 

Standards for 

property 

access 

(e) minimum horizontal clearance of 2m 

from the edge of the carriageway; 

(f) cross falls of less than 3 degrees (1:20 or 

5%); 

(g) maximum gradient of 15 degrees (1:3.5 

or 28%) for sealed roads, and 10 degrees (1:5.5 

or 18%) for unsealed roads; 

(h) curves have a minimum inner radius of 

10m; 

(i) dead-end or cul-de-sac roads are not 

more than 200m in length unless the 

carriageway is 7m in width; 

(j) dead-end or cul-de-sac roads have a 

turning circle with a minimum 12m outer radius; 

and 

(k) carriageways less than 7m wide have 

‘No Parking’ zones on one side, indicated by a 

road sign that complies with Australian 

Standard, AS 1743:2018 Road signs-

Specifications. 

 

Each private access will comply with Table 

C13.2 of the code - Standards for property 

access. Property access for all lots excepting 

lots 42, 43, 51 and 53 will be less than 30 m and 

therefore no specific design requirements are 

required. 

Lots 20, 21, 42, 43, 51 and 52 have access 30 – 

200 m in length and therefore access to each 

property must comply with Table C13.2 element 

B including: 

• Property access must terminate with 

and “hammerhead” T or Y turning head 

4 m wide and 8 m long. Compliant 

access must be verified by a building 

surveyor prior to occupation of 

dwellings. 

C13.6.4 Provision of water 

supply for 

firefighting 

purposes - 

reticulated 

C13.4 (A) 

 

 

(B) 

 

 

 

 

 

(C) 

Yes - Following installation all parts of the 

proposed habitable building areas will be within 

120 m of the nearest hydrant as measured by 

hose lay, thereby achieving compliance. 

Consultation with TasWater is required and 

additional fire hydrants to be installed.  

The fire hydrant system must be designed and 

constructed in accordance with TasWater 

Supplement to Water Supply Code of Australia 

WSA 03 – 2011-3.1 MRWA Edition 2.0 and are not 

to be installed in parking areas. 

A hardstand for fire appliances must be 

provided which is no more than 3 m from the 

hydrant and no closer than 6 m from the 

building area to be protected, with a minimum 

width of 3 m constructed to the same standard 

as the carriageway; and connected to each 
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property access by a carriageway equivalent 

to the standard for the property access. 

6 MANAGEMENT OF THE HMA AND LANDSCAPING  

The bushfire hazard management plan (Appendix 1) has resolved all aspects to BAL 19 and 

BAL 12.5 as per Table 2. All vegetation within the HMA of the site will be managed in a low 

fuel state and the following recommendations are made.  

1. Required - Maintain HMA in a low fuel state. Ground cover vegetation less than 100 

mm tall – this can be achieved by mowing and raking; larger trees pruned to at least 

2m; and if necessary, remove sufficient trees to maintain a 3 m canopy separation; 

selectively removing small trees and shrubs to create clumps. 

2. Required - All lots are reliant upon one another for mutual protection, so the timing 

of hazard management area implementation needs to be considered.  

3. Recommended - Gardens exclude shrubs from within 5 m of the building. 

4. Recommended - All aspects to be mineral surface to a minimum of 0.5 m from the 

building. 

5. Recommended - No trees or shrubs within 10 m to exceed the height of the gutters. 

7 REFERENCES 

Australian Standard AS 3959 (2018) Construction of Buildings in Bushfire Prone Areas. 

Department of Natural Resources and Environment, The LIST, viewed 28/06/2022 

(www.thelist.tas.gov.au) 

Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Bushfire-Prone Areas Code.  
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APPENDIX 1. BUSHFIRE HAZARD MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Assessment date: 27/06/2022 

Assessor: Philip Barker BFP- 147 (1, 2, 3A, 3B, 3C) 

 

BUSHFIRE ATTACK LEVEL ASSESSMENT REPORT  

Bushfire Attack Level (BAL) assessment conducted in accordance with Clause 2.2 Simplified 

Procedure (Method 1) of AS 3959 – 2018.  
 

This BAL Assessment Report has been provided to determine the BAL (in accordance with 

AS3959-2018) for the site and where necessary provide recommendations for BAL reduction 

methods to comply Directors Determination 2.1.  Requirements for water supply for fire 

fighting and vehicle access and egress for fire fighting have been included; and should part 

of the Building Surveyors Certificate of Likely Compliance assessment.  
 

Limitations  

All measurements have been made using standard practices and may contain small errors 

of precision.  

Compliance with the AS3959 building standards referred to in this assessment does not mean 

that there is no risk to life or property as a result of bushfire.  

A primary limitation is that the BAL value is determined under an FDI of 50.  The FDI can be 

higher under certain weather and fuel conditions and consequently the BAL may also be 

higher than determined here.  

Property Details 

Applicants Name: Neil Shepard 

Municipality: Glamorgan-Spring Bay 

PID: 2775205 

Certificate of title / number: CT 149641/2 

Address: 155 Rheban Road, Orford 

Proposal: 90-lot subdivision 

Bush Fire Attack Level (BAL) 19 

Relevant fire danger index: (see clause 2.2.2) FDI 50  

Summary of Compliance Requirements (see Figure 1): 

Building materials and design must comply with BCA for BAL 19. Building construction 

requirements for this aspect are a min of BAL 19.  

Each lot must have the HMA established before construction as a building permit condition 

and confirmed by council.  

Each private access will comply with the relevant elements of Table C13.2: Standards for 

property access (elements A and B). 

All habitable building areas on all lots will have a water supply compliant with Table C13.4: 

Reticulated water supply for firefighting, and be within 120 m of a fire hydrant as measured 

by hose lay. Water supply must be installed and operation all before the sealing of titles and 

verified by a building surveyor.  
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Determination of vegetation and slope within 100m in all directions. 

Quadrant 

Effective 

Vegetation 

class 

Table 2.3 

AS3959 

Effective 

slope 

(degrees) 

Distance 

under 

effective 

slope (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 19 (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 12.5 

(m) 

Exclusions of 

low threat 

vegetation 

under 2.2.3.2 

AS3959 

Stage 1 – Lots 1 & 2 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West Grassland Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 10 m 14 m LTV 

Stage 1 – Lot 3 

North Grassland 0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 11 m 16 m NA 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West Grassland Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 10 m 14 m LTV 

Stage 1 – Lots 31 - 34 

North Grassland 0 – 5 0 0 - 100 m 11 m 16 m NA 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 1 – Lots 35 - 39 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 2 – Lots 4 & 5 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 25 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West Grassland Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

Stage 2 – Lots 40, 56 & 57 

North Grassland 0 – 5 0 0 - 100 m 11 m 16 m NA 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 75 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 2 – Lots 53 - 55 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 
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Quadrant 

Effective 

Vegetation 

class 

Table 2.3 

AS3959 

Effective 

slope 

(degrees) 

Distance 

under 

effective 

slope (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 19 (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 12.5 

(m) 

Exclusions of 

low threat 

vegetation 

under 2.2.3.2 

AS3959 

Stage 2 – Lot 52 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 - 35 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East Grassland Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 2 – Lots 50 & 51 

North Grassland 0 – 5 0 0 - 100 m 11 m 16 m NA 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West Grassland Flat / upslope 0 - 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

Stage 2 – Lot 25 

North Grassland 0 – 5 0 0 – 85 m 11 m 16 m NA 

East LTV Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 2 – Lots 26 – 30 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 18 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East LTV Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 3 – Lot 46 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South Grassland Flat / upslope 0 – 60 m 10 m 14 m NA 

West Grassland Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

Stage 3 – Lot 13 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South Grassland Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West Woodland Flat / upslope 0 – 55 m 15 m 22 m NA 

Stage 3 – Lot 14 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 18 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 8 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West Woodland Flat / upslope 8 – 65 m 15 m 22 m NA 

Stage 3 – Lots 15 – 20 & 47 - 49 
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Quadrant 

Effective 

Vegetation 

class 

Table 2.3 

AS3959 

Effective 

slope 

(degrees) 

Distance 

under 

effective 

slope (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 19 (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 12.5 

(m) 

Exclusions of 

low threat 

vegetation 

under 2.2.3.2 

AS3959 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 3 – Lots 21 - 24  

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East LTV Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 4 – Lots 41 - 45 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 4 – Lots 6 - 12 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West Woodland Flat / upslope 0 – 50 m 15 m 22 m NA 

Stage 5 – Lots 58 – 64 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 5 – Lot 65 

North Grassland 0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 11 m  16 m NA 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 5 – Lot 85 

North Grassland 0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 11 m  16 m NA 

East Grassland Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 5 – Lots 86 - 91 
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Quadrant 

Effective 

Vegetation 

class 

Table 2.3 

AS3959 

Effective 

slope 

(degrees) 

Distance 

under 

effective 

slope (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 19 (m) 

Compliant 

defendable 

space required 

for BAL- 12.5 

(m) 

Exclusions of 

low threat 

vegetation 

under 2.2.3.2 

AS3959 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East Grassland Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 6 – Lots 66 - 77 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 6 – Lots 78 – 80 & 83 – 84 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East Grassland Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 10 m 14 m NA 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Stage 6 – Lots 81 & 82 

North 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
0 – 5 0 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

East 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 30 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

South 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

West 
Low Threat 

Vegetation 
Flat / upslope 0 – 100 m 0 m 0 m LTV 

Determination of Bushfire Attack Level (BAL 19) 

Recommendations 

The bushfire hazard management plan (Appendix 1) has resolved all aspects to BAL 19 and 

BAL 12.5 as per Table 2. All vegetation within the HMA of the site will be managed in a low 

fuel state and the following recommendations are made.  

1. Required - Maintain HMA in a low fuel state. Ground cover vegetation less than 100 

mm tall – this can be achieved by mowing and raking; larger trees pruned to at least 

2m; and if necessary, remove sufficient trees to maintain a 3 m canopy separation; 

selectively removing small trees and shrubs to create clumps. 

2. Recommended – Gardens exclude shrubs from within 5 m of the building. 

3. Recommended – All aspects to be mineral surface to a minimum of 0.5 m from the 

building. 

4. Recommended – No trees or shrubs within 10 m to exceed the height of the gutters. 

5. Recommended – Fences should be non - combustible if within 6 m of the building. 
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Figure 1. Bushfire Hazard Management Plan
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APPENDIX 2. SPECIFICATIONS FOR ACCESS, WATER SUPPLY AND 

HAZARD MANAGEMENT AREAS.  

Table C13.1: Standards for Roads 

Element Requirement 

A Roads Unless the development standards in the zone require a higher 

standard, the following apply:  

(a) two-wheel drive, all-weather construction; 

 (b) load capacity of at least 20t, including for bridges and culverts;  

(c) minimum carriageway width is 7m for a through road, or 5.5m for a 

dead-end or cul-de-sac road; 

 (d) minimum vertical clearance of 4m;  

(e) minimum horizontal clearance of 2m from the edge of the 

carriageway;  

(f) cross falls of less than 3 degrees (1:20 or 5%);  

(g) maximum gradient of 15 degrees (1:3.5 or 28%) for sealed roads, 

and 10 degrees (1:5.5 or 18%) for unsealed roads;  

(h) curves have a minimum inner radius of 10m;  

(i) dead-end or cul-de-sac roads are not more than 200m in length 

unless the carriageway is 7 metres in width;  

(j) dead-end or cul-de-sac roads have a turning circle with a minimum 

12m outer radius; and  

(k) carriageways less than 7m wide have ‘No Parking’ zones on one 

side, indicated by a road sign that complies with Australian Standard 

AS1743-2001 Road signs-Specifications. 

Table C13.2: Standards for property access  

Element Requirement 

A Property access length is 

less than 30m; or access is 

not required for a fire 

appliance to access a fire 

fighting water point. 

There are no specified design and construction requirements. 

B Property access length is 

30m or greater; or access 

is required for a fire 

appliance to a fire fighting 

water point. 

The following design and construction requirements apply to property 

access:  

(a) all-weather construction;  

(b) load capacity of at least 20t, including for bridges and culverts;  

(c) minimum carriageway width of 4m;  

(d) minimum vertical clearance of 4m;  

(e) minimum horizontal clearance of 0.5m from the edge of the 

carriageway;  

(f) cross falls of less than 3 degrees (1:20 or 5%);  

(g) dips less than 7 degrees (1:8 or 12.5%) entry and exit angle;  

(h) curves with a minimum inner radius of 10m;  

(i) maximum gradient of 15 degrees (1:3.5 or 28%) for sealed roads, and 

10 degrees (1:5.5 or 18%) for unsealed roads; and 

(j) terminate with a turning area for fire appliances provided by one of 

the following:  
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(i) a turning circle with a minimum outer radius of 10m; or  

(ii) a property access encircling the building; or  

(iii) a hammerhead “T” or “Y” turning head 4m wide and 8m 

long. 

C Property access length is 

200m or greater. 

The following design and construction requirements apply to property 

access:  

(a) the requirements for B above; and  

(b) passing bays of 2m additional carriageway width and 20m length 

provided every 200m. 

D Property access length is 

greater than 30m, and 

access is provided to 3 or 

more properties. 

The following design and construction requirements apply to property 

access:  

(a) complies with requirements for B above; and  

(b) passing bays of 2m additional carriageway width and 20m length 

must be provided every 100m. 

Table C13.3: Standards for fire trails  

Element  Requirement 

A. All fire trails The following design and construction requirements apply:  

(a) all-weather, 4-wheel drive construction;  

 

(b) load capacity of at least 20t, including for bridges and culverts;  

 

(c) minimum carriageway width of 4m;  

 

(d) minimum vertical clearance of 4m;  

 

(e) minimum horizontal clearance of 2m from the edge of the 

carriageway;  

 

(f) cross falls of less than 3 degrees (1:20 or 5%);  

 

(g) dips less than 7 degrees (1:8 or 12.5%) entry and exit angle;  

 

(h) curves with a minimum inner radius of 10m;  

 

(i) maximum gradient of 15 degrees (1:3.5 or 28%) for sealed fire trails, 

and 10 degrees (1:5.5 or 18%) for unsealed fire trails;  

 

(j) gates if installed at fire trail entry, have a minimum width of 3.6m, and 

if locked, keys are provided to TFS; and  

 

(k) terminate with a turning area for fire appliances provided by one of 

the following:  

 

(i) a turning circle with a minimum outer radius of 10m; or  

(ii) a hammerhead “T” or “Y” turning head 4m wide and 8m 

long.  

B Fire trail length is 200m 

or greater.  

The following design and construction requirements apply:  

(a) the requirements for A above; and  

 

(b) passing bays of 2m additional carriageway width and 20m length 

provided every 200m.  
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Table C13.4: Reticulated water supply for firefighting 

Element  Requirement 

A. Distance between 

building area to be 

protected and water 

supply. 

The following requirements apply: 

(a) the building area to be protected must be located within 90 

m of fire fighting water point of a static water supply; and  

(b) the distance must be measured as a hose lay, between the 

fire fighting water point and the furthest part of the building 

area. 

B. Static Water Supplies A static water supply:  

(a) may have a remotely located offtake connected to the static 

water supply;  

(b) may be a supply for combined use  

(fire fighting  

and other uses) but the specified minimum quantity of fire fighting 

water must be available at all times;  

(c) must be a minimum of 10,000l per building area to be protected. 

This volume of water must not be used for any other purpose including 

fire fighting sprinkler or spray systems;  

(d) must be metal, concrete or lagged by non-combustible materials if 

above ground; and  

(e) if a tank can be located so it is shielded in all directions in 

compliance with section 3.5 of Australian Standard AS 3959-2009  

Construction of buildings in bushfire-prone areas, the tank may be 

constructed of any material provided that the lowest 400mm of the 

tank exterior is protected by:  

(i) metal;  

(ii) non-combustible material; or  

(iii) fibre cement a minimum of 6mm thickness. 

C.  Fittings, pipework and 

accessories (including 

stands and tank 

supports) 

Fittings and pipework associated with a fire fighting water point for a 

static water supply must:  

(a) have a minimum nominal internal diameter of 50mm;  

(b) be fitted with a valve with a minimum nominal internal diameter of 

50mm;  

(c) be metal or lagged by non-combustible materials if above ground;  

(d) if buried, have a minimum depth of 300mm2;  

(e) provide a DIN or NEN standard forged Storz 65mm coupling fitted 

with a suction washer for connection to fire fighting equipment;  

(f) ensure the coupling is accessible and available for connection at all 

times;  

(g) ensure the coupling is fitted with a blank cap and securing chain 

(minimum 220mm length);  

(h) ensure underground tanks have either an opening at the top of not 

less than 250mm diameter or a coupling compliant with this Table; and  

(i) if a remote offtake is installed, ensure the offtake is in a position that 

is:  

(i) visible;  

(ii) accessible to allow connection by fire fighting equipment;  

(iii) at a working height of 450 – 600mm above ground level; 

and  

(iv) protected from possible damage, including damage by 

vehicles.  

D. Signage for static 

water connections 

The fire fighting water point for a static water supply must be identified 

by a sign permanently fixed to the exterior of the assembly in a visible 

location. The sign must:  

(a) comply with water tank signage requirements within Australian 

Standard AS 2304-2011 Water storage tanks for fire protection systems; 

or  

(b) comply with the Tasmania Fire Service Water Supply Guideline 

published by the Tasmania Fire Service.  

E. Hardstand A hardstand area for fire appliances must be: 

(a) no more than 3m from the hydrant, measured as a hose lay;  

(b) no closer than 6m from the building area to be protected;   

(c) a minimum width of 3m constructed to the same standard as 

the carriageway; and  

(d) connected to the property access by a carriageway 

equivalent to the standard of the property access. 
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C13.6.1 Development standards for subdivision: Provision of Hazard management areas 

Objective: Subdivision provides for hazard management areas that:  

(a) facilitate an integrated approach between subdivision and subsequent building on a lot;  

(b) provide for sufficient separation of building areas from bushfire-prone vegetation to reduce the radiant 

heat levels, direct flame attack and ember attack at the building area; and  

(c) provide protection for lots at any stage of a staged subdivision.  

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1  

(a) TFS or an accredited person certifies that there is 

an insufficient increase in risk from bushfire to warrant 

the provision of hazard management areas as part of 

a subdivision; or  

(b) The proposed plan of subdivision:  

(i) shows all lots that are within or partly within a 

bushfire-prone area, including those developed at 

each stage of a staged subdivision;  

(ii) shows the building area for each lot;  

(iii) shows hazard management areas between 

bushfire-prone vegetation and each building area 

that have dimensions equal to, or greater than, the 

separation distances required for BAL 19 in Table 2.4.4 

of Australian Standard AS 3959 – 2009 Construction of 

buildings in bushfire-prone areas; and  

(iv) is accompanied by a bushfire hazard 

management plan that addresses all the individual 

lots and that is certified by the TFS or accredited 

person, showing hazard management areas equal 

to, or greater than, the separation distances required 

for BAL 19 in Table 2.4.4 of Australian Standard AS 

3959 – 2009 Construction of buildings in bushfire-prone 

areas; and  

(c) If hazard management areas are to be located 

on land external to the proposed subdivision the 

application is accompanied by the written consent 

of the owner of that land to enter into an agreement 

under section 71 of the Act that will be registered on 

the title of the neighbouring property providing for 

the affected land to be managed in accordance 

with the bushfire hazard management plan.  

P1  

A proposed plan of subdivision shows adequate 

hazard management areas in relation to the building 

areas shown on lots within a bushfire-prone area, 

having regard to:  

(a) the dimensions of hazard management areas;  

(b) a bushfire risk assessment of each lot at any stage 

of staged subdivision;  

(c) the nature of the bushfire-prone vegetation 

including the type, fuel load, structure and 

flammability;  

(d) the topography, including site slope;  

(e) any other potential forms of fuel and ignition 

sources;  

(f) separation distances from the bushfire-prone 

vegetation not unreasonably restricting subsequent 

development;  

(g) any agreement under section 71 of the Act that 

will be registered on the title of the neighbouring 

property providing for the affected land to be 

managed in accordance with a bushfire hazard 

management plan; and  

(h) any advice from the TFS. 
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APPENDIX 3. PLANNING CERTIFICATE 
 

BUSHFIRE-PRONE AREAS CODE 

CERTIFICATE1 UNDER S51(2)(d) LAND USE PLANNING AND 

APPROVALS ACT 1993 

 

 

1. Land to which certificate applies 

 

The subject site includes property that is proposed for use and development and includes all 

properties upon which works are proposed for bushfire protection purposes. 

 

Street address: 155 Rheban Road, Orford 

 

Certificate of Title / PID: 
PID: 2775205 

Certificate of title / number: 149641/2 

 

 

2. Proposed Use or Development 

 

 

Description of proposed Use  

and Development: 
90 lot subdivision 

 

Applicable Planning Scheme: 

 

Tasmanian Planning Scheme 2020 – Glamorgan-

Spring Bay 

  
 

3. Documents relied upon 

 

This certificate relates to the following documents: 

 

Title Author Date Version 

    

    

    

 

1 This document is the approved form of certification for this purpose and must not be altered from its original form.  
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4. Nature of Certificate 

 

The following requirements are applicable to the proposed use and development: 

☐ E1.4 / C13.4 – Use or development exempt from this Code 

 Compliance test Compliance Requirement 

☐ E1.4(a) / C13.4.1(a) Insufficient increase in risk 

 

☐ E1.5.1 / C13.5.1 – Vulnerable Uses 

 Acceptable Solution Compliance Requirement 

☐ E1.5.1 P1 / C13.5.1 P1 
Planning authority discretion required. A proposal 

cannot be certified as compliant with P1.  

☐ E1.5.1 A2 / C13.5.1 A2 Emergency management strategy 

☐ E1.5.1 A3 / C13.5.1 A2 Bushfire hazard management plan 

 

☐ E1.5.2 / C13.5.2 – Hazardous Uses 

 Acceptable Solution Compliance Requirement 

☐ E1.5.2 P1 / C13.5.2 P1 
Planning authority discretion required. A proposal 

cannot be certified as compliant with P1. 

☐ E1.5.2 A2 / C13.5.2 A2 Emergency management strategy 

☐ E1.5.2 A3 / C13.5.2 A3 Bushfire hazard management plan 

 

☐ E1.6.1 / C13.6.1 Subdivision: Provision of hazard management areas 

 Acceptable Solution Compliance Requirement 

☐ E1.6.1 P1 / C13.6.1 P1 
Planning authority discretion required. A proposal 

cannot be certified as compliant with P1. 

☐ E1.6.1 A1 (a) / C13.6.1 A1(a) Insufficient increase in risk  

☒ E1.6.1 A1 (b) / C13.6.1 A1(b) Provides BAL-19 for all lots 

☐ E1.6.1 A1(c) / C13.6.1 A1(c) Consent for Part 5 Agreement  

 

 

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 163



90 lot subdivision, 155 Rheban Road, Orford 

North Barker Ecosystem Services – SHE015 

P
a

g
e
2

7
 

☐ E1.6.2 / C13.6.2 Subdivision: Public and fire fighting access 

 Acceptable Solution Compliance Requirement 

☐ E1.6.2 P1 / C13.6.2 P1 
Planning authority discretion required. A proposal 

cannot be certified as compliant with P1. 

☐ E1.6.2 A1 (a) / C13.6.2 A1 (a) Insufficient increase in risk  

☒ E1.6.2 A1 (b) / C13.6.2 A1 (b) Access complies with relevant Tables 

 

☐ 
E1.6.3 / C13.1.6.3 Subdivision: Provision of water supply for fire fighting 

purposes 

 Acceptable Solution Compliance Requirement 

☐ E1.6.3 A1 (a) / C13.6.3 A1 (a) Insufficient increase in risk 

☒ E1.6.3 A1 (b) / C13.6.3 A1 (b) 
Reticulated water supply complies with relevant 

Table 

☐ E1.6.3 A1 (c) / C13.6.3 A1 (c) Water supply consistent with the objective 

☐ E1.6.3 A2 (a) / C13.6.3 A2 (a)  Insufficient increase in risk 

☐ E1.6.3 A2 (b) / C13.6.3 A2 (b) Static water supply complies with relevant Table 

☐ E1.6.3 A2 (c) / C13.6.3 A2 (c) Static water supply consistent with the objective 
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5. Bushfire Hazard Practitioner 

 

Name: Philip Barker Phone No: 0438250713 

 

Postal 

Address: 
163 Campbell Street Hobart 7000 

Email 

Address: 
pbarker@northbarker.com.au 

 

 

Accreditation No: BFP – 147 Scope: 1,2,3A,3B,3C 

 

 

6. Certification 

 

I certify that in accordance with the authority given under Part 4A of the Fire Service Act 

1979 that the proposed use and development: 

 

☐ 
Is exempt from the requirement Bushfire-Prone Areas Code because, having regard to the objective of 

all applicable standards in the Code, there is considered to be an insufficient increase in risk to the use 

or development from bushfire to warrant any specific bushfire protection measures, or 

☒ 
The Bushfire Hazard Management Plan/s identified in Section 3 of this certificate is/are in accordance 

with the Chief Officer’s requirements and compliant with the relevant Acceptable Solutions identified 

in Section 4 of this Certificate. 

 

 

Signed: 

certifier  

 

Name: Philip Barker Date: 3/11/22 

    

  
Certificate 

Number: 
SHE015 

  (for Practitioner Use only) 
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1. Introduction 
 

Neil Shephard & Associates has engaged Hubble Traffic Consulting to prepare an independent Traffic 

Impact Assessment, to consider the traffic impacts from the provision of a 90 Lot residential 

subdivision (development site) at Lot 2 Rheban Road, Orford.  

This assessment has considered the amount of traffic this subdivision is likely to generate, and how 

additional traffic movements will enter and leave the site in an efficient manner, using two new 

junctions onto Rheban Road. 

This report has been prepared to satisfy the requirements of Austroads, Guide to Traffic Management 

Part 12: Traffic Impacts of Developments 2019. This assessment has referred to the following 

information and resources: 

• Tasmanian Planning Scheme (Glamorgan Spring Bay) 

• Road Traffic Authority NSW (RTA) Guide to Traffic Generating Developments 

• Australian Standards AS2890 parts 1, 2 and 6 

• Austroads series of Traffic Management and Road Design 

o Part 4: Intersection and crossings, General 

o Part 4a: Unsignalised and Signalised Intersections 

o Part 12: Traffic Impacts of Development 

• Department of State Growth crash database  

• Department of State Growth traffic database 

• LIST land information database 

• Google Maps 
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2. Site Description 
 

The development site is located on the northern side of Rheban Road, south of Jetty Road, and the 

main centre of Orford.  

The parcel of land is undeveloped and situated on moderately flat terrain, with a natural open 

watercourse flowing through the site, which will be retained.  Due to the watercourse creating a 

separation of the subdivision, two new access junctions will be required onto Rheban Road.  

An existing property at 135 Rheban Road, is privately owned with its own property access, and is not 

part of the subdivision. 

Diagram 2.0 – Extract from LIST land information database of the development site 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Jetty Road 

135 Rheban 

Rd 

Development site 

New junctions onto Rheban Rd 
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3. Development proposal 
 

The development is for the provision of 90 residential lots, which will be divided into a 57 Lot western 

development and a 33 Lot eastern development, separated by the natural open watercourse that 

flows through the property. An access will be required for each development onto Rheban Road due 

to the watercourse. 

The land is currently zoned as future urban, which indicates that this land is suitable for residential 

properties. The new lots will mostly range between 500 to 900 square metres, with one larger lot.  It 

is expected the lots will contain a single dwelling, with no unit development. 

Internal pathways will extend from each of the subdivisions which will provide a connection between 

the subdivisions. 

Diagram 3.0 – Proposed layout of residential subdivisions 

 

 

Western subdivision 

Eastern subdivision 

Open watercourse 
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4. Trip generation by this development 
 

A trip in this report is defined as a one-way vehicular movement from one point to another, excluding 

the return journey.  Therefore, a return trip to and from a land use is counted as two trips. 

To determine the number of trips likely to be generated by this development, it is acceptable practice 

to refer to the RTA Guide to Traffic Generating Developments (RTA Guide), section 3.3 residential 

housing, which indicates low density residential dwellings (RTA update 4a - August 2013) are likely to 

generate: 

• Daily vehicle trips of 7.4 per dwelling  

• Weekday morning trips of 0.71 per dwelling and 

• Weekday evening trips of 0.78 per dwelling 

 

As Orford is a holiday destination that is remote from Hobart and Launceston, the above generation 

rates are not likely to be representative, as there are fewer permanent residents. 

 

With most residents not likely to commute to work on a daily basis, a lower generation rate would be 

expected of 4.5 daily trips per dwelling, generating 0.5 trips in the peak hours, which is a more 

representative trip rate. The peak traffic periods are likely to occur during the mid-morning and mid-

afternoon periods, instead of the normal early morning and late afternoon commuter peak periods. 

Table 4.0 – Predicted number of trips to be generated from the 90 lots 
 

 
Subdivision 

RTA Generation 
rate 

Number of 
dwellings 

 
Daily trips 

 
Peak trips 

Western subdivision 4.5 per day 
0.5 per peak 

57 257 29 

Eastern subdivision 33 149 17 

Total  90 406 46 

 
 
From the above generation rates, it is estimated the new subdivision could generate 406 daily trips, 
with 46 of these trips occurring within any one-hour period. 
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5. Existing traffic Conditions 
 

Orford is a small town on the east coast of Tasmania, accessed by the Tasman Highway (highway), 

which is part of the State Road Network.  The highway provides connection to the nearest towns and 

Hobart, with the development site connecting to the highway via Charles Street, which turns into 

Rheban Road. 

 

5.1 Rheban Road characteristics 
 

From the highway, Charles Street, which is of an urban road standard, turns into Rheban Road 

at the Wielangta Road junction, where the road standard changes to rural.   

Adjacent to the development site the road is bitumen sealed, with no line markings or street 

lighting.  The road width averages 6.2 metres wide and is supported with narrow gravel 

shoulders, varying in width between 0.5 and 1.2 metres wide.  

The road alignment is reasonably straight, with sweeping horizontal curves either side of the 

development site, and undulating terrain which creates some minor vertical road crests. 

Along the development side there is a grass verge extending from the roadway to the property 

line, while on the opposite side there is a table drain beyond the gravel shoulder.  Within the 

road verges there are trees scattered along the length of Rheban Road, along with wooden 

power poles. 

Photograph 5.1A – Rheban Rd (view looking southeast towards Spring Beach) 
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Photograph 5.1B - Rheban Road (view looking northwest towards Orford) 

 

 

5.2 Traffic activity and seasonal flow adjustment  
 

To evaluate the traffic impact of the development on the surrounding road network, it is 

necessary to understand the existing traffic flows along Rheban Road, Charles Street, and the 

Tasman Highway.  Manual traffic surveys were undertaken in August 2022, but with Orford being 

a popular tourist destination, the recent surveys would not be representative of the peak season 

and would need to be adjusted.  

The difference in traffic flow between August and the peak tourist season, can be calculated 

using the Department of State Growth’s traffic database, which includes permanent traffic 

stations that collect data 365 days per year.  The nearest permanent traffic station along the 

Tasman Highway to Orford, is located north of Triabunna.  The graph below represents the 

average traffic flow between months, and the difference between August and the peak tourist 

months (December and January) is about 210 percent. 

Graph 5.2 – Monthly traffic flow from the permanent traffic station north of Triabunna 

 

All manual traffic surveys collected in August 2022 have been adjusted by 210 percent to 

represent the peak tourist period.  
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5.3 Manual traffic survey at the intersection of Tasman Highway and Charles Street 
 

The Tasman Highway intersection with Charles Street is situated adjacent to the main hub of 

Orford, where there is the local supermarket, shops, and cafes. Vehicles from the development 

site travelling out of the area would need to use the intersection to access the highway, which 

is controlled by give way signs and traffic islands. 

A manual traffic survey was conducted at the intersection of Tasman Highway, Charles Street, 

and the Esplanade, on 3rd of August between 8:00am and 9:00am.  The collected traffic data 

has been adjusted by 210 percent to represent the peak tourist period.   

Table 5.3 – Traffic survey for Tasman Highway intersection 

 
 
Period 

Tasman Highway Charles Street The Esplanade 

North 
bound 

Right into 
Charles 

Right into 
Esplanade 

South 
bound 

Left into 
Esplanade 

Left 
into 

Charles 

Left 
out 

Right 
out 

Left 
out 

Right 
out 

8 to 9am 38 16 1 52 4 57 16 33 2 7 

Adjusted Total 80 34 2 109 8 120 34 69 4 15 

 

The Orford Primary School is located off Charles Street south of the Tasman Highway intersection.  

Traffic using this intersection peaked between 8:15 and 8:45am, with the school predicted to be 

the main contributor for the traffic increase. Seasonally adjusted, Charles Street generated 257 

vehicle movements in the morning hour period 8:00am to 9:00am.   

 

5.4 Traffic using Rheban Road pass the development site 
 

A manual traffic survey was undertaken at the junction of Rheban Road and Jetty Street, 

collecting traffic on Rheban Road passing the development site, and traffic generated by the 

residential catchment of East and West Shelly Beach. The survey found a total of 55 traffic 

movements using the junction within the morning peak, which represents 111 vehicles when 

seasonally adjusted. 

Based on the available traffic data it is predicted that the two-way traffic flow on Rheban Road 

pass the development site is likely to be 75 vehicles per hour (seasonally adjusted). 

Table 5.4 – Traffic survey at junction of Rheban Road with Jetty Street 

 
Time 

Rheban Road Jetty Street 

Northbound Southbound Right into 
Jetty Street 

Left into 
Jetty Street 

Left 
Out 

Right 
Out 

7:30 to 7:45am 1 8 0 1 0 0 

7:45 to 8:00am 3 4 1 1 0 4 

8:00 to 8:15am 2 6 1 1 1 3 

8:15 to 8:30am 3 6 1 1 1 4 

Total 9 24 3 4 2 11 

Seasonally 
adjusted Total 

 
19 

 
50 

 
6 

 
8 

 
4 

 
23 
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5.5 Speed Limit 
 

Adjacent to the development site the speed limit on Rheban Road is posted at 80 km/h, then 

changes to 60 km/h east of Jetty Road where residential properties are located.  A 60 km/h speed 

limit applies to Charles Street through to the highway, due to the urban environment. 
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6. Impact from traffic generated by this development 
 

As determine by section 4 of this assessment, the development site has the potential to generate up 

to 406 additional traffic movements per weekday, with 46 of these trips likely to occur in the morning 

and afternoon periods.  

It is common with residential properties, that 90 percent of the trips leave the area during the morning 

peak, with the opposite occurring in the evening. Based on the surrounding road network, all trips 

generated from the development site will travel along Rheban Road and Charles Street.  

Table 6.0 – Additional trips generated by the development 

Period Trips generated from western 
development 

Trips generated from eastern 
development 

Total 

Leaving Arriving Leaving Arriving 

Morning weekday 26 3 15 2 46 

Afternoon weekday 3 26 2 15 46 

 

 

6.1 Need for turning treatments on Rheban Road 
 

With the location of the development site being south of Orford, the majority of the traffic 

movements arriving to the development site, will approach from a southerly direction and 

undertake a left-hand turn. The number of vehicles undertaking a right turn into the 

development site is predicted to be low, as Spring Beach is the only destination to the south. 

As the development is likely to create minimal right turn movements from Rheban Road, an 

additional turning treatment on Rheban Road is not warranted. 

 

6.2 Sight distance at the proposed new subdivision junctions 
  

Both of the development sites will require the creation of a new junction onto Rheban Road, 

with all new junctions requiring adequate sight distance for vehicles to enter and leave in a safe 

and efficient manner.   

The available sight distance at the two new junctions was measured on-site, based on the driver 

being 1.15 metres above the road surface, and an approaching vehicle being 1.2 metres high. 

Austroads Guide to Road Design part 4a, provides guidance on Safe Intersection Sight Distance 

(SISD) and with the posted speed limit along Rheban Road being 80 km/h, the minimum SISD is 

181 metres, based on a driver reaction time of two seconds. 

For the proposed eastern development junction, the available sight distance for a driver looking 

left exceeds 370 metres, while in the opposite direction a driver looking to the right will have 

230 metres. In both directions the available sight distance exceeds the SISD for an 80 km/h speed 

environment, and available sight distance is shown in the following two photographs. 
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Photograph 6.2A – View looking left from the proposed eastern development access 

 

 

Photograph 6.2B – View looking right from the proposed eastern development access 
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For the proposed western development junction, available sight distance in both directions 

distance in measured under 100 metres due to roadside vegetation and trees.  This assessment 

has determined that removal of the trees and vegetation from the roadside verge, would provide 

drivers with adequate sight distance to meet the minimum SISD requirement of 181 metres. 

The following two photographs shows the available sight distance in both directions.  

Photograph 6.2C – View looking left from the proposed western development access 

 

 

Photograph 6.2D – View looking right from the proposed western development access 

 

 

Removal of trees and vegetation to achieve 

sight distance required 

Removal of trees and vegetation to achieve 

sight distance required 
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6.3 Traffic efficiency at the new junctions  
 

The simplest method to determine the traffic performance at a junction is to use SIDRA 

Intersection traffic modelling software, which uses gap acceptance theory to determine the 

average delay, queue lengths and degree of saturation, which are all measures of traffic 

congestion and level of service.  

Level of Service (LOS) is a quantifiable assessment of the factors that contribute to the traffic 

performance, which includes traffic density, gaps in traffic streams, expected delays and queues. 

For junctions, there are six levels from A to F, with A providing the highest level for give-way 

controlled junctions, meaning motorists are not incurring delays, with ample gaps in the traffic 

stream for vehicles to turn freely and safely without disrupting other users.  

The following table provides a reference to the level of service for the various traffic controls 

and is based on the RTA Guide.  

Table 6.3 Level of service for intersections and junctions 

 

A traffic model has been developed within the modelling software to replicate the new junctions 

onto Rheban Road, with the seasonally adjusted hourly traffic flows entered.  The modelling 

predicts the new junction will operate in the morning and evening periods at LOS A, which is the 

highest level, where motorists are not likely to incur any delay or queues. Motorists currently 

using Rheban Road are not expected to be adversely impacted by vehicles turning at the new 

junctions.  

The modelling predicts traffic flows at the new junctions onto Rheban Road will use less than 

five percent of the junction’s capacity, clearly demonstrating spare capacity at the junction to 

accommodate future growth along Rheban Road. 

The result of the traffic modelling is available in appendix A. 
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6.4 Residential amenity impact 
 

A new development in urban areas can be concerning to local residents, and it can be difficult 

to argue that a traffic increase is reasonable. The RTA Guide has considered this matter and 

provided an environmental performance standard, which can be used to evaluate the likely 

impact on residential amenity. Extract 6.4 is from the RTA Guide and relates to urban 

environments, providing maximum peak hour goals. 

For urban collectors such as Charles Street and Rheban Road, the maximum environmental goal 

for two-way traffic flow is 500 vehicles per peak hour. From the recent traffic survey data, the 

impact to residential amenity is evaluated in table 6.4 below, predicting the two-way traffic flow 

(seasonally adjusted) on both Charles Street and Rheban Road will be no greater than 

300 vehicles.  Demonstrating the additional traffic generated by the development will not cause 

any adverse impact to amenity for existing properties.    

Table 6.4 – Additional vehicle movements generated by the development 

 
Road 

Existing two-way traffic flow Predicted two-way traffic flow 
Peak Hour Adjustment for 

tourist peak 
Additional development 

per hour 
Predicted two-
way traffic flow 

Rheban Road 36 75 46 121 

Charles Street 122 257 46 303 

 

Table 6.4 – Extract from the RTA Guide  
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6.5 Lane capacity and level of service for users 
 

In evaluating the impact of additional vehicle movements on Rheban Road users, it is important 

to understand the LOS motorists are currently receiving. The RTA Guide provides guidance for 

urban roads, based on peak hour directional traffic flows.  

From the recent surveys (seasonally adjusted), maximum directional flow along Charles Street is 

predicted at 154 vehicles, with 50 vehicles along Rheban Road.  Based on these directional flows, 

the RTA Guide indicates that both roads are operating at the highest LOS A.   

An additional 46 peak hour traffic movements generated by this residential development is not 

expected to change the current LOS, as the new combined traffic flow is expected to be less than 

200 vehicles per peak hour. 

This demonstrates the development is not predicted to cause any adverse impact to the existing 

traffic flow on the surrounding local road network. 

Diagram 6.5 – Extract from the RTA Guide 

 
 

 

6.6 Traffic safety impact 
 

The Department keeps a database of reported road crashes.  A check of this database found 

there were no reported crashes at this intersection in the last five years. 

This suggests that drivers are not having any difficulty negotiating the road layout. 

  

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 181



 

 

T:  0416 064 755 17 
E:  Hubbletraffic@outlook.com  
W: Hubbletraffic.com.au 
 

 

 

7. Subdivision layout and internal road arrangements 
 

As discussed earlier, the open watercourse flowing through the property requires the subdivision to 

be divided into an eastern and western subdivision, with both requiring the creation of a new junction 

onto Rheban Road.  

Diagram 7.0 – Proposed layout of the subdivision 

 

 

7.1 Subdivisional road standard 
 

Having consideration of similar roads recently constructed in the area, the new subdivision road 

in both developments, will have a minimum road width of 6.9 metres, within a 15-metre-wide 

road reserve, which will comply with the LGAT standard drawing for urban roads TSD-R06-V1. 

The road surface will be bitumen, with concrete kerb and gutters, 1.4-metre-wide footpath along 

one-side, and street lighting to comply with the vehicle and pedestrian lighting standards. 

  

Western subdivision 
Eastern subdivision 
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7.2 Turning facilities    
 

The western development will include a loop road, allowing all vehicles to enter and leave in a 

forward-driving manor without the need to provide turning facilities.  

The eastern development will have two short cul-de-sacs at the end of the new subdivisional 

road. At the end of each cul-de-sac, an 18-metre diameter circular turning head will be provided, 

in accordance with LGAT standard drawing TSD-R07-V1, this will accommodate a standard waste 

collection vehicle, enabling vehicles to enter and leave the development in a forward-driving 

direction. 

 

7.3 Turning radius at the new junctions 

 
The two new junctions will be designed to accommodate the swept path of a heavy rigid vehicle, 

measuring 12.5 metres in length, to turn left into and right out of the development. 

 

7.4 On-site parking provisions 
 

Each property will have a single access and will have sufficient area to accommodate on-site 

parking facilities.  While the new subdivisional road will have sufficient width to accommodate 

on-street visitor parking. 

 

7.5 Active transport facilities 
 

It is important for the new subdivision to be connected to existing facilities to allow residents to 

access the beach and other community facilities.  The development will include formal pathways 

to connect between the two subdivisions, and a separate pathway through the designated 

waterway corridor to connect to East Shelly Road and in-turn to the beach.    

 

7.6 Road gradients 
 

The natural terrain of the development site is reasonably level with a slight northbound slope, 

this means the subdivisional roads will have minimal grades and comply with the relevant 

standards for road gradients. 
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7.7 Creation of two new junctions with Rheban Road 
 

The two new junctions will intersect Rheban Road at ninety degrees and form a standard T-

Junction, and under the Australian Road Rules, vehicles must give-way when travelling on the 

terminating leg of the junction. However, it would be appropriate, given the significance of 

Rheban Road, that a Give Way sign, supplemented by a holding line be provided at each junction.  

Removal of trees within the road reserve on both sides of the western junction, will improve 

sight distance, and both junctions will have sufficient sight distance for motorists to enter and 

leave in a safe and efficient manner.   

  

7.8 Future road connection 
 

As part of the western subdivision, one lot will be reserved for a possible future connection to 

vacant land, located on the western boundary of the development site.   

 

7.9 Waste collection and emergency service vehicles 
 

The subdivisional roads will be designed to accommodate a 12.5 metre heavy rigid vehicle to 

enter and circulate.  A standard waste collection vehicle and the largest fire brigade vehicle 

replicate a medium rigid vehicle (8.8 metres in length), with road design ensuring there will be 

sufficient road width and turning facilities to access all lots.   
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8. Planning scheme 
 

8.1 C3.5.1 Traffic generation at a vehicle crossing, level crossing or new junction 
 

This development will require the creation of two new junctions onto Rheban Road and needs 

to be assessed under the performance criteria P1, demonstrating the accesses can operate safely 

and efficiently. 

Performance criteria Assessment 

Vehicular traffic to and from the site must minimise any adverse effects on the safety of a 
junction, vehicle crossing or level crossing or safety or efficiency of the road or rail network, 
having regard to: 

a) Any increase in the 
traffic caused by 
the use; 

Due to the presence of an open water course flowing through the 
development site, two new junctions onto Rheban Road are required. 
This assessment predicts the total 90 lot subdivision could generate 
406 daily trips, with the two junctions generating 46 trips in the peak 
hour periods. 

b) The nature and 
frequency of the 
traffic generated 
by the use; 

The development is for residential lots, with most vehicle movements 
generated to be less than 5.5 metres in length, which is associated 
with urban residential living. These types of vehicles are compatible 
with the existing vehicles using the surrounding local road network 
and are not expected to cause any adverse impact. 

c) The nature of the 
road; 

Rheban Road is a rural access road, functioning as a collector road 
carrying traffic between Orford and Spring Beach. The road standard 
has sufficient road width to accommodate two-way traffic flow.  
Rheban Road connects onto Charles Street, which in turn connects to 
the Tasman Highway. Within the surrounding area both Charles Street 
and Rheban Road are important distributing roads.  

d) The speed limit 
and traffic flow of 
the road; 

There is a posted 80 km/h speed limit that operates along Rheban 
Road where the development site is located. This assessment predicts 
during the peak tourist months both Rheban Road and Charles Street 
will have sufficient traffic capacity to absorb the additional traffic 
from the development, without causing a reduction in the level of 
service for users. Road users will continue to operate at the highest 
level of traffic performance, with the increase in traffic not predicted 
to cause any adverse residential amenity to the surrounding 
residential properties. Traffic modelling of the new junctions onto 
Rheban Road predicts the traffic movements will use less than five 
percent of the junction’s traffic capacity, demonstrating no adverse 
impact, with spare traffic capacity for future traffic growth within the 
area. With removal of trees and vegetation within the road verge, 
adequate Safe Intersection Sight Distance will be provided for 
motorists using the two junctions, so they can enter and leave in a 
safe and efficient manner, without causing adverse impact to current 
road users. 

e) Any alternative 
access; 

No alternative road connection is available. 
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f) The need for the 
access or junction; 

Urban infill in established towns is an excellent method to increase 
the supply of housing, while optimising the current infrastructure and 
community facilities. 

g) Any traffic impact 
assessment; and 

An independent traffic assessment has found there was no reason for 
this development not to proceed. 

h) Any written advice 
received from the 
road authority. 

Aware of none. 

 

 

8.2 C2 Parking and Sustainable Transport Code 

 
C2.5.1 Car parking 
numbers. 

Each lot will be of sufficient size to enable off-street facilities to be 
provided within individual properties, and this meets the intent of the 
acceptable solution to prevent parking overflow.  The subdivisional 
roads will be constructed to LGAT road standards, and suitable to 
accommodate visitor parking. 

C2.5.2 Bicycle parking 
numbers. 

Not applicable for residential subdivision. 

C2.5.3 Motorcycle 
parking numbers. 

Not applicable for residential subdivision. 

C2.5.4 Loading bays. While loading bays are not applicable for residential subdivision, the 
subdivisional road will have sufficient width to accommodate 
commercial vehicles, including waste collection and fire emergency 
vehicles. 

C2.5.5 Number of car 
parking spaces within 
the General 
Residential Zone and 
Inner Residential 
Zone. 

Not applicable. 
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9. Conclusion 
 

The proposed new 90 lot subdivision at Lot 2 Rheban Road will provide a supply of urban residential 

building lots, compatible with the surrounding land-use, and the traffic generated from these new lots 

is expected to be residential in nature. 

 

From a traffic engineering and road safety perspective, additional traffic generated from this 

development site is not expected to create any adverse safety, amenity, or traffic efficiency issues as: 

• The predicted amount of traffic generated is considered to be minor and there is sufficient 

capacity within the current road network to absorb the extra traffic movements. 

• The two new junctions with Rheban Road will have Safe Intersection Sight Distance, once the trees 

and vegetation are removed by the development, and this will ensure safe traffic movements 

between Rheban Road and the new subdivision. 

• Traffic modelling predicts the junction will perform at the highest level of service for a give way 

control, and additional traffic movements operating along Rheban Road are not expected to 

create any adverse transport efficiency issues or reduce the level of service for current road users. 

This Traffic Impact Assessment found no reason for this development not to proceed. 
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10. Appendix – Traffic Modelling of new junction 
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1. Introduction

Flüssig Engineers has been engaged by Rheban Road Pty Ltd to undertake a site-specific Flood Inundation 
Analysis for the subdivision development at number 155 Rheban Road at Orford in the Glamorgan Spring 
Bay Council. The purpose of this report is to determine the hydraulic characteristics of a 1% AEP storm event 
on the existing and post-development scenarios and the flood hazard for the 1% AEP plus climate change 
event. 

1.1 Objectives and Scope 

This flood analysis has been written to meet the standards of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme - Glamorgan 
Spring Bay (TPS) with the intent of understanding the development risk with respect to riverine flooding. The 
objectives of this study are: 

• Provide an assessment of the site’s flood characteristics under the combined 1% AEP + CC scenario.

• Provide an assessment of the site’s flood characteristics under the storm surge scenario.

• Provide comparison of flooding for pre- and post-development against acceptable and performance
criteria.

• Provide flood mitigation recommendations for the development, where appropriate.

1.2 Limitations 

This study is limited to the objectives of the engagement by the clients, the availability and reliability of data, 
and including the following: 

• The flood model is limited to a 1% AEP + CC worst case temporal design storm.

• All parameters have been derived from best practice manuals and available relevant studies (if
applicable) in the area.

• All provided data by the client or government bodies for the purpose of this study is deemed fit for
purpose and has not been checked for accuracy.

• The study is to determine the effects of the new development on flooding behaviour and should not
be used as a full flood study into the area without further assessment.

1.3 Relevant Planning Scheme Requirements 

Table 1. TPS Planning Scheme Requirements 

Planning Scheme Code Objective Document Reference 

C12.7.1 Subdivision 

within a flood-prone 

hazard area  

That subdivision within a flood prone hazard area does 

not create an opportunity for use or development that 

cannot achieve a tolerable risk from flood. 

Refer Section 4 
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2. Model Build

2.1 Overview of Catchment 

The contributing catchment for 155 Rheban Road is approximately 243 ha and draining from approximately 
400 mAHD to 10 mAHD from the top of Three Thumbs to the site.  The land use is predominantly Rural and 
the specific site is classified under Future Urban, only a small portion at the top of the catchment is classified 
under Environmental Management. 

Figure 1 below outlines the approximate contributing catchment for the site at 155 Rheban Rd, Orford. 

Figure 1. Contributing Catchment, 155 Rheban Rd, Orford 

2.2 Hydrology 

The upper catchment was modelled using Infoworks ICM hydrology (RAFTS) module, which uses the 
Australian designed Laurenson method to calculate runoff to the open creek channel. The catchment 
characteristics (% impervious, roughness etc.) were taken from best practice manuals. The hydrology 
catchment was connected to the 1D-2D hydraulic model.  

The following Table 2 states the adopted hydrological parameters for the RAFTS catchment. 

Table 2. Parameters for RAFTS catchment 

Catchment 

Area (ha) 

Initial Loss 

Perv/imp (mm) 

Continuing Loss 

Perv/imp (mm/hr) 

Manning’s N 

pervious 

Manning’s N 

impervious 

Non-linearity 

factor 

243 31/1.0 3.4/0.0 0.1 0.025 -0.285
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Design Rainfall Events 

The Tasmanian Planning Scheme 2021 requires modelling of flood events of 1% AEP (100yr ARI) for the life 
of the development. Therefore, the design events assessed in this analysis are limited to the 1% AEP + CC 
design events. Due to the size and grade of the catchment the peak rainfall time was restricted to between 
10 min – 36 hrs. 

The model ran each duration for the 1% AEP design event against 10 temporal patterns sourced from the 
ARR data hub. ARR 2019 advises the use of the worst-case duration median temporal pattern to ensure the 
event is not too conservative. These events were run through a hydrologic model to determine the required 
storm event. Figure 2 shows the box and whisker output of the model run.  The model shows that the 1% 
AEP 4.5 hrs storm temporal pattern 1 was the worst-case median storm. Therefore, this storm event was 
used within the hydraulic model. 

Figure 2. 1% Box and Whisker Plot 

Climate Change 

As per ARR 2019 Guidelines, for an increase in rainfall due to climate change at 2100, it is recommended the 
use of RCP 8.5. However, ARR 2019 recommends that this figure be used in lieu of more local data being 
available. Climate Futures Tasmania, 2010 (CFT) was a Tasmanian in-depth, entire state study into climate.  
Table 3 shows the ARR 8.5 increase compared to the CFT increase of 30% that was used within the model. 

Table 3. Climate Change Increases 

Sub-Catchment 
CFT increase 

@ 2100 
ARR 8.5 increase 

@ 2100 

Orford 30.0% 16.3% 

2.3 Hydraulics 

A 2D hydraulic model was created to determine the flood level through the target area. 
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Extents and topography 

The contributing catchment extends from the southern side of the development site up a valley in the east 
section of the Three Thumbs hills, approximately 390 mAHD higher than the site location and the mainstream 
with an average gradient of approximately 9.0%. 

Storm Surge Probability 

For this site, the risk of coastal inundation combined with riverine inundation is probable.  A study undertaken 
by the University of New South Wales Water and Research Laboratories (WRL) found the storm surge levels 
for Orford for 2050 and 2100 which is shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. Adopted Tide and Storm Surge Level (mAHD) 

Scenario 
2050 IPS Tide and Storm 

Surge Level (mAHD) 

2100 IPS Tide and Storm 

Surge Level (mAHD) 

1% AEP 1.60 2.20 

2% AEP 1.41 1.98 

5% AEP 1.20 1.75 

A scenario with a 1% AEP storm and a 1% AEP tidal event was deemed a statistically unlikely event and would 
result in an overly conservative model. Therefore, it was deemed that a 5% AEP storm surge level combined 
with a 1% AEP rainfall event was statistically more likely and could reasonably be applied to the flood model. 

The model applied the storm surge level to the downstream boundary 150m out into Prosser Bay and was 
found to have a significant affect to the immediate vicinity. As the development site is set on the bay lower 
than storm surge level (AHD) it was found that there were adverse effects to the watercourse flow next to 
155 Rheban Rd.  

Survey 

The 2D surface model was taken from a combination of LiDAR 2020 to create a 1m and cell size DEM. For the 
purposes of this report, 1m cells are enough to capture accurate flow paths. The DEM with hill shading can 
be seen below (Figure 3). 
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Figure 3. 0.5m DEM (Hill shade) of Lot Area and culvert numbering 

Roughness (Manning’s n) 

Roughness values for this model were derived from the ARR 2019 Guidelines. The Manning’s values are listed 
in Table 5. 

Table 5. Manning's Coefficients (ARR 2019) 

Land Use Manning’s n 

Roads 0.018 

Urban Yards 0.045 

Open Channel 0.035 

Parks 0.05 

Buildings 0.3 

Piped Infrastructure 0.013 

Walls 

No significant fences and retaining structures were present within the 2D model. 

Glass Walls 

A glass wall at 1.75m AHD were present within the 2D model to mimic the 5% sea level rise for 2100. 
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Buildings 

Buildings were represented as mesh polygons with a high Manning’s n value within the model. Buildings with 
unknown floor levels were set with a minimum 300mm above ground. 

This method allows for flow through the building if the flood levels/pressure become great enough.  The aim 
is to mimic flow through passageways such as doors, windows and hallways. 

Stormwater Infrastructure 

The model included all major stormwater infrastructure on Rheban Road and East Shelley Road to provide 
insight into the stormwater system's downstream capacity. Culverts were sourced through onsite 
inspections, then revised and corrected by the council engineer, including infrastructure location and size. 
Refer to Figure 3 for existing culvert numbering and location and Table 6 for culvert size. 

Table 6. Existing Culverts 

Culvert Number Unit 

C1 3 x DN900 

C2   2 x DN2100 

C3 1 x DN750 

C4   1 x DN1050 

Post subdivision infrastructure was provided by Aldanmark Consulting Engineers and digitised into the post 
development model scenario. 

Blockages 

ARR 2019 Book 9 Table 9.6.9 shows an on-grade kerb inlet and combination inlet with 80–90% capacity. 
However, given the nature of the development, it was assumed that all properties are directly connected to 
the stormwater infrastructure and discharging to the existing watercourse, which brings the percentage 
blockage applied to the model to a blockage factor. Therefore, 25% blockage factors were applied to each of 
the culvert’s pipes crossing Rheban Road and East Shelly Road. 

3. Model Results

The 1% AEP + CC storm was run through the pre-development and post-development model scenarios to 
compare the changes to flooding onsite and to surrounding properties. It can be seen from the pre-
development model runs (Figure 4) that significant flooding occurs through the proposed development area 
due to a combination of flooding from the naturally delineated watercourse flow path crossing Rheban Road. 

The post-development runs (Figure 5) show that the proposed subdivision must include flood protection 
structures and mitigation techniques that will protect the development from the overland flow path, that 
will not have any negative effect on surrounding properties nor place increased reliance on public resources. 

The highest water depth in the proposed subdivision areas is 0.30 m, with a maximum velocity of 0.8 m/s. In 
this case, the impedance appears to be limited to the area immediately surrounding proposed Lot No. 12, 
with no evidence of an increase in flood extents to properties outside of No. 155 Rheban Road.  

The proposed new impervious areas from the subdivision are affected by flood inundation, which would be 
managed by the new access road acting as an unobstructed overland flow pathway into new Lot No. 12 and 
eventually to the existing watercourse, as shown in Figure 5. 

The inclusion of flood wall or earth bund structures and a dedicated side entry pit fitted with a DN900 pipe 
discharging into the existing watercourse would provide a fast discharge and alleviate the overland flow 
path ponding issues at the lower point of the proposed development. 
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Figure 4. Pre-development 1% AEP + 5% AEP Storm Surge at 2100, flood depths and extents 
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Figure 5. Post – Development 1% AEP + 5% AEP Storm Surge at 2100, flood depths and extent 
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Figure 6. Pre-development 5% AEP, flood depths and extents 
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Figure 7. Post-development 5% AEP, flood depths and extents 
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3.1 Displacement of Overland Flow on Third Party Property 

Figure 5 shows post-development flows at 1% AEP that, when compared against pre-development, there is 
no increase in flood extents outside the lot boundaries with the post-development model. It is further evident 
that there is no increase of the overland flood path for the proposed development within the property and 
the flow extents would remain constant. It is therefore deemed that the post development model does not 
adversely affect flood flow through any surrounding third-party properties by overland flow displacement. 

3.2 Development Effects on Stormwater Discharge West 

Figure 8 below shows the discharge hydrograph for the new development area. The graph was captured in 
the model for both pre- and post-development runs and combined in graph format to demonstrate the 
change in net-discharge. It demonstrates that there is an accumulative flow hydrograph cross-sectional result 
line from the pre-development at 16.72 m³/s to the post-development of 19.81 m³/s and flow velocity from 
the pre-development at 1.49 m/s to the post-development of 2.27 m/s. It is therefore deemed that the post 
development model does increase the accumulative net discharge inside the existing watercourse. 

Figure 8. Pre and Post Development Net Discharge 1% +CC Cross-Sectional Result Line 1 

3.3 Development Effects on Stormwater Discharge East 

Figure 9 below shows the discharge hydrograph for the new development area only. The graph was captured 
in the model for both pre- and post-development runs and combined in graph format to demonstrate the 
change in net-discharge. It demonstrates that there is an accumulative flow hydrograph cross-sectional result 
line east from the pre-development at 12.61m³/s to the post-development of 15.48m³/s and flow velocity 
from the pre-development at 1.37m/s to the post-development of 3.08m/s. It is therefore deemed that the 
post development model does increase the accumulative net discharge inside the existing watercourse. 
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Figure 9. Pre and Post Development Net Discharge 1% +CC Cross-Sectional Result Line 2 

3.4 Description of Building Regulation S54 

In accordance with the Building Regulations S54, the finished floor levels of habitable rooms must be at 
least 300mm above the defined flood level for that land. This includes: 

• S.54 – Acceptable Solution

a) A new habitable building must have a floor level no lower than the 1% AEP (100 yr ARI) storm event
plus 300 mm.

Future Habitable Building 

The construction of future dwellings would require to either have a habitable floor level >1% AEP CC flood 
level + 300mm and as per 1% AEP CC combined with the 5% AEP storm surge probability level to meet the 
performance criteria of the Building Regulations S54. (The floor level floor level >1% AEP CC flood level + 
300mm does not apply for non-habitable buildings). 

4. Flood Hazard

The proposed location of the new subdivision will be subject to be inundated to 300 mm flood depth and 
0.85 m/s velocity in front of proposed Lot 12. This places the hazard rating as adopted by Australian Flood 
Resilience and Design Handbook as a H1 – Generally safe for people, vehicles and buildings, as shown in 
Figure 10, except for a marginal increase in flood depth for the access road which would be classified 
temporarily in some small areas as H2 – Unsafe for small vehicles.  Therefore, in the event of flooding, the 
access road and driveway would be at unsafe levels for emergency evacuation. (See Appendix A for Hazard 
Maps).   

As this study does not cover the full extent of the public access roads we cannot comment on the accessibility 
to the site, only within the site. Therefore, this report would advise that a flood emergency evacuation plan, 
be established for the proposed dwelling in the event of a significant flood. 
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Figure 10. Hazard Categories Australian Disaster and Resilience Handbook 

4.1 Tolerable Risk 

Flood analysis into the lot at 155 Rheban Road shows the proposed landfill areas are located within a shallow 
overland flow path with majority of the internal area rated low (H1) hazard rating in the 1% AEP plus climate 
change event. This means the site is considered generally safe for all ages, and structures except for inside 
the existing watercourse boundaries where flows and velocities are more extreme. However, following 
construction of the landfill, it is noted that there is an increase in depth to the north in front of proposed Lot 
12 on Rheban Road subdivision which results in a marginal increase in flood depth for the access road 
temporarily classifying some small areas as H2, for the post-development flood scenarios. 

Velocities and depths, although relatively small, still present some risks from erosion and debris movement. 
It is recommended that any future structures undertake a hydrostatic/hydrodynamic analysis to ensure 
suitability. Assuming appropriate structural and geotechnical engineering design and considerations are 
applied, it is deemed that if the proposed landfill tolerable risk to flooding over its asset life can be achieved, 
assuming the recommendations of this report are adhered to. 
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5. TPS Summary

Table 7. Glamorgan Spring Bay Council Planning Provisions 

C12.7.1 Subdivision within a flood prone hazard area 

Objectives: That subdivision within a flood prone hazard area does not create an opportunity for 

use or development that cannot achieve a tolerable risk from flood  

Performance Criteria 

P1.1 P1.1 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, 

within a flood-prone hazard area, must not create 

an opportunity for use or development that cannot 

achieve a tolerable risk from flood, having regard to: 

Response from flood report 

(a) Any increase in risk from flood for adjacent

land;

(a) There is no evidence of an increase of risk

from flood for the adjacent land

(b) The level of risk to use or development

arising from an increased reliance on public

infrastructure;

(b) The level of risk is acceptable for the use

of the proposed development and future

residents.

(c) the need to minimize future remediation

works.

(c) Future remediation works would include

culvert size upgrade at Rheban Road and

East Shelly Road result of the existing

flood conditions.

(d) Any loss or substantial compromise by flood

of access to the lot, on or off site.

(d) There is no evidence of a substantial

increase of flood to the access and exit

from the site.

(e) The need to locate building areas outside the

flood prone hazard area

(e) All future building envelopes must be

located outside the flood inundation hazard

areas.

(f) Any advice from the state authority, regulated

entity or a council.

(f) n/a

(g) The advice contained in a flood hazard report (g) Refer to 7. Recommendations
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6. Conclusion

The Flood Hazard Report for 155 Rheban Rd, Orford development site has reviewed the potential pre- vs 
post- development flood scenarios. The following conclusions were derived in this report: 

1. A comparison of the post-development peak flows for the 1% AEP and storm surge event at 2100
were undertaken with the intention to meet the standards of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme -
Glamorgan Spring Bay (TPS).

2. Peak discharge does not remain constant between both pre- and post-development, riverine flood
scenarios.

3. Velocity pre- and post-development does not remain consistent along the overland flow path and
the development and could contributing to erosion potential.

4. Hazard from flooding in the area remains at the majority category of H1 and only a small area inside
to the proposed access road is classified temporarily H2, for the post-development flood scenarios.

7. Recommendations

Flussig Engineers therefore recommends the following engineering design be adopted for the development 
to ensure the works meets the standards of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme - Glamorgan Spring Bay (TPS): 

1. The new subdivision to provide an unobstructed overland flow path corridors toward the existing 
watercourses to accommodate the 1% AEP flood scenario.

2. New upgrade 5 m-wide watercourse channel to be reconstructed according to Aldanmark Consulting 
Engineers' Civil Design Drawings

3. A new 1 m by 450 mm open drain is to be constructed opposite the subdivision at Rheban Road, 
according to Aldanmark Consulting Engineers' civil design drawings.

4. A new 500-mm-wide by 350-mm-deep open drain is to be constructed at the front boundary of 
Rheban Road, according to Aldanmark Consulting Engineers' civil design drawings.

5. A new 500-mm-wide by 350-mm-deep open drain and easement for overland flow path 
displacement is to be constructed between lots 32-33 and 37-38, according to Aldanmark Consulting 
Engineers' civil design drawings.

6. A new flood-dedicated side entry pit is fitted with a DN900 pipe for the ponding inundation discharge 
into the existing watercourse, according to Aldanmark Consulting Engineers Civil design drawings.

7. New 2 x DN2100 pipe size upgrade at culvert C1 (For culvert location, refer figure 3)

8. Existing 2 x DN2100 pipe size to remain at culvert C2 (For culvert location, refer figure 3)

9. New 2 x DN1050 pipe size upgrade at culvert C3 (For culvert location, refer figure 3)

10. New 2 x DN1200 pipe size upgrade at culvert C4 (For culvert location, refer figure 3)

11. The new road and services infrastructure to be designed to resist flood forces including debris.

12. Road and access use be limited to use deemed safe under the ARR Disaster manual categories.

13. An emergency evacuation plan be implemented as a precaution to flooding.

14. Lot No. 12 (public open space) to be fitted with bollards and chains to prevent the accidental 
displacement of vehicles, wheeled rubbish bins or other mobile debris toward the existing 
watercourse and to produce a blockage to the existing culverts in a flood inundation scenario.

15. Existing watercourse channels will be rock lined to prevent erosion.

Under the requirements of Flood Hazard Report, the development site will meet current acceptable solutions 
and performance criteria under the Tasmanian Planning Scheme - Glamorgan Spring Bay (TPS).   
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8. Limitations 

Flüssig Engineers were engaged by Rheban Road Pty Ltd, for the purpose of a site-specific Flood Hazard 
Report for 155 Rheban Rd, Orford as per code C12.7.1 of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme - Glamorgan Spring 
Bay (TPS). This study is deemed suitable for purpose at the time of undertaking the study. If the conditions 
of the subdivision should change, the plan will need to be reviewed against all changes. 

This report is to be used in full and may not be used in part to support any other objective other than what 
has been outlined within, unless specific written approval to do otherwise is granted by Flüssig Engineers. 

Flüssig Engineers accepts no responsibility for the accuracy of third-party documents supplied for the 
purpose of this stormwater management plan.  
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APPENDIX A: Flood Inundation Maps
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

SGS Economics and Planning was engaged to undertake a residential land demand and supply 
study for Orford, in response to the proposed planning scheme amendment and subdivision 
of 14.9 ha of land for a 92 lot residential development along Rheban Road. 

The subject land is currently zoned Rural Resource and is proposed to be rezoned to General 
Residential. In light of that, it is important to consider the relative demand for additional 
residential land in Orford.  

The town of Orford has been experiencing comparatively high demand for dwellings over 
recent years due to the popularity of the town for retirement, tourism and as a shack 
community. SGS Economics and Planning, in this report, analysed the demand for dwellings 
(whether for permanent residents or as holiday homes) in Orford and the residential land 
capacity in the town to meet this demand. The analysis was performed to understand the 
need for additional residential land in Orford and as to whether the planning scheme 
amendment and sub-division is required to meet forecast demand. 

A range of factors are considered including government policy, affordability and household 
composition to draw conclusions on the suitability of the land release in Orford.  

The report contains four chapters: 

1. Documentation and results of housing demand modelling for Orford 
2. Estimation of capacity for new housing in the Orford suburb boundary and 

assessment as to whether the subdivision is required to meet forecast demand 
3. The strategic case for releasing more residential land in Orford 
4. Findings and conclusion.  

 

The capacity analysis indicates that currently there is the capacity to provide another 228 to 
303 new dwellings in the Orford suburb boundary to 2035 depending on dwelling density and 
realisation rates. With the proposed sub-division along Rheban Road, 91 lots will be added to 
this capacity, taking total capacity to 320-395. 

Demand for housing in Orford is strong and is driven by both residential demand and 
tourism/holiday demand. To 2035 it is estimated that there will be demand for another 298 
dwellings in the Orford area from 2020, at a two per cent growth rate. This level of demand is 
higher than foreshadowed in the STRLUS and Triabunna/Orford Structure Plan. 

As it currently stands, there is insufficient land available to meet the projected demand within 
the suburb boundary, according to the low capacity scenario. Without the sub-division there 
is enough supply to last 11 to 15 years; with the proposal, this rises to 16-20 years.  

Between the 2006 and 2016 censuses, the number of dwellings increased by 2.4 percent per 
annum, as a result of the combined demand for residential and tourism/holiday purposes. If 
this trend were to continue from 2020, available supply would fall short even earlier. 

The Triabunna/Orford Structure Plan states that any residential rezonings undertaken should 
be timed so as to contribute to the provision of a 15-year supply of land to meet the 
projected demand. SGS has found that based on recent trends that additional residential land 
within the Orford suburb boundary needs to be released to meet the Plan’s objective of a 15-
year supply and the sub-division should be supported. 

The proposal is also supported by strategic planning objectives. This includes the intent to 
consolidate growth into existing towns (urban consolidation) and prevent the continued 
spread of dwelling growth along the coast and on to productive agricultural land 
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(fragmentation of productive land). It also encourages growth of the permanent population to 
improve the economic sustainability and vibrancy of Orford. 

We observe that residential demand since 2011 has outstripped the assumed growth as 
described in STRLUS. SGS Economics and Planning recommends that the STRLUS is updated to 
reflect higher observed growth and related projections, in Orford and other parts of southern 
Tasmania. Population growth, the growing desirability of regional Tasmania as a place of 
residence, the success of the Tasmanian tourism industry and the advent of short-term rental 
accommodation are more prominent factors in driving demand than recognised in STRLUS. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

SGS Economics and Planning, in this report, analyse the demand for housing in the Orford 
area in comparison to the supply of suitable land to understand the need for additional 
capacity. A range of other factors are considered including government policy, affordability, 
and the growth of the tourism industry to draw conclusions on the suitability of the land 
release for 92 residential lots in Orford.  

This report contains four chapters: 

1. Documentation and results of housing demand modelling for Orford 
2. Estimation of capacity for new housing in the Orford urban boundary and 

assessment as to whether the subdivision is required to meet forecast demand 
3. The strategic case for releasing more residential land 
4. Findings and conclusion  

Housing demand 

SGS has created an Excel-based housing demand model for Orford. The model includes the 
following aspects: 

▪ Population forecasts by age  
▪ Household formation preference  
▪ Housing type preferences  

Results include housing demand by type including separate, semi-detached and apartment 
types.   

Housing capacity 

PDA has estimated the capacity for new residential development in Orford. Land parcels 
suitable for additional dwellings have categorised based on its likely timeframe to 
development and available to the market. 

Forecast demand is then compared to housing capacity by timeframe to understand housing 
market alignment and identify potential gaps/oversupply over time. 

Strategic alignment 

SGS reviewed strategic planning documents, including the Southern Tasmania Regional Land 
Use Strategy (STRLUS), and the Triabunna/Orford Structure Plan. Further, SGS has used data 
from our award-winning Rental Affordability Index to comment on housing affordability. 

These and other documents are used to gauge whether the expedited release of land for 
housing in Orford is supported by policy and trends.  

Findings and recommendation 

Conclusions and recommendations are drawn concerning the need for the planning 
amendment and development of a sub-division at Rheban Road, Orford. 
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2. HOUSING DEMAND 

2.1 Introduction and purpose 
An assessment of population and demographic trends has been undertaken to develop an 
understanding of the underlying forces. These forces are driving growth and demand for 
dwellings in the Glamorgan–Spring Bay LGA and Orford. Beyond population and dwelling 
forecasts, this section also considers typology and housing choice and housing demand from 
tourism. 

The purpose of the analysis is to forecast housing demand in Orford to the year 2035.  

2.2 Approach 
The analysis in this section draws upon a range of datasets, mostly from ABS, including 
population growth, age, family and household type. These core demographic components 
combine to help understand the drivers for housing demand in Orford presently and into the 
future. 

SGS has applied its in-house and tested Housing Demand Model to forecast total demand and 
demand by dwelling type. The datasets are inputs into the modelling process to help 
determine the change in the number of households requiring housing in Orford. An 
illustration of the model below shows the outputs as being housing demand by ‘separate 
house’, ‘semi-detached’ (referring to attached dwellings, terraces and townhouses), 
‘flat/apartment’ and ‘other’ (referring to shacks, caravans and sheds).  

FIGURE 1: SGS HOUSING DEMAND MODEL METHOD 

 

Source: SGS Economics and Planning 

 

The model’s base scenario is run off historically observed household and dwelling 
compositions in the LGA. The base scenario generates a ‘business as usual’ forecast of the 
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future if there are no major shifts in population/demographic trends or supply/capacity 
constraints.  

The model is initially run at the LGA level as this is the level that population forecasts by age 
group from the Tasmanian Government are available. Using the outputs for the Glamorgan–
Spring Bay LGA, the housing demand for Orford is then calculated with overall growth trends 
adjusted to reflect the on-the-ground experience local to Orford. The study area is defined in 
the modelling as the 2011 ABS UCL boundary, which is also the same as ABS suburb boundary 
in 2011.  

The Urban Centres and Localities (UCLs) ABS geography represents areas of concentrated 
urban development. UCLs are defined using aggregations of SA1s. The size of the UCL of 
Orford actually increased between 2011 and 2016. For consistency SGS was sure to remove 
the SA1s added between 2011 and 2016 for a fair comparison (see appendix for discussion on 
the geography chosen).  

2.3 Demand factors 

Permanent population growth  

Growth in the permanent population of Orford is the key input of the model. The Tasmanian 
Department of Treasury and Finance has prepared population projections for Tasmania’s 
Local Government Areas for 25 years (2017 to 2042)1.  

The Tasmanian Government’s projections have three series, based on different assumptions - 
high, medium and low. Treasury forecasts for Glamorgan-Spring Bay forecast a medium series 
annual average growth rate (AAGR) of 0.1% per annum to 2030. For the high series, the AAGR 
is 0.6% per annum. 

Table 1 below shows population forecasts for Orford based on the population at the 2016 
census and the population growth rates for the Glamorgan–Spring Bay LGA from the Treasury 
projections. Using the high series growth rate of 0.6% per annum, the resident population of 
Orford can be expected to only grow by around 60 people over the twenty years to 2036, 
assuming an even distribution of growth across the LGA.  

TABLE 1: POPULATION GROWTH FORECAST FOR LGA AND ORFORD (TREASURY HIGH SERIES) 

Series 2016 2021 2026 2031 2036 

Glamorgan/Spring Bay 4,399 4,619 4,760 4,847 4,866 

Orford2 610 614 632 652 671 

Source: Tasmanian Government 2019, Census data 

 

In the 2014 population projections by Treasury, the forecast population growth rates for 
Glamorgan-Spring Bay were even lower. The Treasury projected a 0.2 per cent growth rate 
under the high scenario and population decline in the medium series. 

The Triabunna-Orford Structure Plan uses the State Demographic Change Advisory Council 
population projections from 2008 (medium growth scenario) to forecast the population of 
Orford. The population projection for Orford in the Plan (page 19) shows an increase in 
population from 518 in 2011 to 600 in 2030. This growth of 82 residents over 19 years 
corresponds to an average annual growth rate of 0.8 per cent per annum.  

Figure 2 compares the recent experience in Orford to these government scenarios.  

 
1 https://www.treasury.tas.gov.au/economy/economic-data/2019-population-projections-for-tasmania-and-its-local-
government-areas  
2 2011 ABS suburb/UCL boundary of Orford 
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The green bars in Figure 2 represent the actual recorded population of Orford3 derived from 
place of usual residence data from the 2011 and 2016 census. The real resident population 
growth in Orford between 2011 and 2016 was 0.7 per cent per annum (AAGR). Since then, 
the blue bars represent the estimated resident population of Orford for 2017, 2018 and 2019 
if the town grew at the same rate as the broader area4 of Spring Beach to Bicheno. The Spring 
Beach to Bicheno area (all in Glamorgan-Spring Bay LGA) grew by 1.5 per cent per annum 
over these three years5. The yellow bars forecast Orford’s population forward using these 
historical growth rates. A growth rate of 1.5 per cent per annum has been used, which is the 
same as the recent experience in the region. 

Overlaying the population projections from Treasury and the Structure Plan over the actual 
population of Orford, and the forecast, shows that growth in Orford has been trending above 
the high growth scenario from the 2014 Treasury forecasts for the Glamorgan–Spring Bay 
municipality and the forecasts used in the Structure Plan (2014). Based on historical growth 
rates, it is likely that future growth in Orford will also trend above the high scenario from the 
most recent Treasury forecasts for the LGA (2019).   

FIGURE 2: ESTIMATED RESIDENT POPULATION IN ORFORD – ACTUAL AND FORECAST 

 

Source: SGS Economics and Planning, ABS (2020) estimated residential population, ABS Census 2011 and 2016, Tasmanian 

Government (2019) population projections, Tasmanian Government (2014) population projections, STRLUS (2010), and the 

Triabunna/Orford Structure Plan (Urbis, 2014).  

 
3 Defined by the 2011 ABS suburb/UCL boundary of Orford 
4 Defined as the ABS SA2 of Spring Beach to Bicheno. This is the smallest geography that more recent population data is 
available.  
5 ABS (2020) Estimated Resident Population for Australian SA2s 
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Given growth rates experienced since 2011, it can be surmised that Orford is growing in 
popularity as a place of permanent residence, not just as a shack and holiday home 
community. A downside of the Treasury projections is that they do not consider internal 
migration patterns within Tasmania between LGAs. Nor do they capture population changes 
at a fine grain, such as in individual towns like Orford.  

Tourism and holiday letting 

Another factor to consider in Orford is the impact of tourism and holiday letting.  

Many houses in Orford are used for holiday shacks/homes or holiday letting (Airbnb, Stayz 
etc.). According to the ABS Census of 2016, 68 per cent of dwellings in Orford were 
unoccupied on census night, indicating that these dwellings are used primarily as holiday 
homes. Orford has a much higher rate of vacant dwellings than Tasmania, where 14 per cent 
of dwellings are unoccupied.  

Data from InsideAirBnB6 reveals that the number of short-stay rentals in Orford has increased 
dramatically over recent years, from around 25 entire houses in December 2016 to 57 in June 
2020. This represents an increase of 218 per cent in less than four years.  

FIGURE 3: NUMBER OF AIRBNB RENTALS IN ORFORD 

 

Source: InsideAirbnb (2020) 

The increase in holiday lets is likely from the conversion of existing shacks and dwellings to 
holiday rentals due to the new technology, as opposed to the construction of new dwellings. 
Nonetheless, the ability to generate revenue from tourists will make the construction of new 
shacks more appealing to prospective builders.  

Holiday letting apps like AirBnB were not in use when the STRLUS and Structure Plan were 
drafted. The Structure Plan and STRLUS, though, do both identify tourism and holiday homes 
as having a large impact on the population size of Orford. The Structure Plan states that 

 
6 http://insideairbnb.com/ 
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Orford experiences significant population increases in summer months, while the STRLUS 
identifies Orford as a settlement which is subject to seasonal fluctuations in population.  

The decision by the Tasmanian Planning Commission on the proposed rezoning and sub-
division stated that dwellings can be used interchangeably as visitor accommodation or 
residential use, in certain circumstances, meaning that dwelling demand can result from both 
permanent population growth and seasonal population or visitors (paragraph 31, page 7).  

For that reason, in the demand model, SGS has included demand for housing from both 
resident population and seasonal population/visitors.  

2.4 Dwelling growth 
A key output of the model is the number of dwellings that will be demanded in Orford to 
2035.  

The Southern Tasmanian Regional Land Use Strategy designates Orford as a township, 
primarily for shack/holiday homes and having a low growth rate. Up to a 10 per cent increase 
in dwellings is allowed over 25 years from 2010 to 2035. This number of dwellings equates to 
an annual average growth rate of 0.4% per annum. 

The Structure Plan contends that Orford provides residential options that are popular with 
retirees, holidaymakers, and commuters to Hobart.  

Figure 4 below shows the actual and forecast demand for dwellings in Orford7. In the figure: 

▪ The first pink bar shows the number of dwellings (716) in Orford at the time the STRLUS 
was adopted, as outlined in the Planning Commission’s decision on the Rheban Road 
subdivision from 24 July 2019 (paragraph 28, page 7). 

▪ The green bars show the number of dwellings in Orford as derived from the ABS census, 
using the 2011 Orford suburb/UCL boundary. According to census data, the number of 
dwellings in Orford grew from 625 to 795 in the ten years years between 2006 and 2016, 
at an average annual growth rate of 2.4 per cent. Between 2011 and 2016 only, the 
growth rate was lower at 1.6 per cent per annum.  

▪ The yellow bars represent a forecast of the number of dwellings based on these recent 
historical trends, but also changing economic and societal trends since the last census in 
2016. A growth rate of 2 per cent is forecast, which includes an increase in dwellings for 
permanent residents as well as for tourism and holiday rentals. For further explanation 
on why a forecast growth rate of 2 per cent was used refer to the appendix. 

▪ The black horizontal line across the chart shows the STRLUS dwelling growth strategy, 
which was for a 10% increase over 25 years. The blue line shows the year on year growth 
trend to stay under this cap (0.4% per annum).  

The chart shows that the growth scenario used in the STRLUS for Orford is unsuitable. The 
number of dwellings to be allowed in Orford over 25 years was reached within 3-4 years, with 
growth continuing.  

 
7 Defined by the 2011 ABS suburb/UCL boundary of Orford 
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FIGURE 4: NUMBER OF DWELLINGS IN ORFORD - ACTUAL AND FORECAST 

 

Source: SGS Economics and Planning, ABS Census 2011 and 2016, STRLUS (2010) 

 

Since the release of the STRLUS, a host of factors have contributed to making Tasmania and 
Orford more desirable places to live, including: 

▪ The rise of Tasmania as a destination for tourism and interstate migration, sometimes 
dubbed to MONA effect 

▪ The affordability of Tasmania’s real estate compared to the mainland, but then, in turn, 
the affordability of Orford versus Hobart  

▪ The aging of the population and increasing demand for a ‘sea change’ 
▪ Shifting preferences for working from home for work-life balance and lifestyle enabled 

technology advancements and sped up by COVID-19. These change preferences are 
increasing demand for housing in regional settlements with high amenity but within 90 
minutes of major cities like Hobart. 

For that reason, SGS makes an assessment on the merits of the proposed sub-division based 
purely on supply and demand driven by recent trends. Not the growth strategy outlined in 
STRLUS, which is out of date, or the Treasury forecasts, which are inaccurate at a local level.   
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Final housing demand model results 

Table 2 summarises the results of the housing demand modelling completed by SGS. The 
results are derived from the Housing Demand Model. The model uses ABS Census data 
patterns in demographics, and housing types from 2001 to 2016.  

The model reflects a dwelling demand growth rate of 2.0 per cent per annum which includes 
permanent population growth and growth in holiday homes and holiday rentals. The results 
are displayed considering dwelling preferences. The results indicate that while the highest 
growth rate between 2020 and 2035 is likely to be for semi-detached dwellings (10.2 per cent 
per annum), the dwelling mix in Orford will still be dominated by detached (separate house) 
dwellings. Demand for detached dwellings is expected to grow 1.9 per cent per year between 
2020 and 2035. 

The preference for separated houses in Orford will drive demand for 263 residential lots to 
2035. The projected demand for semi-detached, flat/units, and other dwellings types adds to 
demand by another 30 dwellings to 2035. The other category includes caravans and sheds, 
which are often built on lots of land and used for holidays and camping, and usually converted 
to permanent dwellings over time.  

TABLE 2: DWELLING DEMAND FORECAST 2020 TO 2035 (SGS HOUSING DEMAND MODEL OUTPUT) 

Dwelling type 
2016 

(actual) 
2020 2025 2030 2035 

2020 - 2035 
demand 

AAGR 2020 - 
2035 

Separate 
house 

744 805 883 952 1,068 263 1.9% 

Semi 
Detached 

8 9 20 29 39 30 10.2% 

Flat, unit or 
apartment 

5 5 5 6 6 1 1.4% 

Other 38 41 42 42 45 3 0.5% 

Total 795 861 950 1,028 1,158 298 2.00% 

Source: SGS Housing Demand Model (2020) 

If its assumed that the popularity of Orford for permanent residents in comparison to holiday 
homes remains constant over time (i.e. 68 per cent of dwellings are used for holiday homes 
and holiday rentals) then demand for permanent dwellings increases by 95 to 2035 and by 
202 for holiday homes and rentals (Table 3).  

TABLE 3: DWELLING DEMAND FORECAST 2020 TO 2035 – DWELLING USE 

Dwelling use 2016 2020 2025 2030 2035 
2020 - 2035 

demand 
AAGR 2020 

- 2035 

Permanent resident 
dwellings 

254 275 304 329 371 95 2.0% 

Holiday homes and 
holiday rentals 

541 585 646 699 788 202 2.0% 

 

No matter the use, in total, 298 new dwellings are forecast to be demanded to the year 2035 
in Orford from 2020. These demand forecasts are compared to available capacity (next) to 
determine whether there is an adequate supply of residential land in Orford to meet this 
forecast demand.  
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3. HOUSING SUPPLY AND FUTURE 
CAPACITY 

3.1 Introduction and purpose 
This chapter identifies available vacant residential land in Orford ready for development in the 
immediate, medium and longer-term. PDA Surveyors was commissioned to undertake an 
assessment of the available vacant residential supply in Orford. They assessed the availability 
of the supply for development in the short, medium and long term. PDA undertook a desktop 
analysis and site visits to understand the extent of land available for residential dwelling 
development.  

The purpose of the analysis is to reveal the capacity for new housing in the suburb/UCL 
boundary of Orford to 2035 and compare to housing demand to ascertain whether new 
parcels of land should be released. It is vital to ensure land supply is consistent and sufficient, 
properly located and readily developable to meet population demand as forecast.  

3.2 Housing capacity 
According to the 2016 census there were 851 dwellings in Orford. As explored in the demand 
chapter, demand for new dwellings in Orford has been strong. The Council has identified in 
the Structure Plan that a fifteen-year supply of residential land is required for Orford. 

Housing development capacity in Orford urban area 

Vacant land supply 

The total number of potential vacant residential land, the theoretical supply, consists of 
residential zoned land that is vacant. This includes the consideration of subdivision potential 
based on lot sizes. 

The practical, or realistic supply, takes additional factors into consideration: the availability of 
supply over time, and the propensity of property owners to subdivide land or not. Some 
property owners prefer to have a large garden and may choose to not subdivide.    

In determining the supply of residential land for development, it is important to assess the 
availability of supply over time. For instance, un-serviced large lots that have not yet been 
subdivided, are unlikely to become available for development in the short term8.  

To understand the housing capacity of Orford, PDA Surveyors completed an assessment of 
the feasibility of vacant and potential land being converted into new lots. The evaluation was 
done using a desktop review, existing expertise and site visits. The site visits were undertaken 
in July 2020.  

PDA reviewed 227 parcels of land in the Orford ABS suburb boundary which are zoned for 
residential purposes (excluding the parcels which are the focus of this study).  

PDA listed all vacant lots, greenfield options and infill options within the suburb area of 
Orford. Each parcel was assessed for the number of lots that may be created, and how 
feasible the creation of the lots is based on a range of factors including infrastructure 
provisioning, planning restrictions and lot layout. 

 
8 Rezoning and infrastructure provision require time and resources 
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Parcels of land were sorted into different categories: 

▪ Vacant lots (immediate supply) 
▪ Land that is serviced and easy to sub-divide and/or develop (short term supply) 
▪ Land that is serviced but with constraints and possible higher development costs 

(medium-term supply)9 
▪ Land that is difficult to develop (long term supply)10 

There are two other categories. Lots that are already under development and lots with a shed 
or caravan on them. These categories are excluded from the vacant capacity estimates. Lots 
under development are no longer available to meet demand and lots with sheds or caravans 
are being used mainly as shacks (which is a residential use) and may be developed further in 
the future. The ABS count these as dwellings (as “other dwellings”).  

The theoretical maximum number of lots by category are shown in Table 4. In total, the 
parcels of land in Orford could be developed into 436 lots for dwellings, with around 56 per 
cent being lots sub-divided from serviced and easy to develop land (available for development 
in the short term). Approximately 18 per cent are already subdivided vacant lots ready for 
development.  

TABLE 4: NUMBER OF DEVELOPABLE LOTS IN ORFORD 

Land parcel type Total lots 

Vacant lots 78 

Serviced and easy to develop 242 

Parcels with development constraints  87 

Difficult to develop  29 

Total 436 

 

Theoretical dwelling capacity 

Based on past experience, it is known that not all subdividable parcels will actually be 
subdivided and made available for development. PDA assessed the likely realisation rates in 
combination with development timing to estimate the likely capacity. The capacity was 
estimated in a range with high and low capacity scenarios. 

PDA estimated that: 

▪ The majority of vacant lots will slowly be developed for holiday home or permanent 
residential dwelling use over the next two decades. PDA estimates that many lots have 
been bought as a retirement plan, with the owner to move up to Orford at some time in 
the future. Given that these lots are vacant and ready for development, the realisation 
rate is 100 per cent for both scenarios as the lots have been realised, they just remain 
vacant.  

▪ The parcels that are easy to sub-divide into two or three lots (serviced and easy to 
develop) will have a high (75%) realisation rate in the next 15 years. Many owners of 
these parcels will see the benefit in reducing debt levels or realising cash potential in a 
highly sought-after holiday home area. These lots will be staggered due to the different 
circumstances of the owners and will not flood the market but will drip feed into it. For 
the lower capacity scenario, it is assumed the realisation rate will be 50 per cent 
reflecting more landowners may choose to maintain their large block size than estimated 
in the high scenario.  

 
9 Development constraints identified by PDA that can be overcome in the medium term include coastal erosion overlays 
and the need for internal roads to open up the site for development. 
10 Development constraints that are difficult to overcome include heritage listings and steep slopes. 
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▪ Lots with some development constraints have an assumed realisation rate of 50 per cent 
for the high scenario and 33 per cent for the low scenario in the next fifteen years.  

▪ Lots that are difficult to develop are assumed to not be available for dwelling 
development over the next 15 years due to the constraints and supply of much easier to 
develop parcels.  

After applying the above realisation rates to the overall number of lots by category gives the 
high and low capacity for new dwellings in Orford over the next 15 years (Table 5). It shows 
that in the low scenario, there is a capacity for 228 new dwellings. 

With higher realisation rates, the capacity in Orford is for 303 new dwellings. These scenarios 
can be thought of as a range, with the likely capacity falling somewhere in between.   

TABLE 5: DWELLING CAPACITY IN ORFORD (2020-2035) 

 Lot type Low  High 

Vacant lots 78 78 

Serviced and easy to develop 121 182 

Lots with development constraints  29 44 

Difficult to develop  0 0 

Total 228 303 

 

Allocating the above capacity to five-year time blocks results in the dwelling capacities below 
in Table 6: 

▪ In the short term (2021 to 2025) there is an immediate capacity for 78 new dwellings on 
the vacant lots.  

▪ In the medium term (2026 to 2030), when easy to sub-divide parcels are developed, 
there is additional capacity for another 121-182 dwellings depending on the capacity 
scenario. 

▪ In the longer-term (2031 to 2035), as lots with development constraints are made 
available, there is capacity for a further 29-44 dwellings. 

TABLE 6: DWELLING CAPACITY IN 5-YEAR INTERVALS  
 

2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2035 Total 

New dwelling capacity (Low) 78 121 29 228 

New dwelling capacity (Higher) 78 182 44 303 

Comparison to housing demand 

As revealed in chapter 2, the demand for dwellings in the Orford area has been high in recent 
years. High demand is forecast to continue (Table 2). Table 7 shows the dwelling demand in 
Orford compared the dwelling capacity over the five-year intervals. The results show that: 

▪ In the high capacity scenario, capacity is sufficient in the medium term to meet new 
demand. However, in the short term, and particularly in the longer term there is 
undersupply in meeting the forecast demand. Overall, over the 15 years supply is tight, 
with supply being 5 lots above demand. This result though relies on high realisation rates, 
where most parcels (75 per cent) of easy to sub-divide land are actually developed in the 
next 15 years. With high capacity, it would take 15 years for the available lots to be fully 
developed.  

▪ In the low capacity scenario, there is insufficient capacity in Orford to cater for demand. 
With low capacity, which sees many 50 per cent of lots that could be sub-divided being 
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actually developed in the next 15 years, supply is 70 lots lower than demand. With low 
capacity, the supply of land is 11 years, below the 15-year target of Council.  

TABLE 7: DWELLING DEMAND IN 5-YEAR INTERVALS COMPARED TO DWELLING CAPACITY 

 
2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2035 Total 

New dwelling demand in Orford  90 78 130 298 

New dwelling capacity (low) 78 121 29 228 

New dwelling capacity (high) 78 182 44 303 

     

Supply gap: Low capacity scenario -12 43 -101 -70 

Supply gap: Higher capacity scenario -12 103 -86 5 

 

If the low scenario eventuates, the lack of supply presents challenges to new residents looking 
to move to Orford. These new residents may choose to not move to Orford or may move 
outside of the suburb boundary further along the coast or into agricultural areas.  

Even the high capacity scenario presents challenges. Without new land releases, supply will 
fall below the 15-year target in the near future.  

Impact of land release at CT 149641/2, Rheban Road, Orford 

If approved, the proposed rezoning and subdivision of 14.9 ha of land along Rheban Road will 
add 92 new lots to the dwelling capacity in Orford. 

Assuming that these lots are released over the short and medium-term to 2030, housing 
capacity increases to 320 under the low scenario (Table 8), and 395 under the higher 
scenario. 

TABLE 8: DWELLING CAPACITY IN 5-YEAR INTERVALS WITH ADDITIONAL LOTS 
 

2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2035 Total 

Dwelling capacity (Low) 124 167 29 320 

Dwelling capacity (High) 124 228 44 395 

 

Comparing these dwelling capacity scenarios with demand shows that the proposed 
subdivision reduces capacity constraints for housing in Orford (Table 9). In a low-capacity 
scenario with the subdivision, the supply of land increases to 16 years.   

For the higher end of the range, the development of the new lots increases capacity over the 
demand to 113 lots over the next fifteen years, representing a supply of 20 years.  
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TABLE 9: DWELLING DEMAND IN 5-YEAR INTERVALS COMPARED TO DWELLING CAPACITY WITH SUB-DIVISION 

 
2021-2025 2026-2030 2031-2035 Total 

New semi-detached dwelling demand in Orford  90 78 130 298 

New dwelling capacity with sub-division (low) 124 167 29 320 

New dwelling capacity with sub-division (high) 124 228 44 395 

     

Supply gap: Low capacity scenario 34 89 -101 22 

Supply gap: Higher capacity scenario 34 149 -86 97 

 

Given that the Council has identified in the Structure Plan that a fifteen-year supply of 
residential land is required for Orford, the new subdivision is required to alleviate the risk of 
undersupply if capacity is at the lower end of the range.  

The low number of permanent residents and the aging of the population in Orford also 
requires careful consideration. The early release of new residential lots can help attract 
permanent residents and families to Orford. The attraction of new permanent residents 
would improve the economic vitality of Orford, which is currently heavily impacted by 
seasonal fluctuations in population. 
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4. STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT 

4.1 Introduction and purpose  
This section reviews relevant planning documents and other factors to check their alignment 
with the release of additional residential land earlier in Orford.  

4.2 Planning Policy 

Southern Tasmania Regional Land Use Strategy (STRLUS) 

This Regional Land Use Strategy is a broad policy document that will facilitate and manage 
change, growth, and development within Southern Tasmania, including Orford over the next 
15 years (to 2035). 

The STRLUS provides a regional vision of “a vibrant, growing, liveable and attractive region, 
providing a sustainable lifestyle and development opportunities that build upon our unique 
natural and heritage assets and our advantages as Australia’s southern most region.” (p.17) 

The location, form, type and density of residential development is a significant land use 
planning issue addressed in the STRLUS. Residential patterns impact on:  

▪ the extent of urban development 
▪ the economic and environmental sustainability of our overall urban form 
▪ travel behaviour and the demands upon the transport system 
▪ the location and capacity of the physical infrastructure  
▪ demand for social services and infrastructure 
▪ impacts upon the natural environment and its values 
▪ managing for, mitigating or adapting to natural hazards and risks 
▪ the capacity to accommodate a growing and ageing population; and importantly  
▪ the resilience of the community to climate change (p. 84).  

In STRLUS, it is argued that contemporary imperatives of climate change, changing 
demographics, rising infrastructure costs and environmental management require a more 
sustainable approach to residential growth. Given these and the above factors, the Strategy 
promotes consolidation of existing settlements and minimisation of urban sprawl and lower 
density development (p. 85).  

Another factor outlined in the STRLUS is that population growth in a particular location can be 
strongly influenced by the availability and cost of residential development opportunities 
(p.11). Population growth is important for Orford to counteract the seasonal fluctuations in 
population due to being a settlement predominantly for holiday homes at present. More 
permanent residents would make the town more economically sustainable.  

The STRLUS also maps out a Settlement Network to define the future role and function of 
each of the region’s settlements. Each settlement has a growth management strategy and 
growth trajectory (high, moderate, low, very low). The growth scenarios are also categorised 
into mixed and consolidation. A mixed growth scenario indicates that residential growth 
should come from a mix of both greenfield and infill and the consolidation scenario indicates 
that growth should be predominantly from infill development (p. 86). 

Orford is defined as a township. Townships are residential settlements with prominent town 
centres providing a number of facilities, some local employment opportunities and 
convenience shopping. Townships have a population of 500 to 1,500 excluding surrounding 
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rural living. The growth trajectory for Orford is identified as low (up to 10 per cent increase in 
the number of potential dwellings over 25 years) via a consolidation scenario.  

A 10 per cent increase over 25 years (the length of the strategy) corresponds to an annual 
average growth rate of 0.4 per cent per annum for Orford. The number of dwellings at the 
start date was 716. Therefore, the regional strategy provides for a maximum of 71 new 
dwellings from 2010 to 2035. As explored in the Housing Demand chapter, this is well below 
the recent and current experience in Orford. This means that more growth will be needed to 
be accommodated in Orford than outlined in the STRLUS. 

The STRLUS does state that for all settlements categorised as ‘township’ or lesser (like 
Orford), the growth strategy indicated does not preclude growth possible under existing 
capacity (page 89). This means that growth can be, and is, being accommodated above the 10 
per cent cap.  

Even so, residential demand in Orford is well beyond what was anticipated in STRLUS and 
freeing up more land within the suburb boundary prevents growth spilling over into 
productive agricultural land, further along the coast and in natural living areas around Orford. 
This enables the town to retain its character in a natural landscape while improving the towns 
economic sustainability by adding more residents.   

Triabunna/Orford Structure Plan 

In order to ensure that the town’s future is planned for and managed in a coordinated 
manner, the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council and the Department of Economic Development, 
Tourism and the Arts engaged Urbis to prepare a Structure Plan for Triabunna and Orford. 
The Structure Plan provides a vision for future land use and development within Orford to 
2030. The first version of the Structure Plan was released in 2011 and updated in 2014. 

The Structure Plan is in broad alignment with the STRLUS. 

The reduction in population during winter months as holiday homes are vacated is a 
weakness for Orford identified in the Structure Plan. The potential for lack of permanent 
residential population throughout the year, as holiday home accommodation increases 
identified as a threat. 

The vision in the Strategy is that Triabunna and Orford will provide a sustainable lifestyle and 
destination choice that realises the potential of their natural assets and links to convict, 
maritime and forestry history (page 52). Orford’s future will focus on: 

▪ Providing a beach lifestyle choice for residents and visitors; and 
▪ Retaining its character as a place where the bush meets the sea. 

Based on modelling in the Plan, the total number of new dwellings required for both place of 
usual residence and holiday houses in Orford by 2030 is 129 (from 2011). It is assumed that 
39 will be places of residence while 90 will be new holiday homes (page 48). Taking into 
account the estimated potential supply of residential land (existing supply of up to and 
around 445 dwellings), the Plan stipulates that it would appear that current supply is more 
than sufficient to accommodate the projected dwelling take-up to 2030 in Orford. 

The implications of this are the need for: 

▪ The provision of land for permanent homes and holiday homes 
▪ The provision of land for at least 199 and possibly up to and in excess of 289 additional 

dwellings. 
▪ Ongoing monitoring of the demand for and supply of dwellings will be necessary to 

determine how much residential land should be made available (page 48). 

The recommended option for Orford is for the promotion sustainable land use through infill 
development and unit developments around the town centre. Recommendations for Orford 
include setting an urban growth boundary to ensure the sustainable and efficient use of land;  
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and that Orford is maintained as a predominantly residential settlement with strict urban 
boundaries to limit the extent that the town spreads along the coast. 

Any residential rezonings undertaken should be timed so as to contribute to the provision of a 
15-year supply of land to meet the projected demand. The Plan states that given the vacant 
land analysis indicates there are currently many potential infill development opportunities, 
these rezonings may not need to occur for a number of years.  

SGS’s analysis though reveals that dwelling demand has been higher than forecast in the 
Structure Plan, and that there is possibly an insufficient supply of land in Orford over the next 
15 years to meet demand for residential dwellings (depending on the capacity scenario). 
Additional residential land within the Orford suburb boundary would need to be released to 
meet the Plan’s objective of a 15-year supply, supporting the need for the proposed sub-
division.  

Housing affordability and choice 

High rents, relative to household incomes, has seen Greater Hobart become the least 
affordable metropolitan area in Australia for renting. Many homes have also been converted 
to short-term holiday rentals. Households are looking to the Glamorgan–Spring Bay for more 
affordable housing options. According to the rental affordability index11, Orford has an 
acceptable level of affordability, but this will be impacted over time if there is a shortage of 
housing in comparison to demand as identified by SGS in the proceeding chapter. Rental 
affordability provides the best insight into the relation of residential demand and supply, as its 
affordability level is not distorted by property speculation and wealth creation considerations. 

Already, rental affordability for the average income rental household has dropped markedly 
in Orford from being ‘very affordable’ in the second quarter of 2017, to ‘acceptable’ by the 
fourth quarter in 2019. For some household types, rents have already become unaffordable, 
where households pay more than thirty per cent of their income in rent. This leaves them 
with insufficient funds to pay for other primary needs such as heating, medical needs, 
education and transport. 

A sufficient supply of land for residential housing places downward pressure on housing costs, 
further supporting the need for new land release. 

4.3 Tasmanian Planning Commission’s decision 
The regional growth management strategy in section 19.5.2 sets out that a low growth 
strategy allows less than 10% increase in the number of potential dwellings. The percentage 
growth is calculated as the increase that can occur across a 25-year planning period from the 
number of dwellings existing at the declaration date 

The Commission noted that the permit is for 91 residential lots. This is greater than the 
maximum number of new dwellings (assuming at least 1:1 lots to dwellings) allowed for in the 
regional strategy to 2035. 

The Commission found that the draft amendments are not consistent with the low growth 
strategy applicable to Orford under the regional strategy. 

SGS agrees that the draft amendments are not consistent with the low growth strategy 
applicable to Orford in the STRLUS but argues that the growth scenario for Orford does not 
actually capture the recent experience in the town.  

In considering the application for the rezoning, the Commission was not convinced by 
submissions that there is not sufficient zoned land for a 15-year supply of land in Orford and 
therefore considers that the draft amendments are premature. SGS’s analysis also found that 

 
11 https://www.sgsep.com.au/projects/rental-affordability-index 
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there is likely insufficient land for a 15-year supply if recent trends in dwelling growth 
continues 

On the use of dwellings for holiday letting and shacks, the Commission noted that dwellings 
can be used interchangeably as visitor accommodation or residential use, in certain 
circumstances, meaning that it is irrelevant to consider that dwellings will be solely used for 
either permanent residences or shacks.  

The Commission considers that nothing turns on the difference between permanent 
residences and holiday dwellings and notes that both are included in the supply and demand 
calculations in the structure plan. 

SGS in the analysis has also treated holiday homes and permanent residencies as the same 
but notes that the success of the Tasmanian tourism industry and the advent of online 
platforms for short-term rental accommodation are bigger factors in driving demand up than 
recognised in the Structure Plan and STRLUS.  

4.4 Conclusion 
The proposed subdivision at CT 149641/2, Rheban Road, Orford is within the suburb 
boundary for Orford but zoned rural resource.    

The Triabunna/Orford Structure Plan states that any residential rezonings undertaken should 
be timed so as to contribute to the provision of a 15-year supply of land to meet the 
projected demand. SGS has found that based on recent that additional residential land within 
the Orford suburb boundary needs to be released to meet the Plan’s objective of a 15-year 
supply.  

The STRLUS promotes consolidation of existing settlements and minimisation of urban sprawl. 
Though not infill, the development is within the suburb boundary for the town and the use of 
the land will consolidate the township over the surrounding regional area, including steering 
growth away from continued spread along the coast and onto productive agricultural land. 

SGS concludes that the proposed subdivision does not meet the growth scenario outlined in 
STRLUS for Orford. However, we observe that residential demand since 2011 has outstripped 
the assumed growth as described in STRLUS. Population growth, the success of the 
Tasmanian tourism industry and the advent of online platforms for short-term rental 
accommodation are more prominent factors in driving demand than recognised in STRLUS. 

The STRLUS also outlines that population growth (a positive influence for Orford for the 
economic sustainability of the town) can be strongly influenced by the availability and cost of 
residential development opportunities. This supports the release of additional land for 
residential uses in Orford.  
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5. FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATION 

The capacity analysis indicates that currently there is the capacity to provide another 228 to 
303 new dwellings in the Orford suburb boundary to 2035 depending on dwelling density and 
realisation rates. With the proposed sub-division along Rheban Road, 91 lots will be added to 
this capacity, taking total capacity to 320-395. 

Demand for housing in Orford is strong, and is driven by both residential demand and 
tourism/holiday demand. To 2035 it is estimated that there will be demand for another 298 
dwellings in the Orford area from 2020, at a two per cent growth rate. This level of demand is 
much higher than foreshadowed in the STRLUS and Triabunna/Orford Structure Plan. 

As it currently stands, there is insufficient land available to meet the projected demand within 
the suburb boundary, according to the low capacity scenario. Without the sub-division there 
is enough supply to last 11 to 15 years; with the proposal, this rises to 16-20 years.  

Between the 2006 and 2016 censuses, the number of dwellings increased by 2.4 percent per 
annum, as a result of the combined demand for residential and tourism/holiday purposes. If 
this trend were to continue from 2020, available supply would fall short even earlier. 

The Triabunna/Orford Structure Plan states that any residential rezonings undertaken should 
be timed so as to contribute to the provision of a 15-year supply of land to meet the 
projected demand. SGS has found that based on recent trends that additional residential land 
within the Orford suburb boundary needs to be released to meet the Plan’s objective of a 15-
year supply and the sub-division should be supported. 

The proposal is also supported by strategic planning objectives. This includes the intent to 
consolidate growth into existing towns (urban consolidation) and prevent the continued 
spread of dwelling growth along the coast and on to productive agricultural land 
(fragmentation of productive land). It also encourages growth of the permanent population to 
improve the economic sustainability and vibrancy of Orford. 

We observe that residential demand since 2011 has outstripped the assumed growth as 
described in STRLUS. SGS Economics and Planning recommends that the STRLUS is updated to 
reflect higher observed growth and related projections, in Orford and other parts of southern 
Tasmania. Population growth, the success of the Tasmanian tourism industry and the advent 
of short-term rental accommodation are more prominent factors in driving demand than 
recognised in STRLUS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 4.1.1 3 Compiled proposal documents

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 249



 

 

Orford Residential Capacity and Demand Analysis 23 

 

APPENDIX 

Determining the historical growth rates of dwellings in Orford was more complex than 
typically experienced in completing a housing demand assessment. Typical geographical areas 
of measurement such as an ABS SA2 or LGA are too large to be useful. The ABS geographies 
for Orford’s State Suburb and Urban Centres and Localities (UC/L) have varied between the 
census years, as shown in the figure below, making a straight time-series comparison difficult.  

FIGURE 5: ABS BOUNDARIES FOR ORFORD 2006, 2011 AND 2016 

 

 

In addition to ABS data, SGS also typically relies on Nearmap to understand how dwellings 
have developed over time. Unfortunately, Nearmap data is not available for Orford post 2005. 
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Similarly, SGS also tends to rely on ABS’s Estimated Resident Population dataset, but this data 
is only about an SA2 level, which to large a geography for Orford.  

Given the uncertainty, SGS used the 2011 UCL boundary to calculate historical dwelling 
growth. So, for the 2016 data properties were removed at the mesh block level to ensure a 
reasonably consistent geographic size for a time series comparison.  

Between 2006 and 2016 in the 2011 UC/L boundary (the green plus blue area) the number of 
dwellings grew from 625 to 795, at an average annua growth rate of 2.4 per cent. Between 
2011 and 2016 the growth rate was lower at 1.6 per cent per annum.  

In the demand model a two per cent dwelling growth rate was used, the value is between 
these historical rates, but the use of a 2 per cent growth rate value also considers other 
factors. Relying simply on historical trends doesn’t take account of changing economic and 
societal patterns. These other factors include growing demand for holiday houses and short-
term tourist rentals, changing preferences towards regional living and remote working (a 
trend sped up by the pandemic) and the aging population and their preferences to retire in 
beautiful coastal locations like Orford. Housing affordability issues in Hobart may also see 
more residents call nearby and more affordable towns like Orford home over the coming 
years.  

Given all these factors SGS believes that a 2 per cent growth rate in dwelling demand is a 
robust assumption. In some ways it can even be considered as a conservative assumption 
given that using a lower growth rate could see the growth of the Orford township curtailed or 
property prices pushed up impacting affordability if sufficient land is not made available.  
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SGS ECONOMICS AND PLANNING 1 

 

11/01/2021  

 

SGS response to comments on Orford Residential Land Supply and Demand Analysis 
Report 

Comment 1 

Page 10 refers to a dwelling growth from 738 to 851   from 2011 to 2016, noting that the TPC decision 
indicates there were 716 dwellings in Orford in 2011. This growth rate of 738 to 851 is used primarily to 
set the predicted dwelling growth rate of 2% to estimate the demand to 2035. Where does the increase 
of 113 dwellings come from? 
 

Determining the historical growth rates of dwellings in Orford was more complex than typically 

experienced in completing a housing demand assessment. Typical geographical areas of measurement 

such as an ABS SA2 or LGA are too large to be useful. The ABS geographies for Orford’s State Suburb 

and Urban Centres and Localities have varied between the census years, as shown in the figure below, 

making a straight time-series comparison difficult.  

FIGURE 1: ABS BOUNDARIES FOR ORFORD 2006, 2011 AND 2016 
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Given the uncertainty, SGS used the 2011 UCL boundary to calculate historical dwelling growth. So, for 

the 2016 data properties were removed at the mesh block level to ensure a reasonably consistent 

geographic size for a time series comparison. In saying that, there was still some minor geographical 

differences between the boundaries used between 2011 and 2016 which were initially missed. 

Adjusting again for these differences the dwelling growth between 2011 and 2016 is 1.6 per cent per 

annum. Adjusting for these changes led to minor adjustments to the figures in the tables throughout 

the report – but without changing the overall conclusions.  

A 2% forecast dwelling growth rate is still used because between 2006 and 2016, in the 2011 UC/L 

boundary (the green plus blue area) the number of dwellings grew from 625 to 795, at an average 

annua growth rate of 2.4 per cent. Thus still justifying the use of the 2 per cent forecast growth rate.  

The use of a 2 per cent growth rate value also considers other factors beyond simply relying on 

historical trends which don’t take account of changing economic and societal patterns.  

These other factors include growing demand for holiday houses and short-term tourist rentals, 

changing preferences towards regional living and remote working (a trend sped up by the pandemic 

and made evident through the rapidly increasing property prices in regional Tasmania in 2020) and the 

aging population and their preferences to retire in beautiful coastal locations like Orford. Housing 

affordability issues in Hobart may also see more residents call nearby and more affordable towns like 

Orford home over the coming years.  

Given all these factors SGS believes that a 2 per cent growth rate in dwelling demand is a robust 
assumption.  

Comment 2 

Are there any dwelling build and population growth stats from 2016 to now that may assist with 
understanding the demand? 
 
In addition to ABS data (which was last released for the 2016 Census), SGS typically relies on Nearmap 
to understand how dwellings have developed over time. Unfortunately, Nearmap data is not available 
for Orford post 2005. Similarly, SGS also uses ABS’s Estimated Resident Population dataset, but this data 
is only about an SA2 level, which is too large a geography for Orford limiting its usefulness. 

The lack of very recent data on dwelling growth specifically to Orford does mean that assumptions have 

had to be made to cover this gap. Data on dwelling completions is likely held by Council, but this data 

has not been supplied to or requested by SGS. 

Comment 3 

How does the ABS statistical area for Orford compare to the locality map for Orford on the LIST? It is 

assumed that the SA1 probably covers land within the Environmental Living Zone, Rural Living Zone and 

Rural Resources Zone. 

The locality map for Orford on the LIST is considerably larger than the ABS boundary used in the 

analysis (2011 UC/L). The locality map from the LIST includes the Rural Resource Zone surrounding 

Orford, that is excluded in the ABS suburb and UC/L geographies.  
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Comment 4 

The location of the documented supply of residential land is unclear and what the report considers to be 
the urban growth boundary of Orford. Where are the 227 lots that PDA reviewed and does this include 
the Solis development? 
 
The lots reviewed by PDA are marked on the three maps on the following pages. The lots reviewed do 
not include the Solis development. PDA also reviewed lots in Spring Beach, but these were not included 
in the analysis as they were deemed by SGS to be outside the study area.  

Comment 5 

Page 15 refers to a 50% and 33% assumed realisation rate for land with development constraints. What 

is the basis behind these assumptions? 

These are indicative shares as assumed by SGS and based on guidance provided PDA. PDA advised that 

lots that are easy to sub-divide and develop would have a realisation rate of 50% to 75%. Therefore, 

SGS assumed that lots with constraints would have lower realisation rates, indicatively assumed to be 

33% to 50%.    

Comment 6 

Are the numbers in Table 7 correct? i.e. isn’t the dwelling demand for Orford stated earlier in the report 

as 319 (table 2 on page 12 and also in table 9)? 

This was a typo in the report (a missed copy and paste from the model). Adjusting for these changes led 

to minor adjustments to the figures in the tables throughout the report – but without changing the 

overall conclusions.  

Comment 7 

How do the bottom 2 rows in table 9 work in terms of calculating the supply gap? 

As explained above, the typo in table 7 led to the numbers not adding up correctly in table 9. This has 

been fixed with no change to the overall conclusions.  
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FIGURE 2:  PDA RESIDENTIAL LAND ASSESSMENT 
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FIGURE 3: PDA RESIDENTIAL LAND ASSESSMENT 
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FIGURE 4: PDA RESIDENTIAL LAND ASSESSMENT 
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 V0.2 For Council meeting 28 March 2023  i 

 

Executive Summary 

 

Neil Shephard and Associates (Applicant) lodged an application under Section 40T of the Land 
Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 (Act) to rezone 155 Rheban Road, Orford (subject land) 
from Future Urban to General under the Glamorgan Spring Bay Local Provisions Schedule 
(LPS), and complete a 90 lot subdivision on the land. 

A similar application for rezoning from Rural Resource to General Residential was refused by 
the Tasmanian Planning Commission in 2019.  Following this, the applicant obtained a revision 
to the Southern Tasmanian Regional Land Use Strategy (STRLUS) to change the growth 
strategy for Orford from LOW to HIGH and the growth scenario from consolidation to mixed.  
This was supported by demographic information that was also used to revise the Triabunna-
Orford Structure Plan 2014 (Structure Plan) on a similar basis.   

The subject land was rezoned to Future Urban through the LPS process.  The current 
application provides for the rezoning and subdivision following that decision and completion of 
the amendments to the STRLUS and Structure Plan. 

This report considers the merits and statutory requirements of AM2023-01 and the proposed 
subdivision. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The Glamorgan Spring Bay Planning Authority (Authority) resolved to prepare an amendment 
to rezone 155 Rheban Road, Orford from Future Urban to General Residential, and determine 
a 90 lot subdivision of the same.   

AM2023-01 was prepared in response to an application that was lodged with the Council for the 
rezoning and subdivision, under section 40T of the Act.    

The applicant provided the following documents to support the application: 

• 155 Rheban Rd - Planning report v4, Neil Shephard & Associates, 100323 
  (NSA Report) 

• ALDANMARK CONSULTING ENGINEERS, Civil Drawings, Sheets C001, C101 to 
C105, C301, C302, C401 to 403, and C501, CIV 22E96-1 G proposal plans various 
dates   (Aldanmark Plans) 

• Flussig Engineers, 155 Rheban Road, Orford Flood Inundation Report REV04 
  (Flussig Report) 

• HUBBLE TRAFFIC, Traffic Impact Assessment Lot 2 Rheban Road, Orford, August 
2022   (TIA) 

• NORTH BARKER, Bushfire Hazard Assessment, 3/11/ 2022  (Bushfire Report) 

• SEAM, Review of Environmental Impacts at the Orford Sewage Treatment Plant for 
Subdivision at Rheban Rd  (Environment Report) 

• Environmental Dynamics, Orford Sewerage Treatment Plant Odour Assessment, 15 
July 2018 (Environmental Dynamics Report) 

• Environmental Dynamics, Orford STP addendum 10 Jan 2023 
  (Environmental Dynamics Report) 

• SGS Economics and Planning: Orford Residential Capacity and Demand Analysis, 
final, January 2021 (SGS Report) 

• SGS Economics and Planning - Orford Residential land supply and demand analysis - 
SGS response to comments on report (SGS Response) 

• Tasmanian Planning Commission Form No.1 Owners Consent (executed) 
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2 SITE ANALYSIS & CHARACTERISTICS 

The assessment of site and context provided at section 3 within the NSA Report provides a 
detailed summary of existing character, context, available infrastructure and facilities.  That 
assessment is supported.   

3.1  Location 

The subject site is located at 155 Rheban Road, Orford and described by PID 2775205 and 
Certificate of title FR 149641/2.  A copy of the title certificate and plan were provided with the 
application documents.   

The subject site lies to the northern side of Rheban Road, generally west of the main residential 
area at Orford and south of the existing residential development on East Shelley Road, as 
highlighted by the red box in Figure 1.   

 

Figure 1 - site and context 

2.2  Context 

The subject and immediately adjoining titles to the east and west are larger lots that appear as 
remnants of the former rural use of the area, which was identified for future urban rezoning and 
subdivision under the Triabunna-Orford Structure Plan (Structure Plan).   

Lands further east include some larger lots before transitioning to rural living style subdivisions 
to Quarry Point and Spring Beach.  Shelley Beach and the associated reserve and walking trail 
are located further north of the site.   

Lands to the south of Rheban Road are privately owned and contain a mix of native bush and 
cleared grasslands, with the Orford Sewerage Treatment Plant approximately 180 metres south 
of the subject site.  The wider site conditions are shown at Figure 1, with more detail of the site 
at Figure 2   
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Figure 2 – existing site conditions 

2.3  Scenic Values 

Whilst Rheban Road is not subject to an overlay under the Scenic Protection Code, it does 
provide landscapes that are understood to be valued by the local population.   

Visually, the site is exposed to traffic on Rheban Road and provides a different landscape to 
the urban and lifestyle subdivision patterns generally to the northern side of the road.  

It is expected that the largely undeveloped character of the southern side of Rheban Road are 
more significant.  This is consistent with the identified growth in the Structure Plan.   

3.4  Surrounding Facilities 

The subject site is connected to the existing Orford village by road.  Orford offers primary 
education, commercial, police and social/recreation facilities.   

The subject located approximately 125 metres from the Shelley Beach reserve and walking 
trail, connected by existing and unformed road reservations to Shelley Beach Road.  This track 
network ultimately extends from Raspin’s Beach to Stapleton Beach.   

Extensive recreation facilities are available within the wider area and east coast region 
generally. 

3.5  Land Capability 

Agricultural value of the land was examined as part of the assessment of the LPS to determine 
whether they were more significant that the requirements for the future expansion of the 
settlement.  The decision to apply the Future Urban zone through the LPS confirmed that the 
land was not considered to be Agricultural under the State Policy for the Protection of 
Agricultural Land 2009.   

Land capability is not relevant to AM2023-01.   
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3.6  Natural and Environmental Hazards 

Listmap identifies that the site has the following attributes: 

• it is subject to the Bushfire Hazard overlay under the Scheme; 

• there is a small existing dam and creek through the property (as reflected by the 
Waterway & Coastal Protection Area overlay, identifier 1586382); 

• a minor tributary runs to the west of the site (identifier 653828). 

Listmap does not identify the site as subject to any overlays for flood, coastal erosion, priority 
vegetation, landslip or other environmental hazards or values. 

The NSA Report identifies very small remnant patches of White Gum (E. viminalis) and Black 
Gum (E ovata) in parts of the central drainage line, with no other native vegetation identified on 
site. 

3.7  Special or significant features 

Neither Listmap, Council records nor the extensive supporting information identify the site 
contains any known scientific, aesthetic, architectural, historical and cultural values on the land 
that need consideration with the proposed amendment. 

3.8  Buildings and other improvements 

The proposal documents, Listmap and Council records confirm the site contains scattered 
existing shed and outbuildings. 

3.9  Land use history 

The NSA Report confirms the known land use history of the site for horse training.   

3.10  Referrals 

The proposal was referred to Taswater as required under the both the Land Use Planning and 
Approvals Act 1993 and Water and Sewerage Industry Act 2008.   

Taswater issued a SPAN reference TWDA 2022/01822-GSB for the proposal and advised they 
had no objections to the proposal and did not require any further notifications.   

Other referrals will be required to relevant agencies if AM2023-01 is initiated by the Planning 
Authority. 
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3 PLANNING CONTROLS 

The subject site is located within the Glamorgan Spring Bay Municipality and therefore subject 
to the provisions of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Glamorgan Spring Bay (Scheme).   

3.1 Zoning 

Listmap identifies that the subject land is zoned Future Urban, with General Residential to the 
existing residential areas to the North and west, Rural to the south of Rheban Road and Rural 
Living to the east.  The zoning of the subject site and surrounding area is shown in Figure 3. 

 

Figure 3 – Zoning extract 

3.2 Codes/Overlays 

Listmap identifies the following overlays apply within the site: 

• The entire site is identified as a Bushfire prone area (not shown for clarity); and 

• The existing creek and dam are subject to the Waterway and coastal protection 
area overlay. 

These are shown at Figure 4 and Figure 5 

AM2023-01 does not seek to alter the zoning or overlays that apply under the LPS.   

There are no general overlays for Local Area Objectives, Specific Area Plans, Site Specific 
Qualifications or Precincts or defined areas. 
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Figure 4 - Overlays within site 

 

Figure 5 - Overlays within wider area 

Assessment against the requirements of the Scheme was detailed at Section 8 of this report.  
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4 THE PROPOSAL 

4.1  Brief description 

AM2023-01 was made for a combined planning scheme amendment and development 
application and seeks to  

• Rezone 155 Rheban Road from Future Urban to General Residential; and 

• Obtain approval for a 90-lot subdivision over the land.   

A detailed description of the amendment, options and reasons was provided at section 4of the 
NSA Report. 

4.2  Reasons for AM2023-01 

The amendment follows revisions to the STLRUS and Structure Plan following the 2019 refusal 
of a similar application by the Tasmanian Planning Commission for rezoning and subdivision.  
Following that decision, the applicants obtained amendments to the Southern Tasmanian 
Regional Land Use Strategy and Structure Plan. 

The Orford Residential Capacity and Demand Analysis by SGS Economics and Planning (SGS 
Report) to define the historic development rates in the area, assess the available land for urban 
subdivision and development and provide an evaluation of the need for the land to be 
developed.   

The NSA Report provides a detailed description of the SGS Report findings and their 
relationship to the Structure Plan at section 2.  That description is supported.  Key points of that 
assessment identify: 

• The Structure Plan and RLUS identified a projected growth rate of 0.4% over the life of 
the documents; 

• Actual growth in the 10 years to 2016 was 2.4%; 

• Holiday or second houses remained a significant component of growth; 

• The RLUS and Structure Plan projections did not account for online platforms for short 
stay accommodation and planning reforms to accommodate that sector; 

• The SGS Report identified a short to medium term shortfall of available lots on 
available land, and projected a 2% growth rate over the next 25 years; 

• The proposal should provide a 15 year buffer supply based on those figures; and 

• Higher projections were required in the Structure Plan and RLUS to accommodate 
growth.1 

The Council supported this assessment and initiated an amendment to the RLUS at its meeting 
in August 2021, which was ultimately endorsed and saw the RLUS amended in July 2022 to 
enable consideration of more contemporary information.   

The RLUS has suffered from a lack of clear ownership and ongoing monitoring and 
maintenance since its declaration.  The 2019 decision on the previous rezoning reflects that 
situation.   

The revisions to the growth scenario and growth strategy for Orford under the RLUS reflect the 
SGS Report.  Revisions to the Structure Plan provide a similar recognition intended to enable 
development of the subject lands.   

The alternative to the current rezoning requires the identification of a suitably sized parcel of 
land that could enable urban residential development.  Given the identification of the subject 
and adjoining lands for future urban development within the Structure Plan, identification of 
alternative lands is not supported.  

4.3  Request and Supporting Information 

The NSA Report provides the written request for the amendment and extensive supporting 

 

1 Pp9-10 NSA Report 
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information for AM2023-01. 

4.4  Owners Consent 

Landowner consent was provided by the applicant for the titles as part of the documentation in 
the NSA Report.   

Works for the subject site include the Rheban road reservation.  The General Manager 
provided consent under Section 52 of the Act for the application proceed (Refer executed copy 
of TPC Form No.1).   

4.5 Land Use Conflict 

The area adjoining the site contains a mix of remnant rural style uses and more intense urban 
residential uses.  The NSA Report examines the potential land use conflicts and options at 
section 4 and determines that the General Residential zoning is the most appropriate.    

The potential for land use conflict with the existing uses to the northern side of Rheban Road is 
considered acceptable, based on the strategic identification of the subject land for future urban 
development. 

Lands to the south will retain rural based uses and the Sewerage Treatment Plant.  Specialist 
assessments were provided for the latter that were accepted by Taswater and resulted in 
Taswater issuing a SPAN for the subdivision and advising they did not wish to be part of any 
hearings for the applications. 

The potential for conflict with the remaining rural uses to the southern side of Rheban Road is 
consistent with the existing developed areas.   

The potential for land use conflict as a result of AM2023-01 is consistent with existing 
development patterns in the area and is accepted.   

4.6  Environmental, Economic and Social impacts 

The following sections of this report provide detailed examination of the environmental, 
economic and social impacts of the amendment as part of the statutory assessment. 

In summary, the proposal has significant opportunity to provide positive economic and social 
impacts for Orford and the regional community.  Based on the available information, supporting 
reports and identification of the land for future development through the LPS process, 
environmental impacts of the rezoning and subdivision are expected to be appropriately 
considered. 

Environmental impacts are likely to be improved as a result of management of stormwater 
through the subject site and adjoining properties as a result of rainfall events.    

AM2023-01 is not expected to create or increase the risk for adverse impacts on the 
environmental, economic and social conditions within Orford.   

4.7  Referral to Government Agencies and authorities 

The statutory referral to Taswater was completed.  This resulted in revisions to the attenuation 
report and the issue of SPAN - DA 2022-01822-GSB, which included the following advice: 

TasWater does not object to the draft amendment to planning scheme and has no 
formal comments for the Tasmanian Planning Commission in relation to this matter and 
does not require to be notified of nor attend any subsequent hearings. 

22 conditions were provided on the SPAN for the subdivision. 

Other referrals to relevant agencies will be completed if AM2023-01 is initiated.    
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5 CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE AMENDMENT 

5.1  Overview 

AM2023-01 seeks to rezone the subject site from Future Urban to General Residential, and 
includes a planning application for a 90-lot subdivision of the land.   

5.2  Request to amend 

Section 37 of the Act provides for a person to request an amendment to the LPS.  Section 38 
requires a decision to be made within 42 days of that request being lodged and notification to 
the Tasmanian Planning Commission.   

Section 5.1 of the NSA Report provides the specific request for the amendment and subdivision 
under sections 37(1) and 40T(1) of the Act.   

The documentation was lodged with the Council on 28 September 2022. Requests for 
information and detail regarding parts of the amendment and associated subdivision were 
issued soon thereafter.  The information request has not been satisfied since that time. 

The provision of owner consent from the General Manager for works involving the Rheban 
Road reservation (Council owned lands) completed the requirements for a legally valid 
application, on 14 February 2023. 

5.3  Section 8A Guideline No.1  

The NSA Report provides an analysis of the zoning and available options at Section 4.  That 
assessment is supported. 

The Commission publication, Section 8A Guideline No. 1 Local Provisions Schedule (LPS): 
zone and code application (Guideline No.1) informs the zoning process under the Scheme and 
provides the following for the General Residential zone: 

GRZ 1 The General Residential Zone should be applied to the main urban residential 
areas within each municipal area which:  

(a) are not targeted for higher densities (see Inner Residential Zone); and  

(b) are connected, or intended to be connected, to a reticulated water supply 
service and a reticulated sewerage system.  

GRZ 2 The General Residential Zone may be applied to green-field, brown-field or 
grey-field areas that have been identified for future urban residential use and 
development if:  

(a) within the General Residential Zone in an interim planning scheme;  

(b) within an equivalent zone under a section 29 planning scheme; or  

(c) justified in accordance with the relevant regional land use strategy, or 
supported by more detailed local strategic analysis consistent with the 
relevant regional land use strategy and endorsed by the relevant council; 
and  

(d) is currently connected, or the intention is for the future lots to be connected, 
to a reticulated water supply service and a reticulated sewerage system,  

Note: The Future Urban Zone may be used for future urban land for residential use and 
development where the intention is to prepare detailed structure/precinct plans to 
guide future development.  

GRZ 3 The General Residential Zone should not be applied to land that is highly 
constrained by hazards, natural values (i.e. threatened vegetation communities) 
or other impediments to developing the land consistent with the zone purpose of 
the General Residential Zone, except where those issues have been taken into 
account and appropriate management put into place during the rezoning 
process.  
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AM2023-01 was assessed as consistent with the GRZ series guidelines, as follows. 

GRZ1 – the subject land will provide for the residential expansion of the Orford settlement at 
typical suburban densities and has full urban services available to support subdivision 
and development. 

GRZ2 – the subject land was identified in the Structure Plan for residential zoning as part of the 
strategic growth of the Orford township.  

GRZ3 – few natural values were identified on the land.  While it has some flooding risk in its 
natural form, both the developers and Councils engineers advised that flooding can 
be managed to meet the acceptable risk levels for the proposed lots.   

AM2023-01 is therefore consistent with the requirements of the GRZ series under Guideline 
No.1. 

5.4  Preparation and Certification 

Section 38 requires the following: 

• that a decision to support or refuse the amendment be made on the request within 42 
days of that request being lodged; 

• if supported, a decision confirming that the amendment meets the LPS criteria (as 
defined under section 32, and identified at Section 40F of the Act);and  

• notification of the decision to the Tasmanian Planning Commission within 7 days.   

Section 40D allows the draft amendment to be prepared following a decision on a request 
under section 37(1).  Section 40F requires that the draft amendment is certified as meeting the 
LPS Criteria.   

The applicant worked with Council staff extensively to compose the request and satisfy 
questions regarding the details of the subdivision and associated infrastructure. 

5.5  Section 32 – Contents of LPS  

Section 32 of the Act regulates what a LPS can contain.  These are addressed as follows.   

(1)   An LPS is to consist of provisions that apply only to a single municipal area 
specified in the LPS. 

AM2023-01 does not impact compliance with this requirement through the LPS. 

(2)   An LPS – 

(a)  must specify the municipal area to which its provisions apply; and 

AM2023-01 does not impact the naming of the LPS. 

(b)  must contain a provision that the SPPs require to be included in an LPS; and 

AM2023-01 does not impact the SPP provisions required to be included within a LPS. 

(c)  must contain a map, an overlay, a list, or another provision, that provides for the 
spatial application of the SPPs to land, if required to do so by the SPPs; and 

AM2023-01 does not impact the maps, overlays, lists or other provisions that provide for 
application of the SPP’s to land. 

(d)  may, subject to this Act, contain any provision in relation to the municipal area 
that may, under section 11 or 12 , be included in the Tasmanian Planning 
Scheme; and 

AM2023-01 seeks revisions to the zoning of 155 Rheban Road, Orford within the LPS.  
Compliance with sections 11 and 12 of the Act is not impacted. 

(e)  may contain a map, an overlay, a list, or another provision, that provides for the 
spatial application of the SPPs to particular land; and 

AM2023-01 affects the zoning of land through the LPS and does not impact spatial application 
of the SPP’s. 
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(f)  must not contain a provision that is inconsistent with a provision 
of section 11 or 12 ; and 

AM2023-01 seeks revisions to the zoning of land under the LPS.  Compliance with sections 11 
and 12 of the Act is not impacted. 

(g)  may designate land as being reserved for public purposes; and 

AM2023-01 does not seek to designate reserve status to land for public purposes. 

(h)  may, if permitted to do so by the SPPs, provide for the detail of the SPPs in 
respect of, or the application of the SPPs to, a particular place or matter; and 

AM2023-01 does not seek to alter the detailed application of the SPP’s to a place or a specific 
matter. 

(i)  may, if permitted to do so by the SPPs, override a provision of the SPPs; and 

AM2023-01 does not seek to override any provision of the SPP’s through the LPS. 

(j)  may, if permitted to do so by the SPPs, modify, in relation to a part of the 
municipal area, the application of a provision of the SPPs; and 

AM2023-01 does not seek to modify application of the SPP’s to a part of the municipal area. 

(k)  may, subject to this Act, include any other provision that – 

(i)  is not a provision of the SPPs or inconsistent with a provision of the SPPs; and 

(ii)  is permitted by the SPPs to be included in an LPS; and 

AM2023-01 seeks to rezone land at 155 Rheban Road, Orford.  Consistency with provisions 
under the SPP’s will not change.  The zoning of land is a matter that the SPP’s require the LPS 
to address, through section LP1.2.1. 

(l)  must not contain a provision that the SPPs specify must not be contained in an 
LPS. 

The zoning of land is enabled through section LP1.2.1 of the SPP’s. 

The conclusion of this assessment is that AM2023-01 complies with section 32 of the Act.   

5.6  Section 40F – Certification Criteria 

Section 40F(1) of the Act requires that draft amendments must meet the LPS criteria at section 
34(2) of the Act.  These are addressed as follows.   

(a)  contains all the provisions that the SPPs specify must be contained in an LPS; 
and 

AM2023-01 contains all the provisions that the SPP’s specify must be contained in an LPS. 

(b)  is in accordance with section 32 ; and 

AM2023-01 complies with section 32 of the Act, as detailed at section 5.4 of this report. 

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

A detailed assessment of AM2023-01 against the Schedule 1 Objectives was provided at 
section 5.6 of this report and found to comply. 

(d)  is consistent with each State policy; and 

AM2023-01 was assessed against the current State Policies at section 7 of this report and 
determined to be consistent with them. 

(da)  satisfies the relevant criteria in relation to the TPPs; and 

Tasmanian Planning Policies have not been established and are not relevant to AM2023-01. 

(e)  as far as practicable, is consistent with the regional land use strategy, if any, for 
the regional area in which is situated the land to which the relevant planning 
instrument relates; and 
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AM2023-01 was assessed against the STRLUS at section 6.1 of this report and found to 
comply. 

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

AM2023-01 was assessed against the relevant sections of the Council Strategic Plan at section 
6.3 of this report and found to comply. 

(g)  as far as practicable, is consistent with and co-ordinated with any LPSs that 
apply to municipal areas that are adjacent to the municipal area to which the 
relevant planning instrument relates; and 

AM2023-01 proposes to change the zoning of land within the extents of the Orford settlement 
that is not located near the municipal boundary and adjoining LPS.  AM2023-01 does not 
impact the operation of LPS in adjoining municipal areas.  Complies. 

(h)  has regard to the safety requirements set out in the standards prescribed under 
the Gas Safety Act 2019 . 

AM2023-01 does not impact lands subject to the Gas Safety Act 2019 (refer also section 7.5). 

AM2023-01 complies with the requirements of the certification criteria under the Act.   

5.7  Objectives of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993  

Schedule 1 establishes the objectives of the Resource Management and Planning system of 
Tasmania.  The NSA Report provided a detailed assessment against the objectives of the Act 
and determined that AM2023-01 complied.  That assessment is supported. 

Compliance with Part 1 is further examined as follows. 

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

The proposal provides for the future development of land that was converted from native values 
some time ago.  Limited natural values remain on land that was identified for future urban 
development in the Structure Plan.   

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

The proposal follows a long history that identified the land as suitable for future urban 
residential subdivision and development through the Structure Plan, STRLUS and LPS 
processes and changes to these documents to recognise and accommodate increased growth 
over the previous planning period.   

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

This objective establishes a procedural requirement for consultation and involvement in the 
development of strategic documents that inform operation of the planning system and the future 
development within specific areas.   

AM2023-01 follows identification through the Structure Plan and STRLUS.  Further public 
involvement forms part of the statutory process under the Act.   

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

AM2023-01 seeks to enable rezoning and subdivision of an existing title in an area that has had 
long standing recognition future urban development.  This will enable ongoing economic 
development through the provision of resident and visitor housing to the local community, along 
with the economic impacts those activities generate.   

(e) to promote the sharing of responsibility for resource management and planning 
between the different spheres of Government, the community and industry in the 
State. 

AM2023-01 follows a long period of involvement with the community, industry, State and Local 
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government through multiple processes.   

It is submitted that the proposal meets each of the Part 1 Objectives. 

The following response is provided to the objectives set out in Part 2 of Schedule 1. 

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

AM2023-01 follows rezoning of the land through the LPS process and revisions to the STRLUS 
and Structure Plan to enable the proposal.  This demonstrates the long term strategic support 
for the proposal through Local and State Governments.  Use of the combined application 
process extends consideration of the proposal through to the future subdivision of the lands.   

(b) to establish a system of planning instruments to be the principal way of setting 
objectives, policies and controls for the use, development and protection of land; 
and 

The Act provides the regulatory systems to deliver this objective.  The application makes use of 
the combined planning permit and planning scheme amendment process established under the 
Act.  Consistent with that system, an application made pursuant to Sections 37 and 40T of the 
Act is considered against the objectives of the Act and the planning system of Tasmania.  
Having regard to this, the Council then determines to initiate or reject the amendment. 

(c) to ensure that the effects on the environment are considered and provide for explicit 
consideration of social and economic effects when decisions are made about the 
use and development of land; and 

AM2023-01 deals with rezoning and subdivision of land that was converted from natural values 
some time ago.  AM2023-01 will promote the development of the site, providing economic 
benefits to the local and broader community and making a positive contribution to the resolution 
of growing housing and accommodation demands in desirable locations and proximate to 
existing centres.   

(d) to require land use and development planning and policy to be easily integrated with 
environmental, social, economic, conservation and resource management 
policies at State, regional and municipal levels; and 

AM2023-01 complies with the framework established under the Act for the integration of 
environmental, social, economic, conservation and resource management policies between 
State, regional and municipal levels.  

(e) to provide for the consolidation of approvals for land use or development and 
related matters, and to co-ordinate planning approvals with related approvals; 
and 

AM2023-01 consolidates the rezoning of the land with the subdivision application for its 
development.  The current process will specifically deliver the coordination of planning and 
other related approvals, consistent with the regulatory approach established through the Act. 

(f)  to promote the health and wellbeing of all Tasmanians and visitors to Tasmania 
by ensuring a pleasant, efficient and safe environment for working, living and 
recreation. 

The proposal will allow for the anticipated and appropriate development of an underutilised site 
to address an increasingly recognised shortage in accommodation in a desirable location with 
established high demand. 

(g) to conserve those buildings, areas or other places which are of scientific, aesthetic, 
architectural or historical interest, or otherwise of special cultural value; and 

The available records do not identify that the subject site has any such buildings, nor is it a 
known place, of scientific, aesthetic, architectural or historic interest.   

(h) to protect public infrastructure and other assets and enable the orderly provision 
and co-ordination of public utilities and other facilities for the benefit of the 
community; and 

The subject site is located in close proximity to available urban services.  It is understood that 
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the developer has engaged with the relevant agencies to ensure the future development will 
have relevant infrastructure supplied to the subdivision.  Taswater confirmed this outcome 
through issue of their SPAN for the proposal.    

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

The subject land was removed from the agricultural estate as part of the LPS process.  
AM2023-01 is not relevant to this objective. 

The examination of AM2023-01 confirmed compliance with the objectives of the Act. 

It is submitted that the proposal meets each of the stated objectives, and satisfies the 
objectives of the Resource Management and Planning System. 
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6. PLANNING STRATEGIES 

6.1  Southern Tasmanian Regional Land Use Strategy  

Section 1.1 of the Southern Tasmanian Regional Land Use Strategy (STRLUS) provides the 
following definition: 

This Regional Land Use Strategy is a broad policy document that will facilitate and 
manage change, growth, and development within Southern Tasmania over the next 25 
years …  

this document is the first iteration in an ongoing process… 

the scope and detail of analysis supporting this document will need to be further 
progressed in the future. 

(Southern Tasmania Regional Land Use Strategy 2010-2035, amended 19 February 
2020, Page 1, Southern Tasmanian Councils Authority) 

The NSA Report has detailed numerous Strategic Directions and Regional Policies of the 
STRLUS that lend support to the draft amendment and the subdivision proposed at this site.   

The STRLUS provides a framework for consideration of proposals at the strategic level. Noting 
that it cannot reasonably be expected that strategic documents, such as the STRLUS, could 
possibly hope to anticipate, much less specifically support or reject every new proposal or 
concept that might eventuate over its projected 25-year lifetime, the STRLUS was amended in 
2022 to provide some additional flexibility. 

Generally, the STRLUS was declared in 2011, with minor revisions since then, with the 2022 
amendment being specifically relevant to this proposal. 

The 2022 amendment acknowledged that predicted growth strategies and scenarios may not 
retain their relevance or applicability over time and as a result of circumstances clearly not 
envisaged some fifteen years ago.  Relevantly, the amendment provided for specific 
consideration of contemporary supply and demand analysis or settlement strategy (SRD 1.1A). 

It is significant to note that, notwithstanding their questionable contemporary relevance, 
inconsistency with the projected growth forecasts of the STRLUS was a significant factor in the 
2019 decision on the previous rezoning proposal for the site.   

The amended STRLUS provides the scope to give full consideration to the 2021 Orford 
Residential Capacity and Demand Analysis by SGS Economics & Planning when considering 
the compatibility of the proposed rezoning with the strategic directions and regional policies of 
the STRLUS.  

The NSA Report, referencing the SGS Report, provides extensive argument demonstrating the 
compatibility of the proposal with the various strategic directions and regional policies of the 
STRLUS.  

In addition to the response within the NSA Report the following is noted. 

SD1: Adopting a more Integrated Approach to Planning and Infrastructure 

The proposed rezoning and residential subdivision seeks to provide additional residential land, 
identified in the SGS report, in a manner that is compatible with the Triabunna Orford Structure 
Plan and the provision of infrastructure. 

The use of the combined rezoning and development approval process demonstrates that the 
rezoning of the subject land can deliver 90 residential lots to meet the identified shortfall in the 
desired 15-year residential land supply.  

This process also allows consideration of the requirements of infrastructure providers in the 
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preparation of the application and again through assessment.  TasWater indicated that they do 
not oppose the proposed rezoning and have detailed the works required for the provision of 
reticulated water and sewerage services to the proposed lots. 

AM2023-01 takes advantage of the existing infrastructure available to the site, particularly nose 
managed through existing regulatory frameworks outside the land use planning system. 

In this respect, the current process provides multiple opportunities for the consideration of 
planning and infrastructure implications of the proposal through an independently assessed 
forum.   

It is considered that this is consistent with the systems and process issues that are identified 
under SD1 to enable the short, medium and long term consideration of the planning and 
infrastructure opportunities and requirements provided by the project and assessment process 

SD2: Holistically Managing Residential Growth 

SD2 seeks to plan for residential growth at the regional level, asserting that such regional 
planning of residential growth is critical to ensuring a sustainable pattern of development and 
land release.  The intention is to ensure that residential land supply considers affordability and 
locational options.   

Both the NSA and SGS reports discuss the impact on supply and affordability from significant 
increases in international and interstate and intrastate demand for housing within the area.  
Where demand outstrips supply, prices increase and become unaffordable for many, leading to 
pressure for more dispersed and unplanned development, contrary to the aim of SD2 to provide 
a less dispersed settlement.  

The NSA report relies heavily on the findings and recommendations of the SGS report that the 
STRLUS projections for 25 years residential growth in Orford were surpassed in the first four 
years and that land supply for a fifteen-year horizon should be based on a 2% annual growth 
rather than 0.4%. 

The recent amendment to the RLUS specifically recognises that predictions made around 2010 
have not been able to keep pace or maintain relevance in the face of what was then 
unprecedented rates of growth and development.  Clearly, reliance upon known outdated data 
could not be considered to be holistic. 

The SGS report recognises the need to provide an appropriate quantity of residential land to 
meet future demand in a manner that promotes sustainable infrastructure provision and avoids 
unplanned urban sprawl from oversupply and the unaffordable price pressure form an 
undersupply.  

The site of the proposed rezoning is currently zoned future residential and its rezoning to 
provide 90 residential lots towards the recommended fifteen-year horizon is considered to be 
consistent with the desired holistic management of residential growth. 

SD3 Creating a Network of Vibrant and Attractive Activity Centres 

The NSA report asserts that the existing network of activity centres will be reinforced and 
invigorated by the proposal. 

Orford is one of the activity centres recognised under the STRLUS that form a vibrant and 
attractive network.  To remain vibrant and attractive it must be able to maintain a level of growth 
and affordability to promote the ongoing diversity of its community.   

The rezoning of the subject site to provide additional residential lots is consistent with the 
Structure Plan and is expected to contribute to the vibrancy of Orford and the broader network. 

Failure to address the provision of land to meet the realistic projected demand in a timely 
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manner has the potential to stifle such vibrancy. 

The proponent’s response to this Policy is supported.   

SD4: Improving our Economic Infrastructure 

The NSA report does not provide a response to this statement, which is largely based on the 
southern region.   

AM2023-01 is consistent with SD4, as it will provide for planned growth in Orford and in doing 
so, support increased population and the economic infrastructure that supports.   

SD5 Supporting our Productive Resources 

The NSA report does not respond to this direction, which focusses on the significance of all 
agricultural production to the economic and social health of the region.   

The subject site is currently zoned future residential and is located within the urban area of 
Orford.  It is not agricultural land.  The timely provision of identified residential land contributes 
to a reduction in pressure for the conversion of agricultural lands elsewhere for residential 
purposes. 

SD6 Increasing Responsiveness to our Natural Environment 

The NSA report does not respond to this direction. 

It is well recognised that unplanned residential creep can be detrimental to the natural 
environment and the values that contribute to an area’s attractiveness.  As noted at SD5, the 
timely release of identified residential land can serve to reduce this creep.   

The NSA and SGS reports recognise that the subject site was recognised for future residential 
development under the Structure Plan and the LPS, and that it is timely to release the site now 
to assist in meeting identified demand. 

SD7 Improving Management of our Water Resources 

The NSA report does not respond to this direction. 

The proposal is not expected to impact upon the supply of clean drinking water in the region (as 
demonstrated by the Taswater response).  The existing watercourse on the site is intended in 
the proposed subdivision to be wholly within land allocated for public open space and owned 
and maintained by the council. 

SD8 Supporting Strong and Healthy Communities 

The NSA report notes that this direction contains broad statements directed at broader societal 
and community issues, beyond the scope of a single subdivision. 

Nevertheless, the concurrent subdivision will create 90 residential lots for the local supply to 
address demands from permanent and part time residents, workers and visitors to the area.  It 
is reasonably expected that providing an adequate and timely supply of residential land to meet 
the demand of a projected 15-year window will assist in maintaining affordability.   

SD9 Making the Region Nationally and Internationally Competitive 

The NSA report submits that the growing number of interstate and international investors has 
had the effect of driving up the price of land and houses throughout Tasmania, including 
attractive seaside townships such as Orford. 
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Providing an appropriate supply of available residential land is essential to provide housing 
options without exacerbating existing housing affordability issues.  The SGS Report identifies 
this as a 15-year supply.   

AM2023-01 will assist in delivery of local supply to an area that has high desirability in a range 
of markets at different levels.    

SD10 Creating Liveable Communities 

The NSA report submits that the proposal contributes to the liveability of the region. 

Liveability refers to the ability of a place to meet and support its resident’s expectations for 
quality of life, health and well-being, and is rapidly growing in importance in the decision of 
where to live. 

The provision of suitable and appropriate opportunities to age in place are without doubt 
relevant components of such assessments.  The STRLUS seeks to ensure that our land use 
planning responses contribute to making the region liveable.   

Policy Statements of the STRLUS 

The STRLUS contains many policy statements intended to assist in the interpretation and 
application of the Strategic Directions.  The NSA Report discusses several of these.  The 
responses provided by NSA are generally supported. 

The following is also noted. 

5. BIODIVERSITY AND GEODIVERSITY  - the site is on land that was previously cleared and 
used for agricultural purposes, with few natural values remaining.  The land was 
identified for development through the Structure Plan.  AM2023-01 is considered to be 
generally consistent with the relevant BNV Policies within the Tasmanian Planning 
Scheme Addendum to the STRLUS. 

6. WATER RESOURCES –future development of the site will provide for delivery of potable 
water services and manage the impacts of development through the established 
regulatory systems.  AM2023-01 is considered to be generally consistent with the 
relevant WR Policies within the Tasmanian Planning Scheme Addendum to the 
STRLUS. 

7. THE COAST – While the site is proximate to the coast, AM2023-01 provides for the 
consolidation of the existing Orford settlement identified in the Structure Plan.  
AM2023-01 specifically complies with the requirements for development to be located 
on land that avoids current risks and is consistent with Structure planning for local 
settlements under C2.2.  AM2023-01 is considered to be generally consistent with the 
relevant C Policies within the Tasmanian Planning Scheme Addendum to the STRLUS.   

8. MANAGING RISKS AND HAZARDS – risks from the range of natural and other hazards 
were addressed through the relevant codes and overlays under the TPS/LPS.  Flooding 
and attenuation were subject to specific studies that addressed these matters for the 
subject lands, consistent with the policies at MRH1 and MRH2.  AM2023-01 is 
considered to be consistent with the MRH series policies. 

9. CULTURAL VALUES – no post settlement cultural values were identified on the site as part 
of this process.  Should Aboriginal heritage be identified, the provisions of the 
Aboriginal Heritage Act 1975 will be triggered outside the land use planning system, 
delivering the requirements of CV1.  AM2023-01 complies with the CV series of 
policies.   

10. RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE – AM does not include lands identified in local or 
regional studies for recreation purposes.  AM2023-01 is considered to comply with the 
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ROS series policies. 

11. SOCIAL INFRASTRUCTURE – these policies are not considered relevant to AM2023-01. 

12. PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE  - AM2023 -01 provides for the planned expansion of the 
Orford settlement and increased utlisation of existing physical infrastructure available to 
the site.  This is consistent with specific PI policy statements at 1.2, 2.1 and 2.2. 

13. LAND USE AND TRANSPORT INTEGRATION  - AM2023 -01 provides for the planned 
expansion of the Orford settlement and increased utlisation of existing transport 
infrastructure available to the site from Rheban and East Shelley Roads.  This is 
generally consistent with intent of the relevant LUTI policy statements. 

14. TOURISM – these policies are not considered relevant to AM2023-01. 

15. STRATEGIC ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES  - the SEO policies do not relate to the 
Glamorgan area and are not relevant to AM2023-01. 

16. PRODUCTIVE RESOURCES – the subject lands are not within the agricultural estate.  This 
policy area is not considered relevant to AM2023-01. 

17. INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY– AM2023-01 does not impact industrial lands.  These policies are 
not considered relevant to AM2023-01. 

18. ACTIVITY CENTRES the AC series policies were addressed at section 2 of the NSA 
Report.  That assessment is supported.  AM2023-01 is considered to comply with the 
AC policy series. 

19. SETTLEMENT AND RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT the SRD policies provide significant 
consideration for AM2023-01 and were subject to extensive response in the NSA 
Report.  Those responses are generally supported.  The following is noted. 

SRD 1 Provide a sustainable and compact network of settlements with Greater Hobart 
at its core, that is capable of meeting projected demand. 

Orford is part of the existing sustainable network of settlements with Greater Hobart at its core. 
The proposed rezoning and subdivision is intended to meet the projected demand as detailed 
in the SGS report. 

SRD1.1 Implement the Regional Settlement Strategy and associated growth 
management strategies through the planning scheme. 

These strategies were effectively implemented through the Local Provisions Schedule of the 
planning scheme. However, the STRLUS provides a low growth rate for Orford, equating to 
0.4% over the 25-year life of the Strategy. 

The SGS Report demonstrates that the actual growth rate from 2006 to 2016 was 2.4% and 
that land supply should be based upon a more appropriate growth rate of, allowing for other 
factors such as economic and social impacts, 2%. 

Their data demonstrates that the appropriate growth rate should be classed as high rather than 
low and currently each year the level of undersupply of residential lots in Orford increases.  

Under the low growth rate scenario, the majority of new development is expected to be 
thorough infill. However, based on the contemporary SGS report, it is unrealistic to expect that 
current and ongoing demand can be met simply by infill development.  

The proposal relies on the flexibility of SRD 1.1, recently introduced into the STRLUS to provide 
the Commission the capacity to appropriately consider contemporary data rather than be forced 
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to rely upon outdated data in its determinations. 

SRD1.1A Notwithstanding the growth strategies of growth scenarios listed in Table 3, 
where a contemporary land supply and demand analysis of residential growth 
patterns for a settlement which is a Major District Centre, District Town or 
Township, indicates that more residential land should be made available to 
accommodate additional residential growth, the growth strategy or growth 
scenario listed in Table 3 for that settlement may be varied where the additional 
growth: 

Orford is classified within the STRLUS as a Township and is designated as low growth. The 
contemporary land supply and demand analysis, prepared by SGS in 2021, unequivocally 
indicates that the growth rate of Orford should be considered as high and that more residential 
land should be made available. 

(a) Supports urban consolidation 

The proposed site is within the existing urban area of Orford and the proposed rezoning and 
residential subdivision represents the infill consolidation for residential lots within an existing 
residential area. 

(b) Does not significantly alter the intended relative growth between settlements in the 
region and their proposed regional function listed in Table 3. 

The SGS Report provides expert and detailed evidence that AM2023-01 is required to deliver 
local growth requirements for the Orford settlement, as identified in the Structure Plan.  This is 
not expected to alter the function of Orford as a Township as listed in Table 3. 

(c) Will service the shortage of residential land within the settlement identified in the 
land supply and demand analysis 

The SGS report has categorically identified a shortfall of residential lots in Orford to meet the 
projected growth based on their contemporary analysis.  The proposed rezoning and 
subsequent 90 lot subdivision will directly service that identified shortage. 

(d) Is identified in a contemporary land use strategy for the municipality endorsed by 
the planning authority 

The SGS report was endorsed by the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council in August 2021, together 
with revisions to the Structure Plan following that data. 

(e) Is documented in a settlement structure plan approved by the planning authority 
which provides for the additional residential growth 

The SGS report advocates the need for the provision of additional residential land to meet the 
projected additional residential demand.  The subject site was consequently identified in the 
Structure Plan for residential use and with the introduction of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme 
– Glamorgan Spring Bay was zoned as Future Urban, effectively an interim zone pending 
detailed assessment under a future application. 

(f) Can be supplied with reticulated water, sewerage and stormwater services; and 
 

The site is capable of being connected to reticulated sewer, water and stormwater services. 

(g) Is aligned with the capacity of transport and road infrastructure and minimises 
impacts on the efficiency and safety and road and rail networks. 

The TIA submitted by the proponents concluded that the proposed subdivision is within the 
capacity of the adjoining road network and will not adversely impact upon the safety of that 
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road network. 

The settlement structure in (e) should include, where relevant, indicative subdivision plans, 
potential staging, key movement paths, open space networks, buffers for relevant 
constraints, plans for proposals for the protection of cultural and natural values, and, with 
demonstrated consultation with State agencies and relevant infrastructure providers, plans 
or proposals for:  

• The provision of reticulated services; 

• The management of waste or stormwater; and 

• The delivery of social infrastructure (such as health and educational facilities) to 
match proposed residential growth, public transport and road infrastructure 
considerations. 

The provision of additional residential growth in Major District Centres, District Towns or 
Townships should be considered in the context of any available regional or sub-regional 
contemporary supply and demand analysis or settlement strategy. 

The Structure Plan and the proposed subdivision plans satisfy the above requirements, are 
supported by professional and contemporary reports, subject to applicable review from outside 
agencies and will go through an open public process.  The proposed additional supply of 
residential lots is to address residential growth identified in the supply and demand analysis 
conducted by SGS. 

SRD 1.2 Manage residential growth in District Centres, District Towns and Townships 
through a hierarchy of planning processes as follows: 

1. Strategy (regional function & growth scenario); 
2. Settlement Structure Plans (including identification of settlement boundaries); 
3. Subdivision Permit; 
4. Use and Development Permit. 

The proposal follows a strategic identification process through the Structure Plan and 
amendment to the STRLUS.  AM2023-01 delivers the remainder of the identified process.  The 
growth follows contemporary analysis and is similarly consistent with the Triabunna/Orford 
Settlement Strategy.  A subdivision permit is proposed and assessed concurrently with the 
rezoning proposal and if approved, the use and development of the resultant lots will be 
regulated by the planning scheme. 

SRD 1.5 Encourage land zoned General Residential to be developed at a minimum of 
15 dwellings per hectare (net density). 

The provisions of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme address this requirement and will not be 
altered by AM2023-01.  The NSA Report identifies that the subdivision is estimated to provide a 
potential yield of up to 156 dwellings across the 10.2-hectare site.  

The NSA report explains the lot yield and public open space and other areas unavailable for 
dwellings and indicates that the spirit, if not the exactness, of this desired outcome is satisfied. 

SRD 1.6 Utilise the Low Density Residential Zone only where it is necessary to manage 
land constraints in settlements or to acknowledge existing areas. 

The Low Density Residential Zone is not proposed. 

The conclusion of this assessment was that AM2023-01 is consistent with the STRLUS.   

6.2  Triabunna Orford Structure Plan 2016  

Future growth of the Orford settlement was considered in the Triabunna/Orford Structure Plan, 
updated in June 2014 (Structure Plan).  The Structure Plan provides the local strategy for Orford. 
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The Structure Plan was prepared based on growth projections from the State Demographic 
Change Advisory Council developed in 2008, which provided for an exceptionally conservative 
growth scenario of population growth from 518 permanent residents in 2011 to 600 permanent 
residents in 2030 at table 15, representing a growth rate of 0.8%. 

The Structure Plan identified recommendations for the future residential growth of Orford at 
section 9.2, which identifies that a 15-year supply is required to meet projected demands.  The 
Structure Plan also included recommendations for the Orford settlement under a map identified 
as Proposed Settlement Limits and Zonal Recommendations (page 60), which worked in 
conjunction with recommendations at section 9.2.2 (page 63), as follow: 

9.2.2 Recommended Actions 

The recommended actions relating to residential land uses are as follows: 

• Rezone land to the east of Triabunna to residential (refer to Zonal Recommendations 
map). 

• Rezone land to the east and north of Triabunna to rural living (refer to Zonal 
Recommendations map). 

• Rezone land south of Orford to residential in the long term (refer to Zonal 
Recommendations map). 

• Rezone land in the north of Orford to rural living or low density residential in the long 
term (refer to Zonal Recommendations map). 

• Rezone land in the south of Orford to rural living in the long term (refer to Zonal 
Recommendations map). 
(Author’s bold for reference) 
 

An extract of the Zonal Recommendations map was provided at Figure 6and clearly identified 
that the subject and adjoining land should be rezoned for Residential development.   

The application provided the SGS Report as an expert assessment of take up, demand and 
supply statistics and identified the following: 

• the low growth strategy allocated under the RLUS reflected a 0.4% growth rate for the life of 
the document; 

• actual demand exceeded the Structure Plan projections from 2012 to 2016 based on ABS data 
and projections for permanent residents at 2.4% in the 10-years to 2016; 

• holiday houses continue to remain a significant factor in dwelling uptake, with 2016 census 
data identifying that 68% of dwellings were unoccupied against the Tasmanian average of 
14%; 

• while the Structure Plan recognised holiday houses as a significant housing factor, the 
document predated the online platforms that emerged over the previous decade; 

• resident and visitor populations form part of the dwelling projections for their work;  

• future projections allocated a 2% growth rate over 25 years, including dwellings for both 
permanent and visitor populations;  

• there is an expected short fall of available lots in the short to medium term if the subject land 
is not rezoned; and 

• rezoning the subject land will meet the 15-year supply identified in the Structure Plan, with 
between a one-to-five-year buffer. 
 

The dwelling supply is summarized at of the SGS Report, which was reproduced at Table 1. 
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Figure 6 - Structure Plan zoning recommendations 

 

 

Table 1 SGS Dwelling Supply Summary 
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In terms of the RLUS, the SGS Report provides the following commentary at page 19: 

A 10 per cent increase over 25 years (the length of the strategy) corresponds to an 
annual average growth rate of 0.4 per cent per annum for Orford. The number of 
dwellings at the start date was 716. Therefore, the regional strategy provides for a 
maximum of 71 new dwellings from 2010 to 2035. As explored in the Housing Demand 
chapter, this is well below the recent and current experience in Orford. This means that 
more growth will be needed to be accommodated in Orford than outlined in the STRLUS.  

… 

Even so, residential demand in Orford is well beyond what was anticipated in STRLUS 
and freeing up more land within the suburb boundary prevents growth spilling over into 
productive agricultural land, further along the coast and in natural living areas around 
Orford. This enables the town to retain its character in a natural landscape while 
improving the towns economic sustainability by adding more residents. 

The SGS Report provides the following conclusions at section 5 regarding the subject land: 

The proposal is also supported by strategic planning objectives. This includes the intent 
to consolidate growth into existing towns (urban consolidation) and prevent the continued 
spread of dwelling growth along the coast and on to productive agricultural land 
(fragmentation of productive land). It also encourages growth of the permanent 
population to improve the economic sustainability and vibrancy of Orford.  

We observe that residential demand since 2011 has outstripped the assumed growth as 
described in STRLUS. SGS Economics and Planning recommends that the STRLUS is 
updated to reflect higher observed growth and related projections, in Orford and other 
parts of southern Tasmania. Population growth, the success of the Tasmanian tourism 
industry and the advent of short-term rental accommodation are more prominent factors 
in driving demand than recognised in STRLUS. 

The SGS Report and Update were provided as supporting documents to the proposal. 

As a result, it is submitted that AM2023-01 complies with the intent and detailed 
recommendations within the Structure Plan.   

6.3  Glamorgan Spring Bay Council Strategic Plan 2020-2029 

The Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 10-year Strategic Plan 2020-2029 establishes the long 
term priorities for the organisation and region.  The sections on guiding principles and key 
foundations are considered relevant to AM2023-01.   AM2023-01 is consistent with the 
following: 

Guiding Principles: 

1.  Balance economic and tourism growth with preserving our lifestyle, celebrating 
our rich history and protecting the region’s unique and precious characteristics. 

2.  Reinforce and draw on the strengths of our communities at both a local and 
regional level. 

6.  Draw on the knowledge and expertise of local people and communities in 
shaping and delivering our initiatives and plans - listening to and taking account 
of ideas and feedback from residents, businesses and ratepayers. 

Key Foundations 

1. Our Governance and Finance 

What we plan to do 

• Advocate and lobby effectively on behalf of the community. 

The NSA Report provided a detailed assessment of the Strategic Plan and formed a similar 
conclusion.   

AM2023-01 is considered to be consistent with the Council Strategic Plan.    
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7.  STATE POLICIES 

7.1 State Policy on the Protection of Agricultural Land 2009 

The purpose of this Policy is to conserve and protect agricultural land so that it remains 
available for the sustainable development of agriculture.  

As noted at section 5.2.1 of the NSA Report, allocation of the Future Urban zone through the 
LPS removed the site from agricultural use. 

This Policy does not apply to the zone and is not relevant to the assessment. 

7.2 State Coastal Policy 1996 

The purpose of the policy is to protect the natural and cultural values of the coast, provide for 
sustainable use and development of the coast, and promote shared responsibility for its 
integrated management and protection.  The subject site is within 1 kilometre of the coast and 
the Policy therefore applies. 

It is noted that the site is separated from the coast by existing urban subdivision and residential 
development. 

The Policy provides the following specific requirements for urban and residential development 
at section 2.4: 

2.4. URBAN AND RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 

2.4.1. Care will be taken to minimise, or where possible totally avoid, any impact on 
environmentally sensitive areas from the expansion of urban and residential 
areas, including the provision of infrastructure for urban and residential areas. 

The technical response to coastal issues within the Policy was provided through the TPS, 
which established a management regime through zones and codes.  AM2023-01 does not seek 
to alter the regime established under the TPS.  The proposal was assessed as compliant with 
the requirements of this policy.   

2.4.2. Urban and residential development in the coastal zone will be based on existing 
towns and townships. Compact and contained planned urban and residential 
development will be encouraged in order to avoid ribbon development and 
unrelated cluster developments along the coast. 

The subject land is surrounded on three sides by urban and residential development that 
provides for the consolidation of the existing Orford township, based on the Structure Plan and 
STRLUS (refer Figure 1).  AM2023-01 will provide consolidation of the existing settlement and 
will not result in ribbon or development that is isolated from the Orford settlement. 

2.4.3. Any urban and residential development in the coastal zone, future and existing, 
will be identified through designation of areas in planning schemes consistent 
with the objectives, principles and outcomes of this Policy. 

The LPS provided strategic recognition of the future development potential for the subject lands 
through allocation of the Future Urban zone, based on the Structure Plan and following from 
the STRLUS.   

AM2023-01 provides for the outcomes identified through the Structure Plan and LPS.  .   

It is submitted that AM2023-01 complies with the Coastal Policy.   

7.3 State Policy on Water Quality Management 1997 

The purpose of the Policy is to identify and maintain water quality at appropriate levels to the 
expected use.   

The TPS addressed the requirements of this Policy through the inclusion of zone and codes 
that addressed the specific requirements of the Policy.  AM2023-01 does not seek to alter the 
regime established under the TPS. 

AM2023-01 is considered to comply with this Policy.   
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7.4 National Environment Protection Measures  

Section 12A of the State Policies and Projects Act 1993 defines that a National Environment 
Protection Measure (NEPM) are taken to be a State Policy.  The following, therefore, require 
consideration: 

• Ambient air quality 2002 

• Diesel vehicle emissions 2001 

• Assessment of site contamination 1999 

• Used packaging materials 1999 

• Movement of controlled waste between States and Territories 1998 

• National pollutant inventory 2000 

The NEPM’s were addressed by the Scheme.  AM2023-01 does not alter the responses 
through the TPS.  None of the NEPMs are known to apply to the specific sites within GSB-P1 
Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose zone. 

7.5 Gas Pipelines Act 2000  

The pipeline corridor is not in the vicinity of the subject site.  The Gas Pipelines Act 2000 is not 
a relevant consideration for AM2023-01.   
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8.  PROPOSED SUBDIVISION 

The proposed seeks approval for a 90-lot subdivision and associated infrastructure on the 
subject lands, which must also be considered as part of this decision.   

The proposed subdivision includes the following: 

a. The creation of 90 residential lots ranging in size from 475m² to 1217m².  

b. The creation of 17,726m² of centrally located POS (17% of the total area).  

c. Roadworks and service connections.  

The proposed subdivision is shown at Figure 7.   

The NSA Report provides a thorough assessment against the requirements of the Scheme at 
Section 6 of that report.  

An information request was issued to address some matters following lodgement, which 
resulted in an extensive process between the applicant and various functions within the 
Council.  The design was revised to reflect responses to specific engineering issues and 
infrastructure requirements. 

 

Figure 7 – Proposed subdivision 

(Source: sheet C101 Site Plan, Aldanmark) 

An assessment of SA2022-46 against the Scheme follows. 

8.1  Preliminary matters 

A planning application can be combined with a Scheme amendment under Division 4 of the 
Act, which provides for the amendment to rezone land to be combined with the application for 
development (in this case, subdivision and associated works). 
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Specific provisions under this section of the Act of relevance are: 

40W & X requires the planning application to be combined with the planning scheme 
amendment and determined; 

40Y allows the planning application to be approved or refused, as if the planning 
scheme amendment had been approved and was effective (rezoning from Future 
Urban to General Residential in this case); 

40Z the planning application must be exhibited with the Amendment; 

41 Representations can be made to the planning application; 

42 any representations to the planning application must also be assessed and 
provided with a recommendation; 

42B the Commission may review the decision on the planning application and confirm 
it or issue a different decision; 

The Tasmanian Planning Scheme provides that subdivision does not require a use to be 
allocated to it and as a result, is discretionary (refer clauses 6.2.6 and 7.10.1).  The subdivision 
is therefore discretionary.   

As previously noted, the subject land is located within the Future Urban zone of the Scheme 
and proposed to be rezoned to General Residential.  Following sections 40W and X of the Act, 
the subdivision was assessed against the following sections of the Scheme: 

• 8 General Residential Zone; 

• C2.0 Parking and Sustainable Transport Code; 

• C3.0 Road and Railway Asset Code; 

• C7.0 Natural Assets Code; 

• C9.0 Attenuation Code; and 

• C12.0 Flood-Prone Areas Code. 

8.2.  Meeting the Standards via Acceptable Solution  

The proposal has been assessed against the Acceptable Solutions provided in:  

• 8 General Residential Zone  

• C2.0 Parking and Sustainable Transport Code  

• C3.0 Road and Railway Asset Code 

8.3 Meeting the Standards via Performance Criteria  

The standards not met by Acceptable Solution need to satisfy the relevant Performance Criteria 
to be approved.  These are:  

• 8 General Residential Zone  

• 8.6.1 Lot Design 

• 8.6.2 Roads 

• C3.0 Road and Railway Asset Code 

• C3.5.1 Traffic generation at a vehicle crossing, level crossing or new junction 

• C7.0 Natural Assets Code 

• C7.6.1 Buildings and works within a waterway and coastal protection area or a 
future coastal refugia area 

• C9.0 Attenuation Code 

• C9.6.1 Lot design 

• C12.0 Flood-Prone Areas Code 

• C12.6.1 Buildings and works within a flood-prone hazard area 

• C12.7.1 Subdivision within a flood-prone hazard area 

8.4 Assessing the Proposal against the Performance Criteria 

Assessment against the relevant performance criteria follows.   

Attachment 4.1.2 GSB A M 2023-01 TPC assessment report v 02 (2)

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 290



Glamorgan Spring Bay Council Report  
AMD 2023-01 – Rezoning & Subdivision – 155 Rheban Road, Orford 

 V0.2 For Council meeting 28 March 2023  32 

Performance Criteria Planners Response 

8 General Residential zone 

8.6.1 Lot Design 

P2  Each lot, or a lot proposed 
in a plan of subdivision, 
excluding for public open 
space, a riparian or littoral 
reserve or Utilities, must be 
provided with a frontage or 
legal connection to a road 
by a right of carriageway, 
that is sufficient for the 
intended use, having 
regard to:  

(a) the width of frontage proposed, if 

any;  
(b) the number of other lots which 

have the land subject to the right 
of carriageway as their sole or 
principal means of access;  

(c) the topography of the site;  
(d) the functionality and useability of 

the frontage;  
(e) the ability to manoeuvre vehicles 

on the site; and  
(f) the pattern of development 

existing on established properties 
in the area,  

and is not less than 3.6m wide.  

Lots P2 11, 13, 20, 21, 22, 42, 43, 51, 52, 72, 76, 77 
and 83 do not provide the minimum frontage of 12 
metres.  In response to P2 for those lots: 

(a) All lots in the subdivision have sufficient frontage 
for their future use and have a frontage larger 
than 3.6 metres 

(b) the proposal plans show lots 31-33 relying on 
ROW access over other lands.  This is not 
accepted by Infrastructure and these lots will 
require dedicated access as part of their lots by 
condition of approval.  Therefore no lots have 
ROW as their sole means of access and egress.  
Lots 42, 43, 51 and 52 have reciprocal ROW’s 
but each has a dedicated access strip;  

(c) topography of the site does not impact access;  

(d) the frontages proposed are accepted as 
providing sufficient functionality and useability for 
their intended use;  

(e) frontage is not expected to impact the 
manoeuvrability of vehicles on the site; and  

(f) the lot layout and frontages are consistent with 
the pattern of development existing on 
established properties in the area. 

Complies with P2. 

P4 Subdivision must provide 
for solar orientation of lots 
adequate to provide solar 
access for future dwellings, 
having regard to:  

(a) the size, shape and orientation of 
the lots;  

(b) the topography of the site;  
(c) the extent of overshadowing from 

adjoining properties;  
(d) any development on the site;  
(e) the location of roads and access 

to lots; and  
(f) the existing pattern of 

subdivision in the area.  

Lots 1 to 11, 22 to 30, 34 to 36, 41, 44, 50, 53, 58 to 
72, 77, 80, 82, and 84 to 91 do not meet the 
orientation required under A4.  In response to P4 for 
those lots: 

(a) the layout of the subdivision provides adequate solar 
access for development of all lots through their size, 
shape and orientation;  

(b) the topography of the site does not impact solar 
orientation of the lots;  

(c) there is no overshadowing from adjoining properties;  
(d) there is no existing development on the site;  
(e) the road layout is dictated by the shape of the lot and is 

not expected to detrimentally impact future 
development of the lots; and  

(f) the orientation of proposed lots is consistent with  
existing pattern of subdivision in the area. 

Complies with P4. 

8.6.2 Roads 

P1 The arrangement and 
construction of roads within 
a subdivision must provide 
an appropriate level of 
access, connectivity, safety 
and convenience for 

New roads are proposed so the application cannot 
comply with A1.  In response to P1: 

The response within the NSA Report is supported by 
planning and infrastructure functions within Council 
as addressing the performance criteria.   
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vehicles, pedestrians and 
cyclists, having regard to:  

(a) any road network plan adopted by 

the council;  
(b) the existing and proposed road 

hierarchy;  
(c) the need for connecting roads 

and pedestrian and cycling paths, 
to common boundaries with  

adjoining land, to facilitate future 
subdivision potential;  

(d) maximising connectivity with the 
surrounding road, pedestrian, 
cycling and public transport 
networks;  

(e) minimising the travel distance 
between key destinations such as 
shops and services and public 
transport routes;  

(f) access to public transport;  
(g) the efficient and safe movement 

of pedestrians, cyclists and public 
transport;  

(h) the need to provide bicycle 
infrastructure on new arterial and 
collector roads in accordance with 
the Guide to Road Design Part 
6A: Paths for Walking and 
Cycling 2016;  

(i) the topography of the site; and  
(j) the future subdivision potential of 

any balance lots on adjoining or 
adjacent land.  

The road and pathway networks were revised by the 
applicant revised to address concerns of officers.   

The proposal provides for vehicle and pedestrian 
connectivity to the existing infrastructure in the 
surrounding area to the north and future road 
connections for land to the west to support future 
development. 

Complies with P1. 

 

C3 Road and Rail Assets Code 

C3.5.1 Traffic generation at a vehicle crossing, level crossing or new junction 

P1 Vehicular traffic to and from 
the site must minimise any 
adverse effects on the 
safety of a junction, vehicle 
crossing or level crossing 
or safety or efficiency of the 
road or rail network, having 
regard to:  

(a) any increase in traffic 
caused by the use;  

(b) the nature of the traffic 
generated by the use;  

(c) the nature of the road;  
(d) the speed limit and traffic 

flow of the road;  
(e) any alternative access to a 

road;  
(f) the need for the use;  
(g) any traffic impact 

assessment; and  
(h) any advice received from 

the rail or road authority. 

The application proposes new intersections to 
Rheban Road and requires assessment against P1.   

The Traffic Impact Assessment by Hubble Traffic 
provided a detailed response to this performance 
criteria that was assessed and supported by 
Infrastructure as meeting the requirements of P1 
(refer Section 8 for the detailed response). 

Complies with P1. 
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C7.0 Natural Assets Code 

C7.6.1 Buildings and works within a waterway and coastal protection area or a future coastal 
refugia area  

P3 Development within a 
waterway and coastal 
protection area or a future 
coastal refugia area 
involving a new stormwater 
point discharge into a 
watercourse, wetland or 
lake must avoid or 
minimise adverse impacts 
on natural assets, having 
regard to:  

(a) the need to minimise 
impacts on water quality; 
and  

(b) the need to mitigate and 
manage any impacts likely 
to arise from erosion, 
sedimentation or runoff.  

The application includes new stormwater discharges 
and therefore requires assessment against P3.   

The NSA Report responds that the permit can be 
conditioned to achieve compliance.   

These matters are normally managed through the 
infrastructure design, approval and construction 
process.  Permit conditions were recommended to 
reflect this practice and ensure compliance with the 
requirements of P3 is maintained under the permit. 

Complies with P3. 

C9.0 Attenuation Code 

C9.6.1 Lot design 

P1 Each lot, or a lot proposed 
in a plan of subdivision, 
within an attenuation area 
must not result in the 
potential for a sensitive use 
to be impacted by 
emissions, having regard 
to:  

(a) the nature of the activity 
with the potential to cause 
emissions, including:  

(i) operational characteristics 
of the activity;  

(ii) scale and intensity of the 
activity; and  

(iii) degree of emissions from 
the activity; and  

(b) the intended use of the lot.  

The application includes lots that are partly within the 
attenuation area for the Orford waste treatment plant 
and requires assessment against P1. 

Specialist assessment reports were provided by 
Seam Environmental and Environmental Dynamics 
that addressed the requirements of P1. 

Taswater has a statutory approval input to both the 
rezoning and subdivision applications. 

Taswater issued their approval for the proposal as 
noted earlier in this report.  This identifies Taswater 
accepts the  

Complies with P1. 

C12.0 Flood-Prone Areas Code 

C12.6.1 Buildings and works within a flood-prone hazard area 

P1.1 Buildings and works 
within a flood-prone hazard 
area must achieve and 
maintain a tolerable risk 
from a flood, having regard 
to:  

(a) the type, form, scale and 
intended duration of the 
development;  

(b) whether any increase in the 

The application includes land that was identified as 
subject to a flood hazard by modelling completed for 
Council.  While the subject land is not within an 
overlay under the Scheme, clause C12.2.3 allows 
application where The application was called in for 
assessment as a result of that modelling. 

The applicants provided a specialist assessment by 
Flussig and revised designs that address the 
requirements of the Code.   

The Council’s Infrastructure staff confirmed they are 
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level of risk from flood 
requires any specific 
hazard reduction or 
protection measures;  

(c) any advice from a State 
authority, regulated entity 
or a council; and  

(d) the advice contained in a 
flood hazard report.  

satisfied that the proposal can meet the required 1% 
AEP requirements established under the Council risk 
management policy framework.   

Complies with P1.1. 

P1.2 A flood hazard report 
also demonstrates that the 
building and works:  

(a) do not cause or contribute 
to flood on the site, on 
adjacent land or public 
infrastructure; and  

(b) can achieve and maintain a 
tolerable risk from a 1% 
annual exceedance 
probability flood event for 
the intended life of the use 
without requiring any flood 
protection measures 

As with the previous matter, the Council’s 
Infrastructure staff confirmed they are satisfied that 
the proposal can meet the required 1% AEP 
requirements established under the Council risk 
management policy framework.   

Complies with P1.2. 

C12 Flood-prone hazard area code 

C12.7.1 Subdivision within a flood-prone hazard area 

P1 Each lot, or a lot proposed 
in a plan of subdivision, 
within a flood-prone hazard 
area, must not create an 
opportunity for use or 
development that cannot 
achieve a tolerable risk 
from flood, having regard 
to:  

(a) any increase in risk from 
flood for adjacent land;  

(b) the level of risk to use or 
development arising from 
an increased reliance on 
public infrastructure;  

(c) the need to minimise future 
remediation works;  

(d) any loss or substantial 
compromise by flood of 
access to the lot, on or off 
site;  

(e) the need to locate building 
areas outside the flood-
prone hazard area;  

(f) any advice from a State 
authority, regulated entity 
or a council; and  

(g) the advice contained in a 
flood hazard report. 

As with the response to C12.6.1 Buildings and works 
within a flood-prone hazard area, the Council’s 
Infrastructure staff confirmed they are satisfied that 
the proposal can meet the required 1% AEP 
requirements established under the Council risk 
management policy framework.   

As a result, the lots proposed within the subdivision 
will meet the requirements of P1. 

Complies with P1.   

 

The following Codes were assessed as not applicable to the application: 
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C1.0 Signs Code 

C4.0 Electricity Transmission Infrastructure Code 

C5.0 Telecommunications Code 

C6.0 Local Historic Heritage Code 

C8.0 Scenic Protection Code 

C10.0 Coastal Erosion Hazard Code 

C11.0 Coastal Inundation Hazard Code 

C14.0 Potentially Contaminated Land Code 

C15.0 Landslip Hazard Code 

C16.0 Safeguarding of Airports Code 

Assessment of the application demonstrated that the application complies with all relevant 
acceptable solutions and performance under the Scheme. 

The application can therefore be considered for approval.   

Conditions that result from the assessment against the Scheme and internal referrals were 
provided at the conclusion to this report. 

A full copy of the Scheme can be obtained from here.  

8.5 Conclusion of Scheme Assessment 

Following the previous assessment, the application for subdivision can be considered for 
approval, subject to conditions. 

A draft Planning Permit was prepared to reflect the assessment and inform the current process 
and was provided as Attachment 2 to this report.  . 

 

  

Attachment 4.1.2 GSB A M 2023-01 TPC assessment report v 02 (2)

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 295

https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=tpsgsb


Glamorgan Spring Bay Council Report  
AMD 2023-01 – Rezoning & Subdivision – 155 Rheban Road, Orford 

 V0.2 For Council meeting 28 March 2023  37 

9.  CONCLUSION 

AM2023-01 seeks to provide for the rezoning and subdivision of land immediately adjoining the 
existing Orford settlement for urban development. 

The proposal is consistent with the STRLUS, Structure Plan and requirements of the Scheme. 

correct an unintended outcome resulting from in preparation of the LPS. 

Assessment against the Act identified that AM2023-01 comply with: 

• the LPS criteria at section 32 of the Act; 

• the certification criteria at section 40F of the Act; 

• the Schedule 1 objectives of the Act; 

• the Southern Tasmanian Regional Land Use Strategy; 

• the Council Strategic Plan 2020-2029; and 

• current State Policies.  

As demonstrated above, AM2023-01 is consistent with the relevant provisions of the Act.   

Certification of AM2023-01 can be supported, with an appropriate instrument provided as 
Attachment 1 to this report. 

The assessment of the proposed subdivision under AM2023-01 identified the application 
complies with the requirements for the Scheme and can be considered for approval subject to 
conditions.   
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Attachment 1 – Draft Instrument of Certification 

 

Amendment AM 2023/01 
Tasmanian Planning Scheme - Glamorgan Spring Bay  

 

Apply the General Residential zone to 155 Rheban Road, Orford folio of the Register 149641/2 
as shown in Figure 1: 

 

Figure 8 - Application of the General Residential Zone at 155 Rheban Road, 
Orford folio of the Register 149641/2 

 

 

The common seal of Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 

is affixed below pursuant to the Council resolutions of 

of 28 March 2023 and 27 July 2022 in the presence of: 

 

 

 

General Manager (… April 2023) 

(minute reference ??/23) 

INSERT DIAGRAM 
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Attachment 2  

Issued to: Neil Shephard & Associates 

Issued on:   XX March 2023 

Issued under: Delegated Authority / Issued pursuant to Planning Authority resolution 
xxx/xx of date 

Development:  Subdivision (90 lots) 

Site:   155 Rheban Road‚ Orford 

Title:  149641/2 

Legislation:   Section 57 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 / and the Local 
Government (Building and Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1993 

 

CONDITIONS 

1. Use and development must be substantially in accordance with the endorsed plans and documents 
unless modified by a condition of this permit. 

Advice: Any changes may either be deemed as substantially in accordance with the permit or may first 
require a formal amendment to this permit or a new permit to be issued. 

2. Lots 31, 32, and 33 on the Lot Layout Plan must be modified so that the rights of way shown within 
their boundaries are removed and form part of lots 37, 38 and 39 on the Final Plan, when submitted. 

3. The POS shown on the Lot Layout Plan must be shown as a drainage reserve on the Final Plan, when 
submitted. 

4. Use and development must comply with the requirements of TasWater specified by ‘Submission to 
Planning Authority Notice’ reference number TWDA 2022/01822-GSB, dated 13/01/2023 and attached 
to this permit. 

Final Plan 

5. A final approved plan of survey and schedule of easements as necessary, must be submitted to Council 
for sealing. The final approved plan of survey must be substantially the same as the endorsed plan of 
subdivision and must be prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Recorder of Titles. 

6. All land noted as roadway, footway, and open space or similar must be transferred to Council. 
Complete transfer documents that have been assessed for stamp duty, must be submitted with the 
final plan of survey. 

7. The final plan of survey must include easements over all drains, pipelines, wayleaves and services to 
the satisfaction of Council’s Municipal Engineer. 

8. Covenants or other restrictions must not conflict with, or seek to override, provisions of the planning 
scheme. 

9. Prior to sealing the Final Plan of Survey or execution of the Schedule of Easements and associated 
documents, certification must be provided from an accredited bushfire practitioner that all 
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recommendations and requirements of the Bushfire Hazard Report by North Barker Ecosystem 
Services, have been implemented and complied with.   

Public Open Space 

10. Prior to sealing the final plan of survey, a cash contribution for public open space must be provided to 
Council that is equal to 5% of the value of the area of land in  CT149641/2 as at the date of lodgement 
of the final plan of survey. 

The value is to be determined by a Land Valuer within the meaning of the Land Valuers Act 2001. 

Advice: this condition is imposed pursuant to section 117 of the Local Government (Building and 
Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1993 and Council policy. 

Environment Management 

11. All work must be generally in compliance with the Tasmanian Coastal Works Manual, available at. 
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/conservation/coastal-management/managing-the-coast/tasmanian-coastal-
works-manual 

12. The developer must implement a soil and water management plan (SWMP) to ensure that soil and 
sediment does not leave the site during the construction process and must provide a copy of the 
SWMP to Council’s General Manager prior to the commencement of works.  

13. Erosion and sedimentation measures, such as sediment fences and settlement pits, are to be installed 
and maintained on the lower side of each lot and outside the Waterway and Coastal Protection Area 
during all works on the site. These works are to comply with a Stormwater Management Plan 
developed for the site. 

14. No top soil is to be removed from the site. 

15. All vehicles and equipment associated with construction of the development and/or operation of the 
use must be cleaned of soil prior to entering and leaving the site to minimise the introduction and/or 
spread of weeds and diseases to the satisfaction of Council’s General Manager.  

16. Suitable barriers must be erected during the construction of the development to ensure native 
vegetation that must be retained is not damaged during construction works. 

Engineering 

17. The subdivision must be carried out in accordance with the Tasmanian Subdivision Guidelines October 
2013 or as otherwise agreed by Council’s General Manager or required by conditions of this permit.  

18. Engineering design drawings are to be prepared by a qualified and experienced civil engineer, or other 
person approved by Council’s General Manager, these drawings must be submitted to and approved by 
the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council before development of the land commences. The detailed 
engineering drawings must show the following: 

a) all existing and proposed services required by this permit; 

b) all proposed stormwater infrastructure.  

c) all existing and proposed roadwork required by this permit; 

d) measures to be taken to provide sight distance in accordance with the relevant standards of the 
planning scheme; 
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e) measures to be taken to limit or control erosion and sedimentation; 

f) any other work required by this permit. 

19. Approved engineering design drawings will remain valid for a period of 2 years from the date of 
approval of the engineering drawings. 

20. Roadworks and drainage must be constructed in accordance with the standard drawings prepared by 
the IPWE Aust. (Tasmania Division) and to the requirements of Council’s General Manager. 

21. Unless approved otherwise by Council’s General Manager, roadworks must include - 

g)    Minimum road reserve of 18 metres and 25 metres at the cul-de-sac. 

h) Fully sealed paved and drained carriageway with a minimum width of 8.9m (face of kerb to face of 
kerb) and 18 metres diameter at the cul-de-sac head. 

i) Concrete kerb and channel both sides. 

j) Reinforced concrete footpaths 1.50 metres wide on one side of the new road. 

k)    Underground stormwater drainage. 

22. The carriageway surface course must be constructed with a 10mm nominal size hot-mix asphalt with a 
minimum compacted depth of 35mm in accordance with standard drawings and specifications 
prepared by the IPWE Aust. (Tasmania Division) and the requirements of Council’s General Manager, 
unless approved otherwise by the Council’s General Manager. 

23. Kerb ramps must be provided to accommodate the needs of people with disabilities in accordance with 
standard drawings prepared by the IPWE Aust. (Tasmania Division) and to the requirements of 
Council’s General Manager. 

24. A reinforced concrete vehicle access must be located and constructed to each lot in accordance with 
the standards shown on standard drawings TSD-R09-v3, Urban Roads TSD-R06-v3 and TSD-RF01-v1 
Guide to Intersection and Domestic Access Sight Distance Requirements prepared by the IPWE Aust. 
(Tasmania Division) and the satisfaction of Council’s General Manager. 

25. To the satisfaction of Council’s General Manager, internal driveways for lot 21, 37 to 39, 42, 43, 51,52 
and 83, and areas set aside for vehicle parking and associated access and turning must be provided in 
accordance with Standards Australia (2004): Australian Standard AS 2890.1 - 2004 – Parking Facilities 
Part 1: Off Street Car Parking; Standards Australia, Sydney and must include all of the following: 

l) a minimum width carriageway of 3.6m;  

m) have a sealed surface of asphalt, concrete or equivalent approved by Council’s General Manager; 
and 

n) drain to an approved stormwater system. 

26. The developer must provide line marking and signage at the Rheban Road intersections.  

27. The developer must provide road widening, kerb & channel and footpath as per LGAT standard 
drawings along the northern side of Rheban Road to the full extent of the development. 

Landscaping 

28. The road reserve must be landscaped by trees or plants in accordance with a landscape plan prepared 
by a landscape architect or other person approved by Council and submitted to Council for 
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endorsement with the engineering drawings.  The landscape plan must show the areas to be 
landscaped, the form of landscaping, and the species of plants and estimates of the cost of the works. 

Drainage 

29. The developer must provide a piped stormwater property connection to each lot capable of servicing 
the building area of each lot by gravity in accordance with Council standards and to the satisfaction of 
Council’s General Manager.  

30. The developer must provide a piped minor stormwater drainage system designed to comply with all of 
the following: 
o) be able to accommodate a storm with an Average Recurrence Interval (ARI) of 20 years, when the 

land serviced by the system is fully developed; and 

p) stormwater runoff will be no greater than pre-existing runoff or any increase can be 
accommodated within existing or upgraded public stormwater infrastructure. 

31. The developer must provide a major stormwater drainage system designed to accommodate a storm 
with an ARI of 100 years. 

Advice: The proposed roadway intercepts stormwater runoff from the existing roadway and from the 
upper catchment.  It will be necessary for the development to address how the 1% AEP climate 
change flows intercepted and generated by the subdivision will be directed safely downstream. 

32. The developer must provide an amended Stormwater Management Report. The report must be in 
accordance with the recommendations and procedures contained in the Australian Rainfall and Runoff 
2019 Guidelines, and in particular Book 6, Chapter 7: Safety in Design Criteria and Book 9, Chapter 6: 
Modelling Approaches, is to be submitted. The report, and any associated designs, must clearly show 
that the conditions of this permit are met by the proposed design.   

a) Any measures required by the report to ensure that a tolerable risk for the development from 
flooding is achieved, and there is no increased risk of flooding onto adjacent land during the 5% 
AEP and the 1% AEP (inclusive of climate change), must be included in the engineering design 
drawings and implemented prior to the sealing of the Plan of Survey for any stage of the 
subdivision. 

b) The report shall identify and design overland flow paths and run-off handling systems for 1% AEP 
events. These systems shall ensure that no concentrated flow or overflow from street drainage 
and stormwater reticulation is directed across or through proposed lots (unless dedicated as an 
overland flow path with easements in favour of Council) and that there are no unsafe flows over or 
within public roadways 

c) Designs shall ensure that net discharge of stormwater does not exceed predevelopment levels 1% 
flooding 

d) All stormwater for the development must be designed and constructed to include Water Sensitive 
Urban Design principles to achieve stormwater quality and quantity targets in accordance with the 
State Stormwater Strategy 2010 and consistent with the Stormwater System Management Plan for 
the relevant catchment. Detailed engineering designs accompanied with a report on all 
stormwater design parameters and assumptions (or the MUSIC model) must be submitted to 
Council for approval by the relevant / delegated officer for approval prior to the issue of the 
approved engineering drawings. This report is to include the maintenance management regime / 
replacement requirements for any treatment facilities. 

33. Water Sensitive Urban Design Principles must be incorporated into the development.  These Principles 
will be in accordance with, and meet the treatment targets specified within, the Water Sensitive Urban 
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Design Procedures for Stormwater Management in Southern Tasmania and to the satisfaction of the 
Council’s General Manager.   

Alternatively, the developer may, at the discretion of Council’s General Manager, make a financial 
contribution to Glamorgan Spring Bay Council for the provision of stormwater treatment downstream 
of the proposed subdivision.  The value of the contribution must be equal to the cost of implementing 
on site treatment to meet the targets, or as otherwise agreed by Council’s General Manager.  Where 
partial treatment is provided on site a proportional contribution may be considered. The contribution 
must be paid prior to sealing the Final Plan of Survey. 

Construction 

34. The subdivider must provide not less than forty-eight (48) hours written notice to Council’s General 
Manager before commencing construction works on-site or within a council roadway.   

35. The subdivider must provide not less than forty-eight (48) hours written notice to Council’s General 
Manager before reaching any stage of works requiring hold point inspection by Council unless 
otherwise agreed by the Council’s General Manager.  

36. Subdivision works must be carried out under the direct supervision of an approved practicing 
professional civil engineer engaged by the subdivider and approved by the Council’s General Manager. 

37. Through the construction process to the satisfaction of Council’s General Manager, and unless 
otherwise noted on the endorsed plans or approved in writing by Council’s General Manager, the 
developer must: 

a) Ensure soil, building waste and debris does not leave the site other than in an orderly fashion and 
disposed of at an approved facility; 

b) Not burn debris or waste on site; 

c) Promptly pay the costs associated with any alteration, extension, reinstatement, and repair or 
cleaning of Council infrastructure, public land or private property; 

d) Ensure public land, footpaths and roads are not unreasonably obstructed by vehicles, machinery or 
materials or used for storage; 

e) Provide a commercial skip (or similar) for the storage of construction waste on site and arrange for 
the removal and disposal of the waste to an approved landfill site by private contract. 

Sealing of Final Plan 

38. Prior to Council sealing the final plan of survey for each stage, security for an amount clearly in excess 
of the value of all outstanding works and maintenance required by this permit must be lodged with the 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council.  The security must be in accordance with section 86(3) of the Local 
Government (Building & Miscellaneous Provisions) Council 1993.  The amount of the security shall be 
determined by the Council’s General Manager in accordance with Council Policy following approval of 
any engineering design drawings. 

Advice: The minimum bond amount required during the maintenance and defects liability period is to be 
no less than 5% of the agreed value of the works.  The developer is to enter into a formal 
Maintenance Bond Deed of Agreement with Council. 

39. All conditions of this permit, including either the completion of all works and maintenance or payment 
of security in accordance with this permit, must be satisfied before the Council seals the final plan of 
survey for each stage.  It is the subdivider’s responsibility to notify Council in writing that the conditions 
of the permit have been satisfied and to arrange any required inspections. 

Attachment 4.1.2 GSB A M 2023-01 TPC assessment report v 02 (2)

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 302



Draft Planning Permit 
AM2022-02 

 

 V0.2 For Council meeting 28 March 2023  44 

40. A Letter of Release from each authority confirming that all conditions of the Agreement between the 
Owner and authority have been complied with and that future lot owners will not be liable for network 
extension or upgrade costs, other than individual property connections at the time each lot is further 
developed, must be submitted to Council prior to the sealing of the Final Plan of Survey.  

41. The developer must pay the cost of any alterations and/or reinstatement to existing services, Council 
infrastructure or private property incurred as a result of the proposed subdivision works. Any work 
required is to be specified or undertaken by the authority concerned. 

Telecommunications and Electrical Reticulation 

42. Underground electrical and telecommunications services must be provided to each lot in accordance 
with the requirements of the responsible authority and to the satisfaction of Council’s General 
Manager.   

43. Street lighting must be provided in accordance with the requirements of the responsible authority and 
to the satisfaction of Council’s General Manager. 

‘As constructed’ Drawings  

44. Prior to the works being placed on the maintenance and defects liability period an ‘as constructed’ 
drawings with CCTV footage of all engineering works provided as part of this approval must be 
submitted to Council to the satisfaction of the Council’s General Manager. These data must be 
prepared by a qualified and experienced civil engineer or other person approved by the General 
Manager in accordance with Council’s Guidelines for As Constructed Data. 

Maintenance and Defects Liability Period 

45. The subdivision must be placed onto a twelve-month maintenance and defects liability period in 
accordance with Council Policy following the completion of the works in accordance with the approved 
engineering plans and permit conditions. 

46. Prior to placing the subdivision onto the twelve-month maintenance and defects liability period the 
Supervising Engineer must provide certification that the works comply with the Council’s Standard 
Drawings, specification and the approved plans. 
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Rep 1 –  

 
Dear General Manager, 
  
I wish to make a representation in support of GSBC’s proposed amendment AM2022-02 to the 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Local Provisions Schedule, Dolphin Sands PPZ. 
  
As a resident of Dolphin Sands over the last ~3years, it is clear to me that the inclusion of the word 
“or” in the development standards was an error and importantly was not intended. 
  
My understanding was that sub-division of residential land for further residential development was 
not permissible in Dolphin Sands, unless the subdivision was to create public parks, reserves or the 
like for services, with size and frontage limitations on the created lots.  The intent of the 
development standards for Dolphin Sands is made clear in the previous provisions under the 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 2015 and the Glamorgan Spring Bay Planning 
Scheme 1994. 
  
I also understand that the current planning provisions are the result of moving to The Tasmanian 
Planning Scheme – Glamorgan Spring Bay (the combination of the Local Provisions Schedule and the 
State Planning Provisions) that formally came into effect for Glamorgan Spring Bay Local 
Government area on 30 March 2022 and replaced the former Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim 
Planning Scheme 2015. 
  
There has certainly not been any community consultation regarding changing the zoning rules to 
more broadly permit residential 1ha sub-divisions in Dolphin Sands. Further, my initial research of 
the TPC website indicates that there is not any record of this amendment in the log of changes that 
the TPC considered and approved in moving to the new GSB Planning Scheme.  Surely, this change 
would have drawn attention and necessitated recording and discussion, had it been intended. 
  
There is also no public record of GSBC specifically considering this very significant change to the 
intent and impact on the Dolphin Sands development standards.  
  
Further, this inclusion of the word “or” results in a non-sensical situation where the intent of the 
Performance Criteria is lost as it effectively gives a choice between creation of public spaces and 
residential development to meet the development standards. 
  
Errors have consequences and I have no doubt that for the applications that were made under the 
erroneously published development standards, some party or parties will be responsible for the 
applicant’s costs associated with preparing and making the submissions to meet published criteria 
that were incorrect. 
  
However, the responsibility and compensation for making of the error should not cloud the 
consideration of whether this change to the development standards was ever intended. It was 
clearly never intended and should be corrected accordingly in order to maintain the integrity and 
intent of the planning provisions for Dolphin Sands. 
  
Regards, 
  
Peter Coon 
638 Dolphin Sands Rd 
Dolphin Sands TAS 7190 
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Our Ref: JCO:22003503:JCO  3461-8576-0544, v. 1 

30 January 2023 Greg Ingham 

General Manager 

Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 

 

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

Dear Mr Ingham 

Draft Amendment AM 2022-02 

I act for Jahan Patterson-Were, registered proprietor of 945 Dolphin Sands Road, Dolphin Sands.  

Mr Patterson-Were makes the following representation pursuant to s 40J of the Land Use 

Planning and Approvals Act 1993 (Tas) in relation to draft amendment AM 2022-02.  

As you may be aware, Mr Patterson-Were has applied to subdivide the above land (application SA 

2022/34), in accordance with clause GSB-P1.7.1P1 of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme – 

Glamorgan Spring Bay (Scheme).  On 13 December 2022, Council as planning authority summarily 

refused his application pursuant to s 57(2) of the LUPAA on the basis his application did not meet 

GSB-P1.7.1P1 of the Scheme.  My client understands that the basis for his subdivision not 

‘meeting’ that standard is because Council considers that GSB-P1.7.1P1 to be invalid due to 

amendments which were made it during its transition from the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim 

Planning Scheme 2015 to the Scheme.   

On 15 August 2022, the Tasmanian Planning Commission (Commission) wrote to Council and 

stated, categorically, that the amendments were not inadvertent and they were not in error.  That 

is, the Scheme as it stands was a deliberate enactment of delegated legislation by the 

Commission.  It would seem that the Commission therefore considers that the current clause to 

be valid and appropriate, given the lengthy process of exhibition, hearings and deliberations 

which occurred recently and led to the enactment of the Scheme under Part 3A of the LUPAA.  

My client does not consider that AM 2022-02 is appropriate.  My client submits that GSB-P1.7.1 is 

both valid and appropriate in its current form.   

The following addresses specific LPS criteria and whether AM 2022-02 meets that criteria.  

Section 34(2)(b): compliance with s 32 of the LUPAA  

Subsections 32(3) and (4) of the LUPAA make special provisions for particular purpose zones 

(PPZs).  A PPZ may be included in a LPS if the following conditions are met in subs 32(4):    
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(a) a use or development to which the provision relates is of significant social, economic or 

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

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

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

for, or in addition to, or modification of, the provisions of the SPPs. 

Therefore, a question arises as to whether AM 2022-02 meets this subsection, in order for there to 

be a departure from GSB-P1.7.1.  Council’s Planning Scheme Amendment Assessment Report 

(Report) does not answer this question.  My client submits that the area does not have particular 

environmental economic, social or spatial qualities that lead to the conclusion that an amendment 

in the nature of AM 2022-02 is required.  

Indeed, it can be seen from the Report that there are lots of various sizes throughout the PPZ.  I 

understand that the original subdivision plan, SP2798 (enclosed) from 1979 shows a total of 240 

residential lots with a range of lot sizes.   

The majority of those lots (approximately 164) are ‘small’, being around 2ha.  These are located 

on the waterfront side of Dolphin Sands Road, both sides of Yellow Sandbanks Road and the 

terminus loop at Bagots Point.  Of these, only 20 have sufficient frontage for an additional lot 

under GSB-P1.7.1.  However, due to existing houses and improvements on these lots, this greatly 

restricts their subdivision potential.  My client has received preliminary advice that the reality is 

that only 5 to 6 lots have genuine subdivision potential.   

A further 63 lots are between around 2.8ha and 6.1ha.  Of these, approximately half have 

sufficient frontage for an additional lot.  A very small number (including Mr Patterson-Were’s 

land) have the potential for more than an additional lot.   My client has received an estimate that 

the potential for additional lots is approximately 35.  

Fourteen lots are of a larger size, being 9.1ha to 14.1ha.  Of these, only 14 have frontage which 

makes them amenable to subdivision.  My client has received advice that a maximum of 41 

additional lots could be generated from these.   

In all, the total number of lots which are capable of subdivision is around 65 of the 240 original 

lots.  Though that is the number in theory, in practice the number will be much less.  There are 

certain economic and practical matters which motivate some people to subdivide land.  However, 

for others, that motivation does not exist.  Indeed, there are factors which pull landowners the 

other way, such as privacy and space.   

The neighbouring land area of Cambria Drive is zoned Rural Living Zone A.  This has a minimum 

lot size of 1ha.  The current GSB-P1.7.1 allow for maximum densities similar to those at Cambria 

Drive.   

It is submitted that though the format of the PPZ might be in accordance with s 32(2) of the 

LUPAA (which is expressly dealt with in the Report), the requisite justification for amending a PPZ 

in the manner suggested is found in s 32(4) of the LUPAA and there is no such justification here.  

Section 34(2)(c): furthering the objectives in Schedule 1 

AM 2022-02 might be said to meet the objectives Part 1 of Schedule 1 to the LUPAA on one level, 

however, when comparing it to the current iteration of GSB-P1.7.1P1, it is difficult to see how it 

‘furthers’ those objectives as compared to that clause.  
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In relation to (a), of Schedule 1, the Report states that the objectives include ‘to promote the 

sustainable development of natural and physical resources and the maintenance of ecological 

processes and genetic diversity’.  Council has said AM 2022-02 seeks to improve sustainable 

development for subdivision ‘through limiting subdivision’.  It is submitted that in practice, AM 

2022-02 will not allow any subdivision for development at all.  It is difficult to see how sustainable 

development is promoted, when there is no development ‘promoted’ by AM 2022-02.  That 

objective is better achieved by the limited subdivision now possible under GSB-P1.7.1.    

In relation to (b), Council has said that ‘The regulatory change was completed through an 

administrative process during the development of the LPS.  It was not subject to any consultation 

processes during assessment…’.  That statement is incorrect.  The LPS was on exhibition for a two 

month period.  Fifty-eight representations were received in response to that exhibition.  Hearings 

then occurred over multiple days.  GSB-P1.7.1 was subject to a great deal of public scrutiny, yet 

no issue was identified with it and the Commission has confirmed its current form was intentional.   

In relation to (c), Council has said that AM 2022-02 was ‘prepared in response to strong public 

objections to a change in the regulatory approach within the zone under the LPS’.  My client is 

aware of three applications for subdivision submitted following the enactment of GSB-P1.7.1.  

One was advertised; two were summarily dismissed, including my client’s.  Of the one which was 

advertised, Council’s meeting minutes indicate that only two representations were received.  One 

would not necessarily characterise their objections as ‘strong’.   

The limited subdivision now allowed by GSB-P1.7.1P1 (referred to above) strikes the correct 

balance when considering (d) as against (a) to (c).  

Section 34(2)(d): compliance with state policies, including the Southern Tasmania Regional 

Land Use Strategy (“STRLUS”) 

19.5.2 Regional Growth Management Strategy 

The Report identifies that Dolphin Sands has a ‘rural living rather than a low density residential 

character’.  It also identifies that rural living zones have densities of 1, 2, 5 or 10 ha lots.  It is 

appropriate then, that the minimum lot size for subdivision be 1ha. 

The Report also states that Dolphin Sands is subject to ‘Very Low Growth’ strategy.  Note that this 

strategy does allow ‘existing low density subdivision potential’.  Again, AM 2022-02 will allow no 

subdivision in practice.  However, the limited subdivision possible under GSB-1.7.1 does align with 

this standard of very low growth.      

SRD 1.3 and 1.4 

SRD 1.4 states an objective is to ‘Increase densities in existing rural living areas to an average of 1 

dwelling per hectare, where site conditions allow’.   

As noted above, the Report considers that the PPZ is analogous to a rural living area.  My client 

agrees.  That objective is furthered by the current GSB-P1.7.1, which allows for the consolidation 

of what is effectively a ‘rural living’ area (also in accordance with SRD 1.3(a) and (c)) but provides 

that consolidation cannot offend the 1 dwelling per hectare ratio.  AM 2022-02 effectively 

prevents that consolidation.  Put another way, it blocks the objective of increasing densities in a 

rural living area to an average of 1 dwelling per hectare. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider this representation.  My client would like to stay abreast 

of any developments in this matter.  At this stage, he wishes to be heard before the Commission.   
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Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

 

Dobson Mitchell Allport 

Jennifer O'Farrell 

SPECIAL COUNSEL 

T. +61 3 6210 0016 

jennifer.ofarrell@doma.com.au 
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30 January 2023 

 

Greg Ingham  

General Manager 

Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 

 

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

 

Dear Mr Ingham 

Draft Amendment AM 2022-02 

I am the owner of a property in Dolphin Sands located at 154 Cambria Drive and a 

Registered Land Surveyor and Director of PDA Surveyors Engineers & Planners that operates 

a land consultancy business in Swansea. 

I am the consultant that has prepared the three subdivision applications that have recently 

been refused by council on the grounds that they did not meet the planning scheme 

requirements, which is now a matter to be decided on by the Planning Tribunal separately to 

the Draft Amendment. 

I wish to make a representation against the proposed changes in the Draft Amendment AM 

2022-02 on the following grounds; 

1. The use of the Dolphin Sands PPZ is almost identical to that of the adjoining land 

area of Cambria Drive, Dolphin Sands which is zoned Rural Living (Zone A), this land  

has a minimum lot size of 1ha and minimum frontage of 40m. 

 

2. Many of the environmental values that exist in the PPZ also exist in the Rural Living 

Zone of Cambria Drive, in particular the underground aquifer, native vegetation and 

once mobile sand formations.  

 

3. There is a natural Assets Code overlay that covers not only the Dolphin Sands PPZ 

but also the adjoining Rural Living & Rural zoned land of Dolphins Sands.  This code 

requires that the environmental values of the land code are taken into consideration 

when any development, not just subdivision is applied for.  As a requirement of this 

code, we have commissioned three Natural Values Reports within the existing PPZ by 

a highly respected consultant and in none of these reports were there any issues 

raised that would preclude subdivision at an appropriate scale 
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4. It would appear that the LPS of the current scheme has been written to appropriately 

control subdivision in the PPZ to a scale that is in line with the neighbouring Rural 

Living Zone of Cambria Drive albeit with a slightly larger frontage requirement of 

60m, which given the original subdivision layout of Dolphin Sands Road seems 

appropriate.  The majority of the lots in the original subdivision are approximately 

2ha in size and have a frontage that is less than 120m thus the controls of the current 

PPZ preclude over development. 

 

5. Below is a preliminary summary of the possible subdivision potential under the 

current LPS criteria which I have provided to my clients previously; 

The original subdivision plan, SP2798, shows a total of 240 residential lots with a 

range of lot sizes that can be categorised as small, medium & large lots in the 

context of the PPZ. 

The majority of lots (approx. 164) fall into the small category which are approximately 

2.0ha (5 Acres).  Of these lots only 20 have enough frontage to allow an additional lot 

and the majority of these have existing houses & improvements located in such a 

location (generally central on the lot) that would limit this potential number about 5 

or 6 based on my assessment. 

 

There are approximately 63 lots which fall into the medium category being generally 

between 2.8ha & 6.1ha.  Of these lots approximately half have enough frontage to 

allow one additional lot to be created, a very small number have the potential for 

more than a single additional lot. The total of additional lots possible from these lots 

is 35. 

 

There are 14 lots that fall within the large lot size of 8.1ha to 14.1ha.  Of these 14 lots 

based on frontage restrictions only could generate a maximum of 41 additional lots 

based on frontage to a road, the reality is that this would likely be a smaller number 

due to other sire constraints.  The reality is that the maximum lot yield is not a true 

indicator of the “real lot yield” as many lots will either not be subdivided to the 

minimum lot size possible or they will not be subdivided at all.  From experience this 

figure is approximately 50% of the maximum possible. 

 

6. The Dolphin Sands PPZ has an area of 726ha thus the current average lot density is 

726ha/240 lots = 3.025ha per lot.  Given the above maximum lot yield estimates in 

the point above the maximum total possible lots in the PPZ would be 321 lots.  If this 

were to occur the average lot density would be 726ha/321 lots = 2.26ha per lot.  This 

is greater than minimum lot size allowable under both the Rural Living Zone A being 

1ha & Zone B which is 2ha.  This average lot size allowable under the current LPS 

closely equates to the current 2ha lot size of the majority of lots in the PPZ (approx. 

144) and so would seem logical and appropriate. 
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7. The Tasmanian Planning Scheme TPS provides protection against the fragmentation 

of rural & agricultural land caused by inappropriate subdivision that was not 

commonly in place in previous planning schemes.  The effect of this is to encourage 

consolidation in existing areas of development away from productive rural land.  Thus 

it is fair to assume that with appropriate controls and measures in place that infill 

development should be facilitated in areas that have the capacity for further 

development.  This would also include land used for rural living purposes such as the 

Dolphin Sands PPZ. 

 

 

8. It would appear that aside from a clerical error, being the admission of the word “or” 

in the Interim Planning Scheme (which has been corrected by the Tasmanian 

Planning Commission in the LPS) the intention of the 2015 Interim Scheme Dolphin 

Sands PPZ was to allow appropriate and controlled infill development of the Dolphin 

Sands PPZ.  To contend otherwise would make the wording of the subdivision control 

clause non-sensical to say the least.  I would argue that careful consideration was put 

into these controls to ensure that any future subdivision was limited to an 

appropriate scale, the scale of which similar to the adjoining Rural Living Zone of 

Cambria Drive.  If this were not the case then the performance criteria to allow 

subdivision under 34.5.1 P2 would not have existed at all.  For council to contend that 

the subdivision controls under 34.5.1 P2, as currently drafted, were written this way 

accidentally or in error of the intended controls seems extremely unlikely especially 

as it was a marked departure from what had previously been allowed under the 1994 

Glamorgan Spring Bay Planning Scheme which precluded any subdivision.   The 

enacted in the 2015 interim Scheme from the previous 1994 Scheme which explicitly 

stated  “There will be no further subdivision within the zone” would have resulted in a 

high level of scrutiny by all involved in the process which includes the professional 

planners & consultants employed by the planning authority at the time of 

implementation of the 2015 Scheme, the planning authority acting at this time which 

had to approve the PPZ, the residents of the Dolphin Sands area which provided 

representations at the time and not least of all the Planning Commission themselves.   

 

It is worth noting that the current subdivision clauses of the Dolphin Sands PPZ have 

effectively been advertised at least three times, once during the Interim Scheme advertising 

with a clerical error that no-body picked up on and twice as part of the LPS advertising with 

the clerical error having been corrected by the TPC, this level of community engagement 

would point to the fact that the community as a whole believes that the current provisions 

are appropriate.   
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I believe that the Draft Amendment being tabled by council acting as the planning authority 

is unwarranted and has not been properly thought through and that the current controls 

under the LPS are fair and adequate. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider this representation, and I would like to be heard by 

the Commission on this matter. 

 

Kind regards, 

Hugh Clement 
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14 March 2023 

 

Greg Ingham  

General Manager 

Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 

 

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

 

Dear Mr Ingham 

Draft Amendment AM 2022-02 

In response to the additional advertising period for this Draft Amendment I would like to add 

some additional points to my original representation of 30 January 2022.  These additional 

point 9 below. 

I am the owner of a property in Dolphin Sands located at 154 Cambria Drive and a 

Registered Land Surveyor and Director of PDA Surveyors Engineers & Planners that operates 

a land consultancy business in Swansea. 

I am the consultant that has prepared the three subdivision applications that have recently 

been refused by council on the grounds that they did not meet the planning scheme 

requirements, which is now a matter to be decided on by the Planning Tribunal separately to 

the Draft Amendment. 

I wish to make a representation against the proposed changes in the Draft Amendment AM 

2022-02 on the following grounds; 

1. The use of the Dolphin Sands PPZ is almost identical to that of the adjoining land 

area of Cambria Drive, Dolphin Sands which is zoned Rural Living (Zone A), this land  

has a minimum lot size of 1ha and minimum frontage of 40m. 

 

2. Many of the environmental values that exist in the PPZ also exist in the Rural Living 

Zone of Cambria Drive, in particular the underground aquifer, native vegetation and 

once mobile sand formations.  

 

3. There is a natural Assets Code overlay that covers not only the Dolphin Sands PPZ 

but also the adjoining Rural Living & Rural zoned land of Dolphins Sands.  This code 

requires that the environmental values of the land code are taken into consideration 

when any development, not just subdivision is applied for.  As a requirement of this 

code, we have commissioned three Natural Values Reports within the existing PPZ by 

a highly respected consultant and in none of these reports were there any issues 

raised that would preclude subdivision at an appropriate scale 
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4. It would appear that the LPS of the current scheme has been written to appropriately 

control subdivision in the PPZ to a scale that is in line with the neighbouring Rural 

Living Zone of Cambria Drive albeit with a slightly larger frontage requirement of 

60m, which given the original subdivision layout of Dolphin Sands Road seems 

appropriate.  The majority of the lots in the original subdivision are approximately 

2ha in size and have a frontage that is less than 120m thus the controls of the current 

PPZ preclude over development. 

 

5. Below is a preliminary summary of the possible subdivision potential under the 

current LPS criteria which I have provided to my clients previously; 

The original subdivision plan, SP2798, shows a total of 240 residential lots with a 

range of lot sizes that can be categorised as small, medium & large lots in the 

context of the PPZ. 

The majority of lots (approx. 164) fall into the small category which are approximately 

2.0ha (5 Acres).  Of these lots only 20 have enough frontage to allow an additional lot 

and the majority of these have existing houses & improvements located in such a 

location (generally central on the lot) that would limit this potential number about 5 

or 6 based on my assessment. 

 

There are approximately 63 lots which fall into the medium category being generally 

between 2.8ha & 6.1ha.  Of these lots approximately half have enough frontage to 

allow one additional lot to be created, a very small number have the potential for 

more than a single additional lot. The total of additional lots possible from these lots 

is 35. 

 

There are 14 lots that fall within the large lot size of 8.1ha to 14.1ha.  Of these 14 lots 

based on frontage restrictions only could generate a maximum of 41 additional lots 

based on frontage to a road, the reality is that this would likely be a smaller number 

due to other sire constraints.  The reality is that the maximum lot yield is not a true 

indicator of the “real lot yield” as many lots will either not be subdivided to the 

minimum lot size possible or they will not be subdivided at all.  From experience this 

figure is approximately 50% of the maximum possible. 

 

6. The Dolphin Sands PPZ has an area of 726ha thus the current average lot density is 

726ha/240 lots = 3.025ha per lot.  Given the above maximum lot yield estimates in 

the point above the maximum total possible lots in the PPZ would be 321 lots.  If this 

were to occur the average lot density would be 726ha/321 lots = 2.26ha per lot.  This 

is greater than minimum lot size allowable under both the Rural Living Zone A being 

1ha & Zone B which is 2ha.  This average lot size allowable under the current LPS 

closely equates to the current 2ha lot size of the majority of lots in the PPZ (approx. 

144) and so would seem logical and appropriate. 
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7. The Tasmanian Planning Scheme TPS provides protection against the fragmentation 

of rural & agricultural land caused by inappropriate subdivision that was not 

commonly in place in previous planning schemes.  The effect of this is to encourage 

consolidation in existing areas of development away from productive rural land.  Thus 

it is fair to assume that with appropriate controls and measures in place that infill 

development should be facilitated in areas that have the capacity for further 

development.  This would also include land used for rural living purposes such as the 

Dolphin Sands PPZ. 

 

 

8. It would appear that aside from a clerical error, being the admission of the word “or” 

in the Interim Planning Scheme (which has been corrected by the Tasmanian 

Planning Commission in the LPS) the intention of the 2015 Interim Scheme Dolphin 

Sands PPZ was to allow appropriate and controlled infill development of the Dolphin 

Sands PPZ.  To contend otherwise would make the wording of the subdivision control 

clause non-sensical to say the least.  I would argue that careful consideration was put 

into these controls to ensure that any future subdivision was limited to an 

appropriate scale, the scale of which similar to the adjoining Rural Living Zone of 

Cambria Drive.  If this were not the case then the performance criteria to allow 

subdivision under 34.5.1 P2 would not have existed at all.  For council to contend that 

the subdivision controls under 34.5.1 P2, as currently drafted, were written this way 

accidentally or in error of the intended controls seems extremely unlikely especially 

as it was a marked departure from what had previously been allowed under the 1994 

Glamorgan Spring Bay Planning Scheme which precluded any subdivision.   The 

enacted in the 2015 interim Scheme from the previous 1994 Scheme which explicitly 

stated  “There will be no further subdivision within the zone” would have resulted in a 

high level of scrutiny by all involved in the process which includes the professional 

planners & consultants employed by the planning authority at the time of 

implementation of the 2015 Scheme, the planning authority acting at this time which 

had to approve the PPZ, the residents of the Dolphin Sands area which provided 

representations at the time and not least of all the Planning Commission themselves.   

 

9. Further to point 3 above I have spoken to Mr Mark Wapstra of Eco Tas, the ecologist 

that has completed all three of the recent Natural Values Assessments that I have 

been directly responsible for commissioning in my work as a consulting land 

surveyor.  Mr Wapstra has agreed to provide a statement regarding the ecological 

values of the Dolphin Sands PPZ based on his extensive experience with the area 

having done approximately 10-20 similar assessments for development applications 

in the Dolphin Sands PPZ.  This assessment will deal with the flora & fauna only as 

these are his areas of expertise, the statement will be forwarded to council as soon as 

it is available. 
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It is worth noting that the current subdivision clauses of the Dolphin Sands PPZ have 

effectively been advertised at least three times, once during the Interim Scheme advertising 

with a clerical error that no-body picked up on and twice as part of the LPS advertising with 

the clerical error having been corrected by the TPC, this level of community engagement 

would point to the fact that the community as a whole believes that the current provisions 

are appropriate.   

 

I believe that the Draft Amendment being tabled by council acting as the planning authority 

is unwarranted and has not been properly thought through and that the current controls 

under the LPS are fair and adequate. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider this representation, and I would like to be heard by 

the Commission on this matter. 

 

Kind regards, 

Hugh Clement 
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30 January 2023 Greg Ingham 

General Manager 

Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 

 

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

Dear Mr Ingham 

Draft Amendment AM 2022-02 

I act for Peter Rooke, registered proprietor of 1433 Dolphin Sands Road, Dolphin Sands.  Mr 

Rooke makes the following representation pursuant to s 40J of the Land Use Planning and 

Approvals Act 1993 (Tas) in relation to draft amendment AM 2022-02.  

As you may be aware, Mr Rooke has applied to subdivide the above land (application SA 

2022/31), in accordance with clause GSB-P1.7.1P1 of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme – 

Glamorgan Spring Bay (Scheme).  On 13 December 2022, Council as planning authority summarily 

refused his application pursuant to s 57(2) of the LUPAA on the basis his application did not meet 

GSB-P1.7.1P1 of the Scheme.  My client understands that the basis for his subdivision not 

‘meeting’ that standard is because Council considers that GSB-P1.7.1P1 to be invalid due to 

amendments which were made it during its transition from the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim 

Planning Scheme 2015 to the Scheme.   

On 15 August 2022, the Tasmanian Planning Commission (Commission) wrote to Council and 

stated, categorically, that the amendments were not inadvertent and they were not in error.  That 

is, the Scheme as it stands was a deliberate enactment of delegated legislation by the 

Commission.  It would seem that the Commission therefore considers that the current clause to 

be valid and appropriate, given the lengthy process of exhibition, hearings and deliberations 

which occurred recently and led to the enactment of the Scheme under Part 3A of the LUPAA.  

My client does not consider that AM 2022-02 is appropriate.  My client submits that GSB-P1.7.1 is 

both valid and appropriate in its current form.   

The following addresses specific LPS criteria and whether AM 2022-02 meets that criteria.  

Section 34(2)(b): compliance with s 32 of the LUPAA  

Subsections 32(3) and (4) of the LUPAA make special provisions for particular purpose zones 

(PPZs).  A PPZ may be included in a LPS if the following conditions are met in subs 32(4):    
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(a) a use or development to which the provision relates is of significant social, economic or 

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

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

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

for, or in addition to, or modification of, the provisions of the SPPs. 

Therefore, a question arises as to whether AM 2022-02 meets this subsection, in order for there to 

be a departure from GSB-P1.7.1.  Council’s Planning Scheme Amendment Assessment Report 

(Report) does not answer this question.  My client submits that the area does not have particular 

environmental economic, social or spatial qualities that lead to the conclusion that an amendment 

in the nature of AM 2022-02 is required.  

Indeed, it can be seen from the Report that there are lots of various sizes throughout the PPZ.  I 

understand that the original subdivision plan, SP2798 (enclosed) from 1979 shows a total of 240 

residential lots with a range of lot sizes.   

The majority of those lots (approximately 164) are ‘small’, being around 2ha.  These are located 

on the waterfront side of Dolphin Sands Road, both sides of Yellow Sandbanks Road and the 

terminus loop at Bagots Point.  Of these, only 20 have sufficient frontage for an additional lot 

under GSB-P1.7.1.  However, due to existing houses and improvements on these lots, this greatly 

restricts their subdivision potential.  My client has received preliminary advice that the reality is 

that only 5 to 6 lots have genuine subdivision potential.   

A further 63 lots are between around 2.8ha and 6.1ha.  Of these, approximately half have 

sufficient frontage for an additional lot.  A very small number (including Mr Rooke’s land) have 

the potential for more than an additional lot.   My client has received an estimate that the 

potential for additional lots is approximately 35.  

Fourteen lots are of a larger size, being 9.1ha to 14.1ha.  Of these, only 14 have frontage which 

makes them amenable to subdivision.  My client has received advice that a maximum of 41 

additional lots could be generated from these.   

In all, the total number of lots which are capable of subdivision is around 65 of the 240 original 

lots.  Though that is the number in theory, in practice the number will be much less.  There are 

certain economic and practical matters which motivate some people to subdivide land.  However, 

for others, that motivation does not exist.  Indeed, there are factors which pull landowners the 

other way, such as privacy and space.   

The neighbouring land area of Cambria Drive is zoned Rural Living Zone A.  This has a minimum 

lot size of 1ha.  The current GSB-P1.7.1 allow for maximum densities similar to those at Cambria 

Drive.   

It is submitted that though the format of the PPZ might be in accordance with s 32(2) of the 

LUPAA (which is expressly dealt with in the Report), the requisite justification for amending a PPZ 

in the manner suggested is found in s 32(4) of the LUPAA and there is no such justification here.  

Section 34(2)(c): furthering the objectives in Schedule 1 

AM 2022-02 might be said to meet the objectives Part 1 of Schedule 1 to the LUPAA on one level, 

however, when comparing it to the current iteration of GSB-P1.7.1P1, it is difficult to see how it 

‘furthers’ those objectives as compared to that clause.  
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In relation to (a), of Schedule 1, the Report states that the objectives include ‘to promote the 

sustainable development of natural and physical resources and the maintenance of ecological 

processes and genetic diversity’.  Council has said AM 2022-02 seeks to improve sustainable 

development for subdivision ‘through limiting subdivision’.  It is submitted that in practice, AM 

2022-02 will not allow any subdivision for development at all.  It is difficult to see how sustainable 

development is promoted, when there is no development ‘promoted’ by AM 2022-02.  That 

objective is better achieved by the limited subdivision now possible under GSB-P1.7.1.    

In relation to (b), Council has said that ‘The regulatory change was completed through an 

administrative process during the development of the LPS.  It was not subject to any consultation 

processes during assessment…’.  That statement is incorrect.  The LPS was on exhibition for a two 

month period.  Fifty-eight representations were received in response to that exhibition.  Hearings 

then occurred over multiple days.  GSB-P1.7.1 was subject to a great deal of public scrutiny, yet 

no issue was identified with it and the Commission has confirmed its current form was intentional.   

In relation to (c), Council has said that AM 2022-02 was ‘prepared in response to strong public 

objections to a change in the regulatory approach within the zone under the LPS’.  My client is 

aware of three applications for subdivision submitted following the enactment of GSB-P1.7.1.  

One was advertised; two were summarily dismissed, including my client’s.  Of the one which was 

advertised, Council’s meeting minutes indicate that only two representations were received.  One 

would not necessarily characterise their objections as ‘strong’.   

The limited subdivision now allowed by GSB-P1.7.1P1 (referred to above) strikes the correct 

balance when considering (d) as against (a) to (c).  

Section 34(2)(d): compliance with state policies, including the Southern Tasmania Regional 

Land Use Strategy (“STRLUS”) 

19.5.2 Regional Growth Management Strategy 

The Report identifies that Dolphin Sands has a ‘rural living rather than a low density residential 

character’.  It also identifies that rural living zones have densities of 1, 2, 5 or 10 ha lots.  It is 

appropriate then, that the minimum lot size for subdivision be 1ha. 

The Report also states that Dolphin Sands is subject to ‘Very Low Growth’ strategy.  Note that this 

strategy does allow ‘existing low density subdivision potential’.  Again, AM 2022-02 will allow no 

subdivision in practice.  However, the limited subdivision possible under GSB-1.7.1 does align with 

this standard of very low growth.      

SRD 1.3 and 1.4 

SRD 1.4 states an objective is to ‘Increase densities in existing rural living areas to an average of 1 

dwelling per hectare, where site conditions allow’.   

As noted above, the Report considers that the PPZ is analogous to a rural living area.  My client 

agrees.  That objective is furthered by the current GSB-P1.7.1, which allows for the consolidation 

of what is effectively a ‘rural living’ area (also in accordance with SRD 1.3(a) and (c)) but provides 

that consolidation cannot offend the 1 dwelling per hectare ratio.  AM 2022-02 effectively 

prevents that consolidation.  Put another way, it blocks the objective of increasing densities in a 

rural living area to an average of 1 dwelling per hectare. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider this representation.  My client would like to stay abreast 

of any developments in this matter.  At this stage, he wishes to be heard before the Commission.   
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Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

 

Dobson Mitchell Allport 

Jennifer O'Farrell 

SPECIAL COUNSEL 

T. +61 3 6210 0016 

jennifer.ofarrell@doma.com.au 
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Rep 5 –  
 

Mr Greg Ingham  

General manager  

GSBC 

 

Dear sir ,  

 

I am in receipt of you post advice dated 09 February 2023 .  

 

I make this submission as a lay person on a "without prejudice" basis.  

 

I strongly oppose this amendment .  

Given all the work in 2019 for a new state planning scheme , of which this Council 

could make submissions ,i question the legality and powers of the Council to do 

so.  

 

Not withstanding it is a back door attempt to twart already accepted proposals at 

Dolphin sands , this is to satisfy 1 or more Councillors not represent the rate payers 

.  

 

I find this proposal underhanded and a disgrace .  

 

The Council has previously asked the state planning scheme authors whether the 

2019 scheme was a mistake or not. It was told it wasnt a mistake .  

 

There are in all areas and more so Dolphin sands strict criteria concerning planning 

and building .  

 

The question follows why does the Council want stricter control ?  

 

How much of rate payers money are Council spending not only on this 

ammendment proposal but existing court actions ? This i would like answered .  

 

Surely Council is not so financially wealthy to be launching into this purely 

because they or a couple of Councillors dont like the current legislation ?  

 

My personal circumstances are documented before the courts so i wont repeat them 

here , suffice to say this action by Council will , if passed , cause me financial 

hardship.  

I purchased here in good faith having been told the legislation allows for 

subdivision .  

 

Please formally accept this as a submission and please answer the questions ive 

asked .  
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Sincerely  

Peter Rooke 

1433 Dolphin Sands Rd Dolphin  Sands 7190 

post box 28 Swansea Tas 

pdrooke@gmail.com 

0438507418 
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Relating to Rep 5 

 

18.02.23  

To councillors  

Glamorgan spring bay council .  

 

Dear representatives of rate payers ,  

 

I have already lodged an objection with Council concerning the attempt to change the state 

planning scheme specific to this council.  

 

Let me say I am disgusted with this back door attempt to please some councillors not rate 

payers.  I find it un- Australian and question your purpose in standing for council .  

 

I find that Council have already been advised in writing that the 2019 change was not a mistake, 

yet the Council clearly have surplus funds to support this action .  

 

I am a 66 year old born and bred Tasmanian,  retired , self funded.  

 

I have served Tasmania as a police officer for 14 years, 9 of which was was as a detective 

investigating serious crimes . I hold a queens commendation for bravery and Royal society of 

Australasia silver medal for life saving.   

 

My evidence is mentioned in case law and civil law . When you purchase a residence the 

clarification of stamp duty was a result of my actions .  

 

I am a multiple state sporting representative.   

 

I only purchased 1433 Dolphin Sands road after being told the land was subdividable. 

Fibmnancially it has,stretched me and the shack is falling apart. This is my permanent residence 

. I have met some wonderful people since moving here .  

 

I currently am fighting a life threatening condition having been told I have up to 3 years to live 

without intervention. I visit the rhh weekly.  

I am scheduled for an interim proceedure 21.03 at the Austin hospital Victoria then await a 

transplant which could extend my life if I survive the 12 hours operation .  

 

Dolphin sands is highly governed with severe restrictions . Does the Council want it to close 

down or prosper with significant local employment . ?  

 

I'm not seeking to corrupt the system,  eg Cambria, I just want the existing law to be allowed to 

guide council not personal agendas .  
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After all, Councillor are there to guide and help rate payers not play Mafia tactics , which have 

so far cost me $30,000.00 . If necessary I'll take this to the supreme Court then courts of appeal 

, then high courts.  

 

I am available any time should any councillor wish to talk to me , something the Council doesn't 

seem to option.  

 

I ask you all individually to look in the mirror and question who and what you are , and if 

dominated by 1 or 2 , get a back bone or get out of council .  

 

I thank you for reading this .  
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Rep 6 – 
 

The General Manager 

Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 

PO Box 6 

Triabunna 7190 

17 February 2023 

Draft Planning Scheme Amendment AM2022-02 

We strongly support the Draft Planning Scheme Amendment AM2022-02 and its intent to 

delete the existing provisions of GSB-P1.7 and replace with alternate provisions that will 

reinstate the previous prohibition on subdivisions within Dolphin Sands. 

For the past 35 plus years we have owned property at Dolphin Sands. Our family and friends 

have holidayed and grown up loving the magnificent natural beauty of this coastal area, along 

with its quiet peaceful life style.  

We believe that the residential subdivision on Dolphin Sands needs firm restrictions and any 

provisions for expansion of the current allotments would lead to severely damaging 

consequences, including: 

• Disturbance to the fragile environment and wildlife, including increased traffic and 

road kill incidents, 

• Increased risk of contamination and draining of the existing natural underground 

water supply (aquifer), 

• Increased risk of fire,  

• Increased demand for existing infrastructure including roads, water, power and fire 

management. 

• Diminishing community amenity and well-being. 

We appreciate your consideration to our concerns.  

Yours sincerely, 

 

Alan & Kaye Swan 

8 Napier Street 

Geilston Bay 7015 

Email: akswan@netspace.net.au  

(RSD 442 Dolphin Sands Road, Swansea) 
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Rep 7 – 
 
Dear Sir, 
Please note our support for AM2022-02 to reinstate the previous prohibition on subdivision within 
the Dolphin Sands Zone. 
As long standing residents of Dolphin Sands, it has always been our understanding that Dolphin 
Sands lots would not be subject to subdivision to create additional lots. 
We support Council’s provision of ‘acceptable solutions’ via AM2022-02 to reinstate the previous 
prohibition on subdivisions within Dolphin Sands. 
Kind regards, Gary Stoward, Lorna Turner 
  
357 Dolphin Sands Road 
Dolphin Sands. Tas 7190 
Mobile: 0412012756 
grstoward@hotmail.com 
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Rep 8 – 

 
The General Manager, 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council. 

Re: 
Draft Planning Scheme Amendment AM2022-02 

 
Dear Sir, 
 
We write in support of the proposed amendment re-instating the 
previous prohibition on subdivision of residential lots in the Dolphin 
Sands PPZ together with the advised Acceptable Solutions. 
 
This would re-establish the historical subdivision provisions which aimed 
to protect the fragile littoral landscape of Dolphin Sands. In recent years 
this has become a matter of some urgency as Dolphin Sands has 
experienced significant development, much of it catering to strong 
growth in tourism. This is highlighted by a noticeable growth in traffic 
along Dolphin Sands Road, itself not designed to carry heavy traffic 
loads. 
 
There is a constant risk that the character of the spit will be fatally 
compromised as a result of over-development and insensitive 
development. Issues include 

• threat to the aquifer from increased and potentially inappropriate 
use 

• increased fire risk in a high risk zone 

• damage to vegetation protecting the stability of the dunes 

• disturbance to wildlife 

• loss of general amenity (the privacy and tranquility typically 
resulting from a dispersed, low population) 

 
Thankyou for taking the time to consider this representation. 
 
Dr Paul McGillick, Ms Charmaine Zheng (168 Dolphin Sands Road).  
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Rep 9 - 
Jenny Topfer 
465 Dolphin Sands Rd 
Dolphin Sands TAS 7190 
 
Mail: PO Box 303 Brighton TAS 7030 
Email: cloudstonehill@gmail.com 

 
Mr Greg Ingham, General Manager 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 
PO Box 6 Triabunna TAS 7190 
 
 
 
 
March 7 2023 
 
 
RE: Draft planning scheme amendment AM2022-02 
 
 
Dear Mr Ingham, 
 
I would like to support the proposal to change clause GSB-P1.7.1 Subdivision in line with the 
proposed Council amendment AM2022-02, as set out in your letter of February 9. 
 
Dolphin Sands is recognised under the local planning scheme as an area requiring diligent 
management to protect the inherent ecological, and environmental values unique to this area.   The 
Zone Particular Purpose – Dolphin Sands has been established for this exact purpose.   
 
As such, it is vital that the previous prohibition on residential subdivision, following an inadvertent 
change in the wording of the planning schedule during the transfer from the Interim Planning Scheme 
to the current Tasmanian Planning Scheme, is re-instated. 
 
Further development along Dolphins Sands Road has the potential to significantly impact the 
protected sand dunes as well as the local bird and wildlife populations.   
 
An increase in the number of residents along the road is also likely to adversely affect the quality and 
quantity of water in the aquifer.  Not only do many of the residents rely on the aquafer for drinking 
water, but the many beautiful banksias and white gums are dependent on the aquafer to survive 
through the extensive dry periods to which the area is prone.  Recent testing of the aquafer has 
shown that there are levels of undesirable chemicals in the water, including arsenic, which could well 
be attributed to the large increase in population along the road in the last decade. 
 
Finally, I am concerned that an increase in density for housing along Dolphin Sands Road will 
exacerbate the fire risks of living or visiting here.  Practically, Dolphin Sands Road is a bush fire trap, 
as we have unfortunately experienced on too many occasions.  We are in a high bush fire zone, with 
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only one access road.  Increased housing brings with it significant safety risks to existing and new 
residents, and to the people defending those properties.   
 
Indeed, I would like to draw the Council’s attention to this particular issue beyond the present 
context of the undesirability and impracticality of further development of Dolphin Sands Road.   
Sadly, with only one exception, the fires that have threatened and destroyed homes have been the 
result of human carelessness.  I believe a responsible Council should take steps to alter the Dolphin 
Sands Particular Purpose Zone such that the area is subject to a permanent fire ban.  The cost of 
providing alternative means of removing green waste would surely be dwarfed by the economic cost 
and personal risk involved in fighting these fires.  
 
I trust that the Council will rule to amend clause GSB-P1.7.1 as stated, in order to uphold the intent of 
the Particular Purpose Zoning – Dolphin Sands to prevent further subdivision, in order to protect the 
natural values of this beautiful coastal area.   
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Jenny Topfer 
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Rep 10 -  
Alex Wilson 
452 Dolphin Sands Rd 
Dolphin Sands TAS 7190 
 
Mail: PO Box 303 Brighton TAS 7030 
Email: cloudstonehill@gmail.com 

 
Mr Greg Ingham, General Manager 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 
PO Box 6 Triabunna TAS 7190 
 
 
 
 
March 7 2023 
 
 
RE: Draft planning scheme amendment AM2022-02 
 
 
Dear Mr Ingham, 
 
I would like to support the proposal to change clause GSB-P1.7.1 Subdivision in line with the 
proposed Council amendment AM2022-02, as set out in your letter of February 9. 
 
Dolphin Sands is recognised under the local planning scheme as an area requiring diligent 
management to protect the inherent ecological, and environmental values unique to this area.   The 
Zone Particular Purpose – Dolphin Sands has been established for this exact purpose.   
 
As such, it is vital that the previous prohibition on residential subdivision, following an inadvertent 
change in the wording of the planning schedule during the transfer from the Interim Planning Scheme 
to the current Tasmanian Planning Scheme, is re-instated. 
 
Further development along Dolphins Sands Road has the potential to significantly impact the 
protected sand dunes as well as the local bird and wild life populations.   
 
Practically, Dolphin Sands Road is a bush fire trap, as we have unfortunately experienced on too 
many occasions.  We are in a high bush fire zone, with only one access road.  Increased housing 
brings with it significant safety risks to existing and new residents, and to the people defending those 
properties. 
 
Finally, I am concerned that an increase in density of housing along Dolphin Sands Roads will 
adversely affect the quality and quantity of water in the aquifer.  Not only do many of the residents 
rely on the aquafer for drinking water, but the many beautiful banksias and white gums are 
dependent on the aquafer to survive through the extensive dry periods to which the area is prone.   
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I trust that the Council will rule to amend clause GSB-P1.7.1 as stated, in order to uphold the intent of 
the Particular Purpose Zoning – Dolphin Sands to prevent further subdivision, in order to protect the 
natural values of this beautiful coastal area.   
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Alex Wilson 
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Representation for Amendment AM2022-02 
 

I wish to support the planned amendment. 

A large factor in my choice to buy land and live at Dolphin Sands was the large block sizes (approx. 2 

hectares or more) and the consequent low population density. Allowing subdivision will lead to a 

larger population and change in the character of the region. 

More people = more stress on wildlife.  

Apart from the inevitable domestic pets there will be an increase in traffic on Dolphin Sands Rd, 

already a cause of a great number of wildlife deaths. The wildlife is a big part of my enjoyment in 

living here. 

More people = more fires. 

As a member of the Swansea Fire Brigade, I am well aware of the high fire risk of the Dolphin Sands 

area. Most fires are caused by human agency. Usually escaped burns. 

More people = less solitude. 

The peace and solitude that the region provides are a large part of my reason to live here. It is an 

essential aspect of the amenity that drew me here. Subdivision will permanently degrade this. 

Please reinstate the previous prohibition on subdivision. 

 

Ian Helmond 

PO Box 332 

Swansea 7190 

TAS 
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Rep 12  
 

Dear General Manager, 
  
Re: Draft Amendment 2022-02 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Draft Amendment AM2022-02, clause GSB-

P1.7.1. 
  
I support the amendment to reinstate the previous prohibition on subdivision of Dolphin 

Sands. 
  
Design of the original Dolphin Sands subdivision in the late 1960s was to provide a low-

density rural residential development. The surveyor (E. Barrie Valentine) considered the 

design of lots (2 ha along the foreshore and larger lots across the road, as compensation for 

their being ‘less attractive’) to provide for enjoyment of the area by landholders and to 

encourage restoration of natural environment with native trees and shrubs following many 

years of grazing by sheep and cattle. 
  
In early 1992 I moved to Dolphin Sands because of the solitude it provided and the 

opportunity to live surrounded by native birds, animals and vegetation. 
  
Further subdivision would: 

• erode the relative peace of the area 
• destroy the values many of us sought in living here 
• increase traffic and therefore slaughter of native birds and animals 
• Increase the already high bushfire risk (most bushfires in Dolphin Sands are started by people 

burning off) 

  
  
I strongly oppose any subdivision and therefore support the planned amendment. 
  
Yours sincerely, 
  
Stevie Davenport 
-  
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Rep 13 
09 March 2023 
 
General Manager 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 
PO Box 6, Triabunna, TAS 7190 
 

Re: Planning Ref DA2022/319 – Draft Planning Scheme Amendment, Dolphin Sands 
Particular Purpose zone, subdivision requirements 

 
Dear Mr Ingham 
 
I am writing to give our support to the intention of Draft Amendment AM2022-02 that seeks 
to change clause GSB-P.1.7.1 so that it is updated to remove the opportunity for subdivision 
of new lots unless for public purposes or infrastructure, and retain the 1 hectare minimum 
lot size and retain the 60-m minimum frontage.  
 
I have a concern with the actual language used in updating the language as provided in the 
letter to residents on 09 February of this year, as the three components A1, A2 and A3 are 
provided as ‘Acceptable Solutions’. Using the plural here, rather than the singular 
Acceptable Solution would suggest to me that any one of A1, A2 or A3 would suffice to 
meet the objective, i.e. A1 or A2 or A3, whereas the intention of the objective as I 
understand it is for A1 and A2 and A3.  
 
The attraction of living at Dolphin Sands is the large block size (>= 2 hectares), the resulting 
low population density (including lack of predatory domestic pets) and the opportunity to 
interact with the environment and wildlife. It provides the perfect counterbalance to 
existing and proposed higher density developments at Swansea and Swanwik.  
 
Additionally, the relatively high risk of bushfires (our property was burnt out in 2019) would 
only increase with higher population densities and a population less connected to the 
environment. The Dolphin Sands environment is fragile and slow growing. There is a long 
delay between replanting after a bushfire and the return of any semblance of natural flora 
and fauna. Higher population densities would inevitably lead to the gradual weakening and 
eventual loss of this sensitive habitat.  
 
We support the Council’s amendment to reinstate the previous prohibition on subdivision 
that appears to be at risk from a previous and accidental choice of words. 
 
Best 
 

 
For: Nicholas Bax & Pamela Lovell 
1182 Dolphin Sands Road, TAS 7190. 
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Rep 14 
 

To the General Manager 
 

I would like to support the proposal for the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 
Draft Planning Scheme Amendment AM2022-02, that is  
 

“support the intent of AM2022-02 to delete the existing provisions of 
GSB-P1.7 and replace with alternate provisions that will reinstate the 
previous 

prohibition on subdivision within Dolphin Sands, as well as addressing 
other 
drafting requirements for planning scheme amendments”. 
 

I feel very strongly that the infrastructure in the Dolphin Sands area does 
not support any more density than there is currently given that there is no 
town water or sewage and the resource of aquifer water is limited as is the 
average rainfall.   
 

The ever present threat of fire in this environmentally sensitive area should 
not be increased by allowing a higher housing density.  Increased traffic 
flows would threaten the already vulnerable wildlife and see more roadkill 
and more likely chance of accidental fires. 
 

Dolphin Sands is a quite unique area that will only remain so with a very 
low housing density which does not threaten its vulnerable ecosystem of 
coastal plants, bird and animal life. 
 

Maura Chamberlain 

876 Dolphin Sands Road 

Dolphin Sands 

Tas 7190 

0417600016 
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Rep 15 
To the general manager: 
 

I am a novelist and biographer, and have had a house on Dolphin Sands since 1999. I yield to no 

one in my passionate love for the area, where I shortly hope to retire after recently completing 

the authorised life of the James Bond author, Ian Fleming. As I have written in books, magazines 

and newspapers, and broadcast on the radio, Dolphin Sands and the Swansea area are one of the 

most beautiful and precious environments I have been fortunate enough to visit after a lifetime 

spent travelling the world, but it is also one of the most fragile. There are too many regrettable 

examples to show that it needs only one incautious move for it to be ruined forever. 

 
 

That is why I give my absolute support to the proposal for the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 

Draft Planning Scheme Amendment AM2022-02 – which is to “support the intent of AM2022-02 

to delete the existing provisions of GSB-P1.7 and replace with alternate provisions that will 

reinstate the previous prohibition on subdivision within Dolphin Sands, as well as addressing 

other drafting requirements for planning scheme amendments”. 

 
 

Like an overwhelming majority of my neighbours, I feel very strongly that the infrastructure in 

the Dolphin Sands area does not support any more density than there is currently, given that 

there is no town water or sewage and the resource of aquifer water is limited as is the average 

rainfall. The aquifer is already vulnerable to contamination.   

 

 

Above ground, as you will know, there is also the very real danger of fire. There have been 

several recent outbreaks. The ever present threat of fire in this environmentally sensitive area 

should not be increased by allowing a higher housing density. Increased traffic flows would 

threaten the already vulnerable wildlife and see more roadkill and more likely chance of 

accidental fires. 

 

 

Dolphin Sands is a quite unique area that will only remain so with a very low housing density 

which does not threaten its vulnerable ecosystem of coastal plants, bird and animal life. 

 
 

I urge you to protect it not merely for future generations but also for the healthy future of the 

whole community. There are other areas of this matchless coast which might benefit from sub-

divisions. For all the reasons above and more, Dolphin Sands emphatically would not. 

 
 

With best wishes, 

 
 

Nicholas Shakespeare and Gillian Johnson 

444 Dolphin Sands Road 

Swansea 7190 
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Rep 16 

Dear General Manager, 

 

We are totally opposed to any subdivision in Dolphin Sands (either along Nine Mile Beach, or 

Cambria Dr.) 

 

Subdivision would increase the already high bushfire risk, as most bushfires are initiated by property 

owners. They would incease pressure on the aquafer which is sustainable with the current 

population. Higher traffic levels would increase wildlife kills and injury. 

 

We built here in 2016, because of the peaceful nature of the neighbourhood, and would be bitterly 

disappointed if this were to change.  Currently families walk/ cycle/ ride horses along the roads in 

relative safety and this would not be the case with a larger population and increased building works. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Sue and Steve Barrett 
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                                                                        March 12th, 2023

Attn : Planning Department
Your Planning ref : DA 2022/ 319

To whoever might be taking care of this correspondance,

Thank you for your letter dated 09 February 2023.
Good to read that the GSBC is changing its approach with the 
Community from ‘We know what is good for you’ (see the 
costly and still pending exercice regarding the originally fast-
tracked ‘Cambria Green’) to ‘We only tell you what you need 
to know’.

Concerning the ‘Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose Zone (or 
PPZ) - Subdivision requirements’, it would have been good to 
see in your correspondance what could be then the impact of 
potential new subdivisions : what would be the consequences 
on the aquifer, what would be then the increase in vegetation 
fire danger  (already two this summer season at weekender 
places), the car trafic, etc…

Saying all that, the current proposed Amendment to the 
Dolphin Sands PPZ is at least an improvement on what has 
inadvertently been changed and is on record at the moment.

Cheers
Alain Coltier
(Properties : 221 and 235 Dolphin Sands Rd). 

Attachment 4.2.1 Attachment 1 - Compiled representations A M 2022-02

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 338

Rebecca.McConnon
Text Box
Rep 17



Rep 18 
 
The General Manager        March 13, 2023  
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 
PO Box 6 Triabunna, 7910. 
 
 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
We wish to express our strong support for Draft Planning Scheme Amendment AM2022-02 
which if approved would reinstate the previous prohibition on residential subdivision within 
Dolphin Sands. 
 
We purchased our beach shack at Dolphin Sands more than 20 years ago. In that time, we 
have come to learn first-hand just how fragile the eco-system at Dolphin Sands is.  
 

• Initially we drew water from the aquifer for all our domestic needs. We now only use 
rainwater stored in tanks. We received notification several years ago that the aquifer 
in some places was contaminated and not safe for domestic consumption. Allowing 
blocks to be subdivided would we believe put further pressure on the aquifer. Which 
must be preserved in the most pristine state possible. 
 

• In our 20 years at Dolphin Sands, our property has been directly affected by fire on 
three occasions. One of those was minor with some vegetation loss at the entrance 
to our property. The most recent, in December last year resulted in a significant loss 
of vegetation to our property and that next door. The most serious, was in 
November 2009 when our neighbours lost their permanent home and all vegetation 
on their block. Our shack was saved but we lost decks, tanks and everything stored 
within, a shed, sea kayak and 5 acres of vegetation. It is not an exaggeration to say 
that our property and that next door looked like the Somme in WW1. I cannot stress 
how volatile the vegetation is at Dolphin Sands. In February this year there was 
another fire about a kilometre east of us. The ever present risk of fire is a cause of 
great concern and nervousness during the summer months. All of the fires that we 
have experienced, have been the result of human error. The reality is that the 
Dolphin Sands vegetation is highly flammable, and it burns easily. 
 
If blocks are able to be subdivided, it is logical to conclude that, there will be more 
dwellings, more occupants and more potential for human error and fires. The many 
short term accommodation places in Dolphin Sands already increase the potential 
for fire as visiting occupants lack sufficient knowledge of the flammability of the 
vegetation. They are understandably less cognisant of the strict bush fire guidelines 
to which local residents adhere. 
 

• We are always saddened by the number of native animals lying dead on Dolphin 
Sands Road. The area is rich with wildlife and any increase in traffic that subdivision 
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would bring would inevitably impact wildlife and certainly contribute to increased 
roadkill. 

 

• At present Dolphin Sands Road has a relatively low population. That is one of the 
reasons that we were attracted to the area. While roads and rubbish collection are 
provided, there is no street lighting and no sewerage. Rates are a significant cost 
given a relative lack of infrastructure. Any subdivision and the resultant increase in 
dwellings and population would increase the need for the provision of additional 
infrastructure. 
 

• Dolphin Sands is a very special and fragile environment. It must be nurtured and 
preserved. It would be disastrous for the environment if Dolphin Sands were allowed 
to become a comparatively populous suburb of Swansea.  
 

We commend the Council for seeking to prevent subdivision within Dolphin Sands by 
proposing the Draft Planning Scheme Amendment AM2022 - 2 . We fully support the intent 
of AM2022-02 to delete the existing provisions of GSB-P1.7 and replace with alternate 
provisions that would reinstate the previous prohibition on subdivision in Dolphin Sands. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Martin and Polly Flanagan 
674 Dolphin Sands Road. 
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Rep 19 

 

To the General Manager, 

I have been a property owner and permanent resident of Dolphin Sands for 35 

years. I am an amateur botanist and take great interest in the local flora and fauna. I 

have always believed and accepted that subdivision wasn't allowed at Dolphin 

Sands and am surprised to suddenly find it is possible to subdivide. 

More houses mean more clearing of native habitat, more mowing,more trees 

chopped down or simply not allowed to grow, less hollows for wildlife, more 

traffic, more roadkill, more wildfires, more strain on the aquifer. 

I do not support any subdivision in Dolphin Sands and agree that the previous 

prohibition should be reinstated. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

Jennifer Kay 

 

PO Box 157 Swansea, Tas 7190 

189 Dolphin Sands Road, 

Swansea, Tas 7190 

12 March 2023 

Mobile: 0476 116 861 
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Rep 20 
 
March 14, 2023 
 
Mr Greg Ingham,  
General Manager          
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 
PO Box 6 Triabunna, 7910. 
 
 
 
Dear Mr Ingham, 
 
We are writing to you to express our support for Draft Planning Scheme Amendment 
AM2022-02, which if approved would reinstate the previous prohibition on residential 
subdivision within the Dolphin Sands precinct. 
 
We first camped with our then small children at Dolphin Sands, on friends’ property, nearly 
30 years ago, and first purchased a shack there in 2000. We now have had the good fortune 
to have two adjoining blocks at Dolphin Sands, each with shacks on them, which we share 
with our two adult children and their families; and many other families who are friends, or 
friends of friends all of whom we welcome to stay at our shacks, charging them nothing so 
they too can enjoy this magnificent environment and vista. All we ask of them is that they 
respect the wildlife, trees and other plants. 
 
It is a very delicate environment.  
 
Our major concerns are: 

• The sand dunes which are already degraded with innumerable low level access 
points put through by property owners, seemingly without any regulator making 
them make good their damge. 

 

• The already fragmented habitat for wildlife as some  landowners remove all 
vegetation bar large trees, and put up wallaby proof fences. 

 

• For those who wish to discount those issues, the problem of bushfires does not bear 
contemplating. If there were large numbers of people trying to evacuate over 
summer if yet another bushfire (which is nigh on inevitable) strikes, and fire services 
were stretched; the outcome especially with respect to having only one road in and 
out, is too ghastly to contemplate. 

 
 

Yours sincerely, 
 
Tim Flanagan & Fiona Joske 
308 and 296 Dolphin Sands Road, Dolphin Sands 
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Rep 21 

To The General Manager, 

 

Re: AM2022-02 clause GSB-P1.7.1 Subdivision 

 

I, Gynes Isherwood, of 750 Dolphin Sands Rd, Dolphin Sands, support 

the amendment to reinstate the previous prohibition on subdivision 

of Dolphin Sands. 

 

I am confused as to why submissions have been sought, when the 

previous prohibition on subdivision was removed without 

consultation, as far as I am aware? 

 

Regardless, Swansea and its surrounds has a level of beauty that 

future residents and visitors to the area can all share in. It will be this 

natural beauty that can see Swansea thrive as an important tourism 

hub, strategically placed midpoint between Launceston and Hobart. 

An increase in the density of housing along Dolphin Sands Rd, will be 

detrimental to the natural beauty of the area. 

 

Please reinstate the previous prohibition as a matter of urgency. 

 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Gynes Isherwood 

 

PO Box 10 

Swansea 

TAS 7190 

 

Mob: 0424 249 989 
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Rep 22 
 

 
Submission re Draft Planning Scheme Amendment - AM2022-02  
Dolphin Sands PPZ – Subdivision Requirements 

 
NOTE: GSB-P1.0 Particular Purpose Zone – Dolphin Sands 

GSB-P1.1 Zone Purpose  
The purpose of the Particular Purpose Zone – Dolphin Sands is:  
GSB-P1.1.1 To protect the environmentally fragile nature of the Dolphin Sands 
area particularly with respect to land stability, vegetation, wildlife and landscape 
amenity.  
GSB-P1.1.2 To ensure that use or development has minimal disturbance to the 
natural environment and visual amenity of the area. 

 
Thank-you for the opportunity to present a submission on the Draft Planning Scheme 
Amendment AM2022-02 concerning Dolphin Sands, Particular Purpose Zone regarding 
subdivision requirements.  
 
There are two comments that I would like to make, prior to dealing with the actual 
proposed Amendment AM2022-02. 
Firstly, I commend Council for seeking feedback from Dolphin Sands property owners, 
however considering many, if not most property owners would find it difficult to decipher 
the nuances of the Planning Scheme, I wonder why Council couldn’t have initiated a 
better/fairer/simpler solution to gain feedback from the property owners and thus had 
more owners contribute their view on the Amendment.    
Secondly, I am mystified by how the change to the original Dolphin Sands PPZ re subdivision 
has occurred. As a councillor during the time of transition from the GSB Planning Scheme 
1994 and the Interim Scheme 2013, I was told on many occasions that basically all PPZs and 
SAPs would transition across to the new State Scheme unchanged; no modifications, no 
additions. It appears that what I, and Council, was told was incorrect.  
 
The Proposed Amendment as proclaimed by Council (AM2022-02)  
Objective: To prevent subdivision within Dolphin Sands other than that incidental to existing 
lots. 
Acceptable solutions                                                                                                                                                                     
Performance Criteria 
 
A1                                                                                                                                                                                                      
P1 
Subdivision must:                                                                                                                                                                           
No performance criteria 

(a) Be for the consolidation of lots with no additional lots created; OR 
(b) Provide for public open space, a public reserve, public services, or utilities.  

A2                                                                                                                                                                                                     
P2 
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Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, excluding for riparian or littoral                                                       
No performance criteria  
reserves or utilities, must have an area not less than 1 hectare.  
A3                                                                                                                                                                                                     
P3 
Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, excluding for riparian or littoral                                                      
No performance criteria 
reserves or utilities, must have a minimum frontage of 60m.  
 
NOTE: I think ‘OR’ should be removed from A1(a) because  

If ‘OR’ is not deleted, A1 may be open to (mis)interpretation, e.g. if someone 
wants to subdivide their land and ‘gift’ public open space to the community they 
may argue they could subdivide their land because it could be seen to comply 
with A1(b) because they have provided public open space.   
 

I have read and reread the proposed Amendment and am still confused with the proposed 
(subdivision) Amendment wording.   
In A1 it mentions no additional lots being created except for public open space, public 
reserve, public services or utilities yet then in A2 a ‘plan of subdivision’ is mentioned…. 
(‘must have an area of not less than 1 hectare’) and then in A3 ‘a plan of subdivision’ is 
mentioned again …… (‘must have a minimum frontage of 60m”). How? Why? mention a 
‘plan of subdivision’ when the proposal is to have none? 

• Why is there any reference to a plan of subdivision at all after A1?  I found this 
rather disconcerting given the intent is for no subdivision to occur except for 
the management of environmental values or public services or utilities. The 
Subdivision objective/s, acceptable solutions and performance criteria re the 
Dolphin Sands PPZ needs to be clearly stated and worded correctly. There 
should be absolutely no room for a smart operator to wriggle themselves into 
a position where they are able to subdivide/develop property that was not 
intended to be further fragmented.  

 
In the proposed Amendment consolidation is mentioned however surely, there is no need 
to cover consolidation of lots in the Dolphin Sands PPZ as this appears to be covered 
sufficiently under 7.3 Adjustment of a Boundary, in the General Provisions section of the 
Scheme.  
7.3.1 States An application for a boundary adjustment is Permitted and a permit must be 
granted if: 
(a) no additional lots are created;  
(b) there is only minor change to the relevant size, shape and orientation of the existing lots;   
Wouldn’t this cover anyone that needs to deal with consolidation of their land?  
 
In summary  

• I do not support any further subdivision in the Dolphin Sands PPZ for any 
reason other than for the management of environmental values or public 
services or utilities 

• That I support the proposed AM2022-02 if the ‘or’ at the end of A1(a) is 
deleted 
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• That A1(b) be deleted also – so there can be absolutely no misinterpretation 
of this sub-clause.  

 
I am a permanent resident of Dolphin Sands and have lived here for 29 years.  
Dolphin Sands was originally sub-divided in the 1960s. Then, over 50 years ago before 
climate change was recognised by most and few people were aware of the vulnerability of 
many species found in the vicinity. Dolphin Sands has always been acknowledged as a 
unique and fragile environment with a diverse ecology. Today people are much more aware 
of climate change, sea level rise and the risk our flora and fauna face in our changing world. 
Any modern and informed community would not support any further subdivision of any 
land on the Dolphin Sands sandspit. The Dolphin Sands sandspit adjoins a world renowned 
Ramsar wetlands (Moulting Lagoon) and is only a little over 7,000 years old. An aquifer, that 
basically runs the length of the sandspit is often under threat, both from sea level rise and 
constant domestic use, particularly in times of drought.   

 
Nicholas Shakespeare in a Nine Mile Beach – A guide to living at Great Oyster Bay Estate 
& Dolphin Sands, eloquently sums up why there should be no further fragmentation of 
Dolphin Sands. 
“…As those fortunate to live here know …….. this is a unique and precious spot, the rareness 
of whose beauty is matched only by its fragility. That’s why it falls on us to guard it well, so 
that future generations can also have the opportunity to enjoy Nine Mile Beach (Dolphin 
Sands) in the same life-altering way”  
 
J. Crawford  
192 Dolphin Sands Rd 
Dolphin Sands 7190  
14th March 2023  
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Gavin Harrison 
1487 Dolphin Sands Rd 
Dolphin Sands TAS 7190 
 
 
Date: March 10th,2023 
 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 9 Melbourne Street Triabunna TAS 7190 Australia 

Attention: Greg Ingham, General Manager 

Dear Greg, 

I, Gavin Harrison of 1487 Dolphin Sands Rd, Dolphin Sands TAS 7190, am writing to express my 
support for Council's proposal to correct the unintended error in the Draft Planning Scheme 
Amendment – Glamorgan Spring Bay Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose zone – subdivision 
requirements. Draft Amendment AM2022-02. 

I agree that the inclusion of the word "or" in the transitioned development standards was an 
error and was never intended by Council nor The Tasmanian Planning Commission. The 
absence of community engagement and discussion at a Council or TPC level further highlights 
the need for correction. 

I am also concerned that an increase in the resident population in the area will impact and 
disturb the fragile environment and wildlife. It may also increase the risk of fire in the area. 

I appreciate Council's time in proposing the amendments to maintain the integrity of the 
development standards for the Dolphin Sands PPZ.  

Thank you for considering my views on this matter. 

 

Sincerely, 

Gavin Harrison 
 
 

Attachment 4.2.1 Attachment 1 - Compiled representations A M 2022-02

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 347

Rebecca.McConnon
Text Box
Rep 23



 

 

40K REPORT 

Amendment AM2022-02 

 

 

Tasmanian Planning Scheme –  

Glamorgan Spring Bay 
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Amendment to revise clause GSB-P1.7.1 

Subdivision 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 

Senior Planning Consultant 

28 March 2023, V1
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AMD 2022-02 – GSB-P1 Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose zone - Subdivision  

Section 40K Report 
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Executive Summary 
The purpose of this report is to consider representations that were received to AM2022-02 

following completion of the statutory exhibition process under the Land Use Planning and 

Approvals Act 1993 (Act).   

AM2022-02 was initiated by the Glamorgan Spring Bay Planning Authority (Planning 

Authority) to revise the provisions of the Glamorgan Spring Bay Local Provisions Schedule 

(LPS) at clause GSB-P1.7.1 Subdivision P1(a) by deleting the existing provisions and 

replacing them with the following: 

Objective: To prevent subdivision within Dolphin Sands other than that incidental to 
existing lots. 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 

A1 
Subdivision must: 
(a) be for the consolidation of lots with no 

additional lots are created; or 
(b) provide for public open space, a 

public reserve, public services or 
utilities. 

P1 
No performance criteria. 
 

A2 
Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 
subdivision, excluding for riparian or littoral 
reserves or utilities, must have an area of 
not less than 1 hectare. 

P2 
No performance criterion. 

A3 
Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 
subdivision, excluding for riparian or littoral 
reserves or utilities, must have a minimum 
frontage of 60m. 

P3 
No performance criterion. 

 

Abbreviations  
1994 Scheme Glamorgan Spring Bay Planning Scheme 1994 

Act Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 

AM2022-02 draft amendment AM2022-02 

Planning Authority Glamorgan Spring Bay Planning Authority 

Commission Tasmanian Planning Commission 

Council Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 

Interim Scheme Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 2015 

LPS Local Provisions Schedule 

PPZ Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose zone 

Practice Note 8 Practice Note 8 – Drafting written LPS 

Scheme Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Glamorgan Spring Bay 

STRLUS Southern Tasmanian Regional Land Use Strategy  

Subject provision clause GSB-P1.7.1 Subdivision 

TPS Tasmanian Planning Scheme  
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Introduction 
The purpose of this report is to consider representations that were received to the statutory 

exhibition of planning scheme amendment AM2022-02 to the Tasmanian Planning Scheme 

– Glamorgan Spring Bay (Scheme).   

The exhibition process for amendments to a LPS was established at section 40 of the Act, 

subsections G to J, and summarized as follows: 

• exhibition was completed for the required period of 28 days; 

• a notice was placed in the local papers on two separate occasions; 

• copies of AM2022-02 were available for viewing at the Council office for the 

notification period; and 

• AM2022-02 was available from Council website for this period, with advice on how to 

make a representation. 

AM2022-02 was exhibited for the statutory period of 28 days in accordance with the 

requirements of sections 40 G and H.  This period ran from 23 December 2022 to 30 

January 2023, to account for the office closures over the Christmas and New Year period. 

Four representation was received during that period. 

Section 40K(2)(b) allows the Planning Authority to consider representations that are received 

after the exhibition.  An extension of time was obtained from the Commission to allow 

property owners to be directly contacted about AM2022-02.   

An additional 19 representations were received following the close of the representation 

period.  The Planning Authority must formally determine whether to receive and consider 

those representations as part of this process.   

Section 40K of the Act requires the planning authority to submit a report to the Commission 

containing the following: 

• a copy of each representation made during the exhibition period under s.40K(2)(a); 

• a copy of any representations made following the exhibition period that the Planning 

Authority determines to include under s.40K(2)(b); 

• a statement of the planning authority's opinion as to the merit of each representation 

made under s.40K(2)(c), in particular as to: 

• whether the draft Amendment should be modified; and 

• if recommended to be modified, the effect on the draft Amendment as a whole; 

• a statement as to whether the planning authority is satisfied that the draft amendment 

meets the LPS criteria; and 

• the recommendation of the planning authority in relation to the draft amendment. 

This report includes recommendations that address the planning authority’s report under 

Section 40K.  

Following receipt of the planning authority report, the TPC will hold hearings into the draft 

amendments. The TPC will then retire to determine the draft amendments.  That decision 

may be to approve, refuse or modify all or parts of each draft amendment.   

Full copies of the representations were provided as a separate attachment to this report. 
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Assessment of Representations 

1. PJ Coon 

The representation supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• the change affected to the subdivision controls under the Scheme was, in Mr Coon’s 

view, an error and unintended change; 

• the change was not identified or documented in the allowable changes that were 

considered and approved by the Commission; 

• no records that identify the Council considered and supported the change; and 

• the amendment needs to be determined regardless of the potential impacts to current 

applications. 

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

2. Dobson Mitchell Allport for J Patterson-Were 

The representation opposes AM2022-02, citing the following reasons: 

• They dispute the change was inadvertent or an error, citing the advice of the 

Tasmanian Planning Commission; 

• AM2022-02 fails the statutory tests at Section 34(2) and section 32 of the Act, 

contending that the amendment does not meet those requirements; 

• They content that the area has limited subdivision potential as follows: 

• There are approximately 164 small lots (less 2ha or less) and only 5 or 6 lots 

have real subdivision potential; 

• Approximately 163 lots are between 2.8 and 6.1 ha, which may result in an 

additional 35 lots; 

• The 14 larger lots (between 9.1 and 14.1 ha) may result in an additional 41 lots; 

• Approximately 65 of the original 240 lots have subdivision potential; 

• The adjoining Cambria Drive area suggests that the 1ha minimum lot size is 

appropriate; 

• They content the amendment does not further the Schedule 1 objectives of the Act; 

• The amendment fails to further the objectives as it will prevent rather than promote 

development; 

• The objections to planning applications are low (2 representations for the one 

exhibited subdivision application); 

• The provision was subject to extensive exhibition, assessment, representation and 

review through the LPS process and ultimately approved by the Commission; 

• The existing provision complies with the STRLUS, particularly SRD1.3 & 1.4  

The following is noted in response to these points: 
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• Legal advice was obtained before AM2022-02 was commenced that informed the 

decision to commence the current process; 

• The Planning Authority respectfully disagrees with the advice of the Commission that 

the change was not an error is noted; 

• It is not clear to the Planning Authority how a substantial change could be made to 

the planning scheme under the Transitional process as part of the LPS process; 

• The previous and supporting reports clearly identify that the Planning Authority did 

not strategically consider the change that occurred to the specific provisions through 

the Local Provisions Schedule process; 

• the Transitional status afforded by the Ministerial declaration meant that the 

provisions were not subject to the formal exhibition, representation, assessment and 

submission process as all other parts of the LPS were during that process;  

• statements in the representations that the subject provisions were open to 

assessment multiple times through the LPS process are incorrect; 

• statements that the Scheme must allow further subdivision to comply with the 

Schedule 1 Objectives of the Act disregard multiple objectives across a range of 

matters, most specifically 2g for the conservation of areas or places with specific 

values;  

• SRD1.3 addresses the rezoning of land to Rural Living and does not address the 

subdivision potential within existing areas.  SRD1.3 is not relevant to the Dolphin 

Sands Particular Purpose zone; and 

• SRD1.4 promotes densities of 1 dwelling per hectare for rural living areas where site 

conditions allow.  The site conditions do not support intensification of subdivision 

within the Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose zone having regard to: 

• the lack of strategic assessment of the change; 

• the lack of supporting information to identify and consider the potential and likely 

impacts of the change; and  

• consideration against the Schedule 1 objectives of the Act.   

As noted within the assessment documents and elsewhere within this report, and indicated 

by the volume of representations supporting AM2022-02, the amendment was initiated to 

reflect the intent of the Planning Authority and wider community to retain the existing 

character and density at Dolphin Sands.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 
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3. H Clement 

The representation opposes AM2022-02, citing the following reasons: 

1 & 2. use and values of the area are almost identical to the nearby Cambria Drive area; 

3. Environmental values are addressed through the LPS overlays for natural values; 

4. He considers that the current scheme provisions provide for appropriate subdivision 

controls; 

5-6. suggests that the existing controls have the potential to generate an additional 49 

lots, with his experience as a surveyor suggesting this may result in a realisation of 

approximately 50% over time (25 lots); 

7. Notes that the current scheme promotes infill development, which supports the 

existing LPS provisions; 

8. Contends that the or was an intentional change, citing the high level of assessment 

that occurred with the Interim Scheme; 

9. Will be providing expert supporting evidence from Mr Mark Wapstra on ecological 

values;  

10. Cites the general lack of opposition to the subdivisions and changes to the provisions 

through the LPS and this process as a general support for the current provisions; and 

11. Cites the assessment process through the Interim Scheme and LPS assessments 

demonstrating on-whole community support for the controls.   

Mr Clement’s views are noted. 

The Interim Scheme controls were prepared, exhibited and the representations were 

assessed by the Planning Authority and submitted to the Commission.  The public record 

identifies that assessment of the Interim Scheme was not completed in the traditional form 

(that is, public hearings were not scheduled or held, any queries of the Commission were not 

interrogated through a public process with the opportunity for responses and further 

investigations and the Commission never prepared nor published a detailed assessment or 

set of determinations).   

Council staff advise that the Interim Scheme controls were interpreted to retain the 

prohibition on subdivision.   

As noted within the assessment documents and elsewhere within this report, and indicated 

by the volume of representations supporting AM2022-02, the amendment was initiated to 

reflect the intent of the Planning Authority and wider community to retain the existing 

character and density at Dolphin Sands.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 
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4. Dobson Mitchell Allport for Rooke 

The representation opposes AM2022-02, citing the following reasons: 

• They dispute the change was inadvertent or an error, citing the advice of the 

Tasmanian Planning Commission; 

• They consider that AM2022-02 fails the statutory tests at Section 34(2) and section 

32 of the Act, contending that the amendment does not meet those requirements; 

• They content that the area has limited subdivision potential as follows: 

• There are approximately 164 small lots (less 2ha or less) and only 5 or 6 lots 

have real subdivision potential; 

• Approximately 163 lots are between 2.8 and 6.1 ha, which may result in an 

additional 35 lots; 

• The 14 larger lots (between 9.1 and 14.1 ha) may result in an additional 41 lots; 

• Approximately 65 of the original 240 lots have subdivision potential; 

• The adjoining Cambria Drive area suggests that the 1ha minimum lot size is 

appropriate; 

• The amendment does not further the Schedule 1 objectives of the Act, as it will 

prevent rather than promote development; 

• The objections to planning applications are low (2 representations for the one 

exhibited subdivision application) 

• The provision was subject to extensive exhibition, assessment, representation and 

review through the LPS process and ultimately approved by the Commission; 

• The existing provision complies with the STRLUS, particularly SRD1.3 & 1.4  

The following is noted in response to these points: 

• Legal advice was obtained before AM2022-02 was commenced that informed the 

decision to commence the current process; 

• The Planning Authority respectfully disagrees with the advice of the Commission that 

the change was not an error is noted; 

• It is not clear to the Planning Authority how a substantial change could be made to 

the planning scheme under the Transitional process as part of the LPS process; 

• The previous and supporting reports clearly identify that the Planning Authority did 

not strategically consider the change that occurred to the specific provisions through 

the Local Provisions Schedule process; 

• the Transitional status afforded by the Ministerial declaration meant that the 

provisions were not subject to the formal exhibition, representation, assessment and 

submission process as all other parts of the LPS were during that process;  

• statements in the representations that the subject provisions were open to 

assessment multiple times through the LPS process are incorrect; 

• statements that the Scheme must allow further subdivision to comply with the 

Schedule 1 Objectives of the Act disregard multiple objectives across a range of 

matters, most specifically 2g for the conservation of areas or places with specific 

values;  

• SRD1.3 addresses the rezoning of land to Rural Living and does not address the 

subdivision potential within existing areas.  SRD1.3 is not relevant to the Dolphin 

Sands Particular Purpose zone; and 

• SRD1.4 promotes densities of 1 dwelling per hectare for rural living areas where site 

conditions allow.  The Council is of the opinion that site conditions do not support 
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intensification of subdivision within the Dolphin Sands Particular Purpose zone 

having regard to: 

• the lack of strategic assessment of the change; 

• the lack of supporting information to identify and consider the potential and likely 

impacts of the change; and  

• consideration against the Schedule 1 objectives of the Act.   

As noted within the assessment documents and elsewhere within this report, and indicated 

by the volume of representations supporting AM2022-02, the amendment was initiated to 

reflect the intent of the Planning Authority and wider community to retain the existing 

character and density at Dolphin Sands.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

5. P Rooke 

The representation opposes AM2022-02 through two submissions, citing the following: 

• The existing controls under the Scheme and advice of the Commission; 

• The desired future for the Dolphin Sands area through shutting it down for 

subdivision against opening it up; 

• His existing subdivision application and planning appeal; and 

• A range of personal reasons.   

Mr Rooke questions why regulation in the area should be increased and the previous 

prohibition reinstated.   

As noted within the assessment documents and elsewhere within this report, and indicated 

by the volume of representations supporting AM2022-02, the amendment was initiated to 

reflect the intent of the Planning Authority and wider community to retain the existing 

character and density at Dolphin Sands.   

The Council accepts the view of the Commission regarding the change that was affected 

through introduction of the LPS and respectfully disagrees.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 
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6. A & K Swan 

The representation strongly supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• Disturbance of the local environment and wildlife from increased traffic and 

particularly from roadkill; 

• Increased risk of draining and contamination of the aquifer; 

• Increased risk of fire; 

• Increased demand for infrastructure;  

• Diminished community amenity and well-being; and 

• The long standing prohibition on further subdivision of the area.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

7. G Stoward, L Turner 

The representation supports AM2022-02, citing the long standing prohibition on further 

subdivision of the area.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

8. Dr Gillick & Ms Zeng 

The representation supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• The sensitive littoral landscape; 

• Recent increases in development, particularly around tourism; 

• Risk of over-development; 

• threat to the aquifer from increased and potentially inappropriate use; 

• increased fire risk in a high risk zone; 

• damage to vegetation protecting the stability of the dunes; 

• disturbance to wildlife; and 

• loss of general amenity (the privacy and tranquillity typically resulting from a 

dispersed, low population). 

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   
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Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

9. J Topfer 

The representation supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• Potential impacts from further subdivision and development on the sand dunes and 

local bird and wildlife populations; 

• Impacts on the quality of the aquifer and bushfire risk within the area from increased 

population; and 

• The inherent lifestyle benefits of the area.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

10. A Wilson 

The representation supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• Impact to the local area from further subdivision and development; 

• Sensitivity of the sand dunes, ecological and environmental values of the area; and 

• Potential impacts to the aquifer from further subdivision.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

11. I Helmond 

The representation supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• The lifestyle created by the existing subdivision pattern, with mostly 2+ hectare lots; 

• The impact of additional population and traffic on wildlife; 

• The increased risk of fire from a higher population; and 

• The loss of solitude and lifestyle benefits of the area from further subdivision.   
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The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

12. S Davenport 

The representation supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• The master planned nature of the original subdivision by Mr E Barrie Valentine; 

• The qualities of the area that make it a desirable place to be; 

• Impacts from additional dwellings and traffic on local birds, animals and vegetation;  

• The lifestyle benefits of the area and risk from further subdivision; and 

• The sensitivity of the area to bushfire.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

13. N Bax & P Lovell 

The representation supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• The lifestyle of the area with lots greater than 2 hectares and the opportunity that 

creates to manage environmental values and wildlife; 

• The character of Dolphin Sands provides a counterbalance to more intensive areas 

at Swansea and Swanwick; 

• Risk within the area of bushfires; 

• The sensitive nature of the local environment, particularly the slow growth of many 

local species; and 

• The loss of environmental values that increased subdivision would create. 

The representor questioned terminology used in the letters to residents advising the 

amendment was underway.  Those objections are noted and do not relate to the detailed 

assessment of AM2022-02.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 
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Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

14. M Chamberlain 

The representation supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• The lack of infrastructure in the area and particularly water; 

• The environmental sensitivity of Dolphin Sands; 

• Increased risk to wildlife from increased density; 

• Bushfire risk 

• The vulnerable nature of the local ecosystem from further subdivision.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

15. N Shakespear & G Johnson 

The representation supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• The fragile character of the area and risk to it from one incautious move; 

• The existing lack of infrastructure; 

• Potential for contamination of the aquifer; 

• Bushfire hazards within the area; 

• Impacts of increased development and traffic on local wildlife; and 

• The lifestyle benefits that result from the very low density of the area and risk to it 

from further subdivision.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

16. S & S Barrett 

The representation supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• Increased risk from further subdivision on bushfire 

• Potential impacts to the aquifer; 

• Increased road kills resulting from further subdivision and development; and 
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• The lifestyle benefits of the area.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

17. A Coltier 

The representation supports AM2022-02 and cites the following: 

• The change in approach by Council; and 

• Questioning the lack of information on the potential impacts that would result from 

further subdivision.   

AM2022-02 results from an unintended change to the subdivision opportunity within the zone 

from implementation of the LPS.  The Planning Authority decision followed legal advice.  

Detailed analysis of the consequences of further subdivision of the area was not considered 

necessary to inform that decision.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

18. M & P Flanagan  

The representation strongly supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• The fragile ecosystem; 

• Potential impacts to the aquifer from residential use and development; 

• The increased bushfire risk in the area from the vegetation and further subdivision; 

• The increased loss of local wildlife; 

• The low level of services in the area; and 

• The risk of further environmental impacts from further subdivision.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   
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LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

19. J Kay 

The representation supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• The local flora and fauna; 

• The impact of further subdivision and development on the area; and 

• Support for the previous prohibition on subdivision.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

20. T Flanagan & F Joske 

The representation supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• The fragile sand dunes that are subject to development by property owners; 

• The fragmented habitat that is subject to clearance and wallaby proof fencing; and 

• The lifestyle benefits of the area and risk from further subdivision.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

21. G Isherwood 

The representation supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• Confusion over why the previous prohibition was removed without consultation; and 

• The lifestyle benefits of the area and risk from further subdivision.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.   

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 
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22 J Crawford 

The representation supports the amendment, noting the following points: 

• Questions why a simpler process wasn’t used to get owner feedback; 

• Does not understand how the change was affected given the impact of transitional 

provisions as explained to Council and the community; 

• Objects to the use of Plan of Subdivision and considers that it creates uncertainty for 

creation of additional lots; 

• Submits that A1a and b should be deleted as they create uncertainty in the 

interpretation of the provisions and are addressed at clause 7.3 Adjustment of A 

Boundary; and 

• Cites the lifestyle and environmental benefits of the area and proximity to Moulting 

Lagoon to support retention of the existing subdivision density. 

In response to the issues raised: 

• The process is established under the Act and must be followed; 

• The views of the local community were thought to be well understood following the 

LSP process and reaction against subdivision proposals in the area; 

• Plan of subdivision is terminology used for similar provisions throughout the TPS and 

was used in AM2022-02 for that reason; and 

• Clauses A1 a and b require subdivision to be for consolidation, public open space, a 

public reserve, public services or utilities.  AS there are no performance criteria, no 

lots can be approved for any other purpose; and 

• Consolidation of lots is not addressed at clause 7.3 of the TPS, which provides for 

adjustment of a boundary and not consolidation of lots. 

Following the representor’s concerns, it was noted that the term public services was 

effectively replaced by the term utilities through the TPS.  As a result, the term public 

services can be deleted.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   

Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and 

delete  the term the term public utilities from A1(b). 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines.  Implementation of 

the LPS will be improved through removal the of a redundant term. 

LPS Criteria:  the recommended change to the amendment is consistent with the LPS 

criteria. 

23. G Harrison 

The representation supports AM2022-02, citing the following: 

• Inclusion of the word or to P1 was an error; and 

• The impacts to the environmental values, lifestyle of the area and bushfire risk from 

further subdivision.   

The representation did not raise any matters that challenge the previous assessment against 

the LPS Criteria, Guidelines or Practice Note 8.   
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Recommendation: That the representation be accepted, determined to have merit, and that 

no modifications are required to AM2022-02. 

Effect on Draft LPS as a whole:  The recommendation provides effect to the policies of the 

statements in the Tasmanian Planning Scheme and Guidelines. 

LPS Criteria:  the amendment is consistent with the LPS criteria. 

 

Other matters 
Section 40K(2)(e) allows the Planning Authority to make any recommendations in respect of 

the draft amendment that it considers fit. 

Following review of the representations, no further matters were identified for consideration.   

Recommendation: That no further modifications are required to AM2022-02 under section 

40K(2)(e) of the Act. 
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Account YTD Actual YTD Budget Budget Var Var % 2022/23 Budget Notes

Rate Revenue 11,263,415 11,114,746 148,669 1% 11,114,746 1
Statutory Charges 462,938 524,120 (61,182) -12% 777,716 2
User Charges 720,409 688,195 32,214 5% 999,658
Grants 1,254,135 1,107,521 146,614 13% 1,845,049 3
Interest & Investment Revenue 317,543 221,192 96,351 44% 518,088 4
Contributions 355,536 143,848 211,688 147% 185,772 5
Other Revenue 1,425,083 892,057 533,026 60% 1,304,595 6
Total Trading Income 15,799,059 14,691,679 1,107,380 8% 16,745,624

Gross Profit 15,799,059 14,691,679 1,107,380 8% 16,745,624

Grants Commonwealth Capital - Other 935,832 1,383,883 (448,051) -32% 5,756,383 7
Grants Commonwealth Capital - Roads to Recovery 85,586 200,544 (114,958) -57% 401,088 8
Grants State Capital - Other 215,381 49,123 166,258 338% 260,123 9
Total Capital Grants 1,236,798 1,633,550 (396,752) -24% 6,417,594

Net Gain (Loss) on Disposal of Assets (15,731) 0 (15,731) 0% 53,000 10
Total Other Income (15,731) 0 (15,731) 0% 53,000

Employee Costs 3,311,350 3,485,621 (174,271) -5% 5,234,096 11
Materials & Services 5,037,644 5,959,951 (922,307) -15% 8,289,660 12
Depreciation 1,002,693 2,130,704 (1,128,011) -53% 3,196,056
Interest 81,921 82,270 (349) 0% 213,820
Other Expenses 152,350 141,784 10,566 7% 212,676
Total Operating Expenses 9,585,956 11,800,330 (2,214,374) -19% 17,146,308

Net Profit 6,213,103 2,891,349 3,321,754 115% (400,684)

Total Comprehensive Result (incl Capital Income) 7,434,170 4,524,899 2,909,271 64% 6,069,910

NOTES OF VARIANCES > $50k.

9. Carry forward unspent grant funds not forecast: Spring bay recreation ground $137k work delayed. Received $29k payment from State 
Emergency Services grant funding for Holkum Court works completed last year.

11. Staff vacancies and unplanned covid leave reflecting shortfall in staff availability.

12. Black Summer Bushfire Recovery Grant for Telstra works received and being held to pay to Telstra when required ($660k). Contractor costs and
materials ($403k) and ($282) less than forecast indicating delays in availability.  Doctors expenses and Locum costs over budget by $85k and $189k

2. Lower than budgeted Development Applications, Plumbing Permit Applications and 132/337 Certificates.

10. Net settlement for sale of land at Spencer St Triabunna to Department of Housing $24k loss.

4. Higher than expected interest income due to increasing interest rates.

5. Public Open space contribution $131k (increase of $16k) and Subdivision contribution $119k (increase of $5k) higher than budget. Stormwater 
contribution budgeted of ($40k) will not occur as developers are funding their own solution.

6. Medical income $347k (increase of $32k) higher than estimate from high patient throughput eg winter demand, additional locum (ie 5 doctors) on 
board and covid vaccinations income. Received bank fees refund $100k in September.

7. Works budgeted but not complete Local Roads & Community Infrastructure Grant; for Buildings:  [Courthouse amenities, Coles Bay Annexe, 
Swansea Cricket nets, Spring Bay toilets, Saltworks toilet] $455k below forecast; for Marine: [Triabunna Marine shelter] $15k below forecast. 
Black Summer grant of $107k for Helipad & $158k for capital road works now received. 

8. Roads to Recovery instalment of $100k budgeted in Dec 2022 expected in Mar 2023.

Other Income

Operating Expenses

1. Additional unbudgeted revenue from significant supplimentary rate revaluations on individual properties due to ownership transfers occuring post 
30 June 2022 property ratings.

3. 2021/22 carry over unspent Parks grant funds $93k not forecast. Federal Assistance Grants $50k above forecast.

Profit and Loss
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council
For the 8 months ended 28 February 2023

Trading Income

Capital Grants

Group Financial Statements 2023-02
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Account 28 Feb 2023 30 Jun 2022 Notes

Cash & Cash Equivalents 8,309,553 4,275,310
Trade & Other Receivables 3,193,451 663,874
Other Assets 20,400 40,800
Total Current Assets 11,523,404 4,979,984

Investment in Water Corporation 31,282,379 31,282,379
Property, Infrastructure, Plant & Equipment 156,045,783 157,048,476 1
Total Non-current Assets 187,328,162 188,330,854

Total Assets 198,851,565 193,310,838

Trade & Other Payables 849,767 648,824
Trust Funds & Deposits 430,030 428,299
Provisions 648,576 648,576
Contract Liabilities 0 1,384,139
Interest bearing Loans & Borrowings 535,242 697,774
Total Current Liabilities 2,463,616 3,807,612

Provisions 74,762 74,762
Interest Bearing Loans & Borrowings 7,146,395 7,146,395
Total Non-current Liabilities 7,221,157 7,221,157

Total Liabilities 9,684,773 11,028,769

Net Assets 189,166,792 182,282,069

Current Year Earnings 6,884,724 2,994,018
Retained Earnings 85,489,429 82,495,412
Equity - Asset Revaluation Reserve 96,077,994 96,077,994
Equity - Restricted Reserves 714,645 714,645

Total Equity 189,166,792 182,282,069

ITEMS OF NOTE

1.  Disposal of land assets due to the sale of Spencer St Triabunna to Department of Housing 
$399k.

Statement of Financial Position
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council
As at 28 February 2023

Assets
Current Assets

Non-current Assets

Liabilities
Current Liabilities

Non-current Liabilities

Equity
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Account YTD Actual 2021/2022 Actual Notes

Rates 8,597,571 9,787,616
Contributions 377,036 270,350
Other Income 1,456,937 3,566,080
Statutory Charges 467,953 836,366
User Charges 800,979 768,436
Total Receipts from customers 11,700,475 15,228,849

Employee Costs (3,327,240) (5,122,083)
Payments to Suppliers (4,929,681) (8,101,789)
Other Expenses (155,600) (205,047)
Total Payments to suppliers and employees (8,412,521) (13,428,919)
Receipts from operating grants 540,058 1,845,087
Dividends received 207,000 496,800
Interest received 110,543 26,034
Finance Costs Paid (81,921) (232,520)
Cash receipts from other operating activities 405,700 789,806

Net Cash Flows from Operating Activities 4,469,334 4,725,136

Proceeds from sale of property, plant and equipment 421,928 140,116 1
Payment for property, plant and equipment (1,050,757) (5,947,748)
Receipts from capital grants 370,140 2,059,491
Other cash items from investing activities 0 195,321

Net Cash Flows from Investing Activities (258,688) (3,552,820)

Trust funds & deposits (13,871) 54,414
Net Proceeds/(Repayment) of Loans (162,532) (458,263)
Other cash items from financing activities 0 468,081

Net Cash Flows from Financing Activities (176,403) 64,231

Net Cash Flows 4,034,243 1,236,547

Cash and cash equivalents at beginning of period 4,188,352 2,951,806
Cash and cash equivalents at end of period 8,222,595 4,188,352

Net change in cash for period 4,034,243 1,236,547

Statement of Cash Flows
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council
For the 8 months ended 28 February 2023

Operating Activities
Receipts from customers

1. Settlement proceeds received for sale of land at Spencer St Triabunna to Department of Housing $374k.

ITEMS OF NOTE

Payments to suppliers and employees

Investing Activities

Financing Activities

Cash and Cash Equivalents
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Capital Works Detail -                       

Glamorgan Spring Bay Council
For the period 1 July 2022 to 28 February 2023

 Cost YTD Status Carry Fwd  Last Renewal Works New Works Adj Budget Original Budget Council Funded External Funded  External Funding Source Details Comments
Roads, Footpaths, Kerbs

Road accessibility (Black Summer) 30,616            In progress 64,100                158,200          222,300               222,300               222,300                 Black summer bushfire recovery Progressing

Wielangta Road Corner Stabilisation 150                 In progress 140,000              140,000          280,000               280,000               140,000            140,000                
 Emergency management fund (TRRA 
NDRLGP)  50% 50% co contribution. Tenders closed

Swansea Main Street Paving 311,996          In progress 870,000               76,500                946,500               870,000               76,500              870,000                 Community Development Cwth  Carried Fwd 20/21. Budget Project progressing
Alma Rd Rehabilitation Orford 1,651              In progress 50,000                 50,000                 50,000                 50,000                   Community Infrastructure Round 3  Carried Fwd 2020/21 Complete

Sand River Road Buckland -                  Cancelled 73,000                73,000                 73,000                 36,500              36,500                  
 Assumes co-contr heavy vehicle fund 

 Reassess reallocation Mar 23 Grant not approved
Resheet Program 84,343            Completed 100,000              100,000               100,000               100,000            Complete
Reseal Program 6,745              In progress 613,300              613,300               443,300               212,213            401,087                 Roads to recovery  Budget topup 80% complete
Pavement renewal Program -                  Not started 50,000                50,000                 50,000                 50,000              Complete
Design 2022-23 13,689            In progress 30,000                30,000                 30,000                 30,000              Various design elements 

Total Roads, Footpaths, Kerbs 449,190          -            920,000               1,146,900           298,200          2,365,100            2,118,600            645,213            1,719,887             

Bridges, Culverts
Bridge No 2902, Prosser, Woodsden Road 33,635            In progress 55,000                55,000                 55,000                 44,000              11,000                   Tas Relief & Recovery Arrangements  TRRA Complete
Bridge Renewal Storm Repair Mar 2021 -                  Not started 66,000                66,000                 66,000                 56,000              10,000                   Tas Relief & Recovery Arrangements  TRRA Awaiting fair weather
17 Acre Creek Bridge Wielangta Rd -                  Deferred  -                       315,000                Bridge renewal program  Unsuccessful grant. Grant unsuccessful
Rosedale Rd Drainage 11,157             Tas Relief & Recovery Arrangements  Emergency Fund TRRA Carry Forward
Culvert 50 Orford Rivulet Wielangta Rd 3,679               Tas Relief & Recovery Arrangements  Emergency Fund TRRA Carry Forward
Bridge 44 100V Unnamed Crk Glen Gala Rd -                   Tas Relief & Recovery Arrangements  Emergency Fund TRRA Carry Forward
Bridge 47 Griffiths Rivulet Wielangta Rd -                   Tas Relief & Recovery Arrangements  Emergency Fund TRRA Carry Forward
Bridge 13 Larges Crk McKays Rd -                   Tas Relief & Recovery Arrangements  Emergency Fund TRRA Carry Forward
Bridge 27 Apsley River Rosedale Rd -                   Tas Relief & Recovery Arrangements  Emergency Fund TRRA Carry Forward

Total Bridges, Culverts 48,471            -            -                       121,000              -                  121,000               436,000               100,000            21,000                  

Parks, Reserves, Walking Tracks, Cemeteries
Bicheno Triangle 24,097            In progress 520,000               520,000               520,000               520,000                 Community Development Cwth  Carried Fwd 2020/21 Tenders closed
Bicheno Gulch 32,283            In progress 1,350,000            1,350,000            1,350,000            1,350,000              Community Development Cwth  Carried Fwd 2020/21 DA preparation continues
Coles Bay Foreshore 28,277            In progress 865,000               865,000               865,000               865,000                 Community Development Cwth  Carried Fwd 2020/21 Public consultation No2
Walking bridge Bicheno (timber) -                  Not started 27,000                27,000                 27,000                 27,000              preparing works
Triabunna Recreation Ground Clubhouse 140,356          Completed 135,000               135,000               135,000               135,000                 State Government  Carried Fwd 2020/21 Complete

Total Parks, Reserves, Walking Tracks, Cemeteries 225,013          -            2,870,000            27,000                -                  2,897,000            2,897,000            27,000              2,870,000             

Stormwater & Drainage
Pit and Pipe infill works -                  Not started 55,500                35,000            90,500                 70,000                 90,500               Budget topup Design progressing
Sewerage - Swanwick entry road 60                   In progress 12,000            12,000                 12,000                 12,000              DA lodged
49 Rheban Rd design to West Shelley Bch Nautilus Detention Basin -                  In progress 35,000                 35,000                 35,000                 35,000               Carried Fwd 2021/22 Design options underway
Holkham Court 91,692            In progress 160,000               160,000               160,000               160,000             Carried Fwd 2020/21 Culvert component complete
Upgrade Culvert 15 Old Spring Bay Rd Swansea -                  Not started -                       97,000                  Expecting 60k developer contribution  Not occurring. Cash impact. Design underway
Stormwater management planning, investigation & design 11,695            In progress 25,000                 25,000                 25,000                 25,000               Carried Fwd 2020/21 Final catchment plans in 

Total Stormwater & Drainage 103,448          -            220,000               55,500                47,000            322,500               399,000               322,500            -                       

Building
Heli-pad Swansea Emergency Services 1,742              In progress 107,000          107,000               107,000               107,000                 Black summer bushfire recovery Concept design for DA
Triabunna Depot kitchen bathroom -                  In progress 15,000                 -                  15,000                 10,000                 15,000               Carried Fwd 2021/22 Budget 
Triabunna Marina Shelter -                  In progress 15,000                 15,000                 15,000                 15,000                   Community Infrastructure Round 3  Carried Fwd 2020/21 
Install Solar Panels on the Swansea Community Hub building 636                 Completed 636                      636                      636                      636                        Men's Shed grant fund  Carried Fwd 2020/21 
Swansea Cricket Practice Nets 12,555            In progress 35,000                 35,000                 35,000                 35,000                   Community Infrastructure Round 3  Carried Fwd 2020/21 
Swansea Courthouse refurbish toilet 11,150            In progress 75,000                 75,000                 75,000                 75,000                   Community Infrastructure Round 3  Carried Fwd 2020/21 Seeking contractors
Coles Bay Hall - Replace Annexe 4,000              In progress 180,000               180,000               180,000               180,000                 Community Infrastructure Round 3  Carried Fwd 2020/21 Additional Cth- Grant applied
Spring Beach Toilet Refurbishment -                  In progress 65,000                 65,000                 65,000                 65,000                   Community Infrastructure Round 3  Carried Fwd 2020/21 Scoping works
Upgrade Triabunna office heating system -                  Not started 30,300                30,300                 -                      30300  Budget topup Ordered

Total Building 30,083            -            385,636               30,300                107,000          522,936               487,636               45,300              477,636                
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Capital Works Detail -                       

Glamorgan Spring Bay Council
For the period 1 July 2022 to 28 February 2023

 Cost YTD Status Carry Fwd  Last Renewal Works New Works Adj Budget Original Budget Council Funded External Funded  External Funding Source Details Comments

Marine Infrastructure
Pylon Replacement - Marina 4,354              In progress 20,000                 20,000                 20,000                 20,000               Carried Fwd 2021/22 Design in progress
Saltworks Toilet -                  In progress 100,000               100,000               100,000               100,000                 Community Infrastructure Round 3  Carried Fwd 2020/21 Waiting for PWS to lodge DA
Saltworks Boat Ramp Upgrade -                  In progress 99,123                 99,123                 99,123                 99,123                  State Grant MAST  Carried Fwd 2020/21 Waiting for PWS to lodge DA

Total Marine Infrastructure 4,354              -            219,123               -                      -                  219,123               219,123               20,000              199,123                

Plant & Equipment
IT Computer Equipment 10,790            In progress 30,000            30,000                 30,000                 30,000              
General 4,440              In progress 4,300              4,300                   -                      4,300                 Budget topup Councillor chairs unbudgeted
Medical Equipment -                  Not started 15,000            15,000                 15,000                 15,000              
2017 Mazda BT 50 dual cab F92RK - Works mgr 40,442            Completed 43,000            43,000                 43,000                 43,000              Complete
2018 Ford Ranger dual cab H67MH - Works Sup -                  Not started 43,000            43,000                 43,000                 43,000              Mower replacement in lieu
2010 Ford Ranger B03UD Triabunna 32,215            Completed 32,000            32,000                 32,000                 32,000              complete
2007 Hino 16t Tipper FR1649 swansea -                  Not started 171,000          171,000               171,000               171,000            Ordered
2017 1570 terrain John Deere mower FA0800 Tri -                  Not started 30,000            30,000                 30,000                 30,000              Ordered

Total Plant & Equipment 87,887            -            -                       -                      368,300          368,300               364,000               368,300            -                       

Total Capital Works 948,446          4,614,759            1,380,700           820,500          6,815,959            6,921,359            1,528,313         5,287,646             

14/03/2023 Capital Works Projects 2023-02
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1 Introduction  

1.1 Purpose  

The purpose of this policy is to provide clarity around the role of the Mayor as the official spokesperson 
of Council and ensure the quality, consistency and timeliness of all media communications on behalf of 
Council.  
 
To ensure that Council delivers clear and consistent messages to the media and the public, Council must 
ensure that clear guidelines and expectations are in place to govern Council’s interactions with the media, 
and that these are communicated to both Councillors and staff members. 

1.2 Scope  

This policy applies to all Glamorgan Spring Bay Council Councillors, management and staff members.  
 

1.3 Definitions  

Media Statements  means statements or responses to questions from the media whether verbal,  
   written or in electronic format. 
 

1.4 Related Policies and Legislation  

This policy relates to and depends on other Council policies, as well as legislation, including:  
 

➢  Section 27 of the Local Government Act 1993 provides that the Mayor is the official 
spokesperson of Council. 

➢ Glamorgan Spring Bay Council Code of Conduct 
 

1.5 Policy Review and Update Cycle  

This policy is to be reviewed every four years or as required.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 8.2.1 Media Policy - DRAFT - Updated 2023

Agenda - Ordinary Council Meeting - 28 March 2023 Attachments 373



Page 5 of 6 

2 Procedure  

2.1 Policy Statement  

Section 27 of the Local Government Act 1993 provides that the Mayor is the official spokesperson of 
Council. 
 
This function is not co-shared with other Councillors or the General Manager other than at the Mayor’s 
discretion. The Mayor is the only person authorised to speak on behalf of Council. 
 
The Mayor may authorise the General Manager, other Councillors or Council officers to communicate on 
behalf of Council on certain technical or factual matters as the Mayor considers appropriate. 
 
This will ordinarily be done by way of an express authorisation to make a comment on a particular topic. 
However, the Mayor may provide a standing authorisation to make comments on particular matters to 
other persons, as the Mayor sees fit. 
 
Any authorisation by the Mayor to communicate on behalf of Council is provided on the basis that all 
communications must deliver a consistent message, must not be contrary to any official position adopted 
by Council and must portray Council’s position accurately, irrespective of whether that position has been 
previously expressed in public.  

2.2 Role of Council Administration  

 
Council’s Communication Officer (or equivalent) in liaising with the General Manager, is responsible for 
coordinating and monitoring Council’s external communications activities. In practice, this includes 
overseeing all media communication made on behalf of Council. 
 
The Executive Officer may, in practice, may be the first point of contact for media inquiries. However, the 
position is not able to authorise a person to communicate on behalf of Council, unless the Mayor has 
given that authorisation. 
 
Where staff are involved in the preparation of an event which may attract media attention, staff are 
required to liaise with the Executive Officer who will coordinate any media activity associated with that 
event. Staff must not contact media at their own initiative, except with the express authorisation of the 
Mayor or the General Manager. 
 

2.3 Media Statements  

 
The Mayor will be responsible for the final approval of any Council media statements. 
 
The Mayor may consult with Councillors, the General Manager or Council staff when preparing a media 
release, but is not required to. 
 
Council’s Executive Officer and Communications Officer (or equivalent) will liaise with the Mayor and 
General Manager to ensure that Council media releases are properly drafted and communicated. 
 
The Executive Officer and Communications Officer may also support the Mayor and General Manager in 
the administration of drafting responses to media requests. 
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Copies of all media statements released by Council will be provided to Councillors and the General 
Manager as soon as practicable either before (if possible) or after they are released (with the exception 
that this will be within 24 hours other than in exceptional circumstances). Where it is practical to do so, 
Councillors are to be copied into any correspondence which provides copies of media statements to 
media outlets. 
 

2.4 Media Request  

All staff members who receive media requests must pass the information on to the Mayor or, if the Mayor 
is unavailable, the General Manager, who will advise the Mayor and support the Mayor in preparing a 
response. 
 
Staff who receive unsolicited media inquiries should: 
 

• Inform the outlet that they are not authorised to speak on Council’s behalf. 

• Obtain basic information about the topic of the inquiry and of the contact details of the person 
making the request. 

• Ask the caller when their deadline is, and  

• Relay the request and the above information to the Mayor, or, where the Mayor is unavailable, 
Council’s Executive Officer. 

 
Under no circumstances are staff to provide: 
 

• Any verbal or written comment or digital information to the media, unless expressly authorised 
by the Mayor, or  

• Any Council document, unless publicly available and authorised by the Mayor, to any media 
outlet. 

 

2.5 Councillors and Media  

This policy does not take away the right of any Councillor to engage in public debate or speak with or 
appear in the media. However, Councillors must advise and have sought permission from the Mayor if 
they are representing Council, and must not purport to speak on behalf of Council unless the Mayor has 
expressly authorised them to do so. 
 
Whenever speaking with or appearing in media Councillors must: 
 

a) When asked to comment on Council’s position on any matter, portray Council’s position 
accurately, and 

b) When asked for their opinion on a matter, clearly and unambiguously indicate when they are 
putting forward their personal views and do so in a way that does not bring Council into 
disrepute. For example, if a Councillor is being interviewed in their official capacity, but during 
the course of the interview is asked to express an opinion, the Councillor must indicate that their 
opinion is personal and not the official position of Council. 

3 Implementation 

Implementation of this Policy rests with the General Manager. 
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MINUTES OF MEETING 
 
Committee:  Glamorgan Spring Bay Council Audit Panel 

Chairperson:  Heather Salisbury 

Executive Officer:  Greg Ingham 

Meeting Date:  Tuesday 29th Nov 2022 1.00pm 

Location:  Council office Triabunna and online via Microsoft Teams 

 
Invitees: 

Heather Salisbury Independent Panel member (Chair) Present  

Mike Derbyshire Independent Panel member, Director Bentleys Tasmania 
Audit Pty Ltd (outgoing) 

Present 

Clr Rob Churchill GSBC Councillor Panel member Present 

Clr Mike Symonds GSBC Councillor Panel member Present 

Greg Ingham GSBC General Manager Present 

Elysse Blain GSBC Director Corporate & Community (Minutes) Present 

Brendan Ryan GSBC Accountant Present 

Ric de Santi Independent Panel member (Incoming) present as observer Present 

 

1. Preliminaries 
1.1. Conflict of interest declaration – from Ric de Santi. 

a) Local Government Board – Future of Local Government Review 
b) Launceston City Council Audit Panel - Chair 
c) Sorell Council Audit Panel - Member 
d) Glenorchy City Council Audit Panel - Member 
e) Tasmanian Community Fund (subject to Ministerial approval) 
f) Port Arthur Historic Site Management Authority – Director and Chair Audit, Risk and 

Governance Committee 
g) Tasmanian Catholic Education Commission – Deputy Chair and Chair of Resources and 

Sustainability Standing Committee 
h) Valuer-General – Chair of evaluation panels for provision of valuation services 2023 (10 

Councils) – Feb 2023 
 

2. Confirmation of previous minutes 20 Sept 2022.  
2.1. Minutes from last meeting resolved as true and correct.  Accepted. 

 
3. Actions arising from previous Minutes 

3.1. All items were dealt with by correspondence out of session or included in this agenda. 
 

4. Financial Reports 
4.1. End of year 2021/22 financial statements. 

a) Noted audited financial statements and considered that these fairly represent the affairs of 
Council. 

b) Noted Tas Audit Office (TAO) opinion for end of year 2021/22 financial report, and discussed 
that this is another pleasing result to have so few noted items. Discussed approach to land 
indexation with plan approach to keep valuations current. 

4.2. Financial Reports for Year to Date October 2022 
a) Noted cash balance looks pretty healthy which is a good result particularly in comparison to 

other councils although acknowledge delay in capital works.  
b) Noted collection of both Wespac reimbursed charges and Maria Ferry outstanding rental fees. 
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c) Noted the positive approach being taken across the business towards removal of unnecessary / 
legacy expenditure, and process improvements to remove waste.  

d) Noted occurrence of delays in projects grants work due to low tender interest and high prices 
creating start delays and rescoping of works.  

e) Follow up on Cashflow financing activities negative movement as at October. Action Elysse. 
 

5. Internal Audit  
5.1. Wise Lord Ferguson (WLF) are underway with performing an initial risk assessment review. Once 

the report is issued, will share with Audit Panel out of session. Following receipt will assess cost 
benefit of future assessment work. Action Elysse  

5.2. Consider developing some internal audit activities. 
 

6. Audit panel performance survey 
6.1. Discussed self-assessment survey evaluation noting the common responses to many question 

from members, with some disparity that could be question interpretation. Members offered to 
supply some alternative questions for future versions. Action Ric. 

6.2. The top section of the summary provides a good indicator of areas for focus. There are some 
strong themes, notably around risk and audit, policy and panel member inductions. 

6.3. The self assessment is not referred to in the charter but is good practice.  
6.4. On strength of findings of the survey to consider review the charter in the new year.  Currently 

the charter seeks review every four years perhaps to align with the council election with 
opportunity to update charter more frequently ‘’as required’’.  Action Heather. 

 
7. Audit Panel Annual Report 

7.1. This report is usually compiled by the Chair and issued to Council following the issue of the 
audited financial accounts. As the audited accounts have now been issued, the Audit Panel 
Report can now be submitted. Chair to prepare report to issue to Council and forward to General 
Manager. Action Heather. 

 
8.  Audit Panel Presentation to Council 

8.1. It is proposed that it may be useful for the Audit Panel to provide an presentation to the new 
Council outlining the purpose of the Panel and progress of works. It is proposed that the whole 
Panel attend with timing to be advised by the General Manager. Action Greg. 

 
9. Annual work plan 

9.1. The Audit Panel is currently working towards an Annual Work Plan that is maintained by the 
Chair. It is noted that the Charter, that is due for review, also contains a work plan. It was agreed 
that the work plan from the charter is superseded with the active plan and is to be removed 
when the charter is next reviewed. Action Heather.  

9.2. Consider in future arranging auditor engagement in camera meeting without management as a 
useful evaluation of the internal auditor assessment of performance. 

 
10. Federal Assistance Grants Commission 

10.1. The State Grants Commissioner Chris Lock and Policy Analyst Ivan Dzelalija visited the Council 
office and presented to Greg Ingham, Elysse Blain, Mike Derbyshire, Marissa Walters (consultant 
accountant) and Peter Porch (Director Works), to discuss why GSBC is an outlier regarding 
provision of funding compared to other similar councils ie similar councils receiving more than a 
$1M more than GSBC. A thorough explanation was provided by Chris of how the grant allocation 
is calculated and it was acknowledged the current methodology is not perfect it doesn’t work 
perhaps as it should, highlighted by the GSBC anomaly.  

10.2. It was clear that property values are used in the grant calculation as a proxy for how much Rate 
revenue can be levied theoretically. This is then applied to cover actual known operational costs 
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deriving a theoretical deficit or surplus. The outcome is that Council does not need grant support 
because it could levy higher rates in line with increasing property values. 

10.3. The calculation does not consider the size of or capacity of the population to pay the theoretical 
Rate levy making the modeled scenario unachievable. This highlighted how the grant allocation 
methodology is creating inequitable result and is therefore not achieving its objective of support 
Councils in need. Discuss further action. Action Greg. 

10.4. Noted that on a comparative basis GSBC property values are high against other similar council 
areas however this has no relationship with capacity of ratepayers to pay more rates. 
 

11. Debtors Summary 
11.1. Debtors for Fees and Charges are actively being followed up and are reducing.  
11.2. Debtors for Rates are now in focus. Will add to reconciliation the average amount per individual. 
11.3. A debt collection policy has been drafted to help with managing public awareness of the 

consequences of nonpayment. To consider whether to split to manage separately for Rates vs 
Debtors. Members offered to share other examples. 

 
12. General Manager update 

12.1. Emerging risk of change of strategic direction due to new elected members.  
12.2. Importance of Asset Management Plan (AMP) and Long term Financial Management Plan 

(LTFMP) dependency. All developed in last two years and are actively working to recover the 
financial health of Council. 

12.3. Noted the limited capacity in the budget to accelerate infrastructure works. Backlog of road 
renewal – existing budget level does not meet necessary asset management reseals targets. 
Annual program is not large enough to address the 15 years of maintenance backlog.  

12.4. Recent unprecedented weather events diverting resources from original budget program. 
Immediate action from these weather events being taken in Stormwater catchment works, 
currently estimated at $4m and are high risk items. This activity was not budgeted. 10 year Long 
Term Financial Management Plan only has $600k allocations in the first 3 years which is being 
routed into existing assets not new. 

12.5. Roads and bridges have been separated from the single AMP. 60% of our bridges are in need of 
maintenance.  

12.6. Waste levy is required to increase to pay for the new State Government landfill charges at 
Copping. Green waste fees have increased. Curbside collection contractor costs have 
substantially increased. 

12.7. LTFMP shall be reviewed shortly along with the annual budget for 23/24. 
12.8. Medical practices looking for an external operator to manage as it is not a council remit.  
12.9. Prosser Raw Water Scheme pipeline contract partner Tassal have been purchased by 

international company Cooke.  Council will be talking to new owners in new year to explore 
opportunities to and manage risks. 

12.10. Induction pack to supply to Mike and Rob. Action Elysse 
12.11. Noted that other Councillors can attend the Audit Panel as observers periodically with approval 

from the Chair.  
 

13. Next Meeting: 
Discussed need review meeting dates to better align with financial reporting deliverables. 
Proposed to move the initial meeting from March to Tues 21 February 2023. Other meeting times to be 
reviewed at this meeting.  
14. Close    Closed 4.00pm 
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15. Action Summary                                                                                
 

Meeting Item Action Item Who Status 

Feb 22 12 Prepare Council paper reviewing independent member fees Elysse Done 

Jun 22 8.2 Arrange independent panel members to present to Council Nicole For new council 

Sep 22 8.2 Interview and provide recommendation for new Audit Panel member Elysse Done 

Sep 22 10.3 Contact Grants Commission to arrange explanation of inequity Greg Done 

Sep 22 11 Draft document on handling of debt collection Elysse Underway 

Nov 22 1.1 Obtain conflict of interest from new panel member Elysse Done 

Nov 22 4.2e Follow up cashflow financing activities negative movement Oct 2022. Elysse  

Nov 22 5.1 Issue WLF risk report to panel once received Elysse  

Nov 22 6.1 Collate alternative questions for future performance survey. Ric  

Nov 22 6.4 Draft an updated Charter Heather  

Nov 22 7.1 Draft Audit Panel Annual Report for issue to Council Heather Done 

Nov 22 9.1 Discuss arranging for Audit Panel to present to Council Greg  

Nov 22 9.1 Update annual work plan for Audit Panel Heather 
& Panel 

 

Nov 22 10.3 Discuss further action re shortfall of State Grants Commission funding Greg  

Nov 22 11.3 Update draft debtors policy with emphasis on Rates separated from 
other debtors 

Elysse  

Nov 22 12.1 Induction pack to Rob and Mike Elysse  

Nov 22 13 Discuss alignment of meeting dates with operational deliverables.  Elysse  

 
 
Presented at Council meeting dated:  28 February 2023 
 
Signed by Audit Panel Chairperson:       

________________________________________________ 
Heather Salisbury   Dated 
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MINUTES OF MEETING 
 
Committee:  Glamorgan Spring Bay Council Audit Panel 

Chairperson:  Heather Salisbury 

Executive Officer:  Greg Ingham 

Meeting Date:  Wed 22nd Feb 2022 2.30pm 

Location:  Council office Triabunna and online via Microsoft Teams 

Invitees: 

Heather Salisbury Independent Panel member (Chair) Present  

Ric de Santi Independent Panel member (Incoming)  Present 

Clr Rob Churchill GSBC Councillor Panel member Present 

Clr Mike Symonds GSBC Councillor Panel member Present via Teams 

Greg Ingham GSBC General Manager Present 

Elysse Blain GSBC Director Corporate & Community (Minutes) Present 

Brendan Ryan GSBC Accountant Present 

Carole McQueeney Councillor (Observer) Present 

 

1. Preliminaries 
1.1. Conflict of interest declaration – from Ric de Santi. 

a) Local Government Board – Future of Local Government Review 
b) Launceston City Council Audit Panel - Chair 
c) Sorell Council Audit Panel - Member 
d) Glenorchy City Council Audit Panel - Member 
e) Tasmanian Community Fund  
f) Port Arthur Historic Site Management Authority – Director and Chair Audit, Risk and 

Governance Committee 
g) Tasmanian Catholic Education Commission – Deputy Chair and Chair of Resources and 

Sustainability Standing Committee 
h) Valuer-General – Chair of evaluation panels for provision of valuation services 2023 (10 

Councils) – Feb 2023 
 

2. Confirmation of previous minutes 29 Nov 2022.  
2.1. Item 9.2 reference to meeting ‘in camera’ should refer to ‘external audit’  
2.2. Minutes from last meeting resolved as true and correct.  Accepted. 

 
3. Actions arising from previous Minutes 

3.1. Most items were dealt with by correspondence out of session or included in this agenda. 
a) The cashflow financing activity negative movement from Oct 2022 was a non cash movement 

and has been corrected. 
b) Debt collection to move to next meeting. Action Brendan 
c) Induction pack to be sent. Action Elysse 

 
4. Financial Reports 

4.1. Financial reports for January year to date look pretty good this close to budget time. Items noted: 
a) Contributions and how they are budgeted. 
b) Capital expenditure and timing delays due to market shortages of subcontractors and 

increasing costs exceeding grants issued, particularly Black Summer Bush Fire Grant funding 
delays to getting subcontractors to commence projects. 

c) Doctor revenue fluctuations against budget. 
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5. Budget 2023/24 – Proposed process & timeline (Director Peter Porch attended the meeting for this 
item) 

• Budget review in conjunction with Long-Term Financial Management Plan (LTFMP). 

• Asset management plans information for noting: 
o Prosser Plains Pipe asset treatment raised with KPMG (ownership, arrangement, 

beneficiary is effectively using council as a financing mechanism).  
o Orford foreshore planning has revealed that the Prosser River Sand Bags are not owned by 

Council and Council doesn’t have a lease over the sand bag area. 
o Swanwick divestment to TasWater hasn’t occurred and Council has taken responsibility to 

operate the sewerage treatment plant. Is compliant to implement a user levy to fund it. 
o The last year has identified many stormwater assets that are now being included.  
o These plans are thorough and offer a good level of detail and are some of the better ones 

around. It is early in the maturity of these, but a good start to work from. Some clear 
messages from all three plans are that the funding is not sufficient to meet the future 
needs requiring services levels to be adjusted or to increase the funding, needing a decision 
on what the community wants. Discussed what Council is doing in terms of consultation 
with the community about their view. Noted the Coastal asset funding is heavily dependent 
on Marine and Safety Tasmania (MAST). 

o Will start to roll in the costs of climate change which will make the financial position worse. 
Considering the useful lives and how these will be effected, they may not last the standard 
life.  

o Acknowledging the impact of ongoing cost liabilities for Council when considering grants 
for new infrastructure.  

• Suggested a minute be added to the Council agenda on feedback of these plans. Action 
Elysse/Heather. 

• Priority timelines 
o The broad strategic plan, requires a consultation process with the community . we have 

made a decision to defer until later in the year.  
o Important task to get the AMP in place, to help inform the LTFMP. 
o Review the LTFMP, Budget and annual plan prior to submission to Council. All of the key 

plans and their integration are key elements of the Audit Panel’s role.  
o The Financial Management Strategy can be deferred until after budget.   
o Assumptions and alignment of the plans and the process in coming up with those decisions.  

6. External Audit - Tas Audit Office plan for 2023 audit 

• No response. Action to follow up for dates. Elysse 
7. Internal Audit – WL&F risk assessment – update 

• Recommendation included to update the framework and registers. This will come at a cost and 
if it can be kept to a budget, the Panel supports progress to the next level offered by WLF. 

• Important to make fit for purpose to assist with maintainability.  

• Panel view is after the budget process to: Action Elysse 
o proceed to the phase 2 (WLF proposal) step to help with the update. This can be done 

over time to assist with building capability.  
o Arrange a facilitated workshop with Council (not the Audit Panel as suggested by WLF) 

to identify risk appetite, the real risks, attach costs, determine mitigation and costs 
benefit analysis.  

8. Audit Panel Report / Presentation to Council 

• An Audit Panel report was presented to Council following the last meeting. There were no 
comments from Council at that Council meeting. 

• Proposed to arrange an Audit Panel presentation on the Panel’s role and purpose to the 
Council Workshop on 4th April 2023. Action Elysse 

9. Audit Panel Charter – proposed update  
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• A draft Charter was circulated. Any comments to forward to Heather.   
10. Draft Audit Panel 2023 Annual Work Plan 

• A draft Work Plan was circulated. Any comments forward to Heather  
11. Alignment of meeting dates for 2023 

• Key dates to align: 
o Mid May 23 Budget and LTFMP  
o End August 23 Pre finalization of financial statements  
o November 23 following TAO opinion and prior to when Annual Report is finalised and 

Audit Panel report to Council is due.  

• Update calendar Action Elysse 
12. General Manager’s update – emerging risks 

• Doctor revenue  

• Still seeking a WHS resource. Have been trying to recruit for 6 months. Have reached out to 
other councils.  

• Community survey feedback has been issued particularly by older groups online. Intent is to 
guide us through our budget process. Target was 100 sample and indications are we will more 
than double this.  

13. Items referred to Audit Panel (if any) 

• Nil 
14. Other business and close of meeting 

• Nil 
15. Next Meeting: 

• Tuesday 16th May 9.30am 
16. Close    Closed 4.00pm 
 
17. Action Summary                                                                                
 

Meeting Item Action Item Who Status 

Jun 22 8.2 Arrange independent panel members to present to Council Nicole For new council 

Sep 22 11 Draft document on handling of debt collection Elysse Underway 

Nov 22 4.2e Follow up cashflow financing activities negative movement Oct 2022. Elysse Done 

Nov 22 5.1 Issue WLF risk report to panel once received Elysse Done 

Nov 22 6.1 Collate alternative questions for future performance survey. Ric Underway 

Nov 22 6.4 Draft an updated Charter Heather Done 

Nov 22 9.1 Discuss arranging for Audit Panel to present to Council Greg Underway 

Nov 22 9.1 Update annual work plan for Audit Panel Heather 
& Panel 

Underway 

Nov 22 10.3 Discuss further action re shortfall of State Grants Commission funding Greg Underway 

Nov 22 11.3 Update draft debtors policy with emphasis on Rates separated from 
other debtors 

Brendan Underway 

Nov 22 12.1 Induction pack to Rob and Mike Elysse Done 

Nov 22 13 Discuss alignment of meeting dates with operational deliverables.  Elysse Underway 

Feb 23 5 Submit to Council a minute on Panel opinion of AMS Heather Done 

Feb 23 6 Follow up with KPMG on TAO Audit timelines for EOFY Elysse Underway 

Feb 23 7 Progress to WLF phase 2 support Elysse After budget 

Feb 23 11 Update Calendar for new Panel meeting dates Elysse  

 
Presented at Council meeting dated:  28 March 2023 
 
Signed by Audit Panel Chairperson:       

________________________________________________ 
Heather Salisbury   Dated 
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ECHO FESTIVAL – Friday, 31st March – Sunday, 2nd April.

Redbanks – Swansea.

ECHO is about to enter its 5th year!

Support we are seeking, and would really appreciate GSBC assistance with:
 
We are currently working with Spectran on our traffic management plan and implementation, any 
consideration of assistance with this would be greatly beneficial, we suspect our fees involved with 
be approx., $1000. Or is there a grant we could apply for funding to assist?
 
On the topic of traffic, does GSBC have any traffic management equipment and signage that we 
could have access to use? If GSBC does have any traffic equipment, could we obtain a list what 
equipment/signage you have available?
  
Cleaners - Perhaps ECHO Festival site and campgrounds could link in with the local Swansea public 
amenities cleaning schedule? Do you have contracted cleaners that can take a little extra work on 
Saturday and Sunday? Also due to an increase in visitors and travellers to Swansea during ECHO 
Festival we anticipate it would be an important consideration to clean the local public amenities a 
number of times over the weekend to ensure visitors' experience of Swansea is clean and enjoyable.
 
Waste Management - It would be great to have assistance again with the yellow recycling bins and 
red general waste bins. Going off previous years, 15 of each bin would suffice. 
Does GSBC do any green waste or organic collection / industrial composting? We will have food 
leftovers and compostable goods needing to be taken care of. If not, we will search other avenues 
for compostables - perhaps you have suggestions also?
 
Equipment - Hi Vis Vests x15, Hi Vis bunting x6 runs at 50 meters each (or close to this), Star pickets 
x20, Hi Vis witches’ hats x50+, 1000 litre IBC Drinking Water tanks x 2?

We thank you for your time and consideration. Please let us know if you have any questions.

Please see below, a little more information on our EAST COAST HARVEST ODYSSEY Festival, that is, 
ECHO FESTIVAL.

What are the benefits to the community:

Our Mission:
1) Promote the East Coast of Tasmania as a destination.
2) Activate, celebrate, and promote the spaces, places, and businesses of the East Coast.
3) Share the East Coast's unique stories, art, and culture.
4) Develop the capacity and sustainability of local artists, creatives, and producers.
5) Deliver projects, events, and activities and showcase the growing potential of the area.

Our long-term goal is to bring locals, intrastate and interstate audiences together to experience 
a uniquely East Coast Tasmanian program celebrating art, music, culture, science and workshops
like no other festival found in Tasmania or Australia. We center First Nations stories and culture.
ECHO helps people to form new connections and appreciations for art, science, wine, food and 
culture that they would otherwise not have the opportunity to engage with.
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Going back out into their own communities and spreading their new-found knowledge and 
connection with their nearest and dearest. Fostering care, helping build a more resilient and 
open-hearted understanding and appreciation of the world we live and move in.
 
From the outset of ECHO festival in 2019 we have partnered with and sought council from local 
Tasmanian cultural practitioners. From Nita Education, with Trish Hodge joining the festival 
board as our Cultural Advisor, to engaging Warren Mason to showcase Tin Camp studio in 2022. 
We celebrate and champion First Nations led art, stories and practices with heartfelt Welcome 
to Country, yarns and deep dive workshops into cultural practices. 
It is at the heart of how ECHO programs and celebrates our island home.

Through regional employment, ECHO Festival strives to provide annual employment for a wide 
range of local individuals, suppliers, businesses, and organisations.
ECHO continues to provide paid employment opportunities and participation in the event sector 
for Tasmanians - specifically including events contractors, artists and agricultural suppliers.
 
The number of direct paid part-time employees, contractors and artists at ECHO is 112
The number of indirect employees is 94
The number of volunteers is 20

Here are some testimonials from past years:

"It was wonderful to be involved in ECHO 2022, both as a business and as a
punter. The Native Bounty Feast was a fantastic opportunity to share our story
and business with a new audience... What a very fun time it was!"
Alice Laing, Owner/Director, Tasman Sea Salt, East Coast Tasmania

ECHO as a whole brings a buzz and excitement to the coast as well as high class
acts, unique experiences and support for local produce. It also has a large offering
of our First Nations storytelling and pride of the land. Being a regional area, this
event creates new offerings, cultural awareness and anticipation.’
Kelsey Walker, Marketing & Events Manager – The Bark Mill, Swansea

‘We are so delighted to be involved in this wonderful event in Swansea.
It brings such a wide, diverse group to our town for three or more days.
Our guests that attend have absolutely loved being part of this unique festival
and fully engrossing themselves into everything the East Coast has to offer.'
Lisa Deegan-Brown, Manager, Swansea Beach Chalets

‘As a local resident and business owner we are appreciate what ECHO brings
to our small town - culture, community and visitors! Keep going ECHO,
looking forward to next years’ event already.’
Nancy Koslowki, Owner, Artifakt Café, Swansea

The costs of the tickets:

- General Admission is for all-day Saturday and Sunday morning (Swansea and Dolphin Sands 
residents) $99 (30% discount).

- General Admission is for all-day Saturday and Sunday morning $149
- The 2023 Native Bounty Feast by Chef Megan Quill includes drinks and the evening's 
entertainment. Includes full entry to festival 31st March - 2nd April $368.
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1  Last Updated June 2021

9 Melbourne Street (PO Box 6) 
Triabunna TAS 7190 

 03 6256 4777 

 03 6256 4774 

 admin@freycinet.tas.gov.au 

 www.gsbc.tas.gov.au

COMMUNITY SMALL GRANTS PROGRAM 
APPLICATION PACKAGE 

A funding scheme initiated by the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council to assist community 
development in the municipality. 

GUIDELINES FOR APPLICANTS 

The Glamorgan Spring Bay Council’s Community Small Grants Program provides small grants to 
individuals and community organisations and groups to assist them to undertake programs and 
activities within the Glamorgan Spring Bay municipal area.  

Council receives requests for more funding than is available and consequently funds under the 
programs are limited.  The majority of grants will be restricted to no more than $1,000, however, 
in certain circumstances, Council may consider increasing the allocation.  

There is no specific funding period. Applications for funding assistance shall be considered 
throughout the year until such time as the available funds have been exhausted.  

ELIGIBILITY 
 Applications must be from not-for-profit organisations as defined as follows:

o Its main operating purpose is other than to provide goods and services for profit.
o Other than in the case of winding up, no member/owner has the right to surpluses

of the entity.
o That entity does not have the right to transfer ownership to members/owners.

 Any resident of the Glamorgan Spring Bay municipal area who has been selected on
merit to participate or compete in any event or project of state, national or international
significance may seek funding assistance.

 Projects should aim to:
o Address relevant community issues of significance.
o Be initiated within the community and actively involve local people.
o Improve access and encourage wider use of facilities.

 COUNCIL PROCESS REQUIREMENTS 
 Application:

o Complete the Community Small Grants Application form.
o Provide a plan or sketch of the proposed project (if applicable).
o Provide a copy of the project budget and evidence of basis of costs.

 Successful applicants after project completion:
o Complete the Community Small Grants Acquittal form.
o Provide a brief written report of the success or otherwise of the project prior to

the conclusion of the financial year, together with a photo (if applicable).
o Provide most recent financial statement or evidence of expenditure.

For further information, please contact the Community & Communications Officer 
Phone: (03) 6256 4777 
Email: community@freycinet.tas.gov.au   
PO Box 6, Triabunna 7190  

9 Melbourne Street (PO Box 6) 
Triabunna TAS 7190 

 03 6256 4777 

 03 6256 4774 

 admin@freycinet.tas.gov.au 

 www.gsbc.tas.gov.au
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9 Melbourne Street (PO Box 6) 
Triabunna TAS 7190 

 03 6256 4777 

 03 6256 4774 

 admin@freycinet.tas.gov.au 

 www.gsbc.tas.gov.au

COMMUNITY SMALL GRANTS APPLICATION FORM 

Name of applicant 

Postal address 

Contact person 

Role if group applying 

Contact number 

Email address 

Is your organisation an 
incorporated body? 

 Yes  No 

Project title and brief description (If insufficient space, please attach additional sheet) 

Outline intended outcomes of the project (for example, benefits of the project to the community, support 
from any other groups or organisations. 

Funding sought from Council $ 

Funding to be contributed by you or your organisation $ 

Funding to be contributed from other organisations 
(Provide details below of confirmed or anticipated contributions *) 

$ 

Total Project Expenses $ 

Signed 

Name (Please print) 

Date 

*Details of other
contributors: 
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9 Melbourne Street (PO Box 6) 
Triabunna TAS 7190 

 03 6256 4777 

 03 6256 4774 

 admin@freycinet.tas.gov.au 

 www.gsbc.tas.gov.au

COMMUNITY SMALL GRANT ACQUITTAL FORM 
(To be filled out by successful recipient of Grant Funds) 

Name of successful 
applicant 
Postal address 
Contact person 
Role if group applying 
Contact number 
Email address 
Is your organisation an 
incorporated body? 

        Yes  No 

Project title and brief description of how the project achieved the outcomes intended. 

INCOME 

Funds received from Council $ 
Funding from your organisation $ 
Funding from other organisations $ 
TOTAL funding received $ 

EXPENDITURE 
List expenditure receipts 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

TOTAL expenditure $ 

Signed by recipient 

Date signed 
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Landscape Recovery Foundation  |  16 Collins Street, Hobart  |  info@landscaperecovery.org

GREAT EAST COAST CLEANUP MAY 2023

Proposal for GSBC Community Grant Funding

Background

When Mel Fazackerley met with community groups in the Glamorgan Spring Bay area in 

December and January, the idea of having a Great East Coast Clean-up was well supported. It 

was seen as a good way to encourage different sectors of the community to engage, looking after 

the environment and working together. This would be a follow up to the previously successful 

Great East Coast Clean-up a few years back that was well supported by industry and community.  

Proposal

 Over the entire GSBC area – schools, business and community groups asked to get 

involved to clean up their local area 

 Run Clean Up over May – end of peak tourist season and reduced risk to shorebirds
 Community & Industry groups invited to register and run a clean-up event sometime over 

the month, or just before
 At the end of May (from 16th) Council collects rubbish collected by groups from designated 

sites
 Organise a small celebratory event at the end to thank everyone
 Options to invite other east coast councils to become partners

Glamorgan Spring Bay Council has already expressed support for the initiative by collecting 

rubbish from agreed collection points and organising disposal as well as helping promote the event 

through council channels. 

The Landscape Recovery Foundation will help coordinate and promote the events. Contact 

industry and businesses and encourage them to get involved. Groups will be encouraged to 

register their activity on the Clean Up Australia website – and we’re talking with Clean Up Australia 

get them involved and help promote the event.

Whilst we will rely heavily on social media and websites to promote the Great East Coast Clean-up 

we are aware that some people do not use social media or the internet, and many rely on local 

newspapers and flyers for information on what’s going on and how to get involved.
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Landscape Recovery Foundation  |  16 Collins Street, Hobart  |  info@landscaperecovery.org

Where possible we will use community service announcements and events and free advertising 

however some funds will be sought to help promote the event through more traditional avenues of 

newspapers and flyers. Papers are generally more likely to include features if paid advertising is 

purchased. LRF are currently talking with interested parties to gain support and will develop a plan 

to guide promotion of the event using multiple media.

We are seeking funding through the GSBC community grant application to assist with promoting 

the event and catering for a celebratory event at the end – venue to be determined. We will use 

this funding to leverage further funding (cash and in-kind) from businesses and other stakeholders 

for advertising and the celebration. 

Budget requested

Advertising – 1 x quarter page in East Coast View $558

Contribution toward catering for celebratory event 

$350

$350

Additional materials for clean ups (bags etc) $92

Total funding requested $1000

Interest so far

Discussion have only just commenced.

Clean-Up Australia – discussions underway more details available Friday 17th

Tassal – in-kind people on the ground doing clean ups in two locations, donation of product for the 

celebration event, negotiations underway for cash contribution toward promotions

The Oyster Farmers in Little Swanport are on board. At a minimum they will do a shoreline 

rubbish clean-up of the estuary (that’s around 25km of shoreline) but may be involved to a greater 

extent depending on harvest commitments at the time.

Local community groups such as the Friends of Triabunna Reserves, Orford Community Group, 

Friends of Rocky Hills will run their own events, promote the clean up and/or join other clean ups
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	Outline intended outcomes of the project for example benefits of the project to the community support from any other groups or organisationsRow2: Builds connections by getting people involved - re-building social fabric after COVID 19
	Outline intended outcomes of the project for example benefits of the project to the community support from any other groups or organisationsRow3: Opportunity to raise awareness of responsible waste management and to talk about looking after our natural resources
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	Name Please print: Melanie Fazackerley
	Date1: 15/03/2023
	Details of other contributors: The following businesses and community groups are keen to be involved and provide in-kind supportThe Oyster Farmers in Little Swanport are on board. At a minimum they will do a shoreline rubbish cleanup of the estuary (that’s around 25km of shoreline) but may be involved to a greater extent depending on harvest commitments at the time.Tassal - people involved in clean up at a couple of lcocations - donation of product for celebratory event - currently negotiating a cash contribution toward advertisingFriends of Triabunna ReservesOrford Community GroupFriends of Rocky HillsThe Landscape Recovery Foundation will help coordinate and promote the events. Contact industry and businesses and encourage them to get involved. Groups will be encouraged to register their activity on the Clean Up Australia website – and we’re talking with Clean Up Australia get them involved and help promote the event including setting up a hub webpage
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