
CLARENCE CITY COUNCIL – 5 SEP 2016  1 
 

 
Prior to the commencement of the meeting, the Mayor will make the following 
declaration: 

 
 

“I acknowledge the Tasmanian Aboriginal Community as the traditional 
custodians of the land on which we meet today, and pay respect to elders, 
past and present”. 

 
 
 
 

The Mayor also to advise the Meeting and members of the public that Council Meetings, 
not including Closed Meeting, are audio-visually recorded and published to Council’s 
website. 
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 BUSINESS TO BE CONDUCTED AT THIS MEETING IS TO BE CONDUCTED IN THE ORDER IN WHICH 

IT IS SET OUT IN THIS AGENDA UNLESS THE COUNCIL BY ABSOLUTE MAJORITY DETERMINES 
OTHERWISE 

 
COUNCIL MEETINGS, NOT INCLUDING CLOSED MEETING, ARE AUDIO-VISUALLY RECORDED 
AND PUBLISHED TO COUNCIL’S WEBSITE 
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1. APOLOGIES 
 

Ald Peers 
 
2. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES  
 (File No 10/03/01) 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That the Minutes of the Council Meeting held on 15 August 2016, as circulated, be taken as read 
and confirmed. 

 
 

3. MAYOR’S COMMUNICATION 
 

  
 
4. COUNCIL WORKSHOPS 
 

In addition to the Aldermen’s Meeting Briefing (workshop) conducted on Friday immediately 
preceding the Council Meeting the following workshops were conducted by Council since its 
last ordinary Council Meeting: 

 
 PURPOSE        DATE 
 Audit Panel Review of Process for Performance Review 
 Kangaroo Bay 
 Tollard Drive Cycleway 
 Transport Access Strategy 
 Copping C Cell Board Appointments     22 August 
 
 Dysart Street – Proposed Rezoning and Subdivision 
 Richmond Road Master Plan 
 Winkleigh Place Car Park 
 Property Matter – Lauderdale      29 August 
 

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That Council notes the workshops conducted. 
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5. DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS OF ALDERMAN OR CLOSE ASSOCIATE 
 (File No) 
 
 In accordance with Regulation 8 of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 

2015 and Council’s adopted Code of Conduct, the Mayor requests Aldermen to indicate whether 
they have, or are likely to have a pecuniary interest (any pecuniary benefits or pecuniary 
detriment) or conflict of interest in any item on the Agenda. 
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6. TABLING OF PETITIONS 
 (File No 10/03/12) 

 
 
 (Petitions received by Aldermen may be tabled at the next ordinary Meeting of the Council or 

forwarded to the General Manager within seven (7) days after receiving the petition. 
 
 Petitions are not to be tabled if they do not comply with Section 57(2) of the Local Government 

Act, or are defamatory, or the proposed actions are unlawful. 
 
 The General Manager will table the following petitions which comply with the Act 

requirements: 
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7. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 
 

Public question time at ordinary Council meetings will not exceed 15 minutes.  An individual 
may ask questions at the meeting.  Questions may be submitted to Council in writing on the 
Friday 10 days before the meeting or may be raised from the Public Gallery during this segment 
of the meeting.  

 
The Chairman may request an Alderman or Council officer to answer a question.  No debate is 
permitted on any questions or answers.  Questions and answers are to be kept as brief as 
possible.   
 

 
7.1 PUBLIC QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

 
(Seven days before an ordinary Meeting, a member of the public may give written notice 
to the General Manager of a question to be asked at the meeting).  A maximum of two 
questions may be submitted in writing before the meeting. 
 
Questions on notice and their answers will be included in the minutes. 
 

Nil. 
 

7.2 ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 
 
 The Mayor may address Questions on Notice submitted by members of the public. 
 

Nil. 
 
7.3 ANSWERS TO PREVIOUS QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE 
 

Nil. 
 
7.4 QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

 
The Chairperson may invite members of the public present to ask questions without 
notice.  
 
Questions are to relate to the activities of the Council.  Questions without notice will be 
dependent on available time at the meeting. 
 
Council Policy provides that the Chairperson may refuse to allow a question on notice to 
be listed or refuse to respond to a question put at a meeting without notice that relates to 
any item listed on the agenda for the Council meeting (note:  this ground for refusal is in 
order to avoid any procedural fairness concerns arising in respect to any matter to be 
determined on the Council Meeting Agenda. 
 
When dealing with Questions without Notice that require research and a more detailed 
response the Chairman may require that the question be put on notice and in writing.  
Wherever possible, answers will be provided at the next ordinary Council Meeting. 
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8. DEPUTATIONS BY MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC  
 (File No 10/03/04) 

 
 
 (In accordance with Regulation 38 of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 

2015 and in accordance with Council Policy, deputation requests are invited to address the 
Meeting and make statements or deliver reports to Council) 
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9. MOTIONS ON NOTICE 
 
 Nil. 
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10. REPORTS FROM OUTSIDE BODIES 
 
 This agenda item is listed to facilitate the receipt of both informal and formal reporting 

from various outside bodies upon which Council has a representative involvement. 
 
10.1 REPORTS FROM SINGLE AND JOINT AUTHORITIES 
 

Provision is made for reports from Single and Joint Authorities if required 
 

Council is a participant in the following Single and Joint Authorities.  These Authorities are 
required to provide quarterly reports to participating Councils, and these will be listed under this 
segment as and when received. 

 
• SOUTHERN TASMANIAN COUNCILS AUTHORITY 
 Representative: Ald Doug Chipman, Mayor or nominee 

 
Quarterly Reports 
The Southern Tasmanian Councils Authority has distributed its Quarterly Reports for the 
periods ending 31 March 2016 and 30 June 2016 (refer Attachments 1 and 2). 
 
Representative Reporting 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That the Southern Tasmanian Councils Authority Quarterly Reports to 31 March 2016 
and 30 June 2016 be received. 
 
 

• COPPING REFUSE DISPOSAL SITE JOINT AUTHORITY 
 Representatives: Ald Jock Campbell 
  (Ald Peter Cusick, Deputy Representative) 

 
Quarterly Reports 
The Copping Refuse Disposal Site Joint Authority has distributed the Quarterly summary 
of its Meetings for the period ending 31 August 2016 (refer Attachment 3). 
 
The Copping Refuse Disposal Site Joint Authority has also distributed its Quarterly 
Report for the period ending 30 June 2016. 
 
In accordance with Regulation 15 of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) 
Regulations 2015 the Report will be tabled in Closed Meeting. 
 
Representative Reporting 

 
/ contd on Page 60… 



 
 
 
 
 

Southern Tasmanian Councils Authority 
 
 Quarterly Report to Members  
 
March 2016  

                    Mayors from across the region at the launch of the STCA 2016 Federal Election Priorities   
 
Each Joint Authority is required under Section 36 B of the Local Government Act, 1993 to provide to its members a quarterly report that 
includes a statement of its general performance and a statement of its financial performance.  
 
This report covers the three-month period ending 31st March 2016.  This report with all previous quarterly reports is published on the 
Authority’s website: www.stca.tas.gov.au 
 
The Southern Tasmanian Councils Authority (STCA) commenced on 1st July 2006. 
 
Photo credit: Brenton West 

ATTACHMENT 1
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QUARTERLY REPORT TO MEMBER COUNCILS MARCH 2016 
 

REPORT SUMMARY 
 

The Authority held Ordinary Board Meetings on 2nd March 2016  
 
1. Peter Gutwein MP 

 
Peter Gutwein MP, Minister for Planning and Local Government addressed the 
Board and took questions  
 

2. SWSA/Regional Waste Group Update 
  

The STCA Board endorsed a set of terms of reference, draft budget, subscription 
fees and a list of activities for the new regional waste group 

 
3. STCA Economic Development Priority List  
 

The Board an economic development priority list for use in the federal election 
campaign   

 
4. STCA Infrastructure Priority List 
 

The STCA Board endorsed the STCA Infrastructure Priority List   
 
5. Motion – Chinese Buddhist Cultural Park 
 

The STCA Board voted to offer in principle support to the Chinese Buddhist 
Cultural Park  

 
6. STCA Special Projects Fund Guidelines 
  

The Board endorsed guidelines to govern the STCA Special Projects Fund 
 
7. STCA AGM 
 

The Board resolved to change the date of the STCA AGM to be held in 
conjunction with the October Board meting  

 
8. Corporate Brand Review   
 

The STCA Board endorsed a corporate brand review that resolved to cease using 
the “Think South” branding    
 

9. Regional Dog Management   
 

The Board endorsed a report to convene an officer working group on regional 
dog management  
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10. Local Government Reform  
 

An update was presented on local government reform across southern Tasmania 
 
11. CEO Report   
 

The CEO presented his report to the Board 
 
12. CEO KPI Development   
 

The Board endorsed the CEO’s KPIs for the 2016/17 financial year 
 
13. Governance and Audit Committee  
 

The STCA Board received a report from the Governance and Audit Committee 
 
14. Employees 
 
 
15. Finances 
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THE REPORT 
 
 
1.  Peter Gutwein MP, Minister for Planning and Local 
Government 
 
Minister Peter Gutwein, the Treasurer, Minister for Planning and Local 
Government and Minister for Forestry joined the meeting to speak with the 
Board.  The Minister provided an update on the local government reform 
process and how he welcomed the maturity of southern councils being engaged 
in this process.  He also spoke about the review to the local government act and 
that this was designed to tidy up a few issues that had arisen in recent years.  
The Minister announced that a discussion paper will be released soon to guide 
the submission process to this review.   
 
The Minister also spoke about the Single Statewide Planning Scheme process 
and how this reform was on track for implementation from the middle of 2017.  
The Minister touched on how he was currently framing the budget and that as a 
whole the southern economy was performing well.  Although, like Tasmania, 
remained a little patchy in certain areas.   
 
The Minister talked about the governmentʼs approach to the new sharing 
economy such as Uber and AirBnB.  The issue of old forestry roads was raised 
and the Minister said a review was currently taking place through the 
Department of State Growth and Infrastructure Tasmania.  The Minister thanked 
the group and everyone agreed it was important to maintain regular contact.  
 
2. SWSA/Regional Waste Group Update    
 
Over the past few months the Regional Waste Management Strategy Group, 
Chaired by Mayor Kerry Vincent and with nominated elected members and 
officers from member councils has been working on details of how the STCA 
would host a regional waste group from 1 July 2016. 
 
The Working Group has developed, endorsed and recommend to the Board a 
set of Terms of Reference, schedule of activities and an associated budget with 
recommended council subscriptions. 
 
This has been a significant undertaking of work with the CEO and Mayor Vincent 
personally meeting with a wide range of council officers and a elected 
representatives on a number of occasions. 
 
The modest budget provides an opportunity to deliver practical regional projects 
that the group felt were important as well as starting to look at bigger strategic 
regional waste management issues.  
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The budget represents a saving of around $100,000 from the last year of full 
subscription fees from all councils across southern Tasmania.  In particular, 
duplication of rent, CEO costs, auditor general fees, accountancy fees etc are 
only being paid once through the STCA Budget. 
 
The Terms of Reference, budget, set of activities and subscription fees were 
endorsed by the STCA Board and the next stage of the process involves the 
chair writing  to all member councils outlining the STCA proposal to host the 
roles and functions of a regional waste group.  It would then be up to member 
councils to make a determination if they wanted to be a member of a regional 
waste group and if so whether that is through the STCA or with SWSA. 
 
The STCA CEO and Mayor Vincent will be visiting member councils throughout 
March and early April to speak about the benefits of the STCA Regional Waste 
Management Strategy Group Proposal. 
 

 
 
 

Draft Terms of Reference – Waste Management Strategy Group 
 
Overview 
The Waste Management Strategy Group is a committee of the STCA Board, 
responsible to the Board. 
The Waste Management Strategy Group is an advisory committee to the STCA 
Board.   
The Waste Management Strategy Group is established to facilitate strategic 
planning for waste management in southern Tasmania, and to implement 
operational activities outlined in the Southern Waste Management Strategy and 
the Regional Action Plan. 
The functions of the Waste Management Strategy Group shall include: 

• advocacy and engagement with the government, community and other 
organisations on waste management issues 

• municipal waste minimisation programs 
• waste stream control and performance monitoring  
• establishment of a non-municipal waste minimisation program 
• monitoring of residual waste treatment technologies 
• infrastructure developments 
• outlining regional landfill risk and resourcing issues 
• education and marketing programs 
• identifying opportunities to reduce greenhouse gas emissions  
• represent the southern councilsʼ views in the implementation of waste 

management processes at both a state and local level 
• seek funding, resources and partnership opportunities with external 

sources including government and other organisations 
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Membership 
The Chairman of the Committee shall be appointed by the STCA Board, once 
every two years.  The remaining members of the committee shall be appointed 
by the Board based upon the nominations received from member councils. 
 
The membership of the Waste Management Strategy Group should reflect the 
diversity of the member councils of the STCA Board and be constituted as 
follows: 

• Chair (Board member of the STCA) 
• A nominated elected level representative from member councils  
• Relevant officers from member councils are also invited to attend 

 
Each elected member representative on the Group is entitled to one vote on 
matters presented before the Committee for decision. 
 
Landfill operators, including Copping, can be invited to attend the meetings as 
observers. 
 
Private industry representatives are also invited to attend meetings for 
discussion on particular items as determined by the Group. 
 
Other experts, guests or relevant stakeholders be invited to attend meetings on 
the request of the Group. 
 
Secretarial support 
The STCA will provide secretariat support to the Waste Management Strategy 
Group. 
 
Quorum 
The quorum necessary for the transaction of business shall be [7] members. A 
duly convened meeting of the committee at which a quorum is present shall be 
competent to exercise all or any of the authorities, powers and discretions 
vested in or exercisable by the committee. 
 
Frequency of meetings 
The Waste Management Strategy Group shall meet at least quarterly during the 
year at appropriate times in the reporting, planning and budget cycle. 
 
Other meetings can be called as required. 
 
Notice of meetings 
Meetings of the Waste Management Strategy Group shall be called by the 
secretary  
 
Unless otherwise agreed, notice of each meeting confirming the venue, time and 
date together with an agenda of items to be discussed, shall be forwarded to 
each member of the committee and any other person invited to attend no later 
than [5] working days before the date of the meeting. Supporting papers shall be 
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sent to committee members and to other attendees with the Notice of Meeting or 
on another day before the day of meeting, as appropriate. 
 
Minutes 
The secretary shall minute the proceedings and resolutions of all meetings of 
the Waste Management Strategy Group. 
 
The Chair shall ascertain, at the beginning of each meeting, the existence of any 
conflicts of interest and have them minuted accordingly. 
 
Minutes of committee meetings shall be circulated promptly to all members of 
the committee and, tabled at the next STCA Board Meeting , unless a conflict of 
interest exists. 
 
Conflict of Interest 
If a member of the committee has declared a conflict of interest it is the 
responsibility of the Chair to ensure that appropriate actions are taken to ensure 
that the conflict of interest does not bring into question the propriety of decisions 
made by the committee. 
 
Duties 
The committee shall provide the most cost effective management and facilitation 
of: 

• advocacy and engagement with the government, community and other 
organisations on waste management issues 

• municipal waste minimisation programs 
• waste stream control and performance monitoring  
• establishment of a non-municipal waste minimisation program 
• monitoring of residual waste treatment technologies 
• infrastructure developments 
• outlining regional landfill risk and resourcing issues 
• education and marketing programs 
• identifying opportunities to reduce greenhouse gas emissions  
• represent the southern councilsʼ views in the implementation of waste 

management processes at both a state and local level 
• seek funding, resources and partnership opportunities with external 

sources including government and other organisations 
 
Reporting responsibilities 
Following each meeting of the Committee, the Chairman shall report formally to 
the STCA Board on the proceedings of the Committee at the next available 
opportunity. 
 
The Committee may make whatever recommendation to the STCA Board it 
deems appropriate on any matter within its remit where action or improvement is 
needed. 
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The Committee shall recommend a budget and set of activities to be undertaken 
each year for endorsement by the Board and then be charged with the 
implementation of this budget and associated activities. 
 
Public comment 
While the Chair of the Southern Tasmanian Councils Authority (STCA) remains 
the spokesperson for the Authority, the Chair may delegate that responsibility to 
the Chair of the Waste Management Strategy Group for matters related to the 
duties of the Waste Management Strategy Group. 
 

Draft 2016/17 Regional Waste Group Budget 
 
The following is a budget of $150,000, this is funded through pro-rata levies 
derived from council subscriptions based on the size of each council, in the 
same way and breakdown of subscription fees that are paid to the STCA.  
However, it doesn’t rule out opportunities to seek funding from government or 
other sources to run projects. 
 
This budget provides the new Group with sufficient funding to undertake waste 
management and mitigation activities as well as starting to look at larger 
strategic issues, whilst also allowing it to build its credibility with member 
councils.  It is anticipated that over time as the Group delivers results the budget 
can be increased and further activities and projects undertaken. 
 
It is also worth noting that this budget represents some savings from previous 
SWSA budgets as the duplication of items such as rent, CEO costs, auditor 
general fees, accountancy fees etc are only being paid once through the STCA 
Budget. 
 
Revenue   
Council Contributions $150,000  
  
Total Revenue  $150,000  
  
Expenditure  
School Education Program $50,000  
Communications/Promotion $25,000  
Garage Sail Trail $15,000  
Grants/Sponsorship $10,000  
Administration Costs $10,000  
    - Meeting expenses  
    - Printing  
    - Stationery   
    - Postage   
Pojects   
Agriculture Hazardous Waste Collection $7,500  
Household Hazardous Waste Collection $7,500  
Development of Regional Waste Group Action Plan $2,500  
Recycling bin contamination stickers $5,000  
Study/Report into solution for major regional waste issue $15,000  
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Total Expenditure  $147,500  
  
Result (surplus)  $2,500  

   
 
 

Council Contribution 
% 
Ammount 

Central Highlands  $2,400  1.60% 
Glamorgan/Spring Bay  $2,400  1.60% 
Southern Midlands  $2,400  1.60% 
Tasman  $2,400  1.60% 
Brighton  $7,700  5.18% 
Derwent Valley  $7,700  5.18% 
Huon Valley  $7,700  5.18% 
Sorell  $7,700  5.18% 
Kingborough  $18,600  12.40% 
Clarence  $30,240  20.16% 
Glenorchy  $30,240  20.16% 
Hobart  $30,240  20.16% 
   $150,000  100% 

 
 

Proposed Regional Waste Group Activities 
 
The following are a list of activities to be undertaken by the Regional Waste 
Strategy Group in 2016/17, some of these have an associated budget amount 
others will be provided through the secretariat support of the STCA CEO.  
 
Of course this doesn’t preclude the Group focusing on other activities as they 
arise throughout the year, or other items the CEO or smaller officer working 
groups may be tasked to investigate. 
 
The activities are designed to strike a balance between practical regional 
projects and starting to look at longer-term strategic waste management issues. 
 
Advocacy 
There is strong support for the Waste Management Strategy Group to develop a 
strong advocacy program.  This is extremely important as it ensures 
engagement with policy makers and political decision makers across all tiers of 
government.  The advocacy program would include the new EPA Director 
attending two Waste Strategy Group meetings per year and the Minister for 
Environment, Matthew Groom MP also attending a meting to outline the State 
Government’s waste policy.  Other opportunities for engagement and advocacy 
would arise throughout the year including membership on the State 
Government’s Waste Advisory Committee, media activities and the CEO and 
representatives from the Group meeting with departmental staff and ministerial 
advisers.   
 
School Education Program 
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The School Education Program has long been a successful activity of the 
regional waste group in southern Tasmania.  This program has waste education 
officers conduct school visits to speak about a range of topics the importance of 
reducing and correctly disposing of waste, recycling and the impacts of littering.  
Over the past nine months this program has been delivered by officers from 
Glenorchy and Clarence Councils.  This has been an effective model and the 
new body should look to continue this method of operation.  An expression of 
interest would be opened to all councils to gauge capacity and interest in 
helping provide this service.  School visits would be allocated around the region 
to ensure coverage across southern Tasmania.   
 
Communications Program 
A key role of the Regional Waste Group is to undertake communications and 
promotion of key waste minimisation messages.  There is an opportunity to 
partner with the Northern and Cradle Coast waste bodies to partake in innovate 
cost effective communication programs.  Preliminary discussions have taken 
place between the three bodies and the Cradle Coast Authority have identified 
an internal officer resource that will take the lead on many of the communication 
activities. 
 
 
 
Garage Sale Trail 
The Garage Sale Trail is a national program that promotes reuse, waste 
education and community building.  All of the southern councils have 
participated in the Garage Sale Trail in recent years through the regional waste 
body.  It is recommended that this commitment for 2016/17 continue, with the 
regional waste group providing half of the entrance fee.  The Garage Sale Trail 
has also helped generate significant publicity for member councils and the 
region. 
 
Grants/Sponsorship  
The Regional Waste Body has traditionally set aside a small amount of funding 
each year to sponsor community events or provide grants for programs that are 
aligned with its core functions.  The sponsorship and grants are another way to 
promote the regional waste groups message as well as acting as a promotional 
tool.   
 
Household and Agricultural Hazardous Chemical Waste Collection 
Previously the State Government and a product stewardship scheme provided 
funding for a household hazardous waste collection program.  This was highly 
regarded by councils and the local community.  In recent years the funding for 
this program has finished.  Whilst there is a limited product stewardship program 
to accept more recently purchased agricultural products that need disposal, 
there is a very limited legacy waste collection program, unless the owner is 
prepared to pay a significant price.  There is an opportunity for the regional 
waste group to partner with the state government and the proponents of this 
product stewardship program to ensure there is a household and agricultural 
hazardous waste collection program.  This could also be extended to the north 
and north west waste group as well as external organisations with an interest in 
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this area such as Taswater.  The collection program would operate on a number 
of specified days per year at different landfills across the region.  Community 
members would need to register to drop off items and a limit would be placed on 
the amount that could be collected.  But this is a vital service that would deal 
with legacy household and agricultural hazardous waste. 
 
Development of Regional Waste Group Action Plan 
It is important that the Regional Waste Strategy Group has a clearly defined set 
of priorities and associated actions to help deliver results.  Whilst the Blue 
Environment Report, completed a number of years ago acts as the key strategy 
document for the regional waste group, a more focused Action Plan needs to be 
developed to drive the Group’s agenda.  It is anticipated that this would mostly 
be completed by the STCA CEO, with the possibility of some assistance from an 
external resource.  This Action Plan would start to focus the group on the key 
strategic waste and landfill issues in southern Tasmania and how the region can 
work together to deliver viable solutions for member councils. 
 
Recycling Bin Contamination Stickers 
The Group has identified that recycling bin contamination remains a major 
issues throughout the region.  Through the development and production of some 
regionally consistent contamination stickers councils could start to communicate 
with property owners about appropriate contents of a recycling bin.  With 
councils having greater capacity to quickly examine recycling bins, these 
stickers would be provided by the regional waste group and could be easily 
attached by council staff to a bin, encouraging a resident to reduce recycling bin 
contamination.  An associated information flyer/leaflet could also be placed in 
the letter box to better educate and inform the resident. 
 
Study/Report into Solution for Major Regional Impact Issues   
There seems to be a number of similar major waste management issues facing 
each council across the region, these include stockpiling of scrap metal, E-
waste disposal, large amounts of green waste, tyres etc.  The group should 
identify the most prominent of these problems and have some external work 
undertaken to try and identify a cost effective regional solution.  There are also 
opportunities through the regional waste group to look at regional issues such 
as joint tendering, procurement and collection.  
 
Northern and North West Waste Group Cooperation  
With regional waste bodies present in the north and north west of Tasmania, 
opportunities exist for far greater collaboration and working relationships.  The 
Regional Waste Group should provide opportunities for elected representatives 
and council staff from each of these groups to gain knowledge and expertise 
from each other as well as looking at strategic issues that could benefit from 
collaboration and cooperation. 
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3. STCA Economic Development Priority List  
 
In the lead up to the 2016 Federal Election the STCA Board endorsed an 
Infrastructure Priority List.  The Board also resolved to develop an Economic 
Development Priority List to accompany the Infrastructure Priority List. 
 
The Infrastructure Priority Document was endorsed at the December Board 
meeting and was used as part of the STCA State Government Budget 
submission and will be used in the lead up to the Federal Election.  A 
Communications Plan was also presented and endorsed. 
 
It was resolved that an associated Economic Development Priority List should 
be developed.  This has been produced in consultation with member councils 
and the Economic Development Committee. 
 
The following priorities were presented and endorsed by the Board. 
 

• Regional Development Priorities 
• Defence Manufacturing  
• Water and Sewerage Infrastructure 
• Antarctic/Marine Research Sector 
• IPlan Software 
• Tourism Infrastructure 
• Education Investment  

 
The full Economic Development Priority List and Infrastructure Priority List will 
be used jointly alongside the communications plan in the lead up to the 2016 
Federal Election to try and attract funding for key projects across the region. 
 
4. Motion – Southern Midlands Council    
 
A motion was presented from the Southern Midlands Council seeking in 
principle support from the STCA for the continued development of the Buddhist 
Cultural Park.  The Cultural Park, proposed by Master Wang on a 2013 ha title 
at Tea Tree Road, Campania, is a major new development worth between $100 
million and $200 million.  It would provide a range of significant cultural and 
economic development outcomes for Southern Tasmania.  Board members 
noted the significant economic and cultural benefits that have flowed to the 
Bendigo region in Victoria from a similar development.  There was agreement 
from the Board that this was a positive project for the region and something that 
should be supported in principle.   
 
 
5. STCA Special Projects Fund Guidelines  
 
Previously the STCA Board has established a Special Projects Fund, with the 
intention of creating a small pool of funding that, with the approval of the Board, 
can be accessed by the Authority to contribute to regional projects. 
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At the December meeting the STCA Board resolved to in principle contribute 
$7,500 for a mountain biking business to investigate the construction of new 
trails and the marketing and promotion of the sector.  This commitment was 
made on the proviso that other funding contributions could be sourced to 
achieve the project budget of around $30,000.  If the funding contributions were 
pledged the final project brief and funding breakup would be brought back to the 
STCA Board for final approval. 
 
However, the discussion of this item raised the issue that no formal guidelines 
have been endorsed by the Board to govern the expenditure of this fund.  
Subsequently the Governance and Audit Committee were charged with 
producing a set of guidelines to oversee the management of the STCA Special 
Projects Fund. 
 
The STCA Special Projects Fund currently has an account balance $15,806, 
after the commitment of $7,500 for the mountain biking business case.  
 
The Governance and Audit Committee were charged with developing some 
Guidelines, these were approved by the Board. 
 
6.  STCA AGM 
 
At the December Board meeting the issue of the timing of the STCA AGM was 
raised and the need to hold a separate AGM.  The Governance and Audit 
Committee was asked to look at this issue and have provided a 
recommendation to the Board. 
 
Previously, the STCA AGM had been held at the start of a normal Board 
meeting usually taking a short amount of time and with no other Councillors or 
Alderman invited to attend. 
 
However, after discussion and a report from the Governance and Audit 
Committee, the STCA introduced an open AGM which has taken place over the 
past two years.  The AGM has been conducted like a traditional member body 
AGM with all Councillors and Alderman from across the region being invited to 
attend, with reports being presented and guest speakers addressing the 
meeting. 
 
At the December Board meeting of the STCA the issue was raised as to whether 
the Authority should continue to conduct a separate AGM on its own date.  
Whilst the initiative was generally supported this issue was highlighted due to 
the low attendance from across the region.  Whilst the attendance of Councillors 
and Alderman to the STCA AGM has been low, it remains important from a 
governance and engagement perspective to continue to hold an open AGM with 
the opportunity to attend. 
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Under the rules of the Authority the STCA is required to hold its AGM before the 
30th November each year.  The Local Government Act 1993 is silent on any 
timing of an AGM for joint Authorities, there is a requirement to produce an 
Annual Report and local councils are required to hold an AGM by 15 December.  
 
The STCA currently has a board meeting scheduled for Monday 17th October at 
11 am.  The most logical solution would be to hold the STCA AGM at 11 am with 
all Councillors and Alderman invited to attend as well as a guest speaker making 
a presentation.  A light lunch could then be served with everyone invited to join, 
before the STCA Board resumes for its general meeting. 
 
This timing would still allow for the Annual Report and other documentation for 
the AGM to be produced and distributed. 
 
This new date and time for the AGM was presented and approved by the Board. 
 
7.  Corporate Brand Review 
 
Following the appointment of the first full time CEO of the STCA in July 2013, 
the Authority undertook a corporate brand review. 
 
As part of this process the Authority resolved to adopt a registered trading name 
with ASICA, “Think South”.  The trading name was designed to be used as part 
of promotional activities such as media events and social media. 
 
The Authority is still legally known as the Southern Tasmanian Councils 
Authority (STCA) for audit, grant and other legal purposes. 
 
This issue was raised at the Governance and Audit Committee, in particular that 
having two quite different names raises issues of confusion. 
 
The Governance and Audit Committee recommended to the Board that a 
corporate brand review be undertaken to look at the trading name, “Think 
South”, but also other factors such as social media, communications and 
newsletters. 
 
The Board endorsed this review and asked that the Governance and Audit 
Committee present a report at the next STCA Board meeting. 
 
 
8.  Regional Dog Management    
 
Previously the STCA Board has raised the issue of regional dog management 
across Southern Tasmania.  In particular the costs charged by an external 
contractor to provide dog pounding services to a number of councils. 
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A previous report was presented to the Governance and Audit Committee, 
however the Committee requested further information and statistics in an 
updated report from the CEO. 
 
Currently local councils are required to enforce provisions contained in the Dog 
Control Act 200 and Dog Control Regulations 2001.  The Act provides the 
legislative framework for the management of dogs in Tasmania, this is mainly 
down through empowering the general managers of councils to enforce the 
provisions. 
 
In particular, the main issues relating to the enforcement of the Dog Control Act 
are microchipping, general dog control issues, dangerous dogs, restricted 
breeds and de-sexing. 
 
Many councils employ rangers or animal control officers to patrol areas for lost 
dogs and those that might cause harm to humans and livestock.  Councils also 
play a key role in dog ownership in their municipality by managing the 
registration process of dog ownership. 
 
Councilsʼ manage dog control issues within their municipality through a Dog 
Management Strategy which is required to be developed under the Act.  These 
Strategies usually set out a range of issues relating to dog control and 
ownership. 
 
Tasmanian Canine Defence League Agreement 
In September 2006, the Brighton, Clarence, Glenorchy and Hobart Councils 
signed a 15 year agreement with the Canine Defence League to fund the 
operating and maintenance costs of the Dogsʼ Home at Risdon Vale to provide 
the pounding service for each of these municipal areas. 
 
In 2014/15 financial year council contributions to operate the Dogsʼ Home at 
Risdon Vale were $306,823.  This is down from $451,052 in 2013/14 were 
additional funds were provided for an operational restructure.   
 
As part of the agreement councils pay a cost of per dog per day of $63.65. 
 
The number of dogs received from those four councils that are signatories to the 
agreement in 2014/15 was:  
  Received Adopted Reclaimed Euthanased 
Brighton 243 103 69 32 
Clarence 414 86 284 38 
Glenorchy 304 60 224 20 
Hobart 243 35 201 7 
Total  1204 284 778 97 

Whilst $63.65 per dog per day is higher than the normal boarding costs which 
usually range around the $25 - $40 per day, there are a number of differences 
between a pound and boarding kennels. 
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If Councils could achieve a saving of around $20 per night or 30%, this would 
take the cost per dog per day to around $40, meaning around $100,000 savings 
overall down to $200,000 from the $300,000 paid to canine defence league.  
Further cost benefit analysis work would need to be undertaken to determine 
whether a cost saving of this nature was possible and whether these savings 
would fund the establishment of new services. 
 
The differences between pounds and boarding kennels include: 

• Boarding kennels can regulate the number of dogs to suit their operating 
arrangements, which allows them to minimise staff costs 

• Animal control officers need 24/7 access to a pound 
• Kennels generally refuse aggressive dogs whilst pounds cannot refuse a 

dog and must deal with these OHS issues  
• Pounds are required to provide suitable medical treatment for dogs whilst 

boarding kennels on-charge veterinary services to owners 
• Boarding kennels do not have to maintain as high a regime of infection 

control as pounds, because they do not accept dogs that have not been 
vaccinated 

• Boarding kennels are not required to locate and deal with owners who are 
generally upset about their dog being lost/stolen 

• Clients of boarding kennels choose to place their dog with the kennel and 
agree to the payment of fees, clients of pounds do not 

• Boarding kennels have an expectation that every dog will be collected at 
a predetermined time and date, whilst pounds have to manage 
uncertainty as to whether dogs will be collected at all 

• Boarding kennels and their staff do not have to deal with issues relating 
to whether a dog has to be euthanised  

 
Contractual Agreement 
As noted, currently there is a 15 year contractual arrangement in place between 
the four councils and the canine defence league which is not due to expire until 
September 2021.  There are a number of clauses which allow the termination of 
the agreement and the Councils to purchase the Dog Pound and administration 
building from the League and additional land under the following events: 
   

• Winding up of the League 
• Composition arranged with creditors of the league  
• Voluntary relinquishment by the League of the terms, conditions and 

covenants of the agreement  
• Continuous and substantial failure by the league to abide by the terms of 

the contract 
 
Sorell and Kingborough Pounds 
Sorell and Kingborough Councils both operate their own council run pounding 
services.  Kingborough has a longstanding pound at its works depot and 
arrange collection at a different location.  Sorell funded the $200,000 
construction of a new council pound which was open in January 2013 and has 
10 pens.  This cost did not include planning and architectural work, legal fees, 
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construction of an administration building or the cost of land as it was built at 
their Works Dept.  Both of these pounds could have spare capacity to take dogs 
from other municipalities depending on the time of year and how busy they are 
providing their own service.  It was difficult to gain an actual cost for the council 
to per dog per night as councilʼs didnʼt possess this figure.  Although they did 
charge $20 per night and a $20 release fee (Sorell) and $30 per night 
(Kingborough) anecdotally both thought this would result in the pound operating 
at a loss.      
 
RSPCA 
The RSPCA does offer a limited service of accepting stray dogs.  However, 
capacity constraints and funding restrict this service.  They also do not have a 
ranger service of collecting stray dogs.  They do take into care some neglected 
dogs seized as part of their inspections and offer an adoption service.  
 
Future Options 
A number of options potentially exist regarding regional dog management but 
these would need further direction from respective councils and work from an 
officer working group.  The financial impacts and whether any efficiencies and 
long term cost savings would also need to be assessed.  
 
The Board resolved to establish an officer working group on the issue and 
determine whether any opportunities for better regional collaboration existed.  
This group would also look at whether there were any issues with the state 
legislation that needed to be raised with LGAT.  
 
 
9.  Local Government Reform    
It was reported at the STCA Board meeting that a study modeling the four 
different options for voluntary amalgamation from the Clarence, Sorell, Tasman 
and Glamorgan/Spring Bay councils was underway and would be completed in 
the second half of the year.  Likewise, the work to model different options for a 
greater Hobart council was also underway and would be completed in a similar 
timeframe. 
 
10.  CEO Report   
The CEO presented his report to the Board. 
 
Federal Election Campaign Launch 
As Board members would have noticed there has been increased media 
speculation that a Federal Election could take place sooner rather than later.  
With the endorsement of the STCA Economic Development Priority List, 
hopefully at todayʼs meeting, it is now time to really ramp up the campaign in the 
lead up to an election.  This will include a launch of the Priority Documents, I 
would like to hold this in March.  I will circulate a date and time that is hopefully 
convenient for as many board members as possible.  It is proposed at the April 
meeting that we will also receive visits from the groups of both Labor and Liberal 
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politicians/candidates.  So they can be formally presented with our priority 
documents and hear about the needs of the region. 
 
State Government Infrastructure Pipeline Projects List 
The STCA CEO has continued working with Infrastructure Tasmania to feed in 
our Road Infrastructure Priority Document for inclusion of our projects in the 
State Governmentʼs Infrastructure Pipeline List.  It is anticipated that this 
document will be released in the coming weeks, before the end of March.   
 
Media  
The Authority has tried to step up its activities regarding media engagement 
after the Christmas/New Year period.  Media activities, including coverage has 
occurred on the State Budget submission, the Infrastructure Australia List of 
Priority Projects for Australia and the Bridgewater Bridge project being listed and 
the traffic congestion issues. 
 
Working with LGAT/Other Regional Bodies 
The CEO has attended another meeting between LGAT and the three regional 
organisations.  The group is continuing to build strong relationships and 
opportunities for collaboration and cooperation particularly in the areas of shared 
communications opportunities, advocacy efforts and member engagement.  In 
particular, the group are looking interstate and at other learnings on how we can 
ensure role clarity and delivering value for member councils. 
 
Local Government Review 
As members would be aware the Terms of Reference for the review of the Local 
Government Act 1993 have been released.  As well as the key items outlined in 
the Review, it also provides an opportunity for the regional bodies to look at a 
range of issues that are raised, these include the role of LGAT as opposed to 
the Authorities, role clarity issues, governance structures, and different roles and 
focuses in each of the three regional bodies. 
 
Infrastructure Australia Report 
As Board members would have received via email, Infrastructure Australia 
released its major report outlining infrastructure challenges and opportunities for 
the country over the coming decades.  Importantly, the Bridgewater Bridge was 
listed as a key priority for Tasmania and Australia.  Following the release of this 
report the STCA undertook media on this issue.  Unfortunately, due to the 
political events of the day, Paul Harrissʼ resignation from Parliament, meant the 
Mercury article wasnʼt as big as originally plannied.   
 
Destination Southern Tasmania Visitor Map/Awards 
As some Board members may be aware, Destination Southern Tasmania is 
currently seeking council funding support for the production and distribution of a 
map for southern Tasmania.  This map will be slightly different and focus on the 
visitor and highlighting how easy and accessible the region is as well as key 
attractions.  It will be a little bit quirky keeping in the theme of the tourism 
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marketing campaigns being utilised by the state.  Over 100,000 maps will 
initially be produced and these should be distributed in the coming months.   
 
DST has also launched an awards program to promote and highlight some of 
the outstanding tourism businesses and individuals across the region.  I 
understand councils have been sent information on the awards and asked if they 
would like to nominate a community member, which is very easy to do.  
Invitations to the awards function will also be distributed to councils shortly. 
  
Mountain Biking Project 
At the December meeting the Board resolved to contribute $7,500 to a business 
case around regional mountain biking in southern Tasmania, if other funding 
contributions could be secured.  Since this meeting, further work has been 
undertaken by the northern bodies relating to the Derby facilities, it is hoped that 
these reports can be utilised and a full study may not be required.  RDA 
Tasmania are working with the proponents on utilising this current information 
instead of paying for a complete new study.  The CEO will update the Board as 
the situation progresses and seek approval before the expenditure of any funds 
from the $7,500 committed. 
  
11.  CEO KPI Development   
 
At the December STCA Board meeting, the Board resolved to offer the CEO a 
renewal of his contract for another three years beginning on July 1 2016.  As 
part of this process, the Governance and Audit Committee as per its Terms of 
Reference, was charged with working with the CEO to develop agreed KPIs as 
part of the new contract. 
 
As part of previous performance reviews the CEO has provided written reports 
to the Governance and Audit Committee relating to his performance against a 
number of key areas in the position description incorporating items from the 
performance and indicators measures. 
 
The new KPIs have been identified as the “Primary Objectives” outlined in the 
CEOʼs contract and then associated measurable items form part of a work plan 
to be assessed against during 2016/17.  The Board endorsed these KPIs. 
 
12.  Governance and Audit Committee Report   
 
The Board received a report from the Governance and Audit Committee.  
Many of the issues covered by the Committee were already examined 
separately by the Board as individual agenda items, these issues included.  The 
date and time of the STCA AGM, the Guidelines for the Special Project Fund, 
Regional Dog Management and the STCA CEO KPI development. 
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13.  Employees 
 
Mr Brenton West, took up the role of full time Chief Executive Officer of the 
Authority on 1 July 2013.  The Authority has previously employed other staff as 
government grant funding is obtained.  It is intended that this process will 
continue.  Currently Katrena Graham and Graham Green are employed to work 
on the Climate Change Adaption Project for the Northern and North West 
Councils. 
 
14.  Finance 
 
A summary of financial performance for the third quarter of the 2015/16 financial year 
follows: 
 
SOUTHERN TASMANIAN COUNCILS AUTHORITY   
Financial Report as at 31st December 2015    

  
Actual at 
31/03/16 

Budget Year 
to Date 

 Budget 
2015/16 

  $ $ $ 
Revenue plus opening balances     
STCA Consolidated Account 304,386  228,289.5 304,386  
Regional GIS Project 24,664  18,498 24,664  
Regional Planning  1,859  1,394.25 1,859  
Water and Sewerage Owners Representatives 1,231  923.25 1,231  
Climate Change adaptation project 37,464  28,098 37,464  
Climate Change communication project 9,090  6,817.5 9,090  
Regional Visioning 2,505  1,878.75 2,505  
Local Government Structures Project 5,587  4,190.25 5,587  
Tourism 10,460  7,845 10,460  
Industrial Land use Study 1,664  1,248  1,664  
SMART form 2,909  2,181.75 2,909  
TOTAL REVENUE 401,819  301,364.25 401,819  
      
Expenditure     
STCA Consolidated Account (116,061) (144,907.5) (193,210) 
Regional GIS Project (0) (0) (0) 
Regional Planning  (0) (0) (0) 
Water and Sewerage Owners Representatives 0 0 0 
Climate Change adaptation project (0)  (27,375)  (36,500)  
Climate Change communication project (0) (0) (0) 
Regional Visioning 0 0 0 
Local Government Structures Project 0 0  0  
Tourism 0 (0) (0) 
Industrial Land use Study (0) (0) (0) 
SMART form 0  (0) (0) 
TOTAL EXPENDITURE (116,061) (172,282.5) (229,710) 
      
Closing Balances     
STCA Consolidated Account 188,325  85,615.5  114,154  
Regional GIS Project 24,664  18,498  24,664  
Regional Planning  1,859  1,394.25  1,859  
Water and Sewerage Owners Representatives 1,231  923.25  1,231  



22 

!
 

 

Climate Change adaptation project 37,464  675  900  
Climate Change communication project 9,090  6,817.5  9,090  
Regional Visioning 2,505  1,878.75  2,505  
Local Government Structures Project 5,587  4,190.25  5,587  
Tourism 10,460  7,845  10,460  
Industrial Land use Study 1,664  1,248  1,664 
SMART form 2,909  2,181.75  2,909  
 285,758  131,267.25  175,023  

 
 
 
It is to be noted that there are eleven separate accounts.  
 
The STCA Board looking to transfer unused funds in dormant project accounts to a new 
STCA Special Projects Fund for use on regional projects. 
 
1.  STCA consolidated account.   
The operating account of the Authority currently the account has a balance of $188,325. 
 
 
 2.  Regional GIS Project.  
NRM South made a financial contribution towards achievement of the Regional GIS 
initiative up to 30th June 2009.  
 
In addition, member Councils agreed to contribute $7,000 each in 2008/09 and $10,000 
each in 2009/10. There was a carryover of  $224,790 at the commencement of the year, 
which included a contribution of $67,500 made in 2010/11 by Southern Water to cover 
50% of the cost of aerial photography. The first round of aerial photography was 
completed during 2010/11 in spite of unfavourable flying conditions.  
 
The aerial photography has now been paid for which has reduced the balance in the 
account to $77,614.  The Board set aside $50,000 from this account for further LiDAR 
mapping of southern Tasmania.  This has been completed and paid for leaving a balance 
of $24,664 
 
3.   Regional Planning.   
The Regional Planning Project is currently on hold whilst the State Government 
undertakes the Single Statewide Planning Scheme.  Leaving a current balance of $1,859. 
 
 
4.  Water and Sewerage Owners Representatives.   
An allocation of $1,231 was brought forward for the 2015/16 year. 
 
5.  Climate Change Adaptation Project.  
This project is ongoing with the STCA receiving funding from the state government to 
complete a regional adaption plan and individual adaption plans for all northern 
councils. 
 
6.  Climate Change Communication Project.  
Contributions of  $35,000 in total (Clarence, $10,000, Hobart $20,000 and Kingborough 
$5,000) have been carried over to undertake the project now that the Regional Climate 
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Change Adaptation Plan has been completed.  This project is progressing with extra 
funding from the State Government and will be completed this year. 
 
7.  Regional visioning.  
This project is funded by a contribution by Hobart City Council of $5,000 carried over 
from 2009/10 and an allocation from the STCA Consolidated Account.  This work has 
been undertaken and completed.  
 
 8.  Local Government Structures Project.  
Approval for a project under the Local Government Reform fund was given in 
December 2010. The total Australian Government grant of $150,000, has been received 
and an independent evaluation study has been completed. 
 
9.  Tourism.  
A total of $10,460 has been brought forward for this financial year.  
 
10.  Industrial Land Use Study. 
The Industrial Land Use study is an adjunct to the Regional Strategic Land Use Plan and 
has been jointly funded by a number of member councils and the Department of 
economic Development.  The project has been finalised and endorsed by the Board with 
some residual funding brought forward. 
 
11. SMART Forms 
The STCA Board has endorsed a variation to the grant deed for this project to allow for 
the funds to be used to further develop the online planning system.  Those funds have 
been used to pay for a contribution for this software. 
 



 
 
 
 
 

Southern Tasmanian Councils Authority 
 
 Quarterly Report to Members  
 
June 2016  

 
Each Joint Authority is required under Section 36 B of the Local Government Act, 1993 to provide to its members a quarterly report that 
includes a statement of its general performance and a statement of its financial performance.  
 
This report covers the three-month period ending 30 June 2016.  This report with all previous quarterly reports is published on the 
Authority’s website: www.stca.tas.gov.au 
 
The Southern Tasmanian Councils Authority (STCA) commenced on 1st July 2006. 
 
Photo credit: Brenton West 
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QUARTERLY REPORT TO MEMBER COUNCILS MARCH 2016 

 
REPORT SUMMARY 

 
The Authority held Ordinary Board Meetings on 20th May and 27th June 2016  
 
1. Federal Labor Politicians and Candidates  

 
Politicians and candidates from the Labor Party joined the meeting to discuss key 
priorities and policies ahead of the 2016 Federal Election 
 

2. SWSA/Regional Waste Group Update 
  

The STCA Board received an update on the regional waste group and endorsed 
Mayor Kerry Vincent as Chair of the new group to be known as Waste Strategy 
South 

 
3. Review of the Local Government Act 1993 submission 
 

The Board endorsed making a submission to the review of the Local Government 
Act 1993  

 
4. Motion Brighton Council – Ferries  
 

The STCA Board endorsed in principle support to a motion from the Brighton 
Council regarding ferries on the River Derwent   

 
5. Federal Liberal Politicians and Candidates  
 

Politicians and candidates from the Liberal Party joined the meeting to discuss 
key priorities and policies ahead of the 2016 Federal Election 

 
6. CEO Report  
  

The STCA CEO presented his report to the board 
 
7. Shane Gregory, General Manager, State Roads 
 

Shane Gregory, the General Manager of State Roads with the Tasmanian 
Department of State Growth came and addressed the meeting before taking 
questions 

 
8. Corporate Brand Review   
 

The STCA Board endorsed a corporate brand review that resolved to cease using 
the “Think South” branding    
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9. 2016/17 STCA Annual Plan, Budget and Subscription Fees   
 

The Board endorsed the 2016/17 STCA Annual Plan, Budget and Subscription 
Fees for the Authority   
 
 

10. Governance and Audit Committee   
 

The STCA Board received a report from the Governance and Audit Committee 
 
11. Employees 
 
 
12. Finances 
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THE REPORT 
 
 
1.  Federal Labor Politicians and Candidates  
 
In the lead up to the Federal Election the STCA Board has the opportunity to 
meet with politicians and candidates from both sides of politics.  This is an 
opportunity for the Labor Party to respond to the STCAʼs Infrastructure and 
Economic Development Priority Documents.  It will also give them a chance to 
speak about the Labor Party election platform.  The MPs and candidates 
attending the meeting on behalf of the Labor Party were: 
 
Julie Collins MP – Federal Labor Member for Franklin, Shadow Minister for 
Regional Development and Local Government and Shadow Minister for 
Employment Services   
 
Senator Carol Brown – Federal Labor Senator for Tasmania, Shadow 
Parliamentary Secretary for Families and Payments 
 
Jane Austin – Federal Labor Candidate for Denison 
 
Brian Mitchell – Federal Labor Candidate for Lyons  
 
The group started out by thanking the 12 councils for coming together and 
providing the opportunity to meet with the candidates and politicians in the lead 
up to the election.  The Labor Party reiterated its commitment that had just been 
announced for $32 million to fund a major upgrade to the roundabout at the 
Hobart International Airport.  They also highlighted that they wanted to work 
strategically with the group to deliver projects that have long term benefits in the 
local community.   
 
The Labor Party went through some of the key items contained in the Priority 
Documents and spelled out their national policies and commitments.  There was 
also detailed discussion around an Integrated Greater Hobart Transport Plan 
and the need for better modeling of traffic flows across the region.  The STCA 
highlighted the importance of the Bridgewater Bridget project and the need for 
light rail to be contained as part of this as well as the significant water and 
sewerage upgrades across the state.  It was agreed that it was a productive 
meeting and that the Labor Party should continue to liaise and engage with the 
STCA CEO. 
 
2. SWSA/Regional Waste Group Update    
 
The Board was provided with a report to give an update on the status of the 
process to have the roles and responsibilities of the regional waste body 
undertaken by the STCA from 1 July 2016.  
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At the previous STCA meeting the Board endorsed draft Terms of Reference, 
budget, list of activities and council subscription fees as recommended by the 
Waste Management Strategy Group. 
 
Since this meeting, the Chair of the STCA has written to all member councils 
formally outlining this proposal and seeking a decision of the full council on the 
STCA proposal. 
 
Parallel to this activity the Chair of the Regional Waste Strategy Group, Mayor 
Vincent and the STCA CEO have been visiting member councils and making a 
presentation on the STCA proposal. 
 
So far every council attended by Mayor Vincent and the STCA CEO have 
agreed to the proposal.  With a majority across the region now having endorsed 
the proposal, only handful remain and these will consider the report in the next 
few weeks. 
 
There has been an overwhelming positive response from member councils to 
the STCA proposal. 
 
As this is a new group, councils will need to formally nominate a representative, 
with the old SWSA representatives not automatically carried over to the new 
group 
 
Some councils have been nominating a representative for the Waste 
Management Strategy Group under the STCA and others waiting until the Group 
is formally established before nominating a representative. 
 
In the meantime, SWSA seem to be making arrangements to cease operations, 
with the CEO invited to again attend the upcoming next week and the wind up of 
SWSA listed as an agenda item. 
 
The STCA Board also determined to make Mayor Kerry Vincent Chair of the 
newly named regional waste group Waste Strategy South. 
 
3. Review of the Local Government Act 1993 Submission  
 
Last year the Minister for Local Government, Peter Gutwein MP announced a 
targeted review of the Local Government Act 1993.  Included in part of this 
Review is the role of the regional bodies. 
 
As part of the review of the Act, the following discussion points have been 
prepared regarding regional bodies. 
 
Councils in the three Tasmanian regions have established a joint authority to 
represent their respective regional interests. While the principle objectives and 
governance of these regional bodies differ, each has an important role in 
supporting the role and responsibilities of councils and providing a voice and 
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vehicle for activities on a regional scale. While councils are very effective at 
working for the regional development of their own municipality, it is recognised 
that in some instances they may find it difficult to address broader regional 
issues.  
 
There is significant variance between the scale, funding, functions and staffing 
structures of the three regional bodies, as well as differences in governance 
arrangements, including industry and community representation. Despite these 
differences, all three regional bodies have a focus on regional cooperation and 
engagement, regional advocacy and regional development.  
 
Given the growing significance of regional planning and decision making, it is 
important Tasmaniaʼs regional bodies are appropriately recognised in the Act. It 
may be necessary to provide for regional bodies beyond the prescription relating 
to joint authorities. The Local Government Association of Tasmania (LGAT) is 
established under the Act to represent the interests of councils in Tasmania; 
promote efficient and effective local government and to provide services to 
members.  
 
The Act provides LGAT with the power to make its own rules relating to 
management, membership and powers.  
 
There are a range of options for reform, the Act could specify that all three 
regional bodies have common over-riding functions, such as:  
• promoting the interests of the region as a whole;  
• providing a vehicle for council cooperation;  
• supporting the identification of regional priorities. 
• facilitating regional development activities  
• undertaking regional advocacy efforts 

 
 
Submissions and feedback regarding the review of the Local Government Act 
1993, close on Friday 10 June 2016. 
 
Given the next STCA Board meeting is being held in late June, the submission 
will have to be endorsed out of session. 
 
Given LGAT are making an extensive submission on behalf of elected members 
and Local Government Professionals Australia, Tasmania on behalf of officers, it 
would seem that the focus of the STCAʼs submission should be around the role 
of the regional bodies. 
 
The Board endorsed making a submission to the review of the Local 
Government Act 1993 and resolved that the CEO should consult with a small 
group of GMs before distribution of the submission to the Governance 
Committee and then the full STCA Board. 
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GPO Box 503E 

Hobart TAS 7001 
bwest@stca.tas.gov.au 

 
 

 
 
 
14 June 2016  
 
 
 
Rebekah Burton 
Steering Committee Chairperson 
Targeted Review of the Local Government Act 
Department of Premier and Cabinet  
GPO Box 123  
HOBART   TAS   7001 
 
 
 
Dear Ms Burton 
 

Targeted Review of the Local Government Act 1993 (the Act)  
 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission to the Tasmanian State 
Government’s targeted review of the Local Government Act 1993 (the Act). 
 
Background 
The Southern Tasmanian Councils Authority (STCA) is the regional Authority 
representing the 12 southern councils.  Together this group of councils makes 
up around 50 per cent of the Tasmanian population.  The STCA is governed 
by a board of directors, which comprises the Mayors of the 12 southern 
councils.  General Managers also attend board meetings.  The membership of 
the STCA consists of: 
 

• Brighton Council 
• Central Highlands Council 
• Clarence City Council  
• Derwent Valley Council 
• Glamorgan/Spring Bay Council 
• Glenorchy City Council 
• Hobart City Council 
• Huon Valley Council 
• Kingborough Council 
• Sorell Council 
• Southern Midlands Council 
• Tasman Council 
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The principal objective of the Authority is to enable Members to work together 
to facilitate and coordinate agreed Regional development strategies and 
actions to achieve sustainable economic, environmental and social outcomes 
for the Southern Region.   
 
Since its inception in 2006 the STCA has played a key role in representing the 
interests of its member councils across Southern Tasmania.  The Authority 
has undertaken regional projects on behalf of member councils these have 
included the Regional Planning Project, the Weeds of National Significance 
project and the development of the Southern Tasmanian Regional Land Use 
Strategy.  The Authority has also played an active role in engaging with 
departmental representatives on steering committees and advisory groups as 
well acting as a conduit between the 12 Southern Councils and State and 
Federal elected representatives.  In more recent years the STCA has 
identified and undertaken key advocacy and lobbying work on key regional 
priorities and projects.  This has meant isolating a select number of key 
regionally important infrastructure and economic development projects and 
advocating for them both publically and privately to relevant State and Federal 
politicians and departments.  Recently, the STCA has led a process to see the 
transition of the roles and functions of the regional waste group, Southern 
Waste Strategy Authority (SWSA) into the STCA.  
 
Targeted review of the Local Government Act 1993 (the Act)  
 
The STCA acknowledges the important role regional organisations play in 
facilitating a cooperative relationship between member councils and 
government.  Increasingly, as municipal economies become more fluid and 
interdependent with the movement of labour and goods, the STCA has an 
opportunity to help facilitate regional development and project identification on 
a regional scale that will deliver benefits across Southern Tasmania.  As we 
move into a fiscally constrained era regional organisations offer an excellent 
opportunity for governments to work constructively and collaboratively with 
local councils to deliver on key regional projects.   
!
Q41: Should the regional bodies have a common governance structure 
or should there be a flexible approach on how they operate? 
!
It is acknowledged that the demographics, environment and economies of 
each region of Tasmania are different.  Since their inception the regional 
bodies have responded to these differences by adopting different governance 
models and structures.  Over this period, each regional body has undertaken 
governance or organisation reviews, in many cases these reviews have 
resulted in changes or the strengthening of the governance model each 
regional organisation operates under.  This has allowed the regional bodies to 
develop their own governance structure that is responsive and best meets the 
needs of the local communities that they represent.  The STCA believes it is 
important that each regional organisation continues to be given the flexibility 
to determine its own governance structure to ensure that it is appropriate to 
deliver results in their respective regions.   
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Q42: How will legislative recognition and prescription of common over-
riding functions add value to regional decision making? How will it add 
value to the sector as a whole? 
 
Currently each regional organisation has different over riding functions and 
objectives, although these do share some similarities.  The regional 
organisations, as with all membership bodies, can be faced with the prospect 
of member councils threatening to leave the organisation.  This is sometimes 
fuelled by the lack of clarity and understanding of the role of regional 
organisations.  If the regional organisations were to gain specific legislative 
recognition it would help to add value to the regional decision making process 
by providing greater clarity around the overriding function and role of the 
bodies.  It would also assist with expectation management from member 
councils and help drive the creation of better key performance indicators for 
regional organisations.  Legislative recognition would also help alleviate 
confusion and cross over between LGAT and the regional bodies.  
Recognition would also signal a commitment and acknowledgement from the 
State Government of the importance of the regional bodies and a willingness 
to engage and work productively with each of the three bodies.  Legislative 
recognition shouldn’t be over prescriptive as to add a ‘red tape’ burden and 
should still allow for flexibility for member councils to provide direction to the 
bodies to meet the needs of the region. 
 
 
Q43: What roles and functions of regional bodies should be specified in 
the Act? 
 
In recent years the State Government has reduced the public sector 
workforce and changed the economic development focus of the Department 
of State Growth to be far more sectorial based.  This has created some 
opportunities and gaps for the regional bodies to play a key role in economic 
and regional development.  Increasingly, State and Federal Government’s are 
looking to fund infrastructure and economic development projects that present 
a regional benefit.  The Federal Government has supported this push through 
the creation of the Regional Development Australia Network.   
 
An emphasis on regional development appears to be a logical and productive 
role and function for the three regional bodies to undertake in Tasmania.  This 
recognition could focus on promoting the interests of the region, allowing 
council cooperation, identifying regional projects and collaborating and 
partnering with government, private industry and other organisations.  In 
recent years the STCA has undertaken significant regional land use planning 
work across Southern Tasmania in partnership with the 12 southern councils.  
It is important that this work continue to be completed and the regional bodies 
should serve as the appropriate vehicles to continue to perform this land use 
planning work on a regional level. 
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This recognition wouldn’t need to be over prescriptive as to create a 
regulatory burden, but would provide greater role clarity and focus for each of 
the bodies.  In turn, making it easier to develop relevant KPIs, deliver benefits 
to member councils and the region and foster greater collaboration with 
government and other stakeholders. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback into the targeted review of 
the Local Government Act 1993, we would welcome the opportunity to provide 
further comments as the review progresses. 
 
Kind regards 
 

 
 
Brenton West  
Chief Executive Officer  
Southern Tasmanian Councils Authority (STCA)   
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4. Motion – Brighton Council Ferries  
 
The Brighton Council has forwarded the following motion and report for 
consideration by the STCA Board. 
 

DERWENT RIVER PASSENGER FERRIES: 
FILE REFERENCE:  

AUTHOR: Manager Development Services 
(Mr J Dryburgh) 

 

Background: 
Council has long supported the concept of passenger ferries on the Derwent, both as a 
great benefit to greater Hobart and as an obvious benefit to the Brighton community. 
Bob Clifford of Incat has recently been publically pushing the idea again, particularly in 
light of recent traffic congestion issues. 
Bob Clifford has sent through some preliminary material to Cr. Gray and Council’s 
Manager of Development Services. 
It is suggested that council should express their support for the concept and to be party 
to further discussions on the matter. It should also be noted that Council has existing 
plans and ‘under-progress’ plans that are relevant to Derwent River passenger ferries, 
such as designs and costings for the Old Beach Jetty and the Bridgewater Parkland 
Master Plan. 

Consultation: 
Consultation has occurred between Council’s Manager Development Services, Incat 
representatives and Councillor Gray.  

Risk Implications: 
There are no significant risks.  

Financial Implications: 
No financial commitment is being suggested at this stage, but if the project progresses 
there may be an expectation for such a commitment in future. 

Options: 
1. As per the recommendation. 

2. Other, as determined by Council. 
 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

That Council express their support for the concept to Incat and publically.  
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DECISION: 

Cr Gray moved, Cr Geard seconded that Council write to Incat supporting his proposal 
and also write to the STCA to request this matter be placed back on the STCA agenda.  

CARRIED 

VOTING RECORD 
     In favour                Against 
 Cr Curran 
 Cr Foster 
 Cr Garlick 
 Cr Geard 
 Cr Gray 
 Cr Owen 
 Cr Taylor 
 Cr Williams  
 
 
The STCA Board considered the motion and resolved to offer in principle 
support and refer it to the Infrastructure Committee for further consideration. 
 
5. Federal Liberal Politicians and Candidates   
 
In the lead up to the Federal Election the STCA Board has the opportunity to 
meet with politicians and candidates from both sides of politics.  This is an 
opportunity for the Liberal Party to respond to the STCAʼs Infrastructure and 
Economic Development Priority Documents.  It will also give them a chance to 
speak about the Liberal Party election platform. 
 
The MPs and candidates attending the meeting on behalf of the Liberal Party 
are: 
Senator Eric Abetz – Liberal Senator for Tasmania 
 
Senator Stephen Parry – Liberal Senator for Tasmania and President of the 
Senate 
 
Senator David Bushby – Liberal Senator for Tasmania, Government Whip in 
the Senate  
 
Eric Hutchinson – Liberal Member for Lyons  
 
Jonathan Duniam – Liberal Senate Candidate 
 
Marcus Allan – Liberal Candidate for Denison 
 
Amanda Sue-Markham – Liberal Candidate for Franklin  
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6.  CEO Report  
 
The STCA CEO presented his report to the board for consideration. 
 
Federal Election Campaign Launch 
In the past few weeks the STCA conducted its 2016 Federal Election Priorities 
launch.  Whilst there was limited television coverage, the launch received strong 
coverage in the Mercury with an article and a large colour photo.  The article is 
attached to the end of the report.  Over the past few months the CEO has been 
meeting and briefing a range of political staff and other parties on the STCA 
regional priorities.  In the coming weeks, the Authority will continue to engage in 
other media opportunities to help promote the regionʼs key priorities in the lead 
up to the federal election. 
 
Following the successful launch of the STCA Infrastructure and Economic 
Development Priority Documents.  The CEO has used the backdrop of the 
election campaign to continue to arrange media opportunities for the Authority to 
promote the regionʼs priorities.  The CEO has also been meeting and liaising 
with political staffers and politicians on the STCAʼs key projects with further 
information and advocacy efforts. 
 
LGAT/Regional CEOs Meeting 
In the past fortnight the three regional CEOs and LGAT senior staff met for their 
regular quarterly meeting.  The key item of discussion was the review of the 
local government act and trying to ascertain if there was some consistency of 
views between the three regional bodies on the key questions posed by the 
State Government.  Pleasingly there was and all three bodies made 
submissions that were consistent in their views on the key issues.  It was also 
reported that NTD under interim CEO Maree Tetlow was undertaking significant 
work to the governance model following a review of the organisation by Bill Fox.  
The proposed new governance structure would involve a skills based board with 
greater involvement and focus from business and community sectors to see the 
body transition to whole of region body similar to the Geelong (G21) model. 
 
State Budget  
The Tasmanian State Budget will be handed down next Thursday 26 May by the 
Treasurer, Peter Gutwein MP.  The STCA provided a pre-budget submission last 
year to the budgetary process.  The CEO will be attending the budget lock up 
and will be developing a media release but also a briefing note to be distributed 
to board members following the budget, highlighting significant policies, projects 
and issues that impact the region. 
 
Destination Southern Tasmania Visitor Map/Awards 
DST is shortly about to release and distribute its first visitor friendly map for 
southern Tasmania.  This is a project that all councils across the region have 
contributed towards and will see around 150,000 maps printed and distributed 
over the next 12 months.  The map is slightly quirky and users hand drawn 
illustrations to highlight key attractions across the region.  DST recently held its 
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award night in Hobart at TMAG with the event being a great success.  Over 150 
people attended and awards were spread across the region.  In August DST will 
again hold its one day conference called the Summit.  This event was held at 
Bellerive Oval last year and was highly successful.  It is anticipated that this 
yearʼs event will also be well attended. 
  
Regional Dog Management  
At the last Board meeting it was resolved to establish a working group to look 
into the issues of regional dog management.  As well as examining the dog 
control act to investigate whether there are any issues that need to be raised 
with LGAT regarding this legislation.  This working group is being established 
and the first meeting will be held shortly. 
  
Economic Development MoU with the State Government and RDA 
The Board has agreed in principle to develop an economic development MoU 
with the State Government through the Department of State Growth and RDA 
Tasmania representing the federal government.  The CEO has been engaging in 
discussions with both of these organisations to progress the development of the 
MoU.  However, with the federal election being called, this has slowed the 
progress of the MoU.  It is hoped that a draft document for signature between 
the STCA and the State Government can be brought to the next board meeting 
for consideration and that the federal government can be added to this 
agreement at a later date following the federal election. 
 
Review of the Local Government Act 1993 Submission 
In conjunction with a small group of General Managers and the Governance and 
Audit Committee the CEO developed and submitted a submission into the 
review of the local government act.  This focussed on the three key issues, 
whether the three regional bodies should have the same governance structure, 
whether they should be recognised in legislation and should they have a 
prescribed function.  This was sent to the Board for feedback before submission.  
The final submission is attached to the meeting papers. 
 
State Biking Strategy 
The State Government through the Department of State Growth are developing 
a State Biking Strategy focussing on the tourism benefits arising from cycling.  
This has only just started and given the number of tracks and strong interest 
from Southern Tasmania the CEO will be meeting with State Growth shortly for a 
briefing and finding out how to provide feedback to this process. 
 
LGAT/Regional CEOs Meeting 
In the past fortnight the three regional CEOs and LGAT senior staff met for their 
regular quarterly meeting.  The key item of discussion was the review of the 
local government act and trying to ascertain if there was some consistency of 
views between the three regional bodies on the key questions posed by the 
State Government.  Pleasingly there was and all three bodies made 
submissions that were consistent in their views on the key issues.  It was also 
reported that NTD under interim CEO Maree Tetlow was undertaking significant 
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work to the governance model following a review of the organisation by Bill Fox.  
The proposed new governance structure would involve a skills based board with 
greater involvement and focus from business and community sectors to see the 
body transition to whole of region body similar to the Geelong (G21) model. 
 
Tasmanian State Budget 
The CEO attended the Tasmanian State Budget lockup at the end of May.  
Whilst it was a fairly business as usual budget with no great surprises, it was 
pleasing to see about $2 million allocated to enable the full rollout of the IPlan 
software.  This was a key priority for the Authority and was included as part of 
our pre-budget submission made to the Government in December 2015.  It will 
form the key user interface for the new Single Statewide Planning Scheme when 
it is rolled out in 2017. 
 
7.  Shane Gregory, General Manager State Roads  
 
Shane Gregory, the General Manager of State Roads from the Department of 
State Growth joined the meeting.  Shane spoke about the State Governmentʼs 
new 10 year road strategy, that included a four year funding plan for road 
projects.  He highlighted that the Department of State Growth faces continuing 
challenges to maintain and upgrade the existing road network and that all tiers 
of government need to work together to become smarter with the way the state 
manages traffic.  Particularly at peak times when a slight increase or decrease in 
peak commuter traffic can make a major difference to the congestion levels.   
 
Shane was asked about election commitments for road projects and advised 
that as a Departmental staff member, he has to wait until funding for the project 
is placed in the budget before he can proceed with that project as announced.  
Shane also updated the group on the continued work on the development of a 
business case to provide Infrastructure Australia to secure funding for the 
Bridgewater Bridge.  He also updated the group on the work being done by the 
congestion group, including the four metropolitan councils to reduce congestion.  
 
8.  Corporate Brand Review     
 
At the last STCA Board meeting it was endorsed that the Governance and Audit 
Committee conduct a corporate brand review and report back to the Board with 
any recommendations.  The Governance and Audit Committee have examined 
this issue and made a recommendation to cease using the “Think South” trading 
name. 
 
In 2014 following the appointment of the first full time CEO of the Authority, the 
STCA implemented a new trading name “Think South”.  The Authority was still 
legally known as the Southern Tasmanian Councils Authority (STCA) for audit, 
grant and other legal purposes. 
 
The rationale behind this trading name was that the Authority wanted to play a 
more active role in the media, but felt that it needed a shorter and sharper name.  
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Trying to settle on a new trading name to be used for the public promotion of the 
Authority was difficult.  Ultimately, “Think South” was agreed by the Board, 
however with no real alternative. 
 
Over the past couple of years the Authority has used “Think South” for media, 
promotional activities and for social media.  However, this name hasnʼt fully 
been embraced by the media and the Authorityʼs stakeholders, with some 
confusion surrounding who the group represents.  There have also been some 
questions about whether the name sounds too much like a tourism body. 
 
Having a trading name and a legal name has also presented some challenges 
around confusion and when to use each name.  Given these issues, it would 
seem to make sense that the Authority revert to using its legal name all of the 
time and cease using the trading name “Think South”.  Southern Tasmanian 
Councils Authority (STCA) clearly identifies who the group represents and where 
itʼs from. 
 
It would be an easy process to transition away from the use of “Think South”, the 
STCA name and logo could be reinserted on media releases and social media 
accounts could simply be changed over to the Southern Tasmanian Councils 
Authority (STCA). 
 
9.  2016/17 Annual Plan, Budget and Subscription Fees    
Under the Local Government Act 1993, the STCA is required to develop and 
endorse an Annual Plan.   
 
The development of the STCA Annual Plan is guided by the recently endorsed 
STCA 2015 – 19 Strategic Plan. 
 
The Annual Plan is the key document to help drive the STCAʼs agenda for the 
next 12 months. 
 
The Board were also presented with subscription fees for the 2016/17 financial 
year.  These contained no increase from the 2015/16 fees, but did include the 
$150,000 pro-rata budget for the regional waste group. 
 
The Annual Plan, budget and associated subscription fees for 2016/17 were 
endorsed by the STCA Board. 
 

Subscription 2016/17 Percentage 
of Total STCA Fees Waste Fees GST Inclusive of GST 

Council % $ $ $ $ 
Tasman 1.60% 2,977.83 2,400  537.78 5,915.61 
Central Highlands 1.60% 2,977.83 2,400  537.78 5,915.61 
Glamorgan Spring 
Bay 1.60% 2,977.83 2,400  537.78 5,915.61 
Southern Midlands 1.60% 2,977.83 2,400  537.78 5,915.61 
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Derwent Valley 5.18% 9,640.71 7,700  1,734.07 19,074.78 
Sorell 5.18% 9,640.71 7,700  1,734.07 19,074.78 
Brighton 5.18% 9,640.71 7,700  1,734.07 19,074.78 
Huon Valley 5.18% 9,640.71 7,700  1,734.07 19,074.78 
Kingborough 12.40% 23,078.15 18,600  4,167.81 45,845.96 
Glenorchy 20.16% 37,520.60 30,240  6,776.06 74,536.66 
Hobart 20.16% 37,520.60 30,240  6,776.06 74,536.66 
Clarence 20.16% 37,520.60 30,240  6,776.06 74,536.66 
Regional Total 100.01% 186,114.12 150,000.00 33,611.41 369,725.53 

 
 
 
 
STCA Operational Budget 
Revenue $   
Council subscriptions 336,114.12   
Stationery rebate 6,500   
Interest on funds 6,000   
Total Revenue 348,614.12   
     
Expenses    
Southern Waste Management Strategy 
Group expenses 147,500  
Wages 104,800   
Labour on costs 22,150   
Motor vehicle expenses 11,200   
Office rent 4,740   
Telephone  720   
Insurance 2,300   
Conference/Events 900   
FBT 3,400   
Website  4,800   
Audit fees 5,400   
Administrative expenses 18,000   
Meeting expenses 1,400   
Legal expenses 2,000   
Stationery 700   
Printing 1,000   
Miscellanous 1,000   
Total Expenses 332,010   
     
Balance to carry forward 16,604.12   
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10.  Governance and Audit Committee   
 
The Board received a report from the Governance and Audit Committee, most of 
the items contained in the report were addressed as separate items by the 
Board throughout the agenda.  These included the name for the new regional 
waste body contained within the STCA, the corporate brand review, the draft 
2016/17 budget and the draft 2016/17 subscription fees. 
 
11.  Employees 
 
Mr Brenton West, took up the role of full time Chief Executive Officer of the 
Authority on 1 July 2013.  The Authority has previously employed other staff as 
government grant funding is obtained.  It is intended that this process will 
continue.  Currently Katrena Graham and Graham Green are employed to work 
on the Climate Change Adaption Project for the Northern and North West 
Councils. 
 
12.  Finance 
 
A summary of financial performance for the third quarter of the 2015/16 financial year 
follows: 
 
SOUTHERN TASMANIAN COUNCILS AUTHORITY   
Financial Report as at 31st December 2015    

  
Actual at 
30/06/16 

Budget Year 
to Date 

 Budget 
2015/16 

  $ $ $ 
Revenue plus opening balances     
STCA Consolidated Account 330,231  330,231  330,231  
Regional GIS Project 24,664  24,664  24,664  
Regional Planning  1,859  1,859  1,859  
Water and Sewerage Owners Representatives 1,231  1,231  1,231  
Climate Change adaptation project 37,464  37,464  37,464  
Climate Change communication project 9,090  9,090  9,090  
Regional Visioning 2,505  2,505  2,505  
Local Government Structures Project 5,587  5,587  5,587  
Tourism 10,460  10,460  10,460  
Industrial Land use Study 1,664  1,664  1,664  
SMART form 2,909  2,909  2,909  
TOTAL REVENUE 427,664  427,664  427,664  
      
Expenditure     
STCA Consolidated Account (176,288) (193,210) (193,210) 
Regional GIS Project (0) (0) (0) 
Regional Planning  (0) (0) (0) 
Water and Sewerage Owners Representatives 0 0 0 
Climate Change adaptation project (768)  (36,500)  (36,500)  
Climate Change communication project (0) (0) (0) 
Regional Visioning 0 0 0 
Local Government Structures Project 0 0  0  
Tourism 0 (0) (0) 
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Industrial Land use Study (0) (0) (0) 
SMART form 0  (0) (0) 
TOTAL EXPENDITURE (177,056) (229,710) (229,710) 
      
Closing Balances     
STCA Consolidated Account 153,943  114,154  114,154  
Regional GIS Project 24,664  24,664  24,664  
Regional Planning  1,859  1,859  1,859  
Water and Sewerage Owners Representatives 1,231  1,231  1,231  
Climate Change adaptation project 36,696  900  900  
Climate Change communication project 9,090  9,090  9,090  
Regional Visioning 2,505  2,505  2,505  
Local Government Structures Project 5,587  5,587  5,587  
Tourism 10,460  10,460  10,460  
Industrial Land use Study 1,664  1,664 1,664 
SMART form 2,909  2,909  2,909  
 250,607  175,023  175,023  

 
 
 
It is to be noted that there are eleven separate accounts.  
 
The STCA Board has resolved for the 2016/17 Financial year to create an STCA Special 
Projects account which picks up some of the small remaining amounts from unused 
project accounts. 
 
1.  STCA consolidated account.   
The operating account of the Authority currently the account has a balance of $153,943. 
 
 
 2.  Regional GIS Project.  
NRM South made a financial contribution towards achievement of the Regional GIS 
initiative up to 30th June 2009.  
 
In addition, member Councils agreed to contribute $7,000 each in 2008/09 and $10,000 
each in 2009/10. There was a carryover of  $224,790 at the commencement of the year, 
which included a contribution of $67,500 made in 2010/11 by Southern Water to cover 
50% of the cost of aerial photography. The first round of aerial photography was 
completed during 2010/11 in spite of unfavourable flying conditions.  
 
The aerial photography has now been paid for which has reduced the balance in the 
account to $77,614.  The Board set aside $50,000 from this account for further LiDAR 
mapping of southern Tasmania.  This has been completed and paid for leaving a balance 
of $24,664 
 
3.   Regional Planning.   
The Regional Planning Project is currently on hold whilst the State Government 
undertakes the Single Statewide Planning Scheme.  Leaving a current balance of $1,859. 
 
 
4.  Water and Sewerage Owners Representatives.   
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An allocation of $1,231 was brought forward for the 2015/16 year. 
 
5.  Climate Change Adaptation Project.  
This project is ongoing with the STCA receiving funding from the state government to 
complete a regional adaption plan and individual adaption plans for all northern 
councils. 
 
6.  Climate Change Communication Project.  
Contributions of  $35,000 in total (Clarence, $10,000, Hobart $20,000 and Kingborough 
$5,000) have been carried over to undertake the project now that the Regional Climate 
Change Adaptation Plan has been completed.  This project is progressing with extra 
funding from the State Government and will be completed this year. 
 
7.  Regional visioning.  
This project is funded by a contribution by Hobart City Council of $5,000 carried over 
from 2009/10 and an allocation from the STCA Consolidated Account.  This work has 
been undertaken and completed.  
 
 8.  Local Government Structures Project.  
Approval for a project under the Local Government Reform fund was given in 
December 2010. The total Australian Government grant of $150,000, has been received 
and an independent evaluation study has been completed. 
 
9.  Tourism.  
A total of $10,460 has been brought forward for this financial year.  
 
10.  Industrial Land Use Study. 
The Industrial Land Use study is an adjunct to the Regional Strategic Land Use Plan and 
has been jointly funded by a number of member councils and the Department of 
economic Development.  The project has been finalised and endorsed by the Board with 
some residual funding brought forward. 
 
11. SMART Forms 
The STCA Board has endorsed a variation to the grant deed for this project to allow for 
the funds to be used to further develop the online planning system.  Those funds have 
been used to pay for a contribution for this software. 
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29 August 2016 
 
 
Mr A Paul Mr Robert Higgins Mr Gary Arnold 
General Manager General Manager  General Manager 
Clarence City Council Tasman and Sorell Councils Kingborough Council 
P O Box 96 P O Box 126 Locked Bag 1 
ROSNY PARK TAS 7018 SORELL TAS 7172 KINGSTON TAS 7050 
 
 
Dear General Manager, 
 
COPPING REFUSE DISPOSAL SITE JOINT AUTHORITY REPORTS 
 
Participating Councils and the Director of Local Government have reached agreement on the 
establishment of consistent reporting arrangements for the Authority.  The following advice 
regarding matters discussed at recent Authority and Board meetings is now provided for 
inclusion in your General Manager’s routine report to your Council. 
 

Authority Meeting held on 26 May 2016 

• The Minutes of the Authority’s General Meeting held on 26 May 2016 were accepted. 
• The Minutes of the Authority’s electronic meetings held on 9 June 2016 and 13 June 2016 and 12 

August 2016 were accepted.  The electronic meetings dealt with the following matters: 
o 9 June 2016 – Deed of Dissolution (C Cell Joint Venture); 
o 13 June 2016 – Amendment of Authority Rules; and 
o 12 August 2016 – Deed of Variation – Grant Deed (C Cell Project). 

• The Minutes of the Southern Waste Solutions Board for meetings held on 28 April 2016, 18 
May 2016 and 22 June 2016 were noted. 

• The June 2016 Quarterly Report was presented and accepted. 
• A request to sub-lease a portion of the Copping site was considered and approved with 

general terms recommended. 
• A report from the SWS Board was considered.  The report related to board size, remuneration 

and remuneration method. 
• The SWS Board Chair provided an update on Board activities including end of financial year 

position, the C Cell project and CEO contract renewal. 
• Consideration was given to rent that may be paid on the C Cell site. 

ATTACHMENT 3
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• The Authority approved a ‘working capital’ loan to C Cell Pty Ltd. 
 

(Note: Minutes of meeting of the Authority may be tabled in open Council meeting unless 
they contain confidential material.  Given its commercial in confidence content The Quarterly 
Report, Business Plan, Budget and Contractual, Statutory and other obligations reports are 
requested to be tabled in Closed Meeting).  Any Closed Meeting items considered by the 
Authority should also be tabled only in Closed Meeting of Council. 
 
Board Meeting held on 28 April 2016 
Matters dealt with: 

• The Minutes of the Board meeting held 23 March 2016 and the minutes of electronic meeting 
held on 7 April 2016 were accepted. 

• The Monthly Operational Overview and Financial Report for March 2016 was received and 
noted. 

• The Authority Quarterly Report to March 2016 was provided and noted. 
• The Strategic Plan 2016/17 – 2020/21 was endorsed for communication to the Authority. 
• The Business Plan and Budget for 2016/17 was approved and relevant gate fees set for the 

financial year. 
• The Contractual Obligations report was received, noted and endorsed for communication to 

the Authority. 
• Considered the Site Operations Contract for the C Cell Project. 
• Considered a contract for an additional WAIV unity for the C Cell Project. 
• Received and noted the results of the Customer Survey 2015. 
• Received a report from the CEO updating the Board in respect to new technology relevant to 

operations and business improvements. 
• Received a number of verbal updates from the CEO in respect to leachate management, staff 

and C Cell related matters. 

 
Board Meeting held on 18 May 2016 
Matters dealt with: 

• The Minutes of the Board meeting held 28 April 2016 were accepted. 
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• The Monthly Operational Overview and Financial Report for April 2016 was received and 
noted. 

• Issues relevant to the C Cell project were discussed and actions resolved. 

 
Board Meeting held on 22 June 2016 
Matters dealt with: 

• The Minutes of the Board meeting held 18 May 2016 were accepted. 
• The Monthly Operational Overview and Financial Report for May 2016 was received and 

noted. 
• The Board considered issues related to board size, remuneration and remuneration method – 

for report to the Authority. 
• The Board resolved to continue the Audit Committee and commenced the process to set the 

Audit Committee’s future work agenda. 
 
(Note: As minutes of meetings of the Board are commercial in confidence it is requested that these be held 
on file and may be perused by Aldermen / Councillors but not tabled at Council meetings) 

 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Ian Nelson 
Secretary 
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REPORTS FROM SINGLE AND JOINT AUTHORITIES /contd… 
 

• SOUTHERN WASTE STRATEGY AUTHORITY 
 Representative: Ald Richard James 
  (Ald Sharyn von Bertouch, Proxy) 
 

Quarterly Reports 
The Southern Waste Strategy Authority has distributed its Quarterly Reports for the 
periods ending 30 September 2015, 31 March 2016 and 30 June 2016 (refer Attachments 
4, 5 and 6). 
 
Representative Reporting 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That the Southern Waste Strategy Authority Quarterly Reports to 30 September 2015, 
31 March 2016 and 30 June 2016 be received. 
 
 

• TASWATER CORPORATION 



 
Quarterly Report – September 2015  
 
 
1. SUMMARY 
 

This report on the general and financial performance of the Southern 
Waste Strategy Authority (SWSA) for the September 2015 quarter is 
provided to member councils, in accordance with Section 36B of the 
Local Government Act 1993.  

 
2. GENERAL PERFORMANCE 
 
2.1 PROJECTS 
 
EDUCATION 
 

Arrangements have been made with Glenorchy and Clarence Council 
to provide education services by contract. Danielle Hall from 
Glenorchy and Fred Pribac from Clarence have been working 
together to provide a schools programme and have commenced 
school visitations. 

 
 
WASTE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

There has not been a meeting since the last report. 
 

GARAGE SALE TRAIL 
 

Everything is in place for the Garage Sale trail on 24/10/15. 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 4 
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2.2 GOVERNANCE 
 

PROGRESS OF WASTE LEVY 
 

This matter has not progressed during this quarter.  
 

FUTURE OF SWSA 
 

 The Board has adopted a budget for 2015/16 which provides 
primarily for school visits and media promotion. There will be no 
contribution required from Members during 2015/16, with activities 
being funded from the equity balance at 30/6/15.  It is anticipated 
that the transfer of the regional waste activities will be finalised 
before 30/6/16. 

 
3. FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE 

 
 

3.1 PROFIT & LOSS 
 
The financial report attached below to 30th September 2015 
indicates a deficit for the year of $13,194 compared to the budgeted 
anticipated deficit of $50,250. This had occurred because both 
Glenorchy and Clarence have not yet submitted accounts for the first 
quarter. 
 
The financial statements have issued a clear audit report. 
 

 
There is no reason to anticipate that SWSA will not be able to pay 
any amounts owing when they fall due. 



 

 
 
 

3 | P a g e  
 

3 

 
 



 
Quarterly Report – March 2016  
 
 
1. SUMMARY 
 

This report on the general and financial performance of the Southern 
Waste Strategy Authority (SWSA) for the March 2016 quarter is 
provided to member councils, in accordance with Section 36B of the 
Local Government Act 1993.  

 
2. GENERAL PERFORMANCE 
 
2.1 PROJECTS 
 
 
EDUCATION 
 

Numerous schools were undertaken by the officers from Clarence 

and Glenorchy Councils after the school vacations finished. 

 
 
WASTE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

No meeting was held during this quarter. 
 
 
 

GARAGE SALE TRAIL 
 

The Board considered a proposal for the 2016 Garage Sale Trail. It 

agreed to participate. 
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MEDIA AND ADVERTISING 

Joint media campaigns were continued in association with the North 

and North-Western Regional Waste groups. 

 
 
 
2.2 GOVERNANCE 

 
PROGRESS OF WASTE LEVY 
 

This matter has not progressed further during this quarter.  
 

FUTURE OF SWSA 
 

The Board was addressed by the Executive Officer on the proposal 
that STCA host the regional waste function post 30/6/16. The Board 
agreed to consider the matter further when the responses of STCA 
members were available.. 

 
 

3. FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE 
 
 

3.1 FINANCIAL REPORT 31/03/16 
 

The attached report shows that the deficit for the year to 31/3/16 is 
$76,890 compared to a budgeted figure of $120,850 which means 
that we are $46,960 ahead of budget.  Almost all items are very 
closed to budget except Consultants and Contractors. Both 
Glenorchy CC and Clarence CC had not been paid for the December 
and March quarter. 
This means that overall we are roughly $6,000 ahead of Budget. 
SWSA will be able to meet all accounts payable as they fall due. 
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Quarterly Report – June 2016  
 
 
1. SUMMARY 
 

This report on the general and financial performance of the Southern 
Waste Strategy Authority (SWSA) for the June 2016 quarter is 
provided to member councils, in accordance with Section 36B of the 
Local Government Act 1993.  

 
2. GENERAL PERFORMANCE 
 
2.1 PROJECTS 
 
 
EDUCATION 
 

The Education Officers at Glenorchy and Clarence have continued to 

deliver their programmes. It is understood that STCA will continue 

this arrangement when it takes over the waste function. 

 
 
WASTE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

A meeting was held during the quarter at which the members were 
advised that the Premiers Local Government Council would be 
considering a paper which effective recommended that there be no 
waste levy in the foreseeable future. In the circumstances it was 
agreed that a further meeting be held in July to determine whether 
the Committee should continue. 
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The Waste Advisory Committee then met in July and received verbal 
advice that the Government would not be introducing a Waste levy 
and did not support the existing waste strategy. In the 
circumstances bearing in mind the WAC was established in 
accordance with that Strategy, the Committee agreed to recommend 
to the Board of the EPA that the Committee be dissolved, subject to 
receiving written confirmation of the Government’s position 
 
 
 

GARAGE SALE TRAIL 
 

The Board agreed to meet the full cost of participation in the GST in 

October 2016 otherwise it would have to invoice the Members for 

the 50% balance. 

 

MEDIA AND ADVERTISING 

The Joint TV and radio campaign continued up until 30th June 2016. 
Any advertising after that date will be the responsibility of STCA. 

 
 
2.2 GOVERNANCE 

 
 

PROGRESS OF WASTE LEVY 
 

Following the Premiers Local Government Council Meeting, the 
Government has indicated that it will not be introducing a waste levy 
in the foreseeable future. 
 

FUTURE OF SWSA 
 

Based on advice that STCA would be establishing a waste function in 
2016/17, the Board agreed in principle that it should cease 
operations at 30/6/16 and wind up the Authority as soon as possible 
after that date. Any remaining funds would be returned to Members 
in accordance with the Rules. Members  were contacted to request 
that their representative be in a position to vote on the confirmation 
of the proposal at the June Meeting. 
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At the June Meeting, the Board confirmed that SWSA would cease 
operations at 30/6/16 and wind up as soon as practical after that 
date. Remaining funds would be returned to Member Councils. 

. 
 
 

3. FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE 
 
 

3.1 FINANCIAL REPORT 30/6/16 
 

The attached report shows that the deficit for the year to 30/6/16 is 
$173,011 compared to a budgeted figure of $160,400 which means 
that we have exceed budget by $12,611.  This is entirely due to the 
Board’s decision to fully fund the 2016 Garage Sale Trail ($16,413) 
Virtually all accounts have been paid at 30/6/16 with only a few 
small amounts to be paid post 30th June 2016. 
SWSA will be able to meet all accounts payable as they fall due. 
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10.2 REPORTS FROM COUNCIL AND SPECIAL COMMITTEES AND OTHER 
REPRESENTATIVE BODIES 
 
AUDIT PANEL – BENCHMARKING REVIEW AND ADOPTION OF GENERAL 
MANAGER’S PERFORMANCE AND REMUNERATION SYSTEM POLICY 
(File No 540) 
 

 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
PURPOSE 
To consider the adoption of a draft policy for conducting performance reviews for the 
General Manager 
 
RELATION TO EXISTING POLICY/PLANS 
The draft policy was prepared following a benchmarking review of the process for 
reviewing the General Manager’s performance was undertaken by the Audit Panel. 
 
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
The Local Government Act, 1993 is largely silent on the matter of reviewing a 
general manager’s performance except that it is a collective function of councillors 
under Section 28. 
 
CONSULTATION 
A Council Workshop was conducted to consider the Audit Panel’s report on their 
findings following the benchmarking review and a draft policy which has been 
prepared drawing from those findings.   
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
There are no financial implications in adopting the proposed draft policy 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That Council adopts the draft “General Manager Performance and Remuneration 
Review System Policy”. 

 
________________________________________________________________________ 

ASSOCIATED REPORT 
 
1. BACKGROUND 

In December 2015, Council requested the Audit Panel to undertake a review of the 

process for undertaking the General Manager’s Performance and Remuneration 

Review. 
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2. REPORT IN DETAIL 
2.1. A desktop review of the General Manager’s performance review process was 

conducted by the independent members of the Audit Panel who had broad 

business and performance review systems and process experience.  The results 

and recommendations of the desktop review were provided to all Members of 

the Audit Panel who then met informally to discuss and agree findings.  A 

draft performance review policy was prepared drawing from the Panel’s 

findings.  The Panel’s report on the review and the draft policy were presented 

to Council for consideration at a Workshop on 22 August 2016. 

 

2.2. Arising from Workshop discussions a few refinements to the draft have been 

made and reviewed by the Panel Members.  The draft policy is now presented 

to Council for formal consideration and endorsement. 

 

3. CONSULTATION 
3.1. Community Consultation 

No applicable. 

 

3.2. State/Local Government Protocol 

Not applicable. 

 

3.3. Other  

Following the Audit Panel’s benchmarking review of the General Manager’s 

Performance Review Process a report and draft policy were presented to a 

Council Workshop on 22 August 2016 

 

4. STRATEGIC PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
Council’s Strategic Plan 2010-2015, under the Governance Goal, includes a Strategy 

– Management and Staff Resourcing. 

 

5. EXTERNAL IMPACTS 
Not applicable. 
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6. RISK AND LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 
The Local Government Act, 1993 is largely silent on the matter of reviewing a 

general manager’s performance except that it is a collective function of councillors 

under Section 28.  A Council is entitled to determine its own procedures in relation to 

reviewing the general manager’s performance. 

 

7. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
There are no financial implications in adopting the proposed draft policy. 

 
 

8. ANY OTHER UNIQUE ISSUES 
Not applicable. 

 

9. CONCLUSION 
9.1. In December 2015, Council requested the Audit Panel to undertake a 

benchmarking review of the process for undertaking the General Manager’s 

performance review. 

 

9.2. The review was undertaken by independent members of the Audit Panel who 

have broad business and performance review systems and process experience.  

The findings of the review were presented to the full Audit Panel for 

consideration.  Drawing from the Audit Panel’s findings, a draft General 

Manager’s Performance and Review System Policy has been developed. 

 

9.3. The Panel’s report and recommendations and the draft policy were presented 

to a Council Workshop on 22 August 2016. 

 

9.4. The draft Policy is now presented to Council for formal consideration and 

endorsement. 

 

Attachments: 1. Draft Policy General Manager’s Performance and Review System 
Policy (9) 

 
John Mazengarb 
AUDIT PANEL CHAIRPERSON 
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TITLE GENERAL MANAGER PERFORMANCE AND 

REMUNERATION REVIEW SYSTEM POLICY  
APPROVAL DATE Council Meeting TBC 
REVISION DATES Nil 
ASSOCIATED LEGISLATION Local Government Act 1993 
ASSOCIATED POLICIES  General Manager’s Employment Contract 
POLICY RESPONSIBILITY Corporate Support Workgroup 
REVIEW  On the request of the Council or on an as needs 

basis. 
 
1. Definitions 

 
“Employment Contract” means the Contract of Employment for the position of 
General Manager for the Clarence City Council.  
 
“General Manager” means the appointee to the position of General Manager as referred 
to under the provisions of the Local Government Act 1993. 
 
“Performance Agreement” means an agreement between the Council and the General 
Manager which outlines the performance outcomes set for the General Manager and that 
are to be applied for the review of performance over a specific review period. 
 
“Remuneration Package” means the basis for remuneration provided for under the 
General Manager’s Employment Contract. 
 
“Review Committee” means the Committee of Aldermen appointed from time to time to 
conduct report and make recommendation on the annual review of the General Manager 
and remuneration for the position. 
 
“the Act” means the Local Government Act 1993. 

 
2. Policy Statement 

 
The purpose of this Policy is to set out the system basis and the procedures for the 
conduct of the review of the General Manager’s performance and the review of the 
General Manager’s remuneration. 
 
The guiding principle for developing this policy is to provide a consistent approach to 
preparing and reviewing the Performance Review Process provided for in the 
Employment Contract between Council and the General Manager. 

 
  

 

   

38 Bligh Street  Rosny Park 

Tasmania  Australia 
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3. Policy Objective 
The Council is responsible to employ a person to the position of General Manager and to 
oversee his/her performance in accordance with the terms of their employment contract.  

Under the terms of the Contract of Employment, the performance of the General 
Manager must be reviewed by the Council at least annually against the agreed 
performance criteria for the position.  The Contract of Employment further provides that 
Council is also to annually review the Remuneration Package of the General Manager.   

Council has determined that the system for the review of the General Manager’s 
performance and remuneration be dealt with in accordance within a formalised 
framework established under this policy. 
 
This policy has been developed to provide clarity for Aldermen and the General Manager 
in describing the process whereby expectations and evaluation of the performance of the 
General Manager can be agreed and the means by which the Council and General 
Manager can reach a mutual understanding of expectation.  The annual review is a 
process through which an assessment can be made as to whether the expectations have 
been met, exceeded or remain unmet. 

 
4. Policy Guidelines 

 
4.1. Role of Review Committee 

The role of the Review Committee is to overview the General Manager’s 
performance review and remuneration review processes, facilitate input, conduct 
the reviews and provide report and recommendations to the Council on its 
findings. 

 

4.2. Appointment of Review Committee 
The responsibility to undertake the review of the General Manager’s 
performance is by the Review Committee appointed for that purpose.  

The Review Committee must comprise the Mayor and two other Aldermen. The 
appointment of Aldermen to the Review Committee will be based on two 
Aldermen appointed by the Council with staggered two yearly appointments 
(staggered on the basis of two cycles a year apart) 

The Council, with the agreement of the General Manager may also consider 
including an independent observer on the Review Committee. 

The responsibility to undertake the review of the General Manager’s 
performance is by the Review Committee appointed for that purpose.   
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4.3. General Manager’s Performance Review 
 

4.3.1.  Review Process Timeline 
The General Manager’s performance must be reviewed annually no later 
than 31 December each year.  The timing of the review is well aligned 
with Council’s wider annual planning cycle. 

This policy seeks to establish a standardised process and framework for 
the conduct of General Manager’s performance review that will entail the 
following outline and timing of the key steps that will be followed:- 

• Mid-September – Appointment of Review Committee members; 

• End-September – Circulation of review material to the General 
Manager and all Aldermen for input (including opportunity to put 
forward suggestions for consideration in future reviews); 

• Mid-October – Completion and return of input material; 

• End-October – Review of input received by the Review 
Committee;  

• Mid-November - Conduct of review by the Review Committee; 

• End November – Preparation of Review Committee report and 
recommendations (including review and scope for the following 
year’s performance indicators and performance objectives); and  

• December – Determination by Council on the Review outcomes. 

 

4.3.2. Scope of Performance Review 
 

4.3.2.1. General Manager Performance Criteria 

The Performance Criteria are set out in the GM's Contract and 
include:- 

 Relationships with Council; 

 Corporate Management; 

 External Relations; 

 Service Provision; 

 Leadership; 

 Financial and Asset Management; and 

 Personal Competencies. 
It is important to ensure that the Performance Review focus is on 
the General Manager’s performance, not on the Council’s 
performance. 
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4.3.2.2. Specific Key Performance Indicators and 
Strategic Performance Objectives 
Specific Key Performance Indicators and Strategic Performance 
Objectives (including the establishment and review of criteria, 
indicators and measures) will be mutually agreed between the 
Council and General Manager. An example format/structure is 
shown at Appendix 1 and specific content would be adapted as 
appropriate for each performance review,  This will entail 
identification of sub-criteria under the performance criteria that 
will enable the performance review process to:- 

 ensure focus on specific corporate outcomes (eg specific 
strategic initiatives, Work Health and Safety and 
Environmental risks etc; 

 enable different areas to be focussed on over a designated 
period of time; 

 facilitate setting and resetting of goals; and 

 establish agreed priority areas of performance in advance 
of the next review period or early in the performance 
period. 

The specific key performance indicators and strategic performance 
objectives are to form the basis of a new Performance Agreement 
for the next period. The agreement will be presented to the Council 
for consideration in a closed meeting together with the outcomes 
of the review of the General Manager’s performance for the 
previous period. 

 

4.3.3. Performance Review Process 
The Performance Review to be administered by the Review 
Committee will be based on the following process outline:- 

• notifying the Aldermen and the General Manager of the 
relevant dates in the performance review process; 

• engaging in consultation and providing opportunity for 
input in the review process by the parties including:- 

 development of appropriate template documents to 
assist in the effective input of the parties; 

 a self-assessment input component; 

 an alderman input component; and 

 independent observer (if appointed) to provide 
oversight of the process; 
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• considering the input submitted in the review process by 
the parties (Aldermen and the General Manager); 

• assessment of the General Manager’s performance against 
the performance agreement; 

• conducting performance review discussions with the 
General Manager; 

• the Review Committee, with the General Manager, 
undertake the development of the Performance Agreement 
proposed for the next following performance review period 
for consideration by the Council which sets out:- 

 identified areas arising from the current review to 
be addressed and the agreed actions to address 
those matters; 

 alignment of the General Manager’s performance 
criteria to the goals contained in the Council’s 
Strategic Plan and Annual Plan; 

 the scope of performance expectations and how the 
performance criteria are to be met and/or measured; 
and 

 clearly defined and measurable performance 
indicators to measure the General Manager’s 
performance; 

• report of the Review Committee findings and 
recommendations to the Council. 

4.3.4. Determination of the Performance Review 
The Review Committee report will present its findings and 
recommendations on the performance review to Council as a 
whole in Closed Meeting. 

The Council as a whole will determine the outcome of the review 
process after considering the report and recommendations 
presented by the Review Committee.  The consideration of the 
report should not be an opportunity to debate the results or re-
enact the Performance Review of the General Manager 

The report and deliberations on the Performance Review are to 
remain confidential and not released to the public unless expressly 
agreed between the Council and the General Manager and 
formally authorised by Council decision. 
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The Mayor is to formally communicate the outcomes of the 
Council decision on the review process to the General Manager 
encompassing feedback and the resetting of goals under the 
Performance Agreement. 

4.4. General Manager’s Remuneration Review 
 

4.4.1. Remuneration Review Process 
At the conclusion of the performance review process the Review 
Committee is to consider the review of the remuneration for the 
position of General Manager.  The Review Committee’s 
recommendation in respect to remuneration is to be included in its 
review report to Council. 

In reviewing the Remuneration Package for the General Manager 
the Review Committee is to have regard to:- 

i) the General Manager’s performance measured against the 
Performance Criteria for that year; 

ii) any increase in the Consumer Price Index (All Groups, 
Hobart) as issued by the Australian Statistician in the 
preceding 12 months; 

iii) the overall state of the market for the General Manager’s 
skills. experience and qualifications (ie guided by any 
annual increase, equivalent to the latest percentage increase 
in remuneration for senior executive office holders in like 
positions); and 

iv) the acquisition and satisfactory utilisation of new or 
enhanced skills by the General Manager if beneficial to or 
required by the Council. 

4.4.2. Responsibility for Determination of 
Remuneration Review 
The determination of the review of General Manager’s 
remuneration will be decided by the Council in Closed Meeting on 
the consideration of a recommendation from the Review 
Committee. 

The report and deliberations on the remuneration review are to 
remain confidential and not released to the public unless expressly 
agreed between the Council and the General Manager and 
formally authorised by Council decision. 

The Mayor is to formally communicate the outcomes of the 
remuneration review process to the General Manager. 
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4.4.3. Determination and Increases in 
Remuneration 
The findings of the review process together with any other reasons 
determined by the Council will provide and be recognised as the 
supporting basis and reasons for any discretionary increases in 
remuneration or any one-off payments in recognition of 
performance  

Discretionary increases to the General Manager’s total 
remuneration package under the provisions of the Employment 
Contract may only occur after a formal review of the General 
Manager’s performance has been undertaken by the Council and 
the Council has resolved to grant such a discretionary increase 
based on the performance review outcomes. 

It is the Council’s view that any discretionary increases, or one-off 
payments, are intended to be an incentive for the General Manager 
to provide maximum service and perform throughout the life of the 
Employment Contract. 

Any discretionary increases will be modest and in line with 
community expectations. 
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Appendix 1. Sample Format for Performance Review Assessment 

 

 

GENERAL MANAGER PERFORMANCE REVIEW CRITERIA 

 

Criterion 1 – Relationships with Council 

i) Sub Criteria 1.1 – Relationship with Mayor 
 
Unsatisfactory                  Needs Improvement              Satisfactory                           Above Expectation                        Outstanding 

1.                          2.                             3.                                4.                                      5. 

ii) Comment: 

iii)  

iv)  

Sub Criteria 1.2 – Relationship with Aldermen 

Unsatisfactory                  Needs Improvement              Satisfactory                           Above Expectation                        Outstanding 

v) 1.                             2.                             3.                                4.                                      
5. 

Comment:   

 

 

SubCriteria 1.3 – Relationship with Executive Team 

Unsatisfactory                  Needs Improvement              Satisfactory                           Above Expectation                        Outstanding 

1.                             2.                             3.                                4.                                      5. 

Comment: 
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Criterion 2 – Corporate Management 

Sub Criteria 2.1 – Contribution to Strategic Planning 

Unsatisfactory                  Needs Improvement              Satisfactory                           Above Expectation                        Outstanding 

1.                             2.                             3.                                4.                                      5. 

Comment: 

 

 

Sub Criteria 2,2 – Co-ordination of Management Team 

Unsatisfactory                  Needs Improvement              Satisfactory                           Above Expectation                        Outstanding 

1.                             2.                             3.                                4.                                      5. 

Comment: 

 

 

vi) ……… and similarly build the desired number of relevant sub criteria for each 
Performance Indicator. ( Suggest 3-5 is more than enough sub criteria). 

vii)  

viii) Overall scores and comments can then be used to inform the decisions of the Review 
Committee. 

ix)  

x) Could also add an “Overall Rating” section 

xi) OVERALL RATING 

Unsatisfactory                  Needs Improvement              Satisfactory                           Above Expectation                        Outstanding 

1.                             2.                             3.                                4.                                      5. 

xii)  

Overall Comments: 
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11. REPORTS OF OFFICERS 
 
11.1 WEEKLY BRIEFING REPORTS  
 (File No 10/02/02) 

 
 The Weekly Briefing Reports of 15, 22 and 29 August 2016 have been circulated to Aldermen. 
 

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That the information contained in the Weekly Briefing Reports of 15, 22 and 29 August 2016 be 
noted. 
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11.2 DETERMINATION ON PETITIONS TABLED AT PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETINGS 
 
 Nil. 
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11.3 PLANNING AUTHORITY MATTERS 
 
 In accordance with Regulation 25 (1) of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) 

Regulations 2015, the Mayor advises that the Council intends to act as a Planning Authority 
under the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993, to deal with the following items: 
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11.3.1 DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION D-2016/268 - 8 FORD PARADE, 
LINDISFARNE - FRONT FENCE AND SIDE AND REAR BOUNDARY 
WALLS 

 (File No D-2016/268) 
 
 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of this report is to consider the application made for a new front fence 
and retrospective approval for side and rear boundary walls at 8 Ford Parade, 
Lindisfarne. 
 
RELATION TO PLANNING PROVISIONS 
The land is zoned General Residential and is not subject to any Codes under the 
Clarence Interim Planning Scheme 2015 (the Scheme).  In accordance with the 
Scheme the proposal is a Discretionary development. 
 
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
The report on this item details the basis and reasons for the recommendation.  Any 
alternative decision by Council will require a full statement of reasons in order to 
maintain the integrity of the Planning approval process and to comply with the 
requirements of the Judicial Review Act and the Local Government (Meeting 
Procedures) Regulations 2015. 
Council is required to exercise a discretion within the statutory 42 day period which 
expires on 10 September 2016.  
 
CONSULTATION 
The proposal was advertised in accordance with statutory requirements and 2 
representations were received raising the following issues: 
• visual bulk;  
• devaluation of property values;  
• excessive height; and 
• loss of daylight. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
A. That the Development Application for front fence and side and rear boundary 

walls at 8 Ford Parade, Lindisfarne (Cl Ref D-2016/268) be approved subject 
to the following conditions and advice. 

 
 1. GEN AP1 – ENDORSED PLANS. 
 
B. That the details and conclusions included in the Associated Report be recorded 

as the reasons for Council’s decision in respect of this matter. 
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DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION D-2016/268 - 8 FORD PARADE, LINDISFARNE - 
FRONT FENCE AND SIDE AND REAR BOUNDARY WALLS /contd… 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 

ASSOCIATED REPORT 
 
1. BACKGROUND 

Planning Permit D-2014/24 was approved on 31 March 2014 under delegated 

authority for a double storey extension to an existing single storey dwelling.  The 

extension required a variation to the building envelope under PD4 and a variation to 

the height.  The extension is predominantly contained to the north-eastern elevation of 

the existing dwelling and is currently under construction. 

The permit was subsequently amended under Section 56 of the Act to move the side 

setback along the eastern boundary from 1.5m to 3m. 

2. STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS 
2.1. The land is zoned General Residential under the Scheme.  

2.2. The proposal is discretionary because it does not meet the Acceptable 

Solutions under the Scheme. 

2.3. The relevant parts of the Planning Scheme are: 

• Section 8.10 – Determining Applications; 

• Part D – General Residential Zone. 

2.4. Council’s assessment of this proposal should also consider the issues raised in 

any representations received, the outcomes of the State Policies and the 

objectives of Schedule 1 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act, 1993 

(LUPAA). 
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3. PROPOSAL IN DETAIL 
3.1. The Site 

The property is a 902m2 residential lot with access and frontage to Ford 

Parade.  The site is developed with a brick Federation style dwelling with 

upper level dormer rooms.  The property is not listed on local or State heritage 

registers although the property provides a valuable contribution to the Ford 

Parade streetscape.  The site is located within a row of dwellings lining the 

northern side of Ford Parade of varying architecture. 

3.2. The Proposal 

Application is made to replace an existing picket front fence with a 1.8m high 

fence along the full frontage of the site.  The front fence would be a 

“Bluestone” rendered fence with heritage brick inserts recycled from the 

original dwelling.  The rendered component of the fence would be 400mm 

high and would contain 1.8m x 0.6mm wide piers.  The brick infills would be 

of a solid construction resulting in no transparency.  A 5m long x 1.8m high 

copper clad gate is proposed over the existing driveway to provide secure 

vehicular entry to the property. 

Retrospective approval is also sought for masonry side and rear boundary 

walls along the western, eastern and northern side/rear property boundaries.  

The boundary walls would consist of the following: 

Eastern boundary wall: 24.4m long rendered masonry fence with a 

variable height extending between 3.32m and 

3.57m above natural ground level.  The top 0.6m 

of the wall would consist of “Modwood” 

horizontal screening. 

Northern boundary wall: 20.5m long rendered masonry fence with a 

variable height extending between 2.68m to 

2.95m above natural ground level.  The top 0.6m 

of the wall would consist of “Modwood” 

horizontal screening. 
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Western boundary wall: 16.8m long rendered masonry fence with a 

variable height extending between 2.1m and 

2.48m above natural ground level.  The top 0.6m 

of the wall would consist of “Modwood” 

horizontal screening. 

4. PLANNING ASSESSMENT 
4.1. Determining Applications [Section 8.10] 

“8.10.1 In determining an application for any permit the planning 
authority must, in addition to the matters required by 
s51(2) of the Act, take into consideration: 
(a) all applicable standards and requirements in this 

planning scheme; and 
(b) any representations received pursuant to and in 

conformity with s57(5) of the Act; 
but in the case of the exercise of discretion, only insofar as each 
such matter is relevant to the particular discretion being 
exercised”. 

Reference to these principles is contained in the discussion below. 

4.2. Compliance with Zone and Codes 

The proposal meets the Scheme’s relevant Acceptable Solutions of the 

General Residential Zone with the exception of the following. 

General Residential Zone 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

10.4.2 
A3 

Setbacks 
and 
building 
envelope 
for all 
dwellings 

A dwelling, excluding 
outbuildings with a building 
height of not more than 2.4m 
and protrusions (such as 
eaves, steps, porches, and 
awnings) that extend not 
more than 0.6m horizontally 
beyond the building 
envelope, must: 
(a) be contained within a 

building envelope (refer to 
Diagrams 10.4.2A, 
10.4.2B, 10.4.2C and 
10.4.2D) determined by; 

Clause 6.4.2(a) of the 
Scheme exempts the 
construction of a side and 
rear boundary fence not 
more than 2.1m in height 
above natural ground 
level.  
 
The proposed eastern, 
northern and western 
boundary walls would 
reach a maximum height 
of 2.48m, 2.95m and 
3.57m above natural 
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(i) a distance equal to the 
frontage setback or, 
for an internal lot, a 
distance of 4.5m from 
the rear boundary of a 
lot with an adjoining 
road frontage; and  

(ii) projecting a line at an 
angle of 45 degrees 
from the horizontal at 
a height of 3m above 
natural ground level 
at the side boundaries 
and a distance of 4m 
from the rear 
boundary to a 
building height of not 
more than 8.5m above 
natural ground level; 
and 

(b) only have a setback within 
1.5m of a side boundary if 
the dwelling: 
(i) does not extend 

beyond an existing 
building built on or 
within 0.2m of the 
boundary of the 
adjoining lot; or 

(ii) does not exceed a 
total length of 9m or 
one-third the length of 
the side boundary 
(whichever is the 
lesser).  

ground level, respectively.  
 
The west and east facing 
boundary walls also 
generate discretion under 
10.4.2 A3(b) in that the 
northern, western and 
eastern elevation boundary 
walls would have a wall 
length exceeding 9m 
within 1.5m of a side 
boundary.  
 
The northern elevation 
boundary wall would also 
be within the 4m rear 
setback.  

 
The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

(P3) of the Clause 10.4.2 for the following reasons. 

Performance Criteria Comment 
“P3 – The siting and scale or a dwelling 
must:  

See below. 

(a) Not cause unreasonable loss of 
amenity by: 
(i) reduction in sunlight to a 

habitable room (other than a 
bedroom) of a dwelling on an 
adjoining lot; or 

The proposed north facing boundary 
wall would be located directly to the 
south of the habitable room windows 
associated with the adjoining unit to the 
north therefore no reduction in sunlight 
would occur.  
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The proposed east facing boundary wall 
would adjoin a blank wall associated 
with the adjoining residence at 9 Ford 
Parade therefore the proposal would not 
result in any reduction in sunlight to a 
habitable room.  
 
The west facing boundary wall would 
adjoin a ground level and upper level 
independent living unit associated with 
the Freemasons Home located at 3 
Wellington Street.  The ground level 
independent living unit contains 2 
windows on the eastern elevation facing 
the subject site and associated boundary 
wall.  The windows are associated with 
a bedroom and an entry space therefore 
does not constitute habitable room 
windows.  The habitable rooms (other 
than a bedroom) associated with this 
adjoining ground level unit are south 
facing therefore are not presently 
capable of receiving direct sunlight.  The 
proposed western boundary wall would 
therefore not contribute to any loss of 
sunlight to these south facing windows.  
 
The upper level of the aged care home 
has recently received development 
approval for the demolition of the upper 
level units and construction of new 
units.  The upper level east facing 
windows (associated with approved but 
yet to be constructed Unit 7 facing the 
subject site) have been designed to 
incorporate screening and opaque 
glazing for the east facing living, dining 
and kitchen to minimise overlooking 
into the subject site.  The proposed fence 
would sit just above the finished floor 
level of the upper level unit meaning the 
potential for sunlight loss into the east 
facing habitable rooms would not be 
unreasonable.  It is also noted that the 
top 0.6m section of fencing would 
consist of horizontal slatted screening 
which will allow light to filter.   
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(ii) overshadowing the private open 
space of a dwelling on an 
adjoining lot; or 

The proposed north facing boundary 
wall would be located to the south of the 
private open space associated with the 
adjoining unit to the north therefore 
would have no impact upon existing 
sunlight levels.  
The proposed east facing boundary wall 
would be located to the south-west of 
the private open space associated with 
the adjoining dwelling at 9 Ford Parade 
therefore the orientation would ensure 
negligible reduction in sunlight levels.  
The proposed west facing boundary wall 
would be located below the finished 
surface level of the private open space 
associated with redeveloped Unit 7 at 3 
Wellington Street.  The boundary wall 
would therefore not impact upon 
sunlight levels to the adjoining private 
open space.  

(iii) overshadowing of an adjoining 
vacant lot; or 

Not applicable as the site does not adjoin 
a vacant lot.   

(iv) visual impacts caused by the 
apparent scale, bulk or 
proportions of the dwelling 
when viewed from an adjoining 
lot; and 

Whilst the proposed boundary walls 
would be relatively tall, the majority of 
the solid masonry section of the northern 
and eastern boundary walls would be 
less than 2.1m tall which is comparable 
to the maximum height of an exempt 
boundary fence under Clause 6.4 of the 
Scheme.  The horizontal timber slatted 
sections would allow light to filter 
through reducing the perception of bulk.   
The boundary wall proposed to extend 
along the western side boundary would 
be higher than the other 2 elevations in 
an attempt to provide greater privacy 
between these 2 properties.  Given the 
existing ground and upper level units on 
the adjoining property at 3 Wellington 
Street are oriented to the south (towards 
Lindisfarne Bay) and no private open 
space areas are allocated between these 
units and the boundary wall, the visual 
ramifications are not likely to be 
detrimental.  Given the boundary walls 
currently exist, the redevelopment of 3 
Wellington Street has been designed 
with the presence of the western 
boundary wall in mind.   
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(b) Provide separation between 
dwellings on adjoining lots that is 
compatible with that prevailing in the 
surrounding area”.  

The proposal is for boundary fencing 
therefore would not affect dwelling 
separation.  

 General Residential Zone 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

10.4.7 
A1 

Front fences 
for all 
dwellings 

A fence (including a free-
standing wall) within 4.5m of 
a frontage must have a height 
above natural ground level of 
not more than:  
(a) 1.2m if the fence is solid; 

or 
(b) 1.8m, if any part of the 

fence that is within 4.5m 
of a primary frontage has 
openings above a height 
of 1.2m which provide a 
uniform transparency of 
not less than 30% 
(excluding any posts or 
uprights). 

The proposal is for a 1.8m 
high solid fence providing 
no transparency.  The 
proposal therefore does 
not satisfy A1(a) or (b). 

The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

(P1) of the Clause 10.4.7 for the following reasons. 

Performance Criteria Comment 
“P1 – A fence (including a free-standing 
wall) within 4.5m of a frontage must:  

See below. 

(c) provide for the security and privacy 
of residents, while allowing for 
mutual passive surveillance between 
the road and the dwelling; and 

The proposed fence being 1.8m tall 
would enhance the security of the 
premises and will convert the front yard 
to a private space.  Notwithstanding this, 
the elevated nature of the existing 
dwelling (and extensions currently under 
construction) will ensure the retention of 
mutual passive surveillance between the 
road and the dwelling.  The windows 
associated with the dwelling would be 
higher than the maximum fence height 
therefore ensuring unobstructed views to 
the road.  Pedestrians along the footpath 
may not be visible from the dwelling, 
however, views to the road will be 
retained.  
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(d) be compatible with the height and 
transparency of fences in the street, 
taking into account the: 
(i) topography of the site; and 
(ii) traffic volumes on the 

adjoining road”.  

The proposed fence design (in terms of 
height and form) would be compatible 
with other front fencing examples within 
the street including the solid masonry 
fence at 2 and 11 Ford Parade.  Both of 
these properties are within a reasonable 
proximity to the subject site therefore 
providing for a sense of continuity 
within the streetscape. 

 
Ford Parade can experience reasonably 
high traffic volumes as a result of 
vehicles accessing the nearby Motor 
Yacht Club (which includes a 
restaurant), Rowing Club, Sailing Club, 
Tennis Courts and Lindisfarne Oval.  
On-street parking within the area is 
therefore highly utilised and this results 
in a greater emphasis on noise 
attenuation measures to protect 
residential amenity.  

5. REPRESENTATION ISSUES 
The proposal was advertised in accordance with statutory requirements and 2 

representations were received.  The following issues were raised by the representors. 

5.1. Visual Bulk  

The representors have expressed concern that the proposed west facing and 

north facing boundary walls will be visually unappealing when viewed from 

the adjoining properties to the north and west.  The representor has also 

suggested that the western face of the western elevation boundary wall should 

be treated with a rendered finish as per the eastern face to enhance its 

appearance.  

• Comment 

It is acknowledged that the boundary walls would be visible when 

viewed from the adjoining properties to the north and west, however, 

the design is not to dissimilar in its impact to that of an exempt 2.1m 

high front fence and the sections above 2.1m have been designed to 

soften the appearance and to allow light to filter.   
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With respect to the treatment of the western face of the boundary wall 

fronting 3 Wellington Street, whilst this would improve the appearance of 

the wall when viewed from the adjoining property there is no requirement 

under the Scheme for this to occur.  This would be best addressed through 

separate negotiations between the 2 property owners.  

5.2. Devaluation of Property Values 

The representor has expressed concern that the proposal will result in a 

devaluation of the property value of the adjoining unit to the west.  

• Comment 

There is no evidence to suggest that the proposed front fencing and side 

and rear boundary walls would result in a devaluation of properties 

within the area.  Regardless, this is not a relevant planning 

consideration. 

5.3. Excessive Height  

The representor has indicated that they have interpreted the plans to refer to a 

1.5m high boundary fence along the western elevation of the subject site when 

in fact it is higher than this.  The representor has indicated that the height of 

the west facing boundary wall would be excessively high and will 

consequently affect the amenity of the adjoining ground level unit located at 3 

Wellington Street.  

• Comment 

The impacts upon the amenity of the adjoining ground level unit 

located at 3 Wellington Street in terms of loss of sunlight to habitable 

rooms and private open space, and visual bulk have been considered 

previously within this report.  It has been determined that the proposal 

satisfies the relevant Performance Criteria of the Scheme with no 

detrimental impacts envisaged under the Scheme.  
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5.4. Loss of Daylight  

The representor has raised concern that the north facing boundary wall will 

result in a loss of sunlight and daylight to the adjoining unit located on the 

property to the north.  

• Comment 

The proposed northern elevation rear boundary wall would be located 

entirely to the south of the adjoining unit to the north therefore would 

not impact upon solar access to the habitable rooms (other than a 

bedroom) associated with this adjoining dwelling.  

6. EXTERNAL REFERRALS 
The proposal was referred to TasWater and no objection was raised.  

7. STATE POLICIES AND ACT OBJECTIVES 
7.1. The proposal is consistent with the outcomes of the State Policies, including 

those of the State Coastal Policy. 

7.2. The proposal is consistent with the objectives of Schedule 1 of LUPAA.   

8. COUNCIL STRATEGIC PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
There are no inconsistencies with Council’s adopted Strategic Plan 2010-2015 or any 

other relevant Council Policy. 

9. CONCLUSION 
The proposal seeks approval for a front fence and retrospective approval for side and 

rear boundary walls at 8 Ford Parade, Lindisfarne.  The application meets the relevant 

Acceptable Solutions and Performance Criteria of the Scheme.  The proposal is 

recommended for approval subject to conditions. 

Attachments: 1. Location Plan (1) 
 2. Proposal Plan (5) 
 3. Site Photo (2) 
 
Ross Lovell 
MANAGER CITY PLANNING 



 

 

 

     

 

Disclaimer: This map is a representation of the information currently held by Clarence City Council. While every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of the 

product, Clarence City Council accepts no responsibility for any errors or omissions. Any feedback on omissions or errors would be appreciated. Copying or reproduction, 

without written consent is prohibited. Date: Friday, 26 August 2016 Scale: 1:1,276 @A4 
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8 Ford Parade, LINDISFARNE 

 

 

 

Site viewed from Ford Parade 

 

 

 

The solid front fence associated with 2 Ford Parade lining Ford Parade and Wellington 

Street. (Source: Google Earth, 2016) 
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Figure 2: The existing solid front fence associated with 11 Ford Parade.  
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11.3.2 DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION D-2016/281 - 993 CAMBRIDGE ROAD, 
CAMBRIDGE - OUTBUILDING (GARAGE) 

 (File No D-2016/281) 
 
 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of this report is to consider the application made for an Outbuilding 
(Garage) at 993 Cambridge Road, Cambridge.  
 
RELATION TO PLANNING PROVISIONS 
The land is zoned General Residential and subject to the Road and Rail Assets Code, 
Parking and Access Code and Stormwater Management Code under the Clarence 
Interim Planning Scheme 2015 (the Scheme).  In accordance with the Scheme the 
proposal is a Discretionary development. 
 
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
The report on this item details the basis and reasons for the recommendation.  Any 
alternative decision by Council will require a full statement of reasons in order to 
maintain the integrity of the Planning approval process and to comply with the 
requirements of the Judicial Review Act and the Local Government (Meeting 
Procedures) Regulations 2015. 
Council is required to exercise a discretion within the statutory 42 day period which 
expires on the 13 September 2016.  
 
CONSULTATION 
The proposal was advertised in accordance with statutory requirements and 1 
representation was received concerning the issue of the creation of a second access 
onto Camrise Drive raises safety concerns. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
A. That the Development Application for Outbuilding (Garage) at 993 

Cambridge Road, Cambridge (Cl Ref D-2016/281) be approved subject to the 
following conditions and advice. 

 
 1. GEN AP1 – ENDORSED PLANS. 
 
 2. GEN MP – NONHABITABLE PURPOSES. 
 
 3. ENG A1 – NEW CROSSOVER [TSD-R09 (Urban) – 3.6m]. 
 
 4. ENG S1 – INFRASTRUCTURE REPAIR. 
 
 5. The development must meet all required Conditions of Approval 

specified by TasWater notice dated 19 July 2016 (TWDA 2016/00975-
CCC). 

 
B. That the details and conclusions included in the Associated Report be recorded 

as the reasons for Council’s decision in respect of this matter. 
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DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION D-2016/281 - 993 CAMBRIDGE ROAD, 
CAMBRIDGE - OUTBUILDING (GARAGE) /contd… 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 

ASSOCIATED REPORT 
 
1. BACKGROUND 

The subject site originally contained 2 access points onto Cambridge Road and a third 

access onto the western side property boundary.  The western most access onto 

Cambridge Road was required to be relinquished as part of the construction of 

Camrise Drive, as it was too close to the intersection.  This resulted in the overall 

number of access points being reduced from 3 to 2.  

2. STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS 
2.1. The land is zoned General Residential under the Scheme. 

2.2. The proposal is discretionary because it does not meet the Acceptable 

Solutions under the Scheme. 

2.3. The relevant parts of the Planning Scheme are: 

• Section 8.10 – Determining Applications; 

• Part D – General Residential Zone; 

• Part E – Codes. 

2.4. Council’s assessment of this proposal should also consider the issues raised in 

any representations received, the outcomes of the State Policies and the 

objectives of Schedule 1 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act, 1993 

(LUPAA). 

3. PROPOSAL IN DETAIL 
3.1. The Site 

The site is a 1,252m2 rectangular shaped allotment located on the corner of 

Cambridge Road and Camrise Drive.  The site is mostly level and is developed 

with a single storey dwelling oriented towards Cambridge Road.   
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The site is provided with a single access onto both Cambridge Road and 

Camrise Drive.  Prior to the development of the Camrise Drive subdivision, 

the site was provided with 2 access points onto Cambridge Road.  The 

northern most access was required to be removed as part of the subdivision 

design as this access was too close to the new intersection and presented safety 

risks. 

3.2. The Proposal 

Application is made to construct a 9m long x 7m wide outbuilding in the 

south-eastern corner of the site.   

The outbuilding would be located 2m from the eastern (side) property 

boundary and 7m from the southern (rear) property boundary.  The 

outbuilding would be constructed from “Colorbond” wall and roof sheeting 

with the roof profile being gabled with a 5 degree pitch. 

The outbuilding would contain 2 roller doors on the southern elevation so that 

it is accessible from a newly proposed crossover and internal driveway 

extending alongside the southern rear property boundary.  The new access 

would increase the number of access points onto Camrise Drive to 2 (as shown 

in the attachments). 

4. PLANNING ASSESSMENT 
4.1. Determining Applications [Section 8.10] 

“8.10.1 In determining an application for any permit the planning 
authority must, in addition to the matters required by 
s51(2) of the Act, take into consideration: 
(a) all applicable standards and requirements in this 

planning scheme; and 
(b) any representations received pursuant to and in 

conformity with ss57(5) of the Act; 
but in the case of the exercise of discretion, only insofar as each 
such matter is relevant to the particular discretion being 
exercised”. 

Reference to these principles is contained in the discussion below. 
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4.2. Compliance with Zone and Codes 

The proposal meets the Scheme’s relevant Acceptable Solutions of the 

General Residential, Road and Rail Assets Code, Parking and Access Code 

and Stormwater Management Code with the exception of the following. 

Road and Rail Assets Code 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

E5.6.2 
A2 

Road 
accesses 
and 
junctions 

No more than 1 access 
providing both entry and exit, 
or 2 accesses providing 
separate entry and exit, to 
roads in an area subject to a 
speed limit of 60kmh or less. 

The proposal will create a 
second access point onto 
the Camrise Drive road 
frontage increasing the 
number of access points to 
2 (3 in total).   

The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

P2 of the Clause E5.6.2 for the following reasons. 

Performance Criteria Comment 
“P2 – For roads in an area subject to a 
speed limit of 60kmh or less, accesses 
and junctions must be safe and not 
unreasonably impact on the efficiency of 
the road, having regard to: 

See below. 

(a)  the nature and frequency of the 
traffic generated by the use; 

The proposed outbuilding would be 
utilised for the parking of vehicles 
associated with the existing residential 
use of the site.  The proposal would not 
intensify the existing use of the site and 
would have the effect of potentially 
decreasing the usage of the access 
servicing the carport located closer to 
the Camrise Drive/Cambridge Road 
intersection.  

(b)  the nature of the road; See below.  
(c)  the speed limit and traffic flow of 

the road; 
Camrise Drive is subject to the General 
Urban Speed Limit of 50kmh.  The 
speed environment is likely to be lower 
given the proximity to the Camrise 
Drive/Cambridge Road intersection.  
The proposed access point would be 
located 50m from this intersection with 
2 other access points, located between, 
meaning the potential for increased 
conflict between road users would be 
negligible.  
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(d)  any alternative access to a road; The site also has frontage onto 
Cambridge Road which could serve as 
an alternative access option.  It is not 
considered good planning practice to 
encourage access via a higher order road 
when a site is afforded with 2 road 
frontages for road efficiency and safety 
reasons.  The location of the existing 
carport fronting Camrise Drive 
precludes the use of this access for an 
additional outbuilding given its 
proximity to the road frontage.  It is 
therefore considered necessary to create 
an additional access point in order to 
service the development.  

(e)  the need for the access or junction;  The new access point is required on the 
basis there is no practicable alternative 
access to service a new garage building 
on the site given the location of the 
existing development on the site.  

(f)  any traffic impact assessment; and The proposal would not increase daily 
vehicle movements as the residential use 
of the land would not be intensified as a 
result of the development.  On this basis, 
a Traffic Impact Assessment was not 
required to adequately assess the 
proposal. 

(g) any written advice received from the 
road authority”. 

The relevant road authority in this case 
is the Clarence City Council.  Council’s 
Development Engineer has considered 
that the creation of an additional access 
is appropriate in this instance and would 
not unreasonably impact on the safety or 
efficiency of Camrise Drive. 

 Parking and Access Code 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

E6.7.1 
A1 

Number of 
Vehicular 
Accesses 

The number of vehicle access 
points provided for each road 
frontage must be no more 
than 1 or the existing number 
of vehicle access points, 
whichever is the greater.   

A new access point is 
proposed onto Camrise 
Drive which will increase 
the number of access 
points served by this road 
to 2. 
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The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

(P1) of the Clause E6.7.1 for the following reasons. 

Performance Criteria Comment 
“P1 – The number of vehicular access 
points for each road frontage must be 
minimised, having regard to all of the 
following: 

See below. 

(a)  access points must be positioned to 
minimise the loss of on-street 
parking and provide, where 
possible, whole car parking spaces 
between access points.  

Council’s Development Engineer has 
advised that the access would not result 
in the loss of on-street car parking given 
the absence of such infrastructure along 
this section of Camrise Drive.  The 
separation distance between the 2 access 
points is sufficient to accommodate 2 
car parking spaces between the 2 
crossovers should Council determine it 
necessary to provide on-street parking in 
the future. 

(b)  whether the additional access points 
can be provided without 
compromising any of the following: 
(i) pedestrian safety, amenity and 

convenience; 

The second access point would be sited 
50m from the Camrise Drive/ 
Cambridge Road intersection and would 
maintain well in excess of the minimum 
distance required for access separation 
(5.4m as required by Australian 
Standard 2890.1:  Off-street car parking 
code) allowing for adequate opportunity 
for pedestrian refuge.  A concrete 
footpath is also provided along the 
western side of Camrise Road which is 
more conveniently accessed from the 
Cambridge Primary School, meaning 
school children can continue to use this 
footpath with no additional 
interruptions.  The proposed access 
point is therefore not likely to create any 
pedestrian safety or amenity issues of 
concern.  

(ii) traffic safety;  The proposed access would be located in 
a position which maintains adequate 
separation from other existing access 
points and satisfies the Scheme 
requirements for driveway separation. 
The proposal is therefore not expected to 
impact on traffic safety.  
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(iii) residential amenity on 
adjoining land; 

The access would be sited adjacent to a 
residential property to the south.  The 
proposed access would be located at the 
furthest point possible from the 
adjoining dwelling and associated 
decked areas.  There is also a hedge 
separating the 2 properties which will 
act to absorb traffic noise which is not 
expected to be significant given the very 
low speed environment.  
 
Whilst the proposed ratio of crossovers 
to the total frontage of the site would be 
higher than that associated with other 
properties in Camrise Drive, it is 
considered that residential amenity on 
adjoining land would not be 
compromised. 

(iv) streetscape;  The proposed access would have no 
streetscape implications given the 
crossover and driveway separation 
would be comparable to the separation 
of other properties in Camrise Drive as a 
result of the long frontage onto Camrise 
Drive.   

(v) cultural heritage values of the 
site is subject to the Local 
Historic Heritage Code; 

The site is not listed under the Local 
Historic Heritage Code. 

(vi) the enjoyment of any ‘al fresco’ 
dining or other outdoor activity 
in the vicinity”.  

There is no “al fresco” dining or other 
outdoor activity in the vicinity of either 
access point.  

5. REPRESENTATION ISSUES 
The proposal was advertised in accordance with statutory requirements and 1 

representation was received.  The following issues were raised by the representor. 

5.1. Safety Impacts on Camrise Drive 

The representor has raised concern that the creation of a second access onto 

Camrise Drive will create a pedestrian and vehicular safety concern given its 

proximity to the existing access servicing the subject site and the Cambridge 

Primary School.  
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• Comment 

Council’s Development Engineer has advised that the proposed access 

would be sited well in excess of the minimum driveway access 

separation requirement to allow for adequate pedestrian refuge and 

would be sited to ensure adequate visibility for vehicles utilising the 

access points on the opposite side of the road (Cambridge Hall).  The 

secondary access would be utilised for residential purposes therefore 

would be subject to very low traffic volumes. 

The proposed access is also not expected to cause an increased risk to 

school children walking home as the most convenient route from the 

school to the residences within Camrise Drive is along the footpath 

located along the western side of Camrise Drive.  

6. EXTERNAL REFERRALS 
The proposal was referred to TasWater whom have provided correspondence 

indicating that they do not object to the proposal.  

7. STATE POLICIES AND ACT OBJECTIVES 
7.1. The proposal is consistent with the outcomes of the State Policies, including 

those of the State Coastal Policy. 

7.2. The proposal is consistent with the objectives of Schedule 1 of LUPAA.   

8. COUNCIL STRATEGIC PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
There are no inconsistencies with Council’s adopted Strategic Plan 2010-2015 or any 

other relevant Council Policy.  
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9. CONCLUSION 
The proposal seeks approval for an outbuilding (garage) at 993 Cambridge Road, 

Cambridge.  The application meets the relevant Acceptable Solutions and 

Performance Criteria of the Scheme.  The proposal is recommended for approval 

subject to conditions. 

Attachments: 1. Location Plan (1) 
 2. Proposal Plans (2) 
 3. Site Photo (1) 
 
Ross Lovell 
MANAGER CITY PLANNING 



 

 

 

     

 

Disclaimer: This map is a representation of the information currently held by Clarence City Council. While every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of the 

product, Clarence City Council accepts no responsibility for any errors or omissions. Any feedback on omissions or errors would be appreciated. Copying or reproduction, 

without written consent is prohibited. Date: Friday, 26 August 2016 Scale: 1:787.9 @A4 
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993 Cambridge Road, CAMBRIDGE 
 

 

Site viewed from Camrise Drive.

 
Site viewed from Cambridge Road. 
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11.3.3 DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION D-2016/289 - 4 RELIANCE COURT, 
TRANMERE - DWELLING 

 (File No D-2016/289) 
 
 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of this report is to consider the application made for a Single Dwelling at 
4 Reliance Court, Tranmere. 
 
RELATION TO PLANNING PROVISIONS 
The land is zoned Low Density Residential and is subject to the Bushfire Prone Areas, 
Landslide, Parking and Access, and Stormwater Management codes under the 
Clarence Interim Planning Scheme 2015 (the Scheme).  In accordance with the 
Scheme the proposal is a Discretionary development.   
 
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
The report on this item details the basis and reasons for the recommendation.  Any 
alternative decision by Council will require a full statement of reasons in order to 
maintain the integrity of the Planning approval process and to comply with the 
requirements of the Judicial Review Act and the Local Government (Meeting 
Procedures) Regulations 2015. 
Council is required to exercise a discretion within the statutory 42 day period which 
expires on 13 September 2016. 
 
CONSULTATION 
The proposal was advertised in accordance with statutory requirements and 1 
representation was received raising the following issues: 
• stormwater run-off; and 
• the need for erosion and sedimentation control measures. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
A. That the Development Application for a dwelling at 4 Reliance Court, 

Tranmere (Cl Ref D-2016/289) be approved subject to the following 
conditions and advice. 

 
 1.  GEN AP1 – ENDORSED PLANS. 
 
 2. ADVICE - A soil and water management plan is required as part of a 

building permit application for the development, to be in accordance 
with the Soil and Water Management on Building and Construction Sites 
guidelines (available from Council). 

 
 3. ADVICE - All works are to be contained entirely within the property 

boundaries, including all footings and associated agricultural drains for 
retaining walls. 
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 4. ADVICE – As the property is located within a bushfire prone area, a 
bushfire assessment and BAL report must be provided as part of a 
building permit application for the development. 

 
B. That the details and conclusions included in the Associated Report be recorded 

as the reasons for Council’s decision in respect of this matter. 
 

________________________________________________________________________ 

ASSOCIATED REPORT 
 
1. BACKGROUND 

No relevant background. 

2. STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS 
2.1. The land is zoned General Residential under the Scheme. 

2.2. The proposal is discretionary because it does not meet the Acceptable 

Solutions under the Scheme. 

2.3. The relevant parts of the Planning Scheme are: 

• Section 8.10 – Determining Applications; and 

• Section 10 – Low Density Residential Zone; 

• Section E1.0 – Bushfire-Prone Areas Code; 

• Section E3.0 – Landslide Code; 

• Section E6.0 – Parking and Access Code; 

• Section E7.0 – Stormwater Management Code. 

2.4. Council’s assessment of this proposal should also consider the issues raised in 

any representations received, the outcomes of the State Policies and the 

objectives of Schedule 1 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act, 1993 

(LUPAA). 
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3. PROPOSAL IN DETAIL 
3.1. The Site 

The site is a 1311m2 internal lot accessed from the southern side of Reliance 

Court, Tranmere.  The property is currently vacant and slopes steeply from 

east to west.  The property is bordered by residential dwellings to the north, 

west and south, with vacant land which forms part of Droughty Hill to the 

east. 

3.2. The Proposal 

The proposal is for a 2 storey Single Dwelling comprising open plan living 

areas, 3 bedrooms, bathroom, ensuite, laundry, deck, carport and courtyard on 

the upper level and a garage and workshop on the lower level.  The dwelling 

will be finished in a mix of cladding and rendered finish with a Colorbond 

roof. 

4. PLANNING ASSESSMENT 
4.1. Determining Applications [Section 8.10] 

“8.10.1 In determining an application for any permit the planning 
authority must, in addition to the matters required by 
s51(2) of the Act, take into consideration: 
(a) all applicable standards and requirements in this 

planning scheme; and 
(b) any representations received pursuant to and in 

conformity with s57(5) of the Act; 
but in the case of the exercise of discretion, only insofar as each 
such matter is relevant to the particular discretion being 
exercised”. 

Reference to these principles is contained in the discussion below. 

4.2. Compliance with Zone and Codes 

The proposal meets the Scheme’s relevant Acceptable Solutions of the Low 

Density Residential Zone and the Bushfire-Prone Areas Code, Landslide 

Code, Parking and Access Code and Stormwater Management Codes with the 

exception of the following. 
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Low Density Residential 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution (Extract) Proposed 
12.4.3 A2 A dwelling must have an area of 

private open space that: 
(a) is in 1 location and is at least: 

(i) 24m2; or 
(ii) 12m2, if the dwelling has a 

finished floor level that is 
entirely more than 1.8m 
above the finished ground 
level (excluding a garage, 
carport or entry foyer); 

 
(b) has a minimum horizontal 

dimension of: 
(i) 4m; or 
(ii) 2m, if the dwelling has a 

finished floor level that is 
entirely more than 1.8m 
above the finished ground 
level (excluding a garage, 
carport or entry foyer); 

 
(c) is directly accessible from, and 

adjacent to, a habitable room 
(other than a bedroom); 

 
(d) is not located to the south, 

south-east or south-west of the 
dwelling, unless the area 
receives at least 3 hours of 
sunlight to 50% of the area 
between 9.00am and 3.00pm 
on 21 June; 

 
(e) is located between the 

dwelling and the frontage only 
if the frontage is orientated 
between 30 degrees west of 
north and 30 degrees east of 
north, excluding any dwelling 
located behind another on the 
same site; 

 
(f) has a gradient not steeper than 

1 in 10; 
 
(g) is not used for vehicle access 
 or parking. 

A 61m2 courtyard is 
proposed to the east of 
the dwelling. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Courtyard is 6m x 10.1m 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Courtyard is accessed 
from the open plan 
dining/living area. 
 
Courtyard is surrounded 
on 3 sides by the 
dwelling, and is to the 
south of the carport. 
 
 
 
 
Not applicable. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Courtyard complies with 
gradient. 
 
Not used for parking. 
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The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

for the following reasons. 

Performance Criteria Comment 
“A dwelling must have private open 
space that: 
(a) includes an area that is capable 

of serving as an extension of 
the dwelling for outdoor 
relaxation, dining, entertaining 
and children's play and that is: 
(i) conveniently located in 

relation to a living area of 
the dwelling; and 

 

The courtyard is accessed directly from the 
living room, and is therefore conveniently 
located to provide the occupants with an 
extension of the dwelling for outdoor 
enjoyment. 

(ii) orientated to take 
advantage of sunlight”. 

The courtyard faces east and it is considered 
will receive adequate sunlight up until midday 
each day. 

Low Density Residential 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution (Extract) Proposed 
12.4.4 A1 A dwelling must have at least 1 

habitable room (other than a 
bedroom) window that faces 
between 30 degrees west of 
north and 30 degrees east of 
north. 

The proposed dwelling 
does not incorporate 
any windows to 
habitable areas on the 
northern elevation of 
the development. 

The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

for the following reasons. 

Performance Criteria Comment 
“A dwelling must be sited and 
designed so as to allow sunlight to 
enter at least one habitable room 
(other than a bedroom)”. 
 

The westerly orientation of the proposed 
dwelling would enable reasonable solar access 
to the open plan living areas and deck of the 
proposal, as required by this performance 
criterion. 

5. REPRESENTATION ISSUES 
The proposal was advertised in accordance with statutory requirements and 1 

representation was received.  The following issues were raised by the representor. 
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5.1. Stormwater Run-Off and Drainage 

The representor has expressed concerns with the potential for stormwater run-

off and drainage issues and water entering their property if these issues are not 

addressed prior to building commencing. 

• Comment 

The proposed development meets the acceptable solutions of the 

Stormwater Management Code. 

In any event, stormwater management is managed under separate 

legislation and all stormwater flows will be required to be appropriately 

channelled through the building and plumbing permit. 

As the lot is a steeply sloping site it is considered appropriate to include 

an advice note on the permit that an erosion and sedimentation control 

plan, in accordance with the “Hobart Regional Soil and Water 

Management on Building and Construction Sites” document, will need 

to be submitted as part of a building permit application for the 

development. 

6. EXTERNAL REFERRALS 
No external referrals were required or undertaken as part of this application. 

7. STATE POLICIES AND ACT OBJECTIVES 
7.1. The proposal is consistent with the outcomes of the State Policies, including 

those of the State Coastal Policy. 

7.2. The proposal is consistent with the objectives of Schedule 1 of LUPAA.   

8. COUNCIL STRATEGIC PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
There are no inconsistencies with Council’s adopted Strategic Plan 2010-2015 or any 

other relevant Council Policy. 
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9. CONCLUSION 
The proposal is for the development of a Single Dwelling at 4 Reliance Court, 

Tranmere.  The development satisfies the relevant requirements of the Scheme and is 

therefore recommended for approval subject to conditions. 

Attachments: 1. Location Plan (1) 
 2. Proposal Plan (5) 
 3. Site Photo (1) 
 
Ross Lovell 
MANAGER CITY PLANNING 



Clarence City Council  
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11.3.4 DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION D-2016/235 - 525 ROKEBY ROAD, 
ROKEBY - CHILD CARE AND EARLY LEARNING CENTRE 

 (File No. D-2016/235) 
 
 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of this report is to consider the application made for a Child Care and 
Early Learning Centre at 525 Rokeby Road, Rokeby. 
 
RELATION TO PLANNING PROVISIONS 
The land is zoned General Residential and subject to the Bushfire Prone Areas, 
Landslide, Parking and Access, Signs and Stormwater Management Codes under the 
Clarence Interim Planning Scheme 2015 (the Scheme).  In accordance with the 
Scheme the proposal is a Discretionary development.   
 
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
The report on this item details the basis and reasons for the recommendation.  Any 
alternative decision by Council will require a full statement of reasons in order to 
maintain the integrity of the Planning approval process and to comply with the 
requirements of the Judicial Review Act and the Local Government (Meeting 
Procedures) Regulations 2015. 
Council is required to exercise a discretion within the statutory 42 day period which 
has been extended with the consent of the applicant and now expires on 7 September 
2016. 
 
CONSULTATION 
The proposal was advertised in accordance with statutory requirements and 2 
representations were received raising the following issue of proximity of the 
development to Rokeby sub-station. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
A. That the Development Application for Child Care and Early Learning Centre 

at 525 Rokeby Road, Rokeby (Cl Ref D-2016/235) be approved subject to the 
following conditions and advice. 

 
1. GEN AP1 – ENDORSED PLANS. 
 
2. GEN AM7 – OUTDOOR LIGHTING. 
 
3. The illuminated signs on the building must be illuminated only during 

 the operating hours of the business. 
 
4. The development is limited to a maximum of 129 children without the 

 further approval of Council. 
 
5. GEN AM5 – TRADING HOURS. 

 • Monday – Friday [6.30am to 6.30pm]. 
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6. Commercial vehicle movements (including loading and unloading and 
 garbage removal) to or from the site must only occur within the 
 following hours: 

• 7.00am to 5.00pm Mondays to Fridays. 
 
 7. Prior to the issue of a building permit, confirmation must be provided 

by the building surveyor that noise emissions measured at the boundary 
of the site will not exceed the following: 

 (a) 55 dB(A) (LAeq) between the hours of 8.00am to 6.00pm; 
 (b) 5dB(A) above the background (LA90) level or 40dB(A) 

(LAeq), whichever is the lower, between the hours of 6.00pm to 
8.00am; 

 (c) 65dB(A) (LAmax) at any time. 
 Measurement of noise levels must be in accordance with the methods 

in the Tasmanian Noise Measurement Procedures Manual, issued by 
the Director of Environmental Management, including adjustment of 
noise levels for tonality and impulsiveness.  Noise levels are to be 
averaged over a 15 minute time interval. 

 
8. Prior to the issue of a building permit, details must be provided to 

 Council’s Manger City Planning demonstrating that the parking area is 
 provided with lighting in accordance with Clause 3.1 “Basis of Design” 
 and Clause 3.6 “Car Parks” in AS/NZS 1158.3.1:2005 Lighting for 
 roads and public spaces Part 3.1:  Pedestrian area (Category P) lighting.  
 The carpark is to be constructed and operated in accordance with these 
 standards. 

 
9. GEN AP3 – AMENDED PLAN [one way entry to the site from 

 Ploughmans Road and one way exit to Tollard Drive]. 
 
10. ENG A2 – CROSSOVER CHANGE [Minimum 5.5m]. 
 
11. ENG A5 – SEALED CAR PARKING. 
 
12. ENG A7 – REDUNDANT CROSSOVER. 
 
13. ENG S1 – INFRASTRUCTURE REPAIR. 
 
14. ENG S2 – SERVICES. 
 
15. ENG S4 – STORMWATER CONNECTION. 
 
16. ENG S5 – STORMWATER PRINCIPLES. 
 
17. ENG M1 – DESIGNS DA. 
 
18. ENG M5 – EROSION CONTROL. 
 
19. ENG M8 – EASEMENTS. 
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20. All stormwater run-off from impervious surfaces within the site must 
 be treated and discharged from site using Water Sensitive Urban 
 Design Principles or achieve stormwater quality and quantity targets in 
 accordance with the State Stormwater Strategy 2010.  Detailed 
 engineering designs accompanied with a report on all stormwater 
 design parameters and assumptions (or the MUSIC model) must be 
 submitted to Council’s Group Manager Asset Management for 
 approval prior to commencement of works.  

 
21. Line markings and appropriate traffic devices as required by Condition 

 20 are to be documented within a traffic management plan, which must 
 be submitted to and approved by Council’s Group Manager Asset 
 Management prior to the granting of a Building Permit. 

 
22. LAND 1 – LANDSCAPE PLAN. 
 
23. LAND 3 – LANDSCAPE BOND (COMMERCIAL). 
 
24. The development must meet all required Conditions of Approval 

 specified by TasWater notice dated 17 June 2016 (TWDA 
 2016/00823-CCC). 

 
25. ADVICE 5 – FOOD SPECIFICATIONS ADVICE. 
 
26. ADVICE 6 – FOOD REGISTRATION ADVICE. 

 
B. That the details and conclusions included in the associated report be recorded 

as the reasons for Council’s decision in respect of this matter. 
 

________________________________________________________________________ 

ASSOCIATED REPORT 
 
1. BACKGROUND 

The same application was lodged with Council on 11 April 2016 for this 

development.  The previous application was subsequently cancelled on the basis that 

there was a pending change to the maximum lot size provisions within the General 

Residential Zone of the Scheme, to enable the creation of a larger lot for commercial 

uses.  

The application the subject of this report (and the same as the previous) was 

subsequently lodged with Council, following the approval of the change to the 

Scheme by the Tasmanian Planning Commission. 
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2. STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS 
2.1. The land is zoned General Residential under the Scheme. 

2.2. Both the Bushfire Prone Areas and the Landslide Codes relate only to a small 

portion of the 8.92ha parent lot and not to site of the proposal, meaning both 

codes are not relevant to this assessment. 

2.3. The proposal is discretionary because it does not meet the Acceptable 

Solutions under the Scheme in relation to stormwater drainage and disposal. 

The proposed use, being Educational and Occasional Care, is a Discretionary 

use in the zone. 

2.4. The relevant parts of the Planning Scheme are: 

• Section 8.10 – Determining Applications; 

• Section 10.0 – General Residential Zone;  

• Section E6.0 – Parking and Access Code; 

• Section E7.0 – Stormwater Management Code; and 

• Section E17.0 – Signs Code. 

2.5. Council’s assessment of this proposal should also consider the issues raised in 

any representations received, the outcomes of the State Policies and the 

objectives of Schedule 1 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act, 1993 

(LUPAA). 

3. PROPOSAL IN DETAIL 
3.1. The Site 

The site is an 8.92ha lot, being part of the balance lot of the approved 

subdivision SD-2010/44.  The subject land is clear of significant vegetation 

and slopes gradually down to the north-east towards the intersection of Tollard 

Drive and Rokeby Road.  
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The land adjoins a recently developed section of Tollard Drive, with land to 

the east developed for residential purposes.  The land surrounding the 

development site is also within the General Residential land. 

3.2. The Proposal 

The proposal is for the development of a single-storey child care centre on the 

site, associated car parking and outdoor/indoor play areas.  The development 

would provide for entry and exit from both Tollard Drive and Ploughmans 

Road, to the proposed 34 space car park to the south of the site.  Two drop off 

spaces are also proposed.  All outdoor areas on-site would be landscaped and 

include a combination of treatments as shown in the attachments. 

The development would have a footprint of 1405m2, a maximum height above 

natural ground level of 7.8m and would have a gross floor area of 1153m2.  It 

would be clad using a combination of Colorbond roofing, rendered block and 

painted steel. 

The centre would operate from 6.30am to 6.30pm, Monday to Friday, would 

have a maximum capacity of 129 children and a maximum of 27 staff on-site 

at any one time. 

Three awning fascia signs at both gable ends of the building, which would be 

illuminated as part of the development.  The location of these signs is 

illustrated in the attachments. 

A 1.2m boundary fence is proposed for the outdoor areas associated with the 

development.  The fence would be a transparent powder coated pool type 

fence.   

4. PLANNING ASSESSMENT 
4.1. Determining Applications [Section 8.10] 

8.10.1 In determining an application for any permit the planning 
authority must, in addition to the matters required by 
s51(2) of the Act, take into consideration: 
(a) all applicable standards and requirements in this 

planning scheme; and 
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(b) any representations received pursuant to and in 
conformity with ss57(5) of the Act; 

but in the case of the exercise of discretion, only insofar as each 
such matter is relevant to the particular discretion being exercised. 

Reference to these principles is contained in the discussion below. 

4.2. Compliance with Zone and Codes 

The proposal meets the Scheme’s relevant Acceptable Solutions of the 

General Residential Zone and Parking and Access, Stormwater Management 

and Signs Codes with the exception of the following. 

General Residential Zone 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

Clause 
10.3.1 
A1 

Non-
Residential 
Use 

Hours of operation must be 
within 8.00am to 6.00pm, 
except for office and 
administrative tasks or 
visitor accommodation. 

Proposed hours of 
operation of 6.30am to 
6.30pm. 

The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

P1 of the Clause 10.3.1 for the following reasons. 

Performance Criterion Comment 
“P1 - Hours of operation must not 
have an unreasonable impact upon the 
residential amenity through 
commercial vehicle movements, noise 
or other emissions that are 
unreasonable in their timing, duration 
or extent”. 

The applicant has submitted that 
commercial vehicle movements would be 
limited to 2-3 movements per week and a 
condition should be included limiting the 
hours of deliveries to ensure limited 
impact.  
Similarly, the likely noise generated by the 
proposal outside the hours specified by the 
acceptable solution is unlikely to be 
significant, in terms of the drop off and 
pick up times.  On this basis and with the 
inclusion of a condition limiting operating 
hours to those proposed, it is considered 
the performance criterion is satisfied. 
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General Residential Zone 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

Clause 
10.3.1 
A3 

Non-
Residential 
Use 

External lighting must 
comply with all of the 
following: 
 
(a) be turned off between 
 6.00pm and 8.00am, 
 except for security 
 lighting; 
 
(b) security lighting must 
 be  baffled to ensure 
 they do not cause 
 emission of light into 
 adjoining private land. 

Proposed hours of 
illumination of 6.30am to 
6.30pm, to align with 
business hours. 

The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

P3 of the Clause 10.3.1 for the following reasons. 

Performance Criterion Comment 
“P3 - External lighting must not 
adversely affect existing or future 
residential amenity, having regard to 
all of the following: 
(a) level of illumination and duration 
 of lighting; 

The applicant has submitted that the 
proposed fascia signs on the building 
would be illuminated and to align with the 
performance criterion to this clause and 
given proximity to residential 
development, it is considered reasonable to 
include a condition limiting the hours of 
illumination of the signage to the opening 
hours of the business. 
Low level security lighting of the site and 
associated car parking areas is 
appropriately managed by an included 
condition requiring that the illumination be 
baffled so as not to project beyond the site 
boundaries. 

(b) distance to habitable rooms in an 
 adjacent dwelling”. 

A separation distance in excess of 130m 
separates the subject site from the nearest 
dwelling, meaning that impact upon 
habitable rooms would be low. 
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Parking and Access Code 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

E6.6.3 
A1 

Number of 
motorcycle 
parking 
spaces 

The number of on-site 
motorcycle parking spaces 
provided must be at a rate of 
1 space to each 20 car 
parking spaces after the first 
19 car parking spaces, except 
if bulky goods sales, (rounded 
to the nearest whole number).  
One space is therefore 
required. 

No motorcycle spaces 
proposed. 

The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

P1 of the Clause E6.6.3 A1 for the following reasons. 

Performance Criterion Comment 
“P1 - The number of on-site 
motorcycle parking spaces must be 
sufficient to meet the needs of likely 
users having regard to all of the 
following, as appropriate: 
(a) motorcycle parking demand; 

That the proposal is unlikely to generate 
motorcycle parking demand from parents 
and guardians, given the nature of the 
proposed use.  Whilst demand associated 
with staff motorcycle parking is possible, it 
is noted that there is a surplus of 2 vehicle 
spaces that may be used for motorcycle 
parking if such a demand were to 
eventuate. 

(b) the availability of on-street and 
public motorcycle parking in the 
locality; 

The site is relatively isolated from other 
commercial development, meaning that the 
parking areas relied upon will be primarily 
within the site boundaries. 

(c) the availability and likely use of 
other modes of transport; 

Given the nature of the business proposed, 
motor vehicles are the most likely mode of 
transport. 

(d) the availability and suitability of 
alternative arrangements for 
motorcycle parking provision”. 

There is reasonable scope within the 
parking layout to accommodate the 
possible occasional requirements for the 
parking of a motorcycle within the 
proposed motor vehicle spaces, if required. 
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Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

E6.6.4 
A1 

Number of 
bicycle 
parking 
spaces 

The number of spaces must 
be no less than the number 
specified in Table E6.2, being 
a total of 9. 

No formal bicycle parking 
proposed. 

The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

P1 of the Clause E6.6.4 for the following reasons. 

Performance Criterion Comment 
“P1 - The number of on-site bicycle 
parking spaces provided must have 
regard to all of the following: 
(a) the nature of the use and its 
 operations; 

As discussed above in respect of 
motorcycle parking, it is considered that 
the proposal is unlikely to generate bicycle 
parking demand given the nature of the 
proposed use. 

(b) the location of the use and its 
 accessibility by cyclists; 

The site is within a residential area and it is 
possible that staff may cycle to the site.  
Accommodation of bicycles in this 
situation would be accommodated within 
the secure courtyard proposed within the 
development, the applicant has submitted. 
This approach is considered a reasonable 
response to the potential demand. 

(c) the balance of the potential need 
 of both those working on a site 
 and clients or other visitors 
 coming to the site”. 

Given the nature of the business proposed, 
motor vehicles are the most likely mode of 
transport. 

Stormwater Management Code 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

E7.7.1 
A2 

Stormwater 
drainage 
and disposal 

The stormwater system for 
the development must 
incorporate water sensitive 
urban design principles for 
the treatment and disposal of 
stormwater given that new 
parking for more than 6 cars 
is proposed. 

New parking is proposed 
for 34 cars. 
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The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

P2 of the Clause E7.7.1 for the following reasons. 

Performance Criterion Comment 
“P2 - A stormwater system for a new 
development must incorporate a 
stormwater drainage system of a size 
and design sufficient to achieve the 
stormwater quality and quantity 
targets in accordance with the State 
Stormwater Strategy 2010, as detailed 
in Table E7.1 unless it is not feasible 
to do so”. 

Council’s Engineers are satisfied that the 
proposed development will be capable of 
incorporating a stormwater drainage 
system of a size and design sufficient to 
achieve the targets identified by the State 
Stormwater Strategy 2010.  This will be 
ensured by inclusion of an appropriate 
condition, as described above. 

 

5. REPRESENTATION ISSUES 
The proposal was advertised in accordance with statutory requirements and 2 

representations were received.  The following issue were raised by the representors. 

5.1. Proximity of the Development to the Rokeby Sub-station 

The representations raised concerns in respect of the possible health 

implications associated with the proximity of the proposed development to a 

nearby Aurora sub-station to the east of the development site, at 541 Rokeby 

Road. 

The specific concerns are that electro-magnetic fields cause cancers including 

leukaemia.  The representations request that details of testing undertaken by 

Aurora be provided in respect of both the development and the adjacent 

dwellings to the east of the sub-station. 

• Comment 

The issue raised by the representations is not a relevant consideration 

under the Scheme.  

That said, the land is zoned appropriately for sensitive uses (including 

Single Dwellings) a number of which have been previously approved 

by Council in the vicinity of the sub-station.  There is no evidence to 

substantiate increased risk. 
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TasNetwork has been contacted in relation to this issue and has 

confirmed that it has no concerns in relation to the proposals. 

6. EXTERNAL REFERRALS 
The proposal was referred to TasWater, which has provided a number of conditions to 

be included on the planning permit if granted. 

The application was also referred to the Department of State Growth (DSG), which 

provided comment in respect of the proposed development and the associated impact 

upon the recently constructed Tollard Drive extension, as a collector road for the 

South Arm Highway.  The comments highlight the need for Council to ensure that the 

safety and efficiency of this road is not compromised, specifically in respect of future 

visitors turning right from Tollard Drive to the site. 

In consultation with DSG, Council’s Engineers have developed appropriate conditions 

to require that all visitors enter the site from the Ploughmans Road access point shown 

by the proposal plans and exit via the Tollard Drive access.  Such conditions have 

been included above, including a requirement that appropriate line-marking and on-

site signage be included to ensure this occurs. 

7. STATE POLICIES AND ACT OBJECTIVES 
7.1. The proposal is consistent with the outcomes of the State Policies, including 

those of the State Coastal Policy. 

7.2. The proposal is consistent with the objectives of Schedule 1 of LUPAA.   

8. COUNCIL STRATEGIC PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
There are no inconsistencies with Council’s adopted Strategic Plan 2010-2015 or any 

other relevant Council Policy. 
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9. CONCLUSION 
The proposal is for the development of a single storey childcare centre and associated 

parking facilities at 525 Rokeby Road, Rokeby.  The proposal satisfies the relevant 

requirements of the Scheme and is therefore recommended for approval subject to a 

series of appropriate conditions. 

Attachments: 1. Location Plan (1) 
 2. Proposal Plan (4) 
 3. Site Photo (1) 
 
Ross Lovell 
MANAGER CITY PLANNING 



Clarence City Council  

 

 

     

 
Disclaimer: This map is a representation of the information currently held by Clarence City Council. While every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of the 

product, Clarence City Council accepts no responsibility for any errors or omissions. Any feedback on omissions or errors would be appreciated. Copying or reproduction, 

without written consent is prohibited. Date: Tuesday, 23 August 2016 Scale: 1:4,632 @A4 
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525 Rokeby Road, ROKEBY 
 

 
Site viewed from Tollard Drive, looking west
 

 
Site viewed from Ploughmans Road, looking north towards the Pass Road intersection 
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11.3.5 DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION D-2016/295 - 8 AND 12 ST JOHNS 
CIRCLE, RICHMOND - DWELLING AND OUTBUILDING 

 (File No D-2016/295) 
 
 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of this report is to consider the application made for a Dwelling and 
Outbuilding at 8 and 12 St Johns Circle, Richmond. 
 
RELATION TO PLANNING PROVISIONS 
The land is zoned General under the Clarence Interim Planning Scheme 2015 (the 
Scheme).  In accordance with the Scheme the proposal is a Discretionary 
development.   
 
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
The report on this item details the basis and reasons for the recommendation.  Any 
alternative decision by Council will require a full statement of reasons in order to 
maintain the integrity of the Planning approval process and to comply with the 
requirements of the Judicial Review Act and the Local Government (Meeting 
Procedures) Regulations 2015. 
Council is required to exercise a discretion within the statutory 42 day period which 
expires on 31 August but was extended with the consent of the applicant until 7 
September 2016. 
 
CONSULTATION 
The proposal was advertised in accordance with statutory requirements and 2 
representations were received raising the following issues: 
• safety concerns due to cut and fill required for driveway construction; 
• gravel construction; 
• impact on the stability of an existing boundary fence along adjoining lot; and 
• concern with non-completion of building works in Cosgrove Drive. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
A. That the Development Application for Dwelling and Outbuilding at 8 and 12 

St Johns Circle, Richmond (Cl Ref D-2016/295) be approved subject to the 
following conditions and advice. 

 
1.  GEN AP1 – ENDORSED PLANS. 

 
 ADVICE 

An application for works in the Council road reserve must be submitted and 
 approved by Council’s Group Manager Asset Management prior to the 
 commencement of any works. 
 
 ADVICE 

A license agreement with Council may be required for structures within the 
 Council’s road reservation. 
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B. That the details and conclusions included in the Associated Report be recorded 
as the reasons for Council’s decision in respect of this matter. 

 
________________________________________________________________________ 

ASSOCIATED REPORT 
 
1. BACKGROUND 

No relevant background. 

2. STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS 
2.1. The land is zoned General Residential under the Scheme. 

2.2. The proposal is discretionary because it does not meet the Acceptable 

Solutions relating to private open space under the Scheme. 

2.3. The relevant parts of the Planning Scheme are: 

• Section 8.10 – Determining Applications; 

• Section 10 – General Residential Zone; and 

• Section E6.0 – Parking and Access Code. 

2.4. Council’s assessment of this proposal should also consider the issues raised in 

any representations received, the outcomes of the State Policies and the 

objectives of Schedule 1 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act, 1993 

(LUPAA). 

3. PROPOSAL IN DETAIL 
3.1. The Site 

The dwelling is to be located at 8 St Johns Circle which is a 1378m2 vacant 

residential lot.  The lot is accessed via an existing right-of-way over the 

adjoining residential property at 12 St Johns Circle.   
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3.2. The Proposal 

The proposal is for a new single storey, 2 bedroom dwelling and outbuilding.  

The proposal also includes the construction of a driveway over the right-of-

way and the removal of soil on the adjoining property at 12 St Johns Circle to 

level the area to match the existing driveway. 

The proposal includes the construction of a retaining wall adjacent to the 

proposed crossover and part of the driveway.  The retaining wall and access to 

the site comply with the Acceptable Solutions of the General Residential Zone 

and therefore do not require further planning consideration.  However, the 

applicant will be required to apply for a Works Permit to be approved by 

Council’s Group Manager Asset Management to undertake works in the road 

reserve.  In addition, the structures within the road reserve may potentially 

require a license agreement with Council.  It is recommended that advice be 

provided on the permit to this effect. 

4. PLANNING ASSESSMENT 
4.1. Determining Applications [Section 8.10] 

“8.10.1 In determining an application for any permit the planning 
authority must, in addition to the matters required by 
s51(2) of the Act, take into consideration: 
(a) all applicable standards and requirements in this 

planning scheme; and 
(b) any representations received pursuant to and in 

conformity with s57(5) of the Act; 
but in the case of the exercise of discretion, only insofar as each 
such matter is relevant to the particular discretion being 
exercised”. 

Reference to these principles is contained in the discussion below. 

4.2. Compliance with Zone and Codes 

The proposal meets the Scheme’s relevant Acceptable Solutions of the 

General Residential Zone and Parking and Access Codes with the exception of 

the following. 
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Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

10.4.3 
A2 

Private 
open space 

A dwelling must have an area 
of private open space that: 
 
(a) is in one location and is 

at least:  
 
(c) is directly accessible 

from, and adjacent to, a 
habitable room (other 
than a bedroom); and 

 
(d) is not located to the 

south, south-east or 
south-west of the 
dwelling, unless the area 
receives at least 3 hours 
of sunlight to 50% of the 
area between 9.00am and 
3.00pm on 21 June; and 

The majority of the private 
open space shown on the 
plan is located to the south 
and south-east of the 
dwelling and is accessed 
through a door on the 
southern elevation.  The 
large area of private open 
space which is north 
facing is not directly 
accessed from a habitable 
room (other than a 
bedroom).  Information 
was not provided to 
demonstrate compliance 
with the Acceptable 
Solution. 

The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

10.4.3 P2 of the Clause 10.4.3 A2 for the following reason. 

Performance Criterion Comment 
“P2 A dwelling must have private 
open space that:  
(a) includes an area that is capable 

of serving as an extension of the 
dwelling for outdoor relaxation, 
dining, entertaining and 
children’s play and that is:  
(i) conveniently located in 

relation to a living area of 
the dwelling; and 

The proposed development includes a large 
area of land that can be used for private open 
space that is conveniently located to the 
living areas of the dwelling. 

(ii) orientated to take 
advantage of sunlight”. 

The private open space accessed from the 
living area includes sections of this area that 
is orientated northwards to take advantage of 
sunlight.   

 
5. REPRESENTATION ISSUES 

The proposal was advertised in accordance with statutory requirements and 2 

representations were received.  The following issues were raised by the representors. 
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5.1. Safety Concerns due to Cut and Fill Required for Driveway Construction 

The representor raised concerns regarding the height of the retaining wall 

required for the driveway construction and whether a safety barrier would be 

required.  The representor was also concerned that this may impact on sight 

distances for vehicles travelling along the road.   

• Comment 

The proposal includes the construction of a driveway and retaining wall 

within the private right-of-way for the site.  The applicant included 

plans of the driveway which showed a maximum height of the retaining 

wall of 1.2m.  Council’s Development Engineer advised that a 

retaining wall within Council’s road reservation will require a safety 

barrier if it has a height over 1m.  As works are required within the 

road reservation, a Works Permit will also have to be approved, prior to 

the commencement of works within Council’s road reserve which will 

ensure that the works are in accordance with the relevant Australian 

Standards.   

5.2. Impact on the Stability Existing Boundary Fence along Adjoining Lot 

The representor raised concerns that the construction of the proposed retaining 

wall could result in the stability of the existing boundary fence along the 

adjacent property being compromised. 

• Comment 

Whilst not a relevant planning consideration, the applicant will be 

required to provide engineering plans for the retaining wall which will 

ensure that its construction will not have a detrimental effect on the 

stability of the existing boundary fence. 

5.3. Gravel Construction 

The representor raised concerns that a gravel driveway will result in gravel 

being carried out onto the road from vehicles. 
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• Comment 

The proposal includes the construction of a driveway over the right-of-

way which is shown as gravel on the proposal plans.  However, a new 

crossover for this site will be required to be sealed in accordance with 

Council standards which will prevent gravel being carried onto the 

road. 

5.4. Concern with Non-Completion of Building Works in Cosgrove Drive 

The representor raised concerns about building works in Cosgrove Drive 

which have not been completed. 

• Comment 

The concerns relating to the lack of completion of building works in 

Cosgrove Drive are not relevant to the assessment of this application.   

6. EXTERNAL REFERRALS 
No external referrals were required or undertaken as part of this application. 

7. STATE POLICIES AND ACT OBJECTIVES 
7.1. The proposal is consistent with the outcomes of the State Policies, including 

those of the State Coastal Policy. 

7.2. The proposal is consistent with the objectives of Schedule 1 of LUPAA.   

8. COUNCIL STRATEGIC PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
There are no inconsistencies with Council’s adopted Strategic Plan 2010-2015 or any 

other relevant Council Policy. 

9. CONCLUSION 
The proposal for a Single Dwelling and Outbuilding is recommended for approval. 

Attachments: 1. Location Plan (1) 
 2. Proposal Plan (6) 
 3. Site Photo (1) 
 
Ross Lovell 
MANAGER CITY PLANNING



Clarence City Council  
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11.3.6 SUBDIVISION APPLICATION SD-2015/67 - 84 SCHOOL ROAD, 
SANDFORD - 4 LOT SUBDIVISION 

 (File No S009-84) 
 
 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of this report is to consider Council’s position on headwork contributions 
for the upgrade of School Road in relation to a planning appeal made through the 
Resource Management and Planning Appeal Tribunal (RMPAT) against Council’s 
conditional approval of a 4 lot subdivision at 84 School Road, Sandford. 
 
RELATION TO PLANNING PROVISIONS 
The land is zoned General Residential under the Clarence Interim Planning Scheme 
2015 (the Scheme).  In accordance with the Scheme the proposal is a Discretionary 
development.  
 
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
The report on this item details the basis and reasons for the recommendation.  Any 
alternative decision by Council will require a full statement of reasons in order to 
maintain the integrity of the Planning approval process and to comply with the 
requirements of the Judicial Review Act and the Local Government (Meeting 
Procedures) Regulations 2015. 
 
CONSULTATION 
The application was advertised during 14 - 28 June 2016 and no representations were 
received.  Accordingly the application was approved by Officer Delegation.   
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
The reduction of the Headworks charge as recommended will reduce the amount of 
cost recovery received by Council for the construction of School Road, Sandford. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
A. That the General Manager sign a Consent Memorandum to the Resource 

Management and Planning Appeal Tribunal deleting Condition 16 of 
subdivision permit SD-2015/67 and replacing it with a condition requiring 
headworks of $8,637.50 per lot. 

 
B. That the details and conclusions included in the Associated Report be recorded 

as the reasons for Council’s decision in respect of this matter. 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 

ASSOCIATED REPORT 
1. BACKGROUND 

The permit was approved under delegation on 11 July 2016 to subdivide land at 84 

School Road.  The subdivision will result in an additional 4 lots. 
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A new central road from the eastern side of School Road is proposed, terminating in a 

cul-de-sac head, to service these lots. 

The lots range in size between 2.00ha and 2.51ha and all have direct frontage to a new 

road directly off School Road. 

The entire area for the Sandford Special Area Plan which has direct access over 

School Road had calculations prepared by Council Engineers to fairly apportion cost 

between all developers.  This apportionment was based on the pro-rata infrastructure 

costs required to service the lots created by the original Section 43a Application and 

took into account the consequences of the development sequence.  This cost 

allocation was based on the subdivision plan submitted with the original Section 43a 

Application as it was the most comprehensive plan for the development of the land. 

As each landowner has developed their land the subdivision plans have generally 

accorded with the original submission and to date only the subdivision of Mr Ward’s 

land at 211 School Road has had headworks allocated in accordance with the 

calculations prepared by Council Engineers. 

This is the first of the subdivisions to deviate from the original plan and introduces a 

new road further along School Road than was anticipated by the original headworks 

calculations. 

Accordingly, the cost distribution for the development of the road was recalculated 

for the 2 sections of the road that the development of this parent lot now utilises.  This 

reduces the contribution to be required for all as yet unapproved subdivisions which 

utilises these 2 sections of the road. 

The calculations for the road contribution are as follows: 

  Road Cost Lots Serviced Cost/Lot 

Road Section 1 $61,136 46 $1,350 

Road Section 2 $83,368 31 $2,700 

Road Section 3 $211,196 20 $10,600 
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Therefore the lots that form part of this development are at the end of the third section 

of road and consequently the cost to service these lots is the sum of the 3 individual 

road sections ie $1,350+$2,700+$10,600 = $14,650. 

A similar calculation was used to derive the headworks cost for the Ward subdivision. 

2. STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS 
The applicant has exercised their statutory right to appeal against Council’s decision 

under Section 61 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act, 1993. 

3. PROPOSAL IN DETAIL 
3.1. The Proposal 

A preliminary hearing and mediation session was held by RMPAT on 8 

August 2016.  At the mediation, the appellant contended that the headworks 

amount should be reduced to the same level as a subdivision permit at 211 

School Road, Sandford (SD-2016/33), or lower. 

The original amount is considered to be reasonable and defendable, being 

based on the pro-rata consumption of the resources used to create the 

infrastructure to service the lots.  There is another argument that says the 

headworks charges should be based on a uniform rate/block as all lots within 

the area use the public road network.  On that basis a reduced charge of 

$8637.30 per lot is proposed, which is quite fairly based on the average 

contribution per lot which has been charged on and accepted by the nearby 

developer Mr Ward.  The appellant is agreeable to this figure. 

On the basis that the total cost of the development of infrastructure should be 

met from the private development; the consequence of this proposal is it 

increases the potential Headworks contribution required for all as yet 

unapproved subdivisions which form part of the overall School Road 

development. 

It is recommended that a Consent Memorandum be prepared and signed to 

delete Condition 16 of Subdivision Permit SD-2015/67 and replace it with the 

following condition requiring the lower headworks amount. 
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16. In accordance with the Headworks Levy Policy, a headworks charge of 

$34,550 is applicable, as a contribution to the upgrading of School 

Road, in relation to each of the additional Lots 1 - 4 created by the 

permit to be paid $8,637.50 per lot at the time of the sealing of each 

stage. 

• The amount of headworks charge applicable to this development shall 

be indexed quarterly by CPI (All Groups Index) Hobart, effective from 

the Permit date until the date of payment of the headworks charge to 

Council. 

EITHER 

• Headworks charges must be paid prior to sealing of the final plan for 

the subdivision. 

Or 

• Headworks charges must be paid prior to sealing of any “staged” final 

plan based on the stages approved in this permit commensurate with 

the number of additional lots created in each such stage as detailed on 

the “staged” final plan. 

In accordance with Council’s Headworks Levy Policy and relevant provisions 

of Council’s Policy for Bonding Development Works: 

• Bonds and/or security can be accepted for the headworks charges in the 

event that early issue of titles is sought by the applicant. 

• Any headworks charges bonded are to be paid on the completion of the 

subdivision infrastructure works, or where the works have been 

approved to be carried out in stages, then on the completion of each 

approved stage of the subdivision. 

Any surplus contribution will be refunded to the applicant upon completion of 

the road works on a pro-rata basis. 
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4. STATE POLICIES AND ACT OBJECTIVES 
4.1. The proposal is consistent with the outcomes of the State Policies, including 

those of the State Coastal Policy. 

4.2. The proposal is consistent with the objectives of Schedule 1 of LUPAA.   

5. COUNCIL STRATEGIC PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
There are no inconsistencies with Council’s adopted Strategic Plan 2010-2015 or any 

other relevant Council Policy. 

6. CONCLUSION 
It is recommended that the General Manager signs a Consent Memorandum to the 

Resource Management and Planning Appeal Tribunal deleting Condition 16 of 

subdivision permit SD-2015/67 and replacing it with a condition requiring headworks 

of $8,637.50 per lot. 

Attachments: 1. Location Plan (1) 
 2. Subdivision Permit (6) 
 3. Delegated Report (6) 
 
Ross Lovell 
MANAGER CITY PLANNING 



Clarence City Council  
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 DELEGATED AUTHORITY REPORT 
 
APPLICATION DETAILS 
 
PROPOSAL NUMBER: SD-2015/67 
 
REPORTING OFFICER: Helen Ayers  
 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT/USE: 4 lot subdivision 
 
LOCATION OF PROPOSAL: 84 School Road, SANDFORD 
 
APPLICANT: Rogerson & Birch Surveyors 
 
APPLICANT ADDRESS: admin@rbsurveyors.com 
 
APPLICATION DATE: 17 December 2015 
 
ADVERTISING START DATE:  14 June 2016 
 
ADVERTISING STOP DATE:  28 June 2016 
 

STATUTORY LIMIT: 11-Jul-2016 
 
REPORT DATE: 7 July 2016 
 
 

 
REFERRAL AGENCIES: N/A 
 
APPLICABLE PLANNING PROVISIONS 
 

PLANNING SCHEME: Clarence Interim Planning Scheme 2015 
 
ZONE: RURAL LIVING 
 
CODES: BUSHFIRE PRONE AREAS, ATTENUATION, PARKING & 

ACCESS, ROAD & RAILWAY ASSETS, STORMWATER 

MANAGEMENT AND ONSITE WASTEWATER 

MANAGEMENT 
 
SPECIFIC AREA PLAN: SANDFORD SPECIFIC AREA PLAN 
 
APPLICATION TYPE: Subdivision 
 
USE CLASS:   SUBDIVISION (RESIDENTIAL) 
 
SITE AREA: 139500.00M2 

 
EXISTING SITE DEVELOPMENT: Single Dwelling 
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ATTACHMENT 3



 
ASSESSMENT 
 
RELEVANT BACKGROUND: 

 
An application for a 1 lot subdivision was approved for this site through SD-2015/25 on 25 
August 2015.  This is currently before Council for sealing and as such the current 
application, SD-2015/67, is considered for only the balance of the land that will result from 
SD-2015/25. 
 

RELEVANT SITE CHARACTERISTICS: 
 
N/A 
 

THE PROPOSAL: 
 
Application is made to further subdivide the land at 84 School Road.  This second 
subdivision will result in an additional 4 lots.   
A new central road from the eastern side of School Road is proposed, terminating in a cul-
de-sac head, to service these lots. 
The lots will range in size between 2.00ha and 2.51ha and all have direct frontage to the new 
road. 
 

 

 
COUNCIL POLICIES 
 

Public Open Space Policy 

Is public open space contribution required?  Yes 
 
Headworks Policy 

Is a contribution for headworks required?  Yes 
 
ASSESSMENT: 

 
The proposal meets the Scheme’s relevant Acceptable Solutions of the Rural Living Zone 
the Bushfire Prone Areas, Attenuation, Road & Railway Assets, Parking & Access, 
Stormwater Management and Onsite Wastewater Management Codes, and the Sandford 
Specific Area Plan, with the exception of the following: 
 

Rural Living Zone 
Clause  Standard Acceptable Solution (Extract) Proposed 

13.5.1 
A2 (b) 

Lot Design. The design of each lot must provide a 
minimum building area that is rectangular in 
shape and complies with all of the 
following, except if for public open space, a 
riparian or littoral reserve or utilities; 
(b) not subject to any codes in this planning 
scheme; 

The application site is subject to the 
Bushfire Prone Areas, Attenuation, 
Road & Railway Assets, Parking & 
Access, Stormwater Management and 
Onsite Wastewater Management 
Codes of the Scheme. 

 
The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria P2 of the 
Clause 13.5.1 for the following reason: 
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 The proposal meets the applicable standards of all of the relevant codes in this 
planning scheme, as is confirmed below. 

 
Rural Living Zone 

Clause  Standard Acceptable Solution (Extract) Proposed 

13.5.1 
A3 

Lot Design. The frontage for each lot must be no less 
than the following, except if for public open 
space, a riparian or littoral reserve or 
utilities and except if an internal lot: 
40 m 

Lot 3 has a 24m frontage. 

 
The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria A3 of the 
Clause 13.5.1 for the following reason: 
 

 The 24m frontage for lot 3 provides ample opportunity for reasonable vehicle access. 
 
Rural Living Zone 

Clause  Standard Acceptable Solution (Extract) Proposed 

13.5.2 
A1 

Roads. The subdivision includes no new roads. A new road is proposed through the 
centre of the lot to service the 4 new 
lots. 

 
The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria P1 of the 
Clause 13.5.2 for the following reason: 
 

 The access and legibility of the proposed cul-de-sac is considered appropriate for the 
location. 

 Whilst a cul-de-sac is proposed, the lot design and size at the head of the cul-de-sac is 
such that a connection to the adjacent land at 1089 South Arm Road could be created 
in the future should such a connection be desired for the development of that lot. 

 No internal lots are created. 
 The neighbourhood road network has been considered in the development of the 

Sandford Specific Area Plan, and as such the level of connectivity provided is 
considered adequate as it provides an additional road connection beyond that which 
was required.   

 The application was accompanied by a Bushfire Hazard Assessment which included 
the identification of the use of an approved future road through nearby land at 211 
School Road, 110 Prospect Road and 69 Germain Court to achieve multiple escape 
routes.  To ensure that this is achieved it was suggested by the applicant that the 
permit include a condition precluding the creation of any lots prior to the construction 
of the nearby road and its subsequent transfer into Council ownership. 

 
Rural Living Zone 

Clause  Standard Acceptable Solution (Extract) Proposed 

15.5.3 
A2 

Ways and Public 
Open Space. 

No Acceptable Solution. No public open space, or cash 
contribution is proposed for this 
application. 

 
The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria P2 of the 
Clause 15.5.3 for the following reason: 
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 As discussed in more detail below, this application presents the second stage of 
development for the parent lot.  As the public open space contribution for the whole of 
the development was required through the first permit it is considered to have been 
provided for this stage of the overall development of the lot. 

 
Rural Living Zone 

Clause  Standard Acceptable Solution (Extract) Proposed 

15.5.4 
A2 

Services. No Acceptable Solution. 4 lot subdivision is proposed. 

 
The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria P2 of the 
Clause 15.5.4 for the following reason: 
 

 The application was accompanied by a report which demonstrated that all of the 
created lots are capable of containing an onsite wastewater treatment system. 

 
Attenuation Code 

Clause  Standard Acceptable Solution (Extract) Proposed 

E9.7.2 
A1 

Development for 
Sensitive Use in 
Proximity to Use 
with Potential to 
Cause 
Environmental 
Harm. 

No Acceptable Solution. Residential lots are proposed adjacent 
to the existing quarry at 100 School 
Road, Sandford. 

 
The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria P1 of the 
Clause E9.7.2 for the following reason: 
 

 Suitable covenants are proposed for the created lots to ensure that the future owners 
are aware of the potential of disturbance from the operation of the quarry, and 
conversely so that the operation of the quarry is not fettered by residential 
development.  This approach has been supported by the applicant. 

 
Sandford Specific Area Plan 

Clause  Standard Acceptable Solution (Extract) Proposed 

F11.8.1 
A1 

Development 
Standards for 
Subdivision. 

The lot layout must provide for the 
construction of a road from Germain Court 
extending to School Road generally in 
accordance with the Road Layout Plan 
shown in Figure 1 attached to this Plan. 

This lot is not one of those required to 
provide this road connection. 

 
The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria P1 of the 
Clause F11.8.1 for the following reason: 
 

 This proposed alternative road design does not compromise the road connection 
between School Road and Germain court, and in fact relies on this being public 
infrastructure before the lots can be created. 

 The proposed design provides an alternative access to lots 2, 3 and 4 than would have 
been achieved through the road from the development plan, however it does not 
impact on the ability to develop the remainder of the road through 1089 South Arm 
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Road as this portion was a small truncation from the primary road, rather than the line 
of the road.  In any event, there is sufficient lot area in lot 3 to facilitate a road 
connection in the future should one be desired. 

 
Sandford Specific Area Plan 

Clause  Standard Acceptable Solution (Extract) Proposed 

F11.8.3 
A1 

Staging No Acceptable Solution. The subdivision is proposed to be 
staged into Stage 1 lot 1, and Stage 2 
the balance of the Subdivision. 

 
The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria P1 of the 
Clause F11.8.1 for the following reason: 
 

 The proposed staging is logical and sequential, starting at existing road infrastructure, 
then moving along the new road. 

 
PUBLIC OPEN SPACE: 

 
The recent subdivision SD-2015/25 required a POS contribution for the whole of the area of 
land that is the subject of this application.  The lots from this subdivision have yet to be 
created.  The current application is really the second stage of the development of this parent 
lot in accordance with the Sandford Special Area Plan, albeit in two permits rather than the 
more conventional two stages approach.  As such, it is considered that POS for the 
development of this site has already been required through the previous approval for the site. 
 
As a result of this, it is important that the lots from this subdivision not be created in 
isolation from or prior to the smaller lot (lot1) from SD-2015/25.  It is therefore necessary to 
condition that the creation of the lots can either occur concurrently, or for SD-2015/25 prior 
to the lots for SD-2015/67, to ensure that we do not end up with a default ‘balance’ lot 
without Council having obtained a POS contribution for the overall development. 
 

HEADWORKS: 
 
The entire area for the Sandford DPO which has access over School Road had calculations 
prepared by Council engineers to fairly apportion cost between all developers.  This cost 
allocation was based on the subdivision plan submitted with the original Section 43a 
Application as it was the most comprehensive plan for the development of the land. 
 
As each land owner has developed their land the subdivision plans have generally accorded 
with the original submission, and headworks have been allocated accordingly. 
 
The cost of the road was divided into three distinct sections, reducing the School Road 
contribution as less of the road is to be utilised by the created lots. 
 
This is the first of the subdivisions to deviate from the original plan, and introduces a new 
road further along School Road than was anticipated by the original headworks calculations. 
 
Accordingly, the cost distribution for the development of the road was re-calculated for the 
two sections of the road that the development of this parent lot now utilises.  This reduces 
the contribution required for all as yet un-approved subdivisions which utilises these two 
sections of the road. 
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The calculations for the road contribution are as follows: 
 

  
Road cost lots $/lot 

 road section 1 $61,136 46 $1,329.04 1350 

road section 2 $83,368 31 $2,689.29 2700 

road section 3 $211,196 20 $10,559.80 10600 

      
  

$1,350 
   

  
2700 

   
  

10600 
 

Total 
 Development C 4 $14,650 

 
$58,600 

  
 

CONCLUSION: 
 
The proposal is recommended for conditional approval. 
 

 
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS:    SEE ATTACHED CONDITION DOCUMENT  
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11.3.7 SUBDIVISION APPLICATION SD-2016/17 - 1039 CAMBRIDGE ROAD, 
CAMBRIDGE - 17 LOT SUBDIVISION (AMENDED STAGE 5 OF 
SD-2008/79) 

 (File No SD-2016/17) 
 
 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of this report is to consider the application made for a 17 lot subdivision 
at 1039 Cambridge Road, Cambridge. 
 
RELATION TO PLANNING PROVISIONS 
The land is zoned Low Density Residential and General Residential, and subject to 
the Bushfire Prone Areas, Landslide, Road and Railway Assets and Stormwater 
Management Codes under the Clarence Interim Planning Scheme 2015 (the Scheme).  
In accordance with the Scheme the proposal is a Discretionary development. 
 
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
The report on this item details the basis and reasons for the recommendation.  Any 
alternative decision by Council will require a full statement of reasons in order to 
maintain the integrity of the Planning approval process and to comply with the 
requirements of the Judicial Review Act and the Local Government (Meeting 
Procedures) Regulations 2015. 
Council is required to exercise a discretion within the statutory 42 day period which 
has been extended with the consent of the applicant and now expires on 7 September 
2016. 
 
CONSULTATION 
The proposal was advertised in accordance with statutory requirements and 1 
representation was received raising the following issues: 
• size of lots; 
• use of rights-of-way; and 
• Cambridge Road speed limit. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
A. That the application for a 17 lot Subdivision (amended Stage 5 of 

SD-2008/79) at 1039 Cambridge Road, Cambridge (Cl Ref SD-2016/17) be 
approved subject to the following conditions and advice. 
 
1. GEN AP1 – ENDORSED PLANS. 
 
2. EHO 4 – NO BURNING. 
 
3. GEN AM4 – CONSTRUCTION HOURS. 
 
4. GEN M2 – NO WORKS. 
 

 5. GEN F2 – COVENANTS [preventing direct access onto the Tasman 
Highway]. 
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 6. GEN POS1 – POS CONTRIBUTION [5%], [116 to 119 inclusive]. 
 
 7. ENG A1 – NEW CROSSOVER [TSD-R09]. 
 
 8. ENG A3 – COMBINED ACCESSES [TSD-R09 – 6.0m]. 
 
 9. ENG A4 – DSG ACCESS. 
 
 10. ENG S1 – INFRASTRUCTURE REPAIR. 
 
 11. ENG S2 – SERVICES. 
 
 12. ENG S4 – STORMWATER CONNECTION. 
 
 13. ENG S10 – UNDERGROUND SERVICES. 
 
 14. ENG M2 – DESIGNS SD. 
 
 15. ENG M5 – EROSION CONTROL. 
 
 16. ENG M7 – WEED MANAGEMENT PLAN. 
 
 17. ENG M8 – EASEMENTS. 
 
 18. ENG R2 – URBAN ROAD. 
 
 19. ENG R4 – ROAD WIDENING [9.0m]. 
 
 20. Prior to lodging a building application each property owner is required to 

provide an assessment from a suitably qualified acoustic engineer that 
the design and construction will meet the relevant recommended design 
sound levels and reverberation times specified in AS/NZS 2107:2000 - 
Recommended design sound levels and reverberation times for building 
interiors must be included. 

 
 21. The development must meet all required Conditions of Approval 

specified by TasWater notice dated 4 May 2016 (TWDA 2016/00527-
CCC). 

 
B. That the details and conclusions included in the Associated Report be recorded 

as the reasons for Council’s decision in respect of this matter. 
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SUBDIVISION APPLICATION SD-2016/17 - 1039 CAMBRIDGE ROAD, 
CAMBRIDGE - 17 LOT SUBDIVISION (AMENDED STAGE 5 OF SD-2008/79) 
/contd… 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 

ASSOCIATED REPORT 
 
1. BACKGROUND 

The most recent and relevant subdivision permit for the subject land is SD-2008/79, 

approved by the Resource Management and Planning Appeal Tribunal on 14 

December 2009.  That permit gave approval for the subdivision of the balance of the 

subject property into 112 lots in a series of stages.  An internal access road to Stage 16 

of the development was approved, linking to Camrise Drive between Lots 52 and 53.  

The original approval of Stage 16 was for 9 new residential lots. 

A request for a minor amendment to the permit for SD-2008/79 was lodged with 

Council on 10 May 2016, on the basis that the proposed change was a minor alteration 

only, capable of approval by Council under Section 56 of the Land Use Planning and 

Approvals Act, 1993.  The proposed removal of the internal access road and 

introduction of direct access to Cambridge Road for 12 of the proposed new lots was 

not considered a minor change, as provided for by Section 56 of the Act.  The 

applicant was advised of this and the proposal the subject of this assessment lodged. 

2. STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS 
2.1. The land is zoned Low Density Residential and General Residential and is 

subject to the Bushfire Prone Areas, Landslide and Road and Railway Assets 

and Stormwater Management Codes under the Scheme. 

2.2. The proposal is a discretionary development because it does not meet certain 

Acceptable Solutions under the Scheme. 

2.3. The relevant parts of the Planning Scheme are: 

• Section 8.10 - Determining Applications; 
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• Section 10.0 - General Residential Zone;  

• Section 12.0 – Low Density Residential Zone; 

• Section E1.0 – Bushfire Prone Areas Code; 

• Section E3.0 – Landslide Code;  

• Section E5.0 – Road and Railway Assets Code; and 

• Section E7.0 – Stormwater Management Code. 

2.4. Council’s assessment of this proposal should also consider the issues raised in 

any representations received, the outcomes of the State Policies and the 

objectives of Schedule 1 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act, 1993 

(LUPAA). 

3. PROPOSAL IN DETAIL 
3.1. The Site 

The land is generally gently sloping and is largely cleared although there is 

some remnant vegetation on the western end of the land and on the southern 

boundary. 

There are no existing buildings on the subject land, however, there is an 

existing storage area for sand/gravel/rock at the western end of the lot.   

The land is bounded by the Tasman Highway to the south and Cambridge 

Road to the north and has frontage to Camrise Drive.  There are existing 

residential neighbours to the east and neighbouring low density residential 

properties to the west. 
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3.2. The Proposal 

The proposal is for the creation of 17 lots, being an amended Stage 16 of the 

previously approved subdivision of the site.  Lots are proposed with frontage 

to Camrise Drive and being within the General Residential Zone these would 

have areas ranging from 741m2 to 975m2.  

A further 12 lots ranging in size from 1502m2 to 2124m2 are proposed, with 

direct frontage to Cambridge Road.  These lots would be contained within the 

portion of the site zoned Low Density Residential and have frontages ranging 

from 4m to 25m. 

4. PLANNING ASSESSMENT 
4.1. Determining Applications [Section 8.10] 

“8.10.1 In determining an application for any permit the planning 
authority must, in addition to the matters required by 
s51(2) of the Act, take into consideration: 
(a) all applicable standards and requirements in this 

planning scheme; and 
(b) any representations received pursuant to and in 

conformity with ss57(5) of the Act; 
but in the case of the exercise of discretion, only insofar as each 
such matter is relevant to the particular discretion being 
exercised”. 

Reference to these principles is contained in the discussion below. 

4.2. Compliance with Zone and Codes 

The proposal meets the Scheme’s relevant Acceptable Solutions of the 

General Residential and Low Density Residential Zones, and the Bushfire 

Prone Areas, Landslide and Road and Railway Assets and Stormwater 

Management Codes with the exception of the following. 
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Low Density Residential Zone 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

12.5.1 
A2 

Lot design The design of each lot must 
provide a minimum building 
area that is rectangular in 
shape and complies with all 
of the following: 
(b)  not subject to any codes 

in this planning scheme. 

The site is affected by the 
Bushfire Prone Areas, 
Landslide Road and 
Railway Assets Codes 
under the Scheme. 

The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

P2 of Clause 12.5.1 for the following reasons. 

Performance Criterion Comment 
“P2 - The design of each lot must 
contain a building area able to 
satisfy all of the following: 
(a) is reasonably capable of 

accommodating residential use 
and development; 

The proposed lot layout would enable future 
development in a manner clear of the 
frontage, side and rear boundaries setbacks 
as required by the acceptable solution. 

(b) meets any applicable standards 
in codes in this planning 
scheme; 

The proposal satisfies the relevant acceptable 
solutions and performance criteria of the 
applicable codes under the Scheme. 

(c) enables future development to 
achieve reasonable solar 
access, given the slope and 
aspect of the land; 

The proposed subdivision would enable 
future development with appropriate 
separation to provide for solar access, for 
future dwellings and associated outdoor 
space.  The large size of the lots would 
enable appropriate design and development. 

(d) minimises the requirement for 
earth works, retaining walls, 
and cut & fill associated with 
future development; 

The site slopes only gradually down to 
Cambridge Road, meaning that minimal cut 
and fill would be required in conjunction 
with future development. 

(e) is sufficiently separated from 
the land zoned Rural Resource 
and Significant Agriculture to 
prevent potential for land use 
conflict that would fetter non-
sensitive use of that land, and 
the separation distance is no 
less than: 
(i) 40m from land zoned Rural 

Resource; 
(ii) 80m from land zoned 

Significant Agriculture; 

The site does not adjoin the Rural Resource 
or Significant Agricultural Zones. 
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(f) is setback from land zoned 
Environmental Management to 
satisfy all of the following: 
(i) there is no significant 

impact from the 
development on 
environmental values; 

(ii) the potential for the spread 
of weeds or soil pathogens 
onto the land zoned 
Environmental 
Management is minimised; 

(iii) there is no potential for 
contaminated or 
sedimented water run-off 
impacting the land zoned 
Environmental 
Management; 

(iv) there are no reasonable 
and practical alternatives 
to developing close to land 
zoned Environmental 
Management”. 

The site does not adjoin land within the 
Environmental Management Zone. 

 

Low Density Residential Zone 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

12.5.1 
A3 

Lot design The frontage for each lot 
must be no less than the 
following, except if for public 
open space, a riparian or 
littoral reserve or utilities and 
except if an internal lot: 
• 30m.  

Frontages ranging from 20 
- 25m. 

The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

P3 of Clause 12.5.1 for the following reasons. 

Performance Criterion Comment 
“P3 - The frontage of each lot must 
provide opportunity for reasonable 
vehicular and pedestrian access and 
must be no less than: 
6m”. 

The frontage of the lots would range from 20 
– 25m, being in excess of the minimum 
requirement of 6.0m. 
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Low Density Residential Zone 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

12.5.1 
A4 

Lot design No lot is an internal lot.  One internal lot, Lot 114, 
proposed. 

The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

P4 of Clause 12.5.1 for the following reasons. 

Performance Criterion Comment 
“P4 - An internal lot must satisfy all 
of the following: 
(a) access is from a road existing 

prior to the planning scheme 
coming into effect, unless site 
constraints make an internal lot 
configuration the only 
reasonable option to efficiently 
utilise land; 

The access to the internal lot would be from 
Cambridge Road, which existed prior to the 
effective date of the current Scheme. 

(b) it is not reasonably possible to 
provide a new road to create a 
standard frontage lot; 

The applicants have submitted this proposal 
as an alternative to constructing a new access 
road.  

(c) the lot constitutes the only 
reasonable way to subdivide the 
rear of an existing lot; 

Not relevant, as the proposal is for a new 
subdivision. 

(d)  the lot will contribute to the 
more efficient utilisation of 
living land; 

The proposal is for a single internal lot only 
and a larger residential allotment capable of 
supporting a single dwelling or other 
development as appropriate within the Low 
Density Residential Zone. 

(e) the amenity of neighbouring 
land is unlikely to be 
unreasonably affected by 
subsequent development and 
use; 

The proposed internal lot would not cause an 
impact upon amenity in that associated future 
development would be at a low density, and 
sight distances associated with the lot access 
are in adequate. 

(f) the lot has access to a road via 
an access strip, which is part of 
the lot, or a right-of-way, with a 
width of no less than 3.6m; 

The access strip would be 4.0m in width. 

(g) passing bays are provided at 
appropriate distances along the 
access strip to service the likely 
future use of the lot; 

Council’s Engineers are satisfied that the 
proposed access strip would be appropriate 
for likely future use. 
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(h) the access strip is adjacent to 
or combined with no more than 
three other internal lot access 
strips and it is not appropriate 
to provide access via a public 
road; 

The access strip is a single strip adjacent 2 
ordinary lots with in excess of 20m frontage 
to Cambridge Road. 

(i) a sealed driveway is provided 
on the access strip prior to the 
sealing of the final plan. 

An appropriate condition has been included 
above requiring sealing of the access strip. 

(j) the lot addresses and provides 
for passive surveillance of 
public open space and public 
rights of way if it fronts such 
public spaces; 

No public spaces of significance adjoin the 
proposed internal lot. 

(k) the minimum lot size for an 
internal lot is 1500m2 exclusive 
of any access strip”. 

The proposed internal lot would have an area 
of 2124m2. 

Landslide Code 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

E3.8.1 
A1 

Subdivision No acceptable solution. 5.9 percent of the subject 
land is identified as low 
landslide hazard risk. 

The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

P1 of Clause E3.8.1 for the following reasons. 

Performance Criterion Comment 
“P1 - Subdivision of a lot, all or 
part of which is within a Landslide 
Hazard Area must be for the 
purpose of one of the following: 
(a) separation of existing 

dwellings; 

Not relevant. 

(b) creation of a lot for the 
purposes of public open space, 
public reserve or utilities; 

Not relevant. 
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(c) creation of a lot in which the 
building area, access and 
services are outside the High 
Landslide Hazard Area and the 
landslide risk associated with 
the subdivision is either: 
(i) acceptable risk, or 
(ii) capable of feasible and 

effective treatment through 
hazard management 
measures, so as to be 
tolerable risk”. 

The proposal does not relate to land within a 
high hazard area, but rather a low risk area. 
Council’s Engineers are satisfied that the 
small portion of the site identified as being a 
low risk is an acceptable risk, in terms of this 
performance criterion. 

 

Road and Railway Assets Code 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

E5.5.2 
A2 

Road 
accesses 
and 
junctions 

No more than 1 access 
providing both entry and exit, 
or 2 accesses providing 
separate entry and exit, to 
roads in an area subject to a 
speed limit of 60kmh or less. 

The subdivision proposed 
is for 17 new lots and 
associated accesses. 

The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

P2 of the Clause E5.5.2 for the following reasons. 

Performance Criterion Comment 
“P2 - For roads in an area subject 
to a speed limit of 60kmh or less, 
accesses and junctions must be safe 
and not unreasonably impact on the 
efficiency of the road, having regard 
to: 
(a) the nature and frequency of the 

traffic generated by the use; 
(b) the nature of the road; 
(c) the speed limit and traffic flow 

of the road; 
(d) any alternative access to a 

road; 
(e) the need for the access or 

junction; 
(f) any traffic impact assessment; 

and 
(g) any written advice received 

from the road authority. 

A traffic impact assessment was submitted in 
support of the application, which concluded 
that the proposed layout and associated 
accesses would not have an unreasonable 
impact upon efficiency of Cambridge Road, 
and that sight distances are appropriate. 
The proposed development was referred to 
the road authority, being the Department of 
State Growth (DSG).  Whilst it is the stated 
position of DSG that development is 
generally not permitted where a number of 
new accesses are proposed to a State road, 
DSG is satisfied in this case on the basis of 
an in principle undertaking from Council’s 
Group Manager Asset Management, that 
Council will assume responsibility of the 
future bypassed section of Cambridge Road.  
Council’s Engineers are satisfied with the 
access arrangements proposed. 
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Appropriate conditions have therefore been 
recommended requiring the construction of 
the accesses, and ensuring that the necessary 
permit from DSG be obtained to undertake 
works within the Cambridge Road 
reservation. 

 

Stormwater Management Code 

Clause Standard Acceptable Solution 
(Extract) 

Proposed 

E7.7.1 
A2 

Stormwater 
drainage 
and 
disposal. 

A stormwater system for a 
new development must 
incorporate water sensitive 
urban design principles for 
the treatment and disposal of 
stormwater if any of the 
following apply: 
 
(c) a subdivision is for more 

than 5 lots. 

The subdivision 
proposed is for 17 new 
lots. 

The proposed variation can be supported pursuant to the Performance Criteria 

P2 of the Clause E7.7.1 for the following reasons: 

Performance Criterion Comment 
“P2 - A stormwater system for a 
new development must incorporate a 
stormwater drainage system of a 
size and design sufficient to achieve 
the stormwater quality and quantity 
targets in accordance with the State 
Stormwater Strategy 2010, as 
detailed in Table E7.1 unless it is 
not feasible to do so”. 

Council’s Engineers are satisfied that the 
proposed development will be capable of 
incorporating a stormwater drainage system 
of a size and design sufficient to achieve the 
targets identified by the State Stormwater 
Strategy 2010.  This will be ensured by 
inclusion of an appropriate condition, as 
described above. 

 

4.3. External Referrals 

The proposal was referred to TasWater, which has provided a number of 

conditions to be included on the planning permit if granted. 

The application was also referred to the DSG, which provided comment in 

respect of the proposed development, as discussed above.  
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5. REPRESENTATION ISSUES 
The proposal was advertised in accordance with statutory requirements and 1 

representation was received.  The following issues were raised by the representor. 

5.1. Size of Lots 

The representor raised concern that Lot 114 in particular should be reduced to 

less than 2000m2. The submitted justification for this is that lots with an area 

in excess of 2000m2 may accommodate burning off. 

• Comment 

The proposed lots accord with the relevant acceptable solutions of both 

the General Residential and Low Density Residential Zones for lot 

sizes, under the Scheme. 

There is a permit condition included above, however, and widely 

applied by Council to subdivision to ensure that burning of vegetation 

and debris does not occur and cause nuisance.  This is controlled by the 

general nuisance provisions of the Environmental Management and 

Pollution Act, 1994. 

5.2. Use of Rights-of-Way 

Concern was raised by the representor that rights-of-way are difficult to 

administer and can create issues between owners. 

• Comment 

The proposal includes the creation of a reciprocal right-of-way to 

provide access by a single point to Lots 108, 109 and 110.  This is 

permitted under the Scheme and is not a relevant consideration to the 

determination of this application. 
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5.3. Cambridge Road Speed Limit 

It is submitted by the representor that a reduction in the speed limit to 50kmh 

is warranted, in the vicinity of the subject land. 

• Comment 

A reduction in the speed limit is not a relevant consideration under the 

Scheme.  Both Council’s Engineers and the DSG are satisfied that the 

proposed layout and associated accesses are appropriate, given the 

sight distances provided and the access standards to be required by 

conditions. 

6. STATE POLICIES AND ACT OBJECTIVES 
6.1. The proposal is consistent with the outcomes of the State Policies, including 

those of the State Coastal Policy. 

6.2. The proposal is consistent with the objectives of Schedule 1 of LUPAA.   

7. COUNCIL STRATEGIC PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
There are no inconsistencies with Council’s adopted Strategic Plan 2010-2015 or any 

other relevant Council Policy. 

A developer contribution was required as part of the original subdivision approval 

SD-2008/79, as required by Council’s Public Open Space Policy.  This payment was 

required as a condition of approval and paid in full to include the land the subject of 

this application, prior to the sealing of Stage 3 of the original subdivision. 

The original subdivision approval, however, approved Stage 16 with a total of 9 new 

residential lots and the amended Stage 16 configuration would result in the creation of 

13 new residential lots.  On the basis that an additional 4 residential lots are proposed, 

it is considered that the development resulting from an approval of this application 

will, or is likely to, increase residential density creating further demand on Council’s 

POS network and associated facilities beyond that approved by Council under 

SD-2008/79. 
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No POS land is proposed to be provided to Council as part of this application and nor 

is it considered desirable to require it on this occasion.  Notwithstanding, it is 

appropriate that the proposal contributes to the enhancement of Council’s POS 

network and associated facilities.  In this instance there are no discounting factors that 

ought to be taken into account that would warrant a reduction of the maximum POS 

contribution. 

While Section 117 of the Local Government Building and Miscellaneous Provision 

Act, 1993 (LGBMP) provides for a maximum of up to 5% of the value the entire site 

to be taken as cash-in-lieu of POS, it is considered appropriate to limit the cash 

contribution only to the additional lots created (being Lots 117 to 119 inclusive), 

representing the increased demand for POS generated by the proposal. 

8. CONCLUSION 
The proposal is for the subdivision of 17 lots at 1039 Cambridge Road, Cambridge.  

The proposal satisfies the relevant requirements of the Scheme and is therefore 

recommended for approval subject to a series of appropriate conditions. 

Attachments: 1. Location Plan (1) 
 2. Proposal Plan (1) 
 3. Site Photo (1) 
 
Ross Lovell 
MANAGER CITY PLANNING 



Clarence City Council  

 

 

     

 
Disclaimer: This map is a representation of the information currently held by Clarence City Council. While every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of the 

product, Clarence City Council accepts no responsibility for any errors or omissions. Any feedback on omissions or errors would be appreciated. Copying or reproduction, 

without written consent is prohibited. Date: Thursday, 25 August 2016 Scale: 1:2,998 @A4 
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1039 Cambridge Road, CAMBRIDGE 
 

 
Site viewed from Cambridge Road, looking southeast towards Camrise Drive
 

 
Site viewed from Camrise Drive, looking west
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11.3.8 AMENDMENT APPLICATION A-2015/2 - 15 DYSART STREET AND 443 
CLIFTON BEACH ROAD, CLIFTON BEACH - SECTION 43A REZONING 
AND 13 LOT SUBDIVISION (SD-2015/50) 

 (File No A-2015/2) 
 
 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of this report is to review Council’s decision of 4 July 2016 in light of 
the representations received during public exhibition period in accordance with the 
requirements of Section 39 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act, 1993 
(LUPAA). 
 
RELATION TO PLANNING PROVISIONS 
The land at 15 Dysart Street and 443 Clifton Beach Road, Clifton Beach, is zoned 
Rural Living and is not subject to any spatial Codes under the Clarence Interim 
Planning Scheme 2015 (the Scheme).   
 
The proposed 13 lot residential subdivision is currently prohibited.  Section 43A(1) of 
the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act, 1993 (LUPAA) provides for the lodging 
of an application for a permit which would not be allowed if the planning scheme 
were not amended as requested. 
 
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
The proposal was submitted to Council in accordance with Section 43A of LUPAA 
seeking an amendment to the Scheme at 15 Dysart Street and 443 Clifton Beach 
Road, Clifton Beach and a permit for a 13 lot residential subdivision at 15 Dysart 
Street, Clifton Beach. 
 
The certified draft Amendment and associated Permit was advertised in accordance 
with the statutory requirements and pursuant to Section 39 of LUPAA Council is 
required to consider the merits of any representation received. 
 
The report on this item details the basis and reasons for the recommendation.  Any 
alternative decision by Council will require a full statement of reasons in order to 
maintain the integrity of the Planning approval process and to comply with the 
requirements of the Judicial Review Act and the Local Government (Meeting 
Procedures) Regulations 2015. 
 
CONSULTATION 
The draft Amendment, proposal and Permit conditions were advertised in accordance 
with statutory requirements and 62 representations were received, including a 
reference to an online petition with 219 signatories opposed to the proposal.  The 
issues raised by the representors have been grouped into the following subcategories 
and discussed in further detail within the body of this report.   
• procedural; 
• strategy; 
• traffic/safety and access; 
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• stormwater; 
• wastewater; 
• character/amenity; 
• climate change; and 
• miscellaneous. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
A. That Council resolves, under Sections 39(2) of the Land Use Planning and 

Approvals Act, 1993 to advise the Tasmanian Planning Commission that it 
considers the merits of the representations do not warrant modification to draft 
Amendment A-2015/2. 

 
B. That Council resolves, under Section 39(2) of the Land Use Planning and 

Approvals Act, 1993 to advise the Tasmanian Planning Commission that it 
considers the merits of the representations warrant the incorporation of the 
following additional conditions to Draft Planning Permit SD-2015/50. 

 
 1. In accordance with the Headworks Levy Policy, a headworks charge of 

$34,450 is applicable in relation to each of the 13 proposed lots created 
by the permit.  Payment must be made prior to sealing of the final plan 
for the subdivision. 

 
  The amount of headworks charge applicable to this development shall be 

indexed quarterly by CPI (All Groups Index) Hobart, effective from the 
Permit date until the date of payment of the headworks charge to 
Council. 

 
 2. The landowner must enter into an agreement with Council under Part 5 

of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act, 1993 in such form as 
Council may require and which provides for the following: 

 
  (a) for each lot, all run-off from roofed areas must be collected in 

tanks of minimum 20,000 litre capacity; all tank overflows shall be 
directed to on-site infiltration. 

 (b) all future driveway and turning areas: 
 (i) shall be permeable, or  
 (ii) collected and disposed of via onsite infiltration techniques.  
 
  The agreement will be prepared and registered by Council.  The 

landowner is responsible for all Council and Land Titles Office fees and 
charges.  Upon written request from the landowner and payment of 
relevant fees, Council will prepare the Part 5 Agreement. 
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 3. Prior to the sealing of the final plan for subdivision, the Developer shall 
construct a landscaped bioretention basin and lined, underground 
stormwater detention storage in Council’s park at 465 Clifton Beach 
Road to collect and treat drainage from the subdivision road and Dysart 
Street.  The bioretention basin shall be of sufficient size and 
configuration to treat run-off during a 2 year ARI event by infiltration.  
The bioretention basin shall incorporate a high flow by-pass for flows up 
to 20 year ARI.  The treated run-off and by-pass flows shall be directed 
to the detention storage with sufficient capacity to detain a 20 year ARI 
run-off event of 7 days duration.  The detention storage shall discharge 
to groundwater via an infiltration trench. 

 
C. That the details and conclusions included in the Associated Report be recorded 

as the reasons for Council’s decision in respect of this matter. 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 

ASSOCIATED REPORT 
 
1. BACKGROUND 

1.1. At its Meeting of 14 June 2016, Council considered an application for a 

Combined Planning Scheme Amendment (A-2015/2) and 13 lot subdivision 

(SD-2015/50) at 15 Dysart Street and 443 Clifton Beach Road, Clifton Beach 

submitted under Section 43A of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act, 

1993 (LUPAA). 

1.2. While Council resolved to initiate the Amendment it also resolved to modify 

draft Amendment A-2015/2 prior to certification and prepare a draft permit and 

associated conditions for subdivision SD-2015/50.  The details of which are the 

subject of this report. 

1.3. The modified Amendment was prepared and at its Meeting on 4 July 2016, 

Council resolved that draft Amendment A-2015/2 (as modified) met the 

requirements specified in Section 32 of LUPAA and to certify the 

Amendment. 

1.4. A copy of the certified Amendment and draft permit is included in the 

Attachments.   
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1.5. The Agendas and associated Minutes relating to Council’s Meetings of 14 

June and 4 July 2016 are available on Council’s website and have been drop 

boxed to all Aldermen. 

2. STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS 
Pursuant to Section 39 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act, 1993 (LUPAA) 

Council is required to consider the merits of any representation received and provide 

the Tasmanian Planning Commission (TPC) with: 

(a) a copy of each representation received; and 

(b) a statement of its opinion as to the merit of each such representation, 

including, in particular, its views as to: 

(i) the need for modification of the draft Amendment in the light of that 

representation; and 

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

and 

(c) such recommendations in relation to the draft Amendment as the authority 

considers necessary. 

Upon consideration of the issues raised, Section 39(c) provides opportunity for 

Council to advise the TPC that it withdraws support for the draft Amendment should 

it wish to do so. 

3. PROPOSAL IN DETAIL 
3.1. The Site 

The site comprises and consists of 2 adjoining properties at 15 Dysart Street 

and 443 Clifton Beach Road, Clifton Beach (CT 9247-7 and CT 144221-8 

respectively) and described in detail in Council’s Agenda report dated 14 June 

2016. 

3.2. The Proposal 

The proposal comprises of a rezoning, the incorporation of a new Specific 

Area Plan called the Clifton Beach Specific Area Plan and a 13 lot residential 

subdivision at 15 Dysart Street, Clifton Beach.   
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The certified Amendment is included in the attachments. 

The proposed subdivision was described in detail in Council’s Agenda report 

dated 14 June 2016.  The proposal provides for 13 lots ranging in area from 

1003m2 up to 1316m2 and, with the exception of 1 internal lot, all lots have 

full frontages to the proposed road.  Primary drainage is proposed to be via a 

stormwater swale within the road reservation and a 2.5m wide drainage 

easement through the rear of the lots on the eastern side of the proposed road 

draining to the swale located in the Dysart Street public open space. 

4. PLANNING ASSESSMENT 
For the reasons articulated in Council’s Minutes dated 14 June 2016 the modified 

Amendment was initiated and associated subdivision was supported subject to 

suitable conditions.  

5. REPRESENTATION ISSUES 
The draft Amendment, proposal and Permit conditions were advertised in accordance 

with statutory requirements and 62 representations were received, including a 

reference to an online petition with 219 signatories opposed to the proposal.  The 

issues raised by the representors have been grouped into the following subcategories 

and discussed below: 

• procedural; 

• strategy; 

• traffic/safety and access; 

• stormwater; 

• wastewater; 

• character/amenity; 

• climate change; and 

• miscellaneous. 

5.1. Procedural 

Officer Recommendations 

Eighteen representors were concerned that Council overturned the officer’s 

recommendation not to initiate the proposed Amendment A-2015/2.  

Additionally several representors requested an “explanation”. 
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• Comment 

A planning authority is entitled to make a lawful decision contrary to a 

recommendation put to it.  In this instance Council’s decision was to 

initiate a modified version of the Amendment and recorded the reasons 

for doing so as follows:  

 

“1. The proposal is consistent with the objective of the 
Southern Tasmanian Regional Land Use Strategy and 
the applicant’s interpretation of the very low growth 
scenario is supported. 

 
 2. That the Amendment requires modification to the draft 

Specific Area Plan as outlined at Section 3.3 of the 
Associated Report”.  

 

On this basis the concern does not warrant modification to the certified 

Amendment or Permit. 

 

Community Opposition 

Three representors submitted that Council should withdraw its support of this 

Amendment based on the “overwhelming and substantial community 

opposition”. 

• Comment 

It is considered that the number of submissions received for or against 

a proposal is not a planning consideration and therefore not a reason 

that would warrant modification to the Amendment or permit.  

However, many of the issues raised in the representations are relevant 

and addressed below. 

Notification 

One representor requested the dates and locations of advertising of the 

proposal as they were concerned that many residents did not receive 

notification. 
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• Comment 

The proposal was exhibited for 28 days in accordance with the 

statutory requirements, commencing on 13 July 2016 and closing on 10 

August 2016.  The notification included: 

• 2 advertisements in “The Mercury” newspaper on 13 and 16 

July 2016, being the Wednesday and Saturday respectively; and 

• exhibition in Council’s administration building. 

Additionally, Council undertook the following exhibition/notification 

beyond the minimum statutory requirements:  

• exhibition on Council’s website; 

• written notification to owners and occupants of land 

immediately adjoining the subject site. 

The fact that 62 representations were received demonstrates an 

effective level of public participation and it is considered that the 

concern does not warrant modification to the certified Amendment or 

Permit. 

5.2. Strategy 

Development of Previous Planning Scheme (Precursor to 2007) 

One representor queried what strategic justification and land suitability has 

changed from the Draft Clarence Panning Scheme 2002 rep 205 Issue No1 to 

current Section 32 of LUPAA (specifically section 30O relating to the 

application of the STRLUS).  This particular planning scheme 2002 states it 

would be inappropriate to zone the land village with a minimum 1,000m2 lot 

size.  The recommended action in 2003 was no change required. 

• Comment 

The representation referred to (Rep 205) and the associated 

Commission response to it was unable to be located.  Notwithstanding, 

this proposal must be assessed and determined on its merits having 

regard to the relevant provisions/strategies at the time of application.  
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The Regional Strategy is the most relevant planning document at the 

time of initiation.  It is considered that the concern does not warrant 

modification to the certified Amendment or Permit. 

Southern Tasmanian Regional Land Use Strategy (STRLUS) 

Thirty four representors were concerned that the proposal is contrary to the 

STRLUS.  It is submitted that the proposal would result in off-site impacts 

(namely stormwater, wastewater and traffic discussed below) and is not 

consistent with the STRLUS in terms of the coastal requirements at Section 

7.1, the specified “Very Low” Growth Scenario and on this basis does not 

meet the requirements of Section 32O of LUPAA.  Some representors queried 

how Council proposes to present its case to the TPC while another put Council 

on notice that they contend that Council will not be able to support its case. 

• Comment 

The initial report considered by Council on 14 June 2016 considered a 

detailed assessment against the STRLUS.  In this instance Council’s 

decision was to initiate a modified version of the amendment on the 

basis that:  

“The proposal is consistent with the objective of the 
Southern Tasmanian Regional Land Use Strategy and the 
applicant’s interpretation of the very low growth scenario is 
supported”. 

Accordingly the Growth Scenario is a matter that has already been 

considered by Council and an issue that does not warrant modification 

to the certified Amendment or Permit.  Notwithstanding, the concerns 

relating to off-site impacts are discussed in detail below and require 

reconsideration on the basis of the concerns raised. 

Council’s position presented to the TPC will reflect its resolution 

following consideration of this report. 
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Land Availability 

Twenty one representors were concerned that, contrary to the applicant’s 

submission, there is still existing undeveloped land in Clifton Beach including 

approximately 10 Village zoned and many rural living zoned lots thus this 

subdivision is simply not needed.  Additionally, it is submitted that a range of 

existing housing stock has been on the market over the last 2 years affording 

new people with the opportunity to move into the area.  Rep 31 submitted that 

“the increase in available land available for purchase in subdivisions 

immediately adjacent to Clifton Beach (such as the Delphis Drive/School 

Road subdivision) there are plenty of opportunities for potential residents to 

move into this region”. 

On the contrary, Representor 54 a local resident and real-estate agent, 

submitted in support of the proposal, the following observations in relation to 

the existing vacant lots: 

“• 4 Beachfront lots in Thompson Way – Estimated market value 
around $400,000 each – Not For Sale 

 • 1 Inaccessible lot in Thompson Way – Not For Sale 
 • 2 Lots in Bicheno Street – Under 1000m2 – subject to 

inundation – Not For Sale 
 • 4 Lots in Clifton Beach Road and Dysart Street – all well 

under 1000m2 – Not For Sale 
 • 1 Lot on Clifton Beach Road – well under 1000m2 – the 

inherent problems of sub size allotments create hurdles to 
usage and viability- currently on market around $225,000”. 

The same representor also submitted that it is very difficult to secure suitable 

land or property in the area and the proposed rezoning will open up an 

extremely short supply of appropriate vacant land with high median price of 

established residences. 

• Comment 

It is accepted that some vacant and developed land is available for sale 

in the area.  Irrespective of the numbers and availability, the Growth 

Scenario is a matter that has already been considered by Council and an 

issue that does not warrant modification to the certified Amendment or 

Permit. 
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5.3. Traffic/Safety and Access 

Increased Traffic 

Forty one representors were concerned that the proposal would result in an 

increase in traffic on a permanent basis but even more so during the 

construction phase.  The applicant states that traffic resulting from the 

subdivision will increase from 6 movements per hour to 11 per hour (nearly 

double).  It is submitted that this increase is significant particularly given that 

the road infrastructure is currently of a low standard, poorly maintained and 

not suitable for the additional loading.  There is no footpath on Dysart Street 

leading to Council’s POS and pedestrians access the POS using the road.  The 

concern is that additional traffic resulting from the new dwellings will also 

generate demand from visitors, water trucks, rubbish trucks and supermarket 

deliveries.  It is submitted that these movements will not only further 

compromise the existing road infrastructure but will compromise road safety 

including children, mothers with prams and people with limited mobility 

accessing Council’s POS. 

While most concerns were directly related to the roads in the immediate 

vicinity of the site (Dysart Street, Clifton Beach Road and the intersection 

thereof), others expressed concern relating to the additional traffic on Clifton 

Beach Road right through to and including the intersection with South Arm 

Highway, which submitted was also a safety issue that needed to be addressed. 

• Comment 

Council’s Acting Group Manager Asset Management advises that it is 

likely that the traffic movements resulting from the proposal will 

increase from approximately 6 movements per hour to 11 movements 

per hour.  It is considered that this will not impact the road safety risk 

on either Dysart Street or Clifton Beach Road. 
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Dysart Street from Clifton Beach Road to the new intersection has 

presently a 4.5m road seal width and a road reservation width of 

approximately 15m.  With the increase in vehicle movements it is 

recommended the road be upgraded to an urban road of 6.9m width, 

face-to-face of kerb, with a gravel footpath on the North side, similar to 

Clifton Beach Road.  This will improve road drainage on Dysart Street 

by removing the need for road side drains. 

The cost of the upgrade to Dysart Street is estimated to be $92,000, 

serviced by a total of 35 lots (22 existing lots and 13 proposed lots), ie 

$2,650 per lot.  The Applicant would be charged a headworks of 13 x 

$2,650 = $34,450. 

The increase in traffic movements will not impact the road safety risk 

on Clifton Beach Road. 

The Department of State Growth is proposing to reduce the speed limit 

on the South Arm Highway from 100kmh to 80kmh from Clifton 

Beach Road intersection to Sandford. 

Clifton Beach Road is due for reseal within 2 years. 

Traffic Noise 

Seven representors were concerned about the noise generated by the additional 

traffic resulting from the future development of the proposed lots. 

• Comment 

There will be additional noise from the increase of 6 to approximately 

11 vehicle movements per hour, which is considered negligible and 

consistent with the growth scenario previously considered. 

Accordingly, it is considered that the concern does not warrant 

modification to the certified Amendment or Permit.  
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Availability of Parking 

One representor expressed concern that there is currently insufficient parking 

between Bicheno Street and Clifton Beach Road. 

• Comment 

Off-street parking will be required to be demonstrated as part of any 

future development and the development is unlikely to impact the 

availability of on-street parking on Clifton Beach Road.   

Accordingly, it is considered that the concern does not warrant 

modification to the certified Amendment or Permit. 

Clifton Beach Road Footpath 

One representor expressed concern that:  “The path (gravel track) along the 

side of Clifton Beach Road has no protection barriers. If the application 

succeeds, the increased number of cars on Clifton Beach Road will put 

pedestrians at a greater risk.  The track is poorly maintained, uneven and very 

often has whole sections underwater during periods of heavy rain”. 

• Comment 

The gravel path is generally 1.5m off the edge of the road and in areas 

beside the kerb and gutter.  This is no different to the new path installed 

in Cambridge.  It is considered that the increased vehicle movements 

will not increase the safety risk. 

Some areas of Clifton Beach are flat and water collects during periods 

of high rainfall.  It is considered that the concern does not warrant 

modification to the certified Amendment or Permit. 

Alternate/Emergency Access to Thompson Way 

Seven representors were concerned alternate/emergency access to Thompson 

Way.  It is submitted that king high tides, in combination with heavy rain fall, 

flood Bicheno Street which prevent Clifton Beach Estate residents (Thompson 

Way) from accessing Clifton Beach Road.   
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During these events Clifton Beach Estate residents as access Clifton Beach 

Road from Thompsons Way through Council’s POS in Dysart Street.  The 

concern is that in the event that Council’s POS floods (as it does currently 

with the existing loading) or is planted out with garden; it may restrict 

emergency access/egress to residents in Thompsons Way. 

Additionally, it is submitted that fire vehicles have gained access through this 

area before and the concern is that additional flooding and or obstruction 

through plant will prevent access to emergency vehicles. 

• Comment 

Access to the Dysart Street Park will not be reduced and Council’s 

outdoor maintenance crew will require continued vehicle access to 

service the park.  For this reason it is considered that the concern does 

not warrant modification to the certified amendment or Permit. 

5.4. Stormwater 

Stormwater Capacity Management  

Forty seven representors were concerned about Stormwater Capacity and 

Management.  It is submitted that “there was no technical assessment 

provided in ‘the application’ to discuss overland flow and potential run off 

from the site. Rather, there are comments that suggest all site stormwater will 

be retained on individual lots, and road run off of an unknown quantity will be 

directed to a swale drain with overflow to the council owner park”. 

The concern is that the land and surrounds is incapable of handling the 

additional stormwater run-off that will result from the future development 

enabled by the approval of the proposed amendments and associated 

subdivision. 

Some expressed concern that the proposed solution relied on the use of 

Council’s POS as a drainage swale and it was submitted that the gum trees at 

the east end of Council’s POS have died due to “wet feet” with existing poor 

drainage conditions.   
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An additional concern is that the approval of the proposed amendments and 

associated subdivision will compound this problem and the POS does not have 

the capacity to handle additional volume of water.  It is submitted failure will 

increase the mosquito population that adversely fluctuates with seasonal 

variations, potentially increasing a health risk to the at risk local residents but 

also reduce the capacity of the POS to be utilised as a recreational asset.  

Several representors provided images (notably 9, 23 and 29) and links to 

videos of stormwater overflow/ponding resulting from previous rain 

events/tidal events on Bicheno Street, Council's POS, Dysart Street and 

adjoining properties.  It was submitted that ponding in the POS could be up to 

0.5m deep and remain for several weeks following a rain event.  Some 

representors queried when Council would put in suitable infrastructure to deal 

with the problem, while others queried whether Council would pay for 

stormwater damage to private property incurred by stormwater flowpaths and 

inundation. 

• Comment 

Council’s Acting Group Manager Asset Manager advises that 

following a further review it does not appear possible for the 

development to treat the stormwater entirely on the development site.  

The lower region of the park has infrequently experienced water 

ponding during periods of high rainfall.  With stormwater discharge 

from the development into the POS, the extent of the affected area 

during periods of high rainfall is likely to increase in size. 

It is expected that each house will have a tank to collect stormwater 

run-off from the roof and then the overflow of this and the road will go 

to a bioretention swale in the Park, as well as underground storage to 

accommodate the higher rainfall periods. 
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While this could potentially be enforced through a modification to the 

SAP, in this instance it is considered unnecessary as future stormwater 

resulting from the proposal could be managed through appropriate 

conditions.  In this instance it is recommended that the Permit be 

modified through the incorporation of the following additional 

conditions: 

i. A Part 5 Agreement on each lot that all roofed areas must be 

collected in tanks of minimum 20,000 litre capacity.  All tank 

overflows shall be directed to on-site infiltration.  All future 

driveway and turning areas shall be permeable, or collected and 

disposed of via on-site infiltration techniques. 

ii. The road drainage shall incorporate infiltration with overflows 

discharged to a new bioretention basin located in the park.  

iii. The Developer shall construct a landscaped bioretention basin 

and lined, underground stormwater detention storage in 

Council’s park at 465 Clifton Beach Road to collect and treat 

drainage from the subdivision road and Dysart Street.  The 

bioretention basin shall be of sufficient size and configuration to 

treat run-off during a 2 year ARI event by infiltration.  The 

bioretention basin shall incorporate a high flow by-pass for 

flows up to 20 year ARI.  The treated run-off and by-pass flows 

shall be directed to the detention storage with sufficient capacity 

to detain a 20 year ARI run-off event of 7 days duration.  The 

detention storage shall discharge to groundwater via an 

infiltration trench. 

On-site Stormwater Management 

Five representors were concerned that the subdivision relies on the 

construction of stormwater detention and soakage rainwater garden in 

Council’s POS in Dysart Street, fed from a 2.5m drainage easement at the rear 

of the eastern blocks.  It is submitted the Stormwater Code requires that all 

stormwater be managed on-site and not transferred off-site.   
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• Comment 

The Acceptable Solution at Clause E7.7.1 A1 of the Scheme’s 

Stormwater Code prescribes that: 

“Stormwater from new impervious surfaces must be 
disposed of by gravity to public stormwater infrastructure”. 

It is considered that the proposal is consistent with this requirement and 

on this basis the concern does not warrant modification to the certified 

Amendment or Permit.  The capacity for the system to handle the 

stormwater is a different matter and discussed above. 

Permissibility of Upgrade to Dysart Street Drainage 

One representor submitted that:  “A minor utility is exempt from requiring a 

permit in the CIPS in accordance with 6.2.2 (a) if it is for stormwater 

reticulation to individual streets, lots or buildings.  The stormwater system 

proposed would reticulate the new street developed as part of the subdivision, 

and the condition requires that Dysart Street drainage is also included.  The 

scope of this condition invalidates the application as the detention basin 

would no longer be exempt and a permit would be required, inclusive of the 

Council land and the necessary consent”. 

• Comment 

The concern raised was an oversight and not specifically considered as 

part of Council’s original assessment.  Notwithstanding, the draft 

permit condition requiring the POS upgrade to accommodate the 

stormwater is considered to be consistent with the Limited Exemption 

outlined above (6.2.2), but also relating to minor upgrades to existing 

services prescribed at 6.2.4 which states: 

“Minor upgrades by or on behalf of the State government, a 
Council, or a statutory authority or a corporation all the 
shares of which are held by or on behalf of the State or by a 
statutory authority, of infrastructure such as roads, rail 
lines, footpaths, cycle paths, drains, sewers, power lines 
and pipelines including:  
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(a)  minor widening or narrowing of existing 
carriageways; or 

(b)  making, placing or upgrading kerbs, gutters, 
footpaths, roadsides, traffic control devices and 
markings, street lighting and landscaping”. 

Accordingly, it is considered that the proposed condition is consistent 

with this exemption and on this basis the concern does not warrant 

modification to the certified Amendment or Permit. 

5.5. Wastewater 

Existing Capacity 

Forty five representors were concerned that the land and surrounds is 

incapable of handling the wastewater generated by the existing residences.  It 

is submitted that:  “results on the 5th August 2016 from the Public Health 

Laboratory in Hobart confirming faecal contamination of pooling water 

within the Dysart Street Park and from the storm water drain that directly 

drains into the park. The bacterial Enterococci levels were found to be 

275mpn/100ml.  The public health threshold for safe contact with and/or 

swimming in is 240mpn/100ml.  This clearly exceeds that threshold and it is 

not recommended that anyone have contact with such water, especially 

children, who have only the park as a truly safe play area within the Clifton 

community.  The area of public open space between Dysart Street and 

Buckland Street is virtually unusable in winter due to runoff inundation”.  It is 

also submitted that the lots are too small and that the problems will be 

compounded by the additional wastewater loading that will result from the 

future development enabled by the approval of the proposed amendments and 

associated subdivision. 

• Comment 

The applicant’s geo-technical assessment shows that given sufficient 

area set aside for on-site wastewater management the land is capable of 

handling the wastewater.  Council’s Environmental Health Officers 

advise that it is more an issue of how much land will be left for 

development after the land needed for sustainable wastewater 

management is taken into account.   
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The proposed lot sizes and the capacity of the land to adequately 

manage wastewater will impact the scale of the future development 

able to be supported on each lot.  This is a matter that requires a more 

specific assessment at the time an application for a Special Plumbing 

Permit is made. 

With respect to the concerns relating to enterococcal levels, the land is 

surrounded by rural land and Council’s Environmental Health Officers 

advise that any increase levels could be from any animal or bird source 

and that Microbiological levels will also increase if water is left to 

stagnate. 

Accordingly, it is considered that the proposed lots could be developed 

with sufficient area set aside for on-site wastewater management and 

the concern does not warrant modification to the certified Amendment 

or Permit. 

Environment and Health 

Thirty two representors expressed concern that the inability for wastewater to 

be effectively treated should not be underestimated and will have health 

implications for children in the park and the Pipeclay Lagoon Oyster Farm 

(the latter of which would be more relevant to the subdivision of 443 Clifton 

Beach Road).  It is submitted that this is a problem on current discharge rates 

and will be compounded by any additional wastewater or stormwater loading. 

• Comment 

Council’s Environmental Health Officers advise that the prevailing soil 

type of the land is clay.  Infiltration of wastewater through the soil will 

be slow.  There is an unlikely risk of surface flow should a wastewater 

system fail but Pipeclay Lagoon has a large number of properties that 

are serviced by on-site waste -water management systems.  The 

Tasmanian Quality Assurance Program, administered by the State 

Government, regularly takes water samples from Pipeclay Lagoon to 

identify any issues with water contamination that may affect the oyster 

industry.   
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Council is not aware of any microbiological level exceedances in the 

past 2 years, apart from the closure of the oyster beds following periods 

of heavy rain where all manner of contaminants enter the lagoon, 

including contamination from any agricultural activity draining to the 

lagoon. 

The recommendation from the geo-technical adviser is that all 

wastewater be treated to secondary treatment standard which is a high 

level treatment using aerated wastewater treatment system. 

Accordingly, it is considered that the representors concern does not 

warrant modification to the certified Amendment or Permit. 

Applicant’s Geotechnical Assessment 

Nine representors were concerned that the geotechnical assessment is 

misleading as it was undertaken mid-summer when soil is dry and limited to 

only several test holes.  It is submitted that the report is misleading and that:  

• a second assessment should be undertaken at a time when managing 

existing current storm/waste water is already an issue; 

• the report does not adequately address run-off and filtration at each of 

the proposed lots as required by AS/NZS 1547:2012; 

• the geotechnical report provided in “the application” does not 

reference Appendix C of AS/NZ 1547:2012- Site and soil evaluation 

for planning, rezoning and subdivision of land, which sets the 

assessment guidelines for rezoning and subdivision and must be 

followed; 

• the report fails to comment or assess many of the key requirements of 

this standard including the cumulative effect of wastewater to the 

catchment area.  The report fails to assess or note that many existing 

wastewater systems in the catchment are performing poorly; and 

• contains factual errors/statements. 
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One representor submitted that “An independent Soil Report and recalculation 

of useable Wastewater Land Application Area should be conducted prior to 

any decisions being made based on this report provided by the developers”. 

• Comment 

Council’s Environmental Health Officers advise that the geo-technical 

assessment assesses the category of soil present to determine the soils’ 

capacity to take wastewater.  Whether the soil is wet or dry when the 

assessment is done is not relevant to the result. 

It could be argued that the geo-technical assessment could have been 

done in more detail to fully meet the requirements of AS1547:2012, 

however, the geo-technical assessment was undertaken by a suitably 

qualified professional who is an accredited person and an additional 

“an independent report” is unjustified. 

Accordingly, it is considered that the representors concern does not 

warrant modification to the certified Amendment or Permit. 

On-site Wastewater Management Code E23.0 

Two representors submitted that the proposal has not demonstrated that there 

is sufficient room to accommodate the specified Land Application Areas 

required in On-site Wastewater Management Code E23.0 and the ability to 

comply with the requirements of E23.9.2 A1-A7.  The subdivision plan does 

not satisfy the requirements of 16.5.4 Services A2 or P2 as it has not been 

adequately demonstrated that with vehicle manoeuvring, building area and 

setbacks that there is sufficient room for on-site wastewater treatment.   

• Comment 

As an alternative to meeting any prescribed Acceptable Solution, a 

proposal may satisfy the relevant objective through satisfying the 

associated Performance Criteria, which is considered to be the case in 

this instance.  Accordingly, it is considered that the representors 

concern does not warrant modification to the certified Amendment or 

Permit. 
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5.6. Character/Amenity 

Village Character and Rural Vistas 

Twenty seven representors were concerned that the rezoning will compromise 

the character of the area.  Of these, 17 representors were further concerned 

that existing residents purchased their homes with the knowledge that the 

zoning of the subject property was rural (Rural Living).  Accordingly, there 

was an understanding that the land could not be developed into small sized 

blocks maintaining the small village character and rural vistas.  It was 

submitted by several representors that this was a key factor in purchasing their 

property and by others that were the proposal to proceed they would consider 

moving out of the area. 

One representor submitted that extending the Village zone represents 

“suburbanisation by stealth” and was concerned that the rezoning and 

associated population growth would see the area transformed into a township 

with no improvement on existing services and infrastructure.  Moreover, they 

queried what additional services would be provided. 

• Comment 

It acknowledged that the approval of the proposed amendment and 

associated subdivision would increase the number of residents in the 

area.  This in turn would have inevitably had an impact on the existing 

character/outlook over the currently undeveloped land.  The concern 

relating to servicing is addressed above.  It is noted, however, that the 

approval of the proposed amendment and associated subdivision would 

enable more people to enjoy the same lifestyle opportunities currently 

afforded to the majority of representors. 

The increased development potential (number of lots) is intrinsically 

linked to STRLUS Growth Scenario and is a matter that has already 

been considered by Council.  For this reason it is considered that the 

representors concern does not warrant modification to the certified 

Amendment or Permit. 



CLARENCE CITY COUNCIL – PLANNING AUTHORITY MATTERS- 5 SEP 2016 221 

Amenity (Overshadowing and Loss of Privacy) 

Five representors expressed concern that the proposal will compromise the 

existing amenity of those village zoned residences adjoining the subject site, 

which have been developed with an expectation that the site would remain 

zoned rural living (or its equivalent).  The impacts stated included 

overshadowing and loss of privacy. 

Additionally, 2 representors submitted that the Village zone has been 

incorrectly applied to the existing Clifton Beach settlement given the zone 

purpose statements and use and development standards.  Of particular concern 

is that site is bordered by residential development where providing for mixed 

activities on the subject land could impact upon existing residential amenity. 

Given the nature of the zone standards it is submitted that a Residential zone 

would be more appropriately applied to the site (and surrounds) than the 

Village zone, which in addition to a greater range of non-residential uses does 

not prescribe any density standards for Multiple Dwellings. 

• Comment 

It is acknowledged that the proposal would change the character of the 

currently undeveloped lot.  The rezoning to Village would be consistent 

with the majority of the immediately adjoining lots and on that basis 

assist to, at least in theory, alleviate any land use conflict.  While it is 

acknowledged that the Village zone under the Scheme provides more 

of a mixed use focus than the “Village” zone provisions incorporated 

under the previous schemes, the zone controls do provide a basic range 

of residential standards including height, front, rear and side setbacks.  

For this reason the concern does not warrant modification to the 

certified Amendment or Permit. 
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Precedent 

Twenty representors expressed concern that the approval of this proposal will 

set a precedent for the further rezoning and subdivision of nearby Rural Living 

zoned land. 

• Comment 

Any proposal to rezone nearby land would need to be assessed in 

accordance with the relevant statutory processes at the time of 

application.  While there may be a case for such a proposal it would 

need to be assessed on a case by case basis and ultimately determined 

on its merits.  

For this reason it is considered that approval of this proposal would not 

create a precedent for further rezoning and the concern does not 

warrant modification to the certified Amendment or Permit. 

Number of Lots 

While many representors were opposed to the subdivision and others 

suggested the lots were too small, 3 representors specifically suggested that 

some form of subdivision would be appropriate and indicated that they would 

support 4-5 lots.  

• Comment 

The concerns relating to the proposed lot being too small are more 

readily addressed under the representations relating to character and 

capacity of the land to be developed (stormwater and wastewater).  The 

indication that 4-5 lots would be more appropriate is noted but is not 

considered to be a concern that warrants modifications to the certified 

Amendment or Permit. 

Property Values 

One representor expressed concern that the proposal will impact existing 

property values. 

• Comment 

This claim is unsubstantiated and not a relevant planning consideration.  
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For this reason the concern does not warrant modifications to the 

certified Amendment or Permit. 

5.7. Climate Change 

Inundation and Rising Water Tables 

Four representors expressed concern that the risk of flooding will be 

compounded by rising sea levels associated with climate change.  This will 

have implications for magnitude and frequency of inundation events, rising 

water tables and reduced capacity for wastewater treatment.   

It is submitted that Clifton Beech has been identified as an area at current and 

medium term risk due to rising water tables and this has not been taken into 

account by either the applicant or Council. 

• Comment 

The Dysart POS area is identified as medium risk in Clarence’s climate 

change report on coastal areas.  This is in relation to beach erosion and 

storm surge affecting the frontal dune.  Elevations of properties are 

such that there is no expected risk of inundation.  Should the area 

experience the effects of climate change, there will be greater 

implications for the broader community than from the effects that the 

POS will experience from inundation.  It is considered that the concern 

does not warrant modifications to the certified Amendment or Permit. 

5.8. Miscellaneous 

Coastal Values and Wildlife 

Ten representors were concerned that this proposal will impact fragile coastal 

values and wildlife including the eastern barred bandicoot, echidnas and birds 

(including fairy penguins, wild ducks, cockatoos, rosella’s and native hens).  It 

is submitted that these values and species will be at risk if this development is 

to proceed, compounded by potential increases in dog and cat populations with 

each new house. 
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• Comment 

The site is not subject to the Scheme’s Natural Assets Code.  The site is 

located 250m away from the nearest mapped Natural Assets Code 

biodiversity protection area and separated by the existing houses in the 

Village Zone. 

It is acknowledged that domestic pet populations will increase 

proportionally with housing density but is not considered to be a 

concern that warrants modifications to the certified Amendment or 

Permit. 

Community Meeting 

One representor provided an attachment to their submission identifying issues 

they raised at a local community meeting in opposition to the proposal.  Other 

representors included the identified concerns as part of their submission. 

• Comment 

The submission is noted, however, the issues identified have been 

addressed as they have been raised and therefore the submission itself 

does not warrant modifications to the certified Amendment or Permit. 

Coastal Inundation 

Two representors noted that whilst 15 Dysart Street is not within the Coastal 

Inundation area, the Public Open Space, where it is proposed all the 

stormwater run-off from the road infrastructure should go, does in fact lie 

partly in this Coastal Inundation area.  They submitted that this is a significant 

oversight and not mentioned at all in the application, not from the developer 

and nor from Council. 

• Comment 

The site is not subject to the Schemes’ Inundation Code and as 

previously discussed the required drainage improvements in the Dysart 

Street POS are consistent with the exemptions provided for at Clause 

6.2 (2 and 4).  Accordingly, it is considered that the concern does not 

warrant modification to the certified Amendment or Permit. 
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Internet Speed 

Two representors submitted that the internet speed in Clifton Beach is very 

slow and numerous residents are unable to connect to ADSL2 Broadband.  

The concern is that the additional development afforded by the approval of 

this rezoning will compound the issue. 

• Comment 

Internet service delivery is not a planning matter and on this basis the 

concern does not warrant modification to the certified Amendment or 

Permit. 

Demand for POS 

Given the number of submissions relating to Council’s Dysart Street POS it is 

clearly a valued community asset/hub.  Nine representors submitted that, as 

identified by Council, the proposal will generate additional demand for POS.  

The concern is that conversion of the existing POS to a detention swale will 

reduce the capacity of the land to serve its intended purpose, not in the best 

interest of the community and that the payment of POS in-lieu of land is not 

an acceptable alternative.  Others submitted that additional POS land would be 

desirable. 

• Comment 

As detailed in Councils initiation report dated 14 June 2016 it is 

considered the proposal would result in an increase POS demand, 

hence a condition on the draft Permit requires a cash contribution in-

lieu of POS (land).  The contribution would therefore be available for 

the enhancement of Council’s broader POS network (Capital 

improvements and/or land acquisition). 

Ideally POS should not be encumbered by utilitarian functions such as 

drainage swales as reflected in Council’s POS Policy.  However, the 

Dysart Street POS already fulfils both roles.  

In terms of additional POS, no Council strategies specifically identify 

the subject site as being required for recreational purposes. 
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It is considered that the concerns do not warrant modification to the 

certified Amendment or Permit. 

Acceptable Solutions vs Performance Criteria 

Four representors were concerned that the proposed subdivision is currently 

prohibited and although the applicant seeks to address this, the proposal fails 

to meet the Acceptable Solutions for internal lots, construction of roads, ways 

and public open space.   

It was also submitted that internal lots are not consistent with Village Zone. 

• Comment 

As previously discussed, as an alternative to meeting any prescribed 

Acceptable Solution, a proposal may satisfy the relevant objective 

through satisfying the associated Performance Criteria.  In this instance 

it is considered that the proposal meets the relevant Performance 

Criteria referred to in the representation. 

Accordingly, it is considered that the representors concern does not 

warrant modification to the certified Amendment or Permit. 

Draft Specific Area Plan 

Three representors submitted that the Draft Specific Area Plan subdivision site 

as amended by Council is inadequate as it only relates to road corridor 

specifications and does not include the use of the land or other relevant matters 

such as residential compatible uses.  Representor 45 submitted that there was 

currently no need for the road and the only reason the road would be required 

would be because of the new development it catered for. 

• Comment 

It is agreed that the road would service the future development.  It is, 

however, not considered to be a concern that warrants modification to 

the certified Amendment or Permit. 
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Community Interests/Benefits 

Four representors submitted that the:  “proposed development has not 

explained how this development could possibly be in the best interests of the 

community”.  Others queried how the proposal could achieve public safety. 

• Comment 

What constitutes the “best interests of the community” is subjective 

and will vary depending on context and community extent.  The 

proposal would provide opportunity for a limited number of new 

dwellings that in time would integrate with and form part of the Clifton 

Beach community.   

The potentially adverse impacts associated with the proposal are the 

subject of this report and have been addressed in detail above.  

Accordingly, it is considered that the representors concern in itself does 

not warrant modification to the certified Amendment or Permit. 

Online Petition 

Representor 41 flagged that an online petition had been commenced opposed 

to the proposal (available at www.ipetitions.com/petition/norezone).  As at 23 

August 2016 the petition had received 59 comments and 219 signatures. 

• Comment 

While the opposition is acknowledged, the “petition” was not 

submitted as required under Section 57 of the Local Government Act, 

1993 and does not warrant modification to the certified Amendment or 

Permit. 

5.9. Support 

Opportunity 

Four representors expressed their support of the rezoning and associated 

subdivision proposal as it would provide an opportunity for a small number of 

people to move into the area, which would benefit the local community with 

minimal impact on local amenities. 

http://www.ipetitions.com/petition/norezone
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• Comment 

The representations do not warrant modification to the certified 

Amendment or Permit. 

Applicant’s Additional Submission 

Applicant provided an additional submission on lot availability, traffic, 

Stormwater Management, On–site Wastewater Management and POS 

contribution (copy attached). 

• Comment 

The matters raised in the applicant’s supplementary submission have 

been discussed in detail above and do not warrant modification to the 

certified Amendment or Permit. 

6. STATE POLICIES AND ACT OBJECTIVES 
6.1. The proposal is consistent with the outcomes of the State Policies, including 

those of the State Coastal Policy. 

6.2. The proposal is consistent with the objectives of Schedule 1 of LUPAA.   

7. COUNCIL STRATEGIC PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
The strategic implications for this Draft Amendment and associated subdivision 

proposal were outlined in Council’s initiation Report and Associated Minutes dated 

14 June 2016. 

8. CONCLUSION 
In accordance with the requirements of Section 39 LUPAA, Council is required to 

review its decision of 4 July 2016 in light of the representations received during the 

public exhibition period.  The draft Amendment was supported by Council at its 

Meeting on 4 July 2016 and the substantive issues raised by the representors have 

previously been considered by Council; in particular the impacts are consistent with 

the growth strategy anticipated by Council when it initiated the Amendment – more 

housing would flow onto some visual and physical changes for the area, while the 

specific impacts of individual buildings are controlled by the schemes development 

standards.  
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For the reasons outlined in this report it is considered that no further modification to 

the Amendment is required, however, in response to the issues raised in the 

representations received changes to the Permit are warranted.   

Any departure from this position will require a full statement of reasons in order to 

maintain the integrity of the Planning approval process. 

Attachments: 1. Location Plan (1) 
 2. Proposed Subdivision Plan (1) 
 3. Applicant’s Supplementary Submissions [x2] (4) 
 
Ross Lovell 
MANAGER CITY PLANNING 
 
 
 
 
 
 Council now concludes its deliberations as a Planning Authority under the Land Use 

Planning and Approvals Act, 1993. 



Location Plan – 15 Dysart Street & 443 Clifton Beach Road 

 

     

 
Disclaimer: This map is a representation of the information currently held by Clarence City Council. While every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of the 

product, Clarence City Council accepts no responsibility for any errors or omissions. Any feedback on omissions or errors would be appreciated. Copying or reproduction, 

without written consent is prohibited. Date: Friday, 3 June 2016 Scale: 1:23,040 @A4 
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The General Manager 
Clarence City Council 
PO Box 96 
Rosny Park Tas 7018 
  
Dear Sir/Madam, 
  
RE: A-2015/2  & SD2015/50  15 Dysart Street and 443 Clifton Beach Road CLIFTON BEACH 
  
We are writing in support of the above combined rezoning and subdivision application. 
  
As the applicant and owners of 15 Dysart Street Clifton Beach there are some matters 
that have been raised during the advertising period that we wish to address further. 
While our original application addressed these matters we wish to reaffirm the following 
points. 
  
A-2015/2 
            The rezoning of the land to create Village zoning will provide consolidation or infill 
within the existing developed village area. Clifton Beach has very few Village zoned lots 
available and a number of these are within the inundation overlay, whilst others are too 
small to contain the effluent of a single dwelling. The majority of these lots were created 40 
years ago and it is unlikely that they will be built upon for the reasons mentioned. As the 
Village zoning only provides for single dwelling residential use, any further consolidation of 
existing developed lots is not possible.  Further, the ability to adhere land from the existing 
Rural Living zone to the existing Village zone to provide consolidation is not possible under 
the planning scheme. Thus in line with the “very low” growth strategy recommended by the 
STRLUS, the creation of a limited number of additional lots achieved through realigning the 
Village zone boundary will provide an opportunity for consolidation within the Clifton Beach  
village area.  
 
 
 
SD2015/50 
 
Traffic 
            Any increased traffic flow generated by this development in Dysart Street will be 
minimal. When fully developed, based on 8 traffic movements per lot per day, it is estimated 
there will be just over 100 additional traffic movements per day or 4.3 traffic movements per 
hour. This minimal increase will not significantly impact on the traffic movement along 
Clifton Beach Road or Dysart Street. The increase in traffic in Dysart Street will not increase 
any safety issues for residents, given that a residential street speed limit of 50km/hr applies. 
It is further noted that within the built up area of Clifton Beach Road it is signposted at 
40km/hr, which could be considered for Dysart Street and the proposed road to further 
reduce traffic speed. To mitigate any traffic safety issues, the proposed new road will include 
adequate sight distances and a properly engineered and constructed intersection. 
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Stormwater management 
            This proposal will adopt best practice stormwater management using Water Sensitive 
Urban Design principles. In our discussions with Council we were aware that with peak 
rainfall events the drainage system in the existing Dysart Street Park has been 
inadequate. This has been comprehensively addressed in Councils engineering assessment 
and the proposed engineering design requirements for the subdivision. We note that a 
drainage system is designed to cater for a 1 in 20 year peak event and, like all other drainage 
systems; it will not cater for occasional events of greater magnitude. This proposed 
development will however allow for the improvement and development of additional 
stormwater detention/soakage/rainwater gardens in the Council’s Dysart Street Park that 
will assist in alleviating this existing problem in peak rain events. The use of Water Sensitive 
Urban Design principles in the subdivision design will minimise any stormwater discharge 
from the site through the use of swale drains, onsite rainwater detention tanks and soakage 
beds. 
  
On-site Wastewater management 
            The geotechnical report prepared by Rocksolid Geotechnics clearly identifies that a lot 
size of 1000m2 provides an acceptable solution to E.23.9.1 of the Planning Scheme.  Every 
proposed lot is greater than 1000m2 and will accommodate a land application area in 
compliance with the requirements of AS/NZ1547 for a dwelling containing a minimum of 3 
bedrooms.  
  
Public Open Space Contribution 
 Council have recommended a public open space contribution in lieu of land for this 
proposed development. The contribution applicable to this development will be in the order 
of $15,000. Subject to Council agreement, these funds could be utilised to provide improved 
community infrastructure for the local park in Dysart Street. 
  
We would appreciate that, prior to finalisation of Council’s report, we are provided with an 
opportunity to respond to any matters raised in any representations received by Council 
during the advertising period. 
  
Kind regards 
  
Kathryn and Craig Terry 
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11.4 CUSTOMER SERVICE 
 
 Nil Items. 
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11.5 ASSET MANAGEMENT 
 
11.5.1 RICHMOND ROAD MASTER PLAN – COUNCIL SUBMISSION ON PUBLIC 

CONSULTATION 
 (File No R008) 
 

 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
PURPOSE 
To seek Council approval to make a submission on the Department of State Growth 
(DSG) Richmond Road Master Plan. 
 
RELATION TO EXISTING POLICY/PLANS 
Council’s adopted Strategic Plan 2010-2015, Bicycle Strategy 2013-2017 and associated 
Bicycle Action Plan 2013-2017 are relevant. 
 
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
Not applicable. 
 
CONSULTATION 
Officers from DSG have previously presented the Richmond Road Master Plan at a 
Council Workshop; the plan is now open for public consultation.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
There are no implications from making a submission to DSG on the Richmond Road 
Master Plan. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That Council authorises the General Manager to make a submission to the Department of 
State Growth on the Richmond Road Master Plan covering the following points: 
• generally indicating appreciation for improvements in Richmond Road; 
• Council’s wish is for 1.5m cycle lanes to avoid future legacy issues and to give 

connectivity to the rest of the  network; 
• the Richmond Road Master Plan ensures all the mature elm trees along Richmond 

Road are preserved and are not removed or damaged in any way; 
• the Department of State Growth consider a community information process to 

deal with the contradiction of a better road and likely speed environment with 
proposed speed limit reduction; and 

• request some physical changes/thresholds prior to 50kph zone associated with the 
Richmond Heavy Vehicle Link. 
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RICHMOND ROAD MASTER PLAN – COUNCIL SUBMISSION ON PUBLIC 
CONSULTATION /contd… 
 

_____________________________________________________________________________  

ASSOCIATED REPORT 
 
1. BACKGROUND 

1.1. For a number of years the community and Council have urged DSG to upgrade 

the width of Richmond Road and to invest in cycle way infrastructure along 

Richmond Road. 

 

1.2. At its Workshop held on 20 June 2016, DSG presented a draft Richmond Road 

Master Plan to Council.  The main features presented at the time indicated that: 

• community consultation would occur; 

• works scheduled to take place in 2017/2018; 

• funds only sufficient to undertake works to the vicinity of Malcolms Hutt 

Road; and 

• works do not include the section from Cambridge Road to Jane Lane 

(potential Council section of the road when the Cambridge Bypass is 

built). 

 

1.3. This Agenda Item deals with the proposal from DSG. 

 

2. REPORT IN DETAIL 
2.1. The major issues identified by DSG with Richmond Road can be summarised as: 

• over time the traffic using the road has increased, including the number of 

heavy commercial vehicles; 

• there are a wide range of different road users, with a mix including 

additional tourist traffic, commuters and cyclists; 
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• the current width of the traffic lanes is less than desirable with not 

unsealed shoulders, requiring cyclists to travel on the traffic lane; 

• the road alignment follows the land and includes many crests that reduce 

visibility to approaching vehicles, as well as to the rear of turning vehicles; 

• there are also a number of horizontal curves that require drivers to slow 

down to negotiate at safe, reduced speeds; 

• an increase in roadside development along the road corridor, such as 

winery and cellar door sales, has increased the volume and frequency of 

traffic turning on and off the road. 

 

2.2. The Richmond Road Master Plan indicates the following improvements: 

• sealed shoulders and edge lines; 

• improvements to major junctions; 

• curve improvements; 

• lowering the speed limit to 80kph; 

• roadside drainage; and 

• targeted clearing of roadside vegetation. 

 

2.3. Council held another workshop session on this proposal on 29 August 2016. 

 

2.4. Firstly Council should recognise and be appreciative of the general improvement 

in this important tourism road within then city.  However, the community and 

cyclists have for a number of years wanted a better treatment of the road in terms 

of cycling infrastructure.   
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2.5. The plan recognises this but fails to adopt the positive provisioning of cycling 

infrastructure for this road.  Given the level of investment, DSG should invest in 

formal bike lanes; 1.50m minimum according to the Austroads guidelines and as 

per the Tasmanian Government Policy – “Positive Provision Policy for Cycling 

Infrastructure - Mainstreaming the Provision of Cycling Facilities as Part of 

Transport Projects and Maintenance of Cycling Space” rather than the 1m sealed 

shoulder.   

While it is acknowledged that this policy only applies on Principal Urban Cycling 

Routes and Richmond Road is not a Principal Urban Cycling Route by definition 

under the policy; however, it makes sense to use good design principles and future 

proof the infrastructure rather than create a legacy issue for future generations of 

road users.  

 

This approach is reflected in the State Government’s Tasmanian Walking and 

Active Transport Strategy where it states on Page 16:  “We will work to maximise 

the useability of existing and future walking and cycling infrastructure on State 

Roads for all users, including provision and maintenance of infrastructure to an 

appropriate standard”. 

 

2.6. The above deals with the appropriateness of the infrastructure provided.  It is 

appropriate that the new works on Richmond Road link to the the bike lanes 

which already exist along Kennedy Drive and the proposed upgrade of Holyman 

Avenue which will accommodate on-road bike lanes.  Such formal bike lanes will 

provide a huge economic benefit to the major destinations in the Coal River 

Valley such as Richmond and the myriad of business along Richmond Road.  In 

addition the bike lanes will connect with the Airport and possibly Hobart in a 

future link.  
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2.7. The other issue which needs to be addressed is the potential conflicting messages 

being sent out by DSG as part of this upgrade.  Generally the traffic upgrade and 

the provision of turning lanes at major intersections is a worthwhile improvement.  

However, the upgrading of Richmond Road by smoothing out curves and crests 

and clearing roadside vegetation will create a better road and roadside 

environment, which will encourage higher speeds.  This seems a direct 

contradiction to the proposed speed limit reduction.  On that basis it is 

recommended that DSG have a community information process to explain more 

fully the rationale for these potentially contradictory elements of the Richmond 

Road Master Plan. 

 

2.8. There seems to be no details associated with the provision of some physical 

changes/thresholds required before Richmond Heavy Vehicle Link Road to 

indicate a change from 80 kph to 50kph; this may be a detail design issue but still 

needs to be indicated as part of the Richmond Road Master Plan. 

 

2.9. In summary the proposed Richmond Road Master Plan deals with issues raised by 

the change in function that Richmond Road now plays in the City’s road network, 

as well as addressing matters identified in the DSG assessment of issues on the 

road. 

 

3. CONSULTATION 
3.1. Community Consultation 

The Richmond Road Master Plan is open for comment from members of the 

public and interested stakeholders until 31 August 2016. 

 

3.2. State/Local Government Protocol 

The project manager at DSG has granted Council an extension of time to make 

comment. 
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3.3. Other 

Nil. 

 

4. STRATEGIC PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
4.1. Council’s Strategic Plan 2010-2015 under the Goal Area Social Inclusion contains 

the following Community Safety and Well-being Strategy to:  “Provide essential 

infrastructure to support, sustain and enhance community safety and social well-

being”. 

 

4.2. Council’s Strategic Plan 2010-2015 under the Goal Area Social Inclusion has the 

following Public Spaces and Amenity Strategy to: 

“Develop Plans to improve the amenity of public spaces, including: 
• Implementation of Tracks and Trails Plan and Cycle Plan”. 

 

5. EXTERNAL IMPACTS 
Nil. 

 

6. RISK AND LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 
Under the Planning Scheme the mature elm trees in the vicinity of the University Farm 

are covered under the heritage provisions of the Planning Scheme.  These elm trees will 

be protected under the provisions of their heritage listing under the Planning Scheme.  

However, there are some trees on the western side of the road that are not heritage listed 

but none the less contribute to the scenic amenity of the tourism drive along the road.  

The Richmond Road Master Plan should ensure that all the trees are protected and not 

removed or damaged in any way.  

 

7. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
There is no funding implication in making a submission to DSG on the Richmond Road 

Master Plan. 
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8. ANY OTHER UNIQUE ISSUES 
8.1. Richmond Road has been identified in Council’s adopted Bicycle Strategy and 

Action Plan 2013-2017. 

 

8.2. DSG released a “Tasmanian Walking and Cycling for Active Transport Strategy 

2010” and 1 of the priorities was to improve infrastructure and facilities that 

support walking and cycling for transport. 

 

8.3. DSG has also released a “Positive Provision Policy for Cycling Infrastructure”.  

In the words of the policy:  “The purpose of this policy is to help achieve those 

Priorities (set out in the “Tasmanian Walking and Cycling for Active Transport 

Strategy 2010”) by establishing a set of criteria for mainstreaming the provision 

of transport oriented cycle facilities as part of transport projects and maintaining 

these facilities at an acceptable standard through maintenance contracts on State-

owned roads”. 

 

9. CONCLUSION 
9.1. The Richmond Road Master Plan has been designed to provide the necessary 

infrastructure to deal with the increased traffic while still meeting the safety and 

amenity needs of the community and road users. 

 

9.2. It is recommended that Council adopt the Richmond Road Master Plan with the 

following additions: 

• Council’s wish is for 1.5m cycle lanes to avoid future legacy issues with 

cycling infrastructure and give connectivity to the rest of the network; 

• the heritage nature of the mature elm trees is recognised and that all the 

trees are protected and not removed or damaged in any way;  
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• the Department of State Growth consider a community information 

process to deal with the contradiction of a better road and likely speed 

environment with proposed speed limit reduction; and 

• request some physical changes/thresholds prior to 50kph zone associated 

with the Richmond Heavy Vehicle Link. 

 
Attachments: 1. Richmond Road Master Plan (4) 
 
Ross Graham 
ACTING GROUP MANAGER ASSET MANAGEMENT 



ATTACHMENT 1
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11.5.2 CLARENCE PLAINS RESERVE ACTIVITY PLAN – 2016-2020 
 (File No 12-06-08) 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
PURPOSE 
To consider the adoption of the Clarence Plains Reserve Activity Plan 2016-2020 
following community consultation. 
 
RELATION TO EXISTING POLICY/PLANS 
Council’s Strategic Plan 2010-2015 and Community Participation Policy are relevant. 
 
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
Nil. 
 
CONSULTATION 
Consultation with the community was undertaken in accordance with Council’s 
Community Participation Policy. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
The adoption of the Clarence Plains Reserve Activity Plan 2016-2020 has no direct 
financial impact.  The implementation of the Clarence Plains Reserve Activity Plan 
2016-2020 is planned to be staged over a number of financial years, subject to 
Council approval of future Annual Plans.   
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
A. That Council incorporates the following additional items in the Clarence 

Plains Reserve Activity Plan 2016-2020; 
• recognition of the importance of the saltmarsh and encourage Council 

 to pursue the purchase or management rights to the saltmarsh; 
• modify Table 1 to include identification of edible native species 

 together with associated interpretation signage; 
• installation of appropriately designed kerb ramps to provide access to 

 Clarendon Vale Rivulet walking track for people who rely on mobility 
 aids; 

• include in Section 16 that the proposed interpretation signage include 
 prominent local native flora; 

• acknowledge Rokeby High School’s historical and future interest in 
 participating in Reserve management activities; and 

• recognise the impacts free ranging horses are having on the Clarence 
 Plains Rivulet. 

 
B. That Council adopts the Clarence Plains Reserve Activity Plan 2016-2020 

including the modifications detailed in “A” above. 
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CLARENCE PLAINS RESERVE ACTIVITY PLAN – 2016-2020 /contd… 
 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

ASSOCIATED REPORT 
 
1. BACKGROUND 

1.1. Council provided funding in the 2015/2016 Annual Plan for the development 

of the Clarence Plains Reserve Activity Plan 2016-2020 (Plan). 

 

1.2. Tasflora was engaged to develop the Plan which involved initial consultation 

with local community members and some key stakeholder groups with an on-

site “walk and talk” event providing an opportunity for input into the 

development of the draft Plan.   

 
1.3. Aldermen were provided with a copy of the draft Plan as part of the Weekly 

Briefing Report distributed on 17 June 2016.  The Briefing Report outlined the 

following consultation process: 

• advertisement in the Eastern Shore Sun newspaper, February 2016, 

inviting comment on the draft Clarence Plains Reserve Activity Plan 

2016-2020; 

• distribution to local residents and stakeholders of the Clarence Plains 

Reserve Report Cards which reviews the key attributes of the Clarence 

Plains Reserve and presents a summary of the major recommendations 

in the plan; 

• place on Council’s website the draft Clarence Plains Reserve Activity 

Plan 2016-2020 inviting people to complete the feedback form; and 

• display the draft Clarence Plains Reserve Activity Plan in the Council 

Office foyer inviting people to complete the feedback form and drop it 

in the box. 
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1.4. A total of 1,029 local property owners and residents were sent, by mail, the 

Clarence Plains Reserve Report Card inviting comment in relation to the draft 

Clarence Plains Reserve Activity Plan 2016-2020.  Consultation closed on 

Thursday, 14 July 2016. 

 

1.5. Following the community consultation 15 responses were received or a 

response rate of 1.4%. 

 

2. REPORT IN DETAIL 
2.1. The Plan relates to several existing reserves, they being: 

• Clarence Plains Riparian Reserves comprising 45 and 45A Goodwins 

Road, 10 Reynolds Road, 21 Grange Road East and 60A Droughty 

Point Road; 

• Public Reserves comprising 10 Grange Road West and 36 Duntroon 

Drive; 

• Rokeby Beach Coastal Reserve comprising 89, 91a, 103 and 161 

Droughty Point Road. 

2.2. Issues identified from the initial key stakeholder, “walk and talk” session and 

written community feedback are: 

• investigating a Clarence Plains Rivulet greenway along the length of 

the rivulet to Rokeby Beach; 

• constructing a high standard track linking to Glebe Hill Estate from the 

existing Rivulet Track;  

• upgrading the track between Clarence Plains Youth Centre and 

Emmanuel School; 

• establishing formal access to the isolated section of the rivulet located 

at 60A Droughty Point Road; 

• establishing a kayaking hub at Rokeby Beach; 

• undertaking weed control and revegetation activities; 
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• engaging and supporting Green Army or Work for the Dole teams to 

improve the rivulet’s condition; and 

• actively supporting local schools, Landcare and community groups in 

the long term enhancement of the rivulet’s greenway. 

2.3. The Plan sets out actions to address the issues raised as part of the consultation 

as well as the statutory and environmental management responsibilities 

Council has as a landowner.  The main themes addressed in the Plan are: 

• site values – vegetation, fauna, cultural heritage and history; 

• recreational values; 

• educational values; 

• landscape setting and connectivity; 

• weed management; 

• management of fauna and flora habitat; 

• regeneration and revegetation; 

• Riparian zone management; 

• fauna habitat management; 

• vegetation and fauna monitoring; 

• reserve entrances; 

• tracks and trails; 

• fire management; 

• coastal erosion and inundation; 

• infrastructure; 

• community participation and awareness; 

• monitoring and evaluation; implementation plan; and 

• future priorities. 
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2.4. The main objectives of the Plan are to: 

• ensure the Reserve is sustainably managed to preserve and enhance its 

natural, cultural and social values; 

• identify priority management activities to be undertaken within the 

Reserve by Council, community groups and/or volunteers as resources 

become available during the period 2016-2020; and 

• encourage community involvement through raising awareness of the 

Reserve’s values and encourage participation in activities to minimise 

threats to these values. 

2.5. There were 15 written responses received as a result of the public consultation 

with recommended amendments to the draft Plan.   

Issue/Comment from Responses Response/Action 

The plan should recognise European 
settlement in the Clarence Plains area. 

No change - Section 4.3.2 provides 
an overview of European heritage 
relevant to the Reserves. 

Omitted from the plan was any 
mention of the saltmarsh at the mouth 
of the Clarence Plains Rivulet.  It is 
vital to protect this important eco-
system, the pressures on this special 
patch are increasing and 
overwhelming, and there is no 
protective vegetation buffer for the 
saltmarsh. 

The saltmarsh is in private 
ownership, hence outside the scope 
of the plan.  In the event that the 
saltmarsh is acquired by Council, an 
addendum to this plan can be 
developed to ensure best practice. 
Recommendation - the plan be 
amended to include a brief section 
on the saltmarsh and including a 
recommendation which promotes 
the importance of Council 
continuing to pursue the purchase or 
management rights to the saltmarsh. 
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Issue/Comment from Responses Response/Action 

We encourage the planting of 
appropriate edible native plants 
along the route to align with 
community desires to expand the 
local edible landscape. 

Recommendation - alter Table 1 to 
include a recommendation to identify 
and plant appropriate edible native 
species, together with associated 
interpretation signage. 

Water quality is imperative to the 
plan (that means removing cars in 
the creek polluting all the waterways 
connected to it).  

No change - Section 16 addresses 
general rubbish removal in Clarence 
Plains Rivulet. 

What is the water quality of the 
rivulet and is the watercress growing 
in it fit for human consumption? 

No change - the plan recommends on-
going water quality monitoring of the 
rivulet.   

Works needs to be done to protect 
and encourage the birds (notes that 
finches, scarlet robins and blue 
wrens have been observed). 

No change - Sections 9 and 10 make 
recommendations to monitor and 
protect these values. 

Need to consider access to the 
Clarendon Vale Rivulet walking 
track for people who rely on 
mobility aids. 

Recommendation - include a 
recommendation to install 
appropriately designed kerb ramp 
crossings in this area. 

Will upgrading the walking track 
between 10 Grange Road West and 
Emmanuel Christian School impact 
the school? 

No change - the intent is to gravel the 
surface and repair existing fences as 
well as selectively revegetate in 
appropriate locations as a possible 
Council supported school land care 
activity.  This will not affect the 
school. 

Will establishing formal access to 
60a Droughty Point Road affect 
Emmanuel Christian School? 

No change - this will involve a staged 
project based on initial discussions 
with property owners in Chipmans 
Road and Droughty Point Road to 
facilitate formal access. 

Emmanuel Christian School has a 
boundary on the Clarence Plains 
Rivulet, has there been any 
consideration of the state of the 
rivulet or public access to that area?  
Is the upgrade of the walking track 
likely to affect Emmanuel Christian 
School?  

No change - Section 4.6 describes the 
Clarence Plains Riparian Greenway 
concept which will involve a major 
improvement of a few degraded 
sections of the rivulet, including the 
area adjacent to the school.  The 
school will be consulted about this 
activity. 
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Issue/Comment from Responses Response/Action 

Overhead access, across Rokeby 
Road to Droughty Point Road is 
preferred by the community. 

No change - Section 4.6 notes that the 
preferred option for pedestrian access 
across Rokeby Road will be examined 
via the proposed feasibility study into 
a Clarence Plains Riparian Greenway.  

An underpass to cross Rokeby Road 
is not desirable but if it is pursued it 
must address the safety issues that 
have arisen with other underpasses 
in the local area 

No change - Section 4.6 notes that the 
preferred option for pedestrian access 
across Rokeby Road will be examined 
via the proposed feasibility study into 
a Clarence Plains Riparian Greenway. 

Would like to see a pathway much 
more improved than the current one 
to Grange Road, path is uneven.  

No change - this will be examined via 
the proposed feasibility study into a 
Clarence Plains Riparian Greenway. 

Would like a footpath of some kind 
from Rokeby Beach along the length 
of the rivulet to Grange Road. 

No change - this will be examined via 
the proposed feasibility study into a 
Clarence Plains Riparian Greenway.  

The risk of trail bike use of any 
upgraded track/path must be 
addressed in the design, eg in the use 
of gates periodically along the path 
where the path narrows. 

No change - the on-going issue of 
trail bikes has been noted by Council 
via a community consultation process, 
and will be examined via the proposed 
feasibility study into a Clarence Plains 
Riparian Greenway. 

We see value in exploring access 
corridors that are safe and visible 
that cross the South Arm Highway 
near the turn off to Mockridge Road 
and again further up towards 
Howrah to allow access to residents 
on the western side of the highway. 

No change - this will be examined via 
the proposed feasibility study into a 
Clarence Plains Riparian Greenway. 

Toilet facilities would be 
appreciated at Rokeby Beach. 

No change - this will be examined via 
the proposed feasibility study into a 
Clarence Plains Riparian Greenway.  
Can be considered during the next 
review of infrastructure requirements 
in the Plan in 2020. 

We encourage the construction of 
seats along the trail with space set 
aside for future art instalments that 
are in keeping with the values of the 
area. 

No change - this will be examined via 
the proposed feasibility study into a 
Clarence Plains Riparian Greenway. 
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Issue/Comment from Responses Response/Action 

All trees and plants along the rivulet 
should be named for public record 
and the same for all the wildlife 
there. 

Recommendation - Section 16 be 
amended to note prominent local 
native flora be identified on the 
proposed interpretation signage as 
naming all the native species along 
the rivulet would be resource 
intensive and potentially subject to 
vandalism.  

Improve signage for historic trail. No change - Section 16 recommends 
an interpretation sign be installed that 
expands the historic heritage 
information that is already provided 
by the Old Rokeby Historic Trail 
signage. 

Rokeby High School views the 
reserve as a natural and local 
outdoor educational facility in which 
we would like to work more closely, 
in terms of providing quality 
education eg water sampling 
stations, biome study points, 
planting and bush tucker and other 
activities. 

Recommendation - the Plan be 
amended to note Rokeby High 
School’s historical and future interest 
in participating in Reserve 
management activities. 

Suggest that lighting and art along 
the proposed Greenway is given a 
priority to promote safe use and also 
serve as a beacon for the values 
attracted to urban development for 
all those who live and drive past this 
space. 

No change - this will be examined via 
the proposed feasibility study into a 
Clarence Plains Riparian Greenway. 

We encourage Council to commit 
adequate resources to implement the 
recommendations. 

No change - Council will consider 
funding for implementation of the 
Plan along with other priorities during 
Annual Plan considerations. 

The DoE has recently made 
significant contributions to the 
physical presentation of the spaces 
adjacent to the reserves and we 
encourage development and funding 
that assists quality interagency 
brands help to collaborate their 
efforts to create a positive and 
vibrant destination to live and 
engage in healthy lifestyles. 

No change - this will be examined via 
the proposed feasibility study into a 
Clarence Plains Riparian Greenway. 
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Issue/Comment from Responses Response/Action 

The DoE has recently made 
significant contributions to the 
physical presentation of the spaces 
adjacent to the reserves and we 
encourage development and funding 
that assists quality interagency 
brands help to collaborate their 
efforts to create a positive and 
vibrant destination to live and 
engage in healthy lifestyles. 

No change - this will be examined via 
the proposed feasibility study into a 
Clarence Plains Riparian Greenway. 

The people who own properties 
along Duntroon Drive should have 
the right to purchase a portion of 
land on the reserve that extends from 
their own property at 36 Duntroon 
Drive.  Trail bike riders use this 
reserve all the time and this would 
help prevent this as well.  Money 
made from sale could be used to do 
a better job to the rest of the reserves 
and their upkeep. 

No change - this will be examined via 
the proposed feasibility study into a 
Clarence Plains Riparian Greenway.  
Potential sale of public land requires a 
specific process under the Local 
Government Act. 

It would be a grave mistake to sell 
off Council owned land at 36 
Duntroon Drive and 10 Grange Road 
West to fund a feasibility study.  The 
close proximity of these parcels of 
land to the Rivulet environs should 
make them a vital asset to the plan.  
We strongly urge you to instead 
consider revegetating these areas as 
inclusion in the “Greenway” plan. 

No change - the feasibility study will 
be a stand-alone study funded 
separately.  Although the Plan does 
mention that one of many options for 
funding of the Greenway maybe the 
sale of land, there are many other 
funding mechanisms to explore based 
on the outcomes of the feasibility 
study. 

We would strongly urge you to 
consider all land within 100-200m of 
the Clarence Plains Rivulet, 
saltmarsh and Rokeby Beach be 
considered as an on-going long term 
“revegetation zone” as the historical 
land clearing and inappropriate 
development/usage has greatly 
contributed to the significant 
environmental pressures these areas 
are currently suffering. 

No change - this will be examined via 
the proposed feasibility study into a 
Clarence Plains Riparian Greenway. 
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Issue/Comment from Responses Response/Action 

Several written and verbal 
submissions made comment 
regarding trail bikes along 36 
Duntroon Drive. 

No change - the on-going issue of 
trail bikes has been noted by Council 
via a community consultation process, 
and will be examined via the proposed 
feasibility study into a Clarence Plains 
Riparian Greenway. 

60a Droughty Point Road appears to 
have no fencing in place, and we 
have witnessed a number of times, 
neighbouring horses running and 
roaming freely right up to the 
Rivulet’s edge.  Council should 
consider an education program to 
make property owners aware of the 
environmental pressures on the 
Rivulet that these animals create, 
and the possibility of supporting a 
small revegetation program for the 
riparian zone of each grazing 
property backing onto the Rivulet. 

Recommendation - the Plan be 
amended to note free ranging horses 
as an issue in this area, and the need 
for this to be addressed via the 
proposed feasibility study into a 
Clarence Plains Riparian Greenway. 

Trail bikes continue to be a menace 
and do so much damage.  Need 
strategies to exclude trail bikes from 
the area totally. 

No change - the on-going issue of 
trail bikes has been noted by Council 
via a community consultation process, 
and will be examined via the proposed 
feasibility study into a Clarence Plains 
Riparian Greenway. 

General maintenance in the area 
including collecting rubbish from 
the Rivulet and surrounding areas. 

No change - Section 16 addresses 
general rubbish removal in Clarence 
Plains Rivulet. 

If appropriate infrastructure is put in 
place it opens up a pathway for the 
Clarendon Vale Football Oval to be 
increasingly patronised with co-
ordinated sport as an extension of 
the Rokeby High School’s 
development. 

No change. 

Maintain the historic reserve/seating 
area in Droughty Point Road. 

No change - the area mentioned is 
managed by Parks and Wildlife 
Service, and outside the scope of this 
Plan. 
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Issue/Comment from Responses Response/Action 

Droughty Point Road requires 
upgrading including footpath, better 
access turning towards Lauderdale. 

No change - outside the scope of this 
Plan. 

Parking needs a separate plan but 
still needs to be considered and we 
see an ideal location for this in the 
vicinity of the entrance to 
Mockridge Road. 

No change - outside the scope of this 
Plan. 

We would welcome funding to help 
contribute to an area directly 
adjacent to the reserve on school 
grounds that could be used as a 
“Farmers Market”. 

No change - outside the scope of this 
Plan. 

Multi storey car parks should be 
provided instead of hectares of good 
and valuable land covered in asphalt 
eg the Quay car park and Winkleigh 
Place. 

No change - outside the scope of this 
Plan. 

 

2.6. A key component of the Plan is contained in Recommendation 2, which states:  

“Undertake a feasibility study into the development of a Clarence Plains 

Riparian Greenway, incorporating a continuous biodiversity corridor and 

walking track along Clarence Plains Rivulet between Goodwins Road and 

Rokeby Beach”. 

This recommendation is a key aspect of the Plan which proposes to provide 

connectivity, via a walking track, to all sections of the Clarence Plains Rivulet 

and to provide a vegetated corridor enhancing the environmental values of the 

Rivulet including the native flora and fauna.  From the community feedback it 

is obvious that a number of respondents value this recommendation and 

encourage Council to strongly consider adopting this action. 

 

3. CONSULTATION 
3.1. Community Consultation 

Consultation with the community was in accordance with Council’s 

Community Participation Policy. 
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3.2. State/Local Government Protocol 

 Nil. 

 

3.3. Other 

 Nil. 
 

4. STRATEGIC PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
4.1. Council’s Strategic Plan 2010-2015 under the Goal Area Environment has the 

following Natural Environment Strategy to:  “Develop bushland and coastal 

management plans”. 

 

4.2. Council’s Strategic Plan 2010/2015 under the Goal Area Social Inclusion has 

the following Public Spaces and Amenity Strategy to:  “Develop plans to 

improve the amenity of public spaces”. 

 

5. EXTERNAL IMPACTS 
Nil. 

 

6. RISK AND LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 
Nil. 

 

7. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
It is proposed that the development of the Plan will be staged over a number of 

financial years, subject to Council approval as part of future Annual Plans.   
 

8. ANY OTHER UNIQUE ISSUES 
Nil. 

 

9. CONCLUSION 
9.1. The Clarence Plains Reserve Activity Plan 2016-2020 provides guidance and 

direction for activities undertaken within the Reserve by Council, community 

groups, volunteers and the Clarendon Vale and Rokeby communities. 
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9.2. There are a number of recommended changes to the draft Clarence Plains 

Reserve Activity Plan 2016-2020 as a result of the public consultation which 

Council must consider when adopting the final Clarence Plains Reserve 

Activity Plan 2016-2020. 

 
Attachments: 1. Draft Clarence Plains Reserve Activity Plan 2016-2020 (46) 
 
Ross Graham 
ACTING GROUP MANAGER ASSET MANAGEMENT 



 

 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 1
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11.5.3 REVIEW OF BUSHFIRE FIRE MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 
 (File No 12-01-07) 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
PURPOSE 
To seek Council endorsement to release the draft Bushfire Management Strategy, Best 
Management Practice Guidelines and 15 Bushfire Management Plans for public 
consultation in order to obtain feedback from the broader community. 
 
RELATION TO EXISTING POLICY/PLANS 
Council’s Strategic Plan 2010-2015, Bushfire Management Policy and Community 
Participation Policy are relevant.   
 
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
Nil. 
 
CONSULTATION 
Consultation was held with relevant State Government Agencies as part of the 
development of the Bushfire Management Strategy, Best Management Practice 
Guidelines and 15 Bushfire Management Plans. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
Funds for the implementation of the Bushfire Management Strategy, Best 
Management Practice Guidelines and 15 Bushfire Management Plans are included in 
the 2016/2017 Annual Plan.  Council will consider, as part of future Annual Plans, on-
going funding for the future implementation of the Bushfire Management Strategy, 
Best Management Practice Guidelines and 15 Bushfire Management Plans. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
A. That Council authorises the General Manager to undertake community 

consultation for the draft Bushfire Management Strategy, Best Management 
Practice Guidelines and 15 Bushfire Management Plans as outlined in the 
Associated Report. 

 
B. That the results of the community consultation be reported back to Council. 
 

________________________________________________________________________ 

ASSOCIATED REPORT 
 
1. BACKGROUND 

1.1. Council, at its Meeting of 15 March 2011 endorsed the Bushfire Management 

Strategy (Strategy) for Council owned and managed land. 
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1.2. A requirement of the endorsed Strategy is to undertake a review every 5 years.  

Since the last review was endorsed in 2011, it is now time to undertake a 

further review in 2016.  Since the previous review was completed Council has 

accepted additional bushland reserves at Glebe Hill Reserve and Rokeby Hills 

Reserve.  These 2 Reserves comprise an additional 36ha of bushland which 

Council must manage for fire risk and maintain. 

 

1.3. A Workshop was held on Monday, 8 August 2016 where Council’s Fire and 

Bushland Vegetation Management Works Officer presented the outcomes of 

the key stakeholder consultation and the draft Bushfire Management Strategy, 

Best Management Practice Guidelines and 15 Bushfire Management Plans 

(Documents). 

 

2. REPORT IN DETAIL 
2.1. In 2004, Council adopted a Bushfire Management Policy which was the driver 

for the Documents.  The Bushfire Management Policy is still a relevant 

document despite the effluxion of time: 

 
“Clarence City Council Bushfire Management Policy 
In order to fulfil its responsibilities as a landowner, and in 
recognition of its community role in land management Clarence 
City Council will: 
• Implement current recommended practices for bushfire risk 

management on all land under its control; 
• Encourage all owners of private and public bushland areas 

within Clarence to implement current recommended 
practices for bushfire risk management; 

• Meet all its statutory obligations for bushfire management; 
• Educate the Clarence community regarding the risks from 

bushfires in collaboration with the Tasmania Fire Service; 
• Consult with community and other stakeholders when 

planning bushfire management activities on Council 
managed land; and 

• Use planned burning as a management tool in areas to 
reduce bushfire risk, and maintain and enhance 
biodiversity”. 

 

2.2. This review is the third revision of the Documents and builds on previous 

methodologies and principles.  The draft Documents have been developed to 

deliver a holistic management approach to mitigating the impacts of bushfire.  
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This revision is to ensure that Council’s bushfire management practices are 

based on current recommended practices for protecting life and assets from 

bushfires and to maintain and enhance biodiversity within land managed by 

Council.  

 

2.3. The development of the draft Documents included extensive consultation with 

key stakeholders to understand what they value.  Key stakeholders included 

the following groups: 

• Clarence City Council Officers; 

• Land Care and Coast Care Groups in general; 

• Tasmania Fire Service (TFS) – Fuel Reduction Unit; 

• Department of Primary Industries Water and the Environment 

(DPIPWE) – Nature Conservation Branch; 

• Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania; 

• Landowners adjoining each Reserve; and 

• Community groups with a specific interest in the Reserves, ie Land 

Care Groups. 

 

2.4. Residents adjoining the Reserves and key stakeholder groups were invited to 

attend community “Walk and Talk” sessions for each Reserve.  These were 

held on weekends during November 2015 and the results of the consultation 

are included in the draft Documents. 

 
2.5. The draft Bushfire Management Strategy includes 10 recommendations 

ranging from operations of Council’s fire crew to community education 

programs, as well as there are 12 key Management Procedures from the draft 

Best Management Practice Guidelines to guide operations of fire management 

activities on Council owned and managed land. 
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2.6. The draft Bushfire Management Strategy recommendations are as follows. 

• Recommendation 1 

A permanent Technical Officer Fire and Bushland Management 

position to provide specialised operational and technical advice to 

internal and external stakeholders.  This is a reallocation of human 

resources within the Operations Group and not a new position in the 

establishment. 

• Recommendation 2 

Advancement of Fire and Bushland Management Teams certified Tree 

Fallers from intermediate to advanced qualification.  This will allow 

the staff to develop advanced land management and fire and ecology 

qualifications within Fire and Bushland Management Team. 

• Recommendation 3 

Further investigation into the procurement of a dedicated 4wd Fire and 

Bushland Management Team water cart for planned burning, with a 

minimum 3000 litre water capacity.  This is a risk mitigation issue in 

terms of planned burns. 

• Recommendation 4 

Specialist plant and machinery operators to be included in the Plant and 

Equipment section of the Multi-use Registrar to suit operational 

requirements.  This is an administrative efficiency and is already 

underway. 

• Recommendation 5 

Annual meetings held between Council’s Fire and Bushland 

Management Team, Landcare and Coastcare groups to discuss relevant 

annual planned works.  This a communication matter to ensure the 

operations of both groups do not interfere or hinder each other and 

contribute to a more efficient use of Council’s Natural Resources.  
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• Recommendation 6 

During future developments of Bushfire Management Plans and 

Reserve Activity Plans, Council’s Fire and Bushland Management 

Team, Natural Resource Management and consultants are to be 

involved at consultation stage to alleviate conflicting 

recommendations.  This is about effective use of Council’s resources 

and ensuring there is a consistent approach to Council’s operations. 

• Recommendation 7 

Council’s Fire and Bushland Management Team develop and 

implement a community awareness and education program structured 

on the 2016-2021 Documents. 

• Recommendation 8 

Council’s Fire and Bushland Management Vegetation Monitoring 

Program be further incorporated into Council’s Fire Management GIS 

context.  This is an operational efficiency issue as is the 

recommendation to expand the Vegetation Monitoring Program to 

include threatened species plots. 

• Recommendation 9 

Implement Recommendation 1 to allow for accurate internal and 

external annual dataset sharing and database management for Council’s 

Fire and Bushland Management Team operations. 

• Recommendation 10 

Council with guidance from TFS to investigate a formalised additional 

vehicle escape route for residents living at Mt Rumney and future 

subdivisions within and adjacent to Mt Rumney to consider allowing a 

vehicle escape route for residents living at Mt Rumney. 

Future Bushfire Management Strategy reviews be undertaken internally 

by Council’s Fire and Bushland Management Team. 
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2.7. The Management Procedures from the draft Best Management Practice 

Guidelines deal with the following: 

• fire trail construction; 

• fire trail inspection and maintenance; 

• trail closure and rehabilitation; 

• foot track construction, inspection and maintenance; 

• creating defendable spaces from bushfire; 

• maintaining a defendable space; 

• planned burning; 

• weed control, pre and post burning; 

• co-ordinating bushfire management activities; 

• recording fires; 

• recording bushfire management activities; and 

• post fire recovery. 

 

2.8. The draft Documents contain a 5 year On-ground Works Program 2016-2021, 

which guides operational matters, including prescribed burns, for each of the 

15 Reserves and is broken down to individual Vegetation Management Units.  

This program will guide scheduling of works and budgeting of on-ground 

activities over the 5 years. 

 

2.9. There are 15 Bushfire Management Plans which identify specific values and 

operational matters unique to each of the Council owned and managed 

bushland Reserves.  The Bushfire Management Plans relate to the following 

Reserves: 

• Bedlam Walls; 

• Canopus Centuri; 

• Glebe Hill; 

• Lauderdale Wetlands; 
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• Mortimer Bay; 

• Natone Hill; 

• Pilchers Hill; 

• Roches Beach/Nowra Bushland; 

• Rokeby Hills; 

• Roscommon; 

• Rosny Foreshore; 

• Rosny Hill; 

• Seven Mile Beach; 

• Waverley Flora Park; and 

• Wiena. 

3. CONSULTATION 
3.1. The draft Documents were developed from input provided by Crown agencies, 

Council officers and numerous key stakeholders.  A broader community 

consultation process is still required to be carried out in order to obtain 

feedback on the draft Documents. 

 

Given the complex nature of the draft Documents and the large number of 

documents involved (amounting to several hundred pages); the community 

consultation will be undertaken utilising the following options: 

• copy of the draft Documents and associated feedback forms will be 

placed on Council’s web site; 

• copy of the draft Documents will be made available on CD upon 

request; 

• a letter to residents adjoining the 15 Reserves asking them to comment 

on the draft Documents by either: 

− completing the feedback form and returning it in the self-

addressed envelope; or 

− completing the feedback form on Council’s website;  
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• a letter and CD to Land Care and Coast Care Groups, TFS, DPIPWE 

and Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania asking them to comment on the 

draft Documents by either: 

− completing the feedback form and returning it in the self-

addressed envelope; or 

− completing the feedback form on Council’s website;  

• advertisement in “The Mercury” newspaper advising of the 

consultation process and the various options available to provide 

feedback. 

 

The community consultation will extend for a 4 week period. 

 

3.2. State/Local Government Protocol 

Consultation was held with relevant State Government Agencies as part of the 

development of the draft Documents. 

 

3.3. Other 

Nil. 

 

4. STRATEGIC PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
4.1. Council’s Strategic Plan 2010-2015 under the Goal Area Social Inclusion has 

the following Community Safety and Well-being Strategy to:  

“Develop and implement plans for dealing with:  
• Bushfire”. 

 

4.2. Council’s Strategic Plan 2010-2015 under the Goal Area Social Inclusion has 

the following Natural Area Management Strategy to: 

“Protect natural assets through: 
maintenance and review of a fire management strategy for the 
City”. 
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5. EXTERNAL IMPACTS 
Nil. 

 
6. RISK AND LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

There are no risk and legal implications from carrying out public consultation.  

 

7. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
Council could consider the allocation of funds as part of its consideration of future 

Annual Plans once the consultation process is complete and Council has adopted the 

final versions of the draft Documents.   

 

8. ANY OTHER UNIQUE ISSUES 
Nil. 

 

9. CONCLUSION 
9.1. A requirement of the endorsed Strategy is to undertake a review every 5 years.  

Since the last review was endorsed in 2011, Council has acquired additional 

bushland reserves at Glebe Hill Reserve and Rokeby Hills Reserve. 

 

9.2. Consultation was held with relevant State Government Agencies, key 

stakeholder groups and Council officers as part of the development of the draft 

Documents. 

 

9.3. The recommendations outlined in the draft Documents intend to facilitate the 

implementation of a holistic approach to fire management of Council’s 

Bushland Reserves. 

 

9.4. Following the conclusion of the community consultation the results will be 

presented at a future Council Workshop at which further consideration will 

occur in relation to the adoption of the draft Documents.   

 
Attachments: Nil. 
 
Ross Graham 
ACTING GROUP MANAGER ASSET MANAGEMENT 
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11.5.4 TOLLARD DRIVE SAFETY IMPROVEMENT UPGRADE PLAN – 
APPROVAL TO ADOPT 

 (File No T014) 
 

 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
PURPOSE 
To seek Council’s approval of the Tollard Drive Safety Improvement Upgrade Plan 
for adoption and implementation of the works. 
 
RELATION TO EXISTING POLICY/PLANS 
Council’s adopted Strategic Plan 2010-2015, Community Participation Policy, 
Bicycle Strategy 2013-2017 and associated Bicycle Action Plan 2013-2017 are 
relevant. 
 
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
Not applicable. 
 
CONSULTATION 
Officers from the Department of State Growth, as well as Council Officers and the 
Bicycle Steering Committee have provided input and feedback on the Plan prior to 
carrying out community consultation.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
Funds have been allocated in the 2015/2016 Annual Plan to undertake the draft 
Tollard Drive Safety Improvement Upgrade Plan. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That Council adopts the draft Tollard Drive Safety Improvement Upgrade Plan as 
outlined in the Associated Report and authorise the General Manager to implement 
the necessary works generally in accordance with the proposed plan. 

 
_____________________________________________________________________________  

ASSOCIATED REPORT 
 
1. BACKGROUND 

1.1. For a number of years developers at the southern end of Tollard Drive have 

argued for Council to connect Tollard Drive to the South Arm Highway and to 

invest in cycle way infrastructure along Tollard Drive. 
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1.2. Council, at its Meeting of 10 November 2014 resolved to authorise the 

General Manager to contribute 50% of the cost to build a 3m wide shared path 

along the eastern side of Tollard Drive as part of the Department of State 

Growth (DSG) project to upgrade the Pass Road/Tollard Drive/South Arm 

Highway intersection. 

 

1.3. Following the connection of Tollard Drive to South Arm Highway significant 

traffic issues were identified in a post construction road safety audit.  As a 

result, Council allocated funds for traffic safety improvements along Tollard 

Drive to address the recommendations from the road safety audit. 

 

1.4. Council, at its Meeting of 4 July 2016 resolved: 

 

“A. That Council authorise the General Manager to undertake 
community consultation for the draft Tollard Drive Safety 
Improvement Upgrade Plan as outlined in this report. 

 
 B. That the results of the community consultation be presented 

to Council at a future workshop”. 
 

1.5. This Agenda Item deals with the community consultation results. 

 

2. REPORT IN DETAIL 
2.1. The major issues identified with Tollard Drive can be summarised as follows: 

• the road was originally designed to allow it to function as a Major 

Collector, with the long term plan that it would provide a ring road 

along with Oceana Drive on the western side of Droughty Point 

peninsula; 

• there were sight distance issues with Tollard Court south/Tollard Drive 

intersection; 

• the road was operating as a low traffic residential street until it was 

connected to South Arm Highway; 

• as a result of the connection there has been significant traffic increases; 

• speed has also increased with the direct connection; 
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• bus services have been redirected as a result of the direct connection; 

• there is a wide pavement with no line markings; 

• no definition for travel lane/parking/cyclists; 

• there are kerb extensions designed to calm traffic; and 

• there is unconnected share path infrastructure at both ends. 

 

2.2. Council officers developed a proposal for safety improvement of Tollard 

Drive that addresses the issues identified above and involves: 

• improvement of Tollard Court south access; with left in and left out to 

mitigate against the poor sight lines; 

• provision of intersection turning lanes; 

• channelisation of traffic lanes on the very wide road to improve traffic 

flow and control speed; 

• removal of parking on western side; 

• removal of kerb bulbs to improve road safety and make room for 

parking and cycle ways; and 

• provision of cycle ways on both sides of the road. 

 

These works are Stage 1 of a multi-stage process to treat all of Tollard Drive.  

A series of sketches outlining these improvements for Stage 1 is Attachment 

1; these sketches formed the basis of the community consultation. 
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2.3. As indicated in 4 July 2016 Agenda, letters were sent to 702 

properties/residents along Tollard Drive and surrounding areas.  Also to 

attempt to catch other interested parties a public comment box with feedback 

forms was provided at Council’s office foyer and there was also the 

opportunity to comment through the plans and feedback forms on Council’s 

website. 

 

2.4. In total 44 written responses were received.  

79.54% (35) respondents supported the proposal with or without some 

additional comments and recommendations.  Large number of responses in 

this category made reference to the bike lane being a good initiative and also 

the developer towards end of Tollard Drive provided strong support to the 

proposal, which has been included on this category. 

 

6.82% (3) respondents raised concern about losing on-street parking on one 

side of the street; however, have not completely objected to the proposal. 

 

13.64% (6) respondents made comments not directly related to the proposal. 

 

Overall speeding and associated enforcement was mentioned as a major issue 

along with the width of the road.  The proposals ability to cater for a diversity 

of road users and the implementation of turning lanes have been apreciated.  

 

2.5. On 22 August 2016, a workshop was held with Council on the above results of 

the community consultation. 

 

2.6. The proposed Stage 1 works deal with issues raised by the change in function 

that Tollard Drive now plays in the City’s road network, as well as addressing 

matters identified in the road safety audit.  Given the support expressed 

through the community consultation, it is appropriate for Council to adopt this 

plan for implementation. 
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3. CONSULTATION 
3.1. Community Consultation 

The Plan was drafted from input provided by Council and DSG Officers and 

feedback from some of the community. 

 

A community consultation was undertaken utilising the following options: 

• advertisement in “The Mercury” newspaper advising the community 

that they can make comments on the Tollard Drive Safety 

Improvement Upgrade Plan on Council’s website or at Council offices; 

• letter to local residents along and in the vicinity of Tollard Drive which 

included a feedback form; 

• completing the feedback form available at the Council offices and 

placing in the feedback box; or completing the feedback form on 

Council’s website; and 

• mailing the feedback form to the Council Offices. 

 

The community consultation took place over a 4 week period. 

 

3.2. State/Local Government Protocol 

Nil. 

 

3.3. Other 

Nil. 

 

4. STRATEGIC PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
4.1. Council’s Strategic Plan 2010-2015 with the Goal Area Social Inclusion 

contains the following Community Safety and Well-being Strategy to:  

“Provide essential infrastructure to support, sustain and enhance community 

safety and social well-being”. 
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4.2. Council’s Strategic Plan 2010-2015 under the Goal Area Social Inclusion has 

the following Public Spaces and Amenity Strategy to: 

“Develop Plans to improve the amenity of public spaces, including: 
• Implementation of Tracks and Trails Plan and Cycle Plan”. 

 

4.3. The Tollard Drive Safety Improvement Upgrade Plan is in accordance with 

the Hobart Regional Arterial Bicycle Network Plan, which was adopted by 

Council on 30 November 2009. 

 

5. EXTERNAL IMPACTS 
Nil. 

 

6. RISK AND LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 
Nil.  

 

7. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
There is funding available from the Annual Plan for the implementation of Stage 1 of 

the Plan. 

 

8. ANY OTHER UNIQUE ISSUES 
8.1. Tollard Drive is part of Council’s Principal Bike Route. 

 

8.2. DSG released a “Tasmanian Walking and Cycling for Active Transport 

Strategy 2010” and 1 of the priorities was to improve infrastructure and 

facilities that support walking and cycling for transport. 

 

8.3. DSG has also released a “Positive Provision Policy for Cycling 

Infrastructure”.  In the words of the policy:  “The purpose of this policy is to 

help achieve those Priorities (set out in the ‘Tasmanian Walking and Cycling 

for Active Transport Strategy 2010’) by establishing a set of criteria for 

mainstreaming the provision of transport oriented cycle facilities as part of 

transport projects and maintaining these facilities at an acceptable standard 

through maintenance contracts on State-owned roads”. 
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8.4. While this Policy is intended to apply to State-owned roads there is a specific 

section that deals with local roads.  The rationale being that the nature of 

cycling and walking should adopt a holistic approach about the journey, 

similar to that adopted with the seamlessness of State and Local roads, rather 

than one based on tenure. 

 

“4.5 Local Roads 
There are many segments of the Principal Urban Cycling Networks 
located on local roads.  Where changes to these local roads are 
planned requiring approval of traffic control devices under the 
Traffic Act 1925, such as the installation of roundabouts, traffic 
islands, traffic signals, new intersections and changes to line 
markings and lane widths for other road users, these improvements 
should also take account of the Principal Urban Cycling Network 
routes and cater for cyclists”. 

 

9. CONCLUSION 
9.1. The Tollard Drive Safety Improvement Upgrade Plan has been designed to 

provide the necessary infrastructure to deal with the increased traffic while 

still meeting the safety and amenity needs of the community and road users. 

 

9.2. Following the conclusion of the community consultation results it is 

recommended that Council adopt the Tollard Drive Safety Improvement 

Upgrade Plan as the basis for implementation. 

 
Attachments: 1. Plan No 6268, Sheet 1 – 3 - Tollard Drive - Traffic Management – 

 Concept Plan (3) 
 
Ross Graham 
ACTING GROUP MANAGER ASSET MANAGEMENT 



ATTACHMENT 1
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11.6 FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 
 
 Nil Items. 
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11.7 GOVERNANCE 
 
11.7.1 TRANSPORT ACCESS STRATEGY – FEEDBACK TO DEPARTMENT OF 

STATE GROWTH 
 (File No 28-04-01) 
 
 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE 
To consider the Department of State Growth (DSG) Draft Transport Access Strategy. 
 
RELATION TO EXISTING POLICY/PLANS 
Consistent with Council’s Strategic Plan 2010–2015. 
 
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
Nil. 

  
CONSULTATION 
The DSG’s Draft Transport Access Strategy is open for public consultation until 9 
September 2016.  Comments have been received from members of Council’s Positive 
Ageing, Disability Access Advisory and Health and Wellbeing Committees as well as 
individual staff.  Community consultation has not been undertaken. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
Nil. 

  
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
A. That Council supports the Department of State Growth Draft Transport Access 

Strategy. 
 
B. That Council authorises the General Manager to write to the Department of 

State Growth on the Draft Transport Access Strategy recommending: 
• Council’s general support; 
• the inclusion of actions to strengthen local government partnerships 

 and recognising local innovations and responding to local needs;  
• more focus on the broader canvas of transport access covering a range 

 of modes such as water, air and rail; 
• the inclusion of actions to define a strategy for continuous 

 improvement; 
• the inclusion of actions to define the role of utilities in removing 

 barriers to the public transport system. 
• the inclusion of actions to strengthen the approach for infill 

 development and transport planning associated with workplaces; and   
• more focus on clarifying the responsibility for bus stops and shelters. 
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TRANSPORT ACCESS STRATEGY – FEEDBACK TO DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
GROWTH /contd… 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 

ASSOCIATED REPORT 
 
1. BACKGROUND 

1.1. DSG’s Draft Transport Access Strategy is open for public consultation.  A 

copy of the strategy is Attachment 1. 

 

1.2. A copy of the Draft Transport Access Strategy was forward to Council’s 

Positive Ageing, Disability Access Advisory and Health and Wellbeing 

Committees for feedback and input into this Agenda Item. 

 

1.3. A Council Workshop was held on the strategy on 22 August 2016.   
 

2. REPORT IN DETAIL 
2.1. The Draft Transport Access Strategy summarises the purpose of the strategy 

as: 

“The Draft Transport Access Strategy sets out the Tasmanian 
Government’s approach to providing better integrated and 
coordinated transport services for all Tasmanians, particularly 
those disadvantaged through economic circumstances, age or 
disability. 
 
The draft strategy aims to improve social connectivity and access 
to employment (paid and voluntary), training and education, 
services and recreational opportunities by focusing on progressing 
the following priority areas: 
• Living closer:  improved opportunities for people to live 

closer to employment, education, services, recreational 
opportunities and key transport corridors. 

• Working together:  stronger collaboration and partnership 
between governments, key service providers, and public, 
private and not-for-profit transport providers. 

• Connected transport system:  a focus on frequent, efficient, 
accessible, affordable and reliable transport services. 

• Better integration:  ensuring public transport is easier to use 
through better coordination and integration of services. 
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• Closing transport gaps:  developing innovative approaches 
to enable those members of the community who are transport 
disadvantaged to overcome transport barriers. 

• Innovative pricing:  developing innovative pricing 
mechanisms to support the greater use of public transport in 
order to make it more viable. 

• Improved infrastructure:  providing more opportunities for 
people to walk, cycle and use public transport by making 
sure infrastructure is safe, accessible and attractive to use”. 

 

2.2. The comments on the strategy can be classified as follows: 

• Council committees;  

• individual comments; and 

• specific comments on the 7 priority areas. 

 

2.3. The various Council committees submissions can be summarised as: 

Strengthen Local Government Partnerships 

• Overall the strategy lacks the inclusion of local government as a key 

responsible partner in continuing to drive and support current 

initiatives.  The strategy requires a genuine commitment to 

strengthening this partnership.  Creating a cross organisational working 

group (similar to the Disability Access Working Group with practical 

actions) could be a solution to actually getting things done. 

 

Recognising Local Innovations and Responding to Local Needs  

• Understanding community needs and supporting them are focus areas. 

The strategy seems more about moving people closer to what is 

available rather than creating better links.  It is very important to raise 

that supporting local needs and responding to them innovatively is 

what local government is currently trying to do (not just here in 

Clarence but in other municipalities) and there should be better 

recognition of this. 

 

2.4. The individual comments covered a wide range of topics as set out below but 

basically were general comments on the strategy as follows: 
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• there were a number of comments that can be summarised as it was 

very difficult to discover a real focus to the Transport Access Strategy; 

• the report references separate land use and transport plans which are 

not intertwined hence the lack of clarity and focus; 

• seems to be about improving Public Transport and active travel on 

roads and streets rather than the broader canvas of transport access 

covering a range of modes such as water, air and rail. 

• very limited in terms of actual actions – mainly about evaluate, 

investigate etc; 

• there is no clarity on who deals with accessibility of bus stops; 

• there appears to be no role for government utilities such as 

TasNetworks whose infrastructure regularly renders the first and last 

mile inaccessible eg 103 East Derwent Highway; 

• there appears to be no mechanism/strategy for continuous improvement 

such as: 

− no mention of mechanisms for user groups to complain eg how 

do the disabled deal with the recent complaints about taxis.  

There should be an approach other than through the Office of 

the Anti-Discrimination Commissioner;  

− any continuous improvement action should provide for training 

and cultural awareness of service providers; 

− service providers are regulated by the State; what mechanisms 

are in place for reporting and how do people find out about 

what improvements, if any, have happened? 

− agencies and GBE’s should include this strategy and report on it 

in their Disability Action Plans which are required as part of the 

State Government’s Disability Framework for Action. 
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2.5. The following are specific comments relating to the priority areas identified in 

the strategy: 

• Living Closer 

The focus of the living closer argument is to modify communities 

rather than the links to service those communities; there is a self-

evident need to deal with existing issues. 

 

There is no mention of what will happen to infilled residents when they 

move into these areas.  Will there be transport planning at the same 

time as the infill or will this occur after (say 60%) of the development 

is occupied?  More people may move into these areas with a firm 

backing that public transport will be there from day 1.  

 

• Working Together 

As stated in the strategy workplaces need to be advertising places for 

public transport.  The majority of the working population commute to 

the same workplace daily, so one end of the transport trip is stable, the 

other end, where people live, is more flexible.  This is similar to 

schools.  Once the other end of the trip is stable, by creating infill 

development, then it will be much easier to create these reliable 

networks between, workplaces/schools and other organisations 

promoting active/public transport. 

 

• Connected Public Transport System 

There is a major point which is lacking in this priority area.  There is 

no mention of the increase of the inner city campuses in 

Burnie/Launceston/Hobart.  There is a major opportunity now, before 

they are open, to make sure that students of these campuses use public 

transport to access classes.  As classes are only 1 - 3 hours at a time, if 

nothing is done about this, then there will be a significant shortage of 

short term parking within the inner CBDs.  Congestion will, in general, 

not be effected in peak hour, but the inter peak period will increase and 

become a noticeable change on CBD traffic. 
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• Better Integration/Improved Infrastructure 

For all services, however, not as much for turn-up and go, it is 

important that the bus shelters are places where people want to be.  If 

the bus shelter does not provide enough cover for people in inclement 

weather; not enough light in dark periods; not safe enough; does not 

provide information including prices of tickets, then people are not 

going to use them.  New bus shelters will work as well as new buses as 

inviting people to use the network.  Would you go to a dirty dark 

restaurant for your food?  It does not matter what the service is like, if 

it is not an inviting place to be.  

 

2.6. The Draft Transport Access Strategy is a complex and varied document.  

Council should support the strategy as part of its broad social inclusion 

obligation and commitment to its community for its health and wellbeing, as 

well as offering the comments as detailed above. 

 

3. CONSULTATION 
3.1. Community Consultation 

Community consultation has not been undertaken.   

 

3.2. State/Local Government Protocol 

The letter received from DSG did specify a response time of 9 September 

2016, which is according to the requirements of the Premiers Local 

Government Council for comments on State Policies and Strategies. 

 

3.3. Other 

Comments have been received from members of Council’s Positive Ageing, 

Disability Access Advisory and Health and Wellbeing Committees as well as 

individual staff. 
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4. STRATEGIC PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
Council’s Strategic Plan in the Community and People section states the following 

Strategy to:  “Develop and implement plans and programs that respond to community 

safety and well-being issues”. 

 

5. EXTERNAL IMPACTS 
Not applicable. 

 

6. RISK AND LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 
Nil. 

 

7. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
There are no immediate financial implications in supporting and commenting on the 

Draft Transport Access Strategy.  

 

8. ANY OTHER UNIQUE ISSUES 
Nil. 

 

9. CONCLUSION 
It is recommended that Council acknowledge and support the Draft Transport Access 

Strategy as well as provide the following comments relating to: 

• strengthen local government partnerships; 

• define a strategy for continuous improvement; 

• the role of utilities in removing barriers to public transport system. 

• strengthen the approach for infill development and transport planning 

associated with workplaces; and 

• more focus on responsibility for bus stops and shelters. 
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Purpose 

The Transport Access Strategy sets out the Tasmanian Government’s approach to providing better integrated and 

coordinated transport services for all Tasmanians, particularly those disadvantaged through economic 

circumstances, age or disability.   

This Strategy will help give effect to the Government’s commitment to building a modern economy for Tasmania 

and providing essential services that create resourceful and resilient people, strong communities, and viable 

industry.  

The Transport Access Strategy aims to improve social connectivity and access to employment (paid and voluntary), 

training and education, services and recreational opportunities through progressing the following priority areas: 

1. Living closer: improved opportunities for people to live closer to employment, education, services, 

recreational opportunities and key transport corridors.  

2. Working together: stronger collaboration and partnership between governments, key service providers, 

and public, private and not-for-profit transport providers. 

3. Connected transport system: a focus on frequent, efficient, accessible, affordable and reliable transport 

services. 

4. Better integration: ensuring public transport is easier to use through better coordination and integration 

of services.  

5. Closing transport gaps: developing innovative approaches to enable those members of the community 

who are transport disadvantaged to overcome transport barriers.  

6. Innovative pricing: developing innovative pricing mechanisms to support the greater use of public 

transport in order to make it more viable. 

7. Improved infrastructure: providing more opportunities for people to walk, cycle and use public 

transport by making sure infrastructure is safe, accessible and attractive to use. 

 
 

Policy context 

Transport access issues are often complex and are unlikely to be effectively resolved in isolation from the 

broader policy environment. Consequently the Transport Access Strategy favours a holistic, collaborative approach 

to addressing transport issues and gaps.    

A number of new Tasmanian Government initiatives are already underway that will contribute towards improving 

access to employment, education and training, services and public transport. For example the state-wide land use 

planning reform process and the Tasmania’s Affordable Housing Strategy 2015-25.    
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The engagement and collaboration of a wide range of community, transport, local and state government 

stakeholders will be required to develop and implement the initiatives identified in the Transport Access Strategy. 

For initiatives where there is shared responsibility, negotiation and flexibility will be required.   

The development and implementation of initiatives will also need to take into account, and be responsive to, 

differences between urban and non-urban environments, and differing local community needs. 

The Transport Access Strategy complements the Tasmanian Urban Passenger Transport Framework which aims to 

provide a safe and responsive passenger transport system that supports improved accessibility, liveability and 

health outcomes in our urban areas.   

The Transport Access Strategy will extend the considerations set out in the Tasmanian Urban Passenger Transport 

Framework by:  

 improving transport access for those who may experience disadvantage due to economic circumstances, 

age or disability 

 addressing ‘transport gaps’ in urban areas 

 addressing the transport disadvantage faced by many Tasmanians living in urban-fringe, rural and regional 

areas.   

Links to other initiatives and policies 

 Tasmanian Infrastructure Strategy. 

 Tasmanian Urban Passenger Transport Framework. 

 Tasmanian Walking and Cycling for Active Transport Strategy. 

 Draft Main Road Transit Corridor Plan. 

 Draft Greater Launceston Metropolitan Passenger Transport Plan. 

 Regional Integrated Transport Plans: Northern Integrated Transport Plan, Southern Integrated Transport Plan, 

Cradle Coast Integrated Transport Strategy. 

 The Tasmanian Government’s planning reform agenda, including the development of the Tasmanian 

Planning Scheme and Tasmanian Planning Policies. 

 Regional Land Use Strategies: Living on the Coast: The Cradle Coast Regional Land Use Planning Framework, 

Regional Land Use Strategy of Northern Tasmania, Southern Tasmania Regional Land Use Strategy 2010-2035. 

 Tasmania’s Affordable Housing Strategy 2015-25. 

 Inclusive Ageing Tasmania 2012-2014 Strategy. 

 Tasmania’s Plan for Physical Activity 2011 – 2021. 

 Disability Framework for Action 2013-2017. 

 Working in Health Promoting Ways framework document.  

 A Hand Up for Vulnerable Tasmanians and Celebrating Seniors – The Plan to Rebuild Essential Services. 
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 Delivering Safe and Sustainable Clinical Services, white paper 2015. 

The nature of transport disadvantage in Tasmania 

Transport disadvantage occurs where those members of the community are not able to access either public or 

private transport to get to where they need to go.  

Transport disadvantage is often experienced by specific sections of the community such as young people, people 

with a disability or single parents. However transport disadvantage can also occur as a result of where you live. 

People living in urban fringe and regional areas are more likely to experience difficulty in accessing transport. 

ABS research conducted in 2010 shows that: 

 26 percent of Tasmanians in the lowest income quintile could not easily get to the places they needed to go 

 for unemployed adults, the figure was higher at 34 percent. 

 for those with poor health, the figure was even higher at 40 percent 

 42 percent of Housing Tasmania renters reported not being able to get to places they needed to go, with 

46 percent lacking access to a vehicle1. 

State-wide community consultation conducted by the Tasmanian Council of Social Services (TASCOSS) in 2013 

found that the group currently most vulnerable to transport disadvantage are people who are not necessarily 

aged or living with a disability but are:  

“…not eligible to drive or who cannot afford a vehicle and who live outside the catchment of regular services, cannot afford 

existing taxi fares and are not formally eligible to use existing not-for-profit services2.”  

TasCOSS notes that younger people currently constitute a high proportion of those falling into this category. 

Being able to access post-secondary education and training, employment, essential services, recreation and social 

networks is vital if young people are to contribute to the economic and social fabric of our communities.    

During the TasCOSS consultation process3 participants identified a range of issues specifically relating to public 

transport:   

 Bus services are limited to particular areas, people have trouble getting to the bus and getting from the bus 

to their destination. 

 People often need transport outside the span of hours in which buses (and community based transport) 

operates. 

                                                

1 ABS General Social Survey: Tasmania (2010) 4159.0.55.003, ABS.  

2 Transport in the Community Project Final Report Tasmanian Council of Social Services, October 2014 

www//tascoss.org.au/Portals/0/Documents/Publications/Reports/TasCOSS%20Transport%20in%20the%20Commu

nity%20Project%20report%20Oct%202014.pdf . 

3 Transport in the Community Project Phase 1 Report, Tasmanian Council of Social Services, February 2014. 
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 It is often necessary to catch more than one bus operated by different companies and the timetables are 

often not coordinated.   

 It is often physically difficult for people to transfer between services as the bus stops or interchanges used 

by different operators are often not co-located or near each other.   

 Public transport fares are unaffordable for many and it is necessary to buy separate tickets for each 

different bus service. Concessions are not available to people on low wages. 

 It is difficult to find information about bus services as there is no centralised source of information about 

services in particular areas, timetables, fares or routes.  

 It is difficult to provide feedback to transport operators about their services. 

Challenges for public transport 

Tasmania’s small and highly dispersed population makes it difficult for our public transport system to meet the 

needs of all users. Tasmanians are highly dependent on the car as a means of travelling to work, accessing 

education, training and services and participating in recreational and social activities.  Those without access to a 

car are likely to have difficulties accessing the places they need to go. This affects individuals’ quality of life and the 

productivity and vibrancy of our communities.   

Public transport patronage in Tasmania is low. The Greater Hobart Household Travel Survey 2010 found that 75 

percent of all trips are made by car, with public transport accounting for only four percent of all trips4 .  

In Tasmania 85 percent of journey to work trips are undertaken by car, with bus travel accounting for six percent 

of mode share in Hobart, two percent in Launceston and well under one percent in Burnie and Devonport. 

Across Tasmania, six percent of people walk to work, three percent catch a bus and less than one percent cycle5.  

For school related trips within Tasmania, 53 percent of students travel by bus, 30 percent by car and 15 percent 

walk or cycle6.   

People who live in rural or urban fringe areas, and those who need to travel to the urban fringe (for example to 

industrial estates) or rural areas to work may experience difficulty accessing public transport. Where bus services 

are available in regional, rural and urban fringe areas, they are likely to be less frequent and operate over a 

shorter span of hours compared with urban services.  

Therefore people who live in these areas may be forced into car ownership through a lack of alternative 

transport options. For low income households this is likely to result in a higher proportion of spending on 

                                                

4 Greater Hobart Household Travel Survey 2010, Department of Infrastructure, Energy and Resources. 

5 ABS Census 2011 – Journey to Work data, Australian Bureau of Statistics 2012.  

6 ABS, Method of Travel to School, Australian Bureau of Statistics 2011. 
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transport, meaning less money available for other household purposes. Low income households are also likely to 

be more vulnerable to increases in costs associated with car use, including rising fuel prices7.  

Where public transport is available, journey times are likely to be slower than by car. This is exacerbated if bus 

services utilise circuitous routes, or transfers between services involve long waiting times.    

People who start and finish work outside the weekday 8:00am-6:00pm span of hours (hospitality and food 

industry workers, some retail employees, shift workers, agriculture and aquaculture industry employees) are likely 

to have difficulty using public transport to commute to work. For these groups, and those who use public 

transport for social and recreational outings, the provision of services across all days of the week and a wide span 

of hours is important.     

Given that Tasmania’s population is ageing faster than the rest of Australia and we have a high level of car 

dependency, it is likely that there are greater numbers of older people experiencing difficulty in accessing essential 

services8, particularly for those living in urban fringe and regional areas. 

As a consequence of the challenges in providing public transport that meets the needs of all Tasmanians and 

factors that support car use, cars will continue to be the dominant transport mode in Tasmania. Tasmania’s 

terrain and our dispersed population dictates that, (despite the challenges of providing bus services that meet the 

needs of all users) buses should continue to be the cornerstone of public transport into the near future9.    

  

                                                

7 Currie G; and Z Sensberg, “Exploring forced car ownership in metropolitan Melbourne” (30th Australasian Transport 

Research Forum) 25-27 September 2007 Melbourne AUST. 

8 Riverline – Hobart Light Rail Strategic Assessment PricewaterhouseCoopers for the Department of Infrastructure, 

Energy and Resources, March 2014, p25.  

9 Riverline – Hobart Light Rail Strategic Assessment, PricewaterhouseCoopers for the Department of Infrastructure, 

Energy and Resources, March 2014 p3.  
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Public transport needs 

 

The needs of public transport users are varied – which is in itself a challenge for public transport provision.   

People commuting to employment, education and training generally aim to minimise total journey time and 

consequently value frequent, fast, reliable and direct services. They also may be prepared to walk further, 

particularly in urban areas to access efficient services that minimise overall journey time.  

Other people, including those who have mobility limitations because of age or disability (or the need to carry the 

weekly shopping or manage a pram) may place higher value on being able to access public transport close to 

where they live or their travel destination. For people with mobility limitations, the distance (however short) 

between their home or travel destination and the bus stop can constitute a major barrier to the use of public 

transport, particularly if there are no footpaths or footpaths which are difficult to negotiate. The accessibility of 

(disability discrimination compliant) bus stops and buses can also be a major barrier for those with shopping, 

prams or personal mobility limitations.  

For some people with mobility limitations, using a bus is impractical or impossible. Wheelchair accessible taxis 

(WATs) may be the only transport alternative. Transport issues arise in areas where WATs are not available at 

all, or not available when required, or too expensive for people to use for long trips, (even with a Transport 

Access Scheme subsidy). 

For people with greater physical mobility, walking and cycling as part of daily transport journeys can be cost 

effective and form part of a daily physical activity regime which can deliver a range of social, physical and mental 

health benefits, including reducing the risk of chronic diseases like cardiovascular disease10. However people need 

safe, well connected walking and cycling routes in order to walk and cycle as part of transport journeys. 

In order to use public transport, people living or working in non-urban or urban fringe locations need to be able 

to physically get to the bus stop from their residence or place of work. Addressing the ‘first mile/last mile’ issues 

that often arise in these settings is important in enabling people to access public transport for their every-day 

journeys.    

The provision of early, late and weekend services are important in meeting the needs of those travelling for 

recreation or social purposes, and those who work outside the typical weekday 8:00am-6:00pm span of hours.    

Service provision needs to reflect a balance between providing fast, efficient, direct and reliable services on key 

public transport corridors; while also ensuring that people who live away from key corridors, have mobility 

limitations or need to travel outside peak periods have access to transport. 

                                                

10 National Heart Foundation 2014 Blueprint for an active Australia 2nd edition Melbourne:  National Heart 

Foundation of Australia 2014. 



Document title  8 

Addressing transport gaps: focusing on supporting mobility  

Whilst regular bus services should form the ‘spine’ of public transport into the future, the bus network cannot in 

isolation, efficiently and effectively meet the disparate needs of all users, especially given Tasmania’s small and 

dispersed population.   

Addressing ‘transport gaps’ demands a holistic, collaborative approach to public transport, including the innovative 

use of a range of public, private and not-for-profit services to facilitate transport access for a diverse public. Taxis, 

ride-sourcing, community cars, under-utilised school buses and private car pools are resources that might 

potentially be used in various ways to address identified transport issues and gaps.   

In urban areas and some larger regional centres, taxis provide a flexible (though relatively expensive) transport 

alternative. There may be potential to also use taxis as an adjunct to bus transport by contracting operators to 

collect passengers from areas that cannot be efficiently serviced by buses and deliver them to key bus routes.  

The Tasmanian Government has also introduced legislation to provide for the operation of ride-sourcing 

businesses in Tasmania. Ride-sourcing can provide a convenient point to point transport option through the use 

of application summoned rides. 

The Tasmanian Government funded Transport Access Scheme provides Tasmanians with a disability who qualify 

for the scheme with subsidised taxi travel. In combination with the availability of WATs, the Transport Access 

Scheme provides people living with a disability with a ‘door to door’ transport option. A ‘door to door’ service 

may be the best way to meet the needs of some users, but there may be potential for combining subsidised taxi 

transport and regular bus services to provide a more cost-effective option for some users or journeys.   

The provision of permit-based ‘disability parking’ is another measure that aims to address transport access issues 

for people with a disability – providing that person has access to a car.   

Australian Government and state funded community transport services provide transport for eligible people – 

generally aged people or those with a disability. Community-type transport services are also provided by a 

number of other bodies (such as neighbourhood houses, councils, clubs and religious groups) that do not 

necessarily receive funding through Australian Government programs. There may be scope to utilise these 

vehicles in combination with regular passenger transport services in order to address service gaps. 

There are also on-line car-pooling schemes that could potentially be leveraged to provide cost-effective 

alternatives and adjuncts to public transport for some people.  
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Structure of the strategy 

The Transport Access Strategy identifies seven priority areas for improving transport access for Tasmanians, 

particularly those who are disadvantaged through economic circumstances, age or disability. The priority areas 

are mutually reinforcing and some of the identified initiatives contribute to the realisation of aims in more than 

one priority area.   

The priority areas contain initiatives that are already underway including existing commitments by the Tasmanian 

Government. The future opportunities section of the Transport Access Strategy provides direction on how 

transport access can be further improved in the future.  

The Transport Access Strategy is a ‘living document’ and it is acknowledged that some initiatives may be added or 

deleted and others may be modified through a process of review, as the implementation of the strategy 

progresses.  Changes to technology and product innovation will require this to occur if finite resources are to be 

best applied. 

 

Priority areas 

1. Living closer: Improved opportunities for people to live closer to 

employment, education, services, recreational opportunities and key 

transport corridors. 

Growth in urban fringe areas has been a key characteristic of Tasmania’s development pattern over recent 

decades. This has resulted in dispersed, low density residential development, separation of land uses and the 

location of large public housing areas on the fringe of major urban areas. Greater Hobart has a larger geographic 

footprint than Manhattan but only 13 percent of the population11  and the trend continues with 85 percent of 

new dwellings in Hobart being constructed in greenfield areas12. This pattern of development makes it difficult for 

people to walk and cycle for transport, and poses significant challenges to the provision of fast, frequent and 

reliable public transport services.    

Where students live and go to school, particularly if they attend schools beyond their home area can add to 

travel demand.  It is estimated that 10-15 percent of car traffic in the morning peak in Launceston is generated by 

                                                

11 Riverline – Hobart Light Rail Strategic Assessment (PriceWaterhouse Coopers for the Department of 

Infrastructure, Energy and Resources) March 2104.  

12 Infill Development in Greater Hobart Stage 2 Report, (Pitt and Sherry with PDA Hill) March 2014. 
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school-related trips13. Encouraging attendance at local schools has the potential to reduce the need for travel and 

support more active travel options to school.   

Providing opportunities for people to live closer to employment, education, services and key public transport 

corridors, especially affordable and social housing, increases the transport options available to people, thereby 

reducing car dependency and transport disadvantage.  

The three regional land use strategies14 establish a framework for Tasmanian and local Governments to work 

together to manage growth and development. The strategies include a focus on promoting liveability (including 

improved access to transport), through facilitation of higher residential densities and management of urban 

growth boundaries. The Tasmanian Government’s initiative to prepare Tasmanian Planning Polices will directly 

inform the future review of these strategies. 

The Department of State Growth collaborated with local government to commission the Infill Development Report 

which identified barriers, enablers and potential measures to facilitate greater levels of infill development in 

Greater Hobart. 

As part of progressing the first two actions in the Infill Development Report, the Department and the Hobart and 

Glenorchy City Councils have contributed funding to investigate priority sites for infill development along the 

Main Road Corridor between Hobart CBD and Glenorchy. 

Housing Tasmania has developed the Tasmania’s Affordable Housing Strategy 2015-2025 and the Tasmania Affordable 

Housing Action Plan 2015-2019 to decrease the number of low income Tasmanian households experiencing 

housing stress and to decrease the number of people experiencing homelessness.  The strategy aims to ensure 

that affordable housing is better located in areas which are well serviced and close to transport corridors and 

employment and education opportunities.   

In the medium to long term, there is potential for improving transport access through better integration between 

land use and passenger transport planning.  Strategies to improve integration could include:  

 As part of the development of the Tasmanian Planning Policies and in the implementation and review of 

regional land use strategies, consideration of how the design and location of significant new developments, 

such as greenfield residential or commercial developments can ensure the effective use of the transport 

network.  

 Development of public transport network plans that identify land for future development that can be 

effectively serviced by public transport. 

 Development and adoption by local government of street design guidelines that support walking, cycling 

and public transport.   

  

                                                

13 Draft Greater Launceston Metropolitan Passenger Transport Plan, Department of State Growth (2015).   

14 Living on the Coast: The Cradle Coast Regional Land Use Planning Framework, Regional Land Use Strategy of Northern 

Tasmania, Southern Tasmania Regional Land Use Strategy 2010-2035. 
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Initiatives: 

 Underway Responsibility 

1.1 Implement Tasmania’s Affordable Housing Strategy 2015-2025 and 

Tasmania’s Affordable Housing Action Plan 2015-2019 to ensure that new 

residential development commissioned by Housing Tasmania meets the 

liveability and universal design policy requirements of the Minimum 

Standards for Social Housing and is well located close to services and 

transport. 

Department of Health and 

Human Services (Housing 

Tasmania) 

By when: Action Plan 

implemented by 2019 

1.2 Uphold urban growth boundaries and ensure residential density targets 

outlined in the regional land use strategies are met. 

Tasmanian Planning 

Commission, Department of 

Justice, councils 

By when: on-going 

1.3 Develop state planning policies to guide the location of development to 

ensure effective use of the transport network. 

Department of State Growth, 

Department of Justice 

By when: 2017 

1.4 Identify and undertake strategic planning for priority sites for infill 

development focusing on the Main Road corridor between Hobart and 

Glenorchy. 

Department of State Growth, 

City of Hobart, Glenorchy 

City Council 

By when: 2016 

 Future opportunities   

1.5 Investigate planning mechanisms to provide stronger integration between 

land use planning and passenger transport provision. 

Department of State Growth, 

Department of Justice  
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2. Working together: Stronger collaboration and partnership between 

governments, key service providers, and public, private and not-for-profit 

transport providers 

Developing transport options that address ‘transport gaps’ and effectively and efficiently meet the needs of 

communities, requires: 

 collaboration between stakeholders to achieve better integration of land use and transport planning 

 facilitating partnerships and alliances between public, private and not-for-profit transport providers to 

deliver cost effective and efficient transport outcomes   

 partnerships and alliances between transport providers, essential service providers and businesses to 

facilitate access to services 

 collaboration between all levels of government in relation to the provision of infrastructure, services and 

information to the public that supports transport access.  

Addressing ‘transport gaps’ and issues demands a holistic approach to transportation – it is about supporting 

transport providers, service providers and various levels of government to form partnerships and alliances to 

facilitate and deliver transport that best meets the needs of the community.  

The Ride2School initiative is an example of how the Bicycle Network, which is a not-for-profit organisation, can 

work with government, schools and the local community to encourage students to walk and ride to school. 

The Tasmanian Council of Social Services (TasCOSS) recent Transport in the Community Report recommends that 

government service agencies: 

 conduct transport needs/gap analysis 

 create transport access plans 

 provide information to their clients in relation to travel options.  

A focus on working with organisations to facilitate travel planning (including ‘travel training’ appropriate to specific 

audiences) is a key opportunity to increase the uptake of walking, cycling and public transport. 

Travel planning can be utilised by schools and other educational institutions to ensure that students are able to 

travel safely, sustainably and affordably, and to manage issues such as traffic movement and parking demand 

around their institutions.    

For other organisations such as private business and not-for-profit organisations, travel planning provides 

opportunities for identifying transport issues for staff and clients and developing plans that address these issues. 

Travel planning can be of value in attracting and retaining staff and volunteers, meeting client needs, managing 

parking demand, and reducing parking impacts on surrounding areas.   
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Initiatives: 

 Underway Responsibility 

2.1 Encourage higher levels of active travel to school, by: 

 Working with the Bicycle Network to roll-out the Ride2School 

program to primary schools. 

 Implementing the ‘Part Way is OK’ walk to school initiative for 

primary schools.  

Ride2School: Department of 

State Growth  

By when: funding commitment is 

for 2015/16  (financial year) 

“Part Way is OK’: Department 

of Health and Human Services  

By when: ongoing 

 Future opportunities  

2.2 Develop a framework for schools and large employers to: 

 Ensure transport access is considered as part of the planning of 

new development. 

 Provide guidance in developing travel plans for students, clients 

and staff. 

Department of State Growth, 

Department of Justice 

 

3. Connected transport system: A focus on frequent, accessible, 

affordable, efficient and reliable services to connect people to 

employment, education, services and recreational opportunities  

Improving public transport on both key urban corridors and in urban fringe and rural areas will improve access to 

employment, education and services for people living in these areas. For key urban corridors the emphasis is on 

achieving faster overall journey times, a higher level of frequency and services operating over a wider span of 

hours. For urban fringe and rural areas, service frequencies will be lower due to less demand, but the emphasis in 

still focused on providing services which are efficient and direct.  

In 2013, through the Wheels for Work and Training grants program, the Tasmanian Government provided a grant 

to fund the Integrated Bus Transport for the North West Coast Project. The aim of the project was to improve access 

to, and travel time of, public transport services to key areas of employment, education and training – particularly 

for members of the community who are transport disadvantaged. The learnings of the project will be applied to 

the 2018 bus procurement process to develop a public transport network which is integrated, direct and easy to 

understand.  

The Tasmanian Government is also working with stakeholders to plan and deliver better bus services on key 

transport corridors in urban areas.  In Hobart, the draft Main Road Transit Corridor Plan focuses on introducing 

measures to improve bus frequency, travel time and reliability on the Main Road corridor, including the 
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introduction of the very successful15 ‘Turn Up and Go’ Metro Tasmania high frequency service between Hobart 

and Glenorchy.  

Metro have introduced a new public transport network in Greater Hobart which is more efficient by providing 

more direct and express services, better connections at main interchanges and increased weekend services in 

some areas. The new network also improves frequency on key urban corridors such as the Hobart to Shoreline 

‘Turn Up and Go’ service. 

A draft Greater Launceston Metropolitan Passenger Transport Plan has also been developed to improve passenger 

transport in Greater Launceston. The key focus of the Plan is to improve the efficiency, reliability and 

effectiveness of the bus network. As an initial step in the implementation of the Plan the  

Tasmanian Government partnered with the University of Tasmania to trial a high frequency Metro 'Turn Up and 

Go' service on the Mowbray corridor between the Launceston CBD and the Newnham Campus. This trial was a 

success due to an increase in patronage by students (30 per cent increase in concession travel16) and will be 

continued in university term times in 2016. 

In regional areas, the Tasmanian Government has provided funding for a trial service between Queenstown and 

Burnie, which will provide west coast residents with better access to their nearest service centre. The trial is due 

to commence in April 2016. The Tasmanian Government is also in the process of finalising specifications for a 

new bus service between Latrobe and Burnie, which will commence later in 2016. 

The Tasmanian Government is currently finalising  state-wide public transport service standards that will be used 

to guide network planning and inform the procurement of general access public transport services when existing 

contracts expire in 2018-2019.   

Developing a new public transport network provides the opportunity to reduce route duplication (including 

routes on closely spaced parallel roads) and circuitous deviations. For example, route duplication may be reduced 

by allowing urban fringe bus operators that travel through metropolitan areas to collect passengers within the 

urban boundary. This may be particularly applicable where: 

 identified Metro routes/services are under-patronised, enabling Metro to withdraw its services and better 

utilise the resources elsewhere 

 allowing an urban fringe operator to collect passengers at some or all stops may increase the efficiency of 

the network by providing additional service frequency and capacity without incurring additional costs 

 private operators can fill in the gaps of Metro timetables, particularly during peak times. 

There may be potential to change the way that student services are delivered in order to create greater network 

efficiency. This might involve removing some student-only services and using general access services to carry 

students, and/or requiring students to transfer between services. Potential is strongest where student-only 

services are under-patronised and/or where student-only services operate on under-patronised general access 

routes.   

                                                

15 The Metro Turn Up and Go initiative has delivered a nine per cent increase in patronage on the Main Road 

(Hobart – Glenorchy) route.  

16 Metro Tasmania, 2016. 
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Any network improvements through either creating more efficient routes or conversion of student-only services 

to general access can result in potentially more resources being made available to provide a greater service 

frequency, or services over a broader span of hours.     

Analysis of transport needs as part of the development for a new public transport network may reveal 

opportunities for improving transport access by altering routes in a logical manner to service existing and 

emerging needs and/or altering timetables to better match the requirements of the travelling public, local 

employers and training providers.   

Developing a better understanding of people’s travel needs, for example those with limited mobility, the aged or 

young people may also reveal a need for specific training to ensure that transport operators and providers of 

transport infrastructure are aware of specific user perspectives and requirements. 

There may be scope for businesses, education institutions and other stakeholders to enter into partnerships with 

transport providers to develop services and products that best meet the needs of current and potential public 

transport users.  

The Disability Standards for Accessible Public Transport 2002 require that all new vehicles for general access bus 

services are accessible. State Growth, through its current contract payment system, has taken positive steps to 

support the progressive updating of Tasmania’s bus fleet, including providing funding for the purchase of new, 

compliant buses and requiring that general access bus operators develop action plans in relation to accessibility.  
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Initiatives: 

 Underway Responsibility 

3.1 Develop and implement state-wide public transport service standards to 

inform general access public transport planning and procurement.  

Department of State 

Growth  

By when: 2019 

3.2 Progressively improve the accessibility of public transport: 

 Through providing a funding model to incentivise the purchase of 

compliant vehicles. 

 Requiring all general access bus operators to provide an Action Plan 

to the ‘Australian Human Rights Commission’.    

Department of State 

Growth (for contracted bus 

services), bus operators 

By when: ongoing  

3.3 Finalise the Greater Launceston Metropolitan Passenger Transport Plan.    Department of State 

Growth 

By when: 2016 

3.4 Improve transport needs on the north west and west coasts by: 

 Improving bus services between Latrobe and Burnie to minimise 

travel times and improve connectivity, particularly between the 

North West Regional Hospital and the Mersey Community Hospital 

to support the implementation of health reform, as well as to the 

Burnie campus of the University of Tasmania. 

 Trialling improved bus services between the west coast and Burnie. 

Department of State 

Growth, Department of 

Health and Human Services, 

bus operators 

By when: services to 

commence in 2016 

3.5 As part of the 2018 bus procurement project develop a public transport 

network which is integrated, direct and easy to understand. 

Department of State 

Growth 

By when: 2019 

 Future opportunities  

3.6 Implement the Main Road Transit Corridor bus priority and bus stop 

optimisation measures to improve travel time reliability. 

Department of State 

Growth, City of Hobart, 

Glenorchy City Council 

3.7 Review existing data, identify gaps and determine requirements for new 

data collection to improve public transport services.  

Department of State 

Growth 
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4. Better integration: ensuring public transport is easier to use through 

better coordination and integration of services. 

Public consultation conducted by TasCOSS in 2013 identified the lack of coordination between services, and the 

absence of common bus stops and interchanges as key transport issues for transport disadvantaged Tasmanians. 

The 2018 bus procurement project provides an opportunity to ensure services are better integrated, by providing 

a mechanism to ensure services and timetables are better coordinated.  

Implementing a system of transfers, particularly on urban fringe and student-only services, may improve network 

function by bringing passengers into high frequency corridors or interchanges rather than endeavouring to deliver 

passengers to their final destination.  

The use of transfers to deliver general access (urban and urban fringe) and student-only services has the potential 

to reduce route duplication and make the delivery of services more efficient, thus freeing up bus resources for 

more frequent services, or services over a wider span of hours.  

In order to make transfers acceptable to passengers, particularly in Tasmania where transfers have not 

traditionally been part of network design: 

 waiting time between services must be acceptable 

 timetables must be harmonised 

 transfers must deliver an overall benefit to passengers in terms of overall journey time, service frequency 

and/or span of hours 

 ticketing arrangements must be convenient for passengers 

 stops need to be co-located, safe, accessible and have a reasonable standard of passenger amenity. 

Providing information and reassurance to passengers about the arrival time of connecting bus services is 

important. Timetable information at stops should be a minimum requirement, but ultimately initiatives such as 

providing ‘real time’ information represents a better benefit to customers. 

The absence of common/integrated ticketing was also identified as an issue in TasCOSS’ consultations. While 

common/integrated ticketing (together with harmonisation of fares and concessions) would provide greater 

convenience and potential cost savings for passengers, there are quite significant challenges for transport 

providers and the state government in achieving this. 

Lack of access to reliable information about services, timetables, fares and location of bus stops were also 

identified as an issue through TasCOSS’ consultations. Where multiple providers are involved in the delivery of 

transport services, it is highly desirable that comprehensive information about all services is available in one 

location.   

Developing a ‘one stop’ passenger information resource on the internet would be one method of improving the 

provision of passenger transport information. The development of a ‘journey-planner’ would also enable 

passengers to use technology to identify and link together all the elements of their journey. This is particularly 

important to people who need to make complex journeys using a number of different services.    
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Initiatives:  

 Underway Responsibility 

4.1 Finalise the planning and design of the Hobart and Launceston CBD bus 

interchanges. 

Department of State Growth, 

City of Hobart, City of 

Launceston, bus operators  

By when: 2017 

4.2 Pilot a web-based ‘one stop’ resource for the north west coast that 

provides information about public transport routes, timetables and 

fares. 

Department of State Growth, 

bus operators, Cradle Coast 

Authority  

By when: 2016 

4.3 As part of the 2018 bus procurement project, ensure timetables are 

better coordinated to improve overall journey times for passengers.    

Department of State Growth, 

bus operators 

By when: 2019 

 Future opportunities  

4.4 Upgrade bus interchanges and bus stops to facilitate transfers, including: 

 Implementing the Hobart CBD and Launceston CBD bus 

interchanges.  

 Identifying the location and upgrade requirements for major 

transfer points on the network. 

Department of State Growth, 

bus operators, councils  

4.5 Introduce common ticketing across bus companies, including 

consistency of fares and concessions.     

Department of State Growth, 

bus operators 

4.6 Improve the provision of consistent and reliable service information to 

passengers by developing a state-wide web based ‘one stop’ passenger 

information resource including a smart phone journey planner 

application. 

Department of State Growth, 

bus operators 
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5. Closing transport gaps: developing innovative approaches to enable those 

members of the community who are transport disadvantaged to 

overcome transport barriers. 

Community transport, taxis and community buses/cars already help to fill transport gaps for the wider public and 

those with particular needs. Through collaboration between community, industry and government stakeholders, 

there may be opportunities to use existing resources (including school buses in the off-peak), taxis (including 

WATs), council and community buses and cars and car-pooling arrangements in innovative and flexible ways to fill 

other gaps in the transport market. 

The introduction of legislation to make it legal for ride-sourcing businesses to operate in Tasmania will also 

provide an opportunity for ride-sourcing to be used as an alternative transport option to help fill the transport 

gaps. 

Transport gaps may be spatial in the case of ‘first mile/last mile’ (getting to the bus stop/getting to the end 

destination) issues, or temporal where there is a need to provide early or late services to fulfil identified needs. 

Adjunct services could be ‘scheduled’ or ‘demand-responsive’, but the aim would be to augment and support 

regular bus services by connecting passengers to those services, rather than operating in competition with these 

services.  

Car-pooling, car-sharing (subscription-based) and bike-share schemes may also help to fill transport gaps in limited 

contexts.  

There are barriers that would need to be overcome to using resources such as taxis, community cars/buses and 

school buses to fill gaps in regular passenger transport services. For example: 

 the school bus fleet (and school bus stops) are not currently required to be DDA (Disability Discrimination 

Act 1992) compliant which has significant implications for use of those buses and stops for general access 

services 

 many community transport services are funded by the Tasmanian or Australian Government to deliver 

services to specific client groups, and have limited scope for operating outside this remit  

 existing legislation may limit the ways that taxis can be used as adjuncts to regular passenger services.   

Scope may exist however, to work through these issues to provide better and more accessible transport services 

for all Tasmanians. For example: 

 The Integrated Bus Transport for the North West Coast project explored the feasibility of using alternative 

transport resources as adjuncts to fill gaps in general passenger transport services. There may be value in 

delivering similar pilot projects in other areas to provide a wider range of operators and stakeholders with 

experience of the concepts, and to more fully develop an understanding of the opportunities and limitations 

that might apply in different environments.    

 Drive 2 Work (a project funded through the Wheels for Work and Training Grant Program) aims to reduce 

transport-related barriers to employment in rural industries by facilitating car-pooling for work related 

travel. The project also supports people to gain their driver licence.   
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 The 2008 Rural Rides Project17 (a project funded through a Climate Connect Grant) explored the potential 

for, and barriers to, car-pooling in two rural Tasmanian communities.   

 Youth Futures (also funded through the Wheels for Work and Training Grant Program) focuses on providing 

specialised transport services to support job seekers to obtain employment in vineyards, orchards and 

forestry in rural areas where public transport is not available.   

Evaluation of the outcomes of these projects may help to inform the development of innovative solutions to 

transport ‘gaps’ and issues.   

Initiatives:  

 Underway Responsibility 

5.1 Evaluate the outcomes of the initiatives funded through the Wheels for 

Work and Training Grants Program, in respect of: 

 Overcoming transport barriers to enable Tasmanians to participate 

in employment, education and training opportunities. 

Department of Premier and 

Cabinet  

(Communities, Sport and 

Recreation Division) 

By when: 2016 

 Future opportunities  

5.3 Trial the use of taxis (including accessible taxis), ride-sourcing, school 

buses and community transport in urban, urban fringe and rural areas to: 

 Replace existing bus routes which are poorly patronised, circuitous 

and inefficient.  

 Address ‘first mile/last mile’ issues. 

 Increase span of hours. 

Department of State Growth 

5.4 Investigate car-pooling, car-sharing and bike share schemes to help 

address transport ‘gaps’. 

Department of State Growth, 

community advocacy groups 

 

  

                                                

17Increasing Car Pooling to Cut Carbon Emissions, Report to the Tasmanian Climate Change Office, Waddell and 

Marshall 2008,   www.climatechange.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/130963/RURAL_RIDES_FINAL2_2.pdf. 
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6. Innovative pricing: developing innovative pricing mechanisms to 

support the greater use of public transport in order to make it more 

viable. 

If public and private bus operators are to grow their businesses and continue to provide transport access for all 

Tasmanians, public transport mode share needs to rise from its current level of four percent for all trips18 and 

three percent for all journeys to work - and transport a greater number of full fare passengers.  

Tasmania’s heavy reliance on cars for transport results in low numbers of full fare paying passengers on public 

transport. For example, Metro’s state-wide first boardings show that: 

 full fare paying adults constitute 21 percent of patronage   

 student travel (which is heavily subsidised for travel to schools both within the local school area and to 

schools outside those areas) accounts for 46 percent of total passenger numbers in peak periods - when 

the cost of providing services is high 

 adult concession passengers, who make up the majority of bus users in the off-peak, constitute 34 percent 

of the market19. 

If the overall viability of public transport is threatened by lack of patronage and fare revenue, the most affected 

will be those who do not have access to a car. There is a need to better understand the needs of both existing 

and potential passengers in order to develop services and fare products that encourage mode shift from private 

cars to public transport.      

Together with convenient ticketing arrangements, fare products that incentivise travel by full fare paying adults 

are mechanisms with potential for increasing bus ridership and fare revenue, whilst lowering costs associated with 

peak bus services20. For example, there may be opportunities to develop fare products that encourage full fare 

paying (commuter) adults to use buses before/after the early morning peak and in the inter-peak. 

Examining the potential for removing some student-only services, and either removing or reducing the subsidy for 

student travel beyond local schools, might be considered as mechanisms for lowering costs associated with 

moving students during peak periods (when service provision is expensive), and enabling more effective use of 

public transport resources.   

                                                

18 Greater Hobart Household Travel Survey, Department of Infrastructure, Energy and Resources, December 2010. 

19 Metro Tasmania first boarding data 2013. 

20 Riverline – Hobart Light Rail Strategic Assessment PriceWaterhouse Cooper for the Department of Infrastructure, 

Energy and Resources March 2014 p86. 

www.stategrowth.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/88619/Hobart_Light_Rail_2014_-

_Strategic_Assessment.pdf.  



Document title  22 

Parking pricing provides another mechanism for incentivising effective public transport usage both in general and 

for particular groups (for example, commuters). Low cost or free parking in and around Tasmania’s urban centres 

has been identified as a factor that contributes to on-going dependency on private cars for transport21.  

The Hobart Passenger Transport Case Study modelled an increase in the price of car parking in central Hobart, and 

found that it would result in a decrease in car vehicle kilometres travelled (VKT) by two percent and an increase 

in public transport share by around two percent with more significant change experienced in the peak periods. 

The Tasmanian Urban Passenger Transport Framework identified parking policy as one of the most effective support 

measures for promoting the greater use of public transport.   

Policies that could be adopted include imposing maximum parking requirements for developments, Tasmanian 

Government imposed car parking levies, and/or creating car parking accords across local government areas to 

manage council operated, private and on-street parking in a way that results in better land use and higher public 

transport patronage22. 

Without access to attractive, accessible public transport services, car parking pricing will not in itself be effective 

in incentivising bus travel23.   

Initiatives: 

 Future opportunities Responsibility 

6.1 Undertake research to better understand the public transport market 

and develop ‘fare products’ that incentivise public transport use.  

Department of State Growth, 

bus operators 

6.2 In conjunction with local government explore the opportunity to manage 

the demand, supply and pricing of car parking through measures such as: 

 Examining the way that car parking requirements are set for 

developments. 

 Shared parking provisions. 

 Developing an accord between councils to manage parking across 

municipalities.  

Department of State Growth, 

Tasmanian Planning 

Commission, Department of 

Justice, councils 

 

 

 

  

                                                

21 Ibid p49. 

22 Ibid p78 & 83. 

23 Ibid p79. 
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7. Improved infrastructure: providing more opportunities for people to 

walk, cycle and use public transport by making sure infrastructure is safe, 

accessible and attractive to use. 

Walking and cycling are low cost, healthy transport options for short trips, and supporting people to walk and 

cycle to fulfil part or all of their everyday travel needs provides health benefits for individuals and a range of social 

and economic benefits to the wider community - including reducing traffic congestion, lower greenhouse gas 

emissions, increasing public safety and improving social connectivity24.     

National data analysed and mapped by the Heart Foundation found that Tasmania has the highest rate of 

cardiovascular disease in Australia with one in four people affected25.  Tasmanians are among the most overweight 

and physically inactive people in Australia: 

 Seven out of 10 people aged 18 years and older are classified as being inactive or having low physical 

activity levels.   

 Seven out of 10 children aged between five and 11 years do not do enough physical activity.  

 The statistics are even more alarming for Tasmanians aged between 12 and 17 years, with nine out of 10 

not doing enough physical activity to deliver health benefits26.   

Additionally, 64 percent of Tasmanians are overweight or obese27.    

Participating in 30 minutes of moderately intense physical exercise daily can lower the risk of cardiovascular 

disease, diabetes and osteoporosis, and improve overall health and wellbeing. Supporting walking and cycling for 

transport can play an important part in increasing physical activity across the community.   

There is evidence that people will cycle around six kilometres to work and other destinations,  

and three kilometres to access high quality public transport, providing there are suitable bike storage facilities at 

the transfer point28.  Safe, well-connected, direct cycling routes are important in  

supporting people to cycle or ‘bike-bus’ for transport.   

                                                

24 National Heart Foundation 2014 Blueprint for an active Australia 2nd edition Melbourne:  National Heart 

Foundation of Australia 2014.  

25 Heart Foundation Top Twenty Regional of CVD Prevalence, 

www.heartfoundation.org.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/140814%20CVD%20Prevalence%20Maps%20National%20

MR%20-%20FINAL.pdf August 2014 (from ABS Australia Health Survey Data 2011/12). 

26 ABS 2013.  Australian Health Survey, 2013, Cat. No 43640DO014_20112012 Table 114.1 Australian Health 

Survey: Physical Activity 2011-12 – Australia.  

27 Ibid. 

28 Ensor M and Slason J PE Forecasting the Benefits of Integrating Cycling and Public Transport IPENZ Transportation 

Group Conference:  Auckland:  March 2011. 
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It is accepted that most people will walk around three kilometres to work and other destinations,  

and 400-800 metres to access quality bus services29. However in order for people to walk as part  

of their journeys, they need well-connected, navigable, direct and safe walking routes.  

There is also evidence that higher density, more compact environments encourage people to walk more  

because the places they need to go are located closer together30. 

The National Heart Foundation’s Healthy by Design (Tasmania) guidelines31 provide guidance to local practitioners 

around best practice support for active travel.     

Accessible walking routes, including access to bus stops is particularly important for people living  

with a mobility related disability to be able to make use of public transport for all or part of their  

every-day journeys. The Disability Standards for Accessible Public Transport 2002 seeks to improve transport access 

for people with a disability, including supporting the development and maintenance of accessible routes to bus 

stops, and the provision of accessible bus stop infrastructure.  

The Tasmanian Government’s Walking and Cycling for Active Transport Strategy 2010 provides a framework for 

supporting active travel, and consideration could be given to the development of planning instruments that 

support the creation of built environments that are conducive to active travel.      

In addition to the above initiatives, the Department of Premier and Cabinet and the Council on the Ageing 

Tasmania (COTA Tas) are working to develop a range of resources that can benefit older people and support 

their active participation in the community.    

  

                                                

29 Burke M and Brown A 2007 ‘Distances people walk for transit’ Road and Transport Research, 16(3) pp17-29.   

30Does Density Matter – Discussion Paper, Heart Foundation, 2014 

www.heartfoundation.org.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/Heart_Foundation_%20Does_density_matter_FINAL2014

.pdf. 

31 www.heartfoundation.org.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/Healthy-by-Design-Tasmania.pdf. 
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Initiatives: 

 Underway Responsibility 

7.1 Implement the Positive Provision Policy to support development of cycling 
infrastructure on key cycling routes. 

Department of State Growth 

By when: ongoing 

7.2 Develop a system to prioritise cycling projects and a funding framework 
to upgrade and develop suitable cycling infrastructure.  

Department of State Growth  

By when: 2016 

7.3 Implement the Safer Roads Vulnerable Road User Program to implement 
infrastructure treatments to improve the safety of pedestrians, cyclists 
and motorcyclists. 

Department of State Growth  

By when: funded until 2016-
2017 (financial year) 

7.4 Implement the rural school bus stop grant program to improve safety at 
bus stops. 

Department of State Growth 

By when: 2017 

7.5 COTA Tas to develop a range of resources that can benefit older people 
and support their active participation in the community. 

Department of Premier and 
Cabinet 

By when: 2017 

 Future opportunities  

7.6 Continue to improve the safety, amenity and accessibility of bus stops. Department of State Growth, 
bus operators, councils 

7.7 Continue to implement the Walking and Cycling for Active Transport 
Strategy 2010 focusing on: 

 Working with stakeholders to implement the principal urban 
cycling network. 

 Implementing the State Growth Cycleway Directional Resource 
Manual. 

 Working with councils to improve walking and cycling connections 
to major destinations. 

Department of State Growth, 
councils, cycling advocates 
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 Department of State Growth 

10 Murray street 

Hobart TAS 7001 Australia 

Phone: 1800 030 688 

Email: info@stategrowth.tas.gov.au 

Web: www.stategrowth.tas.gov.au 
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11.7.2 APPOINTMENT OF DIRECTORS – C CELL PTY LTD 
 (File No) 
 

 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
PURPOSE 
The purpose of this report is to enable Council to consider the appointment of 2 
Directors to C Cell Pty Ltd. 
 
RELATION TO EXISTING POLICY/PLANS 
Council has previously resolved to invest in the C Cell Pty Ltd Unit Trust and as such 
is entitled to appoint 2 Directors to the 5 member C Cell P/L Board. 
 
LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
C Cell Pty Ltd is a company established under the Corporations Act. 
 
Council’s investment in C Cell Pty Ltd is subject to approvals from the Treasurer.  
The Treasurer has granted approval to Council under Section 75 of the Local 
Government Act, 1993 to invest in the Copping C Cell Unit Trust. 
 
CONSULTATION 
Not applicable.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
There are no financial implications in Council considering to appoint Directors to the 
C Cell Pty Ltd. 
 
As Council appointees, any Directors being an elected member or Council officer 
member would not be eligible for Directors fees in respect of their service to the 
company. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
A. That Council resolve to appoint 2 Directors to C Cell Pty Ltd. 
 
B. That 1 Director be Alderman … . 
 
C. That 1 Director be nominated by the General Manager and that nominee be an 

employee of the Clarence City Council with relevant experience in waste 
management issues. 

 
NB: The 3 Recommendations should be considered “ad seriatum”. 
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APPOINTMENT OF DIRECTORS – C CELL PTY LTD /contd… 
 

________________________________________________________________________ 

ASSOCIATED REPORT 
 
1. BACKGROUND 

1.1. Council, at their Meeting of 14 June 2016 resolved to purchase equity of 40 

units (40%) in the Copping C Cell Unit Trust (C Cell Pty Ltd) at a value of 

$1.6M. 

 

1.2. Council also resolved to provide loan finance to the Trust (C Cell Pty Ltd) to 

provide for the construction of the Copping C Cell. 

 

1.3. The investment by Council was subject to resolution of a number of matters 

including the Treasurer’s approval under Section 75 of the Local Government 

Act, 1993 for Council to make the proposed investments. 

 

1.4. All outstanding pre-conditions including approval from the Treasurer have 

now been received. 

 

2. REPORT IN DETAIL 
2.1. As a 40% unit holder in the Copping C Cell Unit Trust, Council is entitled to 

appoint 2 Directors to the 5 member Board of C Cell Pty Ltd as trustee of the 

Unit Trust to oversee the operations of the Copping C Cell. 

 

2.2. The other 3 Directors of the company have been appointed by the Copping 

Refuse Disposal Site Joint Authority and are the existing Directors of 

Southern Waste Solutions. 

 

2.3. Council may choose to appoint any persons as a Director, however, it is 

recommended that Council appoint 1 elected member and 1 Council officer, 

with some expertise in waste management, as nominated by the General 

Manager.   
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The purpose of appointing an officer to a Director position is that it will enable 

some flexibility in complementing the skill sets of other Board Directors. 

 

2.4. Council nominated Directors will not be eligible to receive any remuneration 

or fees by virtue of their appointment to the Board.  However, reasonable out 

of pocket expenses, such as travelling costs, would be expected to be 

recompensed by C Cell Pty Ltd. 

 

3. CONSULTATION 
Not applicable. 
 

4. STRATEGIC PLAN/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
Council has previously resolved to invest in the C Cell Pty Ltd Unit Trust and as such 

is entitled to appoint 2 Directors to the 5 member C Cell Pty Ltd Board. 

 

5. EXTERNAL IMPACTS 
The appointment of Directors to the Board will have no external impacts. 

 

6. RISK AND LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 
6.1. The appointment of Directors to the Board will be in accordance with the 

Constitution and Unit Holders Trust Deed. 

 

6.2. All insurances for Directors and Officers will be provided through C Cell Pty 

Ltd or through Council’s policies. 

 

6.3. With the Treasurer’s consent to Council’s investment into C Cell Pty Ltd it is 

appropriate to appoint 2 Directors. 

 

7. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
7.1. There are no financial implications in Council considering to appoint Directors 

to the C Cell Pty Ltd. 
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7.2. As Council appointees, any Directors being an elected member or Council 

staff member would not be eligible for Directors fees in respect of their 

service to the company. 

 

8. ANY OTHER UNIQUE ISSUES 
8.1. Council resolved to invite Kingborough, Sorell and Tasman Councils to share 

in Council’s equity investment in C Cell Pty Ltd. 

 

8.2. Should this offer be taken up to a reasonable extent then it would be expected 

that Council would forego 1 of the Directors roles (officer position) to the 

Council/s taking up the equity share. 

 

9. CONCLUSION 
It is in order for Council to appoint 2 Directors to the Board. 

 
Attachment: Nil. 
 
Andrew Paul 
GENERAL MANAGER 
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12. ALDERMEN’S QUESTION TIME 
 
 An Alderman may ask a question with or without notice at Council Meetings.  No debate is 

permitted on any questions or answers.   
 

12.1 QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 
 
 (Seven days before an ordinary Meeting, an Alderman may give written notice to the General 

Manager of a question in respect of which the Alderman seeks an answer at the meeting). 
 

Nil. 
 

12.2 ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 
 

Nil. 
 
 
 
12.3 ANSWERS TO PREVIOUS QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE 

 
Nil. 

 
 
 

12.4 QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 
 

An Alderman may ask a Question without Notice of the Chairman or another Alderman or the 
General Manager.  Note:  the Chairman may refuse to accept a Question without Notice if it 
does not relate to the activities of the Council.  A person who is asked a Question without Notice 
may decline to answer the question. 
 
Questions without notice and their answers will not be recorded in the minutes. 
 
The Chairman may refuse to accept a question if it does not relate to Council’s activities. 
 
The Chairman may require a question without notice to be put in writing. The Chairman, an 
Alderman or the General Manager may decline to answer a question without notice. 
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13. CLOSED MEETING 
 

 Regulation 15 of the Local Government (Meetings Procedures) Regulations 2015 provides that 
Council may consider certain sensitive matters in Closed Meeting. 

 
The following matters have been listed in the Closed Meeting section of the Council Agenda in 
accordance with Regulation 15 of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 
2015. 
 
13.1 APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
13.2 REPORTS FROM SINGLE AND JOINT AUTHORITIES 
13.3 PROPERTY MATTER - LAUDERDALE 
13.4 LEGAL MATTER 
 
 
These reports have been listed in the Closed Meeting section of the Council agenda in 
accordance with Regulation 15 of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulation 
2015 as the detail covered in the report relates to: 

 
• proposals to acquire land or an interest in land or for the disposal of land; 
• information of a personal and confidential nature or information provided to the council 

on the condition it is kept confidential; 
• applications by Aldermen for a Leave of Absence; 
• matters relating to actual or possible litigation taken, or to be taken, by or involving the 

council or an employee of the council; 
 
 

Note: The decision to move into Closed Meeting requires an absolute majority of Council. 
 
 

 The content of reports and details of the Council decisions in respect to items 
listed in “Closed Meeting” are to be kept “confidential” and are not to be 
communicated, reproduced or published unless authorised by the Council. 

 
 PROCEDURAL MOTION 

  
 “That the Meeting be closed to the public to consider Regulation 15 

matters, and that members of the public be required to leave the meeting 
room”. 
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