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COUNCIL MEETING VISITORS 
 

 

Visitors are most welcome to attend Council meetings. 

 

Visitors attending a Council Meeting agree to abide by the following rules:- 

 

 Visitors are required to sign the Visitor Book and provide their name and full 

residential address before entering the meeting room. 

 

 Visitors are only allowed to address Council with the permission of the 

Chairperson. 

 

 When addressing Council the speaker is asked not to swear or use 

threatening language. 

 

 Visitors who refuse to abide by these rules will be asked to leave the meeting 

by the Chairperson. 

 

 
 

SECURITY PROCEDURES 
 

 Council staff will ensure that all visitors have signed the Visitor Book. 

 

 A visitor who continually interjects during the meeting or uses threatening 

language to Councillors or staff, will be asked by the Chairperson to cease 

immediately. 

 

 If the visitor fails to abide by the request of the Chairperson, the Chairperson 

shall suspend the meeting and ask the visitor to leave the meeting 

immediately. 

 

 If the visitor fails to leave the meeting immediately, the General Manager is 

to contact Tasmania Police to come and remove the visitor from the building. 

 

 Once the visitor has left the building the Chairperson may resume the 

meeting. 

 

 In the case of extreme emergency caused by a visitor, the Chairperson is to 

activate the Distress Button immediately and Tasmania Police will be called. 
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PO Box 102, Westbury, 

Tasmania, 7303 

 
 

 

 

Dear Councillors 

 

 

I wish to advise that an ordinary meeting of the Meander Valley Council will be 

held at the Westbury Council Chambers, 26 Lyall Street, Westbury, on Tuesday 14 

February 2017 at 1.30pm.  

 
Martin Gill 

GENERAL MANAGER 
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Agenda for an ordinary meeting of the Meander Valley Council to be held at the 

Council Chambers Meeting Room, 26 Lyall Street, Westbury, on Tuesday 14 February 

2017 at 1.30pm. 

 

 

PRESENT:  

 

 

APOLOGIES:  

 

 

IN ATTENDANCE:  

 

 

 

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES: 
 

Councillor xx moved and Councillor xx seconded, “that the minutes of the 

Ordinary meeting of Council held on Tuesday 17 January, 2017, be received 

and confirmed.” 

 

 

COUNCIL WORKSHOPS HELD SINCE THE LAST MEETING: 
 

Date : Items discussed: 
 

24 January 2017 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 Long Table Lunch 2018 

 Proposed Renaming of Prospect Vale Park 

 Blackstone Park Pontoon 

 Council Community Forums 

 Initial Learnings from Introduction of the new 

Building Act 2016 

 Carrick Rural Living Zone – Specific Area Plan and 

New Road 

 Policy Review No 56 – Recreation Facilities Pricing 

Policy 

 Update from General Manager 

Evacuation and Safety:   

At the commencement of the meeting the Mayor will advise that, 

 Evacuation details and information are located on the wall to his right; 

 In the unlikelihood of an emergency evacuation an alarm will sound and evacuation wardens 

will assist with the evacuation.  When directed, everyone will be required to exit in an orderly 

fashion through the front doors and go directly to the evacuation point which is in the car-

park at the side of the Town Hall. 
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ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE MAYOR: 
 

Friday 20 January 2017 

Announcement of Ridley Development, Westbury 

 

Tuesday 24 January 2017 

Launch of Northern Lights LED project 

Council Workshop 

 

Wednesday 25 January 2017 

Formal Council Australia Day event 

 

Wednesday 1 February 2017 

Newstead College Presentation of 2016 Awards 

 

Saturday 4 February 2017 

Veteran Car Rally, Westbury 

 

Tuesday 14 February 2017 

Citizenship Ceremony, Westbury 

 

 

 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST: 
 

 

 

TABLING OF PETITIONS: 
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PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 

 
General Rules for Question Time: 

 

Public question time will continue for no more than thirty minutes for ‘questions on notice’ and 

‘questions without notice’.  

 

At the beginning of public question time, the Chairperson will firstly refer to the questions on notice.  

The Chairperson will ask each person who has a question on notice to come forward and state their 

name and where they are from (suburb or town) before asking their question(s). 

 

The Chairperson will then ask anyone else with a question without notice to come forward and give 

their name and where they are from (suburb or town) before asking their question. 

 

If called upon by the Chairperson, a person asking a question without notice may need to submit a 

written copy of their question to the Chairperson in order to clarify the content of the question. 

 

A member of the public may ask a Council officer to read their question for them. 

 

If accepted by the Chairperson, the question will be responded to, or, it may be taken on notice as a 

‘question on notice’ for the next Council meeting.  Questions will usually be taken on notice in cases 

where the questions raised at the meeting require further research or clarification.  These questions 

will need to be submitted as a written copy to the Chairperson prior to the end of public question 

time. 

 

The Chairperson may direct a Councillor or Council officer to provide a response. 

 

All questions and answers must be kept as brief as possible. 

 

There will be no debate on any questions or answers. 

 

In the event that the same or similar question is raised by more than one person, an answer may be 

given as a combined response. 

 

Questions on notice and their responses will be minuted. 

 

Questions without notice raised during public question time and the responses to them will not be 

minuted or recorded in any way with exception to those questions taken on notice for the next 

Council meeting. 

 

Once the allocated time period of thirty minutes has ended, the Chairperson will declare public 

question time ended.  At this time, any person who has not had the opportunity to put forward a 

question will be invited to submit their question in writing for the next meeting. 

 

Notes 

 Council officers may be called upon to provide assistance to those wishing to register a 

question, particularly those with a disability or from non-English speaking cultures, by typing 

their questions. 

 The Chairperson may allocate a maximum time for each question, depending on the 

complexity of the issue, and on how many questions are asked at the meeting.  The 

Chairperson may also indicate when sufficient response to a question has been provided. 
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 Limited Privilege: Members of the public should be reminded that the protection of 

parliamentary privilege does not apply to local government, and any statements or 

discussion in the Council Chamber or any document, produced are subject to the laws of 

defamation. 

 

For further information please telephone 6393 5300 or visit www.meander.tas.gov.au 

 

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 
 

1. QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE – JANUARY 2017 

 

Nil 

 

1. QUESTIONS WITH NOTICE – FEBRUARY 2017 

 

1.1 Mole Creek Progress Association 

 

I would like to bring to Council’s attention the ongoing delays in the completion of 

the Black Spot program and in particular, completion of the Telstra tower that will 

service the Mole Creek area.  The importance of mobile communications was 

highlighted last year during the fires. The difficult thing for the community to 

understand is the ease in which communication was enabled during the fires. A 

truck/mobile tel. communication, arrived as part of the effort and suddenly the 

Mole Creek region had mobile communication. This just proved that it is not all that 

difficult. 

 

Can Council please advocate on behalf of the Mole Creek community and pursue a 

timely outcome? 

 

Response by Martin Gill, General Manager 

Council will investigate and provide a response. 

 

2. QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE – FEBRUARY 2017 

 

  

http://www.meander.tas.gov.au/
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COUNCILLOR QUESTION TIME 
 

1. COUNCILLOR QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE – JANUARY 2017 

 

1.1 Cr Bob Richardson 

 

Meeting with Environmental Protection Agency 

 

It is noted that a meeting was held in Hobart on Wednesday 9 January with the 

(Tasmanian) Environmental Protection Agency. 

Responses by Martin Gill, General Manager 

 

1. To whom (ie, which Minister) is the EPA responsible? 

The EPA reports to Matthew Groom MP Minister for Environment, Parks and 

Heritage. 

 

Minister Groom’s Statement of Expectation for the EPA includes the following 

statement about the relationship with Government: 

 

The EPA is established as an independent statutory body, responsible for 

performing its functions and exercising its statutory powers at arm’s 

length from Government. However, the EPA remains an instrumentality 

of the Crown and must work within the established administrative 

framework of the State of Tasmania. 

 

2. For what purpose was the meeting called and specifically, was it in 

relation to apparent delay tactics by the EPA in relation to development 

applications in the Meander Valley? 

The meeting with the EPA was called to discuss development at Valley Central 

Industrial Estate, in particular: 

 Progressing the development of an MOU between Council and the EPA 

board which would recognise the strategic planning work already 

undertaken as part of the planning scheme amendment process to rezone 

the land.  The purpose of the MOU is to avoid duplication and minimise 

technical reporting costs for developers 

 Determining if Council could support potential development by developing 

a precinct wide air emissions dispersion model that EPA would accept as a 

baseline 

 

3. At whose request was the meeting arranged? 

The EPA suggested the meeting in response to correspondence from Meander 

Valley Council which raised concerns about advice from the EPA regarding the 

application process, reporting requirements and air emission dispersion 

modelling. 
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The meeting followed two previous meetings with the EPA during 2016 

regarding development at Valley Central Industrial Estate. 

 

4. Is it the perception of the Meander Valley Council representatives that 

the EPA has seemed unreasonable in its demands of would-be 

developers, particularly in relation to D/A’s at Valley Central? 

Council Officers believe there are some areas in the EPA assessment process that 

could be reviewed which would create efficiencies, reduce duplication and refine 

the reporting requirements for potential developers. 

 

5. Is it the belief that EPA involvement has led to the “loss” of 

developments at Valley Central?  Specifically, involving a tyre recycling 

development seemed too hard to the Tasmanian EPA, but is now up-

and-running satisfying another State’s environmental provisions. 

The developer behind the proposed Tyre Pyrolysis plant has put the project in 

Tasmania on hold and has moved their focus to South Australia where the same 

processing method and facility has been approved by the South Australian EPA. 

 

6. Is it a fact that the Tasmanian Planning Commission approved the Valley 

Central Industrial Park after lengthy consideration of such things as 

environmental impact provisions of potential industrial developers, 

traffic management and social impacts – all based upon best practice? 

Yes 

 

2. COUNCILLOR QUESTIONS WITH NOTICE – FEBRUARY 2017 

 

2.1 Cr Bob Richardson 

 

Commercial vs Residential Rates 

 

1.  A separate rate is struck each year for residential property as opposed to 

commercial industrial properties. 

Could Council confirm that residential rates are less than for other 

properties?  What was the differential in 2016-17? 

 

Response by Jon Harmey, Director Corporate Services 

The 2016-17 General Rate was approved at the June 2016 Council meeting. 

One general rate was made for all rateable land being 6.0078 cents in the 

dollar of assessed annual value of the property, with a minimum amount 

payable of $135. The rate in the dollar was the same for all land use classes 

which include Residential, Commercial, Industrial and Primary Production. 
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2. There is a trend towards establishment of businesses which operate from 

residential properties.  In particular I refer to “air bnb’s” and uber “taxies”. 

 

Given that these are commercial activities, generally operating from residential 

properties, 

(a) How are these properties identified by Council?; 

Response by Martin Gill, General Manager 

There is no reason for Council to identify these properties under current 

legislation.  Council generally only becomes aware of these properties if we are 

notified by a third party.  

 

Properties that fall into the category of Home Occupation under the Meander 

Valley Planning Scheme, (where no other person is employed, no more than 

40m2 is used for non-residential activities, and the person conducting the 

home occupation uses the dwelling as their principle place of residence) are 

categorised as residential properties.  Uber drivers would generally fit into this 

description. 

 

There are currently no planning or building permit requirements for AirBnB 

establishments.  

 

(b) Are the rates levied on these properties based upon commercial property 

rates?  If not, why not? 

(This latter point is an ethical consideration; currently many Meander 

Valley businesses, classified as “commercial” have owner-occupied 

residences attached). 

Response by Jon Harmey, Director Corporate Services 

The General Rate charged by Council is based on the valuation details 

provided from the State Government’s Office of the Valuer General. The 

property value and land use class for each property is determined and advised 

by the State Government. Under Council’s Rating resolution for 2016-17 if the 

property was classed as Residential, Commercial or Industrial they would have 

been levied the same General Rate, assuming the assessed annual value of the 

property was the same. 

 

3. There is an increasing trend towards home-based businesses, many using the 

internet as an important tool.  The variety of types of businesses is large.  

They operate as businesses/commercial activity based in residences. 

Should these businesses also be seen as commercial/industrial for rating 

purposes, rather than “residential”? 

Response by Jon Harmey, Director Corporate Services 

The land use class of each property is established by the State Government’s 

Office of the Valuer General.  The land use class is determined by the 
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predominant existing use of the property.  A predominant use of home 

occupation is expected to result in the property receiving a Residential land use 

class.  Where there is an intensification of use and the predominant use 

changes from a Residential property to a Commercial or Industrial property, 

the Office of the Valuer General has the ability to change the land use class 

and/or the value of the property. 

 

 

3. COUNCILLOR QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE – FEBRUARY 2017 

 

 

 

DEPUTATIONS BY MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC 
 

 

 

NOTICE OF MOTIONS BY COUNCILLORS 
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CERTIFICATION 

 

 

“I certify that with respect to all advice, information or recommendation provided 

to Council with this agenda: 

 

1. the advice, information or recommendation is given by a person who has 

the qualifications or experience necessary to give such advice, information 

or recommendation, and 

 

2. where any advice is given directly to Council by a person who does not 

have the required qualifications or experience that person has obtained and 

taken into account in that person’s general advice the advice from an 

appropriately qualified or experienced person.” 

 

 
 

Martin Gill 

GENERAL MANAGER 

 

 

 

“Notes:  S65(1) of the Local Government Act requires the General Manager to 

ensure that any advice, information or recommendation given to the Council (or a 

Council committee) is given by a person who has the qualifications or experience 

necessary to give such advice, information or recommendation.  S65(2) forbids 

Council from deciding any matter which requires the advice of a qualified person 

without considering that advice.” 

 

COUNCIL MEETING AS A PLANNING AUTHORITY 

 

The Mayor advises that for items C&D 1 and C&D2 Council is acting as a Planning 

Authority under the provisions of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993. 
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C&D 1 50 EYNENS ROAD, WEETAH - LAND OFF 

FARRELLS ROAD, REEDY MARSH AND A ROAD 

RESERVE OFF FARRELLS ROAD, REEDY MARSH – 

SUBDIVISION (2 LOTS) 

1) Introduction 

This report considers application PA\16\0141 for Subdivision (2 lots) on land located 

at 50 Eynens Road, Weetah (CT 160576/1); land off Farrells Road, Reedy Marsh (CT 

171873/1) and a Road Reserve off Farrells Road, Reedy Marsh. 

2) Background 

Applicant 

Fisher Survey & Design 

Planning Controls 

The subject land is controlled by the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013 

(referred to this report as the ‘Scheme’). 

Use & Development 

The proposal is to subdivide an internal property into 2 lots. Lot 1 being 152ha in 

size. Lot 2 is 107ha in size. It is proposed that both lots will have road access off 

Eynens Road and off Farrell’s Road.  

The application included a Fauna and Flora Report dated 4 August 2016. The report 

addresses vegetation clearance for: 

(1) ROW 1 - The Right-of-Way to Eynens Road over Lot 1 to service Lot 2 

(approximately 1038m long and 6m wide). 

(2) ROW 2 - The Right-of-Way to Farrell’s Road over Lot 2 to service Lot 1 

(approximately 955m long and 10m wide), and the Road Reserve 

(approximately 855m long and 20m wide).  

The report concludes that the Rights of Way and track within the Road Reserve 

could be constructed, if undertaken with minimum disturbance to the surrounding 

vegetation and watercourses.  

A Bushfire Report, dated 22 August 2016, was submitted. The report concludes that 

there is insufficient increase in risk from the development to warrant the provision 

of bushfire hazard management measures. 
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An access licence from Crown Land Services, issued to the current land owner, was 

submitted. An Access licence allows the holder to use the specified Road Reserve 

for access purposes. NOTE: An access licence is issued to a landowner (not the land). 

A change in ownership would require the next land owner to apply for an access 

licence.  

The application also included a Traffic Impact Assessment.  

The Local Government (Building and Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1993 sets the 

standards for minimum lots for subdivision, including requirements for frontage and 

vehicle access to a road. A 6m wide Right of Way from each lot to Eynens Road 

complies with these standards.  

 

Photo 1: aerial photo of the subject land – 50 Eynens Road CT 160576/1 is red outline, CT 

171873/1 is yellow outline, Road Reserve is orange outline 

Site & Surrounds 

The property to be subdivided is an internal lot (CT171873/1). Previous access to the 

lot was via an adjoining property in the same ownership off Wadleys Road. This 

adjoining property is now in different ownership. Recently, two Rights of Way have 

been created over 50 Eynens Road giving legal access from the internal lot to 
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Eynens Road. There is also a Road Reserve that links the property to Farrells Road. 

The current landowner of CT171873/1 has An access licence over this road reserve.  

 

The subject lot contains a Private Timber Reserve. The majority of this Private 

Timber Reserve forms Lot 2. The remainder of the land contains bushland and farm 

land.  

 

Photo 2: location of the proposed accesses onto Eynens Road - The Macrocarpa tree  

will need to be removed to accommodate the proposed driveways 
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Photo 3: facing north along the western side boundary of CT 171873/1 

 

Photo 4: approximate location of access onto Farrell’s Road from the Road Reserve 
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Photo 5: view along the Road Reserve 

Statutory Timeframes  

Date Received: 14 December 2016 

Request for further information: Not applicable. 

Information received: Not applicable. 

Advertised: 17 December 2016 

Closing date for representations: 12 January 2017 

Extension of time granted: 18 January 2017 

Extension of time expires: 15 February 2017 

Decision due: 14 February 2017 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance 

Council has a target under the Annual Plan to assess applications within statutory 

timeframes. 

4) Policy Implications 

Not applicable 

5) Statutory Requirements 

Council must process and determine the application in accordance with the Land 

Use Planning Approval Act 1993 (LUPAA) and its Planning Scheme. The application is 

made in accordance with Section 57 of LUPAA. 
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6) Risk Management 

Not applicable 

7) Consultation with State Government and other Authorities 

The application was referred to TasWater. A Submission to Planning Authority 

Notice (TWDA 2016/01901-MVC) was received on 16 December 2016 (attached 

document). 

8) Community Consultation 

The application was advertised for the statutory 14-day period. 

 

Six (6) representations were received (attached document). The representations are 

discussed in the assessment below. 

 

9) Financial Impact 

 

Not applicable 

10) Alternative Options 

Council can approve the application with, or without conditions. 

11) Officers Comments 

Zone 

The subject properties and surrounding land are located in the Rural Resource and 

Rural Living zones.  
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Figure 1: zoning map – 50 Eynens Road CT 160576/1 is in red outline, CT 171873/1 is 

in yellow outline, Road Reserve is in blue outline 

 

 
Figure 2: overlay map – green hatching represents Priority Habitat, blue lines 

represent watercourses 

 

 

Use Class 

Table 8.2 of the Scheme, categorises the proposed use class as: 

 Resource Development 

 

In the Rural Living Zone, this use (Resource Development – if not for grazing and 

forestry) is listed as a discretionary use under section 13.2 - Use Table. As such, the 

proposed use is assessed against the Zone Purpose including the Local Area 

Objectives and Desired Future Character Statements. The use standards in the zone 

and applicable codes are also considered relative to each applicable issue. 

 

NOTE: The Discretionary use component is limited only to: 

 the proposed accesses over 50 Eynens Road (2 x Rights of Way) and 

the Road Reserve, and 

 for the vehicle movements associated with crop production.  

  

The application has stated that both lots are suitable for the growing of crops. The 

vehicle movement associated with grazing stock is a permitted (with permit) use 

class in the Rural Living Zone. In the Rural Resource Zone use for Resource 

Development is a permitted use. 

 

13. Rural Living Zone 
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13.1 Zone Purpose  

13.1.1 Zone Purpose Statements  

13.1.1.1 To provide for residential use or development on large lots in a rural setting 

where services are limited.   

13.1.1.2 To provide for compatible use and development that does not adversely 

impact on residential amenity.   

13.1.1.3 To provide for rural lifestyle opportunities in strategic locations to maximise 

efficiencies for services and infrastructure.  

13.1.1.4 To provide for a mix of residential and low impact rural uses. 

 

Comment: The Rights of Way and the road reserve are not proposed to be used for 

actual crop production. However, the land may be used for the vehicle movements 

associated with crop production. A range of vehicles could be used.  

 

Rights of Way 

The Rights of Way over 50 Eynens Road are located at the edge of a forestry 

plantation and adjacent to farm land. Eynens Road is currently used for log cartage. 

The potential impact on residential amenity is considered minor.  

 

Road Reserve 

The road Reserve is located in close proximity to a house at 81 Farrell’s Road. The 

road reserve is currently unmade, and as such any traffic through the road reserve 

would create an impact on the existing residential amenity of that house. It is noted 

that vehicles associated with stock movement would be permitted. It is considered 

that the impact of vehicles associated with crop production would be similar to that 

of vehicles associated with stock movement.   

 

 

 

13.1.2 Local Area Objectives 

Reedy Marsh  

a) To retain lower densities and a low level of visibility of development through 

unobtrusive siting and design, including materials and finishes.   

b) Where development is visible, ensure that materials are non-reflective and the 

design integrates with the landscape.   

c) The retention or planting of vegetation is the preferred means to integrate and 

screen development throughout the zone.    

 

Comment: The majority of the vegetation within the road reserve is setback from 

Farrell’s Road.  Some vegetation clearance has already occurred. Any additional 

vegetation clearance would not be overly visible from Farrell’s Road.  

 



Meander Valley Council Ordinary Agenda – 14 February 2017 Page | 22  

 

To create the access onto Farrell’s Road would require further vegetation clearance 

for sight-distance purposes. This vegetation clearance would be restricted to the 

Farrell’s Road reserve only, and not on private land. The amount of vegetation 

clearance would be restricted to that required for sight distance purposes only.   

 

13.1.3 Desired Future Character Statements 

Reedy Marsh  

a) Reedy Marsh is characterized by predominantly forested hills with some cleared 

areas of pasture and a dispersed pattern of residential uses.   

b) There is limited visibility of development with most being obscured by vegetation.   

 

Comment: The construction and use of a vehicle track is considered in keeping with 

the surrounding landscape.  

Applicable Standards 

This assessment considers all applicable planning scheme standards. 

 

In accordance with the statutory function of the State Template for Planning 

Schemes (Planning Directive 1), where use or development meets the Acceptable 

Solutions it complies with the planning scheme, however it may be conditioned if 

considered necessary to better meet the objective of the applicable standard. 

 

Where use or development relies on performance criteria, discretion is applied for 

that particular standard only. To determine whether discretion should be used to 

grant approval, the proposal must be considered against the objectives of the 

applicable standard and the requirements of Section 8.10. 

 

A brief assessment against all applicable Acceptable Solutions of the Rural Resource 

and Rural Living Zones, and Codes is provided below. This is followed by a more 

detailed discussion of any applicable Performance Criteria and the objectives 

relevant to the particular discretion. 

Compliance Assessment 

The following table is an assessment against the applicable standards of the 

Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013.  

 

Rural Living Zone 

Scheme Standard Comment Assessment 

13.3.1 Amenity 

A1 If for permitted or no 

permit required uses. 

 

Resource 

Development is 

a Discretionary 

Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 
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use. 

A2 Commercial vehicles for 

discretionary uses must 

only operate between  

6.00am and 10.00pm. 

Hours of vehicle 

use were not 

stated. 

Commercial 

vehicles for 

farming may 

operate outside 

of these times.  

Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 

13.4.1 Building Design and Siting 

A6 Development must not 

require the removal of 

standing vegetation.  

 

Some vegetation 

removal is 

required for 

access purposes.  

Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 

 

 

Rural Resource Zone 

Scheme Standard Comment Assessment 

23.6.1 Uses if not a single dwelling 

A1 If for permitted or no 

permit required uses. 

 

Resource 

Development is 

a No Permit 

Required use 

class. 

Complies 

A2 If for permitted or no 

permit required uses. 

 

Resource 

Development is 

a No Permit 

Required use 

class. 

Complies 

A3 If for permitted or no 

permit required uses. 

 

Resource 

Development is 

a No Permit 

Required use 

class. 

Complies 

A4 If for permitted or no 

permit required uses. 

 

Resource 

Development is 

a No Permit 

Required use 

class. 

Complies 

A5 The use must: 

a) be permitted or no 

permit required; or 

Resource 

Development is 

a No Permit 

Required use 

Complies 
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b) be located in an 

existing building. 

 

class. 

26.4.2 Subdivision 

A1 No acceptable solution

  

 

 Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 

 

Road and Railway Assets Code 

Scheme Standard Comment Assessment 

E4.6.1 Use and road or rail infrastructure 

A1 Sensitive use within 50m of a 

category 1 or 2 road with a 

speed limit of more than 

60km/h, a railway or future 

road or railway, does not 

increase the annual average 

daily traffic movements by 

more than 10%. 

 

Not applicable  

A2 For roads with a speed limit 

of 60km/h or less the use 

must not generate more 

than 40 movements per day. 

 

Not applicable  

A3 For roads with a speed limit 

of more than 60km/h the use 

must not increase the annual 

average daily traffic (AADT) 

movements at the existing 

access or junction by more  

than 10%. 

There are no 

existing accesses.  

 

Eynens Road 

services a number 

of forestry 

properties. The 

potential amount 

of traffic 

generated by the 

subdivision is not 

expected to 

exceed 10% at 

the junction of 

Eynens Road with 

Weetah Road.  

 

Farrells Road and 

Complies 
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an un-named 

road off Farrell’s 

Road services a 

number of 

lifestyle lots. The 

amount of traffic 

generated from 

any future 

agricultural use 

(excluding 

forestry) is not 

expected to 

exceed 10% at 

the junction of 

Farrell’s Road and 

River Road.  

 

E4.7.2 Management of Road Accesses and Junctions 

A1 For roads with a speed limit 

of 60km/h or less the 

development must include 

one access providing both 

entry and exit, or two 

accesses providing separate 

entry and exit. 

 

Not applicable  

A2 For roads with a speed limit 

of more than 60km/h the 

development must not 

include a new access or 

junction. 

 

The proposal 

includes new 

accesses off both 

Eynens and 

Farrell’s Roads. 

Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 

E4.7.4 Sight Distance at Accesses, Junctions and Level Crossings 

A1 Sight distances at 

a) an access or junction 

must comply with the 

Safe Intersection Sight 

Distance shown in 

Table E4.7.4; and 

b) rail level crossings 

must comply with 

AS1742.7; or 

c) If the access is a 

The sight 

distances for 

Farrell’s Road and 

Eynens Road are 

considered 

achievable with 

associated 

vegetation 

clearance. 

Complies 
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temporary access, the 

written consent of the 

relevant authority has 

been obtained. 

 

E8 Biodiversity Code 

Scheme Standard Comment Assessment 

E8.6.1 Habitat and Vegetation Management 

A1 A2 Clearance or 

disturbance of native  

vegetation is in 

accordance with a  

certified Forest Practices 

Plan. 

A certified Forest 

practices plan 

was not 

submitted.  

Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 

 

Performance Criteria 

Rural Living Zone 

13.3.1 Amenity 

Objective 

To ensure that uses do not adversely impact upon the occupiers of adjoining 

and nearby residential uses. 

 

Performance Criteria P1 

The use must not cause or be likely to cause an environmental nuisance 

through emissions including noise, smoke, odour, dust and illumination.   

 

Comment: 

The road reserve and the Rights of Way over 50 Eynens Road are all located 

within the Rural Living Zone. The zone allows for the consideration of access 

for agricultural uses; however not forestry, unless the use has been already 

established.  

 

Forestry Use 

The road reserve is unmade, and has never been used for forestry purposes. 

As such, vehicles for forestry operations cannot use this Road reserve 

(regardless if an Access licence is granted).  However, the current land use 

at 50 Eynens Road is Forestry. Access for forestry purposes has existing use 

rights and as such, the use of the Rights of Way for forestry access is 

considered acceptable.  
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Agricultural Use 

There is no existing use right for traffic associated with agriculture over the 

proposed accesses. Traffic associated with that use is expected to be minor, 

except during harvesting periods. Harvest times and duration will depend 

on crops grown and are expected to be of relatively short duration.  

 

Road reserves are owned and managed by The Crown. The main purpose of 

road reserves is for access. Unmade road reserves are not public roads, and 

any landowner wanting to use the road reserve for access (or any other 

purpose) must first apply to Crown Land Services. The current land owner of 

CT 171873/1 has an Access licence to use the Road reserve.  

 

It is noted that a house at 81 Farrell’s Road is in close proximity to this road 

reserve. The title document states that the house was built in 1950. 

Discussions with Crown Land Services revealed that the TheList mapping is 

not accurate. Unless an establishment survey has been undertaken, the 

exact separation distance between the house and the Road reserve is 

unknown.  

 

 
Photo 6: aerial photo showing the buildings of 81 Farrell’s Road and the road reserve 

(source: thelist.tas.gov.au)  

Dwelling at  

81 Farrells Road 
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Performance Criteria P2 

Commercial vehicle movements for non-residential uses must not 

unreasonably impact on the amenity of occupants of adjoining and nearby 

dwellings. 

 

Comment: 

The Acceptable Solution for commercial vehicle movement is between 

6.00am to 10.00pm. The time frames for potential traffic movements have 

not been provided. There are a number of houses located along Farrell’s 

and Eynens Road. Heavy vehicles could be a potential noise nuisance at 

night. If approved, it is recommended that a restricted time frame for traffic 

movements be considered, to comply with the Acceptable Solution.  

 

 

Rural Living Zone 

13.4.1 Building Design and Siting 

Objective 

To ensure that siting and design:  

a) protects the amenity of adjoining lots; and  

b) is consistent with the local area objectives and desired future character 

statements for the area, if any. 

 

Performance Criteria P6 

The removal of standing vegetation does not result in obtrusive development 

having regard to:  

a) The degree of vegetation clearance;  

b) landscaping;   

c) building form and materials;  

d) setbacks to roads and adjoining lots. 

 

Comment: 

Within the Rural Living zone, the only development is the construction of an 

access track. Within the Road reserve, some native vegetation will need to 

be removed to accommodate the track. Vegetation within the Rights of 

Way comprises of plantation and a Macrocarpa pine.  

 

 

Rural Resource Zone 

26.4.2 Subdivision 

Objective 
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To ensure that subdivision is only to:  

a) improve the productive capacity of land for resource development and 

extractive industries; or  

b)  enable subdivision for environmental and cultural protection or resource 

processing where compatible with the zone; or  

c)  facilitate use and development for allowable uses by enabling subdivision  

subsequent to appropriate development. 

Performance Criteria P1 

 

The subdivision:  

a)  must demonstrate that the productive capacity of the land will be      

improved as a result of the subdivision; or  

b)   is for the purpose of creating a lot for an approved non-agricultural use,  

other than a residential use, and the productivity of the land will not be  

materially diminished; or  

c)  is for the provision of utilities and is required for public use by the Crown, 

public authority or a municipality; or  

d)   is for the consolidation of a lot with another lot and no additional titles  

created; or  

e)   is to align existing titles with zone boundaries and no additional lots are  

created; or  

f)  is to facilitate protection of a place of Aboriginal, natural or cultural     

heritage. 

 

Comment: 

The proposal is to subdivide an internal 259ha property into 2 lots – Lot 1 

being 152ha and Lot 2 is 107ha in size. A portion of the land is covered by a 

Private Timber Reserve and Priority Habitat (see Photo 7 below). Lot 2 

contains the majority of the Private Timber Reserve, while Lot 1 contains the 

majority of the Priority Habitat (approximately 33ha), bushland and 

farmland.  
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Photo 7: aerial photo of CT 171873/1 (black outline) showing areas of Private Timber 

Reserve (yellow hatching) and Priority Habitat (green hatching) 

 

The Land Capability classification of the subject land is Class 4 and 5+6 (see 

figure 4 below). Prime Agricultural land is classified as Class 1-3. The Private 

Timber Reserve is located on the Class 5+6 land. Generally, the Class 4 land 

is within Lot 1 and the Class 5+6 land is within Lot 2. 
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Figure 3: Land capability mapping 

 

Previously the internal lot had been used for forestry and farmland. 

Recently, the Private Timber Reserve was logged; with truck movements 

onto Wadleys Road via an adjoining property (in separate ownership).  

 

The Performance Criteria states that the subdivision must demonstrate that 

the productive capacity of the land will be improved as a result of the 

subdivision. The application states that following the subdivision, Lot 1 will 

be farmed in conjunction with a neighbouring title. Forestry activities will 

continue on Lot 2 and that there is the potential for vegetable growing 

along Dungiven Rivulet.  

 

The improvements to productive capacity of the lots must be dependent on 

the subdivision occurring. If the improvements can occur without the 

subdivision occurring, then the criteria has not been met. In this instance, 

the proposed uses of the land are either currently occurring or could occur 

without the need for a subdivision that creates an additional lot.  

 

To assist Council in assessing the productive capacity of the land as a result 

of the subdivision, Council engaged a private agricultural consultant to 

review the application (attached document). The review concluded that: 

“…it is my opinion that it is likely not possible to justify that the subdivision 

will enhance the overall productive capacity of the entire subject land due to 
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fragmentation of the land through the creation of an additional title…”.  

 

The application documents refer to the possibility of a future house on each 

lot.  The application does not contain any dwelling details or justification for 

a dwelling in regard to the subdivision.  Future speculation regarding 

dwellings cannot be considered.   

 

The application describes current and potential future uses of the land, 

however these uses can occur on the title, without the need to create an 

additional title.  The purpose of the zone is to provide for the sustainable 

use or development of resources for primary industry.  Reorganisation of 

farm titles often provides efficiencies for those enterprises, whereas the 

creation of additional lots can further fragment those resources. 

 

Based on the above, the application does not provide sufficient justification 

that the proposed subdivision will improve the productive capacity of the 

land for resource development and/or extractive industries and does not 

support the zone purpose.  

 

 

Road and Railway Assets Code 

E4.7.2 Management of Road Accesses and Junctions 

Objective 

To ensure that the safety and efficiency of roads is not reduced by the 

creation of new accesses and junctions or increased use of existing accesses 

and junctions. 

 

Performance Criteria P2 

For limited access roads and roads with a speed limit of more than 60km/h: 

a) access to a category 1 road or limited access road must only be via an 

existing access or junction or the development must provide a significant 

social and economic benefit to the State or region; and 

b) any increase in use of an existing access or junction or development of a 

new access or junction to a limited access road or a category 1, 2 or 3 

road must be dependent on the site for its unique resources, 

characteristics or locational attributes and an alternate site or access to 

a category 4 or 5 road is not practicable; and 

c) an access or junction which is increased in use or is a new access or 

junction must be designed and located to maintain an adequate level of 

safety and efficiency for all road users. 
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Comment: 

The title documents show two 6m wide Rights of Way over 50 Eynens Road 

to provide access and frontage to Eynens Road.  In addition, there is an 

unconstructed road reserve that connects this internal lot with Farrell’s 

Road.  It is noted that a road reserve does not provide legal frontage for 

lots. 

 

Farrell’s Road is an unsealed rural road with a traffic width of approximately 

4 metres in keeping with the LGAT standard cross section for rural roads for 

traffic volumes up to 100 vehicles per day.  The local access category for 

Farrell’s Road would allow for low levels of logging traffic and other heavy 

vehicles, which is consistent with other similar roads in the municipality.  

Council does not have any traffic volume data for Farrell’s Road, but it 

would be reasonable to expect volumes in the order of 100 vehicles per day. 

 

The Traffic Impact Assessment for the proposed subdivision indicates that 

there is potential for an additional 20 heavy vehicle movements per day 

associated with cropping activities that may be undertaken on Lot 2.  The 

localised seasonal increases in traffic due to agricultural activities are not 

uncommon across the municipality.  Any increase in noise or dust nuisance 

as a result of seasonal traffic could be proportional to the increase in traffic 

volume.   

 

On inspection, it would appear that satisfactory sight distances could be 

achieved to the north and south of a new access at the reserved road 

intersection with Farrell’s Road, for a vehicle speed of 80km/hr in the 

80km/hr zone, however, an assessment of vegetation removal in the public 

road corridor would be required depending on the exact location of the 

new access point.  Sight distances at the intersection of Farrell’s Road and 

River Road, and the speed of vehicles entering or exiting Farrell’s Road, are 

not considered to be detrimental to the safety of children at the bus shelter 

on River Road. 

 

It is noted that there are no current plans in place by Council for Farrell’s 

Road to be made a through road into the future. 

 

Eynans Road comprises a sealed width of approximately 3 metres with grass 

verges and is not consistent with the rural cross section for a minor access 

road with less than 30 vehicles per day.  Council’s forward capital works 

program does not currently include the upgrade of Eynens Road.  With the 

removal of roadside vegetation to the west and east of the proposed access 

to the subdivision, adequate sight distance could be achieved for vehicle 
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speeds of 60km/hr, noting that the current road alignment is not conducive 

to speeds in excess of this. 

 

 

 

Biodiversity Code 

E8.6.1 Habitat and Vegetation Management 

Objective 

To ensure that:  

a)  vegetation identified as having conservation value as habitat has priority 

for protection and is appropriately managed to protect those values; and  

b)  the representation and connectivity of vegetation communities is given 

appropriate protection when considering the impacts of use and development. 

 

Performance Criteria P2 

P2.1  

Clearance or disturbance of native vegetation must be consistent with the 

purpose of this Code and not unduly compromise the representation of 

species or vegetation communities of significance in the bioregion having 

regard to the:   

a) quality and extent of the vegetation or habitat affected by the proposal, 

including the maintenance of species diversity and its value as a wildlife 

corridor; and  

b) means of removal; and  

c) value of riparian vegetation in protecting habitat values; and  

d) impacts of siting of development (including effluent disposal) and 

vegetation clearance or excavations, in proximity to habitat or vegetation;  

and  

e) need for and adequacy of proposed vegetation or habitat management;  

and  

f) conservation outcomes and long-term security of any offset in accordance 

with the General Offset Principles for the RMPS, Department of Primary 

Industries, Parks, Water and Environment. 

 

Comment: 

Road Reserve 

The proposal to utilise the road reserve requires some vegetation clearance 

(see Photos 5 & 8). Some trees have already been removed; others may still 

need to be removed to accommodate the driveway. The road reserve is 

approximately 20m wide and is not mapped as Priority Habitat.  
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Right of Way (through Lot 1) 

The Right of Way through Lot 1 has been partially cleared of vegetation. 

Portions of this Right of Way are adjacent to land mapped as Priority 

Habitat. The Right of Way is 6m wide.  

 

As stated above, the application included a Fauna and Flora Report. The 

report addressed vegetation clearance within the Rights of Way and the 

road reserve. This report concludes that the Rights of Way and the road 

reserve track could be constructed, if undertaken with minimum 

disturbance to the surrounding vegetation and watercourses. 

 

It is not anticipated that the quantity of tree removal within the road reserve 

would unduly compromise the representation of species or vegetation 

communities.  

 

 
 Photo 8: aerial photo showing the location of the road reserve 

 

Representations 

Six representations were received (see attached documents). The issues raised in the 

representations have been grouped under the following headings: 

1. Use of the Road reserve  
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The Road reserve is Crown Land. The use of the road reserve for access is 

administered by Crown Land Services, with the issuing of Access licences. The 

current land owner of the internal lot has an Access licence.  

As stated above, 81 Farrell’s Road contains a house (built circa 1950) and a number 

of outbuildings. The road reserve bisects 81 Farrell’s Road.  It is unknown if the road 

reserve has been recently surveyed. As such the exact distance from the road 

reserve to any building within 81 Farrell’s Road is unknown. An establishment survey 

would need to be undertaken prior to any works commencing.  

The use of the road reserve for vehicle movement has been discussed above.  

2. Farrell’s Road and traffic/safety issues 

 

The key issues raised in respect to Farrell’s Road concern the potential for large 

truck movements on the road, increase in noise and dust affecting amenity, 

increased wear and tear to the unsealed surface, safety for school children at the 

intersection of River Road, the location of the proposed access at the reserved road, 

and the potential for Farrell’s Road to be a connecting road into the future. 

 

Refer to Comments in E4.7.2 Performance Criteria P2. 

 

3. Potential impacts to Dungiven Rivulet 

The track over Dungiven Rivulet is existing. The application did not include any 

proposed works over this watercourse. Farm tracks are exempt from the Water 

Quality Code.  

 

4. Subdivision of agricultural land 

The merits of subdividing agricultural land have been discussed above.  

 

5. Application details 

The application documents included photos of Farrell Road. These photos are 

general in nature, and do not represent all land that is subject to the application. 

The subject land does not include 79 and 81 Farrell’s Road.   

 

6. Adjoining forestry land 

Forico submitted their standard response letter (attached).  The applicant is aware 

of Forico’s correspondence.  
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Conclusion 

In conclusion, it is considered that the application for a 2 lot subdivision does not 

demonstrate that the productive capacity of the land will be improved as a result of 

the subdivision.   

 

AUTHOR: Leanne Rabjohns 

TOWN PLANNER 

 

12) Recommendation 

That the application for Use and Development for Subdivision - 2 lots on land 

located at 50 Eynens Road, Weetah (CT 160576/1); land off Farrell’s Road, 

Reedy Marsh (CT 171873/1) and Road reserve off Farrell’s Road, Reedy Marsh 

by Fisher Survey & Design, requiring the following discretions: 

 

13.3.1 Amenity 

13.4.1 Building Design and Siting 

26.4.2 Subdivision 

E4.7.2 Management of Road Accesses and Junctions 

E8.6.1 Habitat and Vegetation Management 

 

be REFUSED, for the following reasons: 

 

a) The subdivision is not consistent with the zone purpose 

statement 26.1.1.1; and 

 

b) In accordance with Section 26.4.2 Subdivision P1a), the proposed 

subdivision does not improve the productive capacity of the land 

for resource development and/or extractive industries.  

 

 

 

DECISION: 
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Submission to Planning Authority Notice 

Council Planning 
Permit No. 

PA/16/0141 
Council notice 
date 

14/12/2016 

TasWater details 

TasWater 
Reference No. 

TWDA 2016/01901-MVC Date of response 16/12/2016 

TasWater 
Contact 

David Boyle Phone No. 6345 6323 

Response issued to 

Council name MEANDER VALLEY COUNCIL 

Contact details planning@mvc.tas.gov.au 

Development details 

Address 50 EYNENS RD, WEETAH Property ID (PID) 7796718 

Description of 
development 

Subdivision 

Schedule of drawings/documents 

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

Fisher Survey & Design 2445  22/06/2016 

 

Conditions 

Pursuant to the Water and Sewerage Industry Act 2008 (TAS) Section 56P(1) TasWater does not object to 
the proposed development and no conditions are imposed. 

Advice 

For information on TasWater development standards, please visit 
http://www.taswater.com.au/Development/Development-Standards 

For application forms please visit http://www.taswater.com.au/Development/Forms 

The developer is responsible for arranging to locate existing TasWater infrastructure and clearly showing 
it on any drawings.  Existing TasWater infrastructure may be located by TasWater (call 136 992) on site at 
the developer’s cost, alternatively a surveyor and/or a private contractor may be engaged at the 
developers cost to locate the infrastructure. 

Declaration 

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

Authorised by 

 
Jason Taylor 
Development Assessment Manager 

TasWater Contact Details 

Phone  13 6992 Email  development@taswater.com.au 

Mail  GPO Box 1393 Hobart TAS 7001 Web  www.taswater.com.au 

 

DEV 1

http://www.taswater.com.au/Development/Development-Standards
http://www.taswater.com.au/Development/Forms


DEV 1



DEV 1



DEV 1



DEV 1



DEV 1



DEV 1



DEV 1



DEV 1



AGRICULTURAL & 
NATURAL RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT 

 

ABN 55 420 583 
40 Tamar Street 
Launceston Tas 7250 
Phone: (03) 6334 1033 
Fax: (03) 6334 1117 
E:office@akconsultants
.com.au 
Web:www.akconsultant
s.com.au 

Leanne Rabjohns 
Meander Valley Council 
26 Lyall Street 
Westbury, 7303 
 
Via email; Leanne.Rabjohns@mvc.tas.gov.au   
 
30 January 2017 
 
Dear Leanne, 

 
Review of and comments on 

Proposed Subdivision of CT 171873/1, Reedy Marsh (PA\0141) 
 
As requested I have undertaken a review of Planning Application (Fisher Survey and Design, 

PA\16\0141) for a proposed subdivision of CT 171873/1 (259ha) Wadleys Rd, Reedy Marsh 

(Rural Resource Zone) into two Lots of 152ha and 107ha respectively, in relation to the 

proposals impact on agriculture. An Agricultural Report has been previously completed by Tas 

Agronomy Plus (19.04.16) for this site which I have also reviewed. I have the following 

comments: 

According to the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013 in Section 26.4.2, subdivision in 

the Rural Resource Zone must comply with one of the following objectives: 

a) Improve the productive capacity of land for resource development and extractive 

industries; or 

b) Enable subdivision for environmental and cultural protection or resource processing 

compatible with the zone; or 

c) Facilitate use and development for allowable uses by enabling subdivision subsequent 

to appropriate development. 

 

The Agronomy Plus Ag Report (19.04.16) is still relevant for the revised proposal as only the 

access has altered since the previous proposal and this change has no bearing on the 

agricultural aspects of the proposal. It appears the Ag Report sets out to demonstrate the 

proposal complies with objective a), although it does not actually state this.  

The Ag report makes a case for the proposed subdivision enhancing the productive capacity by 

describing remediation works currently being undertaken on Lot 1 by the leasing tenant (and 

prospective buyer) to address drainage issues, control weeds and improve pasture composition. 

These factors are considered to substantially increase carrying capacity. The report suggests Lot 

2 has similar scope for productivity improvements.  

DEV 1

mailto:Leanne.Rabjohns@mvc.tas.gov.au


 

2 
 

 

Land Capability 

The Ag report describes Lot 1 as Class 3 and 4 Land Capability based on the guidelines for the 

Classification of Agricultural Land in Tasmania, although there is no substantiating information 

on methodology or results to verify this. The published Land Capability information on LIST 

shows Lot 1 as Class 4 with a section of Class 5+6 along the boundary with Lot 2 . It can only be 

assumed that the author of the Ag Report performed a Land Capability assessment on site.  

The Ag report, does not provide a Land Capability Class for Lot 2. Published Land Capability 

shows Lot 2 to be Class 5+6. Class 5+6 is described on the LIST as; “at least 60% land unsuited to 

cropping and with slight to moderate limitations to pastoral use, up to 40% land well suited to 

grazing but which is limited to occasional cropping or a very restricted range of crops”. 

Without undertaking an onsite Land Capability assessment I cannot confirm or otherwise the 

published information or the Ag Report information, however, the concluding paragraph:  

“The same opportunities in regards to increased production are also possible with Lot 2. 

Both Lots have the potential as intensive high value agricultural enterprises which might 

include vegetable production, horticultural enterprises or dairy conversions” 

has no substantiating evidence in the report and does not correlate with the published 

information.   

While the drainage works will undoubtedly improve the capacity of that portion of the property 

where drainage is poor, regardless of the Land Capability, the Ag Report fails to address a 

number of other issues which need to be considered when assessing whether a proposal 

improves the productive capacity. 

Description of the current productive capacity of the whole lot  

There is no background information on the current productive capacity of the 259ha title. A 

portion appears poorly drained, but the extent of this is not described. Dungiven Rivulet flows 

through the title, however, there is no information on the current water resources or potential 

for irrigation water resources and potential for dam sites.  There are areas of threatened 

vegetation mapped by Tasveg3 as Eucalyptus amygdalina on Cainozoic deposits (DAZ), and 

there are areas of priority habitat under the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013, 

however, there is no mention of the limitations to agriculture in relation to threatened 

vegetation and priority habitat.  

There is no descriptive baseline to determine how the proposal will improve the productive 

capacity. 
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The production benefits of the proposal 

The Ag report describes remediation works that are currently in progress; if this improvement is 

occurring already then why is the subdivision necessary? It is self-evident that the proposal 

does not need to proceed for the production benefits on the poorly drained areas to be 

incurred.  

My interpretation of improvements in productive capacity is that it transcends ownership and 

short term improvements. Production benefits need to take in to consideration development 

limitations on water resources and Land Capability as well as other matters such as planning 

overlays and threatened vegetation.  

For example the contours suggest there is a dam site on Lot 2 and the current proposed 

boundary limits the capacity of the dam site if it is to be contained on Lot 2.  

Fragmentation of land   

The proposal seeks to subdivide a large parcel in to two; one with mainly Class 4 (and possibly 

Class 3 Land Capability) and the other with mainly Class 5+6 Land Capability. This effectively 

fragments the land resource and reduces potential for economies of scale. While appropriate 

management of the two areas may align with the proposed title boundaries, reducing the land 

area associated with any holding will inevitably reduce the productive capacity unless there is a 

significant long term production benefit which is not directly related to current ownership. 

Significant investment in infrastructure which supports a long-term production improvement 

may warrant subdivision but this would need to be supported by evidence that the production 

benefits apply to both lots.  

According to the PA (PA 16-0141), Lot 1 will be sold to K.W. Huett Corporation and will be 

farmed in conjunction with the large title (CT 109559/1), to the south west, allowing further 

extension of the current activities. This title appears to be utilised for irrigated cropping and has 

irrigation water resources. According to the DPIPWE Water Information System there is around 

200ML of dam storage capacity on this title and annual winter allocations of 82ML (28ML 

Surety 5 & 54ML surety 6) from the Dungiven Rivulet. There is also a proposed 589ML dam 

application. There are obvious production benefits to be gained from this, however, this is not 

discussed in the Ag Report.  

Conclusion 

In summary, in my opinion the Agricultural Report to support the subdivision of CT 171873/1 

does not does not provide sufficient evidence on how the subdivision would increase the 

overall productive capacity of the land. In fact it is my opinion that it is likely not possible to 

justify that the subdivision will enhance the overall productive capacity of the entire subject 

land due to fragmentation of the land through the creation of an additional title.  
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If Lot 1 were to be adhered to the title to the south west, then no additional titles are created. 

The productive capacity is improved by providing access to irrigation water resources and the 

balance remains as a single management unit with sufficient area to be attractive to a potential 

primary industry activity commensurate with Class 5+6 Land Capability (native forestry 

harvesting and regeneration, plantation or dryland grazing).     

Alternatively, Lot 2 could also be adhered to a neighbouring title, again resulting in no 

additional titles being created.             

I recommend further assessment work to determine the most appropriate boundary for 

improving the productive capacity of all the land involved. It is likely that productivity gains 

could be demonstrated through subdivision with no additional titles being created. Determining 

whether a dam site is feasible (including preliminary yield assessment, impacts on natural 

values and Consequence Category assessment) should be considered as part of any proposal as 

the current proposal has potential to limit possible future irrigation water development.   

Your Sincerely 
 

 
Astrid Ketelaar 
Business Partner and Natural Resource Management Consultant 
Ag Institute of Aust (Member and State Secretary)  
 
astrid@akconsultants.com.au 
Ph: 6334 1033 
Mbl: 0407 872 743 
Web: www.akconsultants.com.au 
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C & D 2 ROAD RESERVE ADJACENT 260 DYNANS 

BRIDGE ROAD, WEEGENA - CONSTRUCTION OF 

DRIVEWAY 

1) Introduction 

This report considers application PA\17\0091 for construction of a driveway 

and associated vegetation removal on land located within the Road Reserve 

adjacent to 260 Dynans Bridge Road, Weegena (CT: 238211/1) . 

2) Background 

Applicant 

Rebecca Green and Associates  

Planning Controls 

The subject land is controlled by the Meander Valley Interim Planning 

Scheme 2013 (referred to this report as the ‘Scheme’). 

Use & Development 

The application proposes to construct a new driveway, within an existing 

road reserve, to service the existing residence at 262 Dynans Bridge Road, 

Weegena. The road reserve is approximately 9000m2 in area and is licensed 

to the owners of 262 Dynans Bridge Road. The driveway will be constructed 

in gravel to the appropriate bushfire standard for all weather access. A V-

drain will provide drainage on the right hand side. Cut and fill will be 

required to counteract the slope of the land and create a level driveway 

surface. The development requires the removal of native vegetation and the 

installation of a culvert over an un-named seasonal watercourse.  
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Figure 1: aerial photo, showing the subject road reserve and site of the proposed 

driveway (red), neighbouring title boundaries (black) and the extent of Council’s 

road (orange).    

Site & Surrounds 

The subject land is an existing road reserve, with a width of 12.19m, located 

to the east of Dynans Bridge Road. Approximately 304m of the reserve has 

been developed and gazetted as a public road, Dynans Lane. The gazetted 

road extends 93.5m past the west title boundary of 260 Dynans Bridge 

Road. The remainder of the road reserve, to the boundary of 262 Dynans 

Bridge Road, has not been developed and is owned and managed by the 

Crown. The surrounding titles are used for a mix of residential and resource 

development activities, including forestry, grazing and cropping. The 

Mersey River is situated to the west of the road reserve. Many of the 

surrounding titles include areas of remnant native vegetation.  

 

The road reserve passes through 260 Dynans Bridge Road, effectively 

dividing the property into two parcels. Approximately 200m of the length of 
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the road reserve is covered in native vegetation and it is traversed by an 

unnamed watercourse.   

 

Currently the only legal means of access to the property and dwelling at 

262 Dynans Bridge Road is via Crown Access Licence over the subject length 

of road reserve. Other informal accesses do exist, however they do not have 

any established legal permanency.  

 

 

Photo 1: aerial photo of the subject road reserve and surrounding land.   
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Photo 2: Dynans Lane 

 

Photo 3: Approximate location of road reserve, showing typical vegetation 
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Statutory Timeframes  

Date Received: 21 December 2016 

Request for further information: Not applicable 

Information received: Not applicable 

Advertised: 24 December 2016 

Closing date for representations: 16 January 2017 

Extension of time granted: 20 January 2017 

Extension of time expires: 14 February 2017 

Decision due: 14 February 2017 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance 

Council has a target under the Annual Plan to assess applications within 

statutory timeframes. 

4) Policy Implications 

Not applicable 

5) Statutory Requirements 

Council must process and determine the application in accordance with the 

Land Use Planning Approval Act 1993 (LUPAA) and its Planning Scheme. The 

application is made in accordance with Section 57 of LUPAA. 

6) Risk Management 

Management of risk is inherent in the conditioning of the permit. 

7) Consultation with State Government and other Authorities 

Not applicable 

8) Community Consultation 

The application was advertised for the statutory 14-day period. 

 

One (1) representation was received (attached document). The 

representation is discussed in the assessment below. 

9) Financial Impact 

Not applicable 



Meander Valley Council Ordinary Agenda – 14 February 2017 Page | 43  

 

10) Alternative Options 

Council can approve the development with amended conditions or refuse 

the application. 

11) Officers Comments 

Zone 

The subject property is located in the Rural Resource Zone. The land 

surrounding the road reserve is also located in the Rural Resource Zone. 

 

 

Figure 3: Zoning of subject road reserve and surrounding land. White denotes land 

located in the Kentish Local Government Area; this land is also in the Rural Resource 

Zone.   

Use Class 

Table 8.2 of the Scheme, categorises the proposed use class as: 

 Residential  
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In the Rural Resource Zone, this use is listed as a discretionary use under 

section 26.2 - Use Table. As such, the proposed use is assessed against the 

Zone Purpose including the Local Area Objectives and Desired Future 

Character Statements. The use standards in the zone and applicable codes 

are also considered relative to each applicable issue. 

 

26.1.1 Zone Purpose Statements  

26.1.1.1 To provide for the sustainable use or development of resources for 

agriculture, aquaculture, forestry, mining and other primary industries, 

including opportunities for resource processing.  

26.1.1.2 To provide for other use or development that does not constrain or 

conflict with resource development uses.  

26.1.1.3 To provide for economic development that is compatible with 

primary industry, environmental and landscape values.  

26.1.1.4 To provide for tourism-related use and development where the 

sustainable development of rural resources will not be compromised.  

 

26.1.2 Local Area Objectives  

a) Primary Industries: 

Resources for primary industries make a significant contribution to the rural 

economy and primary industry uses are to be protected for long-term 

sustainability. 

The prime and non-prime agricultural land resource provides for variable and 

diverse agricultural and primary industry production which will be protected 

through individual consideration of the local context. 

Processing and services can augment the productivity of primary industries in 

a locality and are supported where they are related to primary industry uses 

and the long-term sustainability of the resource is not unduly compromised. 

b) Tourism 

Tourism is an important contributor to the rural economy and can make a 

significant contribution to the value adding of primary industries through 

visitor facilities and the downstream processing of produce. The continued 

enhancement of tourism facilities with a relationship to primary production is 

supported where the long-term sustainability of the resource is not unduly 

compromised. 

The rural zone provides for important regional and local tourist routes and 

destinations such as through the promotion of environmental features and 

values, cultural heritage and landscape. The continued enhancement of 

tourism facilities that capitalise on these attributes is supported where the 

long-term sustainability of primary industry resources is not unduly 

compromised. 

c) Rural Communities 
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Services to the rural locality through provision for home-based business can 

enhance the sustainability of rural communities. Professional and other 

business services that meet the needs of rural populations are supported 

where they accompany a residential or other established use and are located 

appropriately in relation to settlement activity centres and surrounding 

primary industries such that the integrity of the activity centre is not 

undermined and primary industries are not unreasonably confined or 

restrained. 

 

26.1.3 Desired Future Character Statements  

The visual impacts of use and development within the rural landscape are to 

be minimised such that the effect is not obtrusive. 

 

Comment: 

The proposed use will not compromise the ability to use any of the 

adjoining titles for resource development activities, however it is 

noted that the principle use of 260 Dynans Bridge Road is 

residential and does not comprise productive agricultural land. 

Although the driveway is associated with a residential use, the 

development does not include any buildings or habitable rooms 

and will be used for access purposes only. The land comprises a 

road reserve which has specifically been set aside for the 

development of a road.  

 

The visual impacts of the proposed development are considered to 

be acceptable. While vegetation clearance is required for the 

driveway, standing vegetation will be maintained to either side, 

creating a visual buffer that will largely obscure the driveway from 

view. The driveway will be visible from 260 Dynans Bridge Road due 

to proximity, however it will be generally obscured by vegetation 

when viewed from the dwelling.  The visual impact of the proposal 

is in keeping with the character of the area with a mix of pasture, 

cropping and native forest interspersed by farm tracks, access roads 

and dwellings.  

 

Applicable Standards 

This assessment considers all applicable planning scheme standards. 

 

In accordance with the statutory function of the State Template for Planning 

Schemes (Planning Directive 1), where use or development meets the 

Acceptable Solutions it complies with the planning scheme, however it may 
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be conditioned if considered necessary to better meet the objective of the 

applicable standard. 

 

Where use or development relies on performance criteria, discretion is 

applied for that particular standard only. To determine whether discretion 

should be used to grant approval, the proposal must be considered against 

the objectives of the applicable standard and the requirements of Section 

8.10. 

 

A brief assessment against all applicable Acceptable Solutions of the Rural 

Resource Zone  and Codes is provided below. This is followed by a more 

detailed discussion of any applicable Performance Criteria and the 

objectives relevant to the particular discretion. 

Compliance Assessment 

The following table is an assessment against the applicable standards of the 

Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013.  

 

Rural Resource Zone 

Scheme Standard Comment Assessment 

23.6.1 Uses if not a single dwelling 

A1

  

If for permitted or no permit 

required uses. 

 

The application is 

for the 

development of a 

driveway which is 

subservient to an 

existing dwelling 

on a 21.5 Ha lot. 

As such use of 

the land is 

residential. This is 

a discretionary 

use in the Rural 

Resource Zone. 

Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 

A2 If for permitted or no permit 

required uses. 

 

Not Applicable   

A3 If for permitted or no permit 

required uses. 

 

Development 

converts land to a 

non-agricultural 

use.  

Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 

A4 If for permitted or no permit A residential use Relies on 
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required uses. 

 

is discretionary in 

the Rural 

Resource Zone.  

Performance 

Criteria 

A5 The use must: 

c) be permitted or no 

permit required; or 

d) be located in an 

existing building. 

 

Although 

associated with 

an existing 

dwelling, the use 

is being extended 

to another parcel 

of land.  

Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 

26.3.3 Irrigation Districts 

A1 Non-agricultural uses are 

not located within an 

irrigation district proclaimed 

under Part 9 of the Water 

Management Act 1999. 

 

The proposed use 

is not located in a 

proclaimed 

irrigation district.  

Complies 

 

Car Parking and Sustainable Transport Code 

Scheme Standard Comment Assessment 

6.6.1 Car Parking Numbers 

A1 The number of car parking 

spaces must not be less than 

the requirements of: 

a) Table E6.1; or 

b) a parking precinct plan.  

 

The proposal 

does not propose 

any parking or 

increase the 

demand for car 

parking.  

Complies 

 

Biodiversity Code 

Scheme Standard Comment Assessment 

E8.6.1 Habitat and Vegetation Management 

A1 A1.1  

Clearance or disturbance of 

priority habitat is in 

accordance with a certified 

Forest Practices Plan or; 

A1.2   

Development does not clear 

or disturb native vegetation 

within areas identified as 

priority habitat. 

 

Not applicable  
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A2 Clearance or disturbance of 

native vegetation is in 

accordance with a certified 

Forest Practices Plan. 

 

The application 

proposes to 

remove native 

vegetation.  

Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 

 

Water Quality Code 

Scheme Standard Comment Assessment 

E9.6.1 Development and Construction Practices and Riparian 

Vegetation 

A1 Native vegetation is retained 

within 40m of a wetland, 

watercourse or mean high 

water mark. 

 

The development 

includes the 

removal of 

vegetation within 

40m of an 

unnamed 

watercourse.  

Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 

A2 A wetland must not be filled, 

drained, piped or channelled. 

 

The application 

does not propose 

to fill, pipe or 

channel a 

wetland.  

Complies 

A3 A watercourse must not be 

filled, piped or channelled 

except to provide a culvert 

for access purposes. 

 

The application 

does not propose 

to fill, pipe or 

channel a 

watercourse 

except to provide 

a culvert for 

access purposes.  

Complies 

E9.6.2 Water Quality Management 

A1 All stormwater must be:  

a) connected to a 

reticulated stormwater 

system; or 

b) where ground surface 

runoff is collected, 

diverted through a 

sediment and grease 

trap or artificial 

wetlands prior to being 

discharged into a 

natural wetland or 

Stormwater will 

be connected to 

the existing road 

side drainage. 

The culvert 

construction will 

inherently include 

the management 

of sediment in 

the retention of 

surfaces. Detail 

will be provided 

Complies 
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watercourse; or 

c) diverted to an on-site 

system that contains 

stormwater within the 

site. 

 

in the soil and 

water 

management 

plan.  

A2 A2.1  

No new point source 

discharge directly into a 

wetland or watercourse. 

A2.2   

For existing point source 

discharges into a wetland or 

watercourse there is to be no 

more than 10% increase over 

the discharge which existed 

at the effective date. 

 

No point source 

discharge 

proposed.   

Complies 

A3 No acceptable solution. 

 

Development 

does not include 

a quarry or 

borrow pit.  

 

 

Complies 

E9.6.3 Construction of Roads 

A1 No acceptable solution. 

 

The applicant has 

indicated that the 

development will 

comply with key 

principles of the 

waterways works 

manual.  

Complies 

 

Performance Criteria 

Rural Resource Zone 

23.6.1 Uses if not a single dwelling 

Objective 

a) To provide for an appropriate mix of uses that support the Local 

Area Objectives and the location of discretionary uses in the rural 

resources zone does not unnecessarily compromise the 
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consolidation of commercial and industrial uses to identified nodes 

of settlement or purpose built precincts.  

b) To protect the long term productive capacity of prime agricultural 

land by minimising conversion of the land to non-agricultural uses 

or uses not dependent on the soil as a growth medium, unless an 

overriding benefit to the region can be demonstrated.   

c) To minimise the conversion of non-prime land to a non-primary 

industry use except where that land cannot be practically utilised for 

primary industry purposes.  

d) Uses are located such that they do not unreasonably confine or 

restrain the operation of primary industry uses. 

e) Uses are suitable within the context of the locality and do not create 

an unreasonable adverse impact on existing sensitive uses or local 

infrastructure. 

f) The visual impacts of use are appropriately managed to integrate 

with the surrounding rural landscape. 

 

Performance Criteria P1 

P1.1  

It must be demonstrated that the use is consistent with local area objectives 

for the provision of non-primary industry uses in the zone, if applicable; and 

P1.2  

Business and professional services and general retail and hire must not 

exceed a combined gross floor area of 250m2 over the site. 

 

Comment: 

The proposed development is for a driveway associated with an existing 

residence on an adjoining property. Both properties adjoining the road 

reserve, 262 Dynans Bridge Road and 260 Dynans Bridge Road, are currently 

used for residential purposes and are of a size, 26.18Ha and 21.5Ha 

respectively, which is characteristic of rural lifestyle lots rather than 

productive farm land. Although some areas of the titles have been 

converted to pasture, these activities are considered to be subservient to 

the residential use of the properties. As such the creation of a residential 

driveway is consistent with the uses occurring on the adjoining titles and 

will not compromise primary industry activities.  

 

The use is considered to be consistent with the Local Area Objectives of the 

Zone and will not impact primary industry activities on the subject or 

surrounding land. 
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Performance Criteria P3 

The conversion of non-prime agricultural to non-agricultural use must 

demonstrate that:  

a) the amount of land converted is minimised having regard to: 

(i) existing use and development on the land; and 

(ii) surrounding use and development; and 

(iii) topographical constraints; or  

b) the site is practically incapable of supporting an agricultural use or 

being included with other land for agricultural or other primary industry 

use, due to factors such as: 

(i) limitations created by any existing use and/or development 

surrounding the site; and 

(ii) topographical features; and 

(iii) poor capability of the land for primary industry; or 

c) the location of the use on the site is reasonably required for operational 

efficiency. 

 

Comment: 

 

The proposed development is for the construction of a driveway within a 

Crown Road Reserve. The land to be converted to a non-agricultural use is 

minimal and is fully contained within the road reserve. The land is not 

currently used for agriculture. Its current tenure and lack of connectivity 

with productive agricultural land restricts the ability of the land to be used 

for resource development purposes.  

 

Performance Criteria P4 

It must demonstrated that: 

a) emissions are not likely to cause an environmental nuisance; and 

b) primary industry uses will not be unreasonably confined or restrained 

from conducting normal operations; and 

c) the capacity of the local road network can accommodate the traffic 

generated by the use. 

 

Comment: 

The application does not include any buildings or habitable rooms, nor 

does it propose any additional uses likely to result in excessive emissions. 

Emissions will be limited to those produced by vehicles visiting a domestic 

property or small holding via a gravel road. These impacts are not 

considered unreasonable in both rural and urban environments and will not 

be increased by the proposal. The neighbouring dwelling at 260 Dynans 
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Bridge Road is approximately 70m from the formal road. The proposed 

driveway will come no closer to the dwelling and its use will have negligible 

impact on the dwelling and principle private open space areas.   

 

Impacts on the local road network will be negligible as no changes are 

proposed to the access point at the end of the public road and the number 

of vehicles travelling on the public road will not increase. 

 

The proposal is consistent with the Objective. The use is suitable within the 

context of the locality and the impacts of emissions will be no greater than 

the existing situation.       

Performance Criteria P5 

It must be demonstrated that the visual appearance of the use is consistent 

with the local area having regard to: 

a) the impacts on skylines and ridgelines; and 

b) visibility from public roads; and 

c) the visual impacts of storage of materials or equipment; and 

d) the visual impacts of vegetation clearance or retention; and 

e) the desired future character statements. 

 

Comment: 

Visual impacts of the proposed development are acceptable. Clearance will 

be limited to the 12.19m wide road reserve. Although clearance will be 

visible from the public road, the retention of vegetation either side of the 

road reserve will create a visual screen. The remaining canopy trees to either 

side of the road reserve will also assist to soften the clearance corridor.   

 

The vegetation is on the face of a slope and its removal will not impact the 

skyline or ridgeline.  

 

 

The amount of vegetation to be removed is insignificant compared to what 

will remain and the forested appearance of the slope will remain.  

 

Although, clearance will be visible from within 260 Dynans Bridge Road, due 

to proximity, the vegetation retained on this title will screen a large portion 

of the driveway.  

 

The development is visually in keeping with the character of the 

surrounding rural landscape, which comprises a mix of dwellings, 

agricultural land and native vegetation, interspersed by roads, driveways 

and farm tracks.   
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The visual impacts of the proposal are in keeping with the desired future 

character statement for the Rural Resource Zone.  

 

The proposed development is consistent with the objective and the 

development is integrated into the surrounding rural landscape.  

 

 

Biodiversity Code 

E8.6.1 Habitat and Vegetation Management 

Objective 

To ensure that: 

a) vegetation identified as having conservation value as habitat has 

priority for protection and is appropriately managed to protect 

those values; and 

b) the representation and connectivity of vegetation communities is 

given appropriate protection when considering the impacts of use 

and development. 

 

Performance Criteria P2  

Clearance or disturbance of native vegetation must be consistent with the 

purpose of this Code and not unduly compromise the representation of 

species or vegetation communities of significance in the bioregion having 

regard to the:  

a) quality and extent of the vegetation or habitat affected by the proposal, 

including the maintenance of species diversity and its value as a wildlife 

corridor; and 

b) means of removal; and 

c) value of riparian vegetation in protecting habitat values; and 

d) impacts of siting of development (including effluent disposal) and 

vegetation clearance or excavations, , in proximity to habitat or 

vegetation; and 

e) need for and adequacy of proposed vegetation or habitat management; 

and 

f) conservation outcomes and long-term security of any offset in 

accordance with the General Offset Principles for the RMPS, Department 

of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment. 

 

Comment: 

The application includes an ecological assessment addressing the 

environmental values of the subject land and the impacts of the proposed 

development. The assessment identifies the principle vegetation community 
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within the road reserve as being Eucalyptus ovata forest and woodland. 

Melaleuca ericifolia is identified as an understorey species within this 

community, including a pure stand which is traversed by the clearance 

corridor. It is acknowledged that a large portion of the forest within the 

reserve is in good condition; however the understorey has been entirely 

removed within the first 50m, close to the dwelling at 260 Dynans Bridge 

Road.  

 

None of the vegetation communities identified are listed as threatened 

under the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999. However, Eucalyptus ovata forest and woodland is 

listed as threatened under the State Nature Conservation Act 2002.  

 

No individual species of flora located within the road reserve are listed as 

threatened under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 

Act 1999 or the Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995.  

 

A forest practices plan is not required for the proposal. 

 

The road reserve does contain habitat suitable for the grey goshawk, 

spotted-tailed quoll, eastern quoll, eastern barred bandicoot, burrowing 

crayfish, swift parrot and the Tasmanian Devil. Although an Melaleuca 

ericifolia understorey is present in proximity to the watercourse, the 

assessment indicates that this vegetation does not meet key characteristics 

of crayfish habitat and is classed as having very low potential for this 

species.     

 

In general the report suggests that the removal of the vegetation is 

inconsistent with the purpose of the code, which is to;  
 

‘a) protect, conserve and enhance the region’s 

biodiversity in consideration of the extent, condition 

and connectivity of critical habitats and priority 

vegetation communities, and the number and status 

of vulnerable and threatened species; and  

b) ensure that development is carried out in a 

manner that assists the protection of biodiversity by:  

i) minimising vegetation and habitat loss or 

degradation; and  

ii) appropriately locating buildings and works; and  

iii) offsetting the loss of vegetation through 

protection of other areas where appropriate.’ 
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It also recognises that the purpose of listing threatened vegetation 

communities is in order to constrain further clearing. However, the 

assessment concedes that the establishment of a road reserve, well before 

the classification and listing of threatened communities could be considered 

a special circumstance.  

 

The assessment of the vegetation found that, while it is in good condition, it 

is not vital or for the protection of any individual species. Its removal will 

not threaten the viability of the vegetation community and will not 

substantially reduce the availability of habitat options in the area for native 

fauna. The narrowness of the road means that the effectiveness of the 

vegetation as a wildlife corridor is unlikely to be altered.  The assessment 

does recommend that the culvert installed in the watercourse be designed 

to maximise the opportunity for aquatic fauna to move upstream and 

downstream. It is noted that the applicant has proposed a culvert with a 

1.05m internal diameter. This is well in excess of Council’s general 

requirements and will not hinder the passage of aquatic flora and fauna.  

 

The stream has not been identified as supporting any species with particular 

management prescriptions. Works within the riparian area should be 

conducted to minimise long term disturbance and alteration of the flow 

characteristics of the watercourse. It is noted that the applicant has 

committed to undertaking the works in accordance with the Wetland and 

Waterways Works Manual. This manual covers environmental best practice 

guidelines for working in sensitive riparian environments.  

Although the assessment identified a declared weed species, blackberry, 

within the road reserve, the proposed works are not likely to result in the 

material spread of the weed. A dense canopy will remain adjacent to the 

driveway and a lack of light filtration will assist in deterring weed spread. A 

management plan is not considered warranted.  

 

The ecological assessment also addresses the spread of soil and water 

borne pathogens. General hygiene protocols advocated by Keeping it clean 

- A Tasmanian field hygiene manual to prevent the spread of freshwater pests 

and pathogens are considered to be sufficient to prevent the spread of 

water and soil borne pathogens, considering the short length of the 

watercourse and catchment area impacted by the proposal. The applicant 

has proposed to submit a soil and water management plan prior to 

construction. It will be necessary to ensure that this plan reflects the 

requirements of the Keeping it Clean field manual.  

 

The ecological assessment also indicates that the application of the offset 

principle is impractical in this case. A financial offset is also not considered 
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appropriate given that the land is a road reserve on Crown land and its 

obvious purpose is to allow for the provision of a road.  

 

The development is considered to be consistent with the objective. The 

road reserve is the only public access to the property and Council has no 

ability to compel third parties to enter into agreements to provide access. 

Alternative options for access have been exhausted by the applicant. In 

consideration of the situation, the proposed clearance is considered to be 

minimised to that necessary to provide access. As indicated in the 

ecological assessment submitted with the application, the proposed 

clearance will have minimal impact on biodiversity and native species 

representation.  

 

 

Water Quality Code 

E9.6.1 Development and Construction Practices and Riparian Vegetation 

Objective 

To protect the hydrological and biological roles of wetlands and watercourses 

from the effects of development. 

 

Performance Criteria P1 

Native vegetation removal must submit a soil and water management plan to 

demonstrate: 

a) revegetation and weed control of areas of bare soil; and 

b) the management of runoff so that impacts from storm events up to at 

least the 1 in 5 year storm are not increased; and 

c) that disturbance to vegetation and the ecological values of riparian 

vegetation will not detrimentally affect hydrological features and 

functions. 

 

Comment: 

The application proposes to remove native vegetation within 40m of a 

watercourse.  

 

The applicant has proposed to submit a soil and water management plan 

prior to the commencement of works. It is considered appropriate that the 

permit be conditioned to ensure that this document is provided and 

adhered to. In addition to revegetation, weed control, management of 

runoff and impacts on hydrology, the soil and water management plan 

must reflect the applicant’s commitment to the Wetlands and Waterways 

Works Manual and the recommendation in the ecological assessment in 

regard to Keeping it clean - A Tasmanian field hygiene manual to prevent the 
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spread of freshwater pests and pathogens.  

 

Recommended Condition:   

 

Prior to the commencement of works a soil and water management plan, 

prepared by a suitably qualified person is to be submitted to the satisfaction 

of Council’s Town Planner. The plan must address revegetation and weed 

management on areas of bare soil, the management of runoff, and 

minimisation of hydrological impacts, as well as incorporating the 

requirements of the Wetlands and Waterways Works Manual and Keeping it 

clean - A Tasmanian field hygiene manual to prevent the spread of 

freshwater pests and pathogens.  

 

 

Representations 

One (1) representation was received (see attached documents). A summary 

of the representation is as follows: 

 Incorrect address and description.  

 New access is unnecessary and alternative access available.  

 Environmental values have been understated and disturbance 

unnecessary.  

 No notice of access licence being granted.  

 Land has historically been in use by the owners of 260 Dynans Bridge 

Road.  

 Land prone to landslip.  

 Land prone to flooding. Impacts of the 2016 flood event have not 

been evaluated.  

 Crown policy relating to fuel buffer zones and Part 5 Agreements.    

 

Other issues raised in the application are not relevant to this planning 

assessment and have not been addressed in this report, including:  

 Trespass. 

 Neighbour disputes. 

 Barking dogs and wandering stock.  

 

Comment: 

 Incorrect address and description 
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Advertising of the application is required to alert surrounding land owners 

and interested parties to the nature of the application and the location of 

the land subject to the application. It is up to individuals to determine if 

they have an interest in the property or proposal and to contact Council to 

seek further information or clarification. The description of the land and the 

development included in the advertising gives a reasonable indication of 

the development and its location in accordance with the requirements of 

the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993.  

 

 New access is unnecessary and alternative access available 

The property at 262 Dynans Bridge Road does not currently have a legally 

established access. Council must consider the application before it and 

determine if the proposal meets the requirements of the planning scheme. 

There is no ability to consider other access options as part of this 

application. Although the existing track over 260 Dynans Bridge Road has 

been formerly used to access 262 Dynans Bridge Road, this access has not 

been legally formalised and does not currently have any permanency. The 

application currently before Council is a result of a previous dispute over 

the use of this access.   

Council has no ability to make accesses available through third party land 

nor can it stipulate the terms of that access if it were made available by a 

third party.   

 

 

 Environmental values are understated  

The proposal has been assessed against the Biodiversity and Water Quality 

Codes of the scheme above and is considered to be acceptable. Advice 

regarding the watercourse crossing and vegetation removal has been 

provided by a suitably qualified environmental consultant. Although the 

vegetation is in good condition, the area of clearance is small and its 

removal will not compromise the availability of habitat in the area or the 

viability of any community or individual species.  

 

 No notice of access licence being granted 

Council does not play a role in the issuing of access licences. This is a matter 

between the landowners and the Crown. Council can only consider if the 

use and proposed works are acceptable in accordance with the scheme.  

 

 Land prone to landslip 

The land has not been identified in the planning scheme as being subject to 

land slip and has been identified on state mapping as having a low risk.  

 

 Land prone to flooding 
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The flood event experienced in 2016 is considered to be an extreme 

weather event and is known to have exceeded a one in 100 year flood event 

for the Mersey River. The proposed culvert is located above the flood line of 

the Mersey River. The watercourse is seasonal and there are distinct 

variations in flow throughout the year. The proposed culvert has an opening 

that is three times larger than Council’s normal requirements for driveway 

culverts. This is considered sufficient to accommodate seasonal variations in 

water flow and allow for the movement of fauna.    

 

Council does not have any record of significant flooding occurring on this 

particular watercourse. It is noted that use and development for agriculture, 

specifically including the development of farm tracks and culverts, are 

exempt from the Flood Code. Although the proposed crossing is associated 

with a residential use, the impacts on the watercourse and associated risk 

are very similar.  

 

 Crown policy 

The policies of the Crown in relation to Part 5 Agreements and fuel buffer 

zones do not have any relevance to this application. The development is for 

an access only. No new habitable buildings or associated bushfire hazard 

management areas are proposed.  

 
 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, it is considered that the application for Use and Development 

for driveway and associated vegetation removal is an acceptable 

development in the Rural Resource Zone and should be approved.  

 

AUTHOR: Justin Simons 

TOWN PLANNER 

12) Recommendation 

That the application for Use and Development for construction of a 

driveway and associated vegetation removal on land located at Road 

Reserve adjacent 260 Dynans Bridge Road, Weegena (CT: 238211/1)  by 

Rebecca Green and Associates , requiring the following discretions: 

 

 E8.6.1 - native vegetation removal  

 E9 - development within 50m of a watercourse 
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be APPROVED, generally in accordance with the endorsed plans and 

subject to the following conditions: 

 

1. The use and development must be carried out as shown and 

described in the endorsed Plans: 

 

a) F R Daniel Huston & Associates Pty Ltd; Drawing No. C/1A 

and C/1B 

 

to the satisfaction of the Council. Any other proposed 

development and/or use will require a separate application 

to and assessment by the Council. 

 

2. Prior to the commencement of works a soil and water management 

plan, prepared by a suitably qualified person is to be submitted to the 

satisfaction of Council’s Town Planner. The plan must address 

revegetation and weed management on areas of bare soil, the 

management of runoff, and minimisation of hydrological impacts, as 

well as incorporating the requirements of the Wetlands and 

Waterways Works Manual and Keeping it clean - A Tasmanian field 

hygiene manual to prevent the spread of freshwater pests and 

pathogens. 

 

Note: 

 

1. This permit does not imply that any other approval required 

under any other by-law or legislation has been granted. At least 

the following additional approvals may be required before 

construction commences: 

a) Building permit  

b) Plumbing permit 

All enquiries should be directed to Council’s Permit Authority on 

6393 5322 or Council’s Plumbing Surveyor on 0419 510 770.  

 

2. This permit takes effect after:  

a) The 14 day appeal period expires; or  

b) Any appeal to the Resource Management and Planning Appeal 

Tribunal is abandoned or determined; or.   
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c) Any other required approvals under this or any other Act are 

granted. 

3. A planning appeal may be instituted by lodging a notice of appeal 

with the Registrar of the Resource Management and Planning Appeal 

Tribunal. A planning appeal may be instituted within 14 days of the 

date the Corporation serves notice of the decision on the applicant. 

For more information see the Resource Management and Planning 

Appeal Tribunal website www.rmpat.tas.gov.au 

4. If an applicant is the only person with a right of appeal pursuant to 

section 61 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 and 

wishes to commence the use or development for which the permit 

has been granted within that 14 day period, the Council must be so 

notified in writing.  A copy of Council’s Notice to Waive Right of 

Appeal is attached. 

5. This permit is valid for two (2) years only from the date of approval 

and will thereafter lapse if the development is not substantially 

commenced.  A once only extension may be granted if a request is 

received at least 6 weeks prior to the expiration date. 

6. In accordance with the legislation, all permits issued by the permit 

authority are public documents. Members of the public will be able 

to view this permit (which includes the endorsed documents) on 

request, at the Council Office. 

7. If any Aboriginal relics are uncovered during works; 

a) All works are to cease within a delineated area sufficient to 

protect the unearthed and other possible relics from destruction, 

b) The presence of a relic is to be reported to Aboriginal Heritage 

Tasmania Phone: (03) 6233 6613 or 1300 135 513 (ask for 

Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania Fax: (03) 6233 5555 Email: 

aboriginal@heritage.tas.gov.au); and 

c) The relevant approval processes will apply with state and federal 

government agencies. 

 

 

DECISION: 
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1. Executive Summary 
1.1 Proposal Overview 

 
This submission is prepared in support of a proposal for an access driveway within Crown road 

reserve to service an existing dwelling at 262 Dynans Bridge Road, Weegana.   

The owner of the subject land is the Crown.  An access licence in favour of CT 34589/1 is current 
(Appendix B).  This application is made with the consent of the Crown (Appendix A). 
 
This application is made under Section 57 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993, which 

provides for the submission of an application for a discretionary planning permit. The proposal has 

been prepared in accordance with the provisions of the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 

2013 and the objectives of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993.   

The proposal is summarised as: 

 Proposed Access Driveway to 262 Dynans Bridge Road, Weegana, and is illustrated in plans, 

provided at Appendix D. 

2. Subject Land and Locality 
2.1 Subject Land Description 

 
The subject site is section of unmade Crown road reservation.  The registered owner of the site is the 

Crown.  A copy of the access licence and authority consent is contained in Appendix A and Appendix 

B.  The land is identified by potential Property Identification Number 3352036 being approximately 

9000m2. 

Currently access to the existing dwelling at 262 Dynans Bridge Road, Weegana is over private land CT 

238211/1.  The proposal seeks to rectify legal access arrangements and to construct the driveway to 

the required Council standards. 
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2.2  Locality Description  
 

   

Figure 1: Locality Map 

The subject site is located within the Weegana settlement.  The site is surrounded by small rural 

lifestyle allotments, principally containing single dwellings, with the Mersey River to the north and 

northwest of the proposed development. 

2.3 Access and Movement 
 

Existing access to CT 34589/1 is from Dynans Bridge Road, then via Council maintained section of 

Dynans Lane and currently through CT 238211/1.  The proposal is to redirect access in that it is to be 

contained within the Crown road reservation as provided by the Access Licence and outside CT 

238211/1. 

2.4 Services 
 

The subject site is located within the settlement of Weegana; it is not provided with reticulated 

sewerage, water and stormwater. 

262 Dynans 

Bridge Road 

Proposed access 

driveway 
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2.5 Heritage 
 

The subject site is not identified to be of heritage significance.  

2.6 Flora and Fauna 
 

The site is located within the developed area of the Weegana settlement.  An ecological assessment 

has been prepared in support of the proposal and is further addressed later within this submission. 

3. Proposal 
3.1 Development Proposal 

 

The proposal is to construct an access driveway, Class 4c access road within the unmade Crown road 

reservation to the existing dwelling at 262 Dynans Bridge Road, Weegena, within the section of 

Crown road reservation under Licence (CLS Ref: 245365), which comprises an area of approximately 

9000m2.  To construct the driveway of 150mm gravel, a survey has been undertaken to demonstrate 

areas of cut and fill required.  A V-drain is to the constructed on the right hand side of the access to 

connect to existing culvertes, drainage easements and Council pipe under Dynans Bridge Road.  A 

number of culverts are proposed and have been designed (see Appendix D for survey and detail 

design). 

 

Removal of native vegetation is required to construct the Class 4c access road.  Virtually all the 

forested part of the Crown road reservation is classified DOV.  The vegetation types present, non 

equate to threatened ecological communities under the Commonwealth Environment Protection 

and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.  Of the vegetation types present, DOV is classified as 

threatened under Schedule 3A of the Tasmanian Nature Conservation Act 2002.  The intent of the 

lidting on the Act is to constrain clearing of threatened vegetation types.  The administrative control 

on such clearing is through the Tasmanian forest practices system and/or under the local Planning 

Scheme.  The Forest Practices Authority have advised that no Forest Practices Plan will be required 

(see Appendix F). 

4. Planning Assessment 
4.1 Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013 

 

The subject site is zoned Rural Resource within the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013.   
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Figure 2: Zoning Map  

(Cream = Rural Resource Zone) 

 

26 Rural Resource Zone 

26.1 Zone Purpose  

26.1.1.1 To provide for the sustainable use or development for agriculture, aquaculture, 

forestry, mining and other primary industries, including opportunities for resource 

processing. 

26.1.1.2 To provide for other use or development that does not constrain or conflict with 

resource development uses. 

26.1.1.3 To provide for economic development that is compatible with primary industry, 

environmental and landscape values. 

26.1.1.4 To provide for tourism-related use and development where the sustainable 

development of rural resources will not be compromised. 

 

Proposal Response 

The proposal meets the zone purpose statements, as it provides for development associated with an 

existing single dwelling whilst not constraining or conflicting with resource development use.  The 

relocation of the driveway to 262 Dynans Bridge Road will in fact allow 260 Dynans Bridge Road to 

not be impeded or bisected by an access to another property any longer. 

Subject 

site 
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26.2 Use Table 

The proposed use fits the use class of Residential, as the access driveway is directly associates with 

and a subservient part of the single dwelling on 262 Dynans Bridge Road, Weegana (Clause 8.2.2) of 

which is a Discretionary use within the Rural Resource Zone. 

Residential as defined by the Scheme means: 

“Use of land for self-contained or shared living accommodation.  Examples include an 

ancillary dwelling, boarding house, communal residence, home-based business, hostel, 

residential aged care home, residential college, respite centre, retirement village and single 

or multiple dwellings.” 

 

26.3 Use Standards 

26.3.1 Uses if not a single dwelling – not applicable. 

26.3.2 Dwellings 

Objective 
To ensure that dwellings are: 

(a) Incidental to resource development; or 
(b) Located on land with limited rural potential where they do not constrain surrounding 

agricultural operations. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria Proposal Response 

A1.1 Development must be for 
the alteration, extension or 
replacement of existing 
dwellings; or 
A1.2 Ancillary dwellings must 
be located within the curtilage 
of the existing dwelling on the 
property; or 
A1.3 New dwellings must be 
within the resource 
development use class and on 
land that has a minimum 
current capital value of $1 
million a demonstrated by a 
valuation report or sale price 
less than two years old. 

P1.1 A dwelling may be constructed 
where it is demonstrated that: 

a) It is integral and subservient 
to resource development, as 
demonstrated in a report 
prepared by a suitably 
qualified person, having 
regard to: 
i) Scale; and 
ii) Complexity of 

operation; and 
iii) Requirement for 

personal attendance 
by the occupier; and 

iv) Proximity to the 
activity; and 

v) Any other matters as 
relevant to the 
particular activity; or 

b) The site is practically 
incapable of supporting an 
agricultural use or being 
included with other land for 
agricultural or other primary 

Not applicable, no new 
dwelling, ancillary 
dwelling, or alterations 
are proposed to an 
existing dwelling. 
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industry use, having regard to: 
i) Limitations created by 

any existing use 
and/or development 
surrounding the site; 
and 

ii) Topographical 
features; and 

iii) Poor capability of the 
land for primary 
industry operations 
(including a lack of 
capability or other 
impediments); and 

P1.2 A dwelling may be constructed 
where it is demonstrated that 
wastewater treatment for the 
proposed dwelling can be achieved 
within the lot boundaries, having 
regard to the rural operation of the 
property and provision of reasonable 
curtilage to the proposed dwelling; 
and 
P1.3 A dwelling may be constructed 
where it is demonstrated that the lot 
has frontage to a road or a Right of 
Carriageway registered over all 
relevant titles. 

 

26.3.3 Irrigation Districts – not applicable, the subject site is not on land within an irrigation district. 

26.4 Development Standards 

26.4.1 Building Location and Appearance 

Objective 
To ensure that the: 

(c) Ability to conduct extractive industries and resource development will not be constrained 
by conflict with sensitive uses; and 

(d) Development of buildings is unobtrusive and complements the character of the 
landscape. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria Proposal Response 

A1 Building height must not 
exceed: 

(a) 8m for dwellings; or 
(b) 12m for other 

purposes. 

P1 Building height must: 
(a) Be unobtrusive and 

complement the character of 
the surrounding landscape; 
and 

(b) Protect the amenity of 
adjoining uses from adverse 
impacts as a result of the 

Not applicable, the 
development is not a 
building. 
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proposal. 

A2.1 Buildings must be set back 
a minimum of:  

(a) 50m where a non 
sensitive use or 
extension to existing 
sensitive use building is 
proposed; or 

(b) 200m where a sensitive 
use is proposed; or 

(c) The same as existing for 
replacement of an 
existing dwelling. 

P2 Buildings must be setback so that 
the use is not likely to constrain 
adjoining primary industry operations 
having regard to: 

a) The topography of the land; 
and 

b) Buffers created by natural or 
other features; and 

c) The location of development 
on adjoining lots; and 

d) The nature of existing and 
potential adjoining uses; and 

e) The ability to accommodate a 
lesser setback to the road 
having regard to: 
i) The design of the 

development and 
landscaping; and 

ii) The potential for 
future upgrading of 
the road; and 

iii) Potential traffic safety 
hazards; and 

iv) Appropriate noise 
attenuation. 

 

Not applicable, the 
development is not a 
building. 
 

26.4.2 Subdivision – not applicable, the proposal does not include subdivision. 

4.2 Other Planning Considerations 
 

E1 Bushfire Code – Not applicable, the proposed development is not considered to be a vulnerable , 
hazardous use or a subdivision as defined within the Bushfire Code.   

E2 Potentially Contaminated Land Code – Not applicable, the subject site is not potentially 
contaminated land. 

E3 Landslip Code – Not applicable.  The subject site is not located within any proclaimed landslip 
zones, nor any overlay subject to the Planning Scheme.   

E4 Road and Railway Assets Code – Applicable. 

E4.6.1 Use and road or rail infrastructure 

Objective 

To ensure that the safety and efficiency of road and rail infrastructure is not reduced by the 
creation of new accesses and junctions or increased use of existing accesses and junctions. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria Proposal Response 

C&D 2



 

 

10 
 

A1 Sensitive use on or within 
50m of a category 1 or 2 
road, in an area subject to a 
speed limit of more than 
60km/h, a railway or future 
road or railway, must not 
result in an increase to the 
annual average daily traffic 
(AADT) movements to or 
from the site by more than 
10%. 

P1  Sensitive use on or within 50m of a 
category 1 or 2 road, in an area subject 
to a speed limit of more than 60km/h, a 
railway or future road or railway must 
demonstrate that the safe and efficient 
operation of the infrastructure will not 
be detrimentally affected. 

A1 Not applicable as the 
proposed use is not on or 
within 50 metres of a 
Category 1 or 2 road. 

A2 For roads with a speed 
limit of 60km/h or less the 
use must not generate more 
than a total of 40 vehicle 
entry and exit movements 
per day. 

P2 For roads with a speed limit of 
60km/h or less, the level of use, number, 
location, layout and design of accesses 
and junctions must maintain an 
acceptable level of safety for all road 
users, including pedestrians and cyclists. 

A2 The residential use will 
not generate a total of 40 
vehicles entry and exit 
movements per day.   

A3 For roads with a speed 
limit of more than 60km/h 
the use must not increase the 
annual average daily traffic 
(AADT) movements at the 
existing access or junction by 
more than 10%. 

P3 For limited access roads and roads 
with a speed limit of more than 60km/h: 

a) Access to a category 1 road or 
limited access road must only be 
via an existing access or junction 
or the use or development must 
provide a significant social and 
economic benefit to the State or 
region; and 

b) Any increase in use of an existing 
access or junction or 
development of a new access or 
junction to a limited access road 
or a category 1, 2 or 3 road must 
be for a use that is dependent 
on the site for its unique 
locational attributes and an 
alternate site or access to a 
category 4 or 5 road is not 
practicable; and 

c) An access or junction which is 
increased in use or is a new 
access or junction must be 
designed and located to 
maintain an adequate level of 
safety and efficiency for all road 
users. 

A3 Not applicable. 

 

E4.7 Development Standards 
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E4.7.1 Development on and adjacent to Existing and Future Arterial Roads and Railways – not 
applicable, no new roads will be created. 

E4.7.2 Management of Road Accesses and Junctions 

Objective 

To ensure that the safety and efficiency of roads is not reduced by the creation of new accesses and 
junctions or increased use of existing accesses and junctions. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria Proposal Response 

A1 For roads with a speed 
limit or 60km/h or less the 
development must include 
only one access providing 
both entry and exit, or two 
accesses providing separate 
entry and exit. 

 

P1 For roads with a speed limit or 60km/h 
or less, the number, location, layout and 
design of accesses and junctions must 
maintain an acceptable level of safety for 
all road users, including pedestrians and 
cyclists. 

A1 The proposal will 
utilise only one access to 
provide both entru and 
exit to the single 
dwelling at 262 Dynans 
Bridge Road. 

A2 For roads with a speed 
limit of more than 60km/h the 
development must not 
include a new access or 
junction. 

P2 For limited access roads and roads 
with a speed limit of more than 60km/h: 

a) Access to a category 1 road or 
limited access road must only be 
via an existing access or junction 
or the development must provide 
a significant social and economic 
benefit to the State or region; 
and 

b) Any increase in use of an existing 
access or junction or 
development of a new access or 
junction to a limited access road 
or a category 1, 2 or 3 road must 
be dependent on the site for its 
unique resources, characteristics 
or locational attributes and an 
alternate site or access to a 
category 4 or 5 road is not 
practicable; and 

c) An access or junction which is 
increased in use or is a new 
access or junction must be 
designed and located to maintain 
an adequate level of safety and 
efficiency for all road users. 

A2 Not applicable. 

 
E4.7.3 Management of Rail Level Crossings  – Not applicable. 
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E4.7.4 Sight Distance at Accesses, Junctions and Level Crossings 

Objective 

To ensure that use and development involving or adjacent to accesses, junctions and level crossings 
allows sufficient sight distance between vehicles and between vehicles and trains to enable safe 
movement of traffic. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria Proposal Response 

A1 Sight distances at: 

a) An access or junction 
must comply with the 
Safe Intersection Sight 
Distance shown in Table 
E4.6.4; and 

b) Rail level crossings must 
comply with AS1742.7 
Manual of uniform 
traffic control devices – 
Railway crossings, 
Standards Association of 
Australia; or 

c) If the access is a 
temporary access, the 
written consent of the 
relevant authority has 
been obtained. 

P1 The design, layout and location of 
an access, junction or rail level 
crossing must provide adequate sight 
distances to ensure the safe 
movement of vehicles. 

A1  The SISD exceeds the 
distance shown in Table 
E4.6.4.   

 

 

 

E5 Flood Prone Areas Code – Not applicable. 

E6 Car Parking and Sustainable Transport Code – Not applicable.   

E7 Scenic Management Code – Not applicable. 

 

E8.0 Biodiversity Code 

E8.6 Development Standards 

E8.6.1 Habitat and Vegetation Management 

Objective 

To ensure that: 
a) Vegetation identified as having conservation value as habitat has priority for protection 

and is appropriately managed to protect those values; and 
b) The representation and connectivity of vegetation communities is given appropriate 

protection when considering the impacts of use and development. 
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Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria Proposal Response 

A1.1 

Clearance or disturbance of 

priority habitat is in 

accordance with a certified 

Forest Practices Plan or: 

A1.2 

Use or development does 

not clear or disturb native 

vegetation within the area of 

the site identified as priority 

habitat. 

P1  

Clearance or disturbance of native 

vegetation within priority habitat 

may be allowed where a flora and 

fauna report prepared by a 

suitably qualified person 

demonstrates that development 

does not unduly compromise the 

representation of species or 

vegetation communities in the 

bioregion having regard to the: 

a) Quality and extent of the 
vegetation or habitat 
affected by the proposal, 
including the maintenance 
of species diversity and its 
value as a wildlife corridor; 
and 

b) Means of removal; and 
c) Value of riparian 

vegetation in protecting 
habitat values; and 

d) Impacts of siting of 
development (including 
effluent disposal) and 
vegetation clearance or 
excavations, in proximity 
to habitat or vegetation; 
and 

e) Need for and adequacy of 
proposed vegetation or 
habitat management; and 

f) Conservation outcomes 
and long-term security of 
any offset in accordance 
with the General Offset 
Principles for the RMPS, 
Department of Primary 
Industries, Parks, Water 
and Environment. 

A1.1 and A1.2 Not applicable.  

The clearance of native 

vegetation for the 

development is not identified 

as priority habitat. 

A2 Clearance or disturbance 

of native vegetation is in 

accordance with a certified 

Forest Practices Plan. 

P2 Clearance or disturbance of 

native vegetation must be 

consistent with the purpose of this 

Code and not unduly compromise 

the representation of species or 

P2 An Ecological Assessment 

has been completed by 

Environmental Consulting 

Options Tasmania (attached 

at Appendix E to this 
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 vegetation communities in the 

bioregion having regard to the: 

a) Quality and extent of the 

vegetation or habitat 

affected by the proposal, 

including the maintenance 

of species diversity and its 

value as a wildlife corridor; 

and 

b) Means of removal; and 

c) Value of riparian 

vegetation in protecting 

habitat values; and 

d) Impacts of siting of 

development (including 

effluent disposal) and 

vegetation clearance or 

excavations, in proximity 

to habitat or vegetation; 

and 

e) Need for and adequacy of 

proposed vegetation or 

habitat management; and 

f) Conservation outcomes 

and long-term security of 

any offset in accordance 

with the General Offset 

Principles for the RMPS, 

Department of Primary 

Industries, Parks, Water 

and Environment. 

submission).  The proposal 

complies with the 

performance criteria.  The 

report has concluded with a 

number of key findings.  With 

appropriate conditions, the 

proposal will comply with the 

recommendations of the 

report and the performance 

criteria. 

 

 

E9.0 Water Quality Code – Applicable.   

E9.6.1 Development and Construction Practices and Riparian Vegetation 

Objective 

To protect the hydrological and biological roles of wetlands and watercourses from the effects of 
development. 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria Proposal Response 

A1 Native vegetation is retained P1 Native vegetation 
removal must submit a soil 

P1 The developer will provide 
a soil and water management 
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within: 

a) 40m of a wetland, 
watercourse or mean high 
water mark; and 

b) A Water catchment area – 
inner buffer. 

and water management plan 
to demonstrate: 

a) Revegetation and 
weed control of 
areas of bare soil; 
and 

b) The management of 
runoff so that 
impacts from storm 
events up to at least 
the 1 in 5 year storm 
are not increased; 
and 

c) That disturbance to 
vegetation and the 
ecological values of 
riparian vegetation 
will not 
detrimentally affect 
hydrological features 
and functions. 

plan as part of the 
construction phase.  This can 
be assured with appropriate 
conditions placed on an 
approval.  Water runoff from 
the road has been 
appropriately designed and 
culverts are proposed. 

 

A2 A wetland must not be filled, 
drained, piped or channelled. 

P2 No performance criteria. A2 The proposal complies. 

A3 A watercourse must not be filled, 
piped or channelled except to 
provide a culvert for access 
purposes. 

P3 A watercourse may be 
filled, piped, or channelled: 

a) Within an urban 
environment for the 
extension of an 
existing reticulated 
stormwater 
network; or 

b) For the construction 
of a new road where 
retention of the 
watercourse is not 
feasible. 

A3 The proposal complies.  
Works within theriparian area 
are to be conducted to 
minimuse the long-term 
disturbance, and ensure that 
the flow characteristics of the 
drainage feature are not 
substantially altered.  The 
culvert shall be installed that 
maximises the opportunity for 
fauna (e.g. platypus) to move 
upstream and downstream. 

 

 

E9.6.2 Water Quality Management 

Objective 

To maintain water quality at a level which will not affect aquatic habitats, recreational assets, or 
sources of supply for domestic, industrial and agricultural uses. 

C&D 2



 

 

16 
 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria Proposal Response 

A1 All stormwater must be: 

a) Connected to a reticulated 
stormwater system; or 

b) Where ground surface 
runoff is collected, diverted 
through a sediment and 
grease trap or artificial 
wetlands prior to being 
discharged into a natural 
wetland or watercourse; or 

c) Diverted to an on-site 
system that contains 
stormwater within the site. 

P1 No performance criteria. A1 Appropriate drainage and 
culverts are to be installed. 

 

 

E10 Recreation and Open Space Code – Not applicable, the proposal is not for a subdivision. 

E11 Environmental Impacts and Attenuation Code  - Not applicable. 

E12 Airports Impact Management Code  - Not applicable. 

E13 Heritage Code – Not applicable. 

E14 Signage Code – Not applicable.  

E15 Karst Management Code – Not applicable. 

E16 Urban Salinity Code – Not applicable. 

 

4.3 State Policies 
 

4.3.1 State Coastal Policy 1996 

The State Coastal Policy was created under the State Policies and Projects Act 1993. This Policy 

applies to the Coastal Zone, which is defined as the area within State waters and all areas within one 

kilometre of the coast. 

Proposal Response 

The subject site is located not within one kilometre from the coast, meaning that the provisions of 

the State Coastal Policy 1996 do not apply.   

4.3.2 State Policy on Water Quality Management 1997 

This Policy applies to all surface waters, including coastal waters, and ground waters, other than: 
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i. Privately owned waters that are not accessible to the public and are not connected 
to, or flow directly into, waters that are accessible to the public; or 

ii. Waters in any tank, pipe or cistern. 
 

The purpose of the Policy is to achieve the sustainable management of Tasmania's surface water and 

groundwater resources by protecting or enhancing their qualities while allowing for sustainable 

development in accordance with the objectives of Tasmania's Resource Management and Planning 

System (Schedule 1 of the State Policies and Projects Act 1993). 

The objectives of this Policy are to: 

1. Focus water quality management on the achievement of water quality objectives which will 
maintain or enhance water quality and further the objectives of Tasmania's Resource 
Management and Planning System; 

2. Ensure that diffuse source and point source pollution does not prejudice the achievement of 
water quality objectives and that pollutants discharged to waterways are reduced as far as is 
reasonable and practical by the use of best practice environmental management; 

3. Ensure that efficient and effective water quality monitoring programs are carried out and 
that the responsibility for monitoring is shared by those who use and benefit from the 
resource, including polluters, who should bear an appropriate share of the costs arising from 
their activities, water resource managers and the community; 

4. Facilitate and promote integrated catchment management through the achievement of 
objectives (1) to (3) above; and 

5. Apply the precautionary principle to Part 4 of this Policy. 
 

Proposal Response 

The objectives of this Policy will therefore be managed in this rural environment.   

The proposal is consistent with the policy.  

 

4.3.3 State Policy on Protection of Agricultural Land 2009 

The subject site is Class 5 land meaning that that site is not prime agricultural land.   

The proposal is unlikely to impact on adjacent agricultural use. As such, the proposal does not 

conflict with the objectives of this Policy. 

 

 

4.4  Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 
 

The Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 provides objectives for all development considered 

under this Act. The proposal has been considered against the objectives of this Act. The proposal has 
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been prepared to be consistent with the provisions of the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 

2013. The proposal is therefore considered to be consistent with the objectives of the Act. 

 

4.5  National Environment Protection Measures 

 

A series of National Environment Protection Measures (NEPMs) have been established by the 

National Environment Protection Council. These measures are: 

• Ambient air quality; 

• National pollutant inventory; 

• Movement of controlled waste; 

• Use packaging materials; 

• Assessment of site contamination; and 

• Diesel vehicle emissions. 

Proposal Response  

It is considered that the NEPMs are not relevant to the proposed development. 

5. Conclusion  

 

The proposal is to construct an access driveway, Class 4c access road within the unmade Crown road 

reservation to the existing dwelling at 262 Dynans Bridge Road, Weegena, within the section of 

Crown road reservation under Licence (CLS Ref: 245365), which comprises an area of approximately 

9000m2, and is illustrated in plans, provided at Appendix D. 

The proposal complies with the development standards prescribed by the Scheme, and can be 

approved under the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013. This application is therefore 

made due to the use and development pursuant to Section 57 of the Land Use Planning and 

Approvals Act 1993. 

The proposal is consistent with the relevant State and local policies, Planning Scheme objectives and 

considerations and objectives of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993. It is therefore 

recommended that the proposal be considered for planning approval. 

Author Version Date 

Rebecca Green 1 8 December 2016 
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Appendix A: Authority Consent to Lodgement of Application 
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Appendix B: Crown Land Licence 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



C&D 2



 

 

21 
 

 

Appendix C: Certificate of Title 34589/1 
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SEARCH DATE : 06-Oct-2016
SEARCH TIME : 09.47 AM
 
 

DESCRIPTION OF LAND
 
  Parish of MIDHURST, Land District of DEVON
  Lot 1 on Diagram 34589
  Derivation : Part of Lot 12917 Gtd. to T.A. Poole
  Prior CT 4495/25
 
 

SCHEDULE 1
 
  M512149  TRANSFER to CHRISTOPHER LEE HUSTON and CLAIRE LOUISE 
           FORD as tenants in common in equal shares   
           Registered 16-Apr-2015 at 12.01 PM
 
 

SCHEDULE 2
 
  Reservations and conditions in the Crown Grant if any
  BURDENING EASEMENT: A Right of Carriageway (appurtenant to Lot 
           2 on Diagram No. 34589) over the Right of Way shown 
           on Diagram No. 34589
  E783     MORTGAGE to Commonwealth Bank of Australia   
           Registered 16-Apr-2015 at 12.02 PM
 
 

UNREGISTERED DEALINGS AND NOTATIONS 
 
  No unregistered dealings or other notations

SEARCH OF TORRENS TITLE

VOLUME

34589
FOLIO

1

EDITION

8
DATE OF ISSUE

16-Apr-2015

RESULT OF SEARCH
RECORDER OF TITLES

Issued Pursuant to the Land Titles Act 1980

Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment www.thelist.tas.gov.au
Page 1 of 1C&D 2



FOLIO PLAN
RECORDER OF TITLES

Issued Pursuant to the Land Titles Act 1980

Search Date: 06 Oct 2016 Search Time: 09:48 AM Volume Number: 34589 Revision Number: 01

Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment www.thelist.tas.gov.au
Page 1 of 1C&D 2
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Appendix D: Plans & Detail Survey 

F.R. Daniel, Huston & Associates Pty Ltd 
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Appendix E: Ecological Assessment 

ECOtas 
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ECOtas…providing options in environmental consulting 

28 Suncrest Avenue 
Lenah Valley, TAS 7008 

mark@ecotas.com.au 
www.ecotas.com.au 

(03) 62 283 220 
0407 008 685 

ABN 83 464 107 291 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rebecca Green 

Rebecca Green & Associates 

Senior Planning Consultant & Accredited Bushfire Hazard Assessor 

PO Box 2108 

Launceston TAS 7250 

 

29 October 2016 

 

Dear Rebecca 

 

RE: Access to 262 Dynans Bridge Road via Crown road reserve on 260 Dynans 

Bridge Road 

 Planning advice (ecological values) 

 

Please find following a statement of findings on ecological values associated with the Crown road 

reserve on 260 Dynans Bridge Road proposed for development as access to 262 Dynans Bridge 

Road, Weegena, Tasmania. 

I recommend that this cover letter and attached report (including the appended Natural Values 

Atlas, Biodiversity Values Database and Protected Matters Search Tool reports) be provided with 

any planning applications, as it addresses the potential concerns in regard to ecological values 

usually raised at the local level of assessment. 

Note that this letter and attached reports do not constitute legal advice. It is recommended that 

formal advice be sought from the relevant agency prior to acting on any aspect of this report. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me further if additional information is required. 

Kind regards 

 

Mark Wapstra 

Senior Scientist/Manager
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Mark Wapstra ABN 83 464 107 291  
28 Suncrest Avenue email: mark@ecotas.com.au business ph.:(03) 62 283 220 
Lenah Valley, TAS 7008 web: www.ecotas.com.au mobile ph.: 0407 008 685 

ECOtas…providing options in environmental consulting 

 

 

ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED ACCESS TO 
262 DYNANS BRIDGE ROAD VIA CROWN ROAD RESERVE ON 

260 DYNANS BRIDGE ROAD, WEEGENA, TASMANIA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Environmental Consulting Options Tasmania (ECOtas) for 
Rebecca Green & Associates 

29 October 2016 

 

View across along Crown road reserve into Eucalyptus ovata wet sclerophyll forest 
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STATEMENT OF FINDINGS: ECOLOGICAL VALUES ASSOCIATED WITH PROPOSED 

ACCESS TO 262 DYNANS BRIDGE ROAD VIA CROWN ROAD RESERVE ON 260 DYNANS 

BRIDGE ROAD, WEEGENA, TASMANIA 

SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION FOR PLANNING APPLICATION UNDER MEANDER VALLEY 

INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME 2013 

Prepared by Mark Wapstra for Rebecca Green & Associates, 29 October 2016 

 

Preamble 

 

Rebecca Green & Associates (on behalf of her clients at 262 Dynans Bridge Road) engaged 

Environmental Consulting Options Tasmania (ECOtas) to provide planning advice in relation to 

the ecological (flora and fauna) values associated with the Crown road reserve on 260 Dynans 

Bridge Road proposed for development to access 262 Dynans Bridge Road (Figures 1 & 2). 

It is usual for major development proposals to be subject to highly detailed ecological 

assessments, followed by reporting that complies with the Department of Primary Industries, 

Parks, Water & Environment’s Guidelines for Natural Values Surveys - Terrestrial Development 

Proposals (DPIPWE 2015), a document that outlines the various ecological values that need to 

be assessed. However, in my opinion, in the case of the current land use proposal a detailed 

report is not warranted because the land use proposal is for the development of a short access 

road within an existing Crown road reserve. Having said this, the attached report on the 

ecological values of the subject area addresses the various items covered by the Guidelines for 

Natural Values Surveys and additional information can be provided to planning authorities if 

needed. 

 

Land use proposal 

 

The proposal is to lodge a development application to Meander Valley Council for the 

construction of a Class 4c access road within the unmade Crown road reservation on 260 Dynans 

Bridge Road to access 262 Dynans Bridge Road. Further details will be provided with the 

development application. 

 

Database checks 

 

TheList was examined to determined existing vegetation mapping and known sites for 

threatened flora and fauna. Database reports were produced under DPIPWE’s Natural Values 

Atlas (DPIPWE 2016), the Forest Practices Authority’s Biodiversity Values Database (FPA 2016) 

and the Commonwealth Department of the Environment’s Protected Matters Search Tool 

(CofA 2016) to support the assessment process (all appended for reference). 

 

Field assessment 

 

The Crown road reserve was assessed on 26 October 2016 by Mark Wapstra. 

The purpose of the site assessment was to classify the vegetation types, according to TASVEG 

3.0 classification, as described in From Forest to Fjaeldmark: Descriptions of Tasmania’s 

Vegetation (Kitchener & Harris 2013), identify sites/potential habitat of threatened flora and 

fauna (if present), declared and environmental weeds, and other ecological matters that may 

require special consideration. 

The assessment comprised walking the pre-surveyed Crown road reserve in both directions. 
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Figure 1. General location of subject area 
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Figure 2a. Detailed location of subject area showing topographic and cadastral features 
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Figure 2b. Detailed location of subject area showing current vegetation condition 
[source: TheList orthophotography] 
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Vegetation types 

 

Existing vegetation mapping 

 

This section, which comments on the existing TASVEG 3.0 mapping for the study area, is 

included to highlight the differences between existing mapping and the more recent mapping 

from the present study to ensure that any parties assessing land use proposals (via this report) 

do not rely on existing mapping. Note that TASVEG mapping, which was mainly a desktop 

mapping exercise based on aerial photography, is often substantially different to ground-truthed 

vegetation mapping, especially at a local scale. An examination of existing vegetation mapping 

is usually a useful pre-assessment exercise to gain an understanding of the range of habitat 

types likely to be present and the level of previous botanical surveys. 

The following vegetation types are currently mapped within the title area (Figure 3): 

 agricultural land (TASVEG code: FAG): FAG is mapped for the northern section of the 

Crown road reserve (north of the forest boundary) and a small area near the western 

end of the road reserve; and 

 Eucalyptus obliqua wet forest (undifferentiated) (TASVEG code: WOU): most of Crown 

road reserve. 

 

Revised vegetation mapping 

 

The existing TASVEG 3.0 vegetation mapping for the Crown road reserve is almost wholly 

inaccurate, except with respect to the larger section of FAG. The revised vegetation classification 

is shown in Figure 4, and described below. 

 

 Eucalyptus ovata forest and woodland (TASVEG code: DOV) [Plates 1-6] 

Virtually all the forested part of the Crown road reserve currently mapped as WOU is 

re-classified as DOV. The reserve passes through a broad stand of Eucalyptus ovata wet 

sclerophyll forest, which technically is classified under TASVEG 3.0 as a “dry eucalypt 

forest and woodland” mapping unit. However, Kitchener & Harris (2013) acknowledge 

this in the detailed description of DOV and recognise that DOV incorporates the wet 

sclerophyll facies of forests dominated by Eucalyptus ovata. 

The canopy of 20-30 m height (cover of 30-40%) is clearly dominated by Eucalyptus 

ovata, but Eucalyptus viminalis is a conspicuous component in sections. In many ways, 

this forest patch (which extends well outside the Crown road reserve upslope and 

downslope) has its closest affinities to Eucalyptus viminalis wet forest (TASVEG code: 

WVI). The western section has an open understorey of sparse Acacia melanoxylon, 

A. dealbata, Bursaria spinosa and Olearia argophylla, over a sparse ground layer of 

Lepidosperma ensiforme, Pteridium esculentum, Coprosma quadrifida and Acaena 

novae-zeelandiae. From the creekline northwards, the understorey comprises a dense 

canopy of Melaleuca ericifolia over a sparse ground layer of Carex appressa, Gahnia 

grandis, Juncus pallidus, Polystichum proliferum and Lepidosperma ensiforme. 

Apart from a minor scattering of low-growing Rubus sp. (blackberry) and occasional 

Cirsium vulgare (spear thistle), the majority of the forest is in good condition. Closer to 

the buildings on 260 Dynans Bridge Road, the canopy of the forest remains intact but 

the understorey is virtually absent, replaced by pasture grass and herbaceous weeds 

between buildings and other property elements. Classifying this short section of about 

50 m as DOV (wet sclerophyll forest) is barely justifiable but separating it into a non-

native TASVEG mapping unit such as FAG or FUR is also not entirely appropriate. 
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Plates 1 & 2. Disturbed section of DOV in western section oif Crown road resreve – note the very open 
understorey rerplaced by pasture grass and the presence of buildings 

 

  

Plate 3. (LHS) Facies of DOV with Melaleuca ericifolia understorey at and north of creekline – note the 
very open understorey 

Plate 4. (RHS) Looking west from inside the wet sclerophyll facies of DOV towards the disturbed section 
of DOV shown in Plates 1 & 2 

 

  

Plate 5. (LHS) Structure of wet sclerophyll facies of DOV viewed from west 

Plate 6. (RHS) Structure of swamp forest facies of DOV viewed from north 
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Figure 4. Existing TASVEG 3.0 vegetation mapping for the title area and surrounds 
(refer to text for codes) 
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Figure 5. Revised vegetation mapping for the title area (refer to text for codes) 
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 agricultural land (TASVEG code: FAG) 

FAG is used to map the pasture in the Crown road reserve north of the forest margin, 

and a small area at the eastern end of the road reserve. No detailed description is 

provided. 

 urban areas (TASVEG code: FUR) 

The western section of the Crown road reserve essentially forms part of the yards of the 

260 Dynans Bridge Road, and includes fences, gates, gravelled roads and modified land 

essentially lacking a distinct canopy cover. This area is best classified as FUR, although 

the presence of Eucalyptus ovata and E. viminalis is noted. No detailed description is 

provided. 

 

Of the vegetation types present, none equate to threatened ecological communities under the 

Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. 

Of the vegetation types present, DOV is classified as threatened under Schedule 3A of the 

Tasmanian Nature Conservation Act 2002. The intent of the listing on the Act is to constrain 

clearing of threatened vegetation types. The administrative control on such clearing is through 

the Tasmanian forest practices system and/or under the local planning scheme. 

Under the Forest Practices Regulations 2007 (established under the Forest Practices Act 1985), 

a Forest Practices Plan (FPP) is required for most “clearing” activities in areas of forest and 

woodland (and for some activities within threatened non-forest native vegetation). However, 

changes to the Act (25 November 2009), as stated below, indicate additional circumstances in 

which an FPP is not required, including some activities that are subject to a planning permit 

issued under the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993. 

4. Circumstances in which forest practices plan, &c., not required 

(j) the harvesting of timber or the clearing of trees on any land, or the clearance and 
conversion of a threatened native vegetation community on any land, for the purpose of 
enabling – 

(i) the construction of a building within the meaning of the Land Use Planning and 
Approvals Act 1993 or of a group of such buildings; or 

(ii) the carrying out of any associated development; 

if the construction of the buildings or carrying out of the associated development is authorised 
by a permit issued under that Act. 

The present proposal is to provide access only and is not associated with a “building”, such that 

this clause of the Regulations may not provide an exemption from an FPP. This should be clarified 

with officers of the Forest Practices Authority because it could be interpreted that the clearing 

is associated with a building because of the proposal to occupy the title. 

Under the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013, the Crown road reserve is zoned as 

Rural Resource and is not classified as “priority habitat”. However, the Biodiversity Code applies 

also to the “removal of native vegetation”. As such, the provisions of the Code will need to be 

considered (see section on Implications under Biodiversity Code (Meander Valley Interim 

Planning Scheme 2013). 
 

Threatened flora 

 

Database information indicates that the Crown road reserve does not support known populations 

of flora listed as threatened on the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Protection Act 1999 or the Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995. Field assessment 

did not indicate the presence of any such species. 

The Natural Values Atlas report indicates several records of threatened flora within 

5,000 m of the Crown road reserve (see appended report). These are listed below with a brief 

commentary on the likelihood of the site supporting the species, and the potential impacts of 

the development on these species (Table 1). 
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Table 1. Threatened flora reported from within 5,000 m of the Crown road reserve 

Species listed below are listed as rare (r), vulnerable (v), endangered (e), or extinct (x) on the Tasmanian Threatened 
Species Protection Act 1995 (TSPA); vulnerable (VU), endangered (EN), critically endangered (CR) or extinct (EX) on 
the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBCA). Information below is 

sourced from the DPIPWE’s Natural Values Atlas (DPIPWE 2016) and other sources where indicated. Habitat 
descriptions are taken from TSS (2003+) and FPA (2016), except where otherwise indicated. 

Scientific name 

Common name 

Status 

TSPA 

EPBCA 

Tasmanian habitat description (and distribution) 

Anogramma leptophylla 

annual fern 

v 

- 

Anogramma leptophylla grows in shallow soil layers over rock, on 

exposed or semi-exposed outcrops in dry or damp sclerophyll 
forest. Plants are mostly found on rock ledges, often on, or just 
inside, the drip line of the overhead rock-face. The substrate is 
variable, including dolerite, basalt and sandstone. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT. 

Desmodium gunnii 

southern ticktrefoil 

v 

- 

Desmodium gunnii occurs in the north and sub-coastal areas of the 

northeast, with outlying sites at Woolnorth. It grows mostly in 
damp sclerophyll forest and woodland, usually on fertile sites. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT. 

Epilobium pallidiflorum 

showy willowherb 

r 

- 

Epilobium pallidiflorum occurs in wet places (e.g. natural wetlands 
amongst forest, margins of Melaleuca ericifolia swamp forest, 
scrubby-sedgy E. ovata woodland on heavy soils, etc.) mostly in 
the north and northwest of the State. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT MARGINALLY PRESENT. This distinctive 
perennial semi-aquatic herb was not detected. 

Glycine microphylla 

small-leaf glycine 

v 

- 

Glycine microphylla occurs in dry to dampish sclerophyll forest and 

woodland in the north and east of the State, with outlying sites at 
Woolnorth. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT. 

Gynatrix pulchella 

fragrant hempbush 

r 

- 

Gynatrix pulchella occurs as a riparian shrub, found along rivers 

and drainage channels, sometimes extending onto adjacent 
floodplains (including old paddocks), predominantly in the north of 
the State. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT. The species usually occurs much 
closer to the floodplain rather than higher on slopes. This species 
of distinctive shrub was not detected. 

Hypolepis muelleri 

harsh groundfern 

r 

- 

Hypolepis muelleri occurs along watercourses, swampy areas or 
deep, rich, alluvial soils below 120 m elevation in northern 
Tasmania (including King and Flinders islands). It has also been 
recorded from forest dominated by Acacia melanoxylon 
(blackwood), Melaleuca (paperbark) or Eucalyptus species. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT MARGINALLY PRESENT. The habitat is 
atypical of known sites – the species tends to occur on broad 
floodplains of larger rivers. The species was not detected. 

Muehlenbeckia axillaris 

matted lignum 

r 

- 

Muehlenbeckia axillaris is predominantly found in moist gravely or 

rocky places on the Central Plateau, extending out to the west, 
northwest and lower reaches of the South Esk River. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT. 

Pellaea calidirupium 

hotrock fern 

r 

- 

Pellaea calidirupium is found in inland, rocky habitats in areas of 

low to moderate rainfall predominantly in the eastern half of 
Tasmania. It grows in crevices and on ledges on exposed or semi-
exposed rock outcrops. A large sterile colony occurs on the bare 
summit of Casaveen Bluff (east of York Plains), while nearby, on a 
tributary of the Little Swanport River plants grow under more 
favourable conditions on a rock ledge within the protection of a rock 
gully. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT. 

Persicaria decipiens 

slender waterpepper 

v 

- 

Persicaria decipiens occurs on the banks of rivers and streams, 
mostly in the north of the State, including King Island. The species 
may colonise farm dams. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT. The habitat is atypical of known 
sites – the species usually occurs on the banks of larger rivers and 
streams in quite open habitats. This perennial herb was not 
detected. 
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Scientific name 

Common name 

Status 

TSPA 

EPBCA 

Tasmanian habitat description (and distribution) 

Pimelea curviflora var. gracilis 

slender curved riceflower 

r 

- 

Pimelea curviflora var. gracilis occurs in a range of vegetation types 

from wet and dry sclerophyll forest to hardwood plantations. 
Understories vary from open and grassy to densely shrubby. It can 
densely colonise disturbed sites such as firebreaks, log landings 
and tracks. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT MARGINALLY PRESENT. The species was 
not detected. 

Pomaderris phylicifolia subsp. 
ericoides 

narrowleaf dogwood 

r 

- 

Pomaderris phylicifolia subsp. ericoides occurs in a wide range of 

habitats, very strongly associated with flood-prone rocky and 
densely shrubby rivers but extending across broader floodplains 
and gentle slopes into grassy/shrubby dry sclerophyll forest. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT MARGINALLY PRESENT. The species was 
not detected. 

Pomaderris phylicifolia subsp. 
phylicifolia 

narrowleaf dogwood 

r 

- 

Pomaderris phylicifolia subsp. phylicifolia occurs in a wide range of 

habitats, very strongly associated with flood-prone rocky and 
densely shrubby rivers but extending across broader floodplains 
and gentle slopes into grassy/shrubby dry sclerophyll forest. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT MARGINALLY PRESENT. The species was 
not detected. 

 

The development proposal will not have a deleterious impact on known sites of flora species 

classified as threatened under the Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 and/or 

the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. In my 

opinion specific referral to government agencies administering these Acts is not warranted. 

 

Threatened fauna 

 

Database information indicates that the Crown road reserve does not support known populations 

of fauna listed as threatened on either the Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 

or the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Protection Act 1999. Field 

assessment did not indicate the presence of any such species, although potential habitat for 

some species is present (see comments in Table 2). 

The Natural Values Atlas report indicates several records of threatened fauna within 

5,000 m of the Crown road reserve (see appended report). These (except wholly marine and 

pelagic species) are listed below with a brief commentary on the likelihood of the site supporting 

the species, and the potential impacts of the development on these species (Table 2). 

 

Table 2. Threatened fauna potentially present within 5,000 m of the Crown road reserve 

Species listed below are listed as rare (r), vulnerable (v), endangered (e), or extinct (x) on the Tasmanian Threatened 
Species Protection Act 1995 (TSPA); vulnerable (VU), endangered (EN), critically endangered (CR) or extinct (EX) on 
the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBCA). Information below is 

sourced from the DPIPWE’s Natural Values Atlas (DPIPWE 2016), Bryant & Jackson (1999) and FPA (2016); marine, 
wholly pelagic and littoral species such as marine mammals, fish and offshore seabirds are excluded. 

Species 

Status 

TSPA 

EPBCA 

Potential habitat 

Accipiter novaehollandiae 

(grey goshawk) 

e 

- 

Potential habitat for the grey goshawk is native forest with mature elements 

below 600 m altitude, particularly along watercourses. Significant habitat 
for the grey goshawk may be summarised as areas of wet forest, rainforest 
and damp forest patches in dry forest, with a relatively closed mature 
canopy, low stem density, and open understorey in close proximity to 
foraging habitat and a freshwater body (i.e. stream, river, lake, swamp, 
etc.). 

POTENTIAL HABITAT PRESENT. No nests of the grey goshawk were 
detected but it is noted that the assessment was brief and nests can be 
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Species 

Status 

TSPA 

EPBCA 

Potential habitat 

difficult to detect. Most of the forest structure is unsuitable for nesting, 
however, comprising relatively straight-stemmed mature regrowth 
eucalypts without well-developed forks and branches that may sometimes 
be used for nesting. The site also lacks the “classic” development of a 
mature secondary canopy of Acacia melanoxylon often used for nesting. 
The Melaleuca ericifolia is all too young for nesting. The species is likely to 
utilise the broader area for foraging. 

The forest is classified as Priority 3 (lower priority – mainly foraging habitat) 
under Goshawk Habitat Categories – Fauna Technical Note No. 12 
(FPA 2010), although it is noted that this technical note does not recognise 
wet sclerophyll forest dominated by either Eucalyptus ovata or Eucalyptus 
viminalis as comprising this habitat category. 

Clearing of the DOV from the Crown road reserve will result in the loss of a 
small area of potential foraging habitat of the grey goshawk but is unlikely 
to deleteriously affect the breeding capacity of the species in the broader 
area. 

Alcedo azurea subsp. 
diemensis 

(Tasmanian azure 
kingfisher) 

e 

- 

Potential habitat for the azure kingfisher comprises potential foraging 

habitat and potential breeding habitat. Potential foraging habitat is 
primarily freshwater (occasionally estuarine) waterbodies such as large 
rivers and streams with well-developed overhanging vegetation suitable for 
perching and water deep enough for dive-feeding. Potential breeding 
habitat is usually steep banks of large rivers (a breeding site is a hole 
(burrow) drilled in the bank). 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT. The banks of the small creekline do not 
provide potential nesting habitat and the stream is too shallow to provide 
foraging habitat. Works will not impact on better quality potential habitat 
along the Mersey River. The habitat within the Crown road reserve does 
not match descriptions provided in Wapstra et al. (2010). 

Antipodia chaostola tax. 
leucophaea 

(chaostola skipper) 

e 

EN 

Potential habitat for the chaostola skipper is dry forest and woodland 
supporting Gahnia radula (usually on sandstone and other sedimentary 
rock types) or Gahnia microstachya (usually on granite-based substrates). 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT. Both these Gahnia species are absent. 

Aquila audax subsp. fleayi 

(wedge-tailed eagle) 

e 

EN 

Potential nesting habitat is tall eucalypt trees in large tracts (usually more 

than 10 ha) of eucalypt or mixed forest. Nest trees are usually amongst the 
largest in a locality. They are generally in sheltered positions on leeward 
slopes, between the lower and mid sections of a slope and with the top of 
the tree usually lower than the ground level of the top of the ridge, although 
in some parts of the State topographic shelter is not always a significant 
factor (e.g. parts of the northwest and Central Highlands). Nests are usually 
not constructed close to sources of disturbance and nests close to 
disturbance are less productive. 

POTENTIAL NESTING HABITAT ABSENT. No known nests within 
1,000 m of subject area; surrounding vegetation unsuitable for nesting due 
to stature (mature regrowth) and disturbance levels. The species would 
utilise the broader area for foraging. Clearing of the DOV from the Crown 
road reserve will result in the loss of a small area of potential foraging 
habitat of the wedge-tailed eagle but is unlikely to deleteriously affect the 
breeding capacity of the species in the broader area. 

Astacopsis gouldi 

(giant freshwater crayfish) 

v 

VU 

Potential habitat for the giant freshwater crayfish is freshwater streams of 
all sizes. Characteristics of potential habitat include a combination of well-
shaded flowing and still waters, deep pools, decaying logs and undercut 
banks. Riparian vegetation needs to be native and predominantly intact to 
provide shade, nutrient, energy and structural inputs into streams. Smaller 
juveniles inhabit shallow fast-flowing streams favouring habitats with rocks 
or logs that are large enough to be stable but not embedded in finer 
substrates, but overlie coarser substrates and/or have a distinct cavity 
underneath. Perennial headwater streams have substantially higher 
juvenile densities than non-perennial headwater streams. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT. The small stream is classified as very low 
potential habitat according to the descriptions provided in Assessing Giant 
Freshwater Crayfish Habitat in Class 4 Streams – Fauna Technical Note 
No. 3 (FPA 2013). 

Dasyurus maculatus subsp. 
maculatus 

(spotted-tailed quoll) 

r 

VU 

Potential habitat for the spotted-tailed quoll is coastal scrub, riparian areas, 
rainforest, wet forest, damp forest, dry forest and blackwood swamp forest 
(mature and regrowth), particularly where structurally complex areas are 
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Species 

Status 

TSPA 

EPBCA 

Potential habitat 

present, and includes remnant patches in cleared agricultural land or 
plantation areas. Significant habitat for the spotted tailed quoll is all 
potential denning habitat within the core range of the species. Potential 
denning habitat for the spotted-tailed quoll includes 1) any forest remnant 
(>0.5 ha) in a cleared or plantation landscape that is structurally complex 
(high canopy, with dense understorey and ground vegetation cover), free 
from the risk of inundation, or 2) a rock outcrop, rock crevice, rock pile, 
burrow with a small entrance, hollow logs, large piles of coarse woody 
debris and caves. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT PRESENT. No direct evidence of the species 
(e.g. scats, dens, etc.) were detected. It is highly likely that the species 
will utilise the area as part of a large territory/home range. 

Clearing of the DOV from the Crown road reserve will result in the loss of a 
small area of potential habitat of the spotted-tailed quoll but is unlikely to 
deleteriously affect the breeding capacity of the species in the broader area. 

Dasyurus viverrinus 

(eastern quoll) 

- 

EN 

Potential habitat for the eastern quoll is a variety of habitats including 
rainforest, heathland, alpine areas and scrub. However, it seems to prefer 
dry forest and native grassland mosaics which are bounded by agricultural 
land. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT PRESENT. No direct evidence of the species 
(e.g. scats, dens, etc.) were detected. It is highly likely that the species 
will utilise the area as part of a large territory/home range. 

Clearing of the DOV from the Crown road reserve will result in the loss of a 

small area of potential habitat of the eastern quoll but is unlikely to 
deleteriously affect the breeding capacity of the species in the broader area. 

Engaeus granulatus 

(Central North burrowing 
crayfish) 

e 

EN 

Potential habitat for the central north burrowing crayfish includes any 
poorly-drained habitats such as streams (of any class and disturbance 
history), seepages (e.g. springs in forest or pasture, outflows of farm 
dams), low-lying flat swampy areas and vegetation (e.g. buttongrass and 
heathy plains, marshy areas, boggy areas of pasture), drainage 
depressions, ditches (artificial and natural, including roadside ditches, 
pasture drains, etc.) 

POTENTIAL HABITAT PRESENT. The minor creekline provides potential 
habitat in that it is poorly-drained with broad flats that remain boggy for 
much of the year. No evidence of the species was detected i.e. burrows 
(either as holes or chimneyed holes). The subject site is within the potential 
range of the species only, not the known range. There are no records of 
the species along this part of the Mersey River. Recent surveys by the 
author in the Kimberley area confirmed the absence of the species, with 
this part of the State apparently occupied by the non-threatened Engaeus 
nulloporius. 

Galaxiella pusilla 

(dwarf galaxiid) 

v 

VU 

Potential habitat for the dwarf galaxiid is slow-flowing and still waters such 
as swamps, shallow pools, lagoons, drains or backwaters of streams, often 
(but not always) with aquatic vegetation. It may also be found in temporary 
waters that dry up in summer for as long as 6-7 months, especially if 
burrowing crayfish burrows are present. Habitat may include forested 
swampy areas but does not include blackwood swamp forest. Juveniles 
congregate in groups at the water surface in pools free of vegetation. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT. The minor creekline is unsuitable, and 
the whole area is well outside the accepted range of the species (near-
coastal lowland drainage systems). The works will not have an impact on 
this species. 

Haliaeetus leucogaster 

(white-bellied sea-eagle) 

v 

- 

Potential habitat for the white-bellied sea-eagle species comprises potential 
nesting habitat and potential foraging habitat. Potential foraging habitat is 
any large waterbody (including sea coasts, estuaries, wide rivers, lakes, 
impoundments and even large farm dams) supporting prey items (fish). 
Potential nesting habitat is tall eucalypt trees in large tracts (usually more 
than 10 ha) of eucalypt or mixed forest within 5 km of the coast (nearest 
coast including shores, bays, inlets and peninsulas), large rivers (class 1), 
lakes or complexes of large farm dams. Scattered trees along river banks 
or pasture land may also be used. 

POTENTIAL NESTING HABITAT ABSENT. No known nests within 
1,000 m of subject area; surrounding vegetation unsuitable for nesting due 
to stature (mature regrowth) and disturbance levels. The species may 

C&D 2



260-262 Dynans Bridge Road – Crown Road Reserve: Ecological Assessment 

ECOtas…providing options in environmental consulting 

14 

Species 

Status 

TSPA 

EPBCA 

Potential habitat 

occasionally utilise the broader area (e.g. the wider open parts of the 
Mersey River and possibly some of the larger farm dams) for foraging. 
Clearing of the DOV from the Crown road reserve is unlikely to deleteriously 
affect the breeding capacity of the species in the broader area. 

Lathamus discolor 

(swift parrot) 

e 

CR 

Potential foraging habitat comprises E. globulus or E. ovata trees that are 

old enough to flower. Potential nesting habitat is considered to comprise 
eucalypt forests that contain hollow-bearing trees. 

POTENTIAL NESTING HABITAT ABSENT. Hollow-bearing trees are 
absent, and the site is highly atypical of all known nesting areas. 

POTENTIAL FORAGING HABITAT PRESENT. The canopy is dominated 
by Eucalyptus ovata (Eucalyptus globulus is absent). The site is within part 
of the State not usually considered as part of the core range of the species 
and in my opinion it is highly unlikely that the site would be utilised for 
foraging by the swift parrot. In my opinion, while the clearing DOV from 
the Crown road reserve would result in the loss of a small area of potential 
foraging habitat of the swift parrot, it is unlikely to deleteriously affect the 
species at a broader level. 

Litoria raniformis 

(green and golden frog) 

v 

VU 

Potential habitat for the green and gold frog is permanent and temporary 

waterbodies, usually with vegetation in or around them. Potential habitat 
includes features such as natural lagoons, permanently or seasonally 
inundated swamps and wetlands, farm dams, irrigation channels, artificial 
water-holding sites such as old quarries, slow-flowing stretches of streams 
and rivers and drainage features. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT. The heavily-canopied creekline would 
not usually be regarded as potential habitat for the species. That said, this 
part of the State is well known for the species and it utilises a wide range 
of freshwater habitats including large and small farms dams, roadside 
drains and slow-flowing rivers and creeks. The broader area may form part 
of the dispersal habitat of the species but the clearing of the DOV from the 
Crown road reserve is unlikely to deleteriously affect the species. 

Perameles gunnii subsp. 
gunnii 

(eastern barred bandicoot) 

- 

VU 

Potential habitat for the eastern barred bandicoot is open vegetation types 

including woodlands and open forests with a grassy understorey, native 
and exotic grasslands, particularly in landscapes with a mosaic of 
agricultural land and remnant bushland. Significant habitat for the eastern 
barred bandicoot is dense tussock grass-sagg-sedge swards, piles of coarse 
woody debris and denser patches of low shrubs (especially those that are 
densely branched close to the ground providing shelter) within the core 
range of the species. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT PRESENT. The species may utilise the pasture-
forest mosaic, although is much more likely to take advantage of the 
modified habitats that exist around houses. Clearing of the DOV from the 
Crown road reserve will result in the loss of a small area of potential habitat 
of the eastern barred bandicoot but is unlikely to deleteriously affect the 
breeding capacity of the species in the broader area. 

Prototroctes maraena 

(Australian grayling) 

v 

VU 

Potential habitat for the Australian grayling is all streams and rivers in their 
lower to middle reaches. Areas above permanent barriers (e.g. Prosser 
River dam, weirs) that prevent fish migration, are not potential habitat. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT. The narrow and heavily-canopied 
creekline that dissects the Crown road reserve is not suitable habitat 
(species requires much deeper and consistent water flow). Provided that 
the works in the creekline are undertaken carefully to minimise sediment 
input into the Mersey River (which is known to support the species), no 
deleterious impact on the habitat of the species is anticipated (noting that 
any impact from the works would be miniscule relative to the recent 
changes to the Mersey River from the floods). No specific crossing 
structures are recommended in relation to this species. 

Pseudemoia pagenstecheri 

(tussock skink) 

v 

- 

Potential habitat for the tussock skink comprises native grasslands 
dominated by tussock-forming grasses. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT – subject area is wet sclerophyll and 
swamp forest and pasture. 

Pseudemoia rawlinsoni 

(glossy grass skink) 

r 

- 

Potential habitat for the Glossy Grass Skink is wetlands and swampy sites 

(including grassy wetlands, teatree swamps and grassy sedgelands), and 
margins of such habitats. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT. Poorly-drained ground is present but is 
within dense-canopied forest. 
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TSPA 

EPBCA 

Potential habitat 

Pseudomys novaehollandiae 

(New Holland mouse) 

e 

VU 

Potential habitat for the New Holland mouse is heathlands (mainly dry 

heathlands but also where dry heathlands form a mosaic with other 
heathland, moorland and scrub complexes), heathy woodlands 
(i.e. eucalypt canopy cover 5-20%), Allocasuarina-dominated forests on 
sandy substrates (not dolerite or basalt), and vegetated sand dunes. Key 
indicator plant species include (but are not restricted to) Aotus ericoides, 
Lepidosperma concavum, Hypolaena fastigiata and Xanthorrhoea spp. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT ABSENT. 

Sarcophilus harrisii 

(Tasmanian devil) 

e 

EN 

Potential habitat for the Tasmanian devil is all terrestrial native habitats, 

forestry plantations and pasture. Devils require shelter (e.g. dense 
vegetation, hollow logs, burrows or caves) and hunting habitat (open 
understorey mixed with patches of dense vegetation) within their home 
range (427 km2). Significant habitat for the Tasmanian devil is a patch of 
potential denning habitat where three or more entrances (large enough for 
a devil to pass through) may be found within 100 m of one another, and 
where no other potential denning habitat with three or more entrances may 
be found within a 1 km radius, being the approximate area of the smallest 
recorded devil home range (Pemberton 1990). Potential denning habitat for 
the Tasmanian devil is areas of burrowable, well-drained soil, log piles or 
sheltered overhangs such as cliffs, rocky outcrops, knolls, caves and earth 
banks, free from risk of inundation and with at least one entrance through 
which a devil could pass. 

POTENTIAL HABITAT PRESENT. No direct evidence of the species 
(e.g. scats, dens, etc.) were detected. It is highly likely that the species 
will utilise the area as part of a large territory/home range. 

Clearing of the DOV from the Crown road reserve will result in the loss of a 
small area of potential habitat of the Tasmanian devil but is unlikely to 
deleteriously affect the breeding capacity of the species in the broader area. 

Tyto novaehollandiae 
subsp. castanops 

(masked owl) 

e 

VU 

Potential habitat for the masked owl is all areas with trees with large 

hollows (≥15 cm entrance diameter). Remnants and paddock trees (in any 
dry or wet forest type) in agricultural areas may constitute potential 
habitat. Significant habitat for the masked owl is any areas within the core 
range of native dry forest with trees over 100 cm dbh with large hollows 
(≥15 cm entrance diameter). 

POTENTIAL NESTING HABITAT ABSENT. Large hollow-bearing trees 
are absent from Crown road reserve. The species is likely to utilise the area 
for foraging, although it is more likely to take advantage of prey items such 
as rabbits, rats, mice and bandicoots that would frequent the numerous 
farm buildings in the area. The Crown road reserve vegetation provides 
little opportunity for temporary roosting (e.g. dense shrubs). 

Clearing of the DOV from the Crown road reserve will result in the loss of a 
small area of potential foraging habitat of the masked owl but is unlikely to 
deleteriously affect the breeding capacity of the species in the broader area. 

 

The proposed works will not have a significant deleterious impact on known sites or potential 

habitat of fauna species classified as threatened under the Tasmanian Threatened Species 

Protection Act 1995 and/or the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999. In my opinion specific referral to government agencies administering 

these Acts is not warranted. 

 

Weeds 

 

The subject area supports localised patches of low-growing (presumably because of the heavy 

shading by the forest canopy) patches of Rubus sp. (blackberry), which is classified as a 

“declared weed” within the meaning of the Tasmanian Weed Management Act 1999. 

Rubus species are subject to a Statutory Weed Management Plan under the Weed Management 

Act 1999 (see information on weed section of DPIPWE’s web site). The subject area falls within 

the Meander Valley municipality, which for the management of the species is classified as a 

“Zone B” municipality, with widespread infestations noted. In relation to “Zone B” species, 
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“containment”, within the meaning of the Weed Management Act 1999, is the most appropriate 

management objective for municipalities who have problematic infestations but no plan and/or 

resources to undertake control actions at a level required for eradication. The management 

outcome for these municipalities is ongoing prevention of the spread of declared weeds from 

existing infestations to areas free or in the process of becoming free of these weeds. 

In this case, the works are highly unlikely to result in the material spread of declared weeds as 

the dense canopy is likely to remain present adjacent to the new road. Apart from general 

hygiene protocols to minimise the risk of introducing weeds and pathogens to the site as found 

in Keeping It Clean: A Tasmanian Field Hygiene Manual to Prevent the Spread of Freshwater 

Pests and Pathogens (Allan & Gartenstein 2010), it is recommended that the newly constructed 

road be checked for weed establishment post-works and any new infestations treated as quickly 

as practical. A complex stand-alone weed management plan is not considered warranted. 

 

Plant and animal disease 

 

Rootrot pathogen, Phytophthora cinnamomi 

 

Phytophthora cinnamomi (PC) is widespread in lowland areas of Tasmania, across all land 

tenures. However, disease will not develop when soils are too cold or too dry. For these reasons, 

PC is not a threat to susceptible plant species that grow at altitudes higher than about 

700 m a.s.l. or where annual rainfall is less than about 600 mm (e.g. Midlands and Derwent 

Valley). Furthermore, disease is unlikely to develop beneath a dense canopy of vegetation 

because shading cools the soils to below the optimum temperature for the pathogen. A 

continuous canopy of vegetation taller than about 2 m is sufficient to suppress disease. Hence 

PC is not considered a threat to susceptible plant species growing in wet sclerophyll forests, 

rainforests (except disturbed rainforests on infertile soils) and scrub e.g. teatree scrub (Rudman 

2005; FPA 2009). 

According to Rudman (2005), none of the vegetation types recorded from the subject area are 

susceptible to the root-rot pathogen, Phytophthora cinnamomi. No evidence of the pathogen 

was noted (i.e. no dead or dying susceptible plant species). No special management is 

recommended. 

 

Myrtle wilt 

 

Myrtle wilt, caused by a wind-borne fungus (Chalara australis), occurs naturally in rainforest 

where myrtle beech (Nothofagus cunninghamii) is present. The fungus enters wounds in the 

tree, usually caused by damage from wood-boring insects, wind damage and forest clearing. 

The incidence of myrtle wilt often increases forest clearing events such as windthrow and 

wildfire. 

Nothofagus cunninghamii is absent from the subject area, such that special management actions 

are not warranted. 

 

Myrtle rust 

 

Myrtle rust is a disease limited to plants in the Myrtaceae family. This plant disease is a member 

of the guava rust complex caused by Puccinia psidii, a known significant pathogen of Myrtaceae 

plants outside Australia. Infestations are currently limited to NSW, Victoria, Queensland and 

Tasmania (DPIPWE 2015). 
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No evidence of myrtle rust was noted from the subject area, such that special management 

actions are not warranted. 

 

Chytrid fungus and other freshwater pathogens 

 

Native freshwater species and habitat are under threat from freshwater pests and pathogens 

including Phytophthora cinnamomi (root rot), Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis (Chytrid frog 

disease), Mucor amphibiorum (platypus Mucor disease) and the freshwater algal pest 

Didymosphenia geminata (Didymo) (Allan & Gartenstein 2010). Freshwater pests and pathogens 

are spread to new areas when contaminated water, mud, gravel, soil and plant material or 

infected animals are moved between sites. Contaminated materials and animals are commonly 

transported on boots, equipment, vehicles tyres and during road construction and maintenance 

activities. Once a pest pathogen is present in a water system it is usually impossible to eradicate. 

The manual Keeping it Clean - A Tasmanian Field Hygiene Manual to Prevent the Spread of 

Freshwater Pests and Pathogens (Allan & Gartenstein 2010) provides information on how to 

prevent the spread of freshwater pests and pathogens in Tasmanian waterways wetlands, 

swamps and boggy areas. 

The subject area supports one small stream. Several frog species may utilise this habitat, 

although the risk of introducing chytrid during works and it persisting is minimal because the 

stream flows directly into the Mersey River very soon after the crossing point. No special 

management is recommended, although note the suggestion under the section on Weeds to 

apply the general hygiene protocols advocated in Keeping It Clean: A Tasmanian Field Hygiene 

Manual to Prevent the Spread of Freshwater Pests and Pathogens (Allan & Gartenstein 2010). 

 

Implications under the Biodiversity Code (Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 

2013) 

 

The Crown road reserve and surrounding areas are zoned as Rural resource but are not subject 

to the Priority Habitat classification. The proposed construction of the road in the Crown road 

reserve would result in the clearance of native vegetation. The implications under the 

Biodiversity Code are explored below. 

 

The purpose of the Biodiversity Code is stated below: 

E8.1 Purpose of the Code 

E8.1.1 

The purpose of this provision is to: 

(a) protect, conserve and enhance the region’s biodiversity in consideration of the extent, 

condition and connectivity of critical habitats and priority vegetation communities, and 
the number and status of vulnerable and threatened species; and 

(b) ensure that development is carried out in a manner that assists the protection of 
biodiversity by: 

i) minimising vegetation and habitat loss or degradation; and 

ii) appropriately locating buildings and works; and iii) offsetting the loss of 
vegetation through protection of other areas where appropriate. 

The subject area supports a priority vegetation community in the form of Eucalyptus ovata forest 

and woodland (TASVEG code: DOV). The creation of a road through this vegetation type would 

not be consistent with “minimising vegetation and habitat loss” (clause E8.1.1(b)(i)). 
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The application of the Biodiversity Code is stated below: 

E8.2 Application of this Code 

This code applies to use or development of land: 

(a) within the area identified as priority habitat on the planning scheme maps; or 

(b) for the removal of native vegetation. 

The subject area is not defined as “priority habitat” such that clause E8.2(a) does not have 

application. However, the proposal would result in the “removal of native vegetation” such that 

clause E8.2(b) has application. 

 

To the best of my knowledge, the proposal is not exempt under any provisions of the Scheme. 

A such, the development standards under the Biodiversity Code will have application. 

E8.6 Development Standards 

E8.6.1 Habitat and Vegetation Management 

Objective 

To ensure that: 

(a) vegetation identified as having conservation value as habitat has priority for protection 
and is appropriately managed to protect those values; and 

(b) the representation and connectivity of vegetation communities is given appropriate 
protection when considering the impacts of use and development. 

The clearing of the DOV threatened vegetation would not be consistent with the intent of the 

objective in relation to part (a), although part (b) probably does not have application as there 

will not be a significant loss of representation or connectivity of the vegetation community. 

 

The Acceptable Solution in relation to the clearing of native vegetation not classified as priority 

habitat is as follows: 

A2 

Clearance or disturbance of native vegetation is in accordance with a certified Forest Practices 

Plan. 

My interpretation of this statement is that if the works are carried out in accordance with a 

certified Forest Practices Plan (FPP), the Biodiversity Code is satisfied. As stated previously, I 

recommend seeking advice from officers of the Forest Practices Authority regarding the 

application of the Forest Practices Regulations 2007 and their interaction with the Meander 

Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013. 

If an FPP is an acceptable solution, a Forest Practices Officer will need to be engaged to certify 

(and presumably prepare) the FPP. This may require further site assessments to consider natural 

and cultural values not considered in the present report or under other provisions of the Scheme. 

If an FPP is not an appropriate solution, the Performance Criteria in relation to the clearing of 

native vegetation not classified as priority habitat are as follows, with author commentary below 

each sub-clause: 

P2.1 

Clearance or disturbance of native vegetation must be consistent with the purpose of this 

Code and not unduly compromise the representation of species or vegetation communities 

of significance in the bioregion having regard to the: 

See previous statement that indicates that clearing of threatened vegetation does not appear to 

be in accordance with the intent of the purpose of the Code. That said, on the assumption that 
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no practical alternative to the proposal is found, the following sub-clauses are further 

considered. 

(a) quality and extent of the vegetation or habitat affected by the proposal, including the 
maintenance of species diversity and its value as a wildlife corridor; and 

The clearing of the vegetation within the Crown road reserve is unlikely to significantly 

deleteriously affect the quality of the vegetation (i.e. the surrounding vegetation), although 

some edge effects are inevitable such as drying out and minor understorey changes. The extent 

of native vegetation will obviously be affected, although it is clear that the area being cleared is 

small relative to the wider extent of native forest (including DOV) in the immediate and wider 

area. Species diversity is unlikely to be significantly affected by the proposal. The value of the 

site as a wildlife corridor is unlikely to be substantially altered because the road will be by 

necessity very narrow and surrounded by retained similar vegetation. 

(b) means of removal; and 

The main issue is in regards to the felling of trees such that the disturbance to surrounding 

forest is minimised. 

(c) value of riparian vegetation in protecting habitat values; and 

The small stream has some obvious habitat value but does not support particular species 

requiring formal management prescriptions. That said, works within the riparian area should be 

conducted to minimise the long-term disturbance, and ensure that the flow characteristics of 

the drainage feature are not substantially altered. 

(d) impacts of siting of development (including effluent disposal) and vegetation clearance 
or excavations, in proximity to habitat or vegetation; and 

No specific comments. 

(e) need for and adequacy of proposed vegetation or habitat management; and 

No specific comments. 

(f) conservation outcomes and long-term security of any offset in accordance with the 
General Offset Principles for the RMPS, Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water 
and Environment. 

The General Offset Principles referred to in clause (f) provide general guidance only, and do not 

provide specific detail in relation to offsetting the loss of threatened native vegetation in 

circumstances such as the present proposal. In my opinion, it is impractical to offset the loss of 

the threatened vegetation in this case. In some cases, securing another site supporting similar 

vegetation through means such as a conservation covenant may be possible, but this does not 

seem practical in the present situation. There are unlikely to be appropriate local opportunities 

to restore or rehabilitate areas of degraded similar vegetation. In some circumstances where 

other avenues of mitigation/offsetting have been exhausted, financial offsets are sometimes 

proposed. In my opinion, given that the road reserve is on Crown land and its purpose is 

obviously to allow for the provision of a road, I do not believe that offsets are practical in this 

case. 

 

Summary and recommendations 

 

The key ecological value requiring consideration for the proposed construction of a road to 

access 262 Dynans Bridge Road utilising the Crown road reserve on 260 Dynans Bridge Road is 

the presence of relatively good condition Eucalyptus ovata forest and woodland (TASVEG code: 

DOV), a vegetation type classified as threatened under Schedule 3A of the Tasmanian Nature 

Conservation Act 2002. To a lesser extent, the presence of potential habitat for several species 

of threatened fauna listed on the Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 and/or the 

Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 needs to be 

considered, although the over-arching management of the vegetation is likely to take 

appropriate account of the management requirements of these species. 
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In the first instance it needs to be acknowledged that the purpose of the listing of some 

vegetation types as threatened was to constrain further clearing. It would be unusual for such 

vegetation types to be cleared on public land, except in special circumstances. The case of a 

Crown road reserve established on title well before the classification and listing of threatened 

vegetation types possibly presents as one such special circumstance. However, in my opinion, 

every effort should be made to explore options to avoid the necessity to clear the threatened 

vegetation to access 262 Dynans Bridge Road. Without taking into consideration any particular 

legal opinion or the desires of the relevant land owners (including the owners of 260 and 262 

Dynans Bridge Road and the Crown), notwithstanding that this is clearly important in the current 

situation, from a conservation management perspective it appears that utilising the existing 

access downslope of the Crown road reserve would result in minimal clearing of native 

vegetation (perhaps minor works at the stream crossing point and minor widening to bring the 

road to an appropriate standard to meet engineering specifications and bushfire hazard 

management guidelines). 

If an alternative to utilising the Crown road reserve cannot be found, the decision to allow 

clearing lies with the relevant authorities. In my opinion, making recommendations to minimise 

the extent of clearing is moot because the road will need to be constructed, as I understand it, 

to some quite specific standards and there is limited capacity to modify this. In relation to the 

stream crossing, there are no particular ecological values that need to be taken into account 

and as such, I restrict myself to a general recommendation to install a culvert that maximises 

the opportunity for fauna (e.g. platypus) to move upstream and downstream, but recognising 

that the stream is narrow and the road itself will not be so wide as to prevent fauna from crossing 

without using the culvert (platypus and giant freshwater crayfish frequently avoid culverts – the 

risk of roadkill in the present situation is negligible). 
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The coordinate falls within the following threatened species ranges
Common
name

Scientific
Name

range
class Habitat Description Web

Map

grey
goshawk

Accipiter
novaehollandiae

Core
Range

Potential habitat for the grey goshawk is native forest with mature
elements below 600 m altitude, particularly along watercourses.
FPA's Fauna Technical Note 12 can be used as a guide in the
identification of grey goshawk habitat. Significant habitat for the
grey goshawk may be summarised as areas of wet forest, rainforest
and damp forest patches in dry forest, with a relatively closed
mature canopy, low stem density, and open understorey in close
proximity to foraging habitat and a freshwater body (i.e. stream,
river, lake, swamp, etc.). FPA's Fauna Technical Note 12 can be
used as a guide in the identification of grey goshawk habitat.

Web
map

swift parrot Lathamusdiscolor

NW
breeding
areas

Potential breeding habitat for the Swift Parrot comprises potential
foraging habitat and potential nesting habitat, and is based on
definitions of foraging and nesting trees (see Table A in swift
parrot habitat assessment Technical Note). Potential foraging
habitat comprises E. globulus or E. ovata trees that are old enough
to flower. The occurrence of foraginghabitat can be remotely
assessed, although only to a limited extent, by using mapping
layers such as GlobMap (DPIPWE 2010). Due to the scale and
inadequacies in current foraginghabitat mapping, potential
foraginghabitat density within operational areas may need to be
largely identified by groundbased surveys as per Table B in the
swift parrot habitat assessment Technical Note. For management
purposes potential nesting habitat is considered to comprise
eucalypt forests that contain hollowbearing trees. The FPA mature
habitat availability map (see Technical Note 2) predicts the
availability of hollowbearing trees using the relevant definitions of
habitat provided in Table C of the swift parrot habitat assessment
Technical Note. The mature habitat availability map is designed to
be used to make landscapescale assessments and may not be
reliable for standlevel assessments required during the
development of a Forest Practices Plan. At the standlevel the
availability and distribution of hollowbearing trees across a coupe
or operation area is best determined from a groundbased
assessment (see Table C in the swift parrot habitat assessment
Technical Note). Significant habitat is all potential breeding habitat
within the SE potential breeding range and the NW breeding areas.

Web
map

australian
grayling

Prototroctes
maraena

Potential
Range

Potential habitat for the Australian Grayling is all streams and
rivers in their lower to middle reaches. Areas above permanent
barriers (e.g. Prosser River dam, weirs) that prevent fish migration,
are not potential habitat.

Web
map

Potential habitat for the Tasmanian devil is all terrestrial native
habitats, forestry plantations and pasture. Devils require shelter
(e.g. dense vegetation, hollow logs, burrows or caves) and hunting
habitat (open understorey mixed with patches of dense vegetation)
within their home range (427 km^2). Significant habitat for the
Tasmanian devil is a patch of potential denning habitat where three
or more entrances (large enough for a devil to pass through) may
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tasmanian
devil

Sarcophilus
harrisii

Potential
Range

be found within 100 m of one another, and where no other potential
denning habitat with three or more entrances may be found within
a 1 km radius, being the approximate area of the smallest recorded
devil home range (Pemberton 1990). Potential denning habitat for
the Tasmanian devil is areas of burrowable, welldrained soil, log
piles or sheltered overhangs such as cliffs, rocky outcrops, knolls,
caves and earth banks, free from risk of inundation and with at
least one entrance through which a devil could pass. FPA's Fauna
Technical Note 10 can be used as a guide in the identification of
potential denning habitat

Web
map

eastern
quoll

Dasyurus
viverrinus

Potential
Range

The species is found in a variety of habitats including rainforest,
heathland, alpine areas and scrub. However, it seems to prefer dry
forest and native grassland mosaics which are bounded by
agricultural land.

Web
map

giant
freshwater
crayfish

Astacopsis
gouldi

Potential
Range

Potential habitat for the giant freshwater crayfish is freshwater
streams of all sizes. Characteristics of potential habitat include a
combination of wellshaded flowing and still waters, deep pools,
decaying logs and undercut banks. Riparian vegetation needs to be
native and predominantly intact to provide shade, nutrient, energy
and structural inputs into streams. Smaller juveniles inhabit
shallow fastflowing streams favouring habitats with rocks or logs
that are large enough to be stable but not embedded in finer
substrates, but overlie coarser substrates and/or have a distinct
cavity underneath. Perennial headwater streams have substantially
higher juvenile densities than nonperennial headwater streams.
See FPA's Fauna Technical Note 16 for guidance on how to
identify categories of potential habitat suitability (high suitability
habitat, moderate suitability habitat and low suitability habitat) of
class 4 streams. The GFC Habitat Suitability Map may be used in
the assessment of habitat suitability for all other stream classes,
however onground assessment is recommended.

Web
map

glossy
grass skink

Pseudemoia
rawlinsoni

Potential
Range

Potential habitat for the Glossy Grass Skink is wetlands and
swampy sites (including grassy wetlands, teatree swamps and
grassy sedgelands), and margins of such habitats.

Web
map

Dwarf
galaxias

Galaxiella
pusilla

Potential
Range

Potential habitat for the dwarf galaxiid is slowflowing waters such
as swamps, lagoons, drains or backwaters of streams, often with
aquatic vegetation. It may also be found in temporary waters that
dry up in summer for as long as 67 months, especially if
burrowing crayfish burrows are present (although these will
usually be connected to permanent water). Habitat may include
forested swampy areas but does not include blackwood swamp
forest. Juveniles congregate in groups at the water surface in pools
free of vegetation. Significant habitat for the dwarf galaxiid is all
potential habitat and a 30m streamside reserve within the core
range.

Web
map

green and
golden frog

Litoria
raniformis

Core
Range

Potential habitat for the green and gold frog is permanent and
temporary waterbodies, usually with vegetation in or around them.
Potential habitat includes features such as natural lagoons,
permanently or seasonally inundated swamps and wetlands, farm
dams, irrigation channels, artificial waterholding sites such as old
quarries, slowflowing stretches of streams and rivers and drainage
features. Significant habitat is high quality potential habitat within
the core range of this frog species. See FPA Fauna Technical Note
18 for guidance on assessing significant habitat for the green and
gold frog.

Web
map

Potential habitat for the WhiteBellied Seaeagle species comprises
potential nesting habitat and potential foraging habitat. Potential
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white
bellied sea
eagle

Haliaeetus
leucogaster

Potential
Range

foraging habitat is any large waterbody (including sea coasts,
estuaries, wide rivers, lakes, impoundments and even large farm
dams) supporting prey items (fish). Potential nesting habitat is tall
eucalypt trees in large tracts (usually more than 10 ha) of eucalypt
or mixed forest within 5 km of the coast (nearest coast including
shores, bays, inlets and peninsulas), large rivers (Class 1), lakes or
complexes of large farm dams. Scattered trees along river banks or
pasture land may also be used. Significant habitat for the white
bellied seaeagle is all native forest and native nonforest
vegetation within 500 m or 1 km lineofsight of known nest sites
(where nest tree still present).

Web
map

azure
kingfisher
or azure
kingfisher
(tasmanian)

Alcedo azurea
subsp.
diemenensis

Core
Range

Potential habitat for the Azure Kingfisher comprises potential
foraging habitat and potential breeding habitat. Potential foraging
habitat is primarily freshwater (occasionally estuarine) waterbodies
such as large rivers and streams with welldeveloped overhanging
vegetation suitable for perching and water deep enough for dive
feeding. Potential breeding habitat is usually steep banks of large
rivers (a breeding site is a hole (burrow) drilled in the bank).

Web
map

Central
North
burrowing
crayfish

Engaeus
granulatus

Potential
Range

Potential habitat for the Central North Burrowing Crayfish includes
any poorlydrained habitats such as streams (of any class and
disturbance history), seepages (e.g. springs in forest or pasture,
outflows of farm dams), lowlying flat swampy areas and
vegetation (e.g. buttongrass and heathy plains, marshy areas, boggy
areas of pasture), drainage depressions, ditches (artificial and
natural, including roadside ditches, pasture drains, etc.). Significant
habitat for the Central North Burrowing Crayfish is all native
vegetation within the immediate catchments where the species is
known to occur.

Web
map

wedge
tailed eagle

Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi

Potential
Range

Potential habitat for the wedgetailed eagle comprises potential
nesting habitat and potential foraging habitat. Potential foraging
habitat is a wide variety of forest (including areas subject to native
forest silviculture) and nonforest habitats. Potential nesting habitat
is tall eucalypt trees in large tracts (usually more than 10 ha) of
eucalypt or mixed forest. Nest trees are usually amongst the largest
in a locality. They are generally in sheltered positions on leeward
slopes, between the lower and mid sections of a slope and with the
top of the tree usually lower than the ground level of the top of the
ridge, although in some parts of the State topographic shelter is not
always a significant factor (e.g. parts of the northwest and Central
Highlands). Nests are usually not constructed close to sources of
disturbance and nests close to disturbance are less productive.
More than one nest may occur within a territory but only one is
used for breeding in any one year. Breeding failure often promotes
a change of nest in the next year. [see FPA?s Fauna Technical Note
1 and FPA?s Fauna Technical Note 6 for more information]
Significant habitat for the wedgetailed eagle is all native forest
and native nonforest vegetation within 500 m or 1 km lineofsight
of known nest sites (where the nest tree is still present).

Web
map

masked
owl

Tyto
novaehollandiae

Core
Range

Potential habitat for the masked owl is all areas with trees with
large hollows (>=15 cm entrance diameter). In terms of using
mapping layers, potential habitat is considered to be all areas with
at least 20% mature eucalypt crown cover (PItype mature density
class 'a', 'b', or 'c'). Remnants and paddock trees (in any dry or wet
forest type) in agricultural areas may constitute potential habitat.
See FPA Fauna Technical Note 17 for guidance on assessing
masked owl habitat. Significant habitat for the masked owl is any
areas within the core range of native dry forest with trees over
100cm dbh with large hollows (>=15 cm entrance diameter). In

Web
map

C&D 2

http://manifoldp.fpb.tas.gov.au/mapguide/BVD/main.php?x=455682&y=5410643&scale=25000&species=Haliaeetus+leucogaster
http://manifoldp.fpb.tas.gov.au/mapguide/BVD/main.php?x=455682&y=5410643&scale=25000&species=Alcedo+azurea+subsp.+diemenensis
http://manifoldp.fpb.tas.gov.au/mapguide/BVD/main.php?x=455682&y=5410643&scale=25000&species=Engaeus+granulatus
http://manifoldp.fpb.tas.gov.au/mapguide/BVD/main.php?x=455682&y=5410643&scale=25000&species=Aquila+audax+subsp.+fleayi
http://manifoldp.fpb.tas.gov.au/mapguide/BVD/main.php?x=455682&y=5410643&scale=25000&species=Tyto+novaehollandiae
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terms of using mapping layers for an initial desktop assessment
prior to an onground survey significant habitat may occur in all
areas within the core range classified as dry forest (TASVEG dry
Eucalypt forest and woodland) with at least 20% mature eucalypt
crown cover (PItype mature density class 'a', 'b', or 'c'). Remnants
and paddock trees (in any dry or wet forest type) in agricultural
areas may constitute significant habitat. See FPA Fauna Technical
Note 17 for guidance on assessing masked owl habitat.

spotted
tailed quoll

Dasyurus
maculatus

Core
Range

Potential habitat for the spottedtailed quoll is coastal scrub,
riparian areas, rainforest, wet forest, damp forest, dry forest and
blackwood swamp forest (mature and regrowth), particularly where
structurally complex areas are present, and includes remnant
patches in cleared agricultural land or plantation areas. Significant
habitat for the spottedtailed quoll is all potential denning habitat
within the core range of the species. Potential denning habitat for
the spottedtailed quoll includes 1) any forest remnant (>0.5ha) in a
cleared or plantation landscape that is structurally complex (high
canopy, with dense understorey and ground vegetation cover), free
from the risk of inundation, or 2) a rock outcrop, rock crevice, rock
pile, burrow with a small entrance, hollow logs, large piles of
coarse woody debris and caves. FPA?s Fauna Technical Note 10
can be used as a guide in the identification of potential denning
habitat.

Web
map

N.V.A. threatened fauna records within 5 km

Common
Name

Scientific
Name Easting Northing Distance

(m)
Accuracy

(m)
Observation

Type
Observation

State

NVA
Observation

ID

australian
grayling

Prototroctes
maraena 455309 5410547 385 20 Sighting Present 1354859

masked
owl

Tyto
novaehollandiae 455677 5409533 1110 10 Sighting Present 1075632

green and
gold frog

Litoria
raniformis 457012 5410883 1351 100 Sighting Present 855165

masked
owl

Tyto
novaehollandiae 455380 5409220 1455 10 Sighting Present 1075631

green and
gold frog

Litoria
raniformis 457412 5409483 2083 1000 Sighting Present 302551

green and
gold frog

Litoria
raniformis 457412 5409483 2083 100 Sighting Present 846524

grey
goshawk

Accipiter
novaehollandiae 454110 5408946 2313 1000 Nest Present 1255279

green and
gold frog

Litoria
raniformis 456712 5412883 2465 1000 Sighting Present 306454

green and
gold frog

Litoria
raniformis 456912 5412883 2555 1000 Sighting Present 305388

australian
grayling

Prototroctes
maraena 456078 5408119 2555 20 Sighting Present 1352812

giant
freshwater
crayfish

Astacopsis
gouldi 453712 5408483 2923 100 Sighting Present 532342

giant
freshwater Astacopsis 453582 5408323 3129 10 Sighting Present 1491524

C&D 2

http://manifoldp.fpb.tas.gov.au/mapguide/BVD/main.php?x=455682&y=5410643&scale=25000&species=Dasyurus+maculatus
javascript:__doPostBack('GridView_Fauna','Sort$C_NAME')
javascript:__doPostBack('GridView_Fauna','Sort$SC_NAME')
javascript:__doPostBack('GridView_Fauna','Sort$X')
javascript:__doPostBack('GridView_Fauna','Sort$Y')
javascript:__doPostBack('GridView_Fauna','Sort$distance')
javascript:__doPostBack('GridView_Fauna','Sort$POSITION_A')
javascript:__doPostBack('GridView_Fauna','Sort$OBS_TYPE')
javascript:__doPostBack('GridView_Fauna','Sort$OBS_STATE')
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1354859
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1075632
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:855165
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1075631
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:302551
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:846524
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1255279
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:306454
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:305388
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1352812
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:532342
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1491524
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crayfish gouldi

giant
freshwater
crayfish

Astacopsis
gouldi 453612 5408283 3139 100 Sighting Present 522720

giant
freshwater
crayfish

Astacopsis
gouldi 453570 5408317 3142 10 Sighting Present 1491525

masked
owl

Tyto
novaehollandiae 456612 5413883 3371 100 Sighting Present 1201208

giant
freshwater
crayfish

Astacopsis
gouldi 453312 5408183 3416 100 Sighting Present 532327

giant
freshwater
crayfish

Astacopsis
gouldi 454912 5407183 3545 100 Sighting Present 532343

giant
freshwater
crayfish

Astacopsis
gouldi 454912 5406983 3740 100 Sighting Present 522722

eastern
barred
bandicoot

Perameles
gunnii 459740 5411341 4118 1850 Sighting Present 895426

wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax 454545 5406666 4136 7 Nest Present 1288153

tasmanian
wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi 454545 5406666 4136 7 Nest Present 1259219

tasmanian
wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi 452841 5414039 4428 5 Nest Present 1257300

tasmanian
wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi 452841 5414039 4428 5 Nest Present 1257301

tasmanian
wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi 452841 5414039 4428 5 Nest Present 1257299

tasmanian
wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi 452841 5414039 4428 5 Nest Present 1257298

tasmanian
wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi 454037 5406359 4589 10 Nest Present 1258394

wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax 454037 5406359 4589 10 Nest Present 1287794

C&D 2

https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:522720
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1491525
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1201208
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:532327
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:532343
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:522722
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:895426
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1288153
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1259219
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1257300
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1257301
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1257299
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1257298
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1258394
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1287794
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tasmanian
wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi 453972 5406343 4628 10 Nest Present 1258395

wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax 453972 5406343 4628 10 Nest Present 1287795

wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax 453952 5406199 4769 10 Nest Present 1287797

wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax 453952 5406199 4769 10 Nest Present 1287796

tasmanian
wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi 453952 5406199 4769 10 Nest Present 1258396

giant
freshwater
crayfish

Astacopsis
gouldi 454112 5406083 4823 100 Sighting Present 522721

tasmanian
wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi 453862 5406033 4956 1000 Nest Present 1255267

tasmanian
wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi 453862 5406033 4956 1000 Nest Present 1255265

tasmanian
wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi 453862 5406033 4956 1000 Nest Present 1255268

tasmanian
wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi 453862 5406033 4956 1000 Nest Present 1255269

wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax 453862 5406033 4956 1000 Nest Present 1263667

wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax 453862 5406033 4956 1000 Nest Present 1263668

tasmanian
wedge
tailed
eagle

Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi 453862 5406033 4956 1000 Nest Present 1255266

N.V.A. threatened flora records within 2 km

Scientific Name Common Name Easting Northing Distance
(m)

Accuracy
(m)

Observation
Type

NVA
Observation

ID

Pomaderris phylicifolia
revolute
narrowleaf 454312 5409582 1732 100 Sighting 232098

C&D 2

https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1258395
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1287795
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1287797
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1287796
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1258396
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:522721
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1255267
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1255265
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1255268
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1255269
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1263667
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1263668
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:1255266
javascript:__doPostBack('GridView_Flora','Sort$SC_NAME')
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https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:232098
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subsp. ericoides dogwood

Pomaderris phylicifolia
subsp. phylicifolia

narrowleaf
dogwood 454312 5409483 1795 100 Sighting 343654

Anogramma leptophylla annual fern 454212 5409383 1936 100 Sighting 231322

Anogramma leptophylla annual fern 454212 5409383 1936 100 Sighting 231335

C&D 2

https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:343654
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:231322
https://www.naturalvaluesatlas.tas.gov.au/#SpeciesObservationPage:231335
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*** No threatened flora found within 500 metres ***

Reference: ECOtas_DynansBridgeRoad_CrownRoadReserve

Requested For: MWapstra

Timestamp: 10:01:57 AM Saturday 29 October 2016

Raptors: buffers 500m and 5000m

Threatened Flora: buffers 500m and 5000m

Threatened Fauna: buffers 500m and 5000m

Tasmanian Weed Management Act Weeds: buffers 500m and 5000m

Priority Weeds: buffers 500m and 5000m

TASVEG: buffer 1000m

Threatened Communities: buffer 1000m

Geoconservation: buffer 1000m

Tasmanian Reserve Estate: buffer 1000m

Biosecurity Risks: buffer 1000m

The centroid for this query GDA94: 455682.0, 5410643.0 falls within:

1:25000 Map: 4441 SHEFFIELD

Property: 6282352 260 DYNANS BRIDGE RD
WEEGENA TAS 7304
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459690, 5416052

451571, 5405305

Threatened flora within 5000 metres
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Legend: Verified and Unverified observations

Legend: Cadastral Parcels

Threatened flora within 5000 metres
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Verified Records

 

Unverified Records

Threatened flora within 5000 metres

Id Species Common Name SS NS Observers Date Obs Type Easting/Northing
GDA94 Zone 55

343648 Anogramma
leptophylla

annual fern v Tony Aliano
(5972)

30-Dec-1998 Sighting 454112, 5409382 +/- 100m

231322 Anogramma
leptophylla

annual fern v Tony Aliano
(5972)

01-Oct-1997 Sighting 454212, 5409383 +/- 100m

231335 Anogramma
leptophylla

annual fern v J. Nelson (4662) 19-Oct-1998 Sighting 454212, 5409383 +/- 100m

353056 Desmodium gunnii southern ticktrefoil v Philip Barker
(1911)

12-Nov-1996 Sighting 456212, 5406783 +/- 100m

231361 Desmodium gunnii southern ticktrefoil v J. Nelson (4662) 18-Jan-1999 Sighting 455612, 5407883 +/- 100m

342809 Desmodium gunnii southern ticktrefoil v Philip Barker
(1911)

01-Mar-1992 Sighting 455912, 5406983 +/- 100m

342808 Desmodium gunnii southern ticktrefoil v Philip Barker
(1911)

01-Mar-1992 Sighting 454712, 5406183 +/- 100m

342298 Desmodium gunnii southern ticktrefoil v Steve Casey
(5547)

01-Sep-2001 Sighting 455912, 5412683 +/- 100m

939133 Epilobium pallidiflorum showy willowherb r P.H. Raven
(5335),T
Engelhorn
(9445)

26-Feb-1970 Sighting 459740, 5411341 +/- 1500m

368678 Glycine microphylla small-leaf glycine v Allison Woolley
(3222)

01-Aug-1998 Sighting 457112, 5414183 +/- 100m

351891 Glycine microphylla small-leaf glycine v Philip Barker
(1911)

12-Nov-1996 Sighting 456212, 5406783 +/- 100m

1476138 Gynatrix pulchella fragrant hempbush r Kerri Spicer
(6930)

16-Dec-2015 Sighting 453198, 5413700 +/- 10m

231368 Gynatrix pulchella fragrant hempbush r Tony Aliano
(5972)

10-Nov-1997 Sighting 456612, 5407683 +/- 100m

231295 Gynatrix pulchella fragrant hempbush r Unknown
Unknown
(21598)

02-Oct-1992 Sighting 452812, 5413583 +/- 100m

1476140 Gynatrix pulchella fragrant hempbush r Kerri Spicer
(6930)

16-Dec-2015 Sighting 452890, 5414770 +/- 20m

343655 Gynatrix pulchella fragrant hempbush r Tony Aliano
(5972)

30-Dec-1998 Sighting 456312, 5408083 +/- 100m

368584 Hypolepis muelleri harsh groundfern r Allison Woolley
(3222)

01-Aug-1998 Sighting 458112, 5411183 +/- 100m

343651 Muehlenbeckia axillaris matted lignum r Tony Aliano
(5972)

30-Dec-1998 Sighting 453912, 5408583 +/- 100m

231336 Muehlenbeckia axillaris matted lignum r J. Nelson (4662) 08-Jan-1999 Sighting 454412, 5409083 +/- 100m

343653 Pellaea calidirupium hotrock fern r Tony Aliano
(5972)

30-Dec-1998 Sighting 453912, 5408583 +/- 100m

232094 Pellaea calidirupium hotrock fern r Tony Aliano
(5972)

01-Oct-1997 Sighting 454012, 5409083 +/- 100m

343652 Persicaria decipiens slenderwaterpepper v Tony Aliano
(5972)

30-Dec-1998 Sighting 454012, 5409083 +/- 100m

232114 Pimelea curviflora curved rice-flower p Unknown
Unknown
(21598)

01-Nov-1991 Sighting 454612, 5405883 +/- 100m

123146 Pimelea curviflora curved rice-flower p Kristen J.
Williams (21729)

08-Jul-1987 Sighting 454512, 5405983 +/- 100m

123218 Pimelea curviflora curved rice-flower p Kristen J.
Williams (21729)

08-Jul-1987 Sighting 454112, 5406083 +/- 100m

343891 Pimelea curviflora var.
gracilis

slender curved riceflower r Philip Barker
(1911)

01-Mar-1992 Sighting 454212, 5406083 +/- 100m

951405 Pimelea curviflora var.
gracilis

slender curved riceflower r Mark Wapstra
(1621)

19-Sep-1997 Sighting 454609, 5405707 +/- 100m

343890 Pimelea curviflora var.
gracilis

slender curved riceflower r Philip Barker
(1911)

01-Mar-1992 Sighting 454512, 5406984 +/- 100m

343888 Pimelea curviflora var.
gracilis

slender curved riceflower r Philip Barker
(1911)

01-Mar-1992 Sighting 454712, 5405983 +/- 100m

947415 Pimelea curviflora var.
gracilis

slender curved riceflower r Richard W.
Barnes (2707)

27-Jan-2005 Sighting 453442, 5406633 +/- 100m

343892 Pimelea curviflora var.
gracilis

slender curved riceflower r Philip Barker
(1911)

01-Mar-1992 Sighting 456212, 5405583 +/- 100m

342810 Pimelea curviflora var.
gracilis

slender curved riceflower r Philip Barker
(1911)

01-Mar-1992 Sighting 454112, 5407883 +/- 100m

232098 Pomaderris phylicifolia
subsp. ericoides

revolute narrowleaf
dogwood

r Tony Aliano
(5972)

20-Nov-1997 Sighting 454312, 5409582 +/- 100m

343654 Pomaderris phylicifolia
subsp. phylicifolia

narrowleaf dogwood r Tony Aliano
(5972)

30-Dec-1998 Sighting 454312, 5409483 +/- 100m
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No unverified records were found!

 
For more information about threatened species, please contact the Manager, Threatened Species and Marine Section.

Telephone: (03) 6165 4340

Email: ThreatenedSpecies.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au

Address: GPO Box 44, Hobart, Tasmania, Australia, 7000

Threatened flora within 5000 metres
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456286, 5411546

454985, 5409821

Threatened fauna within 500 metres
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Legend: Verified and Unverified observations

Legend: Cadastral Parcels

Threatened fauna within 500 metres
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Verified Records

 

Unverified Records

No unverified records were found!

Threatened fauna within 500 metres

(based on Range Boundaries)

 
For more information about threatened species, please contact the Manager, Threatened Species and Marine Section.

Telephone: (03) 6165 4340

Email: ThreatenedSpecies.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au

Address: GPO Box 44, Hobart, Tasmania, Australia, 7000

Threatened fauna within 500 metres

Id Species Common Name SS NS Observers Date Obs Type Easting/Northing
GDA94 Zone 55

1354859 Prototroctes maraena australian grayling v VU Rob Faragaher
(1105225)

01-Jan-2000 Sighting 455309, 5410547 +/- 20m

1075813 Sarcophilus harrisii tasmanian devil e EN Hazel Fisher
(20457)

02-Apr-2004 Sighting 455332, 5410151 +/- 6000m

1075814 Sarcophilus harrisii tasmanian devil e EN Hazel Fisher
(20457)

03-Apr-2004 Sighting 455332, 5410151 +/- 6000m

Species Common Name SS NS Potential Known Core

Aquila audax wedge-tailed eagle pe PEN 1 0 0

Lathamus discolor swift parrot e CR 1 0 0

Perameles gunnii eastern barred bandicoot VU 1 0 0

Dasyurus maculatus spotted-tailed quoll r VU 1 0 0

Alcedo azurea subsp. diemenensis azure kingfisher or azure kingfisher
(tasmanian)

e EN 0 0 1

Astacopsis gouldi giant freshwater crayfish v VU 1 0 0

Litoria raniformis green and gold frog v VU 1 0 1

Pseudemoia pagenstecheri tussock skink v 1 0 0

Engaeus granulatus Central North burrowing crayfish e EN 1 0 0

Aquila audax subsp. fleayi tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN 1 0 0

Sarcophilus harrisii tasmanian devil e EN 1 0 0

Galaxiella pusilla eastern dwarf galaxias v VU 1 0 0

Tyto novaehollandiae masked owl pe PVU 1 0 1

Prototroctes maraena australian grayling v VU 1 0 0

Accipiter novaehollandiae grey goshawk e 1 0 1

Haliaeetus leucogaster white-bellied sea-eagle v 1 0 0

Page 8 of 36

Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment C&D 2



459690, 5416052

451571, 5405305

Threatened fauna within 5000 metres
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Legend: Verified and Unverified observations

Legend: Cadastral Parcels

Threatened fauna within 5000 metres
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Verified Records

Threatened fauna within 5000 metres

Id Species Common Name SS NS Observers Date Obs Type Easting/Northing
GDA94 Zone 55

1200750 Accipiter
novaehollandiae

grey goshawk e Raymond (Ray)
Brereton (2095)

15-Jun-2005 Sighting 454109, 5408945 +/- 100m

1255279 Accipiter
novaehollandiae

grey goshawk e Nick Mooney
(16443)

01-Jan-1985 Nest 454110, 5408946 +/- 1000m

854504 Accipiter
novaehollandiae

grey goshawk e Raymond (Ray)
Brereton (2095)

01-Jan-1993 Sighting 454212, 5408983 +/- 100m

1287794 Aquila audax wedge-tailed eagle pe PEN Bevan Schramm
(6896)

08-Sep-2009 Nest 454037, 5406359 +/- 10m

1287795 Aquila audax wedge-tailed eagle pe PEN Bevan Schramm
(6896)

08-Sep-2009 Nest 453972, 5406343 +/- 10m

1287796 Aquila audax wedge-tailed eagle pe PEN Bevan Schramm
(6896)

07-Sep-2009 Nest 453952, 5406200 +/- 10m

1287797 Aquila audax wedge-tailed eagle pe PEN Ken Brooks
(18353)

15-Sep-2010 Nest 453952, 5406200 +/- 10m

1263668 Aquila audax wedge-tailed eagle pe PEN Bevan Schramm
(6896)

17-Sep-2010 Nest 453862, 5406034 +/- 1000m

1263667 Aquila audax wedge-tailed eagle pe PEN Bevan Schramm
(6896)

07-Sep-2009 Nest 453862, 5406034 +/- 1000m

1288153 Aquila audax wedge-tailed eagle pe PEN Bevan Schramm
(6896)

15-Sep-2010 Nest 454545, 5406666 +/- 7m

1259219 Aquila audax subsp.
fleayi

tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN Bevan Schramm
(6896)

31-May-2010 Nest 454545, 5406666 +/- 7m

1258396 Aquila audax subsp.
fleayi

tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN Bevan Schramm
(6896)

11-Apr-2005 Nest 453952, 5406200 +/- 10m

1255268 Aquila audax subsp.
fleayi

tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN Jim Nelson
(7017)

01-Jan-1995 Nest 453862, 5406034 +/- 1000m

1255266 Aquila audax subsp.
fleayi

tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN Nick Mooney
(16443)

01-Nov-1993 Nest 453862, 5406034 +/- 1000m

1257300 Aquila audax subsp.
fleayi

tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN Robbie Gaffney
(2125)

03-Nov-2005 Nest 452841, 5414039 +/- 5m

1258394 Aquila audax subsp.
fleayi

tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN Daniel Bowden
(6913)

11-Apr-2005 Nest 454037, 5406359 +/- 10m

1255267 Aquila audax subsp.
fleayi

tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN Nick Mooney
(16443)

16-Sep-1997 Nest 453862, 5406034 +/- 1000m

1257301 Aquila audax subsp.
fleayi

tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN Robbie Gaffney
(2125)

06-Aug-2007 Nest 452841, 5414039 +/- 5m

1257299 Aquila audax subsp.
fleayi

tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN Robbie Gaffney
(2125)

24-Oct-2000 Nest 452841, 5414039 +/- 5m

1257298 Aquila audax subsp.
fleayi

tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN Robbie Gaffney
(2125)

13-Dec-2000 Nest 452841, 5414039 +/- 5m

1258395 Aquila audax subsp.
fleayi

tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN Doug Johnson
(23407)

11-Apr-2005 Nest 453972, 5406343 +/- 10m

1255265 Aquila audax subsp.
fleayi

tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN Nick Mooney
(16443)

01-Jan-1985 Nest 453862, 5406034 +/- 1000m

1255269 Aquila audax subsp.
fleayi

tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN Nick Mooney
(16443)

01-Dec-1996 Nest 453862, 5406034 +/- 1000m

522721 Astacopsis gouldi giant freshwater crayfish v VU T Lynch (2741) 01-Jan-1996 Sighting 454112, 5406083 +/- 100m

532343 Astacopsis gouldi giant freshwater crayfish v VU Ivor OGrowns
(3462)

01-Jan-1993 Sighting 454912, 5407183 +/- 100m

532342 Astacopsis gouldi giant freshwater crayfish v VU Ivor OGrowns
(3462)

01-Jan-1993 Sighting 453712, 5408483 +/- 100m

532327 Astacopsis gouldi giant freshwater crayfish v VU Ivor OGrowns
(3462)

01-Jan-1993 Sighting 453312, 5408183 +/- 100m

522722 Astacopsis gouldi giant freshwater crayfish v VU Ivor OGrowns
(3462)

01-Jan-1993 Sighting 454912, 5406983 +/- 100m

522720 Astacopsis gouldi giant freshwater crayfish v VU Pierre Horwitz
(1948)

01-Jan-1991 Sighting 453612, 5408283 +/- 100m

1491524 Astacopsis gouldi giant freshwater crayfish v VU Andre Pracejus
(30243)

24-Nov-2015 Sighting 453582, 5408323 +/- 10m

1491525 Astacopsis gouldi giant freshwater crayfish v VU Andre Pracejus
(30243)

24-Nov-2015 Sighting 453570, 5408317 +/- 10m

358891 Dasyurus maculatus
subsp. maculatus

spotted-tailed quoll r VU Menna Jones
(8901)

01-Jan-1973 Sighting 454712, 5410783 +/- 1000m

357966 Dasyurus viverrinus eastern quoll EN Menna Jones
(8901)

01-Jan-1992 Sighting 454812, 5410683 +/- 100m

872764 Lathamus discolor swift parrot e CR Raymond (Ray)
Brereton (2095)

29-Nov-1995 Sighting 455912, 5406383 +/- 50m

877153 Lathamus discolor swift parrot e CR Raymond (Ray)
Brereton (2095)

29-Nov-1995 Sighting 456212, 5405883 +/- 50m

872710 Lathamus discolor swift parrot e CR Raymond (Ray)
Brereton (2095)

29-Nov-1995 Sighting 455612, 5405782 +/- 50m

877137 Lathamus discolor swift parrot e CR C Plowman
(5549)

24-Nov-1995 Sighting 456812, 5409583 +/- 50m
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Unverified Records

No unverified records were found!

Threatened fauna within 5000 metres

(based on Range Boundaries)

 
For more information about threatened species, please contact the Manager, Threatened Species and Marine Section.

Telephone: (03) 6165 4340

Email: ThreatenedSpecies.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au

Threatened fauna within 5000 metres
Id Species Common Name SS NS Observers Date Obs Type Easting/Northing

GDA94 Zone 55

305388 Litoria raniformis green and gold frog v VU N Smit (1790) 25-Mar-1994 Sighting 456912, 5412882 +/- 1000m

306454 Litoria raniformis green and gold frog v VU N Smit (1790) 25-Mar-1994 Sighting 456712, 5412884 +/- 1000m

302551 Litoria raniformis green and gold frog v VU P Swatowski
(1883)

01-Jan-0001 Sighting 457412, 5409483 +/- 1000m

846524 Litoria raniformis green and gold frog v VU Jim Nelson
(3029)

01-Jan-0001 Sighting 457412, 5409483 +/- 100m

855165 Litoria raniformis green and gold frog v VU Jim Nelson
(3029)

01-Jan-0001 Sighting 457012, 5410882 +/- 100m

895426 Perameles gunnii eastern barred bandicoot VU K Harmon
(1394)

06-Dec-1974 Sighting 459740, 5411341 +/- 1850m

1354859 Prototroctes maraena australian grayling v VU Rob Faragaher
(1105225)

01-Jan-2000 Sighting 455309, 5410547 +/- 20m

1352812 Prototroctes maraena australian grayling v VU Joe Riley
(1105254)

22-Mar-2004 Sighting 456078, 5408119 +/- 20m

1260563 Sarcophilus harrisii tasmanian devil e EN Jenny Dornant
(23603)

19-Mar-2012 Sighting 460199, 5412118 +/- 1000m

1082670 Sarcophilus harrisii tasmanian devil e EN John Hayward
(20951)

26-Jul-2006 Sighting 457294, 5409316 +/- 0m

1082672 Sarcophilus harrisii tasmanian devil e EN Michelle Bayes
(19841)

25-Sep-2007 Sighting 457294, 5409316 +/- 0m

1075813 Sarcophilus harrisii tasmanian devil e EN Hazel Fisher
(20457)

02-Apr-2004 Sighting 455332, 5410151 +/- 6000m

1075814 Sarcophilus harrisii tasmanian devil e EN Hazel Fisher
(20457)

03-Apr-2004 Sighting 455332, 5410151 +/- 6000m

1073242 Sarcophilus harrisii tasmanian devil e EN Cathy
Ploughman
(19700)

04-Mar-2007 Sighting 453066, 5413620 +/- 5000m

1442785 Sarcophilus harrisii tasmanian devil e EN Mark Burling
(29639)

26-Jul-2015 Sighting 457721, 5406453 +/- 50m

1075631 Tyto novaehollandiae masked owl pe PVU Michael Kenneth
Todd (10621)

23-Feb-2008 Sighting 455380, 5409221 +/- 10m

1201208 Tyto novaehollandiae masked owl pe PVU Threatened
Species Section
Staff Unknown
(21723)

01-Jan-1950 Sighting 456612, 5413883 +/- 100m

1075632 Tyto novaehollandiae masked owl pe PVU Michael Kenneth
Todd (10621)

23-Feb-2008 Sighting 455677, 5409533 +/- 10m

Species Common Name SS NS Potential Known Core

Aquila audax wedge-tailed eagle pe PEN 2 0 0

Hickmanoxyomma gibbergunyar cave harvestman or Mole Creek cave
harvestman

r 0 1 0

Lathamus discolor swift parrot e CR 1 0 0

Perameles gunnii eastern barred bandicoot VU 1 0 0

Dasyurus maculatus spotted-tailed quoll r VU 1 0 0

Alcedo azurea subsp. diemenensis azure kingfisher or azure kingfisher
(tasmanian)

e EN 0 0 1

Astacopsis gouldi giant freshwater crayfish v VU 1 0 0

Limnodynastes peroni striped marsh frog e 1 0 0

Litoria raniformis green and gold frog v VU 1 0 1

Pseudemoia pagenstecheri tussock skink v 1 0 0

Engaeus granulatus Central North burrowing crayfish e EN 1 0 0

Aquila audax subsp. fleayi tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN 1 0 0

Sarcophilus harrisii tasmanian devil e EN 1 0 0

Galaxiella pusilla eastern dwarf galaxias v VU 1 0 0

Tyto novaehollandiae masked owl pe PVU 1 0 1

Prototroctes maraena australian grayling v VU 1 0 0

Accipiter novaehollandiae grey goshawk e 1 0 1

Haliaeetus leucogaster white-bellied sea-eagle v 1 0 0
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Address: GPO Box 44, Hobart, Tasmania, Australia, 7000

 

 

*** No Raptor nests or sightings found within 500 metres. ***

Threatened fauna within 5000 metres
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459690, 5416052

451571, 5405305

Raptor nests and sightings within 5000 metres
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Legend: Verified and Unverified observations

Legend: Cadastral Parcels

Raptor nests and sightings within 5000 metres
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Please Note:
Note that inactive, damaged and/or lost eagle nests may be reinstated or replaced in following seasons (possibly even years later) and it should not be assumed that

these locations will remain inactive in the long term.

Where there is no data in the Nest Productivity and Nest Occupancy fields it is likely that the productivity and occupancy of these nests has not been assessed and the

absence of this data does not imply that the nests are un-occupied or un-productive.

Approaching a nest on foot during the breeding season (June to February inclusive) is highly disruptive for breeding eagles. Therefore eagle nests should not be

approached during this time unless approved by a relevant DPIPWE specialist or their delegate.
 

Verified Records

Raptor nests and sightings within 5000 metres

Nest Id/Location
Foreign Id

Species Name Observer Obs Date Obs
Type

Easting/Northing
GDA94 Zone 55

Season Nest
Productivity

Nest
Occupancy

2 Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi

Nick Mooney
(16443)

01-Nov-1993 Nest 453862, 5406034 +/- 1000m 1993 1

2 Aquila audax Bevan
Schramm
(6896)

07-Sep-2009 Nest 453862, 5406034 +/- 1000m 2009

2 Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi

Jim Nelson
(7017)

01-Jan-1995 Nest 453862, 5406034 +/- 1000m 1994

2 Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi

Nick Mooney
(16443)

01-Jan-1985 Nest 453862, 5406034 +/- 1000m

2 Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi

Nick Mooney
(16443)

01-Dec-1996 Nest 453862, 5406034 +/- 1000m 1996

2 Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi

Nick Mooney
(16443)

16-Sep-1997 Nest 453862, 5406034 +/- 1000m 1997

2 Aquila audax Bevan
Schramm
(6896)

17-Sep-2010 Nest 453862, 5406034 +/- 1000m 2010 Yes

7 Falco peregrinus Nick Mooney
(16443)

01-Jan-1985 Nest 454282, 5409871 +/- 1000m

11 Accipiter
novaehollandiae

Nick Mooney
(16443)

01-Jan-1985 Nest 454110, 5408946 +/- 1000m

903 Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi

Robbie Gaffney
(2125)

24-Oct-2000 Nest 452841, 5414039 +/- 5m 2000

903 Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi

Robbie Gaffney
(2125)

03-Nov-2005 Nest 452841, 5414039 +/- 5m 2005

903 Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi

Robbie Gaffney
(2125)

06-Aug-2007 Nest 452841, 5414039 +/- 5m 2007

903 Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi

Robbie Gaffney
(2125)

13-Dec-2000 Nest 452841, 5414039 +/- 5m 2000 1

1356 Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi

Daniel Bowden
(6913)

11-Apr-2005 Nest 454037, 5406359 +/- 10m

1356 Aquila audax Bevan
Schramm
(6896)

08-Sep-2009 Nest 454037, 5406359 +/- 10m 2009

1357 Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi

Doug Johnson
(23407)

11-Apr-2005 Nest 453972, 5406343 +/- 10m

1357 Aquila audax Bevan
Schramm
(6896)

08-Sep-2009 Nest 453972, 5406343 +/- 10m 2009

1358 Aquila audax Ken Brooks
(18353)

15-Sep-2010 Nest 453952, 5406200 +/- 10m 2010

1358 Aquila audax Bevan
Schramm
(6896)

07-Sep-2009 Nest 453952, 5406200 +/- 10m 2009

1358 Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi

Bevan
Schramm
(6896)

11-Apr-2005 Nest 453952, 5406200 +/- 10m

1857 Aquila audax
subsp. fleayi

Bevan
Schramm
(6896)

31-May-2010 Nest 454545, 5406666 +/- 7m

1857 Aquila audax Bevan
Schramm
(6896)

15-Sep-2010 Nest 454545, 5406666 +/- 7m 2010

Accipiter
novaehollandiae

Raymond (Ray)
Brereton
(2095)

01-Jan-1993 Sighting 454212, 5408983 +/- 100m

Accipiter
novaehollandiae

Raymond (Ray)
Brereton
(2095)

15-Jun-2005 Sighting 454109, 5408945 +/- 100m

Tyto
novaehollandiae

Michael
Kenneth Todd
(10621)

23-Feb-2008 Sighting 455380, 5409221 +/- 10m

Tyto
novaehollandiae

Threatened
Species Section
Staff Unknown
(21723)

01-Jan-1950 Sighting 456612, 5413883 +/- 100m
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Unverified Records

No unverified records were found!

Raptor nests and sightings within 5000 metres

(based on Range Boundaries)

 
For more information about raptor nests, please contact the Manager, Threatened Species and Marine Section.

Telephone: (03) 6165 4340

Email: ThreatenedSpecies.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au

Address: GPO Box 44, Hobart, Tasmania, Australia, 7000

 

 

*** No Tas Management Act Weeds found within 500 metres ***

Raptor nests and sightings within 5000 metres
Nest Id/Location
Foreign Id

Species Name Observer Obs Date Obs
Type

Easting/Northing
GDA94 Zone 55

Season Nest
Productivity

Nest
Occupancy

Tyto
novaehollandiae

Michael
Kenneth Todd
(10621)

23-Feb-2008 Sighting 455677, 5409533 +/- 10m

Species Common Name SS NS Potential Known Core

Aquila audax wedge-tailed eagle pe PEN 2 0 0

Aquila audax subsp. fleayi tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle e EN 1 0 0

Tyto novaehollandiae masked owl pe PVU 1 0 1

Accipiter novaehollandiae grey goshawk e 1 0 1

Haliaeetus leucogaster white-bellied sea-eagle v 1 0 0
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459690, 5416052

451571, 5405305

Tas Management Act Weeds within 5000 m
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Legend: Verified and Unverified observations

Legend: Cadastral Parcels

Tas Management Act Weeds within 5000 m
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Verified Records

Tas Management Act Weeds within 5000 m

Id Species Common
Name

Observers Date Easting/Northing
GDA94 Zone 55

Location
Description

WMA Wons
Density

Data
Source

368698 Rubus fruticosus blackberry Allison Woolley
(3222)

01-Aug-1998 457112, 5414183 +/-
100m

Present Yes

369357 Rubus fruticosus blackberry Allison Woolley
(3222)

01-Aug-1998 458112, 5411183 +/-
100m

Present Yes

858493 Rubus fruticosus blackberry Antonius (Tony)
Moscal (2435)

28-Apr-1983 456212, 5408083 +/-
100m

Present Yes

369572 Rubus fruticosus blackberry Allison Woolley
(3222)

01-Aug-1998 454112, 5413183 +/-
100m

Present Yes

909103 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

07-Jan-1999 458572, 5414603 +/-
100m

Present Yes

909104 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

07-Jan-1999 457592, 5414823 +/-
100m

Present Yes

908688 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

18-Jan-1996 455782, 5408604 +/-
100m

Present Yes

908149 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

17-Mar-1988 458712, 5411883 +/-
100m

Present Yes

908236 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

09-Jan-1997 451012, 5411083 +/-
100m

Present Yes

908310 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

23-Jan-1992 459412, 5413983 +/-
100m

Present Yes

908985 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

31-Dec-1997 458092, 5408373 +/-
100m

Present Yes

908993 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

06-Jan-1998 459612, 5412942 +/-
100m

Present Yes

908350 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

06-Jan-1998 459342, 5412442 +/-
100m

Present Yes

908453 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

30-Mar-1990 451512, 5409983 +/-
100m

Present Yes

907764 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

05-Feb-1994 459012, 5407983 +/-
100m

Present Yes

908470 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

02-Mar-1994 459212, 5411883 +/-
100m

Present Yes

908471 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

02-Mar-1994 457412, 5414783 +/-
100m

Present Yes

908472 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

02-Mar-1994 459712, 5408883 +/-
100m

Present Yes

907814 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

02-Mar-1994 457212, 5407983 +/-
100m

Present Yes

907815 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

02-Mar-1994 459212, 5412683 +/-
100m

Present Yes

907817 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

02-Mar-1994 457612, 5414583 +/-
100m

Present Yes

908515 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

06-Jan-1995 455712, 5408583 +/-
100m

Present Yes

907843 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

06-Jan-1995 455612, 5409483 +/-
100m

Present Yes

907845 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

06-Jan-1995 455512, 5409683 +/-
100m

Present Yes

255553 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort Winifred M.
Curtis (5737)

28-Feb-1952 456612, 5409083 +/-
1000m

Weegena, near
Dunorlan.

Present Yes

255552 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort Winifred M.
Curtis (5737)

08-Feb-1952 456612, 5409083 +/-
1000m

Weegena, near
Dunorlan.

Present Yes

908986 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

31-Dec-1997 458302, 5407623 +/-
100m

Present Yes

907646 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

20-Jan-1993 456812, 5409683 +/-
100m

Present Yes

907993 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

22-Feb-1995 460112, 5409683 +/-
100m

Present Yes

907672 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

05-Mar-1993 460012, 5411983 +/-
100m

Present Yes

909030 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

07-Jan-1998 455762, 5414783 +/-
100m

Present Yes

909102 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

07-Jan-1999 458512, 5414323 +/-
100m

Present Yes

866512 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort Antonius (Tony)
Moscal (2435)

28-Apr-1983 456212, 5408083 +/-
100m

Present Yes

908410 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

20-Jan-1994 458912, 5407183 +/-
100m

Present Yes

123195 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort Kristen J.
Williams
(21729)

08-Jul-1987 455012, 5406583 +/-
100m

Present Yes

368611 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort Allison Woolley
(3222)

01-Aug-1998 458112, 5411183 +/-
100m

Present Yes
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Unverified Records

 
For more information about introduced weed species, please visit the following URL for contact details in your area.

http://www.dpipwe.tas.gov.au/inter.nsf/WebPages/TPRY-52J8Z3?open

 

 

*** No Priority Weeds found within 500 metres ***

 

 

*** No Priority Weeds found within 5000 metres ***

Tas Management Act Weeds within 5000 m
Id Species Common

Name
Observers Date Easting/Northing

GDA94 Zone 55
Location
Description

WMA Wons
Density

Data
Source

908514 Senecio
jacobaea

ragwort John Ireson
(3188)

06-Jan-1995 455512, 5408683 +/-
100m

Present Yes

1245759 Ulex europaeus gorse Phil Gerke
(22864)

17-Nov-2011 452507, 5413269 +/-
10m

LOWER
BUELAH

Present Yes

1163700 Ulex europaeus gorse Unknown
Unknown
(21598)

01-Jan-2007 452422, 5413441 +/- -
1m

Present Yes Less than 1%
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456665, 5412047

454606, 5409319

Threatened Communities (TNVC 2014) within 1000 metres
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Legend: Threatened Communities

Legend: Cadastral Parcels

Threatened Communities (TNVC 2014) within 1000 metres
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For more information contact: Coordinator, Tasmanian Vegetation Monitoring and Mapping Program, Conservation Values Information Section.

Telephone: (03) 6165 4320

Email: TVMMPSupport@dpipwe.tas.gov.au

Address: GPO Box 44, Hobart, Tasmania, Australia, 7000

Threatened Communities (TNVC 2014) within 1000 metres
Scheduled Community Id Scheduled Community Name

25 Eucalyptus viminalis wet forest

25 Eucalyptus viminalis wet forest

25 Eucalyptus viminalis wet forest
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456665, 5412047

454606, 5409319

TASVEG 3.0 Communities within 1000 metres
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Legend: TASVEG 3.0

TASVEG 3.0 Communities within 1000 metres
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TASVEG 3.0 Communities within 1000 metres
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Legend: Cadastral Parcels

TASVEG 3.0 Communities within 1000 metres
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TASVEG 3.0 Communities within 1000 metres
Code Community Emergent Species

FAG (FAG) Agricultural land

DOB (DOB) Eucalyptus obliqua dry forest

FAG (FAG) Agricultural land

DOB (DOB) Eucalyptus obliqua dry forest

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FAG (FAG) Agricultural land

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

WVI (WVI) Eucalyptus viminalis wet forest

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FAG (FAG) Agricultural land

WOU (WOU) Eucalyptus obliqua wet forest (undifferentiated)

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FAG (FAG) Agricultural land

NAD (NAD) Acacia dealbata forest

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

DOB (DOB) Eucalyptus obliqua dry forest

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

FAG (FAG) Agricultural land

FAG (FAG) Agricultural land

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

DAD (DAD) Eucalyptus amygdalina forest and woodland on dolerite

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPE (FPE) Permanent easements

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

OAQ (OAQ) Water, sea

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

WVI (WVI) Eucalyptus viminalis wet forest

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

DOB (DOB) Eucalyptus obliqua dry forest

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

NAD (NAD) Acacia dealbata forest

WVI (WVI) Eucalyptus viminalis wet forest

FAG (FAG) Agricultural land

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

NBA (NBA) Bursaria - Acacia woodland and scrub

FAG (FAG) Agricultural land

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

DOB (DOB) Eucalyptus obliqua dry forest

DSC (DSC) Eucalyptus amygdalina - Eucalyptus obliqua damp sclerophyll forest
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For more information contact: Coordinator, Tasmanian Vegetation Monitoring and Mapping Program, Conservation Values Information Section.

Telephone: (03) 6165 4320

Email: TVMMPSupport@dpipwe.tas.gov.au

Address: GPO Box 44, Hobart, Tasmania, Australia, 7000

 

 

*** No Geoconservation sites found within 1000 metres. ***

TASVEG 3.0 Communities within 1000 metres
Code Community Emergent Species

FAG (FAG) Agricultural land

NAD (NAD) Acacia dealbata forest

WOU (WOU) Eucalyptus obliqua wet forest (undifferentiated)

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

WOU (WOU) Eucalyptus obliqua wet forest (undifferentiated)

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

FAG (FAG) Agricultural land

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

WOU (WOU) Eucalyptus obliqua wet forest (undifferentiated)

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

NAD (NAD) Acacia dealbata forest

DSC (DSC) Eucalyptus amygdalina - Eucalyptus obliqua damp sclerophyll forest

DSC (DSC) Eucalyptus amygdalina - Eucalyptus obliqua damp sclerophyll forest

DSC (DSC) Eucalyptus amygdalina - Eucalyptus obliqua damp sclerophyll forest

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

DOB (DOB) Eucalyptus obliqua dry forest

FAG (FAG) Agricultural land

FAG (FAG) Agricultural land

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

NAD (NAD) Acacia dealbata forest

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPU (FPU) Unverified plantations for silviculture

FPL (FPL) Plantations for silviculture

DOB (DOB) Eucalyptus obliqua dry forest
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456665, 5412047

454606, 5409319

Reserves within 1000 metres
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Legend: Tasmanian Reserve Estate

Legend: Cadastral Parcels

Reserves within 1000 metres
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For more information about the Tasmanian Reserve Estate, please contact the Sustainable Land Use and Information Management Branch.

Telephone: (03) 6233 2744

Fax: (03) 6223 8603

Address: GPO Box 44, Hobart, Tasmania, Australia, 7000

Reserves within 1000 metres
Name Classification Status

Other Private Reserve Private Reserve (Variable)

Informal Reserve on State Forest or Forestry Tas. managed land Informal Reserve

Conservation Covenant (NCA) Private Reserve (Perpetual)

Other Private Reserve Private Reserve (Variable)
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456665, 5412047

454606, 5409319

Known biosecurity risks within 1000 meters
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Legend: Biosecurity Risk Species

Legend: Hygiene infrastructure

Legend: Cadastral Parcels

Known biosecurity risks within 1000 meters
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-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Species of biosecurity risk

No known species of biosecurity risk found within 1000 metres

Generic Biosecurity Guidelines

The level and type of hygiene protocols required will vary depending on the tenure, activity and land use of the area. In all cases adhere to the land manager's

biosecurity (hygiene) protocols. As a minimum always Check / Clean / Dry (Disinfect) clothing and equipment before trips and between sites within a trip as needed

http://www.dpipwe.tas.gov.au/inter.nsf/Publications/LBUN-8896DT?open
 

On Reserved land, the more remote, infrequently visited and undisturbed areas require tighter biosecurity measures.
 

In addition, where susceptible species and communities are known to occur, tighter biosecurity measures are required.
 

Apply controls relevant to the area / activity:

Don't access sites infested with pathogen or weed species unless absolutely necessary. If it is necessary to visit, adopt high level hygiene protocols.

Consider not accessing non-infested sites containing known susceptible species / communities. If it is necessary to visit, adopt high level hygiene protocols.

Don't undertake activities that might spread pest / pathogen / weed species such as deliberately moving soil or water between areas.

Modify / restrict activities to reduce the chance of spreading pest / pathogen / weed species e.g. avoid periods when weeds are seeding, avoid clothing/equipment

that excessively collects soil and plant material e.g. Velcro, excessive tread on boots.

Plan routes to visit clean (uninfested) sites prior to dirty (infested) sites. Do not travel through infested areas when moving between sites.

Minimise the movement of soil, water, plant material and hitchhiking wildlife between areas by using the Check / Clean / Dry (Disinfect when drying is not possible)

procedure for all clothing, footwear, equipment, hand tools and vehicles http://www.dpipwe.tas.gov.au/inter.nsf/ThemeNodes/SLEN-5NU68G?open

Neoprene and netting can take 48 hours to dry, use non-porous gear wherever possible.

Use walking track boot wash stations where available.

Keep a hygiene kit in the vehicle that includes a scrubbing brush, boot pick, and disinfectant http://www.dpipwe.tas.gov.au/inter.nsf/Publications/LBUN-8896DT?open

Dispose of all freshwater away from natural water bodies e.g. do not empty water into streams or ponds.

Dispose of used disinfectant ideally in town though a treatment or septic system. Always keep disinfectant well away from natural water systems.

Securely contain any high risk pest / pathogen / weed species that must be collected and moved e.g. biological samples.
 

Hygiene Infrastructure

No known hygiene infrastructure found within 1000 metres

 

Known biosecurity risks within 1000 meters
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EPBC Act Protected Matters Report

This report provides general guidance on matters of national environmental significance and other matters
protected by the EPBC Act in the area you have selected.

Information on the coverage of this report and qualifications on data supporting this report are contained in the
caveat at the end of the report.

Information is available about Environment Assessments and the EPBC Act including significance guidelines,
forms and application process details.

Other Matters Protected by the EPBC Act

Acknowledgements

Buffer: 5.0Km

Matters of NES

Report created: 29/10/16 10:01:38

Coordinates

This map may contain data which are
©Commonwealth of Australia
(Geoscience Australia), ©PSMA 2010

Caveat
Extra Information

Details
Summary

C&D 2
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Summary

This part of the report summarises the matters of national environmental significance that may occur in, or may
relate to, the area you nominated. Further information is available in the detail part of the report, which can be
accessed by scrolling or following the links below. If you are proposing to undertake an activity that may have a
significant impact on one or more matters of national environmental significance then you should consider the
Administrative Guidelines on Significance.

Matters of National Environmental Significance

Listed Threatened Ecological Communities:

Listed Migratory Species:

None

Great Barrier Reef Marine Park:

Wetlands of International Importance:

Listed Threatened Species:

None

22

None

None

National Heritage Places:

Commonwealth Marine Area:

World Heritage Properties:

None

None

7

The EPBC Act protects the environment on Commonwealth land, the environment from the actions taken on
Commonwealth land, and the environment from actions taken by Commonwealth agencies. As heritage values of a
place are part of the 'environment', these aspects of the EPBC Act protect the Commonwealth Heritage values of a
Commonwealth Heritage place. Information on the new heritage laws can be found at
http://www.environment.gov.au/heritage

This part of the report summarises other matters protected under the Act that may relate to the area you nominated.
Approval may be required for a proposed activity that significantly affects the environment on Commonwealth land,
when the action is outside the Commonwealth land, or the environment anywhere when the action is taken on
Commonwealth land. Approval may also be required for the Commonwealth or Commonwealth agencies proposing to
take an action that is likely to have a significant impact on the environment anywhere.

A permit may be required for activities in or on a Commonwealth area that may affect a member of a listed threatened
species or ecological community, a member of a listed migratory species, whales and other cetaceans, or a member of
a listed marine species.

Other Matters Protected by the EPBC Act

None

None

None

Listed Marine Species:

Whales and Other Cetaceans:

11

Commonwealth Heritage Places:

None

None

Critical Habitats:

Commonwealth Land:

Commonwealth Reserves Terrestrial:

NoneCommonwealth Reserves Marine:

Extra Information

This part of the report provides information that may also be relevant to the area you have nominated.

None

6State and Territory Reserves:

Nationally Important Wetlands:

1Regional Forest Agreements:

Invasive Species: 28

NoneKey Ecological Features (Marine)
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Details

Listed Threatened Species [ Resource Information ]
Name Status Type of Presence
Birds

Tasmanian Wedge-tailed Eagle, Wedge-tailed Eagle
(Tasmanian) [64435]

Endangered Breeding likely to occur
within area

Aquila audax  fleayi

Australasian Bittern [1001] Endangered Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Botaurus poiciloptilus

Curlew Sandpiper [856] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris ferruginea

Tasmanian Azure Kingfisher [25977] Endangered Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Ceyx azureus  diemenensis

Swift Parrot [744] Critically Endangered Breeding likely to occur
within area

Lathamus discolor

Eastern Curlew, Far Eastern Curlew [847] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Numenius madagascariensis

Gould's Petrel, Australian Gould's Petrel [26033] Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Pterodroma leucoptera  leucoptera

Masked Owl (Tasmanian) [67051] Vulnerable Breeding known to occur
within area

Tyto novaehollandiae  castanops (Tasmanian population)

Crustaceans

Giant Freshwater Crayfish, Tasmanian Giant
Freshwater Lobster [64415]

Vulnerable Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Astacopsis gouldi

Central North Burrowing Crayfish [78959] Endangered Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Engaeus granulatus

Fish

Australian Grayling [26179] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Prototroctes maraena

Frogs

Growling Grass Frog, Southern Bell Frog,  Green and
Golden Frog, Warty Swamp Frog [1828]

Vulnerable Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Litoria raniformis

Mammals

Matters of National Environmental Significance
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Name Status Type of Presence

Spotted-tail Quoll, Spot-tailed Quoll, Tiger Quoll
(Tasmanian population) [75183]

Vulnerable Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Dasyurus maculatus  maculatus (Tasmanian population)

Eastern Quoll, Luaner [333] Endangered Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Dasyurus viverrinus

Eastern Barred Bandicoot (Tasmania) [66651] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Perameles gunnii  gunnii

Tasmanian Devil [299] Endangered Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Sarcophilus harrisii

Plants

Native Wintercress, Riverbed Wintercress [12540] Endangered Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Barbarea australis

Tailed Spider-orchid [17067] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Caladenia caudata

Rosy Spider-orchid, Pale Spider-orchid, Summer
Spider-orchid [9604]

Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Caladenia pallida

South Esk Heath [19879] Endangered Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Epacris exserta

Clover Glycine, Purple Clover [13910] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Glycine latrobeana

Basalt Pepper-cress, Peppercress, Rubble Pepper-
cress, Pepperweed [16542]

Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Lepidium hyssopifolium

Listed Migratory Species [ Resource Information ]
* Species is listed under a different scientific name on the EPBC Act - Threatened Species list.
Name Threatened Type of Presence
Migratory Marine Birds

Fork-tailed Swift [678] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Apus pacificus

Migratory Terrestrial Species

White-throated Needletail [682] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Hirundapus caudacutus

Satin Flycatcher [612] Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Myiagra cyanoleuca

Migratory Wetlands Species

Curlew Sandpiper [856] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris ferruginea

Latham's Snipe, Japanese Snipe [863] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Gallinago hardwickii

Eastern Curlew, Far Eastern Curlew [847] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Numenius madagascariensis
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Name Threatened Type of Presence

Common Greenshank, Greenshank [832] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Tringa nebularia

Listed Marine Species [ Resource Information ]
* Species is listed under a different scientific name on the EPBC Act - Threatened Species list.
Name Threatened Type of Presence
Birds

Fork-tailed Swift [678] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Apus pacificus

Great Egret, White Egret [59541] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Ardea alba

Cattle Egret [59542] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Ardea ibis

Curlew Sandpiper [856] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris ferruginea

Latham's Snipe, Japanese Snipe [863] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Gallinago hardwickii

White-bellied Sea-Eagle [943] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Haliaeetus leucogaster

White-throated Needletail [682] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Hirundapus caudacutus

Swift Parrot [744] Critically Endangered Breeding likely to occur
within area

Lathamus discolor

Satin Flycatcher [612] Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Myiagra cyanoleuca

Eastern Curlew, Far Eastern Curlew [847] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Numenius madagascariensis

Common Greenshank, Greenshank [832] Species or species
Tringa nebularia

Other Matters Protected by the EPBC Act
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Name Threatened Type of Presence
habitat may occur within
area

State and Territory Reserves [ Resource Information ]
Name State
Dynans Bridge Road TAS
Harts Lane TAS
Hawleys Lane TAS
Kelly's Cage TAS
Unnamed  (Mersey River) TAS
Weegena #2 TAS

Regional Forest Agreements [ Resource Information ]

Note that all areas with completed RFAs have been included.

Name State
Tasmania RFA Tasmania

Extra Information

Invasive Species [ Resource Information ]
Weeds reported here are the 20 species of national significance (WoNS), along with other introduced plants
that are considered by the States and Territories to pose a particularly significant threat to biodiversity. The
following feral animals are reported: Goat, Red Fox, Cat, Rabbit, Pig, Water Buffalo and Cane Toad. Maps from
Landscape Health Project, National Land and Water Resouces Audit, 2001.

Name Status Type of Presence
Birds

Common Myna, Indian Myna [387] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Acridotheres tristis

Skylark [656] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Alauda arvensis

Mallard [974] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Anas platyrhynchos

European Goldfinch [403] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Carduelis carduelis

European Greenfinch [404] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Carduelis chloris

Rock Pigeon, Rock Dove, Domestic Pigeon [803] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Columba livia

House Sparrow [405] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Passer domesticus

Spotted Turtle-Dove  [780] Species or species
Streptopelia chinensis
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Name Status Type of Presence
habitat likely to occur within
area

Common Starling [389] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Sturnus vulgaris

Common Blackbird, Eurasian Blackbird [596] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Turdus merula

Mammals

Domestic Dog [82654] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Canis lupus  familiaris

Goat [2] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Capra hircus

Cat, House Cat, Domestic Cat [19] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Felis catus

Brown Hare [127] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Lepus capensis

House Mouse [120] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Mus musculus

Rabbit, European Rabbit [128] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Oryctolagus cuniculus

Brown Rat, Norway Rat [83] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Rattus norvegicus

Black Rat, Ship Rat [84] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Rattus rattus

Red Fox, Fox [18] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Vulpes vulpes

Plants

Bridal Creeper, Bridal Veil Creeper, Smilax, Florist's
Smilax, Smilax Asparagus [22473]

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Asparagus asparagoides

Bitou Bush, Boneseed [18983] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Chrysanthemoides monilifera

Boneseed [16905] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Chrysanthemoides monilifera subsp. monilifera

Broom, English Broom, Scotch Broom, Common
Broom, Scottish Broom, Spanish Broom [5934]

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Cytisus scoparius

Montpellier Broom, Cape Broom, Canary Broom,
Common Broom, French Broom, Soft Broom [20126]

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Genista monspessulana

Blackberry, European Blackberry [68406] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Rubus fruticosus aggregate
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Name Status Type of Presence

Willows except Weeping Willow, Pussy Willow and
Sterile Pussy Willow [68497]

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Salix spp. except S.babylonica, S.x calodendron & S.x reichardtii

Gorse, Furze [7693] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Ulex europaeus

Reptiles

Asian House Gecko [1708] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Hemidactylus frenatus
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- non-threatened seabirds which have only been mapped for recorded breeding sites

- migratory species that are very widespread, vagrant, or only occur in small numbers

- some species and ecological communities that have only recently been listed

Not all species listed under the EPBC Act have been mapped (see below) and therefore a report is a general guide only.
Where available data supports mapping, the type of presence that can be determined from the data is indicated in general
terms. People using this information in making a referral may need to consider the qualifications below and may need to seek
and consider other information sources.

For threatened ecological communities where the distribution is well known, maps are derived from recovery plans, State
vegetation maps, remote sensing imagery and other sources. Where threatened ecological community distributions are less
well known, existing vegetation maps and point location data are used to produce indicative distribution maps.

- seals which have only been mapped for breeding sites near the Australian continent

Such breeding sites may be important for the protection of the Commonwealth Marine environment.

For species where the distributions are well known, maps are digitised from sources such as recovery plans and detailed
habitat studies. Where appropriate, core breeding, foraging and roosting areas are indicated under 'type of presence'. For
species whose distributions are less well known, point locations are collated from government wildlife authorities, museums,
and non-government organisations; bioclimatic distribution models are generated and these validated by experts. In some
cases, the distribution maps are based solely on expert knowledge.

The information presented in this report has been provided by a range of data sources as acknowledged at the end of the
report.

Caveat

- migratory and

The following species and ecological communities have not been mapped and do not appear in reports produced from this
database:

- marine

This report is designed to assist in identifying the locations of places which may be relevant in determining obligations under
the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. It holds mapped locations of World and National Heritage
properties, Wetlands of International and National Importance, Commonwealth and State/Territory reserves, listed threatened,
migratory and marine species and listed threatened ecological communities. Mapping of Commonwealth land is not complete
at this stage. Maps have been collated from a range of sources at various resolutions.

- threatened species listed as extinct or considered as vagrants

- some terrestrial species that overfly the Commonwealth marine area

The following groups have been mapped, but may not cover the complete distribution of the species:

Only selected species covered by the following provisions of the EPBC Act have been mapped:

-41.452784 146.470193,-41.453637 146.47015,-41.454722 146.469935,-41.454931 146.469796,-41.455124 146.469474,-41.455325 146.468937,-
41.455381 146.46868,-41.455582 146.467435

Coordinates
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http://www.environment.gov.au/copyright-statement
http://www.environment.gov.au/about-us/contact-us
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From: Fergusson, James (FPA) <James.Fergusson@fpa.tas.gov.au> 
Sent: Monday, 14 November 2016 11:46 AM 
To: admin@rgassociates.com.au 
Cc: clairekaka@hotmail.com 
Subject: Query whether FPP is required for access road construction  
  
Hi Rebecca 
  
The reference in ECOtas’s report to section Forest Practices Regulations 4 (j) would be applicable if 
the roading was on  private land.  
  
As the reserve road is owned by the crown and as such a road formed on this would be a public 
road. I believe the road construction on the reserve road would be exempt from having a forest 
practices plan however any roading would have to comply with any other government  regulations 
eg (Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013). 
  
I believe the following excerpts fit your proposed road fairly neatly. 
  
FOREST PRACTICES REGULATIONS 2007 
4. Circumstances in which forest practices plan, &c., not required 
  
For the purpose of section 17(6) of the Act, the following circumstances are prescribed: 
  
(d) the harvesting of timber or the clearing of trees on any land, or the clearance and conversion 
of a threatened native vegetation community on any land, for one or more of the following 
purposes: 
  
(iv) the construction and maintenance of public roads; 
  
public road means – 
(a) a State highway within the meaning of section 3 of the Roads and Jetties Act 
1935; and 
(b) a subsidiary road within the meaning of section 3 of the Roads and Jetties Act 
1935; and 
(c) a country road within the meaning of section 3 of the Roads and Jetties Act 
1935; and 
(d) a highway under local management within the meaning of section 4(6) of the 
Local Government (Highways) Act 1982; 
  
ROADS AND JETTIES ACT 1935 - SECT 3 
3. Interpretation 
country road means a road not being or forming portion of a State highway or subsidiary road, but 
does not include a street in any town; 
  
  
Regards  
  
James Fergusson 
Forest Practices Advisor  
Mobile; 0428354061 
Email; James.Fergusson@fpa.tas.gov.au 

C&D 2
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From:                                 Rebecca Green
Sent:                                  19 Dec 2016 22:20:10 +0000
To:                                      Planning @ Meander Valley Council
Cc:                                      Justin Simons;'claire ford' (clairekaka@hotmail.com)
Subject:                             Access Driveway to 262 Dynans Bridge Road

Hello Justin
 
Further to our conversation this morning I wish to address E9.6.3 Construction of Roads in the Meander 
Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013 which I apologise was omitted from the original submission.
 
The proposal relies upon assessment against the performance criteria as there is no corresponding 
acceptable solution.
 
The access driveway proposed is to be within 50m of a watercourse, in fact crossing a watercourse at 
one point.  The proposal will be constructed in accordance with the requirements of the Wetlands and 
Waterways Works Manual, in particular the guidelines for siting and designing stream crossings.  The 
proposal is to provide a culvert that maximises the opportunity for fauna to move upstream and 
downstream, 
But recognising that the stream is narrow.  This would be the most appropriate form of structure that is 
least likely to cause environmental harm.  The design of the culvert can be conditioned to ensure that 
the potential environmental effects are minimised.  A work plan is proposed to be prepared before 
constructing the culvert and will outline the works to be undertaken and the measures that will be used 
to minimise the risk of causing environmental harm.  The plan will include the requirement for all 
contractors and plant operators installing the culvert to adopt the principles outlines in Environmental 
Best Practice Guidelines 2.  Construction Practices in Waterways and Wetlands as well as the culvert’s 
capacity.  With appropriate conditions places upon a permit, the proposal will ensure compliance with 
the performance criteria.
 
 
Kind regards
 
Rebecca Green
Senior Planning Consultant & Accredited Bushfire Hazard Assessor
Rebecca Green & Associates
m. 0409 284422
P.O. Box 2108, Launceston, 7250
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C&D 3 POLICY REVIEW NO. 6 – BUILDING APPROVALS 

IN INCOMPLETE SUBDIVISIONS 
 

 

1) Introduction        

 

The purpose of this report is for Council to review Policy No 6 – Building 

Approval in incomplete subdivisions. 

 

2) Background        

 

This Policy provides guidance about the granting of Building Permits in new 

subdivisions. The Policy is in place to address situations where the release of 

individual lots occurs ahead of the provision of infrastructure services to 

these lots.   

 

To assist developers, Council has for many years been prepared to take 

bonds and bank guarantees in lieu of incomplete infrastructure works in 

subdivisions. This practice allows developers to obtain title and therefore 

realise cash flow by selling lots before all infrastructure is completed. 

 

Council has supported this practice; however, to mitigate potential risk to 

Council and inconvenience to purchasers of the lots, the Policy requires all 

infrastructure to be completed in the relevant stages of the subdivision 

before building permits will be issued. 

 

Council officers have noted that this Policy is not used in the daily 

management of development applications.  

 

The Building Act 2000 and other related legislation including the Water and 

Sewerage Industry Act 2008 ensure that any decision to issue a building 

permit falls within the statutory function of the Permit Authority. The 

guidance provided by the policy simply reiterates the requirements of 

legislation. 

 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance 

 

The Annual Plan provided for the policy to be reviewed in the 2017 March 

quarter.  
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4) Policy Implications      

 

The process of Policy review will ensure that policies are up to date and 

appropriate. 

 

5) Statutory Requirements      

 

Building Act 2000 

Land Use Planning and Approval Act 1993 

Local Government (Building and Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1993 

 

6) Risk Management       

 

Not applicable 

 

7) Consultation with State Government and other Authorities 

 

Not applicable 

 

8) Community Consultation      

 

Not applicable 

 

9) Financial Impact       

 

Not applicable 

 

10) Alternative Options      

 

Council can elect to continue, or amend and continue the existing Policy. 

 

11) Officers Comments      

 

The Building Act 2000 requires that the Permit Authority take into account 

certain matters including the provision of water and sanitation to the 

premises, before granting an application for a building permit.  

 

It is also a requirement that a Certificate of Certifiable Work, a requirement 

of the Water and Sewerage Industry Act 2008, is granted before a Building 

Permit can be issued by the Permit Authority. 

 

Discontinuing the Policy does not change the way Council is required to 

make decisions on these matters. 
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AUTHOR: Martin Gill 

 GENERAL MANAGER 

 

12) Recommendation       

 

It is recommended that Council discontinue Policy No 6 – Building 

Approvals in Incomplete Subdivisions: 

 

POLICY MANUAL 

 

Policy Number: 6 Building Approval in Incomplete Subdivisions 

Purpose: The purpose of this Policy is to avoid problems 

associated with the issuing of building permits in 

new subdivisions where services are incomplete and 

non-operational  

Department: 

Author: 

Development Services 

Martin Gill, Director 

Council Meeting Date: 

Minute Number: 

21 January 2014 

10/2014 

Next Review Date: March 2017 

 

POLICY 

 

1. Definitions 

N/A 

 

2. Objective 

The objective of this Policy is to outline the basis upon which building permits will be issued 

for dwellings in new subdivisions. 

 

3. Scope 

The policy shall apply to all building applications received by Council. 

 

4. Policy 

A Building Permit will not be granted where Council has sealed the final plan of a 

subdivision and has accepted a bond and bank guarantee in lieu of incomplete 

infrastructure, until all services are provided and are operational at the subject lot. 

 

5. Legislation 

Land Use Planning and Approval Act 1993 
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Local Government (Building and Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1993 

Building Act 2000 

 

 

6. Responsibility 

The Director Development Services is responsible for ensuring compliance with the policy. 

 

 

DECISION: 
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C&D 4 POLICY REVIEW NO. 74 – CONSERVATION 

COVENANT INCENTIVE SCHEME 
 

 

1) Introduction        

 

The purpose of this report is for Council to review Policy No. 74 – 

Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme. 

 

2) Background        

 

The Conservation Covenant (Rates Rebate) Incentive Scheme commenced 

operation in 2001 and was formalised into a Council Policy at the August 

2007 Council Meeting. 

 

The scheme has recognised that Local Government is in a position to 

establish incentive schemes that encourage private landholders to become 

partners in conserving biodiversity, particularly remnant vegetation, as part 

of sustainable land management and farm production. 

 

When Council introduced the pilot Scheme in 2001, there were no 

registered conservation covenants within the municipality, although about 

ten were under negotiation. 

 

At the last review point in 2013, the scheme had expanded to the stage 

where rebates were applied to 2,000 Ha of land on 66 titles with Rate 

Rebates totalling $9,705 per annum. 

 

Currently rebates are applied to 2,374 Ha of land on 79 titles with a Rate 

Rebate of $11,789 per annum. 

 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance     

 

The Annual Plan provides that this Policy was to be reviewed in the 

September 2016 quarter. 

 

4) Policy Implications      

 

The process of Policy review will ensure that policies are up to date and 

appropriate. 
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5) Statutory Requirements      

 

Not applicable 

 

6) Risk Management       

 

Not applicable 

 

7) Consultation with State Government and other Authorities 

 

State Government provides input to the granting and management of 

conservation covenants, and provides administrative support to councils 

that offer rates rebate schemes. 

 

8) Community Consultation      

 

Landowners with a conservation covenant have been advised that this 

Policy is being reviewed at this Council Meeting. Submissions on the Policy 

review were sought from these landowners in August 2016. 

 

Eight submissions were received, and these are provides in Attachment 

C&D 4(a). 

 

9) Financial Impact       

 

There has been an increase in financial obligations under the Policy, the 

total Rate Rebates for 2016-2017 is currently at $11,789. 

 

10) Alternative Options      

 

Council can elect to discontinue or amend the existing Policy. 

 

11) Officers Comments      

 

The current Policy continues to provide conservation incentive, on a 

voluntary basis. Conservation Covenant landowners continue to be 

proactive in collectively addressing issues of relevance to their conserved 

land, including topical field days with a focus on such things as fire 

management and weed management. They continue to be supported in 

this endeavour through the Tasmanian Government’s Private Land 

Conservation Program and the Tasmanian Land Conservancy. (TLC) 

Distribution of covenanted titles is provided in Attachment C&D 4(b). 
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The TLC, in partnership with the Private Land Conservation Program, is 

monitoring the condition of the conserved areas and ensuring that a 

current, negotiated Nature Conservation Plan exists for the vast majority of 

covenanted land (a small number early in the covenanting program had a 

different type of management agreement applied). Currently, according to 

TLC, ninety percent of covenanted land has a Nature Conservation Plan. The 

review process began twelve months ago and is set to be completed twelve 

months hence. Reviews will address both landowner’s preferences for 

management and prescriptions for managing the natural values for which 

the covenant was put in place. Thus, in a year’s time, all covenanted land in 

Tasmania will have a current and appropriate Nature Conservation Plan in 

place to promote stewardship. They will all be up for review again ten years 

after being put in place. 

 

Whilst a minority of conservation covenant landowners have sometimes 

struggled to meet management expectations, the vast majority take 

monitoring and managing their high conservation value assets seriously, 

enhancing the reserve estate across Meander Valley. 

 

Some threatened species, especially plants such as Pimelea curviflora var. 

gracilis (slender curved riceflower), Brunonia australis (blue pincushion) and 

Pomaderris phylicifolia (narrow-leaf dogwood), are poorly reserved on 

public land and so are reliant on private reserves for effective conservation. 

Threatened Vegetation Communities on covenanted land are likewise either 

not present or poorly represented in formal reserve areas (Refer Attachment 

C&D 4(c).  Even where natural values occur on both public and private land, 

there is value in safeguarding private land populations as insurance against 

catastrophes such as fire, flood or disease incursion. In many places the 

covenanting process has provided additional community benefits by 

securing landscape amenity and potentially adding to tourism experiences. 

 

Proposed revisions to the Policy are minor, and update the Policy. 

 

AUTHOR: Stuart Brownlea 

  NRM OFFICER 

 

12) Recommendation       

 

It is recommended that Council continues Policy No. 74 – Conservation 

Covenant Incentive Scheme, with the following changes: 
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POLICY MANUAL 
 

Policy Number: 74 Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme 

Purpose: To establish guidelines for administering a Rates 

Rebate Incentive Scheme for land under 

Conservation Covenants.   

Department: 

Author: 

Economic Development & Sustainability Community 

and Development Services 

Stuart Brownlea, NRM Officer 

Council Meeting Date: 

Minute Number: 

13th August 2013 14 February, 2017 

146/2013 

Next Review Date: August 2016 February 2020 

 

POLICY 

 

1. Definitions 

 

Conservation Covenant: means a land title covenant registered under Part 5 of the Nature 

Conservation Act 2002, once signed by both the relevant Tasmanian Minister and the 

landowner. 

 

2. Objective 

 

To formally encourage, recognise and reward voluntary conservation of high priority natural 

values, in the form of Conservation Covenants and to support objectives in the Meander 

Valley Council Natural Resource Management Strategy, 3rd Edition (2010).  

 

3. Scope 

 

This policy only applies to that proportion of private land titles within the Meander Valley 

that is the subject of Conservation Covenants and to the General Rate (net of any other 

rebate or remission). The rebate level is calculated on the number of hectares that are 

covered by the Conservation Covenant, rather than the whole area of a title that has a 

Conservation Covenant within it. 

 

4. Policy 

 

Council recognises that conservation covenants: 

 

 play a role in protecting habitats for a wide range of native species, including threatened 

plants and animals, from wedge-tailed eagles to native grasses. They also help to 
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maintain the scenic values of Tasmanian landscapes that benefit tourism, can be a direct 

tourism venture asset, and contribute to the maintenance of water quality by preventing 

soil erosion and salinity problems. 

 

 are a way that private landowners can ensure the long-term conservation of natural 

values on their land. Landowners are now helped to establish these covenants by a 

single program in Tasmania: the Private Land Conservation Program. Landowners who 

place perpetual conservation covenants on their land title are helping to achieve 

conservation benefits for the whole community. 

 

 are legally binding agreements between the landowners and the State Government that 

are registered on land titles and travel with those titles to future owners. A management 

agreement Nature Conservation Plan has or will usually be implemented with amost 

conservation covenants. Together, the two documents detail a management regime that 

will protect conservation values on a property whilst allowing for continued use of the 

land. 

 

 are decided upon by a landowner only after considerable planning and management 

negotiation. Professionally determined Management Nature Conservation Plans are 

developed with the landowner’s input and consent. The desire to utilise the reserve, for 

example to collect domestic loads of firewood or graze stock periodically, are 

accommodated wherever this will not have a long term negative impact on the reserved 

values. 

 

 may have flow on benefits for a tourism venture, be an area that is not commercially 

viable, provide an offset for other development, leverage funding for conservation aims, 

protect other land from degradation such as salinity, or provide access to management 

advice from the Tasmanian Government. 

 

Individual Rates Rebate Calculation 

 

The rebate amount is to be calculated on the following basis:  

 

As at 1st July, 20136, base rate of $5.916.35 per ha of land area covered by the Conservation 

Covenant only with a minimum amount of $59.1063.35 and maximum of $591.00635.00 for 

any one property AND with no rebate in any case to exceed 50% of the General Rate (net of 

other rebates or remissions).  

 

Annual Adjustment 

 

The base rate, minimum and maximum amounts are to be adjusted by the same percentage 

as the General Rate adjustment each financial year commencing 1st July 2007.  
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Commencement of Entitlement 

 

Entitlement to a Rates Rebate amount under the Scheme is to commence from the 1st July 

of the next rating period immediately following the date of signing of the Conservation 

Covenant.  

 

Cessation of Entitlement 

 

Entitlement to a Rates Rebate amount payable under the Scheme ceases when a covenant 

no longer exists on the affected title. 

 

5. Legislation 

 

Nature Conservation Act 2002. 

 

6. Responsibility 

 

Responsibility for the operation of this policy rests with the Director, Economic 

Development and Sustainability Community and Development Services. 

 

 

DECISION: 
 

  



Kingsley and Lynette Dunstan 

458 Maralla Road 

Bullsbrook 

Western Australia 6084. 

 

Stuart Brownlea 

NRM Officer 

Meander Valley Council 

26 Lyall Street 

Westbury  

Tasmania 7303 

 

23 August 2016 

 

Dear Stuart 

 

Re: Review of Meander Valley Council Policy 74 - Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the review of the Conservation Covenant Incentive 

Scheme Policy 74. 

 

It is noted that the purpose of the policy is to establish guidelines for administering the rates rebate 

incentive scheme only.  With that in mind, the following comments are provided for consideration. 

 

1. Objective – agree. 

2. Scope – agreed 

3. Policy – agreed however it should be noted that activities on surrounding properties can 

severely undermine the conservation efforts of land owners. It is not clear how these impacts 

can be managed and may in fact be out of the scope of Policy 74. 

4. Rates rebate calculations – It is the view of the landowners that the rebate amount is relatively 

insignificant when considering the costs landowners incur when trying to care for their 

property. A rebate of $86 per year does little to offset costs. I do not understand why the 

rebate cannot exceed 50% of the general rate, especially if council is serious about meeting 

policy objectives. 

5. Annual adjustment – agreed 

 

Trusting this information is of use. There is not much in the policy to comment about, the main thing 

of course is the rebate amount and the maximums applicable. 

 

Please contact me on 0411 712 955 if more information is required. 

 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

Kingsley Dunstan 
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Merrilyn Young

From: Judy Hawkes <jhawkes@bordernet.com.au>

Sent: Sunday, 21 August 2016 1:52 PM

To: Stuart Brownlea

Subject: Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Stuart 

 

We are writing to you, in regards to the review of the Meander Valley Council Policy 74 concerning the Conservation 

Covenant Incentive Scheme, in which we are listed. 

 

By placing perpetual conservation covenants on our land titles, we have been able to guarantee the continued 

preservation of the natural values of our immediate area. 

 

We have appreciated the Council’s commitment to understanding the importance of conservation covenants and 

the role they play in protecting habitat, maintaining scenic amenity and enhancing tourism in the Meander Valley 

area.   

 

To be formally recognised by the Council, through the Incentive Scheme, for our voluntary role in protecting and 

maintaining our habitat has been greatly appreciated.   

 

We hope that, with the continued support of the Meander Valley Council, we will be able to continue, in future 

years, to assist in the preservation of our immediate region and help also to achieve benefits for the greater 

community.     

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Michael & Judith Hawkes 

464 Larcombes Road 

Reedy Marsh 

Tasmania 7304 

Australia  
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999 Denmans Road 
Birralee Tas 7303 
19/7/2016 
 
To all Councillors 
Meander Valley Council 
 
We are writing strongly to encourage the Council to retain its Conservation Covenant 
Incentive Scheme (MVC Policy 74).  
 
Conservation covenants on private land are an essential part of the National Reserve 
System of Australia and require the support of local government. It is important that 
Council meet its NRM obligations, support ecological sustainability and assist in the 
management of areas with threatened species and/or remnant areas of all natural forest 
communities in the municipality. The incentive scheme is one of the few things the 
Council can do quite easily with little expense to encourage the preservation of the 
municipality’s precious natural vegetation. 
 
We took an active role in the community consultation that lead to the development of 
Councils first award-winning Vegetation Management Strategy some years ago. It 
does seem to us that very few of the recommendations of this strategy have ever been 
implemented and it has been disheartening to see that areas of vegetation considered 
as high priority for retention in that Strategy have since been cleared for pivot 
irrigators or for plantation establishment.  
 
Despite being aged pensioners we consider conservation “in perpetuity” of our 
forested 130 acres to be much more important than any profit we might get by 
exploiting its resources. The area is rich in threatened forest types and provides 
habitat and breeding sites for Grey Goshawk, Wedge-tailed Eagle and Collared 
sparrowhawk. There are populations of Tasmanian Devil and Spotted Tail Quoll. 
Important scientific studies continue on these properties, including an internationally 
significant study of the dawn chorus. Ongoing research into Myxomycetes (also 
known as slime moulds) has revealed dozens of species not yet recorded in Tasmania, 
and at least two that are completely new to science. We are confident that much more 
remains to be found and described. It is exciting to live a place with such rich natural 
wonders. This should be a matter of pride for the Council. 
 
The two titles concerned are not easily accessed and are not suitable for the 
construction of any further homes. In other words, we consider that we have made 
considerable financial sacrifice to help Council meet its obligations. A rate rebate may 
not amount to a huge amount of money even for us, but of equal importance is the 
recognition by Council that we are performing an important public service. 
 
yours sincerely, 
 
Sarah Lloyd 
 
Ron Nagorcka 
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Andrew Ricketts 
Bradys Creek 
780 Larcombes Road 
REEDY MARSH 7304 
Phone 03 6368 1343 
Email: AndrewRicketts@antmail.com.au 

 
27th July 2016 
 
The Mayor and Councillors and 
Council’s NRM Officer 
Meander Valley Council 
Lyall Street 
Westbury 7303 
 
By email to:  

Craig Perkins (Mayor) mvcperkins@bigpond.com 
Michael Kelly (Deputy Mayor) mjkelly1970@gmail.com 
Andrew Connor (Councillor) at connor4mvc@gmail.com 
Bob Richardson (Councillor) at abdas@bigpond.com 
Deborah White (Councillor) at debwhite99@bigpond.com 
Ian Mackenzie (Councillor) at macca.mvc@skymesh.com.au 
John Temple (Councillor) at john@johntemplegallery.com.au 
Rodney Synfield (Councillor) at eaglerise2@gmail.com 
Tanya King (Councillor) at tanyaking01@gmail.com 
 
Stuart Brownlea: stuart.brownlea@mvc.tas.gov.au 

 

 

 

Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme - MVC Policy 74 

 

 

Dear Mayor, Councillors and Mr Brownlea, 

For about a decade or so the Meander Valley Council has operated a Conservation Covenant 
Incentive Scheme - supported by MVC Policy 74, now in its third version. A copy of Policy 
74 is attached and can be found in Council's Policy Manual.  

I write both as a supporter and a beneficiary of the Conservation Covenant Incentive 
Scheme, which in my case supports the two in perpetuity conservation covenants registered 
on my private land titles in Reedy Marsh.  

It is to be noted that Council has also supported some of the covenanted land here through 
zoning as part of an Environment Living Zone. Only one such area exists in the MVC area 
with most covenants lying outside such land-use zoning.  

I wish to advocate the retention of Meander Valley Council’s Conservation Covenant 
Incentive Scheme in its current form. This letter sets out the salient, germane matters around 
Policy 74. 

Conservation covenants are binding agreements, made voluntarily between a landholder and 
the state government, to protect and enhance the natural, cultural and scientific values of a 
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piece of private land. They can apply to all or part of a property and are registered on the title 
of the land and generally are intended to remain in force in-perpetuity. 

A covenant is a promise contained in a document under seal. Such a promise is enforceable 
on the basis of privity of contract. The Minister administering the Nature Conservation Act is 
the dominant tenement. There are remedies if a covenant is breached. Covenants generally 
are hard to remove once placed on a title. 

Regardless of which scheme created the conservation covenants - (PFRP, PAPL, FCF (inc 
Mole Creek component), or the revolving fund of TLC), in essence the act of reserving 
private land in Tasmania represents a private donation to the public good. The extent of that 
donation may not be easily quantified but is undeniably of intergenerational importance. 

The Meander Valley Council Policy 74 currently provides an ongoing (capped) annual rates 
rebate for people who own private land subject to a conservation covenant. The objective 
and details are spelt out in the Policy. Council’s Policy is reviewed every few years. It could 
be reviewed less often in my view. 

I understand Policy 74 is currently scheduled for review again shortly. A decision whether to 
renew the Policy or to ditch it will likely be considered at an upcoming Council workshop 
and a decision possibly made at the Council meeting in September 2016. 

Council's Policy No 74 is important in showing tangible local government support for private 
land owners who have committed their land to the in-perpetuity conservation of nature, 
priority vegetation and threatened species across our municipality. 

Significantly, often such high conservation values are found as a priority on private land and 
in general it is private land, which has a greater extent and a higher number of high 
conservation biodiversity values. As you know the conservation covenants, which are 
currently supported by Council, are binding on subsequent owners of the land on which they 
are registered. 

There may be a lack of understanding amongst councillors of the value of retaining the 
Meander Valley Council’s Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme and perhaps there is an 
anti-conservation element sitting on Council, which I believe, sadly sees, either little benefit 
in such a scheme or worse, even holds antipathy towards it. This letter however, is directed 
to all councillors regardless of any subjective view of mine as to any bias or pre-held 
opinion, one way or the other and is designed to elucidate salient facts and relevant 
considerations from my perspective. 

There are some 80 conservation covenants in Meander Valley Council’s Conservation 
Covenant Incentive Scheme. The landowners holding in-perpetuity conservation covenants 
under the Nature Conservation Act represent a wide social, vocational, economic and 
geographic spectrum within our Municipality.  

Some conservation covenants bind most or the whole of a title and some bind only a portion. 
The Council’s Scheme allows for such variations in a fair and elegant way. For my holding 
the protected portion is between 85% and 90% of the 127.8 Hectares. It is an obligation of 
responsibility, which I take very seriously. 

When I applied to Council for a Conservation Covenant rates rebate I was requested to 
provide a copy of my covenants and if I recall correctly, a copy of my management plan or 
nature conservation plan.  

The standard covenant under the Tasmanian Nature Conservation Act provides a specified 
range of obligations to the owner of the reserve. These may vary from one reserve to another 
but are all clearly articulated and enforceable. There is a rigorous approach to nature 
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conservation and considerable time and individual negotiation is involved in establishing 
each Covenant with the consequence that conservation covenants have substantial resilience 
and integrity. They have a planned approach to the management of the subject land and often 
include differing zones which assist planning in land use terms.  

Bear in mind the Nature Conservation Act is a part of the RMPS, the same suite of legislation 
that has LUPAA, governing the creation of Planning Schemes.  

To put Meander Valley’s 80 conservation covenants into perspective, there are some 807 
conservation covenants in Tasmania covering some 98,582 hectares. Meander Valley (MV) 
with its 80 Covenants, may seem to be only a relatively small portion of those 807 but when 
considered by Local Government area, MV has a far greater share than might be expected, 
being one of 29 local government areas in Tasmania. Even if one discounted the suburban 
municipalities the Meander Valley area has performed well above average in terms of 
conservation covenants. There would be a range of causal factors of course. 

In terms of Meander Valley’s rating base, the 80 private properties burdened by a 
conservation covenant under the Nature Conservation Act and thus a part of The Scheme 
represents less than one percent (0.66%) of the 12,000 or so rateable properties within the 
Municipality, thus its modest impact on Council’s rates revenue is truly small by any 
measure. For Council, this is clearly not an expensive or complex Policy to administer or 
support. 

Several important benefits accrue from retention of Meander Valley Council’s Conservation 
Covenant Incentive Scheme. Firstly there are benefits to Council's reputation, in a climate 
where otherwise its performance over nature conservation and threatened species issues can 
only be described as relatively weak. Secondly it assists in meeting its various NRM 
obligations, as well as over its public interest ones regarding the conservation management of 
threatened species. It could be claimed Meander Valley Council’s Conservation Covenant 
Incentive Scheme supports land sustainability objectives.  

The Scheme recognises that to devote land for in-perpetuity conservation rather than 
economic gain is a significant private landowner donation to future generations. This 
intergenerational aspect is one which local government has a role in supporting.  

In perpetuity conservation covenants on private land in Tasmania are a part of the National 
Reserve System of Australia, which in itself deserves to be supported by local government. 

“The National Reserve System is Australia's network of protected areas, conserving 
examples of our natural landscapes and native plants and animals for future 
generations. Based on a scientific framework, it is the nation's natural safety net 
against our biggest environmental challenges. 

The reserve system includes more than 10,000 protected areas covering 17.88 per 
cent of the country - over 137 million hectares. It is made up of Commonwealth, 
state and territory reserves, Indigenous lands and protected areas run by non-profit 
conservation organisations, through to ecosystems protected by farmers on their 
private working properties.” 

The next 20 years will be a critical period for biodiversity conservation in Australia. Now is 
not the time for Council to distance itself from nature conservation. 

The following description reproduced in Meander Valley Council’s Natural Resource 
Management Strategy 3rd Edition, originally sourced from the National Strategy for the 
Conservation of Australia’s Biodiversity (Department of the Environment, Sport and 
Territories, 1996 Introduction), provides a concise summary of the role and benefits of 
biodiversity: 
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“The benefits of conserving biological diversity are numerous. Biological diversity 
is the primary source for fulfilment of humanity’s needs and provides a basis for 
adaptation to changing environments. An environment rich in biological diversity 
offers the broadest array of options for sustainable economic activity, for nurturing 
human welfare and for adapting to change. 

The world’s species provide us with all our food and many medicines and industrial 
products. For example, the fishing, forestry, and wildflower industries rely on the 
harvest of biological resources from the wild. There is great scope for developing 
new or improved food crops from our biological diversity. 

Benefits arising from the conservation of Australia’s biological diversity are not, 
however, restricted to the continued harvest of resources - they include the 
provision and maintenance of a wide array of ecological services. The maintenance 
of hydrological cycles (groundwater recharge, watershed protection and buffering 
against extreme events), climate regulation, soil production and fertility, protection 
from erosion, nutrient storage and cycling, and pollutant breakdown and 
absorption are some of the services. They are fundamental to the quality of our life 
and our economy, but they are often grossly undervalued. 

[Additionally,] biological diversity can be important for cultural identity …… [, 
while] the aesthetic values of our natural ecosystems and landscapes contribute to 
the emotional and spiritual wellbeing of a highly urbanised population. Both active 
and passive recreational benefits of our ecosystems are highly valued by an 
increasing number of people. 

There is in the community a view that the conservation of biological diversity also 
has an ethical basis. We share the earth with many other life forms that warrant our 
respect, whether or not they are of benefit to us. Earth belongs to the future as well 
as the present; no single species or generation can claim it as its own.” 

I hope you can see that supporting the retention of Conservation Covenanted private land has 
significant public interest benefits, which accrue from the conservation of biological 
diversity.  

Relying on covenanted land alone to protect biological diversity is not of itself sufficient but 
it represents the most secure strategy apart from reservation of public land. Council’s Natural 
Resource Management Strategy 3rd Edition remains the current strategic document over such 
issues. Council indeed gained accolades for its first NRM Strategy.  

In considering other mechanisms in the MVC toolkit, Council would be well advised to 
consider the very limited impact of the Biodiversity Code in its Interim Planning Scheme 
(MVCIPS 2013) in enhancing secure outcomes for nature, which is under threat from 
development. Indeed the Council mapping associated with the Biodiversity Code, the Priority 
Habitat overlay of the MVCIPS 2013 does not even identify land which was previously 
identified by the Commonwealth and State as long ago as 1996, as being Key Fauna Habitat 
for Rare and Threatened Fauna Species. So Council is otherwise failing to achieve 
sustainability objectives in my view. The Biodiversity Code and Priority Habitat overlay have 
potential for improved outcomes.  However such change may simply be occurring too 
slowly.  

I have long been an advocate of private land conservation and reservation. Indeed within 
Meander Valley, it is surely without dispute there remains much that remains to be done in 
terms of stemming the decline of nature, protecting the natural environment and securing 
native species for future generations. 
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Please consider: Do we really want to declare that on our watch we acted negligently and 
allowed the Swift Parrot to go extinct, for example? Bear in mind that this bird species, 
which inhabits the Threatened Eucalyptus ovata forest in Meander Valley, is now listed as 
Critically Endangered. The E. ovata forest itself is about 95% depleted since European 
occupation.  

The Tasmanian Devil is now estimated to have a 90% decline in places such as Meander 
Valley, yet we are not actively conserving its habitat on private land, aside from securely 
protected and covenanted land.  

There are many more examples of species suffering decline due to human activity and 
development. Since the Regional Forest Agreement (RFA) of 1997 there has been several 
additions and upgraded listings to the state’s Threatened Species List. 

I consider the Meander Valley Council’s Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme to be an 
important action because simply, it represents a start. That cannot be understated.  

There are many other initiatives, which Council could and should be doing. I am not 
suggesting that Policy 74 should be changed to encompass other solutions however, just that 
we need to do more, not less. Council could for example have a role to create new 
conservation covenants. It has the expertise. 

I do wish to flag the likely need of a further private land conservation scheme arising from 
the RFA renegotiation process. Tasmania’s poor performance over threatened species issues 
is both identified and acknowledged in the last RFA review. Indeed the various RFA related 
covenant programs have not succeeded in solving the adequate reservation of some 
vegetation communities and some species continue to suffer declines. 

One of the benefits of Council, in not only retaining its current scheme but also in supporting 
new private land conservation programs (such as under a new RFA) would be that it 
potentially provides (probably federal) funding for private land owners for their public 
interest actions of conserving priority aspects of nature on their land.  

Council should understand that increasingly Tasmania would need to conserve the remaining 
elements of nature to protect catchments for water, to mitigate against climate change and to 
protect our scenic assets. If that can be done with new initiatives then Council should be seen 
as a positive player in advocating such outcomes.  

Tasmania has a unique situation in this regard. We are free of many pests and diseases and 
still have species, which are now extinct on the mainland. Meander Valley still has 
environments with high biophysical naturalness on private land and such land has a higher 
life support capacity. That is a higher life support capacity for all species including humans. 
The activity of the protection of such life support capacity absolutely deserves Council’s 
support. 

Without incentives, not only to create secure protective instruments such as conservation 
covenants but also to support their retention and also the costs associated with private 
retention, then it is highly likely we will simply fail to stem the losses in the natural world 
caused by economic growth and development.  

Finally it should be recognised by Council that managing land for conservation is a valid 
land-use activity requiring time, energy and private resources and yet generally for most rate 
paying covenant owners their conservation reserves do not provide an income which offsets 
that loss, which may have been avoided through development. Meander Valley Council’s 
Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme is an example of such recognition and Council is 
to be congratulated for introducing and maintaining the scheme.  

Please consider: If it is your view (and it is not mine) that a private property owner should 
have unfettered rights to develop and if in doing so the burden of protecting species from 
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extinction then falls to others with the consequence that the developer gains the short term 
economic benefit from the process of extinction, then surely it is still wise to have Schemes 
such as Meander Valley Council’s Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme where cautious 
long term propositions are supported.  

Finally, recently I received a letter from Norma Bennett notifying me of the 2016/17 rebate 
amount. However it made no mention of a review of the Policy No 74. You may find that 
other covenant holders have a view over or an appreciation of Council’s Conservation 
Covenant Incentive Scheme that may indeed assist Councillors in their review. 

 

Conclusion 

The continuation of Council’s Policy 74 should be beyond contention, if Council actually has 
an interest in Sustainability. Please do not go backwards. 

In reality your decision should consider whether it is a Public Interest for private land 
owners to be involved in conserving important elements of nature. Whether such a public 
interest formula should have Council support in the form of the Conservation Covenant 
Incentive Scheme. 

I wish to contend Meander Valley Council’s Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme is 
clearly an example of Working Together for the public interest good. It is an initiative 
showing leadership quality.  

For all of the above reasons, I am thus writing to strongly urge the retention of Meander 
Valley Council’s Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme and the associated Council Policy 
No 74. 

Yours sincerely, 

 
Andrew Ricketts 
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Re – Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme – MVC Policy 74 

 

 

To the Meander Valley Mayor and Councillors 

 

The Tasmanian Land Conservancy (TLC) is a private, not-for-profit organisation that 

conserves nature on private land in Tasmania.  Our vision is for Tasmania to be a global 

leader in nature conservation.  

TLC employs three main mechanisms to protect natural assets or conservation values on 

private land: 

1. The purchase of land to be kept and managed by the TLC as permanent reserves, 

with conservation covenants registered on the reserve titles; 

2. The operation of a Revolving Fund, where properties are purchased, protected by 

conservation covenants on the titles and on-sold; and 

3. Working in partnership with private landholders and the Tasmanian and Australian 

governments, corporate sponsors and philanthropists to promote and facilitate nature 

conservation on private land, sometimes involving the establishment of conservation 

covenants. 

In the fifteen years since inception, the TLC has grown rapidly to become one of the largest 

private landholders in Tasmania.  Our sixteen permanent reserves across the state total 

around 13,099 hectares, protecting a range of important habitats from coastal wetlands to 

alpine meadows. We manage a further approximately 22,000 hectares for nature and have 

facilitated nature conservation over around 2% of the private land in Tasmania.  

Conservation on private land is significant in Tasmania. In total (as at 30 June, 2016) there 

were 807 Conservation Covenants in the state, protecting 98,582 hectares of natural assets.  

In many cases covenants or property purchases have been aided by State or Federal 

government investment.   

The Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment (DPIPWE) along with 

the agricultural sector, regional Natural Resource Management (NRM) committees and 

some Tasmanian councils, acknowledge the significant role of private landowners in 

conserving Tasmania’s natural capital and the public and private benefits that flow from this 

approach.  ‘Capable land stewardship conserves the natural environment, providing benefits 

for future Tasmanians and visitors while enabling landowners to maintain market access and 

capitalise on new opportunities’ (DPIPWE’s Private Land Conservation Program). 
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Covenants are legally binding under the Nature Conservation Act (2002) and are registered 

on the land title.  They may apply to some or all of the land.  Usually established in 

perpetuity, covenants give peace of mind that natural values, such as native flora and fauna, 

natural wetlands and geo-conservation assets, will persist for generations. Nature 

conservation on private land makes an enormous contribution to the National Reserve 

System, Australia's network of protected areas.  

The TLC applauds Tasmanian councils that recognise the public benefit of conservation 

covenants through rates rebates and landowner grants.  The Meander Valley Council is one 

of sixteen Tasmanian councils, providing an annual rates rebate.  Other councils that 

recognise the value of private land conservation include Glamorgan Spring Bay Council, 

Break O’Day Council, Burnie City Council, Clarence City Council, Devonport City Council, 

Dorset Council, George Town Council, Hobart City Council, Huon Valley Council, Kentish 

Council, Kingborough Council, Latrobe Council, Launceston City Council, Waratah-Wynyard 

Council and West Tamar Council.   

As a property owner in the municipality, the TLC has been a grateful beneficiary of financial 

support through this scheme.  Councillors and staff will be well aware of the cost of 

managing land, and covenanted properties may have special requirements regarding weed 

management, feral species control or recommended fire regimes to optimise conditions for 

significant species. The rate rebate provides a small contribution to landholders for the cost 

of managing important natural values.  While a relatively small contribution of the total 

council budget, the rates rebate is noteworthy for landowners and strongly demonstrates the 

Council’s commitment to the sustainable management of natural resources.   

The commitment to the existing scheme is a credit to the Meander Valley Council as it has 

provided welcome support for the management of key environmental values in the area.  

While the rates rebate contributes towards the costs directly incurred by the landowners, the 

true benefits of healthy landscapes can be seen throughout the catchment. Testimony to the 

environmental benefits that flow from covenanting, a past State of the Environment Report 

for Tasmania recommended that all councils provide rate incentives to encourage private 

land conservation.   

The TLC congratulates Meander Valley Council on the implementation of the Conservation 

Covenant Incentive Scheme in years’ passed, and we implore you to continue the initiative in 

the future.  

 

With regards 

 

James Hattam 

Acting CEO 
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From:                                 Leigh Walters
Sent:                                  12 Dec 2016 01:40:39 +0000
To:                                      Meander Valley Council Email
Cc:                                      Martin Gill
Subject:                             Rate Rebates for Conservation Covenants
Attachments:                   Meander Valley Council Rate Rebate Scheme.docx

Dear Martin,
 
I understand there has or will be at some time a discussion about rate rebates for conservation covenant 
landowners,  please see my attached letter supporting he continuation of the scheme.
 
To the Mayor, Councilors and General Manager. 
 
Please see my attached letter regarding land managed for conservation.
 
Regards, Leigh 
 

Leigh Walters
Operations Manager
Reserves and Conservation Programmes

Tasmanian Land Conservancy

PO Box 392, Launceston, TAS 7250

72 Tamar Street, Launceston, TAS 7250

Tel: 03 6331 9295 Mobile: 0407 891 025

E-mail: lwalters@tasland.org.au

www.tasland.org.au

@Tas_Land  

Version: 1, Version Date: 12/12/2016
Document Set ID: 939966
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facebook.com/taslandconservancy

instagram.com/tasland

"CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE AND DISCLAIMER" 
Warning: This message may contain confidential information intended for the use of the recipient named 
above.  If you are not the intended recipient of this message you are requested not to use, copy, 
distribute or reproduce this message.  If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and destroy the original message.
Views and opinions expressed in this message may be those personally held by the sender and do not necessarily 
represent the position of the Tasmanian Land Conservancy.
 

Version: 1, Version Date: 12/12/2016
Document Set ID: 939966
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Meander Valley Council

PO Box 102 

Westbury, 7303

The Mayor and Councilors

I am writing in support of your program to provide rate re-bates for land holders that have conservation 
covenants on their land for which they receive a small rebate on their council rates.

The benefits in supporting land holders willing to manage all or part of their land for conservation 
purposes are many, not only to the land holder themselves but also to the region its inhabitants and 
Tasmanians in general.  These benefits include the aesthetic values for which your area is famous, the 
maintenance of water quality and erosion control.  Importantly these areas also provide habitat and 
refuge for a wide range of threatened flora and fauna.  Areas protected under a conservation covenant 
form part of Australia’s National Reserve System and therefore also contribute to Australia’s 
international obligations such as the Convention on Biological Diversity.  

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Kind Regards, 

Leigh Walters

Operations Manager

Tasmanian Land Conservancy

lwalters@tasland.org.au

Version: 1, Version Date: 12/12/2016
Document Set ID: 939966
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Annemaree Woodward 
Aeolia 
700 Larcombes Rd 
Reedy Marsh 
Tasmania 7304   
Email: yanga@antmail.com.au 
 
24 July 2016 

 
To the Mayor and all Councillors -  
Craig Perkins, Michael Kelly,  Bob Richardson, Andrew Connor, Deborah White, Tanya 
King, Rodney Synfield, Ian Mackenzie and John Temple.  
 
CC NRM Officer, Stuart Brownlea 
 
Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme - MVC Policy 74 

 
Dear Mesdames and Sirs, 

I understand Meander Valley Councillors are attending a workshop on 26 July 2016, 
and will consider the Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme - MVC Policy 74. I write 
to support the retention of Policy 74 and wish to point out the reasons for so doing. 

I decided to conserve my block of land because it is located in a forested area where 
both the public and private land has high natural values. I considered it was an 
advantage to both nature and the public interest that I largely forgo development of my 
land. 

My land is in an area of high biodiversity: it contains priority vegetation communities 
and is habitat for endangered species. 

My block of land is small - 30.35 hectare of which 28.82 are conserved in perpetuity 
through the Private Forest Reserve Program. The balance is set aside as a homestead 
site. My land is now zoned Environmental Living. 

At the time I was advised by the assessor from DPIPWE of the benefits that would 
accrue to me through conserving my land. Apart from a feeling of well-being, these 
were an incentive payment from the State Government and a rates’ rebate from MVC.  

The incentive payment was a modest ‘one-off’. It was by no means compensation for 
the loss of development potential caused by the covenant – it was never considered as 
compensation by either the state government or myself. 

I applied for inclusion in the Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme in 2007 and 
have had the benefit of a reduction in my rates since that time. I am grateful for this 
benefit. 

I understand that there are about 80 conservation covenants in the Meander Valley 
Municipality. Accordingly it would seem that the amount of revenue foregone by the 
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Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme is not great. Nevertheless it is significant to 
the beneficiaries as recognition for their contribution to the conservation of nature. 

I am unaware of any other schemes the Meander Valley Council has to support 
biodiversity in our municipality. I do know that there is still ongoing removal of forest and 
it seems that the Council is unable to prevent the loss of priority habitat through the 
planning scheme. 

This being the case I think it is important that the Conservation Covenant Incentive 
Scheme continues. Currently it appears to be the only way that Council can 
demonstrate its support for biodiversity conservation and sustainable development. 

Accordingly I think Council should consider that the Conservation Covenant Incentive 
Scheme is an inexpensive, easy to manage benefit to our municipality that helps protect 
natural values whilst at the same time enhances the Meander Valley Council’s standing 
in the national arena in the sphere of biodiversity conservation. 

For these reasons I consider that Meander Valley Council should retain its 
Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme. I hope you agree and would appreciate a 
reply with your opinion and any comment on the content of my letter. 

 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 
Annemaree Woodward 
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Kali & Erik Bierens 

1012 Bogan Road 

Golden Valley 

Tasmania 7304 

(03) 6369 5217 

 

 

 

22nd August 2016 

 
Meander Valley Council 

26 Lyall Street 

Westbury Tas 7303 

  

 

Attention:  Stuart Brownlea 

 
 

Review of Meander Valley Council Policy 74, 
Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme 
 
 

Dear Sir, 

 

Thank you for the invitation to comment on the review of the Conservation Covenant 

Incentive Scheme, Council Policy 74. 

 

We support the objectives of this policy in its current form. The objectives being: “To 

formally encourage, recognise and reward voluntary conservation of high priority natural 

values”, by offering a small financial rate rebate, through the implementation of the 

Conservation Covenant Incentive Scheme. We believe that the policy should be retained 

unchanged. 

 

The policy states that the Council recognises that conservation covenants have flow on 

benefits for the tourism sector. It is true that land protected for its natural assets in 

perpetuity, enhances the scenic landscape and adds value to the visitor experience. 

Tourism has the potential to stimulate the local economy, attract visitors, retain 

residents through employment opportunities and sustain a local ratepayer base. 

 

The conservation covenants are the outcome of an extensive formal process between 

private landholders and the state government, who together have identified significant 

areas of bio-diversity and ensured formal recognition and protection for these areas. 

Protecting significant habitat provides connectivity for threatened, endangered and 

endemic species of both flora and fauna. This adds outstanding value to our region. 

 

We believe that residents taking part in the conservation covenant program should 

continue to be rewarded for their long term commitment to local conservation. 

 

 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Kali and Erik Bierens. 

C&D 4(a)



C&D 4 (b)



C & D 4(c)



Meander Valley Council Ordinary Agenda – 14 February 2017 Page | 72  

 

GOV 1 COUNCIL AUDIT PANEL RECEIPT OF MINUTES 
 

 

1) Introduction        

 

The purpose of this report is for Council to receive the minutes of the 

Council Audit Panel meeting held on 20 December 2016. 

 

2) Background        

 

The Meander Valley Council’s audit panel charter section 11.4 requires the 

minutes of the meetings to be submitted to Council, as soon as practical 

after each meeting. The minutes of the Council Audit Panel meeting held on 

20 December 2016 are attached for Council’s information. 

  

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance 

 

Furthers the objectives of the Council’s Community Strategic Plan 2014 to 

2024: 

 Future Direction (5): Innovative leadership and community 

governance 

 

Complies with the 2016-17 Annual Plan Program No 1.2 - Risk 

Management.  

 

4) Policy Implications      

 

Not applicable 

 

5) Statutory Requirements      

 

Sections 85, 85A and 85B of the Local Government Act 1993 and the Local 

Government (Audit Panels) Order 2014. 

 

6) Risk Management       

 

Not applicable 

 

7) Consultation with State Government and other Authorities 

 

Not applicable 
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8) Community Consultation      

 

Not applicable 

 

9) Financial Impact       

 

Not applicable 

 

10) Alternative Options      

 

Not applicable 

 

11) Officers Comments      

 

The attached minutes of the Council Audit Panel meeting held on 20 

December 2016 have been reviewed and endorsed by the Council Audit 

Panel Chairperson and are provided for Council’s information as required 

under its Audit Panel Charter. 

 

AUTHOR: Martin Gill  

  GENERAL MANAGER 

 

12) Recommendation       

 

It is recommended that Council receive the minutes of the Council 

Audit Panel meeting held on 20 December 2016. 

 

 

DECISION: 
  



 

MINUTES – Meander Valley Council Audit Panel Meeting –  20 DECEMBER 2016 Page 1 

 

 

Audit Panel 
Minutes 

Meeting Time and Date:20 December 2016 
11am 

Venue: Meander Valley Council Offices 

Present: 

Chairman Steve Hernyk Councillor Andrew Connor 

Mr Chris Lyall  

In Attendance: 

Martin Gill, General Manager 
Patrick Gambles, A/Director Gov & Comm 
Services 

Malcolm Slater, Director Corporate Services Jon Harmey, Senior Accountant 

Rick Dunn, Director Economic Development 
Krista Palfreyman, A/Director Development 
Services  

Dino De Paoli, Director Infrastructure Services Rob Little, Asset Management Co-Ordinator 

Merrilyn Young, Personal Assistant Sam Bailey, Risk & Safety Officer 

Apologies: 

Nil  

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

ITEM 

1. Declaration of Pecuniary Interests/conflict of interest  
Nil 

 

2. Adoption of Previous Minutes 
It was resolved that the minutes of the meeting held on 27 September 2016 be received 
and confirmed. 

 

3. Outstanding from previous meeting - Action Sheet  
The Panel reviewed the Action Sheet and discussed the following items -  

1. Review of Strategic Plan/Annual Plan/Asset Management Plan & Long Term 
Financial and Delivery Plan. 
Remove from Action sheet Martin advised that first workshop has been held with 
Councillors re these Plans. 

2. Long Term Financial Plan 
Concern at the erosion of Council funds.  To be discussed at future workshop. 
Remove from Action sheet 

3. Review Long Term Strategic Asset Management Policy 
Next Audit Panel Meeting 

4. Assessment of governance/integration with financial management 
Remove from Action sheet 

5. Risk Register 
Risk Register circulated 
Remove from Action sheet  

6. Audit Panel Charter 
Tabled at October Council meeting 
Remove from Action sheet 

7. Panel Work Plan 
Chairman to liaise with staff 

 
 

GOV 1
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4. Review Annual Meeting Schedule and Work Plan 
The Chairman will work with the Council Officers to present recommendation for next 
Panel meeting. 
 
 

Governance and Strategy 

5. Review Annual Plan 
The Annual Plan Quarterly Review for September 2016 was tabled and was received by 
Council at the October Council meeting.  Discussion held regarding targets not met (ie 
deferred) and the reporting of those deferrals. 
 
The Annual Plan was received and noted. 
 
 

6. Review Policies & Procedures 
The following Policies were reviewed –  
 
Policy No 6 – Building approvals in incomplete subdivisions 
It was recommended that this Policy be deleted. 
Recommended to Council for approval. 
 
Policy No 20 – Infrastructure Contributions 
Only minor changes noted. 
Recommended to Council for approval. 
 
Policy No 56 – Recreation Facilities Pricing 
Categorisation to be detailed. 
Recommended to Council for approval. 
 
Policy No 60 – Asset Management 
Recommended to Council for approval. 
 
Policy No 80 – Management of Public Art 
First review of this Policy.  Very procedure heavy. 
Recommended to Council for approval. 
 

7. Review performance of plans, strategies and policies including performance 
against identified benchmarks. 
No matters for discussion and Council upcoming workshops will be addressing these 
plans 
 

Financial and Management Reporting 

8. Review most current results and report any relevant findings to Council 
The financial reports were tabled as per circulation in the November Briefing Reports to 
Councillors. 
 
The financial reports were received and noted. 

 
9. Review any business unit of special financial reports 

Nil 
 

10. Review the impact of changes to Australian Accounting Standards 
Council staff still waiting on advice from the LGAT and Audit Office who are preparing 
guidance on how changes to the related party standards are recommended to be 
implemented at Councils. 
 

GOV 1
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Information received and noted. 
 
 

Internal Audit 

11. Consider any available audit reports 
Work Plan tabled and  Internal Audits completed tabled and discussed. 
 
Information received and noted. 
 

12. Review management’s implementation of audit recommendations 
 
Risk Register received and noted  
 

External Audit  

13. Consider any available audit reports 
 
The 2016 year-end financial audit was received on 27 September and circulated to Panel 
members – information noted. 
 
 

14. Review managements implementation of audit recommendations 
 
No matters outstanding from External Audit report. 
 

15. Consider any performance audit reports that will be undertaken by the Audit Office 
and address implications for Council 
 
Nil 
 

Risk Management and Compliance 

16. Receive material risk management reports (risk profile, risk management and 
treatment and periodical/rotational risk review) 
 
No matters to report.  
 
 

17. Monitor ethical standards and any related transactions to determine the systems 
of control are adequate and review how ethical and lawful behaviour and culture is 
promoted within Council. 
 
No update necessary as covered in last meeting. 
 

18. Monitor any major claims or lawsuits by or against the Council and complaints 
against the Council. 
 
Nil 
 
 
 

19. Oversee the investigation of any instances of suspected cases of fraud or other 
illegal and unethical behaviour. 
 
None reported 
 
 
 

GOV 1
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20. Review W & S Management process 
 
To be covered in next meeting. 

 
 

21. Monitor any major claims or lawsuits by or against the Council and complaints 
against the Council 
 
Southern Cross Care matter discussed 

 

22. Oversee the investigation of any instances or suspected cases of fraud or other 
illegal and unethical behaviour 
 
N/A 

 

23. Review Audit Panel Charter and make any recommendations for change to the 
Council for adoption (every 2nd year) 
 
Review conducted and Charter submitted to October Council meeting and 
approved 
 
Chairman’s contract renewal approved at Council and terms to be discussed with 
General Manager. 
 

Other Business 

24. Nil 
 

25. Meeting close 
 

The meeting closed at 12.00 noon 
 

26. Next Meeting 
 

The next meeting to be held on Tuesday 28 February at 11.00am 
 

 

GOV 1
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INFRA 1 PROPOSED SALE OF PUBLIC LAND AT 

BLACKSTONE PARK 
 

 

1) Introduction        

 

The purpose of this report is to seek a Council resolution notifying the 

intention to sell a portion of public land at Blackstone Park, Blackstone 

Heights. 

 

2) Background        

 

A request to purchase a portion of land in Blackstone Park has been made 

by Mr Matthew Seen.  The area of land subject to the request has an 

approximate area of 2050 m2 and adjoins Mr Seen’s property located at 35 

Longvista Road.  The purpose of the request is to provide water frontage to 

35 Longvista Road to enable use of a private pontoon. 

 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance 

 

Furthers the objectives of the Community Strategic Plan 2014 to 2024, in 

particular: 

 Future Direction 1 – A sustainable natural and built environment 

 Future Direction 6 – Planned infrastructure services 

 

4) Policy Implications      

 

Policy No 85 – Open Space 

 

5) Statutory Requirements      

 

Section 178 of the Local Government Act 1993 provides for the sale, 

exchange or disposal of public land and outlines the process that must be 

undertaken, including public notification. 

  

6) Risk Management       

 

Not applicable 

 

7) Consultation with State Government and other Authorities 

 

Not applicable 
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8) Community Consultation      

 

Section 178(4) of the Local Government Act 1993 requires that the Council 

notify its intention to sell public land on two separate occasions in the 

newspaper and to display a sign at the boundary of the public land with a 

road.   Any objections by a member of the public may be made within 21 

days of the first newspaper notice.   

 

Any objections received must be considered by the Council before making 

its decision as to whether it will proceed with the sale of the land. If Council 

proceeds with the sale of the land, objectors may appeal to the Resource 

Management & Planning Appeals Tribunal.    

 

9) Financial Impact       

 

Council could use all funds from the sale of the land to provide for 

improvements to Blackstone Park.  Additionally, there would be a reduction 

in maintenance. 

 

Council will incur the cost of advertising. 

 

10) Alternative Options      

 

Council can elect not to sell the portion of Blackstone Park land. 

 

11) Officers Comments      

 

The area of land that is the subject of the request is located to the north 

eastern edge of Blackstone Park land and does not form part of the main 

parkland area utilised for recreation purposes.  Figure 1 below shows the 

proposed area subject to sale in the context of the park boundaries.  
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Figure 1 – Aerial photo of Blackstone Park showing area proposed for sale.  

 

The land has a steep embankment to the water of Longbottom Inlet that 

would not be prioritised for public access to the water in the future as part 

of the park facilities.  Currently, public water access is provided through the 

park to the other side of the inlet, via a graded slope located a short 

distance from the car park, toilet and BBQ facilities. 

 

 
Photo 1 – View to the east across the subject land. 

 

Land area proposed for sale 

Launceston Country Club    

pump station 
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Photo 2 – View of embankment to edge of Longbottom Inlet on the subject land. 

 

 
Photo 3 – View of pontoon installed on subject land.  
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Photo 4 – View of subject land across Longbottom Inlet (approximate outline in 

yellow). 

 

Similarly, the land would not be prioritised for further development as a 

passive recreation area due to the slope and the degree of works that 

would be required to develop the area at an appropriate public standard. 

There are multiple areas within the park that are developed for passive 

recreation with associated facilities. 

 

In the current context, the subject area of land is required to be maintained 

by Council, yet without providing any real recreational benefit to the public. 

The resources directed to this could be better utilised in other areas of the 

park. 

 

It is noted that there is an informal track to the northern edge of 

Longbottom Inlet that appears to service 2A Bayview Drive, however, there 

is no formal entitlement to this access and private vehicular access is not 

provided across Blackstone Park. The one exception to this is to access the 

pump station belonging to the Launceston Country Club, which pumps 

water from Lake Trevallyn to the golf course dams.  However this is located 

50 metres to the east of the subject land and is not impacted by the land 

sale.  The sale of the subject land does not entitle the land owner to private 

access to Blackstone Park, with the land able to be accessed through No.35 

Longvista Road. 

 

It is considered that there is merit in the request from Mr Seen to purchase 

the land. If Council opts to proceed with the sale of the land, the boundaries 
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and accurate area of land will be determined by a detail survey at the 

expense of the purchaser. 

 

AUTHORS: Jo Oliver   & Matthew Millwood 

  SENIOR TOWN PLANNER  DIRECTOR WORKS 

 

12) Recommendation       

It is recommended that Council resolve by an absolute majority to 

notify its intention to sell a portion of public land located within 

Blackstone Park, as indicated in Attachment A, pursuant to section 178 

of the Local Government Act 1993. 

 

 

DECISION: 
 



 

Attachment A  

 Land Area to be sold for addition to No.35 Longvista Road 

 

 

INFRA 1
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INFRA 2 PROPOSED NEW MEDIA BOOTH, PROSPECT 

VALE PARK SOCCER GROUND 
 

 

1) Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to seek Council approval for the installation of 

a media booth adjacent to the soccer ground (grounds 5/6) at Prospect 

Vale Park Recreation Ground and accepting ownership of this asset donated 

as an initiative from the Launceston City Soccer Club. 

2) Background 

Council has received a request from the Launceston City Soccer Club 

wanting to install a media booth to enable the Victory League games to be 

more efficiently recorded.  The games are currently recorded from the 

eastern side of the ground with the required power being supplied by an 

extension cable from the club room.  The existing method is inefficient as 

the recording equipment is set up at the same height as the spectators, 

faces into the sun and creates a potential trip hazard to spectators.  The 

new media booth will help the club to safely and efficiently satisfy the 

Victory League requirement to record games.  As part of the project the 

score board will be relocated to the eastern side of the ground. 

Image 1:  

Aerial photo 

showing the 

current 

location (blue 

lines) where 

recordings are 

currently 

taken from 

and the 

proposed 

location (red 

lines) of the 

media booth 

 

I 
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Image 2:  An example of the media 

booth which informed the design of 

the Launceston Soccer Club’s 

proposed media booth.  Note: 

Launceston City Soccer Club’s proposed 

structure will comply with the Building 

Codes and Australian Standards 

incorporating appropriate access 

arrangements. 

 

 

 

 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance 

Supports the objectives of the Council’s Community Strategic Plan 2014 to 

2024: 

 Future direction (4) – A Healthy and Safe Community 

 

4) Policy Implications 

Not applicable 

5) Statutory Requirements 

Not applicable 

6) Risk Management 

Risk management plays an important part in Council’s Asset Management 

activities.  Through the embedded risk management practices, Council can 

ensure that the inherent risks that are associated with asset ownership are 

minimised. 

7) Consultation with State Government and other authorities 

Not applicable 

8) Community Consultation 

Not applicable 
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9) Financial Impact 

The upfront capital costs are an estimated $4,000 for materials and 

construction costs which will be funded by the Soccer Club and donations 

from local club members and businesses.  Upfront building permit costs will 

be funded by the Soccer Club. 

The estimated Annual Life Cycle Cost for Council will be around $900 per 

annum for operational and maintenance costs (including depreciation).  It is 

anticipated that a Whole of Life Cost of approximately $9,000 will be 

required over the expected 10 year life of the asset.  A summary of costs is 

shown in the Table 1. 

Table 1 – Cost Benefit Summary 

 

10) Alternative Options 

Council can elect to not approve the recommendation. 

11) Officers Comments 

No community consultation has been undertaken by Council Officers as 

part of this gifted asset request.  However, the Launceston City Soccer Club 

has contacted Council and requested Council accept this donated asset.  

The Soccer Club has been informed that Council will consider this request in 

line with our New and Gifted Asset Policy No. 78. 
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Council approval of the proposed design and gifted asset is required prior 

to the commencement of the work at the Prospect Vale Park Recreation 

Ground. 

The proposed media booth should be considered in line with Council’s 

Policy 78 – New and Gifted Assets which helps guide Council in making an 

informed decision regarding the long term implications of ownership of 

assets including new and donated assets. 

The construction of the media booth will be undertaken by a licenced 

builder and in kind labour from a licenced electrician, who is a member of 

the club.  Engineering consultants JMG have provided detailed engineering 

drawings for the booth foundations.  The works are funded by both the 

Launceston City Soccer Club and donated materials and time from 

volunteers.  Council’s Works Department have not been requested to 

provide any resources to assist with the installation of the media booth. 

The proposed structure will be a simple design providing adequate amenity 

for the media during Victory League games.  The filming of the games is a 

requirement of the Victory League. 

AUTHOR: Natasha Szczyglowska 

TECHNICAL OFFICER – COMMUNITY SPACES 

12) Recommendation 

It is recommended that Council; 

a) Approve the installation of the media booth, and 

b) Take ownership of the booth and associated power once 

completed which will be donated by the Launceston City 

Soccer Club in line with Council’s Policy 78 – New and Gifted 

Assets 

 

 

DECISION: 
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INFRA 3 PROPOSED ROAD NAMING – NANKE COURT, 

PROSPECT VALE 

 

 
1) Introduction        

 

The purpose of this report is to seek Council endorsement of a proposed 

street name for an unnamed road off Bradford Avenue, Prospect Vale, as 

part of the SBGP Pty Ltd Stage 2 subdivision development. 

 

2) Background        

 

The following name was submitted to Council by the subdivision designer 

at the request of the subdivision developer:  

 

 Nanke Court 

 

As the road is within a proclaimed town boundary the name needs to be 

endorsed by Council under Section 20(E) of the Survey Co-ordination Act 

1944 before the approved name can be forwarded to the Nomenclature 

Board for formalisation. 

 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance     

 

Not applicable 

 

4) Policy Implications      

 

Not applicable 

 

5) Statutory Requirements      

 

Road naming is regulated under the Survey Co-ordination Act 1944. 

 

6) Risk Management       

 

Risk is managed through the formal process of ratifying street names to 

avoid conflict with street names in other municipalities within Tasmania, 

thus providing greater clarity for emergency services. 
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7) Consultation with State Government and other Authorities 

 

Council endorsed street names are to be forwarded to the Nomenclature 

Board in accordance with section 20E of the Survey Coordination Act 1944. 

 

8) Community Consultation      

 

Not applicable 

 

9) Financial Impact       
 

Not applicable 

 

10) Alternative Options      

 

Council can choose a name other than that proposed or delegate this 

responsibility to Council staff. 

 

11) Officers Comments      
 

It is Council’s jurisdiction to name urban streets in proclaimed towns. 

Council is required to endorse the name of ‘Nanke Court’ before it can be 

forwarded to the Nomenclature Board.   

 

 
 

Figure 1: Subject Road Location – Prospect Vale 
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The proposed name of ‘Nanke Court’ is of Dutch origin.  It is translated 

into English as ‘Nancy’, which means ‘grace’.  This name has significance 

for the subdivision designer as ‘Nanke’ was the name of his grandmother 

who lived in Holland.  She was left a widow at an early age with nine 

children to raise by herself and was regarded as a much respected 

matriarch of the family into her old age.   

 

The correct Dutch pronunciation of ‘Nanke’ is ‘Nun-keh’, however it is 

assumed that if this road name were allocated it would more likely be 

pronounced as it reads, ‘Nan-ke’ or ‘Nan-kee’.   

 

The proposed road name conforms to the Rules for Place Names in 

Tasmania as issued by the Nomenclature Board of Tasmania; these rules 

also apply to the naming of streets. 

 

The Nomenclature Board defines a ‘Court’ as a short enclosed roadway.  

The subject road meets this definition. 

 

A search of road names through Placenames Tasmania and the LIST (Land 

Information Systems Tasmania) indicate that the proposed name does not 

conflict with any other road or place names within Tasmania and that the 

closest name to that being proposed is a ‘Nankervis Reserve’ at Penguin. 

 

The proposed name has been referred to the Department of Primary 

Industries, Parks, Water and Environment (DPIPWE) who have advised that  

the Nomenclature Board would consider the name of ‘Nanke Court’ 

suitable.  

 

 

AUTHOR: Beth Williams 

 INFRASTRUCTURE ADMINISTRATION OFFICER 

 

 

12) Recommendation       

  

It is recommended that Council endorse the proposed street name of 

‘Nanke Court’ for the unnamed road off Bradford Avenue, Prospect 

Vale, and forward it to the Nomenclature Board for formalisation. 

 

 

DECISION: 
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INFRA 4 PROPOSED STOCK UNDERPASS ON RAILTON 

ROAD, MOLTEMA 
 

 

1) Introduction        

 

The purpose of this report is to seek Council approval for the construction 

of a stock underpass on Railton Road, Moltema, and in-principal support to 

contribute to the cost of construction in line with Council policy. 

 

2) Background        

 

Council has received a request from Mr Chris Dornauf for in-principal 

support for the construction of a stock underpass on Railton Road, 

Moltema.  The underpass work is associated with the expansion of dairy 

operations by Mr Dornauf and the development of a new dairy.  The 

approximate location of the underpass is as marked on the image below. 

 

 

APPROX. 

LOCATION OF 

UNDERPASS 
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Mr Dornauf is the owner of 194 Railton Road and has recently purchased 

the properties at 344, 379 and 381 Railton Road to enable the growth of his 

operations. 

 

Council’s planning staff have been in discussion with Mr Dornauf in relation 

to the planning approval requirements for the new dairy and it is 

anticipated that construction of the dairy would commence before the end 

of this year.  It is proposed that construction for the stock underpass would 

commence as soon as possible following planning approval and prior to 

winter while construction conditions are favourable. 

 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance 

 

Not applicable 

 

4) Policy Implications      

 

It is recommended that Council’s resolution is made in accordance with 

Policy No.2 Stock Underpasses on Council Roads. 

 

5) Statutory Requirements      

 

The Local Government (Highways) Act 1982 (S.46) provides for approval to 

undertake works within Council’s road reserves. 

 

The Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 (S.71) provides for 

establishment of a Part 5 agreement with the landowner. 

 

6) Risk Management       

 

Construction of the stock underpass with be undertaken in accordance with 

standard drawings and will require engineering approval.  The Part 5 

agreement between the landowner (CT:247796/1 & CT:247796/2) and 

Council will outline the requirements for ongoing maintenance and 

replacement of the underpass. 

 

7) Consultation with State Government and other Authorities 

 

Not applicable 

 

8) Community Consultation      

 

Not applicable 
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9) Financial Impact       

 

In accordance with Policy No.2 Council can elect to make a financial 

contribution of up to 50% of the capital cost of the stock underpass with an 

upper limit of $50,000.  As there has been no allocation for contributions of 

this nature in Council’s operating budget for this current financial year, it is 

recommended that Council provide in principal support to the underpass 

with the financial contribution to be confirmed during the budget approval 

process for 2017-2018. 

 

10) Alternative Options      

 

Council can elect to amend or not approve the recommendation. 

 

11) Officers Comments      

 

Railton Road is one of Council’s key rural collector roads with significant 

heavy vehicle traffic and provides an important link through to Cradle 

Mountain.  Traffic counts undertaken by Council in 2010 indicate traffic 

volumes of approximately 900 vehicles per day with around 15% heavy 

vehicles. 

 

Railton Road bisects the properties now owned by Mr Dornauf since his 

purchase of the “Verwood” property at 379 Railton Road.  The additional 

land will allow Mr Dornauf to increase his dairy herd numbers from 210 to 

550 cows. 

 

From a traffic safety perspective and considering the amenity of the 

motorists, in this instance it would be appropriate for a stock underpass to 

be constructed under Railton Road for the movement of Mr Dornauf’s dairy 

herd. 

 

It is proposed that the underpass will be located in the position as marked 

on the image on page one of this report and the location will be finalised 

during detailed design and following consideration of the milk tanker 

access road to the new dairy.  The new truck access will be subject to 

planning approval. 

 

It is expected that the stock underpass will be constructed generally in line 

with the Department of State Growth standard drawing (refer attached).  In 

accordance with Council’s Policy, the property owner will be responsible for 

the costs associated with construction of the underpass, ongoing 
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maintenance and future replacement as required.  Council can elect to 

make a financial contribution to the works. 

 

Mr Dornauf has expressed his interest in gaining Council’s approval and 

assistance toward the project to be able to move forward in a timely 

manner. 

 

AUTHOR: Dino De Paoli 

DIRECTOR INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES 
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12) Recommendation       

 

It is recommended that Council; 

 

a) Approve the construction of a stock underpass under Railton 

Road subject to planning approval for the proposed new dairy. 

b) Provide in principal support for a financial contribution to the 

underpass in line with Policy No.2, Stock Underpasses on Council 

Roads, subject to budget approval for the 2017-2018 financial 

year. 

 
 

DECISION: 
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ITEMS FOR CLOSED SECTION OF THE MEETING: 
 

Councillor xx moved and Councillor xx seconded “that pursuant to Regulation 

15(2)(g) of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015, 

Council close the meeting to the public to discuss the following items.” 

 

 

GOV 2 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 
Confirmation of Minutes of the Closed Session of the Ordinary Council Meeting 

held on 17 January, 2017. 

 

GOV 3 LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
(Reference Part 2 Regulation 15(2)(h) Local Government (Meeting Procedures) 

Regulations 2015) 

 

 

GOV 4 VARIATION TO CONTRACT FOR SALE 105A 

MEANDER VALLEY ROAD, WESTBURY 
(Reference Part 2 Regulation 15(2)(g) Local Government (Meeting Procedures) 

Regulations 2015) 

 

GOV 5 GENERAL MANAGER - PROBATION 
(Reference Part 2 Regulation 15(2)(g) Local Government (Meeting Procedures) 

Regulations 2015) 

 

The meeting moved into Closed Session at x.xxpm 

 

 

The meeting re-opened to the public at x.xxpm 

 

 

Cr xxx moved and Cr xxx seconded “that the following decisions taken by Council 

in Closed Session are to be released for the public’s information.” 

 

 

 

 

 

The meeting closed at ………… 
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……………………………………………. 

CRAIG PERKINS (MAYOR) 

 


