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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 10 May 

2016 at 1.30pm.  

 

 

 

Greg Preece 

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 10 May 2016 

at 1.30pm. 

 

 

PRESENT:  

 

 

APOLOGIES:  

 

 

IN ATTENDANCE:  

 

 

TABLING OF CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION AND DECLARATION OF 

OFFICE 
 

The General Manager will table the Certificate of Election by Recount for the 

Meander Valley Council dated 26 April 2016 by the Tasmanian Electoral 

Commission. 

 

A Declaration of Office will be completed by Councillor John Temple. 

 

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES: 
 

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

Ordinary meeting of Council held on Tuesday 12 April, 2016, be received and 

confirmed.” 

 

  

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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COUNCIL WORKSHOPS HELD SINCE THE LAST MEETING: 
 

Date : Items discussed: 

 

26 April 2016 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Deloraine Outline Development Plan 

 Bus Tour 

 2016-17 Draft Capital Works Program 

 Proposed Planning Scheme Amendment – 1 

Harley Parade, Prospect Vale 

 

 

 

ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE MAYOR: 
 

12 April 2016 

Attended Youth Week Masterchef cook-off (Deloraine Trade Training Centre) 

 

16 April 2016 

Attended Westbury Showground Community Services Shed official opening 

 

18 April 2016 

Attended Meander Falls future access meeting (Meander) 

 

19 April 2016 

Citizenship Ceremony (Westbury) 

Meeting with Alex Wadley (MV Suns Football Club) regarding Westbury Recreation 

Ground 

 

21 April 2016 

Attended LGAT Mayors Professional Development Day 

 

22 April 2016 

LGAT General Meeting 

 

25 April 2016 

Provided Municipal Introduction at ANZAC Day Deloraine Service 

 

26 April 2016 

Council workshop 

 

28 April 2016 

Attended ‘Bonnet presentation Our Lady of Mercy Catholic Primary School 
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30 April 2016 

Attended Deloraine Amateur Basketball Association 50th Birthday celebrations 

 

6 May 2016 

Attended Agfest 

 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST: 
 

 

 

TABLING OF PETITIONS: 
 

 

 

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. 
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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. 

 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 – APRIL 2016 

 

Nil 

 

2. QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE – MAY 2016 

 

 

 

COUNCILLOR QUESTION TIME 
 

1. COUNCILLOR QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE – APRIL 2016 

 

1.1 Cr Bob Richardson 

 

a) Targa and Road Safety 

This week, hundreds of middle-aged, mostly well-to-do men will be travelling the 

State’s roads at excessive speed, and at what would normally be considered reckless 

driving behaviour. 

 

Does this set a good introduction to next week’s theme, namely Road Safety Week”?  

It seems to be somewhat ironic, does it not? 

http://www.meander.tas.gov.au/
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Response by Greg Preece, General Manager 

There are some important messages from Targa that support the themes of 

Road Safety Week, these being:- 

 Vehicles should be regularly checked and inspected to ensure no defects; 

 Drivers are required to meet set driving standards; 

 A total zero tolerance of alcohol and drugs; 

 Drive to the road conditions at all times. 

Whether this is ironic or not is up to individuals to decide. 

 

b) Govt/Local Govt Subsidy to MVEC 

Over the past decade Council has augmented government funds in support of the 

Meander Valley Enterprise Centre. 

 

Could we be supplied with Council and, if possible, Government funding to the 

Centre for each of those years? 

Response by Rick Dunn, Director Economic Development & Sustainability 

The following table shows Council and the Governments contributions for the past 

nine years: 

 
Contributor 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 

Meander 

Valley Council 

$30,000 

 

$30,000 

 

$30,000 

 

$22,000 

 

$22,000 

 

$22,000 

 

$33,000 

 

$30,000 

 

$30,000 

 

Tasmanian 

Government 

$50,000 

 

$50,000 

 

Unknown 

 

Unknown 

 

Unknown 

 

Unknown 

 

Unknown 

 

Unknown 

 

Unknown 

 

 

c) MVC contributions to Great Western Tiers Visitor Centre/Yarns 

 

During the past several years the Great Western Tiers Visitor Centre/Yarns Museum 

has received significant subsidy from Council.  Could Council please supply for, say, 

the last 3 years, of the cost to Council, year on year, including wages and on-costs, 

overheads, including rates equivalents, depreciation and electricity? 

Response by Rick Dunn, Director Economic Development & Sustainability 

The following income and expenditure is provided for Council’s Visitor Centre 

for the 2013, 2014 and 2015 financial years: 

 
 2015 2014 2013 

Income Visitor Centre & Yarns 159,934 150,265 151,315 
Expenditure Wages & On-costs -211,021 -193,186 -177,485 
Expenditure Materials -142,211 -127,164 -122,346 
Expenditure Deprecation -23,686 -19,414 -17,931 
Expenditure General Rates Equivalent -2,352 -2,284 -2,402 

Net Cost of Operations -$219,336 -$191,783 -$168,849 
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1.2 Cr Andrew Connor 

 

Can Council officers respond to reports of horses and carts being allowed to operate 

on the Town Common. 

 

I have been advised that this has caused damage to the surface, killed wildlife and is 

not provided for in the Town Common strategic plan? 

Response by Matthew Millwood, Director Works 

In February 2016 Council Officers formally approved a resident of Westbury to 

use horse and buggy at the Town Common. If managed appropriately this 

activity is considered to be suitable and consistent with the type of passive 

recreational activities that could be undertaken within a Town Common area. It 

has been alleged that wildlife has been killed by the horse and buggy activity. 

The alleged wildlife deaths occurred before this activity was formally approved 

by Council and although any wildlife death at the Town Common is very 

unfortunate, it cannot be proven that these deaths were resultant from the 

horse and/or buggy.    

  

The activity does not contravene or oppose any detail contained in the Westbury 

Town Common Redevelopment Plan. 

 

 

2. COUNCILLOR QUESTIONS ON NOTICE – MAY 2016 

 

Nil 

 

3. COUNCILLOR QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE – MAY 2016 

 

 

 

DEPUTATIONS BY MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC 
 

 

 

NOTICE OF MOTIONS BY COUNCILLORS 
 

GOV 2  GENERAL MANAGERS RESIGNATION – MAYOR CRAIG PERKINS 
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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.” 

 

 

 
 

Greg Preece 

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 DEV 1 to DEV 3 Council is acting as a Planning 

Authority under the provisions of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993. 
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DEV 1 SUBDIVISION – 1A BAYVIEW DRIVE, BLACKSTONE 

HEIGHTS 
 

1) Introduction        

 

This report considers the planning application PA\16\0145 for a 2 Lot Subdivision for 

land located at 1A Bayview Drive, Blackstone Heights (CT 159573/1). 

 

2) Background        

 

Applicant 

 

DJ McCulloch Surveying 

 

Planning Controls   

 

The majority of the subject land is controlled by the Meander Valley Interim Planning 

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

 

Part of the property (which extends into Lake Trevallyn) is within the West Tamar 

municipality. The West Tamar Council has been notified of this application.  

 

Development 

 

The application is for a 2 lot subdivision at 1A Bayview Drive in Blackstone Heights. 

The property has access off the cul-de-sac at the western end of Bayview Drive.  

 

Lot 1 contains an existing house and outbuilding, while Lot 2 (an internal lot) is 

vacant land. The proposal is to utilise the existing driveway to service both lots via a 

reciprocal Right-of-Way. 
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Figure 1: Proposed plan of subdivision (with notation showing West Tamar municipality area). 
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Photo 1: Aerial photo of subject property and surrounding land.  

 

Site & Surrounds 

 

The subject land and neighbouring properties are used for residential purposes (see 

Photos 1 & 2). The existing access to the land is off Bayview Drive.  

 

The property extends from Bayview Drive, sloping downwards into Lake Trevallyn.  As 

shown on the title document (Folio Plan – Figure 2) the rear boundary is the original 

bank of the South Esk River. That majority of the portion of land submerged (shown 

in Photo 1) is within the West Tamar municipality.   

 

The Folio Plan also shows a 129.54m contour Agreement for Flooding. This allows the 

Hydro Electric Commission (Hydro Tasmania) to flood land to this specific contour 

line.  

 

The property contains three drainage easements (see Figure 2 below). The northern 2 

m wide easement provides for a stormwater connection for the neighbouring house 

(1-3 Bayview Drive). The southern 2m wide easement provides for sewerage and 

stormwater connection to the house. The 10m wide drainage easement contains 

sewerage infrastructure. These easements provide the ability for the proposed Lot 2 

to be serviced. A Submission to Planning Authority Notice from TasWater has been 

received.  
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Figure 2: Extract from title document (Folio Plan CT 159573/1) showing easements on 1A (1) 

and 1B (2) Bayview Drive, Blackstone.  
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Photo 2: Aerial photo with 2m contours internal shown.  

 

Statutory Timeframes  

 

Date Received: 1 April 2016 

Request for further information: Not Applicable 

Information received: Not Applicable 

Advertised: 9 April 2016 

Closing date for representations: 26 April 2016 

Extension of time granted: Not Applicable 

Extension of time expires: Not Applicable 

Decision due: 12 May 2016 

 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance 

 

Council has a target under the Annual Plan to assess applications for discretionary 

uses within statutory timeframes.    

 

4) Policy Implications      

 

Not Applicable 
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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       

 

Not Applicable 

 

7) Consultation with State Government and other Authorities 

 

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

(TWDA 2016/00413-MVC) was received on the 22 April 2016.  

 

8) Community Consultation      

 

The application was advertised for the 14-day period required under legislation. One 

representation from Adam Martin (on behalf of A Smith) was received (attached 

document). The representation is discussed in the assessment below.  

 

9) Financial Impact       

 

Not Applicable 

 

10) Alternative Options      

 

Council can either approve the development, with or without conditions, or refuse 

the application. 

 

11) Officers Comments      

 

Zone 

 

The subject property is zoned Low Density Residential and Environmental 

Management (see Figure 3 below). The portion of land shown as white is within the 

West Tamar municipality area. The West Tamar Interim Planning Scheme 2013 zones 

that portion of land Environmental Management.   
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Figure 3: Zoning of subject property and surrounding land.  The area coloured white is within 

the West Tamar municipality area.  

 

 

• Overlays  

 

The title is subject to the Salinity Risk Overlay (see Figure 4 below).  

 

 

 
Figure 4: Overlays of subject property and surrounding land. 

 

Use Class 

 

In accordance with Table 8.2 in the Scheme the proposed Use Class is: 
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 Residential 

 

The use class is specified in Table 12.2 (Low Density Residential) as being No Permit 

Required.  

 

The use class is specified in Table 29.2 (Environmental Management) as being 

Discretionary.  

 

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 and development relies on performance criteria, discretion is used for that 

particular standard. To determine whether discretion should be exercised 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 General 

Residential Zone and applicable 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. 

 

12. Low Density Residential Zone 

Scheme Standard Comment Assessment 

12.3.1 Amenity 

A1 If for permitted or no 

permit required uses. 

No permit required use 

class - as the proposed 

subdivision is for residential 

purposes. 

Complies 

12.4.3.1 General Suitability 

A1 No Acceptable 

Solution 

 Relies on 

Performance 
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Criteria 

12.4.3.2 Lot Area, Building Envelopes and Frontage 

A1 Each lot must:  

a)  have a minimum 

area in accordance  

with Table 12.4.3.1 

below; and  

Table 12.4.3.1 – Lot 

Size 

Blackstone 

Heights 

1600m2 

 

b) be able to contain a 

35 metres diameter 

circle with the centre 

of the circle not more 

than 35 metres from  

the frontage; and  

c) have new 

boundaries aligned 

from buildings that 

satisfy the relevant  

acceptable solutions 

for setbacks; or … 

 

Lot 1 is wholly contained 

within the Low Density 

Residential Zone and is 

1600m2.  

 

Lot 2 is partially within the 

Low Density Zone and that 

portion is approximately 

754m2. 

 

Lots 1 and 2 are unable to 

contain a 35m diameter 

circle within the first 35m 

from the frontage.  

 

The setback from the 

existing dwelling on Lot 1 

to the proposed north west 

boundary is 3m.  

Complies 

 

 

 

 

Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 

 

 

Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 

 

 

Complies 

A2 Each lot must have a 

frontage of at  

least 4 metres. 

Lot 1 has a frontage of 5m. 

Lot 2 has a frontage of 

4.02m. 

Complies 

A3 Each lot must be 

connected to a  

reticulated:  

a) water supply; and  

b) sewerage system. 

A Submission to Planning 

Authority Notice (TWDA 

2016/00413-MVC) from 

TasWater has been 

received. 

Complies 

A4 Each lot must be 

connected to a  

reticulated stormwater 

system. 

The stormwater from the 

existing house on Lot 1 is 

directed to the 10m wide 

drainage easement via the 

2m wide ‘existing drainage 

easement’.   

Stormwater from Lot 2 has 

the ability to connect 

directly to Lake Trevallyn.  

Complies 
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29.0 Environmental Management Zone  

Scheme Standard Comment Assessment 

29.4.3.1 General Suitability 

A1 No Acceptable 

Solution 

 Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 

29.4.3.2 Lot Requirements and Frontage   

A1 Subdivision must be:  

a) for the 

consolidation of a lot 

with another lot with 

no additional titles  

created; or  

b) to align existing 

titles with zone  

boundaries and no 

additional lots are  

created. 

An additional title is 

created.  

Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 

A2 The lot must have a 

minimum frontage of 

3.6 metres. 

Lot 2 has a frontage of 

4.02m. 

Complies 

A3 No Acceptable 

Solution 

 Relies on 

Performance 

Criteria 

 

  

E4 Road and Railway Assets Code 

Scheme Standard Comment Assessment 

E4.6.1 Use and road or rail infrastructure 

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.   

A residential house 

generates 9 daily vehicle 

trips. Each lot will generate 

less than 40 vehicle 

movements per day.  

Complies 

E4.7.2 Management of Road Accesses and Junctions 

A1 For roads with a 

speed limit of 

The proposal is to utilise the 

existing access with a Right-

Complies 
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60km/h  

or less the 

development must 

include only one 

access providing 

both entry and exit, 

or two accesses 

providing separate 

entry and exit.   

of-Way.  

If in the future, each lot 

would require its own 

access, the length of 

frontage limit access 

potential to one access 

each.    

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… 

The access is onto the end 

of a cul-de-sac. The sight 

distance is acceptable with 

direct line of sight up 

Bayview Drive.  

Complies 

 

E10 Recreation and Open Space Code 

E10.6.1 Provision of Public Open Space 

A1 The application must:  

a) include consent in 

writing from the  

General Manager 

that no land is  

required for public 

open space but  

instead there is to be 

a cash payment in 

lieu. 

Consent from the General 

Manager was provided.  

Complies  

 

 

 

Performance Criteria 

 

12. Low Density Residential Zone 

12.4.3.1 General Suitability 

Objective:  

The division and consolidation of estates and interests in land is to create lots 

that are consistent with the purpose of the Low Density Residential Zone. 

 

P1 
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Each new lot on a plan must be suitable for use and development in an  

arrangement that is consistent with the Zone Purpose, having regard to the  

combination of:  

a) slope, shape, orientation and topography of land;  

b) any established pattern of use and development;  

c) connection to the road network;  

d) availability of or likely requirements for utilities;  

e) any requirement to protect ecological, scientific, historic,  

cultural or aesthetic values; and  

f) potential exposure to natural hazards.   

 

Comment: 

The Zone Purpose for the Blackstone Heights area includes the Desired 

Future Character Statement:  Blackstone Heights is characterised by large, 

prominent single dwellings and outbuildings on larger lots. This character is 

to be maintained with due consideration to the mitigation of building bulk 

through landscaping and the minimization of cut and fill works where 

development is viewed from public open space. 

 

a) slope, shape, orientation and topography of land 

Lot 1 

Lot 1 is 1600m2 with a 5m wide frontage to Bayview Drive. The lot contains 

the existing house and outbuilding. Usable Private Open Space (over 100m2) 

is available to the south-western side of the house. Space for vehicle 

manoeuvring is available on the sealed area between the house and 

outbuilding.   
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Photo 3: Sealed area between house and outbuilding. 

 

Lot 2 

Lot 2 is an internal lot, with a 4.02m wide internal access strip. The plan 

shows a building envelope of 360m2. This area is bordered by a garden bed, 

before sloping steeply to Lake Trevallyn. 

The majority of the Building Envelope is located within the Low Density 

Residential zone, with a small portion within the Environmental 

Management zone. A single dwelling is a No Permit Required use class in 

the Low Density Residential zone, and is a Discretionary use class in the 

Environmental Management zone. As the purpose of this application is to 

create an additional residential lot, the assessment for a future building will 

focus on the area zoned Low Density Residential.  

The area of the Building Envelope within the Low Density Residential zone is 

approximately 251m2 with dimensions capable of containing a rectangular 

dwelling footprint measuring 10m x 15m. Usable private open space would 

ultimately depend on the future house design; however there is the 

potential for private open space to the eastern and northern side of the 

10m x 15m footprint (see Figure 5 below).  
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Figure 5: Showing the zone boundary and building envelope for Lot 2. 

 

In considering the zone purpose, the use of a minimal building foot print of 

10m x 15m is relatively small when compared with surrounding larger 

development. However, double storey dwelling with a 10m x 15m foot print 

and a maximum overall height of 8m, could be considered. It is noted that a 

dwelling could be constructed with a foot print of 251m2, though it would 

compromise usable private open space, vehicle manoeuvrability on site and 

the ability to provide space for any outbuilding.  

The access strip for Lot 2 is approximately 90m long. It would be 

unreasonable to expect a vehicle to reverse that entire distance before 

exiting onto Bayview Drive. Based on a 10m x 15m building footprint and 

the Australian Standard for off-street car parking (AS/NZS 2890.1), vehicles 

may be able to turn on site before exiting the lot. As stated above, a 

dwelling with a large foot print may compromise the ability for vehicles to 

turn on site. Vehicle manoeuvring will be assessed as part of any future 

development.  
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b) any established pattern of use and development; 

 

The surrounding area is generally characterised by long rectangular-shaped 

lots, with large single dwellings and outbuildings. The sizes of the lots 

provide for large usable development areas.  Development on some lots has 

resulted in a close linear development pattern, with large usable landscaped 

areas to the front and rear of the dwellings (such as off Bayview Drive). 

There are some internal lots within the Blackstone Heights area, however 

these lots contain large usable development areas (such as off Baker Court).  

 

The location of the building envelope forces any future development to be 

in close proximity to the existing dwelling on Lot 1 and the dwelling at 1B 

Bayview Drive. The zoning and slope of the land limits the options for 

positioning any future development. This potential cluster of housing is not 

in keeping with the established surrounding pattern of use and 

development.  

 

Lot 1 

A lot with smaller frontages off a cul-de-sac is not unusual.   

 

Lot 2 

Lot 2 is an internal lot at the end of a cul-de-sac. Within the Blackstone 

Heights area there are other examples of internal lots off cul-de-sacs – such 

as the northern end of Bayview Drive and off Baker Court. The main feature 

of these examples is that the lots are wholly within the Low Density 

Residential zone, which provides greater flexibility in development area, 

allowing for larger dwellings/outbuildings and larger usable private open 

space.  

 

The amount of usable development area within Lot 2 is restrained due to 

zone boundaries (see Figure 5).  As stated above, there is the ability for a 

future dwelling to be designed to comply with the applicable setback and 

height standards. However, the location of the building envelope results in 3 

dwellings in close proximity to each other. This is more in keeping with 

densities in the General Residential zone and, and not in keeping with the 

surrounding area.  
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c) connection to the road network; 

 

Both lots have frontages to Bayview Drive. Lot 2 has a 90m long access strip. 

The planning scheme requires new development where parking is greater 

than 30m from the road to provide adequate vehicle manoeuvring space on 

site. As stated above, a dwelling with a small footprint could potentially 

meet these standards. A larger dwelling, would struggle to provide 

adequate manoeuvring space.  

The proposal is for reciprocal right-of-ways over the existing driveway. This 

driveway is partially over both lots. It is noted that both lots have the 

sufficient space to create their own driveways, if required.  

 

d) availability of or likely requirements for utilities; 

 

Both lots are able to be serviced by sewerage, reticulated water and 

stormwater.  

 

e) any requirement to protect ecological, scientific, historic, cultural or 

aesthetic values;  

 

The property is not heritage listed. Council’s mapping system does not 

identify any Priority Habitat or threatened species on the site.  

The property is next to park land (Crown Land) that abuts Lake Trevallyn. 

Due to the setback of the Low Density Residential zone from Lake Trevallyn, 

any visual impact of a potential dwelling on Lot 2, from the park land, would 

be in keeping with existing surrounding residential development.  

 

f) potential exposure to natural hazards.   

 

There are no known potential natural hazards for this property. The land is 

not mapped having a landslip hazard.  

 

The proposed lots are capable of containing a dwelling and provide for 

vehicle manoeuvrability and private open space. Lot 2 has some limitations 

in regards to the potential building envelope, which would need to be 

considered with any future development design.  The future character 
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statement refers to large, prominent single dwellings and outbuildings on 

larger lots. When considering: 

1. the size and shape of the building envelope limits the future 

development potential of the lot, when considering similar 

surrounding development, and 

2. the location of the building envelope results in close residential 

living, which is not in keeping with the  surrounding area,  

it is considered that the proposed subdivision layout is inconsistent with the 

Zone Purpose. 

 

Photo 4: Garden bed before land slopes downwards to Lake Trevallyn.  
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Photo 5: View of proposed building envelope for Lot 2.  

 

12. Low Density Residential Zone 

12.4.3.2 Lot Area, Building Envelopes and Frontage 

Objective: 

To ensure:  

a) the area and dimensions of lots are appropriate for the zone; and   

b) the conservation of natural values, vegetation and faunal habitats; and  

c) the design of subdivision protects adjoining subdivision from adverse 

impacts; and  

d) each lot has road, access, and utility services appropriate for the zone. 

 

P1 

Each lot for residential use must provide sufficient useable area and 

dimensions to allow for:  

a) a dwelling to be erected in a convenient and hazard free location; and  

b) on-site parking and manoeuvrability; and  

c) adequate private open space; and  

d) reasonable vehicular access from the carriageway of the road to a building  

area on the lot, if any; and   
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e) development that would not adversely affect the amenity of, or be out of  

character with, surrounding development and the streetscape.  

f)  additional lots must not be located within the Low Density Residential  

Zone at Hadspen, Pumicestone Ridge or Travellers Rest. 

 

Comment: 

Lot 1 is 1600m2 and Lot 2 is 2092m2. It is noted that part of Lot 2 is located 

within Lake Trevallyn. Excluding that portion, Lot 2 is approximately 1470m2 

in size. And if the area below the 129.54m contour line is excluded, Lot 2 has 

an area of approximately 1266m2. The Acceptable Solution For lot area is 

1600m2.  

 

The standard is for a 35m diameter circle being located so that the centre of 

the circle is within 35m of the frontage. Both Lots 1 and 2 are unable to 

achieve this standard. At their widest points both lots are 31m wide.  

As stated above, Lot 1 contains an existing house. The lot shape provides 

acceptable vehicle manoeuvring and usable private open space.  

The zoning, lot shape and building envelope shape for Lot 2 does place 

some limitations on any future dwelling design (see comments above). 

Acceptable vehicle manoeuvring and private open space would need to be 

considered in the design phase. The planning scheme provides for buildings 

to be located within 3m of a side boundary and an overall height of 8m.  

The amenity of the area is characterised by larger dwellings with large 

private open space. It is acknowledge that some established development 

along Bayview Drive has resulted in dwellings with are in close proximity to 

side boundaries. These lots are also characterised by large areas for private 

open space and landscaping to the front and rear.  

The land within the Environmental Management zone contains native 

vegetation and weed species, with some cleared area. The majority of this 

area slopes steeply towards Lake Trevallyn. The use of this land for private 

open space is limited due to the slope of the land.  

 

Based on the land area above potential inundation, the proposal effectively 

creates a lot significantly less than surrounding properties. As such the 

subdivision layout is considered inconsistent with the Objectives. 
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29.0 Environmental Management Zone 

29.1 Zone Purpose 

To provide for the protection, conservation and management of areas with  

significant ecological, scientific, cultural or aesthetic value, or with a 

significant  

likelihood of risk from a natural hazard.   

To only allow for complementary use or development where consistent with 

any  

strategies for protection and management. 

Comment: 

It is noted that the proposed subdivision layout results in the area within 

the Environmental Management Zone being wholly contained within Lot 2. 

The proposal shows a building envelope that extends into the 

Environmental Management zone. This area is currently cleared on native 

vegetation and landscaped. A dwelling (or part of) in this zone is classified 

as a Discretionary use class. As such, any future dwelling application, the 

assessment would consider the zone purpose.  

In addition, it is anticipated that stormwater disposal would be directed to 

Lake Trevallyn through the land zoned Environmental Management. 

Presently, there is a 2m wide drainage easement along the north-eastern 

side boundary. This easement provides for stormwater disposal from the 

house at 1 Bayview Drive. Use of this easement for future stormwater 

disposal is considered in keeping with the existing situation.  

With the existing drainage easement, it is considered that the proposed 

subdivision layout is consistent with the Zone Purpose. 

 

 

 

29.0 Environmental Management Zone 

29.4.3.1 General Suitability 

Objective: 

The division and consolidation of estates and interests in land is to create lots 

that are consistent with the purpose of the Environmental Management Zone. 

 

P1   

Each new lot on a plan must be suitable for use and development in an 

arrangement that is consistent with the Zone Purpose, having regard to the 

combination of:  
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a) slope, shape, orientation and topography of land;  

b) any established pattern of use and development;  

c) connection to the road network;  

d) availability of or likely requirements for utilities; 

e) any requirement to protect ecological, scientific, historic, cultural or 

aesthetic values; and  

f) potential exposure to natural hazards.   

    

Comment: 

As stated above, a dwelling (or part of) within this zone would be processed 

as a Discretionary application. Within this zone, the majority of the land is 

steeply sloped. There is a small portion of land that is part of the 

established levelled, landscaped area. As this land is already used for private 

open space, the continuation of that use would be considered acceptable. 

However, any future development (including vegetation removal and 

benching) would need to be considered on its individual merits.  

As previously discussed, there is the ability for a dwelling to be constructed 

outside of the Environmental Management zone.  This would allow for the 

land within the Environmental Management zone to be continually 

managed for natural values.   

The subdivision is considered consistent with the Objectives. 

 

 

29.0 Environmental Management Zone 

29.4.3.2 Lot Requirements and Frontage   

Objective:   

To ensure that subdivision:  

a) is appropriate to the protection of the natural values identified on the 

subject land; and  

b) provides for the intended use of the lots. 

 

P1  

The lots must be used for:  

a)  utilities; or  

b)  in accordance with a Reserve Activities Assessment approved under  

the National Parks and Reserves Management Act 2002; or  
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c) use by the public under the Crown Lands Act 1976; or   

d)  a purpose that is consistent with the local area objectives , if any.   

 

P3  

Any lot created for building purposes must be:  

a)  of sufficient size to allow for on-site disposal of any waste water if 

reticulated services are unavailable to the lot; or  

b)  connected to reticulated services where available and needed for the  

development. 

 

Comment: 

As discussed above, Lot 2 contains a portion of land zoned Low Density 

Residential and a portion zoned Environment Management. Consideration 

of the zone purpose is considered above.   

 

The development is considered consistent with the Objectives.  

 

 

Representation 

 

One representation was received during the advertising period (see attached 

documents).  

 

A summary of the representation is as follows: 

 Overshadowing 

 Traffic management/safety for the inclusion of an additional allotment.  

 Inclusion of additional traffic load into Bayview Drive noting that the cul-

de-sac is already densely developed.  

 Specific site stormwater management relative to Lots 1A and 1B. 

 Direction as to proposed on-site stormwater/sewer connection points. 

 Sensible provision of waste service collection for this additional allotment.  

 

 

COMMENT: 

The representation makes reference to PD4. PD4 is the Planning Directive No. 4.1 – 

being the standards for Residential Development in the General Residential zone.  

The subject land is zoned Low Density Residential and Environmental Management. 

As such, PD4 cannot be considered in the assessment of this application.  
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The planning scheme provides for residential buildings within the Low Density 

Residential zone to be built 3m from a side boundary and to an overall height of 8m 

without the requirement of a planning permit. In addition, a side boundary fence 

could be constructed to 2.1m in height and not require a planning permit.  

 

 
Photo 6: Showing location of zone boundary on 1A Bayview Drive (yellow line) and dining 

room window location of 1B Bayview Drive (red line).  

 

It is acknowledged that a future building on Lot 2 has the potential to cast a shadow 

onto 1B Bayview Drive.  It is also noted that the impacts would be similar if the 

owners of 1A Bayview Drive built a No Permit Required outbuilding/ancillary 

apartment within 3m of the shared side boundary and to 8m in height.  However, an 

additional dwelling would create a housing density similar to that of the General 

Residential zone, which is inconsistent with development in the surrounding area.  
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Photo 7: View from window from dwelling at 1B Bayview Drive.  

 

 

 
 
Photos 8-11: Subject access (yellow arrow) and surrounding accesses. 

 

Council’s Infrastructure Department assessed the proposed subdivision and 

considered the cul-de-sac arrangement. Their assessment noted that the cul-de-sac 

has a length of 100 metres and has 10 properties accessing this portion of road.  

 

In accordance with LGAT standard drawing TSD-R06-v1 the minimum requirements 

for the road width is 6.9 metres and a cul-de-sac head of 15.0 metres in diameter. 

Bayview Drive has the required width and has a turning head in excess of 15.0 

metres.  

The RTA ‘Guide to Traffic Generating Developments’ indicates that a residential 

dwelling produces 9.0 daily vehicle trips. Given there are 90 daily vehicle trips from 
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the existing dwellings, the increase is only 10% and as such not considered 

significant. 

 

Bayview Drive dwellings on the northern side discharge stormwater directly to 

Trevallyn Lake. The topography of 1A Bayview Drive indicates that stormwater runoff 

will run away from 1B Bayview Drive. Future sewerage connections for Lot 2 will be 

assessed by TasWater. There is an existing stormwater easement to Lake Trevallyn 

that Lot 2 may potentially utilise for stormwater management.  

 

There is adequate nature strip in front of the possible 7 properties for the maximum 

14 mobile garbage bins that could be presented on collection days. 

 

Conclusion 

 

In conclusion, it is considered that Lot 2 is not of sufficient size and shape to provide 

a housing density that is in keeping with the character of Blackstone Heights. It is 

considered that a 2 lot subdivision cannot be effectively managed by conditions and 

should be refused.  

 

AUTHOR: Leanne Rabjohns 

  TOWN PLANNER 

 

 

12) Recommendation       

 

That the application for a use and development for a Subdivision (2 lots), for 

land located at 1A Bayview Drive, Blackstone Heights (CT 159573/1)by DJ 

McCulloch Surveying, requiring the following discretions: 

 

12.4.3.1 General Suitability 

12.4.3.2 Lot Area, Building Envelopes and Frontage 

29.4.3.1 General Suitability 

29.4.3.2 Lot Requirements and Frontage   

  

be REFUSED, on the following grounds:  

 

1. The proposed Lot 2 is not suitable for use and development in an 

arrangement that is consistent with the zone purpose particularly section 

12.1.3 Desired Future Character Statement for Blackstone Heights. 

 

 

DECISION: 
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Property Location: 1A Bayview Drive, Blackstone Heights 

  
 

 
Prepared by:  Scott Livingston 

  AK Consultants, 
 40 Tamar Street,  
 LAUNCESTON, TAS.  7250 
 
 
 
 

Date: 21st March 2016 
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INTRODUCTION 

The proponent is applying to subdivide the existing title CT 159573/1 into 2 lots. Lot 1 will contain the existing 
dwelling, while lot 2 will have sufficient area for a new dwelling to be constructed. The proposed subdivision 
will not affect the adjacent area of the existing dwelling for bushfire management. 

 

RISK ASSESSMENT 

The title is zoned a Low Density Residential under the Meander Valley Council Interim Planning Scheme 2013. 
Under this scheme in section 12.4.3.1.P1 it must be established that any potential subdivision must have 
considered potential exposure to natural hazards (bushfires).  
 
The subject title and land immediately to the east, south and west is zoned as Low Density Residential. Land 
on the subject title plus the surrounding Low Density Residential titles is managed as managed land. Directly 
to the north and northwest is zoned as environmental management. This land is mostly managed land, with 
a thin band of trees that lines the bank of the South Esk River. To the northeast is a parcel of land that is 
managed by the crown as an open space. While this area does have some native vegetation and tree cover 
it is mostly managed as managed land. 
 
The title is not considered to be within a Bushfire Prone area because it is not within proximity of bushfire 
prone vegetation greater than 1 ha. Therefore, I consider that there is insufficient increase in risk to warrant 
any specific bushfire protection measures. The proposal is considered exempt under clause E1.6.1.1.A1a of 
the Draft Interim Planning Directive No. 1 Bushfire-Prone Areas Code. 
 

FIREFIGHTING WATER SUPPLY 

No water supply is required as the development is exempt.  
The building area on Lot 2 will be within 120m of an existing hydrant located at the boundary of 1 & 3 Bayview 
Drive. 
 

ACCESS 

There are no access requirements as the development is exempt. 
Access to Lot 2 will be greater than 30m, the existing and possible duplicate access, if constructed, will 
provide adequate access to within 30m of the building area on Lot 2. 
 

CONCLUSIONS 

The area is not bushfire prone, being not within 100m from vegetation greater than 1 ha in size. There is 
insufficient increase in risk from the development to warrant the provision of bushfire hazard management 
measures for the development.  
 
The proposed subdivision is considered exempt under clause E1.6.1.1.A1a of the Draft Interim Planning 
Directive No. 1 Bushfire-Prone Areas Code. 
  

DEV 1
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Figure 1: Location 

DEV 1



Bushfire Exemption Report                                          AK Consultants 3 

 
 
Figure 2: Site Plan 
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CODE E1 – BUSHFIRE-PRONE AREAS CODE 

 

CERTIFICATE1 UNDER S51(2)(d) LAND USE PLANNING AND APPROVALS ACT 

1993 

 

 

1. Land to which certificate applies2 
 

Land that is the Use or Development Site that is relied upon for bushfire hazard management or 

protection. 
 

Name of planning scheme or instrument: Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013 

   

Street address: 1A Bayview Drive, Blackstone Heights 

 

Certificate of Title / PID: CT 159573/1  

 

Land that is not the Use or Development Site that is relied upon for bushfire hazard 

management or protection. 

 

Street address:  N/A 

  

Certificate of Title / PID:  

 

2. Proposed Use or Development 
 

Description of Use or Development: 
 
(Provide a brief description of the proposed use or development; including details of scale, siting and context.) 

 

Subdivision of CT 159573/1 into 2 lots. Lot 1 will contain the existing dwelling and lot 2 will have sufficient area to 

construct a dwelling. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Code Clauses3: 

 

 
 

 

 E1.4 Exempt Development    E1.5.1 Vulnerable Use  

 

 E1.5.2 Hazardous Use   E1.6.1 Subdivision 

                                                 
1 This document is the approved form of certification for this purpose, and must not be altered from its original form.  
 
2 If the certificate relates to bushfire management or protection measures that rely on land that is not in the same lot as the site for the use or 
development described, the details of all of the applicable land must be provided. 
 
3 Indicate by placing X in the corresponding  for the relevant clauses of E1.0 Bushfire-prone Areas Code. 

DEV 1
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3. Documents relied upon4 

 

Documents, Plans and/or Specifications 
 

Title:  Proposed Subdivision, 1A Bayview Drive, Blackstone Heights 

 

Author: D.J. McCulloch 

 

Date: 1st March 2016  Version: 1 

 

 

 

 

Bushfire Report 
 

Title:   Bushfire Exemption Report,  

 

Author: Scott Livingston 

 

Date: 21st March 2016  Version: 1 

 

 

 

 

Bushfire Hazard Management Plan 
 

Title:   N/A 

 

Author:  

 

Date:   Version:  

 

 

 

 

Other Documents 
 

Title:   Bushfire Exemption Report, 1A Bayview Drive, Blackstone Heights 

 

Author: Scott Livingston 

 

Date: 21st March 2016  Version: 1 

 
  

                                                 
4 List each document that is provided or relied upon to describe the use or development, or to assess and manage risk from bushfire. Each 
document must be identified by reference to title, author, date and version. 
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4. Nature of Certificate5 
 

 E1.4 – Use or development exempt from this code 

 Assessment Criteria Compliance Requirement 
Reference to Applicable 

Document(s) 

 E1.4 (a)  Insufficient increase in risk  

 

 E1.5.1 – Vulnerable Uses 

 

E1.5.1.1 Standards for vulnerable use 

Assessment Criteria Compliance Requirement 
Reference to Applicable 

Document(s) 

 E1.5.1.1 P1. Risk is mitigated  

 E1.5.1.1 A2.1 BHMP  

 E1.5.1.1 A2.2  Emergency Plan  

 

 E1.5.2 – Hazardous Uses 

 

E1.5.2.1 Standards for hazardous use 

Assessment Criteria Compliance Requirement 
Reference to Applicable 

Document(s) 

 E1.5.2.1 P1. Risk is mitigated  

 E1.5.2.1 A2.1 BHMP  

 E1.5.2.1 A2.2  Emergency Plan  

 

 E1.6.1 – Development standards for subdivision 

 

E1.6.1.1 Subdivision: Provision of hazard management areas 

Assessment Criteria Compliance Requirement 
Reference to Applicable 

Document(s) 

 E1.6.1.1 P1. 
Hazard Management Areas are 

sufficient to mitigate risk 
 

 E1.6.1.1 A1. (a) Insufficient increase in risk 1a Bayview Bushfire Report 

 E1.6.1.1 A1. (b) Provides BAL 19 for all lots  

 

                                                 
5 The certificate must indicate by placing X in the corresponding  for each applicable standard and the corresponding compliance test within each 
standard that is relied upon to demonstrate compliance to Code E1  

DEV 1
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E1.6.1.2 Subdivision: Public and fire fighting access 

Assessment Criteria Compliance Requirement 
Reference to Applicable 

Document(s) 

 E1.6.1.2 P1. Access is sufficient to mitigate risk  

 E1.6.1.2 A1. (a) Insufficient increase in risk 1a Bayview Bushfire Report 

 E1.6.1.2 A1. (b) 
Access complies with Tables E3, E4 

& E5 
 

 

 

E1.6.1.3 Subdivision: Provision of water supply for fire fighting purposes 

Assessment Criteria Compliance Requirement 
Reference to Applicable 

Document(s) 

 E1.6.1.3 A1. (a) Insufficient increase in risk 1a Bayview Bushfire Report 

 E1.6.1.3 A1. (b) 
Reticulated water supply is consistent 

with the objective 
 

 E1.6.1.3 A1. (c) 
Reticulated water supply complies 

with Table E6. 
 

 E1.6.1.3 A2. (a) Insufficient increase in risk  

 E1.6.1.3 A2. (b) 
Static water supply is consistent with 

the objective 
 

 E1.6.1.3 A2. (c) 
Static water supply complies with 

Table E7. 
 

  

DEV 1
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5. Bushfire Hazard Practitioner6 
 

Name: Scott Livingston Phone No: 03 6334 1033 
 

Address: 40 Tamar Street Fax No: 03 6334 1117 

 

 Launceston Email   scott@akconsultants.com.au 

 Address: 

 Tasmania  7250   

 

Accreditation No: BFP –  105 Scope: 1.  2.  3A.  3B.  3C. 
 

 

6. Certification7 
 

I, certify that in accordance with the authority given under Part 4A of the Fire Service Act 1979 – 
 

 

The use or development described in this certificate is exempt from application of Code E1 – Bushfire-

Prone Areas in accordance with Clause E1.4 (a) because there is an insufficient increase in risk to the 

use or development from bushfire to warrant any specific bushfire protection measure in order to be 

consistent with the objectives for all the applicable standards identified in Section 4 of this Certificate. 

 

 

 

or 
 

 

 

There is an insufficient increase in risk from bushfire to warrant the provision of specific measures for 

bushfire hazard management and/or bushfire protection in order for the use or development described 

to be consistent with the objective for each of the applicable standards identified in Section 4 of this 

Certificate. 

 

 

 

and/or 
 

 

 

The Bushfire Hazard Management Plan/s identified in Section 4 of this certificate is/are in accordance 

with the Chief Officer’s requirements and can deliver an outcome for the use or development described 

that is consistent with the objective and the relevant compliance test for each of the applicable 

standards identified in Section 4 of this Certificate.  

 

 

 

 
 

Signed: 

certifier 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Date: 21/03/16 Certificate No: BFP - 105  

 

                                                 
6 A Bushfire Hazard Practitioner is a person accredited by the Chief Officer of the Tasmania Fire Service under Part IVA of Fire Service Act 1979. 
The list of practitioners and scope of work is found at www.fire.tas.gov.au. 
 
7 The relevant certification must be indicated by placing X in the corresponding .  
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From:                                 Adam Martin
Sent:                                  22 Apr 2016 15:37:02 +1000
To:                                      Planning @ Meander Valley Council
Cc:                                      Leanne Rabjohns;Amanda Smith
Subject:                             REPRESENTATION TO PLANNING APPLICATION - PA/16/0145
Attachments:                   Figures 1.1 & 1.2.pdf, Figures 1.3.pdf, Representation Letter - 
PLANNING APPLICATION - 160145 .pdf

Attention Leanne Rabjohns

Hi Leanne - 
Further to our meeting on the 13th April, please find attached representation documents, 
relative to the above planning application.
Regards,
Adam

Adam Martin
AM/A
Director
0417 389 404

Version: 1, Version Date: 22/04/2016
Document Set ID: 877209 DEV 1



area of proposed building envelope

proposed subdivision

existing dwelling 1b bayview drive

sunshadow diagrams
21st june @ 9am
proposed buulding envelope @ 8m

sunshadow diagrams
21st june @ 12pm
proposed buulding envelope @ 8m

sunshadow diagrams
21st june @ 3pm
proposed buulding envelope @ 8m
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area of proposed building envelope
falling outside of low density residential
zone - approx 80 sq/m

environmental management zone

low density residential zone

proposed building envelope

figure 1.2DEV 1
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NOTE:
MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS:
STAIR TO COMPLY WITH LATEST B.C.A. CLAUSE 3.9.1 AND
COUNCIL STANDARDS. 190mm MAX. RISE, 250mm RUN,
275mm TREAD, 1000mm BALUSTRADE, ENSURE 2040mm
MIN. HEAD CLEARANCE FROM TOE OF TREAD TO
OPENING ABOVE. ARE TO COMPLY WITH B.C.A.PART 3.9.2.

NOTE TO WINDOWS MANUFACTURER:
ALL GROUND FLOOR LEVEL WINDOWS TO BE DOUBLE
GLAZED, TINTED UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.
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Development and Planning Services  
Meander Valley Council  
26 Lyal St  
Westbury  
TAS 7303  
 
20th April 2016  
 
Dear Leanne  
 
REPRESENTATION TO PLANNING APPLICATION - PA/16/0145  
 
Proposed subdivision (2 Lots) erection at 1a Bayview Drive, BLACKSTONE HEIGHTS  
 
On behalf of Ms Amanda Smith (owner of existing dwelling at 1b Bayview Drive), I write in connection with 
the above planning application. Further to our meeting on the 13th April, I have examined the plans and I 
know the site well. We wish to object to the current proposal based on the following points -  
 
Over Shadowing  
As per Figure 1.1, the building envelope proposed in the above application, presents serious overshadowing 
concerns / impact on Ms Smiths existing dwelling.  
 
The relative application is for subdivision, however our understanding is that the respective building envelope 
is also subject to approval under the current application. Under the current zoning elements of Low Density, 
the elements of the Planning Policy Framework relevant to future or proposed Single Dwellings (which are 
normally replaced by PD4) will not be relevant to future development of this land - hence, there are no 
protective measure in place, mitigating overshadowing to adjacent dwellings (specifically 1B Bayview Drive). 
As the current zone provision enables a height limit (for future dwellings) to be 8m, as demonstrated in the 
overshadowing diagrams, there will be significant impact to Ms Smiths dwelling.  
PD4 establishes 6 standards by which the development of a single dwelling must be considered.  
 

• A Single Dwelling is a permitted as of right development if it complies with the acceptable solutions 
for each of the relevant standards of PD4. 

• The proposal if assessed under PD4 relies upon discretion with respect to Standard 3 meaning that a 
Discretionary Planning Permit is therefore require giving Ms Smith an opportunity to forward 
concerns to Council. 
 
 

 
 
 

AM/A 
6 Clearview Ave 

Trevallyn 
Tasmania, Australia, 7250 
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As demonstrated in by Figure 1.1, Standard 3: Building Envelope under PD4 “P1. The siting and scale of 
single dwellings must be designed to:  

• Ensure there is no unreasonable loss of amenity on -  
• Adjoining lots by: (i) overshadowing and reduction of sunlight to 
• Habitable rooms and private open space to less than 3 hours between 9.00am and 5.00pm on 21 

June or by increasing existing overshadowing where greater than above”. 
 
Analysis of the likely overshadowing to result from the proposed building envelope (8m-height limit) to 
habitable rooms and private open space of the adjoining properties is substantial. As demonstrated, the 
adjoining property will not retain existing sunlight between approximately 8am and 2pm in mid winter.  
 
Given the nil protection of PD4 measures, I would like Council to consider the additional and following 
impacts to Ms Smiths dwelling -  
 

• Overlooking and loss of privacy;  
• Visual impacts when viewed from adjoining lots;  

 
We are requesting that Council consider a significant reduction in the nominated maximum height, as well as 
greater setbacks to assist in mitigating the above impacts of overshadowing to Ms Smiths dwelling.  
 
Change of Zone  
As demonstrated in Figure 1.2, there is a change of zone within the proposed subdivision that intercepts at the 
proposed building envelope (Low Density / Environmental Management).  
 
Can Council please demonstrate or provide a response to the following points -  
 

• How the proposed subdivision (along with proposed building envelope) is compliant under the 
necessary performance criteria needing to be exonerated for both zones. This question is specific to 
setback requirements that differ under both zones;  

• Confirmation of required set-backs taken from the title boundaries or from waters edge?  
 
Additional Concerns 
Finally, I would appreciate if council could provide statements on the following points –  

• Traffic management / safety for the inclusion of an additional allotment;   
• Inclusion of additional traffic load into Bayview Drive noting that the Cul-de-sac is already densely 

developed; 
• Specific site storm water management relative to Lots 1A and 1B; 
• Direction as to proposed on-site storm water / sewer connection points; 
• Sensible provision of waste service collection for this additional allotment; 

 
If this application is to be decided by councilors, please take this as notice that I (on behalf of Ms Smith) 
would like to speak at the meeting of the committee at which this application is expected to be decided. Please 
let us know as soon as possible the date of the meeting.  
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Yours faithfully,  
 
 
 
Adam D Martin AIA 
b env des b arch 
Director/Principal Architect 
amartin.architect@gmail.com 
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From:                                 TasWater - Development
Sent:                                  19 Apr 2016 01:27:29 +0000
To:                                      Planning @ Meander Valley Council
Subject:                             Submission to Planning Authority Notice; TWDA 2016/00413-MVC; 1a BAYVIEW 
DR, BLACKSTONE HEIGHTS; 2 lot subdivision
Attachments:                   1a BAYVIEW DR, BLACKSTONE HEIGHTS TasWater Submission to Planning 
Authority Notice 2015 DA ~ MVC.pdf

Please find attached TasWater’s Submission to Planning Authority Notice 
Please arrange for the TasWater Submission to Planning Authority Notice to be referenced 
within the permit and appended to it.
If you have any queries, please contact me.
 
Greg Clausen
Assessment Engineer, Development Services
 

D             (03) 6237 8242
F              1300 862 066
A             GPO Box 1393, Hobart TAS 7001
                169 Main Road, Moonah, TAS 7009
E              greg.clausen@taswater.com.au
W            http://www.taswater.com.au/
 

Version: 1, Version Date: 19/04/2016
Document Set ID: 876043 DEV 1

mailto:greg.clausen@taswater.com.au
http://www.taswater.com.au/
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Submission to Planning Authority Notice 

Council Planning 
Permit No. 

PA\16\0145 
Council notice 
date 

4/04/2016 

TasWater details 

TasWater 
Reference No. 

TWDA 2016/00413-MVC Date of response 19 April 2016 

TasWater 
Contact 

Greg Clausen Phone No. (03) 6237 8242 

Response issued to 

Council name MEANDER VALLEY COUNCIL 

Contact details planning@mvc.tas.gov.au 

Development details 

Address 1a BAYVIEW DR, BLACKSTONE HEIGHTS Property ID (PID) 3036391 

Description of 
development 

2 lot subdivision 

Schedule of drawings/documents 

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

D.J.McCulloch Surveying Proposed Subdivision  1/3/2016 

Conditions 

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

CONNECTIONS, METERING & BACKFLOW 

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

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

FINAL PLANS, EASEMENTS & ENDORSEMENTS 

3. Prior to the Sealing of the Final Plan of Survey, the developer must obtain a Consent to Register a 
Legal Document from TasWater and the certificate must be submitted to the Council as evidence of 
compliance with these conditions when application for sealing is made; 

4. Pipeline easements must be created over existing/proposed sewerage pipelines on TasWater’s 
standard pipeline easement conditions.  Pipeline easement width, location of easements relative to 
pipes, and terms and conditions must be to TasWater’s satisfaction. 

DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT FEES 

5. The applicant or landowner as the case may be, must pay a development assessment fee to 
TasWater for this proposal of $240.00 for development assessment and the fee will be indexed as 
approved by the Economic Regulator from the date of the Submission to Planning Authority Notice 
and payment is required within 30 days from the date of the invoice. 

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 
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developer’s cost to locate the infrastructure. 

For detailed information on how headworks have been calculated for this development please contact the 
TasWater contact as listed above.  

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 
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DEV 2 AMENDMENT 3/2015 - MEANDER VALLEY INTERIM 

PLANNING SCHEME 2013  
 

 

1) Introduction        

 

This purpose of this report is to consider the application by Woolcott Surveys to 

amend the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013 to rezone land at Prospect 

Vale from Rural Resource Zone to General Residential Zone and to subdivide the 

land for an additional 66 residential lots.  

 

2) Background        

 

The application is made under Section 43A of the former provisions of the Land Use 

Planning & Approvals Act 1993 (LUPAA), whereby Council can concurrently consider 

a rezoning and an application for development permit over the land to be rezoned.     

  

The application report relating to the proposed amendment is included as an 

Attachment E. It is noted that the application documentation refers to a 

‘Dispensation’.  Since the lodgement of this proposal, LUPAA has been amended to 

remove the provisions that relate to Dispensations and reinstate the combined 

permit and amendment process under section 43A. For the purposes of this 

assessment, the terms ‘Dispensation’ and ‘Amendment’ can be used interchangeably 

as they are effectively the same. The change in terms does not affect the matters to 

be considered under the Act or the nature of the planning authority assessment.       

 

The application involves: 

 Rezoning 9.43 hectares of land on CT168190/1 (above Harley Parade, 

off Classic Drive and Buell Drive) from Rural Resource Zone to General 

Residential Zone; 

 Subdividing the land into 66 residential lots accessed via four cul-de-

sacs; 

 Installation of sewer and water infrastructure connecting to existing 

reticulated Taswater services; 

 Installation of stormwater infrastructure in conjunction with the 

upgrading of the existing public stormwater system; 

 Clearance of native vegetation for development and bushfire hazard 

management areas.  

 

 

 

Statutory Timeframes 
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Decision – Initiation/certification 

and permit determination:  

 

10 May 2016 

Advertising: Saturday 14 & Saturday 21 May 2016  

Closing date for 

representations: 

 

Tuesday 14 June 2016  

 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance 

 

Furthers the objectives of the Council’s Community Strategic Plan 2014 to 2024 as 

follows: 

 

 Future Direction 1 - A sustainable natural and built environment  

 Future Direction 2 - A thriving local economy 

 

This is discussed further below.  

 

4) Policy Implications      

 

The following Council policies will be applicable if the amendment and development 

permit are approved: 

 

 Policy 11 - Public Open Space Contributions 

 Policy 13 - Subdivision Servicing 

 Policy 20 - Infrastructure Contributions 

 

5) Statutory Requirements      

 

Amendments to LUPAA 1993 to establish the Tasmanian Planning Scheme were 

gazetted on the 17 December 2015. Until the Minister declares a new planning 

scheme following the completion of the State Planning Provisions and the Local 

Provisions Schedule, processes for the consideration of planning scheme 

amendments continue in accordance with the Act as it was written prior to the 17th 

December 2015. These provisions are defined as the ‘former provisions’ in Schedule 6 

– Savings and Transitional Provisions in the amended LUPAA.    

 

Under Sections 34(1) and 35 of LUPAA, Council may initiate and certify a draft 

amendment to the planning scheme.   

 

In certifying a draft amendment to the planning scheme, Council must be satisfied 

that the amendment is in accordance with Section 30.O. and Section 32 of the Act. To 

do this Council must:  

 

 describe the site and the surrounding uses; 
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 provide a full description of the proposed rezoning of land and any 

provisions to be inserted into the Scheme; 

 be satisfied that the amendment is supported by strategy;  

 demonstrate that the application does not revoke or amend overriding 

local provisions or common provision of the Scheme; 

 determine that the proposal is in accordance with the State Policies 

made under Section 11 of the State Policies and Projects Act 1993; 

 establish that the proposal is in accordance with the Regional Land Use 

Strategy of Northern Tasmania;  

 demonstrate that the amendment furthers the objectives set out in 

Schedule 1 of the Act; and 

 consider the safety requirements set out in the standards prescribed 

under the Gas Pipelines Act 2000. 

 

Upon initiation and certification of the draft amendment and determination of the 

development permit, Council is required to forward the amendment to the 

Tasmanian Planning Commission (the Commission), who will assess the proposal and 

determine whether to approve or reject the amendment and development permit. 

The Commission may also request additional information.  

 

Public notification is a part of this process, whereby upon initiation and certification 

of an amendment, Council is required to advertise the amendment in two Saturday 

newspapers and provide for public comment for a period of 28 days, plus any days 

that the Council office is closed during normal business hours.  Council must 

consider any public representations and provide a report to the Commission, who 

may hold hearings into representations received prior to making a decision on the 

amendment.  

 

6) Risk Management       

 

Risk is managed through the appropriate consideration of future development 

controls.  

 

There is a risk of a compensation claim against Council if the Stormwater Authority is 

required to give notice to the Launceston Country Club for drainage works across the 

golf course. This is discussed in the officer’s comments.  

 

7) Consultation with State Government and other Authorities 

 

The application was referred to TasWater. TasWater have advised that it does not 

object to the application. The Submission to Planning Authority Notice is attached.  
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8) Community Consultation      

 

Community consultation must be undertaken through formal notification if this 

amendment is initiated and certified by Council in accordance with the Act. At that 

time, the public will have an opportunity to comment on the proposal. Any 

comments received will be reported to Council at the conclusion of the exhibition 

period, where any potential modifications will be considered and forwarded to the 

Tasmanian Planning Commission. 

  

9) Financial Impact       

 

Upgrades to the existing public stormwater system will require a Council contribution 

for modifications to the public mains and open drains that service existing 

development.   

 

10) Alternative Options      

 

Council can: 

 

 Initiate and certify the rezoning and approve the development as 

submitted in the application; or 

 Modify the rezoning/development before initiation and certification; or 

 Initiate and certify the rezoning and refuse the permit; or 

 refuse to initiate and certify the rezoning.  

 

11) Officers Comments      

 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL 

 

Amendment: 

 

Figure 1 below shows the area proposed to be rezoned from Rural Resource Zone to 

General Residential Zone. The proposal constitutes an expansion of the existing 

General Residential Zone at Harley Parade, Classic Drive and Buell Drive.  

 

The land adjoining to the west is the Launceston Country Club, zoned Major Tourism. 

The land adjoining to the east forms part of the commercial strip along Westbury 

Road and is zoned Light Industrial. The balance of the subject title is retained in the 

Rural Resource Zone.    
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Figure 1 – Area of proposed rezoning showing current zoning of the site and adjoining land, 

Scenic Management Area overlay and contours.       

 

Subdivision: 

 

The proposed subdivision of 66 lots is located within the area to be rezoned and the 

existing undeveloped General Residential zoned land to the east. The application for 

subdivision is supported by a report (attached) providing more detailed information 

in regard to: 

 flora and fauna values; 

 traffic impacts; 

 infrastructure and servicing; 

 agricultural land; 

 salinity; 

 bushfire; 

 visual impacts.  

 

These matters are discussed further through the assessment. 
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Figure 2 – Proposed Subdivision 

 

SITE AND SURROUNDS 

 

The site is located across a north facing slope, above existing development along 

Harley Parade, Classic Drive and Buell Drive. The slope generally has a gradient of 1:9 

and is a rocky profile.  

 

 
Figure 3 – Aerial photo of the subject site showing 2 metre contours and development area.  

 

Currently the land is covered by native vegetation, however has areas of disturbance 

for access tracks, fire breaks and open drains. 
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Photo 1 – View to site along Buell Drive, at junction with Harley Parade. 

 

 
Photo 2 – View of site from Prospect Vale Park pedestrian entrance, across 

Harley Parade, to the top of Classic Drive.  

 

The site is also visible in the broader landscape when viewed from other locations 

within the Prospect Vale area, with the hills forming a prominent ridgeline (refer 

photos 3-5).  
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Photo 3 – View to the site from Prospect Vale Park sports ground, looking south 

west.  

 

 
Photo 4 – View to the site from public open space off Country Club Avenue, 

looking south west. 
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Photo 5 – View to the site from Westbury Road, looking south west.  

 

Land adjoining the site to the north is standard urban development, with Classic 

Drive lots still under construction as this is the most recent release of land.  

 

 
Photo 6 – View of northern edge of the site from the top corner of Classic Drive, 

looking west along the boundary.   
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 Photo 7 – View upslope from the cul-de-sac end of Classic Drive, looking south. 

 

 
Photo 8 – View upslope from the top of Buell Drive, looking east along the 

boundary.  

 

Land to the west of the site forms part of the Launceston Country Club, however is 

currently vegetated with the boundary area generally used for maintenance access. 

The Country Club land is zoned Major Tourism. 
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Photo 9 – View to Launceston Country Club land from gate access at the end of 

Harley Parade, looking south west. 

 

Land to the east of the site forms part of the commercial strip along Westbury Road 

and currently includes residential, retail, food services, service industry, warehousing 

and small manufacturing uses. This area is zoned Light Industrial. 

 

 
Photo 10 – View of mixed uses adjoining the site to the east along Westbury 

Road, looking south west.  
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The balance land to the south maintains a residential use, with a recent approval for a 

dwelling in the clearing at the crest of the hill, evident in the aerial photo above 

(Figure 3). There are no proposed works on the balance land included in this 

application.  

     

STRATEGY 

 

Regional Land Use Strategy of Northern Tasmania   

 

Under Section 30.O. of LUPAA, an amendment must demonstrate that it is consistent 

with the Regional Land Use Strategy. 

 

The Regional Land Use Strategy of Northern Tasmania (RLUS) is the statutory 

regional plan for Northern Tasmania.  Updated in January 2016 for the Hadspen 

Specific Area Plan, it applies to all land in the northern region of Tasmania and sets 

out the strategy and policy basis to facilitate and manage change, growth and 

development to 2032.   

 

The strategic direction and goals for future development of the region are set out in 

Parts B and C of this document. 

 

Part D of the RLUS sets out the desired regional outcomes for the region by 

articulating the: 

 Planning directions / principles necessary to achieve those outcomes;  

 Specific policies to be applied to guide state and local government 

planning processes and decision making; and  

 Specific regional planning projects and programs to be actioned and 

initiated further and implemented over the life of the plan (Page 37, RLUS). 

The Desired Regional Outcomes are described under the following headings: 

 1 Regional Settlement Network; 

 2 Regional Activity Centre Network; 

 3 Regional Infrastructure Network; 

 4 Regional Economic Development; 

 5 Social Infrastructure and Community; and  

 6 Regional Environment.  

The desired outcomes outlined under the Regional Settlement Network are most 

relevant to this amendment.  The desired outcomes for the Regional Settlement 

Network are as follows:  

 

Reinforce Urban Growth Boundary Areas with an efficient urban settlement pattern 

strategy to ensure sustainable use of land across the region: 
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 Consolidate the roles of the Greater Launceston Urban Area and the 

surrounding sub-regional urban centres; and 

 Create well planned communities supported by an activity centre network 

that gives people good access to public transport and links residential 

areas to employment locations.  

The primary role of the Urban Growth Boundary Areas is to guide urban 

development to 2032 and is pivotal in considering future growth and development 

within the Northern Region.  The proposed rezoning of land is contained within the 

Urban Growth Boundary Area identified in the RLUS.  The RLUS strategy through 

RSN-P1 and RSN-A1 (refer to Table 1) for the Regional Settlement Network, direct 

the preparation of structure plans that can support amendments to the Scheme. 

 

The Prospect Vale and Blackstone Heights Structure Plan (PVBH Structure Plan), is a 

direct implementation of the policy and action articulated by the RLUS and builds on 

the desired outcomes, goals principles set by this high level document.   

 

The amendment is consistent with this policy of the RLUS. 

 

Table 1: Regional Settlement Network 

 

Policy  Action 

Regional Settlement Network 

RSN – P1 

Urban settlements are contained 

within identified Urban Growth 

Areas. No new discrete 

settlements are allowed and 

opportunities for expansion will 

be restricted to locations where 

there is a demonstrated housing 

need, particularly where spare 

infrastructure capacity exists 

(particularly water supply and 

sewerage). 

RSN – A1 

Ensure there is an adequate supply of 

well located and serviced residential 

land to meet projected demand. Land 

owners/developers are provided with 

the details about how development 

should occur through local settlement 

strategies, structure plans and planning 

schemes. Plans are to be prepared in 

accordance with land use principles 

outlined in the RLUS, land capability, 

infrastructure capacity and demand. 

 

RSN – A2 

Ensure that the zoning of land provides 

the flexibility to reflect appropriately 

the nature of settlements or precincts 

within a settlement and the ability to 

restructure under-utilised land. 
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Comment: 

The amendment is contained within the urban growth boundary area as 

shown within the RLUS.  The PVBH Structure Plan further builds on the 

RLUS in terms of the urban growth framework that is appropriate for 

residential development of the site subject to this application. 

 

The PVBH Structure Plan provides for appropriate residential densities in 

this location and infrastructure requirements to facilitate urban growth.  

The urban growth framework set by this document also reflects capability 

of the land.   

 

The amendment is consistent with this policy of the RLUS. 

 

Housing Dwelling and Densities 

RSN – P5 

Encourage a higher proportion of 

development at high and medium 

density to maximise infrastructure 

capacity. This will include an 

increased proportion of multiple 

dwellings at infill and 

redevelopment locations across 

the region’s Urban Growth Areas 

to meet residential demand. 

RSN – A9 

Ensure that zoning provisions within 

municipal planning schemes provide 

for a higher proportion of the region’s 

growth to occur in suitably zoned and 

serviced areas. The application of 

Urban Mixed Use, Inner Residential and 

General Residential Zones should 

specifically support diversity in 

dwelling types and sizes in appropriate 

locations. 

Comment: 

The proposed amendment will increase the area of land zoned General 

Residential to accommodate expansion of the established residential area.   

The proposed zoning reflects the residential density recommended by the 

PVBH Structure Plan for this location. 

 

Integrated Land Use and Transport 

RSN – P8 

Ensure new development utilises 

existing infrastructure or can be 

provided with timely transport 

infrastructure, community services 

and employment. 

RSN – A13 

Prioritise amendments to planning 

schemes to support new Urban Growth 

Areas and redevelopment sites with 

access to existing or planned transport 

infrastructure. This will support delivery 

of transit oriented development 

outcomes in activity centres and 

identified transit nodes on priority 

transit corridors. 
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Comment: 

The proposed amendment, while will require infrastructure investment, it 

will support the development of serviced land within the urban growth 

area.  The expansion of land zoned General Residential in this location will 

utilise existing services, facilities and infrastructure already established in 

this location. 

 

 

 

Prospect Vale – Blackstone Heights Structure Plan 2015 

 

The Prospect Vale – Blackstone Heights Structure Plan (PVBH Structure Plan) 

constitutes Council’s most current position on the strategic future development of 

the Prospect Vale/Blackstone Heights area. The Structure Plan directly furthers the 

actions outlined in the RLUS and is the response to the historic rate of growth and 

the popular demand for settlement in the area.  The Structure Plan “provides a 

blueprint for this development in Prospect Vale and Blackstone Heights for the next 

twenty years. It identifies where new housing should be located, the future character of 

the area, and the facilities needed to service our growing community.” (p3) 

 

 
Figure 4 – Prospect Vale – Blackstone Heights Structure Plan area and context (p3) 
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The Structure Plan was widely consulted with the community and stakeholders to 

gauge community priorities and values. The consultation “was complemented by 

urban planning, design and transport analysis to understand the constraints, 

opportunities and future needs of the local community. This analysis has included site 

assessments, demographic projections, transport demand modelling, and facilities and 

services analysis”. (p.3) 

 

The community priorities highlighted through the consultation are: 

 

Community disconnection – physical and social 

In Blackstone Heights, the lack of pedestrian pathways were an important issue. In 

Prospect Vale, issues of community cohesion, social connection and limited community 

activities were prominent. 

Access risks in Blackstone Heights 

There was high awareness of the safety issues associated with having a single road 

access into Blackstone Heights, especially during emergencies such as bush fires.   

Welcoming further growth 

There was strong support for further population growth, recognising the service, facility 

and employment benefits it would bring. 

Access to Lake Trevallyn and the river 

Poor public access to Lake Trevallyn limits recreational opportunities along the Lake for 

walkers, watercraft and swimming. Creating better pedestrian links and infrastructure 

around the Lake was a key theme throughout consultation. 

Public transport 

Infrequent bus services, lack of shelters and poor walking access to bus stops were 

prominent issues. 

Internet access 

Poor Internet speeds throughout the study area were commonly cited as an 

impediment to both home businesses and entertainment. 

Traffic issues 

Many community members noted traffic issues at particular ‘pinch points’ including 

Mount Leslie Road near where it meets Westbury Road. 

Value of the natural environment 

There is a strong value of the local natural amenity and environment, including open 

space, Lake Trevallyn, views and hills in the area. 

Regionally significant tourism assets 

There is an opportunity to build upon tourism assets such as Country Club Casino and 

Golf Course, and Richardson’s Harley Davidson. (p6) 
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Figure 5 – Community priorities (p7) 

 

The Structure Plan establishes a series of planning strategies to guide future 

development in the area. The following considers the proposal against the applicable 

strategies: 

 

 

Create a network of linear open space, pedestrian and cycling pathways: 

 Maximise connections between individual pieces of open space to create a 

network; 

 Extend open space to major community and commercial activities and 

services; 

 Plan for open space and pathways that follow natural linear networks such 

as creeks, low points and ridge lines. 

 

Comment: 

 

The proposed zone extension cannot directly link to existing areas of public open 

space, due to its peripheral location at the urban fringe. For the same reasons and 

also the nature of the topography, it is not considered appropriate to provide public 

open space within the expanded General Residential Zone.  

 

However, the site is located in reasonably close proximity to the Prospect Vale Park 

sports ground with a walking range of 200 to 800 metres. Prospect Vale Park also 

provides passive recreation facilities and pedestrian connectivity through to 

Westbury Road and to the north, through to Country Club Avenue. The potential for 

pedestrian connection through to the Country Club facilities and bus stop from the 

end of Harley Parade has been identified in the Structure Plan.  

 

It is noted that a pedestrian link is proposed in the subdivision plan. This is discussed 

below against the planning scheme provisions for subdivision.  
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Distribute road traffic to enhance safety and minimise congestion: 

 Provide alternative to Country Club Avenue for those accessing Blackstone 

Heights, Prospect Vale and Country Club Tasmania; 

 Create a more permeable network of roads in the growth areas of Prospect 

Vale and Blackstone Heights; 

 Encourage new development in Prospect Vale to connect to both Mount 

Leslie Road and Country Club Avenue wherever possible. 

 

Comment: 

 

It is noted that Harley Parade, the collector road for the proposed zone expansion, is 

a one way ‘in and out’ road with singular access to Westbury Road. This is due to the 

location of existing development and topographical constraints and cannot be 

readily modified to accommodate an alternative route. The Structure Plan notes a 

‘private road’ from the end of Harley Parade through the Country Club, however the 

status and function of the ‘private road’ is not clarified.   

 

A traffic impact assessment has been provided with the application, which 

appropriately notes that the principal direction of traffic will be to and from the Bass 

Highway, primarily accessing the Launceston CBD through the nearby connector. It is 

noted that a roundabout is scheduled to be constructed at the junction of Westbury 

Road with the Bass Highway connector in the next couple of years.  This will result in 

improved traffic movement accessing Westbury Road, the new entrance to the sports 

ground and the connector to the Bass Highway.   

 

The linear configuration of the proposed zone expansion with two road junctions to 

Harley Parade, lends itself to a permeable road network. The proposed road layout is 

discussed below against the planning scheme provisions for subdivision. 

 

Protect and leverage the area’s environmental qualities: 

 Maximise connections between urban areas and environmental assets such as 

Lake Trevallyn, the South Esk River and Cataract Gorge. 

 Maximise vistas to natural assets such as waterways and hills. 

 Consider the prominence, profile, and vegetation values when exploring potential 

development on hills in the area. 

 Maintain predominately low-density housing in Blackstone Heights. 

 Promote environmentally sustainable design (ESD) in new housing. 

 

Comment: 

 

The table above indicates the higher order value that the community places on the 

natural environment, greenery and “views and hills in the area”. The strategy requires 
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the consideration of prominence, profile and vegetation values in regard to 

development on the hills in the area, presumably balanced with the strategy to 

support further population growth. Determining the appropriate extent of 

development in the topography is a strategic issue.  

 

The application submits a visual impact analysis and refers to the current scenic 

management overlay, which is also shown as a constraint in the Structure Plan. It is 

noted that this overlay is the former ‘scenic protection area’ carried forward from the 

1995 planning scheme. This area was included in the 1995 planning scheme in 

response to the development of Travellers Rest with its purpose to protect the 

landscape from ‘scarring’ when viewed from the Bass Highway and Meander Valley 

Road on a western approach. The Structure Plan has not analysed the 

appropriateness of this overlay in the context of the northern slopes of the ridge 

when viewed from Prospect Vale having regard to community consultation feedback. 

Instead, it defers this ‘consideration’ to the assessment of individual proposals such 

as this application.  

 

The development area, which includes land required to be cleared for bushfire 

hazard management areas, is located high in the landscape. The uppermost extent of 

vegetation clearance varies in its proximity to the ridgeline, due to the undulating 

topography. At its highest point, the bushfire hazard management area is situated on 

the 207 metre contour, with the ridgeline located at 209 metres. The subdivision plan 

shows that the hazard management area allows for a 5 metre wide band of standing 

vegetation in the ‘fuel managed area’ with a cleared understorey, however all other 

vegetation below will be required to be removed. It is likely that there will be a 

skyline impact at this highest point, given that the ridge at this location also has a 

clearing relating to a prior approval for a dwelling.  

 

To the eastern end of the expanded zone, the development area is located 

approximately 3 metres below the ridge and to the west, approximately 7 metres 

below the ridge.  Attachment A shows the proposed upper most bushfire 

management area (correlates with the pink and green lines on the subdivision plan) 

superimposed over the aerial photograph with half metre contours.  The orange 

dashed line in the photographs below indicates approximately the line of vegetation 

clearance that will be required for the development area. The green line indicates 

vegetation in the foreground that is retained.  
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Photo 11 – View from Prospect Vale Park car park.   

 

 
Photo 12 – View to the eastern end from Prospect Vale Park sports ground. 
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Photo 13 – View to the south west from Prospect Vale Park club rooms. 

 

 
Photo 14 – View to the western end from Country Club Avenue. 
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Photo 15 – View from public open space off Country Club Avenue 

 

 
Photo 16 – View from Westbury Road, near Country Club Avenue roundabout.  

 

Develop new community focal points 

 Cluster community activities and facilities together in ‘activity centres’; 

 Plan for the medium to long term provision of a community centre in 

Prospect Vale; 

 Encourage the provision of key services (e.g. doctors, local retail and 

childcare) in the identified activity centres. 
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Comment: 

 

The proposed area of zone expansion is located in close, walkable proximity to the 

identified future activity centre.  

  

Naturally manage the impacts of storm water 

 Respond to the natural environment, and reserve low-lying land and creek 

corridors for the capture and management of storm-water; 

 Vegetate swales, creek corridors and develop wetlands where applicable to 

naturally capture, hold and filter storm water; 

 Encourage public access and interaction with natural assets in the urban 

area, such as creek corridors, vegetated swales, and wetlands. 

 

Comment: 

 

The existing stormwater catchment for the Harley Parade area is discharged into the 

public open drain system and the dam on the Country Club golf course. Works will 

be required to accept the stormwater generated by the additional urban catchment, 

however the current accessible, open system downstream will be maintained.    

 

Provide a diversity of housing choices 

 Provide for a mix of housing styles, including smaller dwellings that are suitable 

to both older and younger persons. 

 Maximise housing affordability by maintaining land supply and minimising 

barriers to smaller lot subdivision. 

 Plan for the provision of aged care facilities and other alternative housing choices 

for the older population. 

 Provide the opportunity for innovative development models that respond to the 

unique natural attributes of the area. Specifically, there is potential to develop 

housing models such as cluster residences that would be unique in the Tasmanian 

housing market.  

 

Comment: 

 

The proposed zone expansion and subdivision provides for a range of lot sizes that 

can accommodate diversity in housing choice. The zone expansion maintains 

residential land supply as other subdivisions in the area are nearing full take-up. 

 

Provide for a mix of transport choices 

 Design a street layout that facilitates efficient bus services; 

 Plan for all households being located within 400m of bus; 

 Encourage higher density housing to cluster around activity centres and bus 

corridors; 
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 Connect new destinations with Prospect Vale’s off-road pedestrian and cycling 

network; 

 Resolve pedestrian and cycling infrastructure shortfalls in Blackstone Heights; 

 Improve pedestrian amenity along Westbury Road; 

 Maximise public transport access to key activities along Westbury Road. 

 

Comment: 

 

As discussed above, the alignment of the zone expansion with two junctions provides 

opportunity for permeability, facilitating public transport access. However, it is noted 

that the submitted subdivision design does not include a through road, instead 

accessing either end through cul-de-sacs off Classic Drive and Buell Drive. The 

proposed road layout is discussed below against the planning scheme provisions for 

subdivision. 

 

A potential ‘private road’ from Harley Parade to the Country Club is discussed above, 

however its status is uncertain.   

 

MEANDER VALLEY INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME 

 

The following section of this report examines the relevant provisions of the Scheme 

with respect to the application made for a planning permit seeking approval for 

subdivision.  The assessment is undertaken as if the amendment to the Scheme has 

been approved.  This examines whether the subdivision can satisfy the applicable use 

and development standards of the General Residential Zone and the relevant codes.  

 

GENERAL RESIDENTIAL ZONE  

 

10.1  Zone Purpose 

10.1.1  Zone Purpose Statement 

10.1.1.1  To provide for residential use or development that accommodates a 

range of dwelling types at suburban densities, where full infrastructure services are 

available or can be provided. 

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

conflict with resource development uses compatible non-residential uses that primarily 

serve the local community. 

10.1.1.3 Non-residential uses are not to be at a level that distorts the primacy of 

residential uses within the zones, or adversely affect residential amenity through noise, 

activity outside of business hours traffic generation and movement or other off site 

impacts. 

10.1.1.4 To encourage residential development that respects the neighbourhood 

character and provides a high standard of residential amenity. 
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10.1.2    Local Area Objectives 

 

Prospect Vale 

a) Prospect Vale will be maintained 

as a key centre of urban 

expansion.  Where areas 

currently zoned General 

Residential adjoin the Particular 

Purpose Zone, development is to 

provide for the long term 

strategic outcomes in the design 

of urban environment. 

b) Promote opportunities to alter 

the urban environment to make 

more efficient use of alternative 

modes of transport. 

a) Subdivision design is to consider 

the relationship and connectivity 

to future urban growth areas. 

 

b) Development design is to 

complement any public works to 

provide improved connectivity for 

alternative modes of transport. 

 

10.1.3   Desired Future Character Statements 

 

Dwellings are to maintain as the predominant form of development with some higher 

densities encouraged near services and the business area. Some redevelopment sites 

may also be appropriate for higher density development. 

 

Typical residential and non residential development is to be detached, rarely exceeding 

two storeys and be setback from the street and property boundaries. 

COMMENT:   

 

The subdivision forms a logical extension to the established residential area accessed 

from Harley Parade.  The proposed lot sizes reflect the density sought and will 

facilitate a pattern of development consistent with the neighbourhood character.  

The lot layout of the proposed subdivision is likely to encourage single dwellings as 

the dominant form of development in this location.  

 

While the proposed lots adjoin land zoned Rural Resource, the subdivision will not 

constrain or conflict with resource development as demonstrated by the agricultural 

consultant assessment provided with the application. 

 

The lot configuration does need to have regard to future urban growth areas as 

these will have been exhausted in this location on approval of this subdivision. 

 

The proposed residential lots conform to the zone purpose, local area objectives and 

the desired future character statements.   
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General Residential Zone - Use and Development Standards  

 

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

as they apply to subdivision. 

 

Subdivision 

10.4.15.1 General Suitability 

Objective 

The division and consolidation of estates and interests in land is to create lots 

that are consistent with the purpose of the General Residential Zone. 

A1   No Acceptable Solution P1 Each new lot on a plan must be 

suitable for use and development in an 

arrangement that is consistent with the 

Zone Purpose, having regard to the 

combination of:  

a) slope, shape, orientation and 

topography of land;  

b) any established pattern of use and 

development;  

c) connection to the road network;  

d) availability of or likely 

requirements for utilities;  

e) any requirement to protect 

ecological, scientific, historic, 

cultural or aesthetic values; and  

f) potential exposure to natural 

hazards. 

COMMENT:  

There is no acceptable solution and accordingly the proposed subdivision 

relies on the corresponding performance criterion P1. 

The proposed lots have a range of areas which have given regard to the slope, 

shape, orientation and topography of the site.   

The established pattern of use and development of the residential area is 

predominately single detached dwellings, interspersed with some multiple 

dwellings.  Single dwellings are the dominant visual element in this location.  

The established pattern of use will be continued through the proposed lot 

configuration. 

The proposed lots will be serviced by new roads which will connect to Harley 

Parade via the junctions with Buell Drive and Classic Drive.  While connection 
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to the road network is provided, the suitability of this layout is questioned 

when there are objectives for connectivity. This is discussed further in regard 

to the neighbourhood road network.  

An engineering assessment has been undertaken for the proposed 

subdivision.  Each lot can be connected to reticulated services. 

There are no ecological, scientific, historic, cultural or aesthetic values 

identified for the site (if rezoned without qualification). 

A bushfire assessment is provided for the proposed lots.  This demonstrates 

that the hazard can be appropriately managed through vegetation clearance. 

Each lot is capable of containing a dwelling and can be developed in 

accordance with the Zone Purpose.   

10.4.15.2 Lot Area, Envelopes and Frontage 

Objective: 

To provide lots with areas and dimensions that enable the appropriate siting 

and construction of a dwelling, private open space, vehicle access and parking, 

easements and site features. 

A1 Lots must:  

a) have a minimum area of at 

least 700m2 which:  

i) is capable of containing a 

rectangle measuring 10m by 15m; 

and  

ii) has new boundaries aligned from 

buildings that satisfy the relevant 

acceptable solutions for setbacks; or  

b) be required for public use by 

the Crown, an agency, or a 

corporation all the shares of 

which are held by Councils or a 

municipality; or  

c) for the provision of utilities; or  

d) for the consolidation of a lot 

with another lot with no 

additional titles created; or  

e) to align existing titles with zone 

boundaries and no additional 

lots are created. 

P1 Each lot for residential use must 

provide sufficient useable area and 

dimensions to allow for:  

a) a dwelling to be erected in a 

convenient and hazard-free 

location; and  

b) on-site parking and 

manoeuvrability; and  

c)  adequate private open space. 

A2  Each lot must have a frontage 

of at least 4 metres. 

P2  Each lot must have appropriate, 

permanent access by a Right of 
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Carriageway registered over all relevant 

titles. 

COMMENT:  

The acceptable solution A1 a) and A2 is applicable to the proposed 

subdivision.  The minimum lot areas shown on the site plan demonstrate that 

all lots have a minimum area of 700m2 and a minimum frontage of 4m.  Each 

lot is also capable of containing a rectangle measuring 10m by 15m.  

10.4.4.3 Provision of Services  

Objective 

To provide lots with appropriate levels of utility services 

A1 Each lot must be connected to a 

reticulated:  

a) water supply; and  

 

b) sewerage system. 

P1 Each lot created must be:  

a) in a locality for which reticulated 

services are not available or 

capable of being connected; and  

 

b)  capable of accommodating an 

on-site wastewater management 

system. 

A2 Each lot must be connected to a 

reticulated stormwater system. 

P2 Each lot created must be capable of 

disposal of storm water to a legal 

discharge point. 

COMMENT: 

Taswater have confirmed that each lot can be connected to reticulated water 

and sewerage services. 

Council’s stormwater system does not currently have capacity to connect the 

proposed subdivision, without works to modify and upgrade the public mains 

in Harley Parade and modifications to upgrade the public open drainage 

system across the Country Club golf course. Council’s stormwater assessment 

report is attached as Attachment B. Council’s assessment has found that the 

existing Harley Parade system is undersized for the additional load generated 

by the expansion of urban development. Complicating this matter is the fact 

that the Harley Parade system was not designed with overland flow paths for 

peak storm events, consistent with contemporary standards. Connecting the 

proposed urban expansion into the existing piped network significantly 

exacerbates the risk of flooding through the existing housing lots at the low 

points along Harley Parade, during peak storm events.  

The application submitted an option to include stormwater detention within 

the subdivision, however the proposed dimensions are inadequate and the lot 
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presents a liability for Council as it is impractical for future maintenance and at 

high risk of failure in a peak event, flooding housing immediately below if the 

basin overtops. The stormwater authority will not accept detention within this 

subdivision. 

In order to manage the stormwater generated by the subdivision, an alternate 

approach must be taken. Council’s stormwater modelling and assessment has 

determined that with a part diversion of the existing system to the eastern 

and western end of the housing strip along the northern side of Harley 

Parade, which then connects to the public open drains across the golf course, 

the additional stormwater load can be taken from the proposed subdivision. 

This will require the establishment of a new open drain to the west on the 

Country Club land and a new combined piped/open drain to the east on 

Council and Country Club land. This will then connect to the existing public 

open drains. The two public open drains across the golf course will also 

require works to upgrade the profile of the drain and increase the size of 

culverts to prevent back-up and flooding. Council, as the stormwater 

authority, can serve notice on third parties to rectify and improve stormwater 

drainage. This carries some risk of a claim for compensation. The potential 

works on the drains across the Country Club land has been discussed with the 

Federal Group who is considering the proposal.  

It is recommended that any permit issued include a requirement for a Part 5 

Agreement requiring the developer to indemnify Council for compensation 

that may be claimed by the Launceston Country Club, arising from the need 

to serve notice for stormwater drainage works across the golf course.                

The detail of current stormwater issues and Council’s proposed solution is 

outlined in the attached stormwater report. 

If the subdivision is approved, any permit issued will include a requirement 

that the developer make a contribution to the cost of the works to upgrade 

the public stormwater system, equivalent to the proportional load generated 

by new development. Council will be responsible for that part of the works to 

modify the existing system, however it is noted that the proposed 

development provides an opportunity to improve current deficiencies in the 

existing system concurrently with works to accept the development 

stormwater load.       

10.4.4.4 Solar Orientation of Lots  

Objective 

To provide for solar orientation of lots and solar access for future dwellings 
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A1 At least 50% of lots must have a 

long axis within the range of:  

a) north 20 degrees west to 

north 30 degrees east; or  

b) east 20 degrees north to east 

30 degrees south. 

P1 Dimensions of lots must provide 

adequate solar access, having regard to 

the likely dwelling size and the 

relationship of each lot to the road. 

A2 The long axis of residential lots 

less than 500m2, must be within 30 

degrees east and 20 degrees west of 

north. 

P2 Lots less than 500 m2 must provide 

adequate solar access to future dwellings, 

having regard to the:  

a) size and shape of the development 

of the subject site; and  

b) topography; and  

c)  location of access way(s) and 

roads. 

 

COMMENT:  

The subdivision creates 66 lots intended for residential use.  From the site plan 

it is determined that the subdivision complies with the acceptable solution A1 

of this clause as more than 50% of the proposed lots have the long axis in 

accordance with this standard. 

The acceptable solution A2 is not applicable in this instance as all lots have a 

minimum area of 700m2. 

10.4.4.5 Interaction, Safety and Security  

Objective 

To provide a lot layout that contributes to community social interaction, 

personal safety and property security. 

A1 Subdivisions must not create any 

internal lots. 

P1 Subdivisions that create internal lots 

must provide for adequate levels of 

visibility and surveillance. 

COMMENT:  

The proposed subdivision will create five internal lots (Lots; 15, 26, 55, 56 and 

66). For this reason the subdivision cannot comply with the acceptable 

solution A1 and accordingly it relies on the corresponding performance 

criterion P1. 

The location of internal lots within the proposed subdivision is configured to 

share their lot boundaries with a minimum of two adjoining residential 

properties.  The construction of dwellings on these internal lots will provide 

surveillance, particularly to the rear of adjoining lots.   
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Additionally, the lot orientation and elevated topography of these five lots will 

offer opportunity for adequate levels of visibility and surveillance over 

sections of the proposed and established residential area in this location. 

The majority of lots within the subdivision will have dwellings orientated 

towards a new road, creating passive surveillance over the streetscape.  The 

number of internal lots proposed is marginal (8%) and it is concluded that the 

subdivision provides a lot layout that contributes to community social 

interaction, personal safety and property security. 

10.4.4.6 Integrated Urban Landscape  

Objective 

To provide attractive and continuous landscaping in roads and public open 

spaces that contribute to the:  

a) character and identity of new neighbourhoods and urban places; or  

b)  to existing or preferred neighbourhood character, if any 

A1 The subdivision must not create 

any new road, public open space or 

other reserves. 

P1 For subdivision that creates roads, 

public open space or other reserves, the 

design must demonstrate that:  

a) it has regard to existing, 

significant features; and  

b) accessibility and mobility through 

public spaces and roads are 

protected or enhanced; and  

c) connectivity through the urban 

environment is protected or 

enhanced; and  

d) the visual amenity and 

attractiveness of the urban 

environment is enhanced; and  

e) it furthers the local area 

objectives, if any. 

COMMENT: 

The proposal creates a public walkway which also serves to provide bushfire 

emergency access. The subdivision also involves the construction of new 

roads forming an extension of Buell Drive and Classic Drive and three 

additional cul-de-sacs.  For this reason the subdivision cannot comply with the 

acceptable solution A1, Accordingly, the corresponding performance criterion 

P1 must be applied in the assessment of this application. 

 

The proposed subdivision is a greenfield site forming an extension of the 

urban area within Prospect Vale.  The northern boundary of the site places 
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parameters on the proposed road layout given that this is defined by the 

established carriageway and junctions of Buell Drive and Classic Drive. 

 

While parameters are set by the established urban environment, the proposed 

cul-de-sacs will primarily focus vehicle, cycling and pedestrian movements in a 

single direction towards Harley Parade either via Buell Drive or Classic Drive. 

The proposed pedestrian link requires travel upslope to then turn and travel 

downslope to access Harley Parade. It is unlikely that this connection will 

provide pedestrian benefit. The lack of connectivity between the local road 

networks will also create a residential area separated into two distinct clusters.  

This is contrary to the performance criterion which is seeking connectivity 

through the urban environment.  The subdivision layout could be 

reconfigured to facilitate an east-west link through this area. 

 

The visual amenity and attractiveness of the road layout could be improved 

with landscaping.  Landscaping in roads is not defined by the application, but 

could be addressed through a condition of a permit to ensure that the 

application upholds the objective of this clause. 

10.4.4.7 Walking and Cycling Network 

Objective 

a) To provide safe, convenient and efficient movement through and between 

neighbourhoods by pedestrians and cyclists; and  

b) To design footpaths, shared path and cycle path networks that are safe, 

comfortable, well constructed and accessible.  

c) To provide adequate provision to accommodate wheelchairs, prams, 

scooters and other footpath bound vehicles. 

A1 The subdivision must not create 

any new road, footpath or public 

open space. 

P1 Subdivision that creates new roads, 

footpaths, or public open spaces must 

demonstrate that the walking and cycling 

network is designed to:  

a) link to any existing pedestrian and 

cycling networks; and  

b) provide the most practicable direct 

access for cycling and walking to 

activity centres, community 

facilities, public transport stops 

and public open spaces; and  

c) provide an interconnected and 

continuous network of safe, 

efficient and convenient footpaths, 

shared paths, cycle paths and 

cycle lanes based primarily on the 
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network of arterial roads, 

neighbourhood roads and regional 

public open spaces; and  

d) promote surveillance along roads 

and from abutting dwellings.  

COMMENT: 

The subdivision proposes to extend existing local road network by 

constructing new roads and proposes a new pedestrian link.  The proposal 

cannot comply with the acceptable solution A1, clause 10.4.15.6 and therefore 

the corresponding performance criterion P1 must be applied. 

 

As discussed above, it is considered that the proposed pedestrian link along 

the southern edge of the subdivision has limited value.  A primary cycling and 

pedestrian route through the urban environment is established from Harley 

Parade via the sealed footpath running along the western edge of the 

Prospect Vale Park.  

 

This network extends across Country Club Avenue to connect with the retail 

hub of the Prospect Marketplace via the existing pedestrian/cycle network. 

The new entrance to Prospect Vale Park from Westbury Road will also provide 

a more direct, off-road connection to Westbury Road.  Walking and cycling 

distances from the proposed lots to the Prospect Marketplace will vary from 

approximately 1km for lots accessed from Classic Drive to around 1.8km for 

lots accessed from Buell Drive. 

 

Similarly, walking distances to public transportation for future residents will 

vary significantly between the western and eastern side of the site.  Public 

transportation, providing access to the Prospect Marketplace and Launceston 

CBD is located along Westbury Road.  The walking distance from the 

proposed lots to public transport, will be around 500m for residents located 

on the eastern side of the site.  For residents on the western side of the site 

walking distances to public transportation will be closer to 1km. 

 

The recreation facilities of Prospect Vale Park are within 500m of the site and 

offer range of passive and active recreation facilities.  Again future residents of 

lots accessed from Buell Drive will experience walking distances of around 

1km, as the subdivision layout requires residents to utilise Harley Parade as 

their primary pedestrian route.   

 

New roads should encourage the most practicable direct access for cycling 

and walking.  The road layout and design incorporating cul-de-sacs can limit 

connectivity through the urban environment and does not provide for the 
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most practicable direct pedestrian and cycle route as demonstrated by the 

above discussion.  This is contrary to the performance criterion P1 b).  This 

could be resolved through the modification and reconfiguration of the road 

and lot layout proposed by this subdivision. 

10.4.4.8 Neighbourhood Road Network 

Objective 

a) To provide for convenient, safe and efficient movement through and 

between neighbourhoods for pedestrians, cyclists, public transport and 

other motor vehicles using the neighbourhood road network; and  

b) To design and construct road carriageways and verges so that the road 

geometry and traffic speeds provide an accessible and safe neighbourhood 

road system for all users. 

A1 The subdivision must not create 

any new road. 

P1 The neighbourhood road network 

must:  

a) take account of the existing 

mobility network of arterial roads, 

neighbourhood roads, cycle paths, 

shared paths, footpaths and public 

transport routes; and 

b) provide clear hierarchy of roads 

and physical distinctions between 

arterial roads and neighbourhood 

road types; and  

c) provide an appropriate speed 

environment and movement 

priority for the safe and easy 

movement of pedestrians and 

cyclists and for accessing public 

transport; and  

d) provide safe and efficient access to 

activity centres for commercial 

and freight vehicles; and  

 

e) ensure connector roads align 

between neighbourhoods for safe, 

direct and efficient movement of 

pedestrians, cyclists, public 

transport and other motor 

vehicles; and  

f) provide an interconnected and 

continuous network of roads 

within and between 
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neighbourhoods for use by 

pedestrians, cyclists, public 

transport and other vehicles and 

minimise the provision of cul-de-

sacs; and 

g) provide for service and emergency 

vehicles to safely turn at the end 

of a dead-end road; and  

h)  take into account of any identified 

significant features. 

COMMENT: 

The proposal creates new roads and cannot comply with the acceptable 

solution A1, clause 10.4.15.6 and therefore the corresponding performance 

criterion P1 must be applied. 

 

The proposed extension of the local road network will extend Buell Drive and 

Classic Drive by constructing four cul-de-sacs, including the terminus of 

Classic Drive.  The new sections of road will incorporate footpaths on a single 

side.  This will form an extension of the established footpath network of 

Harley Parade, Classic Drive and Buell Drive.   

 

The subdivision and proposed neighbourhood road network satisfies 

numerous aspects of P1 as it: 

 provides for a local speed environment suited to a residential area; 

 does not compromise the hierarchy of Westbury Road; 

 provides accessibility to recreational facilities and local services through 

the road network; and 

 provides for service and emergency vehicles to safely turn at the end of a 

dead-end road. 

 

However, the reliance on cul-de-sacs within the subdivision is contrary to the 

outcomes sought by P1 f) as it prevents any east-west linkages through the 

subdivision, creating two separate residential clusters that are disconnected 

from each other.   

 

The applicant has stated there is no alternative with regard to the road layout 

and that the provision of the cul-de-sacs is necessary to service the residential 

lots.  While physical limitations are set by the existing road network, there is 

opportunity to reconfigure the subdivision to create an east-west link through 

this area.  This linkage would reduce the number of cul-de-sacs and improve 

the safe and easy movement of pedestrians and cyclists.   
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Another matter for consideration is the impact the provision of cul-de-sacs 

will have on the extended road network.  The configuration of the subdivision 

and use of cul-de-sacs in directing a substantial traffic increase through Buell 

Drive, impacts on the road geometry of Harley Parade.  The submitted traffic 

impact assessment indicates expected traffic generation and applies the 

Tascord road standard. However, an assessment against the Tasmanian road 

hierarchy and the broadly adopted LGAT/IPEWA standards, results in the 

increased traffic volumes reclassifying Harley Parade as a ‘Link Road’. This 

requires either the widening of the road carriageway of Harley Parade or 

parking restrictions along one side, to accommodate two unencumbered 

lanes.  This could be avoided through reconfiguration of the subdivision to 

enable greater traffic mobility through Classic Drive onto Harley Parade. 

 

 

CODES  

 

The following codes are relevant to the assessment of the subdivision. 

 
 

Code Comment 

E1 Bushfire 

Hazard 

Code 

A Bushfire Hazard Code assessment has been 

undertaken by an accredited person.  As part of the 

bushfire management plan, a bushfire fuel 

managed area is recommended along the southern 

edge of the proposed residential lots. This 

demonstrates all aspects of the Code can be 

satisfied.  It is noted that the Code was amended in 

February 2016 which occurred after this application 

became valid. 

E4 Road and 

Railway 

Assets 

Code 

A Traffic Impact Assessment has been submitted, 

prepared by a suitably qualified engineer. 

 

As discussed above in regard to the road network 

provisions of the zone, the assessment of the 

anticipated traffic volumes is not disputed. Whilst 

Tascord is one standard that can be applied, 

Tasmanian Councils (LGAT) have adopted an 

updated IPWEA standard in conjunction with the 

reviewed State road hierarchy, which stipulates the 

expectations for the level of service relative to the 

traffic volume.  

 

Whilst the subdivision drawing does not indicate 

road pavement widths, the proposed new road 
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reserves can adequately cater for the prescribed 

pavement widths for the anticipated traffic 

volumes. As discussed above, the principal impact 

is on the level of service provided by Harley Parade, 

whereby the threshold is now exceeded and the 

level of service will be below standard as the road is 

not wide enough to provide for two unencumbered 

lanes and parking to either side.  

 

This will require either widening of Harley Parade or 

parking restrictions along one side for the entire 

length. This will inconvenience existing residents on 

Harley Parade.  

 

A reconfiguration of the subdivision to provide a 

road connection within the subdivision with access 

through to Classic Drive will eliminate the need to 

upgrade Harley Parade or inconvenience existing 

residents as it is possible to introduce parking 

restrictions adjacent to Prospect Vale Park, noting 

that parking improvements for the sports ground 

have been scheduled. 

E8 Biodiversity 

Code 

The proposed subdivision will require removal of 

native vegetation.  Accordingly this Code is 

applicable.  A Flora and Fauna assessment was 

prepared by North Barker Ecosystem Services.  This 

demonstrates that there are no communities of 

conservation significance and the proposed 

subdivision satisfies the objectives of this Code. 

E10 Open 

Space and 

Recreation 

Code 

The General Manager has given consent in writing 

that no land is required for public open space and 

that instead there is to be a cash payment in lieu.  

The proposed subdivision satisfies all aspects of this 

Code. 

E16 Urban 

Salinity 

Code 

 

The proposed subdivision requires the clearance of 

a contiguous area of vegetation at a rate of more 

than 1000m2.  A Salinity Study has been carried out 

by Geo-environmental Solutions demonstrating 

that the application satisfies all use and 

development standards of this Code.  The Geo-

environmental Solutions Assessment Report 

concludes that urban salinity is not exacerbated by 

the proposed subdivision. 
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LAND USE PLANNING AND APPROVALS ACT 1993  

The proposed amendment to the Scheme, must: 

 as far as practical, avoid the potential for land use conflicts with use and 

development permissible under the planning scheme applying to the 

adjacent area; 

 not conflict with the common provisions or any overriding local 

provisions of the Scheme; and 

 have regard to the impact that the use and development permissible 

under the amendment will have on the use and development of the 

region as an entity in environmental, economic and social terms. 

 

In initiating this amendment, the Council must satisfy itself that this amendment to 

the Scheme: 

 

 is in accordance with the requirements of State Policies made under 

section 11 of the State Policies and Projects Act 1993; 

 has regard to the strategic plan of the Council referred to in Division 2 of 

Part 7 of the Local Government Act 1993; 

 has regard to the safety requirements set out in the standards prescribed 

under the Gas Pipelines Act 2000.; and 

 seeks to further the objectives set out in Schedule 1 of the Act 

 

Land Use Conflicts  

 

The proposed amendment, as far as practicable, must demonstrate that it avoids the 

potential for land use conflicts with use and development permissible under the 

Scheme applying to the adjacent area. 

 

Comment: 

The site is contained behind the established residential area, south of Harley Parade 

and involves rezoning approximately 9.4 ha of land from Rural Resource to General 

Residential.  This amendment if approved will provide opportunity for further 

residential development in this location. 

 

The site is bounded by residential development to the north, light industrial 

development to the east, the Bass Highway to the south and the Country Club land 

to the west.   

 

Residential development will be located on the northern side of the hill face and will 

form an extension of the established residential area south of Harley Parade.  The 

balance of the site, comprising some 40 ha, will remain the interface between 
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residential development and the Bass Highway.  It is noted that approximately 25 

metres setback is provided between the Light Industrial Zone and the rear boundary 

of the residential lots. The retention of native vegetation located on the southern hill 

face will protect the scenic interface of the site.   

 

The extension of the existing residential area will provide opportunity for a 

continuation of development consistent with the established residential area.   

 

The proposed amendment demonstrates that it avoids the potential for land use 

conflicts. 

 

Northern Midlands Council and City of Launceston 

 

The boundary with the adjoining Northern Midlands Council is approximately 1km to 

the south of the site, across the Bass Highway.  The boundary with the adjoining City 

of Launceston is less than 500m and is to the other side of the Bass Highway to the 

east.   

 

The land use character and zoning of the area within the Northern Midlands Council 

area comprises rural land zoned Rural Resource and rural residential areas zoned 

Rural Living.  The land use character and zoning of the area within the Launceston 

City Council comprises land zoned Rural Resource and Environmental Management. 
 

The proposed extension of the residential area of Prospect Vale will be restricted to 

the northern hill face of the site.  The retention of land zoned Rural Resource in 

combination with the separation of the Bass Highway will result in the negligible 

likelihood that land use conflicts will occur across the local government boundary.  

 

Impact of the Amendment on the Region as an Entity 

 

The amendment supports regional planning policies providing for population growth 

in a sustainable manner.  The amendment will facilitate the expansion of residential 

development which is contained within the Urban Growth Boundary Area of the 

RLUS and within the Urban Growth Framework of the Prospect Vale-Blackstone 

Heights Structure Plan.  

 

The liveability of settlements is an important objective to create strong and vibrant 

urban settlements.  Encouraging population growth in accordance with the Structure 

Plan, promotes sustainable outcomes for: 

 The regional environment, as it avoids dispersed development impacts, 

allowing residential development to proceed in a logical and planned 

manner; 
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 The regional economy, as it provides for increased residential 

development that in turn supports established services and facilities; and 

 Regional communities, as social outcomes can be strengthened with 

increased services and enhanced urban environments. 

 

Overriding Local Provisions and Common Provisions  

 

The amendment must demonstrate that the local provisions subject to this 

amendment do not conflict with the common provisions or the overriding local 

provisions of the Scheme. 

 

Common Provisions: 

 

The common provisions in the Scheme are as follows: 

 Planning Directive No 1 – the Format and Structure of Planning 

Schemes; 

 Planning Directive 4.1 Standards for Residential Development in the 

General Residential Zone; and 

 Planning Directive No 5: Bushfire-Prone Areas Code. 

The amendment will facilitate the future use and development of land associated 

with the expansion of the residential area of Prospect Vale.  The amendment does 

not propose to modify the format and structure of the Scheme and is consistent with 

Planning Directive No 1. 

 

The amendment involves rezoning land from Rural Resource to General Residential.  

Planning Directive 4.1 applies to land zoned General Residential. The provisions of 

PD4.1 will apply to any General Residential Zone expansion. The amendment will not 

create any conflict with Planning Directive 4.1.  

 

A Bushfire Hazard Assessment has been undertaken for the site, ensuring that areas 

to be rezoned can satisfy the requirements of Planning Directive No 5 and therefore 

will not conflict with these provisions. 

 

Overriding Local Provisions: 

 

A planning purposes notice was issued on the 10 October 2013 for the Meander 

Valley Interim Planning Scheme by the then Minister, the Hon Brian Green MP. 

 

The planning purposes notice allows for various local provisions to override the 

common provisions of the Scheme (outlined above). 
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The local provisions that can override a mandatory common provision in E1.0 

Bushfire Prone Areas Code, where there is conflict between this code and the other 

codes are: 

 E7.0 Scenic Management Code; 

 E8.0 Biodiversity Code; 

 E9.0 Water Quality Code; 

 E13.0 Local Heritage Code; 

 E15.0 Karst Management Code; 

 E16.0 Urban Salinity Code.  

Similarly, the planning purpose notice also allows a local provision to override a 

mandatory common provision of the General Residential Zone where there is conflict 

between the provisions of this zone and the codes listed below: 

 E2.0 Potentially Contaminated Land; 

 E3.0 Landslip Code; 

 E4.0 Road and Railway Asset Code; 

 E5.0 Flood Prone Areas Code; 

 E7.0 Scenic Management Code; 

 E8.0 Biodiversity Code; 

 E9.0 Water Quality Code; 

 E11.0 Environmental Impacts and Attenuation Code; and 

 E13.0 Local Heritage Code. 

The amendment will not modify any of the common or overriding provisions of the 

Scheme.  

 

Meander Valley Community and Strategic Plan 

 

1 A sustainable natural and built environment 

 

1.1 Contemporary planning supports and guides growth and development 

across Meander Valley. 

1.2 Liveable townships, urban and rural areas across the local government 

area with individual character. 

1.3 The natural, cultural and built heritage of Meander Valley is protected 

and maintained. 

1.4 Meander Valley is environmentally sustainable. 

1.5 Public health and the environment is protected by the responsible 

management of liquid and solid waste at a local and regional level. 

1.6 Participate and support programs that improve water quality in our 

waterways. 
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Comment: 

The proposed amendment supports the Strategic Outcomes for a sustainable natural 

and built environment. The amendment reflects contemporary planning through the 

PVBS Structure Plan to identify areas for urban growth to consider the individual 

character and environment of areas. 

 

2 A thriving local economy 

 

2.1 The strengths of Meander Valley attract investment and provide 

opportunities for employment. 

2.2 Economic development in Meander Valley is planned, maximising 

existing assets and investment in infrastructure. 

2.3  People are attracted to live in the rural townships, rural living areas and 

urban areas of Meander Valley.  

 

Comment: 

The proposed amendment supports the Strategic Outcomes for a thriving local 

economy through growth of the urban population which in turn supports the 

enhancement of local services and activity centre.   

 

STATE POLICIES 

 

The following State Policies are made under the State Policies and Projects Act 1993: 

 State Policy on the Protection of Agricultural Land 2009; 

 State Policy on Water Quality Management 1997; and 

 Tasmanian State Coastal Policy 1996. 

 

The National Environmental Protection Measures (NEPM’s) are automatically adopted 

as State Policies under the State Policies and Projects Act 1993.   

 

The following section examines the State Policies as they apply to this amendment. 

 

State Policy on the Protection of Agricultural Land 2009 

 

The purpose of the State Policy on the Protection of Agricultural Land 2009 is   

“to conserve and protect agricultural land so that it remains available for the 

sustainable development of agriculture, recognising the particular importance of prime 

agricultural land”. 
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Comment: 

 

The land is not prime agricultural land.  The application has provided an agricultural 

report to demonstrate that the proposed rezoning of land has negligible impacts on 

the agricultural productivity of the land or adjoining land. 

 

The amendment is consistent with this Policy. 

 

State Policy on Water Quality Management 1997 

The State Policy on Water Quality Management is concerned with achieving 

‘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’. 

 

Particularly, the following sections are relevant to the proposed amendment: 

 

31.   Control of erosion and stormwater runoff from land disturbance 

 

31.1  Planning schemes should require that development proposals with the potential 

to give rise to off-site polluted stormwater runoff which could cause environmental 

nuisance or material or serious environmental harm should include, or be required to 

develop as a condition of approval, stormwater management strategies including 

appropriate safeguards to reduce the transport of pollutants off-site. 

 

31.2   Stormwater management strategies required pursuant to clause 31.1 should 

address both the construction phase and operational phase of the development and 

use of land and have the maintenance of water quality objectives (where these have 

been defined)as a performance objective. 

 

31.5  Planning schemes must require that land use and development is consistent 

with the physical capability of the land so that the potential for erosion and subsequent 

water quality degradation is minimised. 

 

33.  Urban runoff 

 

33.1  Regulatory authorities must require that erosion and stormwater controls are 

specifically addressed at the design phase of proposals for new developments, and 

ensure that best practice environmental management is implemented at development 

sites in accordance with clause 31 of this Policy. 

 

33.2  State and Local Governments should develop and maintain strategies to 

encourage the community to reduce stormwater pollution at source. 
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Comment: 

 

A key management issue for urban areas is the management of surface water runoff 

prior to entry into watercourses. The system proposed for the expansion area for 

Prospect Vale has been modelled for the volume and velocity of stormwater for peak 

events. The stormwater system will be extended and constructed as a public system, 

incorporating appropriate measures to manage surface waters. 

 

National Environmental Protection Measures 

 

The National Environmental Protection Measures relate to: 

 Ambient air quality; 

 Ambient marine, estuarine and fresh water quality; 

 The protection of amenity in relation to noise; 

 General guidelines for assessment of site contamination; 

 Environmental impacts associated with hazardous wastes; and 

 The re-use and recycling of used materials. 

Comment:  

The listed NEPMs are not directly applicable to this amendment.  

 

Gas Pipelines Act 2000 

 

The amendment does not impact on the safety requirements set out in the standards 

prescribed under the Gas Pipelines Act 2000. The infrastructure corridor containing 

the gas pipeline is not located in the vicinity of the site. 

 

Schedule 1 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 

 

The amendment must demonstrate that it seeks to further the objectives set out in 

Schedule 1.  The objectives in Schedule 1 and their relevance to this amendment are 

addressed below. 

 

Schedule 1 Part 1 

 

(a) To promote the sustainable development of natural and physical resources and 

the maintenance of ecological processes and genetic diversity; 

 

Comment: 

The amendment promotes the objectives for sustainable development of land as 

determined by the Prospect Vale-Blackstone Heights Structure Plan.  The proposal 

has considered the natural and physical resources, particularly in regard to 

agriculture and biodiversity.   
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The amendment is consistent with this objective.  

 

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

and water; 

 

Comment: 

The amendment will see the rezoning of land from Rural Resource to General 

Residential.  The rezoning of land will provide for the extension of the residential area 

of Harley Parade.  This extension is consistent with the RLUS and the PVBH Structure 

Plan.  The expansion of the settlement will provide for fair, orderly and sustainable 

development.  

 

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

 

Comment: 

The strategic planning process for the preparation and drafting of the PVBH 

Structure Plan undertook extensive community consultation that included surveys 

and community workshops.  Further public input will be available through the 

notification of this amendment.  

 

(d) To facilitate economic development in accordance with the objectives set out in 

paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) above. 

 

Comment: 

As stated above, consolidated and planned urban expansion of serviced land will 

facilitate economic development outcomes.  

 

(e) To promote sharing of responsibility for resource management and planning  

between the different spheres of Government, the community and industry in 

the State. 

 

Comment: 

The PVBH Structure Plan has included a wide range of stakeholder consultation, 

particularly utilities agencies.  In implementing the planning objectives for the 

expansion of this area, Council will continue to liaise with stakeholders and the 

community through the public exhibition process   

 

Schedule 1 Part 2 

 

(a) To require sound strategic planning and co-ordinated by state and local 

Government; 
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Comment: 

The strategic planning process for the expansion of Prospect Vale has evolved 

through the PVBH Structure Plan, which builds on the objectives and goals of the 

RLUS.  This process has required the liaison and co-operation between State and 

Local Government.  

 

(b) To establish a system of planning instruments to be the principal way of setting 

objectives, policies and controls for the use, development and protection of land; 

 

Comment: 

The amendment proposes to rezone land.  The Scheme sets out the objectives and 

use and development controls for the area to ensure it is developed in accordance 

with the shared vision. The Act and planning scheme provide for localised provisions, 

such a Specific Area Plan, to be included in the scheme where it is considered that a 

more refined approach to the development of land is warranted. 

 

(c) To ensure the effects on the environment are considered and provide for 

explicit consideration of social and economic effects when decisions are made 

about the use and development of land; 

 

Comment: 

The environmental values of the land that is proposed to be rezoned and the 

potential impacts of development have been assessed in detail. The amendment is 

supported by a range of professional reports providing expertise on flora and fauna, 

agriculture, stormwater management and salinity. 

 

(d) To require land use and development planning and policy to be easily 

integrated with environmental, social, economic, conservation and resource 

management policies at State, regional, and municipal levels; 

 

Comment: 

The expansion of the General Residential Zone directly correlates with regional 

policies for settlements within Urban Growth Boundary Area.  The regional policies 

align with Council’s and the community’s vision for urban growth as advocated by 

the PVBH Structure Plan. 

 

The amendment is consistent with State policies.  Refer to discussion on each 

applicable State Policy above.    

 

(e) To provide for the consolidation of approvals for land use or development 

and related matters, and to co-ordinate planning approvals with related 

approvals; 
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Comment: 

The combined amendment and permit process considers approval pathways for 

future development and facilitates known development outcomes as much as 

possible, to ensure that the objectives for the locality are met.   

 

(f) To secure a pleasant, efficient and safe working, living and recreational 

environment for all Tasmanians and visitors to Tasmania; 

 

Comment: 

The expansion of Prospect Vale will provide opportunity to create a living 

environment with high residential amenity.  This location is supported and enhanced 

by existing services, recreational facilities and an attractive living environment.  The 

bushfire hazard management plan also ensures that risks associated with the site can 

be appropriately managed. 

 

(g) To conserve those buildings, areas or other places which are of scientific, 

aesthetics, architectural or historical interest, or otherwise of special cultural 

value; 

 

Comment: 

There are no known historic or cultural values on the site.  

 

(h) To protect public infrastructure and other assets and enable the orderly 

provision and co-ordination of public utilities and other facilities for the benefit 

of the community; 

 

Comment: 

The amendment considers the requirement of stormwater infrastructure and utilities 

to cater for the predicted development. Upgrades of stormwater infrastructure will 

be required to service this development. 

 

(i) To provide a planning framework which fully considers land capability; 

 

Comment: 

Land capability for agricultural use has been assessed and is discussed above under 

the State Policy on the protection of Agricultural Land.  With appropriate measures in 

place to address off site impacts, the proposal is consistent with this objective.    

 

CONCLUSION 

 

In consideration of the application for a rezoning and subdivision permit, Council 

must determine firstly if the proposed expansion of the General Residential Zone is 

appropriate, having regard to all of the elements stipulated in the legislation. If 
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Council is satisfied that the rezoning is in order, it can then initiate and certify the 

rezoning. Alternatively, Council may modify the amendment if it considers that there 

is a more appropriate response to strategy.   

 

The discussion above indicates that a peripheral expansion of the General Residential 

Zone in this location is consistent with regional and local strategy.  

 

If it initiates and certifies the rezoning, Council must then consider the subdivision 

permit. The subdivision proposal is discussed above in regard to the strategic 

objectives of the PVBH Structure Plan and the provisions for subdivision in the 

General Residential Zone and planning scheme codes. The proposal does not achieve 

total compliance with the objectives and criteria for subdivision. Council has the 

discretion to waive compliance with the standards if it considers the development to 

be appropriate under the objectives.  

 

Council’s options in determining this application are: 

 

1.  

a) Initiate and certify the rezoning; and 

b) Approve the subdivision as submitted in the application, subject to 

conditions; or 

 

2.  

a) Modify the rezoning before initiation and certification; and/or 

b) Modify the subdivision development by conditions before approving the 

development application; or 

 

3.  

a) Initiate and certify the rezoning; and  

b) Refuse the permit on particular grounds; or 

 

4. Refuse to initiate and certify the rezoning, in which case the application 

ceases to progress any further.  

 

If the amendment is initiated and certified, irrespective of which of options 1 to 3 is 

chosen, the proposal and Council’s decision will be publicly notified and will progress 

to a hearing of the Commission. The Commission hearing process allows for 

unresolved matters, including those raised by any representors, to be negotiated and 

potentially re-notified and resolved. The benefit of this process is that it enables the 

process to progress toward a decision and potentially a permit, without additional 

delays. To refuse to initiate the amendment outright will restrict the applicant from 

making another application for substantially the same rezoning for a period of two 

years.      
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AUTHOR:    Jo Oliver    

  SENIOR TOWN PLANNER 

  

12) Recommendation       

  

That Council determine the application in accordance with one of the following 

options: 

 

Option 1 

 

a) That under Section 34 of the former provisions of the Land Use 

Planning and Approvals Act 1993, the amendment  to the 

Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013 to rezone land to 

General Residential Zone at CT 168190/1 is initiated and in 

accordance with Section 35  is certified as being in accordance 

with Sections 30(O) and 32 of the Act; and 

 

b) Under Section 43C. determine the subdivision application as 

approved, subject to the following conditions: 

 

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

described in the endorsed Plans: 

a)  Woolcott Surveys – Plan of Subdivision – 2013-218  

b)  I.Abernethy – Bushfire Assessment and BAL Calculation – 

dated December 2014, 

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. Except for with prior written consent of Council, covenants or 

similar restrictive controls must not be included on the titles 

created by this permit if they seek to prohibit any use provided 

for in the Meander Valley Interim Planning Scheme. 

 

3. The developer is to widen Harley Parade from the junction with 

Buell Drive to the eastern boundary of No.15 Harley Parade to a 

width of 11 metres to provide for unencumbered two-way traffic 

movement in accordance with the LGAT/IPEWA standard, to the 

satisfaction of Council.  

 

4. The developer is to enter into a Part 5 Agreement with Meander 

Valley Council, to indemnify Council for the costs of any 
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compensation that may be claimed by the Launceston Country 

Club, arising from the need to serve notice for stormwater 

drainage works across the golf course.                

 

5. Prior to the commencement of the development of the site, 

detailed plans and specifications must be submitted to Council 

for approval. Such plans and specifications must be prepared by a 

suitably qualified engineer in accordance with the Tasmanian 

Subdivision Guidelines October 2013 and include: 

 

a) All infrastructure works except for a component of the 

stormwater services (Refer Note 1), including design changes 

as required by the conditions of this permit;  

b) Provision of a footpath as a continuation of the existing 

footpaths on Buell Drive and to the northern side of new cul-

de-sacs;  

c) Traffic calming measures at the offset junction of Classic 

Drive and the new eastern cul-de-sac; 

d) All necessary line marking and signage; 

e) A street landscaping plan, prepared by a suitably qualified 

person.    The approved landscaping of the site must: 

i. Provide shade trees on one side of the road of an 

approved species with a minimum planted height of 2.5 

metres, a minimum trunk diameter of 25mm (measured 

1 metre above the surface) and at an average spacing of 

one per 20 metres of frontage. 

ii. Have each shade tree provided with a means of 

irrigation, a root guard to prevent damage to adjoining 

infrastructure and an anti-vandalism tie down to prevent 

removal. 

iii. Be coordinated with the construction plans of 

underground services and pavement works so as to 

provide sufficient clearances around each shade tree. 

 

6. Prior to the sealing of the final Plan of Survey for each stage, the 

following must be completed to the satisfaction of Council: 

  

a) The infrastructure works for each stage must be completed as 

shown in the approved engineering drawings and 

specifications. 

  

b) Construction documentation for each stage is to be submitted 

and must be sufficient to show that the works are completed 
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in accordance with Council standards and are locatable for 

maintenance or connection purposes. 

 

c) The developer must pay to the Council a sum equivalent to 

5% of the unimproved value of the approved lots as 

determined by a registered land valuer procured at the 

subdivider’s expense. 

 

d) The developer is to pay a contribution to the upgrade of the 

public stormwater system, equivalent to the pro-rata value of 

the additional stormwater volume to be discharged to the 

public system, in accordance with Council’s design and 

scheduled in Attachment 1 to this permit. 

 

7. No polluted and/or sediment laden runoff must be discharge 

directly or indirectly into Council's drains or watercourses during 

and after development. 

 

8. The development must be in accordance with the Submission to 

Planning Authority Notice issued by TasWater (No 2015/00137-

MVC attached). 

 

9. Easements are required over all Council and third party services 

located in private property.  The minimum width of any easement 

must be 3 metres for Council (public) mains. 

 

10. All roads in the Subdivision must be conveyed to the Council 

upon the issue of Council’s Certificate under Section 10 (7) of the 

Local Government (Highways) Act 1982.  All costs involved in this 

must be met by the person responsible. 

 
Notes:  

1. Council will undertake the design and construction of works to 

divert the existing catchment on Harley Parade and the upgrade 

of the public open drains across the Country Club golf course.    

 

2. 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.  An extension may be granted if a 

request is received at least 6 weeks prior to the expiration date. 
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3. 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. 

 

Option 2 

 

a) Initiate the amendment to the Meander Valley Interim Planning 

Scheme 2013 under Section 34 of the former provisions of the Land 

Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993, to rezone land to General 

Residential Zone at CT 168190/1; and  

b) Under Section 35 of the former provisions, modify the amendment 

and then certify the amendment as being in accordance with 

Sections 30(O) and 32 of the Act; and 

c) Under Section 43C. modify the subdivision for approval subject to 

conditions to be specified. 

 

Option 3 

 

a) That under Section 34 of the former provisions of the Land Use 

Planning and Approvals Act 1993, the amendment  to the Meander 

Valley Interim Planning Scheme 2013 to rezone land to General 

Residential Zone at CT 168190/1 is initiated and in accordance with 

Section 35  is certified as being in accordance with Sections 30(O) 

and 32 of the Act; and 

 

b) Under Section 43C. the subdivision application is refused on 

grounds to be specified.  

 

Option 4 

 

Refuse to initiate the amendment.  

 

 

DECISION: 
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Stormwater Assessment – proposed subdivision off Buell 
Drive and Classic Drive 

Overview 

The following assessment was undertaken in response to the proposed residential 
subdivision in Prospect Vale.  The proposed subdivision extends to the ridgeline south of 
Harley Parade.  Stormwater from the development is proposed to  be connected to  
Meander Valley Council’s (MVC) existing network and discharged into two open drains into 
the Launceston Country Club golf course. 

Hydraulic modeling was conducted using Infoworks ICM in order to estimate the magintude 
of stormwater runoff from the existing catchment, the capability of Council infrastructure, the 
effects of development, and works proposed to control the runoff.  It has been  undertaken 
in two parts.  Part A consists of an assessment of the catchment upstream of the outlets into 
the golf course, and Part B from the outlets to the downstream ponds.   

 

PART A – URBAN CATCHMENT 

Introduction 

The southern upper reaches of the catchment extends to the southern ridgeline.  The upper 
reaches consist of remant busland.  Runoff that is shed in the upper reaches are mostly 
intercepted by cut-off drains installed along the boundary of southern extent of the exisitng 
subdivision.  Once concentrated these flows are collected by headwalls and transferred to 
Council’s piped network. 

The overall catchment shown in Figure 1 consists of two subcatchments.  The eastern 
subcatchment is approximately 20.5 hectares in size and eventually discharges through the 
piped network to a headwall at the rear of no. 48 Harley parade.  The western subcatchment 
is approximately 11.2 hectares and dicharges from a headwall at the rear of no. 78 Harley 
Parade. 
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Figure 1.  Harley Parade catchment extent with Council assets and 0.5m contours 

 

Service Levels 

Previous development has occurred without the allocation of a defined overland flow path to 
cater for major storm events.  The historical flow paths appear to be in the vacinity of the 
outlet headwalls at the rear of nos. 48 and 78 Harley Parade.  Lying across the slope, Harley 
Parade serves to  intercept overland flows.  However in the local depressions above numbers 
48 and 78 ponding will occur at the sag-pits and overtopping of the kerb and channel will 
likelyresult in flooding through these private properties during peak storm events. 

As such, a conservative approach has been taken and  1 in 20 year ARI storm events have 
been used to assess existing and proposed pipeline infrastructure, as opposed to the 
standard 5 year event with overland flow paths for residential subdivisions.  

Hydrology & rainfall 

InfoWorks ICM includes a variety of runoff volume and routing models, as well as the ability 
of the user to define the manner in which initial losses are applied.   For the purposes of this 
assessment it was deemed appropriate to adopt the “Fixed” and “Horton” runoff models to 
represent the percentage runoff from impermeable and permeable surfaces respectively. 
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“Fixed” is commonly used for such purposes and the “Horton” model is able to be better 
aligned to Australian guidelines.  It was decided to make use of the “SWMM” non-linear 
routing model for the routing of volume, which allows the use of a “Manning’s” roughness 
coefficient.  A coefficient of 0.1 was used which lies between with the guidance range for 
‘sparse vegetation’.  The setup of the surfaces is provided in Table 1 below: 

Table 1. Runoff surfaces 

 

The catchment area proposed for  development has little soil profile depth and rocks and 
rocky outstands are evident.  As such permeable surfaces “open ground” have been created 
using the Horton model with a continuing loss of 1.2mm/hr (ref. AR&R Revision Project 6, 
2013).  This is a lower infiltration rate to that specified in AR&R (1987) (2.5mm/hr) and thus 
would yield conservative flow estimates.  

For the purposes of this project the initial and limiting coefficients have been both set to 
1.2mm/hr, since initial losses are already represented in the form of an absolute loss (25mm).  
Based on a review of the guidance provided in the InfoWorks ICM user information the 
decay rate has nominally been set to 2. 

An “urban residential” land use was created based on a mixture the three runoff surfaces: 
33% roads, 33% roof and 34% open ground. 

Design rainfall events of various durations were generated using Bureau of Meteorology IFD 
data.  An antecedent rainfall depth (the rainfall depth assumed to have fallen in the hour 
prior to the design storm) of 10mm was applied to the catchment in order to reduce 
available depression storage within the catchment and give conservative runoff volumes.  
This is the equivalent of assuming a ‘wet ’catchment prior to commencement of the 
simulations.   

 

Results – existing catchment & proposed development 

Assessment of both catchments determined maximum surcharge states within the network 
occur during the 30 minute and 60minute duration storm events. .  The figures below show 
the maximum surcharge state of assets determined during modelling of the 20 year rainfall 
events of 30 and 60 minutes duration.  The following colour coding applies: 

• Green pipes have no capacity issues.  The water level is below the soffit level at both 
ends of the pipe; 
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• Blue pipes have a water level at the upstream and/or downstream end which is 
above the soffit level but the flow rate is less than or equal to the pipe’s full capacity; 

• Magenta pipes have a water level at the upstream and/or downstream end which is 
above the soffit level and the flow rate is greater than or equal to the pipe’s full 
capacity; 

• Black circles show manholes or pits which have no predicted flooding.; 
• Blue circles represent manholes and pits with marginal flooding or ponding (max. 

100mm); 
• Magenta cicles show manholes and gully pits with extensive (500mm+) flooding.  

Unless overland flow paths are designated this flooded volume is stored at the node 
until capacity if available within the model to drain it. 

Figures 2 and 3 show the results of the 20 year 30 minute duration storm event: 

 

Figure 2. 20 yr 0.5 hr (pre-development) 

 

 

Figure 3. 20 yr 0.5 hr (post-development) 
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Magenta nodes along the southern extent of the model in Figure 2 is in the location of 
headwalls which collect overland flows from some of the upper undeveloped catchment.  
Flooding over from these culverts will occur if there is insufficient freeboard to allow the 
head of water to be driven through. 

In the post-development scenario (Figure 3) the culvert inlets at the locations circled were 
removed and the proposed subdivision drained directly to the attached pipes. 

It can be seen that the number of manholes flooding to a level greater than 500mm above 
surface level increases throught the network as a result of the change of land use in the 
upper catchment from 100% “open ground” to the urban residential mix. 

Figures 4 and 5 show a similar outcome for the  20 year 60 minute duration storm event: 

 

Figure 4. 20 yr 1 hr (pre-development) 

 

Figure 5. 20 yr 1 hr (post-development) 
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Figures 6 to 9 show the maximum predicted surcharging in longsection for the pre and 
post-development scnearios during the 20 year 1 hour storm event.  Figures 6 and 7 
western catchment longsection from the top of Buell Drive.  Figures 8 and 9 show the 
eastern catchment longsection from the assumed connection point in Classic Drive.  New 
and increased liklihood of flooding is evident. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. 20 yr 1 hr Long section from top of Buell Drive to outlet headwall (pre-development) 
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Figure 7. 20 yr 1 hr Long section from top of Buell Drive to outlet headwall (post-development) 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8. 20 yr 1 hr Long section from top of Classic Drive to outlet headwall (pre-development) 
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Figure 9. 20 yr 1 hr Long section from top of Classic Drive to outlet headwall (post-
development) 

 

 

 

Concept Design – new urban pipelines 

Upgrades of the western and eastern networks were modelled to determine the options 
available to better contain the 20 year storm event including flows from the future 
subdivision. Detention within the proposed subdivision will not be accepted by the 
stormwater authority and the concept design has considered optinos to avoid the need for 
detention whilst providing for a practical maintenance regime.  

Figures 10 and 11 show the modelled upgrades.  These designs are conceptual and have 
not been informed by specific site survey or the locations of other utilities.  The proposed 
layout includes modifications to divert stormwater and  prevent additional flows from 
entering the existing key links through private property.   The new alignment flows to a 
combination of pipes and new open drains to the north of the Harley Parade properties.    
The additonal loads generated by the subdivision can achieve connection to the diverted 
lines through either parallel mains or potential  upsizing of existing mains.  
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Figure 10. Eastern catchment concept stormwater design 
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Figure 11. Western catchment concept stormwater design 
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Figures 12 and 13 show results from the  existing network and upgaded network.  It can be 
seen that surcharge is prevented along both the the Buell Drive and Classive Drive main 
lines.  Improvement in the existing network is evident.   

 

 

Figure 12. 20 yr 1 hr (post-development) existing network 

 

 

Figure 13. 20 yr 1 hr (post-development) upgraded network 

 

The following indicative profile of the new eastern and western open drains is based on 
gradient and design flow rate:  

• trapezoidal with 1m base and 1:4 side slopes, 350mm deep, 3.8m total width. 
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PART B – GOLF COURSE 

Introduction 

Two open drains service flows from the Harley Parade west and east subcatchments and 
direct them to two dams approximately 300 and 400 metres north-west.  Detailed survey of 
the open drains and culvert have informed this assessment.  Figure 14 shows the location of 
these dams relative to the  Harley Parade outlets and modelled structure of the open drains: 

 

Figure 14.  Modelled network through gorlf course to dams 

These open drains service stormwater runoff from approximately 13 hectares golf course in 
addition to those from the Harley Parade catchment.  The open channels are well defined 
but are restricted by regular culverts which have generally been installed underneath 
pathways and access tracks. 

The open drains merge upstream of the first dam before entering a marshy area and spilling 
into the dam.  This marshy area is created in part due to the very flat grade, common in 
stretches along both drains, and also due to the height of the dam spillway (169.8 mAHD) 
which effectively extends the dam footprint over the marshy area when full. 

For the most part the drains are good order but with some low spots with ponding due to 
localised flat grades. The Country Club advise of localised flooding of residential properties.  

DEV 2



The eastern drain averages 0.64% and the western 1.68%, though with some steeper sections 
and some very flat sections.  The primary issue influencing their ability to pass flows through 
to the dams are the restrictions caused by the culverting of the channels.  Generally the 
diamater of the culverts is much less than the cross-sectional area of the channels and there 
is little freeboard. 

 

Service Levels 

It is evident that the historic natural flow paths within the golf course were were altered 
during its construction.  Carrying overland flows, these channels and culverts form part of the 
major drainage system.  As such the 1 in 100 year ARI storm events have been used to assess 
existing and proposed channel and culvert infrastructure. 

 

Hydrology & rainfall 

Both catchment hydrology and rainfall remains consistent with the assumptions made in Part 
A of this report. 

 

Results – existing catchment & proposed development 

The culverts in the eastern drain have are identified as A1 through to A3 from upstream to 
downstream.  Those in the western channel are B1 to B4.  Figure 15 shows culvert locations 
along the eastern channel and Figure 16 locations along the western channel.  

Table 2 shows the predicted flows to which the culverts will be subjected to in the peak 100 
year event, the actual ARI the culverts can actually service, and some upgrade options to 
achieve the 100 year service level.  The upgrade options retain the existing culverts where 
possible and utilise the freeboard and surface levels currently available. 

It must be noted that nodes in the upper network without overland flow paths attached, 
keep any floodwater at the node of origin until capacity within the network allows them to 
be recaptured.  In effect this results in detention at those nodes rather than contributing to 
overland flows.  As such these peak outlet flows from the upper catchment shown in Table 2 
may be slightly underestimated.  

The modelling results suggest the existing arrangements have very limited capacity and in all 
cases additional culverts need to be added to allow flow rates greater than those generated 
during the 5 year ARI.   
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Figure 15.  Eastern drain culverts Figure 16.  Western drain culverts 
 

Table 2. Culvert performance and upgrade options (existing catchment scenario) 

ID 
Required 

Q100 

(m3/s) 

Existing Dia. 
(mm) 

Existing ARI 
Capacity (yr) 

100 yr Options 
(CIRC.) 

100 yr Options 
(BOX) 

A Outlet 1.26 825 NA NA NA 

A1 1.26 750 5 1050 or 750&525 1500x600 

A2 1.61 750 <2 3x750 or 750&900 1200x900 or 1800x600 

A3 1.61 900 5 900&600 1200x900 

B Outlet 0.59 450 NA NA NA 

B1 0.59 300 <2 750 or 2x600 2x1200x300 

B2 0.65 450/300 <2 450&600 2x1200x450 

B3 0.77 450 <2 750&450 2x1200x450 

B4 0.77 450 <2 450&2x525 2x1200x450 
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Table 3 shows the peak flows predicted for the future catchment with the proposed 
subdivision above Harley Parade and augmentation of the network shown in Part A of this 
report. 

Table 3. Culvert performance and upgrade options (future catchment scenario)  

Name Q100 (m3/s) Existing Dia. (mm) 100 yr Options (BOX) 

A0 1.02 825 NA 

A1 2.07 750 1800x600 

A2 2.17 750 2100x600 

A3 2.17 900 1200x900 

B0 0.22 450 NA 

B1 1.61 300 2x1200x450 

B2 1.65 450/300 2x1200x450 

B3 1.68 450 2x1200x450 

B4 1.73 450 2x1200x450 

 

Culverts B1 and B2 are particularly undersized.  B1 replaces the channel with only a DN300 
and has very little cover.  B2 replaces approximately 30m of channel and has a DN450 at the 
inlet which reduces to a DN300 halfway along its length.  This also has very little cover or 
freeboard at its inlet.  During initial discussions Country Club representatives have indicated 
they are open to reducing the extent of culverts B2 and reinstating the overland flow path.   

The following indicative profile of an open drain replacing culvert B2 is based on the 
gradient and future flow rate:  

• trapezoidal with 0.5m base and 1:4 side slopes, 450mm deep, 4.1m width. 
 

The overall width can be reduced if freeboard allows, or alterations to adjacent land are 
made.  The width and depth of incoming channels will need adjusting to match new box or 
piped culverts. 
 
Downstream of culverts A3 and B3 the existing drainage lines flatten out considerable, both 
in gradient and overall depth.  As such the width of flows is much wider and the amenity of 
surrounding land reduced.  This flooding is exacerbated by the dams when they are full as 
standing water backs up southwards towards culvert B4.  Modelling suggests it creates 
backwater effects along the two drainage channels. 
 
It is predicted that lowering of the dam spillway by as little as 200mm will help alleviate these 
issues by allowing the system to function more efficiently.  Due to the overall flatness of the 
banks of the eastern drain there remains potential for flooding in the backyards of properties 
in Oakmont Way and Huntingdale Way.  On average there is 300mm freeboard from the 
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invert to the drain to the property boundary.  This gives a capacity of approximately 600 L/s 
to the boundary (compared to an existing required capacity of 1.61 m3/s and a future 
capacity of 2.17 m3/s.  A bund is proposed that will run along the boundary of these 
properties to give the freeboard required to prevent floodwaters encroaching on their land.  
With the same drainage width profile a height of 600mm from invert is required, so a 
300mm bund at the boundary will suffice.  This will shift some floodwaters southwards from 
the boundary towards the fairway. 
 

 
Figure 17.  Upgrade proposals for 
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From:                                 TasWater - Development
Sent:                                  6 Mar 2016 21:18:53 +0000
To:                                      Planning @ Meander Valley Council
Cc:                                      Brett Woolcott
Subject:                             1 HARLEY PDE PROSPECT TasWater Submission to Planning Authority Notice 
2015 DA 201500137-MVC (6)
Attachments:                   1 HARLEY PDE PROSPECT TasWater Submission to Planning Authority Notice 
2015 DA 201500137-MVC (6).pdf

Dear Sir/Madam,
 
Please find attached TasWater’s Submission to Planning Authority Notice which declares that 
TasWater:

 

         does not object to the granting of the permit subject to the inclusion of TasWater 
conditions

 

Please arrange for the TasWater Submission to Planning Authority Notice to be referenced 
within the permit and appended to it.
If you have any queries, please contact me.
Thank you.
 
Regards
 
David Boyle
Development Assessment Officer
 

D             (03) 6345 6323
F              1300 862 066
A             GPO Box 1393, Hobart TAS 7001
                36-42 Charles Street, Launceston, TAS 7250
E              david.boyle@taswater.com.au
W            http://www.taswater.com.au/
 
 

Version: 1, Version Date: 07/03/2016
Document Set ID: 865422 DEV 2

mailto:david.boyle@taswater.com.au
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Submission to Planning Authority Notice 

Council Planning 
Permit No. 

DA\15\195 
Council notice 
date 

22/01/2015 

TasWater details 

TasWater 
Reference No. 

TWDA 2015/00137-MVC Date of response 7/03/2016 

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 1 HARLEY PDE , PROSPECT  Property ID (PID) 3328829 

Description of 
development 

66 lot subdivision inc. rezoning and planning scheme amendment 

Schedule of drawings/documents 

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

Woolcott Surveys 2013-218  14/09/2015 

 

Conditions 

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

TasWater does not object to the rezoning of this land from Rural Resource to General Residential zone. 

Additional commentary surrounding the provision of water and sewerage infrastructure to service the 
development includes: 

SEWERAGE INFRASTRUCTURE 

Sewage Treatment Plant (STP)  

The sewage discharge from the proposed 66 lot Harley Parade development catchment would be treated 
at the Blackstone Heights Sewage Treatment Plant (STP). The key issue at this STP is an occasional 
exceedance of our licence limit of 6,880 kL/day for peak wet weather flow during high rainfall events. 

There are high levels of Infiltration & Inflow of stormwater and ground water which are currently being 
directed to the STP. These are being investigated by Council and TasWater, however are not considered to 
be a reason to object to the development as such existing issues are TasWater’s responsibility to rectify, 
with the assistance of Council as required. 

Dry Weather Flows to the treatment plant are well within the licence limits of the plant, with sufficient 
spare capacity to service the proposed 66 lots. It must also be noted that the ultimate development, and 
accordingly, demand on the system, will take a number of years to be fully constructed and developed. 

Total inflow to the STP has averaged 1,410 kL/day since July 2012. The projected discharge for the 
proposed development in accordance with WSAA codes is 36 kL/day (ADWF) and the projected combined 
flows remain well within the licence limit of 1,720 kL/day. 

Growth in the Prospect Vale (Blackstone Heights) Sewerage System catchment is occurring at a rate of 
approximately 2% per annum. It is considered that there is sufficient capacity in the system to allow for 
future growth in the short term. 

The ongoing operation of the STP is part of the current study for the Launceston Sewerage Improvement 
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Project (LSIP).  Options for the STP include:  

 removal of Infiltration & Inflow of stormwater into the STP 

 upgrading the existing plant to cater for wet weather flows. 

 construction of a new STP on or near the existing site.  

 short term improvements to the STP to improve capacity. 

 a new sewage pump station at the existing STP site to pump sewage from the existing network 
to a new northern STP. 

Sewer Reticulation  

The local sewer reticulation consists of a series of 150mm and 225mm pipelines draining to the STP. The 
sewer reticulation is adequate to accommodate flows from this proposed development, subject to final 
detailed design. 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE 

Bulk Water 
The development demand can be supplied by the Mt Lesilie Water Treatment Plant (WTP) which has a 20 
ML/day capacity and Casino ReservoirS (2 x 5 ML).  Current demand figures are approximately 3 ML/day 
for an average winter day and 7-8 ML/day for a peak day.  The surplus capacity of the WTP is currently 
sufficient to cater for the projected demand of this development and future expected growth. 
 
Water Reticulation  
The local water reticulation consists of a series of 100mm pipelines. The water reticulation is adequate to 
accommodate demand from this proposed development, subject to final detailed design. 
 

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

CONNECTIONS & METERING 

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

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

3. Developer to purchase loose supplied water meters from TasWater and installed as part of the 
subdivision. 

ASSET CREATION & INFRASTRUCTURE WORKS 

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

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

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

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

8. Prior to the issue of a Consent to Register a Legal Document all additions, extensions, alterations or 
upgrades to TasWater’s water and sewerage infrastructure required to service the development, 
generally as shown on the concept servicing plan, are to be at the expense of the developer to the 
satisfaction of TasWater, with live connections performed by Taswater. 

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

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

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

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

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

d) As constructed drawings must be prepared by a suitably qualified person to TasWater’s 
satisfaction and forwarded to TasWater. 

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

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

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

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

FINAL PLANS, EASEMENTS & ENDORSEMENTS 

15. Prior to the Sealing of the Final Plan of Survey, the developer must obtain a Consent to Register a 
Legal Document from TasWater and the certificate must be submitted to the Council as evidence of 
compliance with these conditions when application for sealing is made. 
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16. Pipeline easements, to TasWater’s satisfaction, must be created over any existing or proposed 
TasWater infrastructure and be in accordance with TasWater’s standard pipeline easement 
conditions.   

DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT FEES 

17. The applicant or landowner as the case may be, must pay a development assessment and Consent 
to Register a Legal Document fee to TasWater, as approved by the Economic Regulator and the fees 
will be indexed, until the date they are paid to TasWater, as follows: 

1. $1,666.00 for development assessment; and 

2. $216.00 for Consent to register a Legal Document 

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

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

Advice 

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

For information regarding headworks, further assessment fees and other miscellaneous fees, please visit 
http://www.taswater.com.au/Development/Fees---Charges 

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 
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Western urban drain                                                  Eastern urban drain 

 
Urban diversion drains 
Western drain 67% developer contribution 
Eastern drain 70% developer contribution 
 

 
Eastern golf course drain                                      Western  golf course drain 

 

Golf course drains 
Western drain 45% developer contribution 
Eastern drain 20% developer contribution 
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DEV 3 SUBMISSION ON THE TASMANIAN PLANNING 

SCHEME AND INTERIM PLANNING DIRECTIVE 5 
 

 

1) Introduction        

 

This purpose of this report is to present and endorse Council’s submission to 

the formal notification of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme (TPS) – State 

Planning Provisions and Interim Planning Directive 5 – Bushfire Prone Areas 

Code. 

 

2) Background        

 

Tasmanian Planning Scheme 

 

Amendments to the Land Use Planning & Approvals Act 1993 (LUPAA) to 

implement the Tasmanian Planning Scheme were gazetted on the 17th 

December 2015. This enabled the preparation and exhibition of the State 

Planning Provisions which are to become the mandatory content of planning 

schemes throughout the State.  

 

The draft State Planning Provisions are publicly notified for a period of 60 

days. Representations will be considered by the Tasmanian Planning 

Commission (the Commission), who will then provide a recommendation to 

the Minister as to the final form of the State Planning Provisions. 

 

Following the declaration of the State Planning Provisions by the Minister, 

Council will be required to prepare its Local Provisions Schedule which will 

also undergo a public notification process and assessment by the 

Commission, prior to the new planning scheme becoming operational.      

 

The TPS, containing the draft State Planning Provisions, was released for 

formal notification under Section 22 of LUPAA on 12 March 2016. The TPS 

was accompanied by an explanatory document which includes: 

- An overview of the process and methodology; 

- An explanation of each section of the content of the State Planning 

Provisions; 

- A zone application framework; 

- A code application framework; 

- A framework for including the Local Provisions Schedule.   

 

The operational format of the planning scheme is generally consistent with 

the PD1 Planning Scheme Template that is currently in effect in Interim 
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Planning Schemes. Some modifications have been made, the intent being to 

improve function and clarify matters that have proven problematic in the 

operation of Interim Planning Schemes.    

 

Planning Directive 5 

 

Planning Directive 5 – Bushfire Prone Areas Code was modified as an Interim 

Planning Directive on the 23 February 2016.  

 

The Code has been modified to remove sections relating to the assessment 

of habitable buildings and visitor accommodation, instead relying on the 

assessment of bushfire hazard through the Building Act. The Code retains 

assessment of Hazardous Uses and subdivision of land located within a 

Bushfire Prone Area.  

 

The Interim Planning Directive became immediately operational when 

gazetted on the 23 February 2016. 

 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance 

 

Furthers the objectives of the Council’s Community Strategic Plan 2014 to 

2024 as follows: 

 

 Future Direction 1 - A sustainable natural and built environment 

 Future Direction 2 - A thriving local economy 

 

4) Policy Implications      

 

Not Applicable 

 

5) Statutory Requirements      

 

The State Planning Provisions are currently under statutory notification. 

Representations must be submitted by the closure date of 18 May 2016 to 

be considered by the Commission. 

 

Planning Directive 5 – Bushfire Prone Areas Code was notified on 8 April 

2016. Representations must be submitted by the closure date of 19 May 

2016 to be considered by the Commission. 

 

6) Risk Management       

 

Not Applicable 
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7) Consultation with State Government and Other Authorities 

 

Council has previously submitted questions to the Government in response to 

a preliminary request for feedback on the draft State Planning Provisions. No 

response was received to those questions. 

 

Meander Valley Council, along with other Tasmanian Councils has also 

participated in regional discussions facilitated by LGAT, whereby various 

matters were raised and feedback sought from the Department of Justice, who 

have carriage of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme.    

 

8) Community Consultation      

 

The Tasmanian Planning Scheme is on public notification for a period of 60 

days whereby any member of the public or interest group may make a 

representation. 

 

The Commission has the statutory responsibility for hearing the 

representations on the State Planning Provisions and making 

recommendations to the Minister. The Commission has a period of 90 days 

to undertake this task from 18 May 2016, the closure date for the submission 

of representations. 

 

The Commission has also requested comment on the modified PD5 Bushfire 

Prone Areas Code by 19 May 2016.  

   

9) Financial Impact       

 

Despite numerous requests for clarification, it is not yet clear the degree to 

which Council will be required to resource mapping requirements. The 

resourcing requirements for base data to apply the State Planning Provisions 

could be significant. 

 

10) Alternative Options      

 

Council can elect not to make a submission to the State Government. 

 

11) Officers Comments      

 

Tasmanian Planning Scheme 

 

Through LGAT, the Tasmanian Planning Commission has requested that 

submissions on the Tasmanian Planning Scheme be organised into three 
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broad categories. This is to assist the process for hearing the representations, 

given the extremely short timeframe that the Commission has to assess the 

range the matters that will be raised.   

 

These categories are: 

 Urgent matters that require fixing; 

 Discretionary matters of preference; and 

 Policy matters.  

 

In addition to this, dependent on time and resourcing, submissions on the 

detail of clauses in regard to functionality or drafting can be included. 

 

Council’s submission is compiled in a table as Attachment A.      

 

Council’s prior submission of questions regarding the draft State Planning 

Provisions is attached again for information as Attachment B. 

 

Planning Directive 5 – Bushfire Prone Areas Code 

 

Council’s submission on Interim Planning Directive 5 is attached at 

Attachment C.  

 

AUTHOR: Jo Oliver    

  SENIOR TOWN PLANNER 

 

12) Recommendation       

 

It is recommended that Council: 

 

1. Endorse the table at Attachment A as its representation to the 

notification of the draft State Planning Provisions; and 

 

2. Endorse Attachment C as its representation to the notification of 

Interim Planning Directive 5 – Bushfire Prone Areas Code.  

 

 

DECISION: 
 

  



1 
 

 

 

Meander Valley Council – Submission to the Tasmanian Planning Scheme 

Policy  

Settlement Policy 

 

The draft Tasmanian Planning Scheme containing the State Planning Provisions constitutes a 

significant change to the terms by which use and development can be conducted across the 

State. It is incumbent upon any new planning instrument to demonstrate that it furthers the 

Objectives of the Land Use Planning & Approvals Act (LUPAA) 1993, which is reinforced in 

Appendix 1 of the explanatory document – the Terms of Reference for the Preparation of the 

Draft of the State Planning Provisions.  

 

Whilst Schedule 1 broadly encompasses objectives relating to sustainable development and 

the planning process, of particular note is Part 2 a) and b): 

 

a) To require sound strategic planning and co-ordinated by state and local Government; 

b) To establish a system of planning instruments to be the principal way of setting 

objectives, policies and controls for the use, development and protection of land. 

   

The explanatory document does not provide the policy basis or strategic rationale for what is 

to be achieved and why. In fact, documentation has openly stated that planning policy will 

be developed after the implementation of the SPP’s.  

 

There is no expression of the various components of the SPP’s in demonstrating compliance 

with the objectives of the Act. It expresses adherence to “policy principles” through: 

- Removing unnecessary duplication with other regulation; 

- Clarifying Local & State Government roles and responsibility; 

- Clarifying and improving definitions; 

- Widening the range of exemptions to ensure a reduction in regulatory burden and by 

increasing simplicity and clarity; 

- Ensuring general exemptions do not conflict with specific exemptions in codes; 

- Providing, clear consistent permitted pathways which meet the purpose of the zones; 

- Ensuring a wider range of discretionary uses where they are not inconsistent with 

zone purpose; 

- Ensuring all Acceptable Solutions are quantifiable; 

- Ensuring clearly articulated performance criteria; 

- Ensuring that codes do not place undue constraint on uses in zones and limiting 

some codes to a zone application; 

- Combining issues in codes. (p8-9) 
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The effect of the SPP’s is a significant change in the ‘on-ground’ outcomes for land. There is 

no expression of strategy for land use or spatial changes. There cannot be a ‘translation’ of 

current zones to the zone application framework as the standards and outcomes vary greatly 

from the current regulatory parameters, which have their basis in local and regional strategy.  

 

An example of this is the Rural and Agriculture Zones and the intended purpose in making 

the distinction between the two, despite detailed profiling in the Northern and Cradle Coast 

regions that concluded that it was not desirable to make that distinction. The policy intent 

underlying the purpose of the Rural Zone is unclear. This then has a further complicating 

relationship with Rural Living and Landscape Conservation zones.       

 

It appears as though there is an unarticulated State settlement policy that will manifest 

through the location of zones and the use and development standards of the Agriculture, 

Rural, Rural Living, Landscape Conservation Zones.  It significantly alters current use and 

development entitlements.  

 

It appears as though settlement policy is viewed through a distinctly urban lens that does 

not demonstrate an appropriate understanding of rural communities and the nature of land 

use and development that supports them. Regional and local policy was developed with a 

clear understanding of these effects with a view to the long term economic health of city and 

rural communities. There is no evidence of the ‘regard’ had to the Regional Land Use 

Strategies that was required of the project. Clearly there is a significant mismatch.     

 

What is the strategy for the distribution and character of land use? … 

 

 Urban areas are reflected in higher density/small lot standards. 

 Low Density Residential Zone is still residential on a slightly bigger lot, though at 

1500m2 is still distinctly urban through much of the State.  

 Rural Living Zone at 1 and 2 hectares is stated as being residential and hobby farms, 

however fails to understand that 1-2 hectares is not large enough to support small scale 

rural enterprise. It is residential use on a bigger lot, mostly supporting a ride-on mower, 

however not providing for small enterprise opportunity that is a fundamental policy of 

the Northern Region’s strategy.  

 Rural Zone …does not seem to know what it is for. It’s not residential… but it’s not 

agricultural…but requires a rural location…but is not conservation value. Is it a quarry?  

The removal of residential use from the use standards infers that it is an acceptable use, 

yet must be measured against the zone purpose, which gives no clue. With an 

Acceptable Solution of 40 hectares for subdivision and no use test for residential use 

(apart from the requirement to prohibit a future new dwelling if excising an existing 

dwelling – why if the land is not productive), is this zone a default ‘rural residential’ zone, 

remembering that the land is not productive so it can’t be agriculture.  

 Landscape Conservation Zone – a new zone that displaces the Environmental Living 

Zone, however does not replace the Environmental Living Zone as the entitlement that 

accompanies permitted status for residential uses is replaced by discretionary status. It 

has an Acceptable Solution for subdivision of 50 hectares. It is not a ‘living’ zone.      

 

The question remains …what happens to all of the residential land use in between 2 hectares 
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and 50 hectares that makes up a substantive proportion of the State’s rural population? 

Where does this fit within the apparent settlement strategy? The clear answer is that it 

doesn’t. Ignoring this scale of rural residential land use will result in lost opportunity for rural 

communities.  

 

There needs to be a clear expression of policy for urban and rural settlement.        

 

Mapping 

 

The Tasmanian Planning Scheme appears to take a policy position of reliance upon detailed 

mapping, however in some instances the work is yet to be undertaken with no assurances of 

resourcing which could be a significant cost if planning authorities are expected to undertake 

this work. This approach risks unsustainable outcomes for bio-diversity and natural hazards 

such as flooding.   

 

Biodiversity/Natural Assets   

 

What is the outcome intended in consideration of obligations under LUPAA and the Nature 

Conservation Act (NCA) and how does it interact with other jurisdictions to appropriately co-

ordinate decisions?   

The Natural Assets Code is reliant on mapping that is not available. There is some mention of 

State mapping however is uncertain as to timing and resourcing. Will Councils be expected 

to undertake local mapping of priority vegetation areas?  

How is the 30-40% inaccuracy in the State Tasveg 3.0 data accounted for in the policy 

underlying the code? There is no discussion of risk.  

The explanatory document does not express the policy given known shortfalls in natural 

values information, nor does it explain the procedural arrangements to avoid jurisdictional 

duplication.  

There is no explanation or analysis of the inclusion of an entitlement to clear 3000m2 of 

threatened native vegetation communities in the Rural Living Zone, against the target criteria 

of the NCA. How does this fulfil the LUPAA objectives to … 

a) To promote the sustainable development of natural and physical resources and the 

maintenance of ecological processes and genetic diversity; 

d) To require land use and development planning and policy to be easily integrated with 

environmental, social, economic, conservation and resource management policies at State, 

regional, and municipal levels; 

         

Standardisation 

 

The State established its position in developing the Tasmanian Planning Scheme to create a 

“fairer, faster, simpler, cheaper” planning system.  The objectives of LUPAA express the goals 

for land use planning in the term ‘fair and orderly’.   

 

The outcomes as a result of standardising across the State, effectively ‘retro fitting’ 

provisions and standards, results in distortions creating either inappropriate outcomes or 

unwarranted restrictions in local contexts. The effect of a ‘one size fits all’ standardisation 
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may be an increase in discretionary applications or prohibitions, contravening the intent of 

the Tasmanian Planning Scheme to reduce unnecessary regulation.    

The limitations to be placed on local provisions given the stated objective of 80% 

consistency have not been made clear. The explanatory document states that a Specific Area 

Plan may only be included in a LPS where the intended outcomes require unique or 

additional planning controls that cannot be achieved through the zones and codes.  

     

Zone Application Framework  

 

The zoning framework confuses the concepts of land use with other features such as tenure 

and physical characteristics that transcend zone boundaries, as a basis for zoning.  

These approaches at times conflict with the RLUS, yet the Act requires consistency with 

RLUS’s.  

 

Heritage  

 

Will Councils be expected to populate a local code?  

 

Urgent matters that require fixing 

Rural Residential Strategy  

 

There is a fundamental and critical conflict between the TPS and the Northern Region Land 

Use Strategy and Meander Valley Council’s strategy for rural residential land use, to provide 

future opportunity for this land use. Currently, this is to be delivered through the Rural Living 

and Environmental Living Zones following a detailed analysis of local characteristics and a 

strategic approach to population support for rural settlements in the Meander Valley.  

As discussed above under policy, the SPP standards in the Rural Living Zone significantly 

distort and effectively abrogate the regional/Meander Valley strategy to appropriately 

provide for sustainable densities in rural residential areas.  

 

This inevitably will result in a significant loss of economic opportunity if the expectation is 

that these Rural Living areas will be rezoned to the Rural Zone. In addition, a change of zone 

in this regard will result in the loss of a residential entitlement, rendering a normal 

application for a dwelling discretionary, as opposed to the potential permitted pathway it 

has currently if it meets the development standards. This is directly contrary to the 

Government’s stated objective for the TPS to reduce red tape and provide for increased 

economic opportunity.    

 

It is imperative for rural communities that the current distribution of Rural Living zones is 

maintained and that additional, larger lot sizes can be considered through the inclusion of a 

broader range of lot sizes in the subdivision standards. In this manner, the significant 

distortion of strategies and the significant loss of opportunity can be avoided, whilst 

maintaining consistency of all other use and development standards. This would be a far 

better solution, aligned with the aim of consistency, than a plethora of Specific Area Plans for 

Rural Living areas.      

 

It is recommended that an additional 3 lot sizes be included - 5ha, 10ha and 15ha - which 
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will reflect the diversity and desired future character of rural residential areas across the 

State.  

 

The Landscape Conservation Zone does not supplement the loss of residential entitlement 

from the Environmental Living Zone. The Environmental Living Zone should be maintained, 

or the Landscape Conservation Zone standards amended to reinstate that entitlement and 

recognise prior work undertaken in the establishment of conservation covenants.   

 

 

Low Density Residential  

 

As with rural residential land uses, the TPS only contemplates one type of low density 

character, that being lots of 1500m2. This is a distinctly urban size of lot and will not be an 

appropriate standard for many areas throughout the State. This is particularly the case in 

Meander Valley for some rural settlements where services are limited.   

 

There is an implied assumption that the expectation is that these areas will become Rural 

Living Zone. It is not a simple matter of ‘bumping up’ land in the suite of zones on the basis 

of that zone providing larger lots as the implications are the enablement of a range of uses 

that are not suitable for areas with a higher degree of residential density.    

 

The TPS fails to recognise the range of residential land use that exists between 1500m2 and 1 

hectare. Again this will result in a loss of sustainable densification opportunity and 

undermines regional and local strategies for rural population.  

 

The TPS should include another band of low density residential lots at 5000m2. As in the case 

for Rural Living Zone above, the significant distortion of strategies and the significant loss of 

opportunity can be avoided, whilst maintaining consistency of all other use and development 

standards. Again, this would be a far better solution, aligned with the aim of consistency, 

than a plethora of Specific Area Plans for historic low density residential areas.      

 

Existing Ground Level 

 

PD4.1 – The change of application of the building envelope from natural ground level to 

existing ground level results in very poor outcomes for the urban environment on sloping 

land. 1m of exempt fill (Clause 4.0) effectively means that the building envelope is 4m high rather 

than 3 at the side, floor level at 2 metres height instead of 1 metre before privacy is looked at. 

Acceptable impacts are increased at side and rear boundaries.  

 

 Agriculture Zone 

 

21.3.1 P3 states “ A residential use listed as discretionary in the use table must: 

a) be required as part of an agricultural use, having regard to ...” 

Section 6.2 Categorising Use or Development 

6.2.2 states “A use or development that is directly associated with and subservient part of 

another use on the same site must be categorised into the same use class as that other use.” 

These two elements are in direct conflict in regard to the operational function of the scheme. 
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By virtue of clause 6.2.2, a residential ‘use’ cannot be required for an agricultural ‘use’. If it 

were ‘required’ it would necessarily be directly associated with and subservient to agriculture 

and would therefore be classified as Resource Development. Separate classification occurs 

when uses function independent of one another and therefore are not ‘required’ for the 

other to function. The clause is legally dysfunctional.    

 

25.5.1 – Subdivision – P1c)ii  

Requires that a Part 5 agreement be entered into prohibiting a future dwelling on the 

balance lot. Part 5 agreements are only enforceable through the Magistrates/Supreme Court, 

they do not prevail over a planning scheme. The clause is of no effect in regard to future 

dwelling applications as there is no corresponding clause in the assessment criteria for 

dwellings. Council would be forced to assess to application for a dwelling and then seek an 

order from the court preventing the developer from acting on any permit granted. This is a 

nonsensical outcome.  

 

This can be corrected by the inclusion of an additional PC for consideration of dwellings or 

include a general provision in Section 6.9 Prohibited Use or Development. 

 

Site Specific Qualifications 

 

Limitations on site-specific qualifications need to be lifted – currently they can only apply to 

prohibited uses. There may be appropriate local circumstances where a discretionary use 

could be permitted. These would be assessed on an individual basis. Given the purpose of 

the TPS is to reduce red tape, it seems contrary to be unnecessarily limiting. 

  

Subdivision Services 

 

The term ‘where available’ is used in regard to the provision of sewer, water and stormwater 

with no performance criteria. Taswater have advised that anything is ‘available’ if you spend 

enough money. There is no test of feasibility in the Performance Criteria, with ‘No 

Performance Criteria’  being a prohibiting factor. How will this legally play out?  

 

Subdivision and Local Government (Building & Miscellaneous Provisions) (LGBMP) Act 

1993 

 

Recent changes have been made to LGBMP to better align with LUPAA and the provisions of 

planning schemes to enable permitted pathway applications for subdivisions, where all of the 

development standards are met. This was due to the discretionary nature of Section 85 of 

LGBMP in considering matters relating to: 

 whether roads will suit the public convenience or  give satisfactory inter-

communication amongst residents and the broader network;  

 that the drainage both of roads and of other land;  

 on-site effluent disposal systems;  

 feasibility of costs for supply of water and electricity, connection to drains and sewers 

and the construction or maintenance of streets; 

 the layout and whether it should be altered to include or omit: blind roads, alleys or 

rights of way, public open space, riparian reserves, private roads, wider roads, ways or 
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open spaces; embankments, provision for widening/deviating ways on adjoining land 

and the preservation of trees or shrubs;  

 whether adjacent land ought to be included in the subdivision;  

 whether one or more of the lots is by reason of its shape in relation to its size or its 

contours unsuitable for building on; 

 whether one or more of the lots ought not to be sold because of easements, party-

wall easements or the state of a party-wall on its boundary. 

 

In order for the discretion in LGBMP to be nullified, the planning scheme must provide for 

these matters through Acceptable Solutions, or specifically render the application 

discretionary by virtue of a particular matter and address in the performance criteria.  

 

Of particular note is Public Open Space. This is an important consideration when dealing with 

subdivision and a planning scheme ought to implement strategies for the appropriate 

provision of public open space. The TPS fails to provide any proper consideration of public 

open space, appearing to defer to the ambiguous terms under LGBMP which only describes 

“include or omit”. There are no objectives to be achieved in LGBMP or any policy backup, nor 

is there any link to current standards such as the LGAT/IPWEA/State Road Hierarchy 

standards. There is no pathway to assess on merits to refine or modify the proposal where 

public open space is proposed and may be unsuitable or of it is not proposed and should be 

included. It must result in a simple yes or no answer …presumably to start the process again. 

Ignoring the implications of the statutory link to LGBMP does not streamline the process. 

This is not simplification as advocated by the terms of TPS.  

 

The TPS needs to include provisions which provide a permitted permit pathway for 

subdivision to create a lot for a purpose permissible in a zone and to address the 

appropriate provision of pedestrian connectivity and public open space. The TPS should be 

structured to ensure the exclusion of the ambiguous discretions contained in LGBMP.  

 

Karst 

 

The vegetation removal exemption subject to an FPP excludes the Scenic Protection area. It 

should also exclude Karst. Meander Valley agrees that Karst code is a local provision; 

however Council has steadfastly maintained its position in regard to involvement in assessing 

all development the karst area. Karst is a unique environment and other jurisdictions are not 

resourced in its appropriate identification and management. Council officers have training 

and expertise in karst identification and management and have a working partnership with 

experts in the State Government.  

 

 

 

 

 

Discretionary  
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Section  Comments Cross Reference 

Administration  

3.0 

Interpretation 

 

 Caravan park – should include ‘may’ in regard to 

facilities. What do we call the ones that don’t 

have them? There is no requirement to have 

amenities.  Infers amenities are mandatory 

 Communal residence  

 Consulting Room – Registered Practitioner? 

Clarify 

 Home based business – ‘part of dwelling’ – 

where to works fit in? Paved areas, use of whole 

yards. Clarify to be in buildings? No limits on 

operating hours.   

 ‘Home based childcare’ definition contradicts 

Home occ in exemptions. Also allows for 6 

children where permits generally issued by 

Education Department for 7 Children. 

 Internal lot - definition refers to private roads – 

conflicts with definition of road.  

 Ground level has changed from natural to 

existing 

 Major sporting facility – why define and 

distinguish? Should just list the actual venues  

 Buildings areas – sealed plans – Can this actually 

be done under Titles Act? Areas subject to 

gravity service constraints only ?  

 Mezzanine 

 Wall height  

  

 WSUD - Define but not used in scheme at all. 

 Reserve class and Reserve Management Plan  

 Secondary residence – too tight for non-urban 

circumstances eg solar, septic. Does not limit 

number of secondary.  

 Shipping container storage – needs to include 

hire, too many arguments 

PD4.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

4.0 

Exemptions 

 

 Home based business vs home occ. – why 

distinguish the difference? NPR in residential zones 

with most potential for conflict, but P, D and X in 

commercial type zones where it doesn’t matter.  

 Home occupation – ‘family day care’ – will never 

meet the 40m2 limit 

 Air Conditioners, hot water cylinders and the like 

are not exempt to the front of buildings, but no 

applicable standards relevant to those located to 

the front. 

 Type 1 outbuildings under the Building Regulations 

2104 are exempt to the front of dwellings. This 

allows small outbuildings between the dwelling and 

the frontage. Does this establish a frontage 

setback? Is this going to be altered to be consistent 

 

 

 

 

Definition of HBCC – p6 
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with the 2016 changes to the Building Regulations?  

 Lack of distinction between an outbuilding in a 

rural area and an agricultural building in a rural 

area, each of which has a separate exemption. 

Makes the exemptions, which rely on gross floor 

areas of outbuildings confusing. Outbuildings will 

just be called agricultural (to house a tractor or a 

farm bike) to allow the greater exemption.    

 No limit of the number of exempt agricultural 

buildings.   

  Exemption for fill and use of “existing ground 

level” allows exempt fences on front boundaries to 

actually be 1m higher than anticipated. A battered 

fill at the frontage could result in a 2.8m frontage 

fence within 300mm of the frontage. 3.8m fences 

for security purposes.  

 

8.0 General Residential Code 

8.3.1 A1 & A3 operating hours are less than the hours for 

commercial vehicle movements. So trucks can come to 

the site, but can’t unload for an hour?  

 

8.3.2 A1 Floor area is not a relevant test of impacts. Existing 

dwellings over 160m
2
 will rely on Performance Criteria.  

A large 2 bed house gets triggered where a 3 bed may 

not. Recommend change to the number of bedrooms or 

beds.   

 

8.4.2 Objective talks about attenuating traffic, however there 

are no corresponding Performance Criteria.  

A1 

(a)  Excludes garages and carports extending less than 

0.9m into the frontage, directly contradicting A2 which 

requires a greater setback for garages and carports. 

 

(b) Discretion may be granted for a reduced frontage 

setback, however once a reduced setback is established 

there is no assessment of additional development, e.g. 

an extension approved for a minor carport close to the 

frontage allows for unfettered forward extension of a 

two story dwelling with significant visual bulk. Or allows 

a garage on the frontage to be tripled in size and bulk 

without assessment.  

 

(c) is the site still considered infill if it has an outbuilding 

on it, but no dwelling? 

 

Do exempt outbuildings, of which a Type 1 may be 

constructed in the frontage, establish frontage setback?  

 

A2 

A better Performance Criteria would be to allow for 

vehicles to completely exit the carriageway.  
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A3 

(a)(i) Why is a setback of 4.5m required for an internal 

lot. A standard lot requires a 1.5m setback, meaning 

back to back lots can have separation of 3m. How does 

being an internal lot warrant a greater setback for this 

particular boundary? Other lots backing onto the side or 

rear of the internal lot are not given the same courtesy. 

Building envelope should be extended to the front 

boundary in a similar manner to the sides and rear.  

 

(a)(ii) Description does not match diagrams, however 

extending the envelope right to the rear boundary 

makes sense.  

 

(b)(ii) only apply to side boundaries? Why can the same 

rule not apply to the rear boundary? 

 

Serious issue relating to use of Existing ground level 

rather than natural. 1m of exempt fill (Clause 4.0) 

effectively means that the building envelope is 4m high 

rather than 3 at the side and rear boundaries and 

acceptable impacts are increased. Also allows for 

incremental filling of lots to much greater heights 

provided that it complies with the Acceptable Solutions. 

After each incremental works, the building envelope 

jumps up to the new finished floor level.  

   

8.4.3 A1 

No provisions for impervious surfaces. Not particularly 

good for Water Sensitive Urban Design. Increasing 

demand for no maintenance yards.   

 

A2 

POS can be to the south of a dwelling and get no solar 

access.  

 

Restricts POS between the dwelling and the frontage for 

some properties while allowing it in others based on 

orientation of the lot. However the impacts on 

streetscape are the same regardless of the individual 

lot’s orientation. Acceptable Solution should allow it in 

all or none.  

 

No actual requirement for solar access to POS.  

 

Acceptable Solutions do not guarantee the same results 

as the Performance Criteria.  

 

 

8.4.4 Actually only applicable to multiple dwellings.  

 

Only deals with dwellings to the north of other 

dwellings, however, nothing prohibits the POS from 
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being to the south of its associated dwelling resulting in 

the same overshadowing impacts.  

 

A1  

(b) alone could be used as a simple measurable standard 

for solar access requirements for all dwellings.   

 

A large degree of overshadowing results from internal 

fencing. Internal fencing is not listed in the exemptions. 

Is the impact of internal fencing to be considered when 

assessing solar access? Also noted that a 2.1m fence can 

result in greater overshadowing than depicted by the 

dwellings in Diagram 8.4.4(a) 

 

8.4.6 The exemption for 1m of fill (clause 4,0) and finished 

floor surfaces being measured from existing ground 

level, effectively allows decks and habitable rooms to be 

almost 2m above the original ground level without 

triggering any privacy requirements.  This means that 

within 3m of the boundary a finished floor surface could 

be higher than a standard boundary fence and still not 

require any privacy screening. Defeats the purpose of 

having any provisions for privacy at all. Also unfair for 

developers as a 2m deck is discretionary within 3m of 

side boundary, but a 1m deck on 1m fill is exempt, but 

has the exact same impact.  

 

Provisions for habitable room windows would trigger 

windows that are at right angles to the neighbouring 

property.   

 

8.5.1 No development standards at all applicable for Food 

Services or Local Shop.  

 

A3 

Requires impervious surfaces, however no requirement 

for every other lot with a dwelling.  

 

A6 

Air conditioners need to be shown on plans and may 

require a planning application.  

 

Clause 8.4.3 

8.6.1 A1 

Gradient of new lots is steeper than permissible for 

private open space or for access requirements in Parking 

and Sustainable Transport Code.  

 

A2 

3.6m wide right of way does not necessarily comply with 

the bushfire requirements for private access under 

Building Regulations.  

 

 

Issue with bushfire access 

requirements and the 

inadequacies of a 3.6m 

right of way is applicable 

to all zones.  
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8.6.2 P1 

(b) requires consideration of possibly compromising 

subdivision potential of the balance. This is possible 

without the development of a road and should be 

provided for in a test of general suitability rather than 

when a road is proposed. E.g. balance land in Blackstone 

having the accesses converted to lots.   

 

P2 

Orientation of lots needs to be considered, however 

once a dwelling is being built there is no requirement to 

actually have solar access to habitable rooms or POS. Is 

this just about creating opportunity for solar access? 

 

8.6.3 A1  

Clarify “where available”  

Does this imply that where services are not available, it’s 

ok not to extend the system? E.g. incremental 

development of large balances that does not necessarily 

follow the natural expansion of the existing urban edge.  

 

 

Low Density Residential Zone  

10.4.1 Density of dwellings significantly less than in current Low 

Density Residential Zones.   

No standards for privacy or separation between units.  

 

10.4 No standards for excessively large outbuildings. Similar 

qualification as 11.4.1 A1 could be used.  

No setbacks for separation from rural land such as are 

applicable to Village Zones.  

11.4.1 

10.4.4 Site coverage for dwellings and non-dwellings are 

mutually exclusive. Meaning that a gross of 60% of the 

site can be covered with different uses. Should use gross 

site coverage.  

10.5.5 A4 

10.6.1 Subdivision is allowed to 1500m2 

This density is higher than for units in un-serviced areas. 

Meaning that it is easier to get a subdivision to achieve 

the exact same density.    

10.4.1 

10.6.2 Performance Criteria talk about the future subdivision 

potential of land. However inappropriate subdivision can 

prohibit future subdivision potential without requiring a 

road. As such a development that does not trigger the 

AS can conflict with the Performance Criteria yet 

complies.  

 

10.6.3 Clarify “where available” in regard to water supply.   

11.2 Resource development is Discretionary in table of use. 

Permits required for grazing and hay cutting on larger 

lots. Some Resource Development uses with less impacts 

should be permitted or no permit required.  

 

11 Rural Living Zone  

11.4.2 Setbacks of 10m allow separation of 20m between 

dwellings. Not particularly characteristic of the Rural 

Living Zone once clearance for bushfire is taken into 
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account, this generally exceeds 10m.  

11.4.2 A4 (b) not possible for small lots as buildings will always 

be closer to a boundary. Not appropriate for large lots 

where the separation between habitable buildings on 

the one lot may be significant and can cause impacts on 

part of an adjoining farm that was previously unaffected.    

 

11.5 A1 Significant departure from existing lot sizes in Rural 

Living Zones . 

 

P2  - Allows for access via a 3.6m right of way, does not 

take bushfire requirements into consideration 

(overtaking bays, veg clearance).   

 

11.5.3  A2 Each lot only needs to connect where available and if 

necessary. By what threshold is sewage determined to be 

necessary or not necessary? 

 

12 Village Zone  

12.2 Manufacturing and Processing discretionary if for a ‘craft 

industry’. Craft industry not defined by scheme. 

Difference between home based business (NPR) and 

craft industry? 

 

Residential use listed under Discretionary uses; however 

Residential Use also listed as Permitted with no 

qualifications.  

 

12.3 Operating hours for businesses extend to 9:00pm not 

reflective of higher number of dwellings in the Village 

Zone.  

 

12.3.1 A2 (b) This standard is not in any other zone, including 

the Gen Res Zone. Lack of consistency in external 

lighting standards across zones.  Should include a single 

standard regarding flood lighting next to sensitive uses, 

applicable to all zones.  

 

12.4.1 How is site area per dwelling determined? Site area 

dedicated to individual dwellings or total site area 

divided by no. dwellings (ignoring access ways and 

common areas).  

  

No standards for separation or privacy between 

dwellings on the same site.   

 

 

12.4.3 A2  

Dwellings can be setback 3m from the rear boundary. 

Many of the current village zones adjoin agricultural 

land. 3m setback is not sufficient to mitigate impacts. 

Where practicable dwellings should maximise separation 

between dwellings and agricultural land.  

 

A3 

Air conditioner units for Visitor Accommodation and 

other listed uses can be the same models as for 

commercial uses and have exactly the same impacts yet 

are exempt? 
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Also does not consider existing sensitive uses within the 

zone.  

 

 

13 Urban Mixed Use Zone 

13.2 No provisions for standalone single dwellings or multiple 

dwellings. Prohibited unless above ground floor level or 

to the rear of a premises (assuming business premises).  

Seems to blur business hierarchy as General Business 

allows new standalone dwellings as Discretionary (Clause 

15.2).  

Clause 15.2 

13.4.2 A1 

(a) & (b) Assessment required for smaller building 

component including height and bulk, however once 

building line is established, height and bulk can be 

increased unfettered.  

 

13.4.3 (e) Clarrify. What does contained ‘within’ the roof mean? 

 

(f) Planning permits required for security shutters and 

grilles over windows. Excessive regulation.  

 

13.4.4 A2  

(b) not use barbed wire. Unless of course its an exempt 

fence, including a frontage fence, in which case it can be 

entirely made of barbed wire cause its exempt. 

Inconsistent and requires Council to police the use of 

barbed wire.  

 

13.4.6 No density standards.   

No site coverage standards. 

300m
2
 lot sizes   

 

14 Local Business Zone 

14.4.6 Residential is permitted, including units and there is no 

standards at all regarding density or restricting units. 

Effectively allows for higher densities of dwellings in the 

business zones than in dedicated residential zones.  

 

18 Light industrial Zone  

18.2 No provisions for home based business. Why prohibit in 

existing dwellings, when the home based business is 

likely to be more in keeping than the dwelling.  

 

18.4.2 P1 

Setback must provide space for landscaping, but there is 

no requirement to provide any landscaping.  

 

20 Rural Zone  

20.2 Business and Professional Services  - Define agribusiness.  

 

Manufacturing and Processing –  

(a) Permitted if for the manufacture of Resource 

Development equipment. This would allow a 

tractor factory in the Rural Zone. Is this the 

intent? 

(b) Processing materials from extractive industries-

this is Resource Processing a separate defined 
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use class. Not Manufacturing and Processing. 

 

Motor racing facilities are Permitted in the Rural Zone 

with no tests of land capability.  

 

Why does home based business require a permit in this 

zone? 

 

Residential D for single dwellings only. Scheme does not 

allow dwellings to be defined as Resource Development. 

As such prohibits additional dwellings or managers 

residences for significant agricultural properties.  

  

20.3.1 There are no use standards applicable to dwellings.   

20.4.2 Setback of 5m for very large sheds will result in a 

significant change to the character of the Rural Zone.  

 

20.4.3 P1  

(a) it is not necessary for both a right of carriageway and 

a Section 71 agreement.  

 

20.5 Any lots of 80ha in area should be subject to greater 

tests of suitability before being permitted to be carved 

up.   

 

21 Agricultural Zone  

21.2  

Manufacturing and Processing –  

(c) Permitted if for the manufacture of Resource 

Development equipment. This would allow a 

tractor factory in the Rural Zone and 

compromises the protection of arable land. 

 

(d) Processing materials from extractive industries-

this is Resource Processing a separate defined 

use class. Not Manufacturing and Processing. 

 

 

21.4.3 P1  

(a) it is not necessary for both a right of carriageway and 

a Section 71 agreement.  

 

21.5.1 Allows for unlimited subdivision based on the 

sustainable operation of an agricultural use. It is very 

easy to demonstrate a business is viable, another to 

demonstrate that splitting land into two lots will result in 

two businesses with greater viability than the original. 

Allows the land to be made overall less productive, 

provided that its demonstrated that they are still 

productive and sustainable.  

 

C1.6.3 P1  

Third Party Signs must be compatible with the natural 

and built environment? Signs by their very nature are 

designed to contrast with the surrounding environment.    

 

C2 Parking and Sustainable Transport Code  

 No requirement for disability parking at all. Should be  
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considered at planning as the space requires extra room 

compared to a standard space. New permits would need 

to be issued if parking reduces to accommodate 

disability parking. Building Surveyors have historically 

shown little regard for disability parking requirements.  

C2.5.1 No explanation of N=A+(C-B) equation.   

C2.5.2 A1 

Requires Bicycle Parking for uses in rural areas and other 

areas where there is limited use of bicycles and a 

complete lack of bicycle infrastructure.  

 

C2.6 Development standards do not apply to use. As such 

deficient parking can continue to be used after a change 

of use. Deficient parking could mean a gravel or dirt yard 

with no manoeuvring space or sufficient size parking 

spaces.   

 

C2.6.1 a) Access ways must have gradient no more than 10%. 

Significantly greater than the Australian Standard and 

will trigger most single dwellings in hilly areas. Domestic 

driveways 25% in AS 2890.1 

 

d) Requires residential uses to have sealed driveway and 

parking area. Requires sealing of drive, however the road 

may not even be sealed.  

 

 

 

C2.6.2 A1.1 

(a)(ii) Does not limit width of driveways. Results in loss of 

street parking.  

 

(iv) no access or manoeuvring space at all required when 

less than 3 parking spaces, spaces may not actually be 

usable due to site constraints but would still comply.  

 

A1.2 

Standards for disability parking, however there are no 

use requirements for disability parking. Change of use 

does not require disability parking to be provided. Could 

be fixed by a use standard that states the number of 

disability parking spaces must comply with AS2890.6.  

 

C2.6.3 A2 

Is essentially covered by A1. Combine Performance 

Criteria.  

 

C2.6.8 A1 

Unfairly impacts dwellings in the Village and Urban 

Mixed Use Zones.   

 

C3 Road and Railway Assets Code  

C3.2.1 a) triggered for every person that owns a van.  

 

 

C3.6.1 A1  

Refers to subdivision intended for sensitive use. Conflicts 

with Clause 6.2.6 

6.2.6 
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C3.6.2 A1.  

‘Or’ instead of ‘and’. Implies that if dwellings are no 

closer than neighbouring dwellings then it is not 

necessary to mitigate rail noise impacts.  

 

C4 Electricity Infrastructure  

 Why is attenuation code not able to deal with this? 

Simple referral to entity if within the attenuated distance.  

Performance Criteria will require expert advice and 

generally beyond the ability of Council Officers to make 

a determination.  

 

C5 Telecommunications Code  

 Code has little value. Definition of Facilities includes 

towers so why bother having separate visual 

considerations for towers in A2 and P2 when they are 

forced to be assessed under P1 anyway.   

As there are no AS for C5.6.1 A1, all telecommunications 

infrastructure is discretionary. How are the zone 

standards and the Scenic Protection Code not sufficient 

to cope with visual amenity.  

As this code makes all discretionary, might as well just 

assess height against the Performance Criteria in the 

Zones.  

5.3.5 

C6 Local Historic Heritage Code  

   

C7 Natural Assets Code  

C7.2.1 Priority vegetation values do not stop at zone 

boundaries.  

 

C7.4 c) who decides if the clearance is non-priority veg?  

d) Allows for the unfettered conversion of priority 

habitat to pasture. How is veg on the edge of pasture 

protected? New dwellings in vegetated areas can extend 

into priority habitat under the pretence of expanding 

their private garden.  

 

C7.6.2 Allows clearance of veg in rural living in 3000m2 

increments uncapped.  

 

 Code does not provide for the protection of veg 

communities. Allows for incremental degradation of 

priority habitat. Results in significant loss of connectivity 

between veg communities and the creation of islands. 

Does not allow threatened veg, communities or species 

to extend their range.  

 

Native veg (excluding priority habitat) has little to no 

standards (only standards that could be found that may 

be applicable are in the Landslip Code). Not exempt, but 

there may be no applicable standards. Is such 

development P, D or NPR? Is unfettered incremental 

clearance supported by the Scheme? 

 

C8 Scenic Protection Code  

C8.2.1 (b) Scenic values do not stop at zone boundaries. This 

requirement will force existing residential areas with 
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scenic protection to be rezoned to allow scenic 

protection or force a SAP. Scenic protection could be 

removed, however there is little other measures to stop 

wide scale veg clearance.  

C8.4  (e) not possible to assess the cumulative effects of future 

development on new lots. Anticipate that each new lot 

will at some stage demand veg clearance to 

accommodate development. Create lots that cannot be 

developed due to impacts on scenic management.  

 

 

C8.6 Acceptable Solutions too lenient.  

A1  

(a) Skylines are not a good indicator of impacts, e.g. 

Blackstone Hills.   

(b) No actual restriction. 500m
2
 per time? Incremental 

impacts.  

A2  

(a) Skylines are not a good indicator of impacts. Also 

allows large ag buildings within 5m of Meander Valley 

Road and the Bass Highway because they are below the 

skyline, but significantly impact the scenic corridor.    

(b) No actual restriction. 500m
2
 per time? House, shed, 

second shed, driveway, tennis courts? Incremental 

impacts.  

 

If for veg clearance alone and this is the only applicable 

standard does compliance with the AS what is the status 

of the application – NPR, P or D 

 

C9 Attenuation Code  

C9.2.1 Should include development of new habitable rooms.  

 

 

C9.3  Attenuation Area – ignores existing sensitive uses in 

industrial zones.  

 

C9.5.2 P1  

(d) (e), advice from Director EPA and Mines. Requires a 

referral? 

 

Once use is established there is no trigger for new 

development associated with that use.  

 

 

C9.7 A1  

(e) refers to subdivision intended for a sensitive use. 

Conflicts with C6.2.6. Also how is this enforceable?  

 

 

Clause 6.2.6 

C12 Riverine Inundation Code  

C12.4.1 (b)(vii) Blanket Exemption for outbuildings can result in 

buildings causing damage to riverine environment and 

infrastructure. ie sheds stuck on dam wall.  

 

 All exemptions are not conditional on flood prone.  

Land filling to 1m and retaining walls exempt.  

Outbuildings in Rural Zones may be very large and 

4.0 Exemptions  
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infrastructure intensive.  

 

C13 Bushfire Prone Areas Code  

C13.6 Plan requires hazard management areas; however plans 

to date do not actually indicate what has to be done to 

maintain those hazard management areas. However 

once an approved hazard management area is defined, 

development in that area requires no further assessment 

of hazard management areas.   

 

 No requirements for private access. Most zones require a 

minimum 3.6m wide right of way for subdivision. This is 

not sufficient to allow the overtaking bays and access 

construction requirements required under Building for 

private accesses (accesses constructed to the standard 

require a minimum of 8m). Lots may be approved 

without the ability to consider if they have the ability to 

comply with bushfire requirements when a dwelling is 

built.  

 

 Also noted that the vegetation clearance required for 

bushfire hazard management areas may require 

assessment under the planning scheme. Only exempt if 

in accordance with BHMP approved by Council (Clause 

4.0.1) however such a plan is not required for a single 

dwelling. May cause issues once Building mandates veg 

clearance. 

4.0.1 vegetation 

exemptions 

C14 Potentially Contaminated Land Code 

C14.2.1 Triggers for all development regardless of sensitivity of 

use, while probably more appropriate, is more onerous 

than existing code which is only triggered by 

development for sensitive uses.  Also triggers 

development on sites of ongoing contamination. Eg 

shed on existing shooting range.  

 

C14.4.1 Exemptions – Development disturbing less than 1m
2
. No 

qualification to limit. Eg excavating 1m
2
 per day, per 

week, per month.  

 

 

C14.6.1  Subdivision for sensitive use – directly conflicts with 

clause 6.2.6, which defines subdivision as not being 

required to be classified with a particular use.  

Clause 6.2.6 

C15 Landslip Hazard Code 

C15.4.1 Exemptions (c) development for a building which 

requires a Building Permit. Cyclical. In accordance with 

the changes to the Building Regulations a Building 

Permit is not required for a Dwelling that does not 

require a Planning Permit in the Gen Res Zone.  

 

Vegetation removal is not listed as major works and is a 

major contributor to slope stability. Operation of scheme 

implies that veg removal is works and not exempt in 

medium –high hazard bands, but is exempt on low 

landslip hazard band as not listed as Major Works in 
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15.3.1.  

 

Exemptions for subdivision without works does not allow 

Council to consider if it is actually possible to develop 

the resulting lots in an appropriate manner. 
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Meander Valley Council Submission to Interim Planning Directive 5  
Bushfire Prone Areas Code 

 
Amendment s to the Bushfire Prone Areas Code came into effect as Interim Planning 
Directive 5 on the 23 February 2016. These changes included the removal of 
assessment of habitable buildings from the planning scheme process to instead be 
assessed as part of a normal assessment under the Building Act 2000 for a new 
building or a change of class of building.  
 
Council welcomes these changes. The provisions related to the physical means by 
which protection of buildings and people is achieved and is appropriately dealt with 
the assessment under the National Construction Code.  
 
However, the planning scheme code retains assessment retains assessment for some 
‘vulnerable uses’ and ‘hazardous uses’. Council’ s particular concern goes to the 
duplication of assessment that will still occur between the planning system and the 
Building Act assessment in regard to hazardous uses that are located in zoned 
industrial precincts and Council questions the benefit of this.  
 
A case in point is the Valley Central industrial precinct on Birralee Road at Westbury. 
It is a strategic, purpose built precinct, specifically designed to attract investment for 
uses that would be classified as hazardous uses, due its targeted location away from 
sensitive receptors. It is fully serviced with fire hydrants located within it and provides 
ready access for heavy vehicles. It is subject to a Specific Area Plan with the specific 
intention of enabling permitted pathway use and development as an investment 
attraction strategy. 
 
The precinct is located within a bushfire prone area due to being surrounded by 
framing paddocks. The risk of bushfire is at the lower end of the scale, particularly 
when considered in the context of its proximity to emergency services at Westbury 
and the services available within the precinct. The classification of the precinct as 
bushfire prone means that the uses Council is trying to attract through reduced 
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regulation, become subject to regulation for bushfire that renders them discretionary 
with inappropriate tests such as an overriding benefit to the community and that 
there is no other suitable location. This is nonsensical when the precinct has 
undergone extensive assessment for the zoning of the land and significant 
investment in infrastructure. Each subdivision, development and use will be subject 
to the need to obtain assessments by accredited practitioners to address a risk that 
fundamentally does not exist within an established, serviced zone. This adds 
unwarranted expense to the application process.   
 
Council considers this to be a highly inappropriate impact on the function of the 
precinct and its investment attraction strategy, particularly so when these uses will be 
subject to a fire hazard assessment (including fire risk from external sources such as 
bushfire) under the Building Act. That assessment will determine the level of risk and 
how to manage it, with higher order hazardous uses assessed by experts including 
fire engineers, referrals to Tasfire and assessment under the OH&S Act. The only 
considerations that are added through the planning scheme code are the 
inappropriate tests cited above which add nothing of value to the assessment of fire 
risk. 
 
Council considers that the code should be further amended to exempt serviced 
industrial zones from the application of the code. Any peripheral vegetation that may 
pose a risk can be managed through abatement processes under the Local 
Government Act.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DEV 3



 
Figure 1 - Aerial photo showing zoning of Valley Central precinct in relation to surrounding 

land.  

     
 
    
 
  

Valley Central Industrial Precinct 

DEV 3
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DEV 4 DOG REGISTRATION FEES 2016–2017 
 

 

1) Introduction 

 

The purpose of this report is for Council to adopt dog registration fees for 

2016–2017. 

 

2) Background 

 

Dog registration fees need to be set at the May meeting to ensure the new 

fees are published by the end of the first week of June. 

 

The fees for the 2015–16 financial year were: 

 

Registration Regular Fee If paid by 31 July 

Domestic Dog not Desexed $59.50 $43 

Domestic Dog Desexed $20 $12 

Working Dog $20 $12 

Greyhound $20 $12 

Purebred (for breeding) $20 $12 

Pensioners Dog (one per pension card) $20 $12 

Guide Dog/Hearing Dog (on production 

of suitable evidence by applicant) 

Nil Nil 

Dangerous Dog $500 Not Applicable 

Guard Dog $59.50 $43 

Other   

Renewal of Kennel Licence $30.50 Not Applicable 

New Kennel Licence $112.50 

Fee to make a nuisance dog complaint $20 

Dangerous Dog Collars Cost + 10% 

Impounding Fee $30.50 

Second Time $51 

Daily Maintenance Fee $20 + GST 

 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance 

 

The Annual Plan provides for the review of fees in the June quarter. 
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4) Policy Implications 

 

Policy No. 43 Dog Management provides for the setting of registration fees in 

May of each year. 

 

5) Statutory Requirements 

 

Section 80 of the Dog Control Act 2000 provides the legislative instrument for 

Council to set fees. 

 

6) Risk Management 

 

Not Applicable 

 

7) Consultation with State Government and other Authorities 

 

Not Applicable 

 

8) Community Consultation 

 

Not Applicable 

 

9) Financial Impact 

 

In the 2015-2016 financial year Council will collect approximately: 

 $70,000 in dog registration fees and Kennel Licenses 

 $  8,500 from infringement notices and poundage fees 

 

10) Alternative Options 

 

Council can elect to amend the proposed fee structure. 

 

11) Officers Comments 

 

Council continues to run a comprehensive service in this program. Council is 

one of the few remaining Local Government Authorities in the region that 

provide a 24/7 call out service. 

 

It is recommended that the fee increase reflects the Council Cost Index (CCI) 

for December 2015.  The CCI is prepared by LGAT and captures the cost 

increases associated with the delivery of local government services 

recognising that the Consumer Price Index alone does not reflect cost 

increases across the range of council services. 
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The CCI for December 2015 is 1.87%. 

 

It is recommended that the fees are increased by 1.5% and rounded up to the 

nearest 50c except for Dangerous Dog Registration which does not require 

the same level of work. 

 

AUTHOR: Martin Gill 

DIRECTOR DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

 

12) Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council adopt the following dog registration and 

dog management fees for the 2016-2017 financial year. 

 

 

Registration Regular Fee If paid by 31 July 

Domestic Dog not Desexed $60.50 $44 

Domestic Dog Desexed $20.50 $12.50 

Working Dog $20.50 $12.50 

Greyhound $20.50 $12.50 

Purebred (for breeding) $20.50 $12.50 

Pensioners Dog (one per pension card) $20.50 $12.50 

Guide Dog/Hearing Dog (on production 

of suitable evidence by applicant) 

Nil Nil 

Dangerous Dog $500 Not Applicable 

Guard Dog $60.50 $44 

Other   

Renewal of Kennel Licence $31 Not Applicable 

New Kennel Licence $114.50 

Fee to make a nuisance dog complaint $20.50 

Dangerous Dog Collars Cost + 10% 

Impounding Fee $31 

Second Time $52 

Daily Maintenance Fee $20.50 + GST 

 

 

DECISION: 
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DEV 5 ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH FEES 2016-2017 
 

 

1) Introduction 

 

The purpose of this report is for Council to consider Environmental Health 

fees and charges for 2016-2017. 

 

2) Background 

 

Council fees and charges are set in conjunction with the annual budget 

process and include setting the price for Council activities and services 

including planning, health, engineering, waste management, cemeteries, 

building and plumbing. 

 

The Environmental Health fees and charges are determined at the May 

Council meeting so the 2016-2017 fees can be published by the end of the 

first week of June to cater for the timing of the Food Registration renewals 

program. 

 

The fees set by Council for the 2015-2016 financial year are set out in the 

table below: 

 

Food Premises: 

(Except for bona fide not for profit organisations) 

Fees and Charges 

Annual renewal of Registration 

  Low risk  

 Other premises 

 

$53 

$158 

Temporary Food Stall Registration 

 (Except for bona fide not for profit organisations) 

 

0 – 3 months  

 

$32 

3 – 6 months  

 

$53 

6 – 12 months  

 

$79 

Late fee if not received before event  

 

$37 

Public Health 

 

 

Places of Assembly - General $69 

Places of Assembly - Specific Events, greater than 1 day $215 

Other premises requiring licensing under Public Health Act 

1997 

$89 
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Request for inspection and written reports on food premises 

for  prospective purchasers 

$106 

 

 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance 

 

The Annual Plan provided for the review of fees and charges in the June 

quarter. 

 

4) Policy Implications 

 

Not Applicable 

 

5) Statutory Requirements 

 

Fees and charges are set in accordance with Section 205 of the Local 

Government 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 

 

Environmental Health Fees and charges are estimated to generate 

approximately $26,000 in revenue in 2016-2017. 

 

10) Alternative Options 

 

Council can elect to retain the current fee structure. 

 

11) Officers Comments 

 

The regulatory environment influencing the Environmental Health program 

has directly and indirectly impacted the cost of running the program. 
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The costs associated with conducting the Environmental Health program, for 

example, laboratory testing has again increased in 2015-16.  Such costs are 

generally passed on to the end client, which in this case is Council. These cost 

increases have affected the food safety education program, the water 

sampling program and the delivery of Council’s immunisation program. 

 

Changes to Food and Public Health regulations in the past year necessitate 

minor variations to the fee structure for 2016-17.  The proposed changes 

include the removal of the fee for Places of Assembly – General (no longer 

required under Place of Assembly Guidelines) and replacing this with a fee for 

Public Events, 1 day in duration.  A new fee has been included following the 

introduction of legislation to permit state wide operation of mobile food 

businesses, and the temporary food stall registration fees have been adjusted 

accordingly.  A fee for annual registration of Private Water Suppliers is 

proposed following the revision of the Tasmanian Drinking Water Quality 

Guidelines in November 2015.  The new fees proposed are consistent with 

those being implemented by neighbouring Councils. 

 

In order for the program to continue to provide the same level of service to 

our community, it is recommended that the Environmental Health fees are 

increased. It is recommended that the fee increase reflects the Council Cost 

Index (CCI) at December 2015. The CCI is prepared by LGAT and captures the 

cost increases associated with the delivery of local government services 

recognising that the Consumer Price Index alone does not reflect cost 

increases across the range of council services. 

 

The CCI at December 2015 is 1.87%. 

 

It is recommended that fees are increased by CCI and rounded to the nearest 

50c. 

 

AUTHOR: Martin Gill 

DIRECTOR DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
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12) Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council adopt the proposed fees and charges as 

set out in the table below for 2016-17: 

 

Food Premises: 

(Except for bona fide not for profit organisations) 

Fees and Charges 

Annual renewal of Registration 

 Low risk 

 Other premises 

 State wide Mobile Food Business 

 

$54 

$161 

$161 

Temporary Food Stall Registration 

 (Except for bona fide not for profit organisations) 

 

One-off event 

 

$33 

0 – 6 months 

 

$54 

6 – 12 months 

 

$80 

Late fee if not received before event 

 

$38 

Public Health 

 

 

Place of Assembly Licence – Public events, 1 day $70 

Place of Assembly Licence – Public events, greater than  

1 day 

$219 

Registration of Private Water Supplier $91 

Other premises requiring licensing under Public Health  

Act 1997 

$91 

 

Request for inspection and written reports on food  

premises for  prospective purchasers 

$108 

 

 

DECISION: 
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GOV 1 2015-2016 COMMUNITY GRANTS APPLICATION 

ASSESSMENTS - ROUND 4 APRIL 2016 
 

1) Introduction        

 

The purpose of this report is to present for Council approval, the 

recommendations of the Community Grants Committee for Community 

Grants Round 4 and two minor amendments to the Community Grants 

Guidelines. 

 

2) Background        

 

This is the fourth and last assessment of the 2015-16 financial year. The total, 

annual Grants allocation is $80,000 of which 15% ($12,000) is earmarked for 

Sponsorships and Establishment Grants.  

 

Committee members: Crs Tanya King and Ian Mackenzie, Vicki Jordan 

(Community Officer), Malcom Salter (Director Corporate Services) and 

support officers: Patrick Gambles (Community Development Manager) and 

Merrilyn Young (Grants Administrator) met on 19 April 2016 to consider the 

applications received and amendments to the guidelines attached to 

Community Grants Policy No 82.  

 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance     

 

Furthers the objectives of the Council’s Community Strategic Plan 2014 to 

2024: 

 Future Direction 3: Vibrant and engaged communities 

 

4) Policy Implications      

 

The Grants assessment process was undertaken in accordance with the 

guidelines attached to the Community Grants Policy No 82. Two minor 

amendments to the Guidelines were identified – refer to Officer’s Comments 

section 11). 

 

5) Statutory Requirements      

 

Section 77 of the Local Government Act 1993 – ‘Details of any grant made 

are to be included in the Annual Report of the Council’ 
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6) Risk Management       

 

Liability and public risk issues are considered in evaluating grant applications. 

 

7) Consultation with State Government and other Authorities 

 

Not Applicable 

 

8) Community Consultation      

 

Advice and assistance is provided to applicants on request. The Community 

Grants program is communicated through community networks and the 

media.  An Information and Guidelines Kit is available from the Council 

website with hard copies on hand at Council reception.  A Grants Information 

Forum is held annually in May. 

 

9) Financial Impact       

 

The awarding of grants is made within the limits of the annual budget 

allocation which is spread over four rounds throughout the year. 

 

10) Alternative Options     

 

Council can amend or elect not to approve the Committee’s 

recommendations. 

 

11) Officers Comments     

 

Individual Sponsorship Requests  

No requests were received during the period January-April 2016. 

 

Grant Applications and Sponsorship Requests from Organisations 

Seventeen applications were received totalling requests of $33,005. A range 

of factors were considered to achieve a fair distribution. The recommended 

outcomes are indicated in the final column of the following table: 
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Organisation    Project Project Grant Grant  

  

Cost Requested Recommended 

  

$ $ $ 

Arts Deloraine WinterFire 2016 7741 2503 2503 

Carrick Speedway Promotions  Water 

Supply/Tank 

3110 3000 2000 

Children First Foundation Variety Show 220 220 220* 

Colony 47 Bush Tucker Trail 82460 3000 3000 

Deloraine Football Club  Portable PA 

System 

2079 1500 1500 

Make A Wish Foundation Special Xmas 

Party 

300 300 300* 

MV Business Association Del. Layby 

Signage 

11700 3000 3000 

Meander Valley Online Inc Porch & Room 

upgrade  

3213 2800 2800 

Northern Hunt Club  Hurdles 

Maintenance 

178 178 178 

Prospect Junior Football Club  Goal Post 

Padding 

2499 1199 1199 

Prospect Park Sports Club  Painting Upgrade 5300 2650 2650 

The Storytellers Artist Group Science-Art 

Exhibition 

6350 500 500 

Westbury Com. Health & Day 

Ctre.  

Hadspen Heat 

pump 

4393 3000 3000 

Westbury Garden Club  Display Tables 904 904 904 

Westbury Primary Sch P & F 

Assoc. 

Science Circus  3297 2947 2947 

Westbury RSL Sub Branch Heartstart 

Defibrillator  

2537 2284 2283 

Westbury Rec. Ground Man. Com. Public BBQ 

Facility 

8000 3000 3000 

TOTAL  144,281 33,005 31,464 

* These two sponsorship requests have been funded in advance of the May Council meeting with the approval of  

   Council’s General Manager.  

 

NB These recommendations have conditions attached: 

Organisation Project $ Condition 

Colony 47 Bush Tucker 

Trail 

3000 Subject to Council approval of the overall project 

Prospect Junior 

Football Club 

Goal Post 

Padding 

1199 Subject to satisfactory resolution of the applicant’s 

2014 Lighting Tower project 

Westbury Primary 

School P & F Assoc 

Science Circus 2947 Subject to the event involving a significant number of 

local schools 

Westbury Recreation 

Ground Man. Com. 

Public BBQ 

Facility 

3000 To be completed in conjunction with the Westbury 

Recreation Ground development and subject to other 

grant support) 

 

Seventeen allocations equalling $31,464 are recommended for approval by 

Council (including four subject to conditions). These have a total project cost 

of $144,281 plus voluntary labour estimated in excess of $46,000 (calculated 

@ $25 per hour).  
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The Committee also resolved to propose two minor amendments to the 

current Community Grants Guidelines effective from 1 July 2016: 

 

1. Raise the allocation of Individual Sponsorships from $125 to $150 for 

National events and from $250 to $300 for International events.  

The reasoning for this increase is to restore them to former levels. They 

were reduced some years ago due to a high number of requests which 

have recently flattened out.  

 

2. Carry-over any surplus Community Grants monies (including 

Sponsorships) in any year to the next financial year. 
 

There is an anticipated surplus of $1,500 this year-end due to a 

comparatively low number of Individual Sponsorship requests. 
 

 

AUTHOR: Patrick Gambles 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MANAGER 

 

12) Recommendation       

 

It is recommended that Council: 

a) endorses the recommendations of the Community Grants 

Committee and approves the allocation of funds to the applicants 

as listed in the following table: 

Organisation Project Grant  

  

 

Recommended 

  

 

$ 

Arts Deloraine WinterFire 2016 2503 

Carrick Speedway Promotions  Water Supply/Tank 2000 

Children First Foundation Variety Show 220 

Colony 47 Bush Tucker Trail 3000
1
 

Deloraine Football Club  Portable PA System 1500 

Make A Wish Foundation Special Xmas Party 300 

MV Business Association Del. Layby Signage 3000 

Meander Valley Online Inc Porch & Room upgrade  2800 

Northern Hunt Club  Hurdles Maintenance 178 

Prospect Junior Football Club  Goal Post Padding 1199
2
 

Prospect Park Sports Club  Painting Upgrade 2650 

The Storytellers Artist Group Science-Art Exhibition 500 

Westbury Com. Health & Day Centre.  Hadspen Heat pump 3000 

Westbury Garden Club  Display Tables 904 

Westbury Primary Sch P & F Assoc. Science Circus  2947
3
 

Westbury RSL Sub Branch Heartstart Defibrillator  2283 



Meander Valley Council Ordinary Meeting Agenda – 10 May 2016  Page 104 

 

Westbury Rec. Ground Man. Com. Public BBQ Facility 3000
4
 

TOTAL  31,464 

1 
Subject to Council approval of the overall project 

2
 Subject to satisfactory resolution of the applicant’s 2014 Lighting Tower project 

3
 Subject to the event involving a significant number of local schools 

4
 To be completed in conjunction with the Westbury Recreation Ground development and subject to other grant support 

 

and 

 

b) approves the following two amendments to the Community Grants 

Guidelines - effective from 1 July 2016: 

 

1. Raise the allocation of Individual Sponsorships from $125 to $150 for 

National events and from $250 to $300 for International events.  

 

2. Carry over any surplus Community Grants monies (including 

Sponsorships) in any year to the next financial year.  

 

 

 

DECISION: 
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GOV 2 NOTICE OF MOTION – GENERAL MANAGER’S 

RESIGNATION – MAYOR CRAIG PERKINS 
 

 

1) Introduction        

 

The purpose of this report is for Council to consider a Notice of Motion from 

Mayor Craig Perkins to accept the General Manger’s resignation and 

commence the recruitment process for a new general manager. 

 

2) Background (Mayor Craig Perkins)      

 

On 2 May, 2016, the General Manager, by letter, tendered his resignation 

effective from 5 August, 2016.  This letter and the resignation date is 

compliant with the General Manager’s Contract of Employment. 

 

Council should formally acknowledge the General Managers resignation and 

commence the recruitment process. 

 

It is recommended that a Recruitment Panel be established to manage the 

recruitment process and that the members of this panel are the Mayor, the 

Deputy Mayor, Councillors Connor and White.  These four councillors 

recently managed the performance review process of the General Manager 

and are familiar with the role and performance requirement of the General 

Manager.  The review panel would be required to ensure that all councillors 

are engaged in the process. 

 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance 

 

Not Applicable 

 

4) Policy Implications      

 

Not Applicable 

 

5) Statutory Requirements      

 

The Local Government Act 1993, Section 6, states Council is to appoint a 

General Manager. 

 

6) Risk Management       

 

Not Applicable 
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7) Consultation with State Government and other Authorities 

 

Not Applicable 

 

8) Community Consultation      

 

Not Applicable 

 

9) Financial Impact       

 

There will be a cost associated with the recruitment of a general manager 

and this will vary depending on how the recruitment process is conducted.  If 

undertaken by Council an estimated cost of between $15,000 to $20,000 and 

up to $35,000 if undertaken by a consultant. 

 

10) Alternative Options      

 

Council can elect not to appoint a Recruitment Panel or change the 

representatives on the Recruitment Panel. 

 

11) Officers Comments      

 

Council is required to appoint a general manager and three months lead in 

time should provide ample time to undertake this recruitment. 

 

AUTHOR: Greg Preece 

  GENERAL MANAGER 

 

12) Recommendation (Mayor Craig Perkins) 

 

It is recommended that Council: 

 

a) accept the resignation of the General Manager 

 

b) appoint a Recruitment Panel to undertake the recruitment of a 

new general manager and that the Mayor, Deputy Mayor and 

Councillors Connor and White be the members of the 

Recruitment Panel. 

 

c) that the first action of the recruitment panel will be to design 

and inform Council of the process, ensuring that all Councillors 

will be engaged in the process. 
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d) that the final decision in whom to appoint will require a decision 

of council. 

 

 

DECISION: 
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INFRA 1 REVIEW OF BUDGETS FOR THE 2015-2016 

CAPITAL WORKS PROGRAM 
 

 

1) Introduction 

 

The purpose of this report is to provide information to Council on capital 

works projects budget variations and to seek Council approval for the 

reallocation of funding within the Capital Works Program where budget 

variations fall beyond the limit of the General Manager’s financial delegation. 

 

2) Background 

 

Project budget allocations within the Capital Works Program that are 

submitted to Council for approval prior to the commencement of each 

financial year are prepared using a range of methods.  In some instances and 

depending on the availability of resources and time constraints, projects can 

be thoroughly scoped and accurate estimates prepared using available 

empirical or supplier information.  Conversely, project cost estimates may 

only be general allowances prepared using the best information available at 

the time. 

 

During the financial year detailed design, adjustment to project scope and 

the undertaking of additional works during construction results in project 

expenditure under and over approved budget amounts.  New projects may 

also be requested for inclusion in the program. 

 

The overall financial objective in delivering the Capital Works Program is to 

have a zero net variation in the program budget.  As part of our ongoing 

management of projects, Council officers review project time lines, budgets 

and scope.  Project savings are generally used to offset project overruns and 

additional funding can be requested to assist with balancing the budget or to 

finance new projects. 

 

For this current review period there are a number of project budget 

adjustments that can be made as we near the end of the financial year, and 

two new projects listed for inclusion in the capital works program. 

 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance 

 

Council’s Annual Plan requires Council officers to report on the progress of 

capital works projects. 
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4) Policy Implications 

 

Not Applicable 

 

5) Statutory Requirements 

 

Section 82(4) of the Local Government Act 1993 requires Council to approve 

by absolute majority any proposed alteration to Council’s capital works 

budget outside the limit of the General Manager’s financial delegation of 

$20,000. 

 

6) Risk Management 

 

Not Applicable 

 

7) Consultation with State Government and other Authorities 

 

Not Applicable 

 

8) Community Consultation 

 

Not Applicable 

 

9) Financial Impact 

 

The recommended variations in this report will result in a nil net increase to 

the value of the 2015-2016 Capital Works Program. 

 

10) Alternative Options 

 

Council can amend or not approve the recommendation. 

 

11) Officers Comments 

 

In order to deliver the outcomes required from capital works projects 

outlined in the Annual Plan, Council officers regularly review project scope, 

resourcing requirements and committed and forecast expenditure.  Typically 

on a quarterly basis, project information is presented to Council where cost 

variations have occurred, and formal approval is requested from the Council 

to reallocate funding within the Capital Works Program where variations are 

beyond the General Manager’s financial delegation, or where new project 

works not previously approved in the Capital Works Program are required to 

be financed. 
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The table below provides a listing of two projects for inclusion in the Capital 

Works Program and existing projects where reallocation of funding is 

required. 
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TABLE 1: 2015-2016 CAPITAL WORKS BUDGET – NEW PROJECTS AND REALLOCATION OF PROJECT FUNDING 

 

No. Project Name 
Cost to 

date 

Original 

Budget 
Variation 

New 

Budget 
Delegation Comments 

  Roads and Footpaths             

5715 Dexter Street - Westbury $2,140 $15,000 -$12,800 $2,200 GM   

5808 Harriet Street - Bracknell $14,750 $20,000 -$5,200 $14,800 GM   

5813 Jane Street - Bracknell $13,680 $20,000 -$6,300 $13,700 GM   

5962 William Street - Westbury $31,540 $37,000 -$5,400 $31,600 GM   

5978 Franklin Street - Westbury $3,080 $15,000 -$11,900 $3,100 GM   

6139 Dunorlan Road Reconstruction $140,000 $180,000 -$40,000 $140,000 Council   

6208 Bogan Road - Quamby Brook $21,300 $25,000 -$3,700 $21,300 GM   

6229 
Marriott Street Reconstruction 

- Westbury 
$161,700 $200,000 -$38,300 $161,700 Council   

6290 Street Trees - Various locations $0 $30,000 -$30,000 $0 Council   

  Variation Subtotal     
-

$153,600 
    

Transfer project savings to road and 

footpath project overruns 

5826 Church Street West - Deloraine $18,440 $15,000 $3,500 $18,500 GM   

5990 
Meander Valley Road - 

Deloraine 
$423,130 $367,000 $56,200 $423,200 Council   

6128 
Dairy Plains Road 

Reconstruction 
$239,460 $215,000 $24,500 $239,500 Council   

6230 Taylor Street - Westbury $50,450 $40,000 $10,450 $50,450 GM   



Meander Valley Council Ordinary Meeting Agenda – 10 May 2016  Page 112 

 

No. Project Name 
Cost to 

date 

Original 

Budget 
Variation 

New 

Budget 
Delegation Comments 

6245 
Westwood Road 

Reconstruction 
$403,300 $325,000 $78,300 $403,300 Council   

6282 
Pedestrian Access Ramps - 

Various locations 
$24,950 $20,000 $4,950 $24,950 GM   

  Variation Subtotal     $177,900     

Additional funding from road and 

footpath, and bridge project 

savings 

  Bridges             

5303 Mole Creek Shalestone Road $127,650 $183,000 -$50,000 $133,000 Council   

5324 Chittys Creek Reiffers Road $95,490 $162,000 -$24,300 $137,700 Council   

  Variation Subtotal     -$74,300     

Transfer project savings to road and 

footpath projects, and new bridge 

and land improvement projects 

  

Bridges and Land 

Improvements (Additional 

Projects to Program) 

            

- 
Liffey River Bridge - Bracknell 

(abutment renewal) 
$0 $0 $30,000 $30,000 Council Funding allocation from PN5303 

- 

Mole Creek Waste Transfer 

Station - Safety Railing and 

concrete pavement 

$0 $0 $20,000 $20,000 Council Funding allocation from PN5303 

  
Variation Subtotal     $50,000     

Additional funding allocation from 

bridge project savings 
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No. Project Name 
Cost to 

date 

Original 

Budget 
Variation 

New 

Budget 
Delegation Comments 

  
Road Resurfacing/Re-

sheeting 
           

- Gravel re-sheeting $9,000 $300,000 -$150,000 $150,000 Council  

- Bituminous resurfacing $1,511,000 $1,470,000 $150,000 $1,620,000 Council  

  Variation Subtotal     $0      

  Stormwater             

6495 

Urban Stormwater Drainage - 

Program Budget for 

infrastructure constraints 

$0 $194,400 -$63,200 $131,200 Council 
Transfer funds to PN6420 and 

PN6442 

  Variation Subtotal     -$63,200      

6420 
Jordan Place Stormwater - 

Development Contribution 
$0 $0 $13,200 $13,200 GM Funding allocation from PN6495 

6442 
Westbury Road Stormwater - 

New drainage 
$7,800 $0 $50,000 $50,000 Council Funding allocation from PN6495 

  Variation Subtotal     $63,200      

  

Public Halls and Building 

Projects 
        

    

7403 Westbury Town Hall Heating $13,700 $50,000 -$20,000 $30,000 Council   

7423 
Chudleigh Hall - Flooring 

replacement 
$37,220 $47,000 -$9,700 $37,300 GM 

 

7618 
Westbury Sports Centre - 

Lighting Upgrade 
$9,200 $12,586 -$3,000 $9,586 GM 

 

7619 
Westbury Sports Centre - 

Access Door 
$0 $15,000 -$15,000 $0 Council 
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No. Project Name 
Cost to 

date 

Original 

Budget 
Variation 

New 

Budget 
Delegation Comments 

  Variation Subtotal     -$47,700 
  

  
Transfer project savings to hall and 

building projects 

7621 
PVP Clubrooms - Kitchen 

Upgrade 
$18,200 $110,000 $20,000 $130,000 GM 

  

7633 
Deloraine Community Complex 

- Refurbish Kiosk 
$933 $20,000 $4,700 $24,700 GM 

  

7829 
GWTVIC - External Cladding 

Renewal 
$5,150 $35,000 $23,000 $58,000 Council 

  

  Variation Subtotal     $47,700     
Additional funding from hall and 

building project savings 

  Plant Working Projects             

- 

Various  - plant replacement 

(Projects 8701, 8712, 8748, 

8752 and 8753)  

$121,000 $156,800 -$35,800 $121,000 GM 

Re-allocation of savings from 

projects that are in-progress or 

complete (within GM’s delegation 

for each)  

8718 Truck replacement $0 $90,000 $35,800 $125,800 Council 

Truck (23t GVM) to be replaced in 

current form resulting in an 

increased change-over cost 

  Variation Subtotal     $0       

  Totals   $4,369,786 $0 $4,369,786     

 

 

 



Road and Footpath Projects 

A significant number of the scheduled road and footpath projects have been 

completed by Council’s Works Department this financial year.  There are a 

number of projects that have been completed within budget, and others 

completed over budget with the two highest variations on the Meander 

Valley Road reconstruction project in Deloraine and the Westwood Road 

reconstruction. 

 

 
Photo 1: Meander Valley Road - Deloraine 

 

It is noted that no work has been undertaken against the Street Trees 

project with minor works allocated to the operating budget during the year. 

 

Liffey River Bridge - Bracknell (abutment renewal) 

The bridge renewal program for the current financial year will be completed 

well under budget.  This is a reflection of the current competition in the 

construction market between the three main bridge design and construction 

contractors. 

 

Although the Liffey River Bridge at Bracknell is a precast concrete structure, 

the two downstream abutment wingwalls were reconstructed in timber.  
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These elements are failing and need replacement.  There is evidence in the 

pavement approach to the bridge of slip failure of the fill embankment 

behind the eastern abutment.  The funding of $30,000 toward this project is 

an estimate only. 

 

 
Photo 2: Eastern downstream abutment wingwall 

 
Photo 3: Eastern downstream abutment wingwall showing pavement 

stress 
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Mole Creek Waste Transfer Station - Safety railing and concrete pavement 

A safety inspection at the Mole Creek Transfer Station has identified a fall 

hazard at the waste unloading area.  There is currently no railing or fall 

protection between the upper waste unloading area and the bin storage 

area.  It is proposed to install a new railing along the top of the precast 

concrete block wall. 

 

The bin storage area pavement comprises an unsealed gravel pavement.  

When placed and due to the uneven surface, the bins can be moved up 

against the precast blockwork wall and have dislodged the concrete blocks.  

The funding allocation to this project will also be used to construct a 

concrete slab where the bins are placed and collected to eliminate the 

ongoing maintenance in relevelling the gravel surface and eliminate the 

occurrence of damage to the concrete block wall. 

 

 
Photo 4: Waste unloading area 
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Photo 5: Bin pavement area 

 

Road Resurfacing/Resheeting 

The gravel re-sheeting program will be completed under budget this 

financial year due to a reduced scope of work.  The reduced scope is a result 

of improved materials, a drier winter and greater reuse of gravel materials 

cut back in to the road formation from shoulder areas. 

 

The bituminous resurfacing program was extended to predominantly 

undertake work in collaboration with the Department of State Growth in 

Council maintained areas. 

 

Stormwater Projects – Deloraine and Prospect Vale 

The Jordan Place Stormwater Development Contribution is required to meet 

a commitment from Council to pay for the part cost of drainage installation 

for the recent residential subdivision in Jordan Place.  At the time, Council 

agreed with the developer to pay for the cost to upsize the proposed 

stormwater drainage to accommodate additional stormwater flows from 

future upstream development. 

 

The Westbury Road Stormwater project has been undertaken to reduce 

flows into the pipe system on the eastern side of Westbury Road, by 

diversion of flow to the western side of the road.  The work has been 

undertaken south of the recent Vale Street roundabout project with the aim 

of reducing the occurrence of stormwater flooding in the front yards of 

properties adjoining Westbury Road during stormwater events. 
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Funding will be allocated to the above stormwater projects from the capital 

works project that has been established for urban drainage deficiencies in 

the municipality as they are identified during the financial year. 

 

Public Halls and Building Projects 

The three projects that require additional funding have not yet been 

completed. 

 

The PVP Kitchen Upgrade was tendered earlier in the year.  During the 

permit application process for building and plumbing, it was identified that 

the clubrooms building did not have in place adequate firefighting provision 

in the form of a hydrant, or a grease trap for the existing kitchen.  These 

elements have led to the increase in anticipated costs. 

 

Council’s property management officer has been investigating alternative 

cladding materials for the GWTVIC building that will provide a long life asset 

requiring minimal maintenance.  The additional costs required to complete 

the works are based on contractor pricing. 

 

Plant Working 

Project 8718, tandem axle tip truck (Plant 956) was budgeted to be 

downgraded to a single axle tip truck.  A reduction in Council’s tandem axle 

tip trucks from two to one in the past 12 months and variations to previous 

work practices has provided increased use and efficiency, therefore 

supporting a sustainable model to replace Plant 956 in its present form.  The 

proposed reallocation of $35,800 will not affect the overall plant 

replacement budget or program. 

 

For this review period the inclusion of new projects in the Capital Works 

Program and transfer of funding outside the $20,000 delegation of the 

General Manager requires Council approval.  Overall, there is a zero net 

variation to the Program budget. 

 

AUTHOR: Dino De Paoli 

  DIRECTOR INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES 

 

12) Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council; 

 

1) Note the following changes to the 2015-2016 Capital Works 

Program as approved under delegation by the General Manager. 
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Project Name 
Original 

Budget 
Variation 

New 

Budget 

Dexter Street - Westbury $15,000 -$12,800 $2,200 

Harriet Street - Bracknell $20,000 -$5,200 $14,800 

Jane Street - Bracknell $20,000 -$6,300 $13,700 

William Street - Westbury $37,000 -$5,400 $31,600 

Franklin Street - Westbury $15,000 -$11,900 $3,100 

Bogan Road - Quamby Brook $25,000 -$3,700 $21,300 

Church Street West - Deloraine $15,000 $3,500 $18,500 

Taylor Street - Westbury $40,000 $10,450 $50,450 

Pedestrian Access Ramps - Various locations $20,000 $4,950 $24,950 

Jordan Place Stormwater - Development 

Contribution 
$0 $13,200 $13,200 

Chudleigh Hall - Flooring replacement $47,000 -$9,700 $37,300 

Westbury Sports Centre - Lighting Upgrade $12,586 -$3,000 $9,586 

PVP Clubrooms - Kitchen Upgrade $110,000 $20,000 $130,000 

Deloraine Community Complex - Refurbish 

Kiosk 
$20,000 $4,700 $24,700 

Various  - plant replacement (Projects 8701, 

8712, 8748, 8752 and 8753)  
$156,800 -$35,800 $121,000 

Totals $553,386 -$37,000 $516,386 

 

2) Approve the following changes to the 2015-2016 Capital Works 

Program. 

 

Project Name 
Original 

Budget 
Variation 

New 

Budget 

Dunorlan Road Reconstruction $180,000 -$40,000 $140,000 

Marriott Street Reconstruction - Westbury $200,000 -$38,300 $161,700 

Street Trees - Various locations $30,000 -$30,000 $0 

Meander Valley Road - Deloraine $367,000 $56,200 $423,200 

Dairy Plains Road Reconstruction $215,000 $24,500 $239,500 

Westwood Road Reconstruction $325,000 $78,300 $403,300 

Mole Creek Shalestone Road $183,000 -$50,000 $133,000 

Chittys Creek Reiffers Road $162,000 -$24,300 $137,700 

Liffey River Bridge - Bracknell (abutment 

renewal) 
$0 $30,000 $30,000 
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Project Name 
Original 

Budget 
Variation 

New 

Budget 

Mole Creek Waste Transfer Station - Safety 

Railing and concrete pavement 
$0 $20,000 $20,000 

Gravel resheeting $300,000 -$150,000 $150,000 

Bituminous resurfacing $1,470,000 $150,000 $1,620,000 

Urban Stormwater Drainage - Program 

Budget for infrastructure constraints 
$194,400 -$63,200 $131,200 

Westbury Road Stormwater - New drainage $0 $50,000 $50,000 

Westbury Town Hall Heating $50,000 -$20,000 $30,000 

Westbury Sports Centre - Access Door $15,000 -$15,000 $0 

GWTVIC - External Cladding Renewal $35,000 $23,000 $58,000 

Truck replacement $90,000 $35,800 $125,800 

Totals $3,816,400 $37,000 $3,853,400 

 

 

DECISION: 
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INFRA 2 CAPITAL WORKS PROGRAM 2016-2017 
 

1) Introduction 

 

The purpose of this report is to seek Council approval for the Capital Works 

Program (CWP) recommended for the 2016-2017 financial year. 
 

2) Background 

 

The Capital Works Program (CWP) is developed on an annual basis and 

allows Council to deliver major projects for the benefit of our community. 

 

Council officers maintain a register of potential projects and the 

development of the CWP commences with an annual review of this list.  

Projects for consideration are provided through input from Councillors, the 

community, Council officers, Special Committees and Council’s Asset 

Management Plans (AMPs). 

 

Project costs have been estimated by Council officers by either preparing a 

detailed breakdown of project cost items or using empirical information 

from other similar and recent projects.  In some instances, project cost 

estimates will need to be reviewed subject to detailed design and prior to 

the commencement of work on the project. 

 

Council’s Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) was used as a basis for 

determining the overall extent of funding available for the CWP.  This is an 

important aspect to setting Council’s CWP to ensure Council continues to 

deliver sustainable, affordable and quality services for our community. 

 

Council discussed the draft CWP at the April workshop and bus tour.  

Councillors were also provided with a copy of the 2016-17 CWP Project 

Information Document containing summary background details on each 

project. 

 

3) Strategic/Annual Plan Conformance 

 

The Annual Plan requires the CWP to be compiled and adopted in the June 

quarter. 

Furthers the objectives of the Council’s Community Strategic Plan 2014 to 

2024 as follows: 
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 Future direction (1) – A sustainable natural and built environment; by 

delivering projects which have a positive environmental impact (e.g. 

stormwater projects) 

 Future direction (2) – A thriving local economy; by addressing current 

constraints and supporting development (e.g. Westbury Road 

Transport Study Projects – managing traffic demand) 

 Future direction (4) – A healthy and safe community; providing 

infrastructure to give more opportunity for active living (e.g. footpaths 

and walkways) 

 Future direction (5) – Innovative leadership and community 

governance; by working together with our community (in consultation 

on future projects and long term financial and asset management) 

 Future direction (6) – Planned infrastructure services; by maintaining 

current infrastructure and services (e.g. planned asset renewal). 

 

4) Policy Implications 

 

Not Applicable 

 

5) Statutory Requirements 

 

The Local Government Act 1993 requires Council to implement both a Long 

Term Financial Plan and Strategic Asset Management Plan. 

 

6) Risk Management 

 

An objective of the CWP is to maintain Council’s assets and facilities in a 

safe and serviceable condition.  This mitigates Council’s risk as accelerated 

deterioration of assets can increase the risk to users. 

 

There is also financial risk with the addition of new and increased levels of 

service.  The asset management and long term financial planning that 

Council is undertaking will allow it to better understand the financial 

implications of this action. 

 

7) Consultation with State Government and other Authorities 

 

A number of capital projects rely on funding contributions from the Federal 

and State Government and the contribution for some of these projects has 

yet to be confirmed. 
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8) Community Consultation 

 

Throughout the year, Councillors and Council officers receive requests, 

comments, complaints and queries from members of the community 

regarding the need for new or improved infrastructure.   

 

9) Financial Impact 

 

The total value of the draft CWP is approximately $10.30 million which is in 

excess of the current LTFP by $240,000.  This is mainly due to the inclusion 

of the Hadspen land purchase which was not included in the current LTFP. 

 

Grant funding is anticipated for the following: 

 $1,110,000 for the renewal of Union Bridge 

 $1,470,000 additional Roads To Recovery (R2R) projects 

 

Of the $10.30 million, $3.06 million is allocated to new or upgraded assets.  

This is expected to result in an ongoing increase (each and every year) in 

depreciation, operation and maintenance and opportunity costs (lifecycle 

costs) estimated at $232,000 per annum.  This is equivalent to 

approximately 2.8% of the general rate. 

 

This annual increase in costs is required to ensure Council is able to 

maintain current levels of service.  Alternatively, Council would need to look 

to reducing current services or operational costs in other areas to offset this 

increase in additional ongoing annual costs. 

 

10) Alternative Options 

 

Council can amend or not approve the recommendation. 

 

11) Officers Comments 

 

An objective of the CWP is to maintain existing infrastructure in an 

adequate and serviceable condition as well as providing new assets to meet 

the demand from our community.  Asset construction is a long term 

investment by Council and will become the responsibility of future 

generations.  As such, Council’s assets should be managed through the 

adoption of sustainable principles. 

 

Council’s LTFP details budgeted amounts for both renewal and new works 

projects and is the key to the sustainable provision of services to the 

community. 
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Asset renewal and reconstruction work assists Council to continue to deliver 

services while also minimising risks.  The creation of new assets should align 

to the strategic objectives of Council and should be regarded as 

discretionary.  Discretionary spending needs to be considered in terms of 

Council being able to continue to adequately maintain existing services. 

 

The additional lifecycle costs associated with new assets or major upgrades 

is also an important part of the project selection process and this ongoing 

financial demand needs to be considered.  Where applicable, the New and 

Gifted Assets Policy has been used to review the lifecycle costs and benefit 

of new projects. 

 

The documents detailed below assisted in the preparation of the 2016-17 

CWP.  These provide information such as new project demand, renewal 

forecast and financial considerations and include: 

 

 Strategic objectives of Council (Community Strategic Plan 2014-2024, 

Outline Development Plans and Structure Plans) 

 Asset Management Plans 

 Long Term Financial Plan 

 

AUTHOR: Dino De Paoli 

DIRECTOR INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES 

 

12) Recommendation 

 

It is recommended that Council approve the following Capital Works 

Program for 2016-2017: 
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Renewal
New / 

Upgrade
Total Estimate

1.0

100.1 BUILDINGS $67,500 $0 $67,500

100.2 INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY $42,000 $81,000 $123,000

$109,500 $81,000 $190,500

2.0

201.1 FOOTPATHS $120,000 $291,000 $411,000

201.2 ROAD RECONSTRUCTION & UPGRADE $1,540,000 $777,300 $2,317,300

201.3 ROAD RESURFACING:

Gravel Resheeting $200,000 $0 $200,000

Reseals $750,000 $0 $750,000

Asphalt $400,000 $0 $400,000

210 BRIDGE RECONSTRUCTION $2,355,000 $720,000 $3,075,000

$5,365,000 $1,788,300 $7,153,300

3.0

315 CEMETERIES $0 $65,000 $65,000

316 COMMUNITY AMENITIES $0 $10,000 $10,000

317 STREET LIGHTING $800,000 $40,000 $840,000

321 TOURISM & AREA PROMOTION $0 $25,000 $25,000

335 HOUSEHOLD WASTE DISPOSAL $50,000 $260,000 $310,000

351 URBAN STORMWATER DRAINAGE $75,000 $80,000 $155,000

$925,000 $480,000 $1,405,000

5.0

505 PUBLIC HALLS $35,000 $15,000 $50,000

515 SWIMMING POOLS $20,000 $0 $20,000

525 RECREATION GROUNDS & SPORTS FACILITIES $30,000 $325,000 $355,000

545 SUNDRY CULTURAL ACTIVITIES $60,000 $0 $60,000

565 PARKS & RESERVES $128,000 $353,000 $481,000

$273,000 $693,000 $966,000

6.0

655 MAJOR PLANT REPLACEMENT $445,000 $18,000 $463,000

675 LIGHT VEHICLE REPLACEMENT $90,000 $0 $90,000

625 MANAGEMENT & INDIRECT OVERHEADS $30,000 $0 $30,000

$565,000 $18,000 $583,000

TOTALS $7,237,500 $3,060,300 $10,297,800

SUMMARY - RECOMMENDED PROJECTS

RECREATION & CULTURE

UNALLOCATED & UNCLASSIFIED

ROADS, STREETS & BRIDGES

ADMINISTRATION

HEALTH, COMMUNITY & WELFARE

2016/2017 Capital Works Program

Meander Valley Council
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2016/2017 Capital Works Program

Meander Valley Council

INTRODUCTION

As part of the Asset Management Plan it is necessary to separate works into the following categories:

RECONSTRUCT/REPLACE:

NEW/UPGRADE WORK:

Replacing like-with-like  or providing a similar level of service, for example reconstructing a road to the same width, 

or replacing a single lane timber bridge with a single lane concrete bridge. In these cases depreciation rates and 

other costs of ownership may not significantly change and could possibly reduce. 

Improving or constructing additional assets or infrastructure where none previously existed or existed at a lower 

service level. The creation of new assets has an impact on Council's finances from the point of increasing 

depreciation, as well as operational and maintenance costs.

Upgrades can reduce the total life cycle costs of an asset in the longer term, e.g. road rehabilitation and widening, or 

replacing a single lane bridge with a two lane bridge. This type of work will have a component of 

renewal/replacement and a component of upgrade/new.
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2016/2017 Capital Works Program

Meander Valley Council

1.0 GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

100.1 BUILDINGS

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Westbury, Council Office HVAC System - Augmentation $60,000 $0 $60,000

b Westbury, Council Office MVC foyer Doors $7,500 $0 $7,500

  TOTAL BUILDINGS $67,500 $0 $67,500

100.2 INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a P&E - Computer Hardware
Workstations and peripherals including laptops - 3yr rolling  replacement 

program
$17,000 $0 $17,000

b P&E - Network Hardware
Purchase of replacement multi function device (MFD - 

copier/scanner/printer)
$25,000 $0 $25,000

c P&E - GPS Purchase of replacement GPS device $0 $25,000 $25,000

d P&E - Network Hardware Disaster Recovery (DR) Capability $0 $22,000 $22,000

e Intangible - Computer Software Purchase of mobile inspection software only $0 $34,000 $34,000

  TOTAL INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY $42,000 $81,000 $123,000

  TOTAL GENERAL ADMINISTRATION $109,500 $81,000 $190,500
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2016/2017 Capital Works Program

Meander Valley Council

2.0 ROADS, STREETS & BRIDGES

201.1 FOOTPATHS

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a
Prospect Vale, Westbury Road Renew of footpath and install kerb ramp - 309 Westbury Rd to Bradford 

Av

$10,000 $0
$10,000

b
Westbury, Meander Valley Road Renew footpath - Veterans Row to Webster St (LHS) - 70m $20,000 $0

$20,000

c
Prospect Vale, Westbury Road Footpath reconstruction – PN5896 $90,000 $0

$90,000

d
Blackstone Heights New footpaths - Year 2 $0 $150,000

$150,000

e
Deloraine, Moriarty Street Construct new footpath from Towerhill St to Unit Development (RHS) - 

75m

$0 $25,000
$25,000

f
Deloraine, Racecourse Drive Install rubber pads at railway crossing $0 $11,000

$11,000

g
Bracknell, Jane/Amelia Street Seal footpath - Amelia St to Henrietta St - 165m and Amelia St - 75m RHS $0 $25,000

$25,000

h
Deloraine, West Goderich Street Extend footpath opposite Our Lady of Mercy $0 $80,000

$80,000

  TOTAL FOOTPATHS $120,000 $291,000 $411,000
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2016/2017 Capital Works Program

Meander Valley Council

2.0 ROADS, STREETS & BRIDGES

201.2 ROAD RECONSTRUCTION & UPGRADE

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Prospect Vale, Westbury Road
Improvements to Westbury Road as part Transport Study 

$0 $350,000 $350,000

b Dairy Plains Road Road rehabilitation at two locations - 1,100m total $225,000 $25,000 $250,000

c Whitemore  Road
Road rehabilitation 2 locations - 900m total

$180,000 $30,000 $210,000

d Westwood Road Road rehabilitation at 2 locations - 800m total (Carrick end) $225,000 $25,000 $250,000

e Railton Road  Improvements to Railton Rd - Dunorlan Rd intersection $100,000 $50,000 $150,000

f Emu Plains Road Rehabilitation CH 3.0 to 4.7 - 1700m $350,000 $50,000 $400,000

g Hagley, Station Lane
Road rehabilitation - 600m total

$90,000 $25,000 $115,000

h Blackhills Road Road Rehabilitation - CH 0.4 to 1.0 (from Glenore Rd) - 600m $120,000 $20,000 $140,000

i Deloraine, West Parade
Renew kerb, footpath and drainage, from West Church St to West 

Goderich St RHS - 100m
$50,000 $10,000 $60,000

j Prospect Vale, Mount Leslie Road Renewal of kerb and pavement widening at St Pats $200,000 $0 $200,000

k Oaks Road
Replace Non compliant Guard Rail Located 50m south of Whitemore Rd 

intersection.
$0 $12,000 $12,000

l Bracknell, Harriett Street Widen Harriett St at intersection with Louisa $0 $10,000 $10,000

m Deloraine, Morrison Street Subdivision contribution $0 $35,300 $35,300

n Deloraine, Nutt Street Contribution for new road as part of subdivision $0 $25,000 $25,000

o Blackstone Heights, Blackstone Road Provision of a turning circle $0 $110,000 $110,000

  TOTAL ROAD RECONSTRUCTION & UPGRADE $1,540,000 $777,300 $2,317,300

6 of 12INFRA 2



2016/2017 Capital Works Program

Meander Valley Council

2.0 ROADS, STREETS & BRIDGES

201.3 ROAD RESURFACING

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a General Gravel Resheeting $200,000 $0 $200,000

b General Reseals $750,000 $0 $750,000

c General Asphalt $400,000 $0 $400,000

  TOTAL ROAD RESURFACING $1,350,000 $0 $1,350,000

210 BRIDGE RECONSTRUCTION

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Mersey River, Union Bridge Reconstruction of bridge 3137 - stage 1 funding $1,500,000 $720,000 $2,220,000

b Western Creek, Montana Road Reconstruction of bridge 2162 $180,000 $0 $180,000

c Liffey River, Pitts Lane Reconstruction of bridge 114 $290,000 $0 $290,000

d Unnamed Creek, Rosevale Road Reconstruction of bridge 2146 $170,000 $0 $170,000

e Unnamed Creek, Western Creek Road Reconstruction of bridge 4826 $70,000 $0 $70,000

f Myrtle Creek, Myrtle Creek Road Reconstruction of bridge 5505 $125,000 $0 $125,000

g Bridges Bridge project scoping for future financial year $20,000 $0 $20,000

  TOTAL BRIDGE RECONSTRUCTION $2,355,000 $720,000 $3,075,000

  TOTAL ROADS, STREETS & BRIDGES $5,365,000 $1,788,300 $7,153,300
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2016/2017 Capital Works Program

Meander Valley Council

3.0 HEALTH, COMMUNITY & WELFARE

315

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Deloraine, Lawn Cemetery Installation of new concrete slabs $0 $5,000 $5,000

b Deloraine, Lawn Cemetery
Cemetery improvements including irrigation, seating, bins, new garden in 

centre island and ashes pillar
$0 $25,000 $25,000

c Deloraine, Lawn Cemetery Installation of stormwater to improve drainage $0 $20,000 $20,000

d Deloraine, Lawn Cemetery Construction of Shelter $0 $15,000 $15,000

TOTAL CEMETERIES $0 $65,000 $65,000

316

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Bracknell River Reserve Public toilet - install AWTS $0 $10,000 $10,000

TOTAL COMMUNITY AMENITIES $0 $10,000 $10,000

317

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Various Locations
Street Lighting LED replacement project (move to Community Amenity 

Function)
$800,000 $40,000 $840,000

TOTAL STREET LIGHTING $800,000 $40,000 $840,000

321 TOURISM & AREA PROMOTION

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Deloraine, GWTVIC Install grated air drain around Visitors Centre to address rising damp $0 $20,000 $20,000

b Westbury, Silhouette Trail Lighting of Westbury Silhouettes $0 $5,000 $5,000

  TOTAL TOURISM & AREA PROMOTION $0 $25,000 $25,000

CEMETERIES

COMMUNITY AMENITIES

STREET LIGHTING
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2016/2017 Capital Works Program

Meander Valley Council

3.0 HEALTH, COMMUNITY & WELFARE

335 HOUSEHOLD WASTE DISPOSAL

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Household Waste  Purchase of bins for organics collection $0 $100,000 $100,000

b Household Waste  Replacement bins $30,000 $0 $30,000

c Household Waste  Lining of Cluan Tip $0 $100,000 $100,000

d Household Waste  Design of Cluan Tip Rehabilitation $20,000 $0 $20,000

e Household Waste  Deloraine Landfill - weighbridge $0 $60,000 $60,000

  TOTAL HOUSEHOLD WASTE DISPOSAL $50,000 $260,000 $310,000

351 URBAN STORMWATER DRAINAGE

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Various locations Infrastructure constraints $50,000 $50,000 $100,000

b Westbury, William Street Drainage improvements in William St at IGA $0 $20,000 $20,000

c Westbury, Lovatt Lane Drainage from Meander Valley Rd (including resealing) $20,000 $0 $20,000

d Exton, Meander Valley Road WSUD treatment $5,000 $10,000 $15,000

  TOTAL URBAN STORMWATER DRAINAGE $75,000 $80,000 $155,000

  TOTAL HEALTH, COMMUNITY & WELFARE $925,000 $480,000 $1,405,000
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2016/2017 Capital Works Program

Meander Valley Council

5.0 RECREATION & CULTURE

505 PUBLIC HALLS

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Rosevale Hall Renew kitchen, fittings and floor coverings and relocate partition wall $10,000 $5,000 $15,000

b Bracknell Hall Bracing of building structure $25,000 $10,000 $35,000

TOTAL PUBLIC HALLS $35,000 $15,000 $50,000

515 SWIMMING POOLS

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Caveside Swimming Pool Replace fencing and renew cladding of the change rooms and toilets $20,000 $0 $20,000

TOTAL SWIMMING POOLS $20,000 $0 $20,000

525

525.1 SPORTSGROUND IMPROVEMENTS

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Prospect Vale Park
Training Ground Upgrade - grounds 3 & 4 (drainage, irrigation and 

surface)
$0 $260,000 $260,000

b Bracknell, Recreation Ground Cricket nets $0 $15,000 $15,000

525.2 RECREATION GROUNDS & SPORTS FACILITIES BUILDINGS

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

d Deloraine, Community Complex Refurbishment of down stairs male toilets/changerooms $30,000 $0 $30,000

e Prospect Vale Park Sports club room upgrade for the provision of a medical room $0 $50,000 $50,000

TOTAL RECREATION GROUNDS & SPORTS FACILITIES $30,000 $325,000 $355,000

RECREATION GROUNDS & SPORTS FACILITIES
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2016/2017 Capital Works Program

Meander Valley Council

5.0 RECREATION & CULTURE

545 SUNDRY CULTURAL ACTIVITIES

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Deloraine, MVPAC Roof renewal $60,000 $0 $60,000

TOTAL SUNDRY CULTURAL ACTIVITIES $60,000 $0 $60,000

565

PARK IMPROVEMENTS

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Pitcher Parade, Wetlands Replacement of footbridge - Dalyrmple Creek (List No 453) $40,000 $0 $40,000

b Hadspen, Land Purchase South of Scott Street in the Hadspen urban growth area $0 $260,000 $260,000

c Deloraine, Train Park
Additional play equipment, underground irrigation and retaining wall 

adjacent to railway line
$0 $55,000 $55,000

d Deloraine, Riverbank
Renewal of existing riverbank walkway off East Parade extending down to 

Apex park - 300m
$80,000 $0 $80,000

e Prospect, Crockford Court Walkway
Improvements to walkway between Crockford Crt and Richard St including 

access ramps
$8,000 $8,000 $16,000

f Deloraine, Riverbank New walkway from Emu Bay Rd past cenotaph linking the riverbank $0 $30,000 $30,000

  TOTAL PARKS & RESERVES $128,000 $353,000 $481,000

  TOTAL RECREATION & CULTURE $273,000 $693,000 $966,000

PARKS & RESERVES
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2016/2017 Capital Works Program

Meander Valley Council

6.0 UNALLOCATED & UNCLASSIFIED

655 MAJOR PLANT REPLACEMENT

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Plant & Equipment Backhoe JCB 3CX - FR5811 - Plant - 305 $125,000 $0 $125,000

b Plant & Equipment Mower Kubota F3680 - A33KA - Plant - 615 $30,000 $0 $30,000

c Plant & Equipment Tractor JD 5620 & 551 FEL - FB1944 - Plant - 800 $110,000 $0 $110,000

d Plant & Equipment Flocon Nissan UD - FR2574 - Plant - 916 $180,000 $0 $180,000

e Plant & Equipment Asphalt roller and trailer -  New Plant $0 $18,000 $18,000

f $0

TOTAL MAJOR PLANT REPLACEMENT $445,000 $18,000 $463,000

675 LIGHT VEHICLE REPLACEMENT

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Light vehicles Fleet Changeovers $90,000 $0 $90,000

TOTAL LIGHT VEHICLE REPLACEMENT $90,000 $0 $90,000

625 MANAGEMENT & INDIRECT OVERHEADS

Location Description Renewal New/ Upgrade Total Estimate

a Minor Plant Replacement Replacement of Depot Diesel bowsers $10,000 $0 $10,000

b Minor Plant Replacement Replacement of works minor plant $20,000 $0 $20,000

  TOTAL MANAGEMENT & INDIRECT OVERHEADS $30,000 $0 $30,000

  TOTAL UNALLOCATED AND UNCLASSIFIED $565,000 $18,000 $583,000

  TOTAL 2016/2017 CAPITAL WORKS $7,237,500 $3,060,300 $10,297,800
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DECISION: 
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ITEMS FOR CLOSED SECTION OF THE MEETING: 
 

Councillor xx moved and Councillor xx seconded “that Council move into Closed 

Session to discuss the following items.” 

 

The meeting moved into Closed Session at x.xxpm 

 

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES OF THE CLOSED SESSION OF THE ORDINARY 

COUNCIL MEETING HELD ON 12 APRIL, 2016. 

 

GOV 3 LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

(Reference Part 2 Regulation 15(2)(h) Local Government (Meeting Procedures) 

Regulations 2015) 

 

GOV 4 DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

(Reference Part 2 Regulation 15(2)(a) Local Government (Meeting Procedures) 

Regulations 2015 

 

INFRA 3 CONTRACT FOR THE MANAGEMENT AND OPERATION OF DELORAINE 

AND CLUAN REFUSE DISPOSAL SITES AND MOLE CREEK TRANSFER 

STATION – CONTACT NO. 167-2015/16. 

(Reference Part 2 Regulation 15(2)(d) Local Government (Meeting Procedures) 

Regulations 2015 

 

 

Cr xxx moved and Cr xxx seconded “that Council move out of Closed Session and 

endorse those decisions taken while in Closed Session.” 

 

 

The meeting re-opened to the public at x.xxpm 

 

Cr xxx moved and Cr xxx seconded “that the following decisions were taken by 

Council in Closed Session and are to be released for the public’s information.” 

 

 

The meeting closed at ………… 

 

 

 

 

……………………………………………. 

CRAIG PERKINS (MAYOR) 

 


