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Minutes of an ordinary meeting of the Development Support Special
Committee held in the Council Chamber of the Administration Centre,
19 King Edward Street, Ulverstone on Monday, 10 September 2012
commencing at 6.02pm

_________________________________________________________________________

Members attendance

Cr Jan Bonde (Mayor) Cr Garry Carpenter
Cr Amanda Diprose Cr Philip Viney
Ms Sandra Ayton

Cr Tony van Rooyen attended at 6.05pm

Members apologies

Cr Shane Broad

Employees attendance

Acting Director Development & Regulatory Services (Mr Paul Bidgood)
Land Use Planning Group Leader (Mr Ian Sansom)

Employee apologies

Nil

Public attendance

No members of the public attended during the course of the meeting.

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES OF THE COMMITTEE

60/2012 Confirmation of minutes

The Acting Director Development & Regulatory Services reported as follows:

“The minutes of the previous meeting of the Development Support Special
Committee held on 13 August 2012 have already been circulated.  The minutes are
required to be confirmed for their accuracy.
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The Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2005 provide that in
confirming the minutes of a meeting, debate is allowed only in respect of the
accuracy of the minutes.”

 Cr Viney moved and Cr Carpenter seconded, “That the minutes of the previous meeting
of the Development Support Special Committee held on 13 August 2012 be confirmed.”

Carried unanimously

MAYOR’S COMMUNICATIONS

61/2012 Mayor’s communications

The Mayor reported as follows:

“Under the terms of appointment of the Development Support Special Committee, it
acts in agreed circumstances as if it were the Council and, accordingly, as a planning
authority under the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993.

Members are reminded that the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations
2005 provide that the general manager is to ensure that the reasons for a decision
by a council acting as a planning authority are recorded in the minutes.

In the event that items listed for consideration are referred, under the terms of the
Committee’s appointment, to the Council (e.g. any matter the Committee cannot
determine unanimously), or if the Committee is unable to make a determination
within the relevant statutory time limit, such items will be referred to a meeting of
the Council for a decision.”

 Cr Diprose moved and Cr Carpenter seconded, “That the Mayor’s report be received.”

Carried unanimously

PECUNIARY INTEREST DECLARATIONS

62/2012 Pecuniary interest declarations

The Mayor reported as follows:

“Members are requested to indicate whether they have, or are likely to have, a
pecuniary interest in any item on the agenda.”
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The Land Use Planning Group Leader reported as follows:

“The Local Government Act 1993 provides that a member must not participate at any
meeting of a special committee in any discussion, nor vote on any matter, in respect
of which the member has an interest or is aware or ought to be aware that a close
associate has an interest.

Members are invited at this time to declare any interest they have on matters to be
discussed at this meeting.  If a declaration is impractical at this time, it is to be
noted that a member must declare any interest in a matter before any discussion on
that matter commences.

All interests declared will be recorded in the minutes at the commencement of the
matter to which they relate.”

No interests were declared at this time.

ADJOURNMENT OF MEETING

63/2012 Adjournment of meeting

The Mayor reported as follows:

“In order to effectively consider the reports before this meeting of the Committee it
is appropriate that I adjourn the meeting to enable the related documents to be
workshopped prior to resumption of the meeting and formal resolution of the
agenda items.”

Cr van Rooyen joined the meeting at this stage (6.05pm).

The workshop having been concluded, the Mayor resumed the meeting.

DEPUTATIONS

64/2012 Deputations

The Director Development & Regulatory Services reported as follows:

“No requests for deputations to address the meeting or to make statements or
deliver reports have been made.”
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OPEN REPORTS

65/2012 Forth River rail bridge replacement at Forth River - Application No.
DA212022

The Acting Director Development & Regulatory Services reported as follows:

“The Land Use Planning Group Leader has prepared the following report:

‘DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION NO.: DA212022
APPLICANT: TasRail
LOCATION: Forth River – between Turners Beach and

Leith
ZONING: Rural Resource
PLANNING INSTRUMENT: Central Coast Planning Scheme 2005

(the Planning Scheme)
ADVERTISED: 11 August 2012
REPRESENTATIONS EXPIRY DATE: 25 August 2012
REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED: Four
42-DAY EXPIRY DATE: 5 September 2012 (extended to

18 September 2012)
DECISION DUE: 10 September 2012

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to assess the proposal for a replacement rail
bridge across the Forth River.

BACKGROUND

The applicant (TasRail) proposes to construct a new rail bridge across the
Forth River between the existing rail bridge and the Bass Highway (east
bound) road bridge.  The application comprises:

. a development application report with assessment against relevant
provisions of the Scheme;

. an Environmental Impact Report;

. a report on hydraulic modelling of the Forth River;

. various supporting documents (land titles, land owner permissions,
and heritage advice);
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. completed application form.

The new bridge would be 135m
long and 5m wide.  It would
contain a single line plus a 1m
walkway on the southern side
not intended for public use.
The bridge would be
constructed in concrete with 5 x
27m spans (four piers plus two
abutments). The existing bridge
contains 7 x 18m spans (eight
piers plus two abutments).

The rail bridge replacement is the third in Central Coast: the other two are
the Blythe River bridge at Heybridge and the Leven River bridge at Ulverstone.
The cost of the replacement bridge is estimated to be $6.5m.

The Forth bridge was constructed in
1885 and according to the
application contains various
components in poor condition,
constituting a significant risk to the
operation of the line.

In the short term, the current rail
bridge would be retained in its
current form and unused.  Its longer
term future will be the subject of
discussions between the State
Government and the Council
regarding its ongoing use and
management.  A popular suggestion
is for it to be converted to a walking/
cycling path to link Turners Beach and Leith (and beyond) as part of the North
West Coastal Pathway (between Wynyard and Latrobe).

The advantages of building a new bridge are claimed to be:

. an improved rail alignment.

. increased load capacity.

Pier and span
Existing Forth River rail bridge

Site of replacement rail bridge – Forth River
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Construction will involve the removal of some vegetation on the western and
eastern shores of the Forth River. Vegetation on the eastern shore is
indicated as non-native in the Environmental Impact Report, but that on the
western shore is Eucalyptus viminalis which is listed as a threatened native
vegetation community.  An area of Swift Parrot (Lathamus discolor) habitat is
located on the eastern shore: the Swift Parrott is listed as a Threatened
Species bird.

A copy of the application is provided at Annexure 1.

DISCUSSION

The following table is an assessment of the relevant Scheme provisions:

CLAUSE ASSESSMENT AND COMMENT

OBJECTIVES FOR PLANNING

2.0  Objectives for
Planning (i) and (j)

Compliant.

Relevant objectives are clauses (i) and (j).

Clause (i) requires that the environmental qualities
of coastal and river systems are protected. The
proposed site management and rehabilitation
measures are considered adequate to protect the
Forth River and surrounding areas.

Clause (j) requires that the physical and biological
quality of surface (and groundwater) is to be
maintained and enhanced. The proposed site
management and rehabilitation measures are
considered adequate to maintain water quality in
the Forth River.

ZONE STANDARDS

15.3.1 (A1)  Water
quality

Compliant.

The provision requires that there be no discharge
of any liquid pollutant:

(a) within 100m of a watercourse;

(b) within 250m of a bore;
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(c) within 40m of private waters of others;

(d) into the ground or any manner that may
contaminate.

The bridge would not cause any liquid pollutant
to be discharged.

15.4.3  Protection of
agricultural land

Not applicable.

There is no agricultural land involved.

15.4.4  Building
design and siting

A1 and A2  Building
height

Compliant.

The Accepteble Solution (AS) limits the height of
such structures to 10m.

The bridge is approximately 10m high when
measured from the river bed to the top of the
bridge.

A3 Setbacks Not applicable.

Setbacks are not relevant to the proposal.

A4  External cladding Compliant.

Buildings are required to be non-reflective or
screened from public view.

In this case the proposed concrete construction
material would be non-reflective, and a
significant part of the bridge would be screened
from principal viewing locations.
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15.4.5  Access and
services

A1 Compliant.

The AS requires that a building site must provide:

(a) access constructed to Municipal standard;

(b) on-site wastewater management system;

(c) capable of on-site stormwater disposal.

Standards (a) and (b) are not relevant to a bridge.
Standard (c) is relevant. Stormwater from the
bridge would be collected and discharged into
the Forth River.

15.4.6  Wetlands and
watercourses

A1  General impact Compliant.

A1 requires that watercourses not be filled,
drained or adversely affected.

There are numerous site management and
rehabilitation measures proposed that are
considered adequate to protect the Forth River
and surrounding areas.

A2  Water flow Compliant.

A2 requires that the natural flow of watercourses
not be adversely affected. The hydrology report
submitted with the application indicates that the
new bridge would cause some restriction of flow
during flood events, but that the impact would
not be particularly adverse.

A3  Erosion/
sedimentation

Compliant.

A3 requires that development cause no adverse
increase in erosion or sedimentation.
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It is likely that some short term increase in
erosion and sedimentation would occur during
construction but that no long term adverse
impact is likely.

A4  Vegetation
clearance

Compliant through condition.

A4 requires that native vegetation not be
removed within 30 m of a wetland/watercourse
other than in accordance with the Forest
Practices Code 2000.

There would be some native vegetation removal
associated with the development, including a
healthy stand of mature Eucalyptus viminalis
(threatened species). The eucalypts are situated
approximately 55m from the Forth River.

However there are some other native plants that
are within 30m of the River. The application
implies an intention to remove all native
vegetation in accordance with the Forest
Practices Code.  A condition has been applied on
the draft Permit.

15.4.7  Plantations Not applicable.

There are no plantations involved.

DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULES

S1 Application
requirements

Compliant.

The Schedule requires that adequate information
be provided to enable an assessment of the
application, including:

. site plan;

. elevations;

. copy of land title;
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. Environmental Impact Report;

. Hydraulic Modelling Report.

Sufficient information was provided for an
assessment.

S7 Coastal and
Riparian Schedule

S7.4.2  Building
design and siting

A1

Not applicable.

Buildings with habitable rooms are required to be
at least 90m inland from a 2.64 AHD contour.

No habitable rooms are proposed in this case.

S7.4.3  Coastal and
riparian infrastructure
A1

Not applicable.

No AS.

P1 Compliant.

An application for a new foreshore access, boat
ramp, vehicle parking, jetty, pontoon or similar
infrastructure at, or adjacent to coastal or
riparian land must:

(a) only be for public, community group or
commercial purposes; and

(b) be accompanied by an environmental
impact report that demonstrates that the
siting and design will minimise adverse
environmental and aesthetic effects.

In this case:

(a) the development is for a public purpose,
being the transport of goods; and

(b) the application includes an Environmental
Impact Report that indicates that
environmental impact would be
minimised.
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S8 Heritage Schedule Not applicable.

The Schedule applies to places declared under
the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 or the
Aboriginal Relics Act 1975.

In this case the site contains no:

(a) declared place under the Historic Cultural
Heritage Act 1995; or

(b) sites declared under the Aboriginal Relics
Act 1975 and no land upon which any
relics are likely.

ISSUES

Principal issues concerning the application that arise under the Planning
Scheme are as follows:

1 Use

2 Earthworks visibility

3 Vegetation protection

4 Erosion/sedimentation

5 Flooding impact

6 Appearance

7 Heritage

8 Highway bridge separation.

These issues are discussed as follows.

1 USE –

The site of the bridge is part of a Bass Highway and Western Line corridor
which is unzoned on the Planning Scheme zone map.  Under section 4.1.3 of
the Planning Scheme such areas are to be treated as though they are in the
Rural Resource Zone. The river either side of the bridge corridor is zoned
Environmental Management.
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The Utilities use classification is discretionary in the Rural Resource Zone.  In
determining whether the use is appropriate, regard should be paid to the
Zone purpose statements, which are:

“15.1.1 To provide for the sustainable use or development of
resources for agriculture, aquaculture, forestry, mining and
other primary industries.

15.1.2 To promote economic development compatible with
agricultural activities and the landscape.

15.1.3 To ensure that:

(a) the agricultural potential of agricultural land is
protected;

(b) the productive capacity of agricultural land and mining
is given priority;

(c) houses and other non-agricultural use or development
do not alienate agricultural land;

(d) the fragmentation of rural holdings is prevented;

(e) ecological, cultural and landscape values of rural land
are protected; and

(f) water catchments and sub-surface waters are
protected.”

Most of these purpose statements relate to rural land and the agricultural
industry and in relation to those statements the proposed bridge is largely
benign. Clause 15.1.3(f) requires the protection of water catchments and
sub-surface waters.  This statement is indeed relevant to the proposal.

Development of the bridge will include various measures intended to manage
the impact of the structure and its construction on surrounding
environmental values, in particular water quality, the river itself and its
shorelines.  Those measures include:
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Landscape -

(a) Post-construction rehabilitation of disturbed shoreline areas and
replanting.

Soil -

(b) Demarcation of construction areas – to minimise areas of disturbance.

(c) Employment of erosion and sediment control measures.

(d) Diversion of drainage away from disturbed areas.

Acid Sulphate Soils (ASS) -

(e) Investigate areas of excavation of >100m³ for potential ASS.

(f) Assessment and management of high risk areas in accordance with
the Tasmanian Acid Sulphate Soils Guidelines.

Surface water drainage -

(g) Hydraulic modelling indicated the bridge would not adversely affect
Forth River flow but upstream water levels would increase by 11cm in
a 1 in 100 year Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP).

Surface water quality -

(h) Installation of sediment control measures before commencement of
earthworks, including:

. installation of stormwater drainage;

. silt stop fencing;

. sediment traps;

. management of stockpiled materials;

. storage of fuels and refuelling within bunded areas.

Vegetation -

(i) Removal of E. viminalis will be limited to the area only required for rail
realignment (about 10% of the area studied but less as part of the
larger population).
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(j) Disturbance to be contained through fencing of construction area.

(k) Identification and appropriate management of weeds.

The application identifies an area of probable habitat for the Swift Parrot
(Lathamus discolor) on the eastern shore between the rail line and
Bass Highway.  There would be no works undertaken in this area.

The design and management measures proposed in the application address
the principal environmental elements concerning the project and would seem
to be suitable for protecting or managing the environmental values and visual
qualities of the Forth River. In this respect the most relevant Zone purpose
statement is considered to have been satisfied.

2 EARTHWORKS VISIBILITY -

Works associated with the bridge construction and rail line realignment
would necessitate removal of some vegetation and exposure of bare earth,
which might be regarded as unsightly.  The applicant proposes to rehabilitate
disturbed areas with appropriate planting.  The applicant should be required
to use native plants of local provenance.

Appropriately completed, the rehabilitation should ensure that any unsightly
views of excavated and filled areas would be short term. On that basis it is
considered that the Performance Criteria under section S7.4.3 Coastal and
riparian infrastructure, to minimise adverse environmental and aesthetic
effects, would be satisfied to an acceptable degree.

3 VEGETATION PROTECTION -

Section S7.4.3 Coastal and riparian infrastructure, P1, also relates to the
removal of vegetation where the rail would be realigned.

The application documents
imply that removal of trees
(particularly the E.
viminalis) would be
undertaken in accordance
with the relevant sections
of the Forest Practices
Code, in particular Section
C – Harvesting of Timber,
and Section D –
Conservation of Natural
and Cultural Values.

E. viminalis to be removed
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The principles outlined in the Code (sections C and D in particular) are
relevant and appropriate for guiding vegetation removal at the site and to
satisfy the Coastal and Riparian Schedule requirement to minimise adverse
environ-mental and aesthetic effects.

4 EROSION/SEDIMENTATION -

The bridge would locate its four piers and two abutments within or
immediately adjacent to the river. A river is considered to be a mobile
landform – its course changes over time and soil is continuously eroded and
deposited.

Section 15.4.6 Wetlands and watercourses, A3, requires that a watercourse is
not to be adversely affected by an increase in erosion or sedimentation.

The application documents indicate that some increase in erosion of the
river-bed during the bridge construction is likely to occur, but that this
would be temporary and unlikely to involve any adverse change to the values
or processes of the river environment in the longer term.

It is conceivable that some short term increase in erosion and sedimentation
is likely.  It is also likely that the situation would stabilise post construction,
possibly involving minor changes in flow but no long term adverse effects.

It is considered that the proposal satisfies section 15.4.6 Wetland and
watercourses, A3.

5 FLOODING -

Hydraulic modelling commissioned by the applicant was undertaken using
two separate models.  Results from both models indicated that the new
bridge would be likely to cause a small increase in water levels during flood
events up to 3km upstream of the Bass Highway bridge.

The highest estimate for the potential increase in flood level is 11cm for a 1
in 100 Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) event.  An estimate of flood level
increase for a 1 in 200 AEP event was not undertaken, however an assumed
increase of 20cm would not be unreasonable.

While the projected flood level increases caused by the new bridge would be
material, they would only represent a 0.1m (for a 1 in 100 AEP event) or 0.2m
(for a 1 in 200 AEP event) increase in flood levels.  Such proportions are
within statistical margins of error for the modelling and unlikely to make any
substantial difference to the management response in times of flood.  In this
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context the increase in flood levels resulting from the new rail bridge is not
considered to be significant.

Under section S7.4.3, Coastal and riparian infrastructure, P1, of the Coastal
and Riparian Schedule, an environmental impact report for riparian
infrastructure must demonstrate that its siting and design will minimise
adverse environmental and aesthetic effects.

On the basis that the predicted increase in flood level is not significant, it is
considered that the proposal is consistent with minimising adverse
environmental effects.

6 APPEARANCE -

The bridge would be a level concrete structure sitting about 5.5m above high
tide level.  It would be functional and utilitarian in appearance, similar in
character to the Bass Highway bridges alongside which it would be sited.  It
would have limited visibility in the landscape and from particular viewing
locations such as the Bass Highway and Leith (eastern side of the highway).

When viewed from Braddons
Lookout Road, the mass of
the four bridges would be
limited by their partial
obstruction from view by fore
and middle ground
vegetation and the partial
concealment of one bridge
by the one in front.  When
viewed from the Bass
Highway (particularly west
headed traffic) the view of
bridges would be similarly
limited, principally by
concealment caused by one
bridge in front of the other.

From both viewing points the massing impact of the four bridges could not
reasonably be regarded as excessive.

Removal of the existing bridge would reduce the visual mass but would result
in the loss of a structure with likely heritage value. This consideration out-
weighs any visual massing concerns.

View of bridges - Forth River From Braddons Lookout Road
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Section S7.4.3, Coastal and
riparian infrastructure, P1, of
the Coastal and Riparian
Schedule, requires that
development demonstrates that
its siting and design will
minimise adverse aesthetic
effects.

On the basis that the proposed
bridge would be consistent in
character with the highway
bridges and that massing would
be limited by partial obscurity
between the bridges, it is
considered that the proposal is
consistent with minimising
adverse aesthetic effects.

7. HERITAGE -

The existing rail bridge was built in 1885 and is the only remaining bridge of
its type in Australia.  It is listed on the Register of the National Estate (non-
active since 2007). Its particular value is its centrally located metal girder
swing span (2 x 12.8m) which, when operational, allowed the passage of
ships to and from Forth.

The bridge has recently been nominated for assessment for inclusion on the
State’s Heritage Register. At this stage the nomination carries no statutory
weight insofar as assessment of the replacement bridge application is
concerned.

The Planning Scheme’s Heritage Schedule only applies to places already
declared under the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 or the Aboriginal
Relics Act 1975 (or land containing relics).  In this case the bridge is not yet a
declared place under the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995, nor is it listed
on the Tasmanian Aboriginal Site Index (TASI) under the Aboriginal Relics Act
1975 and contains no relics.  Therefore the Schedule does not apply.

However, the replacement bridge would be set apart from the existing rail
bridge between 4.0m and 4.5m. Such limited separation raises questions
regarding the impact of construction activities (e.g. pile driving) on the old
bridge.  Given the old bridge’s possible listing on the State Heritage Register,
it is important that it be safeguarded from potential damage.  In this respect

Existing Forth River rail bridge

View of bridges - Forth River From Bass Highway
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it is considered that the applicant be advised that it should take adequate
and appropriate measures to protect the integrity and historic values of the
existing rail bridge.

Minimal separation between the old and new bridge could result in a loss of
setting.  It would certainly prevent the full operation of the turnstile if that
was ever considered to occur at some future time.  The bridge’s historic
setting would probably be improved by a greater separation from the new
bridge. That would not be possible without a major relocation of the line
which would be expensive and a disproportionate response considering the
benefits that would be afforded.

8 HIGHWAY BRIDGE SEPARATION -

The Department of Energy, Infrastructure and Resources (DIER) has advised
that negotiations have been held between it and TasRail over numerous
administrative matters that are of no relevance to the Council’s decision.
However DIER has indicated its preference for the new rail bridge to be
moved a further one metre away from the highway bridges, and for that to be
achieved through relocation of the proposed walkway from the southern side
of the new bridge to the northern side.

If the additional one metre was achieved through relocation of the walkway
as suggested, then the separation between the old and new rail bridges
would be reduced by one metre. This would further reduce the “heritage
setting” of the old bridge which would undermine its heritage value.

Unless there is an over-riding safety or constructional reason for requiring
the walkway to be relocated in the manner suggested by DIER, it is
considered that it should be provided on the southern side of the new bridge.

CONSULTATION

In accordance with s.57(3) and of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act
1993:

. a site notice was posted;

. an advertisement was placed in the Public Notices section of
The Advocate newspaper; and

. adjoining owners were sent a letter advising of the application and
inviting comment.

The application was referred to the Council’s Planning and Assessment Team.
Any relevant comments received from the Planning and Assessment Team are
included in the recommendation of the application.
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Four representations were received.

The objections are contained in Annexure 2 and are summarised and
responded to as follows:

MATTERS RAISED RESPONSE

SUBMISSION 1

Existing bridge has heritage value
and should be managed as a
tourist attraction.

The bridge is certainly old (127
years) and would appear to have
heritage value. It could certainly be
promoted as a tourist attraction.

SUBMISSION 2

Existing rail bridge should be
retained for use as a pedestrian/
cycle pathway.

The idea has possibility which will be
considered at a future time. The
existing bridge will be retained
under this application.

SUBMISSION 3

Existing rail bridge should be
converted to a pedestrian/cycle
pathway to link Leith and Turners
Beach.  Alternatively the new
bridge should include such a
pathway.

The idea has possibility which will be
considered at a future time. The
existing bridge will be retained
under this application.

It is understood that provision of a
public pathway on the new rail
bridge is not favoured principally
based on safety concerns.

SUBMISSION 4

Existing rail bridge should be
converted to a pedestrian/cycle
pathway to link Leith and Turners
Beach and pathway to Ulverstone.

Future use of the bridge will be
considered by sakeholders at a
future time.

IMPACT ON RESOURCES

The proposal has no likely impact on Council resources outside those usually
required for assessment and reporting, and possibly costs associated with an
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appeal against the Council’s determination should one be instituted by the
applicant.

CORPORATE COMPLIANCE

The Central Coast Strategic Plan 2009-2014 includes the following strategies
and key actions:

The Shape of the Place
. Adopt an integrated approach to land use planning
. Conserve the physical environment in a way that ensures we have a

healthy and attractive community

A Connected Central Coast
. Provide for a diverse range of movement patterns
. Connect the people with services

The Environment and Sustainable Infrastructure
. Invest in and leverage opportunities from our natural environment
. Contribute to a safe and healthy environment
. Develop and manage sustainable built infrastructure
. Contribute to the preservation of the natural environment

Council Sustainability and Governance
. Improve service provision
. Strengthen local-regional connections.

CONCLUSION

The proposed replacement bridge would be an important utility in the
transport of goods by rail on the Western Line.  The bridge would be safer
and allow the transport of heavier loads. As a use the development is
supported principally based on those benefits. The Utilities use under the
Planning Scheme is discretionary: it satisfies the relevant purpose statements
for the Rural Resource Zone.

An exercise of discretion on the use is considered appropriate.

Protection of surface waters and minimisation of environmental and aesthetic
impact have particular application through the Planning Scheme, particularly
the Rural Resource Zone purpose statements and Coastal and Riparian
Schedule.  The bridge’s impact on flood levels in the Forth River, while
material, would be relatively minor and not sufficient to warrant any
increased concern.



Development Support Special Committee Minutes - 10 September 2012  21

Particular measures required to ensure satisfaction of environmental and
aesthetic impact provisions are:

1 A site management plan that indicates in detail how it is intended to
implement the site management measures proposed in the
application documents.

2 Rehabilitation of exposed areas with appropriate native vegetation
sourced from the local area.

3 Removal of native vegetation should be undertaken in accordance
with the provisions of the Forest Practices Code 2000.

Preparation of a site management plan should be undertaken prior to any
works being undertaken.  A condition has been applied on the draft Permit.

Rehabilitation of earthworks on the site should be undertaken in accordance
with a landscape plan, submitted to and approved by the Council prior to
commencement of works.  A condition has been applied on the draft Permit.

A condition has been applied on the draft Permit in respect of the removal of
native vegetation in accordance with the Forest Practices Code 2000.

The existing bridge is old and with obvious historic value. It has been
nominated for inclusion on the State Heritage Register.  Care should be taken
to ensure that damage is not caused to it, particularly through construction
works. It should be suggested to TasRail that it seek the advice of Heritage
Tasmania on the design and proposed works.  A note to this effect has been
applied on the draft Permit.

DIER’s request to move the proposed walkway on the new bridge to the
northern side of the bridge would tend to “crowd” the existing bridge in a
visual sense and may undermine its “heritage setting”.  Unless there is an
over-riding safety or constructional reason for requiring the walkway to be
relocated, it should be positioned on the southern side of the new bridge.  A
note to this effect has been applied on the draft Permit.

With incorporation of the suggested conditions and notes it is considered
that exercises of discretion under section S7.4.3, Coastal and riparian
infrastructure, P1 is justified and that the application should be approved
accordingly.

The four representations received in response to notification suggest the
existing bridge be retained and converted for use as a pedestrian and cycle
way. This may or may not be appropriate and will depend on future
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negotiations between stakeholders.  However it is not a matter of relevance
to the current application, i.e. there is no development proposal involving the
existing bridge.

Recommendation -

That the application for a rail bridge to cross the Forth River between Turners
Beach and Leith be approved subject to the conditions contained in the draft
Permit (Annexure 3).’

The report is supported.”

The Acting Director Development & Regulatory Services reported as follows:

“Copies of the annexures referred to in the Land Use Planning Group Leader's report
have been circulated to all members.”

 Cr Viney moved and Cr Diprose seconded, “That the application for replacement of the
Forth River rail bridge at the Forth River between Turners Beach and Leith is approved
subject to conditions and notes listed on the draft Permit at Annexure 3 (a copy being
appended to and forming part of the minutes)”

Carried unanimously
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Closure

There being no further business, the Mayor declared the meeting closed at
6.11pm.

CONFIRMED THIS DAY OF , 2012.

Chairperson

(pb:jar)

Appendices

Minute No. 65/2012 – Draft Permit – Forth River rail bridge replacement at
Forth River
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