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To all Councillors 

NOTICE OF MEETING 
 
 

In accordance with the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 
2015, notice is given of the next ordinary meeting of the Central Coast Council 
which will be held in the Council Chamber at the Administration Centre, 
19 King Edward Street, Ulverstone on 19 February 2024.  The meeting will 
commence at 6.00pm.   

An agenda and associated reports and documents are appended hereto. 

A notice of meeting was published in The Advocate newspaper, a daily 
newspaper circulating in the municipal area, on 6 January 2024. 

A live stream of the meeting will be available on the Central Coast Council - 
TAS YouTube page via a link on Council’s website and Facebook page. 

Dated at Ulverstone this 14th day of February 2024.  

This notice of meeting and the agenda is given pursuant to delegation for and 
on behalf of the Chief Executive Officer. 

 

 

 

 

 
Ian Brunt 
EXECUTIVE SERVICES OFFICER 
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QUALIFIED PERSON’S ADVICE 

The Local Government Act 1993 (the Act), Section 65 provides as follows: 

“(1) A general manager must 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. 

(2) A council or council committee is not to decide on any matter which 
requires the advice of a qualified person without considering such 
advice unless – 

(a) the general manager certifies, in writing – 

(i) that such advice was obtained; and 

(ii) that the general manager took the advice into account 
in providing general advice to the council or council 
committee; and 

(b) a copy of that advice or, if the advice was given orally, a written 
transcript or summary of that advice is provided to the council 
or council committee with the general manager's certificate.” 

In accordance with Section 65 of the Act, I certify: 

(i) that the reports within this agenda contain advice, information and 
recommendations given by persons who have the qualifications and 
experience necessary to give such advice, information or 
recommendation; 

(ii) where any advice is directly given by a person who did not have the 
required qualifications or experience that person has obtained and 
taken into account another person’s general advice who is 
appropriately qualified or experienced; and 

(iii) that copies of advice received from an appropriately qualified or 
experienced professional have been provided to the Council. 

 
 
 
 
Barry Omundson 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
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AGENDA 

COUNCILLOR ATTENDANCE 

COUNCILLOR APOLOGIES 

EMPLOYEE ATTENDANCE 

GUEST(S) OF THE COUNCIL 

MEDIA ATTENDANCE 

PUBLIC ATTENDANCE 

LEGISLATIVE TERMINOLOGY - GENERAL MANAGER  

At the Central Coast Council, the title Chief Executive Officer is a term of 
reference for the General Manager as appointed by Council pursuant to section 
61 of the Local Government Act 1993; and carries the same meaning for the 
purposes of the Local Government Act 1993 and all other legislation 
administered by or concerning the Council. 

DIGITAL RECORDING OF COUNCIL MEETINGS  

At the commencement of the meeting, the Mayor is to notify those present 
that the meeting will be digitally recorded and made publicly available through 
the Council’s website.   

Digital recordings will be conducted in accordance with Regulation 33 of the 
Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015 and the Council’s 
Digital Recording Policy (109/2022).  

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY 

The Central Coast Council acknowledges and pays respect to the traditional 
owners of lutrawita (Tasmania), the palawa/pakana people.  

We acknowledge the Punnilerpanner tribe of this Northern Country, and in 
doing so, we celebrate one of the world’s oldest continuing cultures. 
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STATEMENT OF VALUES 

Guided by the diverse beliefs, experiences and backgrounds of the people we 
represent, we strive to make inspired and respectful decisions today that will 
build a better tomorrow. 

BUSINESS 

See Contents - Page 3 
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1 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES OF THE COUNCIL 

1.1 Confirmation of minutes 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“The minutes of the ordinary meeting of the Council held on 22 January 2024 and the 
Planning Sub-Committee meeting held on 5 February 2024 have already been 
circulated.  The minutes are required to be confirmed for their accuracy. 

The Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015 provide that in 
confirming the minutes of a meeting, debate is allowed only in respect of the accuracy 
of the minutes. 

A suggested resolution is submitted for consideration.” 

  “That the minutes of the ordinary meeting of the Council held on  
22 January 2024 and the minutes of the Planning Sub-Committee meeting held on 5 February 
2024 be confirmed.” 
 
  
 
  
 
  

2 MAYOR’S COMMUNICATIONS 

2.1 Mayor’s communications 

The Mayor to report: 
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2.2 Mayor’s diary 

The Mayor reports as follows: 

“I have attended the following events and functions on behalf of the Council: 

. Central Connect Business Case Workshop; 

. Australia Day and Citizenship Breakfast in the Park; 

. Rotary Ulverstone West Lift the Lid Walk Launch; 

. West Ulverstone vs Marrawah Over 50s Cricket Mayor’s Cup; 

. Supported Affordable Accommodation Trust New Concept Homes opening – 
Shorewell Park; 

. Cradle Coast Authority Board Meeting and Workshop; 

. Central Coast Chamber of Commerce and Industry Bi-Monthly Meeting; 

. Don College Evening of Excellence; 

. LGAT Future of Local Government Review Engagement Session; 

. Pancake Day – Penguin Uniting Church; 

. RSL Sub-branch Committee Meeting; 

. TasWater Half Year Briefing to Owners; 

. Riana Community Conversation; 

. Working it Out Opening of Burnie office;  

. Women in Waves with Layne Beachley - Turners Beach; and 

. Lift the Lid Walk- Ulverstone.  

The Deputy Mayor reports as follows: 

“I have attended the following events and functions on behalf of the Council: 

. Hellyer College Evening of Excellence.” 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“A suggested resolution is submitted for consideration.” 

  “That the Mayor’s and Deputy Mayor’s reports be received.” 
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2.3 Declarations of interest 

The Mayor reports as follows: 

“Councillors are requested to indicate whether they have, or are likely to have, a 
pecuniary (or conflict of) interest in any item on the agenda.” 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

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

Councillors 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 councillor 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.” 

 
  
 
  

3 COUNCILLOR REPORTS 

3.1 Councillor reports 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“Councillors who have been appointed by the Council to community and other 
organisations are invited at this time to report on actions or provide information 
arising out of meetings of those organisations. 

Any matters for decision by the Council which might arise out of these reports should 
be placed on a subsequent agenda and made the subject of a considered resolution.” 
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4 APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

4.1 Leave of absence 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“The Local Government Act 1993 provides that the office of a councillor becomes 
vacant if the councillor is absent without leave from three consecutive ordinary 
meetings of the council. 

The Act also provides that applications by councillors for leave of absence may be 
discussed in a meeting or part of a meeting that is closed to the public. 

There are no applications for consideration at this meeting.” 
 
  
 
  

5 DEPUTATIONS 

5.1 Deputations 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

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

 
  
 
  

6 PETITIONS 

6.1 Petitions 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“No petitions under the provisions of the Local Government Act 1993 have been 
presented.” 
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7 COUNCILLORS’ QUESTIONS 

7.1 Councillors’ questions without notice 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“The Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015 provide as follows: 

’29 (1) A councillor at a meeting may ask a question without notice – 

(a) of the chairperson; or 

(b) through the chairperson, of – 

(i) another councillor; or 

(ii) the general manager. 

 (2) In putting a question without notice at a meeting, a councillor must 
not – 

(a) offer an argument or opinion; or 

(b) draw any inferences or make any imputations – 

except so far as may be necessary to explain the question. 

 (3) The chairperson of a meeting must not permit any debate of a 
question without notice or its answer. 

 (4) The chairperson, councillor or general manager who is asked a 
question without notice at a meeting may decline to answer the 
question. 

 (5) The chairperson of a meeting may refuse to accept a question without 
notice if it does not relate to the activities of the council. 

 (6) Questions without notice, and any answers to those questions, are 
not required to be recorded in the minutes of the meeting. 

 (7) The chairperson may require a councillor to put a question without 
notice in writing.’ 
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If a question gives rise to a proposed matter for discussion and that matter is not 
listed on the agenda, Councillors are reminded of the following requirements of the 
Regulations: 

‘8 (5) Subject to subregulation (6), a matter may only be discussed at a 
meeting if it is specifically listed on the agenda of that meeting. 

(6) A council by absolute majority at an ordinary council meeting, …, may 
decide to deal with a matter that is not on the agenda if – 

(a) the general manager has reported the reason it was not possible 
to include the matter on the agenda; and 

(b) the general manager has reported that the matter is urgent; and 

(c) in a case where the matter requires the advice of a qualified 
person, the general manager has certified under section 65 of 
the Act that the advice has been obtained and taken into 
account in providing general advice to the council.’ 

Councillors who have questions without notice are requested at this time to give an 
indication of what their questions are about so that the questions can be allocated to 
their appropriate Departmental Business section of the agenda.” 

Councillor Question Department 

........................................... ............................................ ....................................... 

........................................... ............................................ ....................................... 

........................................... ............................................ ....................................... 

7.2 Councillors’ questions on notice 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“The Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015 provide as follows: 

‘30 (1) A councillor, at least 7 days before an ordinary council meeting or a 
council committee meeting, may give written notice to the general 
manager of a question in respect of which the councillor seeks an 
answer at that meeting. 

 (2) An answer to a question on notice must be in writing.’ 



 
  
 
 
 
 

Central Coast Council Agenda – 19 February 2024      11 

It is to be noted that any question on notice and the written answer to the question 
will be recorded in the minutes of the meeting as provided by the Regulations. 

Any questions on notice are to be allocated to their appropriate Departmental 
Business section of the agenda. 

No questions on notice have been received.” 
 
  
 
  
 
  

8 PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 

8.1 Public question time 

The Mayor reports as follows: 

“At 6.40pm or as soon as practicable thereafter, a period of not more than 30 minutes 
is to be set aside for public question time during which any member of the public may 
ask questions relating to the activities of the Council. 

Public question time will be conducted in accordance with the Local Government 
(Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015 and the supporting procedures adopted by 
the Council in its Meeting Procedures – Public question time (Minute No. 133/2014). 
Some of these procedures include:  

 No more than two questions may be asked by a member of the public. 

 The meeting procedures do not allow for statements or debate, only questions.  

 A questioner is to identify themselves before asking a question and direct their 
question/s to the Chairperson, who may invite another Councillor or Council 
employee to respond.  

 To assist with the accurate recording of the minutes, a form has been provided 
for the questioner to record their question/s, name and contact details. 

 If an item on the agenda has not been dealt with prior to public question time, 
questions about that item will not be taken for the reason that a response 
could compromise the Council’s subsequent consideration of that item. 
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 If it is not possible for an answer to be provided to a question at the meeting, 
then a written answer will be provided subsequent to the meeting. 

 The Chairperson may refuse to accept a question. If the Chairperson refuses 
to accept a question, the Chairperson is to give reason for doing so. 

 Protection of parliamentary privilege does not apply to local government and 
any statements in the Council Chambers, or any document produced, are 
subject to the laws of defamation. 

 Public questions and their responses at the meeting will be recorded in the 
minutes, and via digital recording, which will be publicly available.” 

8.2 Public questions taken on notice 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“At the 22 January 2024 Ordinary Council Meeting, Ms Linda French and Mr Gary Carr 
asked the following questions without notice, which were responded to by the Mayor 
and Chief Executive Officer who advised that questions would be taken on notice, and 
a response provided.  

Ms Linda French – Turners Beach 

Question 1 –  

I am the manager of the OC Ling Caravan Park and officially started there in 
November last year. Our park is surrounded by trees, and this presents a 
safety issue, as there are no fire breaks. Both ends of the park are like a forest. 
I have had to close down one of the sites because where the dunes sit, trees 
are now coming right over the site and it’s not safe to put anyone there.  

Is there going to be any maintenance of the trees in the park in the near future?  

             Question 2 –  

Ms French also submitted a second written statement that was received 
following the close of the meeting, which stated:  

I would like it noted and minuted that I am not going to be responsible for any 
accidents that happen to anyone in the park, damage or death, because I have 
tried to get something done since 1st November, but have continually been 
fobbed off. 
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           Response –  

Council has an Agreement with the Forth Valley Lions Club which outlines roles 
and responsibilities for maintenance of the caravan park including tree 
maintenance.  The Director Corporate Services has met with the Forth Valley 
Lions Club since the meeting, to work through current maintenance requests 
and priorities. The Caretaker has been provided with contact details and 
instruction on how requests for service should be submitted and has the 
Director’s contact details should any matters require escalation. 

  Mr Gary Carr – Turners Beach 

Question -  

I live in the caravan park at Turners Beach and we have formed a committee 
and would like to see Council spend some money on the park to keep it up 
to date. I wanted to come to the Council meeting to represent the committee 
and to keep things rolling. 

Response –  

A new Agreement is in the final stages of negotiation with the Forth Valley 
Lions Club.   Since the meeting, the Director Corporate Services, has spoken 
with Mr Carr and has agreed to attend a future meeting with the 
Committee/residents along with the Forth Valley Lions Club once the 
Agreement has been executed and will be able to inform the Committee of 
planned priorities for upgrade and renewal agreed to by both parties. 

 This information is provided for the purpose of record only.  A suggested resolution 
is submitted for consideration.” 

   “That the Officer’s report be received.” 
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9 DEPARTMENTAL BUSINESS 

OFFICE OF THE CEO AND MAYOR 

9.1 Minutes and notes of committees of the Council and other organisations 

The Chief Executive Officer reports as follows: 

“The following (non-confidential) minutes and notes of committees of the Council and 
other organisations on which the Council has representation have been received: 

. Turners Beach Community Representatives Committee – meeting held 25 
January 2024. 

Copies of the minutes and notes having been circulated to all Councillors, a suggested 
resolution is submitted for consideration.” 

  “That the (non-confidential) minutes and notes of committees of the Council be received.” 
 
  
 
  
 
  

9.2 Chief Executive Officer’s Report 

The Chief Executive Officer reports as follows: 

“PURPOSE 

The purpose of this monthly report is to provide Councillors and the community with 
an update on Council management and strategic matters. 

The report covers the period to the preceding Council meeting (23 January 2024 to 
19 February 2024) and includes certain statutory reporting requirements under the 
Local Government Act 1993.    
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OUR PLACE – OUR FUTURE: FIRST STEPS 

The progression of the Council’s current term plan is reported in detail to Councillors 
at monthly workshops. The overall performance of the organisation in progressing 
the actions that support its strategic vision for Central Coast are presented below.  

 COMMON SEAL  

The Council has delegated the use of its common seal to the Chief Executive Officer 
and Director Community, Growth and Development (Minute Ref. 317/2023 – 
11.12.2023). One condition of this delegation is that all use of the common seal is to 
be reported to the Council at its next ordinary meeting.  

A schedule of documents that have been affixed with the common seal for the period  
23 January 2024 to 19 February 2024 is appended to this report.   
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CONTRACTS AND AGREEMENTS 

A schedule of contracts and agreements (other than those approved under the 
common seal) signed by the Chief Executive Officer for the period 23 January 2024 
to February 2024 is appended to this report.  

CORRESPONDENCE ADDRESSED TO THE MAYOR AND COUNCILLORS  

A schedule of correspondence addressed to the Mayor and Councillors for the period 
23 January 2024 to 19 February 2024 is appended to this report.  

COUNCIL WORKSHOPS 

The following council workshops have been held for the period 23 January 2024 to 
19 February 2024:  

. 5 February 2024 – Cradle Coast Authority; Strategic Plan survey and 
communications; Future of Local Government Review – Final Report 
submission; public place of assembly compliance. 

. 12 February 2024 - Turners Beach Specific Area Plan; Our Place – Our Future: 
First Steps – monthly report; Ulverstone Men’s Shed – public art proposal.” 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“Copies of the schedules having been circulated to all Councillors and statutory 
information provided for the purpose of record, a suggested resolution is submitted 
for consideration.” 

  “That the Chief Executive Officer’s report be received.” 
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COMMUNITY, GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT 

9.3 Ulverstone Civic Centre Review  

The Director Community, Growth and Development reports as follows: 

“PURPOSE 

For Council to consider the outcome of the Ulverstone Civic Centre Review, and 
determine whether or not to support a proposal by the Ulverstone Repertory Society 
to licence the Gawler Room.  

BACKGROUND 

Opening in 1983, the Ulverstone Civic Centre (the Centre) has been an important part 
of the Central Coast for 41 years as a venue to host performances, civic events and 
large social gatherings.   

While over the years the use of the Centre has changed from what it once was, the 
Centre continues to be an important cultural facility for Central Coast residents 
through the performances and events that are staged there.  

Councillors determined that a review was to be undertaken to ensure the Centre was 
delivering benefits to the community.  The objectives of the review were to: 

1. Determine the suitability of community groups whose activities align with the 
Centre, licencing the Gawler Room for use. 

2. Improve performer and audience comfort and safety. 

3. Improve street presence of the building through signage, public art and or 
landscaping, while preserving the current structure and external appearance 
of the building.  

4. Increase utilisation.  

The review focussed on how the objectives can be achieved with modest expenditure, 
avoiding any major redevelopment or structural changes.  

DISCUSSION 

The Civic Centre was once a focal point for performing arts and cultural events in the 
Central Coast, however use has declined as changes have occurred to the local 
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performing arts industry and to the expectations of what is provided in a 
meeting/function space. 

The availability of a theatre with more than twice the seating capacity and modern 
audio-visual equipment at the paranaple Centre has made it become the preferred 
venue for performances in North West Tasmania, taking away shows once held at the 
Centre. The expectations for meetings and function spaces with audio visual 
equipment, Wi-Fi, and an attractive outlook has seen a shift away from the Gawler 
Room for social and civic functions to other venues like the Gnomon Pavilion.    

These changes have caused a decline in revenue for the Centre, and when coupled 
with increasing expenditure, predominantly due to higher building service costs, the 
financial results of the Centre are repeated annual deficits in the order of $100,000.  

The review seeks to address this through increasing the Centre’s utilisation by 
delivering improvements to how it operates, the equipment provided and to the built 
environment. To achieve this, 15 recommendations have been made across the 
categories of Management and Operations, Promotion and Marketing, Furniture, 
Fittings and Equipment, and the Built Environment.  

Once all the recommendations are implemented it is expected the objectives of the 
review will be achieved. The Centre will provide improved facilities and equipment for 
users and patrons comfort and safety, attract new productions and user groups, all 
of which will increase utilisation. The other key objective of the review was to 
determine the suitability of licencing the Gawler Room to a community group whose 
activities align with the Centre. This was a proposal by the Ulverstone Repertory 
Society (the Society).  

The Society is a well-established community group that produces theatre shows each 
year at the Civic Centre. They are currently based in the former Ulverstone Court 
House which does not provide them with the required storage, set design or rehearsal 
space.  

These issues can be addressed by relocating the Society to the Gawler Room while 
creating opportunities for them and other performing arts groups to utilise the room 
to host small productions and theatrical workshops. The Society has demonstrated a 
commitment to youth development, with youth productions staged most years, and 
this can be enhanced through the use by them of the Gawler Room.  

If Council supports the Society’s proposal to licence the Gawler Room, the licence 
agreement should include conditions that enables the Gawler Room to be used by 
others when not in use. The majority of stakeholders consulted were generally 
supportive of Society being licensed the Gawler Room, however there was some 
concern that community use would be restricted. The Society has indicated they would 



C O M M U N I T Y,   G R O W T H   A N D   D E V E L O P M E N T 
  
 
 
 
 

Central Coast Council Agenda – 19 February 2024      19 

strongly encourage use of the Gawler Room outside their own use and committed to 
constructively working with Council to see that this occurs by ensuring equipment 
was packed away and the room presentable for use.  

CONSULTATION 

Key stakeholders of the Ulverstone Civic Centre were consulted as part of the review. 
This involved two round-table discussions with 22 representatives of local theatre 
producers, service clubs, and regular hirers. These were followed by an online survey 
where 14 stakeholders took the opportunity to provide a response. The information 
gather from the round-table discussion and survey have been incorporated into the 
review’s recommendations.  

The draft review was presented to Councillors at a workshop on 15 January 2024. 
After discussion on the recommendations, the following changes have been made: 

. Revised the budget estimate for the entrance redevelopment. 

. Removed a recommendation to reposition the projector screen in the fly tower 
to allow for better shared use of the theatre stage as this has been completed. 

. Changed the responsibility for rehoming of artwork in the Centre to the Arts 
and Culture Team.  

RESOURCE, FINANCIAL AND RISK IMPACTS 

Implementation of the review’s recommendations is scheduled to occur over the next 
three years. Budget allocations will be requested in the respective financial year as 
part of Council’s budget process.      

Where only staff time is required to implement a recommendation, it will be 
completed within the current level of staffing.  

There is a risk if the recommendations are not implemented that the objectives of the 
review will not be met. This would negatively impact the social and cultural benefits 
for the community, and the financial performance of the Centre.  

CORPORATE COMPLIANCE 

The Central Coast Strategic Plan 2014-2024 includes the following strategies and key 
actions: 

Community Capacity and Creativity 
. Community capacity-building 
. Cultivate a culture of creativity in the community. 
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The Environment and Sustainable Infrastructure 
. Develop and manage sustainable built infrastructure 

Council Sustainability and Governance 
. Improve service provision 
. Improve the Council’s financial capacity to sustainably meet community 

expectations 

CONCLUSION 

The implementation of the Ulverstone Civic Centre Review over the next three years 
will create a vibrant and thriving performing arts centre that will enhance the cultural 
and social contribution it makes to the Central Coast community.  

While implementing the recommendations, staff will be cognisant of the impact on 
users, and where possible will seek to ensure that as changes are made, they are 
continued to be provided with the flexibility to use the Centre as long as safety can 
be guaranteed.  

It is recommended that the Council: 

1 Adopt the Ulverstone Civic Centre Review and its 15 recommendations. 

2 Permit staff to negotiate and execute a licence agreement with the Ulverstone 
Repertory Society for the use of the Gawler Room that does not unreasonably 
limit or restrict access for other users.” 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“A copy of the Ulverstone Civic Centre Review having been circulated to all Councillors, 
a suggested resolution is submitted for consideration.” 

  “That the Council: 

1 Adopt the Ulverstone Civic Centre Review and its 15 recommendations. 

2 Permit staff to negotiate and execute a licence agreement with the Ulverstone 
Repertory Society for the use of the Gawler Room that does not unreasonably limit or 
restrict access for other users.” 
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9.4 Development application determinations 

The Director Community, Growth and Development reports as follows: 

“A Schedule of Development Application Determinations made during the month of 
January 2024 is submitted to the Council for information.  The information is reported 
in accordance with approved delegations and responsibilities.” 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“A copy of the Schedule having been circulated to all Councillors, a suggested 
resolution is submitted for consideration.” 

  “That the Schedule of Development Application Determinations (a copy being appended 
to and forming part of the minutes) be received.” 
  
 
  

9.5 Council acting as a planning authority 

The Mayor reports as follows: 

“The Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015 provide that if a 
council intends to act at a meeting as a planning authority under the Land Use 
Planning and Approvals Act 1993, the chairperson is to advise the meeting 
accordingly. 

The Chief Executive Officer has submitted the following report: 

‘If any such actions arise out of Agenda Items 9.6 and 9.7, they are to be dealt 
with by the Council acting as a planning authority under the Land Use Planning 
and Approvals Act 1993.’” 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“Councillors are reminded that the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) 
Regulations 2015 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. 

A suggested resolution is submitted for consideration.” 

  “That the Mayor’s report be received.” 
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9.6 Subdivision - 2 residential lots across Rural Living Zone and Rural Zone – Services 
(Rural Living Zone); Lot design (Rural Zone); and reliance on C7.0 Natural Assets Code 
and C9.0 Attenuation Code at 80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach - Application No. 
DA2023331 

The Director Community, Growth and Development reports as follows: 

“The Manager Land Use Planning (Acting) has prepared the following report: 

‘DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION NO.: DA2023331 
PROPOSAL: Subdivision - 2 residential lots across 

Rural Living Zone and Rural Zone – 
Services (Rural Living Zone); Lot design 
(Rural Zone); and reliance on  
C7.0 Natural Assets Code and  
C9.0 Attenuation Code  

APPLICANT: PDA Surveyors, Engineers & Planners  
obo Regina Piroska Lehman   

LOCATION: 80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach    
ZONES: Rural Living and Rural   
PLANNING INSTRUMENT: Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Central 

Coast (the Planning Scheme) 
ADVERTISED: 23 December 2023 
REPRESENTATIONS EXPIRY DATE: 16 January 2024 
REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED: One 
42-DAY EXPIRY DATE: 23 January 2024 (extension of time 

granted until 19 February 2024) 
DECISION DUE: 19 February 2024 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to consider an application for a Subdivision to 
create 2 residential lots at 80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach. 

Accompanying the report are the following documents: 

. Annexure 1 – location plan; 

. Annexure 2 – application documentation; 

. Annexure 3 – representations; and 

. Annexure 4 – photographs.  
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BACKGROUND 

Development description – 

Application is made to subdivide a dual zoning parcel of land known as  
80 Bienefielts Road into 2 residential lots.   

Lot 1 would have an area of 1.16ha and be accessed via a new crossover off 
Bienefelts Road.  Lot 1 would be vacant and be within the Rural Living Zone.  

Lot 2 would have an area of 9.01ha and be accessed via an existing crossover 
off Bienefelts Road.  Lot 2 would accommodate the existing single dwelling 
and associated outbuildings and be within the Rural Zone.  

Site description and surrounding area – 

The site is 10.17ha.  It contains an existing single dwelling and associated 
outbuildings and is the last property to the north of Bienefelts Road before the 
road turns into access owned by Crown Land Services.  

Clayton Rivulet intersects the site which branches off in several directions.  
One aspect of the Clayton Rivulet forms the dual zoning boundary.  

The site is subject to watercourse and priority vegetation, bushfire prone area, 
and medium and low landslip hazard overlays.  

The land to the south and north-east is zoned Rural Living and is characterised 
primarily by single dwellings with associated outbuildings.  Land to the north 
and north-west is zoned Rural with a small portion of the abutting land to the 
north zoned Agriculture.  

The site is within the attenuation buffer area for Ulverstone Quarries 
Kimberleys Road Quarry and therefore C9.0 Attenuation Code is applicable.  It 
is noted within the application submission, that blasting no longer occurs at 
the quarry since owned by Hardings Hotmix.  Regardless, if blasting occurs at 
the quarry, the Code will apply as the attenuation distance to a non-blasting 
quarry is 750m.  The separation between the quarry and the subdivision site 
is approximately 380m (please note that a blasting quarry has an attenuation 
distance of 1,000m).  

The site is not connected to reticulated services and relies on on-site 
wastewater and stormwater disposal.  
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History – 

A previous application for the same proposal was submitted to Council with 
public notification occurring and representations were received.  The 
application was subsequently withdrawn by the applicant, and this new 
application lodged with the addition of an on-site wastewater report.  

DISCUSSION 

The following Table is the Manager Land Use Planning’s (Acting) assessment 
against the planning scheme provisions: 

  



C O M M U N I T Y,   G R O W T H   A N D   D E V E L O P M E N T 
  
 
 
 
 

Central Coast Council Agenda – 19 February 2024      25 

11.0 Rural Living Zone – applies to Lot 1  

11.1 Zone Purpose  

The purpose of the Rural Living Zone is:  

11.1.1  To provide for residential use or development in a rural setting where: 

(a) services are limited; and  

(b)   existing natural and landscape values are to be retained.   

11.1.2  To provide for compatible agricultural use and development that does not adversely impact on 

residential amenity.  

11.1.3  To provide for other use or development that does not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity, through 

noise, scale, intensity, traffic generation and movement, or other off site  impacts. 

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

Planner’s comment  

The proposal satisfies the Zone Purpose in that it would provide for residential use and development, in a rural 

setting where: 

(a) services are limited; and 

(b) existing natural and landscape values are to be retained.  

 

CLAUSE PLANNERS COMMENTS  

11.3 Use Standards 

11.3.1 Discretionary uses Not applicable Assessment 

11.3.1–(A1) 

Hours of operation for a use listed as 

Discretionary, excluding Emergency Services 

or Resource Development, must be within 

the hours of: 

(a) 8.00am to 6.00pm Monday to Friday; 

(b) 9.00am to 12.00 noon Saturday; and  

(c) Nil on Sunday and public holidays. 

☒ Not a Discretionary use. 
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11.3.1–(A2) 

External lighting for a use listed as 

Discretionary: 

(a) must be within the hours of 7.00pm to 

7.00am, excluding any security 

lighting; and 

(b) security lighting must be baffled so 

that direct light does not extend into 

the adjoining property. 

☒ Not a Discretionary use. 

11.3.1–(A3 

Commercial vehicle movements and the 

unloading and loading of commercial 

vehicles for a use listed as Discretionary, 

excluding Emergency Services, must be 

within the hours of: 

(a) 7.00am to 5.00pm Monday to Friday; 

(b) 9.00am to 12.00 noon Saturday; and  

(c) Nil on Sunday and public holidays. 

☒ Not a Discretionary use. 

11.3.2 Visitor Accommodation Not applicable Assessment 

11.3.2–(A1) 

Visitor Accommodation: 

(a) guests are accommodated in existing 

buildings; and 

(b) has a gross floor area of not more 

than 200m2 per lot. 

☒ Not Visitor Accommodation. 

11.3.2–(A1) 

Visitor Accommodation is not for a strata lot 

that is part of a strata scheme where another 

strata lot within that strata scheme issued for 

a residential use.  

☒ Not Visitor Accommodation. 
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11.4 Development Standards for Buildings and Works  

11.4.1 Site coverage Not applicable Assessment  

The site coverage must be not more than 

400m2. 

☒ The application does not include any 

buildings in the Rural Living Zone.  

Additionally, there are no existing buildings 

on proposed Lot 1.       

11.4.2 Building height, setback and siting Not applicable Assessment 

11.4.2–(A1) 

Building height must be not more than 8.5m. 

☒ The application does not include any 

buildings in the Rural Living Zone.  

Additionally, there are no existing buildings 

in proposed Lot 1.     

11.4.2–(A2) 

Buildings must have a setback from a 

frontage of not less than 20m. 

☒ The application does not include any 

buildings in the Rural Living Zone.  

Additionally, there are no existing buildings 

in proposed Lot 1.     

11.4.2–(A3) 

Buildings must have a setback from side and 

rear boundaries of not less than 10m. 

☒ The application does not include any 

buildings in the Rural Living Zone.  

Additionally, there are no existing buildings 

in proposed Lot 1.     

11.4.2–(A4) 

Buildings for a sensitive use must be 

separated from an Agriculture Zone or Rural 

Zone a distance of: 

(a) not less than 200m; or 

(b) if the setback of an existing building 

is within 200m, not less than the 

existing building. 

☒ The application does not include any 

buildings in the Rural Living Zone.  

Additionally, there are no existing buildings 

in proposed Lot 1.     

11.5 Development Standards for Subdivision  

11.5.1 Lot design Not applicable Assessment 

11.5.1–(A1) 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, must: 

☐ (a) Compliant.  Lot 1 would be within 

the Rural Living Zone area.  This 
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(a) have an area not less than specified 

in Table 11.1 and: 

(i) be able to contain a 

minimum area of  15m x 

20m clear of: 

a. all setbacks 

required by 

clause 11.4.2 A2 

and A3; and 

b. easements or 

other title 

restrictions that 

limit or restrict 

development; 

and 

(ii) existing buildings are 

consistent with  the 

setback required by clause 

11.4.2  A2 and A3; 

(b) be required for public use by the 

Crown, a council or a State 

authority; 

(c) be required for the provision of 

Utilities; or 

(d) be for the consolidation of a lot with 

another lot provided each lot is 

within the same zone. 

lot would have a land area of 

1.16ha. 

(a)(i) Compliant.  The area is able to 

contain a minimum area of 15m x 

20m.  

(a)(ii)a. Compliant.  Building area would 

satisfy all setbacks.   

(a)(ii)b. Compliant.  There are no 

easements or other title 

restrictions on this lot.  

(b) Refer to (a). 

(c) Refer to (a). 

(d) Refer to (a).   

11.5.1–A2) 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, excluding for public open space, 

a riparian or littoral reserve or Utilities, must 

have a frontage not less than 40m. 

☐ Compliant.  Lot 1 would have a frontage of 

approximately 200m.   

11.5.1-(A3) 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, must be provided with a  

☐ Compliant.  Lot 1 would have access off 

Bienefelts Road.   
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vehicular access from the boundary of the lot 

to a road in accordance with the 

requirements of the road authority. 

11.5.2 Roads Not applicable Assessment 

11.5.2 –(A1) 

This subdivision includes no new roads. 

☒ No new road.  

11.5.3 Services Not applicable Assessment 

11.5.3 –(A1) 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, excluding for public open space, 

a riparian or littoral reserve or Utilities, must: 

(a) be connected to a full water supply 

service if the frontage of the lot is 

within 30m of a full water supply 

service; or 

(b) be connected to a limited water 

supply service if the frontage of the 

lot is within 30m of a limited water 

supply service, 

unless a regulated entity advises that the lot 

is unable to be connected to the relevant 

water supply service. 

☒ The site is not connected to reticulated 

water supply.   

11.5.3 –(A2) 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, excluding within Rural Living 

Zone C or Rural Living Zone D or for public 

open space, a riparian or littoral reserve or 

Utilities, must: 

(a) be connected to a reticulated 

sewerage system; or 

(b) be connected to a reticulated 

sewerage system if the frontage of 

each lot is within 30m of a 

☐ Non-compliant.  Proposal is for on-site 

wastewater.  

Refer to the “Issues” section.  
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reticulated sewerage system and 

can be connected by gravity feed. 

20.0   Rural Zone – applies to Lot 2 

20.1     Zone Purpose 

The purpose of the Rural Zone is: 

20.1.1       To provide for a range of use or development in a rural location: 

(a) where agricultural use is limited or marginal due to topographical, environmental or other 

site or regional characteristics; 

(b) that requires a rural location for operational reasons; 

(c) is compatible with agricultural use if occurring on agricultural land;  

(d) minimises adverse impacts on surrounding uses. 

20.1.2       To minimise conversion of agricultural land for non-agricultural use. 

20.1.3      To ensure that use or development is of a scale and intensity that is appropriate for a rural 

location and does not compromise the function of surrounding settlements. 

Planners comment  

Proposal is to subdivide the Rural Zone portion of the site off.  The area has an existing single dwelling and 

outbuildings.  

 

CLAUSE COMMENT 

20.3 Use Standards 

20.3.1 Discretionary uses Not Applicable Assessment  

20.3.1 –(A1) 

A use listed as Discretionary, excluding 

Residential, is for an alteration or 

extension to an existing use, if: 

(a) the gross floor area does not 

increase by more than 30% from 

that existing at the effective date; 

and 

☒ Not a discretionary use.     
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(b) the development area does not 

increase by more than 30% from 

that existing at the effective date. 

 

20.3.1 –(A2) 

No acceptable solution. 

☒ Not a discretionary use.     

20.3.1 –(A3) 

No acceptable solution. 

☒ Not a discretionary use.     

20.3.1 –(A4) 

No acceptable solution. 

☒ Not a discretionary use.     

20.4 Development Standards for Buildings and Works 

20.4.1 Building height Not Applicable Assessment  

20.4.1 –(A1) 

Building height must be not more than 

12m. 

☒ No new buildings are proposed on Lot 2.  

20.4.2 Setbacks Not Applicable Assessment  

20.4.2 –(A1) 

Buildings must have a setback from all 

boundaries of: 

(a) not less than 5m; or 

(b) if the setback of an existing 

building is within 5m, not less than 

the existing building. 

☐ Compliant.  All existing buildings on Lot 2 

would be setback greater than 5m to all 

boundaries.  

20.4.2 –(A2) 

Buildings for a sensitive use must be 

separated from an Agriculture Zone a 

distance of: 

(a) not less than 200m; or 

(b) if an existing building for a 

sensitive use on the site is within 

☐ (a) Satisfied by (b). 

(b) Compliant.  All buildings (including 

one used for a sensitive use – 

residential in the form of the single 

dwelling) are existing.  No new 

buildings are proposed.  
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200m of that boundary, not less 

than the existing building. 

 

20.4.3 Access for new dwellings Not Applicable Assessment  

20.4.3 –(A1) 

New dwellings must be located on lots that 

have frontage with access to a road 

maintained by a road authority. 

☒ No new dwelling is proposed.    

20.5 Development Standards for Subdivision 

20.5.1 lot design Not Applicable Assessment  

20.5.1 –(A1) 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, must: 

(a) be required for public use by the 

Crown, a council or a State 

authority; 

(b) be required for the provision of 

Utilities or irrigation infrastructure; 

(c) be for the consolidation of a lot 

with another lot provided each lot 

is within the same zone; or 

(d) be not less than 40ha with a 

frontage of no less than 25m and 

existing buildings are consistent 

with the setback and separation 

distance required by clause 

20.4.2 A1 and A2. 

☐ (a) Refer to (d).    

(b) Refer to (d).    

(c) Refer to (d).    

(d) Non-compliant.  Lot 2 would be 

within the Rural Zone and would 

have a land area of 9.01ha.    

Refer to the “Issues” section of the report.  

20.5.1 –(A2) 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, must be provided with a 

vehicular access from the boundary of the 

lot to a road in accordance with the 

requirements of the road authority. 

☐ Compliant.  Lot 2 has an existing access off 

Bienefelts Road.  
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CODES 

CODES NOT APPLICABLE APPLICABLE 

C1.0 Signs Code ☒  

C2.0 Parking and Sustainable Transport 

Code 

☐ Refer to Table below.  

C3.0 Road and Railway Assets Code ☒  

C4.0 Electricity Transmission 

Infrastructure Protection Code 

☒  

C5.0 Telecommunications Code ☒  

C6.0 Local Historic Heritage Code ☒  

C7.0 Natural Assets Code ☐ Refer to Table below.  

C8.0 Scenic Protection Code ☒  

C9.0 Attenuation Code ☐ Refer to Table below. 

C10.0 Coastal Erosion Hazard Code ☒  

C11.0 Coastal Inundation Hazard Code ☒  

C12.0 Flood-Prone Areas Hazard Code ☒  

C13.0 Bushfire-Prone Areas Code ☐ Refer to Table below. 

C14.0 Potentially Contaminated Land 

Code 

☒  

C15.0 Landslip Hazard Code ☒ Even though the site has some landslip 

areas, the Code is exempt as no 

significant works would occur in the 

areas that are subject to landslip.  

C16.0 Safeguarding of Airports Code ☒  
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C2.0   Parking and Sustainable Transport Code 

CLAUSE COMMENT 

C2.5    Use Standards 

C2.5.1   Car parking numbers Not applicable Assessment  

C2.5.1–(A1) 

The number of on-site car parking spaces 

must be no less than the number specified 

in Table C2.1, excluding if: 

(a) the site is subject to a parking plan 

for the area adopted by council, in 

which case parking provision 

(spaces or cash-in-lieu) must be in 

accordance with that plan; 

(b) the site is contained within a 

parking precinct plan and subject 

to Clause C2.7; 

(c) the site is subject to Clause 

C2.5.5; or 

(d) it relates to an intensification of an 

existing use or development or a 

change of use where: 

(i) the number of on-site car 

parking spaces for the 

existing use or 

development specified in 

Table C2.1 is greater 

than the number of car 

parking spaces specified 

in Table C2.1 for the 

proposed use or 

development, in which 

case no additional on-site 

car parking is required; or 

☐ Compliant.  Both lots would have ample 

areas to allow the provisions for 2 car 

parking spaces.   

(a)–(d) does not apply.  
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(ii) the number of on-site car 

parking spaces for the 

existing use or  

 development specified in 

Table C2.1 is less than 

the number of car parking 

spaces specified in Table 

C2.1 for the proposed 

use or development, in 

which case on-site car 

parking must be 

calculated as follows: 

 N = A + (C- B) 

 N = Number of on-site 

car parking spaces 

required 

 A = Number of existing 

on site car parking 

spaces 

 B = Number of on-site car 

parking spaces required 

for the existing use or 

 development specified in 

Table C2.1 

 C= Number of on-site car 

parking spaces required 

for the proposed use or 

development specified in 

Table C2. 

C2.5.2   Bicycle parking numbers Not applicable Assessment  

C2.5.2–(A1) 

Bicycle parking spaces must: 

(a) be provided on the site or within 

50m of the site; and  

☒ Does not apply to residential 

subdivision.  
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(b) be no less than the number 

specified in Table C2.1. 

 

C2.5.3   Motorcycle parking numbers Not applicable Assessment  

C2.5.3-(A1) 

The number of on-site motorcycle parking 

spaces for all uses must: 

(a) be no less than the number 

specified in Table C2.4; and; 

(b) if an existing use or development 

is extended or intensified, the 

number of on-site motorcycle 

parking spaces must be based on 

the proposed extension or 

intensification provided the 

existing number of motorcycle 

parking spaces is maintained. 

☒ Does not apply to residential 

subdivision. 

C2.5.4 - Loading bays Not applicable Assessment  

C2.5.4–(A1) 

A loading bay must be provided for uses 

with a floor area of more than 1000m² in a 

single occupancy. 

☒ Does not apply to residential 

subdivision. 

C2.5.5 - Number of car parking spaces 

within General Residential Zone and 

Inner Residential Zone 

Not applicable Assessment  

C2.5.5–(A1) 

Within existing non-residential buildings 

in the General Residential Zone and 

Inner Residential Zone, on-site car 

parking is not required for: 

(a) Food Services uses up to 

100m2 floor area or 30 

(b) seats, whichever is the greater; 

and 

☒ Does not apply to residential 

subdivision. 
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(c) General Retail and Hire uses up 

to 100m2 floor area, provided the 

use complies with the hours of  

operation specified in the relevant 

Acceptable Solution for the 

relevant zone. 

C2.6    Development Standards for Buildings and Works 

C2.6.1    Construction of parking areas Not applicable Assessment  

C2.6.1–(A1) 

(a) be constructed with a durable 

all weather pavement; 

(b) be drained to a public stormwater 

system, or contain stormwater on 

the site; and 

(c) excluding all uses in the Rural 

Zone, Agriculture Zone, 

Landscape Conservation Zone, 

Environmental Management 

Zone, Recreation Zone and Open 

Space Zone, be surfaced by a 

spray seal, asphalt, concrete, 

pavers or equivalent material to 

restrict abrasion from traffic and 

minimise entry of water to the 

pavement. 

☒ Does not apply to residential 

subdivision.  No construction of parking 

areas is required.  

C2.6.2    Design and layout of parking 

areas 

Not applicable Assessment  

C2.6.2–(A1) 

Parking, access ways, manoeuvring and 

circulation spaces must either: 

(a) comply with the following: 

(i) have a gradient in 

accordance with 

Australian Standard AS 

☒ Does not apply to residential 

subdivision.  No construction of parking, 

access ways, manoeuvring and 

circulation spaces required. 



C O M M U N I T Y,   G R O W T H   A N D   D E V E L O P M E N T 
  
 
 
 
 

Central Coast Council Agenda – 19 February 2024      38 

2890 – Parking ffacilities, 

Parts 1-6; 

(ii) provide for vehicles to 

enter and exit the site in  

  a forward direction where 

providing for more than 4 

parking spaces; 

(iii) have and access width 

not less than the 

requirements in Table 

C2.2; 

(iv) have car parking space 

dimensions which satisfy 

the requirements in Table 

C2.3; 

(v) have a combined access 

and manoeuvring width 

adjacent to parking 

spaces not less than the 

requirements in Table 

C2.3 where there are 3 or 

more car parking spaces; 

(vi) have a vertical clearance 

of not less than 1m 

above the parking 

surface level; and 

(vii) excluding a single 

dwelling, be delineated 

by line marking or other 

clear physical means; or 

(b) comply with Australian Standard 

AS 2890- Parking facilities, Parts 

1-6. 

C2.6.2–(A1.2) 

Parking spaces provided for use by 

persons with a disability must satisfy the 

following: 

☒ Does not apply to residential 

subdivision.  No construction of parking, 

access ways, manoeuvring and 

circulation spaces required. 
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(a) be located as close as 

practicable to the main entry 

point to the building; 

(b) be incorporated into the overall 

car park design; and 

(c) be designed and constructed in 

accordance with Australian/New 

Zealand Standard AS/NZS 

2890.6:2009 Parking facilities, Off-

street parking for people with 

disabilities.1 

1 Requirements for the number of 

accessible car parking spaces are specified 

in part D3 of the National Construction 

Code 2016 

C2.6.3    Number of accesses for 

vehicles 

Not applicable Assessment  

C2.6.3–(A1) 

The number of accesses provided for each 

frontage must:  

(a) be no more than 1; or 

(b) no more than the existing number 

of accesses whichever is the 

greater. 

☐ (a) Compliant.  Lot 1 would have a 

new access off  

Bienefelts Road.  Lot 2 would 

use the existing access off 

Bienefelts Road.   

(b) Refer to (a).  

C2.6.3–(A2) 

Within the Central Business Zone or in a 

pedestrian priority street no new access is 

provided unless an existing access is 

removed. 

☒ Not Central Business Zone. 

C2.6.4    Lighting of parking areas within 

the General Business Zone and Central 

Business Zone 

Not applicable Assessment  

C2.6.4–(A1) ☒ Site is zoned Rural Living and Rural.  
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In car parks within the General Business 

Zone and Central Business Zone, parking 

and vehicle circulation roads and 

pedestrian paths serving 5 or more car 

parking spaces, which are used outside 

daylight hours, must be provided with 

lighting in accordance with clause 3.1  

“Basis of Design” and Clause 3.6 “Car 

parks” in Australian Standards/ New 

Zealand Standard AS/NZS 1158.3.1:2005 

Lighting for roads and public spaces Part 

3.1: Pedestrian area (Category P) lighting – 

Performance and design requirements. 

C2.6.5    Pedestrian access Not applicable Assessment  

C2.6.5-(A1.1) 

Uses that require 10 or more car parking 

spaces must: 

(a) have a 1m wide footpath that is 

separated from the access ways 

or parking aisles, excluding where 

crossing access ways or parking 

aisles by: 

(i) a horizontal distance of 

2.5m between the edge 

of the footpath and the 

access way or parking 

aisle; or 

(ii) protective devices such 

as bollards, guard rails or 

planters between the 

footpath and the access 

way or parking aisle; and  

(b) be signed and line marked at 

points where pedestrians cross 

access ways or parking aisles; 

and 

☒ 10 or more car parking spaces are not 

required. 
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C2.6.5-(A1.2) 

In parking areas containing accessible car 

parking spaces for use by persons with a 

disability, a footpath having a width not less 

than 1.5m and a gradient not steeper than 

1 in 14 is required from those spaces to the 

main entry point to the building. 

C2.6.6    Loading bays Not applicable Assessment  

C2.6.6-(A1) 

The area and dimensions of loading bays 

and access way areas must be designed in 

accordance with Australian Standard AS 

2890.2–2002 Parking Facilities Part 2: 

Parking facilities- Off-street commercial 

vehicle facilities, for the type of vehicles 

likely to use the site. 

☒ Loading bays are not required. 

C2.6.6-(A2) 

The type of commercial vehicles likely to 

use the site must be able to enter, park and 

exit the site in a forward direction in 

accordance with Australian Standard 

AS2890. 2- 2002 Parking Facilities Part 2: 

Parking facilities- Off-street commercial 

vehicle facilities. 

☒ Loading bays are not required. 

C2.6.7    Bicycle parking and storage 

facilities within the General 

Business Zone and Central 

Business Zone 

Not applicable Assessment  

C2.6.7-(A1)  

Bicycle parking for uses that require 5 or 

more bicycle spaces in Table C2.1 must: 

(a) be accessible from a road, cycle 

path, bicycle lane, shared path or 

access way; 

☒ Site is zoned Rural Living and Rural.  
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(b) be located within 50m from an 

entrance; 

(c) be visible from the main entrance 

or otherwise signed; and 

(d) be available and adequately lit 

during the times they will be used, 

in accordance with Table 2.3 of 

Australian/New Zealand Standard 

AS/NZS 1158.3.1: 2005 Lighting 

for roads and public spaces - 

Pedestrian area (Category P) 

lighting - Performance and design 

requirements. 

C2.6.7-(A2)  

Bicycle parking spaces must: 

(a) have dimensions not less than: 

(i) 1.7m in length; 

(ii) 1.2m in height; and  

(iii) 0.7m in width at the 

handlebars; 

(b) have unobstructed access with 

a width of not less than 2m and 

a gradient not steeper than 5% 

from a road, cycle path, bicycle 

lane, shared path or access 

way; and 

(c) include a rail or hoop to lock a 

bicycle that satisfies Australian 

Standard AS 2890.3-2015 

Parking facilities - Part 3: 

Bicycle parking. 

☒ Site is zoned Rural Living and Rural. 

C2.6.8    Siting of parking and turning 

areas 

Not applicable Assessment  

C2.6.8-(A1)  ☒ Site is zoned Rural Living and Rural. 
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Within an Inner Residential Zone, Village 

Zone, Urban Mixed Use Zone, Local 

Business Zone or General Business Zone, 

parking spaces and vehicle turning areas, 

including garages or covered parking areas 

must be located behind the building line of 

buildings, excluding if a parking area is 

already provided in front of the building 

line. 

C2.6.8-(A2)  

Within the Central Business Zone, on-site 

parking at ground level adjacent to a 

frontage must: 

(a) have no new vehicle accesses, 

unless an existing access is 

removed; 

(b) retain an active street frontage; 

and 

(c) not result in parked cars being 

visible from public places in the 

adjacent roads. 

☒ Site is zoned Rural Living and Rural. 

C2.7    Parking Precinct Plan 

C2.7.1 Parking precinct plan Not applicable Assessment  

C2.7.1-(A1)  

Within a parking precinct plan, on-site 

parking must: 

(a) not be provided; or  

(b) not be increased above existing 

parking numbers. 

☒ Parking precinct plan does not apply to 

the site. 
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C7.0   Natural Assets Code 

CLAUSE COMMENT 

C7.5    Use Standards 

There are no use Standards in this code. 

C7.6    Development Standards for Buildings and Works 

C7.6.1.   Buildings and works within a 

waterway and coastal protection area or 

a future coastal refugia area 

Not Applicable Assessment 

A1 

Buildings and works within a waterway and 

coastal protection area must: 

(a) be within a building area on a 

sealed plan approved under this 

planning scheme; 

(b) in relation to a Class 4 

watercourse, be for a crossing or 

bridge not more than 5m in width; 

or 

(c) if within the spatial extent of tidal 

waters, be an extension to an 

existing boat ramp, car park, jetty, 

marina, marine farming shore 

facility or slipway that is not more 

than 20% of the area of the facility 

existing at the effective date. 

☒ Application is for a subdivision.  Refer to 

Clause C7.7 below regarding subdivision 

in a watercourse area.     

A2 

Buildings and works within a future coastal 

refugia area must be located within a 

building area on a sealed plan approved 

under this planning scheme. 

☒ Application is for a subdivision.  Refer to 

Clause C7.7 below regarding subdivision 

in a watercourse area.     

A3 ☒ Application is for a subdivision.  Refer to 

Clause C7.7 below regarding subdivision 

in a watercourse area.     
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Development within a waterway and 

coastal protection area or a future coastal  

refugia area must not involve a new 

stormwater point discharge into a 

watercourse, wetland or lake. 

A4 

Dredging or reclamation must not occur 

within a waterway and coastal protection 

area or a future coastal refugia area. 

☒ Application is for a subdivision.  Refer to 

Clause C7.7 below regarding subdivision 

in a watercourse area.     

A5 

Coastal protection works or watercourse 

erosion or inundation protection works 

must not occur within a waterway and 

coastal protection area or a future coastal 

refugia area. 

☒ Application is for a subdivision.  Refer to 

Clause C7.7 below regarding subdivision 

in a watercourse area.     

C7.6.2-  Clearance within a priority 

vegetation area 

Not Applicable Assessment 

A1 

Clearance of native vegetation within a 

priority vegetation area must be within a 

building area on a sealed plan approved 

under this planning scheme. 

☒ Application is for a subdivision.  Refer to 

Clause C7.7 below regarding subdivision 

in a watercourse area.     

C7.7    Development Standards for Subdivision 

C7.7.1    Subdivision within a waterway 
and coastal protection area or a future 
coastal refugia area 

Not Applicable Assessment 

A1 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, within a waterway and coastal 

protection area or a future coastal refugia 

area, must:  

(a) be for the creation of separate lots 

for existing buildings;  

☐ (a) Refer to (d).  

(b) Refer to (d). 

(c) Refer to (d). 

(d) Non-compliant.  Works would 

occur within the watercourse 

buffer area.  

Refer to the “Issues” section in the report.  
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(b) be required for public use by the 

Crown, a council, or a State 

authority; 

(c) be required for the provision of 

Utilities; 

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

(e) not include any works (excluding 

boundary fencing), building area, 

services, bushfire hazard 

management area or vehicular 

access within a waterway and 

coastal protection area or future 

coastal refugia area. 

C7.7.2    Subdivision within a priority 

vegetation area 

Not Applicable Assessment 

A1 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, within a priority vegetation 

area must:  

(a) be for the purposes of creating 

separate lots for existing 

buildings; 

(b) be required for public use by the 

Crown, a council, or a State 

authority; 

(c) be required for the provision of 

Utilities; 

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

(e) not include any works (excluding 

boundary fencing), building area, 

bushfire hazard management 

area, services or vehicular access 

within a priority vegetation area. 

☐ (a) Satisfied by (e).  

(b) Satisfied by (e). 

(c) Satisfied by (e). 

(d) Satisfied by (e). 

(e) Non-compliant.  Removal of low 

regrowth wattle is required. 

Refer to the “Issues” section in the report. 
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C9.0   Attenuation Code 

CLAUSE COMMENT 

C9.5    Use Standards 

C9.5.1.   Activities with potential to 

cause emissions 

Not Applicable Assessment 

A1 

The attenuation area of an activity listed in 

Tables 

C9.1 or C9.2 must not include: 

(a) a site used for a sensitive use 

which is existing; 

(b) a site that has a planning permit 

for a sensitive use; or 

(c) land within the General 

Residential Zone, Inner 

Residential Zone, Low Density 

Residential Zone, Rural Living 

Zone A, Rural Living Zone B, 

Village Zone or Urban Mixed Use 

Zone. 

☒ Application is for a subdivision.  Refer to 

Clause C9.6 below regarding subdivision 

within an attenuation area.  

C9.5.2  Sensitive use within an 

attenuation area 

Not Applicable Assessment 

A1 

No Acceptable Solution. 

☒ Application is for a subdivision.  Refer to 

Clause C9.6 below regarding subdivision 

within an attenuation area. 

C9.6    Development Standards for Subdivision 

C9.6.1    Lot design Not Applicable Assessment 

A1 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, within an attenuation area 

must: 

☐ (a) Refer to (c).  

(b) Refer to (c). 

(c) Non-compliant.  Subdivision 

would allow the creation of a lot 
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(a) be for the creation of separate 

lots for existing buildings; 

(b) be for the creation of a lot where 

a building for a sensitive use can 

be located entirely outside the 

attenuation area; or 

(c) not be for the creation of a lot 

intended for a sensitive use. 

intended for a sensitive use, 

within proposed Lot 1.  

Refer to the “Issues” section in the report. 
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C13.0   Bushfire-Prone Areas Code 

CLAUSE COMMENT 

C13.5    Use Standards 

C13.5.1.   Vulnerable uses Not Applicable Assessment 

A1 

No Acceptable Solution. 

☒ Not a vulnerable use.  

A2 

An emergency management strategy 

(vulnerable use) is endorsed by the TFS or 

accredited person. 

☒ Not a vulnerable use. 

A3 

A bushfire hazard management plan that 

contains appropriate bushfire protection 

measures that is certified by the TFS or an 

accredited person. 

☒ Not a vulnerable use. 

C13.5.2.   Hazardous uses Not Applicable Assessment 

A1 

No Acceptable Solution. 

☒ Not a hazardous use.  

A2 

An emergency management strategy 

(hazardous use) is endorsed by the TFS or 

accredited person. 

☒ Not a hazardous use. 

A3 

A bushfire hazard management plan that 

contains appropriate bushfire protection 

measures that is certified by the TFS or an 

accredited person. 

☒ Not a hazardous use. 
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C13.6    Development Standards for Subdivision 

C13.6.1    Provision of hazard 

management areas 

Not Applicable Assessment 

A1   

(a) TFS or an accredited person 

certifies that there is an insufficient 

increase in risk from bushfire to 

warrant the provision of hazard 

management areas as part of a 

subdivision; or 

(b) The proposed plan of subdivision: 

(i) shows all lots that are 

within or partly within a 

bushfire-prone area, 

including those developed 

at each stage of a staged 

subdivision; 

(ii) shows the building area 

for each lot; 

(iii) shows hazard 

management areas 

between bushfire-prone 

vegetation and each 

building area that have 

dimensions equal to, or 

greater than, the 

separation distances 

required for BAL 19 in 

Table 2.4.4 of Australian 

Standard AS3959–2009 

Construction of buildings 

in bushfire-prone areas; 

and 

(iv) is accompanied by a 

bushfire hazard 

management plan that 

☐ (a) Compliant for Lot 2, which 

would have an insufficient 

increase in risk as outlined in 

the Bushfire Hazard 

Management Report by Scott 

Livingston of Livingston Natural 

Resource Services, an 

accredited bushfire practitioner.  

(b) Compliant for Lot 1.  Bushfire 

Report states that the proposed 

subdivision would provide BAL-

19 for Lot 1.  

(c) Refer to (a) and (b).    
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addresses all the 

individual lots and that is  

certified by the TFS or 

accredited person, 

showing hazard 

management areas equal 

to, or greater than the 

separation distances 

required for BAL 19 in 

Table 2.4.4 of Australian 

Standard AS3959-2009 

Construction of buildings 

in bushfire-prone Areas; 

and 

(c) if hazard management areas are to 

be located on land external to the 

proposed subdivision the 

application is accompanied by the 

written consent of the owner of that 

land to enter into an agreement 

under section 71 of the Act that will 

be registered on the title of the 

neighbouring property providing for 

the affected land to be managed in 

accordance with the bushfire 

hazard management plan. 

C13.6.2    Public and fire fighting access Not Applicable Assessment 

A1   

(a) TFS or an accredited person 

certifies that there is an insufficient 

increase in risk from bushfire to 

warrant specific measures for 

public access in the subdivision for 

the purposes of fire fighting; or 

(b) A proposed plan of subdivision 

showing the layout of roads, fire 

trails and the location of property 

access to building areas, is  

☐ (a) Refer to (b).     

(b) Compliant for Lots 1 and 2.  

Bushfire Report states that 

access complies with the 

relevant Tables.  
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 included in a bushfire hazard 

management plan that: 

(i) demonstrates proposed 

roads will comply with 

Table C13.1, proposed 

property proposed fire 

trails will comply with 

Table C13.3 and 

(ii) is certified by the TFS or 

an accredited person. 

C13.6.3    Provision of water supply for 
fire fighting purposes 

Not Applicable Assessment 

A1 

In areas serviced with reticulated water by 

the water corporation: 

(a)     TFS or an accredited person 

certifies that there is an insufficient 

increase in risk from bushfire to 

warrant the provision of a water 

supply for fire fighting purposes; 

(b)     A proposed plan of subdivision 

showing the layout of fire hydrants, 

and building areas, is included in a 

bushfire hazard management plan 

approved by the TFS or accredited 

person as being compliant with 

Table C13.4; or 

(c)     A bushfire hazard management 

plan certified by the TFS or an 

accredited person demonstrates 

that the provision of water supply 

for fire fighting purposes is 

sufficient to manage the risks to 

property and lives in the event of a 

bushfire. 

☒ Site not serviced with reticulated water by 

the water corporation.     
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A2 

In areas that are not serviced by 

reticulated water by the water corporation: 

(a)   The TFS or an accredited person 

certifies that there is an 

insufficient increase in risk from 

bushfire to warrant provision of a 

water supply for fire fighting 

purposes; 

(b)   The TFS or an accredited person 

certifies that a proposed plan of 

subdivision demonstrates that a 

static water supply, dedicated to 

fire fighting, will be provided and 

located compliant with Table 

C13.5; or 

(c)   A bushfire hazard management 

plan certified by the TFS or an 

accredited person demonstrates 

that the provision of water supply 

for fire fighting purposes is 

sufficient to manage the risks to 

property and lives in the event of 

a bushfire. 

☐ (a) Refer to (b).     

(b) Compliant for Lots 1 and 2.  

Bushfire Report states that the 

static water supply would comply 

with the relevant Table.  

(c) Refer to (b).    

 

SPECIFIC AREA PLANS NOT APPLICABLE APPLICABLE 

CCO-S1.0 Forth Specific Area Plan ☒  

CCO-S2.0 Leith Specific Area Plan ☒  

CCO-S3.0 Penguin Specific Area Plan ☒  

CCO-S4.0 Revell Lane Specific Area Plan ☒  

CCO-S5.0 Turners Beach Specific Area 

Plan 

☒  

 
 



C O M M U N I T Y,   G R O W T H   A N D   D E V E L O P M E N T 
  
 
 
 
 

Central Coast Council Agenda – 19 February 2024      54 

CCO CODE LISTS 

CCO-Table C3.1 Other Major Roads This table is not used in this Local Provisions 

Schedule. 

CCO-Table C6.1 Local Heritage Places This table is not used in this Local Provisions 

Schedule. 

CCO-Table C6.2 Local Heritage Precincts This table is not used in this Local Provisions 

Schedule. 

CCO-Table C6.3 Local Historic Landscape 

Precincts 

This table is not used in this Local Provisions 

Schedule. 

CCO-Table C6.4 Places or Precincts of 

Archaeological Potential 

This table is not used in this Local Provisions 

Schedule. 

CCO-Table C6.5 Significant Trees This table is not used in this Local Provisions 

Schedule. 

CCO-Table C8.1 Scenic Protection Areas Not applicable to this application. 

CCO-Table 8.2 Scenic Road Corridors This table is not used in this Local Provisions 

Schedule. 

CCO-Table C11.1 Coastal Inundation Hazard 

Bands AHD levels 

Not applicable to this application. 

CCO-Applied, Adopted or Incorporated 

Documents 

This table is not used in this Local Provisions 

Schedule. 

CCO-Site-Specific Qualifications This table is used in this Local Provisions Schedule. 
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Issues – 

1 Clause 11.5.3–(A2) – Services (Rural Living Zone for Lot 1) – 

The planning scheme’s Objective for Clause 11.5.3 regarding services 
is that the subdivision of land provides services for the future use and 
development of the land. 

The planning scheme’s Acceptable Solution for Clause 11.5.3-(A2) 
states that each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, 
excluding within Rural Living Zone C or Rural Living Zone D or for 
public open space, a riparian or littoral reserve or Utilities, must:  

(a) be connected to a reticulated sewage system; or  

(b) be connected to a reticulated sewerage system if the frontage 
of each lot is within 30m of a reticulated sewage system and 
can be connected by gravity feed. 

The development site is not connected to a reticulated sewage system. 
Therefore, the application is discretionary and relies on assessment 
against the Performance Criteria. 

The planning scheme’s Performance Criteria for Clause 11.5.3-(P2) 
states that each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, 
excluding within Rural Living Zone C or Rural Living Zone D or for 
public open space, a riparian or littoral reserve or Utilities, must be 
capable of accommodating an on-site wastewater treatment system 
adequate for the future use and development of land.  

Planner’s comments:  As part of the application, a Site and Soil 
evaluation report – onsite wastewater management, was provided.  This 
report, prepared by a suitably qualified person concludes that Lot 1 
would be suitable for on-site wastewater disposal systems, with the 
use of a secondary treated system with an irrigation type land 
application area, this can include a mounded area. 

Conclusion:  The supporting expert report demonstrates compliance 
with both the Performance Criteria and the Objective.  Lot 1 could 
accommodate an on-site wastewater system to allow future residential 
use and development.  Lot 2 existing on-site wastewater system 
according to the expert report is functioning satisfactorily under 
current loadings and does not yet require improvement works or 
replacement.  
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2 Clause 20.5.1–(A1) – Lot design (Rural Zone for Lot 2) –  

The planning scheme’s Objective for Clause 20.5.1 regarding Lot 
design is to provide for subdivision that: 

(a) relates to public use, irrigation or Utilities; or 

(b) facilitates use and development for allowable uses in the zone. 

The planning scheme’s Acceptable Solution Clause for 20.5.1-(A1)(d) 
states that each lot must be not less than 40ha.   

Lot 2 would have a land area of 9.01ha.  The existing site, being 
10.17ha, is less than the Acceptable Solution requirement of 40ha.  
Therefore, the application is discretionary and relies on assessment 
against the Performance Criteria. 

The planning scheme’s Performance Criteria for Clause 20.5.1-(P1) has 
three parts, being (a), (b) and (c).  Subdivision applications relying on 
this Performance Criteria, must satisfy either (a) or (b) and always (c).  
This application relies on satisfying (b) and (c), as (a) excludes 
residential use, which is existing on the site.  

The planning scheme’s Performance Criteria for Clause 20.5.1-(P1)(b) 
states that each lot, or proposed lot of subdivision must: 

(b) be for the excision of an existing dwelling or Visitor 
Accommodation that satisfies all of the following: 

(i) the balance lot provides for the sustainable operation of 
a Resource Development use, having regard to: 

a. not marginally diminishing the agricultural 
productivity of the land; 

b. the capacity of the balance lot for productive 
agricultural use; and 

c. any topographical constraints to agricultural use;  

Planner’s comment:  The site has an existing Residential 
use established and has several topographical 
constraints, such as a watercourse, vegetation, slope 
and some small pockets of landslip hazard areas.  The 
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subject site is not suitable for any large-scale 
agricultural use and the subdivision would not further 
diminish any sustainable operation of a Resource 
Development use.  

(ii) an agreement under section 71 of the Act is entered into 
and registered on the title preventing future Residential 
use if there is no dwelling on the balance lot; 

Planner’s comment:  Due to the dual zoning of the site, 
there would be no balance lot that is zoned Rural.  The 
land that does accommodate the Rural zone has an 
established Residential use in the form of a single 
dwelling.  No agreement under section 71 of the Act is 
required.  

(iii) the existing dwelling or Visitor Accommodation must 
meet the setbacks required by subclause 20.4.2 A2 of 
P2 in relation to setbacks to new boundaries; 

Planner’s comment:  All existing buildings on proposed 
Lot 2 would be setback greater than the required  
5 metres, as per the planning scheme’s Acceptable 
Solution for Clause 20.4.2.  

(iv) it is demonstrated that the new lot will not unreasonably 
confine or restrain the operation of any adjoining site 
used for agricultural use; and 

Planner’s comment:  No adjoining land is used for 
agricultural use.  This is due to several reasons, such as 
some adjoining land zoned Rural Living; adjoining land 
zoned Rural does not support existing agricultural use; 
and the small portion of adjoining land being zoned 
Agricultural is separated from the proposed subdivision 
via vegetation and slope of land.  

(c) be provided with a frontage or legal connection to a road by a 
right of carriageway, that is sufficient for the intended use, 
having regard to: 

(i) the number of other lots which have the land subject to 
the right of carriageway as their sole or principal means 
of access; 
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Planner’s comment:  No right of carriageway is 
proposed.  

(ii) the topography of the site; 

Planner’s comment:  Proposed Lot 2 would be accessed 
off an existing crossover from Bienefelts Road.  

(iii) the functionality and useability of the frontage; 

Planner’s comments:  Proposed Lot 2 would be accessed 
off an existing crossover from Bienefelts Road. 

(iv) the anticipated nature of vehicles likely to access the 
site; 

Planner's comments:  Proposed Lot 2 would be accessed 
off an existing crossover from Bienefelts Road. 

(v) the ability to manoeuvre vehicles on the site; 

Planner’s comments:  Proposed Lot 2 has ample areas to 
allow the ability to manoeuvre vehicles on the site.  

(vi) the ability for emergency services to access the site; and 

Planner's comments:  Proposed Lot 2 would be accessed 
off an existing crossover from Bienefelts Road. 

(vii) the pattern of development existing on established 
properties in the area.  

Planner's comments:  Several properties use  
Bienefelts Road.  Most of these properties accommodate 
single dwellings and associated outbuildings.  

Conclusion:  The application demonstrates compliance with both the 
Performance Criteria and the Objective.  The subdivision site is of 
irregular zoning, where there are dual zonings.  The subdivision would 
allow for the zonings to be split and allow for the existing single 
dwelling and associated outbuildings to remain on the Rural Zone and 
a new vacant lot to be in the Rural Living Zone to allow for future 
development.  
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3 Reliance on C7.0 Natural Assets Code – 

 The planning scheme’s Objective for Clause C7.6.1 is that buildings 
and works within a waterway and coastal protection area or future 
coastal refugia area will not have an unnecessary impact on natural 
assets.  

 The planning scheme’s Acceptable Solution for Clause C7.6.1(a) states 
that buildings and works within a waterway protection area must be 
within a building area on a sealed plan approved under this planning 
scheme.    

 There is no building area on the sealed plan.  A small portion of the 
Bushfire Hazard Management area would be within the waterway 
protection area.  Therefore, the application is discretionary and relies 
on assessment against the Performance Criteria. 

 The planning scheme defines waterway and coastal protection area, 
which means land: 

(a) shown on an overlay map in the relevant Local Provisions 
Scheule as within a waterway and coastal protection area; or 

(b) within the relevant distance from a watercourse, wetland, lake 
or the coast shown in the Table C7.3 below, but does not 
include a piped watercourse or piped drainage line.  
Below is an extract from the planning scheme showing Table 
C7.3.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As Central Coast Council did not include the waterway and coastal 
protection area overlay map in its Local Provisions Schedule, when it 
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transitioned to the Tasmanian Planning Scheme, we must rely on the 
relevant distance from a watercourse as shown in Table C7.3 of the 
planning scheme.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To determine which Class the watercourses are, a process is 
undertaken using the categorisation description within each 
watercourse Class.  This requires access to The LIST maps and ensuring 
correct layers are added.  

The image below shows Clayton Rivulet is named on the 1:100,000 
topographical services maps as obtained from The LIST.  This means 
that the watercourse is Class 1.  As shown on the image below, it is 
only a portion of the Clayton Rivulet that is Class 1, as not all branches 
are shown on the 1:100,000 topographical services maps.   This means 
the setback to the watercourse shown in the image below is 40m either 
side of the watercourse line.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Image shows the watercourse 
that runs through the site 
(blue line).  This is Clayton 
Rivulet that branches several 
directions.  Image taken from 
Council’s Mapping system. 

 

Image is an extract from the 
1:100,000 topographical 
services maps as obtained 
from The LIST.  The blue 
lines indicate the part of 
Clayton Rivulet that is 
considered Class 1.  You can 
see that not all branches of 
this watercourse are shown 
on this map.  
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An elimination process is then undertaken to determine which 
watercourse Class category the other branches of Clayton Rivulet would 
be.  This is determined by examining the catchment area for the river.  

Class 2 is for watercourses from the point where their catchment 
exceeds 100ha and Class 3 is for watercourses where their catchment 
is from 50ha to 100ha.  Class 4 is all other watercourses carrying water 
for part or all of the year for most years.   

As shown in the images below, the eastern side of Clayton Rivulet falls 
within a catchment area of 22.66ha and the western side has a 
catchment area of 9.37ha.  

Therefore, the other branches of the Clayton Rivulet on the subdivision 
site would be Class 4 which means the setback to the watercourse is 
10m either side of the watercourse line. 

This correlates with the Natural Assets Report, prepared by Livingston 
Resource Services on page 4, which states that Clayton Rivulet has a 
mapped 40m buffer the tributaries a 10m buffer for Watercourse 
Protection Area.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
Image above is from The List and shows eastern catchment area. 

Image above is from The List and shows western catchment area. 
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The planning scheme’s Performance Criteria for Clause C7.6.1-(P1.1) 
states that building and works within a waterway protection area must  

avoid or minimise adverse impacts on natural assets, having regard to:  

(a) impacts caused by erosion, siltation, sedimentation and runoff; 
Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states that no 
change is anticipated in erosion, sedimentation or runoff from 
minor wattle regrowth removal.   

(b) impacts on riparian or littoral vegetation; 
Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states minor 
wattle regrowth removal, at the edge of the riparian vegetation 
is necessary to facilitate the subdivision.  

(c) maintaining natural streambank and streambed condition, 
where it exists; 
Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states no 
modification of stream banks is required.  

(d) impacts on in-stream natural habitat, such as fallen logs, bank 
overhangs, rock and trailing vegetation; 
Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states no 
impact on in stream habitat.  

(e) the need to avoid significantly impeding natural flow and 
drainage; 
Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states no 
change in stream flows/drainage.  

(f) the need to maintain fish passage, where known to exist; 
Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states no in 
stream works, all potential earthworks are outside the 
watercourse protection area.  

(g) the need to avoid land filling of wetlands; 
Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states no 
wetlands in the impacted area.  

(h) the need to group new facilities with existing facilities, where 
reasonably practical; 
Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states the 
watercourse is already impacted on opposite bank by 
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agricultural uses (cause from further upstream, away from the 
site); site has been previously cleared and grazed.  

(i) minimise cut and fill; 
Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states no 
earthworks will occur within watercourse protection area.  

(j) building design that responds to the particular size, shape, 
contours or slope of land; 
Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states building 
placement designed to minimise potential impacts on 
vegetation and watercourse values.  

(k) minimising impacts on coastal processes, including sand 
movement and wave action; 
Planner’s comments:  Not applicable to this site. 

(l) minimising the need for future works for the protection of 
natural assets, infrastructure and property; 
Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states no 
additional protection works are likely.   

(m) the environmental best practice guidelines in the Wetlands and 
Waterways Works Manual; and 
Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states no 
works other than regrowth wattle removal required.  

(n) the guidelines in the Tasmanian Coastal Works Manual.  

Planner’s comments:  Not applicable to this site. 

Conclusion:  The supporting expert report demonstrates compliance 
with both the Performance Criteria and the Objective.  Buildings and 
works include a small (85m2) area within the waterway and coastal 
protection area and removal of low regrowth wattle is required.  
Minimal adverse impacts on natural assets are anticipated, noting the 
riparian vegetation is regrowth on previously cleared land. 

The planning scheme’s Objective for Clause C7.6.2 is that clearance of 
native vegetation within a priority vegetation area: 

(a) does not result in unreasonable loss of priority vegetation; 
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(b) is appropriately managed to adequately protect identified 
priority vegetation; and 

(c) minimise and appropriately manages impacts form 
construction and development activities. 

The planning scheme’s Acceptable Solution for Clause C7.6.2-(A1) 
states that clearance of native vegetation within a priority vegetation 
area must be within a building area on a sealed plan approved under 
this planning scheme. 

There is no building area on a sealed plan and removal of low regrowth 
wattle is required.  Therefore, the application is discretionary and relies 
on assessment against the Performance Criteria. 

The planning scheme’s Performance Criteria for Clause C7.6.2-(P1) has 
two parts (P1.1) and (P1.2).  (P1.1) has an option for an application to 
satisfy (a), (b), (c), (d), (e) or (f).  The application has demonstrated 
compliance with (f) which states each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 
subdivision, within a priority vegetation area must be for subdivision 
involving clearance of native vegetation that is of limited scale relative 
to the extent of priority vegetation on the site.  

Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states that the 
proposed clearing is mostly within regenerating cleared land with 
around 0.21ha of eucalypt forest to be cleared, this represents 5% of 
the native forest on the property.  

The planning scheme’s Clause C7.6.2-(P1.2) states that clearance of 
native vegetation within a priority vegetation area must minimise 
adverse impacts on priority vegetation, having regard to: 

(a) the design and location of buildings and works and any 
constraints such as topography or land hazards; 
Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states that no 
land hazards are known within the potential building area.   

(b) any particular requirements for the buildings and works; 
 Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states works 

to be within an area where no priority habitat exists.  

(c) minimising impacts resulting from bushfire hazard 
management measures through siting and fire-resistant design 
of habitable buildings;  
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 Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states Bushfire 
Hazard Management area minimised to BAL19, the highest 
possible at the subdivision.  

(d) any mitigation measures implemented to minimise the residual 
impacts on priority vegetation;  

 Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states 
subdivision design allows for the retention of the majority of 
native vegetation on the site.  

(e) any on-site biodiversity offsets; and 
 Planner’s comment:  No on-site biodiversity offsets.  

(f) any existing cleared areas on the site. 
 Planner’s comments:  The Natural Assets Report states clearing 

for Lot 1 development and the majority of Lot 2 is likely to be 
within existing cleared and regenerating areas, minor clearing 
for Lot 2 access and Hazard Management Areas will be required.  

Conclusion:  The supporting expert report demonstrates compliance 
with both the Performance Criteria and the Objective.  Buildings and 
works include a small (85m2) area within the waterway and coastal 
protection area and removal of low regrowth wattle is required.  
Minimal adverse impacts on natural assets are anticipated, noting the 
riparian vegetation is regrowth on previously cleared land. 

4 Reliance on C9.0 Attenuation Code -  

The planning scheme Objective for Clause C9.5.2 is to provide for 
subdivision so that a lot intended for a sensitive use: 

(a) is located to avoid an activity with potential to cause emissions 
and enable appropriate levels of amenity; and 

(b) does not conflict with, interfere with or constrain an existing 
activity with potential to cause emissions.  

The planning scheme’s Acceptable Solution for Clause C9.6.1-(A1)(c) 
states that each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, within 
an attenuation area must not be for the creation of a lot intended for a 
sensitive use. 

The subdivision would create a lot (Lot 1) that could have the potential 
for a future sensitive use and would be within the attenuation area for 
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activities associated with a quarry.  Therefore, the application is 
discretionary and relies on assessment against the Performance 
Criteria. 

A quarry has varying attenuation distances depending on the type of 
activities undertaken at the quarry.  In this case, it would be either 
750m, or 1,000m if blasting occurs.  Attenuation distance is defined 
by the planning scheme as the distance listed in Tables 9.1 and 9.2 for 
the relevant activity measured as the shortest distance from the 
boundary of the site on which the activity is located.  

As shown in the image below, there is approximately 380m between 
the proposed subdivision at quarry.  

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Planning Scheme’s Performance Criteria for Clause C9.6.1-(P1) 
states that each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, within 
an attenuation area must not result in the potential for a sensitive use 
to be impacted by emissions, having regard to: 

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

(i) operational characteristics of the activity; 

(ii) scale and intensity of the activity; and 

(iii) degree of emissions from the activity; and  
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Planner’s comments:  The application was accompanied with a 
statement by CSE Tasmania Pty Ltd who is a company 
specialising in civil and structural engineering.  This statement 
notes that the quarry no longer undertakes blasting and that 
the crusher operations have been enclosed with the express 
purpose of reducing noise and emissions.  Furthermore, the 
statement outlined the Environmental Protection Notice (issued 
by the Environment Protection Authority) and the noise limits 
allowable under this notice (this Notice remains with the site 
and is monitored by Environmental Protection Authority).  The 
statement concludes that the intended residential use of the 
subdivided land will not be unduly affected by the quarry 
operation.  

(b) the intended use of the lot. 

Planner’s comments:  The application was accompanied with 
the Attentuation Code review, as discussed above.  As stated by 
the Author, the intended residential use of the subdivided land 
will not be unduly affected by the quarry operation.  There are 
several other sensitive uses between the proposed subdivision 
and the quarry.  A Part 5 Agreement will be conditioned on the 
Permit.  This would alert any new purchasers of proposed Lot 1 
of the potential of emissions from the quarry.  This has been 
done for other new sensitive uses within proximity to the 
quarry.   

Conclusion:  It is considered that the application has demonstrated 
compliance with the mandatory Performance Criterion in relation to the 
Attenuation Code.  A Part 5 Agreement will be conditioned on the 
Permit that would allow future owners to acknowledge potential 
emissions from the quarry.   

5 Local Government (Building and Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1993 
(LGBMP) - 

Section 84 of The Local Government (Building and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Act 1993 (LGBMP) provides that a Council does not approve 
a subdivision where lots do not have the qualities of a minimum lot, 
any lots smaller than required in a planning scheme, or works involving 
drainage to a drain or culvert belonging to a State road, without State 
authority. 
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In this case, the proposal has demonstrated that all lots can satisfy the 
planning scheme’s lot size requirement either via the Acceptable 
Solution pathway for the Rural Living Zone or the Performance Criteria 
pathway for the Rural Zone.    

Section 85 of the LGBMP provides the Council with power to refuse a 
subdivision where roads would not be satisfactory, drainage would not 
be satisfactory, land is not suitable for effluent disposal, site or layout 
would make servicing unduly expensive, the layout should be altered 
to include or omit various matters including blind roads, access to the 
rear of lots, littoral and riparian reserves, preservation of trees and 
shrubs, and whether adjoining land should be included in the 
subdivision. 

Both lots are capable of draining into on-site systems with access off 
an existing owned and maintained road by Council being  
Bienefelts Road.  

It is considered that the requirements of the LGBMP have been satisfied. 

6 Public Open Space Contribution - 

Section 116 of the LGBMP allows the Council to secure public open 
space (POS) in a subdivision.  The circumstances of when and where, 
and the form of POS is to be required, are provided for in the Council’s 
Public Open Space Contributions Policy 2019. 

The Council’s POS Contribution Policy requires a contribution for any 
residential subdivision where new lots are created.  This is either by 
way of land, where there is a deficiency of public open space, or by a 
cash-in-lieu payment.  In this instance, there is no land required to be 
taken for public open space. 

In accordance with the Policy, a 3% cash-in-lieu contribution is to be 
paid, based on the unimproved value of proposed Lot 1 which would 
be within the Rural Living Zone.  The POS contribution is required to 
provide for the provision or improvement of public open space of local, 
district or regional value.  This will require a condition on the Permit.  
POS contribution for Lot 1 would be $1,353.60. 

Referral advice –  

Referral advice from the various Departments of the Council and other service 
providers is as follows: 
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SERVICE COMMENTS/CONDITIONS 

Environmental Health As per the on-site wastewater 
report provided by Richard Mason, 
the site is only suitable for a 
secondary treated system with an 
irrigation type land application area, 
this can include a mounded area. 

Building  Not applicable.  

Engineering  Conditions and Notes to be included 
with Permit.  

TasWater Not applicable.   

Department of State Growth Not applicable. 

Environment Protection Authority Not applicable. 

TasRail Not applicable. 

Heritage Tasmania Not applicable. 

Crown Land Services Not applicable. 

Other Not applicable. 

CONSULTATION 

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

. a site notice was posted; 

. letters to adjoining owners were sent; and 

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

Representations – 

One representation was received within the prescribed time, a copy of which 
is provided at Annexure 3.  
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The representation is summarised and responded to as follows: 

MATTER RAISED COMMENTS 

1 Opposed to the subdivision as 
it contravenes C7.0 Natural 
Assets Code in that the 
planned building and 
surrounding area is within a 
defined Watercourse Area.   

As discussed above in the “Issues” section 
of this report, the building area is clear of 
the waterway area, as determined by the 
setback distances required under Table 
C7.3 of the planning scheme’s C7.0 
Natural Assets Code.  Buildings and works 
include a small (85m2) area within the 
waterway and coastal protection area and 
removal of low regrowth wattle is 
required.   

The C7.0 Natural Assets Code outlines 
requirements regarding any development 
(including subdivision and works) with a 
waterway area.  It does not exclude 
development within a watercourse area. 
Rather it sets out two pathways that any 
application must satisfy, being the 
Acceptable Solution or the Performance 
Criteria.  If the application satisfies the 
Acceptable Solution, then it is considered 
to have satisfied the ‘permitted’ test with 
the planning scheme.  If it has to rely on 
the Performance Criteria, then the 
application must demonstrate it can 
comply with this mandatory requirement.  

A Natural Assets Report, prepared by a 
suitably qualified person, has addressed 
the Natural Assets Code and concluded 
that the proposed subdivision can satisfy 
all applicable Performance Criterions.     

2 Proposed building is within 
the distances stated in Table 
C7.3 for a Class 1 waterway.   

As discussed above in the “Issues” section 
of this report, setback distances from a 
watercourse depends on the Class it falls 
within, as stipulated in Table C7.3 of the 
planning scheme’s C7.0 Natural Assets 
Code.  Even though the application 
included documentation using a 
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watercourse guidance overlay from The 
LIST, which has created some confusion, 
the actual measurement for the waterway 
area is correct when determining the 
setback distance depending on what 
Class the watercourse is.     

3 Central Coast Council LPS does 
not have an approved 
supporting Waterway and 
Coastal Protection Area 
overlay.  Guidance overlay 
map in LISTMAP has no legal 
status in determining 
development applications.  

This is correct.  Central Coast Council did 
not include the waterway and coastal 
protection area overlay map in its Local 
Provisions Schedule when it transitioned 
to the Tasmanian Planning Scheme.   

Therefore, any application lodged with 
the Council must rely on the setback 
distances to a watercourse, as per Table 
C7.3 of the planning scheme, when 
assessing any application on a site that is 
subject to a watercourse.  

4 Both PDA and Natural Assets 
report reference waterway 
guidance overlay when 
assessing the subdivision 
rather than applying the Table 
distance.   

It is acknowledged that all supporting 
documentation referenced LISTMAP 
rather than the Table C7.3 or an overlay.  
However, the actual subdivision and 
proposed building envelope have all still 
been assessed correctly by Council staff 
in relation to the Clayton Rivulet and its 
several branches across the site.  Each 
watercourse across the site has to be 
categorised into a watercourse Class 
under Table C7.3 of the planning scheme.  
The waterway area is then determined by 
the corresponding setback distance to 
the watercourse Class.  

The Natural Assets Report outlined that 
the Clayton Rivulet has a mapped 40m 
buffer and the tributaries a 10m buffer 
for the waterway protection area.  As 
discussed above, in the “Issues” section of 
this report, that is due to the 
watercourses across the site being 
determined as Class 1 and 4 respectively. 
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Please refer to the “Issues” section above 
Item No. 3 for the evaluation of 
determining the Class for the 
watercourses.  

5 When protection area applied 
accurately, there is little to no 
allowable area for a building 
to be constructed without 
greatly impinging on this 
important area.  

Please refer to the “Issues” section above 
Item No. 3, which outlines the Class 
category and relevant setback distances 
for the watercourses that run through the 
proposed subdivision site.   

6 PDA report states proposed 
subdivision boundary will 
follow Claytons Rivulet.  It is 
from this waterway line those 
specifications from Table 
C7.3m of the SSP’s should be 
applied for a Class 1 waterway 
(40m).  

Please refer to the “Issues” section above 
Item No. 3, which outlines the Class 
category and relevant setback distances 
for the watercourses that run through the 
proposed subdivision site.   

The proposed subdivision boundary line 
aligns with the zoning changes between 
Rural and Rural Living, as well as one of 
the several branches of Clayton Rivulet 
that runs through the subdivision site.  

7 The Natural Assets Report can 
be seen to incorrectly utilise 
the LISTMAP waterway 
protection guidance overlay to 
reference the buffer zone.  

Because of this, the 
representor challenges reports 
supporting the application and 
suggests that the protection 
zone needs to be adjusted to  

It is acknowledged that all supporting 
documentation referenced LISTMAP 
rather than the Table C7.3 or an overlay.  
However, the actual subdivision and 
proposed building envelope have all still 
been assessed correctly by Council staff 
in relation to the Clayton Rivulet and its 
several branches across the site.  Each 
watercourse across the site has to be 
categorised into a watercourse Class 
under Table C7.3 of the planning scheme.  

reflect the actual path of the 
waterway. 

The waterway area is then determined by 
the corresponding setback distance to 
the watercourse Class.  

The Natural Assets Report outlined that 
the Clayton Rivulet has a mapped 40m 
buffer and the tributaries a 10m buffer 
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for the waterway protection area.  As 
discussed above in the “Issues” section of 
this report, that is due to the 
watercourses across the site being 
determined as Class 1 and 4 respectively.  
Please refer to the “Issues” section above 
Item No. 3 for the evaluation of 
determining the Class for the 
watercourses. 

8 Says the included images 
included in the application 
material should show the 
watercourse area differently.  
It is claimed the whole 
building area, as well as a 
majority of the bushfire zone 
fall well within the protected 
area.  

As per discussions within the “Issues” 
section above in Issue No. 3, it has been 
demonstrated that the proposed 
subdivision can satisfy the planning 
scheme’s C7.0 Natural Assets Code and 
the Class category has been accurately 
addressed in the Natural Assets Report.   

It is understood that the use of the 
watercourse guidance overlay from The 
LIST has created confusion.  However, the 
actual distance from the watercourse, 
depending on the Class category, is 
correct.  

9 Important to preserve these 
areas for the important native 
flora and fauna species that 
depend on the waterway. 
Natural Assets report fails to 
mention existence of several 
species on the subdivision 
site.   

The planning scheme acknowledges the 
importance of natural assets in regard to 
watercourses and priority vegetation 
through the inclusion of the C7.0 Natural 
Assets Code.   

This Code requires an assessment to 
address the provisions within, and to 
make recommendations, if necessary, 
when undertaking development and 
works within these identified.   

A Natural Assets Report, prepared by a 
suitably qualified person, has addressed 
the Natural Assets Code and concluded 
that the proposed subdivision can satisfy 
all applicable Performance Criterions.     
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RESOURCE, FINANCIAL AND RISK IMPACTS 

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

CORPORATE COMPLIANCE   

The Central Coast Strategic Plan 2014-2024 includes the following strategies 
and key actions: 

The Environment and Sustainable Infrastructure 
. Develop and manage sustainable built infrastructure. 

CONCLUSION 

The representation received does not warrant refusal of the proposed 
development for Subdivision - 2 residential lots across Rural Living Zone and 
Rural Zone – Services (Rural Living Zone); Lot design (Rural Zone).  The 
proposal has demonstrated satisfactory compliance with the planning 
scheme’s relevant Performance Criteria.    

The grant of a Permit, subject to conditions, is considered to be justified.   

Recommendation – 

It is recommended that application DA2023331 for Subdivision -  
2 residential lots across Rural Living Zone and Rural Zone – Services (Rural 
Living Zone); Lot design (Rural Zone); and reliance on C7.0 Natural Assets Code 
and C9.0 Attenuation Code at 80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach be approved, 
subject to the following conditions: 

1 The development must be substantially in accordance with the Plan of 
Subdivision by PDA Surveyors, Engineers & Planners, Job No. 50222, 
Revision A dated 23 May 2023.  

2 The development must be in accordance with the recommendations 
contained in the Site & Soil evaluation report – onsite wastewater 
management by Richard Mason, Onsite Assessments Tas dated  
7 December 2023.  

3 The development must be in accordance with the recommendations 
contained in the Natural Assets Report by Scott Livingston, Livingston 
Natural Resource Services, Version 2 dated 28 June 2023. 
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4 The development must be in accordance with the recommendations 
contained in the Attentuation Code Review by CSE Tasmania Pty Ltd 
dated 29 September 2023.  

5 The development must be in accordance with the Bushfire Hazard 
Management  Report by Scott Livingston, Livingston Natural Resource 
Services, Version 2 dated 28 June 2023.  

6 Public Open Space contribution of $1,353.60 must be paid prior to the 
sealing of the Final Plan of Survey.  This cash-in-lieu of public open 
space contribution equates to 3% of the unimproved value of Lot 1.  

7 Prior to the Final Plan of Survey being endorsed, the owner of the land 
must submit and enter into a Part 5 Agreement with the Central Coast 
Council under section 71 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 
1993 for Lot 1.  The Part 5 Agreement is to set out the following 
matters to the satisfaction of the Director Community, Growth and 
Development: 

(i) Acknowledge that the lot is within the attenuation area for 
activities associated with a quarry.  Any sensitive use on this lot 
must accommodate design methods for minimising noise, 
vibration, light and air emissions 

8 Execution of the Part 5 Agreement, including drafting and registration 
of the Agreement against the respective Title, must be at the 
developer’s expense. 

Infrastructure Services:  

9 Existing crossover and driveway apron from Bienefelts Road must be 
used as road access to Lot 2. 

10 The new access off Bienefelts Road for Lot 1 must use a standard 
minimum 3.6 m wide access driveway apron. 

11 Sight triangle areas adjacent to the driveway accesses must be kept 
clear of obstructions to visibility, in accordance with the Tasmanian 
Standard Drawing TSD-RF-01-v3 Guide to Intersection and Domestic 
Access Sight Distance Requirements. 

12 The property accesses must be constructed in accordance with 
Tasmanian Standard Drawing TSD-R03-v3 Rural Roads – Typical 
Property Access at the developer’s cost. 
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13 The driveway aprons must be constructed in accordance with 
Tasmanian Standard Drawing TSD-R04-v3 Rural Roads – Typical 
Driveway Profile at the developer’s cost. 

14 Stormwater run-off from buildings and hard surfaces, including vehicle 
parking and manoeuvring areas, must be collected and managed on-
site in accordance with the National Construction Code 2019 to ensure 
it does not cause nuisance to the neighbouring properties. 

15 During works and until all exposed soil areas are permanently 
stabilised against erosion, the developer must minimise on-site 
erosion and the release of sediment or sediment laden stormwater 
from the site and work areas in accordance with the ‘Soil and Water 
Management on Standard Building and Construction Sites – Fact Sheet 
2’ published by the Environment Protection Authority. 

16 Damage or disturbance to roads, stormwater infrastructures, 
footpaths, kerb and channel, nature strips or street trees resulting from 
activity associated with the development must be rectified to the 
satisfaction of the Council’s Director Infrastructure Services and at the 
developer’s cost. 

17 All works or activity listed above must be at the developer’s cost. 

Please Note:  

1 A Planning Permit remains valid for two years.  If the use and/or 
development has not substantially commenced within this period, an 
extension may be granted if a request is made before this period 
expires.  If the Permit lapses, a new application must be made. 

2 "Substantial commencement" is the submission and approval of 
engineering drawings and the physical commencement of 
infrastructure works on the site, or an arrangement of a Private Works 
Authority or bank guarantee to undertake such works. 

Infrastructure Services:  

3 Prior to commencement of works in the road reservation, the developer 
must obtain a "Works in Road Reservation (Permit)”. 

4 Prior to commencement of works, the developer must submit an 
application for ‘Roadworks Authority’ (or a ‘Private Works Authority’).  
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Roadworks Authority rates as listed in the Council’s Fees and Charges 
register apply. 

5 Works associated with roads, stormwater infrastructures, footpaths, 
kerb and channel, nature strips or street trees must be undertaken by 
the Council, unless alternative arrangements are approved by the 
Council’s Director Infrastructure Services, at the developer’s cost.’ 

 The report is supported.” 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“A copy of the Annexures referred to in the Manager Land Use Planning’s (Acting) 
report having been circulated to all Councillors, a suggested resolution is submitted 
for consideration.” 

  “That the application DA2023331 for Subdivision - 2 residential lots across Rural Living 
Zone and Rural Zone – Services (Rural Living Zone); Lot design (Rural Zone); and reliance on 
C7.0 Natural Assets Code and C9.0 Attenuation Code at 80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach 
be approved, subject to the following conditions: 

1 The development must be substantially in accordance with the Plan of Subdivision by 
PDA Surveyors, Engineers & Planners, Job No. 50222, Revision A dated 23 May 2023.  

2 The development must be in accordance with the recommendations contained in the 
Site & Soil evaluation report – onsite wastewater management by Richard Mason, 
Onsite Assessments Tas dated 7 December 2023.  

3 The development must be in accordance with the recommendations contained in the 
Natural Assets Report by Scott Livingston, Livingston Natural Resource Services, 
Version 2 dated 28 June 2023. 

4 The development must be in accordance with the recommendations contained in the 
Attentuation Code Review by CSE Tasmania Pty Ltd dated 29 September 2023.  

5 The development must be in accordance with the Bushfire Hazard Management  
Report by Scott Livingston, Livingston Natural Resource Services, Version 2 dated  
28 June 2023.  

6 Public Open Space contribution of $1,353.60 must be paid prior to the sealing of the 
Final Plan of Survey.  This cash-in-lieu of public open space contribution equates to 
3% of the unimproved value of Lot 1.  
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7 Prior to the Final Plan of Survey being endorsed, the owner of the land must submit 
and enter into a Part 5 Agreement with the Central Coast Council under section 71 of 
the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 for Lot 1.  The Part 5 Agreement is to 
set out the following matters to the satisfaction of the Director Community, Growth 
and Development: 

(i) Acknowledge that the lot is within the attenuation area for activities associated 
with a quarry.  Any sensitive use on this lot must accommodate design 
methods for minimising noise, vibration, light and air emissions 

8 Execution of the Part 5 Agreement, including drafting and registration of the 
Agreement against the respective Title, must be at the developer’s expense. 

Infrastructure Services:  

9 Existing crossover and driveway apron from Bienefelts Road must be used as road 
access to Lot 2. 

10 The new access off Bienefelts Road for Lot 1 must use a standard minimum 3.6 m 
wide access driveway apron. 

11 Sight triangle areas adjacent to the driveway accesses must be kept clear of 
obstructions to visibility, in accordance with the Tasmanian Standard Drawing TSD-
RF-01-v3 Guide to Intersection and Domestic Access Sight Distance Requirements. 

12 The property accesses must be constructed in accordance with Tasmanian Standard 
Drawing TSD-R03-v3 Rural Roads – Typical Property Access at the developer’s cost. 

13 The driveway aprons must be constructed in accordance with Tasmanian Standard 
Drawing TSD-R04-v3 Rural Roads – Typical Driveway Profile at the developer’s cost. 

14 Stormwater run-off from buildings and hard surfaces, including vehicle parking and 
manoeuvring areas, must be collected and managed on-site in accordance with the 
National Construction Code 2019 to ensure it does not cause nuisance to the 
neighbouring properties. 

15 During works and until all exposed soil areas are permanently stabilised against 
erosion, the developer must minimise on-site erosion and the release of sediment or 
sediment laden stormwater from the site and work areas in accordance with the ‘Soil 
and Water Management on Standard Building and Construction Sites – Fact Sheet 2’ 
published by the Environment Protection Authority. 

16 Damage or disturbance to roads, stormwater infrastructures, footpaths, kerb and 
channel, nature strips or street trees resulting from activity associated with the 
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development must be rectified to the satisfaction of the Council’s Director 
Infrastructure Services and at the developer’s cost. 

17 All works or activity listed above must be at the developer’s cost. 

Please Note:  

1 A Planning Permit remains valid for two years.  If the use and/or development has not 
substantially commenced within this period, an extension may be granted if a request 
is made before this period expires.  If the Permit lapses, a new application must be 
made. 

2 "Substantial commencement" is the submission and approval of engineering drawings 
and the physical commencement of infrastructure works on the site, or an 
arrangement of a Private Works Authority or bank guarantee to undertake such works. 

Infrastructure Services:  

3 Prior to commencement of works in the road reservation, the developer must obtain 
a "Works in Road Reservation (Permit)”. 

4 Prior to commencement of works, the developer must submit an application for 
‘Roadworks Authority’ (or a ‘Private Works Authority’).  Roadworks Authority rates as 
listed in the Council’s Fees and Charges register apply. 

5 Works associated with roads, stormwater infrastructures, footpaths, kerb and 
channel, nature strips or street trees must be undertaken by the Council, unless 
alternative arrangements are approved by the Council’s Director Infrastructure 
Services, at the developer’s cost.” 
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9.7 LPS2023002 - Draft Amendment to the Central Coast Local Provisions Schedule (LPS) 
- to amend the Turners Beach Specific Area Plan – s.40K report on representations  

The Director Community, Growth and Development reports as follows: 

“The Manager Land Use Planning (Acting) has prepared the following report: 

‘DRAFT AMENDMENT NUMBER: LPS2023002 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT: Amend the Turners Beach Specific Area 

Plan (the TBSAP) 
PLANNING INSTRUMENTS: Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 

1993 (the Act) and Tasmanian Planning 
Scheme - Central Coast (the planning 
scheme) and Central Coast Local 
Provisions Schedule (the LPS) 

APPLICANT  Central Coast Council  
PUBLIC NOTIFICATION: 2 December 2023 to 15 January 2024 
REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED: 14 
ANNEXURE 1: Representations 

PURPOSE  

The purpose of this report is to consider representations received in relation 
to LPS2023002.  

BACKGROUND 

The Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Central Coast came into effect on  
27 October 2021.  Existing provisions that were in effect under the prior 
Central Coast Interim Planning Scheme 2013, such as Specific Area Plans, were 
to be transitioned to the LPS with no amendment, unless a particular provision 
was inconsistent with the State Planning Provisions.  

The TBSAP was noted to have been amended by the Commission when the 
planning scheme came into effect on 27 October 2021, and this, along with 
the general importance of periodic review, led to Council deciding to review 
the TBSAP. 

The Amendment being considered by this report follows a review of and relates 
to the TBSAP.  The Amendment includes the following: 

. Expand the Plan Purpose. 

. Delete and revise some of the Local Area Objectives. 
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. Amend the Use Class Table.  

. Amend the provisions within the Acceptable Solutions and Performance 
Criteria under CCO-S5.7 Development Standards for Buildings and 
Works. 

By amending the above, the draft Amendment seeks to:  

. Create more consistency with the established built area. 

. Create more consistency with the General Residential Zone, while still 
providing for local character.  

. Remove ambiguity and provide greater clarity.  

The Council, in its role as the Planning Authority, resolved to initiate and certify 
the draft Amendment at its meeting held 20 November 2023 under s.40D of 
the Act.  

DISCUSSION 

Following the public exhibition of the draft Amendment, s.40K of the Act 
requires the Planning Authority to prepare a report containing:  

. a copy of each representation made; 

. a statement of the Planning Authority’s opinion as to the merit of each 
representation made and whether the draft Amendment should be 
modified; and 

. any recommendations of the Planning Authority to the Tasmanian 
Planning Commission (the “Commission”) in relation to the draft 
Amendment. 

Following submission of this s.40K report to the Commission, the Commission 
is to decide if a public hearing is to be held to examine the merits of any 
representations made, and the merits of the draft Amendment.   

CONSULTATION AND REPRESENTATIONS 

The draft Amendment was placed on public exhibition for a period of four 
weeks, from 2 December 2023 to 15 January 2023 (this included extra days 
added for when the Council office was closed over the Christmas break 
period).  Site notices were placed on public boundaries within the TBSAP 
overlay area and an advertisement was placed in The Advocate newspaper on 
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2 December 2023 (Saturday) and 20 December 2023 (Wednesday).   

Application documents and a report were made available for viewing at the 
Central Coast Council offices in Ulverstone, the Visitor Information Centre in 
Penguin, and were available for viewing and downloading from Council’s 
website.    

As the draft Amendment relates to an extensive area within Turners Beach, 
letters were also sent to all property owners within the TBSAP overlay area.   

During the public notification period, 14 representations were received  
(13 against and 1 for).  Refer to Annexure 1 to view copies of the 
representations received.  

Prior to the draft Amendment being initiated, community consultation relating 
to the review of the TBSAP included media promotion, community workshops 
and discussion with the Turners Beach Community Representatives 
Committee. 

The representations are summarised below: 
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REPRESENTATION NO. 1 – HARRY LLOYD   

MATTERS RAISED PLANNING AUTHORITY 

Happy to see the Council has dedicated a significant amount of 
time and effort towards the preservation of what makes  
Turners Beach a unique and desirable place to live.  There are 2 
changes proposed that will substantially undermine the character 
of Turners Beach if Council support the new Specific Area Plan 
without rejecting these two amendments.  

1 Remove Local Area Objective (f) which reads “provide for 
new residential development in waterfront locations of a 
scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape”. 

2 Increase the Performance Criteria P1.2 from “and is not 
more than 7.5m” to “and is not more than 8.5m”.  

In relation to Matter No. 1 the representor notes the following: 

(a) Keeping Local Area Objective (f) would provide clarity to 
Council in relation to development outcomes, facilitate the 
protection of native vegetation and the local dune, whilst 
ensuring the unique character of Turners Beach is protected 
as the area continues to develop.  

In relation to Matter No. 1, please see Planning Authority comments: 

(a) The coastal dunes are protected under Codes within the 
planning scheme, being C10.0 Coastal Erosion Hazard Code 
and C11.0 Coastal Inundation Hazard Code.  These Codes 
only apply to certain use and development.  However, no 
footprint of buildings is allowed to encroach into the coastal 
dune area and must be accommodated within the respective 
property boundaries.  Furthermore, it is considered that the 
expansion of Clause CCO-S5.7.3 of the planning scheme 
regarding vegetation as proposed in the draft Amendment, 
namely native vegetation, will create greater development 
controls regarding landscaping within the TBSAP area.  This 
would then facilitate the unique coastal “feel”.  

(b) Local Area Objective (f) is very subjective.  It is considered 
that other development controls within the TBSAP (such as 
those dealing with setbacks, height and vegetation) are 
provisions that can more objectively manage  visual amenity.  
For example, Clause CCOS5.7.1(c), (d), (e) and (f) under 
Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 of the planning scheme 
consider matters such as bulk, scale, privacy, separation and 
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(b) Local Area Objective (f) provides a crucial link between the 
considerations under the Performance Criteria to the overall 
Local Area Objectives, and provides design considerations  

for developers not dissimilar to considerations (c), (d), (e) 
and (f) under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2.  

(c) Considerations (c), (d), (e) and (f) under Performance 
Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 if looking to build above 5.5m up to 
a building height of 7.5m, consider visual impact upon 
surrounding properties and land.  

(d) Any amendments made to the TBSAP that weaken the 
protection of coastline amenity (such as removing Local 
Area Objective (f)), and increasing the acceptable height to 
8.5m would be in conflict with the directives given by each 
of the State Governments (Victoria, NSW and Queensland).  

(e) Further to (d) above, representor also referenced Fact Sheet 
No. 3 – Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Residential 
Development which includes that local character can be 
protected within specific area plans to manage the unique 
areas.  

(f) Further to (d) above, representor also referenced the State 
Coastal Policy, particularly with the protection of coastal 
amenity.  Example was provided where you can now see 
multiple dwellings protruding above the dune vegetation 

potential overshadowing, and Clause CCO-S5.7.3 of the 
planning scheme considers vegetation/landscaping.  

(c) Please refer to comments made above in (b).  

(d) Planning requirements in other jurisdictions is not a matter 
that needs to be considered by the Planning Authority. 

(e) It is considered that the amended TBSAP would still allow the 
area to maintain its ‘uniqueness’ in terms of coastal and 
vegetation character. 

(f) The TBSAP applies to use and development within property 
boundaries.  The planning scheme includes Codes such as 
C10.0 Coastal Erosion Hazard Code and C11.0 Coastal 
Inundation Hazard Code which allows assessment to protect 
coastal areas.  The multiple dwellings mentioned obtained 
the necessary Permits.  The planning scheme does not 
prevent any development from being seen by the public, 
including being seen from the beach.  Rather, it ensures that 
any development is undertaken in a sustainable way whilst 
considering matters such as height, scale, bulk, visual 
amenity and many more.   
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from the beach.  States development standards are not 
strong enough to protect the amenity of Turners Beach and 
why should it be weakened more.    

In relation to Matter No. 2 the representor notes the following: 

(a) Bringing height in line with General Residential Zone 
provision entirely defeats the purpose of having a specific 
area plan.  

(b) Questions a statement within the draft amendment that the 
increase of height to 8.5m would make the potential final 
height of buildings more in line with existing heights of 
buildings built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP.  This 
does not provide any planning rationale for an amendment 
to building height. 

(c) Best practice in planning and development is continually 
updated and improved.  It seems Council are giving in to 
pressure from developers and trying to increase building 
height because of the few houses built above the current 
SAP height allowance.  

(d) Council needs to recognise that the houses built above 
7.5m and visible should not have been permitted and to 
instead strengthen the ways in which coastal amenity is 
protected.  

In relation to Matter No. 2, please see Planning Authority comments: 

(a) The TBSAP encompasses more than just height.  It includes 
other factors, for example vegetation management and 
setback provisions.   

(b) Since the introduction of the TBSAP, the area subject to this 
specific area plan has been rezoned to General Residential.  

This occurred as it was acknowledged the established 
density, built development, and available infrastructure 
within the area was suitable for General Residential.  Due to 
these changes and existing heights in the area, an increase 
to a mandatory 8.5m under the Performance Criteria pathway 
(increase of 1m) is not considered unreasonable.   

(c) Any application that exceeds 5.5m in height would still be 
required to go through a discretionary application process 
whether the final height is 7.5m or 8.5m.  Matters such as 
bulk, scale, separation, privacy, overshadowing and 
landscaping (through vegetation) would  still be assessed and 
any application must still provide justification and evidence 
as to why a Permit should be granted.  

(d) Please refer to comments made above in (g).  

 



C O M M U N I T Y,   G R O W T H   A N D   D E V E L O P M E N T 
  
 
 
 
 

Central Coast Council Agenda – 19 February 2024      86 

The representation also referred to access to consultation 
information.  The representor notes the following: 

(a) The report to Council amending the TBSAP references 
various community consultation sessions and an online 
survey, as evidence that the proposed changes “would 
reflect the general aspirations of the Turners Beach  

(b) community”.  This information was requested and advised 
that the changes are based on the view of staff and elected 
members, and consideration of anecdotal feedback 
received from the community. 

(c) No notes were provided from any community consultation 
to support Council’s claim. 

(d) Does not instil confidence that Council is acting in line with 
the “general aspirations” of the community.  Council has 
been unable to present any evidence of consultation, either 
from community sessions or a survey.  

(e) Council admitted that the results from the survey can’t be 
relied on, and they were unable to locate any notes from 
the former Manager made during the consultation sessions. 

  

In relation to access to consultation information, please see Planning 
Authority comments: 

(a) Consultation sessions and the community survey provided 
staff with qualitative information which was part of several 
formal and informal inputs into the review of the TBSAP. 
Council is not suggesting that the proposed draft 
Amendment is reliant on empirical data.  Formal 
opportunities for providing comment have also occurred in 
accordance with the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 
1993. 

(b) Please refer to comments made above in (a). 

(c) Please refer to comments made above in (a). 

(d) Please refer to comments made above in (a).  

(e) Please refer to comments made above in (a). 

Conclusion:  It is considered the representation would have no effect 
on the draft Amendment.  Recommend no modification to the draft 
Amendment. 
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REPRESENTATION NO. 2 – ISOBEL HORNIBLOW  

MATTERS RAISED PLANNING AUTHORITY 

This representation contained the same content as representation 
No. 1.  All matters raised are the same.  Please refer to 
representation No. 1 matters raised.  

Please refer to Planning Authority comments made in representation 
No. 1.  

REPRESENTATION NO. 3 – WENDY KLINE   

MATTERS RAISED PLANNING AUTHORITY 

This representation contained the same content as representation 
No. 1.  All matters raised are the same.  Please refer to 
representation No. 1 matters raised.  

The representor did also include a cover letter, that outlined the 
following additional matters: 

(a) The timing of the changes to the TBSAP appears to be 
political and strategic on behalf of the Council.  Residents 
received a letter regarding changes, dated  
1 December 2023 with a response required by  
15 January 2024.  December/January is a time when the 
majority of interested parties are busy with Christmas and 
school holidays.  

Please refer to Planning Authority comments made in representation 
No. 1.  

In relation to additional matters, please see Planning Authority 
comments: 

(a) The timing of the public exhibition coincided with when the 
draft Amendment could be considered at a Council meeting, 
which was November 2023.  The public exhibition included 
additional days to allow for when Council was closed during 
the Christmas break period.  Further, the review of the TBSAP 
has been widely publicised as addressed elsewhere in this 
report.    
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(b) Site notices tacked to the occasional power pole in  
Turners Beach was considered by Council to be effective 
and sufficient of changes to the public is tokenistic.  

(b) Site notices were placed in visual positions across the TBSAP 
overlay area.  Not all information can be possibly included in 
the site notices but did include all areas the information 
could be viewed.  In addition to the site notices, Council sent 
letters to all property owners with the TBSAP overlay area,  a 
notice was placed in The Advocate and all documentation 
was available to be viewed at the Council offices in 
Ulverstone, Penguin Visitor Centre and on the Council 
website. 

Conclusion:  It is considered the representation would have no effect 
on the draft Amendment.  Recommend no modification to the draft 
Amendment. 

REPRESENTATION NO. 4 – TURNERS BEACH COASTCARE INC. 

MATTERS RAISED PLANNING AUTHORITY 

This representation contained the same content as representation 
No. 1.  All matters raised are the same.  Please refer to 
representation No. 1 matters raised. 

 

 

Please refer to Planning Authority comments made in representation 
No. 1.  
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REPRESENTATION NO. 5 – TIM HORNIBLOW   

MATTERS RAISED PLANNING AUTHORITY 

This representation contained the same content as representation 
No. 1.  All matters raised are the same.  Please refer to 
representation No. 1 matters raised. 

Please refer to Planning Authority comments made in representation 
No. 1.  

REPRESENTATION NO. 6 – TERESA BADROCK   

MATTERS RAISED PLANNING AUTHORITY 

This representation contained the same content as representation 
No. 1.  All matters raised are the same.  Please refer to 
representation No. 1 matters raised. 

Please refer to Planning Authority comments made in representation 
No. 1.  

REPRESENTATION NO. 7 – ANTON BEZEMER   

MATTERS RAISED PLANNING AUTHORITY 

This representation contained the same content as representation 
No. 1.  All matters raised are the same.  Please refer to 
representation No. 1 matters raised. 

 

Please refer to Planning Authority comments made in representation 
No. 1.  
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REPRESENTATION NO. 8 – STEPHANIE KLINE   

MATTERS RAISED PLANNING AUTHORITY 

This representation contained the same content as representation 
No. 1.  All matters raised are the same.  Please refer to 
representation No. 1 matters raised. 

Please refer to Planning Authority comments made in representation 
No. 1.  

REPRESENTATION NO. 9 – LIAM RILEY   

MATTERS RAISED PLANNING AUTHORITY 

This representation contained the same content as representation 
No. 1.  All matters raised are the same.  Please refer to 
representation No. 1 matters raised. 

Please refer to Planning Authority comments made in representation 
No. 1.  

REPRESENTATION NO. 10 – SIMON HORNIBLOW   

MATTERS RAISED PLANNING AUTHORITY 

1 Ask Council to consider not allowing any increase in 
building height, for proposed dwellings on the blocks of 
land next to the primary dune in Turners Beach.  

2 Building height will be too high and consequently overlook 
the beach and dune area.  This would permanently change 

In relation to the matters raised, please see Planning Authority 
comments: 

(a) The increase in height would not alter the footprint allowed 
within a respective property boundary.  All development 
would need to be contained entirely within the property 
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the aesthetic values, and environmental processes of 
Turners Beach.   

boundary and no encroachment could occur into the dune 
area.  

(b) Any application that exceeds 5.5m in height would still be 
required to go through a discretionary application process 
whether the final height is 7.5m or 8.5m.  Matters such as 
bulk, scale, separation, privacy, overshadowing and 
landscaping through vegetation is still assessed and the 
application must still provide justification and evidence as to 
why a Permit should be granted.  

Conclusion:  It is considered the representation would have no effect 
on the draft Amendment.  Recommend no modification to the draft 
Amendment. 

REPRESENTATION NO. 11 – EVA KLINE   

MATTERS RAISED PLANNING AUTHORITY 

This representation contained the same content as representation 
No. 1.  All matters raised are the same.  Please refer to 
representation No. 1 matters raised. 

 

 

Please refer to Planning Authority comments made in representation 
No. 1.  
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REPRESENTATION NO. 12 – DAREN & SUSAN BROADBY   

MATTERS RAISED PLANNING AUTHORITY 

Supports the proposed amendment to the TBSAP.  Particularly the 
following: 

1 Increase height from 7.5m to 8.5m.  This will keep with the 
General Residential Zone and other buildings built in the 
area.  Additional height will allow more opportunity for new 
homes or other renovated houses to increase their size by 
going up rather than taking up more of the available land.   

2 Will allow to better provide space, taking into consideration 
the Bushfire Attack Level restrictions. 

3 Encouraging front garden landscaping to use more native 
species (and not just grass) to keep the look and feel of 
Turners Beach as a coastal beachside residential area.  

The representation did note that within Clause CCO-S5.7.3-(A1) 
and (P1) it mentions landscaping with native vegetation with a final 
growth of not less than 500m (maybe a typo and should read 
500mm)?  

 

Matters raised are noted.   

The typo error regarding 500m rather than 500mm is within the 
Council report, which included a table outlining all proposed 
changes.  The actual proposed amended TBSAP has the correct 
measurement being 500mm.  

Conclusion:  It is considered the representation would have no effect 
on the draft Amendment.  Recommend no modification to the draft 
Amendment. 
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REPRESENTATION NO. 13 – PHILLIP KLINE   

MATTERS RAISED PLANNING AUTHORITY 

This representation contained the same content as representation 
No. 1.  All matters raised are the same.  Please refer to 
representation No. 1 matters raised. 

Please refer to Planning Authority comments made in representation 
No. 1.  

REPRESENTATION NO. 14 – VICKEY SNARE   

MATTERS RAISED PLANNING AUTHORITY 

This representation contained the same content as representation 
No. 1.  All matters raised are the same.  Please refer to 
representation No. 1 matters raised. 

Please refer to Planning Authority comments made in representation 
No. 1.  
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RESOURCE, FINANCIAL AND RISK IMPACTS 

The proposal has no likely impact on Council resources outside those usually 
required for assessment and reporting, as well as costs that may be associated 
with a hearing on the matter. 

CORPORATE COMPLIANCE 

The Central Coast Strategic Plan 2014-2024 (reviewed 2019) includes the 
following strategies and key actions: 

The Environment and Sustainable Infrastructure 

. Contribute to a safe and healthy environment 

. Develop and manage sustainable built infrastructure 

. Contribute to the preservation of the natural environment 

Recommendation - 

It is recommended that the Planning Authority:  

1 Not make any changes to the draft Amendment.  

2 Endorse this report and send a copy to the Tasmanian Planning 
Commission pursuant to s.40K of the Land Use Planning and Approvals 
Act 1993. 

3 Delegate to the Director Community, Growth and Development its 
powers and functions to represent the Planning Authority at a hearing 
before the Commission, if required, pursuant to s.40L of the Land Use 
Planning and Approvals Act 1993.’ 

The report is supported.” 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“A copy of the Annexures referred to in the Manager Land Use Planning’s (Acting) 
report having been circulated to all Councillors, a resolution is submitted for 
consideration.” 
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  “That the Planning Authority: 

1 Not make any changes to the draft Amendment.  

2 Endorse this report and send a copy to the Tasmanian Planning Commission pursuant 
to s.40K of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993. 

3 Delegate to the Director Community, Growth and Development its powers and 
functions to represent the Planning Authority at a hearing before the Commission, if 
required, pursuant to s.40L of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993.” 
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INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES 

9.8 Tenders for truck replacement – F502 

The Director Infrastructure Services reports as follows: 

“The Fleet Officer has prepared the following report: 

‘PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to provide information and recommendations for 
the replacement of the Hino 26,000kg GVM Truck F502. 

BACKGROUND 

Tenders were called using the Local Government Association of Tasmania 
(LGAT) approved VendorPanel procurement system.  VendorPanel is the LGAT's 
procurement service, established in 2001 to aggregate the buying power of 
local government authorities, shorten procurement timeframes and streamline 
interactions between business and local government without the time 
consuming and administrative burden of following the Local Government Act 
1993 requirements for seeking tenders or quotes. 

The tender documents were lodged on 20 September 2023 and closed on  
25 October 2023. 

Tenders were received as follows: 

 

TENDERER 

 

MAKE 
GROSS PRICE 

$ 
(EXC. GST) 

TRADE-IN PRICE 
$ 

(EXC. GST) 

NETT PRICE 
$ 

(EXC. GST) 

FRM Hino 700 Ser FS2848 $234,917 $97,273 $137,645 

CJD Fuso Shogun 510 $277,578 $127,000 $150,578 

Webster Trucks UD Quon GW26 460 $284,650 $111,818 $172,832 

CJD DAF FAT CF530 $316,583 $127,000 $189,583 

Webster Trucks Volvo FM 460 $347,400 $111,818 $235,582 

     

Estimate  $250,000 $80,000 $170,000 
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DISCUSSION 

The Council fleet operates one 500 series truck, the unit being replaced is 
eight years old.  

A total of five trucks from three suppliers were offered for consideration.  
Along with the base pricing, there were several options offered by the different 
suppliers that may enhance the operation of the unit.  Three units tendered 
were physically inspected. 

The Council uses a weighted tender assessment method based on: 
 

Documentation and compliance 15% 

Operational assessment 25% 

HSR assessment 15% 

Service costs and warranty 15% 

Financial offer 15% 

Previous experience 

Supplier Locality 

10% 

5% 

The tender assessment panel consisted of the Fleet Officer, Depot Mechanic, 
Team Leader, and the current unit operator. 

After the inspections of the four units and subsequent tender scoring, the 
submission from FRM Hino 700Ser FS2848 achieved the highest rating based 
on this method.  

It was agreed that the Hino FS2848 unit offered the options and specifications 
required and was considered to be the most suitable for the intended 
construction and maintenance duties.  While most tendered machines offered 
comparable features, and they all had good standard safety features, the Hino 
FS2848 scored higher in regard to operational assessments with its standard 
features and cabin ergonomics, as well as the financial offer.  

It is believed that the numerous refinements and standard specifications on 
the Hino FS2848 render it as the most suitable and best value unit for the 
Council. 
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CONSULTATION 

This item has followed a tendering process and consultation has been 
undertaken with the tenderers and operators in respect to options and safety 
aspects. 

RESOURCE, FINANCIAL AND RISK IMPACTS 

The budget estimate for the unit is $250,000 including an estimated $80,000 
trade-in ($170,000 net changeover). 

The Hino FS2848 net changeover of $137,645 (excluding GST) is under budget 
by $32,355. (note: additional Engineering fees for J4 Body designs will be 
introduced in 2024, these fees will be approximately $10,000 to $15,000 
which can be accommodated within the plant replacement budget for this 
vehicle. 

Total fleet budget (NET)   $1,104,500 

YTD budget - fleet purchased (NET) $368,000 

YTD cost - fleet purchased (NET)  $422,848 

Amount over/under (NET) ($54,848) 

Total budget remaining (NET)        $681,652 

CORPORATE COMPLIANCE 

The Central Coast Strategic Plan 2014-2024 includes the following strategies 
and key actions:   

The Environment and Sustainable Infrastructure 
. Contribute to a safe and healthy environment 
. Develop and manage sustainable built infrastructure. 

Council Sustainability and Governance 
. Improve corporate governance. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is recommended that the Council: 

1 Approve the tender from FRM for the supply of a Hino FS2848 for the 
sum of $234,917 excluding GST. 

2 Approve the trade-in offer from FRM for fleet item F502, being a Hino 
FS2848, for the sum of $97,272.73 excluding GST.’ 

The Fleet Officer’s report is supported.” 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“A copy of the confidential tender assessment having been circulated to all 
Councillors, a suggested resolution is submitted for consideration.” 

  “That the Council:  

1 Approve the tender from FRM for the supply of a Hino FS2848 for the sum of $234,917 
excluding GST. 

2 Approve the trade-in offer from FRM for fleet item F502, being a Hino FS2848, for 
the sum of $97,272.73 excluding GST.” 

  
 
  
 
  

9.9 Tenders for backhoe replacement – F901 

The Director Infrastructure Services reports as follows: 

“The Fleet Officer has prepared the following report: 

‘PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to provide information and recommendations for 
the replacement of the JCB 4wd Backhoe F901. Replacement due to age. 
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BACKGROUND 

Tenders were called using the Local Government Association of Tasmania 
(LGAT) approved MAV procurement system.  MAV is the LGAT's procurement 
service, established in 2001 to aggregate the buying power of local 
government authorities, shorten procurement timeframes and streamline 
interactions between business and local government without the time 
consuming and administrative burden of following the Local Government Act 
1993 requirements for seeking tenders or quotes. 

The tender documents were lodged on 20 September 2023 and closed on  
25 October 2023. 

Tenders were received as follows: 

DISCUSSION 

The Council fleet operates four 900 series backhoes, the unit being replaced 
is seven years old.  

A total of five backhoes from five suppliers were offered for consideration.  
Along with the base pricing, there were several options offered by the different 
suppliers that may enhance the operation of the unit. Due to lack of local 
availability and pricing only four units tendered were inspected. 

The Council uses a weighted tender assessment method based on:  

. documentation and compliance; 

. operational assessment;  

. safety assessment; 

. service costs and warranty; 

 

TENDERER 

 

MAKE 
GROSS PRICE 

$ 
(EXC. GST) 

TRADE-IN PRICE 
$ 

(EXC. GST) 

NETT PRICE 
$ 

(EXC. GST) 

Onetrak Hidromek HMK102B K4 $188,320 $55,000 $133,320 
RDO Equipment John Deere 315SL $202,000 $52,100 $149,900 
TTMI Case SV580 Not Stated Not Stated $160,500 
JF Machinery JCB 3CX Pro T5 $223,750 $58,000 $165,750 
William Adams Caterpillar 432 $228,000 $55,000 $173,000 
     
Estimate  $210,000 $50,000 $160,000 



I N F R A S T R U C T U R E   S E R V I C E S 
  
 
 
 
 

Central Coast Council Agenda – 19 February 2024      101 

. financial offer; and 

. previous experience. 

. Locality. 

The tender assessment panel consisted of the Fleet Officer, Workshop 
Mechanic, Construction Team Leader and the current unit operators. 

The four units physically inspected were the JCB CX3 Pro T5, Case 580SV, John 
Deere 315L and the Hidromek HMK102S K4. 

After the inspections of the four units and subsequent tender scoring, the 
submission from JF Machinery JCB 3CX Pro T5 achieved the highest rating 
based on this method.  

It was agreed that the JCB 3CX Elite unit offered the options and specifications 
required and was considered to be the most suitable for the intended 
construction and maintenance duties.  While the Case, Hidromek, and the John 
Deere had comparable features, and good standard safety features, all scored 
lower in either the financial offers and/or in regards to operational 
assessment, cabin space and/or ergonomics. It is believed that the numerous 
refinements and standard specifications on the JCB 3CX Pro T5 render it as the 
most suitable and best value unit for the Council. 

CONSULTATION 

This item has followed a tendering process and consultation has been 
undertaken with the tenderers and operators in respect to options and safety 
aspects. 

RESOURCE, FINANCIAL AND RISK IMPACTS 

The budget estimate for the unit is $210,000 including an estimated $50,000 
trade-in. ($160,000 Net Changeover) 

The JCB 3CX Elite Net Changeover of $165,750 (excluding GST) is only just 
over budget, but combined with the savings in the F502 tender, the preferred 
option can be accommodated within the plant replacement budget.  

Total Fleet budget    (NET) $ 1,104,500 

YTD budget - fleet purchased (NET)  $ 538,000 

YTD cost - fleet purchased (NET) $560,493 

Amount over/under (NET) ($22,493) 
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Total Budget remaining (NET) $544,007 

CORPORATE COMPLIANCE 

The Central Coast Strategic Plan 2014-2024 includes the following strategies 
and key actions:   

The Environment and Sustainable Infrastructure 
. Contribute to a safe and healthy environment 
. Develop and manage sustainable built infrastructure. 

Council Sustainability and Governance 
. Improve corporate governance. 

CONCLUSION 

It is recommended that the Council:  

1  Approve the tender from JF Machinery for the supply of a JCB 3CX Pro 
T5 model for the sum of $223,750 excluding GST. 

2 Approve the trade-in offer from JF Machinery Isuzu for fleet item 
F901, being a JCB 3CX, for the sum of $58,000 excluding GST. 

The Fleet Officer’s report is supported.” 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“A copy of the confidential tender assessment having been circulated to all 
Councillors, a suggested resolution is submitted for consideration.” 

  “That the Council:  

1 Approve the tender from JF Machinery for the supply of a JCB 3CX Pro T5 model for 
the sum of $223,750 excluding GST. 

2 Approve the trade-in offer from JF Machinery Isuzu for fleet item F901, being a JCB 
3CX, for the sum of $58,000 excluding GST.” 
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CORPORATE SERVICES 

9.10 Statutory determinations 

The Director Corporate Services reports as follows: 

“A Schedule of Statutory Determinations made during the month of January 2024 is 
submitted to the Council for information.  The information is reported in accordance 
with approved delegations and responsibilities.” 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“A copy of the Schedule having been circulated to all Councillors, a suggested 
resolution is submitted for consideration.” 

  “That the Schedule of Statutory Determinations (a copy being appended to and forming 
part of the minutes) be received.” 
 
  
 
  
 
  

9.11 Financial reports 

The Director Corporate Services reports as follows: 

“The following Council financial reports for the month of January 2024 are submitted 
for consideration: 

. Statement of Comprehensive Income; 

. Statement of Financial Position; 

. Statement of Cash Flows; 

. Financials Commentary; 

. Summary of Cash and Investments; 

. Summary of Capital Delivery Performance; and 

. Summary of Employee Numbers.” 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“Copies of the financial reports having been circulated to all Councillors, a suggested 
resolution is submitted for consideration.” 
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  “That the financial reports (copies being appended to and forming part of the minutes) be 
received.” 
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10 CLOSURE OF MEETING TO THE PUBLIC 

10.1 Meeting closed to the public 

The Executive Services Officer reports as follows: 

“The Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015 provide that a meeting 
of a council is to be open to the public unless the council, by absolute majority, 
decides to close part of the meeting because one or more of the following matters are 
being, or are to be, discussed at the meeting. 

Moving into a closed meeting is to be by procedural motion.  Once a meeting is closed, 
meeting procedures are not relaxed unless the council so decides. 

It is considered desirable that the following matters be discussed in a closed meeting: 

Matter Local Government (Meeting Procedures) 
Regulations 2015 reference 

Confirmation of closed session minutes 15(2)(g) Information of a personal and 
confidential nature or information 
provided to the council on the condition 
it is kept confidential 

Minutes and notes of other 
organisations and committees of the 
Council 

 Cradle Coast Authority Annual 
General Meeting and Representatives 
Meeting – held 12 December 2023 

15(2)(g) Information of a personal and 
confidential nature or information 
provided to the council on the condition 
it is kept confidential. 

A suggested resolution is submitted for consideration.” 

  “That the Council close the meeting to the public to consider the following matters, they 
being matters relating to: 

Matter Local Government (Meeting Procedures) 
Regulations 2015 reference 

Confirmation of closed session minutes 15(2)(g) Information of a personal and 
confidential nature or information provided to 
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the council on the condition it is kept 
confidential” 

Minutes and notes of other organisations 
and committees of the Council 

 Cradle Coast Authority Annual General 
Meeting and Representatives Meeting 
– held 12 December 2023 

15(2)(g) Information of a personal and 
confidential nature or information provided to 
the council on the condition it is kept 
confidential.” 

 
  
 
  
 
  

The Executive Services Officer further reports as follows: 

“1 The Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015 provide in 
respect of any matter discussed at a closed meeting that the general manager 
is to record in the minutes of the open meeting, in a manner that protects 
confidentiality, the fact that the matter was discussed and a brief description 
of the matter so discussed, and is not to record in the minutes of the open 
meeting the details of the outcome unless the council determines otherwise. 

2 While in a closed meeting, the council is to consider whether any discussions, 
decisions, reports or documents relating to that closed meeting are to be kept 
confidential or released to the public, taking into account privacy and 
confidentiality issues. 

3 The Local Government Act 1993 provides that a councillor must not disclose 
information seen or heard at a meeting or part of a meeting that is closed to 
the public that is not authorised by the council to be disclosed. 

Similarly, an employee of a council must not disclose information acquired as 
such an employee on the condition that it be kept confidential. 

4 In the event that additional business is required to be conducted by a council 
after the matter(s) for which the meeting has been closed to the public have 
been conducted, the Regulations provide that a council may, by simple 
majority, re-open a closed meeting to the public.” 



_________________________________________________________________________
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Turners Beach Community Representative Committee Agendas and Minutes - Minutes 25 January 2025 

Turners Beach Community 
Representatives Committee 

Minutes of the meeting held at Turners Beach Hall 

Thursday, 25 January commencing at 4.00pm 

PRESENT 

Community Representatives: Merryn Gilham (Community Representative)  

Tim Horniblow (Coastcare) 

Council Representatives:  Paul Breaden (Director Infrastructure Services) 

Daryl Connelly (Director Community, Growth and 

Development) 

Minute Taker: Tracey Clark (Administrative Assistant) 

1 WELCOME  

Daryl Connelly chaired the meeting and welcomed all those attending. 

APOLOGIES  

Clynton Jaffray (Community Member), Susan Spinks (Turners Beach Community Garden), 

Barry Omundson (CCC – Chief Executive Officer). 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY 

The Council acknowledges and pays respect to the traditional owners of lutruwita 

(Tasmania), the palawa/pakana people.  We acknowledge the Punnilerpanner tribe of this 

Northern Country, and in doing so, we celebrate one of the world’s oldest continuous 
cultures. 

2 MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 

Merryn Gilham moved, and Tim Horniblow seconded: “That the minutes of the previous 

meeting held on Thursday, 25 May 2023 be accepted as a true and accurate record.”  

           Carried 

3 MATTERS ARISING FROM PREVIOUS MINUTES 

a Railway bridge and shared pathway (continuing Item) 

Paul advised the Pathway from Lukin Street to the underpass is finished, with 

minor maintenance and signage to be completed shortly. Signage will provide a 

history of the bridge and surrounding area, as well as flora, fauna, and Aboriginal 

heritage. This is being designed in consultation with local Aboriginal community 

members and should be complete within two months.  

tracey
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b Street Scape and Traffic Management Project (continuing Item) 

Paul reported that the design of the pathway through Turners Beach is ongoing, 

with construction expected to commence later in 2024.  

c Update on Noticeboard installation (minute ref 25/05/23 item 3c) 

Paul reported the noticeboard has been installed. 

d Update on Artwork (Minute ref 25/05/23 item 4.2) 

Daryl advised the original painting was provided to the Council for safekeeping, 

and the particular environmental requirements mean it is unsuitable to hang the 

original in the hall. Staff will obtain a quote for a reproduction and interpretation 

signage, with the intention to display the reproduction in the Turners Beach Hall.  

4 WALKING PATH SIGN 

The matter of a faded sign along the walking path was originally raised by Merryn via 

email. Tracey advised a works order was generated on 7 December 2023, and staff are 

working to locate the sign artwork which will then be forwarded to the signwriter for a 

replacement. 

5 PORT FENTON SIGN 

Merryn requested that in addition to the colonial recognition on the Port Fenton sign, 

there should be consideration given to telling local Aboriginal stories. The group agreed 

that the inclusion of Aboriginal history on the bridge signage would suitably address 

this request.  

6 COUNCIL UPDATE 

Paul reported:  

• Pathway maintenance will continue, as mentioned in item 3a. 

• Infrastructure staff are also assessing beach accesses to understand what work 

is required. Tim noted that the access between Albert Street and La Mar has rusty 

wire on the ground. 

ACTION: Tracey to raise a service request to address the rusty wire.  

Tracey reported:  

• The Antenno app is available to provide updates on what is happening in the 

area, and to report any issues, and appears to have been well received by the 

community, with service requests being action by appropriate staff.  

Daryl reported:  
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• The new Chief Executive Officer has settled in well, and a number of positive 

changes are being implemented  

• Councillors and staff have worked together to reassess priorities for the next few 

years, and this has been reflected in the Term Plan Our Place – Our Future, which 

is available on the Council website.  

• A small number of new roles have been created, including a Coordinator 

Economic Development role, which will focus on items such as population 

growth, industrial precincts, and tourism, and a Coordinator Communications 

and Relationships to focus on the way we inform and seek to understand the 

community.  

• The Turners Beach Specific Area Plan report will be presented to Council in 

February and will summarise the representations received. Councillors will then 

decide whether to recommend to the Tasmanian Planning Commission, that the 

amendment as currently proposed be approved, or alternatively, Council may 

recommend that the amendment not proceed or that it proceeds with some 

changes. The Tasmanian Planning Commission will hold hearings, and everyone 

who made a representation will be invited to attend before the Commission 

makes its final decision.  Details will be published in the February Council 

Meeting agenda. 

7 COMMUNITY UPDATE 

Tim Reported: 

Coastcare currently has a good membership and will be holding working bees once a 

month around the different areas, commencing in February.  

8 FUTURE OF THE COMMITTEE 

Daryl said this issue had previously been raised by other members of the committee.  

He reported that Council’s Senior Leadership and Performance Team and Councillors are 

committed to visiting each community throughout the year with the Community 

Conversations sessions, and this combined with the appointment of a dedicated 

communications role, means there will be good community engagement. With this in 

mind, all members present agreed that maintaining the group was no longer a priority.  

Daryl reiterated that Council staff will continue to engage with various groups within the 

community on a regular basis, and that members shouldn’t hesitate to contact Paul or 

Daryl if there are any local issues requiring Council attention. 

The group will be formally wound up, with communication provided to the community 

on the reasons behind the decision. A thank you event will then be planned to thank 

committee members for their dedication to their local community. 

9 OTHER BUSINESS 

Tim requested that dog bags be placed at the Albert Street beach access.  
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ACTION: Tracey to follow up with Regulatory Services staff.  

Merryn noted that the speed limit sign on the roundabout has stickers all over it.  

ACTION: Paul will investigate.  

10 MEETING CLOSED 

As there was no other business to discuss, the meeting closed at 4.35pm. 



 

 

PO Box 220 

19 King Edward Street 

Ulverstone Tasmania 7315 

Tel 03 6429 8900 

 

admin@centralcoast.tas.gov.au 

www.centralcoast.tas.gov.au 

SCHEDULE OF DOCUMENTS FOR AFFIXING OF  
THE COMMON SEAL 
 
Period: 23 January to 19 February 2024  

Nil 
 

 
 
 
 
Barry Omundson 
GENERAL MANAGER 
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PO Box 220 

19 King Edward Street 

Ulverstone Tasmania 7315 

Tel 03 6429 8900 

 

admin@centralcoast.tas.gov.au 

www.centralcoast.tas.gov.au 

 
SCHEDULE OF CONTRACTS AND AGREEMENTS 
(Other than those approved under the common seal) 
 
Period: 23 January to 19 February 2024 

 Contract 8/2019-2020 (extension of contract to 31 December 2024) 
Brett Gleeson Plumbing Pty Ltd 
Plumbing services 
Price per hour: $70.00 excluding GST 

 Contract 9/2019-2020 (extension of contract to 31 December 2024) 
Cradle Coast Electrical 
Electrical maintenance 
Price per hour: $60.00 excluding GST 

 Contract 10/2019-2020 (extension of contract to 31 December 2024) 
ETCS Electrical & Fire 
Essential safety maintenance 
Price per hour (electrical inspection): $55.00 excluding GST 

 Contract 11/2019-2020 (extension of contract to 31 December 2024) 
Southern Cross Protection 
Security services 
Price per annum: $71,602.02 excluding GST 

 Contract 12/2019-2020 (extension of contract to 31 December 2024) 
S & K Design Building 
Cleaning services 
Price per annum: $58,821.84 excluding GST 

 Contract 13/2019-2020 (extension of contract to 31 December 2024) 
S & K Design Building 
Gardening services 
Price per annum: $44,880.00 excluding GST 
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 Long Term Infrastructure and Services Licence 
Tasmanian Railway Lty Ltd (licensor) and Central Coast Council (licensee) 
Part of State Rail Network (Western Line) Moore Street, Ulverstone 
Commencement date: 4 October 2023 
Term: 10 years 

 Long Term Infrastructure and Services Licence 
Tasmanian Railway Lty Ltd (licensor) and Central Coast Council (licensee) 
Part of State Rail Network (Western Line) 21 Maskells Road, Ulverstone 
Renewal commencement date: 18 February 2022 
Term: 10 years 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Barry Omundson 
GENERAL MANAGER 



 

 

PO Box 220  

19 King Edward Street 

Ulverstone Tasmania 7315 

Tel 03 6429 8900 

 

admin@centralcoast.tas.gov.au 

www.centralcoast.tas.gov.au 

SCHEDULE OF CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED ADDRESSED TO  
MAYOR AND COUNCILLORS  

Period: 23 January to 19 February 2024  

. A letter from the Preston Community Centre regarding the installation of 
streetlights at South Preston Road. 

. An email from a ratepayer regarding issues for attention in the Sulphur Creek 
area.  

. An email from a ratepayer regarding the proposed relocation of the former 
North Motton railway station building and lighthouse structure. 

. An email from ratepayers regarding noise issues at a neighbouring property.  
 
 
 
 
 
Barry Omundson  
GENERAL MANAGER 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Ulverstone Civic Centre (the Centre) has been an important part of the Central Coast for 

41 years as a venue to host performances, civic events and social gatherings. 

Councilors determined that a review was to be undertaken as part of the 2023-2024 Annual 

Plan to ensure the Centre was delivering benefits to the community.   

This review has been undertaken considering the views of key stakeholders, the financial 

performance, utilisation, and the findings of previous reviews to shape 15 recommendations 

to be implemented over the next three years.  

Recommendations outline changes to the management of the Centre, capital upgrades, 

furniture and fittings, and promoting the availability of the Centre to the performing arts 

industry.   

It is expected that after the three-year implementation period the Ulverstone Civic Centre 

will be a vibrant and thriving performing arts centre that will enhance the cultural and social 

contribution it makes to the Central Coast community.  

INTRODUCTION 

The Ulverstone Civic Centre was opened in May 1983 as a venue for the Ulverstone Council 

to host civic functions, producers to stage theatrical performances, and for the local 

community to use for major social events.  

Over the 41years, the Centre has made a major contribution to the cultural and social life in 

the Central Coast. It was widely considered “the place to go” for wedding receptions, civic 

functions, business events, service club dinners and numerous productions featuring local 

and visiting performers.   

While the use of the Centre has changed from what it once was, the Centre continues to be 

an important venue for Central Coast residents.  

The following review considers a broad range of aspects of the Centre with a view to make 

changes that will enhance the Centre’s ability to make a greater cultural and social 

contribution to the Central Coast in the future.  

PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

Reviewing the Civic Centre is a carryover action from the 2022-2023 Annual Plan. While 

there have been several reviews undertaken over the years, few recommendations have been 

implemented due to changing priorities and resource limitations. The scope of this review 

follows discussions at a Councilor Workshop on 24 July 2023.  

The purpose of the review is to develop a concise, simple plan for the Civic Centre, which 

aims to meet the following objectives:  

 



 

The scope of the review excluded significant changes to the external appearance and 

implementation was to require only modest expenditure, more aligned with asset renewal 

and maintaining to the existing standard, rather than a major upgrade. Put another way, any 

proposed improvements should be funded from cash reserves rather than being reliant on 

grant funding or borrowings. 

METHODOLOGY  

The review focused on engaging with those who know the space, including regular users 

over the past three years to identify issues and opportunities.  

Invitations were sent to 43 key stakeholders to participate in feedback sessions.  

Two sessions occurred with a total of 22 stakeholders attending. The two-hour sessions 

included a Centre walkthrough and roundtable discussions with stakeholders.  

An online survey was sent to all key stakeholders to ensure those who were unable to attend 

the feedback sessions had the opportunity to provide input. A total of 14 survey 

submissions were received.   

Previous Civic Centre reviews were considered, to understand what the issues were at the 

time, what actions had been implemented and whether any relevant issues remained.  

Analysis of past bookings and operational expenditure has been included to provide 

evidence of utilisation and budget implications. 



 

THE CURRENT SITUATION 

BUILDING LAYOUT 

The Civic Centre’s layout has remained untouched since its original construction. It 

comprises three main hireable spaces being the Leven Theatre, the Gawler Room and the 

Isandula Room, with change rooms supporting performances and amenities for the 

audience.  

Image 1: Floor plan of the Ulverstone Civic Centre 



 

The three spaces for hire are as follows: 

CENTRE USE 

Bookings for the Centre are managed through Council’s booking desk and use the booking 

platform Priava.  

The following chart show the utilisation of the three hirable spaces across the past four 

years.   

Chart 1: Hours of use at the Civic Centre for the three hirable spaces across the past four 

calendar years. 

•The Leven theatre is an intimate theatre space with tiered seating for 251.

Suitable for theatre, musical theatre, conferences, film, seminars, meetings, 

auctions, performances, concerts, band concerts, eisteddfods and variety 

shows.

LEVEN THEATRE

•The Gawler Room is a large room with a small stage at the northern end. The 

room seats 200 theatre or cabaret style. It can also be divided in two to cater 

for smaller functions. Tables and chairs are available along with kitchen and 

bar facilities. 

GAWLER ROOM 

•This is a small meeting room and is accessible from the stage entrance door 

at the rear of the building on the corner of Patrick and Victoria Streets.  The 

room seats 20 with tea and coffee facilities available. 

ISANDULA ROOM



 

Chart 1 shows a trend of decling use across the Centre’s hireable spaces.  The use of all 

three spaces during 2020 was impacted by the COVID-19 Pandemic, and is reliant on the 

number of performances scheduled by local producers. Council does not promote the 

Centre’s availability to hire, nor does it undertake any direct programming or financially 

support performances.     

The use of the Isundala Room has evolved, as what was once a key meeting room for 

Ulverstone, and prior to that a hired office space, is primarily used as an additional 

changeroom for performances. Meetings previously held in the room are now held in more 

modern meeting spaces including the Gnomon Pavilion and the Recreation Centre.   

In 2024, the Theatre is expected to see a significant increase in use due to the 

redevelopment of the Devonport Theatre making it unavailable for an extended period.  

Several tentative bookings have already been made for the Centre for 2024 from Devonport-

based producers.   

MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS  

Operational oversight for the Civic Centre is the responsibility of the Community 

Development team within the Department of Community, Growth and Development. The 

Community Wellbeing Officer oversees the operations, the Administration Assistant co-

ordinates bookings, and a part-time cleaner cleans the building.  

Between the three positions, an average of seven hours of staff time per week is dedicated 

to the Centre. This management arrangement has been in place for at least the past 10 

years. No staff involved in managing the Civic Centre have any formal training or 

qualifications in staging, lighting, facility management or any of the licences required to 

operate the fly tower.  

The use of the theatre is not at a level to warrant the employment of a theater technician. 

Instead, several local contract theatre technicians have been engaged to provide services 

including equipment maintenance, resetting of lighting bars and once off setups for small 

productions. Due to the technical nature of the equipment and risks involved in adjusting 

the fly tower, theatre technicians require licences for working at heights, dogging and 

rigging.  Currently a local young technician who is training in theatre production provides 

support to staff when required, and for any significant work on the fly tower a larger 

Devonport based firm is engaged.   

  



 

PREVIOUS CIVIC CENTRE REVIEWS 

Council has undertaken three previous reviews in 2005, 2007 and 2017. All were of varying 

complexity, using a different methodology to determine the issues, consulting with users 

and staff, and considering the financial implications before making a series of 

recommendations for improvement.   

Of the combined recommendations, the following were implemented: 

 New carpet and seating installed in the theatre 

 Work relating to safety audits on the flyer tower were undertaken 

 New electric system fly system installed 

 Interior lighting upgraded in the circulation spaces of the Centre 

 Heat pumps installed in the Gawler Room 

 Upgrades to the Isandula Room  

While implementation of these recommendations has supported the ongoing use of the 

Centre, several recommendations identified in multiple reviews have not been implemented. 

The issues were identified as part of each review’s consultation phase, and once again as 

part of this review. These recommendations were:  

 The development of a facility management plan  

 Implementation of a marketing plan to promote the Centre  

 Replacement of the heating/ventilation system to improve audience members 

comfort   

 Upgrades to the main entrance to create a sense of arrival and improve DDA 

compliance 

 Building signage  

 Upgrades to the audio visual equipment (albeit minor upgrades have occurred over 

the years). As part of the 2017 review, a concept design was prepared for the 

enhancement of the main entrance. This project was not implemented.  

Image 2: A concept design for a new entrance prepared by Artas Architects as an outcome 

of the 2017 review.  



 

FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE 

This part of the review focuses on the past financial performance of the Civic Centre. The 

budget and the actual results for the past five years have been compiled in Table 1 on the 

following page.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Image 3 (below): Australia Day Awards and Citizenship Ceremony held in the Theatre, 2022. 

 



 

 2018-2019 2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 2022-2023 

Account Description  Budget  Actual  Budget  Actual  Budget  Actual  Budget  Actual  Budget  Actual 

Revenue                

Rental of Leven Theatre -$28,000 -$24,775 -$28,000 -$16,441 -$28,000 -$20,347 -$28,000 -$18,903 -$29,000 -$23,905 

Rental of Gawler Room -$7,000 -$7,346 -$7,500 -$4,794 -$7,500 -$3,217 -$8,000 -$6,714 -$9,000 -$8,803 

Rental of Isandula Room -$3,000 -$6,325 -$3,000 -$1,993 -$3,000 -$920 -$3,000 -$1,158 -$3,000 -$952 

Civic Centre - technician fees (revenue) -$2,000 -$484 -$1,000 $0 -$1,000 -$163 -$1,000 -$250 -$1,000 -$40 

Civic Centre - Hire of equipment -$250 -$13 -$250 -$44 -$250 -$20 -$500 $0 -$500 $0 

Rental of Manager's Office -$3,500 -$3,640 -$3,500 -$3,640 -$3,500 $0 -$3,500 $0 $0 $0 

Refund - TasWater overcharge Civic Centre $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 -$49,667 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total Revenue -$43,750 -$42,585 -$43,250 -$26,914 -$43,250 -$74,335 -$44,000 -$27,026 -$42,500 -$33,702 

Expenses                    

Civic Centre - operations $65,000 $59,277 $13,000 $7,565 $30,000 $24,052 $25,000 $11,702 $12,000 $10,909 

Civic Centre - staff costs - operational $0 $0 $27,000 $27,327 $20,000 $15,276 $14,000 $11,058 $14,000 $13,438 

Civic Centre - staff costs - maintenance $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,000 $0 $4,000 $734 $4,000 $863 

Civic Centre - Security $0 $0 $2,000 $1,849 $2,000 $1,848 $2,000 $1,935 $2,000 $2,050 

Civic Centre - Electricity $0 $0 $12,000 $10,336 $0 $0 $0 $9,166 $10,000 $8,690 

Civic Centre - TasWater $0 $0 $12,000 $12,727 $0 $0 $0 $7,536 $6,000 $7,780 

Civic Centre - maintenance $25,000 $34,865 $30,000 $28,589 $28,000 $22,792 $25,000 $30,547 $25,000 $23,145 

Civic Centre - program maintenance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Civic Centre - equipment $2,700 $2,188 $1,000 $370 $1,000 $1,169 $1,000 $0 $1,000 $0 

Civic Centre - Essential safety  health measures $2,000 $1,329 $3,000 $4,018 $2,000 $4,391 $2,000 $3,078 $2,000 $4,837 

Civic Centre - electrical testing and tagging $1,000 $0 $0 $0 $3,000 $0 $3,000 $0 $3,000 $0 

Civic Centre - technician expenses  $5,000 $6,191 $6,000 $756 $4,000 $1,454 $3,000 $1,990 $2,000 $290 

Depreciation  $44,246  $46,434  $49,449  $88,185  $88,669 

Total Expenses  $148,097   $139,977   $120,434   $165,934   $160,674 

Deficit   $105,512  $113,062  

 

$46,098   $138,907  $126,972 

Table 1: End of year financial results of the Civic Centre for the past five years.



 

Forecasted revenue for the past five years has been around $43,000. This was optimistic as 

on only one occasion this amount of revenue was received (outside a once-off 

reimbursement from TasWater for over charging in 2020/21), and actual revenue was 

generally 40 percent less. Chart 2 shows that revenue is steadily trending downwards, 

reflective of the declining use.  

On the other side of the ledger, expenditure at the Centre has been generally contained 

within the budget allocated. Over the five-year period shown, operational expenditure has 

been trending upwards, however this is due to the 78% increase in depreciation in 2021/22 

from a revaluation of the building. When excluding depreciation, operating costs have been 

decreasing, which is reflective of th decline in use reducing service and cleaning costs.  

The overall performance during the five years shown in Chart 3 shows the Centre has 

returned a deficit of more than $100,000 a year. The exception is in 2020/21 where a 

reimbursement by Tas Water of $49,667 reduced the deficit to $46,098, however without 

this once-off payment, the deficit would be similar to the other four years.  

While any business operating with an ongoing $100,000 plus deficit each year is not viable, 

the provision of cultural facilities, like the Civic Centre, by Councils rarely generates a profit. 

The value of these facilities that offsets the deficit is in the cultural, social and economic 

outcomes from the use of the facility for events and performances. A triple bottom line lens 

so to speak, to understand the value of the facility. It is difficult to say whether the value of 

the community benefits is commensurate with the annual deficit the Centre makes, however, 

by implementing the recommendations of this review it is possible to reduce future deficits.  

 

 

Chart 2: Civic Centre actual revenue and expenditure results for the past five years.  
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Chart 3: Annual operating deficit.   

SWOT ANALYSIS  

A SWOT analysis is a tool that evaluates the internal Strengths and Weaknesses, as well as 

external Opportunities and Threats.  

The following SWOT analysis has been undertaken on the Ulverstone Civic Centre: 

Strengths 

 High quality theatre acoustics 

 Theatre seating quality and position 

makes for great viewing for all seats 

 Modern fly tower system 

 Availability of the Gawler Room to 

be used for post event drinks and 

functions.  

 Good availability of parking for 

productions 

 Central location in the CBD 

 

Weaknesses 

 Quality of the theatre audio visual 

equipment  

 Access to the Centre for those with 

limited mobility   

 Limited technical support and 

backup 

 No staff have licences to operate the 

fly tower 

 Comparatively smaller seating 

capacity makes large scale 

production less economical to show.  

 Limited scope within the operational 

budget to do anything other than 

maintain the status quo 

 No connection with Tasmanian 

Performing Arts Sector 
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Opportunities 

 Define the Centre’s position in the 

performing arts sector (low cost/full 

service/boutique/other) and 

promote it to the performing arts 

industry 

 Develop and implement a plan to 

attract new users 

 Develop a Facility Management Plan 

to define the objectives of the 

Centre 

 Obtain external funding to upgrade 

the heating/ventilation system 

 Connect the Centre with the broader 

Tasmanian performing arts sector to 

benefit from collaboration and 

touring shows.  

 Collaborate with a local performing 

arts organisation to enhance the 

performing arts community in the 

Central Coast  

 

Threats 

 Existing and new competition for 

hire from private function spaces, 

other Central Coast Council facilities 

and neighbouring Council 

performing arts centre 

 Current upgrades to the Burnie 

($13m) and Devonport ($420,000) 

performing arts centres to meet 

user and audience needs. 

 Ability for Council to fund major 

upgrades when there are many 

competing priorities for Council’s 

capital budget.  

 Cost of living pressures  

COMPETING VENUES 

One major factor affecting the utilisation of the Centre is the availability of competing 

venues.  

Direct competitors for performing arts events are the neighbouring Council operated 

Paranaple Arts Centre and Burnie Arts and Function Centre. Over the years both venues have 

undergone multi-million-dollar refurbishments, with Burnie currently being transformed as 

part of a $13m redevelopment. This significant investment has improved each venue’s 

ability to meet the evolving expectations and requirements of the performing arts. This has 

impacted the hire of the Ulverstone Civic Centre by touring and interstate productions.  

Both venues also have a team of technical and service staff who can assist with ticketing, 

setup and technical operation of the theatre. While this comes at a cost to hirers, the larger 

seating capacities (Burnie 370 and Devonport 407) make the economics of theatre 

productions more favorable at these venues than at the Ulverstone Civic Centre (251). The 

Ulverstone Civic Centre does not provide any staff support and producers are required to 

engage their own theatre technician and service volunteers/staff as required.  

In terms of participation in the Tasmanian performing arts sector, both Burnie City and 

Devonport City Councils are members of the Tasmanian Performing Arts Centres (a 

consortium of the Burnie Arts & Function Centre, Paranaple Arts Centre, Theatre North and 

the Theatre Royal), and are supported by funding from Arts Tasmania to attract performers.   



 

Another major factor in the declining use is the opening of the Ulverstone Wharf Precinct. 

The Gnomon Pavilion in its spectacular location has become the venue of choice for 

meetings, presentations, social functions and events in Ulverstone, many that would once 

have used the Gawler Room.  

Other privately owned facilities across the municipality that compete for major social 

functions and events at the Centre have invested in their facilities in recent years and this all 

contributes to reducing the use of the Civic Centre.  

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

Consultation with stakeholders is a key part of the review process. As the users of the 

Centre they are well placed to provide insights into challenges with how it operates, and any 

possible solutions.   

The consultation part of the review was a two-stage process with roundtable discussions 

and an online survey.  

Invitations were sent to 43 hirers from the past three years Centre to attend the roundtable 

discussions and complete an online survey. Of this, 22 attended across two sessions, and 14 

online surveys were completed.  A good cross section of stakeholders engaged in the 

process including representatives of local theatre groups, service clubs, council staff with 

responsibilities at the Centre, and elected members.  

A summary of the key themes from the consultation is provided below. It has been 

categorised into three sections.    

INFRASTRUCTURE AND MAINTENANCE  

 Handrail at main entrance needs replacing to meet current building standards. 

 Gawler Room kitchen needs updating to be usable.  

 Toilets have finger entrapments on the doors. 

 Replace lock on theatre entrance so that it can be opened from within the theatre. 

 Some of the stage lights are approaching end of life and globes are becoming 

difficult to source.  

 A majority of those involved appreciated the architecture and style of the Centre and 

did not support significant changes to the exterior of interior walls.  

 The foyer area is dark, it might be possible to place something colorful on the walls, 

replacing the current cross stitch artwork. 

FACILITY MANAGEMENT 

 Opportunity to promote the Centre to the performing arts industry. 

 Fees for hiring are confusing. You don’t know what you need when asking for a 

quote, and it changes year after year.  



 

 Suggest a fee is included for bump-in and bump-out rather than paying full cost 

when only using it to setup or pack up.  

 A technical specifications sheet would be good to understand what the theatre has 

and is capable of. Other performing arts centres have this.   

 The pictures on the wall do not align with the performing arts centre and would be 

better suited at Hive. 

 There was a suggestion of fitting out the Gawler Room to be a collaborative working 

space for hire. 

USER/CUSTOMER CONSIDERATIONS 

 Theatre heating could be upgraded for better comfort during winter. The system 

should also be capable of cooling the Centre as during summer it can get quite hot. 

 Suggestion to move the screen in the theatre to the front of the stage to allow other 

users to configure sets behind it. Currently the stage is inaccessible when the screen 

is used due to its position.  

 The loading dock is full of equipment that doesn’t need to be there including the 

lights and ladders no longer used.  

 The Civic Centre is not the best name for the Centre given its use. Suggestion of a 

rebrand to assist as part of the promotion to interstate productions.  

USE OF GAWLER ROOM 

One key objective of the review was to seek feedback on a proposal from the Ulverstone 

Repertory Society (USG) to move into the Gawler Room under a licence arrangement. 

Stakeholders were asked for their view on this proposal, however the USG was not identified 

as the group.  

The proposal to Council USG suggested to Council that if they occupied the space, it would 

create opportunities for greater collaboration between community groups, for small 

productions in the Gawler Room, and possible training opportunities for young people.   

As part of the roundtable discussions there were some concerns raised about the proposal 

potentially limiting access to the Gawler Room from other community groups. Members of 

the URS in attendance confirmed they were the group who had put the proposal to Council, 

and that they are willing to work with any other hirer wanting to use the space and will not 

seek to restrict its use.   

The discussion appeared to alleviate the concerns raised, and those attending the 

roundtable indicated they were satisfied that if the USG moved into the Gawler Room it 

would have minimal impact on other users. Three responses (of a total 14 responses) to the 

survey did not support the proposal, however no reason was given.     



 

DISCUSSION 

The Ulverstone Civic Centre is a significant building for the local community. It has and 

continues to make a cultural and social contribution, and despite the emergence of 

competing venues, it is still as relevant as ever. With some improvements across the next 

three years, it can deliver greater outcomes for the local community and achieve the 

outcomes of the review.  

In terms of the built environment, the changes sought by stakeholders focused on 

improving the main entrance to create a sense of arrival, improve disability access and 

brighten up the internal circulation spaces. There was a strong desire to maintain the 

building’s heritage, and not interfere with the external façade. These changes will greatly 

enhance the visual appeal of the Centre, however will come at a considerable cost.  

The other major expense item proposed is the replacement of the 41year-old heating 

system. The Australian Government has recently released the $100m Community Energy 

Upgrades Fund specifically to upgrade existing public buildings to become more energy 

efficient. Council may be able to obtain funding to replace the heating system through this 

fund, and over the next 12 months work could be undertaken to scope and cost a new 

system to ensure Council is in a strong position to make an application for round two in 

2025.   

Another area for improvement is the operations. Historically limited by budget constraints, 

resourcing, and other priorities, the first step is to create a Facility Management Plan to 

specify what the management of the Centre looks like. Facility Management Plans are an 

operational document that cover a broad range of areas including management objectives, 

maintenance schedules, equipment upgrade schedules, and importantly, the service levels. 

A Plan for the Centre will provide staff with clarity in their roles and the ‘why’ and ‘how’ to 

carry out their responsibilities in managing the Centre. Presently this is unclear.   

The Facility Management Plan would specify the Centre’s objectives and target market, and 

define the market position it will occupy. Rather than directly compete with other larger 

theatres, it is suggested that the Ulverstone Civic Centre could seek to occupy an alternative 

market position, such as a smaller boutique theatre that offers a more intimate setting for 

audiences.  

To achieve this will require investment in the audio-visual equipment, which has 

consistently been identified in the three previous reviews as an issue. It would be beneficial 

for a specialist to review the theatre equipment and make recommendations on equipment 

maintenance schedules and required upgrades to achieve a standard suitable with the 

overall Centre objectives.  

As outlined, one key component of the review was to consult with stakeholders to determine 

the suitability of a community group licencing the Gawler Room. While there were some 

reservations at the roundtable discussions, the willingness of the Ulverstone Repertory 

Society to ensure the room remains available to the community meant that the proposal was 

supported. This move would strengthen the Centre’s performing arts credentials, and 

support Council seeking to become a member of the Tasmanian Performing Arts Centres 

consortium.  



 

After implementing the recommendations of this review for approximately 18 months, 

Council’s involvement in the Tasmanian Performing Arts Centres consortium will have 

provided great insight into the Tasmanian performing arts industry. Combined with the 

completed building upgrades and implementation of the facility management plan and 

service levels, Council would be in a more informed position to understand the performing 

arts market to guide the development of a marketing plan that includes a rebranding of the 

Centre.  

This is expected to increase use of the Centre through improve audience and hirer comfort 

and safety, improve the building appeal and presence, and create a greater connection with 

the Tasmania performing arts industry, meting the objectives of this review.    

To achieve this, 15 recommendations have been made and are outlined on the following 

pages. Each recommendation includes the area responsible for delivery, an estimated 

budget and an achievable deadline.   



 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

Action Responsible 

area 

Deadline Cost 

Management and Operations 

 

   

1. Negotiate a licence agreement with the Ulverstone Repertory Society for the use 

of the Gawler Room that does not restrict or limit community use.   

 

Community 

Development 

June 2024 Staff time 

2. Engage a suitably qualified theatre consultant to review the theatre equipment 

and provide a maintenance and improvement plan. 

 

Infrastructure 

and Assets 

Sept 2024 10,000 + 

implementation 

costs 

3. Clean up the loading dock by disposing of expired equipment and relocate the 

revolve to create better access for theatre users.  

 

Community 

Development 

Sept 2024 Staff time 

4. Prepare a Facility Management Plan that identifies the management objectives, 

service levels and pricing structure for the Civic Centre and provide staff with 

clarity on how it is to be managed, and reflect in position description changes if 

required.    

Community 

Development 

Nov 2024 Staff time 

  



 

Promotion and Marketing 

 

Responsible 

Department 

Deadline Cost 

5. Join the Tasmanian Performing Arts Centre consortium to build 

relationships with other Tasmanian theatres, and work with Council’s 

Arts and Culture Team to improve understanding of and networks 

with the performing arts sector.   

Community 

Development/Arts and 

Culture 

June 2024 Staff time  

6. Define the market segment the Centre is to occupy and develop and 

implement a marketing plan to encourage greater use of the theatre 

from intrastate and interstate productions.  

Community 

Development 

June 2025 Staff time + 5,000 

implementation 

costs 

7. Rebrand the Civic Centre to reflect the change of use away from a 

Civic space to a Performing Arts Centre.  

 

Community 

Development 

June 2025 10,000 

 

   

Furniture, Fittings and Equipment 

 

Responsible 

Department 

Deadline Cost 

8. Rehome the artwork on display to a more suitable venue and use 

lighting and performing arts related imagery to brighten the interior 

walls  

 

Arts and Culture  Dec 2024 Staff time 

9. Replace furniture in the upstairs social area and purchase new tables 

for the Gawler Room  

 

Community 

Development  

March 2025 8,000 

 

 



 

Built Environment 

 

Responsible 

Department 

Deadline  Cost 

10. Scope the installation of a new energy efficient heating system for 

the Centre and seek external funding for implementation.  

 

Infrastructure  Feb 2025 Staff time 

11. Improve the appearance of the circulation spaces by replacing floor 

tiles and updating lighting.  

 

Infrastructure  Sept 2025 25,000 

12. Redevelop the main entrance to create a sense of arrival and include 

DDA compliant access and the installation of automatic doors. 

Infrastructure  Dec 2026 150,000 

13. Replace the exterior Centre signage with illuminated signs to 

improve visibility.  

 

Infrastructure  Dec 2026 15,000 

14. Renew the landscaping around the Centre  

 

Infrastructure Dec 2026 30,000 

15. Consider the installation of public art on the building to utilise the 

large external walls as a canvas   

Community 

Development and Arts 

and culture 

Dec 2026 To be determined 

*All budget estimates are indicative only and should be reviewed once the action is scoped. 



 

APPENDIX A 
Online Survey Questions 

The Civic Centre is reasonably well used each year with community and private groups 

hiring the Leven Theatre and Gawler Room for a variety of performances, exhibitions and 

meetings.  With that said, there is capacity to increase utilisation, particularly during the 

day, which represents an opportunity.  

 

Question 1: 

What suggestions do you have to increase the utilisation of the Civic Centre? 

 

Over the past five years Central Coast Council has invested more than $250,000 in 

upgrading the fly tower, replacing theatre seating, and installing new cables for the use of 

modern AV systems. Prior to that new lights were installed in the foyer and sign boards were 

installed at the entrance.    

 

Question: 2 

What suggestions do you have to improve the comfort and safety of performers and the 

audience? 

 

The external appearance and brick construction of the building is not something that is 

easily changed without considerable expense. The 1980s design is reflective of the period in 

time when the building was constructed and at the time the building was 'ahead of its time'. 

With that said some changes can be made to improve the appearance and how the Centre is 

utilised.    

Question 3:  

What changes would you make to the appearance of the building (internally and externally) 

to give it a greater appeal and improve the user experience? 

 

Usage of the Gawler Room has declined over the years as other more ‘attractive’ and fit-for-

purpose venues became available (i.e. Gnomon Room). Once the location for many 

weddings, it is now rarely used for major activities other than Artex and elections.   

 

Council has received a proposal from a community group to lease and base their activities at 

the Gawler Room. They would use it as a performance and rehearsal space, and encourage 

other groups to use it where compatible. 

 

 



 

Question 4: 

Do you have any concerns about the impact of the availability of the Gawler Room if a local 

community group whose activities align with the theatre were to be based there?  

 

Q5. Do you have any other comments or suggestions you would like to make regarding the 

Civic Centre that may assist the review?  

 



 
 

Central Coast Council 

List of Development Applications Determined 

Period from:  1 January 2024 to 31 January 2024 

 
 

Application 
Number Display 

Address DA Type Proposed use 
Application 

Date 
Decision 

Date 
Day 

determined 
Cost Of 
Works 

DA2023240 24 Zig Zag Road SULPHUR 
CREEK,TAS,7316 

Discretionary Residential - single dwelling and outbuilding 1/09/2023 10/01/2024 40 $700,000.00 

DA2023246 385 South Road WEST 
ULVERSTONE,TAS,7315 

Discretionary Community Meeting and Entertainment - function centre and 
signage - Discretionary use; and reliance on C1.0 Signs Code 
and C2.0 Parking and Sustainable Transport Code 

8/09/2023 22/01/2024 76 $20,000.00 

DA2023265 211 Preston Road 
GAWLER,TAS,7315 

Discretionary Residential - single dwelling including demolition of existing 
single dwelling- 

2/10/2023 17/01/2024 37 $400,000.00 

DA2023296 205 West Ridge Road 
PENGUIN,TAS,7316 

Discretionary Visitor Accommodation - retrospective verandah addition to 
manager's residence 

1/11/2023 29/01/2024 39 $6,000.00 

DA2023298 48 Risby Street 
ULVERSTONE,TAS,7315 

Discretionary Residential – construction of two dwellings creating multiple 
dwellings x 3, new carport and demolition of existing 
outbuilding 

3/11/2023 19/01/2024 38 $600,000.00 

DA2023303 5 Deacon Drive 
PENGUIN,TAS,7316 

Discretionary Residential - ancillary dwelling 8/11/2023 10/01/2024 38 $70,000.00 

DA2023314 1B Locket Street 
ULVERSTONE,TAS,7315 

Discretionary Residential - single dwelling 21/11/2023 24/01/2024 41 $700,000.00 

DA2023316 54 Esplanade TURNERS 
BEACH,TAS,7315 

Discretionary Visitor Accommodation - short stay accommodation - Visitor 
Accommodation  

22/11/2023 10/01/2024 29 $0.00 

DA2023334 10 Lyndara Drive 
PENGUIN,TAS,7316 

Permitted Subdivision - 2 residential lots 20/12/2023 8/01/2024 17 $30,000.00 

DA2023339 3 Lyndhurst Court 
PENGUIN,TAS,7316 

Permitted Visitor Accommodation - short stay accommodation 20/12/2023 10/01/2024 8 $10,000.00 
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Application for Planning 

PO Box 220 

19 King Edward Street 

Ulverstone  Tasmania 7315 

Tel   (03) 6429 8900 

 

admin@centralcoast.tas.gov.au 

www.centralcoast.tas.gov.au

 

 

S.57 Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 
 
 
 
 

The following application has been received: 
 
 
 

Application No.:             DA2023331 
 
 
 

Location:                        80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach 
 
 
 

Proposal:  Subdivision - 2 residential lots across 

Rural Living Zone and Rural Zone  
 
 
 

Performance Criteria: Services (Rural Living Zone); Lot design 
(Rural Zone); and reliance on C7.0 Natural 

Assets Code and C9.0 Attenuation Code 
 
 
 
 

The application may be inspected at the Administration Centre, 19 King Edward Street, Ulverstone during 

Office hours and on the council's website: www.centralcoast.tas.gov.au. Any person may make 

representation in relation to the applications (in accordance with S.57(5) of the Act) by writing to the 

General Manager, PO Box 220, Ulverstone 7315 or by email to admin@centralcoast.tas.gov.au  and 

quoting the Application No. Any representations received by the Council are classed as public documents 

and will be made available to the public where applicable under the Local Government (Meeting 

Procedures) Regulations 2015. 
 
 
The representation must be made on or before              16 January 2024 

 
 
 

  Date of Notification:          23 December 2023 

 
 
 
 

 

 

Barry Omundson 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

Carolyn Harris 

Annexure 2



CENTRAL COAST COUNCIL  
PO Box 220

 19 King Edward Street  

ULVERSTONE  TASMANIA  7315 
Ph: (03) 6429 8900 
Email:  planning@centralcoast.tas.gov.au 
www:  centralcoast.tas.gov.au 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Site Address             
  
 
                                            

 

Certificate of 
Title Reference   

 
  

 Land Area                                                                    Heritage Listed Property                     NO                   YES  
 

 
 

First Name(s)                                                                                          Surname(s) 
 
 

Company name                                                                                          Contact No: 
(if applicable)                                                                                                                    

Postal Address:                                                                                                  
 

 
 
Email address: 
        
Please tick box to receive correspondence and any relevant information regarding your application via email. 

 

 
 
 

First Name(s)                                                                                      Middle Names(s)                                                  

                                                                                          
 

 

Surname(s)                                                                                          Company name (if applicable) 

 

 

 

Postal Address:                                                                                                  
 

 

  

  

Use or Development Site: 

Applicant(s) 

Owner(s) (note – if more than one owner, all names must be indicated) 

 

 

Office use only:                Zone:        Permit Pathway – NPR/Permitted/Discretionary  

 

 

 

Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 

Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Central Coast  

PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 

80 BIENEFELTS RD TURNERS BEACH TAS 7315

8969/1

10.16ha±

Regina Piroska Lehman 

80 BIENEFELTS RD TURNERS BEACH TAS 7315

  CENTRAL COAST COUNCIL
LAND USE PLANNING 

 
11/12/2023Received:

Application No:

Doc ID:

DA2023331

472663

payal.patel@pda.com.au

03 6423 6875

77 Gunn Street, Devonport TAS 7310

PDA SURVEYORS ENGINEERS & PLANNERS

PDA SURVEYORS ENGINEERS & PLANNERS OBO  
Regina Piroska Lehman 

mailto:planning@centralcoast.tas.gov.au


 
 
 
 

PERMIT APPLICATION INFORMATION (If insufficient space for proposed use and development, please attach 

separate documents) 

“USE” is the purpose or manner for which land is utilised. 

Proposed Use:  

Proposed Use  
  
 
Use Class  
Office use only 

  
 

“Development” is the works required to facilitate the proposed use of the land, including the construction or alteration or demolition of 

buildings and structures, signs, any change in ground level and the clearing of vegetation. 

 Proposed Development  (please submit all documentation in PDF format to planning@centralcoast.tas.gov.au  
separating A4 documents & forms from A3 documents). 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
_______________________________________________________________________________________  

 
 
  ________________________________________________________________________________________ 

  
 

 
Value of the development – (to include all works on site such as outbuildings, sealed driveways and fencing) 

 
$.........................................   Estimate/ Actual  
 
Total floor area of the development …………………….m2  

Declaration of Notice to Landowner  
 
If land is NOT in the applicant’s ownership 

 
I                                                 , declare that the owner/each of the owners of    the land has been notified of the 
intention to make this permit application under section 52(1) of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993. 
 
Signature of Applicant Date 
 
 If the application involves land within a Strata Corporation 

 
I                                                , declare that the owner/each of the owners  of the body corporation has been 
notified of the intention to make this permit application. 

 
Signature of Applicant                                                                                                         Date 

 

 

 

30,000

n/a

21/04/2023

Payal Patel of PDA

Please see attached documentation



 

NB:  If the site includes land owned or administered by the Central Coast Council or by a State government agency, the consent 
in writing (a letter) from the Council or the Minister responsible for Crown land must be provided at the time of making the 
application - and this application form must be signed by the Council or the Minister responsible. 

 

Applicants Declaration 
 

I/ we  _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
declare that the information I have given in this permit application to be true and correct to the best of 
my knowledge. 

 
 
 
 

Signature of Applicant/s ____________________________________________ Date _______________ 
 
 

 

 

Office Use Only  

Planning Permit Fee $ ................................................ 

Public Notice Fee $ ................................................ 

Permit Amendment / Extension Fee $ ................................................ 

No Permit Required Assessment Fee $ ................................................ 

TOTAL $ ................................................ 

  

Validity Date  

 

If the application involves land owned or administered by the CENTRAL COAST COUNCIL 

 
Central Coast Council consents to the making of this permit application. 

 
General Managers Signature _______________________________________ Date 

If the permit application involves land owned or administered by the CROWN 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

I, __________________________________________________________the Minister 

responsible for the land, consent to the making of this permit application.  

Minister (Signature) _________________________________________             Date  

___________________ 

 

 

21/04/2023

Payal Patel of PDA OBO Regina Lehman
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DESCRIPTION OF LAND
 
  Parish of ABBOTSHAM, Land District of DEVON
  Lot 1 on Sealed Plan 8969
  Derivation : Part of Lot 29398 Gtd. to G.J. Stubbs.
  Prior CT 3584/55
 
 

SCHEDULE 1
 
  M954015  TRANSFER to REGINA PIROSKA LEHMAN   Registered 
           11-May-2022 at noon
 
 

SCHEDULE 2
 
  Reservations and conditions in the Crown Grant if any
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  No unregistered dealings or other notations
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© PDA Surveyors, Engineers & Planners 

This document is and shall remain the property of PDA Surveyors, Engineers & Planners. Unauthorised use of this document in any 

form whatsoever is prohibited. This document is issued for the party which commissioned it and for specific purposes connected 

with the above-captioned project only. It should not be relied upon by any other party or used for any other purpose. We accept no 

responsibility for the consequences of this document being relied upon by any other party, or being used for any other purpose, or 

containing any error or omission which is due to an error or omission in data supplied to us by other parties. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Property Address 80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach  

Proposal Subdivision: 1 Lot  

Land Area 10.16ha± 

Land Owner/s Regina Piroska Lehman  

Clients  Regina Lehman, Vince Lehman  

 

PID / CT 6987539 8969/1 

Planning Ordinance Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Central Coast  

Land Zoning 
Rural Living Zone (A)  

Rural Zone  

Specific Areas Plans None  

Code Overlays 

Natural Assets Code – Priority Vegetation Area 

Natural Assets Code – Waterway & Coastal Protection Area.  

Bushfire-prone Areas Code  

Landslip Hazard Code – Medium/low landslide hazard bands 

 

Use Status Residential 

Application Status Discretionary 
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1. Introduction/Context 
 

Council approval is sought for a 1 lot Subdivision at 80 Bienefelts Road Turners Beach (CT 

8969/1). In support of the proposal the following associated documents have been provided in 

conjunction with this planning assessment:   

 

• The Title Plan and Folio, Schedule of Easement: (CT 8969/1)  

• Proposed Plan of Subdivision: PDA-50222-2A 

• Bushfire Hazard Assessment & Bushfire Hazard Management Plan prepared by Scott 

Livingston 

• Natural Values Assessment prepared by Scott Livingston 

 

1.1. The Land 

 
Figure 1.  Existing aerial image of the subject land (LISTmap, 2023) 

 

The subject land is located at 80 Bienefelts Road Turners Beach (CT 8969/1) and has a total area 

of 10.16ha inclusive of gentle hills, bush land, pasture, creeks and an existing residence with 

associated outbuildings. The existing residence is located within the Rural Zone. The land south 

of Claytons Creek is zoned Rural Living (A). Access from Bienefelts Road to the existing residence 

is located within the Rural Living Zone.  

 

1.2. Existing Development 
 

The subject land at 80 Bienefelts Road contains an existing residential dwelling, garage and 

garden sheds. The subject land has over 500m of frontage to Bienefelts Road and is access from 

the most eastern corner of the title.  
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1.3. Natural Values 
 

Natural Values are present on the subject land inclusive of both Claytons Creek which crosses 

through the subject land and vegetation area which covers a significant portion of the site. 

Forested areas will remain undisturbed on steeper rocky sections of the lot. Please see attached 

Natural Values assessment for more details.  

2. The Proposal 
 

A Planning Permit for a 1 Lot Subdivision is sought, in accordance with Section 57 of the Land 

Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 and Clause 6.8.1 (b) of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme – 

Central Coast.   

 
Figure 2. Proposed Plan of Subdivision 

 

It is proposed that the title CT 8969/1 be subdivded into 1 lot, as illustrated on the plan of 

subdivision. The proposed new boundary is situalted in alignment natural constrains such as 

rivulet. Proposed Lots 1 is contained within the Rural Living Zone, whilst Lot 2 encompases all of 
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the Rural Zone and a section of the Rural Living Zone to allow for appropriate legal acess and 

frontage to Bienefelts Road.  

 

It is propsoed that lot 1 have an area of 1.16ha and lot 2 have an area of 9.01ha. Lot 2 is to contain 

the existing reisidential dwelling, access and services, whist propsed lot 1 is provided with 

frontage and access along Beinefelts Road. It is proposed that Lot 1 be provide with new access 

and cross over from Bienefets Road, as illustrated on the plan of subdivision.  

 

3. Planning Assessment 
This current proposal for subdivision has been developed in accordance with the Tasmanian 

Planning Scheme – Central Coast.  

 

3.1. Use Class 
Use Class – Residential  

 

3.2 Zoning 

 
Figure 3. Zoning identification of the subject land and surrounds (LISTmap, 2023) 

 

The subject land is located within the Rural Living Zone (pink) and Rural Zone (brown), whilst is 

also adjacent to the Rural Living, Agricultural and Rural Zones, as shown in Figure 3 above.  

 

3.3 Zone Standards  
 

11.0 Rural Living Zone  

11.5 Development Standards for Subdivision 

11.5.1 Lot design 
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Objective: 

That each lot: 

(a) has an area and dimensions appropriate for use and development in the zone; 

(b) is provided with appropriate access to a road; and 

(c) contains areas which are suitable for residential development. 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 

A1 

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

(a) have an area not less than specified in Table 11.1 and:  

(i) be able to contain a minimum area of 15m x 20m clear 

of: 

a. all setbacks required by clause 11.4.2 A2 and A3; 

and 

b. easements or other title restrictions that limit or 

restrict development; and 

(ii) existing buildings are consistent with the setback 

required by clause 11.4.2 A2 and A3; 

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

authority; 

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

(d) be for the consolidation of a lot with another lot provided each 

lot is within the same zone. 

P1 

 

 

Comment:  

A1 (a) is met:  

(a) Each lot proposed on the plan of subdivision has an area not less than 1ha as required 

in table 11.1. of the scheme and;  

(i)  Proposed lot 1 is provided with a building area of 15m x 20m clear of;  

a. all setbacks required by clause 11.4.2 A2 and A3 and;  

b. is not restricted by any title restrictions that limit development on the land.  

(ii) The existing dwelling contained on lot 2 is clear of all setbacks as required by clause 

11.4.2 A2 and A3.  

 

A2 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, excluding for public open space, a 

riparian or littoral reserve or Utilities, must 

have a frontage not less than 40m. 

P2 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, must be provided with a 

frontage or legal connection to a road by a 

right of carriageway, that is sufficient for the 

intended use, having regard to: 

(a) the width of frontage proposed, if any; 

(b) the number of other lots which have 

the land subject to the right of 

carriageway as their sole or principal 

means of access; 

(c) the topography of the site; 
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(d) the functionality and useability of the 

frontage; 

(e) the ability to manoeuvre vehicles on 

the site; and 

(f) the pattern of development existing 

on established properties in the area, 

and is not less than 3.6m wide. 
 

Comment:  

A2 is met: as proposed Lot 1 and Lot 2 is provided with a frontage which is more than 40m.  

 

A3 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, must be provided with a vehicular 

access from the boundary of the lot to a road 

in accordance with the requirements of the 

road authority. 

P3 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, must be provided with 

reasonable vehicular access to a boundary of 

a lot or building area on the lot, if any, having 

regard to: 

(a) the topography of the site; 

(b) the length of the access; 

(c) the distance between the lot or 

building area and the carriageway; 

(d) the nature of the road and the traffic; 

(e) the anticipated nature of vehicles 

likely to access the site; and 

(f) the ability for emergency services to 

access the site. 
 

Comment:  

A3 is met: as proposed Lot 1 is provide with a new access to Bienefelts Road and Lot 2 is to 

utilise the existing vehicular access. All new accesses are to be constructed in accordance with 

the requirements of the road authority. 

 

11.5.3 Services 

Objective: 

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

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 

A1 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, excluding for 

public open space, a riparian or littoral reserve or Utilities, must: 

(a) be connected to a full water supply service if the frontage 

of the lot is within 30m of a full water supply service; or 

(b) be connected to a limited water supply service if the 

frontage of the lot is within 30m of a limited water supply 

service, 

P1 

No Performance Criterion. 
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unless a regulated entity advises that the lot is unable to be 

connected to the relevant water supply service. 

 

Comment:  

A1 is not applicable: as no water connection is available within 30m of the frontage to either 

lot. Existing dwelling on Lot 2 is connected to water tanks, which are located within title 

boundaries. Lot 1 have sufficient area to accommodate future water supply service when 

required.  

 

A2 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, excluding within Rural Living Zone 

C or Rural Living Zone D or for public open 

space, a riparian or littoral reserve or Utilities, 

must: 

(a) be connected to a reticulated sewerage 

system; or 

(b) be connected to a reticulated sewerage 

system if the frontage of each lot is 

within 30m of a reticulated sewerage 

system and can be connected by 

gravity feed. 

P2 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, excluding within Rural Living 

Zone C or Rural Living Zone D or for public 

open space, a riparian or littoral reserve or 

Utilities, must be capable of accommodating 

an on-site wastewater treatment system 

adequate for the future use and development 

of the land. 

 

Comment:  

A2 is not met: as no reticulated sewer system is available.  

 

P2 is met: as proposed lot 1 are capable of accommodating an onsite wastewater treatment 

system that is adequate for future residential use and development of the land. Whilst, Lot 2 

contains an existing onsite wastewater treatment system (septic) which is suitable for the 

existing residential use.  

 

 

20.0 Rural Zone  

20.5 Development Standards for Subdivision 

20.5.1 Lot design 

Objective: 

To provide for subdivision that: 

(a) relates to public use, irrigation or Utilities; or 

(b) facilitates use and development for allowable uses in the zone. 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 
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A1 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a 

plan of subdivision, must: 

(a) be required for public 

use by the Crown, a 

council or a State 

authority; 

(b) be required for the 

provision of Utilities or 

irrigation 

infrastructure; 

(c) be for the 

consolidation of a lot 

with another lot 

provided each lot is 

within the same zone; 

or 

(d) be not less than 40ha 

with a frontage of no 

less than 25m and 

existing buildings are 

consistent with the 

setback and 

separation distance 

required by clause 

20.4.2 A1 and A2. 

 

P1 

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

(a) have sufficient useable area and dimensions suitable 

for the intended purpose, excluding Residential or 

Visitor Accommodation, that: 

(i) requires the rural location for operational 

reasons; 

(ii) minimises the conversion of agricultural 

land for a non-agricultural use; 

(iii) minimises adverse impacts on non-sensitive 

uses on adjoining properties; and 

(iv) is appropriate for a rural location; or 

(b) be for the excision of an existing dwelling or Visitor 

Accommodation that satisfies all of the following: 

(i) the balance lot provides for the sustainable 

operation of a Resource Development use, 

having regard to: 

a. not materially diminishing the 

agricultural productivity of the land; 

b. the capacity of the balance lot for 

productive agricultural use; and 

c. any topographical constraints to 

agricultural use; 

(ii) an agreement under section 71 of the Act is 

entered into and registered on the title 

preventing future Residential use if there is 

no dwelling on the balance lot; 

(iii) the existing dwelling or Visitor 

Accommodation must meet the setbacks 

required by subclause 20.4.2 A2 or P2 in 

relation to setbacks to new boundaries; 

(iv) it is demonstrated that the new lot will not 

unreasonably confine or restrain the 

operation of any adjoining site used for 

agricultural use; and 

(c) be provided with a frontage or legal connection to a 

road by a right of carriageway, that is sufficient for the 

intended use, having regard to: 

(i) the number of other lots which have the land 

subject to the right of carriageway as their 

sole or principal means of access; 

(ii) the topography of the site; 

(iii) the functionality and useability of the 

frontage; 

(iv) the anticipated nature of vehicles likely to 

access the site; 
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(v) the ability to manoeuvre vehicles on the 

site; 

(vi) the ability for emergency services to access 

the site; and 

(vii) the pattern of development existing on 

established properties in the area. 
 

Comment:  

A1 is not met: as no lot is 40ha, therefore the performance criteria are addressed below:  

 

P1 is met:  

(a) Not applicable to the application as the subject land contains an existing residence.  

(b) The proposed subdivision provided for the excision of an existing dwelling which is to 

be contained within Lot 2 (the balance lot).  

(i) Proposed Lot 2 contains the existing residence and pastural lands that are 

suitable for small scale resource development use, having regard to: 

a. the subject land is not suitable for any large-scale agricultural use, 

however, the proposed subdivision does not further diminish the 

existing productivity of the land as all pastural land is contained within 

the balance lot; 

b. the existing land has limited capacity for any primary agricultural use 

due to the existing scale and land available for productive agriculture; 

and 

c. approximately 60% of the land is bushland. Whilst a significant portion 

of the land contains the existing residence and associated outbuildings. 

Notably the existing residence is comparable to multiple properties 

within the surrounding area; 

(ii) Not applicable as the existing residence is to be contained within the balance 

lot (Lot 2);  

(iii) Not applicable as no agricultural land is within 200m of the existing dwelling;  

(iv) The proposed new lots do not confine or constrain any agricultural use on 

adjoining land as most of the neighbouring properties are covered with 

bushland and not agriculture;  

(c) Each lot is provided with frontage and access to Bienefelts Road which is suitable for 

the intended use. Lot 1 and Lot 2 are provided with over 200m of frontage to Bienefelts 

Road;  

(i) Each lot proposed is provided with an access to Bienefelts Road which no 

other land requires as the sole or principle means of access;  

(ii) The topography of the land is suitable for the proposed new accesses 

connecting to Bienefelts Road from the boundary of each lot, as illustrated 

on the plan of subdivision.   

(iii) Functionality and usability of the frontage proposed for Lot 2 is sufficient for 

the existing residential use and encompasses the existing driveway.  

(iv) Primarily vehicles of a residential nature are most likely to access the site.  

(v) Proposed Lot 2 contains an existing driveway that is suitable for vehicles to 

efficiently manoeuvre on the site. Whilst, proposed lot 1  is to be provided 
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with a new access that is to be constructed in accordance with the road 

authority and there is substantial area to provide appropriate driveways that 

allow for sufficient vehicle turning circles and parking areas.  

(vi) The proposed frontage and access do not limit emergency vehicles to 

manoeuvre on the site.   

(vii) The surrounding pattern of development is inclusive of both larger rural scale 

residential properties within the Ulverstone and Turners Beach localities and 

small-scale rural residences particularly along Bienefelts Road. The 

subdivision provides for an appropriate increase of density and separation of 

the rural and rural living zones.  

 

A2 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, must be provided with a vehicular 

access from the boundary of the lot to a road 

in accordance with the requirements of the 

road authority. 

P2 

Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of 

subdivision, is provided with reasonable 

vehicular access to a boundary of a lot or 

building area on the lot, if any, having regard 

to:  

(a) the topography of the site; 

(b) the distance between the lot or 

building area and the carriageway; 

(c) the nature of the road and the traffic, 

including pedestrians; and 

(d) the pattern of development existing 

on established properties in the area. 
 

Comment:  

A2 is met: as proposed Lot 1 is provide with a new access to Bienefelts Road and Lot 2 is to 

utilise the existing vehicular access. Whilst, all new accesses are to be constructed in 

accordance with the requirements of the road authority. 
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3.4 Codes 

 
Figure 5. Scheme Overlay identification of the subject land and surrounds (LISTmap, 2023) 
 

The subject land is overlayed with the Natural Assets Code, Bushfire-prone Areas Code and  

Landslip Hazard Code – Medium/low landslide hazard bands as illustrated in Figure 5. The 

proposed 3 lot subdivision requires the following Codes under the Tasmanian Planning Scheme 

– Central Coast to be considered; 

  

Code Comments: 

C1.0 Signs Code  N/A 

C2.0 Parking and Transport Code  
Applicable – Please refer to planning 

assessment below.  

C3.0 Road and Railway Assets Code  N/A 

C4.0 Electricity Transmission Infrastructure 

Protections Code   
N/A 

C5.0 Telecommunications Code  N/A 

C6.0 Local Historic Heritage Code   N/A 

C7.0 Natural Assets Code  
Applicable – Please see attached natural 

values assessment  

C8.0 Scenic Protections Code  N/A 

C9.0 Attenuation Code  N/A 

C10.0 Coastal Erosions Hazard Code  N/A 

C11.0 Coastal inundation Hazard Code  N/A 
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C12.0 Flood-prone Areas Hazard Code  N/A 

C13.0 Bushfire-prone Areas Code  
Please refer to BHA prepared by Scott 

Livingston.  

C14.0 Potentially Contaminated Land Code  N/A 

C15.0 Landslip Hazard Code  

Accordance with clause C15.4 (e) the 

development for subdivision is exempt 

from this code as the land is within a 

low/medium landslip hazard band and 

is not inclusive of significant works.  

C16.0 Safeguarding of Airports Code  N/A 

 

3.5 Code Standards 
C2.0 Parking and Transport Code  

C2.5.1 Car parking numbers  

Objective: 

That an appropriate level of car parking spaces are provided to meet the needs of the use. 

Acceptable Solutions 
Performance 

Criteria 

A1 

The number of on-site car parking spaces must be no less than the 

number specified in Table C2.1, excluding if: 

(a) the site is subject to a parking plan for the area adopted by council, 

in which case parking provision (spaces or cash-in-lieu) must be in 

accordance with that plan; 

(b) the site is contained within a parking precinct plan and subject to 

Clause C2.7; 

(c) the site is subject to Clause C2.5.5; or 

(d) it relates to an intensification of an existing use or development or 

a change of use where: 

(i) the number of on-site car parking spaces for the existing 

use or development specified in Table C2.1 is greater 

than the number of car parking spaces specified in Table 

C2.1 for the proposed use or development, in which 

case no additional on-site car parking is required; or 

(ii) the number of on-site car parking spaces for the existing 

use or development specified in Table C2.1 is less than 

the number of car parking spaces specified in Table C2.1 

for the proposed use or development, in which case on-

site car parking must be calculated as follows: 

 

N = A + (C- B) 

N = Number of on-site car parking spaces required 

P1 
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A = Number of existing on site car parking spaces 

B = Number of on-site car parking spaces required for the 

existing use or development specified in Table C2.1 

C= Number of on-site car parking spaces required for the 

proposed use or development specified in Table C2.1. 
 

Comment:  

A1 is met: as the proposal complies with criterion (d)(ii). The site relates to an intensification 

of an existing use. The balance lot (lot 2) contains an existing parking area that has capacity to 

contain more than the required parking specified in table C2.1. Proposed Lot 1 is vacant, 

however there is sufficient area for a future residential development to meet the requirements 

of table C2.1. 
 

C2.6.1 Construction of parking areas 

Objective: 

That parking areas are constructed to an appropriate standard. 

Acceptable Solutions 
Performance 

Criteria 

A1 

All parking, access ways, manoeuvring and circulation spaces must: 

(a) be constructed with a durable all-weather pavement; 

(b) be drained to the public stormwater system, or contain 

stormwater on the site; and 

(c) excluding all uses in the Rural Zone, Agriculture Zone, Landscape 

Conservation Zone, Environmental Management Zone, Recreation 

Zone and Open Space Zone, be surfaced by a spray seal, asphalt, 

concrete, pavers or equivalent material to restrict abrasion from 

traffic and minimise entry of water to the pavement. 

P1 

 

 

Comment:  

A1 is met: as it is proposed that the new accesses be constructed with durable all-weather 

pavement to minimise the entry of water to the driveway and restrict abrasion from traffic.   

 

C2.6.3 Number of accesses for vehicles  

Objective: 

That: 

(a) access to land is provided which is safe and efficient for users of the land and all road 

network users, including but not limited to drivers, passengers, pedestrians and cyclists 

by minimising the number of vehicle accesses; 

(b) accesses do not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity of adjoining uses; and 

(c) the number of accesses minimise impacts on the streetscape. 

Acceptable Solutions 
Performance 

Criteria 
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A1 

The number of accesses provided for each frontage must: 

(a) be no more than 1; or 

(b) no more than the existing number of accesses, 

whichever is the greater. 

P1 

 

 

Comment:  

A1 is met: as no more than 1 access is provided per lot. The access to the Balance Lot (lot 2) is 

an existing and is to be utilised by the existing residence, whilst proposed Lot 1 is provided 

with a new access.  

 

 

Conclusion 
The planning assessment and supporting documentation provided, demonstrates that the 

development proposal for a 1-lot subdivision at 80 Bienefelts Road, meets all requirements of 

the Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Central Coast.  

 

Yours faithfully, 

 
 

PAYAL PATEL 

 

On behalf of  

PDA Surveyors, Engineers and Planners



www.pda.com.au 

Contact  
For any enquiries, please contact one of our offices: 

 

 
HOBART  

A: 127 Bathurst Street, Hobart Tasmania 7000  

P: (03) 6234 3217  

E: pda.hbt@pda.com.au 

 

KINGSTON  

A: 6 Freeman Street, Kingston, TAS 7050  

P: (03) 6229 2131  

E: pda.ktn@pda.com.au 

 

HUONVILLE  

A: 8/16 Main Street, Huonville, TAS 7109 - (By appointment)  

P: (03) 6264 1277  

E: pda.huon@pda.com.au 

 

EAST COAST  

A: 3 Franklin Street, Swansea TAS 7190 - (By appointment)  

P: (03) 6130 9099  

E: pda.east@pda.com.au 

 

LAUNCESTON  

A: 3/23 Brisbane Street, Launceston, TAS 7250  

P: (03) 6331 4099  

E: pda.ltn@pda.com.au 

 

DELORAINE  

A: 16 Emu Bay Road, Deloraine, TAS 7304 - (By appointment)  

P: (03) 6362 2993  

E: pda.ltn@pda.com.au 

 

BURNIE  

A: 6 Queen Street, Burnie, TAS 7320  

P: (03) 6431 4400  

E: pda.bne@pda.com.au 

 

DEVONPORT  

A: 77 Gunn Street, Devonport, TAS 7310  

P: (03) 6423 6875  

E: pda.dpt@pda.com.au 

 

WALTER SURVEYS  

A: 127 Bathurst Street, Hobart, TAS 7000 (Civil Site Surveying and Machine Control)  

P: 0419 532 669 (Tom Walter)  

E: tom.walter@waltersurveys.com.au 
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Client: 

Vince and Gina Lehman 

 
Property 
identification 

 
80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach, CT 8969/1, PID  6987539 
Current zoning: Rural & Rural Living A, Tasmanian Planning Scheme- 
Central Coast 
 

 
Proposal: 

 
A 2 subdivision is proposed for land at 80 Bienefelts Road, Turners 
Beach.  

 
 
Assessment 
comments: 

 

Portions of the site are mapped as priority habitat and watercourse 
protection areas in planning scheme overlays. Under the Tasmanian 
Planning Scheme- Central Coast, consideration of the impact on natural 
assets is required.  
 
 A field inspection was conducted on the 20th February 2023. This field 
assessments were used to confirm or otherwise the desktop study 
findings. This report summarises the findings of the desktop and field 
assessment.  

 

Version 2 

 

Assessment by: 
Scott Livingston,  
 
Master Environmental Management,  
Forest Practices Officer (Planning) 
Natural Resource Management Consultant.    
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INTRODUCTION 

A 2 lot subdivision is proposed for existing title CT 239595/1 at 80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach. 
Portions of the property is within the priority habitat area and watercourse protection areas of 
Planning Scheme Overlays. Following subdivision new access and hazard management areas will 
require the clearing of native vegetation within the mapped priority area and the Hazard 
Management area includes a small area mapped as watercourse protection area. 
 
The property has had around half its area cleared in the past with some areas regenerating. 
Clayton Rivulet bisects the property, and it fronts Bienefelts Road to the east and south. 
Surrounding land is a mosaic of forest, cleared land and gardens around dwellings.  
 
An initial desktop assessment was undertaken following a field inspection on the 20th of February 
2023 to confirm or otherwise the desktop study findings.  
 

METHODS 

A Natural Values report was accessed from the DNRE website on 23/3/2023, The Forest Practices 
Authority Biodiversity Values database was also accessed on 23/3/2023, to assess eagle nest 
probability and mature habitat classes. This report covers known threatened flora sightings within 
5km and fauna species whose predicted range boundaries overlay the site.  
 
A site visit on 20/2/2023 was undertaken by Scott Livingston. All areas of site were assessed. The 
assessment of the site was inspected with a spaced wandering meander technique, with all areas 
of variation within the site vegetation inspected.  
 
The survey was conducted in February, which is late in the flowering period of many flora species. 
No survey can guarantee that all flora will be recorded in a single site visit due to limitations on 
seasonal and annual variation in abundance and the presence of material for identification. While 
all significant species known to occur in the area were considered, species such as spring or 
autumn flowering flora may have been overlooked. A sample of all vegetation communities, 
aspects and variations in topographic location was achieved. 
 
All mapping and Grid References in this report use GDA 94, Zone 55, with eastings and northings 
expressed as 6 & 7 digits respectively.  
 
Flora taxonomy nomenclature used is consistent with Census of Vascular Plants of Tasmania, 
Tasmanian Herbarium 2015, From Forest to Fjaeldmark, Descriptions of Tasmania's Vegetation 
(Edition 2) Harris & Kitchener, 2005, Little Book of Common Names for Tasmanian Plants, Wapstra 
et al. 
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DESCRIPTION 

The existing lot is partially cleared, developed around the dwelling and sheds and cleared for 
pasture in the northern banks of Claytons Rivulet, Portions of the area between Clayton Rivulet 
are Bienefelts Road are previously cleared but regenerating land. Native forest occurs in the 
southeastern portion and northwestern portions of the property. 
 
 The study area slopes generally northeast and ranges in altitude from 30m ASL on the western 
boundary to 10m ASL, on the northern boundary. Under lying geology is Cenozoic cover sequences 
on river flats and dominantly quartzite on upper slopes. 
  
 

NATURAL VALUES 

VEGETATION 

 
TASVEG 4.0 mapping shows the forested areas of the study area to be (DAC) Eucalyptus 
amygdalina coastal forest and woodland, with cleared areas (FAG) Agricultural land. The eucalypt 
forest on slopes to Bienfelts Road has a wetter understorey and is better described as (DSC) 
Eucalyptus amygdalina - Eucalyptus obliqua damp sclerophyll forest. Much of the cleared land is 
regenerating to Acacia dealbata forest, with newer regeneration ascribed to (FRG) Regenerating 
cleared land, and older regeneration coded (NAD) Acacia dealbata forest. Land around the 
dwelling and outbuildings is better described as (FUM) - Extra-urban miscellaneous than 
agricultural land. The vegetation communities were remapped to give the following areas: 
 

  Area (ha) 

Vegetaion Group Vegetation Community 
Tasveg 
4.0 

Remapped 

Dry eucalypt forest and 
woodland 

(DAC) Eucalyptus amygdalina coastal 
forest and woodland 5 4.2 

(DSC) Eucalyptus amygdalina - 
Eucalyptus obliqua damp sclerophyll 
forest  0.4 

Non-eucalypt forest and 
woodland  (NAD) Acacia dealbata forest   1.4 

Modified Land 

(FAG) Agricultural land 5.1 1.2 

(FRG) Regenerating cleared land   1.3 

(FUM) - Extra-urban miscellaneous   1.6 

  10.1 10.1 
FLORA  
 

An assessment of the study area was undertaken, and no threatened flora species were identified. 
An assessment conducted during at other times of the year may identify further threatened flora 
species.  
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The Natural Values Atlas (Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania), (accessed 
23/3/2023) has no record of threatened flora observations within 500m of the property, with an 8 
species known within 5km, the site is not considered suitable habitat for these species. 
 
 
FAUNA  
 

The Natural Values Atlas has no record of threatened fauna species within 500m of the property, 
an additional 28 species are known within 5km, 9 of which are marine / aquatic due to the site’s 
proximity to Bass Straight. Beddomeia waterhouseae is a tiny (2-4 mm) freshwater snail occurring 
in tributaries of Little Claytons Rivulet, near Kindred. The species has a very narrow range, known 
only from three streams within a 1 km area. Clayton Rivulet provides habitat for Astacopsis gouldi 
(lutaralipina or giant freshwater crayfish), however no vegetation clearing, instream works, or 
riparian disturbance is anticipated from the proposal. Wide-ranging species such as owls eagles, 
devils and quolls may forage on the site but there is no suitable breeding habitat. 
 
 
RAPTOR NESTS 

No known wedge-tailed eagle nests are within 1 km of the study area. The property has a mostly 
low (0-3/10) probability with some higher (5-6) in the northwestern forest area of lot 2 for Eagle 
Nest Probability (FPA Model). 
 
The property has a mature habitat rating of medium, indicating that the eucalypt forest has some 
mature components that may have significant hollows development. No evidence of existing nests 
or suitably sized hollows for masked owl was found on title. Habitat context assessment tool, Forest 
Practices Authority, Mature habitat availability map version: March 2016 (accessed 23/3/2023) 
 

WATER COURSES 

Clayton Rivulet and tributary watercourses from the NW are within the study area. Claytons 
Rivulet as mapped for watercourse protection area differs in location from the current stream bed 
and follows original ox bows that that have straightened in the past and with minor variation will 
be the boundary between the proposed lots. The existing access to lot 2 crosses Claytons Rivulet 
and no additional disturbance to the stream bank or riparian vegetation is expected to be 
required.  The NW tributaries are within lot 2 and no development facilitated by the subdivision 
will impact these watercourses.  
 
Claytons Rivulet has riparian vegetation consisting of with pasture, regenerating cleared land and 
forested areas of variable width, the mapped watercourse is within pasture areas for the northern 
ox bow and regenerating cleared land for the southern ox bow. Immediate upstream riparian 
areas of Claytons Rivulet have generally one bank forested and the other a narrow riparian area 
adjacent to grazing land, and agricultural land and plantations in the upper catchment.  In total the 
catchment upstream of the study area has around 25% native vegetation with 75% modified land.  
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Waterway & Coastal Protection 

 
Claytons Rivulet has a mapped 40m buffer the tributaries a 10m buffer for Watercourse Protection 
Area. 
 

Freshwater Ecosystem Values 

 

The following table is an extract of the Conservation of Freshwater Ecosystem values, The high 

naturalness rating is questionable given previous clearing to stream banks and highly impacted 

upper catchment. 

 

ID Description Naturalness 
Integrated 
Conservation 
Value 

Conservation 
Management Priority 

300825 Claytons Rivulet, above tributary High Medium High 

300826 tributary below junction High Medium High 

300829 upper western tributary High Medium High 

300830 upper eastern tributary High Medium High 

300831 Claytons Rivulet, below tributary High Medium High 

 
 

GEOCONSERVATION SITES 

There are no mapped geoconservation sites within the study area. 
 

ACID SULPHATE SOILS 

A portion of the site is mapped Coastal acid sulphate soils (extremely low) within the study area 
and associated with Clayton Rivulet. 
 
 

EXISTING DISTURBANCE  

The cleared and developed areas of the property are partially regenerating where ongoing grazing 
or other disturbance has not occurred, particularly lower areas on lot 1. Forested areas are 
relatively undisturbed on steeper rockier sites. Regenerating areas contain a mix of native and 
exotic species including some weeds. 
 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT- CLEARING OF VEGETATION  

The proposed development can accommodate a habitable building and associated hazard 
management area on lot 1 that is partially within the mapped priority habitat area and partially 
within the mapped Watercourse Protection Area, all the areas is all previously cleared and 
regenerating. 
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Code Vegetation Area (m2) 

Priority Habitat Overlay Regenerating cleared land  343 

Watercourse protection Area Regenerating cleared land  85 

other Regenerating cleared land  1493 

TOTAL   1921 

 
 
CONCLUSIONS 

Proposed Lot 2 contains an existing dwelling, outbuildings, access and pasture areas. No impact on 
natural values is likely to be facilitated by the proposed subdivision.  Proposed lot 1 supports an 
area of native forest and regenerating cleared land that is partially mapped as Priority Habitat in 
Planning Scheme overlays. A small area of regrowth wattle on previously cleared land within the 
mapped watercourse protection area will require removal and maintenance as low threat 
vegetation to meet Bushfire Hazard Management requirements for facilitated development of a 
dwelling and access. No significant impacts on watercourse values is anticipated.  Provided no 
works other than the indicative Hazard Management are undertaken within the mapped 
watercourse protection area. 

 

The study area contains no threatened flora or vegetation communities. Clearing within the 
priority habitat area will be required on lot 1 for hazard management areas and access, the 
clearing will be entirely with previously cleared and regenerating (wattle) area and avoid forested 
areas of the lot. The study has suitable foraging areas for wide ranging species such as devils, 
quolls and eagles. The small area of clearing of native vegetation will minimise the impact on 
habitat for these species. Claytons Rivulet provides significant habitat for Giant Freshwater 
Crayfish, no further disturbance of vegetation on stream banks or instream works is anticipated. 
No area mapped as priority habitat area and likely to be disturbed is considered to be significant 
habitat therefore does not meet the definition of priority vegetation as defined in the Natural 
Assets Code.  

 

PLANNING SCHEME COMPLIANCE 

C7.7.1 Subdivision within a waterway and coastal protection area or a future coastal refugia 
area 

Acceptable Solutions    

A1 
 
Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, within a waterway and coastal 
protection area or a future coastal refugia area, must: 

(a)  be for the creation of separate lots for existing buildings;  
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(b)  be required for public use by the Crown, a council, or a State authority; 

(c)  be required for the provision of Utilities; 

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

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

 
 

Response 

The Bushfire Hazard Management Plan includes a small portion (85m2) of Hazard Management 
Area that is within the Watercourse protection area. Acceptable solutions are not met. 

 

Performance Criteria P1.1 
 
Buildings and works within a waterway and coastal protection area must avoid or minimise 
adverse impacts on natural assets, having regard to: 
(a) impacts caused by erosion, siltation, sedimentation and runoff; 
(b) impacts on riparian or littoral vegetation; 
(c) maintaining natural streambank and streambed condition, where it exists; 
(d) impacts on in-stream natural habitat, such as fallen logs, bank overhangs, rocks and trailing 
vegetation; 
(e) the need to avoid significantly impeding natural flow and drainage; 
(f) the need to maintain fish passage, where known to exist; 
(g) the need to avoid land filling of wetlands; 
(h) the need to group new facilities with existing facilities, where reasonably practical; 
(i) minimising cut and fill; 
(j) building design that responds to the particular size, shape, contours or slope of the land; 
(k) minimising impacts on coastal processes, including sand movement and wave action; 
(l) minimising the need for future works for the protection of natural assets, infrastructure and 
property; 
(m) the environmental best practice guidelines in the Wetlands and Waterways Works Manual; 
and 
(n) the guidelines in the Tasmanian Coastal Works Manual. 

 

Response 

The Bushfire Hazard Management Area for the indicative dwelling on Lot 1 has been cited to 
minimise the extent of works required within the watercourse protection area. A total of 85m2 of 
the HMA is within the overlay area, of this area all has been previously cleared and grazed. 
Vegetation removal to meet Bushfire hazard Management requirements is limited to a few 
regrowth wattle trees.  
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a no change is anticipated in erosion, sedimentation or runoff from minor wattle regrowth 
removal. 

b minor wattle regrowth removal, at the edge of riparian vegetation,  

c no modification of stream banks required 

d no impact on in stream habitat  

e no change in stream flows / drainage 

f no in stream works, all potential earthworks are outside the mapped watercourse 
protection area. 

g no wetlands in the impacted 

h watercourse already impacted on opposite bank by agricultural uses; site has been 
previously cleared and grazed 

i not earthworks with watercourse protection area 

j building placement designed to minimise potential impacts on vegetation and watercourse 
values 

k NA no impact on coastal values 

l no additional protection works are likely, maintenance of the area toas low threat 
vegetation will be required 

m no works other than regrowth wattle removal required 

n NA no coastal works. 

  

Buildings and works facilitated by the subdivision include a small (85m2) area within the waterway 
and coastal protection area, removal of low regrowth wattle will be required and the area 
maintained as low threat vegetation.  Minimal adverse impacts on natural assets, is anticipated, 
noting the riparian vegetation is regrowth on previously cleared land and a result of low grazing 
pressure, which if retained within the current lot could change in the future.  

 

C7.7.2 Subdivision within a priority vegetation area 

Acceptable solutions 

A1 
 
Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, within a priority vegetation area must: 

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

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

(c)  be required for the provision of Utilities;  

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

(e)  
not include any works (excluding boundary fencing), building area, bushfire hazard 
management area, services or vehicular access within a priority vegetation area 

 
Response 

 Acceptable solutions are not met. 
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P1.1 
 
Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, within a priority vegetation area must be for: 

(a) subdivision for an existing use on the site, provided any clearance is contained within the 
minimum area necessary to be cleared to provide adequate bushfire protection, as recommended 
by the Tasmanian Fire Service or an accredited person; 
(b) subdivision for the construction of a single dwelling or an associated outbuilding; 
(c) subdivision in the General Residential Zone or Rural living (D) Zone; 
(d) use or development that will result in significant long term social and economic benefits and 
there is no feasible alternative location or design; 
(e) subdivision involving clearance of native vegetation where it is demonstrated that on-going pre-
existing management cannot ensure the survival of the priority vegetation and there is little 
potential for long-term persistence; or 
(f) subdivision involving clearance of native vegetation that is of limited scale relative to the extent 
of priority vegetation on the site. 
 
Response 
a) Bushfire Hazard Management area minimised to BAL 19, the highest possible at the 

subdivision. (SRL23/12S, Scott Livingston BFP #105) 

f) The proposed clearing is mostly within regenerating cleared land with around 0.21 ha of 

eucalypt forest to be cleared, this represents 5% of the native forest on the property. 

 

P1.1 is met.  

 

P1.2 
 
Works association with subdivision within a priority vegetation area must minimise adverse 
impacts on priority vegetation, having regard to: 

(a) the design and location of any works, future development likely to be facilitated by the 
subdivision, and any constraints such as topography or land hazards; 
(b) any particular requirements for the works and future development likely to be facilitated by 
the subdivision; 
(c) the need to minimise impacts resulting from bushfire hazard management measures through 
siting and fire-resistant design of any future habitable buildings; 
(d) any mitigation measures implemented to minimise the residual impacts on priority vegetation;  
(e) any on-site biodiversity offsets; and 

(f) any existing cleared areas on the site.  

 

Response 
a) No land hazards are known within the potential building areas 

b) works to be within an area where no priority habitat exists 

c) Bushfire Hazard Management area minimised to BAL 19, the highest possible at the 

subdivision. (SRL23/12S, Scott Livingston BFP #105) 

d) Subdivision design allows for the retention of the majority of native vegetation on the site. 
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e) No significant impact on threatened vegetation communities, flora or fauna is expected from 

clearing on the site. No biodiversity offset is considered necessary. 

f) Clearing for Lot 1 development and the majority of lot 2 is likely to be within existing cleared 

and regenerating areas, minor clearing for lot 2 access and HMA will be required. 

P1.2 is met. 

 

REFERENCES 
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DPIPWE. Tasmanian Vegetation Monitoring and Mapping Program TASVEG 4.0. Department of 

Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania, Parks, Water and Environment. 
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APPENDIX 1 – MAPS 

 

Figure 1: Location Map property in blue, 
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Figure 2: Aerial image 
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Figure 3: Vegetation Communities 
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Figure 4: Priority Habitat overlay 
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Figure 5: Watercourse Protection Area Overlay
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Figure 6: Plan of Subdivision
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APPENDIX 2 – PHOTOS 

 

Figure 7: Forest on lot 1 from Bienefelts Road 

  

Figure 8: Access point to lot 1 
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Figure 9: Clayton Rivulet, Lot 1 below indicative dwelling 

 

 

Figure 10: Acacia dealbata regeneration over pasture, lot 1 
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Site & Soil Evaluation Report – Proposed Subdivision at 80 Bienefelts Road, Turners 
Beach. 
 
Scope 
This report is provided to address the requirements of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme – 
Central Coast in respect of development in unsewered areas for the proposed subdivision 
at this site  
 
Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Central Coast Schedule contains the following 
requirements: 
 
Tasmanian Planning Scheme – Central Coast 
 
11.5.3 Services 
 
Objective: That the subdivision of land provides services for the future use and 
development of the land. 
 
11.5.3 P2 
Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, excluding within Rural Living Zone C or 
Rural Living Zone D or for public open space, a riparian or littoral reserve or Utilities, must 
be capable of accommodating an on-site wastewater treatment system adequate for the 
future use and development of the land. 
 
 
Summary 
This proposal is for a subdivision at 80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach, which will result in 
the creation of two lots; Lot 1 on the portion of the parent lot on the southern side of Claytons 
Rivulet, fronting onto Bienefelts Road, which will comprise 1.16Ha, Lot 2 (balance) with 
existing house etc on the northern side of the creek, will comprise 9.01Ha. 
 
Soil profiles in the proposed land application area on Lot 1 identified as suitable for installation 
of an on-site wastewater management system land application area comprises a duplex soil 
profile, with sandy A & B horizons 600mm deep, overlying poorly structured light clay to a 
depth of at least 1400mm.  
 
Given the large (9Ha+) area of Lot 2, no further investigations were undertaken, except to 
establish the location and condition of the existing on-site wastewater management system. 
 
This report demonstrates that both lots in the proposed subdivision can accommodate a 
wastewater land application area suitable for a 4-bedroom residence, which can be sized and 
located in accordance with Acceptable Solutions the Director of Building’s Guidelines for on-
site wastewater management systems 2017. 
 
Examples of possible land application area sizing and location, based on application of 
effluent treated to secondary standard are provided to demonstrate site capability for on-site 
wastewater management for each of the two lots in the subdivision are provided in Appendix 
5. 
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Both proposed lots are considered suitable for the installation of a new on-site wastewater 
management system to service a possible future 4-bedroom house, including an 
appropriately sized and located land application area.   
 
Effluent treatment to secondary standard is recommended for a dwelling on Lot 1, in order to 
ensure separation to surface water and limiting layers, meeting acceptable solutions, as per 
the Director’s Guidelines for on-site wastewater management systems. 
 
Please note that soil drainage works are not required for this site at subdivision stage. 
 
Detailed assessment. 
Detailed assessment and advice on onsite wastewater management issues arising from the 
proposed subdivision are provided in the body of the report (below). 
 
SITE INFORMATION 
 
Location: 80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach TAS 7315 
 
PID: 6987539 

 
CT: 8969/1 
 
Developer: Vince and Gina Lehman 
 
Project: Proposed 2-lot subdivision assessment; of site capability for on-site wastewater 
management system. 
 
Interim Planning Scheme Zoning – 11.0A Rural Living A 
 
Site area: 10.17Ha, proposed new lots – Lot 1 (undeveloped) of 1.16Ha and Lot 2 (with 
house and outbuildings) of 9.01Ha.  
 
(See Appendix 1). 
 
Soil Categories 
(as stated in AS/NZS 1547-2012) Modified Emerson Tests not required. 
1,…2,…3,…4,….5,…6   
 
A Christie Post Driver Soil Sampling Kit, comprising CHPD78 Christie Post Driver with Soil 
Sampling Tube (50mm OD x 1.6m) was used to obtain undisturbed soil cores or soil depth 
information at 2 different locations across Lot 1; this being considered sufficient to provide a 
representative depiction of soil conditions. 
 
The site is dominated by a duplex soil profile, with sandy soil A & B horizons, considered 
suitable for application of secondary treated effluent, by subsurface irrigation, or mound. 
 
The dwelling on Lot 1 is believed to date to 1990 and is serviced by an existing septic tank 
system, which appears to be functioning satisfactorily under current loadings; it is assumed 
that this on-site wastewater management system operates under a valid Plumbing Permit 
(possibly original approval under S558 Local Government Act 1962, grandfathered by 
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subsequent legislation), therefore in the absence of either a future land application area 
failure or a proposal to install additional bedrooms/sleeping accommodation or otherwise 
redevelop the site, this system can remain operating as is; there is no requirement for 
improvement or replacement to meet contemporary siting/design criteria. 
 
The subdivision of the site does not affect the capability of Lot 2 to sustain an on-site 
wastewater management system, as the proposed creek boundary would inhibit use of the 
land within proposed lot 1 for installation of a land application area. 
 
There is therefore no requirement to undertake any further assessment of Lot 2. 
 
Please note that positions and sizing of land application areas for Lot 1, shown in Appendix 
5 are indicative for secondary treatment with a subsurface irrigation or mound-type land 
application areas and intended to demonstrate potential location and sizing only. 
 
Soil profile investigations were limited to the area close to the southern boundary of proposed 
Lot 1 with Bienefelts Road, as this was considered the most suitable part of the site for 
installation of a sustainable on-site wastewater management system land application area. 
 
Typical Soil Profile: 
 
1. A Horizon: 0-200mm: Loamy sand, very dark grey 2.5YR 3/1 dry, massive, weak 

structure, many roots. Category 2. 
 

2. B Horizon 200 – 700mm: gravelly sand, brown 10YR 4/3, damp, weak structure, Category 
1.  
 

3. C Horizon 700 – 1400mm+: light clay, strong brown 7.5YR 5/6, damp, weak structure, 
Category 5.  

 
Soil core 1 met refusal on coarse quartz gravel at 1400mm, refusal was not encountered in 
test core 2. 
 
Water table or evidence thereof was not intercepted in test cores; water table is unlikely to 
be present in this part of the site. 
 
Detailed soil profile information is provided in Appendix 3. 
 
Nominated Soil Category 
Each of the two lots in this proposed subdivision are classified as a (Soil) Category 1 sites for 
the purposes of on-site wastewater management system land application system sizing and 
design. 
 
Measured or Estimated Soil Permeability (m/d) 
 
Estimated from textural classification. 
 

A & B Horizon 3.00-5.00m/day 
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Effluent Application Rates  
(This is a recommendation to the designer advising how many litres of effluent should be applied to the soil for 
every square metre of absorption trench or other land application system.) 
 
A & B Horizon  
Absorption trench/bed – primary treated effluent – not suitable due to permeable soil depth 
constraints. 
 
Mound-type system – 24mm/day 
 
Secondary treatment system (AWTS) with irrigation – (DIR) 2.5mm/day, (5mm/day minus 
50% slope reduction factor) 
 
Geology 
The upper slopes of the site, in the vicinity of the Bienefelts Road boundary, are shown on 
LISTmap geology layer as comprising “fine to coarse-grained, often thinly banded, pelitic, 
garnetiferous quartz-mica and mica-quartz schist, commonly containing phengite, biotite, 
almandine, albite and chlorite. Relatively high metamorphic grade.” 
 
Reference to the MRT Geological Atlas 1:25000 “Ulverston” map indicates this to be 
Mesoproterozoic (ie pre-Cambrian) age. 
 
The creek flat is indicated as comprising unconsolidated Quaternary (Holocene) age valley 
sediments. 
 
This is consistent with site observations. 
 
Topography  
 
Slopes:  
Site slope profile within the proposed land application area is concave in form, sloping down 
and northwards at 10-14° becoming steeper moving from west to east. 
 
Average slopes from the proposed land application area to edge of the bank of Claytons 
Rivulet varies between 8° at the western side, to 10° in the east. 
 
Drainage lines / water courses: Clayton Rivulet forms the northern/NE boundary of proposed 
Lot 1; this is a significant creek, arising approximately 17km to the south, in the vicinity of 
Castra; this rivulet drains approximately 7000Ha of farmland and is considered unlikely to be 
in pristine condition due to agricultural run-off risk. 
 
Drainage/Groundwater 
The proposed land application area soil surface is well drained, with no evidence of standing 
water or seasonally wet areas; soil cores elicited no evidence of groundwater to full depth of 
1400mm and given the underlying geology and topography, it is considered unlikely that the 
soil profile contains a standing water table. 
 
Given the proximity to Bienefelts Road and associated stormwater drainage system, 
receiving drainage of the slopes on the southern side of the road, efficient cut-off drainage to 
divert upslope surface and subsurface run-off will be required.  
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Provision of a significant (3m wide) setback from the Bienefelts Road boundary provides 
ample space for required upslope drainage works. These works will not be required until n 
on-site wastewater management system is installed. 
 
Boreholes  
Reference to the DPIPWE Groundwater Information Access Panel indicates that there are 
no active water supply boreholes within 2000m of the development site. 
 
(Source: DPIWE Groundwater Information Access Portal - http://wrt.tas.gov.au/groundwater-
info/) 
 
Vegetation: Vegetation within the proposed land application area comprises regenerating A. 
dealbata woodland with understorey of Lomandra, Pteridium esculentum, introduced 
pasture grasses and flat weeds understorey. The proposed land application area is partially 
contained wholly within the (Bushfire Hazard Management Area) of the proposed house 
building envelope. 
 
Site History (land use) 
The area around the site of the development site has been subdivided to medium density 
rural residential usage at least 30 years ago. 
  
There are no known previous land uses which would compromise use of the land for onsite 
wastewater management. 

 
Site Exposure and Climate. 
Aspect: Northerly aspect. 
 
Pre-dominant wind direction: 
North-west to south-westerly. 
 
Climate: Annual rainfall averages 940mm/year (Forthside), with mean maximum daily 
average temperatures of 21.1ºC to 11.5ºC (Devonport Airport). 
 
Environmental Issues - Location of sensitive vegetation, high water table, swamps, 
waterways etc. 
 
There is little nutrient-sensitive, naturally occurring native vegetation on or close to the site 
which would be retained following implementation of the recommended BHMP; water table 
is considered unlikely to be present within the soil profile. 
 
The upper edge of the banks of Claytons Rivulet lie 33-48m downslope of the lower edges of 
the proposed on-site wastewater management land application area, with average slope 
angles of 8-10°, providing horizontal setbacks which are consistent with Acceptable Solutions 
under Clause 3.1 A2 of the Director’s Guidelines for on-site wastewater management 
systems 2017. 
 

http://wrt.tas.gov.au/groundwater-info/
http://wrt.tas.gov.au/groundwater-info/
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Site Stability 
Given its moderate slope and soil profiles/geology, slope stability on this site is unlikely to be 
affected by on-site wastewater disposal. The site is not affected by any Landslide Hazard 
overlays under the Statewide Planning Scheme. 
 
Planning Scheme  
 
Zoning requirements 
Subdivision in the Rural Living zone requires that: 
 
11.5.3 P2 
Each lot, or a lot proposed in a plan of subdivision, excluding within Rural Living Zone C or 
Rural Living Zone D or for public open space, a riparian or littoral reserve or Utilities, must 
be capable of accommodating an on-site wastewater treatment system adequate for the 
future use and development of the land. 
 
Both the new Lot 1 and the parent title on Lot 2 are capable of accommodating an on-site 
wastewater management system land application areas to service a future 4 bedroom house 
on Lot 1, with secondary treatment system such as a mound (24mm/day), or subsurface 
irrigation (2.5mm/day), providing for horizontal and vertical separations to boundaries, 
possible buildings, groundwater and surface water which are consistent with Performance 
Requirements of AS/NZS 1547:2012 Domestic on-site waste-water management  via 
Acceptable Solutions as per the Director of Building’s Guidelines for on-site wastewater 
management systems 2017. 
 
Overlays 
The proposed land application area is affected by a single Planning Scheme overlay 
considered relevant to site wastewater management system design or capability, namely the  
Priority Vegetation Area overlay, which is subject to the Natural Assets Code.  
 
The vegetation affected by the proposed land application area is identified by Natural Assets 
Report (28/06/2023 – Scott Livingstone) as comprising regenerating Acacia dealbata (silver 
wattle) on previously cleared land.  
 
The vegetation in question covers approximately 4500m2 of the proposed Lot 1, of which 
576m2 would be lie within the proposed reserved land application area for an irrigation based 
on-site wastewater management system, or 60m2 for a mound-type system, ie 13% or 1.3% 
respectively of the extant A. dealbata regenerating cover, although in practice, it is unlikely 
that more than 50% of the reserved land application area would ever be utilised. 
 
The limited removal/disturbance of native vegetation potentially required by the installation of 
an on-site wastewater management system land application area is considered to be 
consistent with the relevant provisions of the Natural Assets Code. 
 
Performance of existing onsite wastewater management systems in local area. 
The existing septic tank system on Lot 2, which discharges primary treated effluent to an in-
ground absorption bed is performing satisfactorily under current loadings. The system is 
thought to be more than 30 years old and will likely require upgrading/replacement in the 
future. Worst case scenario (Category 6 soil profile on slope exceeding 20%) would require 
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a new land application area of 600m2 surface area. This can readily be accommodated within 
the remaining 9 Ha of Lot 1. 
 
Wastewater land application area sizing – general overview. 
Sizing of wastewater land application areas is dependent upon two factors, volumetric loading 
and the capability of the soils on the site to sustainably assimilate domestic effluent and 
ensure that wastewater derived contaminants are retained and treated on site in a nuisance 
free manner without unreasonable public health or environmental impact.  
 
The soil profile on this site is classified as Category 1 as per Appendix E of AS/NZS1547.2012 
On-site domestic wastewater management, provided that an irrigation system or mound 
system are installed, these being suitable for application of effluent to the upper absorbent 
sandy A-horizon. 
 
On-site wastewater management system selection. 
Given the predominance absorbent sandy soil profiles on the site, the site is considered 
suited for the installation and operation of secondary treatment on-site wastewater 
management systems with conventional or partially raised in-ground absorption beds, mound 
systems or subsurface irrigation systems, providing appropriate separation to groundwater, 
boundaries and buildings etc. 
 
Given the large area of the proposed lot 1 and probable desire by a developer to avoid under-
capitalisation, the subdivision is assessed on the basis of constructing a 4-bedroom residence 
with potential 6EP occupancy on the new lot, with sizing of the required Land Application Area 
calculated on the basis of compliance with AS/NZS1547.2012 requirements for said possible  
4-bedroom house. 
 
This assessment demonstrates the feasibility of installing AS/NZS1547.2012 compliant, 
suitably sized land application areas, with required minimum attenuation buffers from existing 
property boundaries and surface water, consistent with Acceptable Solutions as per the 
Director of Building’s Guidelines for on-site wastewater management systems 2017. 
 
Land application system – basal area sizing. 

Design loading.  
4 bedrooms, 6 persons, 120L/person//day, total 720L/day 
 

 
1. Septic tank discharging via pumpwell to an AES (Advanced Enviro Septic) configured as 

a mound, producing improved primary treated effluent meeting definition of secondary 
treated effluent as per definitions in the Director’s Guidelines for on-site wastewater 
management systems 2017. 
 
Area  =  720L/day 
      24mm/day 
 
  = 30m2 
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2. Secondary treatment system discharging to subsurface irrigation system 
 
Area  =  720L/day 
      2.5mm/day 
 
  = 288m2 

 
Separation from buildings – the proposed land application area provides for a 10m 
separation from the proposed building envelope, for the application of secondary treated 
effluent upslope of a building on a 14° slope. 
 
This is consistent with Clause 3.1 A1 of the Director’s Guidelines (ie Acceptable Solution). 
 
Separation from watercourse – The proposed land application area provides for minimum 
separations of 31+ to 35m+ from the top of the bank of Claytons Rivulet.  
 
This is consistent with Clause 3.1 A2 of the Director’s Guidelines for separation from 
downslope surface water for the application of secondary treated effluent with average slopes 
of 8-10°. 
 
Separation from boundaries – The proposed land application area provides for a 3m 
horizontal separation, downslope from the boundary with Bienefelts Road, 120m cross-slope 
from the western boundary with 120 Bienefelts Road, 25m cross-slope from the eastern 
boundary and 35+m from the downslope boundary at Claytons Rivulet. 
 
This is consistent with Clause 3.1 A3 of the Director’s Guidelines (ie Acceptable Solution). 
 
Potential land application area configurations. 
 
Lot 1 
Land application area should be located on the upper (southern) part of the lot to maximise 
separation from Claytons Rivulet; the slope in this area falls largely perpendicular to the road 
boundary; application of 3m downslope separation from Bienefelts Road boundary (avoiding 
a very steep area closest to the boundary) allows for a land application area of up to 7m in 
depth to be installed in this area, whilst maintaining an acceptable separation distance from 
the creek. 

A minimum land application area length of 9.6m for a hydraulic loading of 720L/day is 
consistent with “Designing and Installing On-Site Wastewater Systems (WaterNSW 2019), 
Table 2.4 Linear loading rates”, which indicates a maximum LLR for this site of 75L/m/day, 
assuming structureless, fine sand/loamy sand Category 1 soil, with an unsaturated soil depth 
exceeding 310-600mm and >10% slope. 
 
The site slopes at 8-15° towards the rivulet; a horizontal setback of 31-35mm upslope from 
this boundary meets Acceptable Solutions under the Director’s Guidelines for siting of land 
application areas receiving secondary treated effluent. 
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For a secondary treatment system with subsurface irrigation, as per AS/NZS 1547:2012 
Domestic on-site waste-water management, Appendix L: 
 
Sizing of irrigation area,     A = L x W 
 
Length of irrigation area,   W = A 
                      L 
    
              = 288m2    
                      7m   
 
      L = 41m  

 
Subsurface irrigation area dimensions (2° treatment) = 41m x 7m 
 
As the land application area would be for the application of secondary treated effluent, a 
reserve area would not be required, however this is readily achievable; it is therefore 
recommended that a land application area, reserved from other development, of 576m2 be 
provided, total dimensions 82m x 7m. 
 
A mound system for application of secondary treated effluent from a 4-bedroom house would 
require an area of only 30m2; this will easily fit into the reserved land application area. 
 
Lot 2. 
The on-site wastewater management system land application area servicing the existing 
house is wholly located within the proposed new lot boundaries; it is functioning satisfactorily 
under current loadings and does not yet require improvement works or replacement.  
 
Given that Lot 2 is separated from the new Lot 1 by a natural (watercourse) boundary, loss 
of this land from the parent title will not restrict capability on Lot 2 for the sustainable 
management and application of domestic wastewater effluent. 
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Statutory compliance – Compliance with Director’s Guidelines for on-site wastewater 
management systems 2017 is considered to meet Performance Requirements of NCC Vol 
3 with regard to design and location of on-site wastewater management systems. 

Compliance Table  Directors Guidelines for 
OSWM 

 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria Compliance achieved 
by 

5.1 To ensure sufficient land is 
available for sustainable onsite 
wastewater management for 
buildings. 

  

A1  
A new dwelling must be provided with 
a land application area that complies 
with Table 3.   

P1  
A new dwelling must be provided with a 
land application area that meets all of 
the following:   
 
a) The land application area is 
sized in accordance with the 
requirements of AS/NZS 1547; and 
b) A risk assessment in 
accordance with Appendix A of AS/NZS 
1547 has been completed that 
demonstrates that the risk is acceptable. 

A1 
Secondary treated 
effluent may be applied 
via a mound - 25m2 per 
bedroom ( total 100m2) 
required as reserved 
land application area. 
 
577.5m2 identified for 
land application area. 

5.2 To ensure sustainable onsite 
wastewater management for 
commercial and non-residential 
buildings (Class 3-9). 

  

A1  
An onsite wastewater management 
system including the land application 
area for non-residential buildings must 
satisfy all of the following: 
 
(a) be sized based on the 
hydraulic and organic loadings 
contained in Table 4 and design 
loading or irrigation rates contained in 
AS/NZS 1547; 
(b) be located in accordance with 
clause 7.1 

P1  
An onsite wastewater management 
system including the land application 
area for non-residential building must 
satisfy all of the following: 
 
a) A site and soil evaluation and 
design report prepared by a suitably 
person determined by the Director 
demonstrating that the land application 
area is of sufficient size to treat and 
manage the wastewater generated from 
the proposed building within the property 
boundaries. 
b) The SSE report and system 
design demonstrates the design is 
consistent with AS/NZS 1547 and uses 
appropriate hydraulic and organic 
loading rates for the proposed activity. 
c) A risk assessment in 
accordance with Appendix A of 
AS/NZS 1547 has been completed that 
demonstrates that the risk is acceptable. 
d) The land application area is to 
be located in accordance with the 
acceptable solution or performance 
criteria specified in clause 7.1. 

n/a 

6 Area required for on-site 
wastewater management – building 
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extensions, alterations or 
outbuildings (Building Class 1-10) 
A2  
An outbuilding, addition or alteration to 
an existing building, or change of use 
of that building, must not encroach 
onto or be within 2m (if upslope) or 6m 
(if downslope) of an existing land 
application area (including land 
reserved for a future land application 
area) or a wastewater treatment unit 
and comply with at least one of  the 
following: 
 
a) not increase the number of 
bedrooms (or rooms reasonably 
capable of being used as a bedroom) 
or otherwise increase the potential 
volume of wastewater generated 
onsite; and 
b) not increase the number of 
bedrooms (or rooms reasonably 
capable of being used as a bedroom) 
or otherwise increase the potential 
volume of wastewater generated 
onsite to greater than that allowed for 
in the design of the existing OWMS. 

P2  
An outbuilding addition or alteration to 
an existing building or change of use of 
that building, must be provided with a 
land application area (including land 
reserved for a future land application 
area) that meets all of the following:   
 
a) The land application area is of 
sufficient size to comply with the either 
Appendix L, M or N and setback 
distances are consistent with Appendix 
R of AS/NZS 1547; and 
b) A risk assessment in 
accordance with Appendix A of AS/NZS 
1547 has been completed that 
demonstrates that the risk is acceptable. 

n/a 

7. Standards for Wastewater Land 
Application Areas 

  

A1  
Horizontal separation distance from a 
building to a land application area must 
comply with one of the following: 
a) be no less than 6m; 
b) be no less than: 
(i) 3m from an upslope boundary 
or level building; 
(ii) If primary treated effluent to be 
no less than 4m plus 1m for every 
degree of average gradient from a 
downslope building; 
(iii) If secondary treated effluent 
and subsurface application, no less 
than 2m plus 0.25m for every degree of 
average gradient from a downslope 
building. 
 
 

P1 
The land application area is located so 
that the risk of wastewater reducing the 
bearing capacity of a building’s 
foundations is acceptably low. 

A1(iii) 
Secondary treated 
effluent; 14° slope, 
minimum downslope 
separation from land 
application area is 5.5m. 
 
Design provides 10m 
separation. 

A2  
Horizontal separation distance from 
downslope surface water to a land 
application area must comply with (a) 
or (b) 
(a) be no less than 100m; or 
(b) be no less than the following: 
(i) if primary treated effluent 15m 
plus 7m for every degree of average 
gradient to downslope surface water; 
or 

P2  
Horizontal separation distance from 
downslope surface water to a land 
application area must comply with all of 
the following: 
 
a) Setbacks must be consistent 
with AS/NZS 1547 Appendix R; 
b) A risk assessment in 
accordance with Appendix A of AS/NZS 
1547 has been completed that 
demonstrates that the risk is acceptable. 

A2(ii) 
Secondary treatment, 8-
10° average slope, 
minimum horizontal 
separation is 31-35m. 
 
Proposed land 
application area location 
provides 35-40m 
separation to Claytons 
Rivulet. 
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(ii) if secondary treated effluent 
and subsurface application, 15m plus 
2m for every degree of average 
gradient to down slope surface water. 
A3  
Horizontal separation distance from a 
property boundary to a land application 
area must comply with either of the 
following: 
(a) be no less than 40m from a 
property boundary; or 
(b) be no less than: 
(i) 1.5m from an upslope or level 
property boundary; and 
(ii) If primary treated effluent 2m 
for every degree of average gradient 
from a downslope property boundary; 
or 
(iii) If secondary treated effluent 
and subsurface application, 1.5m plus 
1m for every degree of average 
gradient from a downslope property 
boundary. 
 
 

P3  
Horizontal separation distance from a 
property boundary to a land application 
area must comply with all of the 
following: 
 
(a) Setback must be consistent with 
AS/NZS 1547 Appendix R; and 
(b) A risk assessment in 
accordance with Appendix A of AS/NZS 
1547 has been completed that 
demonstrates that the risk is acceptable. 

A3(b)(i) 
Proposed land 
application area location 
provides 3m separation 
to upslope (road) 
boundary and 25m 
separation to nearest 
(eastern) cross-slope 
boundary. 
 
A3(b)(iii) 
Secondary treatment, 8-
10° average slope, 
minimum horizontal 
separation is 9.5-11.5m. 
 
Proposed land 
application area location 
provides 35-40m 
separation to Claytons 
Rivulet boundary. 
 
 

A4  
Horizontal separation distance from a 
downslope bore, well or similar water 
supply to a land application area must 
be no less than 50m and not be within 
the zone of influence of the bore 
whether up or down gradient. 

P4  
Horizontal separation distance from a 
downslope bore, well or similar water 
supply to a land application area must 
comply with all of the following: 
 
(a) Setback must be consistent with 
AS/NZS 1547 Appendix R; and 
(b) A risk assessment completed in 
accordance with Appendix A of AS/NZS 
1547 demonstrates that the risk is 
acceptable. 

A4 
Reference to the 
DPIPWE Groundwater 
Information Access 
Panel indicates that 
there are no active 
water supply boreholes 
within 2000m of the 
development site. 
 

A5  
Vertical separation distance between 
groundwater and a land application 
area must be no less than: 
(a) 1.5m if primary treated 
effluent; or 
(b) 0.6m if secondary treated 
effluent 

P5  
Vertical separation distance between 
groundwater and a land application area 
must comply with the following: 
 
(a) Setback must be consistent with 
AS/NZS 1547 Appendix R; and 
(b) A risk assessment completed in 
accordance with Appendix A of AS/NZS 
1547 that demonstrates that the risk is 
acceptable 

A5(b) 
No evidence of 
groundwater to 
1400mm. 
 
Shallow subsurface 
irrigation system for 
secondary treated 
effluent would provide 
1250mm vertical 
separation to this depth. 
 
 

A6  
Vertical separation distance between a 
limiting layer and a land application 
area must be no less than: 
(a) 1.5m if primary treated 
effluent; or 

P6  
Vertical setback must be consistent with 
AS/NZS1547 Appendix R. 

A6(b) 
Refusal struck at 
1400mm (TP#1). 
 
Shallow subsurface 
irrigation system for 
secondary treated 
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(b) 0.5m if secondary treated 
effluent 

effluent would provide 
1250mm vertical 
separation to this depth. 

A7 
Nil 

P7  
A wastewater treatment unit must be 
located a sufficient distance from 
buildings or neighbouring properties so 
that emissions (odour, noise or 
aerosols) from the unit do not create an 
environmental nuisance to the residents 
of those properties  
 
Note: Part 6 of the Building Act 2016 
specifies 

P7 
AWTS/secondary 
treatment units do not 
normally cause noise or 
odour nuisance. 

 
 

 
Date of Site Visit: 15/11/2023. 
 
Weather Conditions: 
Fine and dry on day of site visit; 0.2mm of rain fell at Devonport Airport since 01/11/2023, 
65mm since 01/09/2023. 
 
For further detailed assessment information, please refer to the Appendices. 
 

Statement. 
I certify that this Site and Soil Evaluation for the purposes of on-site wastewater management 
system site capability at 80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach has been undertaken in 
accordance with the relevant provisions of AS/NZS 1547:2012. Onsite Domestic Wastewater 
Management. This addresses the requirements of E16 On-site Wastewater Management 
Code of the Central Coast Council Interim Planning Scheme 2013 with regard to 
Development Applications for subdivisions in unsewered areas. 
 
The general information used in this site & soil evaluation may be used exclusively by the 
author in the future, in support of design documentation for new onsite wastewater 
management systems, including Development Applications under LUPA 1993 and Plumbing 
Permits under the Building Act 32016, however in its current form the soil profile information 
is intended to provide guidance and general background information as to suitability for a 
subdivision on the site only.  
 
Designers and developers etc must visit the site and satisfy themselves as to soil depths and 
conditions under and in the vicinity of any proposed onsite wastewater management system 
before selecting DLR/DIR and finalising a system design which must be accompanied by a 
Form 55 from an appropriately qualified person, certifying a valid Site and Soil Evaluation for 
the purposes of providing on-site wastewater management system design criteria. 
 
This report is copyrighted to me as the author. I authorise Vince and Gina Lehman and 
Central Coast Council, their employees and/or agents to make copies of this report for use 
for purposes connected with development on this site only. It is not to be published or 
reproduced for the benefit of third parties, including in support of applications for construction 
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of buildings or installation of onsite wastewater management systems under LUPAA 1993 or 
the Building Act 2016 and Building Regulations without my written permission. 
 
Please Note: 
It is generally understood that the successful operation of an on-site wastewater 
disposal system is dependent upon a number of complex, interacting factors and that 
the operating life of in-ground absorption systems in particular may be limited.  This 
system may require future maintenance or modification to ensure its continued 
satisfactory operation.  The client is advised that such works are the responsibility of 
the property owner.  
 
CONDITIONS OF INVESTIGATION 
 
This report remains the property of Onsite Assessments Tas. (OAT).  It must not be 
reproduced in part or full, or used for any other purpose without written permission of OAT.  
The investigations have been conducted, & the report prepared, for the sole use of the 
client or agent mentioned on the cover page.  Where the report is to be used for any other 
purpose OAT accepts no responsibility for such other use.  Forms 55 and 35 are not 
transferable to another body, developer or landowner without consultation (reissue) from 
OAT.  The information in this report is current and suitable for use for a period of two years 
from the date of production of the report, after which time it cannot be used for Building, 
Plumbing or Development Application without further consent of OAT. 
 
This report should not be used for submission for Building or Development Application until 
OAT has been paid in full for its production.  OAT accepts no liability for the contents of this 
report until full payment has been received.  
 
The results & interpretation of conditions presented in this report are current at the time of 
the investigation only.  The investigation has been conducted in accordance with the 
specific client’s requirements &/or with their servants or agent’s instructions. 
 
This report contains observations & interpretations based often on limited subsurface 
evaluation.  Where interpretative information or evaluation has been reported, this 
information has been identified accordingly & is presented based on professional 
judgement.  OAT does not accept responsibility for variations between interpreted 
conditions & those that may be subsequently revealed by whatever means. 
 
Due to the possibility of variation in subsurface conditions & materials, the characteristics of 
materials can vary between sample & observation sites.  OAT takes no responsibility for 
changed or unexpected variations in ground conditions that may affect any aspect of the 
project.  The classifications in this report are based on samples taken from specific sites.  
The information is not transferable to different sites, no matter how close (ie if the 
development site is moved from the original assessment site an additional assessment will 
be required).   
 
It is recommended to notify the author should it be revealed that the sub-surface conditions 
differ from those presented in this report, so additional assessment & advice may be 
provided. 
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Investigations are conducted to standards outlined in relevant Australian Standards, codes 
and guidelines, including: 
  

• AS1547-2012:  Onsite Domestic Wastewater Management 
• AS3959.2009:   Construction of Buildings in Bushfire Prone Areas 
• Director’s Guidelines for on-site wastewater management systems. (CBOS) 
• Director’s Determination – Requirements for Building in Bushfire-Prone Areas. 

(CBOS) 
 
All new developments should subject to strict site maintenance.  Attention is drawn to the 
relevant appendices of this report.  
 
Any assessment that has included an onsite wastewater system design will require a 
further site visit once the system has been installed if certification of an installation/works is 
required (to verify that the system has been installed as per OAT’s design).  An additional 
fee may apply for the site visit & issuing the certificate. 
 
OAT is not responsible for the correct installation of wastewater systems.  Any wastewater 
installation is the sole responsibility of the owner/agent and certified plumber.  Any variation 
to the wastewater design must be approved by OAT, and an amended Special Plumbing 
Permit obtained, if required from the relevant council.  The registered plumber must obtain 
a copy and carefully follow the details in the council issued Plumbing Permit.  Certification 
of completion of works will be based on surface visual inspection only, to verify the location 
of the system.  All underground plumbing works are the responsibility of the certified 
plumber. 
 
Copyright:  The concepts & information contained in this report are the Copyright of Onsite 
Assessments Tas.  
 
 
 
SITE ASSESSOR  
 

NAME: Richard Mason, Environmental Health Professional 
 

NAME OF ORGANISATION: Onsite Assessments Tas 
 
ADDRESS: 20 Adelong Street, Kingston, Tasmania, 7050 
 

CONTACT DETAILS: 0418 589 309; richardmason@iprimus.com.au 
 

SIGNED:  DATED: 07/12/2023   
 
 

mailto:richardmason@iprimus.com.au
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Appendix 1. Site location 
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Appendix 2 - Site Photos 
 

 

 
 

(above) View of land application area looking south. 
 

 
 

(above) View of proposed land application area looking east. 
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(above) View of proposed land application area looking east from further west. 
 

 
 

(above) View towards land application area (inside tree-line) from vicinity of Claytons 
Creek 
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Appendix 3 - Soil profiles  

 

 
 

 
 

(above) Soil test cores from proposed land application area.  
 

Note: Groundwater was not struck in either test core. 
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(above) Ribbon testing of soil core profile samples 

 
Test 
core 
#1 
 

Depth 
(mm) 

Material Colour Category 
AS/NZS 
1547.2012 

Moisture Structure Horizon Water 

 0-200 Loamy 
sand 
 

very dark 
grey 2.5YR 
3/1 

1 dry weak 
many fine 
roots 

A no 

 200-700 
 
 

Sand with 
20% 
coarse 
rounded 
fragments 
 

brown 10YR 
4/3 

1 damp weak B no 

 700-1400+ Light clay strong brown 
7.5YR 5/6 

5 damp Moderate 
700-
800mm, 
massive 
with depth  

C no 

 
Test 
core 
#2 
 

Depth 
(mm) 

Material Colour Category 
AS/NZS 
1547.2012 

Moisture Structure Horizon Water 

 0-600 Loamy 
sand 
 

very dark 
grey 2.5YR 
3/1 

1 dry to 
damp 

moderate 
many fine 
roots 

A no 

  
600-700 
 

Coarse 
sand 
 

brown 10YR 
4/3 

1 damp weak B no 

 1200-1400 
 
Refusal on 
angular 
quartz 
gravels at 
1400mm 

Light clay strong brown 
7.5YR 5/6 
with 40% 
mottle light 
grey 10YR 
7/1. 

5 damp moderate 
Some roots 

C no 

 
(above) Test core logs 
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Appendix 4 - Proposed subdivision plan 
 

 
 

 
 



 

 24 

Appendix 5 – Proposed subdivision with indicative location for NCC Vol 3/Director’s 
Guidelines for on-site wastewater management systems compliant onsite wastewater 
management system land application areas. 
 

 
 

(above) Plan of subdivision showing existing and proposed land application areas. 
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(above) Potential on-site wastewater management land application area for Lot 1.  
 
Please note that this plan depicts potential primary and reserve land application areas; 
positions and sizing of land application areas shown are indicative for secondary treatment 
systems and intended to demonstrate potential location and sizing only.  
 
Future on-site wastewater management system designs may be in alternative locations or 
sized differently, according to predicted hydraulic loadings, building design and/or location. 
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Mrs Mary-Ann Edwards 
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Central Coast Council 
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DA2023100 – 80 Bienefelts Rd Subdivision 2 Residential Lots 
Attenuation Code Review 

 
PDA Surveyors have asked that I respond to your letter of 24th of April 2023 
outlining that this development be reviewed against planning scheme C9 
Attenuation Code Requirements.   
 

 
The subdivision involves creating the two lots shown in the image above 
 
The following image shows that the required 1000m buffer encroaches by 
640m onto the quarry title. 

  CENTRAL COAST COUNCIL
LAND USE PLANNING 

 
11/12/2023Received:

Application No:

Doc ID:

DA2023331

472665
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Ulverstone Quarries Operation  
 
In preparing this letter I have consulted with Mr Nic Broomhall the CEO of 
Hardings Hotmix who own and operate the quarry. 
 
Mr Broomhall outlined that they do not undertake any blasting at this quarry 
and that the crusher operations have been enclosed with the express purpose 
of reducing noise and dust emissions.  He is not aware of any complaints from 
existing neighbours since this was installed a number of years ago. 
 
As part of these discussions Mr Broomhall provided the January 2017 Vipac 
noise assessment report for the new crushing and screening plant. 
 
The summary from this report is provided below: 
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Ambient noise monitoring was conducted at the points below with point 2 the 
closest to this land. 

 
 
 
The quarry EPN notice sets a noise limits noise pressure as follows 

 
 
Receiver point 2 modelling shows sound pressure will be just over half the 
allowable limit for an occupied premises in the vicinity of the operation. 
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CSE Tasmania Pty Ltd - 5 -  

Quarry operations are shown in the following image 

 
 
 
 
Discussion  
Following are the performance criteria that the scheme requries for this 
situation. 
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The quarry owner has advised that there is no blasting on this site and that 
the crushing and screening operation has been encapsulated to reduce noise 
and dust emissions.  No complaints from existing residents had occurred 
since this was undertaken to his knowledge.   
 
Noise modelling showed that the operation complies with the EPN notice. 
 
South Australian noise regulations show general community expectations with 
regard to noise limiting fixed domestic machinery to 45dB(A) over night.  This 
is the same limit applied to the daytime quarry operations.  The modelled 
volume at a point closer to the quarry than these blocks is just over half this 
volume. 

 
 
 
The intended residential use of the subdivided land will not be unduly affected 
by the quarry operation.  
 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Chris Martin FIEAust, MBA (Tech Mgt), BE(Hons), CPEng, RPEQ, APEC 
Engineer, IntPE(Aus) 
Senior Civil & Structural Engineer 
Director – CSE Tasmania Pty Ltd 
Tasmanian Building Act Accreditation Number: CC4109 V. 
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Summary 
 
Client: 

 
 

Vince and Gina Lehman  

  
Property 
identification: 

Current zoning: Rural & Rural Living A, Tasmanian Planning Scheme- 
Central Coast 
 

80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach, CT 8969/1, PID  6987539 

 

Proposal: A 2 lot subdivision is proposed from 1 existing title at 80 Bienefelts 
Road, Turners Beach in 2 stages. 
 

  

 
 

 

 
Assessment 
by:   

______________________________ 
Scott Livingston,  
Master Environmental Management, 
Natural Resource Management Consultant.  
Accredited Person under part 4A of the Fire Service Act 1979:  
Accreditation # BFP-105. 
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Version Date Notes 

1 15/3/2023  3 lot subdivision 

2 26/6/2023 Revised Plan of Subdivision, 2 lots 
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LIMITATIONS 

 

This report only deals with potential bushfire risk and does not consider any other potential 
statutory or planning requirements. This report classifies type of vegetation at time of 
inspection and cannot be relied upon for future development or changes in vegetation of 
assessed area. 
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DESCRIPTION 

A 2 lot subdivision is proposed from 1 existing title at 80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach. The 
area is mapped as bushfire prone in planning scheme overlays. The proposal includes Lot 1 – 
1.16 ha and  lot 2 , with existing dwelling will be 9.01 ha. 
 
The property is currently low threat vegetation around the existing dwelling,  with the 
southern and eastern portions of lot 2 north of Claytons Rivulet cleared land and the NW  and 
land south of Claytons Rivulet regenerating cleared land and  forest. Lot 1 is forest with some 
cleared areas and some regenerating cleared land. Surrounding land is a mosaic of forest 
cleared land and low threat around dwellings.  
 
The area is not serviced by a reticulated water supply. All lots have frontage to Bienefelts 
Road. 
 
 See Appendix 1 for maps and site plan, and appendix 2 for photographs. 
 
 

BAL AND RISK ASSESSMENT 

The land is mapped as Bushfire Prone in Planning Scheme Overlays.  
 
VEGETATION AND SLOPE 

Lot   North East  South West 

1 

Vegetation, within 
100m of lot 
boundaries 

0-50m 
grassland*, 50-
100m  forest 

0-40m scrub, 40-
100m forest 

15m, scrub 
and road, 
15- 100m 
forest 

0-100m 
grassland 

Slope (degrees, 
over 100m) 

Flat /upslope Down slope 0-5o Flat /upslope Flat /upslope 

BAL rating existing 
vegetation 

BAL FZ BAL FZ BAL FZ BAL FZ 

BAL rating with 
setbacks/hma 

BAL 19 

2 

Vegetation, within 
100m of existing 
dwelling & 
associated out 
buildings 

0- 20m low 
threat, 20-50m 
grassland. 50-
100m forest 

0- 25m low 
threat, 25-65m 
grassland. 65-
100m forest 

0- 11m low 
threat, 1-30m 
grassland. 30-60 
forest, 60-100m 
forest grassland 
mosaic 

0-14m low 
threat, 14-35m 
grassland, 35-
100m forest 

Slope (degrees, 
over 100m) 

Flat /upslope Down slope 0-5o Flat /upslope Flat /upslope 

BAL rating existing 
vegetation 

BAL 12.5 BAL 12.5 BAL 12.5 BAL 12.5 
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 *A band of trees along Clayton Rivulet on the northern boundary is less than 20m 
wide and within lot 1, for the purposes of setbacks, it is assumed that this area will 
be retained and effectively grassland fuel loading of grassland. The wider (25m) 
forest area along claytons Rivulet on lot 2 is considered forest.  

 

 

Lot 1 has a building areas at BAL 19, the existing lot 2 dwelling has sufficient managed land 
to achieve BAL 12.5. 
 

 
BUILDING AREA BAL RATING 

 

Setback distances for BAL Ratings have been calculated based on the vegetation that will 
exist after the development and management of land within the subdivision and have also 
considered slope gradients. 
  
Where no setback is required for fire protection other Planning Scheme setbacks may need 
to be applied, other building constraints such as topography have not been considered.  
 
The BAL ratings applied are in accordance with the Australian Standard AS3959-2018, 
Construction of Buildings in Bushfire Prone Areas, and it is a requirement that any habitable 
building, or building within 6m of a habitable building be constructed to the BAL ratings 
specified in this document as a minimum. 
 

Bushfire Attack Level (BAL) Predicted Bushfire Attack & Exposure Level 

BAL-Low Insufficient risk to warrant specific construction requirements 

BAL-12.5 Ember attack, radiant heat below 12.5kW/m² 

BAL-19 Increasing ember attack and burning debris ignited by windborne 
embers together with increasing heat flux between 12.5-19kW/m² 

BAL-29 Increasing ember attack and burning debris ignited by windborne 
embers together with increasing heat flux between 19-29kW/m² 

BAL-40 Increasing ember attack and burning debris ignited by windborne 
embers together with increasing heat flux between 29-40kW/m² 

BAL-FZ Direct exposure to flames radiant heat and embers from the fire 
front 

 

The lot 1 BAL 19 building area is restricted to the building envelope shown on the Plan of 

Subdivision.  

 
 
 
HAZARD MANAGEMENT AREAS  
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It is recommended that the existing dwelling maintain existing low threat areas in perpetuity 

to minimise the risk. 

 

Any significant change in the location of the indicative dwelling should be reassessed as 

slopes and vegetation types may change. 

 

• All land within  19m upslope and level and 22m down slope of an eastern, southern or 

western façade and 11m of a northern façade of a  habitable building façade must be 

managed as low threat vegetation from the commencement of construction and in 

perpetuity.  

 

 

Figure 1: hazard management areas BAL 19
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ROADS 

No roads are proposed for the subdivision, all lots will have access from Bienefelts Road.  
 

PROPERTY ACCESS 

Access to bushfire prone lots must comply with the relevant elements of Table C13.2. Access 
to water supply points will be required, for all lots and must meet Element B, prior to sealing 
of titles for the existing dwelling on Lot 2 and prior to the commencement of construction of 
future habitable buildings. The exception is the existing bridge on  lot 2 access.  
 
The existing dwelling on proposed lot 2 of the subdivision is accessed via a bridge over 
Claytons Rivulet. The bridge is narrower than the required 4m, with the narrow point being 
3m wide between railings. Given the short (16m) length of the bridge it unlikely that trucks 
would need to pass on the bridge which has good site distances on either side. The bridge 
approach from Bienefelts Road is 40m and on the western side sight lines are in excess of 
40m. The owner regularly drives a bus across the bridge and trucks in excess of 20t have 
regularly used the structure.  
Given trucks can pass on a 6m wide passing bay the 3m appears adequate to allow a single 
2.5m truck to navigate the bridge with any side protrusions such as mirrors likely to be above 
fence height. A gravelled parking area adjacent to the shed on western side of the bridge 
provides a pull over / passing area for fire appliances. The existing access paved width is 3m 
and this will require widening to a full 4m carriageway. Tasmania Fire Service (email Tom 
O’Connor 1/3/2023) “agrees the existing bridge section of private access is acceptable for the 

purposes of the Bushfire-Prone Areas Code”. The bridge meets Performance Criteria C13.6.2 P1, 
all other Element B requirements, including 4m wide carriageway apply.  
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Table C13.2 Standards for Property Access    

Element  Requirement 

A. 

Property access length 

is less than 30m; or 

access is not required 

for a fire appliance to 

access a fire fighting 

water point. 

There are no specified design and construction requirements.  

B. 

Property access length 

is 30m or greater; or 

access is required for a 

fire appliance to a fire 

fighting water point. 

The following design and construction requirements apply to property access: 

(a)  all-weather construction;  

(b)  load capacity of at least 20t, including for bridges and culverts; 

(c)  minimum carriageway width of 4m; 

(d)  minimum vertical clearance of 4m;  

(e)  minimum horizontal clearance of 0.5m from the edge of the carriageway; 

(f)  cross falls of less than 3 degrees (1:20 or 5%);  

(g)  dips less than 7 degrees (1:8 or 12.5%) entry and exit angle;  

(h)  curves with a minimum inner radius of 10m; 

(i)  
maximum gradient of 15 degrees (1:3.5 or 28%) for sealed roads, and 10 degrees (1:5.5 or 

18%) for unsealed roads; and 

(j)  

terminate with a turning area for fire appliances provided by one of the following: 

(i)  a turning circle with a minimum outer radius of 10m; or 

(ii)  a property access encircling the building; or 

(iii)  a hammerhead "T" or "Y" turning head 4m wide and 8m long. 

C. 
Property access length 

is 200m or greater. 

The following design and construction requirements apply to property access: 

(a)  the requirements for B above; and 

(b)  passing bays of 2m additional carriageway width and 20m length provided every 200m. 

D. 
Property access length 

is greater than 30m, and 

The following design and construction requirements apply to property access: 

(a)  complies with requirements for B above; and 
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access is provided to 3 

or more properties.  
(b)  

passing bays of 2m additional carriageway width and 20m length must be provided every 

100m. 

 
 

FIRE FIGHTING WATER SUPPLY 

The subdivision is not serviced by a reticulated water supply. Lot 2 has has several tanks which are combustible therefore non compliant. Lot 2 
must have a static water supply compliant with table C13.5 propr to sealing of titles. Future habitable buildings must have a static water supply 
compliant with table C13.5 propr to commencement of construction. 
 
 
Table C13.5 Static Water Supply 

Column 
1 

Column 2 

Element Requirement 

A. Distance between 
building area to be 

protected and water 

supply 

The following requirements apply: 
a) The building area to be protected must be located within 90 metres of the water connection 

point of a static water supply; and 

b) The distance must be measured as a hose lay, between the water point and the furthest part of 

the building area. 
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Column 
1 

Column 2 

Element Requirement 

B. Static Water Supplies A static water supply: 
a) May have a remotely located offtake connected to the static water supply; 

b) May be a supply for combined use (fire fighting and other uses) but the specified minimum quantity 

of fire fighting water must be available at all times; 

c) Must be a minimum of 10,000 litres per building area to be protected. This volume of water must 

not be used for any other purpose including fire fighting sprinkler or spray systems; 

d) Must be metal, concrete or lagged by non-combustible materials if above ground; and 

e) If a tank can be located so it is shielded in all directions in compliance with Section 3.5 of AS 3959-

2009, the tank may be constructed of any material provided that the lowest 400 mm of the tank 

exterior is protected by: 

(i) metal; 

(ii) non-combustible material; or 

(iii) fibre-cement a minimum of 6 mm thickness. 

C. Fittings, pipework and 
accessories (including 

stands and tank 

supports) 

Fittings and pipework associated with a water connection point for a static water supply must: 
(a) Have a minimum nominal internal diameter of 50mm; 

(b) Be fitted with a valve with a minimum nominal internal diameter of 50mm; 

(c) Be metal or lagged by non-combustible materials if above ground; 

(d) Where buried, have a minimum depth of 300mm (compliant with AS/NZS 3500.1-2003 Clause 5.23); 

(e) Provide a DIN or NEN standard forged Storz 65 mm coupling fitted with a suction 

washer for connection to fire fighting equipment; 

(f) Ensure the coupling is accessible and available for connection at all times; 
(g) Ensure the coupling is fitted with a blank cap and securing chain (minimum 220 mm length); 
(h) Ensure underground tanks have either an opening at the top of not less than 250 mm diameter or a 

coupling compliant with this Table; and 
(i) Where a remote offtake is installed, ensure the offtake is in a position that is: 

(i) Visible; 

(ii) Accessible to allow connection by fire fighting equipment; 

(iii) At a working height of 450 – 600mm above ground level; and 

(iv) Protected from possible damage, including damage by vehicles 
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Column 
1 

Column 2 

Element Requirement 

D. Signage for static water 
connections 

The water connection point for a static water supply must be identified by a sign permanently fixed to 

the exterior of the assembly in a visible location. The sign must 

(a) comply with: Water tank signage requirements within AS 2304-2011 Water storage 

tanks for fire protection systems; or 

(b) comply with water tank signage requirements within Australian Standard AS 2304-2011 

Water storage tanks for fire protection systems; or 

(c) comply with the Tasmania Fire Service Water Supply Signage Guideline published by the 

Tasmania Fire Service. 
E. Hardstand A hardstand area for fire appliances must be provided: 

(a) No more than three metres from the water connection point, measured as a hose lay 

(including the minimum water level in dams, swimming pools and the like); 

(b) No closer than six metres from the building area to be protected; 

(c) With a minimum width of three metres constructed to the same standard as the 

carriageway; and 

(d) Connected to the property access by a carriageway equivalent to the standard of the 

property access. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

A 2 lot subdivision is proposed from 1 existing title at 80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach.The 
area is mapped as bushfire prone in planning scheme overlays. 
 
There is sufficient area on lot 1 to provide for a BAL 19 Hazard management areas, the building 
area is restricted to the building area shown on the Plan of Subdivision.   It is recommended 
existing low threat areas around the Lot 2 dwelling are maintained to reduce the risk.  
 
A static water supply that meets table C13.5 and access to the supply point that meets the 
requirements off Table C13.2 with the exception of the existing bridge, must be in place prior 
to sealing of titles for any lot.  
 
Hazard Management Area, access and static water supply must be in place prior to the 
commencement of construction of a future habitable building. 
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APPENDIX 1 – MAPS 

 

Figure 2:  Location existing lot in blue 

 

 

Figure 3: Aerial Image
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Figure 4: Proposed Subdivision Plan 
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APPENDIX 2 – PHOTO 

 

Figure 5: Existing bridge/access to lot 2 

 

Figure 6: Aerial image of lot 2 access and bridge 
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Figure 7: : Google Maps image, 2010 shows bridge and access with less vegetation. 

 

 

Figure 8: Bridge from the western side 
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Figure 9: Lot 2 dwelling eastern facade 

 

Figure 10: Lot 1 from Bienefelts Road 
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Figure 11: Regrowth vegetation on lot 1 vicinity of building area 

 

Figure 12: Clayton Rivulet, Lot 1 
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Figure 13:  Lot 2 from Bienefelts Road 

 

 

Figure 14: Lot 2, grassland, scrub, forest mosaic 
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Figure 15: Forest on upper slopes of lot 2 
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APPENDIX3 –BUSHFIRE HAZARD MANAGEMENT PLAN 
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BUSHFIRE-PRONE AREAS CODE 

 

CERTIFICATE1 UNDER S51(2)(d) LAND USE PLANNING AND APPROVALS ACT 
1993 
 

 

1. Land to which certificate applies 

 

The subject site includes property that is proposed for use and development and includes all properties upon which works are 
proposed for bushfire protection purposes. 

 

Street address: 80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach  
 

Certificate of Title / PID: CT 8969/1, PID 6987539 

 

 

2. Proposed Use or Development 
 

 

Description of proposed Use  

and Development: 
Subdivision, 2 lots from 1 lot 

 

Applicable Planning Scheme: 

 
Tasmanian Planning Scheme -Central Coast  

  
 

3. Documents relied upon 

 

This certificate relates to the following documents: 
 

Title Author Date Version 

Bushfire Hazard Management Report 80 

Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach v2 
Scott Livingston 28/6/2023 2 

Bushfire Hazard Management Plan 80 Bienefelts 

Road, Turners Beach v2 
Scott Livingston 28/6/2023 2 

Plan of Subdivision 
PDA Surveyors 13/12/2022 500222-DA-

02A 

    

4. Nature of Certificate 
 

The following requirements are applicable to the proposed use and development: 
 

☐ E1.4 / C13.4 – Use or development exempt from this Code 

 Compliance test Compliance Requirement 

☐ E1.4(a) / C13.4.1(a) Insufficient increase in risk 

 

 
1 This document is the approved form of certification for this purpose and must not be altered from its original form.  
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☐ E1.5.1 / C13.5.1 – Vulnerable Uses 

 Acceptable Solution Compliance Requirement 

☐ E1.5.1 P1 / C13.5.1 P1 
Planning authority discretion required. A proposal 

cannot be certified as compliant with P1.  

☐ E1.5.1 A2 / C13.5.1 A2 Emergency management strategy 

☐ E1.5.1 A3 / C13.5.1 A2 Bushfire hazard management plan 

 

☐ E1.5.2 / C13.5.2 – Hazardous Uses 

 Acceptable Solution Compliance Requirement 

☐ E1.5.2 P1 / C13.5.2 P1 
Planning authority discretion required. A proposal 

cannot be certified as compliant with P1. 

☐ E1.5.2 A2 / C13.5.2 A2 Emergency management strategy 

☐ E1.5.2 A3 / C13.5.2 A3 Bushfire hazard management plan 

 

☒ E1.6.1 / C13.6.1 Subdivision: Provision of hazard management areas 

 Acceptable Solution Compliance Requirement 

☐ E1.6.1 P1 / C13.6.1 P1 
Planning authority discretion required. A proposal 

cannot be certified as compliant with P1. 

☒ E1.6.1 A1 (a) / C13.6.1 A1(a) Insufficient increase in risk  Lot 2 only 

☒ E1.6.1 A1 (b) / C13.6.1 A1(b) 
Provides BAL-19 for all lots (including any lot 

designated as ‘balance’) 

☐ E1.6.1 A1(c) / C13.6.1 A1(c) Consent for Part 5 Agreement  

 

☒ E1.6.2 / C13.6.2 Subdivision: Public and fire fighting access 

 Acceptable Solution Compliance Requirement 

☒ E1.6.2 P1 / C13.6.2 P1 

Planning authority discretion required. A proposal cannot 

be certified as compliant with P1. 

Lot 2 existing bridge only 

☐ E1.6.2 A1 (a) / C13.6.2 A1 (a) Insufficient increase in risk 

☒ E1.6.2 A1 (b) / C13.6.2 A1 (b) 
Access complies with relevant Tables 

With the exception of the existing bridge 
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☒ E1.6.3 / C13.1.6.3 Subdivision: Provision of water supply for fire fighting purposes 

 Acceptable Solution Compliance Requirement 

☐ E1.6.3 A1 (a) / C13.6.3 A1 (a) Insufficient increase in risk 

☐ E1.6.3 A1 (b) / C13.6.3 A1 (b) 

 

Reticulated water supply complies with relevant Table 

 

☐ E1.6.3 A1 (c) / C13.6.3 A1 (c) Water supply consistent with the objective,  

☐ E1.6.3 A2 (a) / C13.6.3 A2 (a)  Insufficient increase in risk 

☒ E1.6.3 A2 (b) / C13.6.3 A2 (b) 
 

Static water supply complies with relevant Table  

☐ E1.6.3 A2 (c) / C13.6.3 A2 (c) Static water supply consistent with the objective 
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5. Bushfire Hazard Practitioner 
 

Name: Scott Livingston Phone No: 0438 951 021 

 

Postal 

Address: 

 

PO Box 178, Orford, 7190 

 

Email 

Address: 
 scottlivingston.lnrs@gmail.com 

 

 

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

 

 

6. Certification 
 

I certify that in accordance with the authority given under Part 4A of the Fire Service Act 1979 that the proposed use and 

development: 
 

☐ 

Is exempt from the requirement Bushfire-Prone Areas Code because, having regard to 

the objective of all applicable standards in the Code, there is considered to be an 

insufficient increase in risk to the use or development from bushfire to warrant any 

specific bushfire protection measures, or 

☒ 

The Bushfire Hazard Management Plan/s identified in Section 3 of this certificate 

is/are in accordance with the Chief Officer’s requirements and compliant with the 

relevant Acceptable Solutions identified in Section 4 of this Certificate. 

 

 

Signed: 

certifier 
 

 

Name: Scott Livingston Date: 28/6/2023 

    

  
Certificate 

Number: 
SRL23/12S2 

  (for Practitioner Use only) 
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To: Vince and Gina Lehman  Owner /Agent 

 

 80 Bienefelts Road  
 

 Turners Beach  7315 Suburb/postcode 

 

Qualified person details:  
 

Qualified person: Scott Livingston     
 

Address: PO Box 178 Phone No: 0438 951 201 
 

 Orford  7190 Fax No:  
 

Licence No: BFP-105 Email address: scottlivingston.lnrs@gmail.com 
 

Qualifications and 
Insurance details: 

Accredited Bushfire Assessor (description from Column 3 of the 

Director of Building Control’s 
Determination)  

 
 

Speciality area of 
expertise: 

Bushfire Assessment (description from Column 4 of the 
Director of Building Control’s 
Determination) 

  
 

Details of work:  
 

Address: 80 Bienefelts Road Lot No: 1 
 

 Turners Beach  7315 Certificate of title No: 8969/1 
 

The assessable 
item related to 
this certificate: 

Bushfire Attack Level (BAL) (description of the assessable item being 
certified)  
Assessable item includes –  

- a material; 
- a design 
- a form of construction 

- a document 
- testing of a component, building 

system or plumbing system 

- an inspection, or assessment, 
performed 

  

 

Certificate details:  
 

Certificate type: Bushfire Hazard (description from Column 1 of Schedule 
1 of the Director of Building Control’s 
Determination)   

 

This certificate is in relation to the above assessable item, at any stage, as part of - (tick one)  

building work, plumbing work or plumbing installation or demolition work:    
✓ 

or 

a building, temporary structure or plumbing installation:  

In issuing this certificate the following matters are relevant –  

 

CERTIFICATE OF QUALIFIED PERSON – ASSESSABLE 
ITEM 

Section 321 

 

 Form  55 



 
Director of Building Control – Date Approved 1 January 2017 Building Act 2016 - Approved Form No. 55 

 

 

Documents: • Bushfire Attack Level Assessment & Report 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 

Relevant  
calculations:  
  

 

References: Australian Standard 3959 

Building Amendment Regulations 2016 

Director of Building Control, Determinations 

Director of Building Control (2021) Director’s Determination for Bushfire 

Hazard Areas v1.1 2021 

 
  
  

 

Substance of Certificate: (what it is that is being certified) 

 
1. Assessment of the site Bushfire Attack Level (BAL) to Australian Standards 

3959 
Bushfire Hazard Management Plan 
 
Assessed as BAL 19 

 

 

Proposal is compliant with DTS requirements, tables 1, 2, 3A/3B & 4, Director’s Determination 

for Bushfire Hazard Areas v1.1 2021. 

 
 



 
Director of Building Control – Date Approved 1 January 2017 Building Act 2016 - Approved Form No. 55 

 

 

Scope and/or Limitations 

 
Scope: 
This report was commissioned to identify the Bushfire Attack Level for the existing 
property. All comment, advice and fire suppression measures are in relation to 
compliance with Director of Building Control, Determination- Requirements for Building 
in Bushfire Prone Areas, the Building Code of Australia and Australian Standards, AS 
3959-2018, Construction of buildings in bushfire-prone areas. 
 
Limitations: 
The inspection has been undertaken and report provided on the understanding that;- 
1. The report only deals with the potential bushfire risk all other statutory assessments 
are outside the scope of this report. 
2. The report only identifies the size, volume and status of vegetation at the time the site 
inspection was undertaken and cannot be relied upon for any future development. 
3. Impacts of future development and vegetation growth have not been considered. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
I certify the matters described in this certificate. 
 

 Signed: Certificate No: Date: 

Qualified person: 
 

 

 SRL23/12S2  28/6/2023 
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80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach.  Site is highlighted.   

Image from Council’s mapping system. 

 

80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach.  

Image from Council’s mapping system. 

Annexure 4



 

80 Bienefelts Road, Turners Beach.  Existing access into the site off Bienefelts Road. 

 

Bienefelts Road looking west.  80 Bienefelts Road is to the right of photo. 
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Note: To Whom it may concern, this submission has been written in cooperation with other 

concerned residents of Turners Beach. Please take care not to disregard similar submissions on 

the grounds they are duplicates. Instead, view these duplicate / similar submissions as an 

illustration of shared sentiment rather than clerical error. 

 

Signed: Harry Lloyd - 7/01/2024 

 
 

This is a submission in response to the recent report amending the Turners Beach Specific Area 

Plan (SAP) as part of a wider review of all SAP’s within the Central Coast Local Provisions 

Schedule. Having read through the document I am pleased to see that Council has dedicated a 

significant amount of time and effort towards the preservation of what makes Turners Beach a 

unique and desirable place to live. The revision of Plan Purpose CCO-S5.1.1, in addition to the 

new purposes CCO-S5.1.2 and CCO-S5.1.3 sets a stronger framework through which 

development and use outcomes can be achieved within Turners Beach. 

 

With that said, there are two (2) proposed changes that will substantially undermine the 

character of Turners Beach if Council supports the new Specific Area Plan without rejecting 

these amendments.  

 

The amendments are as follows; 

 

1. Remove Local Area Objective (f) which reads: “provide for new residential development 

in waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape” 

 

2. Increase the Performance Criteria P1.2 from “and is not more than 7.5m” to, “and is not 

more than 8.5m” 

 
Note: As Council has not exhibited any documents proposing amendments to performance criteria P2.2 within the 

Turners Beach Specific Area Plan, it is assumed no changes will be made to this performance criteria as this would 

be in breach of Council’s legislated requirements for community consultation.  

 

Council should retain Local Area Objective (f), “provide for new residential development in 

waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape”, and retain 

Performance Criteria P1.2 & P2.2 for building height, “and is not more than 7.5m”, whilst 

accepting all other proposed amendments to the Turners Beach SAP.  

 

Doing so would provide clarity to Council in relation to development outcomes, facilitate the 

protection of native vegetation and the local dune, whilst ensuring the unique character of 

Turners Beach is protected as the area continues to develop.  

 

 

 

- This section has been left intentionally blank -  

tracey
Typewritten text
Agenda item 9.07
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Extended Response: 

 

Subject: Local Area Objective (f), “provide for new residential development in waterfront 

locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape” 

 

Council Amendment: Removed. 

 

Rationale: In conflict with TBSAP setback and height standards (existing and proposed). 

 

Submission Response:  The SAP’s objective to ensure that natural amenity is prioritized 

over residential development is required to ensure that new residential development, reliant on 

performance criteria P1.2 and / or P2.2 are designed appropriately for the natural setting of 

Turners Beach, particularly when viewed from the coast. It provides a crucial link between the 

considerations under the performance criteria to the overall Local Area Objectives. Objective (f) 

provides design considerations for developers not dissimilar to considerations (c), (d), (e) & (f) 

under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2, as listed below. 

 

(c) the relationship between appearance and design characteristics of the buildings and 

any buildings on adjacent land;  

 

(d) the apparent building height when viewed from a frontage road and adjacent land in 

another zone;  

 

(e) the effect of the slope and orientation of the site and adjacent land on apparent 

building height; 

 

(f) the effect and durability of screening to attenuate impact of the building to view from a 

frontage road or from adjacent land in another zone; 

 

Each of these considerations requires that development, both residential and non-residential, 

looking to build above 5.5m up to a building height of 7.5m (current max), take into account their 

visual impact upon surrounding properties and land. Council clearly recognises the importance 

of these considerations, as all four have remained in the proposed TBSAP. Why then would 

Council take out the only objective that requires the protection of natural amenity in a similar 

manner? 

 
Note: To demonstrate the importance of protecting coastal amenity, not only in Tasmania but around Australia, the 

following section includes 28 instances where the protection of coastal amenity is a clear objective in a State 

Government endorsed document from either Victoria, New South Wales, Queensland or Tasmania. Given more time 

to review State Government Documentation, this list would likely include every coastal State or Territory in Australia. 

 

Council’s reasoning to remove objective (f) on the grounds it is “in conflict with TBSAP setback 

and height standards”, indicates that the current setback and height performance standards are 

already putting the coastal amenity at risk. Rather than remove the objective and forsake the 
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protection of the Turners Beach coastline, Council should be looking to strengthen the 

development controls that ensure its protection. 

 

Any amendments made to the Turners Beach SAP that weaken the protection of coastline 

amenity (such as removing objective (f) and increasing the acceptable height under P1.2 or 

P2.2 to 8.5m) would be in conflict with the directives given by each of the State Governments 

referenced in the following section and Council’s obligation to protect coastal amenity. 

 

Protecting Coastal Amenity as a Design Principal around Australia: 

 

Victoria: Siting and Design Guidelines for Structures on Victorian Coast.1  

● “New structures should minimize their footprint, including their height. The height and 

scale of any structure should be designed to be appropriate to its context” p. 13 

● “Is the form and line of the proposed structure sympathetic to the surrounding landscape 

and context?” p. 19 

● “Is the structure appropriate in scale, relative to the line of the landscape?” p. 19 

● “Does the structure enrich and not impede views to and from the coast?” p.21 

● “Does the structure maintain important public views, vistas and sightlines?” p.21 

● “Does the structure blend with and complement the local coastal character?” p.21 

● “Ocean and beach views greatly enrich our coastal experience and connection with 

nature. It is important to frame, maintain and optimize existing views of unique features 

through careful siting and design that does not involve the removal of vegetation or 

intrusion into existing or potential view lines.” p.50 

 

NSW: Coastal Design Guidelines.2 

● Outcome B: “Ensure the built environment is appropriate for the coast and local context” 

p. 32 

● Outcome B1: “Respond to and protect elements that make the place special” p.32 

● Outcome B1a: “Integrate development within the natural topography of the site and 

ensure land use, building scale and height respond sympathetically to coastal 

landforms.” p.32 

● Outcome B1d: “Ensure that lot sizes, building heights and density are appropriate for the 

coastal settlement, and complement the existing or desired local character, supported by 

place-based strategies.” p.32 

● Outcome B2c: “Consider effects on scenic values and maintain publicly accessible views 

to significant landmarks.” p.32 

● Outcome B2d: “Ensure that building heights consider the effect on views from different 

vantage points.” p.32 

● Outcome B2e: “Retain or create views from public spaces. Prioritize this over creating 

views from private property” p.32 

● Outcome C3: “Protect public amenity” 

 
1 Siting and Design Guidelines For Structures on Victorian Coast 
2 NSW Coastal Design Guidelines 2023 
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● Outcome C3a: “Avoid development that will overshadow the beach, foreshore or public 

domain. Apply the standard that there must be no overshadowing before 4 pm 

(midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern Daylight Saving Time).” p.35 

● Outcome C3b: “Protect the amenity of public spaces from buildings, structures or land 

uses that may be visually and/or acoustically intrusive or create wind funnels.” 

● 4.31a: “Use building type, scale, height and aspect to ensure development integrates 

with, and does not dominate, coastal landforms and other elements of the coastal 

environment (for example, keep building mass below tree canopy and ridge lines).” p.47 

● 4.31c: “Protect and enhance view corridors to and from the foreshore, water bodies and 

natural features.” p.47 

● 4.21d: “Locate and design development to limit the visual intrusion of buildings when 

viewed from public spaces, and the overshadowing of beaches, foreshores and the 

public domain before 4 pm (midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern Daylight Saving Time).” p.47 

 

Queensland Coastal Plan 2011 (7. Buildings and structures on State coastal land)3 

● 7.2: “Buildings and structures are to be located, designed, constructed and operated to 

complement the landscape characteristics of the natural environment, and in particular: 

○ a) not alter the amenity and character of the area” p.14 

● 4.1 “The dominance of the natural character of the coast is to be maintained or 

enhanced when viewed from the foreshore” p.51 

● “Where the existing scenic amenity values of the coast draw heavily on a predominantly 

natural undeveloped landscape character, new development should be undertaken in a 

manner which maintains or enhances the dominance of this character. Such 

development is to be located and designed to minimize significant losses of natural 

character when viewed from the foreshore.” p.51 

 

FACT SHEET 3 - TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME – RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT4 

● “Local character will also be protected through the Tasmanian Planning Scheme through 

the application of the Local Historic Heritage Code and local area objectives.  There are 

also opportunities for specific area plans to manage the unique areas of the State.” p.2 

 

State Coastal Policy 1996 (Tasmania)5 

Natural and cultural values of the coast shall be protected 

● “That the natural character of the coastal zone is of special cultural value to Tasmanians 

and to visitors from elsewhere” p.5 

 

The coast shall be used and developed in a sustainable manner 

● “that the coastal environment is being affected by activities, uses and development 

occurring outside the coastal zone.” p.6 

 

 
3 Queensland Coastal Plan 2011 
4 Fact Sheet 3 - Tasmanian Planning Scheme - Residential Development 
5 State Coastal Policy 1996 
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● “1.1.10. The design and siting of buildings, engineering works and other infrastructure, 

including access routes in the coastal zone, will be subject to planning controls to ensure 

compatibility with natural landscapes.” p.9 

 

● “2.1.3. Siting, design, construction and maintenance of buildings, engineering works and 

other infrastructure, including access routes within the coastal zone will be sensitive to 

the natural and aesthetic qualities of the coastal environment.” p.9 

 

Furthering the argument that the retention of objective (f) is critical to the protection of coastal 

amenity, (even before considering the additional amendment to raise the performance solution 

building height, which will only exacerbate the problem), design considerations (d), (e) & (f) 

under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 have been unsuccessful in protecting the amenity of 

Turners Beach.  

 

There are now multiple dwellings protruding above the dune vegetation as viewed from the 

beach and therefore fail to meet considerations (d), (e) & (f). Turners Beach is “adjacent land” 

consistent with the specifications in each of these three clauses and building above 5.5m (the 

current acceptable solutions building height) to a height visible from the beach should not have 

been permitted as the structures would have been in conflict with each of these clauses. 

 

This is additional evidence that the current development controls are not strong enough to 

protect the amenity of Turners Beach and should not be weakened through the removal of 

objective (f) and a 1m increase to performance solution building height under P1.2 & P2.2.  

 

To be consistent with nationwide coastal design principles, Council must retain objective (f) to 

require the consideration of the coastal amenity in performance based development approvals. 

 

Subject: Clause CCO-S5.7.1-(P1.2) “and is not more than 7.5m” 

 
Note: The following information also applies to any changes to performance criteria P2.2 

 

Council Amendment: Increase from “and is not more than 7.5m” to, “and is not more than 

8.5m” (1m increase). 

 

Rationale: The height is proposed to be changed to 8.5m (1m increase) under the 

Performance Criteria, which would be the mandatory allowable height. This increase would 

make the potential final height of buildings more in line with the Acceptable Solution height 

under the General Residential Zone and in line with existing heights of several other properties 

built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP. 

 

Submission Response: Council’s rationale to increase the building height of the Turners 

Beach SAP to bring it more in line with the acceptable solution for the General Residential Zone 

entirely defeats the purpose of having a specific area plan. These considerations are by 
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definition supposed to be specific, not general. Making this change to bring Turners Beach in 

line with other areas will eliminate much of the character that makes it unique.  

 

Supplementary to this claim, Council also stated that; 

 

“This increase would make the potential final height of buildings more in line . . . with existing 

heights of several other properties built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP.” 6 

 

While it may be the case that there are some buildings throughout Turners Beach that were built 

before the TBSAP, this statement does not provide any planning rationale for an amendment to 

building height. The fact that these houses were built to a level that was later considered 

unacceptable in Turners Beach, indicates that Council should continue to restrict development 

above 7.5m, rather than aggravate the problem by increasing the height elsewhere to match 

these unfortunate transgressions. 

 

Best practice in planning and development is continually updated and improved (as indicated by 

the 28 contemporary coastal design guidelines referenced earlier). Council should be using this 

new information to enforce increasingly intelligent controls for the protection of the coast. 

Instead, it appears that Council is giving in to pressure from developers and trying to increase 

building height because of the few houses built above the current SAP height allowance.  

 

Moving forward Council needs to recognise that the houses built above 7.5m and visible from 

should not have been permitted, but given the limited planning controls at the time they were 

unavoidable. What is important now is that Council does not do anything to weaken the planning 

controls (such as increase the performance height from 7.5m to 8.5m) and instead strengthen 

the ways in which coastal amenity is protected. 

 

To ensure the ongoing protection of the coastal amenity of Turners Beach, Council should retain 

a maximum height on development under clause P1.2 and P2.2 at 7.5m 

 

Subject: Access to consultation information. 

 

The report to Council amending the Turners Beach SAP referenced various community 

consultation sessions and an online survey7 as evidence that the proposed changes “would 

reflect the general aspirations of the Turners Beach community”.  

 

Upon requesting evidence (redacted for anonymity if required) in the form of survey results or 

notes from the community consultation sessions, I was informed by Daryl Connelly on the 22nd 

December 2023 that the changes were “based on the views of staff and elected members, and 

 
6 Draft Amendment LPS2023002 TO THE TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - CENTRAL COAST            
p. 48-50 
7 Draft Amendment LPS2023002 TO THE TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - CENTRAL COAST            
p. 46 
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consideration of anecdotal feedback received from the community. We are not suggesting that 

the proposed changes are reliant on empirical evidence.”  

 

Following this statement no notes from any community consultation were provided to support 

Council’s claim.  

 

Instead it was stated that Council “was unable to locate any notes the former Manager made 

during the consultation sessions.” 8 In relation to the sharing of survey results to justify Council’s 

claim, Council stated that “Dozens of hard copy and electronic surveys were completed, 

however as we have no way of providing and excluding duplicates, they can’t be relied on for 

any quantitative analysis.” 

 

The only reference to community consultation that Council was able to provide were notes from 

the Community Representatives Committee Meetings held on the 26 August 2021 and 25 

November 2021. Given that these are over 2 years old and the minutes contain no information 

to suggest there was any substantial discussion on the proposed amendments to the TBSAP, 

there appears to be no evidence that the proposed changes will be in line with community 

aspirations whatsoever and is reason enough to refuse any amendments to building height 

controls. 

 

This does not instill confidence that Council is acting in line with the “general aspirations” of the 

community. Council has been unable to present any evidence of consultation, either from 

community sessions or a survey. The last reference made on the Turners Beach Specific Area 

Plan was over 2 years ago. How then can Council in good faith make amendments to 

something as controversial as building height controls and the weakening of coastal amenity 

with no proof that the community supports these changes? 

 

Conclusion: 

 

The proposed amendments to the Turners Beach Specific Area Plan (SAP) present both 

commendable improvements and potential risks to the unique character of Turners Beach. 

While the dedication of time and effort by the Council towards preserving the area's native 

vegetation and dune is evident, caution must be exercised to avoid harm. 

 

The proposed removal of Local Area Objective (f) and the increase in Performance Criteria P1.2 

from 7.5m to 8.5m are two changes that should not be made. Objective (f) plays a crucial role in 

guiding development in harmony with the natural landscape, and its removal would compromise 

the protection of coastal amenity. Furthermore, the proposed height increase would increase the 

likelihood of structures overlooking the dune, further eroding the amenity of the natural 

coastline. Furthermore, the rationale that the changes would bring Turners Beach in line with 

other general residential areas contradicts the specificity intended for the Turners Beach SAP, 

diluting its character for the sake of alignment with broader standards. 

 
8 Email from Daryl Connelly dated 3rd January 2024. 
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The argument for retaining objective (f) is its alignment with national coastal design principles 

and the responsibility of Council in protecting coastal amenity. The supporting evidence from 

other Australian states reinforces the importance of considering environmental context in 

development decisions, and Turners Beach should be no exception. 

 

Regarding the building height amendment, maintaining the current limit of 7.5m under 

Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 is required to uphold the unique identity of Turners Beach, 

reduce the risk of development imposing on the visual amenity of the coastline, and prevent the 

area from conforming to general standards that compromise its character. 

 

In conjunction with these issues, concerns surrounding the transparency and legitimacy of the 

consultation process are significant. Council has been unable to provide any evidence to 

suggest that proposed changes are in line with community aspirations. Council has admitted 

that the results from the survey “can’t be relied on” and that they were “unable to locate any 

notes the former Manager made during the consultation sessions.” 

 

In light of these considerations, Council should retain Local Area Objective (f) and uphold the 

current building height limit of 7.5m, whilst accepting all other controls that enhance the 

protection of the natural environment. This will not only preserve the character of Turners Beach 

but will ensure best practice in coastal development and exemplify a commitment to responsible 

and community-informed decision-making in the Central Coast. 
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Note: To Whom it may concern, this submission has been written in cooperation with other 

concerned residents of Turners Beach. Please take care not to disregard similar submissions on 

the grounds they are duplicates. Instead, view these duplicate / similar submissions as an 

illustration of shared sentiment rather than clerical error. 

 

Signed: Isobel Horniblow - 7/01/2024 

 
 

This is a submission in response to the recent report amending the Turners Beach Specific Area 

Plan (SAP) as part of a wider review of all SAP’s within the Central Coast Local Provisions 

Schedule. Having read through the document I am pleased to see that Council has dedicated a 

significant amount of time and effort towards the preservation of what makes Turners Beach a 

unique and desirable place to live. The revision of Plan Purpose CCO-S5.1.1, in addition to the 

new purposes CCO-S5.1.2 and CCO-S5.1.3 sets a stronger framework through which 

development and use outcomes can be achieved within Turners Beach. 

 

With that said, there are two (2) proposed changes that will substantially undermine the 

character of Turners Beach if Council supports the new Specific Area Plan without rejecting 

these amendments.  

 

The amendments are as follows; 

 

1. Remove Local Area Objective (f) which reads: “provide for new residential development 

in waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape” 

 

2. Increase the Performance Criteria P1.2 from “and is not more than 7.5m” to, “and is not 

more than 8.5m” 

 
Note: As Council has not exhibited any documents proposing amendments to performance criteria P2.2 within the 

Turners Beach Specific Area Plan, it is assumed no changes will be made to this performance criteria as this would 

be in breach of Council’s legislated requirements for community consultation.  

 

Council should retain Local Area Objective (f), “provide for new residential development in 

waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape”, and retain 

Performance Criteria P1.2 & P2.2 for building height, “and is not more than 7.5m”, whilst 

accepting all other proposed amendments to the Turners Beach SAP.  

 

Doing so would provide clarity to Council in relation to development outcomes, facilitate the 

protection of native vegetation and the local dune, whilst ensuring the unique character of 

Turners Beach is protected as the area continues to develop.  

 

 

 

- This section has been left intentionally blank -  
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Extended Response: 

 

Subject: Local Area Objective (f), “provide for new residential development in waterfront 

locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape” 

 

Council Amendment: Removed. 

 

Rationale: In conflict with TBSAP setback and height standards (existing and proposed). 

 

Submission Response:  The SAP’s objective to ensure that natural amenity is prioritized 

over residential development is required to ensure that new residential development, reliant on 

performance criteria P1.2 and / or P2.2 are designed appropriately for the natural setting of 

Turners Beach, particularly when viewed from the coast. It provides a crucial link between the 

considerations under the performance criteria to the overall Local Area Objectives. Objective (f) 

provides design considerations for developers not dissimilar to considerations (c), (d), (e) & (f) 

under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2, as listed below. 

 

(c) the relationship between appearance and design characteristics of the buildings and 

any buildings on adjacent land;  

 

(d) the apparent building height when viewed from a frontage road and adjacent land in 

another zone;  

 

(e) the effect of the slope and orientation of the site and adjacent land on apparent 

building height; 

 

(f) the effect and durability of screening to attenuate impact of the building to view from a 

frontage road or from adjacent land in another zone; 

 

Each of these considerations requires that development, both residential and non-residential, 

looking to build above 5.5m up to a building height of 7.5m (current max), take into account their 

visual impact upon surrounding properties and land. Council clearly recognises the importance 

of these considerations, as all four have remained in the proposed TBSAP. Why then would 

Council take out the only objective that requires the protection of natural amenity in a similar 

manner? 

 
Note: To demonstrate the importance of protecting coastal amenity, not only in Tasmania but around Australia, the 

following section includes 28 instances where the protection of coastal amenity is a clear objective in a State 

Government endorsed document from either Victoria, New South Wales, Queensland or Tasmania. Given more time 

to review State Government Documentation, this list would likely include every coastal State or Territory in Australia. 

 

Council’s reasoning to remove objective (f) on the grounds it is “in conflict with TBSAP setback 

and height standards”, indicates that the current setback and height performance standards are 

already putting the coastal amenity at risk. Rather than remove the objective and forsake the 
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protection of the Turners Beach coastline, Council should be looking to strengthen the 

development controls that ensure its protection. 

 

Any amendments made to the Turners Beach SAP that weaken the protection of coastline 

amenity (such as removing objective (f) and increasing the acceptable height under P1.2 or 

P2.2 to 8.5m) would be in conflict with the directives given by each of the State Governments 

referenced in the following section and Council’s obligation to protect coastal amenity. 

 

Protecting Coastal Amenity as a Design Principal around Australia: 

 

Victoria: Siting and Design Guidelines for Structures on Victorian Coast.1  

● “New structures should minimize their footprint, including their height. The height and 

scale of any structure should be designed to be appropriate to its context” p. 13 

● “Is the form and line of the proposed structure sympathetic to the surrounding landscape 

and context?” p. 19 

● “Is the structure appropriate in scale, relative to the line of the landscape?” p. 19 

● “Does the structure enrich and not impede views to and from the coast?” p.21 

● “Does the structure maintain important public views, vistas and sightlines?” p.21 

● “Does the structure blend with and complement the local coastal character?” p.21 

● “Ocean and beach views greatly enrich our coastal experience and connection with 

nature. It is important to frame, maintain and optimize existing views of unique features 

through careful siting and design that does not involve the removal of vegetation or 

intrusion into existing or potential view lines.” p.50 

 

NSW: Coastal Design Guidelines.2 

● Outcome B: “Ensure the built environment is appropriate for the coast and local context” 

p. 32 

● Outcome B1: “Respond to and protect elements that make the place special” p.32 

● Outcome B1a: “Integrate development within the natural topography of the site and 

ensure land use, building scale and height respond sympathetically to coastal 

landforms.” p.32 

● Outcome B1d: “Ensure that lot sizes, building heights and density are appropriate for the 

coastal settlement, and complement the existing or desired local character, supported by 

place-based strategies.” p.32 

● Outcome B2c: “Consider effects on scenic values and maintain publicly accessible views 

to significant landmarks.” p.32 

● Outcome B2d: “Ensure that building heights consider the effect on views from different 

vantage points.” p.32 

● Outcome B2e: “Retain or create views from public spaces. Prioritize this over creating 

views from private property” p.32 

● Outcome C3: “Protect public amenity” 

 
1 Siting and Design Guidelines For Structures on Victorian Coast 
2 NSW Coastal Design Guidelines 2023 
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● Outcome C3a: “Avoid development that will overshadow the beach, foreshore or public 

domain. Apply the standard that there must be no overshadowing before 4 pm 

(midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern Daylight Saving Time).” p.35 

● Outcome C3b: “Protect the amenity of public spaces from buildings, structures or land 

uses that may be visually and/or acoustically intrusive or create wind funnels.” 

● 4.31a: “Use building type, scale, height and aspect to ensure development integrates 

with, and does not dominate, coastal landforms and other elements of the coastal 

environment (for example, keep building mass below tree canopy and ridge lines).” p.47 

● 4.31c: “Protect and enhance view corridors to and from the foreshore, water bodies and 

natural features.” p.47 

● 4.21d: “Locate and design development to limit the visual intrusion of buildings when 

viewed from public spaces, and the overshadowing of beaches, foreshores and the 

public domain before 4 pm (midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern Daylight Saving Time).” p.47 

 

Queensland Coastal Plan 2011 (7. Buildings and structures on State coastal land)3 

● 7.2: “Buildings and structures are to be located, designed, constructed and operated to 

complement the landscape characteristics of the natural environment, and in particular: 

○ a) not alter the amenity and character of the area” p.14 

● 4.1 “The dominance of the natural character of the coast is to be maintained or 

enhanced when viewed from the foreshore” p.51 

● “Where the existing scenic amenity values of the coast draw heavily on a predominantly 

natural undeveloped landscape character, new development should be undertaken in a 

manner which maintains or enhances the dominance of this character. Such 

development is to be located and designed to minimize significant losses of natural 

character when viewed from the foreshore.” p.51 

 

FACT SHEET 3 - TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME – RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT4 

● “Local character will also be protected through the Tasmanian Planning Scheme through 

the application of the Local Historic Heritage Code and local area objectives.  There are 

also opportunities for specific area plans to manage the unique areas of the State.” p.2 

 

State Coastal Policy 1996 (Tasmania)5 

Natural and cultural values of the coast shall be protected 

● “That the natural character of the coastal zone is of special cultural value to Tasmanians 

and to visitors from elsewhere” p.5 

 

The coast shall be used and developed in a sustainable manner 

● “that the coastal environment is being affected by activities, uses and development 

occurring outside the coastal zone.” p.6 

 

 
3 Queensland Coastal Plan 2011 
4 Fact Sheet 3 - Tasmanian Planning Scheme - Residential Development 
5 State Coastal Policy 1996 
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● “1.1.10. The design and siting of buildings, engineering works and other infrastructure, 

including access routes in the coastal zone, will be subject to planning controls to ensure 

compatibility with natural landscapes.” p.9 

 

● “2.1.3. Siting, design, construction and maintenance of buildings, engineering works and 

other infrastructure, including access routes within the coastal zone will be sensitive to 

the natural and aesthetic qualities of the coastal environment.” p.9 

 

Furthering the argument that the retention of objective (f) is critical to the protection of coastal 

amenity, (even before considering the additional amendment to raise the performance solution 

building height, which will only exacerbate the problem), design considerations (d), (e) & (f) 

under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 have been unsuccessful in protecting the amenity of 

Turners Beach.  

 

There are now multiple dwellings protruding above the dune vegetation as viewed from the 

beach and therefore fail to meet considerations (d), (e) & (f). Turners Beach is “adjacent land” 

consistent with the specifications in each of these three clauses and building above 5.5m (the 

current acceptable solutions building height) to a height visible from the beach should not have 

been permitted as the structures would have been in conflict with each of these clauses. 

 

This is additional evidence that the current development controls are not strong enough to 

protect the amenity of Turners Beach and should not be weakened through the removal of 

objective (f) and a 1m increase to performance solution building height under P1.2 & P2.2.  

 

To be consistent with nationwide coastal design principles, Council must retain objective (f) to 

require the consideration of the coastal amenity in performance based development approvals. 

 

Subject: Clause CCO-S5.7.1-(P1.2) “and is not more than 7.5m” 

 
Note: The following information also applies to any changes to performance criteria P2.2 

 

Council Amendment: Increase from “and is not more than 7.5m” to, “and is not more than 

8.5m” (1m increase). 

 

Rationale: The height is proposed to be changed to 8.5m (1m increase) under the 

Performance Criteria, which would be the mandatory allowable height. This increase would 

make the potential final height of buildings more in line with the Acceptable Solution height 

under the General Residential Zone and in line with existing heights of several other properties 

built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP. 

 

Submission Response: Council’s rationale to increase the building height of the Turners 

Beach SAP to bring it more in line with the acceptable solution for the General Residential Zone 

entirely defeats the purpose of having a specific area plan. These considerations are by 
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definition supposed to be specific, not general. Making this change to bring Turners Beach in 

line with other areas will eliminate much of the character that makes it unique.  

 

Supplementary to this claim, Council also stated that; 

 

“This increase would make the potential final height of buildings more in line . . . with existing 

heights of several other properties built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP.” 6 

 

While it may be the case that there are some buildings throughout Turners Beach that were built 

before the TBSAP, this statement does not provide any planning rationale for an amendment to 

building height. The fact that these houses were built to a level that was later considered 

unacceptable in Turners Beach, indicates that Council should continue to restrict development 

above 7.5m, rather than aggravate the problem by increasing the height elsewhere to match 

these unfortunate transgressions. 

 

Best practice in planning and development is continually updated and improved (as indicated by 

the 28 contemporary coastal design guidelines referenced earlier). Council should be using this 

new information to enforce increasingly intelligent controls for the protection of the coast. 

Instead, it appears that Council is giving in to pressure from developers and trying to increase 

building height because of the few houses built above the current SAP height allowance.  

 

Moving forward Council needs to recognise that the houses built above 7.5m and visible from 

should not have been permitted, but given the limited planning controls at the time they were 

unavoidable. What is important now is that Council does not do anything to weaken the planning 

controls (such as increase the performance height from 7.5m to 8.5m) and instead strengthen 

the ways in which coastal amenity is protected. 

 

To ensure the ongoing protection of the coastal amenity of Turners Beach, Council should retain 

a maximum height on development under clause P1.2 and P2.2 at 7.5m 

 

Subject: Access to consultation information. 

 

The report to Council amending the Turners Beach SAP referenced various community 

consultation sessions and an online survey7 as evidence that the proposed changes “would 

reflect the general aspirations of the Turners Beach community”.  

 

Upon requesting evidence (redacted for anonymity if required) in the form of survey results or 

notes from the community consultation sessions, I was informed by Daryl Connelly on the 22nd 

December 2023 that the changes were “based on the views of staff and elected members, and 

 
6 Draft Amendment LPS2023002 TO THE TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - CENTRAL COAST            
p. 48-50 
7 Draft Amendment LPS2023002 TO THE TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - CENTRAL COAST            
p. 46 



 

7/8 

consideration of anecdotal feedback received from the community. We are not suggesting that 

the proposed changes are reliant on empirical evidence.”  

 

Following this statement no notes from any community consultation were provided to support 

Council’s claim.  

 

Instead it was stated that Council “was unable to locate any notes the former Manager made 

during the consultation sessions.” 8 In relation to the sharing of survey results to justify Council’s 

claim, Council stated that “Dozens of hard copy and electronic surveys were completed, 

however as we have no way of providing and excluding duplicates, they can’t be relied on for 

any quantitative analysis.” 

 

The only reference to community consultation that Council was able to provide were notes from 

the Community Representatives Committee Meetings held on the 26 August 2021 and 25 

November 2021. Given that these are over 2 years old and the minutes contain no information 

to suggest there was any substantial discussion on the proposed amendments to the TBSAP, 

there appears to be no evidence that the proposed changes will be in line with community 

aspirations whatsoever and is reason enough to refuse any amendments to building height 

controls. 

 

This does not instill confidence that Council is acting in line with the “general aspirations” of the 

community. Council has been unable to present any evidence of consultation, either from 

community sessions or a survey. The last reference made on the Turners Beach Specific Area 

Plan was over 2 years ago. How then can Council in good faith make amendments to 

something as controversial as building height controls and the weakening of coastal amenity 

with no proof that the community supports these changes? 

 

Conclusion: 

 

The proposed amendments to the Turners Beach Specific Area Plan (SAP) present both 

commendable improvements and potential risks to the unique character of Turners Beach. 

While the dedication of time and effort by the Council towards preserving the area's native 

vegetation and dune is evident, caution must be exercised to avoid harm. 

 

The proposed removal of Local Area Objective (f) and the increase in Performance Criteria P1.2 

from 7.5m to 8.5m are two changes that should not be made. Objective (f) plays a crucial role in 

guiding development in harmony with the natural landscape, and its removal would compromise 

the protection of coastal amenity. Furthermore, the proposed height increase would increase the 

likelihood of structures overlooking the dune, further eroding the amenity of the natural 

coastline. Furthermore, the rationale that the changes would bring Turners Beach in line with 

other general residential areas contradicts the specificity intended for the Turners Beach SAP, 

diluting its character for the sake of alignment with broader standards. 

 
8 Email from Daryl Connelly dated 3rd January 2024. 
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The argument for retaining objective (f) is its alignment with national coastal design principles 

and the responsibility of Council in protecting coastal amenity. The supporting evidence from 

other Australian states reinforces the importance of considering environmental context in 

development decisions, and Turners Beach should be no exception. 

 

Regarding the building height amendment, maintaining the current limit of 7.5m under 

Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 is required to uphold the unique identity of Turners Beach, 

reduce the risk of development imposing on the visual amenity of the coastline, and prevent the 

area from conforming to general standards that compromise its character. 

 

In conjunction with these issues, concerns surrounding the transparency and legitimacy of the 

consultation process are significant. Council has been unable to provide any evidence to 

suggest that proposed changes are in line with community aspirations. Council has admitted 

that the results from the survey “can’t be relied on” and that they were “unable to locate any 

notes the former Manager made during the consultation sessions.” 

 

In light of these considerations, Council should retain Local Area Objective (f) and uphold the 

current building height limit of 7.5m, whilst accepting all other controls that enhance the 

protection of the natural environment. This will not only preserve the character of Turners Beach 

but will ensure best practice in coastal development and exemplify a commitment to responsible 

and community-informed decision-making in the Central Coast. 
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Turners Beach Coastcare Inc 
25 Turners Avenue, Turners Beach, TASMANIA 7315 

 

 

10th January, 2024 

 

 

General Manager 

Barry Omundson 

Central Coast Council 

19 King Edward Street 

ULVERSTONE  TAS  7315 

 

This is a submission in response to the recent report amending the Turners Beach Specific Area 

Plan (SAP) as part of a wider review of all SAP’s within the Central Coast Local Provisions 

Schedule. Having read through the document we are pleased to see that Council has dedicated 

a significant amount of time and effort towards the preservation of what makes Turners Beach a 

unique and desirable place to live. The revision of Plan Purpose CCO-S5.1.1, in addition to the 

new purposes CCO-S5.1.2 and CCO-S5.1.3 sets a stronger framework through which 

development and use outcomes can be achieved within Turners Beach. 

 

With that said, there are two (2) proposed changes that will substantially undermine the 

character of Turners Beach if Council supports the new Specific Area Plan without rejecting 

these amendments.  

 

The amendments are as follows; 

 

1. Remove Local Area Objective (f) which reads: “provide for new residential development 

in waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape” 

 

2. Increase the Performance Criteria P1.2 from “and is not more than 7.5m” to, “and is not 

more than 8.5m” 

 
Note: As Council has not exhibited any documents proposing amendments to performance criteria P2.2 within the 

Turners Beach Specific Area Plan, it is assumed no changes will be made to this performance criteria as this would 

be in breach of Council’s legislated requirements for community consultation.  

 

Council should retain Local Area Objective (f), “provide for new residential development in 

waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape” and retain 

Performance Criteria P1.2 & P2.2 for building height, “and is not more than 7.5m”, whilst 

accepting all other proposed amendments to the Turners Beach SAP.  
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Doing so would provide clarity to Council in relation to development outcomes, facilitate the 

protection of native vegetation and the local dune system, whilst ensuring the unique character 

of Turners Beach is protected as the area continues to develop.  

 

Extended Response: 

 

Subject: Local Area Objective (f), “provide for new residential development in waterfront 

locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape” 

 

Council Amendment: Removed. 

 

Rationale: In conflict with TBSAP setback and height standards (existing and proposed). 

 

Submission Response:  The SAP’s objective to ensure that natural amenity is prioritized 

over residential development is required to ensure that new residential development, reliant on 

performance criteria P1.2 and / or P2.2 are designed appropriately for the natural setting of 

Turners Beach, particularly when viewed from the coast. It provides a crucial link between the 

considerations under the performance criteria to the overall Local Area Objectives. Objective (f) 

provides design considerations for developers not dissimilar to considerations (c), (d), (e) & (f) 

under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2, as listed below. 

 

(c) the relationship between appearance and design characteristics of the buildings and 

any buildings on adjacent land;  

 

(d) the apparent building height when viewed from a frontage road and adjacent land in 

another zone;  

 

(e) the effect of the slope and orientation of the site and adjacent land on apparent 

building height; 

 

(f) the effect and durability of screening to attenuate impact of the building to view from a 

frontage road or from adjacent land in another zone; 

 

Each of these considerations requires that development, both residential and non-residential, 

looking to build above 5.5m up to a building height of 7.5m (current max), take into account their 

visual impact upon surrounding properties and land. Council clearly recognises the importance 

of these considerations, as all four have remained in the proposed TBSAP. Why then would 

Council take out the only objective that requires the protection of natural amenity in a similar 

manner? 

 
Note: To demonstrate the importance of protecting coastal amenity, not only in Tasmania but around Australia, the 

following section includes 28 instances where the protection of coastal amenity is a clear objective in a State 

Government endorsed document from either Victoria, New South Wales, Queensland or Tasmania. Given more time 

to review State Government Documentation, this list would likely include every coastal State or Territory in Australia. 
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Council’s reasoning to remove objective (f) on the grounds it is “in conflict with TBSAP setback 

and height standards”, indicates that the current setback and height performance standards are 

already putting the coastal amenity at risk. Rather than remove the objective and forsake the 

protection of the Turners Beach coastline, Council should be looking to strengthen the 

development controls that ensure its protection. 

 

Any amendments made to the Turners Beach SAP that weaken the protection of coastline 

amenity (such as removing objective (f) and increasing the acceptable height under P1.2 or 

P2.2 to 8.5m) would be in conflict with the directives given by each of the State Governments 

referenced in the following section and Council’s obligation to protect coastal amenity. 

 

Protecting Coastal Amenity as a Design Principal around Australia: 

 

Victoria: Siting and Design Guidelines for Structures on Victorian Coast.1  

● “New structures should minimize their footprint, including their height. The height and 

scale of any structure should be designed to be appropriate to its context” p. 13 

● “Is the form and line of the proposed structure sympathetic to the surrounding landscape 

and context?” p. 19 

● “Is the structure appropriate in scale, relative to the line of the landscape?” p. 19 

● “Does the structure enrich and not impede views to and from the coast?” p.21 

● “Does the structure maintain important public views, vistas and sightlines?” p.21 

● “Does the structure blend with and complement the local coastal character?” p.21 

● “Ocean and beach views greatly enrich our coastal experience and connection with 

nature. It is important to frame, maintain and optimize existing views of unique features 

through careful siting and design that does not involve the removal of vegetation or 

intrusion into existing or potential view lines.” p.50 

 

NSW: Coastal Design Guidelines.2 

● Outcome B: “Ensure the built environment is appropriate for the coast and local context” 

p. 32 

● Outcome B1: “Respond to and protect elements that make the place special” p.32 

● Outcome B1a: “Integrate development within the natural topography of the site and 

ensure land use, building scale and height respond sympathetically to coastal 

landforms.” p.32 

● Outcome B1d: “Ensure that lot sizes, building heights and density are appropriate for the 

coastal settlement, and complement the existing or desired local character, supported by 

place-based strategies.” p.32 

● Outcome B2c: “Consider effects on scenic values and maintain publicly accessible views 

to significant landmarks.” p.32 

 
1 Siting and Design Guidelines For Structures on Victorian Coast 
2 NSW Coastal Design Guidelines 2023 
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● Outcome B2d: “Ensure that building heights consider the effect on views from different 

vantage points.” p.32 

● Outcome B2e: “Retain or create views from public spaces. Prioritize this over creating 

views from private property” p.32 

● Outcome C3: “Protect public amenity” 

● Outcome C3a: “Avoid development that will overshadow the beach, foreshore or public 

domain. Apply the standard that there must be no overshadowing before 4 pm 

(midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern Daylight Saving Time).” p.35 

● Outcome C3b: “Protect the amenity of public spaces from buildings, structures or land 

uses that may be visually and/or acoustically intrusive or create wind funnels.” 

● 4.31a: “Use building type, scale, height and aspect to ensure development integrates 

with, and does not dominate, coastal landforms and other elements of the coastal 

environment (for example, keep building mass below tree canopy and ridge lines).” p.47 

● 4.31c: “Protect and enhance view corridors to and from the foreshore, water bodies and 

natural features.” p.47 

● 4.21d: “Locate and design development to limit the visual intrusion of buildings when 

viewed from public spaces, and the overshadowing of beaches, foreshores and the 

public domain before 4 pm (midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern Daylight Saving Time).” p.47 

 

Queensland Coastal Plan 2011 (7. Buildings and structures on State coastal land)3 

● 7.2: “Buildings and structures are to be located, designed, constructed and operated to 

complement the landscape characteristics of the natural environment, and in particular: 

○ a) not alter the amenity and character of the area” p.14 

● 4.1 “The dominance of the natural character of the coast is to be maintained or 

enhanced when viewed from the foreshore” p.51 

● “Where the existing scenic amenity values of the coast draw heavily on a predominantly 

natural undeveloped landscape character, new development should be undertaken in a 

manner which maintains or enhances the dominance of this character. Such 

development is to be located and designed to minimize significant losses of natural 

character when viewed from the foreshore.” p.51 

 

FACT SHEET 3 - TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME – RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT4 

● “Local character will also be protected through the Tasmanian Planning Scheme through 

the application of the Local Historic Heritage Code and local area objectives.  There are 

also opportunities for specific area plans to manage the unique areas of the State.” p.2 

 

State Coastal Policy 1996 (Tasmania)5 

Natural and cultural values of the coast shall be protected 

● “That the natural character of the coastal zone is of special cultural value to Tasmanians 

and to visitors from elsewhere” p.5 

 

 
3 Queensland Coastal Plan 2011 
4 Fact Sheet 3 - Tasmanian Planning Scheme - Residential Development 
5 State Coastal Policy 1996 
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The coast shall be used and developed in a sustainable manner 

● “that the coastal environment is being affected by activities, uses and development 

occurring outside the coastal zone.” p.6 

 

● “1.1.10. The design and siting of buildings, engineering works and other infrastructure, 

including access routes in the coastal zone, will be subject to planning controls to ensure 

compatibility with natural landscapes.” p.9 

 

● “2.1.3. Siting, design, construction and maintenance of buildings, engineering works and 

other infrastructure, including access routes within the coastal zone will be sensitive to 

the natural and aesthetic qualities of the coastal environment.” p.9 

 

Furthering the argument that the retention of objective (f) is critical to the protection of coastal 

amenity, (even before considering the additional amendment to raise the performance solution 

building height, which will only exacerbate the problem), design considerations (d), (e) & (f) 

under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 have been unsuccessful in protecting the amenity of 

Turners Beach.  

 

There are now multiple dwellings protruding above the dune vegetation as viewed from the 

beach and therefore fail to meet considerations (d), (e) & (f). Turners Beach is “adjacent land” 

consistent with the specifications in each of these three clauses and building above 5.5m (the 

current acceptable solutions building height) to a height visible from the beach should not have 

been permitted as the structures would have conflicted with each of these clauses. 

 

This is additional evidence that the current development controls are not strong enough to 

protect the amenity of Turners Beach and should not be weakened through the removal of 

objective (f) and a 1m increase to performance solution building height under P1.2 & P2.2.  

 

To be consistent with nationwide coastal design principles, Council must retain objective (f) to 

require the consideration of the coastal amenity in performance based development approvals. 

 

Subject: Clause CCO-S5.7.1-(P1.2) “and is not more than 7.5m” 

 
Note: The following information also applies to any changes to performance criteria P2.2 

 

Council Amendment: Increase from “and is not more than 7.5m” to, “and is not more than 

8.5m” (1m increase). 

 

Rationale: The height is proposed to be changed to 8.5m (1m increase) under the 

Performance Criteria, which would be the mandatory allowable height. This increase would 

make the potential final height of buildings more in line with the Acceptable Solution height 

under the General Residential Zone and in line with existing heights of several other properties 

built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP. 
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Submission Response: Council’s rationale to increase the building height of the Turners 

Beach SAP to bring it more in line with the acceptable solution for the General Residential Zone 

entirely defeats the purpose of having a specific area plan. These considerations are by 

definition supposed to be specific, not general. Making this change to bring Turners Beach in 

line with other areas will eliminate much of the character that makes it unique.  

 

Supplementary to this claim, Council also stated that; 

 

“This increase would make the potential final height of buildings more in line . . . with existing 

heights of several other properties built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP.” 6 

 

While it may be the case that there are some buildings throughout Turners Beach that were built 

before the TBSAP, this statement does not provide any planning rationale for an amendment to 

building height. The fact that these houses were built to a level that was later considered 

unacceptable in Turners Beach, indicates that Council should continue to restrict development 

above 7.5m, rather than aggravate the problem by increasing the height elsewhere to match 

these unfortunate transgressions. 

 

Best practice in planning and development is continually updated and improved (as indicated by 

the 28 contemporary coastal design guidelines referenced earlier). Council should be using this 

new information to enforce increasingly intelligent controls for the protection of the coast. 

Instead, it appears that Council is giving in to pressure from developers and trying to increase 

building height because of the few houses built above the current SAP height allowance.  

 

Moving forward Council needs to recognise that the houses built above 7.5m should not have 

been permitted, but given the limited planning controls at the time they were unavoidable. What 

is important now is that Council does not do anything to weaken the planning controls (such as 

increase the performance height from 7.5m to 8.5m) and instead strengthen the ways in which 

coastal amenity is protected. 

 

To ensure the ongoing protection of the coastal amenity of Turners Beach, Council should retain 

a maximum height on development under clause P1.2 and P2.2 at 7.5m 

 

Subject: Access to consultation information. 

 

The report to Council amending the Turners Beach SAP referenced various community 

consultation sessions and an online survey7 as evidence that the proposed changes “would 

reflect the general aspirations of the Turners Beach community”.  

 

 
6 Draft Amendment LPS2023002 TO THE TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - CENTRAL COAST            
p. 48-50 
7 Draft Amendment LPS2023002 TO THE TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - CENTRAL COAST            
p. 46 
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Upon requesting evidence (redacted for anonymity if required) in the form of survey results or 

notes from the community consultation sessions, we were informed by Daryl Connelly on the 

22nd December 2023 that the changes were “based on the views of staff and elected members, 

and consideration of anecdotal feedback received from the community. We are not suggesting 

that the proposed changes are reliant on empirical evidence.”  

 

Following this statement, no notes from any community consultation were provided to support 

Council’s claim.  

 

Instead, it was stated that Council “was unable to locate any notes the former Manager made 

during the consultation sessions.” 8 In relation to the sharing of survey results to justify Council’s 

claim, Council stated that “Dozens of hard copy and electronic surveys were completed, 

however, as we have no way of providing and excluding duplicates, they can’t be relied on for 

any quantitative analysis.” 

 

The only reference to community consultation that Council was able to provide were notes from 

the Community Representatives Committee Meetings held on the 26 August 2021 and 25 

November 2021. Given that these are over 2 years old and the minutes contain no information 

to suggest there was any substantial discussion on the proposed amendments to the TBSAP, 

there appears to be no evidence that the proposed changes will be in line with community 

aspirations whatsoever and is reason enough to refuse any amendments to building height 

controls. 

 

This does not instill confidence that Council is acting in line with the “general aspirations” of the 

community. Council has been unable to present any evidence of consultation, either from 

community sessions or a survey. The last reference made on the Turners Beach Specific Area 

Plan was over 2 years ago. How then can Council, in good faith, make amendments to 

something as controversial as building height controls and the weakening of coastal amenity 

with no proof that the community supports these changes? 

 

Conclusion: 

 

The proposed amendments to the Turners Beach Specific Area Plan (SAP) present both 

commendable improvements and potential risks to the unique character of Turners Beach. 

While the dedication of time and effort by the Council towards preserving the area's native 

vegetation and dune is evident, caution must be exercised to avoid harm. 

 

The proposed removal of Local Area Objective (f) and the increase in Performance Criteria P1.2 

from 7.5m to 8.5m are two changes that should not be made. Objective (f) plays a crucial role in 

guiding development in harmony with the natural landscape, and its removal would compromise 

the protection of coastal amenity. Furthermore, the proposed height increase would increase the 

likelihood of structures overlooking the dune, further eroding the amenity of the natural 

 
8 Email from Daryl Connelly dated 3rd January 2024. 
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coastline. The rationale that the changes would bring Turners Beach in line with other general 

residential areas contradicts the specificity intended for the Turners Beach SAP, diluting its 

character for the sake of alignment with broader standards. 

 

The argument for retaining objective (f) is its alignment with National coastal design principles 

and the responsibility of Council in protecting coastal amenity. The supporting evidence from 

other Australian States reinforces the importance of considering environmental context in 

development decisions, and Turners Beach should be no exception. 

 

Regarding the building height amendment, maintaining the current limit of 7.5m under 

Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 is required to uphold the unique identity of Turners Beach, 

reduce the risk of development imposing on the visual amenity of the coastline, and prevent the 

area from conforming to general standards that compromise its character. 

 

In conjunction with these issues, concerns surrounding the transparency and legitimacy of the 

consultation process are significant. Council has been unable to provide any evidence to 

suggest that proposed changes are in line with community aspirations. Council has admitted 

that the results from the survey “can’t be relied on” and that they were “unable to locate any 

notes the former Manager made during the consultation sessions.” 

 

In light of these considerations, Council should retain Local Area Objective (f) and uphold the 

current building height limit of 7.5m, whilst accepting all other controls that enhance the 

protection of the natural environment. This will not only preserve the character of Turners Beach 

but will ensure best practice in coastal development and exemplify a commitment to responsible 

and community-informed decision-making in the Central Coast. 

 

Yours sincerely 

Wendy Horniblow on behalf of Turners Beach Coastcare Inc. 
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Note: To Whom it may concern, this submission has been written in cooperation with other

concerned residents of Turners Beach. Please take care not to disregard similar submissions on
the grounds they are duplicates. Instead, view these duplicate / similar submissions as an
illustration of shared sentiment rather than clerical error.

Signed:

This is a submission in response to the recent report amending the Turners Beach Specific Area
Plan (SAP) as part of a wider review of all SAP's within the Central Coast Local Provisions
Schedule. Having read through the document I am pleased to see that Council has dedicated a

significant amount of time and effort towards the preservation of what makes Turners Beach a
unique and desirable place to live. The revision of Plan Purpose CCO-S5.1.1, in addition to the
new purposes CCO-SS.1.2 and CCO-S5.1.3 sets a stronger framework through which
development and use outcomes can be achieved within Turners Beach.

With that said, there are two (2) proposed changes that will substantially undermine the

character of Turners Beach if Council supports the new Specific Area Plan without rejecting
these amendments.

The amendments are as follows;

1. Remove Local Area Objective (f) which reads: "provide for new residential development
in waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape"

2. Increase the Performance Criteria P1.2 from "and is not more than 7.5m" to, "and is not
more than 8.5m"

Note: As Council has not exhibited any documents proposing amendments to performance criteria P2.2 within the
Turners Beach Specific Area Plan, it is assumed no changes will be made to this performance criteria as this would
be in breach of Council's legislated requirements for community consultation.

Council should retain Local Area Objective (f), "provide for new residential development in
waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape", and retain
Performance Criteria P1.2 & P2.2 for building height, "and is not more than 7.5m", whilst

accepting all other proposed amendments to the Turners Beach SAP.

Doing so would provide clarity to Council in relation to development outcomes, facilitate the

protection of native vegetation and the local dune, whilst ensuring the unique character of
Turners Beach is protected as the area continues to develop.

- This section has been left intentionally blank -
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Extended Response:

Subject: Local Area Objective (f), "provide for new residential development in waterfront
locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape"

Council Amendment: Removed.

Rationale: In conflict with TBSAP setback and height standards (existing and proposed).

Submission Response: The SAP's objective to ensure that natural amenity is prioritized
over residential development is required to ensure that new residential development, reliant on
performance criteria P1.2 and / or P2.2 are designed appropriately for the natural setting of
Turners Beach, particularly when viewed from the coast. It provides a crucial link between the
considerations under the performance criteria to the overall Local Area Objectives. Objective (f)
provides design considerations for developers not dissimilar to considerations (c), (d), (e) & (f)
under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2, as listed below.

(c) the relationship between appearance and design characteristics of the buildings and

any buildings on adjacent land;

(d) the apparent building height when viewed from a frontage road and adjacent land in

another zone;

(e) the effect of the slope and orientation of the site and adjacent land on apparent
building height;

(f) the effect and durability of screening to attenuate impact of the building to view from a
frontage road or from adjacent land in another zone;

Each of these considerations requires that development, both residential and non-residential,
looking to build above 5.5m up to a building height of 7.5m (current max), take into account their

visual impact upon surrounding properties and land. Council clearly recognises the importance
of these considerations, as all four have remained in the proposed TBSAP. Why then would
Council take out the only objective that requires the protection of natural amenity in a similar
manner?

Note: To demonstrate the importance of protecting coastal amenity, not only in Tasmania but around Australia, the
following section includes 28 instances where the protection of coastal amenity is a clear objective in a State
Govemment endorsed document from either Victoria, New South Wales, Queensland or Tasmania. Given more time
to review State Govemment Documentation, this list would likely include every coastal State or Territory in Australia.

Council's reasoning to remove objective (f) on the grounds it is "in conflict with TBSAP setback
and height standards", indicates that the current setback and height performance standards are
already putting the coastal amenity at risk. Rather than remove the objective and forsake the
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protection of the Turners Beach coastline, Council should be looking to strengthen the
development controls that ensure its protection.

Any amendments made to the Turners Beach SAP that weaken the protection of coastline
amenity (such as removing objective (f) and increasing the acceptable height under P1.2 or
P2.2 to 8.5m) would be in conflict with the directives given by each of the State Governments
referenced in the following section and Council's obligation to protect coastal amenity.

Protecting Coastal Amenity as a Design Principal around Australia:

Victoria: Siting and Design Guidelines for Structures on Victorian Coast.1
? "New structures should minimize their footprint, including their height. The height and

scale of any structure should be designed to be appropriate to its context" p. 13
? "Is the form and line of the proposed structure sympathetic to the surrounding landscape

and context?" p. 19
? "Is the structure appropriate in scale, relative to the line of the landscape?" p. 19
? "Does the structure enrich and not impede views to and from the coast?" p.21
? "Does the structure maintain important public views, vistas and sightlines?" p.21
? "Does the structure blend with and complement the local coastal character?" p.21
? "Ocean and beach views greatly enrich our coastal experience and connection with

nature. It is important to frame, maintain and optimize existing views of unique features
through careful siting and design that does not involve the removal of vegetation or
intrusion into existing or potential view lines." p.50

NSW: Coastal Design Guidelines.2
? Outcome B: "Ensure the built environment is appropriate for the coast and local context"

p. 32
? Outcome B1: "Respond to and protect elements that make the place special" p.32
? Outcome B1a: "Integrate development within the natural topography of the site and

ensure land use, building scale and height respond sympathetically to coastal
landforms." p.32

? Outcome B1d: "Ensure that lot sizes, building heights and density are appropriate for the
coastal settlement, and complement the existing or desired local character, supported by
place-based strategies." p.32

? Outcome B2c: "Consider effects on scenic values and maintain publicly accessible views
to significant landmarks." p.32

? Outcome B2d: "Ensure that building heights consider the effect on views from different
vantage points." p.32

? Outcome B2e: "Retain or create views from public spaces. Prioritize this over creating
views from private property" p.32

? Outcome C3: "Protect public amenity"

' Siting and Design Guidelines For Structures on Victorian Coast
2 NSW Coastal Design Guidelines 2023

3/8



? Outcome C3a: "Avoid development that will overshadow the beach, foreshore or public
domain. Apply the standard that there must be no overshadowing before 4 pm
(midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern Daylight Saving Time)." p.35

? Outcome C3b: "Protect the amenity of public spaces from buildings, structures or land
uses that may be visually and/or acoustically intrusive or create wind funnels."

? 4.31a: "Use building type, scale, height and aspect to ensure development integrates
with, and does not dominate, coastal landforms and other elements of the coastal
environment (for example, keep building mass below tree canopy and ridge lines)." p.47

? 4.31c: "Protect and enhance view corridors to and from the foreshore, water bodies and
natural features." p.47

? 4.21d: "Locate and design development to limit the visual intrusion of buildings when
viewed from public spaces, and the overshadowing of beaches, foreshores and the
public domain before 4 pm (midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern Daylight Saving Time)." p.47

Queensland Coastal Plan 2011 (7. Buildings and structures on State coastal land)3
? 7.2: "Buildings and structures are to be located, designed, constructed and operated to

complement the landscape characteristics of the natural environment, and in particular:
o a) not alter the amenity and character of the area" p.14

? 4.1 "The dominance of the natural character of the coast is to be maintained or
enhanced when viewed from the foreshore" p.51

? "Where the existing scenic amenity values of the coast draw heavily on a predominantly
natural undeveloped landscape character, new development should be undertaken in a
manner which maintains or enhances the dominance of this character. Such
development is to be located and designed to minimize significant losses of natural
character when viewed from the foreshore." p.51

FACT SHEET 3 - TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT4

? "Local character will also be protected through the Tasmanian Planning Scheme through
the application of the Local Historic Heritage Code and local area objectives. There are
also opportunities for speci#c area plans to manage the unique areas of the State." p.2

State Coastal Policy 1996 (Tasmania)5
Natural and cultural values of the coast shall be protected

? "That the natural character of the coastal zone is of special cultural value to Tasmanians
and to visitors from elsewhere" p.5

The coast shall be used and developed in a sustainable manner

? "that the coastal environment is being affected by activities, uses and development
occurring outside the coastal zone." p.6

3 Queensland Coastal Plan 2011
4 Fact Sheet 3 - Tasmanian Planning Scheme - Residential Development
s State Coastal Policy 1996
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? "1.1.10. The design and siting of buildings, engineering works and other infrastructure,
including access routes in the coastal zone, will be subject to planning controls to ensure
compatibility with natural landscapes." p.9

? "2.1.3. Siting, design, construction and maintenance of buildings, engineering works and
other infrastructure, including access routes within the coastal zone will be sensitive to
the natural and aesthetic qualities of the coastal environment." p.9

Furthering the argument that the retention of objective (f) is critical to the protection of coastal
amenity, (even before considering the additional amendment to raise the performance solution
building height, which will only exacerbate the problem), design considerations (d), (e) & (f)

under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 have been unsuccessful in protecting the amenity of
Turners Beach.

There are now multiple dwellings protruding above the dune vegetation as viewed from the
beach and therefore fail to meet considerations (d), (e) & (f). Turners Beach is "adjacent land"

consistent with the specifications in each of these three clauses and building above 5.5m (the
current acceptable solutions building height) to a height visible from the beach should not have
been permitted as the structures would have been in conflict with each of these clauses.

This is additional evidence that the current development controls are not strong enough to
protect the amenity of Turners Beach and should not be weakened through the removal of
objective (f) and a 1m increase to performance solution building height under P1.2 & P2.2.

To be consistent with nationwide coastal design principles, Council must retain objective (f) to
require the consideration of the coastal amenity in performance based development approvals.

Subject: Clause CCO-S5.7.1-(P1.2) "and is not more than 7.5m"

Note: The following information also applies to any changes to performance criteria P2.2

Council Amendment: Increase from "and is not more than 7.5m" to, "and is not more than
8.5m" (1m increase).

Rationale: The height is proposed to be changed to 8.5m (1m increase) under the
Performance Criteria, which would be the mandatory allowable height. This increase would
make the potential final height of buildings more in line with the Acceptable Solution height
under the General Residential Zone and in line with existing heights of several other properties
built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP.

Submission Response: Council's rationale to increase the building height of the Turners
Beach SAP to bring it more in line with the acceptable solution for the General Residential Zone
entirely defeats the purpose of having a specific area plan. These considerations are by
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definition supposed to be specific, not general. Making this change to bring Turners Beach in
line with other areas will eliminate much of the character that makes it unique.

Supplementary to this claim, Council also stated that;

"This increase would make the potential final height of buildings more in line . . . with existing
heights of several other properties built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP."6

While it may be the case that there are some buildings throughout Turners Beach that were built
before the TBSAP, this statement does not provide any planning rationale for an amendment to
building height. The fact that these houses were built to a level that was later considered

unacceptable in Turners Beach, indicates that Council should continue to restrict development
above 7.5m, rather than aggravate the problem by increasing the height elsewhere to match
these unfortunate transgressions.

Best practice in planning and development is continually updated and improved (as indicated by
the 28 contemporary coastal design guidelines referenced earlier). Council should be using this

new information to enforce increasingly intelligent controls for the protection of the coast.
Instead, it appears that Council is giving in to pressure from developers and trying to increase
building height because of the few houses built above the current SAP height allowance.

Moving forward Council needs to recognise that the houses built above 7.5m and visible from
should not have been permitted, but given the limited planning controls at the time they were
unavoidable. What is important now is that Council does not do anything to weaken the planning
controls (such as increase the performance height from 7.5m to 8.5m) and instead strengthen
the ways in which coastal amenity is protected.

To ensure the ongoing protection of the coastal amenity of Turners Beach, Council should retain
a maximum height on development under clause P1.2 and P2.2 at 7.5m

Subject: Access to consultation information.

The report to Council amending the Turners Beach SAP referenced various community

consultation sessions and an online survey7 as evidence that the proposed changes "would
reflect the general aspirations of the Turners Beach community".

Upon requesting evidence (redacted for anonymity if required) in the form of survey results or

notes from the community consultation sessions, I was informed by Daryl Connelly on the 22nd
December 2023 that the changes were "based on the views of staff and elected members, and

8 Draft Amendment LPS2023002 TO THE TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - CENTRAL COAST
p. 48-50
7 Draft Amendment LPS2023002 TO THE TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - CENTRAL COAST
p. 46
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consideration of anecdotal feedback received from the community. We are not suggesting that
the proposed changes are reliant on empirical evidence."

Following this statement no notes from any community consultation were provided to support
Council's claim.

Instead it was stated that Council "was unable to locate any notes the former Manager made
during the consultation sessions." a In relation to the sharing of survey results to justify Council's

claim, Council stated that "Dozens of hard copy and electronic surveys were completed,
however as we have no way of providing and excluding duplicates, they can't be relied on for

any quantitative analysis."

The only reference to community consultation that Council was able to provide were notes from
the Community Representatives Committee Meetings held on the 26 August 2021 and 25
November 2021. Given that these are over 2 years old and the minutes contain no information
to suggest there was any substantial discussion on the proposed amendments to the TBSAP,
there appears to be no evidence that the proposed changes will be in line with community

aspirations whatsoever and is reason enough to refuse any amendments to building height
controls.

This does not instill confidence that Council is acting in line with the "general aspirations" of the
community. Council has been unable to present any evidence of consultation, either from
community sessions or a survey. The last reference made on the Turners Beach Specific Area
Plan was over 2 years ago. How then can Council in good faith make amendments to
something as controversial as building height controls and the weakening of coastal amenity
with no proof that the community supports these changes?

Conclusion:

The proposed amendments to the Turners Beach Specific Area Plan (SAP) present both

commendable improvements and potential risks to the unique character of Turners Beach.
While the dedication of time and effort by the Council towards preserving the area's native

vegetation and dune is evident, caution must be exercised to avoid harm.

The proposed removal of Local Area Objective (f) and the increase in Performance Criteria P1.2
from 7.5m to 8.5m are two changes that should not be made. Objective (f) plays a crucial role in

guiding development in harmony with the natural landscape, and its removal would compromise
the protection of coastal amenity. Furthermore, the proposed height increase would increase the
likelihood of structures overlooking the dune, further eroding the amenity of the natural
coastline. Furthermore, the rationale that the changes would bring Turners Beach in line with
other general residential areas contradicts the specificity intended for the Turners Beach SAP,
diluting its character for the sake of alignment with broader standards.

8 Email from Daryl Connelly dated 3rd January 2024.
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The argument for retaining objective (f) is its alignment with national coastal design principles

and the responsibility of Council in protecting coastal amenity. The supporting evidence from
other Australian states reinforces the importance of considering environmental context in
development decisions, and Turners Beach should be no exception.

Regarding the building height amendment, maintaining the current limit of 7.5m under
Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 is required to uphold the unique identity of Turners Beach,
reduce the risk of development imposing on the visual amenity of the coastline, and prevent the
area from conforming to general standards that compromise its character.

In conjunction with these issues, concerns surrounding the transparency and legitimacy of the
consultation process are significant. Council has been unable to provide any evidence to
suggest that proposed changes are in line with community aspirations. Council has admitted
that the results from the survey "can't be relied on" and that they were "unable to locate any
notes the former Manager made during the consultation sessions."

In light of these considerations, Council should retain Local Area Objective (f) and uphold the

current building height limit of 7.5m, whilst accepting all other controls that enhance the
protection of the natural environment. This will not only preserve the character of Turners Beach
but will ensure best practice in coastal development and exemplify a commitment to responsible

and community-informed decision-making in the Central Coast.
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Note: To Whom it may concern, this submission has been written in cooperation with other 
concerned residents of Turners Beach. Please take care not to disregard similar 
submissions on the grounds they are duplicates. Instead, view these duplicate / similar 
submissions as an illustration of shared sentiment rather than clerical error.  
  
Signed:   

  
Teresa Badrock  
86 Esplanade  
Turners Beach TAS 7315  
  
This is a submission in response to the recent report amending the Turners Beach Specific 
Area Plan (SAP) as part of a wider review of all SAP’s within the Central Coast Local 
Provisions Schedule. Having read through the document I am pleased to see that Council 
has dedicated a significant amount of time and effort towards the preservation of what 
makes Turners Beach a unique and desirable place to live. The revision of Plan Purpose 
CCO-S5.1.1, in addition to the new purposes CCO-S5.1.2 and CCO-S5.1.3 sets a stronger 
framework through which development and use outcomes can be achieved within Turners 
Beach.  
  
With that said, there are two (2) proposed changes that will substantially undermine the 
character of Turners Beach if Council supports the new Specific Area Plan without rejecting 
these amendments.   
  
The amendments are as follows;  
  

1. Remove Local Area Objective (f) which reads: “provide for new residential 
development in waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within 
the landscape”  

  
2. Increase the Performance Criteria P1.2 from “and is not more than 7.5m” to, 
“and is not more than 8.5m”  

  
Note: As Council has not exhibited any documents proposing amendments to performance criteria P2.2 within 
the Turners Beach Specific Area Plan, it is assumed no changes will be made to this performance criteria as this 
would be in breach of Council’s legislated requirements for community consultation.   

  
Council should retain Local Area Objective (f), “provide for new residential development in 
waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape”, and retain 
Performance Criteria P1.2 & P2.2 for building height, “and is not more than 7.5m”, whilst 
accepting all other proposed amendments to the Turners Beach SAP.   
  
Doing so would provide clarity to Council in relation to development outcomes, facilitate the 
protection of native vegetation and the local dune, whilst ensuring the unique character of 
Turners Beach is protected as the area continues to develop.   
  
  
  

Extended Response:  
  

Subject: Local Area Objective (f), “provide for new residential development in waterfront 
locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape”  
  



Council Amendment: Removed.  
  

Rationale: In conflict with TBSAP setback and height standards (existing and proposed).  
  

Submission Response:  The SAP’s objective to ensure that natural amenity is prioritized 
over residential development is required to ensure that new residential development, reliant 
on performance criteria P1.2 and / or P2.2 are designed appropriately for the natural setting 
of Turners Beach, particularly when viewed from the coast. It provides a crucial link between 
the considerations under the performance criteria to the overall Local Area Objectives. 
Objective (f) provides design considerations for developers not dissimilar to considerations 
(c), (d), (e) & (f) under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2, as listed below.  
  

(c) the relationship between appearance and design characteristics of the buildings 
and any buildings on adjacent land;   
  
(d) the apparent building height when viewed from a frontage road and adjacent land 
in another zone;   
  
(e) the effect of the slope and orientation of the site and adjacent land on apparent 
building height;  
  
(f) the effect and durability of screening to attenuate impact of the building to view 
from a frontage road or from adjacent land in another zone;  

  
Each of these considerations requires that development, both residential and non-
residential, looking to build above 5.5m up to a building height of 7.5m (current max), take 
into account their visual impact upon surrounding properties and land. Council clearly 
recognises the importance of these considerations, as all four have remained in the 
proposed TBSAP. Why then would Council take out the only objective that requires the 
protection of natural amenity in a similar manner?  
  
Note: To demonstrate the importance of protecting coastal amenity, not only in Tasmania but around Australia, 
the following section includes 28 instances where the protection of coastal amenity is a clear objective in a State 
Government endorsed document from either Victoria, New South Wales, Queensland or Tasmania. Given more 
time to review State Government Documentation, this list would likely include every coastal State or Territory in 
Australia.  

  
Council’s reasoning to remove objective (f) on the grounds it is “in conflict with TBSAP 
setback and height standards”, indicates that the current setback and height performance 
standards are already putting the coastal amenity at risk. Rather than remove the objective 
and forsake the protection of the Turners Beach coastline, Council should be looking to 
strengthen the development controls that ensure its protection.  
  
Any amendments made to the Turners Beach SAP that weaken the protection of coastline 
amenity (such as removing objective (f) and increasing the acceptable height under P1.2 or 
P2.2 to 8.5m) would be in conflict with the directives given by each of the State 
Governments referenced in the following section and Council’s obligation to protect coastal 
amenity.  
  

Protecting Coastal Amenity as a Design Principal around Australia:  
  
Victoria: Siting and Design Guidelines for Structures on Victorian Coast.1   

• “New structures should minimize their footprint, including their height. The 
height and scale of any structure should be designed to be appropriate to its 
context” p. 13  



• “Is the form and line of the proposed structure sympathetic to the surrounding 
landscape and context?” p. 19  
• “Is the structure appropriate in scale, relative to the line of the landscape?” p. 
19  
• “Does the structure enrich and not impede views to and from the coast?” 
p.21  
• “Does the structure maintain important public views, vistas and sightlines?” 
p.21  
• “Does the structure blend with and complement the local coastal character?” 
p.21  
• “Ocean and beach views greatly enrich our coastal experience and 
connection with nature. It is important to frame, maintain and optimize existing 
views of unique features through careful siting and design that does not involve 
the removal of vegetation or intrusion into existing or potential view lines.” p.50  

  
NSW: Coastal Design Guidelines.2  

• Outcome B: “Ensure the built environment is appropriate for the coast and 
local context” p. 32  
• Outcome B1: “Respond to and protect elements that make the place special” 
p.32  
• Outcome B1a: “Integrate development within the natural topography of the 
site and ensure land use, building scale and height respond sympathetically to 
coastal landforms.” p.32  
• Outcome B1d: “Ensure that lot sizes, building heights and density are 
appropriate for the coastal settlement, and complement the existing or desired 
local character, supported by place-based strategies.” p.32  
• Outcome B2c: “Consider effects on scenic values and maintain publicly 
accessible views to significant landmarks.” p.32  
• Outcome B2d: “Ensure that building heights consider the effect on views from 
different vantage points.” p.32  
• Outcome B2e: “Retain or create views from public spaces. Prioritize this over 
creating views from private property” p.32  
• Outcome C3: “Protect public amenity”  
• Outcome C3a: “Avoid development that will overshadow the beach, foreshore 
or public domain. Apply the standard that there must be no overshadowing before 
4 pm (midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern Daylight Saving Time).” p.35  
• Outcome C3b: “Protect the amenity of public spaces from buildings, 
structures or land uses that may be visually and/or acoustically intrusive or create 
wind funnels.”  
• 4.31a: “Use building type, scale, height and aspect to ensure development 
integrates with, and does not dominate, coastal landforms and other elements of 
the coastal environment (for example, keep building mass below tree canopy and 
ridge lines).” p.47  
• 4.31c: “Protect and enhance view corridors to and from the foreshore, water 
bodies and natural features.” p.47  
• 4.21d: “Locate and design development to limit the visual intrusion of 
buildings when viewed from public spaces, and the overshadowing of beaches, 
foreshores and the public domain before 4 pm (midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern 
Daylight Saving Time).” p.47  

  
Queensland Coastal Plan 2011 (7. Buildings and structures on State coastal land)3  

• 7.2: “Buildings and structures are to be located, designed, constructed and 
operated to complement the landscape characteristics of the natural 
environment, and in particular:  

o a) not alter the amenity and character of the area” p.14  



• 4.1 “The dominance of the natural character of the coast is to be maintained 
or enhanced when viewed from the foreshore” p.51  
• “Where the existing scenic amenity values of the coast draw heavily on a 
predominantly natural undeveloped landscape character, new development 
should be undertaken in a manner which maintains or enhances the dominance 
of this character. Such development is to be located and designed to minimize 
significant losses of natural character when viewed from the foreshore.” p.51  

  
FACT SHEET 3 - TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME – RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT4  

• “Local character will also be protected through the Tasmanian Planning 
Scheme through the application of the Local Historic Heritage Code and local 
area objectives.  There are also opportunities for specific area plans to manage 
the unique areas of the State.” p.2  

  
State Coastal Policy 1996 (Tasmania)5  
Natural and cultural values of the coast shall be protected  

• “That the natural character of the coastal zone is of special cultural value to 
Tasmanians and to visitors from elsewhere” p.5  

  
The coast shall be used and developed in a sustainable manner  

• “that the coastal environment is being affected by activities, uses and 
development occurring outside the coastal zone.” p.6  

  
• “1.1.10. The design and siting of buildings, engineering works and other 
infrastructure, including access routes in the coastal zone, will be subject to 
planning controls to ensure compatibility with natural landscapes.” p.9  

  
• “2.1.3. Siting, design, construction and maintenance of buildings, engineering 
works and other infrastructure, including access routes within the coastal zone 
will be sensitive to the natural and aesthetic qualities of the coastal environment.” 
p.9  

  
Furthering the argument that the retention of objective (f) is critical to the protection of 
coastal amenity, (even before considering the additional amendment to raise the 
performance solution building height, which will only exacerbate the problem), design 
considerations (d), (e) & (f) under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 have been 
unsuccessful in protecting the amenity of Turners Beach.   
  
There are now multiple dwellings protruding above the dune vegetation as viewed from the 
beach and therefore fail to meet considerations (d), (e) & (f). Turners Beach is “adjacent 
land” consistent with the specifications in each of these three clauses and building above 
5.5m (the current acceptable solutions building height) to a height visible from the beach 
should not have been permitted as the structures would have been in conflict with each of 
these clauses.  
  
This is additional evidence that the current development controls are not strong enough to 
protect the amenity of Turners Beach and should not be weakened through the removal of 
objective (f) and a 1m increase to performance solution building height under P1.2 & P2.2.   
  
To be consistent with nationwide coastal design principles, Council must retain objective (f) 
to require the consideration of the coastal amenity in performance based development 
approvals.  
  

Subject: Clause CCO-S5.7.1-(P1.2) “and is not more than 7.5m”  



  
Note: The following information also applies to any changes to performance criteria P2.2  

  

Council Amendment: Increase from “and is not more than 7.5m” to, “and is not more 
than 8.5m” (1m increase).  
  

Rationale: The height is proposed to be changed to 8.5m (1m increase) under the 
Performance Criteria, which would be the mandatory allowable height. This increase would 
make the potential final height of buildings more in line with the Acceptable Solution height 
under the General Residential Zone and in line with existing heights of several other 
properties built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP.  
  

Submission Response: Council’s rationale to increase the building height of the Turners 
Beach SAP to bring it more in line with the acceptable solution for the General Residential 
Zone entirely defeats the purpose of having a specific area plan. These considerations are 
by definition supposed to be specific, not general. Making this change to bring Turners 
Beach in line with other areas will eliminate much of the character that makes it unique.   
  
Supplementary to this claim, Council also stated that;  
  
“This increase would make the potential final height of buildings more in line . . . with existing 

heights of several other properties built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP.” 6  
  

While it may be the case that there are some buildings throughout Turners Beach that were 
built before the TBSAP, this statement does not provide any planning rationale for an 
amendment to building height. The fact that these houses were built to a level that was later 
considered unacceptable in Turners Beach, indicates that Council should continue to restrict 
development above 7.5m, rather than aggravate the problem by increasing the height 
elsewhere to match these unfortunate transgressions.  
  
Best practice in planning and development is continually updated and improved (as indicated 
by the 28 contemporary coastal design guidelines referenced earlier). Council should be 
using this new information to enforce increasingly intelligent controls for the protection of the 
coast. Instead, it appears that Council is giving in to pressure from developers and trying to 
increase building height because of the few houses built above the current SAP height 
allowance.   
  
Moving forward Council needs to recognise that the houses built above 7.5m and visible 
from should not have been permitted, but given the limited planning controls at the time they 
were unavoidable. What is important now is that Council does not do anything to weaken the 
planning controls (such as increase the performance height from 7.5m to 8.5m) and instead 
strengthen the ways in which coastal amenity is protected.  
  
To ensure the ongoing protection of the coastal amenity of Turners Beach, Council should 
retain a maximum height on development under clause P1.2 and P2.2 at 7.5m  
  
Subject: Access to consultation information.  
  
The report to Council amending the Turners Beach SAP referenced various community 
consultation sessions and an online survey7 as evidence that the proposed changes “would 
reflect the general aspirations of the Turners Beach community”.   
  
Upon requesting evidence (redacted for anonymity if required) in the form of survey results 
or notes from the community consultation sessions, I was informed by Daryl Connelly on the 
22nd December 2023 that the changes were “based on the views of staff and elected 



members, and consideration of anecdotal feedback received from the community. We are 
not suggesting that the proposed changes are reliant on empirical evidence.”   
  
Following this statement no notes from any community consultation were provided to support 
Council’s claim.   
  
Instead it was stated that Council “was unable to locate any notes the former Manager made 
during the consultation sessions.” 8 In relation to the sharing of survey results to justify 
Council’s claim, Council stated that “Dozens of hard copy and electronic surveys were 
completed, however as we have no way of providing and excluding duplicates, they can’t be 
relied on for any quantitative analysis.”  
  
The only reference to community consultation that Council was able to provide were notes 
from the Community Representatives Committee Meetings held on the 26 August 2021 and 
25 November 2021. Given that these are over 2 years old and the minutes contain no 
information to suggest there was any substantial discussion on the proposed amendments to 
the TBSAP, there appears to be no evidence that the proposed changes will be in line with 
community aspirations whatsoever and is reason enough to refuse any amendments to 
building height controls.  
  
This does not instill confidence that Council is acting in line with the “general aspirations” of 
the community. Council has been unable to present any evidence of consultation, either from 
community sessions or a survey. The last reference made on the Turners Beach Specific 
Area Plan was over 2 years ago. How then can Council in good faith make amendments to 
something as controversial as building height controls and the weakening of coastal amenity 
with no proof that the community supports these changes?  
  

Conclusion:  
  
The proposed amendments to the Turners Beach Specific Area Plan (SAP) present both 
commendable improvements and potential risks to the unique character of Turners Beach. 
While the dedication of time and effort by the Council towards preserving the area's native 
vegetation and dune is evident, caution must be exercised to avoid harm.  
  
The proposed removal of Local Area Objective (f) and the increase in Performance Criteria 
P1.2 from 7.5m to 8.5m are two changes that should not be made. Objective (f) plays a 
crucial role in guiding development in harmony with the natural landscape, and its removal 
would compromise the protection of coastal amenity. Furthermore, the proposed height 
increase would increase the likelihood of structures overlooking the dune, further eroding the 
amenity of the natural coastline. Furthermore, the rationale that the changes would bring 
Turners Beach in line with other general residential areas contradicts the specificity intended 
for the Turners Beach SAP, diluting its character for the sake of alignment with broader 
standards.  
  
The argument for retaining objective (f) is its alignment with national coastal design 
principles and the responsibility of Council in protecting coastal amenity. The supporting 
evidence from other Australian states reinforces the importance of considering 
environmental context in development decisions, and Turners Beach should be no 
exception.  
  
Regarding the building height amendment, maintaining the current limit of 7.5m under 
Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 is required to uphold the unique identity of Turners 
Beach, reduce the risk of development imposing on the visual amenity of the coastline, and 
prevent the area from conforming to general standards that compromise its character.  
  



In conjunction with these issues, concerns surrounding the transparency and legitimacy of 
the consultation process are significant. Council has been unable to provide any evidence to 
suggest that proposed changes are in line with community aspirations. Council has admitted 
that the results from the survey “can’t be relied on” and that they were “unable to locate any 
notes the former Manager made during the consultation sessions.”  
  
In light of these considerations, Council should retain Local Area Objective (f) and uphold the 
current building height limit of 7.5m, whilst accepting all other controls that enhance the 
protection of the natural environment. This will not only preserve the character of Turners 
Beach but will ensure best practice in coastal development and exemplify a commitment to 
responsible and community-informed decision-making in the Central Coast.  
  
  
  
 



Note: To Whom it may concern, this submission has been written in cooperation with other 
concerned residents of Turners Beach. Please take care not to disregard similar 
submissions on the grounds they are duplicates. Instead, view these duplicate / similar 
submissions as an illustration of shared sentiment rather than clerical error.  
  
Signed:   

 
Anton Bezemer 
86 Esplanade  
Turners Beach TAS 7315  
  
This is a submission in response to the recent report amending the Turners Beach Specific 
Area Plan (SAP) as part of a wider review of all SAP’s within the Central Coast Local 
Provisions Schedule. Having read through the document I am pleased to see that Council 
has dedicated a significant amount of time and effort towards the preservation of what 
makes Turners Beach a unique and desirable place to live. The revision of Plan Purpose 
CCO-S5.1.1, in addition to the new purposes CCO-S5.1.2 and CCO-S5.1.3 sets a stronger 
framework through which development and use outcomes can be achieved within Turners 
Beach.  
  
With that said, there are two (2) proposed changes that will substantially undermine the 
character of Turners Beach if Council supports the new Specific Area Plan without rejecting 
these amendments.   
  
The amendments are as follows;  
  

1. Remove Local Area Objective (f) which reads: “provide for new residential 
development in waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within 
the landscape”  

  
2. Increase the Performance Criteria P1.2 from “and is not more than 7.5m” to, 
“and is not more than 8.5m”  

  
Note: As Council has not exhibited any documents proposing amendments to performance criteria P2.2 within 
the Turners Beach Specific Area Plan, it is assumed no changes will be made to this performance criteria as this 
would be in breach of Council’s legislated requirements for community consultation.   

  
Council should retain Local Area Objective (f), “provide for new residential development in 
waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape”, and retain 
Performance Criteria P1.2 & P2.2 for building height, “and is not more than 7.5m”, whilst 
accepting all other proposed amendments to the Turners Beach SAP.   
  
Doing so would provide clarity to Council in relation to development outcomes, facilitate the 
protection of native vegetation and the local dune, whilst ensuring the unique character of 
Turners Beach is protected as the area continues to develop.   
  
  
 
 
 

  



Extended Response:  
  

Subject: Local Area Objective (f), “provide for new residential development in waterfront 
locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape”  
  

Council Amendment: Removed.  
  

Rationale: In conflict with TBSAP setback and height standards (existing and proposed).  
  

Submission Response:  The SAP’s objective to ensure that natural amenity is prioritized 
over residential development is required to ensure that new residential development, reliant 
on performance criteria P1.2 and / or P2.2 are designed appropriately for the natural setting 
of Turners Beach, particularly when viewed from the coast. It provides a crucial link between 
the considerations under the performance criteria to the overall Local Area Objectives. 
Objective (f) provides design considerations for developers not dissimilar to considerations 
(c), (d), (e) & (f) under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2, as listed below.  
  

(c) the relationship between appearance and design characteristics of the buildings 
and any buildings on adjacent land;   
  
(d) the apparent building height when viewed from a frontage road and adjacent land 
in another zone;   
  
(e) the effect of the slope and orientation of the site and adjacent land on apparent 
building height;  
  
(f) the effect and durability of screening to attenuate impact of the building to view 
from a frontage road or from adjacent land in another zone;  

  
Each of these considerations requires that development, both residential and non-
residential, looking to build above 5.5m up to a building height of 7.5m (current max), take 
into account their visual impact upon surrounding properties and land. Council clearly 
recognises the importance of these considerations, as all four have remained in the 
proposed TBSAP. Why then would Council take out the only objective that requires the 
protection of natural amenity in a similar manner?  
  
Note: To demonstrate the importance of protecting coastal amenity, not only in Tasmania but around Australia, 
the following section includes 28 instances where the protection of coastal amenity is a clear objective in a State 
Government endorsed document from either Victoria, New South Wales, Queensland or Tasmania. Given more 
time to review State Government Documentation, this list would likely include every coastal State or Territory in 
Australia.  

  
Council’s reasoning to remove objective (f) on the grounds it is “in conflict with TBSAP 
setback and height standards”, indicates that the current setback and height performance 
standards are already putting the coastal amenity at risk. Rather than remove the objective 
and forsake the protection of the Turners Beach coastline, Council should be looking to 
strengthen the development controls that ensure its protection.  
  
Any amendments made to the Turners Beach SAP that weaken the protection of coastline 
amenity (such as removing objective (f) and increasing the acceptable height under P1.2 or 
P2.2 to 8.5m) would be in conflict with the directives given by each of the State 
Governments referenced in the following section and Council’s obligation to protect coastal 
amenity.  
 

  



Protecting Coastal Amenity as a Design Principal around Australia:  
  
Victoria: Siting and Design Guidelines for Structures on Victorian Coast.1   

• “New structures should minimize their footprint, including their height. The 
height and scale of any structure should be designed to be appropriate to its 
context” p. 13  
• “Is the form and line of the proposed structure sympathetic to the surrounding 
landscape and context?” p. 19  
• “Is the structure appropriate in scale, relative to the line of the landscape?” p. 
19  
• “Does the structure enrich and not impede views to and from the coast?” 
p.21  
• “Does the structure maintain important public views, vistas and sightlines?” 
p.21  
• “Does the structure blend with and complement the local coastal character?” 
p.21  
• “Ocean and beach views greatly enrich our coastal experience and 
connection with nature. It is important to frame, maintain and optimize existing 
views of unique features through careful siting and design that does not involve 
the removal of vegetation or intrusion into existing or potential view lines.” p.50  

  
NSW: Coastal Design Guidelines.2  

• Outcome B: “Ensure the built environment is appropriate for the coast and 
local context” p. 32  
• Outcome B1: “Respond to and protect elements that make the place special” 
p.32  
• Outcome B1a: “Integrate development within the natural topography of the 
site and ensure land use, building scale and height respond sympathetically to 
coastal landforms.” p.32  
• Outcome B1d: “Ensure that lot sizes, building heights and density are 
appropriate for the coastal settlement, and complement the existing or desired 
local character, supported by place-based strategies.” p.32  
• Outcome B2c: “Consider effects on scenic values and maintain publicly 
accessible views to significant landmarks.” p.32  
• Outcome B2d: “Ensure that building heights consider the effect on views from 
different vantage points.” p.32  
• Outcome B2e: “Retain or create views from public spaces. Prioritize this over 
creating views from private property” p.32  
• Outcome C3: “Protect public amenity”  
• Outcome C3a: “Avoid development that will overshadow the beach, foreshore 
or public domain. Apply the standard that there must be no overshadowing before 
4 pm (midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern Daylight Saving Time).” p.35  
• Outcome C3b: “Protect the amenity of public spaces from buildings, 
structures or land uses that may be visually and/or acoustically intrusive or create 
wind funnels.”  
• 4.31a: “Use building type, scale, height and aspect to ensure development 
integrates with, and does not dominate, coastal landforms and other elements of 
the coastal environment (for example, keep building mass below tree canopy and 
ridge lines).” p.47  
• 4.31c: “Protect and enhance view corridors to and from the foreshore, water 
bodies and natural features.” p.47  
• 4.21d: “Locate and design development to limit the visual intrusion of 
buildings when viewed from public spaces, and the overshadowing of beaches, 
foreshores and the public domain before 4 pm (midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern 
Daylight Saving Time).” p.47  



  
Queensland Coastal Plan 2011 (7. Buildings and structures on State coastal land)3  

• 7.2: “Buildings and structures are to be located, designed, constructed and 
operated to complement the landscape characteristics of the natural 
environment, and in particular:  

o a) not alter the amenity and character of the area” p.14  
• 4.1 “The dominance of the natural character of the coast is to be maintained 
or enhanced when viewed from the foreshore” p.51  
• “Where the existing scenic amenity values of the coast draw heavily on a 
predominantly natural undeveloped landscape character, new development 
should be undertaken in a manner which maintains or enhances the dominance 
of this character. Such development is to be located and designed to minimize 
significant losses of natural character when viewed from the foreshore.” p.51  

  
FACT SHEET 3 - TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME – RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT4  

• “Local character will also be protected through the Tasmanian Planning 
Scheme through the application of the Local Historic Heritage Code and local 
area objectives.  There are also opportunities for specific area plans to manage 
the unique areas of the State.” p.2  

  
State Coastal Policy 1996 (Tasmania)5  
Natural and cultural values of the coast shall be protected  

• “That the natural character of the coastal zone is of special cultural value to 
Tasmanians and to visitors from elsewhere” p.5  

  
The coast shall be used and developed in a sustainable manner  

• “that the coastal environment is being affected by activities, uses and 
development occurring outside the coastal zone.” p.6  

  
• “1.1.10. The design and siting of buildings, engineering works and other 
infrastructure, including access routes in the coastal zone, will be subject to 
planning controls to ensure compatibility with natural landscapes.” p.9  

  
• “2.1.3. Siting, design, construction and maintenance of buildings, engineering 
works and other infrastructure, including access routes within the coastal zone 
will be sensitive to the natural and aesthetic qualities of the coastal environment.” 
p.9  

  
Furthering the argument that the retention of objective (f) is critical to the protection of 
coastal amenity, (even before considering the additional amendment to raise the 
performance solution building height, which will only exacerbate the problem), design 
considerations (d), (e) & (f) under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 have been 
unsuccessful in protecting the amenity of Turners Beach.   
  
There are now multiple dwellings protruding above the dune vegetation as viewed from the 
beach and therefore fail to meet considerations (d), (e) & (f). Turners Beach is “adjacent 
land” consistent with the specifications in each of these three clauses and building above 
5.5m (the current acceptable solutions building height) to a height visible from the beach 
should not have been permitted as the structures would have been in conflict with each of 
these clauses.  
  
This is additional evidence that the current development controls are not strong enough to 
protect the amenity of Turners Beach and should not be weakened through the removal of 
objective (f) and a 1m increase to performance solution building height under P1.2 & P2.2.   
  



To be consistent with nationwide coastal design principles, Council must retain objective (f) 
to require the consideration of the coastal amenity in performance based development 
approvals.  
  

Subject: Clause CCO-S5.7.1-(P1.2) “and is not more than 7.5m”  
  
Note: The following information also applies to any changes to performance criteria P2.2  

  

Council Amendment: Increase from “and is not more than 7.5m” to, “and is not more 
than 8.5m” (1m increase).  
  

Rationale: The height is proposed to be changed to 8.5m (1m increase) under the 
Performance Criteria, which would be the mandatory allowable height. This increase would 
make the potential final height of buildings more in line with the Acceptable Solution height 
under the General Residential Zone and in line with existing heights of several other 
properties built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP.  
  

Submission Response: Council’s rationale to increase the building height of the Turners 
Beach SAP to bring it more in line with the acceptable solution for the General Residential 
Zone entirely defeats the purpose of having a specific area plan. These considerations are 
by definition supposed to be specific, not general. Making this change to bring Turners 
Beach in line with other areas will eliminate much of the character that makes it unique.   
  
Supplementary to this claim, Council also stated that;  
  
“This increase would make the potential final height of buildings more in line . . . with existing 

heights of several other properties built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP.” 6  
  

While it may be the case that there are some buildings throughout Turners Beach that were 
built before the TBSAP, this statement does not provide any planning rationale for an 
amendment to building height. The fact that these houses were built to a level that was later 
considered unacceptable in Turners Beach, indicates that Council should continue to restrict 
development above 7.5m, rather than aggravate the problem by increasing the height 
elsewhere to match these unfortunate transgressions.  
  
Best practice in planning and development is continually updated and improved (as indicated 
by the 28 contemporary coastal design guidelines referenced earlier). Council should be 
using this new information to enforce increasingly intelligent controls for the protection of the 
coast. Instead, it appears that Council is giving in to pressure from developers and trying to 
increase building height because of the few houses built above the current SAP height 
allowance.   
  
Moving forward Council needs to recognise that the houses built above 7.5m and visible 
from should not have been permitted, but given the limited planning controls at the time they 
were unavoidable. What is important now is that Council does not do anything to weaken the 
planning controls (such as increase the performance height from 7.5m to 8.5m) and instead 
strengthen the ways in which coastal amenity is protected.  
  
To ensure the ongoing protection of the coastal amenity of Turners Beach, Council should 
retain a maximum height on development under clause P1.2 and P2.2 at 7.5m  
  
Subject: Access to consultation information.  
  



The report to Council amending the Turners Beach SAP referenced various community 
consultation sessions and an online survey7 as evidence that the proposed changes “would 
reflect the general aspirations of the Turners Beach community”.   
  
Upon requesting evidence (redacted for anonymity if required) in the form of survey results 
or notes from the community consultation sessions, I was informed by Daryl Connelly on the 
22nd December 2023 that the changes were “based on the views of staff and elected 
members, and consideration of anecdotal feedback received from the community. We are 
not suggesting that the proposed changes are reliant on empirical evidence.”   
  
Following this statement no notes from any community consultation were provided to support 
Council’s claim.   
  
Instead it was stated that Council “was unable to locate any notes the former Manager made 
during the consultation sessions.” 8 In relation to the sharing of survey results to justify 
Council’s claim, Council stated that “Dozens of hard copy and electronic surveys were 
completed, however as we have no way of providing and excluding duplicates, they can’t be 
relied on for any quantitative analysis.”  
  
The only reference to community consultation that Council was able to provide were notes 
from the Community Representatives Committee Meetings held on the 26 August 2021 and 
25 November 2021. Given that these are over 2 years old and the minutes contain no 
information to suggest there was any substantial discussion on the proposed amendments to 
the TBSAP, there appears to be no evidence that the proposed changes will be in line with 
community aspirations whatsoever and is reason enough to refuse any amendments to 
building height controls.  
  
This does not instill confidence that Council is acting in line with the “general aspirations” of 
the community. Council has been unable to present any evidence of consultation, either from 
community sessions or a survey. The last reference made on the Turners Beach Specific 
Area Plan was over 2 years ago. How then can Council in good faith make amendments to 
something as controversial as building height controls and the weakening of coastal amenity 
with no proof that the community supports these changes?  
  

Conclusion:  
  
The proposed amendments to the Turners Beach Specific Area Plan (SAP) present both 
commendable improvements and potential risks to the unique character of Turners Beach. 
While the dedication of time and effort by the Council towards preserving the area's native 
vegetation and dune is evident, caution must be exercised to avoid harm.  
  
The proposed removal of Local Area Objective (f) and the increase in Performance Criteria 
P1.2 from 7.5m to 8.5m are two changes that should not be made. Objective (f) plays a 
crucial role in guiding development in harmony with the natural landscape, and its removal 
would compromise the protection of coastal amenity. Furthermore, the proposed height 
increase would increase the likelihood of structures overlooking the dune, further eroding the 
amenity of the natural coastline. Furthermore, the rationale that the changes would bring 
Turners Beach in line with other general residential areas contradicts the specificity intended 
for the Turners Beach SAP, diluting its character for the sake of alignment with broader 
standards.  
  
The argument for retaining objective (f) is its alignment with national coastal design 
principles and the responsibility of Council in protecting coastal amenity. The supporting 
evidence from other Australian states reinforces the importance of considering 



environmental context in development decisions, and Turners Beach should be no 
exception.  
  
Regarding the building height amendment, maintaining the current limit of 7.5m under 
Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 is required to uphold the unique identity of Turners 
Beach, reduce the risk of development imposing on the visual amenity of the coastline, and 
prevent the area from conforming to general standards that compromise its character.  
  
In conjunction with these issues, concerns surrounding the transparency and legitimacy of 
the consultation process are significant. Council has been unable to provide any evidence to 
suggest that proposed changes are in line with community aspirations. Council has admitted 
that the results from the survey “can’t be relied on” and that they were “unable to locate any 
notes the former Manager made during the consultation sessions.”  
  
In light of these considerations, Council should retain Local Area Objective (f) and uphold the 
current building height limit of 7.5m, whilst accepting all other controls that enhance the 
protection of the natural environment. This will not only preserve the character of Turners 
Beach but will ensure best practice in coastal development and exemplify a commitment to 
responsible and community-informed decision-making in the Central Coast.  
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9'' January 2024.

To: Central Coast Council for consideration. From: Mr. Simon Horniblow

Attention the Manager 10 Maud Street,

Subject:Developmentat Turners Beach foreshore. West Ulverstone,7315

Application No. LPS2023002 horniblow 8@bigpond.com

mobile: 0457876461

Dear Central Coast Council and manager,

My name is SimonHorniblow, of the above address. I wish to ask the
Central Coast Council to consider not allowing any increase in building height for proposed dwellings on the blocks of
land next to the primary dune at Turners Beach. Togetherwith this request I feel the environmentof the foreshore,

primary dunes, and it's remnant ecology should be protected. I supportthe proposal set out in responseto a report
recently,which amendsthe Turners Beach Specific Area Plan (SAP), compiled from local residents' wishes.

My critique is that proposedbuilding, will be too high and consequently

over look the beach and dune areas. These developmentswould permanently changethe aestheticvalues, and

environmental processesofTurnersBeach. The unique dune area and foreshore is worth protecting.Buildings over
loom the area wouldbe detmnental to the future ofTumersBeach.

I have been a member ofTurners Beach Coast Care and involvedwith
environmental care along the beach area and primary dune for a number ofyears. I believe if the Turners Beach

Specific Area Plan could be left to a non invasive height for the proposed dwellings,then the uniquenessofTurners

Beach's environment could be preservedfor all beach users.

Yours sincerely, Simon Horniblow.

CENTRAL COASTCOUNCIL

DMalon
............_...._.___.......................

mea 12 JAN2024

Dec, 1d
.........................................._........,.....
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Note: To Whom it may concern, this submission has been written in cooperation with other 

concerned residents of Turners Beach. Please take care not to disregard similar submissions on 

the grounds they are duplicates. Instead, view these duplicate / similar submissions as an 

illustration of shared sentiment rather than clerical error. 

 

Signed: 

 
 

This is a submission in response to the recent report amending the Turners Beach Specific Area 

Plan (SAP) as part of a wider review of all SAP’s within the Central Coast Local Provisions 

Schedule. Having read through the document I am pleased to see that Council has dedicated a 

significant amount of time and effort towards the preservation of what makes Turners Beach a 

unique and desirable place to live. The revision of Plan Purpose CCO-S5.1.1, in addition to the 

new purposes CCO-S5.1.2 and CCO-S5.1.3 sets a stronger framework through which 

development and use outcomes can be achieved within Turners Beach. 

 

With that said, there are two (2) proposed changes that will substantially undermine the 

character of Turners Beach if Council supports the new Specific Area Plan without rejecting 

these amendments.  

 

The amendments are as follows; 

 

1. Remove Local Area Objective (f) which reads: “provide for new residential development 

in waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape” 

 

2. Increase the Performance Criteria P1.2 from “and is not more than 7.5m” to, “and is not 

more than 8.5m” 

 
Note: As Council has not exhibited any documents proposing amendments to performance criteria P2.2 within the 

Turners Beach Specific Area Plan, it is assumed no changes will be made to this performance criteria as this would 

be in breach of Council’s legislated requirements for community consultation.  

 

Council should retain Local Area Objective (f), “provide for new residential development in 

waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape”, and retain 

Performance Criteria P1.2 & P2.2 for building height, “and is not more than 7.5m”, whilst 

accepting all other proposed amendments to the Turners Beach SAP.  

 

Doing so would provide clarity to Council in relation to development outcomes, facilitate the 

protection of native vegetation and the local dune, whilst ensuring the unique character of 

Turners Beach is protected as the area continues to develop.  
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- This section has been left intentionally blank -  

Extended Response: 

 

Subject: Local Area Objective (f), “provide for new residential development in waterfront 

locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape” 

 

Council Amendment: Removed. 

 

Rationale: In conflict with TBSAP setback and height standards (existing and proposed). 

 

Submission Response:  The SAP’s objective to ensure that natural amenity is prioritized 

over residential development is required to ensure that new residential development, reliant on 

performance criteria P1.2 and / or P2.2 are designed appropriately for the natural setting of 

Turners Beach, particularly when viewed from the coast. It provides a crucial link between the 

considerations under the performance criteria to the overall Local Area Objectives. Objective (f) 

provides design considerations for developers not dissimilar to considerations (c), (d), (e) & (f) 

under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2, as listed below. 

 

(c) the relationship between appearance and design characteristics of the buildings and 

any buildings on adjacent land;  

 

(d) the apparent building height when viewed from a frontage road and adjacent land in 

another zone;  

 

(e) the effect of the slope and orientation of the site and adjacent land on apparent 

building height; 

 

(f) the effect and durability of screening to attenuate impact of the building to view from a 

frontage road or from adjacent land in another zone; 

 

Each of these considerations requires that development, both residential and non-residential, 

looking to build above 5.5m up to a building height of 7.5m (current max), take into account their 

visual impact upon surrounding properties and land. Council clearly recognises the importance 

of these considerations, as all four have remained in the proposed TBSAP. Why then would 

Council take out the only objective that requires the protection of natural amenity in a similar 

manner? 

 
Note: To demonstrate the importance of protecting coastal amenity, not only in Tasmania but around Australia, the 

following section includes 28 instances where the protection of coastal amenity is a clear objective in a State 

Government endorsed document from either Victoria, New South Wales, Queensland or Tasmania. Given more time 

to review State Government Documentation, this list would likely include every coastal State or Territory in Australia. 

 

Council’s reasoning to remove objective (f) on the grounds it is “in conflict with TBSAP setback 

and height standards”, indicates that the current setback and height performance standards are 
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already putting the coastal amenity at risk. Rather than remove the objective and forsake the 

protection of the Turners Beach coastline, Council should be looking to strengthen the 

development controls that ensure its protection. 

 

Any amendments made to the Turners Beach SAP that weaken the protection of coastline 

amenity (such as removing objective (f) and increasing the acceptable height under P1.2 or 

P2.2 to 8.5m) would be in conflict with the directives given by each of the State Governments 

referenced in the following section and Council’s obligation to protect coastal amenity. 

 

Protecting Coastal Amenity as a Design Principal around Australia: 

 

Victoria: Siting and Design Guidelines for Structures on Victorian Coast.1  

● “New structures should minimize their footprint, including their height. The height and 

scale of any structure should be designed to be appropriate to its context” p. 13 

● “Is the form and line of the proposed structure sympathetic to the surrounding landscape 

and context?” p. 19 

● “Is the structure appropriate in scale, relative to the line of the landscape?” p. 19 

● “Does the structure enrich and not impede views to and from the coast?” p.21 

● “Does the structure maintain important public views, vistas and sightlines?” p.21 

● “Does the structure blend with and complement the local coastal character?” p.21 

● “Ocean and beach views greatly enrich our coastal experience and connection with 

nature. It is important to frame, maintain and optimize existing views of unique features 

through careful siting and design that does not involve the removal of vegetation or 

intrusion into existing or potential view lines.” p.50 

 

NSW: Coastal Design Guidelines.2 

● Outcome B: “Ensure the built environment is appropriate for the coast and local context” 

p. 32 

● Outcome B1: “Respond to and protect elements that make the place special” p.32 

● Outcome B1a: “Integrate development within the natural topography of the site and 

ensure land use, building scale and height respond sympathetically to coastal 

landforms.” p.32 

● Outcome B1d: “Ensure that lot sizes, building heights and density are appropriate for the 

coastal settlement, and complement the existing or desired local character, supported by 

place-based strategies.” p.32 

● Outcome B2c: “Consider effects on scenic values and maintain publicly accessible views 

to significant landmarks.” p.32 

● Outcome B2d: “Ensure that building heights consider the effect on views from different 

vantage points.” p.32 

● Outcome B2e: “Retain or create views from public spaces. Prioritize this over creating 

views from private property” p.32 

 
1 Siting and Design Guidelines For Structures on Victorian Coast 
2 NSW Coastal Design Guidelines 2023 
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● Outcome C3: “Protect public amenity” 

● Outcome C3a: “Avoid development that will overshadow the beach, foreshore or public 

domain. Apply the standard that there must be no overshadowing before 4 pm 

(midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern Daylight Saving Time).” p.35 

● Outcome C3b: “Protect the amenity of public spaces from buildings, structures or land 

uses that may be visually and/or acoustically intrusive or create wind funnels.” 

● 4.31a: “Use building type, scale, height and aspect to ensure development integrates 

with, and does not dominate, coastal landforms and other elements of the coastal 

environment (for example, keep building mass below tree canopy and ridge lines).” p.47 

● 4.31c: “Protect and enhance view corridors to and from the foreshore, water bodies and 

natural features.” p.47 

● 4.21d: “Locate and design development to limit the visual intrusion of buildings when 

viewed from public spaces, and the overshadowing of beaches, foreshores and the 

public domain before 4 pm (midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern Daylight Saving Time).” p.47 

 

Queensland Coastal Plan 2011 (7. Buildings and structures on State coastal land)3 

● 7.2: “Buildings and structures are to be located, designed, constructed and operated to 

complement the landscape characteristics of the natural environment, and in particular: 

○ a) not alter the amenity and character of the area” p.14 

● 4.1 “The dominance of the natural character of the coast is to be maintained or 

enhanced when viewed from the foreshore” p.51 

● “Where the existing scenic amenity values of the coast draw heavily on a predominantly 

natural undeveloped landscape character, new development should be undertaken in a 

manner which maintains or enhances the dominance of this character. Such 

development is to be located and designed to minimize significant losses of natural 

character when viewed from the foreshore.” p.51 

 

FACT SHEET 3 - TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME – RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT4 

● “Local character will also be protected through the Tasmanian Planning Scheme through 

the application of the Local Historic Heritage Code and local area objectives.  There are 

also opportunities for specific area plans to manage the unique areas of the State.” p.2 

 

State Coastal Policy 1996 (Tasmania)5 

Natural and cultural values of the coast shall be protected 

● “That the natural character of the coastal zone is of special cultural value to Tasmanians 

and to visitors from elsewhere” p.5 

 

The coast shall be used and developed in a sustainable manner 

● “that the coastal environment is being affected by activities, uses and development 

occurring outside the coastal zone.” p.6 

 

 
3 Queensland Coastal Plan 2011 
4 Fact Sheet 3 - Tasmanian Planning Scheme - Residential Development 
5 State Coastal Policy 1996 
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● “1.1.10. The design and siting of buildings, engineering works and other infrastructure, 

including access routes in the coastal zone, will be subject to planning controls to ensure 

compatibility with natural landscapes.” p.9 

 

● “2.1.3. Siting, design, construction and maintenance of buildings, engineering works and 

other infrastructure, including access routes within the coastal zone will be sensitive to 

the natural and aesthetic qualities of the coastal environment.” p.9 

 

Furthering the argument that the retention of objective (f) is critical to the protection of coastal 

amenity, (even before considering the additional amendment to raise the performance solution 

building height, which will only exacerbate the problem), design considerations (d), (e) & (f) 

under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 have been unsuccessful in protecting the amenity of 

Turners Beach.  

 

There are now multiple dwellings protruding above the dune vegetation as viewed from the 

beach and therefore fail to meet considerations (d), (e) & (f). Turners Beach is “adjacent land” 

consistent with the specifications in each of these three clauses and building above 5.5m (the 

current acceptable solutions building height) to a height visible from the beach should not have 

been permitted as the structures would have been in conflict with each of these clauses. 

 

This is additional evidence that the current development controls are not strong enough to 

protect the amenity of Turners Beach and should not be weakened through the removal of 

objective (f) and a 1m increase to performance solution building height under P1.2 & P2.2.  

 

To be consistent with nationwide coastal design principles, Council must retain objective (f) to 

require the consideration of the coastal amenity in performance based development approvals. 

 

Subject: Clause CCO-S5.7.1-(P1.2) “and is not more than 7.5m” 

 
Note: The following information also applies to any changes to performance criteria P2.2 

 

Council Amendment: Increase from “and is not more than 7.5m” to, “and is not more than 

8.5m” (1m increase). 

 

Rationale: The height is proposed to be changed to 8.5m (1m increase) under the 

Performance Criteria, which would be the mandatory allowable height. This increase would 

make the potential final height of buildings more in line with the Acceptable Solution height 

under the General Residential Zone and in line with existing heights of several other properties 

built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP. 

 

Submission Response: Council’s rationale to increase the building height of the Turners 

Beach SAP to bring it more in line with the acceptable solution for the General Residential Zone 

entirely defeats the purpose of having a specific area plan. These considerations are by 
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definition supposed to be specific, not general. Making this change to bring Turners Beach in 

line with other areas will eliminate much of the character that makes it unique.  

 

Supplementary to this claim, Council also stated that; 

 

“This increase would make the potential final height of buildings more in line . . . with existing 

heights of several other properties built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP.” 6 

 

While it may be the case that there are some buildings throughout Turners Beach that were built 

before the TBSAP, this statement does not provide any planning rationale for an amendment to 

building height. The fact that these houses were built to a level that was later considered 

unacceptable in Turners Beach, indicates that Council should continue to restrict development 

above 7.5m, rather than aggravate the problem by increasing the height elsewhere to match 

these unfortunate transgressions. 

 

Best practice in planning and development is continually updated and improved (as indicated by 

the 28 contemporary coastal design guidelines referenced earlier). Council should be using this 

new information to enforce increasingly intelligent controls for the protection of the coast. 

Instead, it appears that Council is giving in to pressure from developers and trying to increase 

building height because of the few houses built above the current SAP height allowance.  

 

Moving forward Council needs to recognise that the houses built above 7.5m and visible from 

should not have been permitted, but given the limited planning controls at the time they were 

unavoidable. What is important now is that Council does not do anything to weaken the planning 

controls (such as increase the performance height from 7.5m to 8.5m) and instead strengthen 

the ways in which coastal amenity is protected. 

 

To ensure the ongoing protection of the coastal amenity of Turners Beach, Council should retain 

a maximum height on development under clause P1.2 and P2.2 at 7.5m 

 

Subject: Access to consultation information. 

 

The report to Council amending the Turners Beach SAP referenced various community 

consultation sessions and an online survey7 as evidence that the proposed changes “would 

reflect the general aspirations of the Turners Beach community”.  

 

Upon requesting evidence (redacted for anonymity if required) in the form of survey results or 

notes from the community consultation sessions, I was informed by Daryl Connelly on the 22nd 

December 2023 that the changes were “based on the views of staff and elected members, and 

 
6 Draft Amendment LPS2023002 TO THE TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - CENTRAL COAST            
p. 48-50 
7 Draft Amendment LPS2023002 TO THE TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - CENTRAL COAST            
p. 46 
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consideration of anecdotal feedback received from the community. We are not suggesting that 

the proposed changes are reliant on empirical evidence.”  

 

Following this statement no notes from any community consultation were provided to support 

Council’s claim.  

 

Instead it was stated that Council “was unable to locate any notes the former Manager made 

during the consultation sessions.” 8 In relation to the sharing of survey results to justify Council’s 

claim, Council stated that “Dozens of hard copy and electronic surveys were completed, 

however as we have no way of providing and excluding duplicates, they can’t be relied on for 

any quantitative analysis.” 

 

The only reference to community consultation that Council was able to provide were notes from 

the Community Representatives Committee Meetings held on the 26 August 2021 and 25 

November 2021. Given that these are over 2 years old and the minutes contain no information 

to suggest there was any substantial discussion on the proposed amendments to the TBSAP, 

there appears to be no evidence that the proposed changes will be in line with community 

aspirations whatsoever and is reason enough to refuse any amendments to building height 

controls. 

 

This does not instill confidence that Council is acting in line with the “general aspirations” of the 

community. Council has been unable to present any evidence of consultation, either from 

community sessions or a survey. The last reference made on the Turners Beach Specific Area 

Plan was over 2 years ago. How then can Council in good faith make amendments to 

something as controversial as building height controls and the weakening of coastal amenity 

with no proof that the community supports these changes? 

 

Conclusion: 

 

The proposed amendments to the Turners Beach Specific Area Plan (SAP) present both 

commendable improvements and potential risks to the unique character of Turners Beach. 

While the dedication of time and effort by the Council towards preserving the area's native 

vegetation and dune is evident, caution must be exercised to avoid harm. 

 

The proposed removal of Local Area Objective (f) and the increase in Performance Criteria P1.2 

from 7.5m to 8.5m are two changes that should not be made. Objective (f) plays a crucial role in 

guiding development in harmony with the natural landscape, and its removal would compromise 

the protection of coastal amenity. Furthermore, the proposed height increase would increase the 

likelihood of structures overlooking the dune, further eroding the amenity of the natural 

coastline. Furthermore, the rationale that the changes would bring Turners Beach in line with 

other general residential areas contradicts the specificity intended for the Turners Beach SAP, 

diluting its character for the sake of alignment with broader standards. 

 
8 Email from Daryl Connelly dated 3rd January 2024. 
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The argument for retaining objective (f) is its alignment with national coastal design principles 

and the responsibility of Council in protecting coastal amenity. The supporting evidence from 

other Australian states reinforces the importance of considering environmental context in 

development decisions, and Turners Beach should be no exception. 

 

Regarding the building height amendment, maintaining the current limit of 7.5m under 

Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 is required to uphold the unique identity of Turners Beach, 

reduce the risk of development imposing on the visual amenity of the coastline, and prevent the 

area from conforming to general standards that compromise its character. 

 

In conjunction with these issues, concerns surrounding the transparency and legitimacy of the 

consultation process are significant. Council has been unable to provide any evidence to 

suggest that proposed changes are in line with community aspirations. Council has admitted 

that the results from the survey “can’t be relied on” and that they were “unable to locate any 

notes the former Manager made during the consultation sessions.” 

 

In light of these considerations, Council should retain Local Area Objective (f) and uphold the 

current building height limit of 7.5m, whilst accepting all other controls that enhance the 

protection of the natural environment. This will not only preserve the character of Turners Beach 

but will ensure best practice in coastal development and exemplify a commitment to responsible 

and community-informed decision-making in the Central Coast. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CENTRAL COAST COUNCIL

D ivision .............................................

15/01/2024 Received 1 5 JAN 2024
General Manager File No ...............................................
Central Coast Council

PO Box 220 Doc (D .............................................,,Ulverstone 7315

Draft Amendment Application No. LPS2023002 to the Tasmanian Planning Scheme -
Central Coast

As the land owner at 18 Shorehaven Drive, Turners Beach looking to build in the future we fully
support the amendments proposed to the TBSAP in particular the changes to:

? the maximum building height from 7.5m to 8.5m in keeping with the General Residential
Zone in which several other properties around Turners Beach built prior to the TBSAP are

up to 8.5m. This additional height will allow more opportunity for new homes (or other
renovated houses) to increase their size by going up rather than taking up more of the
available land. Most new homes in Turners Beach are now built in a very high density
with little or no trees or landscaping possible with houses not only being built very close
to others but also the buildings using most of the available land. For us this change will
allow our house plans to minimise the land area taken up, better provide space taking
into consideration the Bush Fire Attack (BAL) restrictions, and allow for a multi level
beach style home in keeping the with area rather than a just a large home taking up all
the available land which has become normal in our area.

? to encourage front garden landscaping to use more native species (and not just grass) to
keep the look and feel of Turners Beach as a coastal beachside residential area. Some

new developments in recent years have become almost 100% dominated to be
"concrete, brick and colorbond metal" with very little space or landscaping.

Please note the proposed Clause CCO-SS.7.3-(A1) and (P1) mentions landscaping with native

vegetation with a finalgrowth height of not less than 500m (maybe a typo and should read
500mm) ?

Yours faithfully,

Darren & Susan Broadby
8 Shorehaven Drive,
Turners Beach 7315
0418 140040



CENTRAL COAST COUNCIL

Division .............................................
15/01/2024

Received 1 5 JAN 2024
General Manager

Central Coast Council File No .....................................-...----
PO Box 220

Doc ID ..................................-.-...---
Ulverstone 7315

Draft Amendment Application No. LPS2023002 to the Tasmanian Planning Scheme -
Central Coast

As the recent new owner of our house at 8 Shorehaven Drive, Turners Beach we have reviewed
the proposed amendments to the TBSAP and fully support the changes particularly to the
changes to:

? the maximum building height from 7.5m to 8.5m in keeping with the General Residential
Zone in which several other properties around Turners Beach built prior to the TBSAP are
up to 8.5m. Our new home is an example along with others in the area of minimal
landscaping or room for planting native trees. With a change to the building heights the
opportunity for existing or new homes to build a 3rd level rather than a larger footprint
home is possible. The current limit of 7.5m is impossible for a 3rd level despite many
other existing homes in Turners Beach having a 3'd level built prior to the TBSAP in 2013.

? encourage front garden landscaping to use more native species (and not just grass) to
keep the look and feel of Turners Beach as a coastal beachside residential area. Some
new developments in recent years have become almost 100% dominated to be
"concrete, brick and colorbond metal" with very little space or landscaping.

Please note the proposed Clause CCO-S5.7.3-(A1) and (P1) mentions landscaping with native
vegetation with a final growth height of not less than 500m (maybe a typo and should read
500mm) ?

Yours faithfully,

Darren & Sushn Broadby
8 Shorehaven Drive,
Turners Beach 7315
0418 140040



4 Albert Street
TURNERS BEACH TAS 7315

12 January 2024

The General Manager
Central Coast Council
PO Box 220
ULVERSTONE TAS 7315

Dear Sir

APPUCATION NO. LPS2023002 -APPUCATION FOR DRAFT AMENDMENT UNDER LAND USE
PLANNING AND APPROVAL ACT 1993 -AMEND THE TURNERS BEACH SPECIFIC AREA PLAN

Please find attached, my response to the above and your letter dated 1 December 2023

Yours sincerely

PHILLIP KLINE

CENTRAL COAST COUNCIL

Division ............................................................

R9Vd 15 JAN 2024
ne No .........==mn..==n...........................

Dó, lg umummumummuunmuunn.==n#######



Attention: The General Manager, Central Coast Council

This submission has been written in cooperation with other concerned residents of Turners
Beach. Please take care not to çlisregard similar submissions on the grounds they are
duplicates. Instead, view these duplicate / similar submissions as an illustration of shared

sentiment rather than clerical error.

Signed

This is a submission in response to the recent report amending the Turners Beach Specific Area
Plan (SAP) as part of a wider review of all SAP's within the Central Coast Local Provisions
Schedule. Having read through the document I am pleased to see that Council has dedicated a
significant amount of time and effort towards the preservation of what makes Turners Beach a
unique and desirable place to live. The revision of Plan Purpose CCO-S5.1.1, in addition to the
new purposes CCO-SS.1.2 and CCO-S5.1.3 sets a stronger framework through which
development and use outcomes can be achieved within Turners Beach.

With that said, there are two (2) proposed changes that will substantially undermine the
character of Turners Beach if Council supports the new Specific Area Plan without rejecting
these amendments.

The amendments are as follows;

1. Remove Local Area Objective (f) which reads: "provide for new residential development
in waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape"

2. Increase the Performance Criteria P1.2 from "and is not more than 7.5m" to, "and is not
more than 8.5m"

Note: As Council has not exhibited any documents proposing amendments to performance criteria P2.2 within the
Tumers Beach Specific Area Plan, it is assumed no changes will be made to this performance criteria as this would
be in breach of Council's legislated requirements for community consultation.

Council should retain Local Area Objective (f), "provide for new residential development in
waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape", and retain
Performance Criteria P1.2 & P2.2 for building height, "and is not more than 7.5m", whilst
accepting all other proposed amendments to the Turners Beach SAP.

Doing so would provide clarity to Council in relation to development outcomes, facilitate the

protection of native vegetation and the local dune, whilst ensuring the unique character of
Turners Beach is protected as the area continues to develop.
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Extended Response:

Subject: Local Area Objective (f), "provide for new residential development in waterfront
locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape"

Council Amendment: Removed.

Rationale: In conflict with TBSAP setback and height standards (existing and proposed).

Submission Response: The SAP's objective to ensure that natural amenity is prioritized

over residential development is required to ensure that new residential development, reliant on
performance criteria P1.2 and / or P2.2 are designed appropriately for the natural setting of
Tumers Beach, particularly when viewed from the coast. It provides a crucial link between the

considerations under the performance criteria to the overall Local Area Objectives. Objective (f)
provides design considerations for developers not dissimilar to considerations (c), (d), (e) & (f)
under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2, as listed below.

(c) the relationship between appearance and design characteristics of the buildings and

any buildings on adjacent land;

(d) the apparent building height when viewed from a frontage road and adjacent land in

another zone;

(e) the effect of the slope and orientation of the site and adjacent land on apparent
building height;

(f) the effect and durability of screening to attenuate impact of the building to view from a
frontage road or from adjacent land in another zone;

Each of these considerations requires that development, both residential and non-residential,
looking to build above 5.5m up to a building height of 7.5m (current max), take into account their
visual impact upon surrounding properties and land. Council clearly recognises the importance
of these considerations, as all four have remained in the proposed TBSAP. Why then would
Council take out the only objective that requires the protection of natural amenity in a similar
manner?

Note: To demonstrate the importance of protecting coastal amenity, not only in Tasmania but around Australia, the
following section includes 28 instances where the protection of coastal amenity is a clear objective in a State
Govemment endorsed document from either Victoria, New South Wales, Queenstand or Tasmania. Given more time
to review State Govemment Documentation, this list would likely include every coastal State or Territory in Australia.

Council's reasoning to remove objective (f) on the grounds it is "in conflict with TBSAP setback
and height standards", indicates that the current setback and height performance standards are
already putting the coastal amenity at risk. Rather than remove the objective and forsake the

2/8



protection of the Tumers Beach coastline, Council should be looking to strengthen the
development controls that ensure its protection.

Any amendments made to the Tumers Beach SAP that weaken the protection of coastline

amenity (such as removing objective (f) and increasing the acceptable height under P1.2 or
P2.2 to 8.5m) would be in conflict with the directives given by each of the State Governments

referenced in the following section and Council's obligation to protect coastal amenity.

Protecting Coastal Amenity as a Design Principal around Australia:

Victoria: Siting and Design Guidelines for Structures on Victorian Coast.'
? "New structures should minimize their footprint, including their height. The height and

scale of any structure should be designed to be appropriate to its context" p. 13
? "Is the form and line of the proposed structure sympathetic to the surrounding landscape

and context?" p. 19
? "Is the structure appropriate in scale, relative to the line of the landscape?" p. 19
? "Does the structure enrich and not impede views to and from the coast?" p.21
? "Does the structure maintain important public views, vistas and sightlines?" p.21
? "Does the structure blend with and complement the local coastal character?" p.21
? "Ocean and beach views greatly enrich our coastal experience and connection with

nature. It is important to frame, maintain and optimize existing views of unique features
through careful siting and design that does not involve the removal of vegetation or
intrusion into existing or potential view lines." p.50

NSW: Coastal Design Guidelines.*

? Outcome B: "Ensure the built environment is appropriate for the coast and local context"
p. 32

? Outcome B1: "Respond to and protect elements that make the place special" p.32
? Outcome B1a: "Integrate development within the natural topography of the site and

ensure land use, building scale and height respond sympathetically to coastal
landforms." p.32

? Outcome B1d: "Ensure that lot sizes, building heights and density are appropriate for the
coastal settlement, and complement the existing or desired local character, supported by
place-based strategies." p.32

? Outcome B2c: "Consider effects on scenic values and maintain publicly accessible views
to significant landmarks." p.32

? Outcome B2d: "Ensure that building heights consider the effect on views from different
vantage points." p.32

? Outcome B2e: "Retain or create views from public spaces. Prioritize this over creating
views from private property" p.32

? Outcome C3: "Protect public amenity"

' Siting and Design Guidelines For Structures on Victorian Coast
* NSW Coastal Design Guidelines 2023
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? Outcome C3a: "Avoid development that will overshadow the beach, foreshore or public
domain. Apply the standard that there must be no overshadowing before 4 pm
(midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastem Daylight Saving Time)." p.35

? Outcome C3b: "Protect the amenity of public spaces from buildings, structures or land
uses that may be visually and/or acoustically intrusive or create wind funnels "

? 4.31a: "Use building type, scale, height and aspect to ensure development integrates
with, and does not dominate, coastal landforms and other elements of the coastal
environment (for example, keep building mass below tree canopy and ridge lines)." p.47

? 4.31c: "Protect and enhance view corridors to and from the foreshore, water bodies and
natural features." p.47

? 4.21d: "Locate and design development to limit the visual intrusion of buildings when
viewed from public spaces, and the overshadowing of beaches, foreshores and the
public domain before 4 pm (midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastem Daylight Saving Time)." p.47

Queensland Coastal Plan 2011 (7. Buildings and structures on State coastal land)*

? 7.2: "Buildings and structures are to be located, designed, constructed and operated to
complement the landscape characteristics of the natural environment, and in particular:

o a) not alter the amenity and character of the area" p.14
? 4.1 "The dominance of the natural character of the coast is to be maintained or

enhanced when viewed from the foreshore" p.51
? "Where the existing scenic amenity values of the coast draw heavily on a predominantly

natural undeveloped landscape character, new development should be undertaken in a
manner which maintains or enhances the dominance of this character. Such
development is to be located and designed to minimize significant losses of natural

character when viewed from the foreshore." p.51

FACT SHEET 3 - TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT'
? "Local character will also be protected through the Tasmanian Planning Scheme through

the application of the Local Historic Heritage Code and local area objectives. There are
also opportunities for specMc area plans to manage the unique areas of the State." p.2

State Coastal Policy 1996 (Tasmania)5
Natural and cultural values of the coast shall be protected

? "That the natural character of the coastal zone is of special cultural value to Tasmanians
and to visitors from elsewhere" p.5

The coast shall be used and developed in a sustainable manner

? "that the coastal environment is being affected by activities, uses and development
occurring outside the coastal zone." p.6

3 Queensland Coastal Plan 2011
' Fact Sheet 3 - Tasmanian Planning Scheme - Residential Development
s State Coastal Policy 1996
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? "1.1.10. The design and siting of buildings, engineering works and other infrastructure,
including access routes in the coastal zone, will be subject to planning controls to ensure
compatibility with natural landscapes." p.9

? "2.1.3. Siting, design, construction and maintenance of buildings, engineering works and
other infrastructure, including access routes within the coastal zone will be sensitive to
the natural and aesthetic qualities of the coastal environment." p.9

Furthering the argument that the retention of objective (f) is critical to the protection of coastal

amenity, (even before considering the additional amendment to raise the performance solution
building height, which will only exacerbate the problem), design considerations (d), (e) & (f)

under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 have been unsuccessful in protecting the amenity of
Tumers Beach.

There are now multiple dwellings protruding above the dune vegetation as viewed from the
beach and therefore fail to meet considerations (d), (e) & (f). Tumers Beach is "adjacent land"
consistent with the specifications in each of these three clauses and building above 5.5m (the
current acceptable solutions building height) to a height visible from the beach should not have
been permitted as the structures would have been in conflict with each of these clauses.

This is additional evidence that the current development controls are not strong enough to
protect the amenity of Tumers Beach and should not be weakened through the removal of
objective (f) and a 1m increase to performance solution building height under P1.2 & P2.2.

To be consistent with nationwide coastal design principles, Council must retain objective (f) to

require the consideration of the coastal amenity in performance based development approvals.

Subject: Clause CCO-SS.7.1-(P1.2) "and is not more than 7.5m"

Note: The following information also applies to any changes to performance criteria P2.2

Council Amendment: Increase from "and is not more than 7.5m" to, "and is not more than
8.5m" (1m increase).

Rationale: The height is proposed to be changed to 8.5m (1m increase) under the
Performance Criteria, which would be the mandatory allowable height. This increase would

make the potential final height of buildings more in line with the Acceptable Solution height
under the General Residential Zone and in line with existing heights of several other properties
built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP.

Submission Response: Council's rationale to increase the building height of the Tumers
Beach SAP to bring it more in line with the acceptable solution for the General Residential Zone
entirely defeats the purpose of having a specific area plan. These considerations are by
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definition supposed to be specific, not general. Making this change to bring Tumers Beach in
line with other areas will eliminate much of the character that makes it unique.

Supplementary to this claim, Council also stated that;

"This increase would make the potential final height of buildings more in line . . . with existing
heights of several other properties built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP." 8

While it may be the case that there are some buildings throughout Turners Beach that were built
before the TBSAP, this statement does not provide any planning rationale for an amendment to
building height. The fact that these houses were built to a level that was later considered
unacceptable in Tumers Beach, indicates that Council should continue to restrict development
above 7.5m, rather than aggravate the problem by increasing the height elsewhere to match
these unfortunate transgressions.

Best practice in planning and development is continually updated and improved (as indicated by
the 28 contemporary coastal design guidelines referenced earlier). Council should be using this
new information to enforce increasingly intelligent controls for the protection of the coast.
Instead, it appears that Council is giving in to pressure from developers and trying to increase
building height because of the few houses built above the current SAP height allowance.

Moving forward Council needs to recognise that the houses built above 7.5m and visible from

should not have been permitted, but given the limited planning controls at the time they were
unavoidable. What is important now is that Council does not do anything to weaken the planning
controls (such as increase the performance height from 7.5m to 8.5m) and instead strengthen
the ways in which coastal amenity is protected.

To ensure the ongoing protection of the coastal amenity of Tumers Beach, Council should retain

a maximum height on development under clause P1.2 and P2.2 at 7.5m

Subject: Access to consultation information.

The report to Council amending the Tumers Beach SAP referenced various community
consultation sessions and an online survey' as evidence that the proposed changes "would
reflect the general aspirations of the Tumers Beach community"

Upon requesting evidence (redacted for anonymity if required) in the form of survey results or
notes from the community consultation sessions, I was informed by Daryl Connelly on the 22nd
December 2023 that the changes were "based on the views of staff and elected members, and

6 Draft Amendment LPS2023002 TO THE TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - CENTRAL COAST
p. 48-50

Draft Amendment LPS2023002 TO THE TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - CENTRAL COAST
p. 46
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consideration of anecdotal feedback received from the community. We are not suggesting that
the proposed changes are reliant on empirical evidence."

Following this statement no notes from any community consultation were provided to support
Council's claim.

Instead it was stated that Council "was unable to locate any notes the former Manager made
during the consultation sessions."8 in relation to the sharing of survey results to justify Council's

claim, Council stated that "Dozens of hard copy and electronic surveys were completed,
however as we have no way of providing and excluding duplicates, they can't be relied on for
any quantitative analysis."

The only reference to community consultation that Council was able to provide were notes from
the Community Representatives Committee Meetings held on the 26 August 2021 and 25
November 2021. Given that these are over 2 years old and the minutes contain no information
to suggest there was any substantial discussion on the proposed amendments to the TBSAP,
there appears to be no evidence that the proposed changes will be in line with community
aspirations whatsoever and is reason enough to refuse any amendments to building height
controls.

This does not instill confidence that Council is acting in line with the "general aspirations" of the

community. Council has been unable to present any evidence of consultation, either from
community sessions or a survey. The last reference made on the Tumers Beach Specific Area
Plan was over 2 years ago. How then can Council in good faith make amendments to

something as controversial as building height controls and the weakening of coastal amenity
with no proof that the community supports these changes?

Conclusion:

The proposed amendments to the Tumers Beach Specific Area Plan (SAP) present both

commendable improvements and potential risks to the unique character of Tumers Beach.
While the dedication of time and effort by the Council towards preserving the area's native

vegetation and dune is evident, caution must be exercised to avoid harm.

The proposed removal of Local Area Objective (f) and the increase in Performance Criteria P1.2
from 7.5m to 8.5m are two changes that should not be made. Objective (f) plays a crucial mle in
guiding development in harmony with the natural landscape, and its removal would compromise
the protection of coastal amenity. Furthermore, the proposed height increase would increase the
likelihood of structures overlooking the dune, further eroding the amenity of the natural
coastline. Furthermore, the rationale that the changes would bring Tumers Beach in line with
other general residential areas contradicts the specificity intended for the Tumers Beach SAP,
diluting its character for the sake of alignment with broader standards.

a Email from Daryl Connelly dated 3rd January 2024.
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The argument for retaining objective (f) is its alignment with national coastal design principles

and the responsibility of Council in protecting coastal amenity. The supporting evidence from
other Australian states reinforces the importance of considering environmental context in
development decisions, and Tumers Beach should be no exception.

Regarding the building height amendment, maintaining the current limit of 7.5m under
Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 is required to uphold the unique identity of Tumers Beach,

reduce the risk of development imposing on the visual amenity of the coastline, and prevent the
area from conforming to general standards that compromise its character.

In conjunction with these issues, concems surrounding the transparency and legitimacy of the

consultation process are significant. Council has been unable to provide any evidence to
suggest that proposed changes are in line with community aspirations. Council has admitted
that the results from the survey "can't be relied on" and that they were "unable to locate any
notes the former Manager made during the consultation sessions."

In light of these considerations, Council should retain Local Area Objective (f) and uphold the
current building height limit of 7.5m, whilst accepting all other controls that enhance the
protection of the natural environment. This will not only preserve the character of Tumers Beach
but will ensure best practice in coastal development and exemplify a commitment to responsible
and community-informed decision-making in the Central Coast.
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Attention: The General Manager, Central Coast Council

This submission has been written in cooperation with other concerned residents of Turners
Beach. Please take care not to disregard similar submissions on the grounds they are
duplicates. Instead, view these duplicate / similar submissions as an illustration of shared

sentiment rather than cleric ror.

Signed: V)This is a submission in response to the recent report amending the Turners Beach Specific Area
Plan (SAP) as part of a wider review of all SAP's within the Central Coast Local Provisions
Schedule. Having read through the document I am pleased to see that Council has dedicated a

significant amount of time and effort towards the preservation of what makes Turners Beach a
unique and desirable place to live. The revision of Plan Purpose CCO-SS.1.1, in addition to the
new purposes CCO-SS.1.2 and CCO-S5.1.3 sets a stronger framework through which
development and use outcomes can be achieved within Turners Beach.

With that said, there are two (2) proposed changes that will substantially undermine the
character of Turners Beach if Council supports the new Specific Area Plan without rejecting
these amendments.

The amendments are as follows;

1. Remove Local Area Objective (f) which reads: "provide for new residential development
in waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape"

2. Increase the Performance Criteria P1.2 from "and is not more than 7.5m" to, "and is not
more than 8.5m"

Note: As Council has not exhibited any documents proposing amendments to performance criteria P2.2 within the
Tumers Beach Specific Area Plan, it is assumed no changes will be made to this performance criteria as this would
be in breach of Council's legislated requirements for community consultation.

Council should retain Local Area Objective (f), "provide for new residential development in
waterfront locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape", and retain
Performance Criteria P1.2 & P2.2 for building height, "and is not more than 7.5m", whilst
accepting all other proposed amendments to the Turners Beach SAP.

Doing so would provide clarity to Council in relation to development outcomes, facilitate the
protection of native vegetation and the local dune, whilst ensuring the unique character of
Turners Beach is protected as the area continues to develop.

CENTRAL COAST COUNCIL

DEVELOPMENT 8 RFm H ATORY SERVICES

Received: 1 5 JAN 2024

Application No: ...........................................

Doc. id ......................................................



Extended Response:

Subject: Local Area Objective (f), "provide for new residential development in waterfront
locations of a scale and appearance to nestle within the landscape"

Council Amendment: Removed.

Rationale: In conflict with TBSAP setback and height standards (existing and proposed).

Submission Response: The SAP's objective to ensure that natural amenity is prioritized

over residential development is required to ensure that new residential development, reliant on
performance criteria P1.2 and / or P2.2 are designed appropriately for the natural setting of
Turners Beach, particularly when viewed from the coast. It provides a crucial link between the

considerations under the performance criteria to the overall Local Area Objectives. Objective (f)
provides design considerations for developers not dissimilar to considerations (c), (d), (e) & (f)
under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2, as listed below.

(c) the relationship between appearance and design characteristics of the buildings and

any buildings on adjacent land;

(d) the apparent building height when viewed from a frontage road and adjacent land in
another zone:

(e) the effect of the slope and orientation of the site and adjacent land on apparent
building height;

(f) the effect and durability of screening to attenuate impact of the building to view from a
frontage road or from adjacent land in another zone;

Each of these considerations requires that development, both residential and non-residential,
looking to build above 5.5m up to a building height of 7.5m (current max), take into account their
visual impact upon surrounding properties and land. Council clearly recognises the importance
of these considerations, as all four have remained in the proposed TBSAP. Why then would
Council take out the only objective that requires the protection of natural amenity in a similar
manner?

Note: To demonstrate the importance of protecting coastal amenity, not only in Tasmania but around Australia, the
following section includes 28 instances where the protection of coastal amenity is a clear objective in a State
Government endorsed document from either Victoria, New South Wales, Queensland or Tasmania. Given more time
to review State Government Documentation, this list would likely include every coastal State or Territory in Australia.

Council's reasoning to remove objective (f) on the grounds it is "in conflict with TBSAP setback

and height standards", indicates that the current setback and height performance standards are
already putting the coastal amenity at risk. Rather than remove the objective and forsake the
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protection of the Turners Beach coastline, Council should be looking to strengthen the
development controls that ensure its protection.

Any amendments made to the Turners Beach SAP that weaken the protection of coastline

amenity (such as removing objective (f) and increasing the acceptable height under P1.2 or
P2.2 to 8.5m) would be in conflict with the directives given by each of the State Governments

referenced in the following section and Council's obligation to protect coastal amenity.

Protecting Coastal Amenity as a Design Principal around Australia:

Victoria: Siting and Design Guidelines for Structures on Victorian Coast.'
? "New structures should minimize their footprint, including their height. The height and

scale of any structure should be designed to be appropriate to its context" p. 13
? "Is the form and line of the proposed structure sympathetic to the surrounding landscape

and context?" p. 19
? "Is the structure appropriate in scale, relative to the line of the landscape?" p. 19
? "Does the structure enrich and not impede views to and from the coast?" p.21
? "Does the structure maintain important public views, vistas and sightlines?" p.21
? "Does the structure blend with and complement the local coastal character?" p.21
? "Ocean and beach views greatly enrich our coastal experience and connection with

nature. It is important to frame, maintain and optimize existing views of unique features
through careful siting and design that does not involve the removal of vegetation or
intrusion into existing or potential view lines " p.50

NSW: Coastal Design Guidelines.2
? Outcome B: "Ensure the built environment is appropriate for the coast and local context"

p. 32

? Outcome B1: "Respond to and protect elements that make the place special" p.32
? Outcome B1a: "integrate development within the natural topography of the site and

ensure land use, building scale and height respond sympathetically to coastal
landforms." p.32

? Outcome B1d: "Ensure that lot sizes, building heights and density are appropriate for the
coastal settlement, and complement the existing or desired local character, supported by
place-based strategies." p.32

? Outcome B2c: "Consider effects on scenic values and maintain publicly accessible views
to significant landmarks." p.32

? Outcome B2d: "Ensure that building heights consider the effect on views from different
vantage points." p.32

? Outcome B2e: "Retain or create views from public spaces. Prioritize this over creating
views from private property" p.32

? Outcome C3: "Protect public amenity"

' Siting and Design Guidelines For Structures on Victorian Coast
2 NSW Coastal Design Guidelines 2023
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? Outcome C3a: "Avoid development that will overshadow the beach, foreshore or public
domain. Apply the standard that there must be no overshadowing before 4 pm
(midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern Daylight Saving Time)." p.35

? Outcome C3b: "Protect the amenity of public spaces from buildings, structures or land
uses that may be visually and/or acoustically intrusive or create wind funnels."

? 4.31a: "Use building type, scale, height and aspect to ensure development integrates
with, and does not dominate, coastal landforms and other elements of the coastal
environment (for example, keep building mass below tree canopy and ridge lines)." p.47

? 4.31c: "Protect and enhance view corridors to and from the foreshore, water bodies and
natural features." p.47

? 4.21d: "Locate and design development to limit the visual intrusion of buildings when
viewed from public spaces, and the overshadowing of beaches, foreshores and the
public domain before 4 pm (midwinter) and 7 pm (Eastern Daylight Saving Time)." p.47

Queensland Coastal Plan 2011 (7. Buildings and structures on State coastal land)3
? 7.2: "Buildings and structures are to be located, designed, constructed and operated to

complement the landscape characteristics of the natural environment, and in particular:
o a) not alter the amenity and character of the area" p.14

? 4.1 "The dominance of the natural character of the coast is to be maintained or
enhanced when viewed from the foreshore" p.51

? "Where the existing scenic amenity values of the coast draw heavily on a predominantly
natural undeveloped landscape character, new development should be undertaken in a
manner which maintains or enhances the dominance of this character. Such
development is to be located and designed to minimize significant losses of natural

character when viewed from the foreshore." p.51

FACT SHEET 3 - TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT4

? "Local character will also be protected through the Tasmanian Planning Scheme through
the application of the Local Historic Heritage Code and local area objectives. There are

also opportunities for specific area plans to manage the unique areas of the State." p.2

State Coastal Policy 1996 (Tasmania)5
Natural and cultural values of the coast shall be protected

? "That the natural character of the coastal zone is of special cultural value to Tasmanians
and to visitors from elsewhere" p.5

The coast shall be used and developed in a sustainable manner

? "that the coastal environment is being affected by activities, uses and development
occurring outside the coastal zone." p.6

3 Queensland Coastal Plan 2011
4 Fact Sheet 3 - Tasmanian Planning Scheme - Residential Development
5 State Coastal Policy 1996
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? "1.1.10. The design and siting of buildings, engineering works and other infrastructure,
including access routes in the coastal zone, will be subject to planning controls to ensure
compatibility with natural landscapes." p.9

? "2.1.3. Siting, design, construction and maintenance of buildings, engineering works and
other infrastructure, including access routes within the coastal zone will be sensitive to
the natural and aesthetic qualities of the coastal environment." p.9

Furthering the argument that the retention of objective (f) is critical to the protection of coastal

amenity, (even before considering the additional amendment to raise the performance solution
building height, which will only exacerbate the problem), design considerations (d), (e) & (f)

under Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 have been unsuccessful in protecting the amenity of
Turners Beach.

There are now multiple dwellings protruding above the dune vegetation as viewed from the
beach and therefore fail to meet considerations (d), (e) & (f). Turners Beach is "adjacent land"
consistent with the specifications in each of these three clauses and building above 5.5m (the
current acceptable solutions building height) to a height visible from the beach should not have
been permitted as the structures would have been in conflict with each of these clauses.

This is additional evidence that the current development controls are not strong enough to

protect the amenity of Turners Beach and should not be weakened through the removal of
objective (f) and a 1m increase to performance solution building height under P1.2 & P2.2.

To be consistent with nationwide coastal design principles, Council must retain objective (f) to
require the consideration of the coastal amenity in performance based development approvals.

Subject: Clause CCO-S5.7.1-(P1.2) "and is not more than 7.5m"

Note: The following information also applies to any changes to performance criteria P2.2

Council Amendment: Increase from "and is not more than 7.5m" to, "and is not more than
8.5m" (1m increase).

Rationale: The height is proposed to be changed to 8.5m (1m increase) under the
Performance Criteria, which would be the mandatory allowable height. This increase would

make the potential final height of buildings more in line with the Acceptable Solution height
under the General Residential Zone and in line with existing heights of several other properties
built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP.

Submission Response: Council's rationale to increase the building height of the Turners
Beach SAP to bring it more in line with the acceptable solution for the General Residential Zone

entirely defeats the purpose of having a specific area plan. These considerations are by
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definition supposed to be specific, not general. Making this change to bring Turners Beach in
line with other areas will eliminate much of the character that makes it unique.

Supplementary to this claim, Council also stated that;

"This increase would make the potential final height of buildings more in line . . . with existing
heights of several other properties built prior to the introduction of the TBSAP." 6

While it may be the case that there are some buildings throughout Turners Beach that were built
before the TBSAP, this statement does not provide any planning rationale for an amendment to
building height. The fact that these houses were built to a level that was later considered

unacceptable in Tumers Beach, indicates that Council should continue to restrict development
above 7.5m, rather than aggravate the problem by increasing the height elsewhere to match
these unfortunate transgressions.

Best practice in planning and development is continually updated and improved (as indicated by
the 28 contemporary coastal design guidelines referenced earlier). Council should be using this

new information to enforce increasingly intelligent controls for the protection of the coast.
Instead, it appears that Council is giving in to pressure from developers and trying to increase
building height because of the few houses built above the current SAP height allowance.

Moving forward Council needs to recognise that the houses built above 7.5m and visible from

should not have been permitted, but given the limited planning controls at the time they were
unavoidable. What is important now is that Council does not do anything to weaken the planning
controls (such as increase the performance height from 7.5m to 8.5m) and instead strengthen
the ways in which coastal amenity is protected.

To ensure the ongoing protection of the coastal amenity of Turners Beach, Council should retain
a maximum height on development under clause P1.2 and P2.2 at 7.5m

Subject: Access to consultation information.

The report to Council amending the Tumers Beach SAP referenced various community

consultation sessions and an online survey' as evidence that the proposed changes "would
reflect the general aspirations of the Turners Beach community".

Upon requesting evidence (redacted for anonymity if required) in the form of survey results or
notes from the community consultation sessions, I was informed by Daryl Connelly on the 22nd
December 2023 that the changes were "based on the views of staff and elected members, and

Draft Amendment LPS2023002 TO THE TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - CENTRAL COAST
p. 48-50

Draft Amendment LPS2023002 TO THE TASMANIAN PLANNING SCHEME - CENTRAL COAST
p. 46
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consideration of anecdotal feedback received from the community. We are not suggesting that
the proposed changes are reliant on empirical evidence "

Following this statement no notes from any community consultation were provided to support
Council's claim.

Instead it was stated that Council "was unable to locate any notes the former Manager made
during the consultation sessions." 8 In relation to the sharing of survey results to justify Council's

claim, Council stated that "Dozens of hard copy and electronic surveys were completed,
however as we have no way of providing and excluding duplicates, they can't be relied on for

any quantitative analysis."

The only reference to community consultation that Council was able to provide were notes from
the Community Representatives Committee Meetings held on the 26 August 2021 and 25
November 2021. Given that these are over 2 years old and the minutes contain no information
to suggest there was any substantial discussion on the proposed amendments to the TBSAP,
there appears to be no evidence that the proposed changes will be in line with community
aspirations whatsoever and is reason enough to refuse any amendments to building height
controls.

This does not instill confidence that Council is acting in line with the "general aspirations" of the

community. Council has been unable to present any evidence of consultation, either from
community sessions or a survey. The last reference made on the Turners Beach Specific Area
Plan was over 2 years ago. How then can Council in good faith make amendments to

something as controversial as building height controls and the weakening of coastal amenity
with no proof that the community supports these changes?

Conclusion:

The proposed amendments to the Turners Beach Specific Area Plan (SAP) present both
commendable improvements and potential risks to the unique character of Turners Beach.
While the dedication of time and effort by the Council towards preserving the area's native

vegetation and dune is evident, caution must be exercised to avoid harm.

The proposed removal of Local Area Objective (f) and the increase in Performance Criteria P1.2
from 7.5m to 8.5m are two changes that should not be made. Objective (f) plays a crucial role in
guiding development in harmony with the natural landscape, and its removal would compromise
the protection of coastal amenity. Furthermore, the proposed height increase would increase the
likelihood of structures overlooking the dune, further eroding the amenity of the natural

coastline. Furthermore, the rationale that the changes would bring Turners Beach in line with
other general residential areas contradicts the specificity intended for the Turners Beach SAP,
diluting its character for the sake of alignment with broader standards.

e Email from Daryl Connelly dated 3rd January 2024.
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The argument for retaining objective (f) is its alignment with national coastal design principles
and the responsibility of Council in protecting coastal amenity. The supporting evidence from
other Australian states reinforces the importance of considering environmental context in
development decisions, and Turners Beach should be no exception.

Regarding the building height amendment, maintaining the current limit of 7.5m under
Performance Criteria P1.2 and P2.2 is required to uphold the unique identity of Turners Beach,
reduce the risk of development imposing on the visual amenity of the coastline, and prevent the
area from conforming to general standards that compromise its character.

In conjunction with these issues, concerns surrounding the transparency and legitimacy of the
consultation process are significant. Council has been unable to provide any evidence to
suggest that proposed changes are in line with community aspirations. Council has admitted
that the results from the survey "can't be relied on" and that they were "unable to locate any
notes the former Manager made during the consultation sessions."

In light of these considerations, Council should retain Local Area Objective (f) and uphold the
current building height limit of 7.5m, whilst accepting all other controls that enhance the
protection of the natural environment. This will not only preserve the character of Turners Beach
but will ensure best practice in coastal development and exemplify a commitment to responsible

and community-informed decision-making in the Central Coast.
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BUILDING & PLUMBING - SCHEDULE OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

MADE UNDER DELEGATION 

Period: 1 January 2024 to 31 January 2024 

 

Building Permits and Certificates 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plumbing Permits and Certificates 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fire Abatements Notices 

 

Fire Abatement Notices Issued Property Cleared by Contractor 

13 10 

 

Building Permits – Category 4 Number Issued Cost of Works 

Additions / Alterations 1 $80,000 

Demolition Permits 0 $0 

New Dwellings 0 $0 

Outbuildings 0 $0 

Units 0 $0 

Other 1 $1,363,000 

Permit of Substantial Compliance 0 $0 

Notifiable Works – Category 3 Number Issued Combined $ Amount 

Additions / Alterations 1 $50,000 

Demolition Permits 0 $0 

New Dwellings 1 $445,000 

Outbuildings 6 $149,300 

Units 0 $0 

Other 0 $0 

Plumbing Permits – Category 4 Number Issued - 

Plumbing Permit 1  

Notifiable Works – Category 3   

Certificate of Likely Compliance 8  
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COMPLIANCE - SCHEDULE OF REGULATORY SERVICES STATUTORY RESPONSIBILITIES 

Period: 1 January 2024 to 31 January 2024 

 

Dogs Impounded by Central Coast Council 

 

Number of Dogs Impounded Dogs Claimed Dogs to Dogs Home 

8 8 0 

 

Animal Licences, Offences, Permits 

 

Licence, Offence, Permits Number Issued 

Barking dog complaints 5 

Declaration of dangerous dogs 0 

Dog attacks on other dogs/cats 0 

Dog attacks on persons 3 

Dog attacks on livestock/wildlife 0 

Kennel licences issued 0 

Kennel Licence Renewals 0 

Permits under Animal Control By-law No.1 of 2018 0 

Unregistered dogs located by Compliance 8 

Wandering livestock 0 

 

Dog Infringement Notices Issued 

 

 

 

 

 

Patrols of Free Camping Areas 

 

Camping Area Patrols Conducted Cautions Issued 

Bannons Park 8 0 

Battons Park 0 0 

Forth Recreation Ground 24 38 

Halls Point [Closed Area] 18 3 

Nicholson Point 25 2 

Penguin Surf Life Saving Precinct 48 0 

Midway Point 26 53 

 

 

Off-lead in On-Lead Locations Patrols Cautions Infringements 

Buttons Beach 20 0 0 

Midway Beach 35 0 0 

Penguin Beach 35 2 0 

Turners Beach 28 0 0 
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Traffic Infringement Notices for Parking Offences 

 

Traffic  

Infringement Location 

Number Issued Percentage 

Alexandra Road  0 - 

Bannons Carpark 6 12.5% 

Coles/Furner’s Carpark 7 14.6% 

Crescent Street, Ulverstone 2 4.2% 

King Edward Street, Ulverstone 8 16.6% 

Main Road, Penguin 0 - 

North Reibey Street Carpark 16 33.4% 

Reibey Street 8 16.6% 

Victoria Street 1 2.1% 

Wongi Lane 0 - 

 

 

Water Sampling / Testing (Public Health Act 1997, Rec Water Guidelines 2007) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sample Location Number of  

Samples Tested 

Number of non-

compliant  

Results 

Beach – Midway Point Beach 3 - 

Beach – Penguin Surf LS Club 5 - 

Beach – Johnsons Beach 6 1 

Beach – Penguin Main Beach 5 - 

Beach – West Ulverstone Beach 5 - 

Beach – Picnic Point Beach (East) 5 - 

Beach - Ulverstone Surf LS Club 5 - 

Beach – Turners Beach 5 - 

River – Ulverstone Wharf 5 - 

Pool - East Ulverstone Indoor CLOSED - 

Pool - Ulverstone Water Slide 6 2 

Self-Testing Locations - - 

Pool - Mt St Vincent Home 1 - 

Pool – Beachway Hotel 0 - 

TOTALS 51 3 
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Environmental Health Complaints 

 

Complaint Type Number of 

Complaints 

Complaints Resolved? 

Food Business 2 Yes 

Registerable Business - - 

ENVIRONMENTAL (EMPCA) 

Community Noise 1 Open 

Building Noise 1 Yes 

Backyard Burning - - 

Chimney Smoke - - 

Smoke nuisance  - - 

General Pollution (Inc. sewer 

spills)  

3 Yes 

Water Pollution - - 

Odour - - 
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Food Business (Food Act 2003) 

 

 

Food Business Registration Type 

Number Registrations 

Issued 

Number Registrations 

Renewed 

Fixed 3 - 

Mobile (Statewide) 1 - 

Notifiable  

(P3-N, P4, Non-renewable) 

1 - 

One-off Events  3 - 

Roadside Vending 1 - 

 

Food Business Inspections 

Conducted 

Fixed Mobile One-Off 

Events 

Pre-registration/Initial 3 1 - 

Scheduled 20 2 - 

Complaint 2 - - 

Re-Inspection/Follow up 5 - - 

Mobile - inspected for another 

Council 

- - - 

Mobile - inspected by another 

Council 

- 2 Devonport - 

 

Food Business Closures Fixed Mobile 

Failed to register - - 

Moving to new premises - - 

Closed business/no longer 

operating 

- - 

 

Non-compliance – Further 

Action 

Fixed Mobile One-Off 

Events 

Improvement Notice 4 1 - 

Infringement 1 pending - - 
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Registerable Business PHRA (Public Health Act 2003) 

 

PHRA  

Registerable Health Risk Activity 

Registerable Business  

Registrations Issued Registrations Renewed 

PHRA – Registered Premises 1 - 

PHRA – Licensed Persons 1 - 

PHRA – Regulated Systems 

Cooling Towers 

- - 

PHRA – Private Water Supplier 

and Carters 

- - 

 

Inspections Conducted Pre-

Registration 

Re-

Inspection  

Scheduled Complaint 

PHRA Premises 1 - - - 

PHRA Operator 1 - - - 

Regulated System - - - - 

Private Water Supplier / Carter - - - - 

 

Closures Failed to 

Register 

Moving to 

new Premises 

Closed 

PHRA Premises - - - 

PHRA Operator - - - 

Regulated System - - - 

Private Water Supplier / Carter - - - 

 

Non-Compliance - Further 

Action 

Failed to 

Register 

Moving to 

new Premises 

Closed 

PHRA Premises - - - 

PHRA Operator - - - 

Regulated System - - - 

Private Water Supplier / Carter - - - 
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Immunisation Clinics 

 

Immunisation Clinics Number of Clinics Number of 

Students/Staff 

Other 

School Based  - - - 

WH&S  - - - 

Enquires and Certificates - - - 

 

On-Site Wastewater Systems (Building Act 2016)  

 

On-site  

Wastewater Management 

Systems 

Total 

Assessments - 

Approvals - 

Inspections - 

Compliance - 

 

Other Licenses and Approvals 

 

Other Licenses and Approvals Assessments Approvals 

Place of Assembly (POA) 

License 

1 (2 pending) 1 

Environmental Health Officer 

Report (Form 49) 

- - 

Occupancy Permit  

(EHO – Form 50) 

- - 

 

 

Samantha Searle 

DIRECTOR CORPORATE SERVICES 

 



Budget YTD Budget Actual YTD Variance

Annual

$'000 $'000 $'000 $'000

Income

Recurrent Income

Rates and charges 19,172            19,122            19,145                           23 

Fees and charges 6,642              3,940              4,037                             97 

Grants - Recurrent 5,999              167                 172                                 4 

Contributions 331                 123                 128                                 5 

Share in profit/loss of associate 1,016              256                 256                                -   

Interest 800                 467                 487                               20 

Other income 860                 512                 635                             123 

Investment revenue 1,645              912                 926                               14 

36,465            25,498            25,785          286              

Capital income

Grants - Capital 853                 446                 32                 (414)              

Capital contributions 7,461              2,383              1,830             (553)              

Contributed Assets 4,400                                  -                     -                    -   

Gain/(loss) on disposal of assets 442                 258                 208               (50)                

13,156            3,087              2,070             (1,017)          

Total Income 49,621            28,585            27,854           (731)             

Expenses

Employee benefits 16,765            9,746              9,509                           (237)

Materials and services 9,961              6,040              6,556                           517 

Depreciation and amortisation 8,994              5,076              5,075                              -   

Finance costs 326                 161                 161                                -   

Other expenses 653                 362                 376                               14 

Total expenses 36,698            21,384            21,678          294              

Operating result 12,923            7,201              6,177            (1,024)          

Central Coast Council

Statement of Comprehensive Income for the period ended 31 January 2024
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30 June 2023  31 January 

2024

Movement Budget

30 June 2024

 $'000  $'000  $'000  $'000 

Assets

Current assets

Cash and cash equivalents              8,664           13,762          5,097              5,226 

Investment              8,375             7,493            (882)              7,695 

Trade and other receivables                 791             1,777            986                 800 

Assets held for sale                   14                  14               -                    14 

Other assets                 501                  63            (438)                 520 

Total current assets 18,346           23,109          4,763        14,255          

Non-current assets

Investment in Regional Waste Management Authority            10,711           10,711               -              11,471 

Investment in Water Corporation            76,490           76,490               -              76,490 

Property, infrastructure, plant and equipment          539,382         534,332         (5,050)          557,838 

Capital work in Progress              2,867             6,819          3,952                   -   

Right of use asset                 148                148               -                    88 

Total non-current assets 629,599         628,501        (1,098)       645,887        

Total assets 647,944         651,610        3,666        660,142        

Liabilities

Current liabilities

Trade and other payables              3,424             1,377         (2,047)              3,484 

Trust funds and deposits                 340                350              10                 300 

Provisions              4,395             4,398                3              2,690 

Interest bearing liabilities                 550                550               -                   626 

Lease liabilities                   44                  35               (9)                  53 

Contract liability                 925                925               -                2,577 

Total current liabilities 9,679             7,635            2,043        9,730            

Non-current liabilities

Provisions              1,855             1,661            (195)              1,920 

Interest bearing liabilities              9,241             8,968            (273)              8,645 

Lease liabilities                 119                119               -                    54 

Total non-current liabilities 11,215           10,747                        -   10,620           

Total liabilities 20,894           18,383          (2,511)       20,350          

Net Assets 627,050         633,227        6,177         639,793         

Equity               -   

Accumulated surplus          280,655         286,834          6,179          293,398 

Reserves          346,395         346,393               (2)          346,395 

Total Equity          627,050 633,227        6,177                  639,793 

Central Coast Council

Statement of Financial Position

as at  31 January 2024



 31 January 2024 Full Year Budget

30 June 2024

 $'000  $'000 

Cash flows from operating activities

Cash Inflows

Rates                 17,464                    19,163 

Statutory fees & User fees and Charges                  3,834                      6,623 

Grants (inclusive of GST)                     172                      5,999 

Contributions (inclusive of GST)                     385                        331 

Interest received                     635                        800 

Dividends                     256                        255 

Investment revenue                     926                      1,645 

Other receipts (inclusive of GST)                     535                        860 

Net GST refund/(payment)                     892                      1,600 

Total cash inflows                25,098                    37,277 

Cash outflows

Payments to suppliers (inclusive of GST)                  (8,501)                   (11,624)

Payments to employees                  (9,808)                   (16,790)

Finance costs paid (161)                   (326)                      

Other payments                    (276)                       (653)

Total cash outflows               (18,746)                  (29,393)

Net cash provided by (used by) operating activities                  6,352                      7,884 

Cash flows from investing activities

Payments for property, infrastructure, plant and equipment                  (3,953)                   (20,145)

Proceeds from sale of property, infrastructure, plant and equipment                     208                        442 

Capital grants                  1,883                      8,314 

Payments for investments                        -                             -   

Proceeds from sale and withdrawls of investments                     882                        680 

Net cash provided by (used by) investing activities                    (980)                  (10,708)

Cash flows from financing activities     

Cash inflows

Proceeds from trust funds and deposits 10                      (40)                        

Proceeds from interest bearing loans and borrowings                        -                             -   

Total cash inflows                       10                         (40)

Cash outflows

Repayment of lease liabilities (principal repayments)                        (9)                         (54)

Repayment of trust fund and deposits                        -                             -   

Repayment of interest bearing loans and borrowings                    (273)                       (519)

Total cash outflows                    (282)                       (573)

Net cash provided by (used by) financing activities                    (272)                       (613)

Net increase (decrease) in cash and cash equivalents                  5,100                    (3,437)

Cash and cash equivalents at the beginning of the financial year                  8,661                      8,661 

Cash and cash equivalents at the end of the current period                 13,761                      5,224 

Central Coast Council

Statement of Cash flows

as at  31 January 2024



Financials Commentary

31st January 2024

RECURRENT INCOME

Rates and charges

Current Rates balance outstanding $1,081,593

Fees and charges

Grants - Recurrent

Contributions

Share in profit/loss of associate

Interest

Other income

Investment revenue

On Track

Fees & Charges YTD are overall on track, with a number of budget phasing wins and losses across the board.  Child 

Care fees are one notable variance, sitting at $73k YTD below budget.  This largely appears to relate to timing of the 

closure for the Christmas beak, and is expected to come in on budget for the year.  Staffing costs for Child Care 

services are also below budget in line with lower revenue.  We also see some higher amounts charged to community 

groups for use of Council facilities, with offsetting discounts recorded under costs to better report on the true value 

of Council contributions to community organisations.  These are reported under materials and contracts expense.

No issues to note.  Some minor additional revenues for small operating grants received for programs that will have 

matching costs to deliver.

No significant issues to note.  Reporting slightly favourable YTD which reflects $20k higher receipts of Parental 

leave contributions from the Federal Government, which are passed through to respective employees.  Public Space 

contributions from developers are tracking $16k below budget YTD but are expected to come in on budget for the 

year.

On Track

Rates and charges are slightly behind budget YTD but we have a small supplementary to be processed in January 

and with development activity in line with previous years, we can expect to meet our budget target with additional 

supplementaries to be issued in the second half of the year 

Rates outstanding equates to 6.56% of rates demanded which is 1.3% higher than previous year at same time. 

4.34% in discounts have been taken up this year in line with our budget assumption (4.36% prior year).

On Track

Favourable variance expected

On Track

On Track

No information to suggest this will not come in outside of budget expectations.  Still waiting confirmation from 

Dulverton Waste Management to confirm current year forecast.

A combination of lower than expected capital expenditure YTD ($4m actual vs $7m budget), receipt of disaster 

recovery funding in advance ($1.3m) and higher interest rates has seen upside in interest receipts YTD.  We are 

forecasting to come in $110k ahead of budget for the year.

On Track

On Track

Overall expected to come in ahead of budget but the additional reported revenues are merely an offset of expected 

costs.  Reported under other income YTD are reimbursements for Workers Compensation ($40k) and insurance 

claim proceeds ($57k).

No information to suggest this will not come in outside of budget expectations.  We saw higher National Tax 

Equivalent Receipts (NTER) from Dulverton Waste Management earlier in the year, but these were included in our 

revised budget.  



EXPENSES

Employee Costs

Materials and Contracts

Depreciation

Borrowing Costs

Other Expenses

On Track

Employee costs YTD are $237k below budget.  This variance has been largely driven by temporary vacancies.  Staff 

FTE numbers have averaged 2.9 FTE's below budget YTD resulting in a favourable variance of ~$170k.  With January 

being a period of high leave utilisation we see higher favourables reported under staff costs during the month.  

Offsetting this are additional costs for workers compensation which has totalled $82k YTD of which $70k has been 

recovered under other revenue. 

Our full year budget for employee costs remains on track with potential upside for current unplanned vacancies 

which are currently being filled.  Some new budgeted positions have come on line slightly later than budgeted, 

offsetting some additional cost for new roles and remuneration adjustments.

Staff turnover is sitting at 12.3% for the 12 month moving average compared to 21.1% in the same period last year.

Sitting ahead of budget YTD which largely reflects timing of training costs for councillors in the first 6 months, and 

higher than anticipated external Audit costs $(7)k which represents a minor variance to budget.

On Track

Currently accrued to budget assumptions.  Forecast expected to be in line with budget subject to impacts of asset 

revaluations/indexations.

November monthly CPI issued by Australian Bureau of Statistics has come down to 4.3%, so indexation of assets 

likely to be in-line with expectations.

Depreciation forecast to be updated following the planned receipt of building revaluation scheduled to be processed 

in Feb/Mar 2023.

At Risk

Materials costs year to date see a number of gains and losses against budget timing, but we have seen some areas 

that have utilised significant portions of allocated budgets in the first 6 months, so we will need to be monitoring 

this over the next 6 months.

Should be noted that included under here YTD are additional costs with offsetting revenues reported for Tasmanian 

Building Levies $20k, costs for cross-overs charged $38k and community organisation support contributions of 

$47k.

Notable variances YTD are legal fees for regulatory and staff matters $(27)k, Anzac Park damage $(20)k, 

merchandise purchases for visitor services $(37)k in readiness for the peak holiday period. Other notable variances 

YTD against budget relate to maintenance on recreation ground facilities for Ulv. rec ground $(30k, River Road 

$(31)k and Dial Park $(36)k.  These costs tend to be seasonal and are now hitting annual budget provisions and will 

need to be carefully balance for the remainder of the year to meet budget.  Another notable variances is $(42)k for 

fencing costs to support animal mitigation activities in Gunns Plains, that we will seek to reclaim from the property 

owner.

Areas in the budget that were identified as part of budget reset and increased including public conveniences 

cleaning & maintenance $(24)k, grass mowing $(47)k are currently showing as variances to budget and will need to 

be assessed to determine if result of timing or impacts of seasonality.  Vehicle costs to date are $(36)k over which is 

somewhat impacted by timing of annual insurance and registration payments but is another area to monitor and 

better understand.

On Track

Costs are fixed and should be no variance in this line other than any potential final adjustment for the rehabilitation 

provision allowance.

Variance Expected



Central Coast Council

Summary of Cash & Investments

$'000

Jul-23 Aug-23 Sep-23 Oct-23 Nov-23 Dec-23 Jan-24 Feb-24 Mar-24 Apr-24 May-24 Jun-24

Trading Account 1,692        2,348        1,653        2,250        475           281           335           -            -            -            -            -            

Online Saver Account 1,094        1,599        1,804        1,211        1,916        124           1,327        -            -            -            -            -            

Income Fund - TPT Wealth 7,275        7,311        7,346        7,384        7,420        7,457        7,493        -            -            -            -            -            

Term Deposits 9,100        15,600      15,100      14,600      15,600      15,600      12,100      -            -            -            -            -            

Total Cash & Investments 19,161$    26,858$    25,903$    25,445$    25,411$    23,461$    21,255$    -$          -$          -$          -$          -$          
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Other projects to date with budget or actual spend YTD > $100k

Actual 

YTD

Budget 

YTD '$000  '$000

Plant purchases 445        449         

LRCI Phase 3 projects 541        473         

Heybridge Recreation Ground Clubrooms 503        1,500      

Forth River Bridge - forth Road 156        180         

Midway Point rehabilitation 135        171         

Ul. Sports & liesure centre - electronic Backboards 135        120         

Shoulder program 118        150         

Road Sealing 130        250         

River Road Footpath - Amhest to Queen Street 107        100         

Tobruk Park Rectification 104        178         

Turners Beach-Leith Shared Pathway 80          178         

Central Coast Council

Summary of Capital Delivery Performance

to 31 January 2024

Capital spend to date sits $3.04 million behind budget YTD.  To January 2024 we have spent just under $4 

million. 

During January we only saw $539k in project spend for month, with the majority of this cost relating to the 

Heybridge Recreation Ground clubrooms redevelopment which accounted for $376k of the monthly spend.

Other notabke project spend for the month was for the Penguin Foreshore Palyground $35k, Road Sealing $28k 

and Clara Street Footpath renewal $20k.

Budget Estimate 

$'000

$20,120 

Full Year Forecast

$'000

$19,587 

Actual YTD
$'000

$3,952 

Budget YTD
$'000

$6,998 

% Spend vs Budget YTD

% Annual Budget Spent YTD

56%

20%



Central Coast Council

Summary of Employee Numbers

as at  31 January 2024
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