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Dear Sir/Madam 

 

 

NOTICE OF MEETING 
 

 

Notice is hereby given that the next ordinary meeting of Council will be held at the 

 

 

 

Municipal Offices  

85 Main Street, Kempton 

 

Wednesday, 9
th

 December 2015 

2.00 p.m. 

 

 

 

I certify under s.65(2) of the Local Government Act 1993 that the matters to be discussed 

under this agenda have been, where necessary, the subject of advice from a suitably 

qualified person and that such advice has been taken into account in providing any 

general advice to the Council. 

 

 

COUNCILLORS PLEASE NOTE: 

 

 Public Question Time has been scheduled for 3.30 pm 

 Tasmania Fire Service Officers from the Midlands District Dale Rayner and 

Adam Meredith will be in attendance at 3.00pm to meet Councillors 

 

 

Yours faithfully 

 
Mr T F Kirkwood 

GENERAL MANAGER  
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OPEN COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

 

1. PRAYERS 
 

Rev Dennis Cousens to recite the Lord’s Prayer. 

 

2. ATTENDANCE 
 

 

 

3. APOLOGIES 
 

 

 

4. APPLICATION FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
 

Councillor David Marshall has requested leave of absence to study at Tsuru University in 

Japan for the period:  28
th

 January 2016 to 14
th

 March 2016 

 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 

 

5. MINUTES 
 

5.1 ORDINARY COUNCIL MINUTES 

 

The Minutes of the previous meeting of Council held on the 25
th 

November 2015, as 

circulated, are submitted for confirmation. 

 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  
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5.2 SPECIAL COUNCIL MINUTES 

 

Nil. 
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5.3 SPECIAL COMMITTEES OF COUNCIL MINUTES 

5.3.1 Special Committees of Council - Receipt of Minutes 

 

The Minutes of the following Special Committee of Council, as circulated, are submitted 

for receipt: 

 

 Minutes of the Lake Dulverton and Callington Park Management Committee held 

on the 16
th

 November 2015. 

 Minutes of the Audit and Risk Committee held on 30
th

 November 2015. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

THAT the minutes of the above Special Committee of Council be received. 
 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  

 

5.3.2 Special Committees of Council - Endorsement of Recommendations 

 

The recommendations contained within the minutes of the following Special Committee 

of Council are submitted for endorsement. 

 

 Lake Dulverton and Callington Park Management Committee held on the 16
th

 

November 2015. 

 Audit and Risk Committee held on the 30
th

 November 2015. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

 

THAT the recommendations contained within the minutes of the above Special 

Committee of Council be endorsed. 

 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  

 

 

5.4 JOINT AUTHORITIES (ESTABLISHED UNDER DIVISION 4 OF THE LOCAL 

 GOVERNMENT ACT 1993) 

5.4.1 Joint Authorities - Receipt of Minutes 

 

The Minutes of the following Joint Authority Meeting, as circulated, are submitted for 

receipt: 

 

 Southern Tasmanian Councils Authority – Nil 

 Southern Waste Strategy Authority - Nil 

 

Note: Issues which require further consideration and decision by Council will be 

included as a separate Agenda Item, noting that Council’s representative on the Joint 

Authority may provide additional comment in relation to any issue, or respond to any 

question. 

 

DECISION NOT REQUIRED 

 



PUBLIC COPY 

Council Meeting Agenda – 9
th

 December 2015 Page 10 of 262 

5.4.2 Joint Authorities - Receipt of Reports (Annual and Quarterly) 

 

Section 36A of the Local Government Act 1993 provides the following; 

 

36A. Annual reports of authorities  
 

(1) A single authority or joint authority must submit an annual report to the single 

authority council or participating councils.  

 

(2) The annual report of a single authority or joint authority is to include –  

 

(a) a statement of its activities during the preceding financial year; and 

(b) a statement of its performance in relation to the goals and objectives set for the 

preceding financial year; and 

(c) the financial statements for the preceding financial year; and 

(d) a copy of the audit opinion for the preceding financial year; and 

(e) any other information it considers appropriate or necessary to inform the single 

authority council or participating councils of its performance and progress during the 

financial year. 

 

Section 36B of the Local Government Act 1993 provides the following; 

 

36B. Quarterly reports of authorities  

 

(1) A single authority or joint authority must submit to the single authority council or 

participating councils a report as soon as practicable after the end of March, June, 

September and December in each year.  

 

(2) The quarterly report of the single authority or joint authority is to include –  

 

(a) a statement of its general performance; and 

(b) a statement of its financial performance. 
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Reports prepared by the following Joint Authorities, as circulated, are submitted for 

receipt: 

 

 Southern Waste Strategy Authority –  2014/15 Annual Report 

 Southern Tasmanian Councils Authority – Nil 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

THAT the reports received from the Joint Authorities be received. 
 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  
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6. NOTIFICATION OF COUNCIL WORKSHOPS 
 

In accordance with the requirements of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) 

Regulations 2005, the Agenda is to include details of any Council workshop held since 

the last meeting.  

 

A workshop was held on the 2
nd

 December 2015 at the Council Chambers, Kempton 

commencing at 9.00am. 

 

Present: Mayor A Bisdee OAM, Deputy Mayor AO Green, Clr E Batt, Clr D 

Fish and Clr D Marshall 

 

Apologies: Clr A Bantick and Clr B Campbell 

 

In attendance: T Kirkwood, D Mackey and D Cundall 

 

 

The purpose of the workshop was to consider the representations that have been 

submitted following advertising of the Southern Midlands Interim Planning Scheme 

2015.  The outcomes of the workshop will be the subject of a separate report within this 

agenda. 

 

The workshop closed at 10.45am. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

THAT the information be received. 

 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  
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7. QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE  
 

An opportunity is provided for Councillors to ask questions relating to Council business, 

previous Agenda items or issues of a general nature. 

 

Comments / Update will be provided in relation to the following: 

 

 

1.  

 

 

2.  

 

 

3.  

 

 

4.  

 

 

5.  
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8. DECLARATIONS OF PECUNIARY INTEREST 
 

In accordance with the requirements of Part 2 Regulation 8 of the Local Government 

(Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2005, the chairman of a meeting is to request 

Councillors to indicate whether they have, or are likely to have, a pecuniary interest in 

any item on the Agenda. 

 

Accordingly, Councillors are requested to advise of a pecuniary interest they may have in 

respect to any matter on the agenda, or any supplementary item to the agenda, which 

Council has resolved to deal with, in accordance with Part 2 Regulation 8 (6) of the Local 

Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2005. 
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9. CONSIDERATION OF SUPPLEMENTARY ITEMS TO THE 

AGENDA  
 

In accordance with the requirements of Part 2 Regulation 8 (6) of the Local Government 

(Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2005, the Council, by absolute majority may decide at 

an ordinary meeting to deal with a matter that is not on the agenda if the general manager 

has reported – 

 

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

(b) that the matter is urgent; and 

(c) that advice has been provided under section 65 of the Act. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

THAT the Council resolve by absolute majority to deal with any supplementary 

items not appearing on the agenda, as reported by the General Manager in 

accordance with the provisions of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) 

Regulations 2005. 

 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  
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10. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME (SCHEDULED FOR 3.30 PM) 
 

In accordance with the requirements of Part 2 Regulation 8 of the Local Government 

(Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2005, the agenda is to make provision for public 

question time. 

 

In particular, Regulation 31 of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 

2005 states: 

 

(1) Members of the public may give written notice to the General Manager 7 days 

before an ordinary meeting of Council of a question to be asked at the meeting.   

 

(2) The chairperson may – 

(a) address questions on notice submitted by members of the public; and 

(b) invite any member of the public present at an ordinary meeting to ask 

questions relating to the activities of the Council. 

 

(3)  The chairperson at an ordinary meeting of a council must ensure that, if required, 

at least 15 minutes of that meeting is made available for questions by members of 

the public. 

 

(4) A question by any member of the public under this regulation and an answer to that 

question are not to be debated. 

 

(5) The chairperson may – 

 (a) refuse to accept a question; or 

(b) require a question to be put on notice and in writing to be answered at a 

later meeting. 

 

(6) If the chairperson refuses to accept a question, the chairperson is to give reasons 

for doing so. 

 

Councillors are advised that, at the time of issuing the Agenda, no Questions on Notice 

had been received from members of the Public.  

 

Mayor A E Bisdee OAM to invite questions from members of the public. 

 

10.1 PERMISSION TO ADDRESS COUNCIL 

 

Permission has been granted for the following person(s) to address Council: 

 

Nil. 
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11. MOTIONS OF WHICH NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN UNDER 

REGULATION 16 (5) OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

(MEETING PROCEDURES) REGULATIONS 2005 
 

Nil. 
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12. COUNCIL ACTING AS A PLANNING AUTHORITY 

PURSUANT TO THE LAND USE PLANNING AND 

APPROVALS ACT 1993 AND COUNCIL’S STATUTORY LAND 

USE PLANNING SCHEME 
 

Session of Council sitting as a Planning Authority pursuant to the Land Use Planning 

and Approvals Act 1993 and Council’s statutory land use planning schemes. 

 

12.1 DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS 

 

12.1.1 Development Application (DA 2015/120) for proposed 

Telecommunications Infrastructure (NBN Tower) at 20 

Stanley Street, Oatlands (CT 230514/1), owned by Barry 

Maxwell Clarke 

 

File Ref: T7817830  

 

AUTHOR PLANNING OFFICER (DAVID CUNDALL) 

DATE 3
RD

 DECEMBER 2015 

ATTACHMENT Development Application - Planning Report: Proposed Fixed 

Wireless Facility 20 Stanley Street Oatlands prepared on behalf 

of NBN Co 

 Photo Montage supplied by NBN Co 

 NBN Co Community Consultation Letter 

 NBN radiation levels information 

  

ENCLOSURE Representations 

 

PROPOSAL 

The Applicant Aurecon Australia for Ericsson on behalf of the NBN CO has applied to 

the Southern Midlands Council for a Permit under the Land Use Planning and Approvals 

Act 1993 (“the Act”) to install and operate a 40m high monopole to provide wireless 

telecommunications to the Oatlands area. 

 

The intent of the application is to construct a telecommunications tower to provide 

wireless NBN to Oatlands as part of the NBN network.  The tower, as required by the 

Planning Scheme, also needs to be also capable of supporting future telecommunications 

facilities. 

 

The application has been lodged under the Southern Midlands Interim Planning Scheme 

2015.   

 

The land is an approximately 7300m2 parcel of land on the corner of Stanley Street and 

Nelson Street in Oatlands.  The land is currently used as a wood-yard and contains a 

corrugated iron clad shed building. 
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The land and is zoned Light Industrial and is within an ‘Attenuation Area’. The 

‘Attenuation Area’, applies to all land within approximately 100m of the former 

stoneworks on the corner of William Street and Stanley Street. Council should note the 

stoneworks is no longer active as the land use has changed use to a retail type industry. 

 

Under the Planning Scheme the proposal is defined as “Utilities - Telecommunications 

Infrastructure”.  The proposal is subject to several planning codes, which are described 

and assessed in this report.  

 

A permit for this type of “Telecommunications Infrastructure” is considered at the 

discretion of Council.   

 

The Council gave notice of the application for public comment and the NBN Co also 

conducted public consultation prior to the lodgement of the application.  During the 

statutory notification period, the Council received 14 letters of objections from 14 

separate persons.  Of the 14 letters received, 12 were identical letters, each signed by 

separate persons from the same property address. 

 

This report will assess the proposal against the relevant provisions of the Act and the 

Scheme.  The Application is recommended for approval subject to conditions and advice. 

 

THE SITE 

Map 1 below shows the land zoning and location of the property.   

 

  
Map 1_The land, coloured purple is the Light Industrial Zone.  The subject property is 

marked with an arrow and annotation. The location of the proposed NBN tower is 

marked by the black star.  The adjoining red coloured land is the Residential Zone. The 

land on the opposite side of the Stanley Street is the Rural Zone (School Farm) and the 

land on the opposite side of Nelson Street is the Residential Zone and Historic Precinct 

Area.  The red hatched area that encircles part of the industrial area is the attenuation 

area around the former stoneworks. 

 

 

 

Subject land 
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Map 2 _ Aerial image of the land. The black star marks the location of the proposed NBN 

Tower. The existing sheds are visible in this image. The adjoining land to the east is 

vacant residential. 

 

THE APPLICATION 

The Applicant has submitted the attached Planning Report: Proposed Fixed Wireless 

Facility: 20 Stanley Street Oatlands to accompany the Development Application form.   

 

Council Officers have conducted site visits and also attended the public consultation 

session that was held at the Gay Street Hall in Oatlands on the 18
th

 August 2015. 

 

Council Officers also discussed the concerns raised in the representations with the NBN 

Co. 

  

USE/DEVELOPMENT DEFINITION 

The proposed use and development is defined, under the Planning Scheme, as ‘Utilities’ 

and then further defined as ‘Telecommunications Infrastructure’.  

 

Use/Development Status under the Planning Scheme 

Telecommunications Infrastructure is a discretionary use and development in the Light 

Industrial Zone.  The use/development is subject to the “Telecommunications Code”.  

The Interim Scheme determines that this code is used to assess telecommunications 

works. The provisions of a code prevail over any conflicting provisions (standards etc) in 

a zone. 

 

The proposal is a discretionary use and development and was advertised in accordance 

with Section 57 of the Act. 

A permit, for this use/development may be granted by Council with or without conditions 

or Council may refuse to grant a permit. 

 

  

Subject land 
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PUBLIC NOTIFICATION AND REPRESENTATIONS 

The application was advertised on the 17
th

 October 2015 for fourteen (14) days and then, 

due to a notification error, the application was again advertised for a further 14 days 

beginning on the 18
th

 November 2015. During the second notification period, 14 persons 

lodged a representation objecting to the proposed tower. Of the 14 persons, 12 of these 

persons had signed an identical letter objecting to the proposal. 

  

As Council are aware, the NBN Co conducted public consultation prior to the lodgement 

of the Development Application.  The consultation included a letter drop to Oatlands 

residents per the attached “NBN Co Community Consultation Letter”, and a community 

drop in session was held at the Gay Street Hall.  Officers also understand that the NBN 

Co were generally available to discuss the proposal with interested persons.  

 

Representation 1 Council Officer Comment 

To The General Manager,  

 

I am writing to you on behalf of my entire 

family, strongly opposing the erection of a 

40 metre high NBN tower at 20-24 Stanley 

Street, Oatlands. 

  

In my opinion, given the numerous and 

latest studies surrounding the phone and  

internet towers, and the potential likelihood 

of them causing and/or increasing the risk 

of many Cancers to the human body, I do 

not want one 100m away from my house.  

 

I have three children to consider and their 

health means everything to me. There are 

numerous children in this vicinity and I am 

also thinking of their futures as well. Not  

to mention all of us in the town itself.  

 

Of course, fast internet is a must have these 

days, and it would benefit our community 

immensely. However, I see no reason why 

the tower could not be erected on one of  

the many surrounding hills out of Oatlands. 

Surely being on a hill would also advantage 

the houses outside of the town and quite 

possibly even neighbouring suburbs.  

 

I would appreciate it if you would consider 

my objection to this tower being erected in 

the township, and I await your decision 

with anticipation. 

Many of these towers have been 

constructed across Australia to provide 

telecommunications services.  Officers, 

understand this particular concern about 

human health is often raised. 

 

The Application includes a report on the 

Electromagnetic energy (EME) and 

radiofrequency (RF).  The maximum EME 

level calculated for the proposed systems at 

this site is 0.15% of the public exposure 

limit. 

 

Council Officers also sought further 

information from the NBN Co on this 

particular matter.  The NBN Co were able 

to provide further sources of information 

on public safety.  This information has 

been also enclosed with this report.   
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Representation 2 (12 letters each signed 

by separate persons) 

Council Officer Comment 

Dear Sir 

 

I am a resident of the Midlands Multi-

Purpose Health Centre, 13 Church Street 

Oatlands. 

 

I would like to voice my objections re: the 

construction of the proposed NBN tower in 

Stanley Street. 

 

I feel environmentally it would not be an 

asset to our wonderful heritage village and 

to have a 40 metre tower constructed in the 

township would be very detrimental to our 

charming rural community. 

 

From our rooms, dining room and outdoors 

area we enjoy being able to look around 

and still feel part of our beautiful rural area, 

visually it would be a terrible shame to 

have to have our surroundings blotted by a 

40 metre mono pole tower. 

 

I also have concerns re: any unknown 

health risks connected with the operation of 

the tower.  I have viewed the proposed 

plans and feel if the tower is to be built in 

our community I would prefer option B, 

the Greenfield site be used. 

NBN Co conducted public consultation 

prior to lodging the application to 

determine the most appropriate site for the 

NBN tower.  Impact on the Heritage 

township was a primary concern. 

 

The visual impacts of the tower have been 

assessed against the relevant provisions of 

the Planning Scheme in this report.   

 

Officers recommend a condition on the 

permit to have the pole painted a suitable 

colour and coating that has a very low 

light reflectance.  This is modern best 

practice. 

  

The known health risks from EME and RF 

have been identified by the Applicant.  The 

tower would generate a maximum 0.15% of 

the exposure limit.  Of this, persons at the 

MMPHC would be exposed to 0.056% of 

the acceptable exposure limit.  

Representation 3 Council Officer Comment 

Dear Sir, 

PROPOSED NBN TOWER 20-24 

STANLEY STREET, OATLANDS 

I would like to submit my objection to the 

proposed NBN Tower in the historic town 

of Oatlands. 

Oatlands has the largest single collection of 

sandstone Georgian architecture in the 

country and from a town planning 

perspective such infrastructure is 

inappropriate. 

 

Perhaps an alternative location in the local 

environs could be considered. 

Alternative sites were considered by the 

NBN Co.  It is understood by Council 

Officers, and as detailed in the Application, 

that given the heritage significance of the 

town and highway vistas, the chosen site in 

Stanley Street was the most appropriate 

location. 

 

Officers, however, further recommend that 

the pole is painted a suitable colour. 
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ASSESSMENT - THE SOUTHERN MIDLANDS INTERIM PLANNING 

SCHEME  

 

Light Industrial Zone 
20 Stanley Street is in the Light Industrial Zone.  The proposal is a discretionary land use and 

development in this zone.  The proposal must satisfy the requirements of the following relevant 

provisions of this zone: 

 

Hours of Operation 

To ensure that hours of operation do not have unreasonable impact on residential amenity on 

land within a residential zone. 

 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria OFFICER COMMENT 

Hours of operation of a use 

within 100 m of a residential 

zone must be within: 

 

(a)  7.00 am to 7.00 pm 

Mondays to Fridays inclusive; 

 

(b)  9.00 am to 5.00 pm 

Saturdays; 

(c)  nil Sundays and Public 

Holidays. 

 

except for office and 

administrative tasks. 

 

Hours of operation of a use 

within 100 m of a residential 

zone must not have an 

unreasonable impact upon the 

residential amenity of land in a 

residential zone through 

commercial vehicle 

movements, noise or other 

emissions that are 

unreasonable in their timing, 

duration or extent. 

 

The proposed construction 

works are planned between 

7:00am and 6:00pm.   

 

The application states, it will 

be necessary for a once yearly 

visit to the site for general 

maintenance checks. 

 

There may also be times when 

the operator may need to 

attend the site outside of the 

acceptable hours to attend to 

faults etc. This is considered 

acceptable. 

 

It is likely the proposal will 

comply with the acceptable 

solution and within the ambit 

of the performance criteria. 

 

 

Noise 

To ensure that noise emissions do not cause environmental harm and do not have unreasonable 

impact on residential amenity on land within a residential zone. 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria OFFICER COMMENT 

A1 

 

Noise emissions measured at 

the boundary of a residential 

zone must not exceed the 

following: 

 

(a) 55dB(A) (LAeq) 

between the hours of 7.00 am 

to 7.00 pm; 

 

(b) 5dB(A) above the 

P1 

 

Noise emissions measured at 

the boundary of a residential 

zone must not cause 

environmental harm within the 

residential zone. 

It is likely the proposal will 

comply with the acceptable 

solution. 
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background (LA90) level or 

40dB(A) (LAeq), whichever is 

the lower, between the hours 

of 7.00 pm to 7.00 am; 

 

(c) 65dB(A) (LAmax) at 

any time. 

 

Measurement of noise levels 

must be in accordance with the 

methods in the Tasmanian 

Noise Measurement 

Procedures Manual, issued by 

the Director of Environmental 

Management, including 

adjustment of noise levels for 

tonality and impulsiveness.  

 

Noise levels are to be 

averaged over a 15 minute 

time interval. 

 

 

 

A2 

 

External amplified loud 

speakers or music must not be 

used within 50 m of a 

residential zone 

 

 

P2 

 

Noise emissions measured at 

the boundary of a residential 

zone must not cause 

environmental harm within the 

residential zone 

This is not applicable 

 

External Lighting 

To ensure that external lighting does not have unreasonable impact on residential amenity on land 

within a residential zone. 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria OFFICER COMMENT 

A1 

 

External lighting within 50 m 

of a residential zone must 

comply with all of the 

following: 

 

(a) be turned off between 

10:00 pm and 6:00 am, except 

for security lighting; 

 

(b) security lighting must 

be baffled to ensure they do 

not cause emission of light 

outside the zone. 

P1 

 

External lighting within 50 m 

of a residential zone must not 

adversely affect the amenity of 

adjoining residential areas, 

having regard to all of the 

following: 

 

(a) level of illumination 

and duration of lighting; 

 

(b) distance to habitable 

rooms in an adjacent dwelling. 

It is likely the proposal will 

comply with the acceptable 

solution. 
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Commercial Vehicle Movements 

To ensure that commercial vehicle movements not have unreasonable impact on residential 

amenity on land within a residential zone 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria OFFICER COMMENT 

A1 

 

Commercial vehicle 

movements, (including 

loading and unloading and 

garbage removal) to or from a 

site within 50 m of a 

residential zone must be 

within the hours of: 

 

(a) 7.00 am to 7.00 pm 

Mondays to Saturdays 

inclusive; 

 

(b) 9 am to 5.00 pm 

Sundays and Public Holidays. 

 

 

P1 

 

Commercial vehicle 

movements, (including 

loading and unloading and 

garbage removal) to or from a 

site within 50 m of a 

residential zone must not 

result in unreasonable adverse 

impact upon residential 

amenity having regard to all of 

the following: 

 

(a) the time and duration 

of commercial vehicle 

movements; 

 

(b) the number and 

frequency of commercial 

vehicle movements; 

 

(c) the size of commercial 

vehicles involved; 

 

(d) the ability of the site 

to accommodate commercial 

vehicle turning movements, 

including the amount of 

reversing (including 

associated warning noise); 

 

(e) noise reducing 

structures between vehicle 

movement areas and 

dwellings; 

 

(f) the level of traffic on 

the road; 

 

(g) the potential for 

conflicts with other traffic 

It is likely the proposal will 

comply with the acceptable 

solution.  The applicant 

expects a single annual 

maintenance visit per year. 

 

There may however be times 

of maintenance outside of this 

period if there are any 

technical faults.  This is 

considered reasonable for this 

type of service provider. 
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Outdoor Work Areas 

To ensure that use of outdoor work areas does not have unreasonable impact on residential 

amenity on land within a residential zone 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria OFFICER COMMENT 

Outdoor work areas and noise-

emitting services such as air 

conditioning equipment, 

pumps and ventilations fans 

must not be located within 50 

m of a residential zone 

 

Outdoor work areas and noise-

emitting services such as air 

conditioning equipment, 

pumps and ventilations fans 

located within 50 m of a 

residential zone must be 

accompanied by effective 

acoustic screening in the 

intervening space 

The proposed air conditioning 

unit is approximately 48m 

from the nearest residential 

zone boundary. 

 

The application states that the 

air conditioning unit is 

“expected to be at a 

comparable level to domestic 

air conditioning installation, 

and should generally accord 

with the background noise 

levels prescribed by relevant 

guidelines.” 

 

This is considered acceptable 

in this zone and area. 

 

Setback 

To ensure that building setback contributes positively to the streetscape and does not result in 

unreasonable impact on residential amenity of land in a residential zone. 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria OFFICER COMMENT 

A1 

 

Building setback from 

frontage must be parallel to 

the frontage and must be no 

less than: 

 

 

5 m. 

 

 

P1 

 

Building setback from 

frontage must satisfy all of the 

following: 

 

(a) be consistent with any 

Desired Future Character 

Statements provided for the 

area; 

 

(b) be compatible with the 

setback of adjoining buildings, 

generally maintaining a 

continuous building line if 

evident in the streetscape; 

 

(c) enhance the 

characteristics of the site, 

adjoining lots and the 

streetscape; 

 

(d) provide adequate 

opportunity for parking. 

The structure is 16m from the 

frontage. The proposal meets 

the acceptable solution.  
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A2 

 

Building setback from a 

residential zone must be no 

less than: 

 

(a) 10 m; 

 

(b) half the height of the 

wall, 

 

whichever is the greater. 

P2 

 

Building setback from a 

residential zone must be 

sufficient to prevent 

unreasonable adverse impacts 

on residential amenity by: 

 

(a) overshadowing and 

reduction of sunlight to 

habitable rooms and private 

open space on adjoining lots to 

less than 3 hours between 9.00 

am and 5.00 pm on June 21 or 

further decrease sunlight hours 

if already less than 3 hours; 

 

(b) overlooking and loss 

of privacy; 

 

(c) visual impact when 

viewed from adjoining lots, 

 

(d) industrial activity. 

The structure is approximately 

48m from the nearest 

Residential Zone. The 

proposal meets the acceptable 

solution. 

 

Design 

To ensure that building design contributes positively to the streetscape, the amenity and safety of 

the public and adjoining land in a residential zone. 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria OFFICER COMMENT 

A1 

 

Building design must comply 

with all of the following: 

 

(a) provide the main 

pedestrian entrance to the 

building so that it is clearly 

visible from the road or 

publicly accessible areas on 

the site; 

 

(b) for new building or 

alterations to an existing 

facade provide windows and 

door openings at ground floor 

level in the front façade no 

less than 40% of the surface 

area of the ground floor level 

facade ; 

 

(c) for new building or 

alterations to an existing 

P1 

 

Building design must enhance 

the streetscape by satisfying 

all of the following: 

 

(a) 

provide the main access to the 

building in a way that is 

visible from the street or other 

public space boundary; 

 

(b) 

provide windows in the front 

façade in a way that enhances 

the streetscape and provides 

for passive surveillance of 

public spaces; 

 

(c) 

treat very large expanses of 

blank wall in the front façade 

and facing other public space 

The standards for design 

under this provision are 

intended for buildings and not 

telecommunications towers. 

 

The standards for design are 

better prescribed in the 

Telecommunications Code. 

 

The proposal is likely to 

comply with the acceptable 

solution. 
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facade ensure any single 

expanse of blank wall in the 

ground level front façade and 

facades facing other public 

spaces is not greater than 50% 

of the length of the facade; 

 

(d) screen mechanical 

plant and miscellaneous 

equipment such as heat 

pumps, air conditioning units, 

switchboards, hot water units 

or similar from view from the 

street and other public spaces; 

 

(e) incorporate roof-top 

service infrastructure, 

including service plants and 

lift structures, within the 

design of the roof; 

 

(f) provide awnings over 

the public footpath if existing 

on the site or on adjoining 

lots; 

 

(g) not include security 

shutters over windows or 

doors with a frontage to a 

street or public place 

 

 

boundaries with architectural 

detail or public art so as to 

contribute positively to the 

streetscape and public space; 

 

(d) 

ensure the visual impact of 

mechanical plant and 

miscellaneous equipment, 

such as heat pumps, air 

conditioning units, 

switchboards, hot water units 

or similar, is limited when 

viewed from the street; 

 

(e) 

ensure roof-top service 

infrastructure, including 

service plants and lift 

structures, is screened so as to 

have limited visual impact; 

 

(f) only provide shutters 

where essential for the 

security of the premises and 

other alternatives for ensuring 

security are not feasible; 

 

(g) 

be consistent with any Desired 

Future Character Statements 

provided for the area. 

A2 

 

Walls of a building on land 

adjoining a residential zone 

must comply with all of the 

following: 

 

(a) be coloured using 

colours with a light reflectance 

value not greater than 40 

percent.; 

 

(b) if within 50 m of a 

residential zone, must not have 

openings in walls facing the 

residential zone, unless the 

line of sight to the building is 

blocked by another building. 

 

 

P2 

 

No performance criteria. 

To comply with the acceptable 

solution the recommendation 

is that a condition be included 

on the permit that ensures the 

proposed tower must comply 

with the acceptable solution.   

 

Accordingly the tower cannot 

have a reflectance value 

greater than 40%. 

 

It is recommended the 

developer provide an accurate 

colour and finishes schedule 

to the satisfaction of the 

Council prior to the 

submission of the application 

for a building permit.  The 

schedule must then form a part 

of the approved plans. 
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Council Officers recommend a 

dull grey colour that will 

absorb light greater than the 

40% standard. 

  

The Visual amenity is further 

assessed in the 

“Telecommunications code”. 

 

Landscaping 

To ensure that a safe and attractive landscaping treatment enhances the appearance of the site and 

if relevant provides a visual break from land in a residential zone. 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria OFFICER COMMENT 

A1 

 

Landscaping must be provided 

along the frontage of a site 

(except where access is 

provided) unless the building 

has nil setback to frontage. 

 

P1 

 

Landscaping must be provided 

to satisfy all of the following: 

 

(a) enhance the 

appearance of the 

development; 

 

(b) provide a range of 

plant height and forms to 

create diversity, interest and 

amenity; 

 

(c) not create concealed 

entrapment spaces; 

 

(d) be consistent with any 

Desired Future Character 

Statements provided for the 

area 

The proposed structure is 40m 

high.   

 

The purpose of this height is to 

provide a communications 

service to the township of 

Oatlands and surrounds. The 

tower also needs to 

communicate with the NBN 

tower in Parattah.  

 

As far as practical, 

landscaping the site with trees 

and shrubs would only 

obscure a small portion of this 

tower. It would nonsensical to 

plant trees to match the height 

of the 40m tower. This would 

disturb the necessary site lines 

needed to provide the wireless 

communication service. 

 

The small fenced compound 

that contains the tower and 

outdoor cabinets associated 

with the tower are considered 

acceptable in this zone and on 

this land. 

 

Visual amenity is further 

considered in the 

Telecommunications Code.  
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A2 

 

Along a boundary with a 

residential zone landscaping 

must be provided for a depth 

no less than: 

 

4 m. 

P2 

 

Along a boundary with a 

residential zone landscaping or 

a building design solution 

must be provided to avoid 

unreasonable adverse impact 

on the visual amenity of 

adjoining land in a residential 

zone, having regard to the 

characteristics of the site and 

the characteristics of the 

adjoining residentially-zones 

land. 

Landscaping the boundary 

with trees and shrubs to 

reduce the visual impacts of 

the tower would have an 

insignificant effect on 

reducing the visual bulk of a 

40m tower.  

 

Officers consider that 

landscaping the boundary and 

land would put limitations on 

future land use and 

development of this site.   

 

Officers consider that given 

the land is a “Light Industrial 

Zone” there is potential for 

future buildings on this land to 

screen some of the tower. The 

future development of this site, 

with additional buildings or 

other works or changes to use 

would necessitate landscaping 

per the requirements of this 

scheme. 

 

 

Outdoor Storage Area 

To ensure that outdoor storage areas for non-residential use do not detract from the appearance of 

the site or the locality. 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria OFFICER COMMENT 

A1 

 

Outdoor storage areas for non-

residential uses must comply 

with all of the following: 

 

(a) be located behind the 

building line; 

(b) all goods and 

materials stored must be 

screened from public view; 

(c) not encroach upon car 

parking areas, driveways or 

landscaped areas. 

 

 

P1 

 

Outdoor storage areas for non-

residential uses must satisfy 

all of the following: 

 

(a) be located, treated or 

screened to avoid 

unreasonable adverse impact 

on the visual amenity of the 

locality; 

(b) not encroach upon car 

parking areas, driveways or 

landscaped areas 

 

The proposal is likely to meet 

the acceptable solution.   

 

The land is not visited or used 

regularly and therefore untidy 

outdoor storage areas are 

unlikely. 
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Parking and Access Code 

Part E6 of the Planning Scheme provides provisions for appropriate standards of access 

and parking for new land use and development. 

 

The access to the tower (tower compound area) is via the existing access to the land.  

Officers do not consider any further works to the access are necessary to facilitate this 

use and development.  

 

As described in the Development Application, traffic movements are minimal, once a 

year, and any visits regarding technical faults etc would be ad hoc and as necessary. 

 

It is recommended that a condition is included on any permit issued to ensure that 

Council roads are not damaged or soiled during construction operations and that any 

damage is repaired to the satisfaction of Council’s Manager of Works and Technical 

Services. 

 

Attenuation Code 

Part E9 of the Planning Scheme provides provisions for appropriate land use and 

development within an attenuation area. The proposal must satisfy the standards of this 

code.  The standards with a comment from the Planning Officer are below: 

 

Development for Sensitive Use in Proximity to Use with Potential to Cause 

Environmental Harm 

To ensure that new sensitive use does not conflict with, interfere with or constrain uses 

with potential to cause environmental harm. 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria OFFICER COMMENT 

A1 

 

No Acceptable Solution. 

 

 

 

P1 

 

Development for sensitive 

use, including subdivision 

of lots within a sensitive 

zone, must not result in 

potential to be impacted by 

environmental harm from 

use with potential to cause 

environmental harm, having 

regard to all of the 

following: 

 

(a) the nature of the use 

with potential to cause 

environmental harm; 

including: 

(i) operational 

characteristics; 

(ii) scale and intensity; 

(iii) degree of hazard or 

The proposal is compliant 

with this code. 
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pollution that may emitted 

from the activity; 

 

(b) the degree of 

encroachment by the 

sensitive use into the 

Attenuation Area or the 

attenuation distance; 

(c) measures in the 

design, layout and 

construction of the 

development for the 

sensitive use to eliminate, 

mitigate or manage effects 

of emissions 

 

Telecommunications Code 

Part E19 of the Planning Scheme applies to the use and development of 

Telecommunications Infrastructure.  The proposal must satisfy the standards of this code.  

The standards with a comment from the Planning Officer are below: 

 

Shared Use and Co-Location 

To minimise the total number of towers and antenna within the municipal area 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria OFFICER COMMENT 

A1 

 

A new antenna must be 

located on an existing 

tower. 

 

 

P1 

 

A new antenna may be 

located on a new tower if it 

is impracticable to co-locate 

on an existing tower, having 

regard to the following: 

 

(a) no existing tower is 

located within the 

telecommunications 

network area with technical 

capacity to meet the 

requirements for the 

antenna; 

(b) no existing tower is 

located within the 

telecommunications 

network area with sufficient 

height to meet the 

requirements of the 

antenna; 

(c) no existing tower is 

It is necessary to construct 

a new telecommunications 

tower, as there are no other 

existing towers in the area 

that are suitable for the 

NBN service and other 

future telecommunication 

services that would 

adequately service the 

township. 

 

The proposal complies with 

the performance criteria. 
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located within the 

telecommunications 

network area with sufficient 

structural strength to 

support the proposed 

antenna and related 

equipment; 

(d) there is risk of 

electromagnetic 

interference between the 

antenna and an existing 

antenna on an existing 

tower; 

(e) there are other 

limiting factors that render 

existing towers unsuitable 

A2 

 

A new tower or mast must 

be structurally and 

technically designed to 

accommodate comparable 

additional users, including 

by the rearrangement of 

existing antenna and the 

mounting of antenna at 

different heights 

P2 

 

No performance criteria. 

The tower can further 

accommodate 

telecommunications 

facilities. The proposal 

complies with the 

Acceptable Solution. 

 

Visual Amenity 

To minimise detrimental impact upon the visual amenity of a locality by reducing 

prominence of telecommunications infrastructure. 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria OFFICER COMMENT 

A1 

 

The location of 

telecommunications 

infrastructure must comply 

with all of the following: 

 

(a) be within existing 

utility corridors and sites 

and use existing 

infrastructure; 

(b) be externally 

finished and maintained in a 

neutral colour that 

minimises visual 

P1 

 

The location of 

telecommunications 

infrastructure not 

complying with A1 must 

ensure any detrimental 

impact upon visual amenity 

is minimised by reducing 

the prominence of 

telecommunications 

infrastructure, and 

important public views such 

as vistas to significant 

public buildings, 

The proposed tower is not 

within an existing utility 

corridor or on land with 

existing utilities use rights. 

 

The proposal is reliant on 

compliance with the 

performance criteria for 

visual amenity. 

 

Concerns about visual 

amenity have been raised by 

persons that have lodged a 

representation.   
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intrusiveness; 

(c) not: 

(i) be located on 

skylines that can be seen in 

silhouette; 

(ii) be aligned 

diagonally to the principal 

slope of a hill; 

(iii) cross at a low point 

of a saddle between hills; 

(iv) be located around 

the base of a hill; 

(v) be along the edge of 

an existing clearing; 

(vi) be artificially lit 

unless required for air 

navigation safety; 

(vii) be used for signage 

purposes, other than 

necessary warning and 

equipment information, 

(d) aerial 

telecommunication lines or 

additional supporting 

structures are erected and 

operated in residential and 

commercial areas only 

where overhead cables 

exist; 

(e) equipment housing 

and other visually intrusive 

infrastructure is screened 

from public view. 

 

streetscapes and heritage 

areas are protected. 

The NBN Co have chosen 

this site, over other sites 

closer to the historic 

precinct of the town, to 

reduce visual impact on the 

heritage values of the 

township and particular 

heritage buildings. 

 

The structure will be visible 

from the highway, at a 

certain point, and visible 

from other public and 

private vantage points in 

the vicinity. 

 

Landscaping to obscure the 

40m monopole would be 

ineffectual and may reduce 

the effective coverage of the 

telecommunications in 

Oatlands.  It is not 

recommended that Council 

impose a condition on the 

permit that trees be planted 

to obscure this structure. 

 

The structure does not 

obscure nearby historic 

buildings or public 

buildings and the location is 

designed to have minimal 

impact on the heritage 

precinct of Oatlands. 

 

It is recommended that any 

permit issued includes a 

condition ensuring the pole 

is painted and coated in a 

material that will maximise 

light absorption to modern 

best practice and that the 

NBN Co provide a schedule 

demonstrating the intended 

finish of the pole for 

approval prior to the 

granting of a building 
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permit. 

 

The proposal will comply 

with this standard on the 

provision that the structure 

is suitably painted. 

 

A2 

 

Height above natural 

ground level must be no 

more than: 

 

(a) 60 metres in the 

Environmental 

Management, Rural 

Resource and Significant 

Agriculture Zones; 

(b) 45 metres in the 

General Industrial or Port 

and Marine Zone; 

(c) 40 metres in the 

Central Business, 

Commercial, Environmental 

Living, General Business, 

Major Tourism, Rural 

Living and Utilities Zones; 

(d) 20 metres in the 

Community Purpose, 

General Residential, Inner 

Residential, Light 

Industrial, Local Business, 

Low Density Residential, 

Recreation, Urban Mixed 

Use and Village Zones. 

 

 

P2 

 

Height above natural 

ground level not complying 

with A2 must satisfy all of 

the following: 

 

(a) the predominant 

height of existing 

infrastructure or vegetation 

in the immediate vicinity is 

above the specified height 

limit; 

(b) there is no adverse 

impact on heritage or 

ecological values, or visual 

amenity of the locality; 

(c) it is critical for the 

role of the facility within 

the telecommunications 

network. 

The acceptable solution, 

states the structure must be 

less than 20m high in this 

zone.   

 

The proposed structure is 

40m high and therefore the 

proposal is reliant on 

satisfying the performance 

criteria. 

 

In responding to this 

component of the scheme, 

Council are reminded of the 

purpose of standards in the 

Interim Planning Scheme.   

 

A standard is a test to 

ensure the proposal 

satisfies the relevant 

objective of the scheme. In 

this case, the objective is to 

minimise detrimental 

impact upon the visual 

amenity of a locality by 

reducing prominence of 

telecommunications 

infrastructure.   

 

The performance criteria, 

states that the predominant 

height of existing 

infrastructure or vegetation 

in the immediate vicinity is 

to be above the specified 

height limit (of 20m).  

 

In other words, the 

predominant vegetation and 

infrastructure in the area 
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must be higher than 20m. 

 

There is limited 

infrastructure and 

vegetation higher than 20m 

in the immediate vicinity.  

The NBN Co have chosen a 

location that does not have 

other infrastructure or 

vegetation that may reduce 

the communications service. 

 

As the NBN Co report 

states, the pine trees located 

to the south-east of the 

tower are above the 20m 

height limit.  This is the 

only vegetation in the 

immediate vicinity over 

20m.  It is due to this 

vegetation that the tower is 

largely obscured from the 

heritage precinct.  This is 

an important component of 

the proposed site. 

 

The performance criteria 

further requires the location 

of such infrastructure must 

have “no adverse impact on 

heritage or ecological 

values, or visual amenity of 

the locality”.  

 

The Planning Officer 

agrees, with the applicant, 

that the area is not a known 

“important” public view 

and the tower is removed 

from key heritage areas in 

the Oatlands township.   

 

The reasoning behind this 

view, is that the land is 

zoned light industrial, for 

the purposes of attracting 

and facilitating industrial 
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development close to the 

highway.  Access to this 

area is not via the more 

frequented north and south 

entrances to Oatlands; 

which are widely 

considered key public 

views.  These north and 

south entrances are also a 

part of the “Oatlands 

Cultural Landscape 

Precinct”. Also the light 

industrial zone, and this 

part of the town, is an 

appropriate area for bulky 

development that may not 

be appropriate elsewhere in 

the township.  

 

Council should note that the 

“Oatlands Cultural 

Landscape Precinct” does 

not include land 

surrounding this 

development site.  Again 

this is to allow for bulky 

development that may not 

be appropriate elsewhere. 

 

Council should also note 

that the proposed facility is 

a critical component of the 

telecommunications 

network. This is one of the 

tests of the performance 

criteria. 

 

The proposal, subject to 

further conditions will 

comply with the objective to 

reduce the prominence of 

the structure. 
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Environmental Values 

To ensure that environmental values are protected 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria OFFICER COMMENT 

A1 

 

Telecommunications 

infrastructure must not be 

located in an area of 

environmental significance. 

 

 

P1 

 

Telecommunications 

infrastructure located in an 

area of environmental 

significance must ensure 

environmental and heritage 

values are not significantly 

impacted. 

This is not considered an 

area of environmental 

significance.  The proposal 

complies with the 

Acceptable Solution. 

 

 

Access 

To ensure that telecommunications infrastructure does not impede movement of vehicular 

and other modes of transport. 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria OFFICER COMMENT 

A1 

 

Telecommunications 

infrastructure must not 

impede movement of 

vehicular and other modes 

of transport. 

 

 

P1 

 

Telecommunications 

infrastructure must provide 

for adequate clearance for 

vehicular traffic and must 

not pose a danger or 

encumbrance to users of 

other land or aircraft. 

The proposal complies with 

the acceptable solution. 

 

 

Significant Agricultural Land 

To protect the productive capacity and efficient farming operations of significant 

agricultural land. 

 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria OFFICER COMMENT 

A1 

 

Telecommunications 

infrastructure within the 

Significant Agriculture 

Zone must be placed on or 

within 2 metres of property 

boundaries or fence lines. 

 

 

P1 

 

Telecommunications 

infrastructure within the 

Significant Agriculture 

Zone must not degrade or 

restrict the productive 

capacity of the land. 

The proposal is not within 

the Significant Agricultural 

Zone. The standard is not 

applicable. 
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CONCLUSION 

The report has assessed a Development Application for proposed Telecommunications 

Infrastructure (NBN Tower) at 20 Stanley Street, Oatlands (CT 230514/1), owned by 

Barry Maxwell Clarke. 

 

The proposal has been subject to public consultation by the NBN Co and Council gave 

notice of the application on two separate occasions.   

 

A total of 14 persons lodged a representation objecting to the tower raising concerns with 

visual amenity and effects on human health.  These concerns were raised with the NBN 

Co. The NBN Co, has addressed the human health concerns in the application and also 

provided further response to these concerns.  This further enabled Council Officers to 

provide an informed comment on such matter in the body of this report. 

 

To reduce the visual prominence of the proposed tower, Council Officers have 

recommended suitable conditions relating to the visual amenity to be placed on the 

permit.   

 

It is recommended the Application be approved and a Permit issued with conditions and 

advice. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

THAT, in accordance with the provisions of the Southern Midlands Interim Planning 

Scheme and section 57 of the Land Use Planning & Approvals Act 1993, Council 

approve the application for proposed Telecommunications Infrastructure at 20 

Stanley Street, Oatlands (CT 230514/1), owned by Barry Maxwell Clarke, Applicant 

NBN Co and that a permit be issued with the following conditions: 

 

CONDITIONS 

 

General 

1) The use or development must be carried out substantially in accordance with the 

application for planning approval, the endorsed drawings and with the conditions of 

this permit and must not be altered or extended without the further written approval 

of Council. 

Visual Amenity 

2) Before any work commences a schedule specifying the finish and colours of all 

external surfaces and samples must be submitted to and approved by the Council’s 

Manager of Development and Environmental Services.  The schedule must provide 

for colours and surfaces, with a dull grey colour, with a light reflectance value not 

greater than 40 percent and to best practice.  

The light reflectance values of surfaces must be specified on the schedule.  The 

schedule shall form part of this permit when approved. 
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Services 

3) The developer must pay the cost of any alterations and/or reinstatement to existing 

services, Council infrastructure or private property incurred as a result of the 

development.  Any work required is to be specified or undertaken by the authority 

concerned. 

Construction Amenity 

4) The development must only be carried out between the following hours unless 

otherwise approved by the Council’s Manager of Development and Environmental 

Services:  

Monday to Friday 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 

Saturday 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

Sunday and State-wide public holidays 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

5) All works associated with the development of the land shall be carried out in such a 

manner so as not to unreasonably cause injury to, or prejudice or affect the amenity, 

function and safety of any adjoining or adjacent land, and of any person therein or 

in the vicinity thereof, by reason of: 

a. Emission of noise, artificial light, vibration, odour, fumes, smoke, vapour, 

steam, ash, dust, waste water, waste products, grit or otherwise. 

b. The transportation of materials, goods and commodities to and from the land. 

c. Obstruction of any public footway or highway. 

d. Appearance of any unsightly building used as part of the construction, works 

or materials. 

e. Any accumulation of vegetation, building debris or other unwanted material 

must be disposed of by removal from the site in an approved manner.  No 

burning of such materials on site will be permitted unless approved in writing 

by the Council’s Manager of Development and Environmental Services. 

6) The developer must make good and/or clean any footpath, road surface or other 

element damaged or soiled by the development to the satisfaction of the Council’s 

Manger of Works and Technical Services. 

The following advice applies to this permit: 

a) This permit does not imply that any other approval required under any other 

legislation has been granted. 

b) Any requirements for aviation safety that necessitate modification to the proposed 

tower, such as safety lighting, should be brought to the attention of the Southern 

Midlands Council prior to its installation. 

c) This permit is in addition to a building permit.  Construction and site works must 

not commence until a Building Permit has been issued in accordance with the 

Building Act 2000. 
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Attachments 
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12.2  SUBDIVISIONS 

 

Nil. 

 

12.3  MUNICIPAL SEAL (PLANNING AUTHORITY) 

12.3.1 COUNCILLOR INFORMATION:- MUNICIPAL SEAL APPLIED UNDER 

DELEGATED AUTHORITY TO SUBDIVISION FINAL PLANS & RELATED 

DOCUMENTS 

 

Nil. 
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12.4 PLANNING (OTHER) 

12.4.1 ‘Section 30J’ Report considering representations received in 

relation to the Southern Midlands Interim Planning Scheme 

2015 

 

AUTHOR MANAGER DEVELOPMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL 

SERVICES (D MACKEY) 

DATE 3RD DECEMBER 2015 

ATTACHMENTS SUMMARY & ASSESSMENT OF SUBMISSIONS 

 SUBMISSIONS 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

This report considers the representations received in relation to the Southern Midlands 

Interim Planning Scheme 2015 (SMIPS2015) and seeks Council’s endorsement of a 

report to the Tasmanian Planning Commission (TPC) pursuant to Section 30J of  the 

Land Use Planning & Approvals Act 1993 (LUPAA). 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

The Notice of Declaration of the SMIPS2015 was published in the Tasmanian 

Government Gazette on 26 August 2015 and it came into operation on 2 September 2015. 

 

Public exhibition of the SMIPS commenced on 5 September 2015 and closed on 19 

October 2015, running for six weeks as mandated by LUPAA. 

 

Council must now submit a report on the submissions to the TPC. The report must 

contain a copy of each representation, a statement by Council (acting as the Planning 

Authority) on the merit of each representation, whether the interim planning scheme 

ought to be modified as a result and the impact of the representation on the scheme as a 

whole. The report may also contain a statement of the Planning Authority’s views and 

recommendations in respect of the operation of the scheme. 

 

On 2 December 2015 a Councillor workshop was held to consider the submissions and 

determined a draft ‘view’ of each. The attached table constitutes a summary of the 

workshop outcomes, which now need to be confirmed in order for the Section 30J report 

to be finalised and forwarded to the TPC. 

 



PUBLIC COPY 

Council Meeting Agenda – 9
th

 December 2015 Page 86 of 262 

IMPACT OF THE PENDING STATEWIDE PLANNING SCHEME 

 

Council’s Interim Planning Scheme, like all others in the State, is the end product of the 

previous State Government’s planning reform process. The current State Government has 

a policy to replace all of the Interim Planning Schemes with a single statewide planning 

scheme. This is currently being developed and will be placed on public exhibition in 

early 2016. It is understood the Government intends to finalise and introduce the 

statewide planning scheme by early 2017. 

 

In order to facilitate the introduction of the statewide scheme, the Government amended 

LUPAA to alter the way representations to the Interim planning Schemes are dealt with. 

Essentially, each representation does not have to be fully considered and resolved at the 

Tasmanian Planning Commission following the submission of Council’s Section 30J 

Report – as was the case in the past. Some issues may be resolved whilst others, 

considered non urgent, may be placed on hold and resolved at a later date through the 

statewide scheme (if the issue still exists under the statewide scheme). 

 

It is necessary, therefore, for Council’s view on each of the submissions to note whether 

the issue is considered to be urgent. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

Council received fourteen representations. Three of these were received outside the 

public exhibition period. The late submissions have been included in this report and it 

will be up to the Tasmanian Planning Commission to determine what weight to place 

upon them. Copies of all submissions are attached. 

 

The attached table summarises the issues raised and provides draft recommendations for 

inclusion in the Section 30J report, as resolved at the Councillor workshop on 2 

December. 

 

This report seeks endorsement of the recommendations, or determination of alternate 

recommendations. 

 

PROCESS FOLLOWING THE SUBMISSION OF THE REPORT TO THE TPC 

 

If a change to SMCIPS2015 is considered necessary or desirable, Council needs to 

determine its view on whether the change is urgent and therefore necessary to resolve 

quickly, and which pathway it recommends the TPC resolve to pursue. Changes can be 

pursued via: 

 

 An ‘urgent amendment’ process with the TPC. In addition to ‘urgent’, such changes 

would also have to be relatively minor with no potential ‘prejudice the public 

interest’. 

 A planning scheme amendment process initiated by either Council or a private 

party. This pathway would be appropriate for amendments that are considered to be 

urgent but are not minor in nature. For example; significant rezonings. 
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 The single statewide planning scheme development process. Changes that are 

desirable but not urgent might be pursued this way. 

 

The Interim Planning Scheme contains content that is state, regional and local. 

 

Any desirable changes to the state content would require alteration of the Planning 

Scheme Template for Tasmania. The process for changing the Template is a significant 

undertaking by the TPC which, therefore, would likely take the view that such changes 

should be resolved through the statewide planning scheme development process in 2016. 

 

Any desirable changes to regional content would require an Urgent Amendment process 

to all twelve Southern planning schemes, not just the Southern Midlands Scheme. This 

process would naturally be more involved than an amendment to just the Southern 

Midlands scheme. 

 

Given the above, it is appropriate that Council’s recommendations in the attached table 

note whether the issue is in respect of state, regional or local provisions. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

THAT Council, acting as Planning Authority, endorse the attached report and 

associated recommendations and submit them as part of its report to the Tasmanian 

Planning Commission pursuant to Section 30J of the Land Use Planning & 

Approvals Act 1993. 

 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  
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Attachments 

 

Southern Midlands Interim Planning Scheme 2015 - Summary and Response to Representations 

SECTION 30J REPORT TO THE TASMANIAN PLANNING COMMISSION 

Reference No. 

Name 

Issue 

Summary of Representation Response Recommendation 

A. 

 

Dept. State Growth 

 

General 

 

(State, regional and 
local provision 
issues) 

1. Notes and agrees with relevant 
sections of Part A and Part B 
Clause 4.0 Interpretation. 

2. Would like Part B - 
Exemptions to be expanded 
to incorporate more of their 
activities in road corridors. 

 

 

3. Would like existing and future 
road corridors zoned Utilities 
under Part D – Zones. 

 

4. Part D – Zones, PPZ – Future 
Urban Growth at Bagdad. 

 

5. Part D – Zones, Suggested 
changes to facilitate road 
activities in the Rural Resource 
Zone and Utilities Zone. 

 

1. Noted 

 

 

2. Whilst the submission is reasonable, this is a 
State Template issue. 

 

 

 

3. Whilst the submission is reasonable, this is a 
State Template issue. 

 

4. Notes that these areas cannot access directly 
onto the highway which is a declared ‘limited 
access’ road through Mangalore and Bagdad. 

 

5. Whilst the submission is reasonable, this is a 
Regional Scheme issue. 

 

 

1. Noted. No change to the interim 
scheme is considered necessary. 

 

 

2. This is a State Template issue that can 
be further considered by the State as 
part of the pending statewide planning 
scheme. No changes to the interim 
scheme are considered urgent. 

3. As for 2, above. 

 

4. Noted. This issue would need to be 
resolved before the land could be 
further rezoned to allow development. 
No change to the interim scheme is 
considered necessary. 

5. This is an issue that can be further 
considered by the State as part of the 
pending statewide planning scheme. 
No changes to the interim scheme are 
considered urgent. 
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6. Part E – Codes, Raises issues 
with several of the Regional 
Codes. 

 

 

7. Extractive Industry in the 
Significant Agriculture Zone 

 

 

 

 

6. These are changes to the Regional Provisions 
and are not considered urgent. 

 

 

 

7. Suggests that Extractive Industry in this zone 
be changed from prohibited to discretionary. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6. These issues can be further 
considered by the State as part of the 
pending statewide planning scheme. 
No changes to the interim scheme are 
considered urgent. 

 

7. This proposed change is considered 
necessary and urgent. (Refer 
submission K). The Use Table in the 
Significant Agriculture Zone should be 
amended so that Extractive Industry 
becomes discretionary, subject to a 
Performance Criterion that there is 
minimal loss of good agricultural land.  

 

B. 

 

TasRail 

 

General 

 

(State and regional 
provision issues) 

1. Suggests Part B - 
Exemptions to be expanded 
to incorporate more of their 
activities in road corridors. 

 

2. Part D – Zones. TasRail would 
like all their assets zoned 
Utilities and makes a number 
of other comments on the zone 
provision. 

3. General. A number of other 
comments are made on 
specific provisions of the 
Scheme. 

1. Whilst the submission may be reasonable, 
this is a State issue. 

 

 

 

2. Whilst the submission may be reasonable, 
this is a State issue. 

 

3. Whilst the submission may be reasonable, 
this is a State issue. 

 

1. These issues can be further 
considered by the State as part of the 
pending statewide planning scheme. 
No changes to the interim scheme are 
considered urgent. 

 

2. As for 1, above. 

 

3. As for 1, above. 
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C. 

 

TasNetworks 

 

General 

 

(Regional provision 
issue) 

1. Part E – Codes. TasNetworks 
have a range of concerns 
relating to the Electricity 
Transmission Infrastructure 
Protection Code.  

1. Meetings have been arranged at a regional 
level with the Tasmanian Planning 
Commission to resolve these matters with 
TasNetworks. 

1. These changes are considered 
reasonable and should continue to be 
progressed through the current 
regional urgent amendment process to 
the regional code. 

D. 

 

Barry Williams 

Cement Concrete 
Aggregates Australia 

 

Extractive Industry 
(quarry) provisions 

 

(Regional provision 
issue) 

1. Various comments on state and 
regional provisions in zones and 
codes. 

 

2. Extractive Industry – should be 
possible in the Rural Living 
Zone. 

 

 

3. Extractive Industry – should be 
permitted (not merely 
discretionary) within the Rural 
Resource Zone. 

1. Whilst the submission may be reasonable, 
these are State / regional issues. 

 

 

2. It is considered that Extractive Industry 
does no accord with the objectives of the 
Rural Living Zone. Rural living areas are 
invariably in close proximity to rural areas, 
where gravel and other construction 
materials quarries are possible. 

3. The Rural Resource Zone covers many 
situations and is, in reality, the ‘default 
zone’ applied to land when no other zone is 
deemed appropriate. As a result, it covers 
both genuine rural land and non genuine 
rural land such as ‘de facto’ rural living 
areas. Quarries and other mining 
operations may well be inappropriate in 
some situations. 

However on large rural titles, such 
developments could potentially be 
permitted. A possible solution could be to 
specify that Extractive Industry is permitted 

1. These issues can be further 
considered by the State as part of the 
pending statewide planning scheme. 
No changes to the interim scheme are 
considered urgent. 

2. The proposed change to amend the 
Use Table in the Rural Living Zone to 
make extractive Industry allowable is 
not supported as it is inconsistent with 
the objectives of the zone. 

3. The proposed change to amend the 
status of Extractive Industry in the 
Rural Resource Zone to ‘permitted’ is 
supported bit only if subject to the 
qualification that the applicable 
Standard Recommended Attenuation 
Distance is contained within the 
subject title. 
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in the Rural Zone if the applicable Standard 
Recommended Attenuation Distance can 
be accommodated on the subject title. 

 

E. 

 

Robert Hay 

 

16 Goodwins Road, 
Mangalore 

 

(Local provision – 
zoning issue.) 

1. Rezoning request: Seeking 
ability to subdivide existing 2 
hectare Rural Resource zoned 
title at Goodwins Road, 
Mangalore. 

Although not explicitly stated, this 
is a request to rezone to the 
Rural Living Zone. 

1. This area was previously zoned Rural 
Agriculture, which has been translated to 
Rural Resource in the new scheme. 

Part of group of similar sized titles. Spot 
rezonings are not generally allowed, so any 
consideration of rezoning would need to 
consider a broader area. 

There is no Rural Living zoned land on the 
eastern side of the highway in this area. 

The rezoning of this area is not envisaged 
in the Bagdad Mangalore Structure Plan. 

Significant Agriculture Zone exists on the 
eastern side of Bagdad Rivulet, and the 
current Rural Resource zoned properties 
provide a buffer to the intensive agricultural 
activities that may occur there. Rezoning 
this area to Rural Living would result in 
more houses close to Significant 
Agriculture, which is not to be encouraged. 

The Midland Highway / Goodwins Road 
junction does not have slip lanes, which are 
desirable in a 100 kph area if further 
subdivision potential is to be contemplated 
at Goodwins Road. 

Before such an amendment could be 
considered, the Bagdad Mangalore 
Structure Plan would need to be revised 
and would need to support the proposal. 

Should the State Government’s highway 

1. The proposed rezoning request is not 
supported, in the short term. 

Active rezonings are not possible 
within the interim planning scheme 
mechanism unless supported by the 
Regional Land Use Strategy and local 
structure plan. 

The proposed rezoning would need a 
specific planning scheme amendment, 
which would need to follow a review of 
the Bagdad Mangalore Structure Plan. 

It would appear unlikely such a review 
would result in the expansion of the 
Rural Living Zone east of the highway 
at Mangalore. 

Nevertheless, the zoning of Goodwins 
Road is a matter that should be 
reconsidered in any review of the 
Bagdad Mangalore Structure Plan. 
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safety improvements works at Mangalore 
significantly change the traffic network, a 
case would exist to undertake a major 
review of the Bagdad Mangalore Structure 
Plan.  

However, it should be noted that a strategic 
decision to expand the Rural Living Zone to 
the eastern side of the Midland Highway at 
Mangalore is considered unlikely, at this 
stage. 

 

F. 

 

Dylan Harper 

 

172 Ballyhooly 
Road, Mangalore 

 

(Local provision – 
zoning issue.) 

1. Rezoning request: Seeking to 
change zoning of a 44 hectare 
property from Significant 
Agricultural to Rural Resource. 

 

1. This area was previously zoned Rural 
Agriculture in the 1998 scheme. 

It has been ‘actively rezoned’ to Significant 
Agricultural Zone in the new scheme, 
pursuant to the Southern Tasmania 
Regional Land Use Strategy. 

All of the fertile land with potential access 
to irrigation on the valley floor was rezoned 
in this way, recognising its status as 
‘significant’ agricultural land under the State 
Policy on the Protection of Agricultural 
Land. 

The subject property is in the centre of the 
valley floor. Any consideration of rezoning 
would require consideration of rezoning of 
the whole area. This would require a broad 
strategic decision not to recognise and 
protect the good agricultural land in the 
area. 

The representor has stated that the 
rezoning ‘may affect future plans for the 
property’, but has not been specific. It is 
noted that under the alternate zone, Rural 

1. The proposed rezoning request is not 
supported. 

The property is in the heart of the 
Bagdad Mangalore significant 
agriculture area, which should be 
retained for significant agricultural 
purposes in the interim planning 
scheme as a consolidated area. 

It is noted that the pending statewide 
planning scheme potentially might 
address rural areas differently to the 
current interim planning scheme. 
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Resource, the land could not be 
subdivided. This was also the case under 
the old scheme. The property is accessed 
via an access strip, which would limit 
development potential regardless of 
zoning. 

The Significant Agricultural Zone would 
support, facilitate and protect any 
agricultural pursuits that the landowner 
might wish to pursue. 

G. 

 

Barrie Paterson 

 

Mt Vernon, Melton 
Mowbray. 

 

(Regional provision 
issue.) 

 

1. Request change to the Heritage 
Code, to introduce ‘adjacency’. 

1. ‘Adjacency’ in respect of planning scheme 
heritage provisions means applying 
heritage rules to properties neighbouring 
heritage listed places. 

The previous Southern Midlands Planning 
Scheme 1998 did not include the concept 
of adjacency. 

The Hobart Planning Scheme is the only 
scheme in Southern Tasmania that 
includes the concept of adjacency. 

Given the limitations of the interim planning 
scheme mechanism, adjacency cannot be 
brought in to the new Southern Midlands 
Scheme as it would mean that (many) 
landowners’ properties would suddenly be 
subject to new rules and restrictions without 
the ability of those landowners to contest 
such an imposition. They would be denied 
‘natural justice’. 

The introduction of adjacency would, in 
practice, triple or quadruple the number of 
properties subject to the Heritage Code. 
The benefits of such a system would need 
to be weighed against the dis-benefits, in 

1. The introduction of ‘adjacency’ into the 
Heritage Code of the Interim planning 
Scheme is not supported. 

This would be a major change to the 
planning scheme provisions applying 
to the Southern Midlands, and should 
therefore not be done via the interim 
planning scheme mechanism. 

Adjacency is a major policy issue. The 
pending statewide planning scheme 
will provide a vehicle through which 
this matter could be reconsidered at 
the appropriate political level. 
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any consideration of introducing adjacency. 

The new Heritage Code provides a 
mechanism whereby the spatial extent of a 
listing can be different to the title – either 
smaller or larger. If larger, there would have 
to be a mapped area included in the 
planning scheme that clearly sets out which 
parts of neighbouring land are included in 
the listing. However, such a change would 
need a planning scheme amendment 
process in which the owners of 
neighbouring properties have the ability to 
contest the change. 

It is noted that many heritage listings in the 
Southern Midlands scheme occur within 
township Heritage Precincts and the 
various Cultural Landscape Precincts. 
Within these areas the issue of adjacency 
is redundant as the whole of these areas is 
subject to heritage considerations. 

H. 

Jenny Topfer 

Blackbrush Road 

1. Concerns that Council will 
inappropriately ‘slip through’ a 
rezoning at Blackbrush Road, 
Mangalore. 

1. The representation expresses concern that 
Council will somehow attempt to rezone 
land outside of proper process. 

1. No changes to the interim planning 
scheme are proposed in the 
submission. 

I. 

 

Richard Barnes 

 

Blackbrush Road 
area 

 

1. Concerns that land at 
Blackbrush Road should 
remain zoned Rural Resource. 

2. States that Council’s failed 
attempt to rezone the land at 
Blackbrush Road in 2014 was 
procedurally fair and that Council 
should accept the umpire’s 
decision. 

1. The representation expresses support for 
the current Rural Resource zoning of land 
at Blackbrush Road. 

2. This was land that Council attempted to 
rezone to Rural Living, in accordance with 
the Bagdad Mangalore Structure Plan and 
the Southern Tasmania Regional Land Use 
Strategy. This was refused by the 
Tasmanian Planning Commission following 
a process that Council contends was 

1. No changes to the interim planning 
scheme are proposed in the 
submission.  

Council, as the Planning Authority, 
retains the view that the Bagdad 
Mangalore Structure Plan should 
eventually be implemented in its 
entirety, and endorses discussion 
points numbered 1 to 12 in the 
adjacent column. 
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(Zoning issue: 
[local provision]) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. States that references to the 
Bagdad Mangalore Structure 
Plan are ‘meaningless’ and 
should be removed. 

 

 

4. States that Council is attempting 
to stop the representor’s right to 
farm. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

fundamentally flawed procedurally and 
which resulted in a decision that was based 
on gross errors of fact. 

The Minister for Planning has 
recommended that Council pursue the 
rezonings via a planning scheme 
amendment following finalisation of the 
interim planning Scheme. 

3. The Bagdad Mangalore Structure Plan has 
not been fully implemented and it is 
appropriate for the scheme objectives to 
continue to refer to it. 

 

 

4. Repeated comments that Council wishes to 
stop the representor from farming are 
demonstrably untrue. Council supports and 
encourages farming. However, Intensive 
Animal Farming proposal, particularly in de 
facto rural living areas, must be carefully 
considered on their merits. The Resource 
Management and Planning Appeals 
Tribunal, in considering the representor’s 
application for the egg farm, affirmed 
Council’s view that: 

 The egg farm proposal constituted 
intensive animal farming, not 
merely agriculture, as contended 
by the representor. 

 The adversarial use of 
neighbouring land for biosecurity 
and attenuation areas around the 
egg farm was not reasonable, and 
such buffers should be provided on 
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5. States that Council is attempting 
to ‘rezone by stealth’. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6. Concern that the MEDaLS report 
(Midlands Economic 
Development & Landuse 
Strategy) was not made available 
for the public to comment on. 

 

 

 

7. Argues Southern Midlands’ rivers 
are not ‘small’ and shouldn’t be 
described as such in the 
Municipal Setting part of the 

the representors own land. 

 The ‘likely rezoning’ of the 
neighbouring land to rural 
residential use would not result in 
land use conflict with the egg farm 
as approved by the Tribunal. 

 

5. This is demonstrably untrue. Council could 
have sought to implement the Bagdad 
Mangalore Structure Plan rezonings by just 
incorporating them within the interim 
scheme. However, Council determined to 
run all such rezonings through a planning 
scheme amendment process, thereby 
affording all potentially affected landowners 
the opportunity to lodge formal submissions 
and be involved in the statutory hearing 
process at the Planning Commission. 

 

6. The MEDaLS report (Midlands Economic 
Development & Landuse Strategy) is an 
internal strategy identification and 
prioritisation Council document. The 
initiatives recommended within it that 
require rezonings will naturally need 
rezonings in order to advance. Rezoning 
applications are subject to a statutory 
public notification process. 

7. Southern Midlands is blessed with many 
natural advantages. Large rivers are not 
one of them. 
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scheme. 

8. Cites Regional Land Use 
Strategy AC1.3 as a reason not 
to zone land at Mangalore to 
Rural Living. 

 

9. Cites omission of Mangalore from 
Regional Land Use Strategy 
Table 3 (Growth Management 
Strategies for Settlements) as a 
reason not to zone additional land 
at Mangalore to Rural Living. 

 

10. States Council should be 
focusing growth at Bagdad, not 
Mangalore. 

 

 

 

 

 

11. States that existing de facto rural 
living area should not be thus 
recognised by zoning. 

 

 

 

 

12. States that the mention of the 
Tasmanian Chinese Buddhist 

8. Regional Land Use Strategy AC1.3 is not 
applicable. Mangalore is not an Activity 
Centre; it is a rural living area. Activity 
Centres are focusses of employment, 
commercial retail and community uses. 

9. Regional Land Use Strategy Table 3 
(Growth Management Strategies for 
Settlements) is not applicable. Table 3 is 
activated by Regional Land Use Strategy 
SRD1.1. Mangalore is a rural living area 
and is subject to Regional Land Use 
Strategy 1.3. 

 

10. Bagdad is the township within the valley 
and is rightfully the focus of new suburban-
density growth with its additional services 
and facilities. Mangalore, on the overhand, 
provides opportunity for economic growth 
through building on its existing rural living 
area. The Bagdad Mangalore Structure 
Plan (which was the subject of extensive 
community consultation process which the 
representor chose not to be involved)  

11. This broad, sweeping statement is not 
accepted. There are numerous areas of de 
facto rural living areas in Southern 
Tasmania for which the Rural Agriculture 
zone is inappropriate. There are others, 
however, for which it is appropriate to retain 
rural zoning. Each case needs to be 
considered, taking into account a range of 
factors. 

12. Planning schemes need to be forward 
looking, and ‘aspirational’. If they were to 
simply account for what exists, they 
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Cultural Park should be removed 
from the local objectives of the 
scheme, as it has not been 
approved for development. 

wouldn’t be ‘planning’ schemes. It is 
appropriate to retain the Tasmanian 
Chinese Buddhist Cultural Park as an 
objective. 

 

J. 

 

Craig Williams 

 

1356 and 1384 Tea 
Tree Road 

 

 

(Zoning issue: 
[local provision]) 

1. Concerns over rezoning of 
land:  “the rezoning of our land at 
1356 and 1384 Tea Tree Road to 
a lesser value of farm type 
soils…… devaluing our property”. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Concern that the MEDaLS report 
(Midlands Economic 
Development & Landuse 
Strategy) was not made available 
for the public to comment on. 

 

 

 

 

1. 1356 Tea Tree Road is the representor’s 
land. This has not been rezoned, as ‘Rural 
Resource in the new scheme is the 
translation of ‘Rural Agriculture in the old 
scheme. 1384 Tea Tree Road is not the 
representors land – it is the site of the 
mooted Tasmanian Chinese Buddhist 
Cultural Park (TCBCP). This has also not 
been rezoned, at present. 

If 1384 Tea Tree Road were rezoned in the 
future to allow for the TCBCP, it would 
become a major tourism drawcard. Land 
neighbouring major tourism drawcards 
tends to rise in value, not fall, as a result of 
entrepreneurs seeking money-making 
opportunities leveraging off the high 
numbers of tourists and other visitors. 

 

2. The MEDaLS report (Midlands Economic 
Development & Landuse Strategy) is an 
internal strategy identification and 
prioritisation Council document. The 
initiatives recommended within it that 
require rezonings will naturally need 
rezonings in order to advance. Rezoning 
applications are subject to a statutory 
public notification process. 

 

3. The TCBCP has not been applied for, 

1. It is noted that the zoning of the 
representor’s land at 1356 Tea Tree 
Road has not been fundamentally 
changed in the Interim planning 
Scheme. Nor has the land at 1384 Tea 
Tree Road. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. It is noted that the MEDaLS report is 
an internal strategy identification and 
prioritisation Council document. The 
initiatives recommended within it that 
require rezonings would need 
rezonings in order to advance. 
Rezoning applications are subject to a 
statutory public notification process. 
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3. Notes the Tasmanian Chinese 
Buddhist Cultural Park has 
‘never been applied for’, ‘never 
been zoned’, and ‘has great 
bearing on our future upgrading 
of our quarry to class 2’. 

although it is anticipated an application for 
rezoning will be submitted by the 
proponents soon. 

The proposed TCBCP is not the only major 
concern with the representor’s proposed 
quarry upgrading to Level 2: The 
representor’s property is very small 
compared to the area covered by Standard 
Recommended Attenuation Distance 
(SRAD) for Level 2 quarries. The great 
majority of the SRAD would be on other 
people’s land. Three such properties would 
be entirely covered by the SRAD and a 
large proportion of several others would be 
covered also. This will significantly impact 
the future development and use potential of 
all of this land – not just the TCBCP land. 
This adversarial impost and would appear 
to be unfair and counter to the fairness 
objective of Tasmania’s Resource 
Management and Planning System. 

3. It is noted that the rezoning necessary 
for the TCBCP to proceed is yet to be 
applied for. 

The TCBCP is a well-known pending 
project, having been the subject of 
considerable media coverage over 
many years, and highlighted in the 
mid-2013 informal public consultation 
process for the Draft Southern 
Midlands Interim planning Scheme. 
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K. 

 

Midland Energy 

 

(Rezoning request 
[local provision] 
and amendment 
request to a zone 
provision [regional 
provision]). 

 

1. Request to rezone land from 
Significant Agricultural to Rural 
Resource, to enable coal mining 
projects to proceed, at two 
locations – near Tunbridge and 
near Jericho. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Request to amend the 
Significant Agricultural Zone 
provisions, to allow possibility 
for extractive industry in 
Significant Agriculture Zone. 

1. These areas were previously zoned Rural 
Agriculture in the 1998 scheme. 

They have been ‘actively rezoned’ to 
Significant Agricultural Zone in the new 
scheme, pursuant to the Southern 
Tasmania Regional Land Use Strategy. 
All land mapped as good-quality 
agricultural land by the Southern 
Tasmania Regional Planning Project with 
access to the new Midlands Irrigation 
Scheme was rezoned in this way, 
recognising its status as ‘significant 
agricultural land’ under the State Policy on 
the Protection of Agricultural Land. 

The subject land near Tunbridge is a 
major proportion of the Significant 
Agricultural Land in that area, whilst the 
subject land near Jericho is a minor 
proportion of that area. (Refer maps 
supplied in the representation). 

Significant Agricultural zoning protects 
and facilitates intensive agricultural 
activity. It is considered that the 
substantial public and private investment 
in the irrigation scheme, and now further 
private investment in intensive agricultural 
enterprises in both locations, warrants the 
retention of the Significant Agricultural 
Zone. 

2. The Use Table in the Significant 
Agricultural Zone prohibits Extractive 
Industry. The zone is quite limited in 
spatial extent, with the intention that it only 
applies to genuinely regionally significant 
agricultural land particularly where public 

1. The proposed rezoning of the subject 
land from Significant Agriculture to 
Rural Resource is not supported. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. This proposed change to amend the 
Use Table in the Significant Agriculture 
Zone so that Extractive Industry 
becomes discretionary is considered 
necessary and urgent. This change is 
supported subject to a Performance 
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3. Concern the company wasn’t 
consulted prior to introduction of 
the new Interim Scheme. 

funds have been expended to provide 
irrigation water. It was therefore 
considered appropriate to prohibit 
resource extraction in order to retain this 
valuable resource and meet the 
requirements of the State Policy on the 
Protection of Agricultural Land. 

However, it is noted that the method of 
mining proposed by the representor - the 
new and innovative ‘highwall method’ - 
largely leaves the surface undisturbed – 
especially when compare to the traditional 
open cut method. It would appear possible 
to extract the resource with minimal loss 
of good agricultural land. It would 
therefore appear possible for Council to 
seek to amend the Use Table in the 
Significant Agricultural Zone to make 
Extractive Industry possible, subject to a 
Performance Criterion that there be 
minimal loss of good agricultural land. 

3. In mid-2013 Southern Midlands Council 
undertook an informal (i.e.: non-statutory 
public exhibition of the draft interim 
planning scheme. This included the 
proposed new Significant Agricultural 
Zone areas at Tunbridge and Jericho. No 
submissions were received from potential 
mining companies. 

Mineral exploration is exempt from the 
need for any kind of local government 
approval. Unless those exploring for 
minerals make contact, Council generally 
remains unaware of the companies 
exploring for various resources, whether 
they have found a viable deposit or how 

Criterion that there is minimal loss of 
good agricultural land. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. The State Government is encouraged to 
remove the interim planning scheme 
mechanism from the legislation. 
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close they are to seeking planning 
approval for a mine. Many Exploration 
Licences have been issued by the State 
covering large parts of the Southern 
Midlands, seeking various types of 
resources. 

The interim planning scheme mechanism 
is specifically designed to avoid public 
consultation prior to the introduction of an 
interim planning scheme. This mechanism 
was removed from the Tasmanian 
planning system in 1993 but was 
reintroduced in 2011. At the time, 
Southern Midlands Council expressed 
concerns to the State Government. If the 
new Interim Scheme had have been 
developed through the 1993-2011 
process, all mineral exploration 
companies would have had the 
opportunity to formally examine and 
comment on the draft scheme prior to its 
introduction. 

 

L. 

 

SM+A, obo 

A. M. Jackman 

 

Land at the end of 
Mountford Drive, 
Mangalore. 

 

1. Request to rezone land from 
Rural Resource to Rural Living, at 
the end of Mountford Drive, 
Mangalore. 

Submits that the land accords 
with the objectives of the Rural 
Living Zone, not the Rural 
Agriculture Zone 

 

 

1. This land was subject of a suite of 
rezonings in the Bagdad-Mangalore area 
in 2014 to implement the Bagdad 
Mangalore Structure Plan. It was rezoned 
from Rural Residential A to Rural 
Agriculture, under the 1998 scheme. This 
was then translated to Rural Resource in 
the interim planning scheme. 

As stated in the submission, the owners 
opposed the rezoning at the time. The 
submission essentially maintains their 
opposition to the 2014 rezoning. 

1. The land should not be rezoned to Rural 
Living with a one hectare minimum lot 
size. 

However; fewer, larger lots might be 
appropriate if house sites are discreetly 
located, in terms of the Heritage 
Landscape Precinct considerations. 

A small number of new lots would also 
alleviate concerns arising from a 
significant increase in the number of lots 
on a no-through-road. This would also 
provide for a formal terminus of 
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(Rezoning request 
[local provision]). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. States that the current owner 
purchased the land as rural 
residential land and the 2014 
rezoning to rural has devalued it. 

 

A key reason for the rezoning is the length 
of Mountford Drive, which is a no-through-
road, with no obvious route for it to 
reconnect to the public road network if 
extended through the subject property. At 
42 ha, the property could have up to 42 
new blocks if zoned Rural Living. 

A second issue is the Heritage Mile 
Cultural Landscape Precinct, which 
extends over the property. Numerous one-
hectare lots would not be consistent with 
the intention of the precinct. 

 

2. The current owner purchased the property 
in 1996 when it was zoned rural under the 
old Brighton Interim Order. It was rezoned 
to Rural Residential A in 2003 when the 
Southern Midlands Planning Scheme 
1998 was finally approved. As mentioned 
above, it was changed back to rural in 
2014. 

Mountford Drive. 

Such a subdivision would not fit with 
any of the existing zones available in 
the State Planning Scheme Template, 
and would require a specialised 
consideration process, such as the 
‘combined application’ (S.43A) process 
under the land Use Planning & 
Approvals Act 1993. 

 

 

 

2. It is noted that the current owner 
purchased the property when zoned 
rural. 

 

M. 

 

IreneInc. obo 

Hunter Heritage 
Developments 

 

(Zoning issue: 
[local provision]) 

1. Request for Council to pursue 
rezoning: Land at Blackbrush 
Road near the existing rural living 
zone area. 

 

1. Request for Council to pursue the 
rezoning of land at Blackbrush Road to 
Rural Living, in accordance with the full 
implementation of the Bagdad Mangalore 
Structure Plan. 

The submission acknowledges that such 
rezoning could not be pursued as an 
urgent amendment (i.e. as a result of 
considering submissions to the interim 
scheme). 

Council has previously stated its intention 
to complete the Bagdad Mangalore 

1. The full implementation of the Bagdad 
Mangalore Structure Plan should be 
pursued. This Blackbrush Road 
rezonings should be pursued through a 
planning scheme amendment process. 
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Structure Plan implementation. 

N. 

 

Paul & Lisa Rudd 

Zoning of land at 
Dysart 

1. Expression of support for 
zoning of land at Dysart 

1. The new interim scheme has rezoned 
former Anglican church (and cemetery) at 
Dysart from Community Purpose to Rural 
Living – matching the surrounding land. 
The property is no longer a church and 
was sold into private ownership several 
years ago. 

1. The submission is noted. 
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13. OPERATIONAL MATTERS ARISING (STRATEGIC THEME – 

INFRASTRUCTURE) 
 

13.1  ROADS  
 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 13 

1.1.1 Maintenance and improvement of the standard and safety of roads in the 

municipal area. 

 

Nil. 

 

13.2  BRIDGES 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 14 

1.2.1  Maintenance and improvement of the standard and safety of bridges in the 

municipality.  

 

13.2.1 Swanston Bridge Replacement Consideration of Tenders 

 

AUTHOR DEPUTY GENERAL MANAGER (A BENSON) & MANAGER 

WORKS & TECHNICAL SERVICE (J LYALL) 

 

DATE 2
ND

 DECEMBER 2015 

 

ATTACHMENTS Request For Tender Swanston Bridge Replacement 

 Six Tenders Submitted  

(given the bulk of this these attachments, one package will be available 

at the meeting for Councillors to peruse – a copy can be made available 

prior to the meeting if required – please contact Andrew Benson to 

arrange) 

 

ISSUE 

Consideration of the Tenders received in response to Council’s Request For Tender 

(RFT) for the Replacement of the Swanston Bridge, over the Little Swanport River at 

Swanston. 

 

BACKGROUND 

It is meaningful to remind Council of the circumstances that were the precursor to this 

Tender consideration.  There have been two previous reports to Council in respect of the 

Swanston Bridge replacement,  

1. The first Report in May 2015 was in respect of the Swanston Bridge replacement, 

research brief outcomes, and as a result Council requested community input, then a 

further report to Council on the findings of the community input; and  

2. The Report to the July 2015 Council meeting was in respect of Swanston Bridge 

replacement design considerations and Community consultation. 
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Those two reports are included below and encapsulated in the following twenty pages. 

 

[EXTRACT FROM THE JULY 2015 COUNCIL MEETING] 

 

 

SWANSTON BRIDGE REPLACEMENT – DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 
 

AUTHORS DEPUTY GENERAL MANAGER (ANDREW BENSON) & 

ACTING MANAGER WORKS & TECHNICAL SERVICE 

(CRAIG WHATLEY) 

 

DATE 15
th

 July 2015 

 

ATTACHMENTS  1. Swanston Bridge Replacement Community Consultation 

Responses 

 2.  SES Risk Register & Risk Treatment Plan as their Response 

 3.  Original Engineering Report 

ISSUE 

The replacement of the Swanston Bridge at Swanston in a cost effective and practical 

manner that provides access to the Eastern side of the Little Swanport River for the 

residents within agreed service levels. 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

[EXTRACT FROM THE MAY 2015 COUNCIL MEETING] 

 

The following Research Brief was issued to Council’s Consulting Engineer, Phil Gee 

from Sugden & Gee. 

 
Research Brief for the Replacement of the Swanston Bridge Over the Little Swanport River 

 

Background 

The Swanston bridge is located over the Little Swanport River at Swanston (refer to the 

attached location plan).  There are three to four families that permanently reside on the 

eastern side of the river.  There is a four wheel drive track to the east coast which is in 

quite poor condition; otherwise the families live on virtually a “no through road’.  The 

existing timber bridge is in very poor condition and has a 5t load limit.  In recent years 

Council constructed a ford using 1200mm x 1200mm RC box culverts.  The ford is 

sometimes impassable and on some occasions the box culverts and associated roadway 

have been washed aside by the flood waters.  According to local knowledge, the flood 

waters have been known to lap at the underside of the existing timber bridge.  Refer to 
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the attached images of the existing bridge.    Council have had a detailed survey 

undertaken by Surveyor Tony Woolford (attached).   The bridge is a single lane width 

and any new structure should be a single lane width. 

The dilemma is, does Council spend $500,000 on a new bridge that can withstand the 

flood waters and provide 365 days a year access for three to four families, or does it 

provide a modified approach to the situation.   If a modified approach is considered what 

would the parameters be?   

Council would like to test the assumptions and an estimate for a full bridge replacement 

should be considered as well as a structure that will allow a service level to the residents 

that provides less than full 365 day a year service, but a service that will be for no 

greater isolation period than 2.5 to 3 days. 

This research project is broken down into three components, Stage 1, Stage 2 and Stage 

3. 

Stage 1 – Catchment Analysis 

A detailed catchment analysis is required to determine the flow volumes. Whilst upstream 

of the bridge is key to the calculations, a short distance downstream from the bridge the 

Eastern Marshes Rivulet provides a confluence with the Little Swanport River.   

At maximum flow this downstream confluence does frustrate the effective waterway 

condition for a speedy dispersement of the outfall.  Calculations should be at least on a 

one in one hundred year frequency. 

Stage 2 – Design Options 

The determination of structures based on the analysis required, namely; 

A. Full bridge construction to provide for 365 day pa access for the families on the 

eastern side of the river; 

B. A structure to accommodate a maximum of 2.5 to 3 day isolation once a year; 

C. A structure to accommodate a maximum of 2.5 to 3 day isolation twice a year. 

The new structure should be located on the alignment as surveyed by Tony Woolford, 

(star pins showing centreline) which is parallel to the existing structure.   

The consideration of riverbed/riverbank treatment as a transition from the catchment to 

the structure to increase the desired flow characteristics should be undertaken. 
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During the site visit I suggested that an alternative design comprising three 3m x 3m side 

by side be investigated as an alternative to a new structure of pier and beam 

construction.   

For consideration at the detailed design stage, Jack Lyall suggested  

 that at the upstream side of the structure that a “tree rack” be constructed in an 

attempt to arrest, plus allow for easy removal of any trees or logs that could 

restrict the water flow through the structure; 

 that a dry weather flow pipeline be installed under the any culvert floor to 

facilitate Platypus migration.  

Stage 3 - Report 

A report is to be provided covering a range of construction concepts/options including an 

estimate of those options. 

Timeline 

The report shall be provided by 18
th

 May 2015 to ensure that the financial considerations 

are included in the Council budget workshop for the 2015/2016 financial year. 

 

 

Andrew Benson 

Deputy General Manager 

6
th

 April 2015 

 

CURRENT 

 

The Research Brief was addressed by Council’s Consulting Engineer, with his report and 

associated documents being attached to this Agenda Item.  The documents provide an 

analysis of the catchment characteristics and the effective options available for Council to 

consider in the replacement of the current structure.   

 

These construction works will be required to be undertaken during the 2015/2016 

financial year  

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

For discussion and a decision on the way forward. 
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C/15/05/061/20042 DECISION  

Moved by Clr D F Fish, seconded by Clr B Campbell 
 

 

THAT Council  
 

1. note the Report; 

2. write to all property owners that would be required to use the bridge 

a. advising of the progress on the replacement of the bridge, 

b. sharing Council’s desire to implement a 5 year Annual Recurrent 

Interval (5 year flood frequency) design parameter on the new structure, 

c. seeking property owner’s input on the 5 year Annual Recurrent Interval 

(5 year flood frequency)   

d. seeking property owner’s input on any other relevant issues that may be 

impacted on by the replacement structure 

3. receive a report from Council Officers in respect of the feedback from the 

Community consultation.   

CARRIED. 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

√ Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

√ Deputy Mayor A O Green  

√ Clr A R Bantick  

√ Clr E Batt  

√ Clr B Campbell  

√ Clr D F Fish  

√ Clr D Marshall  

 

[END OF EXTRACT FROM THE MAY 2015 COUNCIL MEETING] 
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The following letter was sent to the property owners identified on Council Land 

Information System as well as all Emergency Management Services and Glamorgan 

Spring Bay Council. 

 

 

[COMMUNITY CONSULTATION LETTER] 

 

19
th

 June 2015 
PID    

 

 

Dear  

SWANSTON BRIDGE REPLACEMENT 

PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS & COMMUNITY CONSULTATION 

As a local property owner who may use the Swanston Bridge I write to advise you of 

Council’s progress on the investigation and preliminary considerations in preparation 

for the Request for Tender for the replacement of the Swanston Bridge over the Little 

Swanport River at Swanston. 

 

I was asked to undertake the preliminary work for the replacement of the Swanston 

Bridge ensuring that the end product is a cost effective and practical solution that 

provides access to the Eastern side of the Little Swanport River for the residents and 

property owners, within acceptable service levels. 

 

As you know the existing timber bridge is in very poor condition and has a 5t load limit.  

In recent years Council constructed a ford using 1200mm x 1200mm Reinforced 

Concrete box culverts to enable heavy vehicles to traverse the crossing.  The ford is 

sometimes impassable and on some occasions the box culverts and associated roadway 

have been washed aside by the flood waters.   The bridge is a single lane width and any 

new structure should be a single lane width as well. Council have had a detailed survey 

undertaken by Surveyor Tony Woolford.    

 

The dilemma is, does Council spend $750,000 on a new bridge that can withstand the 

flood waters (100 year flood frequency) and provide 365 days a year access for a small 

number of residents, or does it provide a modified approach to the situation.    If a 

modified approach is considered what would the parameters be?   

 

Council were very keen to test the assumptions, as such an estimate for a full bridge 

replacement should be considered as well as a structure that will allow a service level to 

the residents that provides less than full 365 day a year service, but a service that will be 

for no greater isolation period than 2.5 to 3 days. 

 

Council commissioned an Engineering Report from Consulting Engineers, Sudgen & Gee 

Pty Ltd.  In the Report the Engineers were asked to provide a “Catchment Analysis” and 

“Design Options”.  The Design Options were required to take into account a one year, 

five year, ten year, twenty year, fifty year and one hundred year rainfall, Annual 
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Recurrent Interval (ARI – flood frequency) design options along with some preliminary 

estimates of design responses. 

 

The Report covered the Existing Bridge, Traffic Usage, Water Catchment, Flood Analysis 

(including the fact that the Eastern Marshes Rivulet joins the Little Swanport River just 

110m downstream from the existing bridge), Geology, as well as Waterway 

Requirements, Bridge and Culvert Options & Comparison Costs of Options. 

 

In Section 7 of the Bridge Code, Australian Standard 5100.1-2004 it states that the 

waterway requirements shall be determined by the local authority in consultation with 

other relevant authorities.  In this case the local authority is Southern Midlands Council.  

 

It is common for a bridge to be designed for a 100yr ARI rainfall event.  However, where 

there are low traffic volumes and few properties it is reasonable to construct a bridge or 

culvert for a lower rainfall event at a cost that is commensurate with the properties and 

vehicles serviced.  It is therefore also common for authorities to adopt a solution that 

may avoid flooding with say a 5yr or 10yr ARI rainfall event and accept that the structure 

will be flooded in higher rainfall intensities.  In these cases the structure must be 

designed to cope with the overtopping of the flood waters. 

From the range of comparisons considered in the Report, the optimum solution appears 

to be to have a 5yr ARI rainfall flood capacity provided by 4 box culverts side by side 

(each 2.4m high x 4.2m wide) at a cost range from $295,000 to $355,000.   

 

From the flow capacity analysis it shows that at an average of every five years flood 

waters coming down the catchment through the culverts will lap at the underside (soffit) 

of the top of the culverts 

 

The table below is for various ARI rainfall events showing the soffit and the top of the 

culvert for 200mm or 300mm thick culvert roof slabs (the deck).  The culvert roof slabs 

will be the running surface for the traffic:  

 

ARI Rainfall (Flood 

Frequency) 

Approx. Flood Level  

above soffit of the 

culvert (mm) 

U/stream surface less 

200mm (m) 
U/stream surface less 

300mm (mm) 

5 years 0 -200 -300 

10 years 400 200 100 

20 years 700 500 400 

50 years 1100 900 800 

100 years 1400 1200 1100 

 
For example this table shows that during a 10 years flood frequency event and if the deck 

of the slabs is 300mm thick, the flood waters will be running 100mm (or 4 inches) above 

the deck surface of the culverts.   

 

Based on this information Council is keen to understand property owner’s response to 

Council considering the approval of a river crossing design solution based on a 5 year 

ARI. 
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If there is agreement on the 5 year ARI, that will mean the Southern Midlands Emergency 

Management Plan will need to document all emergency management responses if the 

river is in flood and impassable. 

 

I have enclosed a Response Form along with a stamped return addressed envelope for 

you to complete so that Council can consider your views in respect of this matter.  It 

would be appreciated if you would be able to return the Response Form duly completed 

so that we receive it no later than the 13
th

 July 2015, therein allowing me to provide a 

report to the July Council meeting that includes the views of property owners that 

traverse the river crossing.  If Council does not receive a completed form by the return 

date we will make the assumption that you have no issue with Council utilising a 5 year 

ARI as a benchmark in the criteria. 

 

The existing bridge is quickly coming to the end of its useful life and the cost of 

maintenance will mean that it will not be able to be part of any new arrangements, 

unfortunately not even as a foot bridge. 

 

In conclusion, Council are very keen to provide an efficient and effective engineering 

solution to the new river crossing at Swanston in a financially responsible manner. Your 

input to that decision making process would be greatly appreciated. 

 

Please give me a call or email me if you require any more information or clarification in 

relation to any of these matters. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

Andrew Benson 

Deputy General Manager 
 

ph 03 6259 3011 fax 03 6259 1327 mob 0429 852730 
email abenson@southernmidlands.tas.gov.au 
 

Encl.  Community Consultation Response Form 

 

  

mailto:abenson@southernmidlands.tas.gov.au
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COMMUNITY CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM 

DESIGN OPTIONS FOR THE SWANSTON BRIDGE 

OVER THE LITTLE SWANPORT RIVER AT SWANSTON 

 

 

Andrew Benson 

Southern Midlands Council 

PO Box 21  

OATLANDS  TAS  7120 

 

Dear Andrew 

We have read your letter dated 19
th

 June 2015 and note that you would like us to 

comment on Council using a 5 year ARI design criteria for the replacement of the 

Swanston Bridge. 

 

 

Please cross out the statement that does not represent your view in relation to this matter 

 

 I/We agree with Council using a 5 year ARI for the design criteria for the new structure 

 

 I/We disagree with Council using a 5 year ARI for the design criteria for the new structure 

 

 If you disagree with Council using the 5 year ARI would you please state your reason(s) why you 

disagree so that we understand your thoughts in relation to this matter; 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

 

If there are any other matters that you would like to share with Council we would be 

pleased to consider them, please document them below; 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Council appreciates you taking to time to respond - thankyou  

 

Signature:       Date: 

 

[END OF COMMUNITY CONSULTATION LETTER] 
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[DISTRIBUTION LIST OF COMMUNITY CONSULTATION LETTER] 

 

PID Name Address Suburb State Post 

Code 

5837803 MR & PP 

Hazelwood 

622 Swanston Road SWANSTON TAS 7120 

7567595 MR 

Hazelwood & 

Sons Pty Ltd 

PO Box 30 OATLANDS TAS 7120 

1885154 DJ & RA 

Tribolet 

91 Daniels Road SWANSTON TAS 7120 

1885138 EA Daley Post Office BUCKLAND TAS 7190 

3314347 C J Palmer, J 

M Whitehead 

24 Poplar Grove LANGWARRIN VIC 3910 

3314339 Tas Land 

Conservancy 

Inc 

PO Box 2112 SANDY BAY TAS 7005 

7239823 Wiggins & 

Dean Logging 

Pty Ltd 

RMB 662 WOODSDALE TAS 7120 

1567279 Stonehouse 

Grazing Pty 

Ltd 

PO Box 638 LAUNCESTON TAS 7250 

5837790 R W & M G 

McShane 

C/-1114 Stonehenge Rd STONEHENGE TAS 7120 

5837870 SE & RG 

Ransley 

P O Box 59 CAMPANIA TAS 7026 

1774585 CM 

Crawford, GJ 

Edgar, JR & 

PR Last, JS & 

RB Mawbey 

5 Mt Stuart Road MT STUART TAS 7000 

1871166 JE Dunbabin 107 Beach Road MARGATE TAS 7054 

3192351 JA Tanner PO Box 556 MOONAH TAS 7009 

3226160 IK Cerveri 1 / 61 King Parade KNOXFIELD VIC 3180 

3226152 SR Gibson & 

CE Paine 

4 Grebe Street PRIMROSE SANDS TAS 7173 

5837774 Gunns Ltd C/- 

Korda 

Mentha 

GPO Box 2985 MELBOURNE VIC 3001 

5837774 Forico Pty 

Ltd 

PO Box 5316 LAUNCESTON TAS 7250 

2527594 Forestry 

Tasmania - L 

& P Branch 

GPO Box 207 HOBART TAS 7001 

5837782 Stonehenge 

Holdings Pty 

Ltd 

C/- 1114 Stonehenge Road STONEHENGE TAS 7120 

 Crown Land 

Services 

GPO Box 44 HOBART TAS 7001 
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 General 

Manager - 

Glamorgan / 

Spring Bay 

Council 

Crn Vicary and Henry Street TRIABUNNA TAS 7190 

 State Director, 

SES 

ses@ses.tas.gov.au    

 Commissioner 

Tasmania 

Police 

tasmania.police@police.tas.gov.a

u  

   

 Chief Fire 

Officer, TFS 

fire@fire.tas.gov.au     

 Chief Officer, 

Tas 

Ambulance 

duty.manager.comms@ambulanc

e.tas.gov.au 

   

 Mr J & Mrs E 

Tribolet 

 

Swanston Road 

 

SWANSTON   TAS 7120 

 

 
[END OF DISTRIBUTION LIST OF COMMUNITY CONSULTATION LETTER] 

 

From these twenty six letters that were sent out Council received five responses, two of 

those responses from a property owner who owns two titles in the area.  Whilst it was the 

same response, it is only fair to treat it as two responses.  All of the responses are 

attached; however there is a summary of the responses included in the body of this 

Report.    The writer was contacted by the State Emergency Services (SES) who were 

recipients of the letter and they wished to explore the matter further and as such requested 

a copy of the Engineering Report, which was duly provided.  A late response from SES 

has been received and is included in the attachments as a Risk Register along with a Risk 

Treatment Plan.   This will be analysed and a further briefing to Council during the 

meeting will be required. 

 

Councillors will note that the Community Consultation letter did request feedback on or 

before 13
th

 July 2015.  At the time of writing this report, that time has passed. 

 

 

mailto:ses@ses.tas.gov.au
mailto:tasmania.police@police.tas.gov.au
mailto:tasmania.police@police.tas.gov.au
mailto:fire@fire.tas.gov.au
mailto:duty.manager.comms@ambulance.tas.gov.au
mailto:duty.manager.comms@ambulance.tas.gov.au
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Summary of Five Community Consultation Letter Responses – Swanston Bridge Replacement 

 
Property 

Owner 
Input questions in the consultation letter 

Please cross out the statement that does not represent your view in relation to this matter 

 I/We agree with Council using a 5 year ARI for the design criteria for the new structure 

 

 I/We disagree with Council using a 5 year ARI for the design criteria for the new structure 

 

 If you disagree with Council using the 5 year ARI would you please state your reason(s) why you disagree so that we understand your thoughts in relation to this matter; 

2 pages of reasons attached     

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……… 

If there are any other matters that you would like to share with Council we would be pleased to consider them, please document them below; 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………… 

 

MR Hazelwood 

& Sons Pty Ltd, 

PO Box 30 

OATLANDS 

plus 

MR & PP 

Hazelwood, 622 

Swanston Road, 

SWANSTON 

 

 

 Issue Raised Response to Issue Determination 

1a. We totally disagree with replacing the Swanston 

Bridge with four box culverts in place of replacing the 

bridge.  When the river floods the culverts will not be 

able to take the massive amount of flood water,  

 

 

 

 

 

1a. The catchment analysis has shown that the 

four, 4.2 x 2.4 culverts will be sufficient for 

withstanding a 5 year flood frequency.  The 

letter referred to, for example the table which 

showed that during a 10 years flood frequency 

event and if the deck of the slabs is 300mm 

thick, the flood waters will be running 100mm 

(or 4 inches) above the deck surface of the 

culverts.   
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1b. the culverts will be blocked by the flood debris, 

particularly fallen trees and logs washed downstream 

by the large volume of flood water 

1b. It is acknowledged that there is 

considerable debris upstream from the 

proposed site.  The design parameters in the 

Request For Tender (RFT) will state that a 

“debris rack” will required to be installed 

upstream from the culverts with the proviso 

that it be constructed in a manner that it 

could be easily serviced and maintained   

2. There is no flood warning scheme on the Little 

Swanport River and no notification system of dam 

water being released. 

2. The total catchment upstream from the 

Swanston crossing is 20,482Ha.    It is 

acknowledged that there are no warning 

systems in place in the catchment.   This is an 

issue that could be addressed through the SM 

Emergency Management Plan 

 

3. Ongoing costly repairs in the event of flood to 

bridge approaches. 

3. The design parameters will require that the 

bridge approaches shall be appropriately 

designed to withstand flood frequencies 

greater than 5 years, with minimum repair 

work to be undertaken. 

 

4. In this day and age we should be going forward.  

The first bridge over the Little Swanport River at 

Swanston was built around 1900 and looked on as 

an asset to the area.  The area has continued to be 

developed ever since and has potential for numerous 

further development. 

If the area is made to be isolate, contracts on certain 

commodities won’t be able to be obtained. 

4. Helpful historical perspective 

 

 

 

 

 

The term isolate is to make a place 

unreachable from the surrounding area. 
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Whilst this would be a true statement for say 

a maximum of two to three days every say 

eight to ten years.  It is difficult to see the 

impact that this may have on commodities and 

their respect contracts.  Any significant 

precipitation events will by their nature halt to 

some degree agricultural activities. 

5. The isolation prospect of the Swanston area will 

cause devaluation in the land. 

5. A preliminary comment in respect of this 

matter was sought from the Office of the 

Valuer General.   Advice was received that 

stated, based on the information provided of 

possible isolation for two to three days every 

eight to ten years, then the valuation of 

property in the area would not be adversely 

impacted on at all. 

 

 6. Will be unable to attend to livestock, will create 

RSPCA issues 

6. There is high ground on the eastern side of 

the Little Swanport River where stock can be 

safe from any flood event and it is assumed 

that when flood events happen in the area, as 

there have been since settlement, 

contingencies are put in place  

 

7a. Seniors will feel unsafe to reside in the area 

 

7b. Employees won’t know when to leave the area or 

return, as there is no mobile phone services in the 

area. 

7a. Agreed, they may feel unsafe 

 

7b. It is acknowledged that there is no mobile 

phone coverage in the area.  The Bureau of 

Meteorology has very good forecasting and 

reporting systems in place either via satellite 

internet connection or via the ABC.  Given 
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the upstream terrain, the catchment would 

take some time to reach a breach point and 

therefore it would not be an event that would 

accelerate at a dramatic pace.  It is noted that 

other parts of the Swanston Road on the 

western side of the Little Swanport River do 

become inundated during significant 

precipitation events. 

8. And there are numerous other issues if you wish 

to contact me. 

8. Contact has been made however Mr 

Hazelwood was not available at the time – an 

update on discussions with Mr Hazelwood will 

be provided at the time of the Council 

meeting 
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SE & RG Ransley,  

PO Box 59,  

CAMPANIA 

Input questions in the consultation letter 

Please cross out the statement that does not represent your view in relation to this matter 

 I/We agree with Council using a 5 year ARI for the design criteria for the new structure 

 I/We disagree with Council using a 5 year ARI for the design criteria for the new structure 

 If you disagree with Council using the 5 year ARI would you please state your reason(s) why you disagree so that we understand your thoughts in relation to this 

matter; 

I disagree for the purpose of being flooded in and I need access to my land  

……………………………………………………………… 

If there are any other matters that you would like to share with Council we would be pleased to consider them, please document them below; 

Do it once and do it properly and you never have to touch it again  

…………………………………………………………………………………… 

Issue Raised Response to Issue Determination 

No other issues raised   

Forestry Tasmania,  

GPO Box 207,  

HOBART 

Input questions in the consultation letter 

Please cross out the statement that does not represent your view in relation to this matter 

 I/We agree with Council using a 5 year ARI for the design criteria for the new structure 

 I/We disagree with Council using a 5 year ARI for the design criteria for the new structure 

 If you disagree with Council using the 5 year ARI would you please state your reason(s) why you disagree so that we understand your thoughts in relation to this 

matter; 

……………………………………………………………… 

If there are any other matters that you would like to share with Council we would be pleased to consider them, please document them below; 

…………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Issue Raised Response to Issue Determination 

No other issues raised   
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DJ & RA Tribolet,  

91 Daniels Road,  

SWANSTON 

Input questions in the consultation letter 

Please cross out the statement that does not represent your view in relation to this matter 

 I/We agree with Council using a 5 year ARI for the design criteria for the new structure 

 

 I/We disagree with Council using a 5 year ARI for the design criteria for the new structure 

 

 If you disagree with Council using the 5 year ARI would you please state your reason(s) why you disagree so that we understand your thoughts in relation to this 

matter; 

Emergency issues with life threatening or treatment requiring Doctors attention could be handled by Westpac Rescue 

Helicopter  ……………………………………………………………… 

If there are any other matters that you would like to share with Council we would be pleased to consider them, please document them below; 

If road is blocked greater than three days, perhaps consideration of a food drop for those resident effected   

 

Issue Raised Response to Issue Determination 

No other issues raised   
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CONCLUSION 

 

A rigorous hydraulic/engineering analysis along with a subsequent Report on the Little Swanport 

River catchment was developed and some concept costs were compiled providing relevant details 

to assist in the development of a decision in relation to the type and cost of structure to replace the 

deteriorating Swanston Bridge.   

 

A comprehensive letter outlining the details of the Engineering Report and Council’s thinking as a 

consequence to that Report, was sent to all property owners that would need to use the Swanston 

Bridge to access their respective properties. 

 

Emergency Services organisations and Glamorgan Spring Bay Council received a copy of the 

letter requesting feedback. 

 

Twenty one letters went to property owners and five responses were received back, two responses 

were supportive of the 5 year ARI (flood frequency) Criteria, three responses (two from the same 

person, albeit the owner of two properties) were not in agreement with the 5 year ARI (flood 

frequency) Criteria. 

 

There is a balance for Council to consider between the cost of a 100 year ARI (flood frequency) 

structure which would be in the order of $750,000 to cater for say four permanent resident 

families and up to twenty absentee owners, along with associated agricultural uses with 365 days 

a year access.  Against the cost of a 5 year ARI (flood frequency) structure which would be in the 

order of $350,000, that will require some maintenance works to accommodate the over topping of 

the structure and not be accessible for two to three days every, say eight to ten years. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

For discussion, along with further analysis of the SES documents being provided at the meeting, 

then for consideration / decision. 

 

HUMAN RESOURCES & FINANCIAL 

IMPLICATIONS 

 

From a financial perspective there would 

be some savings in initial construction 

costs depending on the final design criteria 

if a criteria less than 100 year ARI is 

adopted. 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION & 

PUBLIC RELATIONS IMPLICATIONS 

 

Initial Community Consultation has been 

undertaken; depending on Council’s 

decision further Consultation may be 

required. 

 

WEB SITE IMPLICATIONS 

 

Not applicable at this point in time.  

 

POLICY IMPLICATIONS Inclusion of details in the Municipal 

Emergency Management Plan 
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PRIORITY - IMPLEMENTATION TIME 

FRAME 

 

Construction of replacement structure 

within 2015/2016 financial year. 

 

 

Following Andrew Benson’s introduction of the this Item to the Council meeting he picked 

up on two matters flagged in the report;  

  
1. Follow‐up phone with Mr Hazelwood  

2. A briefing for Council on the State Emergency Service (SES) submission. 

 

1. Andrew Benson advised the meeting that he was able to contact Mr Hazelwood as per Mr 

Hazelwood’s request in his Consultation letter response.  During the conversation Mr 

Hazelwood raised the matter of School Bus access if the river was impassable he also stated 

that Shooters and Wood Hookers could be trapped if the river came up and access was blocked. 

Mr Hazelwood also reiterated the matters raised in his response form, as attached. These 

additional matters were discussed by the meeting.  

 

2. Andrew Benson then referred to the SES submission. He provided an A3 size of both the Risk 

Register as well as the Risk Treatment Plan documents. As there were no other documents 

provided by SES, Andrew Benson then proceeded to provide a detailed explanation of the two 

documents. He started by providing each Councillor with a copy of a document titled “ 

Southern Midlands Council Risk Management Framework ”, a document that he had produced  

in 2013” covering an introduction to  the principles and structure of Risk  Management in 

accordance with ISO  1000:2009.  He worked through, amongst other things within the 

document, Identification of Risks, Likelihood and Consequences as well as Risk Ratings and 

Risk Treatment Plans. This provided a basis for Councillors to understand the SES document.   

Andrew Benson advised the meeting that the SES documents used the National Emergency 

Risk Assessment Guidelines 2015, which have not yet been released. The National Emergency 

Risk Assessment Guidelines provide a contextualised emergency risk assessment 

methodology consistent with the Australian/New Zealand Standard AS/NZS ISO 31000:2009 

Risk management – Principles and guidelines.  In effect he advised that the documents 

showed that if a 5 year Annual Recurrent Interval (ARI) (flood frequency) were used, then 

some mitigating risk treatment options would be required to be established to ensure that a 

satisfactory “Social Setting” framework is in place. The term Annual Exceedance Probability 

(AEP) was used in the SES documents and is defined in the following manner “the likelihood 

of occurrence of a flood of given size or larger, occurring in any one year. AEP is expressed as 

a percentage (%) and may be expressed as the reciprocal of ARI (Average Recurrence 

Interval). For example, if a peak flood discharge of 500 m3/s has an AEP of 5%, it means that 

there is a 5% risk (ie, a risk of one-in-20) of a peak flood discharge of 500 m3/s or larger 

occurring in any one year. The SES documents stated that for a 5 year ARI, a 20% AEP is 

determined, ie there is a 20% chance of the structure being “overtopped” in any one year.    

Andrew Benson advised the meeting that by the same analysis a 10 year ARI criteria provides 

a 10% AEP, ie there is a 10% chance of the structure being “overtopped” in any one year. He 

further explained that with a 10% AEP there were no mitigating risk treatment options 

required by the National Emergency Risk Assessment Guidelines 2015, used by the SES.  
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RECOMMENDATION  

 

For discussion, along with further analysis of the SES documents being provided at the meeting, 

then for consideration / decision.  

 

DECISION 

 

C/15/07/121/20104  

Moved by Clr D F Fish, seconded by Clr A R Bantick  

THAT:  

1. the report be received and noted;  

2. the Community consultation process be endorsed;  

3. a Request for Tender be developed and advertised for the replacement structure of the 

Swanston Bridge at Swanston, to provide for design and construction options of a 5 

year ARI (flood frequency) criteria as well as a 10 year ARI (flood frequency) criteria.  

 

CARRIED  

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  
 Deputy Mayor A O Green  

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  

 

 

[END EXTRACT FROM THE JULY 2015 COUNCIL MEETING] 
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Existing Swanston Bridge Existing Swanston Bridge Bypass 

 

CURRENT  

 

Council engaged Phil Gee, BE, FIEAust, CPEng, MBA, Managing Director, Sugden & Gee Pty 

Ltd. on a contract basis to undertake the Superintendent’s role in respect of this project, along 

with the development of the tender documentation in partnership with Council’s Deputy General 

Manager and Council’s Manager Works & Technical Services.  Phil Gee also undertook the 

Research that was a precursor to the development of the RFT 

 

The RFT required two options to be included in the Tender as follows: 

 

 Option 1 – a bridge or culvert solution that provides at least a 5yr Average Recurrence 

Interval (ARI) Flood Protection 

 Option 2 – a bridge or culvert solution that provides at least a 10yr ARI Flood Protection 

The Request for Tender was processed through Council’s newly established E Procurement 

Portal, via Tenderlink.  The process was seamless and very efficient to operate/manage.  An 

online forum was established as part of the Tender process with the Superintendent being 

available via email up until five days before the Tender closed for questions in respect of the 

Tender documents and/or site conditions.   

 

With the process being undertaken through the E Procurement Portal, all organisations registered 

receive a copy of the information and the responses, in a transparent manner.  A pre-tender Site 

Meeting was held and minutes of that meeting were lodged on the E Procurement Portal, which 

was then automatically distributed to organisations that had downloaded the RFT.   

 

When the Tender closed the Nominated Officer (in this case Deputy General Manager – Andrew 

Benson) received an e-mail through the portal to advise that the Tender had closed and the “keys 

to the Tender Box” were available through a coded number access (this number is only available 

to the Nominated Officer).  The Tender Opening Committee of two people, including the 

Nominated Officer and Council Officer, Kelly Woodward, witnessed the downloading of the zip 

file with all of the Tenders and then the opening of the zip file.   A Summary of the Tenders was 

then printed off and the two members of the Tender Opening Committee signed that they were 

present and witnessed the opening of the Tenders on the Summary printout.  The complete Tender 
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documents along with the signed Tender Opening Committee Summary were then forwarded to 

the Tender Assessment Panel plus the Superintendent for consideration.  A copy of all documents 

was also immediately sent to Council’s Records Management Office for lodgement in Council’s 

Records Management system as a permanent record of the Tender submissions. 

 

The Tender Assessment Panel meeting was held on Thursday 26
th

 November 2015, where the 

Project Superintendent, Phil Gee provided a draft Engineer’s Report for consideration of the 

Panel.  A rigorous analysis was undertaken and a range of options as provided in the 

documentation were considered on their respective merits. 
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ENGINEER’S REPORT 

 

The following Report is provided by Sugden & Gee  

 

 

[COMMENCEMENT OF ENGINEER’S REPORT]  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

P
r
e
p
a
r
For:  Southern Midlands Council - Tender Assessment Panel 
 
Date:  24 November 2015 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
PO Box 8, Lauderdale, TAS. 7021 
Ph. 0417 305 878 

Email: info@suggee.com.au 

ABN 57 159 898 11 

 

Swanston Bridge   
Contract No. 05/2015 
 
Report on Tenders 
 

mailto:info@suggee.com.au
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© 2015 Sugden & Gee 
 

This document is and shall remain the property of Sugden & Gee. The document may only be 

used for the purposes for which it was commissioned and in accordance with the Terms of 

Engagement for the commission. Unauthorised use of this document in any form is prohibited. 

 

Prepared by:   Phil Gee    Date:  26 November 2015 
 

 

 

Report Revision History 

Rev No. Description Prepared by Reviewed by Authorised by Date 

DRAFT 

A 
Draft for A. Benson PG PG PG 24/11/15 

DRAFT 

B 

Tender review  PG PG PG 25/11/15 

REV00 Final submission PG PG PG 26/11/15 
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Introduction 
The Southern Midlands Council (SMC) advertised a Request for Tenders (RFT) for the Bridge Works to 
reconstruct the Swanston Bridge (bridge no. 1716), Contract No. 05/2015 in the Mercury newspaper on 
17 October 2015.  A copy of the Request for Tenders is contained in Appendix A. 
 
SMC’s bridge inspectors have determined that the existing timber bridge structure has decayed and have 
applied a 5 tonne load limit on it.  The scope of this Contract is to design and constructed a bridge 
adjacent to an existing timber bridge that has decayed.  Civil works including roadworks and preparation 
of the site and crane access are to be carried out by the SMC’s workforce. 
 
Clause 2.8 of the RFT requires the Tenderer to include two options as follows: 
 
Option 1 – a bridge or culvert solution that provides at least a 5 year Average Recurrence Interval (ARI) 
flood protection. 
Option 2 - a bridge or culvert solution that provides at least a 10 year Average Recurrence Interval (ARI) 
flood protection. 
  
Tenders for the Contract closed at 4 pm on Monday 16 November 2015. 
 
This report provides an assessment of Tenders received for Contract No. 05/2015. 
Code for Tenders & Contracts 
The Tender process and this assessment has been conducted in accordance with SMC’s Code for Tenders 
and Contracts in that it aims to achieve: 
 

 open and effective competition 

 value for money 

 enhancement of the capabilities of local business and industry, and 

 ethical behaviour and fair dealing 

The Tender process was undertaken in accordance with the Southern Midlands Council’s Code for 
Tenders and Contracts. 
 
The Contract price was expected to be in the range of $350k to $450k (excl. GST) which is above the 
$100k value which requires public tender by the Council’s Code for Tenders and Contracts. 
 
The Tenders were assessed by a Tender Review Panel who will make a recommendation to Council. 
 
The Conditions of Tender, specification, Conditions of Contract and Tender Form were prepared without 
bias and aligned with appropriate Australian Standards and Codes for design and construct bridge 
contracts. 
 
Tenders Received 
The following six Tenders were received: 
 
The RFT called for prices on two options: 
 
Option 1 – a bridge or culvert that provides a 5 year ARI flood protection 
Option 2 – a bridge or culvert that provides a 10 year ARI flood protection 
 
Tenderer’s were required to submit prices for both options for a valid Tender. 
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Alternative Tenders were also invited providing a conforming Tender was also provided. 
 

Tenderer Price Option 1 Price Option 2 Alternative Price Comment 

BridgePro 
Engineering P/L 

$332,100.00 $332,100.00  Both options 
provide 100 yr ARI 

VEC Civil 
Engineering P/L 

$396,328.00 $531,841.00  90 day validity 
(120 day 
specified). 
Insurance provisos 

Tas Marine 
Construction P/L 
(SMC) 

$427,310.00 $441,210.00   

Batchelor 
Construction 
Group P/L 

$438,889.80 $445,688.50   

TasSpan P/L $439,778.78 $534,993.84 $220,810.46 Alternative has 
6mth ARI and 
requires 
additional road  
construction 

Timber 
Restoration 
Systems P/L 

- $598,798.00 $421,775.00 No Option 1. 

 
Required Documentation 
Tenderers were required to submit the following documentation: 

 Form of Tender and schedules completed and signed by the Tenderer 

 Insurance Certificates of Currency  

 Quality Management System certification 

 Environmental Management System certification 

 WHS Management System certification 

 A program scheduling the various activities from the Date of Acceptance of Tender through to 

issue of the Final Certificate. 

 Relevant project experience of the Tenderer in bridge construction and design and construct 

contracts 

 Relevant qualifications and experience of key staff that the Tenderer will use to deliver this 

Contract.  

 Relevant qualifications and experience of the Professional Engineers who will be responsible for 

the design and certification of the bridge. 

 Projected Cash Flow 

 Proposed methodology and sketch plans for the proposed bridge re-establishment solution 

 Proposed systems for risk management including workplace health and safety, quality of product 

and environmental management. 

 A statement of the Tenderer’s current capability and capacity to deliver the contract on time 

 A statement of the Tenderer’s financial capacity to carry out the Contract 

 Any supporting documentation which the Tenderer considers relevant to the Tender 

 Information to support the selection criteria of the Tender assessment 
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All Tenderers provided a signed Tender Form and schedules, however, the following Tender is considered 
invalid: 
 

 The Tender from Timber Restoration Systems Pty Ltd as they did not provide a price for Option 1 as 
required by Section 2.8 of the RFT.  This Tender and associated alternative Tender did not provide 
information on methodology or sketch plans for the proposed bridge re-establishment solution as 
required in Section 2.6.2 of the RFT . 

 
Assessment  
The Tender assessment criteria were clearly outlined in Request for Tender. 
 
A schedule summarising the Tender assessment of all Tenders against the assessment criteria is 
contained in Appendix B.  The following is a discussion of Tenders against each of the assessment criteria. 
Prices and Rates 
A design and construct Contract method was adopted so as to capture innovation in design methodology 
and to optimise cost.  Estimates based on previous Tenders and the Sugden & Gee report Swanston 
Bridge Options Assessment, May 2015, were between $300k to $350k for a culvert providing 5yr ARI 
protection and $430k and $520k for a 45m Bridge (excl. GST). 
 
All Tender pricing Schedules were checked to ensure they corresponded with the Tender Lump Sums.  
The sum of the Scheduled amounts from BridgePro Engineering Pty. Ltd. is $332,620.00 (excl. GST), which 
is $520 higher than their Tender Sum of $332,100.00 (excl. GST) for both Option 1 & 2.  Clarification was 
sought from BridgePro who have confirmed their Tender Sum of $320,100.00 (excl. GST), which is a lump 
sum price.  This Tender is the lowest price conforming Tender and is significantly lower than the next 
lowest conforming Tender from VEC of $396,328.00 (excl. GST) for Option 1 and $435,960.80 (exc. GST) 
for Option 2. 
 
It should be noted that BridgePro’s Tender exceeds the flood protection requirements of both Option 1 
(5yr ARI) and Option 2 (10yr ARI) by offering 100yr ARI protection.  Additional earthworks associated with 
council’s roadbuilding to a higher level are estimated to be in the order of $6k. 
 
Tendered rates for labour and plant are used to price variations should they be required due to latent 
conditions or unforeseen circumstances.  The Tendered rates from BridgePro are comparable to other 
Tendered rates and are within acceptable range. 
 
Alternative Tenders 
The following alternative Tenders have been received: 
TasSpan 
Alternative 1 - Culvert with 0.5 yr ARI flood protection 
 
TasSpan offered a two culvert solution that provides only 0.5yr ARI protection for $220,810.46 (the RFT 
required protection Options of 5yr ARI and 10yr ARI).  This Tender does not include the design and 
construction of the road embankment across the river bed to the culverts.  The culverts will only cover 
approximately 7.2m of the river crossing, which of a minimum needs to be 45m.  There will also be 
additional costs associated with trash racks to prevent log jams and more frequent clean up of debris 
after flood and the community disruption.  These costs are estimated to be: 
 
Design of road earthworks: $5k 
Road earthworks:  $40k 
Trash Racks:   $30k  
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Total:     $75k 
Contingency   $10k 
Total    $85k 
 
Annual maintenance:  $5k 
 
The real cost of this non-conforming Tender is therefore in the order of $305k, which is $27k lower than 
the lowest conforming Tender.  The capital savings will fund up to six years of additional annual 
maintenance after which this option will become more costly due to annual maintenance due to regular 
flooding.  The additional social, economic and emergency management costs to the community, as 
identified by the State Emergency Services response to the broad consultation in July 2015, have not 
been factored into these costs. 
 
Alternative 2 - Non-conforming Tender – delayed Practical Completion Date 
 
TasSpan also offer reduced prices if the Date for Practical Completion can be extended to 30 June 2015 
(the Tender specifies 20 weeks from the Date for Acceptance of Tender which is anticipated to be before 
Christmas 2015 giving a Date for Practical Completion near the end of May 2016.)  These reduced prices 
for this non-conforming Tender are: 
 

Option Extended Date for PC ($) Conforming Date for PC ($) 

Option 1 – 5yr ARI 423,195.20 439,778.78 

Option 2 – 10yr ARI 514,881.28 534,993.84 

2 Culvert – 0.5yr ARI 213,591.81 220,810.46 

 
With respect to the reduced price for the 2 culvert 0.5yr ARI option, based additional costing outlined in 
Alternative 1 (above) this will provide up to eight years of maintenance before this option becomes more 
costly than the BridgePro bridge option.  The economic, social, and emergency management costs to the 
community of more frequent road closers, etc has not been factored into this. 
 
BridgePro 
BridgePro offer optional additional features beyond the basic scope and the Council staff would like to 
add impact angles to protect concrete edges subject to traffic.  This is priced at $4,800 (excl. GST) and can 
be arranged through variation if their lump sum Tender is accepted. 
Timber Restoration Systems 
Timber Restoration Systems offer an alternative $421,775.00, however, there is no description of what 
this alternative is. 
Proposed Bridge Deck Solution 
The lowest conforming Tender is from BridgePro and has a bridge solution that offers 100 ARI flood 
protection which significantly exceeds requirements of the specification of 5yr and 10 yr ARI flood 
protection options.  It is a three span solution that is 42m long (3 x 14m spans) with earthworks extended 
to the specified 45m within their Tender. 
 
The new bridge will allow the 100yr ARI flood passage below the structure and as such will be higher than 
the existing bridge deck which is at the 100yr ARI flood level of RL159.68. 
 
The proposed solution considers the significant hydraulic forces during flood with potted piles into the 
rock bed and a pre-cast shear wall between the piles.  There will be significant advantage offered by the 
100 yr ARI through improved access and reduced maintenance costs after flooding. 
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The low priced two culvert non-conforming Tender offers only 0.5yr ARI flood protection.  It will require 
significant additional work by SMC to design and construct a roadway to the culvert and offers 
significantly lower level of service.  The increased maintenance costs after flooding will negate the cost 
savings after six to eight years (refer Section 5.2 costing).  There will also be additional social, economic 
and emergency management costs associated with a 0.5yr flood protection solution. 
 
Company Experience & Capability 
The lowest conforming Tenderer, BridgePro, is an experienced and capable bridge construction 
contractor with appropriate insurance and third party certified management systems.  BridgePro has 
successfully delivered two bridge contracts for SMC in the past 12 months, Brown Mountain Rd & Sydney 
Cottage, and there is confidence they have the experience and capability to deliver this Contract. 
 
Personnel Experience & Capability 
The lowest conforming Tenderer, BridgePro, has suitably experienced and capable personnel in bridge 
design and construction. 
 
Conclusion 
The lowest price Tenderer, BridgePro Engineering Pty. Ltd., is experienced in design and construction of 
similar bridges to the Swanston Bridge and their proposed solution complies with the specification and 
exceeds the flood level specification.  They have certified quality management systems and carry 
appropriate levels of insurance.  
 
The Tender from BridgePro at $320.100 is significantly lower than other Tender’s, even when additional 
earthwork to build the road estimated at $6k is taken into account. The addition of impact angles at 
$4,800 still have the price significantly below the next lowest conforming Tender from VEC of $396,328. 
 
The non-conforming Tender from TasSpan for two culverts offering will require additional works by SMC 
which will lift the total cost to the order of $300k.  It is considered that the loss of flood protection, 
community benefit and additional capital works and maintenance do not warrant the cost savings in the 
order $20k offered by this alternative. 
 
Based on assessment the Tenders received for SMC Contract 05/2015 for the Swanston Bridge: 

1. The Tender process was conducted in accordance with the SMC Code of Tenders 
2. The best value for money Tender is that received from BridgePro Pty Ltd including the option of 

wing walls for the sum of $320,100.00 excl. GST.   
3. The provision of impact angles should be included at the cost of $4,800.00 

 

 

  
 

Phil Gee, MBA, BE, CPEng, FIEAust, RPEQ 

Managing Director 
Sugden & Gee Pty Ltd 
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Appendix A 

Request for Tenders 
 

 

(given the bulk of this these attachments, one package will be available 

at the meeting for Councillors to peruse – a copy can be made 

available prior to the meeting if required 

please contact Andrew Benson) 
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Appendix B 

Tender Assessment Schedule 
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Swanston Bridge 
Southern Midlands Council Contract No. 05/2015 
 

The following is an assessment of the submitted Tenders against the Selection Criteria: 
 

Criteria* BridgePro VEC TMC (SMC) Batchelor TasSpan TRS 

Price Option 1 332,100.00 396,328.00 427,310.00 438,889.80 439,778.78 - 
 

Price Option 2 332,100.00 531,841.00 441,210.00 445,688.50 534,993.84 598,798 
 

Price Altn’ve     220,810.46 for 2 culverts. 
Also, reduced prices for 
extended construction 
period: 
423,195.20 (Opt 1),  
514,881.28 (Opt 2) 
213,591.81 (culverts) 

 

421,775.00 

Rates (Ave.) 80.63 86.88 92.50 
 

80.00 77.78 128.5 

Proposed 
bridge/culvert 
solution 

42m pile, abutment, 
wing walls, 3 spans x 
2 decks, fill to 
embankment at 45m.  
100 yr ARI 
protection. 

45m (60m for 10yr 
ARI), 3 spans, 
piles, N beams, 
abutments. 

4 spans, piles, 
footings and 
deck.  Design 
sketch not 
provided. 

4 spans, precast piers 
on footings, 2 deck 
beams per span. 
 

Pier on spread footing on 
rock, 2 spans, 4 deck 
beams per span. 
Non-conforming Tender 
is 2 culverts. 

No details of 
proposed 
solutions 
provided. 

Conditions  90 day validity 
period (120 days 
specified). 
Insurance clauses 

    

Relevant 
company 
experience 

Strong Strong Some bridge, 
strong marine 
experience 

Low Strong Strong in 
timber 
rehabilitation 
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Criteria* BridgePro VEC TMC (SMC) Batchelor TasSpan TRS 

       

Experience 
and 
qualifications 
of key 
personnel 

Strong Strong Good Weak in bridges Strong Strong in 
timber 
rehabilitation 

*Note: all pricing excludes GST 

 
[END OF ENGINEER’S REPORT]  
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The Engineer’s Report included in this Agenda Report above, includes the minor 

clarification changes sought by the Tender Assessment Panel and has been endorsed by 

the Tender Assessment Panel.   

 

The replacement cost as nominated in Council’s bridge asset management plan is in the 

order of $730,000, therefore this Tender represents exceptional value when taking into 

account the demolition of the existing structure by Council (approximately $8,000), the 

road works either side of the river to match the bridge deck levels, by Council, including 

the extra over height required by this Tender (approximately $40,000), plus the Tender 

($332,100). 

 

It is confirmed that this process has been undertaken in accordance with Council’s Code 

for Tenders & Contracts, January 2015 version. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

THAT Council  

1. Receive and note the report; 

2. Accept the Tender received from BridgePro Pty Ltd for the sum of  

$332,100.00 excl. GST 

3. Accept a variation to the Tender sum, which includes the provision to supply 

and install impact angles at the cost of $4,800.00 excl. GST; and 

4. Sign and seal the Formal Instrument of Agreement with BridgePro Pty Ltd for 

the contractual requirements detailed in the Request For Tender and provided 

in their Tender submission, for the sum of $332,100.00 excl. GST plus the 

nominated variation. 

 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  
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13.3  WALKWAYS, CYCLE WAYS AND TRAILS 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 14 

1.3.1 Maintenance and improvement of the standard and safety of walkways, cycle 

ways and pedestrian areas to provide consistent accessibility.  

 

Nil. 

 

13.4  LIGHTING  
 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 14 

1.4.1a Ensure Adequate lighting based on demonstrated need.  

1.4.1b Contestability of energy supply. 

 

Nil. 

 

13.5  BUILDINGS  

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 15 

1.5.1 Maintenance and improvement of the standard and safety of public buildings in 

the municipality. 

 

Nil. 
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13.6  SEWERS  

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 15 

1.6.1 Increase the capacity of access to reticulated sewerage services. 
 

Nil. 

 

13.7  WATER  

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 15 

1.7.1 Increase the capacity and ability to access water to satisfy development 

and Community to have access to reticulated water. 

 

Nil. 
 

13.8  IRRIGATION  

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 15 

1.8.1 Increase access to irrigation water within the municipality. 

 

Nil. 

 

13.9  DRAINAGE  

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 16 

1.9.1 Maintenance and improvement of the town storm-water drainage systems. 

 

Nil. 
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13.10  WASTE 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 17 

1.10.1 Maintenance and improvement of the provision of waste management 

services to the Community. 

 

Nil. 

 

13.11 INFORMATION, COMMUNICATION TECHNOLOGY 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 17 

1.11.1 Improve access to modern communications infrastructure. 

 

Nil. 
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13.12 OFFICER REPORTS – WORKS & TECHNICAL SERVICES 

(ENGINEERING) 

13.12.1 Manager - Works & Technical Services Report 

 

AUTHOR MANAGER – WORKS & SERVICES (JACK LYALL) 

DATE 2
nd

 DECEMBER 2015 

 

ROADS PROGRAM  

 

Road reasealing has commenced in the Kempton area, with further reconstruction work to 

take place in December 2015. 

 

General potholing work is being undertaken on sealed and unsealed roads. 

 

BRIDGE PROGRAM 

 

Delays in construction have impacted on the installation date for the Old Tier Lane 

Bridge, Woodbury.  Negotiations are occurring with Tasmanian Irrigation in regard to 

power outages to allow for cranage on site. 

 

The components for this bridge have been completed and are now awaiting installation 

(as above). 

 

WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

 

Dysart Waste Transfer Station will be undergoing some major clean up work prior to the 

Christmas break. 

 

TOWN FACILITIES PROGRAM 

 

General Maintenance is continuing plus focusing on watering street trees. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

THAT the information be received. 

 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  
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14. OPERATIONAL MATTERS ARISING (STRATEGIC THEME – 

GROWTH) 
 

14.1  RESIDENTIAL 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 18 

2.1.1 Increase the resident, rate-paying population in the municipality. 

 

Nil. 

 

14.2  TOURISM 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 19 

2.2.1 Increase the number of tourists visiting and spending money in the 

municipality. 

 

Nil. 

 

14.3  BUSINESS 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 20 

2.3.1a Increase the number and diversity of businesses in the Southern Midlands. 

2.3.1b Increase employment within the municipality. 

2.3.1c Increase Council revenue to facilitate business and development activities 

(social enterprise) 

 

Nil. 

 

14.4  INDUSTRY 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 21 

2.4.1 Retain and enhance the development of the rural sector as a key economic 

driver in the Southern Midlands. 

 

Nil. 
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14.5  INTEGRATION 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 21 

2.5.1 The integrated development of towns and villages in the Southern 

Midlands. 

2.5.2 The Bagdad Bypass and the integration of development. 

 

Nil. 
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15. OPERATIONAL MATTERS ARISING (STRATEGIC THEME –

LANDSCAPES) 
 

15.1 HERITAGE 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 22 

3.1.1 Maintenance and restoration of significant public heritage assets. 

3.1.2 Act as an advocate for heritage and provide support to heritage property 

owners. 

3.1.3 Investigate document, understand and promote the heritage values of the 

Southern Midlands. 

15.1.1 Heritage Project Program Report 
 

AUTHOR MANAGER HERITAGE PROJECTS (BRAD WILLIAMS) 

DATE 4
th

 
 
DECEMBER 2015 

ATTACHMENT  

 

ISSUE 
 

Southern Midlands Heritage Projects – report from Manager Heritage Projects. 

 

DETAIL 
 

During the past month, Southern Midlands Council heritage projects have included: 

 

 Co-ordinating the SMC Artist in Residence Program at the Oatlands Gaoler’s 

Residence. 

 Working with volunteer Linda Clarke on heritage surface finishes curating & online 

database. 

 An announcement on the National Stronger Regions Fund grant application is 

expected in December – SMC has an application in for the Heritage Skills Hub 

proposed for 79 High Street (Commissariat).  

 

Heritage Projects program staff have been involved in the following Heritage Building 

Solutions activities.  

 

 Staging of a masonry conservation open day in conjunction with the Royal 

Tasmanian Botanical Gardens (29
th

 November).  The event was well attended with 

around 40 participants. 

 Continued implementation of the Premaydena Officers Quarters project.  

 Scoping of a project at a prominent Hobart heritage building, which may include 

some training components.  
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Heritage Projects program staff have been involved in the following Heritage Education 

and Skills Centre activities.  

 

 Completion of the Glamorgan-Spring Bay project for 5x5x5, with trackbuilding, 

devegetation and conservation works completed on the Paradise Probation Station 

and ‘Convict Road’ at Orford.  

 Continuation of the Derwent Valley Council project for 5x5x5, being conservation 

and maintenance of a portion of the Willow Court perimeter wall. 

 Discussions with a possible project partner for 2016+ for recruitment for the 5x5x5 

project. 

 Drafting of the 5x5x5 annual report – a copy of which will be provided to next 

council meeting for information.  

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

THAT the information be received. 

 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  
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Attachment 

15.2  NATURAL 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 23/24 

3.2.1 Identify and protect areas that are of high conservation value. 

3.2.2   Encourage the adoption of best practice land care techniques. 

 

15.2.1 Landcare Unit, GIS & Climate Change – General Report 
 

AUTHOR  NRM PROGRAMS MANAGER – (MARIA WEEDING) 

DATE 3
rd

 DECEMBER 2015 

 

 

ISSUE 

 

Southern Midlands Landcare Unit and GIS Monthly Report. 

 

DETAIL 

 

 Minor works on the Dulverton Walking track continue in preparation for the 

Christmas break period when there are often lots of waking groups using the track. 

Works have included organising a couple of new information signs, continuation of 

watering of recently planted plants and reinstatement of some track markers that were 

pulled out of their position. The walking track information brochure continues to be 

sought by many visitors.  The brochure is available free from the Visitor Information 

Centre at Callington Mill.  

 

 Maria Weeding and Helen Geard have been busy working on the Mahers Point 

Cottage Expressions of Interest for Sale document.  A draft has been prepared for 

Council to consider. See separate report. 

 

 Maria Weeding and Helen Geard spent a day on the property ‘Ashgrove’ Andover, 

collecting stone for the dry stone wall to be built at the side of the road at Callington 

Park.  Ian Carline, trading as Wally’s Walling, commenced building the wall on 

Tuesday 1
st
 December 2015. 

 

 Graham Green continues working from the Kempton Office compiling a Storm Water 

Strategy for Council.  
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RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the Landcare Unit Report be received and the information noted. 

 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  
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15.3  CULTURAL 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 24 

3.3.1 Ensure that the Cultural diversity of the Southern Midlands is maximised. 

 

Nil. 

 

15.4 REGULATORY (OTHER THAN PLANNING AUTHORITY AGENDA ITEMS) 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 25 

3.4.1 A regulatory environment that is supportive of and enables appropriate 

development. 

 

Nil. 

 

15.5 CLIMATE CHANGE 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 25 

3.5.1 Implement strategies to address issues of climate change in relation to its 

impact on Councils corporate functions and on the Community. 
 

Nil. 
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16. OPERATIONAL MATTERS ARISING LIFESTYLE 
 

16.1  COMMUNITY HEALTH AND WELLBEING 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 26 

4.1.1 Support and improve the independence, health and wellbeing of the 

Community. 

 

Nil. 

 

16.2  YOUTH 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 26 

4.2.1 Increase the retention of young people in the municipality. 

 

Nil. 

 

16.3  SENIORS 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 27 

4.3.1 Improve the ability of the seniors to stay in their communities. 

 

Nil. 

 

16.4  CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 27 

4.4.1 Ensure that appropriate childcare services as well as other family related 

services are facilitated within the Community. 

 

Nil. 
 

16.5  VOLUNTEERS 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 27 

4.5.1  Encourage community members to volunteer. 

 

Nil 
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16.6  ACCESS 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 28 

4.6.1a Continue to explore transport options for the Southern Midlands 

Community. 

4.6.1b Continue to meet the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 

(DDA). 

 

Nil. 

 

16.7  PUBLIC HEALTH 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 28 

4.7.1 Monitor and maintain a safe and healthy public environment. 

 

Nil. 

 

16.8  RECREATION 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 29 

4.8.1 Provide a range of recreational activities and services that meet the 

reasonable needs of the Community. 

 

Nil. 
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16.9  ANIMALS 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 29 

4.9.1 Create an environment where animals are treated with respect and do not 

create a nuisance for the Community. 

 

16.9.1 Animal Control Report 

 

AUTHOR ANIMAL CONTROL OFFICER (GARTH DENNE) 

DATE 3
rd

 DECEMBER 2015 

 

ISSUE 

 

Consideration of Animal Control Officer’s Monthly Report. 

 

DETAIL 

 

Refer to attached Monthly Statement on Animal Control for period ending 30
th 

Novermber 2015. 

 

Dog Attacks 

 

Campania 

 

On or about Tuesday the 17
th

 November 2015 a number of sheep (approximately 8) were 

killed in a dog(s) attack. The owner of the sheep saw two dogs amongst his sheep and 

recognised them as belonging to his neighbour. Upon speaking to the owner of the dogs, 

and explaining the situation he readily accepted full responsibility for his dogs actions as 

well as the resultant consequences . Also he has now contacted his neighbour to arrange 

compensation. 

 

Campania 

 

The second attack happened on a nearby property during the same timeframe, and my 

investigations indicate that in all likelihood these dogs were responsible. In this instance 

9 lambs were killed . It should be noted that this matter was reported two days later and 

there were no witnesses, however I understand the offer of compensation as mentioned 

above is in place for this matter. Both dogs have been permanently removed and relevant 

Infringement Notices issued. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

 

THAT the Animal Control Officer’s Monthly report be received. 

 

DECISION 
 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  
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SOUTHERN MIDLANDS COUNCIL 

MONTHLY STATEMENT ON ANIMAL CONTROL 

FOR PERIOD ENDING 30 NOVEMBER 2015 

 

Total of Dogs Impounded: 3 

Dogs still in the Pound: 0 

 

Breakdown Being: 

 

 ADOPTED  RECLAIMED  LETHALISED ESCAPED 

3 0 0 0 

 

MONEY RECEIVED 

 

Being For: 

 

Pound $  0.00 

 

Reclaims 

 

$  0.00 

 

Dog Registration 

 

$  394.57 

 

Infringement Notices 

 

$  0.00 

 

Other 

 

$  0.00 

 

TOTAL 

 

$  394.57 

 

COMPLAINTS RECEIVED FOR PERIOD ENDING 30 NOVEMBER 2015 

Dog at Large: 8 

Dog Attacks: 2 

Request Pick-ups: 3 

After Hours Calls: 5 

TOTAL 18 

 

Number of Formal Complaints Received: 0 

Number of Infringement Notices Issued: 2 

 

ANIMAL CONTROL OFFICER: GARTH DENNE 
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16.10  EDUCATION 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 29 

4.10.1 Increase the educational and employment opportunities available within 

the Southern Midlands. 

 

Nil. 
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17. OPERATIONAL MATTERS ARISING (STRATEGIC THEME – 

COMMUNITY) 
 

17.1 RETENTION 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 30 

5.1.1 Maintain and strengthen communities in the Southern Midlands. 

 

Nil. 

 

17.2 CAPACITY AND SUSTAINABILITY 

 

Nil. 

 

17.3 SAFETY 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 31 

5.3.1 Increase the level of safety of the community and those visiting or passing 

through the municipality. 

 

Nil. 

 

17.4 CONSULTATION AND COMMUNICATION  

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 31 

5.4.1 Improve the effectiveness of consultation and communication with the 

Community. 

 

Nil. 
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18. OPERATIONAL MATTERS ARISING (STRATEGIC THEME – 

ORGANISATION) 
 

18.1 IMPROVEMENT 
 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 32 
6.1.1 Improve the level of responsiveness to Community needs. 

6.1.2 Improve communication within Council. 

6.1.3 Improve the accuracy, comprehensiveness and user friendliness of the Council asset 

management system. 

6.1.4 Increase the effectiveness, efficiency and use-ability of Council IT systems. 

6.1.5 Develop an overall Continuous Improvement Strategy and framework 

 

Nil. 
 

18.2 SUSTAINABILITY 

 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 33 & 34 
6.2.1 Retain corporate and operational knowledge within Council. 

6.2.2 Provide a safe and healthy working environment. 

6.2.3 Ensure that staff and elected members have the training and skills they need to undertake 

their roles. 

6.2.4 Increase the cost effectiveness of Council operations through resource sharing with other 

organisations. 

6.2.5 Continue to manage and improve the level of statutory compliance of Council operations. 

6.2.6 Ensure that suitably qualified and sufficient staff are available to meet the Communities 

needs. 

6.2.7 Work co-operatively with State and Regional organisations. 

6.2.8 Minimise Councils exposure to risk. 

 

Nil. 
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18.3 FINANCES 
 

Strategic Plan Reference – Page 34 & 35 

6.3.1 Communities finances will be managed responsibly to enhance the 

wellbeing of residence.  

6.3.2 Council will maintain community wealth to ensure that the wealth enjoyed 

by today’s generation may also be enjoyed by tomorrow’s generation. 

6.3.3 Council’s finance position will be robust enough to recover from 

unanticipated events, and absorb the volatility inherent in revenues and 

expenses. 

6.3.4 Resources will be allocated to those activities that generate community 

benefit. 

18.3.1 Monthly Financial Statement (November 2015) 

 

AUTHOR FINANCE OFFICER (COURTNEY PENNICOTT) 

DATE 3
rd

 DECEMBER 2015 

 

Refer enclosed Report incorporating the following: 

 

a) Statement of Comprehensive Income – 1
st
 July 2015 to 30

th
 November 2015 

(including Notes) 

b) Current Expenditure Estimates 

c) Capital Expenditure Estimates  

 

Note: Refer to enclosed report detailing the individual capital projects. 

 

d) Rates & Charges Summary – as at 1
st
 December 2015. 

e) Cash Flow Statement – November 2015 

 

Note: Expenditure figures provided are for the period 1
st
 July to 30

th
 November 2015 – 

approximately 42% of the period.  

 

Comments 

 

A. Current Expenditure Estimates (Operating Budget) 

 

Strategic Theme – Infrastructure  

 
Sub-Program – Lighting - expenditure to date ($48,663– 55.76%). Street lighting is now 

paid on a monthly basis. Prior to the commencement of monthly payments, in August 2015, a 

quarterly payment was made in July 2015 which related to part of the previous financial year. 

Recognising that this was not an accrued expense as at June 2015, it is expected that this 

budget will be exceeded by approximately $14,700 at the end of the reporting period.  
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Sub-Program – Signage - expenditure to date ($5,331– 56.72%). Expenditure relates to 

the replacement of damaged and missing signs, including the large Çolebrook township 

sign.  

 

Strategic Theme – Growth 
 

Sub-Program – Business - expenditure to date ($96,024– 76.10%). Works undertaken on 

a recharge basis. Expenditure will be offset by income received. 

 

Strategic Theme – Lifestyle 

 

Sub-Program – Aged – expenditure to date ($2,246 – 149.70%). Expenditure of $1,256 

relates to seniors week activities. 

 

Sub-Program – Childcare – expenditure to date ($5,000 – 66.67%). The total amount 

expended relates to the annual payment to the Brighton Family Day Care service. 

 

Strategic Theme – Organisation 

 

Strategic Theme – Improvement – expenditure to date ($38,197– 436.54%). All costs 

relate to the joint OH&S / Risk Management project being undertaken by six 

participating Councils under a resource sharing agreement. The cost of the project is to be 

shared between the six (6) Councils with revenue coming back to Southern Midlands. 

 

Sub-Program – Sustainability - expenditure to date ($1,019,641 – 49.79%). Expenditure 

to date includes approximately $149,500 of annual expenses (e.g. insurances, subscriptions 

and licence payments). If this amount is apportioned over the financial year, expenditure to 

date is within the approved budget.  

 

B. Capital Expenditure Estimates (Capital Budget) 

 

Nil. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

 

THATthe information be received. 

 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  
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PUBLIC COPY 

Council Meeting Agenda – 9
th

 December 2015 Page 257 of 262 

 



PUBLIC COPY 

Council Meeting Agenda – 9
th

 December 2015 Page 258 of 262 

 

 

 

 

 



PUBLIC COPY 

Council Meeting Agenda – 9
th

 December 2015 Page 259 of 262 

19. INFORMATION BULLETINS 
 

Refer enclosed Bulletin dated 4
th

 December 2015. 

 

Information Bulletins dated the 27
th

 November 2015 have been circulated since the 

previous meeting. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

THAT the Information Bulletins dated 27
th

 November 2015 and 4
th

 December 2015 

be received and the contents noted. 

 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  
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20. MUNICIPAL SEAL 
 

Nil. 
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21. CONSIDERATION OF SUPPLEMENTARY ITEMS TO THE 

AGENDA  
 

Council to address urgent business items previously accepted onto the agenda. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

THAT Council move into “Closed Session” and the meeting be closed to the public. 
 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  
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CLOSED COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

22. BUSINESS IN “CLOSED SESSION “ 
 

 

EXCLUDED FROM THE AGENDA PURSUANT TO SECTION 15 (2) OF THE LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT (MEETING PROCEDURES) REGULATIONS 2005. 

 

T F KIRKWOOD 

GENERAL MANAGER 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

THAT Council move out of “Closed Session”. 

 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

THAT Council endorse the decisions made in “Closed Session”. 

 

DECISION 

 
Vote For Councillor Vote Against 

 Mayor A E Bisdee OAM  

 Dep. Mayor A O Green   

 Clr A R Bantick  

 Clr E Batt  

 Clr B Campbell  

 Clr D F Fish  

 Clr D Marshall  

 

 

 

23. CLOSURE  


	Index
	Notice of Meeting
	Open Council Agenda
	Special Committees of Council Minutes
	Joint Authorities Minutes
	Joint Authorities Reports
	Notification of Council Workshops
	Questions without Notice
	Declarations of Pecuniary Interest
	Supplementary Items to the Agenda
	Public Question Time
	Motions
	Development Applications
	Subdivisions

	Municipal Seal

	Planning (Other)

	Infrastructure - Roads, Bridges
	Infrastructure - Walkways, Cycle Ways & Trails / Lighting / Buildings

	Infrastructure - Sewers / Water / Irrigation / Drainage
	Infrastructure - Waste / Information Communication Technology

	Works & Technical Services Report

	Growth - Residential / Tourism / Business / Industry

	Growth - Integration

	Landscapes - Heritage

	Heritage Project Program Report

	Landscapes - Natural

	Landcare Unit, GIS and Climate Change Report

	Landscapes - Cultural / Regulatory / Climate Change

	Lifestyle - Community Health & Wellbeing / Youth / Seniors / Children and Families / Volunteers

	Lifestyle - Access / Public Health / Recreation

	Animal Control Report

	Lifestyle - Education

	Community - Retention / Capacity and Sustainability / Safety / Consultation and Communication

	Organisation - Improvement / Sustainability
	Organisation - Finances

	Finance Statement - November 2015

	Information Bulletins

	Municipal Seal

	Consideration of Supplementary Items to the Agenda

	Closed Council Agenda

	Meeting Closure

