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13 September 2018 
 
 
Mr David Metcalf 
General Manager 
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council 
PO Box 6 
Triabunna TAS 7190 
 
 
RESPONSE TO REPRESENTATION 64 TO THE REQUEST FOR AN AMENDMENT 
TO THE GLAMORGAN SPRING BAY INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME 2015  
 
 
Dear Mr Metcalf,     
 
 
1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 

1. I have been asked to provide a response to submission number 64 [from Cultural 
Heritage Practioners Tasmania (CHPT), dated 13 June 2018] to the request for an 
amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 2015 under the 
former Section 33 provisions of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 
(hereafter referred to as the amendment proposal) to land forming the farm estate 
‘Cambria’, near Swansea.  This response was prepared under instructions from Ireneinc 
Planning and Urban Design and Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd, the 
owners of the ‘Cambria’ farm estate. 
 

2. By way of background, I was engaged in my capacity as a Heritage Consultant and 
Architectural Historian (formerly of Trethowan Architecture) to prepare a Conservation 
Management Plan (CMP), dated 1 August 2017, and Heritage Design Guidelines, dated 
28 November 2017, with regard to that component of the wider ‘Cambria’ farm estate 
that was included on the Tasmanian Heritage Register (THR) as THR ID 1559 – Cambria 
(hereafter referred to as the heritage place).  THR ID 1559 accords with the cadastral 
boundaries of title reference 148001/1, which forms one of multiple titles that constitute 
the present ‘Cambria’ farm estate. 

 
3. Due to the lack of history pertaining to the heritage place in the datasheet 

accompanying its entry in the THR, a historical study, prepared by the Glamorgan 
Spring Bay Historical Society Inc., was commissioned by Trethowan Architecture (dated 
20 April 2016) on behalf of Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd to inform, as 
an appendix to, the CMP. 

 
4. The same approach was taken with regard to the lack of understanding of those 

landscape-based elements of the heritage place, with a Landscape Management Plan 
(LCMP), prepared by Dr Catriona McLeod, commissioned by Trethowan Architecture 
(dated September 2016) on behalf of Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd to 
inform the CMP. 

 
5. The CMP, its appended documents, and the Heritage Design Guidelines were 

commissioned by Cambria Green Agriculture & Tourism Pty Ltd to inform the 
subsequent amendment report prepared by Ireneinc Planning and Urban Design, dated 
19 March 2018.  They were prepared independent of the latter amendment report. 

 
6. This response has been prepared by myself with the views expressed within being my 

own. 
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2.0  SOURCES OF INFORMATION 
 

7. The following analysis draws upon a review of the submission prepared by CHPT, the 
LCMP prepared by Dr Catriona McLeod, and the CMP and Heritage Design Guidelines 
prepared by myself. 

 
 
3.0  REPONSE TO SUBMISSION 64 FROM CHPT 
 

8. The submission prepared by CHPT to the amendment proposal detailed two (2) main 
areas of comment: 

I. Proposed Zoning Change General; and 
II. Cambria – The Conservation Management Plan (CMP) & Proposed Planning 

Controls. 
 

 
Figure 1 Aerial view of the extent of the ‘Cambria’ estate, shown dark blue.   

(Source: Land Information System Tasmania (The LIST) 
 

 
Figure 2 Extent of the heritage place THR ID 1559 – Cambria, shown in orange.   

(Source: Land Information System Tasmania (The LIST) 
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Proposed Zoning Change General 
 

9. Areas of comment relating to Proposed Zoning Change General identified the following: 
I. That the treatment of the Cambria estate (in the amendment proposal) is the 

centrepiece of the justification for the amendment application, and that other 
historic heritage and Aboriginal heritage is given very cursory consideration. 

II. That all heritage values need to be identified and understood before any 
decisions are made that may affect the preservation of the cultural heritage of 
the area.  

III. That all decisions of the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council must ensure that 
significant cultural heritage values are protected. This is a clear responsibility of 
the Council under LUPAA and the State Coastal Policy. There is extremely 
significant historic heritage in the area which reflects the early European 
settlement of the area. Plus there are known rare Aboriginal/early European 
contact sites, and known and potential Aboriginal heritage. 

IV. That CHPT strongly opposes the lack of any control or guidance for other 
historic properties in the area (other than Cambria), either in the planning 
scheme amendment application generally or in the Conservation Management 
Plan. For example, the Plan includes no mention of other similarly early 
developments such as Redbanks (the temporary residence of the Merediths 
during the development of the property, and a neighbour who had on-going 
connections with subsequent owners of Cambria). 

 
10. In considering sub-paragraphs 9.I and 9.II, the identification of ongoing restoration and 

adaptive reuse opportunities for the heritage place is one initiative of the amendment 
proposal, amongst additional initiatives including the ongoing use of productive 
agricultural land for intensive agricultural purposes; and ecological restortive works to 
ensure the protection of important ecosystems that form part of the heritage place.1  
These initiatives will retain the historic heritage significance associated with the 195 
years of operation of the ‘Cambria’ farm estate as an ongoing agricultural concern,2 
while identifying alternative income sources to undertake important restoration works to 
the homestead complex, an initiative not considered out of place considering the 
majority of the homestead, the main house in particular, was constructed from 
alternative income sources derived from the whaling industry, amongst others.3  While 
the CMP identifies the potential for Aboriginal heritage on account of the heritage place 
occupying extensive land in a coastal locale,4 it is noted that the identification of 
Aboriginal heritage is a specialist skill set beyond the architectural and landscape 
heritage skill sets utilised in the authoring of the CMP and LCMP.  It is unclear what 
additional historic heritage has been only given ‘cursory consideration’ on account of 
the extensive analysis developed in order to ascertain the significance of the heritage 
place between its establishment by Europeans 1821 and the authoring of the CMP in 
2017. 
 

11. In considering sub-paragraphs 9.III and 9.IV, the high significance of the European 
settlement of the heritage place has been ascertained as a result of the CMP with 
multiple policies developed to ensure the management of this significance.  It is 
uncertain what Aboriginal/early European contact sites the submission makes reference 
to as the extensive history informing the CMP and LCMP did not identify such 
occurences in the European development of the heritage place.  With regard to the 
concerns raised relating to the lack of control or guidance for other historic properties in 
the area, it is noted that the homesteads associated with ‘Redbanks’, ‘Redcliff’, 
‘Riversdale’ and ‘Belmont’ (properties once associated with the wider land holdings held 

                                                
1 Ireneinc Planning and Urban Design 2018, Cambria, Tasmania – Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme, p.3. 
2 Trethowan Architecture 2017, Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 5. 
3 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 23. 
4 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 91. 
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by the Meredith family) are owned today by individual parties independent of the 
ownership of ‘Cambria’, as such it has been beyond the scope of this CMP to develop 
policies and recommend planning controls relating to land not owned by Cambria Green 
Agriculture & Tourism Management Pty Ltd. 

 

  
Figure 3 Extent of the ‘Homestead Precinct’, proposed as an alternative curtilage to the heritage place, 

illustrating the extent of proposed development and conservation zones, overlayed across the 
precinct. 
Source: Trethowan, 2017 

 
 
Cambria – The Conservat ion Management Plan (CMP) & Proposed Planning 
Controls 
 

12. Areas of comment relating to Cambria – The Conservation Management Plan (CMP) & 
Proposed Planning Controls identified the following: 

I. That CHPT strongly opposes the weakening of the development controls for the 
Heritage Precinct.  Under this Plan, development within the Heritage Precinct 
will be discretionary only when it exceeds a 10 metre height limit, whereas the 
standard that usually applies in residential areas is an 8 metre height limit.  It is 
completely unacceptable that the Heritage Precinct should receive lesser 
protection, especially given the sensitivity of the setting, significance of the 
landscapes and the potential for impacts on views in and out of the house. 

II. That reference to the Indigenous significance of the farming estate of Cambria 
in the Landscape Conservation Management Plan by Catriona McLeod is far 
too brief and inadequate.  Given the degree of significance that the area is likely 
to have, this is an aspect that requires more in depth consultation and 
exploration with relevant Tasmanian Aboriginal organisations (for example the 
Tasmanian Aboriginal Centre).  The Cambria Estate is noted as a significant 
First Contact Site which gives it cultural significance to Tasmanian Aborigines.  
It is evident that this area is a highly important cultural landscape, therefore the 
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Plan should prioritise consultation with the appropriate representatives of the 
Aboriginal community. 

III. That the CMP provides inadequate guidance for the management of 
archaeological heritage.  The Plan makes only limited and inadequate reference 
to the archaeological potential of Cambria, especially given the various transient 
structures that have been documented. 

IV. That CHPT considers that the CMP does not adequately address the cultural 
landscape and setting values of Cambria.  A proper assessment for the full 
estate, not just the statutory listed area, needs to be undertaken. 

V. That the proposed reduction of the heritage curtilage to the limits presently 
recorded in the Tasmanian Heritage Register (the entry for which is 
demonstrably limited in extent) is disappointing.  A proper assessment of the 
grounds for such a reduction against heritage criteria rather than statutory 
limitations is essential.  It is essential that there is an adequate curtilage for 
heritage conservation reasons. 

VI. That the Landscape Study is deficient in that it makes reference to the two 
surviving ‘home paddocks’, but does not provide any guidance for their future 
use and conservation.  Further thought needs to be given to how these 
remainders will be interpreted and conserved. 

VII. That CHPT considers that generally the CMP provides sound guidance for the 
conservation works to be carried out for the house and outbuildings.  However, 
the CMP is inadequate in that the conservation/reconstruction of the 
greenhouses that housed the early grape harvest is not considered. 

 
13. In considering sub-paragraph 12.I, a recommended outcome of the Heritage Design 

Guidelines accompanying the CMP was the identification of a new curtilage for the 
heritage place, extending to a total area of approximately 149 acres (refer Figure 3).  
This new curtilage, coined the ‘Homestead Precinct’ for the benefit of the Heritage 
Design Guidelines report, was subsequently divided into a series of conservation and 
development zones which were analysed based on their individual characteristics and 
accompanyng heritage design guidelines, based on statutory considerations, policies, 
guidelines and best heritage practice.5  A Core Heritage Zone (CHZ), being that area 
shaded green in Figure 3, was identified that included the main house, all outbuildings 
and gardens.  A maximum building height of 10m for new buildings within the CHZ was 
identified based on the gutterline of the original timber barn of the homestead complex.  
A recommendation that all new buildings be restricted to that area immediately west of 
the barn and woolshed and north of the hedgerow bordering the northern edge of the 
main drive to the house (Cambria Lane) was also recommended.  It was considered that 
new buildings in this locale would conserve the setting of the heritage place and retains 
views to and from the main house on account of the 10m height being lower than the 
roof form of the original timber barn.6  Further, it is noted that the opinions formed in 
these reports do not preclude the assessment of a development application concerning 
the heritage place from assessment by Heritage Tasmania as prescribed in the Historic 
Cultural Heritage Act 1995 (HCHA).7 

 
14. In considering sub-paragraph 12.II, it is noted that both the CMP8 and Heritage Design 

Guidelines9 recommend that the relevant government agency concerned with 
indigenous heritage, Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania, be consulted upon the identification 
of Aboriginal relics with separate investigations made should this occasion occur.  We 
note that Trethowan Architecture, on behalf of Cambria Green Agriculture and Tourism 

                                                
5 Trethowan Architecture 2017, Heritage Design Guidelines – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 8. 
6 Heritage Design Guidelines – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, pp. 9-10. 
7 Cambria, Tasmania – Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme, p. 68. 
8 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 91. 
9 Heritage Design Guidelines – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 7. 
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Management Pty Ltd commissioned the LCMP,10 with a limitation of the CMP noted as 
its concentration on the European history of the heritage place and its incremental 
development over 195 years as an ongoing agricultural concern.11  Further, we note that 
the amendment proposal report makes reference to an aboriginal cultural desktop 
assessment12 having been prepared specifically with regard to the indigenous 
significance of the wider ‘Cambria’ estate in 2016; the sensitivities of those indigenous 
sites identified in the aboriginal cultural desktop assessment result in that report not 
forming part of the amendment proposal. 

 
15. In summary, the purpose of the LCMP was to review the significance of landscape 

elements of the heritage place since its settlement in 1823 as a supporting document to 
the CMP.  Not withstanding the potential indigenous significance of the wider ‘Cambria’ 
estate, the identified intent of the CMP and supporting LCMP was as a response to the 
European significance of the heritage place, which has resulted in its inclusion on the 
THR. 

 
16. In considering sub-paragraph 12.III, lack reference to archaelogy in the policy section of 

the CMP is acknowledged, given that the report did identify areas of potential 
archaelogical significance relating to transient structures.13  A revision of the CMP to 
incorporate policy relating to archaelogy could address these concerns. 

 
17. In considering sub-paragraph 12.IV, a landscape assessment of the wider ‘Cambria’ 

estate was not part of the scope of our engagement, with the focus instead being the 
heritage place identified by Heritage Tasmania as being of significance thereby 
warranting its inclusion on the THR. 

 
18. In considering sub-paragraph 12.V, the proposed reduction of the heritage curtilage 

from its current extent to the new approx. 149 acre curtilage referred to as the 
‘Homestead Precinct’ was based on considerable historical research and physical 
analysis of the heritage place detailed across both the CMP and Heritage Design 
Guidelines reports.  As such, we feel that the curtilage proposed as a result of this 
analysis is adequate and takes into account those issues relating to the conservation of 
the heritage place. 

 
19. In considering sub-paragraph 12.VI and the provision of guidance for the future use and 

conservation the two former hedge-lined ‘home paddocks’, it is noted that the LCMP 
provides guidance on remedial works to hedge rows generally located within the 
heritage place,14 while the specific guidance regarding future use and conservation of 
the ‘home paddocks’ is provided by the Heritage Design Guidelines.15 

 
20. In considering sub-paragraph 12.VII, it is noted that conservation/reconstruction of the 

former greenhouse/hothouse has been identified as important in the CMP.  The 
construction of the greenhouse/hothouse in c.1836 has been identified as forming the 
key period of significance of the heritage place.16  While not addressed specifically, 
section 8.3.5 (Restoration and Reconstruction) provides individual policies to guide the 
reconstruction of all buildings that were in existence between 1855 and 1927, the 
greenhouse having been identified as one of these buildings.17 

 
                                                
10 Dr Catriona McLeod 2017, Landscape Conservation Management Plan – Cambria, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 1. 
11 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 5. 
12 Cambria, Tasmania – Amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme, p. 32. 
13 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 46. 
14 Landscape Conservation Management Plan – Cambria, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 82. 
15 Heritage Design Guidelines – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 11. 
16 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 97. 
17 Conservation Management Plan – Cambria Estate, Swansea, Tasmania, p. 107. 
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4.0  SUMMARY 
 

21. In summary, we believe that the CMP, LCMP and Heritage Design Guidelines 
adequately address those concerns relating to the European-based significance of the 
heritage place raised by CHPT.  We acknowledge the exception to this relates to the 
inclusion of archaelogical-based policy in the CMP.  A revision of the CMP to 
incorporate such policy could address this specific issue.  The opinions formed in these 
reports do not preclude the assessment of any development within the heritage place 
as part of the application process for assessment by Heritage Tasmania as prescribed 
in the HCHA. 

 
 
We trust this information is adequate in assisting the Glamorgan Spring Bay Council consider 
the proposed amendment to the Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 2015 before 
them. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Sam Nichols  B.Arch  M.ICOMOS 
Sam Nichols Design |  Her itage |  Conservat ion 


