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GLAMORGAN SPRING BAY INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME 2015 

CAMBRIA ESTATE DRAFT PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT 2018/03 

Dolphin Sands Ratepayers Association (DSRA) submission 

Introduction 
Ratepayers within the DSRA’s territory are more likely to be significantly affected by the Cambria 

Estate draft planning scheme amendment than other GSBC ratepayers. Properties within the 

territory are in the direct vicinity of several aspects of the proposed development, with many sharing 

boundaries with precincts covered by the draft amendments. We urge the Council to bear this in 

mind when considering our submission. 

As is to be expected, ratepayers within the territory are divided in their opinions about the Cambria 

Estate draft planning scheme amendment. Some are deeply opposed, some are strongly in support, 

with the remainder existing along a spectrum within these extremes. This submission is based on 

survey data where concerns are shared by the majority of ratepayers (responses of 51% or higher).  

This submission has 4 sections: 

1. Background to DSRA community consultation process 

2. Environmental, economic and social factors (in relation to s32 LUPAA), which are largely the 

responsibility of Council 

3. Factors directly addressing the Cambria Specific Area Plan (SAP), which are largely the 

responsibility of the proponents 

4. Details of DSRA representation 

Explanatory notes: 

• Survey responses strongly agree & agree are aggregated, as are disagree & strongly disagree  

• An asterisk (*) indicates that the score for strongly agree (or disagree) is higher than the 

score for agree (or disagree), suggesting particularly strongly felt opinions on the issue 

1.0 Background to the DSRA Community Consultation Process 
The DSRA Committee engaged professional services in the disciplines of Environmental Science and 

Land Survey, with a brief to review in detail the submission and report on any ‘Red Flag’ issues that 

may affect the community. The review from this professional input has served to inform the data 

collection and reporting options put to the community. Please note that ‘community’ in this 

submission refers to all ratepayers in the territory, not just financial members of the association. 

The Committee determined to put two options to the community for consideration. Options were 

tabled as follows: 

Option 1 – Report Prepared by the Committee based on an Electronic Survey 
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Whilst the Committee understood a survey to be somewhat impersonal, it was felt that this could be 

overcome by having ‘Subject Matters’ of topics to be surveyed submitted by the community. It was 

noted by the committee that the potential topics of concern could be wide ranging.  

A survey was seen as a very effective way of gathering accurate information within a given 

timeframe. An example put to the community of a how the survey could be undertaken is as follows: 

• Are you concerned by the potential impacts of increased air traffic in the Dolphin Sands Area 
o Yes 
o No 
o If YES – Please choose one of the following statements that best reflects your concern 

▪ Excessive Noise  
▪ Reduced Privacy 
▪ Environmental impacts due to refuelling and emissions 
▪ Hours of operation 
▪ Safety concerns due to the potential of Light aircraft crash 
▪ Other (please add comments) 

 
Option 2 – Report drafted by a Dedicated Working Group and submitted by the Committee 

The committee suggested that nominations be called for a dedicated working group from the 

community to prepare a report based on the perspectives of the community.  The working group 

would determine the method of community consultation.  

Of concern to the Committee with option 2, was the possible inefficiencies that may result, due to 

the passionate viewpoints of both sides, of ANY topic that may be discussed. 

In being queried on their preferences regarding the two methods, the community resoundingly 

responded that their preferred method of gathering data was via electronic survey. Thus, this report 

provides the results from the survey and other feedback received as a result. The survey can be 

viewed here: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/LMGHWHV 

2.0 Environmental, economic and social factors (s32 LUPAA) 
Regarding planning scheme amendments, section 32 of LUPAA requires that the planning authority 

‘must have regard to the impact that the use and development permissible under the amendment 

will have on the use and development of the region as an entity in environmental, economic and 

social terms’. Members of our community share reservations about these aspects of the 

development and its impact on the overall amenity of the area 

Specific Respondent Comments  
Property prices are a small consideration compared to lifestyle, which would be 

considerably downgraded. 

This area is predominantly a holiday recreational area with limited services and 

infrastructure and to a large degree a relatively fragile eco system. Large scale 

development is likely to place a large strain on that system. 

I’m pro the development so long as its environmental impacts are well managed, and it 

benefits and includes the existing communities. 

Need to specifically state how the environmental impact will be monitored. Current plan 

is too big for the environment which means more people on roads in the location and this 

means an enormous upgrade in infrastructure. It will change the local beauty of the area. 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/LMGHWHV
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Ratepayers are concerned about the ecological footprint of the development (agree* 68%; disagree 

11%) and would like guarantees to offset its environmental impact (agree* 85%; disagree 7%). We 

are also concerned about noise pollution during construction and operation (agree* 55%; disagree 

18%). As the last comment above and the 85% agreement for offsets to environmental impacts 

indicate, many residents are supportive of the development to the extent that it is managed 

appropriately.  

DSRA Requested Amendment to SAP  
We seek reassurance from Council about processes in place for ongoing monitoring of: 

• compliance with Council regulations 

• compliance with relevant management plans (attachments J, K & L to the ‘summary of 

request’ from Council minutes April 24, 2018, p. 50-51) 

• implementation of recommendations in the ecological assessment reports prepared for the 

proponent (attachments C, D, E & F to the ‘summary of request’ as cited above) 

In addition to environmental impacts, ratepayers have two chief areas of concern – employment 

opportunities and local infrastructure. Regarding employment, ratepayers overwhelmingly request 

guarantees that jobs will be made available for locals (agree 87%; disagree* 1%). Increasing the 

viability of existing local businesses is also important to us (agree* 79%; disagree 3%) 

Specific Respondent Comments  
Increasing local employment and general business vibrancy is important for general 

community sustainability.  

I would like guarantees that learning and educational opportunities directly related to 

work readiness in the tourism and environmental sectors will be available for locals. 

Regarding infrastructure, ratepayers are extremely concerned that Council will not provide suitable 

facilities to support the increase in tourist numbers fostered by the proposal. To allay our concern, 

we would like guarantees from Council about appropriate service provision for tourists, such as 

public toilets and litter bins (agree* 86%; disagree 7%). 

Specific Respondent Comments 
Roads & safety, Toilets & litter bins are already areas that need addressing now. 

Aside from concerns about noise pollution, ratepayers are worried about the danger to walkers and 

cyclists from increased traffic (agree* 68%; disagree 16%) and would like guarantees from Council 

that the local and arterial road network will be upgraded to a standard suitable for the volume, type 

and frequency of vehicles to be generated by the development (agree* 93%; disagree 3%). We note 

that Council minutes from April 24, 2018 (p. 70) refers to BAR (right turn) facilities at the existing 

access to the Cambria homestead and McNeills Road. However, ‘no issues are identified’ regarding 

‘access to and use of Swan River Road for future development’. We consider this to be untenable. 

Ratepayers are also concerned that the costs of any improvements will be borne by ratepayers 

rather than the developer. 

Specific Respondent Comments 
Who is going to provide all this amenity and who will pay? 

I am concerned that the more improvements are demanded and made for and to 

infrastructure then the cost will be placed on households through increased rates. The 
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government and the council should not shift development cost to those who live here 

they should all be undertaken at a cost to the developer. 

DSRA Requested Information 
Bearing section 32 of LUPAA in mind, we request Council to provide information regarding oversight 

of the development, service provision and infrastructure considerations. 

3.0 Cambria Specific Area Plan v1 
Local Area Objective 1.3.1.2 Golf and conservation precinct 

Ratepayers support the idea of an 18-hole golf course in Dolphin Sands (agree 51%; disagree* 30%) 

and value its potential use as a nearby safer place during bushfire (agree* 61%; disagree* 18%). 

Specific Respondent Comments  
The Dolphin Sands community is in desperate need of more TFS approved Nearby Safer 

Places (NSP). The golf course may well fit the TFS criteria for a NSP. 

However, ratepayers are concerned about the golf course’s potential impact on wildlife (agree* 

61%; disagree 15%) as well as proximity of the golf course to Moulting Lagoon (agree* 54%; disagree 

18%). 

Specific Respondent Comments  
Golf course will impact severely on vegetation, habitat & sensitive edges of the river. Any 

buildings there will impact on the beauty of the view from the river. 

Area 2 should be Passive Recreation only, with no discretionary uses. 

Ratepayers’ concerns about the environmental impact of the development (agree* 68%; disagree 

11%) and requests for offsets to mitigate these (agree* 85%; disagree 7%) are chiefly applicable to 

this precinct. We recommend the installation of wildlife corridors. This measure aligns with the 

Federal Government’s National Wildlife Corridors Plan.  

DSRA Requested Amendment to SAP  
We request that the SAP is amended to directly address ecological concerns via specific agreements 

for strategies to offset environmental impacts, such as tree planting and wildlife corridors. 

Ratepayers are also deeply concerned about the increased disturbance from traffic if the main 

access to the golf course is from 485 Dolphin Sands Rd (agree* 68%; disagree 6%). At a meeting with 

ratepayers on May 16, 2018, Ronald Hu (managing director and spokesperson for the proponents) 

gave a verbal commitment to considering not using 485 Dolphin Sands Rd as the main entrance to 

the golf course. Using the entrance near the beginning of Dolphin Sands Rd was discussed due to its 

potential for a scenic drive along the existing track. We suggest that traffic calming measures are 

installed on this access road to limit vehicle speed to help protect wildlife. 

DSRA Requested Amendment to SAP  
We request that an agreement to the following effect is included in the SAP: that 485 Dolphin Sands 

Rd will not be the main access to the golf course but will only be used by service and emergency 

vehicles. 

Ratepayers are also extremely concerned about the potential impact of the golf course on the 

aquifer’s sustainability. As indicated in the comments below, concerns about the aquifer also extend 

to any hard surfaces that may be developed. 
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Specific Respondent Comments 
Preserving the aquifers integrity & purity is very important & should be guaranteed 

The Mineral Resources Tas report on the aquifer makes it clear on that the greatest 

protection is afforded by the low density on the peninsula. This development changes 

that and as such poses a risk. 

I trust that any run off will be managed appropriately to minimise pollution of the water 

ways. 

Given hard surfaces for roads and car parks etc the collection and future storage and 

use of storm water with possible oils etc from vehicles should also be considered. 

Ratepayers overwhelmingly request guarantees that water from the golf course will be recycled to 

prevent leaching (agree* 97%; disagree 1%), that water will not be drawn from the aquifer (agree* 

93%; disagree 3%) and that all developments will use above-ground waste water treatment (agree* 

91%; disagree 1%). Regarding this final point, survey respondents noted that waste water treatment 

doesn’t necessarily have to be above ground to achieve world’s best practice. As such, please 

interpret this final point to refer to world’s best practice. 

To date, the proponents have given verbal and written public assurances that no water will be drawn 

from the aquifer. For example, edition 21 of the GSBC news includes the following extract from an 

article by Ronald Hu, ‘The proponent will not draw water from the aquifer and is willing to engage in 

a Part V agreement to that end’.1 We believe this guarantee needs to be extended to include the use 

of aquifer water to prevent the sale of aquifer water from adjacent properties. 

DSRA Requested Amendment to SAP  
We request that a Part V agreement is added to all relevant titles. We request that this agreement 

specifies that the proponent (or their agents) will not draw or use water from the aquifer. 

 

Local Area Objective 1.3.1.3 Agricultural Precinct 

Ratepayers are very concerned about the ‘development of an airstrip for tourism and emergency 

purposes’ (Cambria SAP v1 p. 3) within this precinct. While we recognise that an historically 

established airstrip exists, residents are concerned about any intensification of its use. 

Specific Respondent Comments 
I feel that it will not be peaceful if more planes use that airstrip. 

I would like guarantees that provisions will be put in place to protect our privacy from the 

air. 

Airstrip and aircraft flights are major risks to existing amenity and need to be controlled in 

the SAP. 

Ratepayers would like guarantees that aircraft will comply with noise emission standards (agree* 

93%; disagree 0%), that flights will be subject to time restrictions (agree* 82%; disagree 4%), that 

flight paths will be restricted (agree* 80%; disagree 8%) and the number of flights per day will be 

restricted (agree* 73%; disagree 10%). A suggestion of relocating the airstrip to a suitable site 

further away from existing dwellings was also strongly supported (agree* 58%; disagree 10%). 

                                                           
1 https://gobcnews.weebly.com/uploads/2/0/4/7/20471190/issue_21.2018.compress.pdf, p. 7 

https://gobcnews.weebly.com/uploads/2/0/4/7/20471190/issue_21.2018.compress.pdf
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Regarding the airstrip, Ronald Hu has written that ‘The historically established airstrip has seen a 

variety of low level use in the past. It is the intention of the proponent to maintain the airstrip with 

its existing use rights, and simply upgrade the surface ... in discussions with Dolphin Sands residents 

we have recognised the opportunity to provide further use standards in the SAP, regulating noise 

levels at the nearest residential boundary, and hours of operation restricted to daylight or non-

emergency use.’2 

DSRA Requested Amendment to SAP  
We request that the current usage level of the airstrip is quantified and that standards are added to 

the SAP regarding noise levels, hours of operation, flight paths and the number of flights per day. If 

this is not possible, we request that the airstrip be relocated so that it is further from existing 

dwellings. 

 

Development Standard 1.7.1 Building Height 

Development Standard 1.7.2 Setback provisions for relevant precincts 

Ratepayers are deeply concerned about reductions in setbacks (agree* 87%; disagree* 7%) and 

easing of building heights (agree* 79%; disagree* 8%) in the SAP, especially compared to those that 

apply to adjacent properties in the territory. 

Specific Respondent Comments 
It is important to maintain low rise dwellings i.e. 10m max and maintain all natural values 

of the area.  

Proposed dwelling subdivision land sizes are totally inappropriate for the area. 

Furthermore, building height, density and setbacks are at odds with the existing 

developments and requirements. It seems an unnecessary part of the SAP which I would 

like to see reviewed to increase block size, reduce dwelling heights and increase 

setbacks to be more in line with the existing requirements for the dolphin sands area. 

Noise carries a long way along the back of the dunes. They have an amplifying effect. I 

can see no reason why the SAP should allow greater heights and reduced setbacks 

compared to the adjacent DS and Cambria SPZ. 

Regarding setbacks, Ronald Hu has written, ‘The setback prescribed in the SAP is 5m from the 

boundary, however we are willing to amend this to a notation that a setback of 5Om for habitable 

buildings applies.’3 

DSRA Requested Amendment to SAP  
We request that the SAP is amended to the effect that a setback of 50 metres from boundaries 

(rather than buildings) applies. 

 

Development Standard 1.7.3 Design 

Development Standards for Subdivision 1.8.1 New lots 

                                                           
2 Ibid. 
3 Ibid. 
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Regarding design and building density, ratepayers are concerned about potential changes to 

subdivision rules (agree* 73%; disagree 14%), potential changes to housing density (agree* 69%; 

disagree 14%), the visual impact of the proposed development (agree* 62%; disagree 15%) as well as 

the overall size of the proposed development (agree* 56%; disagree 17%). 

Specific Respondent Comments 
Guarantees that proposed facilities are built and not let it become just a subdivision 

DSRA Requested Amendment to SAP  
We request that the SAP is amended to provide assurances in terms of subdivision, housing density 

and visual impact. 

4.0 Details of DSRA representation 
Findings based on the electronic survey conducted by DSRA are listed below in no order of 

preference. The items form the content of the representation by DSRA to the Glamorgan Spring Bay 

Council in response to the CAMBRIA ESTATE DRAFT PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT 2018/03 

application.  

• DSRA seek reassurance from Council about processes in place for ongoing monitoring of: 

▪ compliance with Council regulations 

▪ compliance with relevant management plans (attachments J, K & L to the ‘summary 

of request’ from Council minutes April 24, 2018, p. 50-51) 

▪ implementation of recommendations in the ecological assessment reports prepared 

for the proponent (attachments C, D, E & F to the ‘summary of request’ as cited 

above) 

• Bearing section 32 of LUPAA in mind, we request Council to provide information regarding 

oversight of the development, service provision and infrastructure considerations 

• DSRA request that the SAP is amended to directly address ecological concerns via specific 

agreements for strategies to offset environmental impacts, such as tree planting and wildlife 

corridors 

• DSRA request that an agreement to the following effect is included in the SAP: that 485 

Dolphin Sands Rd will not be the main access to the golf course but will only be used by 

service and emergency vehicles 

• DSRA request that a Part V agreement is added to all relevant titles. We request that this 

agreement specifies that the proponent (or their agents) will not draw or use water from the 

aquifer 

• DSRA request that the current usage level of the airstrip is quantified and that standards are 

added to the SAP regarding noise levels, hours of operation, flight paths and the number of 

flights per day. If this is not possible, we request that the airstrip be relocated so that it is 

further from existing dwellings 

• DSRA request that the SAP is amended to the effect that a setback of 50 metres from 

boundaries (rather than buildings) applies 

• DSRA request that the SAP is amended to provide assurances in terms of subdivision, housing 

density and visual impact 

 

 


