
 

 

 
 
 

 

 

NOTICE OF MEETING 
 

Notice is hereby given that a Planning Authority Committee meeting of the Devonport 
City Council will be held in the Council Chambers, on Monday 13 February 2017, 
commencing at 5:15pm. 

 

The meeting will be open to the public at 5:15pm. 
 

QUALIFIED PERSONS 
 

In accordance with Section 65 of the Local Government Act 1993, I confirm that the 
reports in this agenda contain advice, information and recommendations given by a 
person who has the qualifications or experience necessary to give such advice, 
information or recommendation. 

 

 
Paul West 
GENERAL MANAGER 

 

8 February 2017 
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Planning Authority Committee meeting Agenda 13 February 2017 

 

Agenda of a meeting of the Devonport City Council’s Planning Authority Committee to 
be held at the Council Chambers, 17 Fenton Way, Devonport on Monday 13, February 
2017 commencing at 5:15pm. 

PRESENT 

 Present Apology 
Chairman Ald S L Martin (Mayor)   
 Ald C D Emmerton   
 Ald G F Goodwin   
 Ald J F Matthews   
 Ald L M Perry   
 
IN ATTENDANCE 
All persons in attendance are advised that it is Council policy to record Council Meetings, 
in accordance with Council’s Audio Recording Policy.  The audio recording of this 
meeting will be made available to the public on Council’s website for a minimum period 
of six months.  Members of the public in attendance at the meeting who do not wish for 
their words to be recorded and/or published on the website, should contact a relevant 
Council Officer and advise of their wishes prior to the start of the meeting. 
 
 
1.0 APOLOGIES 

 

2.0 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
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3.0 DELEGATED APPROVALS 

3.1 PLANNING APPLICATIONS APPROVED UNDER DELEGATED 
AUTHORITY - 30 NOVEMBER 2016 - 6 FEBRUARY 2017 

        

 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Planning Applications approved under Delegated Authority - 30 November 

2016 - 6 February 2017 
 

  
 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the list of delegated approvals be received. 

 
 

Author: Jennifer Broomhall 
Position: Planning Administration Officer 

Endorsed By: Brian May  
Position: Development Manager  
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Planning Applications Approved Under Delegated Authority – 30 November 2016 – 6 February 2017 

 
Application 

No. 
Location Description Approval 

Date 
PA2016.0147 72 Berrigan Road, Miandetta   Residential (as constructed shed) - assessment against performance criteria for 

setbacks and building envelope 
20/12/2016  

PA2016.0149 5 Saunders Court, Devonport   Boundary adjustment 6/12/2016  
PA2016.0157 88 Stewart Street, Devonport   Residential (multiple dwellings x 8) – 7 additional dwelling units and 

refurbishment of heritage building (existing dwelling at 88 Stewart Street) with 
assessment against performance criteria under the Heritage Code (E5) and 
Traffic Generating Use and Parking Code (E9) – visitor parking variation 

13/12/2016  

PA2016.0163 36 Leary Avenue, Stony Rise   Residential (multiple dwellings x 2) – assessment against performance criteria for 
private open space location 

7/12/2016  

PA2016.0164 21a North Street, Devonport   Residential (single dwelling extension) – assessment against performance 
criteria for setback and building envelope 

1/12/2016  

PA2016.0165 67 Gunn Street, Devonport   Permitted:  Business and Professional Services (Physiotherapy) Discretionary:  
subdivision within a heritage conservation area at 67 Gunn Street and 
consolidation with 77 Best Street - assessment against performance criteria for 
setback from zone boundary 

12/12/2016  

PA2016.0166 86 Middle Road, Devonport   Residential (multiple dwelling development x 3) – assessment against 
performance criteria for setbacks and building envelope and privacy for all 
dwellings 

14/12/2016  

PA2016.0167 134 Waverley Road, Don Residential (as constructed carport and verandah) – assessment against 
performance criteria for Rural Living Provisions – 13.4.1, 13.4.2, 13.4.3 & Local 
Heritage Code (E5) 

1/12/2016  

PA2016.0168 30 Loanes Lane, Latrobe Subdivision - excision of existing dwelling including the discretion to allow a 
lesser than permitted lot size 

13/12/2016  

PA2016.0169 104 Percy Street, Devonport   Residential (single dwelling extension) – assessment against performance 
criteria for setback and building envelope 

3/01/2017  

PA2016.0170 4 Parker Street, Devonport   Residential (multiple dwellings x 2) – assessment against performance criteria 
under clause 10.4.1, 10.4.2, 10.4.7 and Traffic Generating Use and Parking Code 
(fewer parking spaces than required) 

20/12/2016  

PA2016.0171 6-8 Thomas Street, East Devonport   Manufacturing and processing (alterations and additions) – discretion to allow 
a change to an existing non-conforming use 

20/12/2016  

PA2016.0172 9 Riverbend Drive, Don   Residential – assessment against performance criteria under 13.4.1 and 13.4.2 12/12/2016  
PA2016.0173 8 Stephen Street, East Devonport   Transport depot and distribution (warehouse extension) 6/12/2016  
PA2016.0174 12 Caringa Place, Devonport   Residential (as constructed garage) – assessment against performance criteria 

for setbacks and building envelope 
22/12/2016  

PA2016.0175 1 Coraki Street, East Devonport   Residential - multiple dwellings x 4 14/12/2016  
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Application 
No. 

Location Description Approval 
Date 

PA2016.0176 41-43 Middle Road, Devonport   School addition 13/12/2016  
PA2016.0177 4 Melrose Street, East Devonport   Residential (alterations and additions to existing dwelling) – assessment against 

performance criteria for setbacks and building envelope 
15/12/2016  

PA2016.0178 62 Oldaker Street, Devonport   Business and professional services (extension to eye clinic facility) – assessment 
against performance criteria for clause 22.4.5 - setback from boundaries 

9/01/2017  

PA2016.0179 15/2-12 North Caroline Street, East 
Devonport   

Holiday Unit 7/12/2016  

PA2016.0180 4 Margaret Street, Devonport   Residential (awning addition to existing dwelling) – assessment against the 
performance criteria for setbacks and building envelope 

14/12/2016  
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4.0 DEVELOPMENT REPORTS 

4.1 PA2016.0162 UTILITIES - TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY 
(MONOPOLE AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE) - 23 HILLCREST 
ROAD DEVONPORT 

File: 33411 D457530        

 

RELEVANCE TO COUNCIL’S PLANS & POLICIES 
Council’s Strategic Plan 2009-2030: 

Strategy 2.1.1 Apply and review the Devonport Interim Planning Scheme as 
required, to ensure it delivers local community character and 
appropriate land use 

Strategy 2.1.2 Provide high quality, consistent and responsive development 
assessment and compliance processes 

 
PURPOSE 
The purpose of this report is to enable Council’s Planning Authority Committee to make a 
decision regarding planning application PA2016.0162. 

BACKGROUND 
Planning Instrument:  Devonport Interim Planning Scheme 2013 

Applicant: Optus Mobiles Pty Ltd, C/- Daly International 

Owner: Stewarts Sewing Machine Centre P/L 

Proposal: Utilities - Telecommunications Facility (Monopole and 
Associated Infrastructure) 

Existing Use: Site and existing buildings not under current use 

Zoning: Light Industrial 

Decision Due: 21 February 2017 

SITE DESCRIPTION 
The site is identified by Certificate of Title 63840/23 and with the property address of 23 
Hillcrest Road, Devonport.  It comprises a land area of approximately 846m2 and is 
designated a Light Industrial zoning under the Devonport Interim Planning Scheme 2013 
(DIPS).  The site is further characterised by a relatively narrow frontage (approximately 
16m) and with a side boundary length of approximately 55m. 

The site features an industrial style shed structure constructed in accordance with a 1985 
building permit issued by Council for a joinery workshop.  This structure is not understood to 
be under any current use. 
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Figure 1 – Location of site 23 Hillcrest Road, Devonport (Source: DCC Geocortex – Aerial Imagery 2015). 

The Light Industrial zoning of the site under the DIPS is a direct translation from the same 
zoning which was in effect under the previous Devonport and Environs Planning Scheme 
1984 (the previous planning scheme).  As depicted in Figure 2 below the Light Industrial 
zoning also extends to adjacent properties along the eastern side of Hillcrest Road.  
Notwithstanding the Light Industrial zoning, a number of these properties are under 
residential use and development in the form of single dwellings. 

 

 
 
Figure 2 – Zoning of 

the site and surrounds (Source: DCC Geocortex – Aerial Imagery 2015). 

In noting this existing residential use on Light Industrial zoned land it is relevant to consider 
the conformity or otherwise of that use with the DIPS.  The Use Table for the Light Industrial 
zone makes no allowances for residential use and so it assumes a prohibited use status 
within this Zone.  Notwithstanding this prohibited status, it represents use and development 
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lawfully in existence prior to the commencement of the DIPS and as such it adopts an 
existing non-confirming use1 status. 

While the Light Industrial zoning is perhaps not the most appropriate reflection of the 
existing residential use and development, this was a consequence of the direct translation 
of “like for like” zones when the DIPS was introduced in October 2013 and replaced the 
previous planning scheme.  Irrespective of the Light Industrial zoning, these properties 
under residential use and development have been lawfully established and the Land Use 
Planning and Approvals Act 1993 (the Act) provides for the use to continue.  

In addition to Figure 2 above, Figure 3 below identifies properties within an approximate 
100m radius of the subject site at 23 Hillcrest Road.  Table 1 provides a general summary as 
to the existing use and development of these properties. 

Figure 3 – Properties identified within approximate 100m radius of subject site. (Source: DCC - Geocortex). 

Certificate 
of Title 
Reference 

Property 
address 

Land zoning under 
DIPS Existing use and development 

141218/2 
141218/4 
63840/27 

39 Don Road Light Industrial Land generally occupied by 
“Treloar Transport”.  Also provides 
soil, gravel, landscaping and other 
construction aggregate supplies. 

141218/1 15-17 Hillcrest 
Road 

Light Industrial Land generally described as 
vacant.  No current known use. 

63840/24 25 Hillcrest Road Light Industrial Residential. Single dwelling. 
63840/25 27 Hillcrest Road Light Industrial Residential. Single dwelling 
63840/26 29 Hillcrest Road Light Industrial Residential and service industry.  

Single dwelling at the front of the 

                                                 
1 Pursuant to provision 4.1.3 of the DIPS an existing non-conforming use means:  a use which is prohibited under 
the planning scheme but is one to which section 12 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 applies. 
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site.  Recent planning permit 
issued for a shed at the rear of the 
site to be used for minor 
mechanical and welding repairs. 

60595/1 33 Hillcrest Road General 
Residential 

Residential. Single dwelling. 

12048/18 6 Jarrod Court General 
Residential 

Residential. Multiple dwellings (x2). 

44071/1 36 Hillcrest Road General 
Residential 

Residential. Single dwelling. 

70495/11 34 Hillcrest Road General 
Residential 

Residential. Single dwelling. 

70495/10 32 Hillcrest Road General 
Residential 

Residential. Single dwelling. 

70495/9 30 Hillcrest Road General 
Residential 

Residential. Single dwelling. 

247650/1 28A Hillcrest 
Road 

Light Industrial “PFD” wholesale food supply 
warehouse. Industrial style shed 
structures 

123993/1 26 Hillcrest Road Light Industrial “Wiggies” automotive repair 
business. Industrial style shed 
structures. 

70495/6 24 Hillcrest Road Light Industrial “Devon” automotive repair 
business. Industrial style shed 
structures. 

70495/5 22 Hillcrest Road Light Industrial Previously occupied by Wooton & 
Byrne steel fabrication and 
manufacture. Industrial style shed 
structures. 

120337/1 18-20 Hillcrest 
Road 

Light Industrial As above. 

Table 1 – Details of properties within approximate 100m of subject site at 23 Hillcrest Road, Devonport. 

APPLICATION DETAILS 
The application seeks approval for the construction of an Optus telecommunications 
monopole (with attached antenna) and associated infrastructure.  The proposed 
monopole and antenna will feature a total height of approximately 43m.  The 
telecommunications infrastructure is proposed to be located in a leased compound area 
(approx 229m2) located to the rear of the existing shed structure on the site. 

An elevation plan of the proposed development is detailed in Figure 4 below.  The 
development plans and supporting documentation is appended as Attachment 1. 
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Figure 4 - Proposed telecommunications infrastructure elevation plan (Source: DCC – PA2016.0162 - Daly 
International (2016)). 

A previous planning permit application for the development was made in September 
2016 and was subject to the usual statutory public notification period prescribed under the 
Act.  In accordance with normal process and legislative requirement the application was 
referred to TasWater as the proposed development was in close proximity to TasWater 
sewer infrastructure.  Following an additional information request made by TasWater (and 
further liaison between the proponent and TasWater) amended plans showing the 
location of the monopole and associated infrastructure were lodged with the Council.  
The change to the plans was necessitated by the proximity of the development to the 
TasWater sewer infrastructure. 

Noting that the plans had changed from those originally made with the application – 
specifically they were not the same as those made available for the statutory public 
notification period – it was determined to withdraw that application and proceed with a 
new application featuring the revised detail.  This assessment is upon that new 
application. 

Also included with the supporting documentation accompanying the planning permit 
application, the proponent has provided information relating to site selection and a 
summary of alternative sites considered for the proposed telecommunications 
infrastructure.  This summary is reproduced in Figure 5 below. 
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Figure 5 – Summary of site candidates investigated for proposed telecommunications infrastructure (Source: 
PA2016.0162 – Supporting Documentation (Daly International, August 2016)). 

It is noted that site candidate F in the above table includes the commentary “After brief 
discussions with Council this site was not pursued”.  Whilst it is unclear as to the exact 
nature of this “consultation” with the Council, it is likely that it was confined to matters 
relating to land tenure – it did not extend to the Council providing land use planning 
advice. 

PLANNING ISSUES 
The proposal requires the exercise of discretion on a number of use and development 
standards prescribed under the DIPS.  These include standards applicable under the Light 
Industrial Zone and Telecommunication Code. 

In providing an assessment against the requirements of the Telecommunication Code, it is 
relevant to provide some commentary as to the operation of codes under the DIPS.  
Codes establish use and development standards that may apply to more than one zone 
and matters not described by zone boundaries.  The operation of a code is to require 
compliance with additional provisions that apply over and above the provisions 
prescribed for a zone. Pursuant to clause 7.3.4 of the DIPS where there is conflict between 
a provision in a code and a provision in a zone, the code provision prevails. 
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The Telecommunications Code (E8) of the DIPS establishes development standards that 
specifically relate to telecommunications infrastructure.  These include standards relating 
to such matters as height, setback from boundaries, visual amenity, and the opportunity 
for co-location of telecommunication providers on existing infrastructure. 

In this situation and whilst the underlying Light Industrial zoning of the site establishes 
whether the proposed use is allowable (and the status of that use), it is the specific 
development standards detailed under the Telecommunications Code which primarily 
form the basis for assessment. 

A use or development must comply with the Acceptable Solution or the Performance 
Criterion for an applicable standard prescribed under the DIPS.  Essentially the 
Acceptable Solution prescribes the “permitted standard” whilst the corresponding 
Performance Criteria allows for a discretion to consider circumstances where the 
permitted standard is not satisfied. 

Light Industrial Zone 
In accordance with the requirements of the DIPS all use and development must be 
categorised into a prescribed use class as detailed under provision 8.2.  The proposed 
telecommunications facility is appropriately categorised as utilities2.  The Use Table for the 
Light Industrial zone prescribes the use of land for utilities a discretionary use status (unless 
for minor utilities which is permitted).  The proposed telecommunications infrastructure 
does not conform to the definition of minor utilities3 provided under provision 4.1.3 of the 
DIPS and so the discretionary use status applies. 

Provision 24.3.1 P1 of the DIPS provides that discretionary uses within the Light Industrial 
zone must: 

(a) be consistent with local area objectives; 
(b) be consistent with any applicable desired future character statements; and 
(c) avoid any likely conflict or impact on amenity for existing use and potential use of 

adjacent land for –  
(i) manufacturing, processing, service, repair, storage and transport activity within 

the zone boundaries; and 
(ii) use on land beyond the zone boundaries. 

                                                 
2 Provision 8.2 of the Devonport Interim Planning Scheme 2013 (DIPS), provides a description for the utilities use 
class as: 
The use of land for utilities and infrastructure including: 

(a) telecommunications; 

(b) electricity generation; 

(c) transmitting or distributing gas, oil or power; 

(d) transport networks; 

(e) collecting, treating, transmitting, storing or distributing water; or 

(f) collecting, treating, or disposing of storm or floodwater, sewage or sullage. 

Examples include an electrical sub-station or powerline, gas, water or sewerage main, optic fibre main or 
distribution hub, pumping station, railway line, retarding basin, road, sewage treatment plant, storm or 
flood water drain, water storage dam and weir. 

3 Pursuant to provision 4.1.3 of the DIPS, minor utilities means use of land for utilities for local distribution or 
reticulation of services and associated infrastructure such as a footpath, cycle path, stormwater channel, 
water pipes, retarding basin, telecommunication lines or electricity substation and power lines up to but not 
exceeding 110Kv.  
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The provisions for the local area objectives and desired future character statements are 
considered relatively broad in nature and predictably promote the use of land within this 
Zone for light industrial type uses.  Whilst some direction is established as to mitigating 
adverse effects of land use beyond the zone boundary – these provisions do not appear 
to provide for the consideration of existing uses such as residential within the Light Industrial 
zone.  Subsequently, the proposed telecommunications use is considered generally 
consistent with the intent and purpose of the Light Industrial zone. 

It follows that the application must now be assessed against the specific development 
standards prescribed by the Telecommunication Code. 

Telecommunications Code 
In accordance with provision E8.1.1 of the DIPS the purpose of the Telecommunication 
Code is to –  

(a) recognise equitable provision and access to high-speed broadband and 
telecommunication networks is essential for the prosperity, security and welfare of 
the community; 

(b) require proposals for the installation of telecommunication and digital facilities to 
form part of a local or regional network plan for all carriers to enable consideration 
of proposals on a broader and potentially regional basis; 

(c) encourage shared use and co-location of facilities to minimise the number of towers 
and antenna within the municipal area; 

(d) minimise the likely adverse impact of communication systems on community health 
and safety; and 

(e) minimise adverse visual impact of towers and antenna in urban, rural and 
conservation settings. 

The development standards of the Telecommunication Code are reproduced as below.  
Discussion is also included on the assessment of the proposed telecommunications 
infrastructure against these standards. 
E8.6.1 – Shared use and co-location 
Objective: 
Telecommunication infrastructure is to minimise the total number of required towers and 
antenna within the municipal area.  
Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 
A1 
A new freestanding aerial, tower or mast 
must be structurally and technically 
designed to accommodate comparable 
additional users, including by the 
subsequent rearrangement of existing 
antenna and the mounting of antenna at 
different heights. 

P1 
It must not be possible for a new 
freestanding tower to include capacity for 
co-location of aerials for reasons of –  
(a) technical capacity; 
(b) structural capacity; or 
(c) security. 

Discussion: 
Opportunity for compliance with Acceptable Solution via the inclusion of an appropriate 
planning permit condition. 
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Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 
A2 
New antenna must be located on an 
existing freestanding aerial, tower or mast. 

P2 
There must be –  
(a) no existing tower or structure located 

within the network area with the 
technical capacity to meet the 
requirements for the antenna; 

(b) no existing tower or structure of sufficient 
height to meet the requirements of the 
antenna; 

(c) no existing tower or structure with 
sufficient structural strength to support 
the proposed antenna and related 
equipment; 

(d) risk of electromagnetic interference 
between the antenna and an existing 
antenna on the tower or structure; 

(e) disclosed limiting factors that render 
existing towers and structures unsuitable; 
or 

(f) no suitable alternative technologies that 
do not require the use of towers or 
structures such as cable network.  Cost 
of alternative systems which exceed cost 
of a tower are not presumed to render 
such technology unsuitable.  

Discussion: 
Relies on Performance Criteria. 
The proposal is for the construction of a new tower (monopole) to accommodate the 
antenna infrastructure. 
An existing Telstra telecommunication monopole (with a height of approximately 30m) is 
located to the north at 11 Hillcrest Road.  As part of the site selection process undertaken 
by the proponent the option of co-location with this existing Telstra facility appears to 
have been considered, however this option was not pursued on the basis that the 
existing monopole was deemed unsuitable to accommodate additional antenna 
infrastructure, and the available height for co-location was unfavourable for efficient 
signal coverage. 
Whilst definitive commentary upon matters such as the structural capacity of monopole 
infrastructure to accommodate co-location and also the optimum heights for antenna 
location are matters best addressed by persons with the relevant expertise – the 
statements offered by the proponent on the issue of co-location invite some observations 
that perhaps warrant further comment. 
The planning permit for the existing Telstra monopole at 11 Hillcrest Road was issued in 
1999 under the Devonport and Environs Planning Scheme 1984 (the previous planning 
scheme).  This permit included a specific condition requiring that: 
Telstra, or any subsequent carrier, is to make the tower/facility available for the co-
location of facilities if approved by the Planning Authority. 
The basis for the inclusion of the above-mentioned condition was established by Principle 
1 (ii) of the Telecommunications Infrastructure Schedule of the previous planning scheme: 
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‘to encourage co-location and sharing of facilities, where such capacity exists, and 
where doing so will not compromise the objectives as stated in Appendix 1.’ 
A similar ‘principle’ is included in the DIPS under the purpose statement for the 
Telecommunication Code at provision E8.1.1 (c) which prescribes: ‘encourage shared 
use and co-location of facilities to minimise the number of towers and antenna within the 
municipal area.’  The intent of this statement is reinforced through the Objective for the 
statement for the shared use and co-location standard which prescribes that 
’telecommunication infrastructure is to minimise the total number of required towers and 
antenna within the municipal area.’  Provision 7.5.4 of the DIPS allows for the 
consideration of the objective for a relevant standard to assist in the determination of 
compliance with the performance criterion for that standard. 
The planning permit issued for the Telstra monopole at 11 Hillcrest Road was on the basis 
that it would provide the opportunity for co-location with additional telecommunication 
carriers – a specific permit condition was provided to this effect.  In this context that 
monopole should have the structural capacity to accommodate additional antenna 
infrastructure. 
It is further noted that the commentary of the proponent regarding the capacity of the 
existing Telstra monopole to accommodate additional antenna weight was based upon 
the antenna design originally proposed.  A revised antenna design was submitted (as a 
means to address visual impact considerations) which features a more compact, slimline 
antenna headframe (see Figure 6 below).  A reasonable observation follows that the 
revised compact antenna headframe could be expected to weigh less than the original 
antenna proposed.  This gives rise to the question:  Would a revised antenna design be 
more suitable for co-location with the existing Telstra monopole? 
 

 
Figure 6 – Diagrams showing the original antenna headframe design on the left and the 
revised compact headframe on the right (Source: Antenna design images supplied by 
Daly International (2016)). 
Turning to the issue of available height for co-location of antenna on the existing Telstra 
monopole, the proponent submits that only lower elevations (at approximately 20m high) 
are available and this would be too low to provide efficient coverage. 
As detailed by the proponent, the subject site at 23 Hillcrest Road is considered 
favourable because of its elevated position and is situated on and around the 60m 
Australian Height Datum (AHD) contour level.  The locality is one of the highpoints in the 
urban area of Devonport. 
As mentioned previously in this report, the proponent investigated a number of other 
alternative sites for the proposed telecommunications infrastructure.  One of those 
alternative sites was the Don Reserve area at 260 Steele Street, with the intention 
presumably to situate the monopole in the vicinity of the Splash Devonport Aquatic and 
Leisure Centre.  The aquatic centre is situated upon land generally on and around the 
20m AHD contour level. 
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In line with the above observations and noting the difference in land elevation between 
the Hillcrest Road and Don Reserve sites, a further question presents:  would an antenna 
co-located with the existing Telstra monopole (at a height of 20m) at 11 Hillcrest Road 
provide a comparable level of coverage to that associated with a new monopole 
structure at 260 Steele Street? 
To reiterate, the above observations and queries that flow from these are not intended to 
be definitive assessments.  Issues pertaining to structural capacity of monopole 
infrastructure and signal coverage relative to antenna height are best addressed by 
persons suitably qualified in such matters.  However, given that such queries have been 
identified this is deemed indicative that the justifications against co-location have not 
been appropriately made out and not sufficiently apparent to conclude that the 
requirements of P2 have been satisfied. 

E8.6.2 – Health, safety and visual impact 
Objective: 
Telecommunication infrastructure is to minimise likely adverse effect on – 
(a) health and safety of the community; and 
(b) visual amenity of a locality by reducing prominence of telecommunications 

infrastructure. 
Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 
A1 
Telecommunications infrastructure must –  
(a) be located within an existing utility 

corridor or site; or 
(b) only erect and operate aerial 

telecommunication lines or additional 
supporting structures in residential and 
commercial areas if overhead cables 
are operated by other existing utilities; 

(c) only clear vegetation if required for 
functional and safety requirements; 

(d) locate telecommunication 
infrastructure to –  
(i) avoid skyline positions and 

potential to be seen in silhouette; 
(ii) cross hills diagonal to the principal 

slope; 
(iii) cross at the low point of a saddle 

between hills; or 
(iv) be located around the base of hills 

or along the edge of existing 
clearings; and 

(e) screen equipment housing and other 
visually intrusive telecommunication 
infrastructure to view from public 
areas. 

P1 
Telecommunications infrastructure must 
minimise the visual impact of infrastructure 
within the surrounding natural or built 
environment. 
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Discussion: 
Deemed to rely on Performance Criteria. 
The Acceptable Solutions established under A1 are structured in such a way that 
compliance is to be achieved against the requirements of (a) or the collective of (b) – 
(e). 
It is noted that the DIPS does not provide a definition for the term “utility corridor” as 
referred to in A1 (a) above. Notwithstanding, and consistent with the definition of the 
utilities use class provided previously in this report, the existing use and development of 
the site and surrounds is not considered to represent a utility corridor for the purposes of 
A1 (a). 
As the proposal is deemed non-compliant with A1 (a) the assessment reverts to the 
remaining Acceptable Solutions of (b) – (e) which are to be considered collectively. 
As its name suggests, Hillcrest Road is located within an elevated position and is one of 
the highpoints in the urban area of Devonport.  The existing Telstra monopole (at a height 
of approximately 30m) at 11 Hillcrest Road provides a useful reference for the visual 
impact of the proposed new monopole and the following photographs (Figures 7 – 12) 
detail that structure from different vantage points.  It is noted that the proposed new 
monopole and antenna (at a total height of approximately 43m) will be 10m taller than 
the existing Telstra structure. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 7 – View from Hillcrest Road looking north (Source: DCC – January 2017) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 8 – View from Lawrence Drive looking north-west (Source: DCC – January 2017) 
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Figure 9 – View from Surrey Street looking south-east (Source: DCC – January 2017) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 10 – View from Watkinson Street looking south (Source: DCC – January 2017) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 11 – View from Cutts Road looking east (Source: DCC – January 2017) 
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Figure 12 – View from Leary Avenue looking north-west (Source: DCC – January 2017) 
Upon consideration of photo images depicted in Figures 7-12 above, noting the elevated 
position of the Hillcrest Road site, and the proposed height of the monopole and 
antenna – it seems reasonable to reach the conclusion that the structure will have a 
visual impact on the skyline.  It follows that A1 (d) is deemed unsatisfied and compliance 
with the Acceptable Solutions fails.  The development must therefore be determined 
against the corresponding Performance Criteria of P1. 

P1 succinctly states that telecommunications infrastructure must minimise the visual 
impact of infrastructure within the surrounding natural or built environment.  Further 
reference to the Objective for this standard emphasises that telecommunications 
infrastructure is to minimise likely adverse effect on the visual amenity of a locality by 
reducing the prominence of such infrastructure. 

As part of the supporting documentation the proponent has provided an approximate 
visual representation of the proposed new structure.  This representation is reproduced in 
Figure 13 below, however it should be noted that this detail was provided under the 
previous planning application – the tower has now been moved further to the north of 
the site (a consequence of the proximity of the TasWater sewer main), and a revised 
compact antenna design is now proposed.  Notwithstanding these modifications, the 
below representation is still considered to provide an appropriate reference in the 
assessment of visual impact. 
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Figure 13 – Visual representation of proposed telecommunications infrastructure at 23 Hillcrest Road (Source:  
Image supplied by Daly International (October 2016)). 

With reference to the previous photographs (Figures 7-12) and also the visual 
representation of the structure provided by the proponent, it is reasonable to determine 
that the proposed new monopole and antenna, with a height approximately 10m 
greater than the existing Telstra structure, will pose a substantial visual impact and be 
visible for a significant distance away from the site. 
As previously mentioned, a number of properties adjacent to the subject site at 23 
Hillcrest (along the Eastern side of Hillcrest Road) feature existing residential use and 
development.  Irrespective of these properties being designated a Light Industrial zoning 
under the DIPS, this residential use and development has been lawfully established and it 
has existing rights to continue.  Given the presence and established nature of such use it 
is reasonable to assume these properties enjoy a level of residential amenity – just 
because they have a Light Industrial zoning does mean that such amenity does not exist 
or they have no entitlement to it. 
With note to the proximity of the proposed monopole to adjoining residential use and 
development upon 25 Hillcrest Road, the location of the 43m high structure at a distance 
of approximately 12m from the northern boundary of 25 Hillcrest Road is considered to 
have a significant visual impact upon that property to the extent that the level of visual 
amenity it otherwise enjoys is unreasonably diminished. 
Furthermore, the existing built form and natural vegetation profile of the surrounding area 
is not considered to mitigate or otherwise offset visual impact.  Indeed the proponent 
appears to concede the matter of visual impact in the commentary provided in the 
supporting documentation relating to the consideration of an alternative site at the Don 
Reserve, stating “…this was due to the property hosting dense bushland that was 
considered to provide advantageous visual mitigation for the proposed monopole.” 
While it is noted that the proponent has submitted measures to try and ameliorate visual 
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impact such as a compact antenna design and the option to paint the monopole a 
suitable colour – such measures are not considered sufficient to mitigate the adverse 
visual impacts associated with the structure. 
In accordance with the above commentary it is difficult to reconcile how the location of 
the proposed 43m high monopole and attached antenna will not have a significant 
adverse visual impact within the surrounding natural or built environment.  Accordingly, 
the development is deemed non-compliant with P1. 
Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 
A2 
The height of a freestanding aerial, tower 
or mast must not be more than –  
(a) 60m on land within the Rural Resource 

or Rural Living zones; 
(b) 45m on land within the Light Industrial, 

General Industrial, Commercial, Utility, 
or Port and Marine zone; 

(c) 40m on land within the Local Business, 
General Business, or Central Business 
zone; and 

(d) 20m on land within the General 
Residential, Low Density Residential, 
Urban Mixed Use, Village, 
Environmental Living, Environmental 
Management, Major Tourism, Open 
Space, Community Purpose or 
Recreation zones. 

P2 
A freestanding aerial, tower or mast must 
only exceed prescribed height limits if –  
(a) a pattern of infrastructure or vegetation 

above the specified height limit exists in 
a particular location;  

(b) it has no adverse impact on heritage or 
ecological value or significant visual 
amenity; or 

(c) required for operational efficiency of 
the facility within the network. 

Discussion: 
Complies with the Acceptable Solution. 
The site is zoned light industrial and the proposed total height of approximately 43m does 
not exceed the permitted standard of 45m established by A2 (b) above. 
Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 
A3 
A freestanding aerial, tower or mast must 
be setback from the base of the tower to 
the exterior boundary of the site by –  
(a) not less than 60m or 300% of the height 

of the tower, whichever is the greater, 
in any residential zone; and 

(b) not less than 30m or 100% of the height 
of the tower, whichever is the greater, 
in any other zone. 

P3 
The setback of a freestanding aerial, tower 
or mast must not be less than is – 
(a) necessary for operational efficiency; 

and 
(b) without risk for the health and safety of 

existing and potential use on adjacent 
land. 

Discussion: 
Reliant on Performance Criteria. 
The proposed monopole relies on the discretion to allow a lesser than permitted setback. 
A3 (b) above prescribes a permitted setback from the base of a tower to the boundary 
of a site by not less than 30m or 100% the height of the tower, whichever is the greater.  
This setback applies to all boundaries of a site.  In this case the total height of the 
monopole structure is approximately 43m so a permitted boundary setback of that size is 
established. 
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The approximate setbacks proposed for the monopole on the site are: 
Boundary 
(Orientation) 

Setback of monopole 
from boundary (approx.) 

Side (northern) 2m 
Rear (eastern) 9m 
Side (southern) 12m 
Front (western) 45m 

As evidenced above the discretion sought is to allow a setback for the rear and side 
boundaries that is significantly less than the permitted standard of 43m.  Compliance 
therefore must be achieved against the corresponding Performance Criteria of P3. 
In accordance with section 54 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 an 
additional information request was also issued upon the applicant to provide supporting 
rationale as to why a lesser than permitted setback should be allowed - particularly 
noting the proximity of the tower to adjacent existing residential use and development 
(also under a light industrial zoning). 
In response to this additional information request the applicant has provided supporting 
statements, including: 
(a) the size of the site prevents compliance with the permitted setback standards; 
(b) that the existing Telstra monopole to the north at 11 Hillcrest Road has a lesser than 

permitted setback; 
(c) the elevated terrain of the Hillcrest Road site and the height of the monopole provide 

favourable conditions for the operational efficiency of telecommunications 
infrastructure; and 

(d) the predicted levels of radio frequency (RF) electromagnetic energy (EME) for the 
facility are within the public exposure limits calculated within the recognised industry 
standard of the Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency 
(ARPANSA).  The maximum predicted EME level is 0.34% of the public exposure limit. 

The predicted EME levels for the proposed telecommunications infrastructure are 
detailed in the Environmental EME report included within the application documentation 
comprising Attachment 1.  This report (dated 20 December 2016) details the maximum 
EME level for the proposed infrastructure as 0.34% of the public exposure limit. 
The Environmental EME report is a federal requirement of the Australian Communications 
and Media Authority (ACMA) which must be produced by a telecommunications carrier 
for the development of a new mobile base station facility (or tower/monopole) before 
such infrastructure is commissioned4.  This report details the calculated levels of EME 
around the facility to establish that the EME exposure levels do not exceed the safety 
limits established under the ARPANSA standard5.  The ACMA regulates EME levels through 
conditions it imposes on the licenses it issues to mobile telecommunication carriers6. 
In line with the above information and noting the specific technical nature of data and 
calculation of EME levels, it is deemed appropriate to rely upon the documentation 
provided by suitably qualified persons in such matters and in accordance with the 
recognised ARPANSA standards – particularly where such matters largely extend beyond 
the expertise of Council Land Use Planning staff. 

                                                 
4 Mobile phone base stations, Australian Communications and Media Authority – www.acma.gov.au (accessed January 
2017). 
5 Ibid. 
6 Ibid. 
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In addition to the above commentary and notwithstanding that the construction of P3 is 
relatively simplistic, provision 7.5.4 of the DIPS allows for the consideration of the objective 
for a relevant standard to assist in the determination of compliance with the 
performance criterion for that standard.  The Objective for the health, safety and visual 
impact standard (E8.6.2) provides that telecommunications infrastructure is to minimise 
likely adverse effect on health and safety of the community, and visual amenity by 
reducing the prominence of telecommunications infrastructure. 
In this context, and noting the specific inclusion of building height and setback standards 
as derived from the above-mentioned objective statement, it seems logical to conclude 
that the reference to the safeguarding of “health and safety of existing and potential use 
on adjacent land” not only relates to RF and EME exposure levels, but also to the physical 
dimensions of the monopole and its setbacks to the boundaries of the site.  
While perhaps an unlikely scenario, the event of a tower collapse should not be entirely 
discounted and compliance with the permitted setback standards assists to mitigate any 
off-site damage to life and property.  In this instance the “fall zone” in the event of a 
tower collapse would extend well beyond the property boundaries.  This observation, 
particularly relevant for the existing residential use and development on adjacent land to 
the south, leads towards a reasonable conclusion that the level of risk is made more 
prevalent under the significantly lesser than permitted setbacks proposed. 
Furthermore, the issue of setback is also considered directly related to visual amenity 
impacts and the permitted setback standards are considered to help ameliorate visual 
impacts associated with bulk and scale.  This matter is especially pertinent for the 
adjoining residential use and development (and the amenity of that use) to the south at 
25 Hillcrest Road.  The proposed setback of the tower of 12m, a factor of more than 3 
times less than the permitted 43m setback standard, from the southern (side) boundary of 
the site which adjoins 25 Hillcrest Road can reasonably be expected to be substantially 
more visually intrusive than a tower setback in accordance with the permitted standard. 
Notwithstanding the proposed monopole does comply with the permitted height 
standard prescribed under E8.6.2 A2 (b), it seems further logical to make the connection 
that the height of the tower has a direct influence on the appropriate setback of that 
tower from the boundaries of a site. 
It is evident that the size of the site prevents compliance with the permitted setback 
standards.  In this case and particularly noting the discretion sought is for a setback 
significantly less than the permitted standard, a discretion based on the size of the site is 
not sufficient as it invites consideration of the suitability of the site in the first instance. 
Similarly, the justification put forward by the proponent that a lesser than permitted 
setback can be considered due to the existing Telstra monopole at 11 Hillcrest having a 
lesser than permitted setback is also considered insufficient.  As mentioned earlier in this 
report, the planning permit for the existing Telstra monopole at 11 Hillcrest Road was 
issued in 1999 under the previous planning scheme, which prescribed different use and 
development standards to those currently in force under the DIPS.  A planning permit 
application must be considered against the requirements of the planning scheme 
currently in effect with the DIPS specifically providing development standards for the 
setback of telecommunication towers from property boundaries.  It is further noted that 
the proposed monopole is approximately 10m higher than the existing Telstra monopole. 
In line with the above commentary, the discretion sought for a lesser than permitted 
setback of the tower from the rear and side boundaries of the site is deemed to exceed 
that which should be reasonably considered.  
While the Performance Criteria does offer the discretion to consider a lesser than 
permitted setback for the monopole, in this instance the discretion sought is significantly 
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less than the permitted standard – by a factor of more than three times less than the 
permitted setback prescribed for the rear and side boundaries.  
The size of the site prevents compliance with the permitted setback standards for a tower 
of the height proposed, and the discretion sought for the setbacks of the tower are of an 
extent to reasonably conclude that the site is unsuitable for the proposed development.  
While the location of the tower may provide operational efficiency for the purposes of P3 
(a), the discretion to allow a significantly lesser than permitted setback to the extent 
proposed is deemed non-compliant with the requirements of P3 (b) which provide for the 
reasonable safeguarding of the health and safety of existing and potential use on 
adjacent land. 
Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 
A4 
Telecommunications infrastructure 
servicing a network (facilities not requiring 
installation on an individual street basis) 
must not be located on land in a 
residential zone. 

P4 
Location of telecommunications 
infrastructure servicing a network (facilities 
not requiring installation on an individual 
street basis) on land within a residential zone 
must be required for operational efficiency 
of the network. 

Discussion: 
Not applicable. 
The site is zoned Light Industrial. It is not land in a residential zone. 
Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 
A5 
A freestanding aerial, tower, or mast must 
–  
(a) be finished and maintained with a 

galvanised steel surface or painted a 
neutral colour so as to reduce visual 
obtrusiveness; 

(b) not affix or mount a sign other than 
necessary warning or equipment 
information; 

(c) not be artificially lit or illuminated 
unless required for air navigation 
safety or for security; 

(d) if security fencing is required, such 
fencing must be of a design, material 
and colour that reflect the character 
of the location; and 

(e) provide a buffer not less than 2.0m 
wide outside the perimeter of the 
compound of plant material to 
effectively screen the tower 
compound from public view and from 
adjacent land. 

P5 
The location of the tower must be sufficiently 
remote from other use and unlikely to have 
adverse visual impact. 

Discussion: 
Opportunity for compliance with Acceptable Solution via the inclusion of an appropriate 
planning permit condition. 
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Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 
A6 
If an antenna is installed on a structure 
other than a tower, the antenna and the 
support equipment must be a painted 
neutral colour that is identical to or closely 
comparable with the colour of the 
supporting structure so as to make the 
antenna and equipment as visually 
unobtrusive as possible. 

P6 
The location of the antenna must be 
sufficiently remote from other use and 
unlikely to have adverse visual impact. 

Discussion: 
Deemed not applicable. 
The above provision relates to the installation of antenna on a structure other than a 
tower. 
Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 
A7 
If an aerial, tower or mast is modified or 
replaced to facilitate co-location of 
additional antenna –  
(a) the modified or reconstructed tower 

must be of the same type as the 
existing tower unless reconstructed as 
a monopole tower;  

(b) the reconstructed tower must satisfy 
the applicable setback and 
separation distances; and 

(c) if there is more than one tower on a 
site, reconstruction must not occur 
unless the outcome is that only one 
tower is to remain on the site. 

P7 
It must be necessary for operational 
efficiency to –  
(a) replace an aerial, tower or mast with a 

structure other than a monopole;  
(b) locate a replacement aerial, tower or 

mast otherwise than in accordance 
with the applicable setback and 
separation distances; and 

(c) to replace an aerial, tower or mast and 
retain another aerial, tower or mast on 
the same site. 

Discussion: 
Deemed not applicable. 
The application seeks approval for the construction of a new tower (monopole). No 
modification of existing structures is proposed as part of this application. 
Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 
A8 
The location of aerial telecommunication 
infrastructure must –  
(a) provide clearance for vehicular traffic; 

and 
(b) not pose a danger or encumbrance 

to other users or aircraft. 

P8 
There are no performance criteria. 

Discussion: 
Complies with Acceptable Solution. 
The location of the monopole at the rear of the site is not considered to impede 
vehicular traffic on Hillcrest Road. 
Noting that the site is further identified as being within the area mapped as operational 
airspace under the DIPS the application was also referred to the Tasmanian Ports 
Corporation who have advised that the monopole will not penetrate the airport obstacle 
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limitation surface (OLS) and will not affect airport operations. 
The above TasPorts advice is also a demonstration of compliance against the permitted 
standards of the Airport Impact Management Code of the DIPS (notably provision E2.6.2 
A2). 

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 
On 01/11/2016, Council received an application for the above development.  Under 
Section 57(3) of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993, the Planning Authority 
must give notice of an application for a permit.  As prescribed at Section 9(1) of the Land 
Use Planning and Approvals Regulations 2014, the Planning Authority fulfilled this 
notification requirement by: 

(a) Advertising the application in The Advocate newspaper on 14/01/2017; 

(b) Making a copy of the proposal available in Council Offices from the 14/01/2017; 

(c) Notifying adjoining property owners by mail on 12/01/2017; and  

(d) Erecting a Site Notice for display from the 13/01/2017. 

The period for representations to be received by Council closed on 30/01/2017.  In 
addition to the statutory requirements for public notification, the application (including 
plans and supporting documentation) was made available for viewing via the Council’s 
website during the abovementioned 14-day exhibition period. 

REPRESENTATIONS 
Three submissions were received from the adjoining landowner of 25 Hillcrest Road during 
the statutory 14-day public notification period required by the Land Use Planning and 
Approvals Act 1993. 

These have been considered collectively as a single representation and the issues raised 
therein are generally summarised in Table 2 below.  The correspondence comprising the 
representation is reproduced in full as Attachment 2. 

Issue raised in representation Comment 
Process regarding selection of site.  The site selection process (including the 

methodology and criteria applied to these 
investigations) was undertaken by the 
proponent.  The Council had no direct role 
in the selection of the subject site or any 
alternative. 
As mentioned previously in this report, the 
supporting documentation provided with 
the application included information 
relating to site selection and a summary of 
alternative sites considered for the 
proposed tele-communications 
infrastructure.  This information details that 
candidacy for an alternative site at 260 
Steele Street (the Don Reserve Area 
adjacent to the aquatic centre) was 
investigated but concluded with the 
commentary: “After brief discussions with 
Council this site was not pursued”. 
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Whilst it is unclear as to the exact nature of 
this “consultation” with the Council, it is likely 
that it was confined to matters relating to 
land tenure – it did not extend to the 
Council providing land use planning 
advice. 
The Council’s role as planning authority is to 
assess the planning permit application in 
accordance with the requirements of the 
DIPS. 

Submits that an alternative zoning should 
be applied to 25, 27 and 29 Hillcrest Road in 
assessing the impacts of the proposed 
telecommunications infrastructure. 

This report has previously provided 
commentary that the Light Industrial zoning 
is perhaps not the most appropriate 
reflection of the existing residential use and 
development on Hillcrest Road.  The 
allocation of this zone was a consequence 
of the direct translation of “like for like” 
zones when the DIPS was introduced in 
October 2013 and replaced the previous 
planning scheme. 
Irrespective of the above comments, the 
designation of the Light Industrial zoning for 
these properties remains.  It is not the 
appropriate forum or the appropriate 
legislative process for the consideration of 
an alternative zoning for these properties.  
The provisions of an alternative zone cannot 
be supplanted in the place of an 
incumbent zone simply because the 
alternative may be viewed as more 
appropriate or desirable. 
Issues relating to visual impact and amenity 
have been considered as part of this 
assessment in relation to the requirements of 
the Telecommunication Code prescribed 
under the DIPS. 

Visual impact Issues relating to visual impact and amenity 
have been considered as part of this 
assessment in relation to the requirements of 
the Telecommunication Code prescribed 
under the DIPS. 

Health and safety impacts – including 
queries on the veracity of the data and 
calculations for predicted electromagnetic 
energy (EME) associated with the new 
facility 

As mentioned earlier in this report, the 
predicted EME levels for the proposed 
telecommunications infrastructure are 
detailed in the Environmental EME report 
included within the application 
documentation.  This report prepared in 
accordance with the recognised industry 
standard ARPANSA details the maximum 
EME level for the proposed facility as 0.34% 
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of the public exposure limit. 
Noting the specific technical nature of data 
and calculation of EME levels, it is deemed 
appropriate to rely upon the 
documentation provided by suitably 
qualified persons in such matters and in 
accordance with the recognised ARPANSA 
standards – particularly where such matters 
largely extend beyond the expertise of 
Council land use planning staff. 
Notwithstanding, health and safety 
considerations associated with the 
discretion sought to allow a significantly 
lesser than permitted rear and side setbacks 
for the proposed monopole have been 
considered in this assessment and detailed 
previously in this report. 

Impact on property value Property valuation is not a land use 
planning matter, nor within the scope of 
consideration established by the planning 
scheme.  No further comment on this 
matter is appropriate. 

Table 2 – Summary of issues raised in the representation 

DISCUSSION 
This report has provided an assessment of the proposal against the requirements of the 
DIPS and in particular those matters where the exercise of discretion has been sought.  
Foremost amongst the discretions relied upon is a significantly lesser than permitted 
setback of the tower from the rear and side boundaries of the site.  The discretion sought 
in this regard is considered to exceed that which should be reasonably considered 
without undue adverse impact upon adjacent residential use and development, and the 
amenity they have reasonable entitlement to.  The size of the site prevents compliance 
with the permitted setback standards for a tower of the height proposed, and the 
discretion sought for the setbacks of the tower are of an extent to reasonably question the 
suitability of the site in the first instance. 

The proposed new monopole and antenna, at a total height of approximately 43m, is 
deemed to pose a substantial visual impact and be visible for a significant distance away 
from the site – a consequence made more prevalent by the elevated position of Hillcrest 
Road in the urban area of Devonport.  There is no existing built form or natural vegetation 
profile of the surrounding area that is considered to adequately mitigate or otherwise 
offset this visual impact. 

Noting the detail contained within the accompanying documentation provided by the 
proponent in support of the planning permit application, it seems reasonable to conclude 
that a primary factor influencing the selection of the site at 23 Hillcrest Road was the ability 
to secure tenure with the landowner.  The security or otherwise of obtaining land tenure is 
not a land use planning consideration, nor is it a reasonable justification on which to 
confer discretion relating to the suitability of the site to accommodate the proposed use 
and development. 



 PAGE 28   
 

Report to Planning Authority Committee meeting on 13 February 2017 

ITEM 4.1 

The matters raised in the representation including adverse visual impact and an 
unreasonable loss of amenity are consistent with the previous commentary provided in the 
assessment of the proposal against the requirements of the DIPS, and in particular the 
discussion provided against the development standards of the Telecommunication Code. 

As part of the normal assessment procedure, the application was internally referred to the 
various Council departments with an interest in development applications.  The 
requirements/comments of these referrals have been incorporated into this assessment as 
appropriate.   

Noting the location of the site within the area mapped as operational airspace under the 
DIPS the application was also referred to the Tasmanian Ports Corporation, with the 
subsequent response also included in this assessment. 

In accordance with the requirements of the Water and Sewerage Industry Act 2008 the 
application was referred to TasWater who subsequently issued a Submission to Planning 
Authority Notice stating no objection to the proposed development and requiring no 
conditions to be imposed in the event of Council granting a planning permit. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
No financial implications are predicted unless an appeal is made against the Council’s 
decision to the Resource Management and Planning Appeal Tribunal (RMPAT).  In such 
instance legal counsel may be required to represent Council.  The opportunity for an 
appeal exists as a result of the Council determining to either approve or refuse the 
application. 

RISK IMPLICATIONS 
No risk implications are associated with a determination of this planning permit 
application. 

CONCLUSION 
The application seeks approval for the use and development of a telecommunications 
monopole with attached antenna and associated infrastructure.  The proposed 
monopole and antenna will feature a total height of approximately 43m. 

The proposal relies on a number of Performance Criteria prescribed for the development 
standards under the Telecommunication Code of the DIPS.  The Acceptable Solution 
prescribes the “permitted standard” whilst the Performance Criteria allows for the 
discretion to consider circumstances where the permitted standard is not satisfied.  In 
accordance with the requirements of the DIPS if the Performance Criteria of an 
applicable zone or code standard are relied upon but cannot be satisfied, then the 
application for a use or development cannot be granted a permit. 

In this case the proposal is deemed non-compliant with the following Performance Criteria 
of the development standards established under the Telecommunication Code of the 
DIPS: 

 E8.6.2 P3 (b) – The discretion sought is to allow a setback of the proposed tower from 
the rear and side boundaries of the site that is significantly less (by a factor of more 
than 3 times less) than the permitted standard of 43m.  Noting the proximity of 
adjoining residential use and development the discretion sought is deemed to 
exceed that which should be reasonably considered. 

 E8.6.2 P1 – Noting the elevated position of Hillcrest Road and the proximity of the site 
to adjacent residential use and development, the proposed structure is deemed to 
establish a significant visual impact within the surrounding natural and built 
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environment.  It is further considered that the existing amenity enjoyed by adjacent 
residential use and development is unreasonably compromised by the visual intrusion 
of the proposed 43m high monopole structure. 

 E8.6.1 P2 – A key tenet of the Telecommunications Code is to promote the shared 
use and co-location of telecommunications infrastructure and to minimise the 
number of towers in the municipal area.  The planning permit issued by the Council in 
1999 for the Telstra monopole at 11 Hillcrest Road was on the basis that it would 
provide the opportunity for co-location with additional telecommunication carriers – 
a specific permit condition was provided to this effect.  In this context that monopole 
should have the structural capacity to accommodate additional antenna 
infrastructure.  It is considered that the justifications provided by the proponent 
against co-location have not been appropriately made out and not sufficiently 
apparent to conclude that the requirements of P2 have been satisfied.  

On the basis of the assessment against all applicable standards, as set out in the report, It 
is recommended that the application be refused. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Application - PA2016.0162 - 23 Hillcrest Road Devonport  

2. Representation - Johns - PA2016.0162 - 23 Hillcrest Road Devonport  

  
 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the Planning Authority, pursuant to the provisions of the Devonport Interim Planning 
Scheme 2013 and Section 57 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 in relation 
to the planning application PA2016.0162 for a telecommunications facility (monopole and 
associated infrastructure on land located at 23 Hillcrest Road, Devonport refuse the 
application due to its non-compliance with Performance Standards E8.6.2 P3 (b), E8.6.2 P1 
and E8.6.1 P2 Telecommunication Code E8 of the Devonport Interim Planning Scheme 
2013. 
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5.0 CLOSURE 
 
There being no further business the Chairman declared the meeting closed at         pm. 
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