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PLANNINGRPPLICATION

Proposal

Description of proposal: ...!?59.‘?9.?.?2..“.’!H.FT!.‘?EEE‘.’.‘.’FEE‘.’?!E:.?.E?SF.S.I.'!‘.*E:J..'?‘..E.‘.’.‘f..........................................................

(attach additional sheets if necessary)

If applying for a subdivision which creates a new road, please supply three proposed names for
the road, in order of preference:

CT no: 173280/ 1 ..........................

Estimoted cost of praject: ™ SN usamasriines (Include cost of landscaping,
car parks etc for commercial/industrial uses)

Are there any existing buildings on this property?  Yes / @
If yes — main building is USEA O .....cuviuiuiveririsseassrs sttt scnsis scssa e ars ras s s s e

If variation to Planning Scheme provisions requested, justification to be provided:

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

(attach additional sheets if necessary)

IS @NY SIGNAGE FEQUITEA? .uiuiuireciesirseis et ses e e b e
(if ves, provide details)
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SHEET INDEX:
01 § COVER SHEET
02 SITE PLAN
03 | FLOCRPLAN- CONTEXT
04 | FLOCR PLAN- LAYOUT
05 || ELEVATIONS ,

PROJECT NOTES:
TITLE REFERENCE 17328011
LOCAL AUTHORITY NORTHERN MIDLANDS COUNCIL
BUILDING CLASS CLASS 12
BUILDING ZONE GENERAL RESIDENTIAL
PREVAILING WINDS N/W

DESIGN WiND SPEED
SOIL CLASSIFICATION
ﬂEZ.}qm ZONE
BUSHFIRE ATTACK LEVEL
CORROSION ENVIRONMENT
ALPINE AREA

REGION A1-A5, N2

REFER TO GEOTECHNICAL REPORTS

P

BAL LOW- NO UNMAINTAINED BUSH OR GRASSLAND WATHIN 100m
LOW

N/A- LESS THAN 800m AHD

PLANNING ANALYSIS- GENERAL RESIDENTIAL

D 10.4.1 |RESIDENTIAL DENSITY FOR MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WE COMPLY
D 10.4.2 |SETBACKS AND BUILDING ENVELOPE FOR ALL DWELLINGS WE COMPLY
D 10.4.3 |SITE COVERAGE AND PRIVATE OPEN SPACE FOR ALL DWELLINGS WE COMPLY
D 10.4.4 [SUNLIGHT AND OVERSHADOWING FOR ALL DWELLINGS WE COMPLY
D 10.4.5 [WIDTH OF OPENINGS FOR GARAGES AND CARPORTS FOR ALL DWELLINGS WE COMPLY
D 10.4.6 [PRIVACY FOR ALL DWELLINGS WE COMPLY
D 10.4.7 |FRONTAGE FENCES FOR ALL DWELLINGS WE COMPLY
D 10.4.8 [WASTE STORAGE FOR MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WE COMPLY
D 10.4.9 |STORAGE FOR MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WE COMPLY
D 10.4.10| COMMON PROPERTY FOR MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WE COMPLY
D 10.4.11 |OUTBUILDINGS AND ANCILLARY STRUCTURES WE COMPLY
D 10412 | SITE SERVICES FOR MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WE COMPLY
[ 10473 [DEVELOPMENT WHICH IS NOT A DWELLING WE COMPLY
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D 10.4.15 {SUBDIVISION WE COMPLY

E 6,51 |CAR PARKING NUMBERS WE COMPLY

E 661 |CONSTRUCTION OF PARKING AREAS WE COMPLY
E 6,62 |DESIGN AND LAYQOUT OF PARKING AREAS WE COMPLY
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Submission to Planning Authority Notice
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Council Planning Council notice
——— PLN-20-0310 ke 11/02/2021
slasWVatendetailsy e o eduais ottt e v e - —
TasWater ~
T — TWDA 2021/00204-NMC Date of response | 18/02/2021
TasWaney Anthony Cengia Phone No. | 0474 933 293
| Contact o B |
_Responseissuedto e
Council name NORTHERN MIDLANDS COUNCIL
Contact details Planning@nmc.tas.gov.au

Development details

Address " | 46 ANSTEY ST, LONGFORD

Description of
development

Schedule of drawings/documents

Multiple Dwellings x 2

Date of Issue
08/12/2020

Drawing/document No.
20023 Sheets 01 to 05

Prepared by

Stuart Oates
_Conditions

SUBMISSION TO PLANNING AUTHORITY NOTICE OF PLANNING APPLICATION REFERRAL

Pursuant to the Water and Sewerage Industry Act 2008 (TAS) Section 56P(1) TasWater imposes the
following conditions on the permit for this application:

CONNECTIONS, METERING & BACKFLOW

1. A suitably sized water supply with metered connections and sewerage system and connection to the
development must be designed and constructed to TasWater’s satisfaction and be in accordance
with any other conditions in this permit.

2. Any removal/supply and installation of water meters and/or the removal of redundant and/or
installation of new and modified property service connections must be carried out by TasWater at
the developer’s cost.

3. Prior to commencing construction/use of the development, any water connection utilised for
construction/the development must have a backflow prevention device and water meter installed,
to the satisfaction of TasWater, :

DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT FEES

4. The applicant or landowner as the case may be, must pay a development assessment fee of $211.63
to TasWater, as approved by the Economic Regulator and the fee will be indexed, until the date paid
to TasWater.

The payment is required within 30 days of the issue of an invoice by TasWater.

General

For information on TasWater development standards, please visit
http://www.taswater.com.au/Development/Development-Standards

For application forms please visit http://www.taswater.com.au/Development/Forms

v LA - = - Page 1 0of 2
Uncontrolled when printed Version No: 0.1
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The drawings/documents and conditions stated above constitute TasWater’s Submission to Planning
Authority Notice. '

Authorised by

Jason Taylor
Development Assessment Manager

TasWater Contact Dg't_ails

13 6992

Mail

GPO Box 1393 Hobart TAS 7001 Web

www.taswater.com.au

Uncontrolled when printed

Page 2 of 2
Version No: 0.1
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REFERRAL OF DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION PLN-20-0310 TO WORKS & INFRASTRUCTURE
DEPARTMENT

Property/Subdivision No: 100400.13

Date: 11 February 2021

Applicant: Marlborough St Holdings Pty Lrd

Proposal: Multiple Dwellings (2, 1 existing) - vary impervious access
Location: 46 Anstey Street, Longford

W&I referral PLN-20-0310, 46 Anstey Street, Longford
Planning admin: W&I fees paid.
No W&I comment

Jonathan Galbraith (Engineering Officer)
Date: 12/2/21



20/2/2021 |

i
General Manager [

Northern Midland Council

Dear Sir/ Madam,

My wife and | would like to lodge a submission to the proposed development at 46 Anstey Street
Longford. Reference Na, PLN-20-0310.

We apposed the construction of an additional dwelling in the front of the existing dwelling as we
believe with the amount of shared site dwellings already being buiit around Longford detracts from
the character of the town, we are also concerned about the drain on the current infrastructure,
namely the already poor water pressure at the southern end of town. We are also concerned over
what damage will be caused to the existing trees on site.

We also believe the design of the dwelling does not fit in with the character of the existing character
of Anstey Street.

We are apposed to high density living with the land size of new subdivision’s hecoming smaller and
existing home sites being subdivided to allow additional dwellings being built in the same parcel of
land.

1 hope council can take our objections into account and reject this deveiopment.
Yours Sincerely,

Robin and Linda Camilleri

15C Cracroft Street

tongford 7301
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2/11 Anstey Street, Longford, 7301 Alicghinants

" The General Manager,
Northern Midlands Council,
Longford.

rEc'o 7 7 FEB 20N

To Northern Midlands Council,
Dear Sirs/ fiadam,

Re Proposed Development at 46 Anstey Street, Longford.
PLN -20-0310

First inspection of the plans for this proposed development revealed
that the two big Pin-Oak trees which so enhance this property, were to be
built around. This looked good, but as my arborist friend observed, it would
he fatal for the trees when their extensive root systems are overlaid by the
buildings and/or otherwise compromised by water, sewerage, drainage lines,
as well as the builders’ activities/wastage/pollution. Thus a slow death would
be in store for these magnificent specimens -- the larger of which would be a
contender for the grandest of its kind in Tasmania.

This garden is the very epitome of Longford's claim to integrate
GARDENS AND HISTORY, in that the garden was set up by the Hudsons;
he who gave virtually his whole working life to Longford Council, notably as
Warden. Even now , minus the ongoing intensive care once given daily by
the late Kathieen Hudson, this plot is a joy of horticultural surprises, colours,
and shapes, embracing the seasonal changes. As a natural enhancement of
this section of Longford, itis Vital.

Already there's been much development around the garden and
indead much of the original plantings have mostly managed to survive. This
current radical proposal would not be as forgiving and sympathetic.

| urge most stridently that Council rejects this development application.

9 e St Ay

g i i
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Karen Jenkins

From: Cher Downton <«

Sent: Sunday, 28 February 2021 1:30 PM
To: NMC Planning

Subject: 46 Anstey Street Longford

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

1 would like to submit a submission regarding the proposed development at 46 Anstey Street LONGFORD.

This is not in keeping with the streetscape of Anstey Street, it being designated a low density semi-rural
residential street. I strongly oppose this latest development and call on the
planning committee to reject this proposal.

With the possibility of harm to the landmark trees (which are of some 70 years age) at that site having a
visual and environmental impact [ would again ask that the planners take into consideration
that the proposed development be agreed as not suitable for this area.

Thank you for taking into consideration my concerns.
Cher Downton

19A Cracroft Street
Longford.
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General Manager Planning

areo 16 FEB 101

Northern Midiands Council

25th February 2021

Re Planning Application PLN-20-0310

46 Anstey Street, Longford
To Whom It May Concern

Please consider our abjection to the planning application for 46 Anstey Street, Longford for
the reasons as follow.

Whilst Anstey Street is classified as General Residential, it is very much a semi-rural setting.
The majority of tha houses clearly visible on the street are predominantly older homes of
mixed character, and if not, a clear attempt has been made to ensure they are in keeping
with the neighbouring houses, The proposed dwelling shows no attempt at all to fit in with
the current street environment and will not be in keeping with the overall visual appearance
of the street. Consequently, the visual impact of the proposed house will be both constant
and negative, and it is unlikely to decrease over the years. It will remain as an example of
less than ideal planning decisions.

The Northern Midlands Cauncil has in recent years, been planting trees in many of the
townships Including Longford. Whilst Anstey Street is not In the heritage centre of the town
and unlikely to receive the benefits of these focussed tree plantings, it is fortunate to have
many established trees on the wide road verge. Additionally it has many gardens that have
large established trees, some of which are relatively old for suburban gardens. The
immediate area around 46 Anstey Street has a number of these significant trees that again,
add to the visual ambience of the area. As the effect of climate change increases, there are
many benefits of such trees and increasingly important is the fact that they help to reduce
the ambient temperature of the immediate area on days of extreme heat.

There are two such significant trees on the front section of 46 Anstey Street, The house
appears to be designed around these two trees and one in particular is situated between
two sections of the house at the entrance to the courtyard. This entrance appears to be
quite narrow, approximately 3.6 metres using the scale provided on the application sheet
index site plan and floor plans, For a tree of such height and width and with branchesto a
low level, it is obvious that is it most unlikely that it will survive the impact of the proposed
house. Surely an Arborist report shouid have heen provided to calculate the Tree Protection
Zone (TPZ) for this particular tree and also the large tree on the Northeast corner of the
block. The TPZ is a distance from the stem required for the protection of the tree's crown
and roots to provide for the viability and stability of the tree and is a requirement of many
councils for trees on land to be developed. No construction activity should occur in this
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area. Although the tree is included within the plans of the hause, suggesting it is not to be
removed, the minimal space it is allowed is likely to result in the decreased health of the
tree and ultimately its deterioration and death. Together with the failure to include an
Arborist report, this indicates at best, an oversight, but at worse, intent to misguide the
council as to the overall long-term appearance of the house and its suitability for the street.

We request that the council consider our objections as outlined above and reject the
application PLN-20-0310. We have only recently finished an extensive renovation of our
residence at 3 Anstey Street and it was completed with a focus on retaining the original
1960's features of the house, We intentionally purchased the house as it was in a street that
largely contained ofder style houses. Anstey Street warrants all efforts to retain the current
streetscape as part of an historic town that sheuld continue to develop appropriately with
good planning decisions.

Regards
Rosalie and lan Thompson
P.O. Box 103

Longford
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19" February, 2021
. The Generzl Manager,
Planning Department

Northern Midlands Council.

Dear Sir or Madam,

1 am writing to lodge a submission re proposed development at 46 Anstey Street, Longford
application PLN 20-0310 to build an extra dwetling in front of the existing weatherboard at 46 Anstey
Streetl.

The recent proposal in my opinion is out of keeping with the rest of the homes in Anstey Street.

The trees In the front of the property are magnificent and there is no mention of how the trees
would be maintained or destroyed in the proposed development. These trees are a land mark and
must be of a good age.

| chose to move from suburbia in Launceston to the country in Longford to be in the country not
suburbia all over again,

I chose to buy my property in Anstey Street, for the aesthetic appearance of the Street, the trees and
the existing character of the surrounding properties,

| moved to my house in Anstey Street over two years ago, the traffic was minimal and now with the
units that have been built at 46 Anstey Street, {Cadogen Gardens) | have noticed an increase in
traffic throughout the day. 1 moved to the country for peace and quiet.

[t appears that Anstey Street is one of the last existing Streets in Longford, that still has the essence
of country living, as more and more units and suburbia is being allowed to be built in Longford.

| urge the Council to reject this development application due to the significant visual and
environmental impact on the surrounding community.

Please consider my concerns in this matter.

kind regards

Kitana Kelly
58a Anstey Street,
Longford 7301

Mobile: . —
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1/11 Anstey street,

tongford, 7301

20 February, 2021,

To General Manager
Department of planning
Northarn midlands council
Longford. 7301

Re: PLN 20-0310 46 Anstey street, Longford.

Dear sir or Madam,

We purchased our property in Anstey street some years ago, enticed by the streetscape and the
quietness of this lovely area.

With recent development in the street of a high density unit complex we have endured the impact of
increased traffic and additional environmental naise. We believe that such developments are better
suited to suburbia.

We regard this latest proposal to build an additional residence, a further insult to the visual integrity of
the street. The modern architecture is in complete contrast to the existing homes, most of which are
1950 circa. Our own home is new in comparison, but tastefully absorbed into the neighhourhoad, as
expressed by those who live here.

We are anxious to maintain the visual splendour of the streatscape. We are concerned alsa that future
removal of the magnificent trees may have a deleterious consequence to nearby properties, possibly
with costly cutcomes,

With respect we ask if a qualified aboriculturist was consulted during the planning process and whether
a report is avallable for perusal by interested parties.

We urge council to reflect on the valid views shared by most residents that this is an inappropriate
project, and we strangly object to this going ahead.

Thank you for your consideration.

P.M Barnes nvFauvah

— ,7 -~
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To the General Manager.

Planning Department Northern Midlands Council.

To Whon it may concern,

We are writing in response to a submission reparding proposed further dgve!opment at 46 Anstey St
Longford. '

The proposed site which already has many units/townhouses, are not visible from the road, which
still gives the street its much loved Contemporary Buildings built Pre 1950's.

The trees at the front of this proposed development, gives the street a great feel of happy famii!es,
and beautiful Appearance.

We donot support the future proposal to excavate/remove any trees, the massremoval of such
trees would have a great affect, not only visual, hut also unearthing future unforeseen problems,

We are sure the tree roots would most definitely reach under the road, and into neighbouring
properties, which will in the for-coming fature, roots left from excavated tree would over time
breakdown/rot, which will have an affect on seil under neighbouring road, driveways, water supply
and drainage as soil settles/moves. '

This Proposal is significantly out of keeping with the appearance of the rest of the homes ih Anstey
St. '

And 15 highly likely to have an adverse on our community and our énvironmant,

We live opposite the proposed site, and every hin day, oh dear, what a mess, already tired of the
rubbish trucks sitting outside our window for prolonged time emptying them.

Many a-times we have personally dragged bins back up the driveway, just to.get empty bins off the
street, very untidy, @ssome bins stay out for days after rubhish collection.

Number of vehicles that come and go.thrgughout the day/night, at times we think we are in the
middle of a major city, not only concerns for the extra traffic load on roads, but alsa the safety of our
children growing up in once a lovely quiet family street, which is fast becoming an unsafe street to
take a casual walk along.

with careful thoughts, considering our views, we urge the council to please reject this developmant
proposalfapplication, due to the not only visual, but the environmental impact to our suirounding
community, also adding even more traffic.

Thank you for your time for accepting/considering our concerns.

g g
g /2/1>///)//\/"‘,_

Yotirs Sincerely

Bradley D Mckay & Chommakorn Kaweekaew (LEE)
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23/02/21

General Manager,

Northern midiands council Planning Department
Dear sir or Madam,
Lam writing to formerly object to proposed redevelopment at 46 Anstey street PLN-20-0319,

After [ooking through the plans | obtained, | am very disappainted that this developer could even
contemplate this idea. Clearly building over the property’s tree roots as proposed would surely kill the
trees, The planned residence is also not suitable to this area, more a modern development area.

Should the trees be removed, the residents of this street would be greatly effected. The trees have
been there for more than 70 years and are considered by us as a magnificent landmark, They may not
be listed as heritage, but to the community they are much loved and heritage to us.

Anstey street is in a rural area. 1 have fived here for many years and enjoy the area for its country
outlook and low density, Same of us have livestock which adds to the serenity. Already having a new
development at this location still being built has caused increased traffic and noise ta Anstey street,
which | know has caused a lot of ongoing Issues with the directly affected properties,

| would urge council to reject this new proposal at 46 Anstey street. It Is tatally inappropriate for the
area.

Thank you,

Yaurs faithfully

Pat Jones

) . k.
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22 February 2021,

TO the General Manager,

Planring Department

Northern midlands councii

Dear Sir or Madam,

We are wrlting to lodge a submisslon regarding the proposed development at 46 Anstey streel

- Longford, application PLN 20-0310, This development project, as you know, Js to bulld an axtra dwelling
in front of the existing weatherboard home of 46 Anstey street. This property borders along side our
propetty at 50 Anstey street.

Whilst we understand that this site Is classed as a General residential zone, Anstey street Is by definition
a low denslty rural street, and cannot support an additional dwelling. This block has already been
subdivided to bulld the recent development at 48 Anstey street (Cadogen gardens), which continces to
cause numerous [ssues for the resldents living here, particularly us who five next door.

This proposal is significantly out of keaping with the rest of the homes In Anstey street, and is likely to
have adverse impacts on our community and the environment. We strongly oppose this fatest
development and urge council to reject the proposal , and we draw your attention to the following
issues,

The surraunding area, namely Anstey street is characterized predominantly by residential dwellings in a
rural setting, with back gardens, including pre 1950 character homes. Those contemporary houses built
post 1250 have all maintained the character of the street and Immediate area. It Is the very histaric
heartland the midlands counell talks about on your printed stationary, such as your rate notices which
we pay. In contrast, the proposed building design which in effect resemblas a site shed or amenities
biock will not have a positive impact on the landscape and scenlc quality of Anstey streat,

We do not suppart the proposal to excavate the site, and question how this will affect the existing
trees, consldering thelr size and tree root mass. We believe it is unrealistic and inappropriate to build a
pod stab on top of this reot mass as per plan diagrams, and a dwelling underneath such a huge tree
canopy can only lead to disastrous consequence.. Should the developer then use his discretion to
remove the trees, after realizing excavation has darnaged them, we have huge concerns regarding how
this will affect the nelghboring properties, especially our property which will passibly have roots from
this tree beneath our house. The roats of thesa treas coudd also reach across the road and into those
properties opposlte, Apart from damage caused, these beautiful trees are a landmark, just as the water
tower is, as well as providing an aesthetic appearance to our street. They are at least 70 years old,



1-523

hawng belng planted afra the war By Mrant Mrs Hudson, theé owners of this eriglvial pmpem’ They aré

@ major enjoyént g the résidents, and not least of all the birdlife.

We have stated ihat the histary of Anstey straet has béen ruralto-semf rural with the horse'tracka
shart walk and neighboring properties with sheep In paddecks. The existing résidence at 46 Anstey isa
character weatherhoard Home, which typifies the nature of Anstey street. ltwlll be ovetshardowed by
this riew development which is more-syited to a high deisity residential area, withoubsuchy charagter
homes and-rural putlook,

AlsgImportartly the proposal alse falls 1o gorisider the triffic Impact to the immediate area. At present
the development at48 Anstey Streét enconipassing 8 units hias significantly Impacted traffic
management, and adeggate entry and éxit from the driveway, which I directly on ouf Houridary &t 50
Anstey street, Thete are & units already With a miinfimui of 12 Vehicles using this driveway at multiple
times of every.day, There'are 3 ioré usits still unider constructlon, which we BNVisage haviiga
minfmum of 68 morevehicles entering and. exiting the sams drivéway, which is adjacenit ta the carport
praposéd at 46-Anstey; This does notinclude all the regular visitors to these 2 sites Which are many. The
eonstant drum of vehicle nojsa and loss of f privacy we-éxperience every day js already Uiigceeptahle,
Naowi the possibility of a developer de filing the street with this inappfopriate project adds fui fther insult.

In_addition to this there arg currently 12 Fiibbish bins from numbers 46 and 48'edch fortrilght, withi
another two likely at the proposed site, arid-an additional 6.once 48 Anstey Development js compléte.
This is a total of 20 biis, Some of these bins reman on the natuie strip for several days, léading them
to fall on to the road, as well as looking unsfghtty.

Taking ali this Into accoiint, We Lrge the council to rejectthis development application due to the

slgnificant visuel and envirorimerital impdct or our $urrounding commitinity, Sswell a¢ the traffic

management issué that will increase ofice again in the inimediate dréa. Weare after all a HERITAGE:

tDWn %

Yolurs faithfully,

Bonald Sweatman =
Efizabeth Geay M :

50 Anstey streat

::.-“"‘. -

Longford. 7301
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To Whom it may concern,
| am writing in repose to the Development Application submitted for 46 Anstey St.

| have serious doubts to the proximity of the proposed building to the Quercus tree
that is on site. It appears to be encroaching on approx 2/3 of the SRZ (Structural
Root Zone), and without necessary provisions is is likely that the tree’s health will
suffer as a result.

From the submitted plans, it appears the house has a slab construction, which
involves excavation and compaction to the root zone. Also the patio, if slab
construction, would encroach on the other significant trees root zone.

The trees access to water and nutrients will also be greatly affected.

| would recommend that the council promotes the health and inclusion of any
significant trees as they have an important place in everyones health and well being.

Kind regards

Tom Cloudsdale
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23 Anstey Street
Longford

Tas, 7301

General Manager

PO Box 156

Longford

Tas 7301

28" Feb 2020

Dear General Manager,

RE: Planning Ref: PLN-20-0310. Site 46 Anstey Street, Longford

| object to the planning for the above site for the following reasons: ‘

e The colour-bond material chosen does not fit the style of the street. This modern material is
not in keeping with the mainly weatherboard style of other properties.

e Traffic has increased significantly over the last 5 years in the street, and a further property
will further enhance this problem. ‘

e The current site has very established trees and greenery which could be potentially lost with -
building so close to them.

Regards

Graham Franklin

Owner and Resident, 23 Anstey St.
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Karen Jenkins

From; Dee Alty < .

Sent: Monday, 1 March 2021 11:18 AM
To: NMC Planning

Subject: 46 Anstey Street development

To Whom If May Concern

I have inspected the plans and the site of the development and although i have no objection to the actual house
plan, how it is sited on the black leaves me concerned because of:

+ insufficient daylight to allow solar access for either power or heating;

* The two mature trees on the site would be a risk to the resident from both falling limbs and hush fire - which may
prohibit full insurance;

¢ In the construction stage the tree roots could well be damaged and/or interfere with water table leaving a further
risk to the resident.

» The driveway separating the two dwellings gives insufficient space for each resident to have quiet'enjoyment of
their properties and some form of fencing should be required.

» The existing driveway between the two buildings should be eliminated and the entrance to the site should be
directly off Anstey Street,

I find the planning discretions very poor in considering the welfare of residents when the application isn’t from an
owner builder, '

Kind regards
Dee Alty

sent from my iPhone
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Sharon and Harry Galea

21 Cracroft Street
LONGFORD, 7301

(Correspondence on this matter by posted mail please.)

28 February 2021

General Manager

Northern Midlands Council
13 Smith Street
LONGFORD, 7301

Dear Mr Jennings,

PLN-20-0310. 46 Anstey Street - Development Application (Multiple
Dwellings)

I refer to the above development allocation currently being advertised
seeking public comment/objection/submission. Please accept this letter as a
formal submission to the application.

The information provided (on the Council's website) is missing a vital
document in determining whether the application has a fatal flaw. Where is
the arborist report on the suitability of the building wrapping around the tree
- proposed concrete slab foundations in minimising impacton the root
structure - upper canopy limbs requiring work or cabling given the increased
risk possed by the new building? The 2 oak trees are a major visual,
ambiance and birdlife micro ecology environment for not only Anstey Street
but the broader locality. The priority should not be too facilitate the dwelling
but to protect an important (cultural? or at worst landscape) feature of
Longford. Before proceeding this information should be provided by the
applicant and advertised publicly - any other option isolates those in the local
community from providing informed comment. Once an expert report and
recommendations are provided (and considered practically implementable)
then if a permit is issued the recommendations and retention of the 2 oak
trees should be listed a LUPAA Part 5 Agreement on title - any thing else will
be forgotten in time or not properly passed on to future owners - passed
experienced has proved this.
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E :

The second comment is a philosophical statement. Has the character and
ambience of the town have any importance in the decision making process?
Certainly this is only one additional multiple dwelling added to the current
load. Where is the trigger for when a sub-region/street on Longford (or any
other town covered by the planning scheme) has had its fair share of
multiple unit development. Surely this is a strategic consideration and not
one 'driven by market forces'. If it is the latter then this-is out of Kilter with
what the broader community think. Should not the planning strategy reflect
community opinion? I have no complaint whatsoever that there needs to be
a diverse range of accommodation and lot sizes to cater to single parent
families, older residents, large growing families, activate and busy lifestyle
etc etc. But where is this diverse strategy reflected in the Council's land use
strategy and hence planning scheme?

I note that the many other unit developments in our area appear to be
accompanied by installation of higher privacy fencing. The documents on
exhibition appear silent on this issue - is this a standard planning condition
given there is an intensification of land-use on the subject land and hence
negative effect on privacy for the adjacent property compared with the status
qua?

My next comment relates partly to a comment above on the number of
dwelling units that can be sustained in a given area. The issue I raised is
water supply provided by TasWater. The top end of Longford, on.a hot
summer's day, has a drop in water pressure to what must be below the
desirable minimum (20m head of pressure) standard specified by the
regulator TasWater. Why would additional residential tenements be
approved if the area falls below a desirable standard? I make these
comments not with any technical expertise but as a user in the area. Does
TasWater modeling indicate that all existing properties within this sub-
catchment are provided the minimum desirable pressure and flow of
reticulated water supply across the range of expected climatic conditions on
Longford? If not then there should be no more development until this is
fixed.

Thankyou for providing us the opportunity to make comment on this
application.

Sincerely,



.o d Hr ae )
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NORTHERN Tl ATAr o
File by~

60 Anstey St
Longford 7301

1st March 2021
Mi Des Jennings

General Manager

Northern Midlands Council
13 Smith Street

Longford 7301

Dear Sir

Re: DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION PLN-20-0310

I wish to lodge a formal complaint to this application for the multiple dwellings (2, 1
existing) -vary impervious access.

While I am pleased to see development happening in our community this particutar
proposal gives me serious concern because of:

» Insufficient daylight to allow solar access for either power or heating;

« The two mature trees on the site would be a risk to the resident from both falling
limbs and bush fire - which may prohibit full insurance;

« In the construction stage the tree roots could well be damaged and/or interfere with
water table (that the trees rely on} leaving a further risk to the resident.

» The driveway separating the two dwellings gives insufficient space for each resident
to have quiet enjoyment of their properties and some form of fencing should be
required.

» The existing driveway between the two buildings should be eliminated and the
entrance to the site should be directly off Anstey Street,

I find the planning discretions very poor in considering the welfare of residents when
the application isn’t from an owner builder.

And further I believe that the councillors are being put in a very invidious situation
having to say yes or no ta a proposal concerning trees, because this proposal is
sidestepping their removal/demise and a future occupier owner may question the
decision by council to approve the building application in the first place.

Yours faithfully,
Kevin

Kevin Headiam
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Rosemary Jones

From: : Paul Godier

Sent: Wednesday, 3 March 2021 8:19 AM
To: NMC Planning

Cc: Erin Miles

Subject: FW: 46 Anstey Street Longford
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

From: bounce developments <

Sent: Tuesday, 2 March 2021 5:58 PM
To: Paul Godier <

Subject: 46 Anstey Street Longford

Hi Paul

You may want to give me a call to discuss this, as it is of considerable disappointment that so many ilf informed
representations have been forthcoming.

| tried to call you earlier this afternoon, but you were unavailable according to the receptionist Martin.

We have read through the representations on this matter, and consider none of the representations grounds for
refusal on this application.

What is disappointing is the personal nature of some representations and the duplicated responses which are clearly
designed to be mischievous. It demonstrates a fundamental flaw in the process.

That aside, the most relevant matter , which we do accept but have already clearly articulated in the plans, along
with aur past historical development of Cadogan Gardens (48 Anstey St ), is our care and concern of existing
vegetation, particularly existing trees.

We stand extremely proud of our development at 48 Anstey St and the path we chose to keep trees over
development.

What should be noted to the representors is that we could have increased development by several more units, but
rather were sympathetic and caring of the way we wished to maintain trees many years old. They were

specific instructions, clearly demonstrated, and the same applies to what we are endeavouring to achieve at 46
Anstey.

While not a planning matter, the trees are of paramount importance and integral in our design, so much so we will
by default engage an arborist to ensure the integrity of the trees both through the development stage and long
term. | encourage you to share this with those making representations in this matter that have shown genuine
concern. The last thing we would do is endanger these trees and have endeavoured to keep as much existing
vegetation as possible, to the point of argument between the architect and myself.

In regards to the applicable zoning, some of the representations are simply not correct. We have just two dwellings
on a sight of some 1674m2. As such this is clearly of no consequence or relevance to "high density".

In relation to streetscape and other matters raised, while possibly of genuine concern to some neighbours, they do
not constitute genuine concerns for refusal in any way.
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The final matter i have been asked to raise, is why this application was advertised at all? Both Stuart and i were of
the opinion the application was allowable and compliant.

We note the reason being given was due to an impervious surface appearing to be the catalyst for advertising. The
driveway is rustic and has been in place for many years, and while we could change such, that would be to the
detriment and history of the existing property and the overall character.

Again you will remember our choice of road cover at 48 Anstey which was designed to be more in character with the
setting.

If forced to change this, merely to eliminate a planning loophole, we would be disappointed and do so, but that
would demonstrate the sometimes flawed nature of the planning scheme, and can do so if required.

Based on the representations generally wanting to keep the vegetation and ambience of the setting, representors
should be aware of this, as changes would be far more visually impacting than what we have proposed.

Based on this we see no cause to extend the allowable timelines, and would immediately appeal this were the
Council to refuse our application. This would likely come at cost to the Ratepayers for no genuine reason.

We welcome arbitration and discussion, but such cannot be at our detriment of our timelines, when we have spent
considerable time, money , effort and care to consider matters which are being raised despite a proven and positive
track record of consideration to trees and vegetation.

Unless you can show genuine reason for us to do so , no extension will be agreed.

Please call to discuss at your leisure.

Many Thanks

AM



