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Ms Kelly Grigsby 

Chief Executive Officer 

Hobart City Council 

GPO Box 503  

Hobart 7001        22 June 2021 

 

By email:  representation@hobartcity.com.au 

 

Dear Ms Grigsby, 

 

Re: Representation in response to PLN19-345, 100 Pinnacle Road and 30 McRobies 

Road and adjacent road reserve 

 

Please accept this representation on behalf of the Residents Opposed to the Cable 

Car Inc. (ROCC) opposing the grant of a planning permit to the Mount Wellington 

Cableway Company’s (MWCC) tourism proposal on kunanyi/Mt Wellington (the 

proposal).  

ROCC is an incorporated community organisation committed to the protection of 

kunanyi/Mt Wellington from the negative impacts of a cable car and its associated 

private commercial developments. ROCC is 100% volunteer-run and pays no staff. 

Given the demonstrable non-compliance with planning and management 

requirements, ROCC requests the Hobart City Council (HCC) refuse the granting of 

a permit to construct the proposal and instead, move to better protect kunanyi/Mt 

Wellington from such developments.  

ROCC believes the proponent lacks the credibility and capacity to deliver the project 

should it be approved. It has been unwilling or unable to demonstrate that the project 

will not fail financially, thus leaving the Hobart City Council and ratepayers exposed 

to permanent impacts on a public reserve and a large financial and logistical liability. 

The proponent has demonstrated a profound lack of good faith with regards its 

dealing with the Tasmanian community, particularly the Aboriginal community and 

we note that community’s ubiquitous opposition to the proposal. 

Self-deluded promises of transparency have not been forthcoming from the 

proponent and issues such as financial viability and closure of the Pinnacle Road 

during construction have still not been addressed publicly.  

mailto:representation@hobartcity.com.au
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Additionally, the Development Application (DA) contains numerous errors, 

omissions, and outright misrepresentations, as highlighted in our submission below. 

Of particular concern is an apparent attempt to misrepresent the position of the 

Environmental Protection Authority with regards to its purported acceptance of noise 

limits. In Appendix 1 are copies of correspondence clarifying the EPA’s position.  

The DA does not comply with the Wellington Park Management Plan (WPMP) or the 

Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 (Planning Scheme). 

ROCC believes that this proposal would irrevocably damage the values for which the 

Wellington Park was established to protect, and impact negatively on the amenity 

and experience of users of the park, including longstanding, repeat visitors to the 

park.  

The proposal will have unacceptable impacts on residents in adjacent suburbs 

including, but not limited to issues associated with noise and traffic, issues genuinely 

associated with the health, wellbeing and safely of the public. 

The proponent and proposal have failed to earn a social licence for this development 

and its construction and operation would lead to significant, ongoing consternation 

and conflict with people who value Wellington Park as a public reserve and seek 

genuine protection for the values for which it was declared.  

For ROCC, the proposal represents mass tourism at its worst. In the guise of a 

transport solution for kunanyi/Mt Wellington, it seeks to monopolise public, reserved 

space on the Pinnacle and privately commercialise what is currently the commons. It 

would remove the only publicly available shelter on the summit and channel people 

into a massive private development dedicated to consumption, comfort and indoor 

entertainment.  

It annuls an iconic public experience available no where else in the world and 

replaces it with commercial services already available elsewhere in Hobart. 

Indeed, its claim to solve pre-existing traffic and infrastructure challenges on kunanyi 

represents a project concept looking for a problem to fix, rather than a genuine, well 

thought through and publicly-supported fix to a perennial problem.  

ROCC sees the cable car proposal as the single biggest impediment to the 

implementation of genuinely sustainable investment and ideas that can actually 

serve to relieve pressure on the Pinnacle Road - from Fern Tree to the summit, 

including The Springs. So long as this proposal remains, investment in and 

implementation of innovative, sustainable and engaging visitor transport options will 

continue to be thwarted.  

As owners and managers of one of Hobart’s greatest icons, cherished by its 

residents as a place of awe and wonder and protected for its natural and cultural 

treasures, the HCC has a solemn responsibility to maintain its integrity. 

A cable car over the Organ Pipes, thousands of square metres of private commercial 

floorspace and the associated infrastructure of towers, base station and road will, of 

course, be viewed differently by a diverse community. 
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For ROCC and the thousands of people we represent, these developments signify 

an assault on the values of the park, a blow to the experience of everyday users and 

a hit to the security of residents who have built their lives on the foothills of the 

mountain that makes our city truly special in an already over-developed world.  

We strongly urge the Council to refuse a permit for this proposal. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Residents Opposed to the Cable Car.  
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Approach of this representation  

ROCC gratefully acknowledges that it has had the benefit of referring to the 

individual representations of Ted Cutlan, David Day, David Green, Lewis Graham, 

Maria Grist, Professor Menna Jones, Bernard Lloyd, Rodney Maier, Dr Jon Marsden 

Smedley, Nick Tompson and Phil Stigant in preparation of this representation.  

The following representation will address whether the development application (DA) 

for the MWCC proposal satisfies relevant aspects of the WPMP. It then addresses 

whether the proposal complies with relevant aspects of the Planning Scheme. First, 

we address a number of threshold issues that ROCC considers warrant the refusal 

of this proposal.  

 

Threshold Issue – proposal is for a prohibited use 

ROCC considers that the MWCC proposal is for a “prohibited use” for the following 

reasons.  

The entire project aims to bring mass-tourism to kunanyi (for example, Ireneinc 

Planning Report p.95, MWCC (2020) Community Benefits at pp2 and 5, Strategy 42 

South (2016) Mount Wellington Cable Car Economic Impact Report at pp iii, 6, 7, 8, 

10-12 and from p14). 

The proposal should therefore be classed as a “Tourist Operation” for the purposes 

of both the Planning Scheme and the WPMP. The WPMP specifically prohibits 

Tourist Operations within the Recreation Zone, where the base station and the 

access road are proposed to be located, and within the Natural Zone where Tower 3 

is proposed to be located. This is a fundamental issue affecting the whole of the 

proposal. If correctly categorised as a Tourism Operation, the proposal must be 

refused a permit. 

Alternatively, if the Council finds that the base station and ancillary access road 

should be separately categorised to the Pinnacle Centre uses, then they should be 

classed as a “Transport Distribution and Depot” use. This use class is prohibited in 

the Environmental Management Zone under the Planning Scheme. While WPMP 

may override the Planning Scheme to make such a use “permitted” within the Park, 

the section of the access road outside the Park remains a prohibited use under the 

Environmental Management Zone and clause 9.6.1 of the Hobart Interim Planning 

Scheme does not apply.  Again, for this reason, the application must be refused. 

 

Wellington Park Management Plan 

Flora and Fauna and Geoconservation 

The WPMP standards that regulate the impacts of the proposal on flora, fauna, 

geoconservation and natural processes are found in Issue 2 of Table 5, p 144, and 
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Issue 2 of Table S2.6 at p 172 of the WPMP. The Issue 2, Table S2.6 standards are 

extracted below, but the Issue 2 standards, which apply outside the Pinnacle 

Specific Area, are in the same terms. 

 

 

  

Consideration 

The proposal fails to meet the acceptable solutions relating to flora, fauna, and 

geoconservation in Issue 2 of Tables 5 and S2.6 and therefore must satisfy the 

corresponding performance criteria. ROCC considers that the DA has failed to 

demonstrate compliance with each of the performance criteria.  

Inadequate assessment 

Firstly, ROCC is concerned that significant aspects of the footprint of the proposal 

and related impacts on flora, fauna and geoheritage are missing from the DA. This 

includes proposed excavation works for an underground power cable through the 

sensitive alpine environment (in excess of 1 kilometre long) described on page 85 of 

the Ireneinc Planning Report.  There is no assessment of the vegetation types and 

distribution including any known threatened species, or of trees and vegetation to be 

removed for this part of the development. Furthermore, there is no assessment of 

the geoheritage impacts of these proposed works. 

https://iplan.tas.gov.au/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=hobips
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Native vegetation and habitat impacts 

The proposal will have an unacceptable and long-term impact on native vegetation 

and habitat values of Wellington Park (the Park).  

The major vegetation and habitat impacts of the proposal within the Park involve 

clearing around the base station and lower towers. The North Barker Report 

estimates (p 58) that 24 large (>100cm DBH) trees will need to be cleared within the 

Park (these are in addition to the loss of 67 habitat trees outside of the Park along 

the proposed access road). These trees provide potential nesting and foraging 

habitat for the critically endangered Swift Parrot and the endangered Masked Owl. 

While the North Barker Report suggests (p 72) that any hollows in the trees may 

simply be replaced through placement of boxes or strapping hollows cut from the 

removed trees onto other vegetation, there has been no thorough assessment of the 

rate of success of such methods. The North Barker Report also fails to consider the 

likely long-term impact the regular movement of the cable car, and the increased 

human visitation will have on the whole of the area as nesting and foraging habitat 

for these threatened species.  

The Pinnacle Centre itself and tower three are located entirely within the alpine 

environment  destroying more than 4000m2 of alpine vegetation, including areas of 

the threatened Viola curtisiae species. While the North Barker Report suggests (p 

78) that the permanent loss this amount of alpine vegetation community is small 

proportionate to the amount of the vegetation community found within the rest of the 

Park, it represents the permanent loss of 6.5% the vegetation within the area of the 

Pinnacle Specific Area, one of the most highly visited sections of the Park. ROCC 

considers this to be a significant impact irrespective of the fact that there is currently 

already some infrastructure within this area. Outside of the proposal to attempt to 

replant some of the impacted vegetation in rooftop landscaping of the pinnacle 

centre (p 81, North Barker Report), no offsets or other measures to remedy the full 

loss of this vegetation are proposed in the DA. Destroying more than 4000m2 of 

fragile alpine vegetation (which is known to grow incredibly slowly), and not fully 

replacing it, does not demonstrate that the proposal will “ensure no long-term impact 

on vegetation values” within the Park.  

Thus, the DA does not satisfy P2.1. 

Threatened species impacts  

As already outlined above, ROCC considers that the proposal to remove from the 

Park nesting and foraging habitat for threatened species, such as the Swift Parrot 

and Masked Owl, and replacing it with boxes and augmented hollows to be flawed. 

On this basis, ROCC considers that the proposal has not demonstrated compliance 

with P2.2. 

It is further noted that the Tasmanian devil is listed as Endangered (IUCN). Professor 

Menna Jones, a world-renowned Ecologist, writes in her representation that the 

bushland on the slopes of kunanyi provide important foraging and denning habitat for 

the Devil. She writes that they are particularly active in the area to be impacted by 
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the access road and base station. This area provides an intact area of habitat and 

prey which devils traverse on a regular basis. Fragmenting this habitat would reduce 

its value for devils permanently.  

In her representation Professor Jones further notes, ‘Roads present a major risk of 
mortality to devils, which gravitate to roads as a route of travel and to forage on live 
and roadkilled prey. A roadkill mitigation strategy will not eliminate the risk of roadkill, 
which will be even higher in adjacent areas such as McRobies Gully Road.’ 

‘The footprint of impacts from roadkill and loss of habitat will be much greater than 
the footprint of the development. Devils have large home ranges. This means they 
are sensitive to the loss of the integrity of their habitat. Any devils that live within 5km 
of the road will be at risk of mortality from a collision with a vehicle. The footprint of 
the road is more likely to attract devils than roads in the adjacent suburbs as devils 
largely avoid these urban areas, focussing their movements within the intact 
bushland.’ 

 

With respect to the Eastern Quoll, it is listed also listed as Endangered (IUCN). 
Professor Jones observes that ‘A population of eastern quolls has been present in 
the South Hobart bushland for a number of years, including the footprint of the 
access road and the base station. This population has been increasing in abundance 
significantly for the past 5-10 years, when state-wide the quoll is in decline.’ 
 
Further, ‘Eastern quolls are very active in the area of the proposed access road and 
base station. This provides them with primary foraging habitat and they will move 
through this area between denning and foraging areas. The home range of eastern 
quolls is not very large. Fragmenting and developing the habitat in this area will 
reduce the amount of habitat available to the eastern quoll.’ 
 
‘Eastern quolls are highly susceptible to road mortality as, like devils, they are 
attracted to the road surface to forage on insects and other road kill. Like devils, the 
road functions as a sink, with any individuals that live within a few kilometres of the 
road at high risk of mortality.’ 
 
With respect to the Spotted-tailed quoll, Professor Jones writes that they exist at 
much lower abundance than either devils or eastern quolls and a population of 
spotted-tailed quolls lives on kunanyi. This species of quoll is particularly sensitive to 
habitat disruption and is as vulnerable as devils and eastern quolls to road mortality 
for the same reasons. Again, fragmenting habitat in the area of the proposed access 
road and the base station would reduce the total amount of habitat for quolls 
available on kunanyi and would increase mortality risk.  

 
Professor Jones points out that the Eastern barred bandicoot was not considered in 
the Baker North Natural Values Impact Assessment but is significant for the following 
reasons: 

• It is extinct in the wild now on mainland Australia and is in active decline, 
in both distribution extent and population size, in Tasmania. The species is 
not represented in the formal reserve system because of their preference 
for open habitat, including grasslands. 
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• The fringes of bushland in the southern Hobart area are a stronghold for 
eastern barred bandicoots 

• Eastern barred bandicoots are active in the area of the proposed base 
station and the lower end of the access road. 

• Any disturbance or loss of habitat will directly impact the population size of 
eastern barred bandicoots  

 
Finally, Tasmanian wedge-tailed eagles are very active on kunanyi, hunting across 
the mountain face including to the edge of the suburbs. Any disturbance to their 
foraging or nesting habitat will impact their ability to survive and reproduce. 
 
The North Baker report does not propose remedies that assure the mitigation of 
short or long-term impacts to threatened species caused by this development 
proposal.  

 

Geoheritage impacts 

The Pinnacle Centre is proposed to be built above the Organ Pipes on a site that is 

listed on the Tasmanian Geoconservation Database. The DA provides an 

inadequate assessment of the impact on geoheritage values to determine whether 

adverse impacts are avoided or remedied. The geoheritage assessment does not 

appear to conform to recognised definitions or methodology (e.g. Eberhard 1997, 

Sharples 2002) or consider the scale of 

observation or context of the features (e.g. Brocx &amp; Semeniuk 2007). 

 

The impact values used in the risk matrix appear not to be based on recognised 

criteria (e.g. 

Sharples 2002). Furthermore, as outlined below under Issue 8 - Natural Hazards, the 

DA provides conflicting information regarding the depth of proposed 

excavation works for the Tower 3 site. Notwithstanding the issues identified 

elsewhere in the Cardno geotechnical report, the proponent acknowledges that the 

geotechnical investigation is preliminary and consequently, the impact on 

geoheritage is effectively unknown or deficient. Council cannot therefore be satisfied 

that the proposal complies with P2.3. 

 

 Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

The WPMP standards that regulate the impacts of the proposal on cultural heritage 

are found in Issue 4 of Table 5, p 145, and Issue 3 of Table S2.6 at p 172 of the 

WPMP. The Issue 3, Table S2.6 standards are extracted below, but the Issue 4 

standards, which apply outside the Pinnacle Specific Area, are in the same terms. 
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Consideration 

ROCC does not purport speak for the Tasmanian Aboriginal people. We make the 

following comments acknowledging that the Tasmanian Aboriginal people have 

made clear that they oppose this proposal because of the irreversible impact it would 

have on the Aboriginal cultural landscape that is kunanyi and their spiritual and 

cultural connection to it. 

We acknowledge the concerns raised by the Tasmanian Aboriginal people about the 

reporting consultant’s lack of consultation with their community about this proposal.  

The acceptable solution A3,1 requires that a proposal demonstrate that it “does not 

involve an Aboriginal relic”, however the proponent’s Aboriginal Heritage 

Assessment Report fails to do so due to “poor ground surface visibility and steep 

terrain” (p 23) The Aboriginal Heritage Assessment Report also fails to provide any 

strategy to avoid, mitigate or remedy impacts on sites of Aboriginal value as required 

by the corresponding performance criterion P3.1. 

Despite being required by P3.1 to conform with Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania (AHT) 

Standards and Guidelines (2018), the Aboriginal Heritage Assessment Report was 

not conducted with the support of a registered Tasmanian Aboriginal Heritage 

Officer, nor did it detail any level of consultation with the Tasmanian Aboriginal 

community. This is inconsistent with the Standards and Guidelines. 

The WPMP describes kunanyi as a “cultural landscape as well as a biophysical one” 

and states that the significance of kunanyi “to the Aboriginal communities that 

continue to inhabit southern Tasmania is known and celebrated” (p 23). It articulates 

a Key Desired Outcome that “all Aboriginal heritage values are protected and 

conserved” (p 75). 

The Aboriginal Heritage Assessment Report offers no consideration of the Cultural 

Landscape values of kunanyi or the Tasmanian Aboriginal community’s cultural and 

spiritual connection to kunanyi and thus, it fails to demonstrate that ‘all’ Aboriginal 

heritage values will be protected. For these reasons, a permit should be refused. 

With respect to European history, culture and sense of place, Issue 3 of P4.2 p 

172; Issue 4, A3.2, p 145 of the MWMP apply and must be considered. 

The WPMP (p18) identifies the subject land as arguably ‘the most outstanding 
Associative Cultural Landscape of its type in this country’. With respect to ‘sense of 
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place’, the WPMP (p 24) describes the Park as ‘part of the community’s extended 
sense of self’ and ‘inextricably linked into the psyche and perhaps the being of the 
community of southern Tasmanians who live in its shadow.’  

The proponent relies on the acceptable solution A3.2 (p 145) and A4.2 (p 172) of the 
MWMP. ROCC acknowledges that no place is, at present, relevantly heritage listed 
however, all development must also be ‘in accordance with the management 
objectives.’ The management objectives of the Plan (p 25) require the Trust to 
‘conserve the…scenic and landscape features of the Park; protect and retain culturally 
representative and significant areas; and protect and retain the community sense of 
place’.  

At pages 274 - 77 MWMP, the proponents ‘must’ submit a risk assessment matrix, and 
sites that ‘are not listed’ (p 276) must be assessed. It is submitted that both the Pinnacle 
Centre and the cableway infrastructure are ‘Likely’ or ‘Almost Certain’ to cause ‘Major’ 
or ‘Severe’ consequences by, for example, their ‘Irreversible impact to cultural 
values/assets of national significance’ as well as in particular ‘Irreversible and 
extensive damage to an asset with heritage value but is not listed’.  

Moreover, at p 80 ‘where a proposal for a development requires an assessment of 
potential impact upon Historic cultural heritage values, the assessment shall comply 
with Heritage Tasmania Pre-development Assessment Guidelines’.  

The HCC maintains a GIS register of over 500 heritage sites.  
 
The proposed development is likely to impact known heritage places within the Park, 
without knowledge of the nature or extent of such impacts, in likely contravention of the 
above requirements. 

Landscape and Visual Sensitivity 

The WPMP standards that regulate the landscape and visual sensitivity impacts for 

the pinnacle area are found in Issue 5 of Table S2.6 at p 173 of the WPMP. For 

those elements outside the Pinnacle Specific Area, a similar requirement is found in 

Issue 5 of Table 5 at p 144 of the WPMP. 
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Consideration 

The pinnacle centre is located in an area of High Visual Sensitivity, and so 

acceptable solution A5.1 has not been met, and P5.1 must be satisfied.  

The WPMP describes the Organ Pipes as an “outstanding topographical landmark” 

and it is listed on the Tasmanian Geoconservation register, however the DA offers 

no consideration of the visual impacts on that landmark of the proposed cables and 

cable cars that would traverse it, or the tower that would crown its pillars. The 

proposal also visually intrudes on the landscape in relation to: 

• other natural and environmental features of kunanyi, apart from the Organ 

Pipes;  

• views from the pinnacle and elsewhere in the park; and  

• views from settled areas of Hobart and surrounding suburbs. 

One of the management objectives of the Natural Zone is to “Protect the scenic 

qualities of the Zone when viewed both from within the Zone and from outside the 

Park” (WPMP 3.2.3 p 40). The cableway and tower 3 would both be highly intrusive 

to the scenic values of this area, particularly when viewed from within the Park.  

Within the Ethos Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) there is no visual representation of 

the tower 3 of the cable car as viewed from the pinnacle precinct. If there was, it is 

anticipated that this would demonstrate that it is a prominent visual intrusion into a 

currently uninterrupted panoramic view of the Greater Hobart area, and beyond. The 

VIA states (p 79-80) that the Pinnacle Centre will provide alternate view points and 

the cable car will provide new opportunities for views. However, these elements 

themselves will also result in a loss of existing visual value of the area. The proposal 

therefore fails to minimise or remedy the loss of existing and prized views from the 

pinnacle area. 

The VIA (p16) claims that the pinnacle area is “not pristine and has been impacted 

by numerous other activities”, however, these existing impacts largely do not apply to 

the extended area where the Pinnacle Centre is proposed to be built.  

The VIA relies on mostly distant views of the proposal. The only views from within 

the Park are from the Pinnacle (though not from existing or proposed viewing areas) 

and the Springs. The distant viewpoints minimise the apparent size of the visual 

impact of the Pinnacle Centre, towers and cable cars. This effect is pronounced by 

the angle of the sun which provides low contrast for the pinnacle elements. 

Viewpoints inside the park, where the apparent size of the Pinnacle Centre and the 

cable cars/infrastructure is greater, are not sufficiently represented through the visual 

representations of the proposal in the VIA, making an objective assessment of the 

proposal difficult, if not impossible.  

The North Barker Collision Risk Report recommends line marking devices on the 

upper third of the span between tower 2 and tower 3 as well as below tower 2 in 

order to mitigate impacts of risk of collision with the cables for threatened species 

such as the Wedge-tailed Eagle and Masked Owl. These devices would necessarily 
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make the cables far more visible not just to birds but to human observers. These 

impacts have not been assessed in the VIA, and as such, it is not possible for the 

Council to be satisfied of that P5.1 has been satisfied.  

There has been no assessment of the visual impact of the development during night-

time operations, when lights are operational at the pinnacle centre and within the 

cable cars themselves, both during public operations and servicing. 

Noise 

The WPMP standards that regulate the impacts of noise are found in Issue 6 of 

Table 5, p 146, and Issue 11 of Table S2.6 at p 178 of the WPMP. The Issue 6, 

Table 5 noise standard is extracted below, but the Issue 11 noise standard, which 

applies to the Pinnacle Specific Area, is in the same terms. 

 

Consideration 

The IreneInc Planning Report refers to noise in the Recreation Zone (from p 46), the 

Natural Zone (from p 58) and the Pinnacle Specific Area (from p 88). The Acoustic 

Assessment by Pearu Terts demonstrates that in each of these areas, the noise 

emission is more than the acceptable solutions A6.1 and A11.1 and therefore the 

performance criteria P6.1 and P11.1, must be addressed.  

It is clear that given the very quiet environment of the Park, audible mechanical noise 

generated by the cable car and related activities could have an adverse impact on 

the enjoyment of the natural and cultural values of the Park. However, the DA has 

not demonstrated that the cable car and related activities with the potential to have 

an adverse impact on the enjoyment of Park users have been either avoided or 

remedied to prevent any loss of acoustic amenity in the Park.  

While the Acoustic Assessment makes some recommendations about the buffering 

or mitigation of some, but not all, noise sources (p 6), these recommendations do not 

demonstrate that any remaining noise from those sources would “prevent any loss of 

acoustic amenity in the Park”. It is not clear if these recommendations have or will be 

adopted by the MWCC in the final design of the proposal.  

Furthermore, ROCC is concerned that the Acoustic Assessment and the DA reports 

have failed to adequately consider and assess the amenity impacts of noise 

emanating from the base station, including from: 

• pump stations 

• heat pumps 
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• vehicle noise, including both passenger and after hours service vehicles 

• substations 

• construction noise 

The Acoustics Assessment explicitly states that critical information, including some 

of the above,  was ‘not forthcoming from the client’. This renders it incomplete and 

unreliable. 

The DA contains no information with regard to the design of the cable cars 

themselves. In a booklet distributed by MWCC in 2019 entitled “Cable Car Official 

Detail” there are graphics purporting to represent the cars which show an outdoor 

space on the cars.  

If this design were to be adopted, another potential layer of noise from the occupants 

of the cars would need to be considered and assessed. Given how far voices might 

travel across the Park at the height of the cable car, the loss of acoustic amenity 

could potentially be significant for other Park users such as walkers, bikers and 

climbers.  

For rock climbers in the Amphitheatre on the Organ Pipes, the current soundscape is 

a peaceful one, with (as at the top of the Organ Pipes) the distant noise from the city 

and the Pinnacle Road below interspersed by the occasional call of “safe” or “on 

belay” from other climbers.  

If the MWCC proposal proceeds, depending on the wind direction, speed and how 

close the cable cars would come to the cliffs, the noise from cable car passengers 

could be enough to drown out communications between climbers, in which case it 

would become a safety issue and a gross loss of acoustic amenity. 

In conclusion, it is noted that Radio Frequency Engineer, Nick Tompson, has 

submitted in his representation that the noise generated by the proposed cable car 

will significantly exceed for maximum allowed noise as follows: 

• HIPS noise thresholds exceeded by 22.5 dB 

• WPMP Acceptable solution exceeded by 19.8 dB 

Compliance with the relevant performance criteria under the WPMP relating to noise 

has not been established in the DA.  The Council cannot be satisfied of this 

requirement unless and until a complete and detailed acoustic assessment has been 

undertaken which accurately investigates all likely impacts of the noise generated by 

this proposed development.  

His detailed analysis also finds that the proposal will be non-compliant with Hobart 

City Council noise thresholds for most properties on Old Farm Road and some 

properties on 

Strickland Avenue and Jubilee Road. Similarly, he concludes that cable car 

operations will 

impose detectable intrusive noise over ambient noise to 13.8 square km of the 

kunanyi 

/ Wellington Park area. 
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In relation to the above, ROCC understands that residents adjacent to the Park are 

afforded absolutely no protection from noise generated at the base station as it is 

exempt from requirements of the HIPS, given it emanates from within the Park.  

Equally, provisions of the WPMP offer them no protection to those same residents as 

it applies to land within the park only. 

This leaves a suite of ratepayers vulnerable to the negative impacts of noise 

pollution, an issue acknowledged as having potential health impacts. 

 

Similarly, residents in the McRobies Rd area are currently protected by excessive 

noise associated with the HCC waste deposit facility through an agreement with the 

HCC that restricts tip operating hours to certain hours. Despite the introduction of 

significant volumes of car and heavy vehicle traffic associated with the proposed 

development, between 6am to 10 pm (DA pg.156), and potentially earlier and later 

for service vehicles, the DA offers no discussion with regards noise impacts on these 

residents, or constrains to manage their interests. 

 

ROCC has had correspondence with the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) 

pertaining to claims within the DA that the EPA has ‘accepted’ noise levels are 

‘within acceptable limits’. (see attachment 1) 

 

The DA contains a "community benefits analysis" that references the above noise 
report and states: 

"Stringent noise criteria apply within Wellington Park, as well as neighbouring 
properties near the Base Station. In both instances the anticipated noise is within 
acceptable limits and this has been accepted by the Environment Protection 
Authority Tasmania (EPA)."i(pg 10). 

In response to our correspondence, on 21June the EPA wrote : 

“I can confirm that EPA Tasmania sought information from the applicant in October 
2019 regarding various issues, including noise. Based on the information supplied by 
the applicant, I concluded that the proposal did not warrant assessment by the Board 
of the EPA under the ‘call in’ powers of section 24(1) of the Environmental 
management and Pollution Control Act 1994, and informed the applicant of this 
conclusion. This decision should not be interpreted as a statement regarding 
acceptability of noise or otherwise, as it is not a determination based on a full 
environmental assessment.” (emphasis added) 

We are concerned that the DA seeks to misrepresent the position of the EPA and 

cause the public and HCC to believe that the EPA has endorsed the Acoustics 

Assessment as demonstrating noise levels are acceptable and in accordance with 

the requirements of both WPMP and HIPS, when this is not the case. 

 

We urge the HCC to clarity the above issues, including the position of the EPA, the 

protections afforded neighbouring residents and why the proponent withheld 

information deemed necessary by the noise consultant. 
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Natural Hazards 

The WPMP standards that regulate the natural hazards presented by proposed 

developments are found in Issue 8 of Table 5, p 147 of the WPMP, part of which is 

extracted below. 

 

Consideration 

The proposal does not meet A8.1 and so must satisfy P8.1 of the WPMP.  

The proposal is located within identified areas of land instability. The Cardno 

Geotechnical report states (at p27) that "An intrusive geotechnical investigation 

should be conducted in the proceeding stages of the development to confirm 

the interpretations made from this report and inform detailed design.”  Supporting 

documentation from SLR Consulting (p 7) and GE Engineering (p 1) make similar 

statements about the limitations of their assessments.  

The proponents have also previously informed both the Department of State Growth 

in 2018 that “the tower locations and number of towers may still change based on 

Geotech results” (see email Christian Rainey to Simon Arnold dated 9 August 2018, 

extracted below).  Consequently, it appears that the Council will not have a full 

understanding of the geotechnical risks or the methods to mitigate these risks from 

the current DA.   
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It is therefore unclear how the Council could be satisfied that the performance criteria 

is met, as there is no detailed investigation into the siting and design of the proposal. 

It appears that both the siting and design could change once further geotechnical 

investigations are undertaken. Any substantial changes to the siting or design of the 

works and building may require a new permit - a substantial waste of time and 

resources.  

Without certain information as to the exact location of the development, the impact 

with regard to other components including the visual impacts and flora and fauna is 

also potentially inaccurate or unknown. As a consequence, Council will be unable be 

satisfied that Table 5, Issue 8 Performance Criteria P8.1 has been met. The lack of 

certainty around the final location and design of buildings and works also gives rise 

to significant uncertainty around the assessment of the proposal against other 

standards such as Performance Criteria P2.1 - vegetation impacts , P2.3 - 

geoheritage impacts, P7.8(b) and (c) - storm water management, P6.1 -

environmental hazards, P9.1, P9.2, P9.3, P10.1 - building design, siting and 

construction, and P11.1 in relation to safety issues.  

Car Parking 

The WPMP standards that regulate the car parking for the proposal at the pinnacle 

centre are found in Issue 8 of Table S2.6 at p 176 of the WPMP, Part (a) of that 

issue is outlined below.  
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Consideration 

The premise of the development of the Pinnacle Centre is based upon an 

assumption that it will not result in any increased pressure on the existing provision 

of public car parking on the pinnacle. However, all of the facilities provided in the 

Pinnacle Centre will be open the public (at least during the day), irrespective of 

whether they travelled to the pinnacle by cable car or by road (IreneInc Planning 

Report at p 20). The pinnacle centre provides many more commercial attractions and 

comforts than is presently found in the existing viewing shelter and is likely to entice 

even more travellers to the pinnacle than is presently the case (this is acknowledged 

in the DA – see Midson Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) at p 26. While a proportion 

of those visitors will travel by cable car, even the TIA acknowledges (p 26) there will 

not necessarily be a corresponding reduction in the number of those travelling to the 

pinnacle by car.  

The TIA does not detail the assumptions behind the MWCC ‘patronage’ inputs that 

underpin its traffic analysis. The TIA asserts that the proposal will reduce the number 

of vehicular trips to the pinnacle using kunanyi access roads, yet no supporting data 

or analysis is provided other than the author’s view of what constitutes a 

‘comprehensive and more realistic scenario’.(p 26). In this scenario, the TIA conflates 

all Wellington Park visitation and pinnacle visitation. No basis has been provided for 

the assumption that local visitors who currently own a car and are accustomed to 

driving to the pinnacle at no cost (other than fuel), will instead drive to the city, park 

their car and pay for both a bus and cableway fare. Likewise, for independent travellers 

who have hired a car. Furthermore, the TIA assumes that people who currently travel 

to the pinnacle do not make any stops along the way, such as at the Springs, for walks 

and to visit other sights in the Park. The cable car proposal does not service such 

visitation.  

However, even if the assumptions underpinning the contention that there will be 

reduced vehicular traffic to the pinnacle in TIA are correct (which, to be clear, ROCC 

does not accept), the TIA does not appear to consider that, if the proposal is built, 
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those who do still travel to the pinnacle by car are likely to stay far longer than is 

currently the case in order to use the additional facilities that will be provided there.  

For example, presently a person might travel to the Pinnacle look from the viewing 

shelter and viewing platforms, take some photos and use the bathroom and leave. 

With the pinnacle centre, a person might do all those things, in addition to eating a 

meal at the café or restaurant, reading interpretative signs, watching a performance in 

the amphitheatre and then departing. Even if there is the same or a reduced number 

of people that travel to the pinnacle by car, this increased length of parking time will 

create additional pressure on the parking presently provided at the pinnacle. This can 

only lead to the conclusion that the acceptable solution A8.1 cannot be satisfied.  

The performance criteria P8 requires car parking be provided to meet the needs of 

the development taking into account a number of factors. There is no information 

provided within the DA on parking demand resulting from the pinnacle centre itself 

(as car parking demand for the pinnacle centre, see the section below addressing 

Parking and Access Code of the Planning Scheme). In the absence of this detailed 

analysis, it is difficult to see how the Council can determine whether car parking will 

meet the needs of the development taking into account of Table S2.6 P8.1 (a), (b), 

(c), (d) or (e) of the WPMP. A permit for this proposal should therefore be refused. 

Building Design - Building Height 

The WPMP standards that regulate the pinnacle centre building height are found in 

Issue 9 of Table S2.6, p 176 of the WPMP, part (a) of that issue is outlined below. 

 

Consideration 

The IrenceInc Planning Report (p 24) states the proposal will be 11.9 m above 

ground level, however, it appears to have a height of around 24 metres.  The 

proposal appears to be over 5 levels. It therefore fails to meet A9.1.  

For reasons explained further below in response to Issue 10 P10.1, the building will 

visually intrude into the landscape, when viewed both from within and outside 

Wellington Park.   
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Building Design - Building Size 

The WPMP standards that regulate the pinnacle centre building size are found in 

Issue 9 of Table S2.6, p 177 of the WPMP, part (b) of that issue is outlined below. 

 

Consideration 

The pinnacle centre building is 5 storeys and more than 3550m2 in floor area, it is 

therefore approximately 32 times larger than the acceptable solution A9.2, and so 

must demonstrate compliance with P9.2. For reasons explained further below in 

response to Issue 10 P10.1, the building will be visually intrusive into the landscape, 

when viewed both from within and outside Wellington Park, and will be a dominant 

element in the landscape. 

Building Design - Appearance and Lighting 

The WPMP standards that regulate the Pinnacle Centre building appearance and 

lighting are found in Issue 9 of Table S2.6, p 177 of the WPMP, part (c) of that issue 

is outlined below. 
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Consideration 

The IreneInc Planning Report (p 86) refers to external windows of the Pinnacle 

Center being either tilted, covered or using non-reflective glass. It is unclear whether 

this will satisfy the requirement in A9.3 of a light reflectance of less than 10% for 

external walls. If these measures do not result in the glass having a reflectance of 

less than 10%, then the proposal must satisfy P9.3, which requires consideration of 

the lighting and reflection impacts of the proposal. 

The IreneInc Planning Report (at pp 23, and 67) is inconsistent with regards to the 

cable car operating hours (6am to 10pm in letter to HCC 6 January 2020 and 8am to 

10pm elsewhere), though there is no clarity on hours required for servicing. Implicit 

in the night operation of the cable car, is the need for lighting in the pinnacle centre 

and cable cars and surrounds.  

The VIA states (at p 81) “Lighting impacts have not been assessed as part of the 

scope of this assessment, however the main planning report outlines the the (sic) 

methods employed by the building design to ensure that lighting does not impact on 

views to the Mountain or from the summit.” This is despite the pinnacle center being 

in an area of high visual sensitivity.  

The DA has not addressed how the proposal will satisfy the Wellington Park 

Infrastructure and Design Guideline requirement (at p 97) that “As far as possible, 

lights on the range should not be visible from the City.” 

In the absence of a detailed assessment in the DA of the likely impacts of the 

proposal, Council cannot be satisfied the proposal satisfies P9.3.  

Building siting  

The WPMP standards that regulate the pinnacle centre building siting and 

construction are found in Issue 10 of Table S2.6, p 177 of the WPMP: 
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Consideration 

Performance criteria P10.1 contains a number of requirements. Firstly, it requires 

that proposals facing on or visible from the Pinnacle Road, such as the pinnacle 

centre, demonstrate that there will be no diminution of values of the site either during 

the construction of the building or its use. Secondly it requires that buildings or 

structures, such as the pinnacle centre, be designed and sited to avoid, remedy or 

mitigate any loss of visual values through the inclusion of a visual impact analysis.  

We address the each of these requirements in turn. 

Diminution of values of pinnacle area 

Performance criteria P10.1 specifically requires “no diminution of values of the site 

either during the construction” of the building or its use. However, the DA provides 

no detailed assessment of the construction impacts of the Pinnacle Centre.    

The term “values”, when it is used in P10.1, Table S2.6 is defined to mean “The 

qualities upon which an area depends for its intrinsic nature, attractiveness, amenity 

and utility” (S2.3 of the WPMP at p170).  

ROCC considers that the intrinsic nature, attractiveness, amenity and utility values of 

the pinnacle area must be properly understood by reference to the section 2.2 and 

2.3 of  WPMP, which outlines the statement of significance of the Park in relation to - 

• Recreational and Tourism Value 

• Completeness- Ecological Integrity and Diversity 

• Wildness and Remoteness 

• Beauty, Landscape and Sense of Place 

• Cultural and Historic Significance 

• Water Supply 

• Research and Education. 

The proposed Pinnacle Centre would result in diminution of at least five of the 

above-listed values. We have provided detailed consideration of each of these 

aspects below. 

Recreation and Tourism Value  

A very significant amount of fill would need to be moved from the Pinnacle Centre 

construction site. A letter from MWCC to EPA dated 20/09/2019 and appended to 

the Odour Assessment report forecasts 2907m3 of cut and 850m of fill with 2057m3 

would have to be removed from the pinnacle centre site.  The visual impact of this is 

sure to distress many and impact tourism negatively.  

The DA provides no indication of where excavated rocks will be stockpiled for later 

usage, associated sedimentation controls and dust suppression, or the impacts and 

implications of the prolonged truck usage on the Pinnacle Road. It has been 

estimated that the removal of that volume of material would take up to 460 return 

journeys for 12 tonne trucks. The movement of excavated material will more than 

likely negatively impact existing tourism using the Pinnacle Road, considering this 
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road is repeatedly described by the proponent as substandard. It also appears likely 

that the road would require periodic closure for construction purposes, which would 

have a dramatic impact on tourists and other recreational users reliant on the road 

for access.  

As outlined above, there is inadequate engineering or construction information 

provided in the DA but the North Barker Report (p 50) reveals  

Laydown and Site Office will utilise the existing Pinnacle car park. Impacts to 

routine car parking are not known but should be managed to avoid overflow 

impacts. (emphasis added) 

Loss of car parking at the pinnacle for some considerable time during construction is 

assured and visitor experience and traffic consequences would be significant.  

Long term, assumptions about traffic to and parking at the pinnacle are deeply 

flawed (this is dealt with further in the representation below). 

All of the above would be a diminution of tourism values of the pinnacle area, and 

therefore a diminution of the amenity and utility of this area, hence the Performance 

Criteria is not met.  

Completeness - Ecological Integrity and Diversity  

The IreneInc Planning Report says (p 22) the total footprint of the pinnacle centre as 

1925m2. The North Barker Report (p 51) states that the disturbance footprint during 

construction would be 4330m2 and the final footprint 3850m2 (assuming recovery of 

previously disturbed natural areas – this is contested). This area is described as 

Eastern Alpine Heathland. It is known to be slow growing.  

The IreneInc Planning Report does not consider the impacts of the proposal on the 

natural values of the pinnacle during construction, but the North Barker Report 

attempts to argue that the impacts are not a problem as there is a lot of this 

vegetation type in other parts of the Park. However, ROCC considers this to be a 

non sensical approach, and one that is not compliant with the clear requirements in 

P10.1. The proposed building would result in the destruction of at least 4330m2 of 

this delicate vegetation type during construction, and a total loss of at least 3850m2 

when the building is in use. This is not consistent with the requirement for no 

diminution of the intrinsic nature of the area, which is recognised for the 

“completeness” of its “ecological integrity”. 

Further, outside of the acknowledged footprint of the Pinnacle Centre works there is 

the effect of stormwater runoff from the construction area. Changed hydrology of the 

area as a consequence of this during construction has not been assessed. Rainfall in 

this location is highly variable over time but averages over 900mm per year and is 

subject to extremes. (For instance, on the 23rd of June 2020, 175mm of rain was 

recorded.)  

The proposed works involve major excavation of an area which is a mix of loose rock 

and bedrock, soil, vegetation and cavities. From the time the ground is first disturbed 

until works are completed there is a high risk (bordering on certainty) that a high 
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rainfall event will occur that takes material well beyond the building site greatly 

increasing the area subject to modification by these works. This will diminish the 

ecological integrity of this wider area.  

The North Barker Report makes made little mention of invertebrates, but there are 3 

invertebrates of limited range known in this area. They are: 

• Anaspides Tasmaniae - a mountain shrimp restricted to kunanyi; Ahong, 

2016. Rec. Aust. Must. 68(7) pp 313-364 

• Promecoderus - a predatory beetle found under boulders in the summit area; 

and Taylor & McQuillan, 1994. The Tasmanian Naturalist.116 p10 

• Nymphocoris Hilli- an ancient species of bug which has only been found near 

the summit of kunanyi. Taylor & McQuillan, 1994. The Tasmanian 

Naturalist.116 p10 

It is clear that this proposed building and its construction pose a threat to these 

species and hence the ecological integrity and diversity of the Park would be 

diminished. 

Wildness and Remoteness  

One of the scenic qualities of the pinnacle area is the view of the wild landscape of 

Eastern Alpine Heathland interspersed with dolerite boulders and outcrops that are 

visible with the city of Hobart and a significant part of Southeast Tasmania in the 

background.  

It creates a feeling of looking from the wilderness into the settled and developed 

parts and is highly valued. This quality was diminished by the building of the current 

viewing shelter, but it remains if the observer moves to take this out of their view 

field. This appears to have been acknowledged in the building of boardwalks that go 

down below the viewing shelter (although they of themselves diminish this value).  

The proposed Pinnacle Centre would block this view over a much wider arc and so 

would further diminish this value. Aside from the visual experience, as this proposal 

aims to attract many more visitors to the pinnacle, it is to be expected that this would 

make this a much busier area. The very existence of facilities as proposed make it 

very hard to sustain the experience of wildness or remoteness.  

Even with camouflage treatment, a building of this size would be highly visible from 

many places in the Park. It is clear that this would diminish the perception of 

remoteness and wildness of those places. 

Beauty, Landscape and Sense of Place  

The WPMP maps the area of the proposed development as High Visual Sensitivity. 

Unlike much of the Pinnacle Specific Area it retains its character as a natural 

landscape. It is a beautiful jumble of boulder field and subalpine vegetation with 

dolerite outcrops and small cliffs. The sense of place, with this rugged and natural 

intimate landscape in the foreground and Hobart and environs in the background, is 

a most powerful thing. The proponent will claim that this may be recreated in views 

from the new building, but this is flawed on a number of levels. 
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Firstly, the outlook would be impinged upon by the proposed cableway and cable 

cars and the noise from them, the proposed building and the proposed crowds.  

Secondly, the performance criteria requires that there be no diminution of values 

during construction. There is nothing beautiful about the excavation of 2000m3 of 

soil and rock and the destruction of the natural landscape over an area of 4000m2. 

Indeed, the VIA concedes (p 33) with respect to the visual impacts of the 

construction pinnacle centre: 

...significant temporary change is expected as a result of the construction 

equipment and works. Material storage, temporary ramps and a small tracked 

crane will increase the presence of bulky features at the Pinnacle for a period of 

time, however these will be removed once works are complete and the 

landscape at the summit will be restored. These effects are considered to be 

major, though restricted in their location, for the extent of construction. 

Clearly, the proposed building, the construction phase and completed, would 

diminish the qualities of beauty, landscape and sense of place.  Again, P10.1 will not 

be satisfied by this proposal as it will result in the reduction in the values of the 

intrinsic nature, attractiveness and amenity of the pinnacle. 

Visual Impact  

ROCC considers that the VIA fails to take into account sufficient views from within 

the Park to justify the conclusion in the DA that the siting and design of pinnacle 

centre will avoid, remedy or mitigate any loss of visual values of the pinnacle from 

within the Park as required under the second part of P10.1.  

For example, the proposal design has not considered any other options that would 

avoid, remedy of mitigate the loss of visual values of the pinnacle area, by making 

the pinnacle building considerably smaller, or siting components of the building an 

area where it would not diminish visual values (that is by being outside of prominent 

view fields). 

The proposed pinnacle centre building would be the top station for a cableway, but 

much of it appears not for this purpose at all. The Ireneinc Planning Report lists the 

following components of the proposal: 

• Retail  

• Restaurant 

• Cafe 

• Bar 

• Sanctum 

• Indoor amphitheatre 

• Park Ranger offices 

• First aid facilities and 

• Staff facilities 

Many, if not all, of these elements could be sited outside of Wellington Park as a 

solution to reduce the bulk and size of the pinnacle centre.  
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Furthermore, the impacts of night lighting/pollution of the pinnacle centre buildings 

and cable cars are minimally assessed in the VIA (see pp 72 and 81). The 

assurance provided in the IreneInc Planning Report (at p 86) that lighting will 

“prevent visual intrusion” does not satisfy the requirement that the assessment of 

these impacts being by a “suitably qualified person”. 

The VIA shows that the building would be visible from the Pinnacle Road at the 

pinnacle. Although not shown in the VIA, it would also be visible from other parts of 

the Pinnacle Road. 

The VIA prefers distant viewpoints where apparent size is minimised and there is low 

contrast against a background of rocks and trees.  

Potential viewpoints inside the Park where the apparent size of the cable cars will be 

greater, (active users of the Park would be highly sensitive to change) are barely 

assessed in the VIA and related responses to Requests for Information.  

For the Summit to the City aspect, a viewpoint west of the Road near the summit 

cairn, rather than the commonly used viewpoints on the east of the road at the 

current lookouts, was selected. This effectively places most of the pinnacle centre 

site below the shoulder of the mountain with the road in the foreground of the view. 

The presence of the road is then used to justify the conclusion that the pinnacle 

centre does not introduce foreign elements into the view. At the usual lookouts, the 

new pinnacle centre and the cable car infrastructure would fill the entire foreground 

in place of the current natural landscape and the change becomes dominant and the 

impact, major.  

The Hobart City Council asked for additional assessment of visual impact on nearby 

walking tracks where there is line of sight to the cableway. Ethos only provided a list 

of tracks without a fully completed assessment of visual impact. The MWCC has 

failed to respond adequately to Council’s request.  

Ethos selected four tracks nearest the Organ Pipes – the Pinnacle Track, the 

Sawmill Track, the Zig-Zag Track and the Organ Pipes Track. There is no detailed 

analysis of these locations, there are no before and after photos, no mention of the 

cableway infrastructure, no commentary on visual impact at those locations and no 

impact ratings. 

The following 12 tracks all have line of sight to the cableway and warrant 

assessment: Zig Zag Track; Sawmill Track; Organ Pipes Track; Myrtle Gully Track; 

Lenah Valley Track; Shoobridge Track; Main Fire Trail; Old Farm Mountain Bike 

Track; Old Farm Fire Trail; North-South Track; Climbers Tracks; Red Paint Track; 

Lower Pipeline Track at Halls Saddle.  Most of these locations are less than 1 km 

from the alignment of the cableway and the cableway vehicles will be viewed side 

on, exposing their full 6.9 metre length to view. The cable cars will be large objects 

on visible cables standing out in full contrast against the sky, in some cases passing 

directly overhead. The cableway will also be in the direct line of sight for vehicles 

travelling up Pinnacle Road. For the Organ Pipes Track in particular, the HCC has 

recently invested heavily in track restoration and upgrading to improve its 

accessibility. The visual impact will be major. The sensitivity is high. 
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This proposal should be rejected by the Council for failure to accurately represent 

the visual impact of the proposal and the loss of visual values that will occur, without 

remedy, mitigation or avoidance, contrary to P10.1 of the WPMP. 

Economic viability 

At 8.5.1 of the WPMP (p135) it is specified that all proposals for use and 

development in the Park will be required to “demonstrate economic sustainability”. 

Furthermore, it requires: 

 All commercial development proposals for services, activities and facilities 

will submit a detailed business and financial plan showing at least a five-year 

projection of operations, demonstrating economic viability to the 

satisfaction of the Trust.. As a minimum, the business and financial plan will 

be based on State Government Guidelines for business operators and 

address: 

• Financial plans, including identification of construction and 

operational costs and revenue sources (including grants and 

subsidies) 

• Marketing; and  

• Organisational structure and operations 

There is no detailed business plan in the DA demonstrating the economic 

sustainability of the proposal. Instead, the DA contains a 5-year-old business plan, 

the Strategy 42 South Mount Wellington Cable Car Economic Impact report (the 

Economic Impact Report). In this report, crucial information is redacted.  

Redacted numbers include:  

• The numbers and categories of visitors expected to use the development 

• The average spend per visitor 

• The numbers of jobs created during construction 

• The number of jobs created during operations 

• The State Government revenue impact 

The 5-year-old business plan relies heavily on assumptions based upon increased 

cruise ship visitation, other package tours and mountain bikers leaving from the 

pinnacle.  

These market segments are highly unstable in a post-COVID world and a gravity 

f=track from the summit has been ruled out completely. 

In 2017 Hobart City Council commissioned report on building mountain bike tracks in 

the alpine area of the mountain and it concluded that it was too expensive and too 

dangerous. The DA does not propose mountain bike tracks from the pinnacle. That 

eliminates a key market from the outdated economic impact assessment.   

The Economic Impact Report related to the development when it departed from the 

Cascade Brewery, a long-lost option that could have offered cross-pollination of 

tourism business. 
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Construction costs assumed in the Economic Impact assessment rare unreliable, 

give the increased costs of road and service connection and the shortage of 

construction labour and materials. 

Furthermore, uncosted impacts resulting from the proposal include:  

• traffic congestion consequences including the Cascade Road/McRobies Gully 

intersection  

• parking mitigation issues that will arise at the pinnacle 

• consequences of the base station being no longer sited on Cascade Brewery 

land 

• unsupported assumptions re jobs for Tasmanians and the availability of labour 

• the impact of wind closures on the cable car. 

The Economic Impact Assessment is unreliable, outdated and erroneously attributed 

to Saul Eslake. It pertains to a different proposal and cannot be relied upon to argue 

‘special circumstances’ with regards requirements of the HIPS (see below). 

It is not a Business Plan and thus, the DA is therefore not compliant with the WPMP.  

Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 

In this section of the representation, ROCC considers the proposal against the key 

criteria in the Planning Scheme.  

Environmental Management Zone 

The proposed access road, base station, car parking, pinnacle centre and significant 

clearance requirements for bushfire are all on public land within the Environmental 

Management Zone of the Planning Scheme.   

Clause  29.3.1 A1 of the Planning Scheme requires that all use be in accordance 

with a reserve management plan, such as the WPMP. As has already been outlined 

above, the proposal is not “in accordance with” with the WPMP because does not 

comply with numerous requirements in that Plan. Furthermore, much of the access 

road is outside of the park, and so is not subject to a reserve management plan. The 

proposal therefore needs to demonstrate compliance with cl 29.3.1 P1. 

Contrary to cl 29.3.1 P1(c), the proposal will have an unreasonable impact upon the 

amenity of the surrounding area through commercial vehicle movements, noise, 

lighting or other emissions that are unreasonable in their timing, duration or extent. 

These impacts are addressed in more detail below in response to the Utilities Zone 

requirements. 

Utilities Zone 

The DA accepts (p 107 of the IreneInc Planning Report) that the proposal will not 

meet cl 28.3.1 A1 of Utilities Zone of the Planning Scheme, and therefore must 

satisfy the performance criteria P1.  

The commencement of the proposed access road is located within the 

Environmental Living Zone and Utilities Zone and within 50 metres of the residential 
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zone. The proposed use will have operating hours well outside the acceptable 

solution within 28.3.1 as it will be operating up to 10pm at night. The proposed hours 

of the use will be inconsistent with the hours of the adjacent McRobies Gully Landfill 

operations – encompassed within the same land title. It is noteworthy that the 

McRobies Gully Landfill activity ceases at 4pm daily for the primary purpose of not 

having an unreasonable impact on residential amenity from traffic and associated 

noise and safety. However, in considering cl 28.3.1 P1 the Planning Scheme, the 

IreneInc Planning Report (p 107) completely disregards the likely impacts of 

commercial vehicle movements (and associated noise and emissions), and noise 

from pump stations and other emissions (such as lights) will have on residents living 

within the adjoining and surrounding residential zone.  

Clause 28.3.1 P1, requires the proposed use not have an unreasonable impact upon 

residential amenity.  As with all of the other performance criteria for this proposal, 

this clause imposes a duty of positive satisfaction based on evidence, that if a 

development proposal is or is likely to have an impact on residential amenity, then it 

must be demonstrated that it will not be unreasonable in timing, duration or extent. 

The question of whether the impact is unreasonable is incapable of interrogation 

unless one commences with knowledge of what the noise will be or is likely to be 

generated by the proposed development.  The noise assessment made no attempt 

to establish the noise impacts on residential amenity despite a clear requirement to 

do so.  

Council may determine that a condition on operating hours that matches the 

acceptable solution, is a resolution to this issue. Alternatively, absent any evidence 

concerning the amenity impacts of the proposed use on the surrounding residential 

zone, refusal remains the only option.   

Biodiversity Code 

The Biodiversity Code of the Planning Scheme applies to all aspects of the proposal 

both inside and outside Wellington Park with the only exception being a portion of 

the proposed access road located within the utilities zone. As the proposed clearing 

and conversion of existing vegetation and disturbance does not comply with cl 

E10.7.1 A1, and involves areas having “high priority biodiversity values”, “moderate 

priority biodiversity values” and “low priority biodiversity values” as defined under 

Table E10.1 of the Code, the proposal must demonstrate compliance with E10.7.1 

P1.     

The proposal does not comply with the acceptable solution and proposes to clear a 

significant area of “high priority biodiversity values”.  In particular, the proposed 

access road base station, and towers 1 and 2 requires the destruction of over five 

hectares of forest (including 91 trees) listed as two types of threatened native 

vegetation community under the Nature Conservation Act 2002, nest and forage 

habitat trees for the critically endangered Swift Parrot, and endangered Masked Owl 

and habitat for the threatened Eastern Quoll.  
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Under cl E10.7.1 P1 (iv), Council must satisfy itself that “special circumstances exist” 

in order to permit the clearing of this “high priority biodiversity”.  In the Code, special 

circumstances can be said to exist where: 

(a)  the use or development will result in significant long term social or 

economic community benefits and there is no feasible alternative location; 

(b)  ongoing management cannot ensure the survival of the high priority 

biodiversity values on the site and there is little potential for recruitment or for 

long term persistence; 

(c)  the development is located on an existing lot within the Low Density 

Residential, Rural Living or Environmental Living Zone and is for a single 

dwelling and/or associated residential outbuildings or works; 

As (b) and (c) are not applicable to the proposal, the establishment of special 

circumstances relies upon there being significant long term social or economic 

community benefits for the proposal, and that there is no feasible alternative location. 

For the reasons already explained earlier in this representation, the premises of the 

Economic Impact Assessment are so outdated, it cannot carry weight in terms of 

establishing special circumstances. The MWCC Community Benefits Analysis is 

likewise deficient as it is largely based upon the Economic Impact Report or 

unsubstantiated claims.  

Furthermore, the DA has not interrogated alternative locations for the access road, 

base station and bottom towers which do not involve the clearing of high priority 

biodiversity value vegetation.  

As cl E10.7.1 P1 (iv) has not been satisfied, a permit for the proposal must be 

refused. 

Parking and Access Code  

The DA appears to accept (p 121, IreneInc Planning Report) that the proposal will 

not meet cl E6.6.1 A1 of the Parking and Access Code of the Planning Scheme, and 

therefore must satisfy the performance criteria P1. While ROCC agrees that the 

Acceptable Solution has not been met, a number of the assumptions on which the 

Planning Report and the TIA are based are questioned. 

The TIA uses a figure of 3.4 people per car travelling to the base station yet the 

Hobart City Council commissioned public traffic impact report for kunanyi / Mount 

Wellington from 2017 uses a figure of 2.5 people per car based on actual data from 

Pinnacle Road. This is a significant underestimation of the volume of traffic and 

required car parking within the TIA and it represents an underestimation of all traffic 

impacts. 

As we have previously observed in this representation, the contention the cable car 

will reduce traffic to the Pinnacle is based on an assumption that people will choose 

to pay for a ticket on the cable car rather than drive, even though driving would be 

significantly cheaper.  
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The TIA and IreneInc Planning Report also calculate the provision of car parking for 

the base station based on the classification of the base station as “Transport 

Distribution and Depot” use. As outlined at the outset of this representation, ROCC 

believes that the whole of the proposed use is correctly classified under the Planning 

Scheme as a “Tourist Operation” (which is a prohibited use under WPMP for relevant 

sections of the Park). Under the Planning Scheme, a Tourist Operation use requires 

significantly more car parking spaces than a Transport Distribution and Depot use.  

Even if the Council agrees that the base station should be categorised as a 

Transport Depot and Distribution use, that use is directly linked to and provides the 

principal point of access to the proposed Tourist Operation, Food Services and other 

ancillary uses at the Pinnacle (according to IreneInc Planning Report at p 22). The 

floor area of the Pinnacle Centre therefore should also be used to calculate the 

number of car parking spaces required at the base station.  

It is difficult to calculate the parking requirements for the Pinnacle Centre based on 

the information provided in the IreneInc Planning Report regarding floor areas. 

However, based on the floor area outlined for Food Services (i.e. the bar, café and 

restaurant), it is possible that at least a further 115 car spaces would be required, 

and another 81 to 130 spaces would be required for the remaining Tourist Operation 

and ancillary uses. These numbers have been calculated by reference to the parking 

requirements under Table E6.1 of the Planning Scheme. The 55 cark parking spaces 

provided in the proposal therefore represents just a small fraction (approximately a 

fifth) of total parking requirements.  

It would appear that the reason the Pinnacle Centre parking requirements have been 

overlooked by the TIA and the DA is that car parking at the base station is 

insufficient to cater for the reasonable needs of users taking account of the factors 

listed in E6.6.1 P1. Due to the restrictions applying to the proposed base station site 

(steepness and dense vegetation), expansion beyond the current proposed base 

station footprint is not achievable without excavation and clearing that would take it 

even further from compliance with the WPMP requirements with regard to flora fauna 

impacts. 

Clearly, the DA does not meet the Planning Scheme requirements, and should be 

refused on the failure to provide sufficient car parking. 

Final notes 

The proponent’s Ireneinc Planning Document claims (p 33) that ‘The use and 

development of a cable car has been identified as a sustainable transport solution’. 

However, the 2009 Sustainable Transport System endorsed by the Trust (STS) 

nominates five sustainable transport modes, none of which are a cable car.  

Mr Lewis Graham’s representation has identified errors in the Gandy Roberts Site 

Servicing Report which amount to a gross miscalculation of sewerage servicing 

times. ROCC commends this representation to the Hobart City Council. 

Dr John Marsden Smedley’s representation identifies that the likelihood of a fire 
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occurring at a Fire Danger Rating of 50 is almost certain. Given the low standards of 

fire protection proposed, the consequences of such fires would be extreme and it is 

unlikely that the MWCC can meet standards for bushfire safety. 

Conclusion 

This representation has highlighted key instances of critical non-compliance with the 

WPMP and Planning Scheme. There are likely to be many more. The Council has an 

obligation to reject this application on that basis of the numerous cited omissions and 

deficiencies in the DA. ROCC expects that the Council will uphold the management 

rules that have been put in place to protect the natural and cultural values of 

kunanyi/Mount Wellington and the visitor experience,  against an inappropriate, 

damaging, intrusive developments, by refusing his proposal.  
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Attachment 1 –  

Correspondence between ROCC and the Environmental Protection Authority 
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https://www.hobartcity.com.au/files/assets/public/development-applications/pln-19-345/pln-19-345-100-pinnacle-road-mount-wellington-tas-7054-advertised-document-community-benefit-analysis.pdf

