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Attachment 1- Summary of Representation issues and responses  

PLAM-24/01 – Planning scheme amendment to allow a Tourist Operation at 100 Cadbury Road, Claremont   

Public Exhibition 04 February 2025 – 04 March 2025 

No. Supportive / 

not supportive 

 

Representor’s 

property location  

Matters Raised Council Officer’s response 

1. Supporting  Somerdale Rd 

Claremont 7011 

Supports the planning scheme amendment.  Noted.  

2. Supporting  Somerdale Rd 

Claremont 7011 

Supports the planning scheme amendment. Noted. 

3. Supporting  Bournville 

Crescent, 

Claremont  

Supports the planning scheme amendment and 

considers it will be an asset to the local area with 

improvements to the surrounding parkland. Considers 

it is an asset to Tasmania in relation to increase in 

Tourism.  

 

 

Noted. 

4. Supporting  Bournville 

Crescent, 

Claremont  

Supports the planning scheme amendment., and 

confirms they attended the informal consultation 

undertaken by the applicant.  

Noted. 

5. Supporting Hobart Airport  • Support for planning scheme amendment. 

• Economic and tourism Benefits.  

• Project supports Airport investment, growth and 

aligns with Airport goals. 

• Project encourages a sustainable tourism cycle.  

 

Noted. 

6. Not 

supporting  

Applicant  a) Covering letter – page 1 - The Specific Area Plan 

(SAP) approach introduces an unnecessary degree 

It is noted that the representator states that they accept the 

Specific Area Plan (SAP) approach in order to progress the 
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of complexity versus being limited to what is 

required to overcome the current use prohibition. 

controls, but they maintain concerns about using a SAP. 

Therefore, the following response is provided.  

 

A planning scheme amendment is not required simply to 

overcome a use prohibition as this is already allowed under 

Clause 7.4 of the planning scheme, which makes an application 

for a use for a local heritage place Discretionary if it would 

otherwise be Prohibited, subject to a range of heritage 

considerations. The amendment therefore seeks more than 

merely overcoming a use prohibition.  

 

Use and development standards in the zones relate to the range 

of uses allowable in the zone. Introducing a new use necessitates 

consideration of whether additional controls are needed to 

address the potential impacts of the new use and associated 

development. In this case, additional controls are warranted as 

the underlying zone standards do not address the potential 

amenity impacts for non-industrial uses that are otherwise not 

allowed in the zone. Additionally, the Heritage Code that applies 

to this site, does not provide a clear pathway for potential 

development to meet the code standards given the heritage 

significance of the “place” as described under GLE-C6.1.24, 

which in this case, includes both the built form and the curtilage 

including the garden setting, which is identified as the proposed 

development site.  

 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment. 

 

   b) Covering letter – page 1 - the overall proposal has 

limited potential for impact on residential amenity. 

It is noted that the representator states that they accept the use 

standards recommended by Council officers in the exhibited SAP 

to progress the amendment. However, the following response is 

provided.  
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While the site currently accommodates a 24-hour industrial 

operation, amenity impacts from the factory are regulated by 

the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) 1. Any future 

industrial uses on the site would similarly be regulated either by 

the EPA or the C9.0 Attenuation Code under the planning 

scheme. The Attenuation Code applies where sensitive uses are 

in close proximity, enabling assessment of potential emissions 

from industrial activities within the General Industrial Zone and 

their impacts on residential amenity, and vice versa. 

However, as the proposed use would not be regulated by the 

EPA, nor trigger assessment under the Attenuation Code, there 

is a gap in the planning scheme for considering amenity impacts 

of the proposed new use (Tourist Operation) on the adjoining 

residential area. This means Council would not have the ability 

to assess potential impacts such as noise, external lighting, hours 

of operation, or commercial vehicle movements. Amenity 

considerations relating to traffic and signage would, however, be 

addressed under the relevant Codes of the planning scheme, 

including C1.0 Signs Code, C2.0 Parking and Sustainable 

Transport Code, and C3.0 Road and Railway Assets Code. 

 

In addition, the potential for ‘reverse amenity’ impacts needs to 

be considered. This is where a non-industrial use could 

compromise the surrounding industrial activities. To address 

this, the industrial zones have Discretionary use standards; 

however, these only apply to the impact of a Discretionary use 

on surrounding properties (not the same site). Given the 

importance of the industrial operations of the Cadbury factory 

itself, the proposed SAP allows for this consideration to also be 

applied to uses on the same site. 

 

 
1 The factory is a Level 2 Activity subject to an Environmental Protection Notice (EPN) issued under the Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994. The EPN 
includes conditions relating to noise emissions, as well as other matters. 
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Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment. 

   c) Covering letter – page 2 - Exclusion of additional 

uses being the ‘General Retail and Hire’, and 

‘Community Meeting and Entertainment’, creates a 

significant risk of those uses being Prohibited 

(rather than ancillary/subservient uses) and is 

likely to prevent the project from proceeding.  

The applicant’s submitted proposal sought to include two 

additional Use Classes with the qualification of “where part of a 

visitor experience associated with the Cadbury chocolate 

factory.” This appears to be trying to create a new use status, 

between a Use Class in its own right, and an ancillary use. This is 

a concept foreign to the planning scheme. If a use is not ancillary 

or subservient (Clause 6.2.2), then it needs to be considered in 

its own right (Clause 6.2.5 - each use that is not directly 

associated with and subservient to another use on the same site 

must be individually categorised into a Use Class). It is unclear 

what would be the parameters that would enable a use to be 

‘part of the visitor experience’ without being ancillary or 

subservient.  

 

The representation states that additional uses were sought so 

that the “Chocolate Emporium” and community events and 

functions (where part of the visitor experience associated with 

the Cadbury chocolate factory) could be considered in the future 

without the risk of being deemed prohibited uses. However, 

planning staff consider these intended uses would comfortably 

fall within the scope of subservient uses under the primary 

Tourist Operation use category. Furthermore, the proposed 

qualification “where part of the visitor experience associated 

with the Cadbury chocolate factory” could introduce ambiguity. 

It raises questions about the extent of what could be considered 

part of the visitor experience. For example, could a standalone 

or unrelated retail store be established as an attachment or in 

the basement of the visitor experience, with the argument that 

it forms ‘part of’ the visitor experience?  
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In addition, Clause 7.4 allows for consideration of Prohibited 

uses as if they were Discretionary, as the site is a local heritage 

place. 

 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment. 

 

   d) Covering letter – page 2 - The standard conflates 

heritage and visual landscape matters and does so 

in a way that is procedurally unfair and will 

unnecessarily increase the complexity of a future 

permit application assessment.  

 

Refer to Council Officer’s detailed response to points (m) and (o) 

below.  

 

To summarise, the site’s listed values as a local heritage place 

(GLE-C6.1.24) are founded on its ‘garden city’ design principles, 

‘creating a picturesque setting’ that ‘dovetails with the adjoining 

‘garden suburb’ and associated civic spaces.’ Consideration of 

the broader streetscape, setting or surrounding area is an 

appropriate matter for consideration in assessment of a local 

heritage place, and forms part of most of the code standards 

pertaining to local heritage places. 

 

A broader strategic planning exercise is unnecessary to facilitate 

the proposal and would create substantial delays that may 

undermine its viability. Council’s review of GLES15.7.1 (P1)(d) led 

to proposed amendments, including deleting Figure GLE-S15.3, 

broadening the consideration of key views, and removing the 

mandatory Visual Impact Assessment requirement. These 

revisions ensure key vantage points remain a consideration 

while aligning with the Glenorchy Local Provisions Schedule (LPS) 

without affecting its overall integrity. 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment. 

 

   e) Covering letter – page 2 - The development 

standard relating to heritage does not satisfy 

section 32(4) of the Act in that this provision is not 

The Cadbury industrial estate contains significant features 

additional to the historically significant industrial plant, including 

the factory’s landscape setting, historical rail, vehicular, and 
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required to deal with the unique circumstances of 

the site, nor does it facilitate the development. 

pedestrian approaches to the main entrance (as described in the 

heritage listing of the place). A tailored control is required to 

replace the generic control in  C6.0, the Local Historic Heritage 

Code (Heritage Code), to allow for consideration of a non-

industrial development (by a new use introduced by the SAP) 

anticipated to be located within the highly significant riverside, 

open park-like setting, which are central to its heritage value, 

noting the significance of the place relates to “an industry in a 

garden”. The generic C6.6.4 control under the SPPs for siting of 

buildings and structures relates only to setbacks, and doesn’t 

include consideration of the relationship between landscaping, 

works and buildings within the site, or explicit consideration of 

setting. These considerations are pivotal to the Cadbury estate’s 

heritage significance. Without a new development control that 

explicitly considers “setting” at the siting and location stage, 

there is a clear risk of inappropriate development compromising 

the unique heritage character and significance of the Cadbury 

estate. 

 

As such it is considered the Cadbury factory site’s particular 

spatial qualities necessitate unique provisions beyond the 

standard SPPs, thus satisfying S32(4)(b). Discussion relating to 

the proposed heritage Standard are further elaborated under 

Council Officer’s response to points (l) – (r) below. Further 

details regarding how the amendment meets S32(4) can be 

found in Attachment 22 of the Planning Report that was 

advertised.  

 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment. 

 

 
2Item 6 – Attachment 2 : Statutory assessments PLAM-24/01, Attachments of Glenorchy Planning Authority Meeting - Tuesday, 28 January 2025 here 
https://glenorchy.infocouncil.biz/Open/2025/01/PA_28012025_ATT.PDF#PAGE=748  

https://glenorchy.infocouncil.biz/Open/2025/01/PA_28012025_ATT.PDF#PAGE=748
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   f) Covering letter – page 2 - The proposal seeks only 

to allow new uses, and development should not be 

considered.  

As discussed previously, an amendment is not required simply to 

overcome a use prohibition for heritage listed places as this is 

already allowed under Clause 7.4 of the planning scheme.  The 

amendment, therefore, seeks to achieve more than merely 

overcoming a use prohibition. In addition, Council officers are 

concerned that the current provisions of the Heritage Code do 

not provide a pathway for a potential development approval 

within the grounds of the site. In contrast, the proposed 

development Standard provides the framework and opportunity 

for potential approval subject to satisfaction of clearly defined 

heritage performance criteria. 

 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment. 

 

   g) Covering letter – page 2- There are no inherent 

characteristics of a ‘tourism’ use that require a 

different approach (from a heritage point of view). 

“It is currently feasible that significant new 

industrial built form can be applied for as 

allowable development”.  

It is the view of Council officers that any potential development 

of new buildings (including industrial uses) of “significant” or 

“considerable” scale, other than minor development, within the 

garden setting/landscaped approach on the site (i.e. the area 

where the visitor experience is intended to be located) may 

prove difficult to meet the standards of the C6.0 Heritage Code, 

especially in relation to setbacks (C6.6.4). This is because of the 

primacy of the garden setting and landscaped approach to the 

factory with its substantial, uninterrupted setbacks, in the site’s 

listing as a local heritage place. In general terms, any substantial 

industrial development would be required to occur to the east of 

the parkland area, within the factory complex rather than in the 

garden itself, to meet the requirements of Clause C6.6.4.   

 

The amendment proposal is to facilitate a Tourist Operation use. 

The proposed Standard is intended to support a clear approval 

pathway for development for that use, while protecting the 

heritage significance of the place. 
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Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment. 

 

   h) Covering letter – page 2-3  - Council should 

undertake a broader strategic planning exercise to 

consider potential listing as heritage precinct and 

heritage landscape under C6.0 Local Historic 

Heritage Code or scenic area values under C8.0 

Scenic Protection Code involving independent 

analysis and appropriate community and 

stakeholder engagement to identify agreed values. 

The SAP seeks to introduce a new site value and is 

therefore procedurally unfair. Council’s concerns 

and rationale appear to be reactionary rather than 

strategic. 

 

 

No amendment of the current listing, its site values or its 

significance is proposed. Also refer to Council Officer’s response 

to point (m) and (o) below.  

 

A broader strategic planning exercise as a prerequisite for the 

proposed amendment would not enable Council to support the 

current amendment application, given the timeframes involved. 

 

Regardless of the potential merits of a broader heritage precinct, 

landscape or scenic area listing, the existing listing of the site as 

a local heritage place requires protection of the site’s historic 

heritage values and significance. These are established in the 

Glenorchy Local Provisions Schedule and include the garden 

setting and landscaped approach as a central element, as well as 

reference to how the ‘garden city’ design principles created a 

picturesque setting that dovetails with the adjoining suburb and 

civic spaces. The listing itself therefore incorporates 

consideration of the site within its broader context. Protecting 

these values consequently entails taking account of the visibility 

of the place within that broader context, which is not proscribed 

by the Code purpose or standards. Rather, virtually all the Code 

standards pertaining to local heritage places do include 

consideration of the broader streetscape, setting or surrounding 

area3. 

 

It is noted that in the planning scheme, ‘streetscape’ includes 

the view from either side of the same street within 100m of each 

 
3 Specifically: C6.6.1 Demolition P1 (d); C6.6.3 height and bulk of buildings P1 (d); C6.6.4 Siting of buildings and structure P1 (d); C6.6.5 Fences P1 (c), C6.6.6 Roof form and 
materials P1 (c) and (d), C6.6.7 Building alterations, excluding roof form and materials P1 (c) and (d); C6.6.8 Outbuildings and structures P1 (e); and C6.6.9 Driveways and parking 
for non-residential purposes P1 (f).  
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side boundary of the site; ‘setting’ means ‘the surroundings or 

environment of a local heritage place’, and is not quantitatively 

delineated; and ‘surrounding area’ is not a defined term, but is 

informed by context, and should be ‘sufficiently large, to enable 

an assessment of the prevailing characteristics, but not so large 

as to dilute the character of the area around the proposal’4. 

Council officers consider the proposed view/vantage points all 

fall within either the streetscape, the setting or the surrounding 

area of the site, and are appropriate considerations for 

assessment of development on a local heritage place. However, 

Council officers revised GLES15.7.1 (P1)(d) to update the 

wording, as shown in the track-changed version in Attachment 3. 

The amendment broadens the consideration of key views from 

important vantage points in favour of a more flexible 

description, replacing the previous focus on specific points in the 

now-deleted Figure GLE-S15.3.  

 

Furthermore, Council has previously adopted similar approaches 

when considering proposals to amend local provisions for 

significant developments in prominent waterfront locations, 

such as the MONA SAP. However, due to funding and resource 

constraints, these values tend to be identified reactively rather 

than through a proactive strategy. 

 

Finding upon review: Alteration recommended to GLES15.7.1 

(P1)(d) as shown in track-changed version of the amended SAP 

at Attachment 3, to delete Figure GLE-S15.3 and update the 

control to be more generalised in its description of key vantage 

points.  

 

 
4 Collier v Launceston City Council and Ors [2020] TASRMPAT 31, in which the Tribunal preferred the broadest proposed interpretation of ‘surrounding area,’ extending across North 
Esk River.  
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The recommended changes to the draft SAP will not have any 

impact on the Glenorchy LPS as a whole and it is considered 

that the changes to the SAP will still enable the draft 

amendment to meet the LPS criteria. 

 

   i) Covering letter – page 3- Council had adequate 

opportunity at the LPS preparation stage to include 

scenic protection overlays and had the benefit of a 

specific methodology developed by the region for 

identified scenic values and chose not to do so. 

 

The Scenic Protection Code in the SPPs primarily addresses 

landscape protection by regulating vegetation removal and 

impacts on natural skylines. It does not specifically consider 

visual impacts or the dominance of new buildings on a 

prominent heritage building. 

 

In considering the application of the Scenic Protection Code in 

developing the Glenorchy LPS, Council officers considered it was 

not appropriate to apply it to the subject site.  

 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment. 

 

   j) Covering letter – page 3-4 – a requirement for a 

Conservation Management Plan (CMP) is 

unreasonable and improperly uses the concept of 

a CMP. It is not usual practice to prepare one in 

response to a specific development, which is 

properly the function of a heritage impact 

assessment. 

As noted in the representation, the planning scheme includes a 

requirement for a Conservation Plan at Clause 7.4, for a change 

of use of a heritage place. This is also the only place in the 

planning scheme where a requirement for a Heritage Impact 

Statement is specified. 

 

In principle, a CMP can also be applied in a development 

context. In fact, a Conservation Plan (synonymous with a CMP5) 

forms part of the submission requirements for buildings or 

works under Clause 22.4.3 the Sullivans Cove Planning Scheme 

1997 (currently in effect). 

 

 
5 According to the same guidelines as cited in both the representation and the Sullivans Cove scheme, i.e. The Conservation Plan, 7th Edition, J.S Kerr, p.36. 
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In addition, the planning appeals tribunal has previously found 

that it is appropriate for a Conservation Plan/CMP to be 

prepared as part of a specific development proposal6.  

 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment 

 

   k) Covering letter – page 4 – a requirement for a 

Visual Impact Assessment is unreasonable 

 

Council officers have reviewed the draft requirement and concur 

that, while perpetuating key public views remains a key 

performance criterion (as outlined in response to point (m), 

below), supply of a Visual Impact Assessment is not necessarily 

required to satisfy the intent of the proposed Standard.  

 

 

 

Finding upon review: Alteration recommended to GLES15.7.1 

(P1)(d) to exclude the mandatory requirement for, but not 

necessarily preclude, the submission of a Visual Impact 

Assessment – refer to attachment 3 

 

The recommended changes to the draft SAP will not have any 

impact on the Glenorchy LPS as a whole and it is considered 

that the changes to the SAP will still enable the draft 

amendment to meet the LPS criteria. 

   l) Memorandum of Heritage Advice (MoHA), Purcell 

– page 7/12 - The Local Historic Heritage Code is an 

adequate standard for assessment in principle’ 

citing considerations existing in the Code as 

follows: 

Topography (C6.6.2; C6.6.4); Height and bulk of 

buildings (C6.6.3); Setting (C6.6.3); Bulk, form and 

No variation is proposed to the Heritage Code standards cited by 

the Heritage Consultant, other than substituting C6.6.4 Siting of 

buildings and structures. The remaining standards would apply 

in any assessment of development arising from the proposed 

use. 

 

 
6 S Peart and M Kidd v. Sullivans Cove Waterfront Authority and Citta Property Group AND S Peart and M Kidd v. Tasmanian Heritage Council and Citta Property [2011] TASRMPAT 12 
(15 February 2011) [54]. 
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size (C6.6.8); External materials and finishes 

(C6.6.8); Visibility of structure from any road or 

adjoining open space (C6.6.8).  

 

 

 

 

Council’s intention in drafting proposed development standard 

GLE-S15.7.1 arises from: 

 

➢ The open space (historical garden front) of the factory is a 

primary element of its significance. This is identified as the 

location for the proposed Tourism use and associated 

development. Clause C6.6.4 (Siting of buildings and 

structures) considers setbacks but not siting, nor the impact 

that could have on the site’s values. Clause C6.6.8 deals with 

siting within a site, but relates only to outbuildings7 (such as 

carports or sheds) and ‘structures’ (which is not a defined 

term under LUPAA or the planning scheme, and therefore has 

its ordinary meaning, which is distinct from a ‘building’). 

Therefore, the Code standards do not address the specific 

scenario of the location of the proposed use and 

development being within the area embodying a key, central 

element of the site’s significance. 

 

➢ The fundamental importance of siting and location  as the 

first, logical, consideration to be made in the ‘order of 

operations’ when assessing development on a ‘beacon’ site 

such as the Cadbury factory. 

 

In addition, Council officers consider that standard C6.6.4 could 

prove difficult to meet for any new buildings located within the 

gardens to the west of the factory complex, given the primacy of 

the approach and setting in the site’s heritage values and 

significance. Whereas, in contrast, the proposed development 

Standard provides the framework and opportunity for potential 

 
7 ‘Outbuilding means a non-habitable detached building of Class 10a of the Building Code of Australia and includes a garage, carport or shed’ (Clause 3.1 of the SPPs). 
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approval subject to satisfaction of clearly defined heritage 

performance criteria. 

 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment. 

 

   m) MoHA – pages 8 & 9/12: Question the validity of 

considering visual landscape values in the context 

of a Heritage Place, referencing the basis for the 

Visual Qualities Review prepared for Council by 

architect and urban design consultant8. 

 

Taking the view that garden city principles are 

embodied by the wider estate and are not 

sufficiently represented within the individual 

places listed in GLE-Table C6.1 – Local Heritage 

Places, at the same time acknowledging the 

Cadbury factory place “could be characterised as a 

factory in a garden”. 

 

Only Viewpoint 1 in the Woolley advice/Figure 

GLE-S15.3 is considered valid from the heritage 

perspective (the remaining viewpoints relating to 

scenic values). 

 

Calling into question the reactive nature of 

Council’s approach in commissioning Woolley’s 

work (also referenced in the covering letter point h 

above), flagging the need for a ‘thorough strategic 

approach’ more appropriately considered in the 

It is noted that there is mutual agreement regarding the validity 

of key public view 1 (as identified in Figure GLE-S15.3 that was in 

the advertised SAP).  

 

Open space is a key tenet of garden city design philosophy. 

 

Over-development or unsympathetic development of the open 

space approaches to the Cadbury factory would have an 

adverse/deleterious impact upon, and be incompatible with, the 

garden city principles embodied by the place as the centrepiece 

of the Cadbury Industrial Estate. Therefore, there can be no 

doubt that garden city principles are sufficiently embodied by 

the site as a local heritage place, irrespective of the value of the 

broader area that may warrant listing as a heritage precinct, 

landscape or scenic protection area (although see comments in 

relation to the latter in response to (i), above). 

 

Garden city principles referenced in the Statement of 

Significance can reasonably be interpreted as encompassing the 

visual landscape qualities of the place and this is acknowledged 

by Purcell in their drawing of parallels between Cadbury’s 

‘factory in a garden’ at Bournville and Cadbury at Claremont. 

 

There is clear evidence that Cadbury characterised its plant on 

the promontory at Claremont as the factory ‘by mountain and 

sea’ implying a wider aesthetic presence in the landscape and 

 
8 Dated October 10, 2024. 
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context of a Local Historic Heritage Precinct and 

Scenic Protection Code. 

 

 

validating Council’s position in including key public views (shown 

as key viewpoint 1 – 5 in GLE-S15.3 in the advertised SAP), and 

therefore as a matter for consideration in the proposed 

development standard, GLE-S15.7.1. Note, amendment to the 

drafting of this Standard is now proposed and in the manner 

described below.  

 

Observations contained in Terry & Davies 2005 assessment of 

the Cadbury Estate9 (Appendix of this document) are instructive 

in: 

 

➢ Defining the qualities of the setting; p11 “…broad landscaped 

grounds that include the immediate setting of the factory.” 

 

➢ Imparting an understanding of the importance of garden city 

design principles (site, open space) in enabling industry to co-

exist with the broader estate without conflict; p11 “Even 

though the factory is now of considerable size, its siting and 

the overall estate design suggest a modest facility.” 

 

➢ Demonstrating the importance and qualities of the setting in 

the context of the factory; p12: 

 

“The [factory] building forms an excellent example of early 

industrial development where there is a clear pride in the 

design and the setting as well as the product.” 

 

The particular qualities of the site; p12 “The setting on the 

peninsula adds a unique element to the complex with ever-

present water forming a backdrop to the precinct.” 

 
9 As set out in Ian Terry & Paul Davies, 2005. Glenorchy Heritage Place Assessment Project – Inventory. Heritage Conservation Areas. Collinsvale, Goodwood, Lutana, Northern 
Suburbs. Prepared for Glenorchy City Council; pp 10 -15. 
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➢ Acknowledging the significance of the factory as a place; p13 

“A very fine example of inter-war industrial design set within 

a very fine landscape setting”, and; 

 

➢ Highlighting the significance of view fields (i.e., the factory by 

mountain and sea); p13 “The strong visual quality of the 

precinct with its backdrop of Mt Wellington and the River 

Derwent. 

 

This reinforces the primacy of the setting in the listing of the 

local heritage place itself.  

 

In relation to whether Council’s response was ‘reactive,’ an 

alternative approach would have been to refuse the application 

as premature, to enable time to seek the budget and resources 

necessary to acquit a broader strategic project. Any proponent 

cognisant of the timeframes involved would likely view such a 

response as a significant project risk. This was not deemed 

necessary, given that regardless of the merits of a broader 

precinct, landscape or scenic area, the listed qualities of the 

place itself warrant protection.  

 

Council planning reserves the right to inform any assessment it 

makes as authorised officers in the interests of properly 

informing the Glenorchy Planning Authority, and the community, 

of matters pertinent to any proposal or application. In this 

context, the work commissioned to consider view fields is 

appropriate in considering the above discussion. There is nothing 

in the Heritage Code, including the definition of local historic 

heritage significance, that precludes consideration of the 

prominence of a place, from outside that site. As discussed 

under the response to point (h), above, virtually all the Code 
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standards pertaining to local heritage places do include 

consideration of the broader streetscape, setting or surrounding 

area. It is an appropriate factor to include in consideration of 

development on a local heritage place. 

 

However desirable a broader precinct, local historic landscape or 

scenic protection listing10 may or may not be, it is the case that 

the specific extent of the heritage place being the Cadbury 

Industrial Estate (Factory), as defined in the Glenorchy Local 

Provisions Schedule11, is significant in its own right.12 

 

Notwithstanding, Council officers reviewed the drafting and 

proposed a revision to the control under GLES15.7.1 (P1)(d), to 

update the wording. These changes can be viewed in the track-

changed version of the amended Standard at Attachment 3.  

 

This amendment still intends and ensures that key views from 

important vantage points are actively considered but in a 

broader context, rather than confinement to specific points as 

previously outlined in Figure GLE-S15.3 (now deleted). The 

amendment also removes the mandatory requirement for a 

Visual Impact Assessment as discussed above, making it optional 

to the views from the described vantage points.  

 

Finding upon review: Alteration recommended to GLES15.7.1 

(P1)(d) as shown in track-changed version of the amended SAP 

at Attachment 3, to delete Figure GLE-S15.3, update the control 

to be more generalised in its description of key vantage points, 

and exclude the requirement for a Visual Impact Assessment. 

 

 
10 Refer to Council officer’s response to point (i) above regarding the shortcomings of the Scenic Protection Code.  
11 GLE-Table C6.1 – Place ref: GLE-C6.1.24 
12 As are numerous similarly listed and thematically related heritage places in the locality 
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The recommended changes to the draft SAP will not have any 

impact on the Glenorchy LPS as a whole and it is considered 

that the changes to the SAP will still enable the draft 

amendment to meet the LPS criteria. 

 

 

   n) MoHA – pages 9& 10/12: Contends that a 

‘Tourism’ use is compatible, citing the link between 

the anticipated Cadbury Experience and the long 

history of immersive visitor tours of the factory. On 

this basis it is argued that the proposed SSQ 

approach is appropriate. 

 

 

The premise of this argument is that the proposed use will 

reprise tours that were highly popular for many decades. 

 

However, it is clear from the application documentation that the 

intention is to develop a commercial tourism venture with ferry-

in-ferry-out terminal, riverside access way, a new building or 

buildings that will serve a variety of functions, insights to 

Cadbury’s chocolate-making lineage, and the offer of other 

products for sale along with amenities including an arboretum 

and playground. 

 

This represents a completely different proposition in scope, 

location, scale and footprint compared to the Cadbury-run, in-

factory tours and visitor centre of years past. 

 

As detailed earlier in this response and in the Council Officer’s 

Planning Assessment report13, a SAP is the appropriate planning 

control to address the potential amenity impacts and site-

specific heritage considerations of the proposal.  

 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment 

 

   o) MoHA - pages 10 & 11/12: The perceived inability 

of the Local Historic Heritage Code to address 

Creation of a heritage precinct would require refusal of the 

proposed amendment, to enable Council to seek the budget and 

resources necessary to undertake broader strategic work. 

 
13 Item 6 in the Agenda of Glenorchy Planning Authority Meeting - Tuesday, 28 January 2025 here https://glenorchy.infocouncil.biz/Open/2025/01/PA_28012025_AGN.PDF  

https://glenorchy.infocouncil.biz/Open/2025/01/PA_28012025_AGN.PDF


18 
 

matters concerning setting is better addressed 

through creation of a Heritage Precinct. 

 

 

 

The representation does not dispute that ‘setting’ is a valid 

matter for consideration, nor refute the listed values and 

significance of the local heritage place, in which setting is a 

central element. The preferred – and recommended – approach 

to account for the centrality of setting in this specific case is to 

provide a tailored assessment pathway for the site, by 

substituting one out of the ten place-based standards in the 

Local Historic Heritage Code. The proposed standard GLE-S15.7.1 

recognises the critical importance of siting beyond consideration 

of setbacks and seeks to mitigate risk to potential development 

by articulating the site-specific matters to be addressed. 

 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment 

 

   p) MoHA – page 11/12: The requirement for a 

Conservation Management Plan CMP) is 

inappropriate and unreasonable, should account 

for the entire site and consider the wider Cadbury 

Estate given the stated values of the Garden City 

and the Garden Suburb. 

 

Cites a best practice definition for a CMP as being: 

 

“a document which sets out what is significant in a 

place and, consequently, what policies are 

appropriate to enable that significance to be 

retained in its future use and development. For 

The proponent has elected not to engage with Clause 7.4, the 

standard intended to apply to applications for Change of Use of 

a Local Heritage Place. A Conservation Plan is required at Clause 

7.4.3 (d) of that standard. The terms ‘Conservation Plan’ and 

‘Conservation Management Plan’ (CMP) are synonymous 

according to the same guidelines as cited in the representation14 

(the ‘Kerr Guidelines’).  

 

As discussed above, a CMP can be applied in a development 

context; in fact, a Conservation Plan forms part of the 

submission requirements for buildings or works under clause 

22.4.3 the Sullivans Cover Planning Scheme 1997 (currently in 

effect). It is acceptable for a Conservation Plan to be prepared as 

part of a specific development proposal15. In practice, a 

 
14 The Conservation Plan, 7th Edition, J.S Kerr, p.36. 
15 S Peart and M Kidd v. Sullivans Cove Waterfront Authority and Citta Property Group AND S Peart and M Kidd v. Tasmanian Heritage Council and Citta Property [2011] TASRMPAT 
12 (15 February 2011) [54]. 
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most places it deals with the management of 

change.” 

 

Covering letter page 3 contend that it is not usual 

practice to prepare a CMP in response to a specific 

development, this being properly the function of a 

heritage impact assessment. 

Conservation Plan or CMP prepared in response to development 

is likely to provide more pragmatic and workable heritage policy 

and guidance than a Conservation Plan written with respect to a 

change of use without the necessary development detail to 

hand. 

 

As to whether the scope of a CMP should account for the entire 

site and the wider Cadbury Estate, the Kerr Guidelines (p. 1) 

state that the scope of such plans must be flexible, and the 

structure tailored to resolve relevant issues. Conservation 

Plans/CMPs can be, and often are, applied to selected parts of a 

place. For example, in the face of a change in use or 

development that was restricted to a key significant element of a 

site complex (a particular building, say), it would be not 

inappropriate, unreasonable, or unusual to prepare a CMP for 

that building only. 

 

As noted earlier in the response to this representation, the 

setting of the factory forms a key element of the values and 

significance of the site as a local heritage place, irrespective of 

any broader values beyond the site. Proposed Clause GLE-

S15.7.1, P1 (g) limits the required scope to the pertinent matters 

and explicitly excludes the individual elements of the factory 

complex itself. The Standard has been drafted to apply to key 

significant heritage qualities and elements that would potentially 

be impacted by the anticipated development enabled by the 

proposed amendment, with broader considerations limited to 

acknowledgement of key connections. 

 

To require a CMP of the entire Cadbury Factory site, or the 

entire Garden City (ie, broader Cadbury Estate) as suggested by 

the Heritage Consultant is a laudable objective but would 

reasonably be regarded as a disproportionate response to any 



20 
 

proposed development that is limited to the area made available 

to the proponent by Mondelez. 

 

The best practice definition for a CMP quoted by the Heritage 

Consultant is precisely the standard required given the unique 

characteristics of the place. 

 

A Heritage Impact Assessment is not a requirement of the C6.0 

Local Historic Heritage Code or the Application Requirements at 

Clause 6.1 of the planning scheme.  

 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment 

 

   q) MoHA -page 11/12: Suggests amendment to the 

wording of subclause (b) in GLE-S15.7.1 as follows: 

 

‘retention of the connection between the Cadbury 

Factory, open space frontage and setting west of 

the industrial buildings and plant including 

historical vehicular, pedestrian and tree-lined 

approaches to the Check Lodge and views though 

to the clock tower and industrial plant beyond.’ 

 

The historical, open space, approaches to the factory are 

uncluttered, i.e. the open parklands are currently not blighted by 

a collection of elements that could be considered intrusive.  

 

Clutter is anathema to the qualities embodied by the subject 

location. While the term ‘uncluttered’ may be removed, it is 

integral to consider visual clutter in the Standard given the 

significance of open space in the context of this place. 

Consideration of visual clutter as a planning matter is established 

under the C1.0 Signs Code in the SPPs. While it is noted that 

clutter in the context of the Signs Code is a different type of 

clutter, it is to be noted that this is a word and concept already 

existing in the SPPs. 

 

As such an amendment to the wording is proposed (as seen in 

the track-changed version of the SAP under Attachment 3) as 

follows:  

 

“retention of the clear connection between the Cadbury Factory 

and its extensive, open parklands and setting west of the 
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industrial buildings and plant including historical vehicular, 

pedestrian and tree-lined approaches to the Check Lodge and 

views though to the clock tower and industrial plant beyond, as 

shown in Figure GLE-S15.2”; and the element of clutter is 

proposed to be a separate criterion for clarity as “avoiding 

unreasonable visual intrusion and clutter”.  

 

It is considered the proposed amendment to GLE-S5.7.1(P1)(b) 

and (c) provide more clarity.  

 

Finding upon review: Alteration recommended to GLE-

S5.7.1(P1)(b) and (c) as shown in the track-changed version of 

the amended SAP at Attachment 3. 

 

The recommended changes to the draft SAP will not have any 

impact on the Glenorchy LPS as a whole and it is considered 

that the changes to the SAP will still enable the draft 

amendment to meet the LPS criteria. 

 

 

   r) MoHA – page 11 & 12/12: [Heritage Consultant 

asked to comment specifically on the likely 

potential to achieve compliance with GLE-S15.7.1] 

Heritage Consultant considers substitution of 

existing Clause C6.6.4 problematic because its 

objective is to control tourist operation use, 

presuming that no clauses would apply for siting of 

buildings and structures of any other use. 

Existing clause C6.6.4 more comprehensively 

accounts for any buildings and structures. 

 

 

A specific control [in the form of GLE-S15.7.1 and relating to the 

siting of buildings and structures for a Tourism Use is required 

because development arising from that use (currently prohibited 

in the zone) will occupy the open space approaches to the 

Cadbury Factory that are integral to the unique character of the 

place. 

 

Note that support of an application for substantial factory 

buildings within the landscaped gardens would also be unlikely 

due to the gardens' high significance, as outlined in the 

statement of significance. 
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Clause C6.6.4 and any other relevant SPPs for heritage will 

continue to apply to any other development allied to uses in the 

zone that are either permitted or discretionary. 

 

Proposed SAP standard GLE-S15.7.1 will apply only to 

development allied to Tourism Use within the specific extent of 

the Local Historic Heritage Place as set out in GLE-C6.1.24. 

 

Clause C6.6.4 is considered potentially problematic for any 

substantial new development in that location, because it is hard 

to see how the front, side and rear setbacks of a building could 

be considered compatible with the local historic heritage 

significance of the place, given the site selected for the 

development. In contrast, the proposed development standard 

provides the framework and opportunity for potential approval 

subject to satisfaction of clearly defined heritage performance 

criteria. 

 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment. 

 

7. Supporting Tourism Industry 

Council Tasmania  

• Supports the amendment.  

• Project furthers the objectives of Tasmania’s visitor 

economy strategy, encourages regional dispersal 

outside of Hobart and into the northern suburbs. 

• Project will revive the Cadbury Visitor Experience, 

bringing back a beloved attraction, while also 

strengthening Tasmania’s visitor economy 

• Economic benefits including job creation in 

hospitality, tourism, and supporting industries more 

broadly. 

Noted.  
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• Project will support Tasmania’s dairy farmers, 

growers, and producers by showcasing local 

ingredients aligned to the Tasmanian brand.  

8. Supporting  Destination 

Southern Tasmania  

• Strongly supports the amendment.  

• Project represents a significant investment in 

Tasmania’s visitor economy. 

• Project aligns with DST’s mission to enhance 

Southern Tasmania’s tourism offerings and drive 

sustainable growth within the sector. 

• Economic benefits including job creation, increased 

visitor spending, revenue generation and support for 

Tasmania’s producers.  

• Social benefits towards renewed sense of pride in 

the region’s industrial heritage, community, 

transport ferry-in and out connection, and 

Tasmanian Tourism.  

• The modified planning controls proposed by the 

Glenorchy City Council help to balance these 

objectives, ensuring the Cadbury Visitor Experience 

is developed in a way that safeguards residential 

amenity and protects the site’s heritage significance. 

Noted, and specifically note support for modified planning 

controls by Council officers.  

9. Supporting  TasFarmers • Future development will enhance Tasmania’s visitor 

economy by attracting more tourists and increasing 

visitor spending.  

• Project support Tasmania’s dairy farmers, growers, 

and producers by showcasing local ingredients and 

producers. Reinforce Tasmania’s reputation for 

excellence in food, tourism, and agritourism. 

Noted.  

10. Support  Navigators Group •  Project compliments Wilkinsons points project. 

• Enhances Tasmania’s visitor economy. 

Noted. 
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• Supports Ferry usage rather than increasing 

pressure on the arterial road network. 

• Economic benefits. 

• Supports Tasmania’s dairy farmers, growers, and 

producers.  

• Reinforces Tasmania’s reputation for excellence in 

food, tourism, and agritourism.  

 

11. Support, with 

concerns 

raised 

Main Road, 

Claremont  

• Questioning the omission of images showing the 

tree lined garden path in the proponent’s 

submission. 

• Expressing concern about the extent of re-zoning 

and future development that has the potential to 

undermine heritage values and result in loss of a 

long-held public amenity. 

• Concerned about of loss of amenity to enjoy the 

garden, and questions how much of the garden will 

be lost and what protection is given to the big trees 

and birdlife- “the entire garden could be for used as 

a glorified chocolate shop/café by the developers 

rather than a community asset”.  

• Supports the Specific Area Plan recommended by 

Council Officers.  

• Urging Council to support the development but to 

restrict the Cadbury Visitor Experience Specific Area 

to 7 m south of the sealed bike/walking track to 

ensure protection of the large trees, local heritage 

place and amenity of the area. 

 

 

 

Heritage issues:  

Many of the qualities of the place referenced in the 

representation fall within the intentions of garden city 

philosophy (i.e., the enjoyment of public open space). 

 

Council’s recommended heritage controls as set out in GLE-

S15.7.1 make reference to the specific historical/heritage 

qualities referred to by the representor and, in so doing, will 

require the proponent to consider carefully the siting and 

location, extent, and form of any development allied to the 

proposed Tourist use (including in response to conservation 

policy as set out in a Conservation management Plan). The 

intention being to achieve sound heritage and [future] 

development outcomes. 

 

Concerns about extent of ‘rezoning’ and recommendation for 

specific restriction on development and impacts to heritage, 

public amenity and natural values: 

The proposed new development standard under GLE-S15.7.1 is 

considered sufficient to protect the site’s key values, making it 

unnecessary to restrict the SAP area in this instance. 

In the absence of a masterplan, restricting the SAP area would 

be challenging, as it remains uncertain whether future 

development could be accommodated within such limits. The 

proposed SAP is intended to ensure that any future 
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development is appropriately sited, respecting the site’s heritage 

values—including its parkland setting, significant trees, and 

longstanding community and intergenerational importance. 

Therefore, restricting the SAP area is considered unnecessary in 

this instance. 

It is also important to note that while the gardens hold 

significant community value, they remain privately owned. 

Council has no records of any agreements in place that 
require the gardens to be open for public use. Therefore, aside 

from heritage considerations, it is not justified to mandate the 

maintenance of the parkland for public amenity. 

 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment. 

 

12. Supporting  Tasmanian 

Chambers of 

Commerce and 

Industry  

• Supports the planning scheme amendment.  

• Enhances Tasmania’s visitor economy. 

• Driving economic growth and job creation.  

• Supports Tasmania’s dairy farmers, growers, and 

producers.  

• Positioning Tasmania as a leader in premium 

tourism.  

• Strengthening community and cultural connections.  

Noted.  

13. Notice of no 

objection  

TasWater  N/A N/A  

14.  Support, with 

concerns 

raised  

Lady Clark Avenue, 

Claremont  

• Supports the proposal for a Cadbury Visitor 

experience Tourism use on the provision that it 

values and protects the heritage values of the site as 

defined by GCC officers. 

• Notes the absence of reference to key significant 

heritage elements in the proponent’s application, 

and concerned that the long-established historic 

Noted that the representor supports the modified amendment 

with a Specific Area Plan to ensure proper assessment of 

residential amenity impacts and heritage protection. 

 

As discussed in the response to Representation no. 11 above, 

Council’s recommended controls as set out in Specific Area Plan 

will ensure residential amenity and heritage values of the site 

will be managed and protected.  
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garden settings and walkways will be destroyed in 

any proposed development unless specifically 

addressed in any application and approval. 

• Describes the popularity and importance of the 

parkland to public enjoyment of the place and 

environs. 

• Highlights natural values including birdlife. 

• Expresses concerns that adverse impacts (loss of 

residential amenity, diminished heritage values and 

challenges in approving future development) will 

occur in the absence of the recommended planning 

controls. 

• Acknowledges and supports the necessity of a 

modified planning scheme amendment so that the 

impact upon residential amenity and protection of 

the sites significant heritage values can be properly 

considered. 

 

The proposed GLE-S15.7.1 make reference to the specific 

historical/heritage qualities referred to by the representor and, 

in so doing, will require the proponent to consider carefully the 

siting and location, extent, and form of any development allied 

to the proposed Tourist use (including in response to 

conservation policy as set out in a Conservation Management 

Plan). The intention being to achieve sound heritage and [future] 

development outcomes. The proposed SAP is intended to ensure 

that any future development is appropriately sited, respecting 

the site’s heritage values—including its parkland setting, 

significant trees, and longstanding community and 

intergenerational importance. 

 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment. 

 

15.  Support  Tasmanian 

Hospitality 

Association  

• Supports the planning scheme amendment.  

• Amendment allows reviving the Cadbury Visitor 

Experience and bring back a beloved attraction.  

• Increased visitor spending and driving economic 

benefits.  

• Supports Tasmania’s dairy farmers, growers, and 

producers.  

• Positioning Tasmania as a leader in premium 

tourism.  

Noted.  

16.  Support  Masters Builders 

Tasmania  

• Supports the planning scheme amendment. 

• Revitalisation of the Cadbury Visitor Experience 

presents an exciting opportunity for Tasmania’s 

tourism sector, local economy, and broader 

community. 

Noted.  
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• Employment opportunities.  

• Support the development of the Tasmanian building 

and construction industry  

• Supports Tasmania’s dairy farmers, growers, and 

producers.  

• Positioning Tasmania as a leader in premium 

tourism.  

17.  Not 

supporting  

Bournville 

Crescent, 

Claremont  

• Traffic impacts and congestion. One road leading in 

and out of the Cadbury estate, which is already 

relatively busy.  

• Concerns regarding loss of ‘quietness’ of this area 

and ability to safely walk around without traffic and 

number of people proposed to be visiting the 

Cadbury experience.  

• Noise impacts due to increased traffic.  

• Parking impacts on local streets and residences in 

close proximity to the site.  

• Potential harm to heritage area. 

• Loss of privacy. 

• Waste of taxpayers money, given the state of the 

health and education system in Tasmania. 

Traffic and parking issues:  

The proposed amendment does not include a combined use or 

development application. Any future application would be 

subject to the C2.0 Parking and Sustainable Transport Code and 

the C3.0 Road and Railway Assets Code, which govern parking 

and traffic. Any such application would be Discretionary, due to 

the proposed use status, and the community would have the 

opportunity to consider the details of the proposal and make a 

representation through the application assessment process. 

Amenity impacts issues:  

The proposed use controls under the Specific Area Plan will 

ensure that the new use does not cause an unreasonable loss of 

amenity to the adjoining residential zone. Under Section 38 of 

LUPAA, the Planning Authority must assess the proposed 

amendment on its merits. As the recommended amendment 

meets legislative requirements, it cannot be refused solely on 

the basis of increased traffic impacting the area's “quietness.” As 

mentioned above, the State Planning Provisions (SPPs) allow 

traffic and parking considerations at the future planning 

application stage.  Additionally, the standards in the SAP which 

align with those set by the SPPs for similar zones—covering 

hours of operation, external lighting, and commercial vehicle 

movements—will help manage noise and movement frequency, 

ensuring reasonable levels of impact where acceptable solutions 

are not met. 

Impacts on Heritage Values:  
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Council’s recommended heritage controls as set out in GLE-

S15.7.1 will require the proponent to consider carefully the siting 

and location, extent, and form of any development allied to the 

proposed Tourist use (including in response to conservation 

policy as set out in a Conservation Management Plan). The 

intention being to achieve sound heritage and [future] 

development outcomes. 

Loss of privacy:  

The factory is already a non-residential use with several 

employees. While the number of people on-site is expected to 

increase significantly, existing building setback provisions will 

remain in place. Additionally, the proposed development 

standard under the SAP aims to protect the site’s key heritage 

values, including its garden setting, ensuring a buffer is 

maintained between the residential and non-residential uses. 

Misuse of Taxpayer Funds:  

Funding arrangements for the proposal are not a planning 

matter that can be considered in assessing the proposed 

amendment. 

 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment. 

 

18.  Not 

supporting 

Cadbury Road, 

Claremont. 

 

• Concern that the amendment will allow unsuitable 

development in the area. 

• Loss of a peaceful community space currently used 

for dog walking, cycling, walking, and family 

activities. Concern that development will disrupt 

local recreational use. 

• Environmental Impact as the area is home to diverse 

bird species. Development could drive wildlife away 

and remove significant tree cover, which is vital for 

habitat and climate resilience. 

Loss of community parklands:   

The proposed SAP seeks to ensure future development respects 

the site's heritage values, including its parkland setting and 

strong community connections. While the gardens hold 

significant community and inter-generational value, it is 

important to note they remain privately owned.  Council has no 
records of any agreements in place that require the gardens 
to be open for public use. 
Environmental impacts:  

While some tree cover will be lost to accommodate the future 

development of the Cadbury Visitor Experience, the trees—aside 
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• Concern that development will impact on heritage 

values including on the historic gates and old railway 

tracks. 

• Public consultation undertaken by applicant was 

limited and the true scale of development is being 

downplayed. 

• Development will dominate the area and includes 

unnecessary duplication of facilities - nearby shops, 

playgrounds, and recreational facilities already 

serving the community. 

• Traffic and transport concerns including concerns 

that most locals will drive rather than using ferry. 

Unclear parking solutions for ferry users in the city 

and at the site. 

• Questions what new “scenic parkland activities” and 

“community events” that already don’t happen 

there.  

• Alternative locations suggested for the project and 

concerned that once heritage and environmental 

assets are lost, they cannot be restored. 

 

from their heritage value within the garden setting and tree-

lined approach—are not listed as significant under the 

Significant Tree Register or subject to the Natural Values Code in 

the SPPs. Therefore, imposing additional controls solely for 

environmental protection would be unjustified. However, from a 

heritage perspective, the gardens, including a number of trees, 

will require some level of protection. Additionally, portions of 

the foreshore area fall within the Environmental Management 

Zone, where any development would be subject to existing 

environmental controls in the SPPs. 

Impacts on Heritage Values:  

Council’s recommended heritage controls as set out in GLE-

S15.7.1 will require the proponent to consider carefully the siting 

and location, extent, and form of any development allied to the 

proposed Tourist use (including in response to conservation 

policy as set out in a Conservation Management Plan). The 

intention being to achieve sound heritage and [future] 

development outcomes. 

Public consultation concerns:  

The applicant’s public consultation was non-statutory and 

exceeded formal requirements by engaging the community 

through a public information session. The Council has since 

publicly exhibited the amendment and directly notified adjoining 

property owners and occupiers, meeting LUPAA’s public 

exhibition requirements. As the proposed use is Discretionary, 

any future development application, should the amendment be 

approved, will undergo further public consultation under Section 

57 of LUPAA. 

Duplication of facilities:  

No development proposal for specific facilities has been 

received. It is noted that the site is in proximity to the Claremont 

Activity Centre; however, the Tourist Operation use would 

provide a unique offering that aligns with broader tourism 

strategy.  Any ancillary uses would need to be directly associated 
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with, and a subservient part of, the Tourist Operation use, i.e. a 

general retail store would not be allowed. On that basis, the 

scope for potential duplication and impact to the Activity Centre 

is considered insubstantial. 

Traffic concerns:  

Any future application will be assessed under the C2.0 Parking 

and Sustainable Transport Code and the C3.0 Road and Railway 

Assets Code, ensuring appropriate parking and traffic 

management. While ferry usage cannot be mandated through 

the planning system, traffic and parking considerations will be 

based on the expected number of patrons and ferry services if 

provided. 

Existing SPP standards will ensure sufficient parking and 

necessary traffic upgrades. A Traffic Impact Assessment will 

likely be required to identify and recommend mitigation 

measures for any impacts. As the proposed use is Discretionary, 

should the amendment be approved, the community will have 

the opportunity to review the proposal and provide 

representations during the application assessment process. 

“Scenic parkland activities” and “community events” :  

Details about what additional “scenic parkland activities” or 

“community events” are anticipated to be held have not been 

provided by the applicant. However, Council does not support 

the inclusion of “Community Meeting and Entertainment” as a 

separate use class. Subservient uses to the existing factory or 

any future approved uses on the site, including the Tourist 

Operation, would continue to be allowable under Clause 6.2.2 of 

the Scheme. 

Alternate locations: 

The Planning Authority is required to assess the proposed 

amendment on its merits under Section 38 of LUPAA and cannot 

consider alternative sites. The amendment applies to the entire 

site and does not include a development application. However 

future development siting will be addressed through the 
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proposed SAP development standard, and impacts on any 

Environmental values that are protected under scheme will 

continue to be protected via the various applicable overlays.  

 

Finding upon review: No merit that warrants a change to the 

exhibited amendment. 

 

19.  Supporting  Landowner 

100 Cadbury Road, 

Claremont  

• Strong support for the planning scheme 

amendment. 

• Revitalisation of the Cadbury Visitor Experience 

presents an exciting opportunity for Tasmania’s 

tourism sector, local economy, and broader 

community.  

• Local economic benefits through job creation in the 

northern suburbs and across Tasmania through 

employment opportunities in hospitality, tourism, 

and supporting industries. 

• Supports Tasmania’s dairy farmers, growers, and 

producers.  

• Positioning Tasmania as a leader in premium 

tourism. 

Noted.  

20.  Supporting  Tourism Tasmania  • Supports the planning scheme amendment. 

• Positioning Tasmania as a leader in premium 

tourism. 

• The immersive experience will showcase local 

produce, increasing visitor numbers and spending. 

• local economic benefits through job creation in the 

northern suburbs and across Tasmania through 

employment opportunities in hospitality, tourism, 

and supporting industries. 

Noted.  
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• Investment that manages future growth that 

enhance the quality of Tasmania as a holiday 

destination. 

• Stimulates private sector investment consistent with 

Tasmania's brand and industry standards. 

• Supports development and innovation in products 

and experiences prioritising artisanal and built 

heritage. 

21.  Supporting  

 

Late 

representation  

Federal group  • Strongly supports the planning scheme amendment. 

• Bring back Cadbury Visitor Experience, a fond 

attraction from the past.   

• Drive local visitor economy. 

• Significant business in the local area and will 

stimulate local business activity and job creation.  

• Supports Tasmania’s dairy farmers, growers, and 

producers.  

• Positioning Tasmania as a leader in premium 

tourism. 

Noted.  

22.  Supporting  

 

Late 

representation  

Pennicott 

Wilderness 

Journeys 

• Supports the planning scheme amendment. 

• Historically the Cadbury Visitor Experience, a key 

highlight of a visit to Hobart. Brining back this 

attraction will revive a   memorable experience for 

visitors and locals.  

• Creates employment opportunities.  

• Supports local producers.   

• Encourages increased visitation and greater visitor 

spending.  

• Positioning Tasmania as a leader in premium 

tourism. 

Noted.  
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ATTACHMENT 3

PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT

PLAM24/01 - AMENDED SAP WITH TRACK CHANGES



 

 

GLE-S15.0  Cadbury Visitor Experience Specific Area Plan  

GLE-S15.1  Plan Purpose 

The purpose of the Cadbury Visitor Experience Specific Area Plan is: 

GLE-S15.1.1 To allow for the use and development of a Cadbury Visitor Experience, associated 
with the Cadbury Chocolate Factory, as a Tourist Operation use including 
ancillary uses directly associated with and subservient to that use.  

GLE-S15.1.2     To ensure that the Tourist Operation use does not interfere with or undermine the 
primary industrial use of the site.  

GLE-S15.1.4   To ensure that the Tourist Operation does not cause an unreasonable loss of 
residential amenity in the adjacent residential zone, through scale, intensity, 
noise, lighting, hours of operation, commercial vehicle movement, or other off-
site impacts. 

GLE-S15.1.5 To ensure that development for the Tourist Operation is designed to respect the 
heritage significance of the Cadbury Industrial Estate – Factory local heritage 
place, its setting, and its visual prominence,  key views of the place, ensuring that 
any new works are sympathetic to the existing environment. while being 
responsive to the site’s landform and landscape qualities.  

GLE-S15.2  Application of this Plan 

GLE-S15.2.1  This specific area plan applies to the area of land designated as GLE-S15.0 
Cadbury Visitor Experience Specific Area Plan on the overlay maps and in Figure 
GLE-S15.1.  

GLE-S15.2.2  In the area of land this plan applies to, the provisions of the Specific Area Plan are 
in addition to and in substitution for the provisions of: 

(a) Light Industrial Zone;  

(b) General Industrial Zone; and 

(c) Local Historic Heritage Code,  

as specified in the relevant provision. 

GLE-S15.3  Local Area Objectives  

This sub-clause is not used in this specific area plan. 

GLE-S15.4  Definition of Terms 

This sub-clause is not used in this specific area plan. 



 

 

GLE-S15.5  Use Table  

This sub- clause is in substitution for the Light Industrial Zone – Clause 18.2 Use Table and 
General Industrial Zone – Clause 19.2 Use Table. 

Use Class Qualification 

No Permit Required 

Natural and Cultural Values Management  

Passive Recreation  

Utilities If for minor utilities. 

Permitted 

Emergency Services  

Equipment and Machinery Sales and Hire  

Manufacturing and Processing  

Port and Shipping  

Recycling and Waste Disposal If in the General Industrial Zone. 

Research and Development  

Resource Processing  If in the General Industrial Zone. 

Service Industry  

Storage  

Transport Depot and Distribution  

Utilities  If not listed as No Permit Required in the 
General Industrial Zone. 

Vehicle Fuel Sales and Service  

Discretionary  

Bulky Goods Sales If for: 



 

 

(a) a supplier for Extractive Industry, 
Resource Development or Resource 
Processing; 

(b) a garden and landscaping materials, 
trade or hardware supplier; or 

(c) a timber yard. 

Community Meeting and Entertainment If in the Light Industrial Zone.  

Crematoria and Cemeteries If:  

(a) in the Light Industrial Zone; or 

(b) crematorium in the General Industrial 
Zone.  

Domestic Animal Breeding, Boarding or 
Training 

If in the Light Industrial Zone. 

Educational and Occasional Care If for:  

(a) alterations or extensions to existing 
Educational and Occasional Care in 
the Light Industrial Zone; or  

(b) for an employment training centre in 
the General Industrial Zone.  

Food Services  

General Retail and Hire  If for alterations or extensions to existing 
General Retail and Hire in the Light Industrial 
Zone. 

Motor Racing Facility  If in the General Industrial Zone.  

Recycling and Waste Disposal If for a scrap yard or waste transfer station in 
the Light Industrial Zone. 

Resource Processing If in the Light Industrial Zone. 

Sports and Recreation  

Tourist Operation If for: 



 

 

(a) Tourist Operation associated with the 
Cadbury Chocolate Factory in the 
General Industrial Zone; and  

(a) Car parking for the Tourist Operation 
associated with the Cadbury 
Chocolate Factory in the Light 
Industrial Zone.  

Utilities If not listed as No Permit Required in the Light 
Industrial Zone.  

Vehicle Parking  

Prohibited  

All other uses   

GLE-S15.6  Use Standards   

GLE-S15.6.1  Tourist Operation impact   

This sub-clause is in addition to the provisions of the General Industrial Zone – Clause 19.3 Use 
Standards. 

Objective: That Tourist Operation use: 

(a) does not cause an unreasonable loss of residential amenity to 
residential zones; and 

(b) does not compromise the industrial use of the site.  

A1 

Hours of operation of a Tourist Operation 
use on a site within 50m of a General 
Residential Zone, Inner Residential Zone, 
Low Density Residential Zone or Rural Living 
Zone, must be within the hours of:  

(a) 7.00am to 9.00pm Monday to Saturday; 
and 

(b) 8.00am to 9.00pm Sunday and public 
holidays. 

P1 

Hours of operation of a Tourist Operation 
use on a site within 50m of a General 
Residential Zone, Inner Residential Zone, 
Low Density Residential Zone or Rural Living 
Zone, must not cause an unreasonable loss 
of amenity to the residential zone, having 
regard to: 

(a) the timing, duration or extent of vehicle 
movements; and 

(b) noise, lighting or other emissions. 

A2 

External lighting for a Tourist Operation use 
on a site within 50m of a General Residential 
Zone, Inner Residential Zone, Low Density 
Residential Zone or Rural Living Zone, must: 

P2 

External lighting for a Tourist Operation use 
on a site within 50m of a General Residential 
Zone, Inner Residential Zone, Low Density 
Residential Zone or Rural Living Zone, must 



 

 

(a) not operate within the hours of 11.00pm 
to 6.00am, excluding any security 
lighting; and 

(b) if for security lighting, be baffled so that 
direct light does not extend into the 
adjoining property. 

not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity 
to the residential zone, having regard to: 

(a) the level of illumination and duration of 
lighting; and 

(b) the distance to habitable rooms of an 
adjacent dwelling. 

A3 

Commercial vehicle movements and the 
unloading and loading of commercial 
vehicles for a Tourist Operation use on a site 
within 50m of a General Residential Zone, 
Inner Residential Zone, Low Density 
Residential Zone or Rural Living Zone, must 
be within the hours of: 

(a) 7.00am to 9.00pm Monday to Saturday; 
and 

(b) 8.00am to 9.00pm Sunday and public 
holidays. 

P3 

Commercial vehicle movements and the 
unloading and loading of commercial 
vehicles for a Tourist Operation use on a site 
within 50m of a General Residential Zone, 
Inner Residential Zone, Low Density 
Residential Zone or Rural Living Zone, must 
not cause an unreasonable loss of amenity 
to the residential zone, having regard to: 

(a) the time and duration of commercial 
vehicle movements; 

(b) the number and frequency of commercial 
vehicle movements; 

(c) the size of commercial vehicles involved; 

(d) manoeuvring required by the commercial 
vehicles, including the amount of reversing 
and associated warning noise; 

(e) any noise mitigation measures between 
the vehicle movement areas and the 
adjoining residential area; and 

(f) potential conflicts with other traffic. 

A4 

No Acceptable Solution. 

P4 

A Tourist Operation use must not 
compromise the industrial use of the site 
having regard to: 

(a) the characteristics of the site; 

(b) the size, scale and location of the 
proposed use; and 

(c) the industrial functions of the site. 

 

GLE-S15.7  Development Standards   

 



 

 

GLE-S15.7.1 Siting of buildings, structures and landscape elements 

This subclause is in substitution to the provisions of the Local Historic Heritage Code– 
Clause C6.6.4 Siting of buildings and structures  

 

Objective: That the siting of buildings, works and landscaping for a Tourist Operation 
use:  

(a) is compatible with the local historic heritage significance and 
setting of the Cadbury Industrial Estate – Factory local heritage 
place; 

(a)(b) considers the setting and manages the conservation of the 
site’s heritage attributes while being sympathetic to the existing 
environment; and 

(b)(c) retains key views of the Cadbury Industrial Estate – Factory 
local heritage place from the surrounding area.; and 

(c)(d) aligns with a coordinated approach to managing the 
conservation of the site’s heritage values. 

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria 

A1 

No Acceptable Solution.  

P1 

The siting of buildings, works and 
landscaping for a Tourist Operation use must 
be designed to be compatible with the local 
historic heritage significance of the Cadbury 
Industrial Estate – Factory local heritage 
place, having regard to:   

(a) the historic heritage values of the local 
heritage place as identified in GLE-Table 
C6.1 Local Heritage Places; 

(b) retention of the clear connection 
between the Cadbury Factory and its 
extensive, uncluttered open parklands 
space frontage and setting west of the 
industrial buildings and plant including 
historical vehicular, pedestrian and tree-
lined approaches to the Check Lodge and 
views though to the clock tower and 
industrial plant beyond, as shown in 
Figure GLE-S15.2; 

(b)(c)  avoiding unreasonable visual 



 

 

intrusion and clutter; 

(c)(d) the legibility of the former Cadbury 
Branch Line rail formation, as shown in 
Figure GLE-S15.2, in the landscape; 

(d) retention of keyretention of key views of 
the local historic heritage place, with 
consideration of visual impacts when 
viewed from prominent vantage points, 
including but not limited to, the tree-lined 
approach to the heritage place as shown 
in Figure GLE-S15.2, Windemere Bay 
Foreshore Reserve and Knights Point 
Reserve, or as identified through a visual 
impact assessment prepared by a 
suitably qualified professional;  views of 
the local historic heritage place, 
including: 

  (i) from vantage points shown in Figure 
GLE-S15.3; and 

(e) (ii) as set out in the recommendations of 
a visual impact assessment prepared by 
a suitably qualified person; 

(e)(f) the size, shape, topography and 
orientation of the lot; 

(f)(g) the siting of existing development on 
the lot; and 

(g)(h) the recommendations of a heritage 
conservation management plan 
focussed on the riverside setting, 
landscaped/open space frontage, 
approaches and connections to the 
Cadbury factory (but not of the individual 
elements of the factory complex itself) 
prepared by a suitably qualified person 
specifically in response to the proposed 
use and development and with reference 
to the Articles of the Australia ICOMOS 
Burra Charter. 
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Figure GLE-S15.1 Cadbury Visitor Experience Specific Area Plan   

 

 

 

Figure GLE-S15.2 Aerial map of the site showing selected heritage attributes  

 



 

 

 

Figure GLE-S15.3 Key public views to the Cadbury Industrial Estate – Factory    

 
 


