
Alderman Survey – replies received at 23 July 2017 
Survey sent to Aldermen on 3 July 2017 with a reminder sent 18 July 2017 

 
1. Are you aware Clarence City Council has a 20 page community participation policy?  
 
Jock Campbell: [No reply received] 
 
Doug Chipman: Yes, I am aware of the policy.   
 
Heather Chong: yes, I am aware of, and have a copy of the policy 
 
Peter Cusick: [No answer received regarding this question] 
 
Doug Doust: [No reply received] 
 
Daniel Hulme: Yes, I am aware of and have read the policy.  The Mayor has explained – in his 
response to you, at the public meeting on 4 June and in several public statements – planning 
applications must be dealt with by Council in accordance with the statutory process under the Land 
Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993. 
 
Richard James: Yes 
 
John Peers: [No reply received] 
 
Debra Thurley: YES 
 
Sharyn von Bertouch: [No reply received] 
 
James Walker: Yes 
 

2. Have you read the policy?  
 
Jock Campbell: [No reply received] 
 
Doug Chipman: Yes, I have read the policy.   
 
Heather Chong: yes, I have read the policy 
 
Peter Cusick: Council is bound under legislation to deal with Development Applications within a 
statutory period. The Council has no control over when DA’s are lodged, The fact that the DA was 
lodged in December 2016 meant that it had to be dealt with within the required period. 
 
Doug Doust: [No reply received] 
 
Daniel Hulme: Yes, I am aware of and have read the policy.  The Mayor has explained – in his 
response to you, at the public meeting on 4 June and in several public statements – planning 
applications must be dealt with by Council in accordance with the statutory process under the Land 
Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993. 
 
Richard James: Yes 
 



John Peers: [No reply received] 
 

Debra Thurley: YES 
 
Sharyn von Bertouch: [No reply received] 
 
James Walker: Yes 
 

3. What portion of this policy do you think you or the Council used prior to your decision 
to approve on the 23rd of Jan 2017, two buildings on the Kangaroo Bay Wharf site?  
 
Jock Campbell: [No reply received] 
 
Doug Chipman: Council undertook a community consultation process in relation to the preparation 
of the original Kangaroo Bay Masterplan.  Once a development application is lodged then Council is 
required to deal with that application in accordance with the statutory consultation processes under 
the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act (LUPPA).   
 
Heather Chong: Council undertook a community consultation when we prepared the original 
Kangaroo Bay Masterplan. Once a development is lodged, Council is required to deal with that 
application in accordance with the statutory consultation processes under the Land Use Planning 
and Approvals Act (LUPAA)  
 
Peter Cusick: Council is bound under legislation to deal with Development Applications within a 
statutory period. The Council has no control over when DA’s are lodged, The fact that the DA was 
lodged in December 2016 meant that it had to be dealt with within the required period. 
 
Doug Doust: [No reply received] 
 
Daniel Hulme: Yes, I am aware of and have read the policy.  The Mayor has explained – in his 
response to you, at the public meeting on 4 June and in several public statements – planning 
applications must be dealt with by Council in accordance with the statutory process under the Land 
Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993. 
 
Richard James: Very little, if any.  Only followed formal process – LUPA Act. 
 
John Peers: [No reply received] 
 
Debra Thurley: The original Kangaroo Bay Masterplan had community consultation then once a DA is 
lodged Council is required to deal with it according to the statutory consultation process – LUPAA 
Land Use Planning and Approvals Act. Council has followed correct procedure and the limitations 
imposed on Council with this procedure are often misunderstood 
 
Sharyn von Bertouch: [No reply received] 
 
James Walker: I was not present at the meeting of 23rd January 2017 when Council approved this 
project.  Whilst there was community consultation as part of the original Kangaroo Bay Masterplan, 
it should be noted that a statutory consultation process under the land Use Planning Act (PUPAA) is 
enacted once a development application is lodged.  

 
4. On reflection, do you think more community participation should have taken place?  



 
Jock Campbell: [No reply received] 
 
Doug Chipman: The LUPPA provides for applications to be publicly exhibited and interested parties 
may make representations in respect of that application.  Council is obliged to determine the matter 
strictly in accordance with the requirements of the LUPAA and the relevant planning scheme.  Given 
that there are 35 representations submitted in respect of the application […] suggests that there was 
a significant level of community awareness of the proposal.  
 
Heather Chong: LUPAA requires Council to deal with applications in a particular manner – 
applications are publicly exhibited and interested parties may make representations relating to that 
application. Council is obliged to determine the matter strictly in accordance with the requirements 
of the LUPAA and the relevant planning scheme. Given that there were 35 representations 
submitted in respect of the application (including your own), there would appear to have been a 
significant level of community awareness of the proposal.  
 
Peter Cusick: [No answer received to this question] 
 
Doug Doust: [No reply received] 
 
Daniel Hulme: Yes, I am aware of and have read the policy.  The Mayor has explained – in his 
response to you, at the public meeting on 4 June and in several public statements – planning 
applications must be dealt with by Council in accordance with the statutory process under the Land 
Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993. 
 
Richard James: Yes - much more should have been done. 
 
John Peers: [No reply received] 
 
Debra Thurley: The matter was dealt with according to LUPAA and the relevant planning scheme at 
the time and 35 representations were submitted. 
 
Sharyn von Bertouch: [No reply received] 
 
James Walker: Strictly on a planning basis LUPAA incorporated public exhibition of development 
applications and the ability for interested parties to make submissions/representations of such 
matters.  Development applications for projects over $10 million are considered separately to usual 
Council meetings through a dedicated Special General Meeting.  The advantage of this is that extra 
time can be allowed to hear from applicants or interested parties such as those with objections.  I 
personally consider the shortcoming of this process is the short notification timelines to alderman 
and the community of when a special general meeting is called.  

 
5. Were you aware the developers of the site Chambroad purchased a house in York 
Street, Bellerive for $1,066,088 for the project manager (Finley Zhang) in August 2016, 
well ahead of your decision to approve the development in January 2017?  
 
Jock Campbell: [No reply received] 
 
Doug Chipman: I was aware that Chambroad purchased a house in Bellerive prior to the submission 
of the planning application.     
 



Heather Chong: No, I was not aware of the purchase. 
 
Peter Cusick: I believe it absurd to suggest that Council should consider DA’s based on house sales or 
purchases in the City of Clarence 
 
Doug Doust: [No reply received] 
 
Daniel Hulme: I was not aware if this until after the planning permit was granted, however this 
matter had no bearing on the application’s compliance with the scheme and therefore would not 
have had any bearing on my decision to vote for approval of the development.   It is not unusual or 
improper for a company seeking to do business in an area to employ a local representative or 
provide them with accommodation.    
 
Richard James: No – I wasn’t aware of this. 
 
John Peers: [No reply received] 
 
Debra Thurley: Not necessary aware at the time of purchase but became aware later 
 
Sharyn von Bertouch: [No reply received] 
 
James Walker:  I have deleted the specific details (Street, purchase price and the name of a specific 
individual).  It may well be that all such information is publicly available but I would question the 
motivation for including these specific details as part of a survey.  That said I was not aware of these 
matters and as stated earlier I wasn’t in attendance for the Special General Meeting when this 
matter was considered.  
 

6. If you did know 5 above, would your decision to approve have required more 
investigation?  
 
Jock Campbell: [No reply received] 
 
Doug Chipman: There is no correlation between the purchase of a dwelling by Chambroad and 
Council’s consideration of the development application.   
 
Heather Chong: N/A  
 
Peter Cusick: [No answer receive to this question] 
 
Doug Doust: [No reply received] 
 
Daniel Hulme: I was not aware if this until after the planning permit was granted, however this 
matter had no bearing on the application’s compliance with the scheme and therefore would not 
have had any bearing on my decision to vote for approval of the development.   It is not unusual or 
improper for a company seeking to do business in an area to employ a local representative or 
provide them with accommodation.    
 
Richard James: Nil. 
 
John Peers: [No reply received] 
 



Debra Thurley: No because it is not uncommon for developers to appreciate real estate in the area. 
Happened with a Richmond Development for instance. 
 
Sharyn von Bertouch: [No reply received] 
 
James Walker: Has I been sitting as a member of the planning authority when this matter was 
considered it would not have been considered connected or relevant in the decision making process.  
 

7. Were you offered any inducements or do you know if the developers offered any 
inducements to approve the development?  
 
Jock Campbell: [No reply received] 
 
Doug Chipman: Neither was I offered any inducements or accepted any inducements to approve the 
development application.  I also totally reject the underlying inference in your question.  I voted to 
approve the application because it conformed with the Planning Scheme.   
 
Heather Chong: I was not offered, nor, to the best of my knowledge, were any inducements offered. 
I am appalled that you would believe my integrity could be compromised in such a fashion and 
totally reject the underlying inference in your question.  
 
Peter Cusick: I think you know how I feel about such an outrageous inference. If I asked you “Do you 
carry out illegal activities”, would you not assume the inference is that I do believe this.  Receiving 
such inducements would be illegal, I take exception to such a suggestion. I would still be interested 
to know who suggested this to you. 
 
Doug Doust: [No reply received] 
 
Daniel Hulme: No. Clarence City Council’s Code of Conduct provides that private or personal 
interests cannot interfere with the performance of their role.  I find the suggestion that I acted 
improperly in regard to this development offensive.   
 
Richard James: No – nil – none whatsoever. 
 
John Peers: [No reply received] 
 
Debra Thurley: That’s a poor question and goes against everything we as Alderman stand for. I call 
that mischief raking and a question of very poor taste. 
 
Sharyn von Bertouch: [No reply received] 
 
James Walker: Certainly not.  These are most serious suggestions and should any member of 
Kangaroo Bay Voice have information suggesting otherwise then I would strongly suggest making a 
complaint to the Tasmanian Integrity Commission (TIC).  Should a TIC investigation have been 
already requested and concluded without any adverse findings then I would be deeply concerned by 
the motivation of such a question being asked.  
 

8. How many meetings and presentations from the developers were you involved with 
prior to your decision to approve the development?   
 
Jock Campbell: [No reply received] 



 
Doug Chipman: Prior to the consideration of the development application I was present at two 
meetings with representatives of Chambroad and Hunter Developments.   
 
Heather Chong: Prior to the consideration of the development application I was present at one 
presentation with representatives of Hunter Development and Chambroad.  
 
Peter Cusick: [No answer received to this question]   
 
Doug Doust: [No reply received] 
 
Daniel Hulme: I participated in a Council workshop to which Hunter Developments and Shandong 
Chambroad Holding presented details of their proposal.  I have not been in any other meetings with 
either company in relation to this development.   
 
Richard James: [NB: Richard James voted against the development application] 1-2 workshops and 
council meeting 23 January 2017. 
 
John Peers: [No reply received] 
 
Debra Thurley: Two 
 
Sharyn von Bertouch: [No reply received] 
 
James Walker: As per previous responses I did not sit on the Clarence Planning Authority on the 
night this matter was considered.  
 

9. Are you aware the developers are being charged $10,000 per car parking space shortfall 
whereas it is going to cost Council (ie. ratepayers) $15,000 per parking space to provide 
same? Do you think this ok?  
 
Jock Campbell: [No reply received] 
 
Doug Chipman: Yes, the planning scheme requires a cash in lieu payment of $10,000 per car parking 
space not provided on site.  Any spaces constructed by Council will be available for public use and be 
to service the whole of the Kangaroo Bay/Bellerive Village precinct.  They will not be dedicated 
spaces for the use solely of the hotel or training college developments.  
 
Heather Chong: Yes, I am aware of the charge. The $10,000 cash in lieu per parking space is a 
standard in the planning scheme and has been applied to a number of businesses in the area. Car 
parking provided with these funds is built for the whole community around the Kangaroo Bay / 
Bellerive Village area. Council has used this mechanism in recent years in Percy St to provide parking.  
 
Peter Cusick: In relation to a number of your other questions in relation to parking, boat moorings 
etc these will be addressed.  
 
Doug Doust: [No reply received] 
 
Daniel Hulme: Under Council’s policy we can only seek cash-in-lieu to meet a development’s car 
parking requirement of $10,000 per space.  I refer you to the Mayor’s response where he points out 



that theses car parking spaces will be for general public use and not dedicated spaces for the hotel 
or hospitality training school.   
 
Richard James: No – this is not okay. Additional burden on ratepayers of Clarence for a principal 
company. 
 
John Peers: [No reply received] 
 
Debra Thurley: According to the planning scheme a cash in lieu payment of $10,000 per car parking 
space not provided on site is provided. Any spaces are for public use and will provide valuable 
service to the Kangaroo Bay/Bellerive Village area 
 
Sharyn von Bertouch: [No reply received] 
 
James Walker: Cash in lieu payment per parking space shortfall is consistent with planning scheme 
requirements and the amount required is consistent with per parking space contributions levied on 
other developments in the area.  As this is the usual practice and the car parking spaces won’t be for 
the exclusive use of any one development I consider this reasonable.  
 

10. Do you agree Crown Land on the foreshore of Kangaroo Bay should be provided for a 
foreign entity to develop a private business.  
 
Jock Campbell: [No reply received] 
 
Doug Chipman: The former Council land in Kangaroo Bay has, over a long period of time, been 
specifically planned and rezoned to facilitate major commercial development in the precincts 
identified.  Provided that a foreign company meets the requirements of the Australian Government’s 
Foreign Investment Review Board then their nationality is completely irrelevant.  
 
Heather Chong: Provided the legal requirements are met (for example, that any foreign company 
meets the requirements of the Australian Government’s Foreign Investment Review Board), the 
nationality of the purchasers of the land should be irrelevant.   
 
Peter Cusick: In relation to a number of your other questions in relation to parking, boat moorings 
etc these will be addressed.  
 
Doug Doust: [No reply received] 
 
Daniel Hulme: Yes.  All land begins as Crown land therefore if Crown land was not sold for 
commercial development then there would be no commercial development.  The Kangaroo Bay 
Urban Design Plan, on which the community has been consulted over a number of years, allows for a 
mix of commercial and public development.  Commercial developments on the site will provide 
economic benefits to the local community as well as income from the sale of land and rate which 
Council can use to invest in public spaces.  These benefits will be realised regardless of whether the 
developers are foreign or domestic.  
 
Richard James: Any decision to hand over Crown Land to private developers – foreign or otherwise – 
has to meet transparency and accountability guidelines. Discussions between state/Clarence council 
were well advanced prior to Crown Land being provided to a foreign entity (Chambroad).  
 
John Peers: [No reply received] 



 
Debra Thurley: This land has been rezoned and planning for this space has occurred over a very long 
period of time specifically to encourage commercial development in the various precincts. The 
Company involved as a foreign company meets the requirements of the Australian Government’s 
Foreign Investment Review Board 
 
Sharyn von Bertouch: [No reply received] 
 
James Walker: The section of land in question is currently an unsealed car park and a disused shed.  
This land had been identified some time ago for commercial activity such as accommodation and or 
restaurants that would enliven the area.  This land has not been gifted and the developer was 
required to pay the equivalent of the amount determined by the Valuer-General that it was worth.  
 

11. Do you agree further land in Kangaroo Bay be made available to the same developer 
as the Hotel and Tas TAFE hospitality School?  
 
Jock Campbell: [No reply received] 
 
Doug Chipman: The identified commercial land situated within Kangaroo Bay remains the subject of 
an ongoing Expression of Interest process.  Council has not awarded preferred developer status in 
respect of the “Boulevard” site at this time.   
 
Heather Chong: The additional land in Kangaroo Bay is still the subject of an Expression of Interest 
process – Council has not awarded preferred development status in respect of the “Boulevard” site 
at this time.  
 
Peter Cusick: In relation to a number of your other questions in relation to parking, boat moorings 
etc these will be addressed.  
 
Doug Doust: [No reply received] 
 
Daniel Hulme: As the Mayor has pointed out in his response the additional commercial land remains 
the subject of an ongoing expression of interest process.  Yes, Hunter Developments should be 
invited to develop on other sites should they submit the most suitable proposal.   
 
Richard James: In hindsight and given the scale and height of existing hotels and TasTAFE building I 
would have reservations with same developer.   
 
John Peers: [No reply received] 
 
Debra Thurley: Expressions of Interest will be called for the other “Boulevard” sites – whose to say 
which Companies will proffer their proposals 
 
Sharyn von Bertouch: [No reply received] 
 
James Walker: The other parcel of land referred to as “the boulevard” is still subject to an 
expression of interest process and any foreign entity would need to meet Foreign Investment 
Review Board requirements.  It would be my expectation that any transfer of this land would 
requirement payment equivalent to the value determined by the Valuer-General.   
 



12. Would you be in favour of locals losing their moorings for yachts to facilitate the 
implementation of a ferry entering Kangaroo Bay and docking at the new Hotel?  
 
Jock Campbell: [No reply received] 
 
Doug Chipman: I am not aware of any proposed loss of moorings due to the development 
application approved by Council.  MAST is the responsible authority for licencing moorings within 
Kangaroo Bay.  
 
Heather Chong: I am not aware of any loss of moorings due to the development application 
approved by Council. MAST is the applicable authority for licencing moorings within Kangaroo Bay.  
 
Peter Cusick: In relation to a number of your other questions in relation to parking, boat moorings 
etc these will be addressed. If boat moorings need to be moved or retrieved then this will a matter 
between MAST and the mooring owner, moorings are under management of MAST. 
 
Doug Doust: [No reply received] 
 
Daniel Hulme: I have not considered this in detail as no proposal for a ferry terminal has come 
before Council.   
 
Richard James: The original breakwater has to be located near the Waterfront Hotel.  Its relocation 
was suggested to the new site by engineers in consultation with Bellerive Yacht Club.   
 
John Peers: [No reply received] 
 
Debra Thurley: The development will benefit the Bellerive Yacht Club immensely and I haven’t heard 
that there will a loss of moorings. We don’t license the moorings MAST is the responsible authority. 
 
Sharyn von Bertouch: [No reply received] 
 
James Walker:  MAST is the authority responsible for licencing these moorings.  I’m not sure MAST 
would provide Council with the residential location of every mooring user in Kangaroo Bay. I believe 
ferries could offer the opportunity to help with transport to Blundstone Arena Bellerive when it is 
hosting significant events.  
 

13. Do you consider there is enough public parking along Kangaroo Bay drive to have a 
ferry service to the Hotel?  
 
Jock Campbell: [No reply received] 
 
Doug Chipman: The extent of a regular commuter ferry service is beyond the scope of the proposed 
development.  Any regular ferry passenger service would require support from the State 
Government.  Whilst a ferry berthing wharf may be provided as part of the hotel development, no 
development application for the terminal or commitment to a regular commuter ferry service has 
yet been made.  
 
Heather Chong: A regular commuter service such as you appear to be suggesting is beyond the 
scope of the proposed development. Any such ferry service would require State Government 
support. As yet, there is no development application lodged for the proposed terminal.  
 



Peter Cusick: In relation to a number of your other questions in relation to parking, boat moorings 
etc these will be addressed.  
 
Doug Doust: [No reply received] 
 
Daniel Hulme: I have not considered this in detail as no proposal for a ferry terminal has come 
before Council.   
 
Richard James: Insufficient parking for a ferry service. 
 
John Peers: [No reply received] 
 
Debra Thurley: If there is a ferry berthing wharf but this is not part of the scope of the proposed 
development. 
 
Sharyn von Bertouch: [No reply received] 
 
James Walker: I am unaware of any plans for a mass transit ferry service for commuters from 
Kangaroo Bay.  I would be unlikely to support public parking along Kangaroo Bay Drive being utilised 
for a commuter ferry service. 
 

14. Have you sighted the list of residents, groups and interested organisations affected by 
this development that received notification of the development on the 17th December 
2016?  
 
Jock Campbell: [No reply received] 
 
Doug Chipman: Yes, I have sighted the list of parties notified.  
 
Heather Chong: Yes, I have sighted the list. 
 
Peter Cusick: In relation to a number of your other questions in relation to parking, boat moorings 
etc these will be addressed.  
 
Doug Doust: [No reply received] 
 
Daniel Hulme: No, but I have confidence in our planning staff that they have followed the 
requirements of LUPPA.   
 
Richard James: Yes – I referred to the representations at council meeting on 23 January 2017 and 
stated them valid/important to proposal not proceed.  
 
John Peers: [No reply received] 
 
Debra Thurley: I am aware of the list of parties 
 
Sharyn von Bertouch: [No reply received] 
 
James Walker: Yes 
 
 


