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1 Introduction  
 
West Tamar Council is seeking approval from the Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife for a Level 3 
RAA assessment for Precinct 2 of the Gravelly Beach Foreshore Master Plan 2018-2028 
which includes the following key activities and project elements to achieve improved 
recreational access, enjoyment and appreciation of the Gravelly Beach foreshore: 
 

• Creation of additional foreshore passive recreation community space via reclamation of 
intertidal mud flats to provide: greenspace, barbecue and picnic areas, shared 
pathways, a sculpture trail, improved public seating, safe access to the beach and 
improved parking and connectivity. 

• Nourishment of the existing Gravelly Beach with gravel shingle to provide an improved 
beach experience for the community, encouraging beach access whilst minimising the 
ability for the pacific oyster to colonise beach shingle and deter beach use. 

 
This submissions report has been prepared in response to the Department of Natural 
Resources and Environment Tasmania request of 29 January 2024. 
 
This report: 
 

• Provides a summary and supporting evidence of community consultation undertaken in 
relation to the Gravelly Beach Foreshore Master Plan 2018-2028; and 

• Addresses issues raised in submission to the Gravelly Beach Foreshore Master Plan 
Stage 2 Reserve Activity Assessment (RAA) Environmental Impact Assessment.  
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2 Community consultation 
 
In 2016 Council consulted with the community about the preferred development of the 
Gravelly Beach foreshore. 
 
1,535 surveys were sent via Australia Post on Monday 20 June 2016 with a return date of 
Friday 8 July 2016 to the following areas: Lanena, Blackwall, Gravelly Beach, Deviot, Swan 
Point, Exeter, and Robigana. 
 
The survey sought the community’s views on whether: 
 

A:  Council maintain the current environment of the foreshore – No further action; or  
 
B:  Council implement the Council endorsed development plan – Map 1, which was 

attached. 
 
A returned paid envelope was included. Details were also available on council’s website. 
 
A copy of the letter and map are included in Appendix 1. 
 
The Council-endorsed development plan (Map 1) was prepared to guide the development of 
the foreshore area, from Rose Bay through to Anzac Park. 
 
The objectives of the plan were to: 
 

• Provide an environment which can be equally shared and enjoyed by all members of 
the community. 

• Improve and further integrate the existing facilities and opportunities offered by the 
Gravelly Beach foreshore and environs. 

• Provide a structure of continued expansion of passive and active recreation facilities, 
where these are proven to be sustainable and based on proven need and demand. 

• Provide a mechanism for a co-ordinated community approach to management of the 
environment. 

• Ensure all future use and development of the area accords with relevant legislative and 
regulatory controls and the aspirations for the area by the landowner (the Crown 
through Department of State Growth, Parks & Wildlife) and effective day to day 
manager (West Tamar Council). 

 
The plan was the culmination of considerable effort on behalf of the community and council. 
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Table 1 – Summary of 2016 Survey responses 

Results from the community surveys*:  Number 
sent 

Responses 
not 
returned 

Number of 
surveys 
returned 

% of 
returns 

Number of Surveys sent 1,535 
 

   

Return to Sender 
 (not applicable) 

1,535 1,486 49 3.19% 

Option A 
Council Maintain the current 
environment of the foreshore – no 
further action 

1,535 1,492 43 2.80% 

Option B 
Council implement the council endorsed 
development plan  
Map 1, attached 

1,535 1,152 383 24.95% 

Comments only received (not applicable)   16 1.04% 

Received after closing date – (not 
applicable) 
Friday 15 July 2016 – Friday 29 July 2016 

  6 0.39% 

Total Returned 
 

  497 32.37% 

* It was noted when reporting the result of the surveys that they should be interpreted with caution due to the bias and 
accuracy of the returns reviewed during the entry process; it was evident that forms had been photocopied and multiple entries 
by residents returned; and the response rate may not be an accurate representation of the community surveyed. 

 
Following the 2016 consultation process, Council developed the Gravelly Beach Foreshore 
Master Plan 2018 – 2028. 
 
On 14 August 2019 Playstreet and West Tamar Council met with key community and 
stakeholder groups of Gravelly Beach foreshore. These included representatives of the: 
 

• Exeter Gravelly Beach Advisory Group;  

• Gravelly Beach Foreshore Committee; and 

• Other members of the Gravelly Beach community. 
 
Some of the recurring themes that were raised during the consultation included: 
 

• Important foreshore views 

• Restoration of the shingle beach 

• Maintaining the existing Phoenix Palms and adding more ornamental landscaping 

• Interpretive signage at Rose Bay Park 

• Increased area for recreation adjacent to the shopping strip through land reclamation 

• General beautification of the area 

• Pedestrian connections further along the Tamar River 
 
The Gravelly Beach Foreshore Master Plan went through a public review period which 
opened on Wednesday, 25 September 2019 until Friday, 11 October 2019.  The plan was 
available on council’s website and social media platforms and promoted through print media 
via an article in The Examiner published on 1 October 2019. 
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In addition, promotional posters were put on display at the: Tamar Visitor Centre, Gravelly 
Beach Post Office, IGA Exeter, West Tamar Council Works Department. 
 
Consultation materials are included in Appendix 1. 
 
Two submissions were received during the 2018 consultation period and are also included in 
Appendix 1. 
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3 Submissions to the Reserve Activity Assessment 
 
The draft Environmental Impact Assessment was exhibited from 2 September 2023 to 
2 October 2023. It informs and supports the Council’s Reserve Activity Assessment for 
proposed works at Gravelly Beach.  
 
13 submissions were received. Copies of the submissions are available in Appendix 2.  
 

Table 2 Submissions register  

No. Name Individual submission or company name   

1 Prof. David Kember Individual  

2 Ms Jan Dorman  Individual  

3 Rob Larner  Individual  

4 Ness Lockyer Individual  

5 Daniel Agnew & Michele Boxtel  Individuals  

6 Caroline Larner  Individual  

7 Robyn Howie Individual  

8 Suzanne Robinson  Individual  

9 Carolyn Krod  Individual  

10 Nikki and Harry Tatsi  Individuals  

11 Doug and Lucy Ford Individuals  

12 Dave Cooper Individual  

13 Unknown Individual 

 

3.1 Analysis of submissions 

Table 3 provides a summary of issues raised, Council’s response to the submissions. 
 

Table 3 – Submissions analysis 

Issues raised  Response Relevant 
submissions 

Project should be envisaged 
as a whole and designed for 
all users.  Large number of 
locals and visitors use the 
foreshore for walking, 
additional parking will 
attract additional visitors 

The entirety of the Master Plan extends 
from Rose Bay Park in the south to Anzac 
Park in the north and provides for a variety 
of recreational opportunities including 
pathways, improved parking to support 
local business opportunities and improved 
facilities.  While Stage 2 cannot address the 
issues raised in the submission regarding 
vacant shops, the improved infrastructure 
may provide an enabling environment 
where more visitors are attracted to the 
area to support business venture.  

1 

Unspoilt natural 
environment is the major 
attraction for the area. 
Development of the type 
envisaged in stage 2 should 

While Stage 3 of the Master Plan does not 
form part of this RAA, the Master Plan 
anticipates Stage 3 to provide connecting 
trails to Anzac Park and does not propose 

1 
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Issues raised  Response Relevant 
submissions 

not extend in a northerly 
direction to ensure the 
natural environment is 
retained in its current state 

works such as the reclamation which forms 
part of Stage 2. 

Stormwater drainage is 
inadequate and needs to be 
planned so that it doesn’t 
impact the natural 
environment 

Stormwater works and improvements are 
detailed in section 2.3.44 of the Assessment 
Report. 

Stage 2 works include the installation of 
stormwater infrastructure aimed to improve 
the drainage and water quality 
acknowledging that the project relates to a 
contained area at the end of the stormwater 
catchment. 

Further the Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) includes 
measures to monitor and address 
stormwater quality during construction 

1, 11 

Remove the sculpture trail 
and artwork installations as 
part of stage 2 

In May 2019 Council approved the 
relocation of the sculpture trail from the 
Windsor Community Precinct to the Gravelly 
Beach Foreshore in line with the Gravelly 
Beach Foreshore Master Plan 2018 - 2028. 
The decision of Council to locate the 
sculpture trail along the Gravelly Beach 
Foreshore has not been rescinded. 

1, 6, 7 

Seeking removal of the 
existing groynes / rock 
structures with the 
following recommendations: 

• restore the natural 
gravel beach / allow 
gravels to stay put; and  

• impede/stop the 
ongoing rice grass 
infestation.   

• A jetty structure could 
be used for access. 
Vertical walls will 
continue to fail, a beach 
with 20 degrees or less 
slope would work 

Prior to lodgement of the RAA, Council 
investigated the option of removing the 
Post Office Groyne and restoring the gravel 
beach which would involve the removal of 
rice grass and sediment and replacement of 
gravel material. 

The investigations found there was a high 
possibility of contaminated soils with 
removal and disposal of the soils likely to be 
at a high cost with a continuous 
maintenance liability to ensure the gravel 
beach continues to be redistributed or 
renourished. 

The initial cost of these works in 2021 was 
estimated to be between $1 million and 
$3.4 million and annual maintenance of 
around $5000, which would undoubtedly be 
higher at current costs 

2, 3, 5, 6, 
11, 12 
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Issues raised  Response Relevant 
submissions 

Council has determined to proceed with the 
development of the Master Plan, including 
retention of the existing groynes and 
additional reclamation area.  

Existing groynes are a 
potential source of pollution 
and should be removed 

As summarised in section 10 of the 
Environmental Impact Assessment: 

‘Sediment contaminant testing in the area 
showed some level of elevated 
contamination across the four sites sampled. 
… Due to the levels of contamination 
observed, it is recommended that sediments 
disturbance be kept to a minimum during 
construction. Shoreline works should occur 
by placing fill material on top of existing 
sediments, and gently pressing rocks in with 
an excavator.’ 

In response the proposal is to retain the 
existing groynes to avoid unnecessary 
disturbance of potential contaminants. 

2, 5, 6 

Specific objection to the use 
of sea walls as inherently 
unstable, unsafe or not 
user-friendly 

The proposed sea wall and revetment have 
been designed by appropriately qualified 
engineers and are suitable for the proposed 
purpose and location. 

3, 5, 6 

Lack of footpath along 
Gravelly Beach Road 

The request for additional or improved 
paths along Gravelly Beach Road beyond the 
scope of the current proposal is 
acknowledged.   

Council continues to review the pathway 
network and annual capital works programs 
to prioritise upgrades and new paths 
throughout the municipality. 

3 

Oppose any further changes 
to the natural foreshore. 

Eradicating rice grass can be 
done without changing the 
natural area  

Council is committed to pursuing the project 
based on over 20 years of planning from the 
original concept in 2003. 

The project proposes: 

• Creation of additional foreshore passive 
recreation community space via 
reclamation of intertidal mud flats to 
provide: greenspace, barbecue and 
picnic areas, shared pathways, a 
sculpture trail, improved public seating, 

4, 6, 7, 11 
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Issues raised  Response Relevant 
submissions 

safe access to the beach and improved 
parking and connectivity. 

• Nourishment of the existing Gravelly 
Beach with gravel shingle to provide an 
improved beach experience for the 
community, encouraging beach access 
whilst minimising the ability for the 
pacific oyster to colonise beach shingle 
and deter beach use. 

To fulfill the full intent of the project, the 
Assessment provided by Council, including 
the Environmental Impact Assessment and 
the Construction Environmental 
Management Plan, address and mitigate the 
potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed works. 

Based on technical advice, while the land 
reclamation will likely eradicate the rice grass 
in that location, it is not the purpose of the 
project to eradicate rice grass. 

Support 
additional/formalised 
parking and picnic areas as 
long as it doesn’t interfere 
with the river 

Support for the project is acknowledged. 

Formalised parking and a pathway linking 
with Rose Bay Park forms part of the 
proposal.  This is separate from the land 
reclamation and beach nourishment 
components of the project.  Environmental 
Impact Assessment and the Construction 
Environmental Management Plan, address 
and mitigate the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed works. 

4 

Inadequate consultation to 
date 

Section 2 of this report provides an 
overview of consultation undertaken in 
relation to this project.  

5, 6, 7 

Council has misled residents 
about the alternative 
proposal to remove existing 
groynes 

Council disputes the claim that it misled 
residents about the proposal made by 
community members to remove the 
groynes and reinstate a gravel beach.  
Council engaged a specialist consultant to 
review the concept and provide advice to 
Council in relation to its feasibility.  Council 
considered this information and decided to 
pursue the development of the Master Plan 
as proposed. 

5, 6 
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Issues raised  Response Relevant 
submissions 

There would be significant 
historic, cultural and social 
values of restoring the 
curvature of the gravelled 
beach 

As above, council has considered the option 
to restore the gravel beach and determined 
to proceed with the current proposal. 

5, 6 

Proposed fill would be 
ugly/unnatural  

The reclamation area will be supported by 
rock revetment walls.  While this may not be 
natural in appearance it is necessary to 
support the works and limit the possibility 
for erosion.  The parkland will be 
landscaped and finished to be an attractive 
place for locals and visitors 

5, 6, 11 

Proposed fill / existing 
groynes would be polluting 
(environmental harm)  

Assessment of the potential for 
environmental impact identifies that the 
reclamation and placement of fill will result 
in lower levels of sediment and 
contamination release than through the 
removal of rock groynes and existing 
sediments.  The Environmental Impact 
Assessment and Construction 
Environmental Management Plan 
appropriately addresses and mitigates the 
risk of environmental harm. 

5, 6, 13 

Proposed fill would destroy 
and mismanage wetland 
habitat & biodiversity 
(environmental harm)  

The Environmental Impact Assessment and 
the Construction Environmental 
Management Plan include measures to 
mitigate environmental harm and have 
been incorporated into the design of the 
works. 

5, 6, 10 

Concern over construction 
and maintenance costs, 
prefer to return grant than 
spend it 

Council secured a grant to undertake Stage 
1 and 2 of the Gravelly Beach Foreshore 
Master Plan. Funding and ongoing 
management requirements are a matter for 
Council and will form part of normal 
budgetary processes and fulfillment of the 
grant conditions. 

5, 6, 11, 13 

Further reclamation 
unwarranted - Sufficient 
recreational opportunities 
already. No need for 
additional car parking 

The execution of the Gravelly Beach 
Foreshore Master Plan is part of a long-term 
strategy for foreshore improvements. 

The proposed car parking will support the 
recreational facilities and the businesses 
located on Gravelly Beach Road. 

5, 6, 11, 13 
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Issues raised  Response Relevant 
submissions 

The proposal would destroy 
heritage – money should be 
spent preserving cultural, 
historical and natural places 

The Gravelly Beach foreshore is a modified 
environment.  Investigations to revert to a 
‘gravelly beach’ found that the works were 
not feasible and the risk of environmental 
impacts was high. 

6, 7 

Proposal does not comply 
with Crown Lands Act 1976, 
nor Land Use Planning and 
Approvals Act 1993 nor the 
Natural Heritage Strategy 
for Tasmania 

The present assessment is part of 
demonstrating compliance.  

6 

Suggest locating new picnic 
tables with existing facilities 
at Rose Bay Park / the 
sculpture with no need for 
additional reclaimed area 

The proposal provides for additional 
locations for people to recreate and take 
advantage of places to rest.  This provides 
choice for visitors and residents about 
where to take advantage of these facilities. 

6, 13 

Proposal does not 
sufficiently take into 
account requirements of 
people with disabilities 
(wheelchair access) 

Council is required to meet the 
requirements of the Disability 
Discrimination Act 1992.  Works will be 
designed and installed to meet the 
requirements of the Act. 

6 

Suggestion that motivation 
for this whole project is to 
provide a location for 
disposal of construction 
waste 

The project will utilise clean fill material.  
The suggestion that the project intent is to 
provide for disposal of construction waste is 
untrue. 

6 

Tourism benefits of a 
natural gravelly beach with 
few artificial elements in the 
surrounding area 

While Council appreciates there may be 
alternative views as to tourism attraction, 
the availability of additional passive 
recreation space and improved parking and 
pathways in this location also provide 
community and tourism benefits which have 
undergone extensive planning and 
consultation since originally proposed. 

6, 13 

Follow example of other 
Councils removing fill for 
environmental reasons 

Council has received advice that removal of 
the existing groynes and rice grass is likely 
to release additional contaminants into the 
environment.  

6 

Proposed construction 
works would be polluting 

The Construction Environmental 
Management Plan requirements address 
the potential for construction to add 

6, 13 
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Issues raised  Response Relevant 
submissions 

contaminants into the environment and 
measures to ensure this is minimised.  

Protect geological heritage 
and fossils by leaving gravels 
exposed  

The proposal does not sterilise the potential 
for geological discovery. There is no 
proposal to remove material from the 
location. 

6 

Potential for harm to 
Aboriginal cultural heritage 
(First Nations artefacts and 
society)  

Advice from Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania 
states: 

Following a review of previous reports, and 
noting the degree of previous modification, 
it is believed there is a low likelihood of 
Aboriginal heritage being present. However 
please be aware that Aboriginal heritage is 
known to be present elsewhere along the 
Tamar River, and the potential for 
unanticipated discoveries cannot be entirely 
ruled out. 

Accordingly, AHT advise that the works 
should be guided by the attached 
Unanticipated Discovery Plan. 

All works will be undertaken in line with this 
advice. 

6 

Take into account history of 
the area 

Support for installing 
interpretative signage and 
narrative heritage trails 

Noted.  Council will consider the installation 
of interpretive signage as the project 
progresses. 

6 

Support for upgraded paths 
and amenities, subject to 
impact on views  

The support for improved pathways is 
acknowledged and is a core feature of the 
proposed development.  

6 

Support for urgent action, 
including regarding impact 
on contractor market 

Noted. Council is committed to progressing 
the project. 

8, 9 

Concern that adequately 
qualified professionals 
would work on the project 

Engagement of contractors will comply with 
Council’s procurement processes including 
selection of appropriate contractors that 
can satisfy the environmental requirements 
outlined in the CEMP.  The proposal has 
been designed by suitably qualified 
professionals. 

9 
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Issues raised  Response Relevant 
submissions 

Support and preference for 
other projects: Stage 3, 
Anzac Park, and north of the 
study area as far as 
Patricia’s Beach, clearing 
rice grass 

Stage 3 will proceed after Stage 2.  

Other weed management works can be 
considered separately as part of Council’s 
maintenance program.  

11 
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Appendix 1 – Evidence of community consultation 
 

2016 - Community Survey 
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2016 – Map 1 – Council preferred development plan 
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2019 - West Tamar Council website content regarding consultation 2019 
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2019 - Facebook post, 25 September 2019 
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2019 - Media article, The Examiner, Tuesday 1 October 2019  
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2019 - Submissions 
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Appendix 2 – Submissions received to RAA Application 
 



Submission 1 

David Kember  

Email - 4/09/2023 

The attached document is a submission on the proposed Gravelly Beach foreshore stage 2 project. 

Professor David Kember 

Attachment 

Feedback to the West Tamar proposal on the Gravelly Beach foreshore stage 2 project 

The project to rejuvenate the Gravelly Beach foreshore needs to be envisaged as a whole, with the design 
tailored to cater for current and potential users, residents and visitors. Visitors from outside are well 
catered for by the facilities at Rose Park Bay, which primarily attracts families with children. Visitors are 
also attracted to the area around the post office and the two cafés. However, one of these is closed 
indefinitely and the Rivergrass Café is closed on Sundays and will soon stop opening on Saturdays. 

Walks along the Gravelly Beach foreshore 

The most significant remaining group who make use of the Gravelly Beach foreshore are the large number 
of locals and visitors who walk along the foreshore. There is an existing trail, in the northerly direction, 
which extends along the Gravelly Beach foreshore and then along Beach Road, which then leads to a very 
pleasant path to Paper Beach. The report recognises, in section 2.3.4.2, that the facilities to be developed 
in stage 2 will join into this existing track. 

A major subgroup of the walkers are dog walkers. Some of these head to the dog park; others walk along 
extensive parts of the foreshore and extended trail. 

Visitors using the trail normally park along the foreshore, then walk along the trail in a northerly direction. 
It can be anticipated that the provision of parking spaces in stage 2 will attract additional visitors. 

An unspoilt natural environment 

The major attraction of the area to this group of people is the unspoilt natural environment. It is, 
therefore, important that stage 3 or other parts of the foreshore development leave this environment in its 
natural state. The area provides a habitat for many species of animals and birds. It is essential that 
developments of the type envisaged in stage 2 do not extend in a northerly direction beyond the boundary 
of the stage 2 development. Any development proposal would have to be subject to an environmental 
impact assessment.  

Stormwater drainage 

While the trail area must be kept in its existing natural state as far as possible, attention needs to be paid 
to stormwater drainage. Stormwater from large parts of Gravelly Beach heads downwards towards the 
river. There are about seven drainage ditches to take stormwater towards the river, but these are 
inadequate and the council does no maintenance work on them. As a result, the ditches are blocked or 
overgrown with vegetation. 

As stormwater cannot run clear, the existing paths and trails become saturated with water and very 
muddy. In wet weather the paths become a muddy quagmire which many find impassable. Every year the 
heavily used dog park becomes a muddy mess of a quagmire. 

Although the paths and trails are outside the stage 2 area, they are the most important attraction of the 
foreshore for many of the visitors who will head to the stage 2 area. It is, therefore, important that funds 



are used to upgrade drainage and stormwater drains along the trail. This work needs to be planned in a 
way which does not impact upon the natural environment. 

Sculpture trail 

The plan proposes a sculpture trail along the walking path. There is talk of public art, with the installation 
of Council commissioned artwork. There are, though, no details about this in the plan. 

It is essential that the sculpture trail and artwork installations are removed from the stage 2 development 
and not built. The foreshore and the paths and trails are attractions because they are a natural 
environment. The environment should not be spoilt by the installation of artwork or sculptures. 

The existing foray of the Council in this direction, with the installation of the baby’s dummy statue on the 
point, strongly reinforces this imperative. The opinion of Gravelly Beach residents on this statue is 
universal; it is a risible monstrosity. Clearly the Council has no taste when it comes to art. We also 
understand that the statue and the accompanying work was very expensive. The unanimous opinion of 
locals is that it was a complete waste of money that could have better spent in many other ways. 

 

Professor David Kember 

 

  



Submission 2 

Email - 05/09/2023 

An opportunity exists to right the wrongs of the past mismanagement of Gravelly Beach e.g. the dumping 
of tons of mud and rocks, the construction of 'illegal' groynes using asphalt in one of them (contains 
petrochemicals). 

Geotechnical and hydrology studies have been conducted in the past and indicate that to restore the 
original gravelled beach, these man-made impediments need to be removed to allow the natural migration 
of gravels which will impede and then stop the on-going infestation of rice grass. 

Many representations have been made to the West Tamar Council in the last few years, including feedback 
from the wider community, petitions, scientific evidence presented and personal appeals made, but to no 
avail; the past General Manager of the WTC has now resigned and is therefore no longer in a position to 
stonewall a logical and sensitive restoration of the original beach. 

Gravelly Beach was once a favourite place for families to visit and enjoy; it has historical and ecological 
significance on the West Tamar and deserves to be brought back to life. 

I implore you to look hard at the evidence and formulate a plan that will restore a valuable asset. 

Yours sincerely, 

Jan Dorman 

 

  



Submission 3 

Email - 13/09/2023 

I am a resident of Gravelly Beach since 1980, so I have been able to observe the effects of 
reclamation,groyns,boat ramps , 
art installations etc   . 
In 1980 the infilling of Rose Bay was well underway, primarily the work of one man who had a trucking 
/excavation/engineering business. 
When the fill started to become significant and noticeable the entity behind the operation became The 
Gravelly Beach Reclamation and Beutification committee . Later because of the dumping of inappropriate 
material and sub standard work the entity became an arm of West Tamar Council.  The filling of Rose Bay 
was stopped, but this did not stop the reclamation and beautification comittee, they built a pontoon, 
which was re-built by council, and a groyne on the rocky curve south of the P.O..which has been repaired 
and extended by council. 
In 1999 several truck loads of waste material including concrete with re-enforcing rod, bitumen and other 
waste was dumped in front of the P.O. I think this material was illegally dumped, it is still there today and 
will become a part of the proposed new reclamation plan. 
Looking at photos pre groynes and post groynes it is obvious that the beach gravells and sand have been 
depleted in a southerly direction, and the once popular swimming beach, south of the large groyne,have all 
gone except a small portion up against the pontoon groyne, which is spilling over into deep water never to 
return. 
I would like to see the rock structures removed, and where necessary, as with the pontoon, a timber 
structure to allow for longshore drift. 
The old jetty did not cause depletion of the beach. 
Another misconception,is vertical walls, they will always fail in the long term, 20 degree or less slopes seem 
to work,(a beach). 
One more little gripe, lot of money is being wasted on wrecking our foreshore, while Gravelly Beach 
,Deviot,Rosevears,do not have sewerage,Exeters is inadequate. We still don’t have a foot path along 
Gravelly Beach Road. 

Apologies for the rant, regards Rob Larner. 
 
  



Submission 4 

 
Email - 16/09/2023 

Thank you for replying, Andrew.  
 
I am sorry to have made any accusations that it was someone from your company, but I wasn’t sure. It has 
become very annoying, and the lady is quite pushy.  
My Husband has the footage saved, so he would have to send that through.  
 
I have two letters, both very light in printer ink. One apparently from Dr Vishnu Prahalad, and another from 
Jill Cassidy. There was also a “Have your say” information letter (4pages) that accompanied the letters.  
 
I am against any unnatural changing to the foreshore, unless it is ultimately beneficial to to eco system. 
The dredge that has settled from Launceston has caused a lot of havoc, and Patricia’s Beach just along the 
way shows that a lot can be done to eradicate rice grass and such without changing the natural area.  
 
You only have to see the havoc the rice grass/dredging has caused next to the boat yard. That used to be a 
beautiful area.  
 
I do however like the idea of the parking bays, and picnic areas, as long as it doesn’t interfere with the river 
in anyway.  

 

 
 
Thank you for your explanation, and time.  
 
Regards,  
Ness  
 
 
 
 
 
>  
> On 18 Sep 2023, at 8:43 am, Gravelly Beach EIA <GravellyBeach@parks.tas.gov.au> wrote: 
>  

mailto:GravellyBeach@parks.tas.gov.au
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Email - 16/09/2023 

To Whom It May Concern,  

We are writing to voice our concerns in relation to the Stage 2 – Gravelly Beach Foreshore Plan.  

1. There was inadequate community consultation in 2018 and no feedback in favour of the 
reclamation plan as decided in closed Council workshop October 2017. 

 

2. Misleading Council claims re alternative plan to simply remove groynes (not the silt, which will 
slowly wash away anyway) – at much less cost than reclamation. 
 

3. Significant historical, cultural and social values of restoring curvature of gravelled beach from 
pontoon to small northern groyne. 
 

4. Remove small and large groynes to allow gravels to stay put (i.e. coastal tidal dynamic). 
 

5. Small groyne contains asphalt petrochemical contaminants – please get rid of it! 
 

6. The foreshore is an Environmental Protection Zone – DO NOT dump rocks for 2,500m2 of ugly 
reclamation works which will disturb the silts , muddy the waters and release contaminants; 

and destroy waterbird shoreline habitat. 

 
7. High cost of reclamation $400 000+; the full project is now increased by $822 000 at cost to Council 

(page 6 RAA); Reclamation and beach gravels will need ongoing regular top-up and maintenance. 
 

8. Further reclamation is unwarranted, picnic areas are nice but we have enough of them now, 
awaiting the promised amenities. 

 

9. The rock face interface with the water’s edge does not enhance access and poses safety risk per 
strong tides in deeper water.  
 

Yours sincerely 

Daniel Agnew & Michele Boxtel 

  

mailto:michele@leganachiropractor.com.au
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Email - 24/09/2023 

To Whom it Concerns at Tas. Parks & Wildlife Service 

Submission to RAA 2023 Stage 2 Gravelly Beach Foreshore Plan  

Please find my Submission and its 8 of it's total16 Appendices attached to this email.  

If files are too large I will attach by OneDrive on iCloud or send in multiple emails. Please let me know if 
documents are unavailable. 

With thanks for reviewing my heart-felt concerns about need to remove the source of petrochemical 
contamination and reject reclamation works proposed for this development, on the grounds I have 
discussed. 

Yours faithfully 

 

Caroline Larner 

Phone

 

Email - 24/09/2023 

To Whom it Concerns at Tas. Parks & Wildlife Service:  

Submission to RAA 2023 Stage 2 Gravelly Beach Foreshore Plan  

Please find my herewith SUBMISSION PART 2 to follow up the email of the same Submission sent just now: 
in order to provide the rest of the attendant Appendices (a further 8 of total16 Appendices) 

If files are too large I will attach by OneDrive on iCloud or send in multiple emails. Please let me know if 
documents are unavailable. 

With thanks for reviewing my and my community's heart-felt concerns about need to remove the source of 
petrochemical contamination and reject reclamation works proposed for this development, on the grounds 
I have discussed in my Submission. 

Yours faithfully 

 

Caroline Larner 

Phone 

 

Email - 25/09/2023 

To Whom it Concerns at Tas. Parks & Wildlife Service:  

Submission to RAA 2023 Stage 2 Gravelly Beach Foreshore Plan  

https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/ap/b-59584e83/?url=https%3A%2F%2F1drv.ms%2Fb%2Fs!AvhHvIMPlN7viR1Zjy_wup3W5gDI&data=05%7C01%7CGravellybeach%40parks.tas.gov.au%7Cf46af1ae0d5441a6600108dbbce99890%7Cf0b66421a90e4fa98654e2bc60d50347%7C0%7C0%7C638311484922613671%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=iHtHEbIPV1uefLxm16V49SpcThsSE9YwoA8VFJxLP10%3D&reserved=0
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/ap/b-59584e83/?url=https%3A%2F%2F1drv.ms%2Fb%2Fs!AvhHvIMPlN7viR1Zjy_wup3W5gDI&data=05%7C01%7CGravellybeach%40parks.tas.gov.au%7Cf46af1ae0d5441a6600108dbbce99890%7Cf0b66421a90e4fa98654e2bc60d50347%7C0%7C0%7C638311484922613671%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=iHtHEbIPV1uefLxm16V49SpcThsSE9YwoA8VFJxLP10%3D&reserved=0
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/ap/b-59584e83/?url=https%3A%2F%2F1drv.ms%2Fb%2Fs!AvhHvIMPlN7viR6lAw-ruQJHkm0T&data=05%7C01%7CGravellybeach%40parks.tas.gov.au%7C6cd7ee7a433e45b5cf9a08dbbceedbc1%7Cf0b66421a90e4fa98654e2bc60d50347%7C0%7C0%7C638311506725435457%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=i0qP7pWhpo42s%2FmoVtnLMCGUUAnK59x%2BshKQFu4cgW4%3D&reserved=0
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/ap/b-59584e83/?url=https%3A%2F%2F1drv.ms%2Fb%2Fs!AvhHvIMPlN7viR6lAw-ruQJHkm0T&data=05%7C01%7CGravellybeach%40parks.tas.gov.au%7C6cd7ee7a433e45b5cf9a08dbbceedbc1%7Cf0b66421a90e4fa98654e2bc60d50347%7C0%7C0%7C638311506725435457%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=i0qP7pWhpo42s%2FmoVtnLMCGUUAnK59x%2BshKQFu4cgW4%3D&reserved=0
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/ap/b-59584e83/?url=https%3A%2F%2F1drv.ms%2Fb%2Fs!AvhHvIMPlN7viR1Zjy_wup3W5gDI&data=05%7C01%7CGravellybeach%40parks.tas.gov.au%7Cf46af1ae0d5441a6600108dbbce99890%7Cf0b66421a90e4fa98654e2bc60d50347%7C0%7C0%7C638311484922613671%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=iHtHEbIPV1uefLxm16V49SpcThsSE9YwoA8VFJxLP10%3D&reserved=0


Please find attached herewith my last addition to my Submission, Appendix Q: 'History in pictures: Extent 
of gravelled beach circa 1930's', for your consideration. 

Thank you for this opportunity to make comment on this major project for our locality. 

Caroline Larner 

Representor 

 

phone:

Attachment 
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25 September 2023 
Caroline Larner 

GRAVELLLY BEACH 
 

SUBMISSION TO:  
Tas. Parks & Wildlife Service (Parks) regarding 

RESERVE ACTIVITY ASSESSMENT (RAA) LEVEL 3 (v.2 April 2023) for: 
STAGE 2 GRAVELLY BEACH FORESHORE PROJECT (The Plan) 

 
I respectfully suggest that the Plan’s proposal for 2,500 m2 foreshore reclamation represents missed 
opportunities and significant detriment to this historic former beach site, its community and to the 
estuarine habitat of this Environmental Protection Zone and Nature Conservation Area of the Tamar 
(kanamaluka) estuary. 
 
As the Plan points out, ‘The Gravelly Beach foreshore is recognised as one of the most important 
community open spaces and recreational areas along the Tamar River north of Launceston’.  As 
such it is the ideal location to recognise its rich history1 and to rehabilitate the foreshore gravelled 
beach after which it is named and which enabled that rich social, cultural and historical heritage, 
from the 1880’s to 1940’s outbreak of WWII.  Many local people today still have vivid living 
memories of their childhood spent swimming daily on the beach which extended along the foreshore 
from Henderson’s Lane to the long jetty (now pontoon). The strong swimmers would launch from the 
end of the jetty into the wake of the regularly passing cargo and passenger boats. 
 
However, the Gravelly Beach Landscape Master Plan Report 2000, drafted on basis of broad 
community consultation and passed by Council in 2003, was radically amended in 2017 to include, 
‘key activities of … reclamation of intertidal mud flats’, that overlay2 the former historic heritage 
beach3.   
 
My priority for comment on proposed reclamation works:  

• unacknowledged social, cultural & historic significance of the site to local community 
• petrochemical contaminants found in unacceptable levels closest to the groyne 
• the significant environmental harms of the project (‘high risk’ level 3 assessment) 
• inadequate community consultation on the 2017 revised plan  
• disingenuous Council claims concerning consultation process AND the community’s 

preferred alternative plan amendment 
• unwarranted cost of reclamation proposal and its ongoing maintenance  
• the proposed infill works’ considerable cost uplift, with all further costs outside the 

Commonwealth and State grants to be borne by Council. 
 
I address here the relevant sections of the RAA Report by page number & section reference: 
 
Page 5 
1.    Introduction:  “In 2003 the West Tamar Council prepared the ‘Gravelly Beach Foreshore and Environs 
Landscape Master Plan’ (LMP)…. The ‘Gravelly Beach Project’ Brochure created in 2019, refined the LMP into a 
pragmatic and financially achievable plan for the Gravelly Beach Foreshore”. 
 

 
1 Appendix A: ‘Records of historical heritage - missed opportunity’, Jill Cassidy (Honorary Research Associate, QV 
Museum; winner of Marita Bardenhagen Award for Local History): email rolph.vos@wtc.tas.gov.au 10 May 2022, to 
‘The Mayor & councillors’ 
2 Appendix B: ‘Assessment of Silt Thickness Gravelly Beach’, Tasman Geotechnics report to Caroline Larner Oct 2021. 
3 Appendix A: ‘Records of historical heritage – missed opportunity’ (J. Cassidy 10 May 2022) 

mailto:rolph.vos@wtc.tas.gov.au
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Response: The authors of the LMP were consultants to Council, Gutteridge, Hastings & Davey 
(GHD), who compiled the Draft LMP in 2000 after extensive community consultation.4  Council 
modified the Draft LMP5 to redact the reference to existing petrochemical contamination found in the 
Draft LMP, section 7.3, Requirements of the Crown Lands Act 1976. 
 
By RTI, I have obtained the ‘Combined Community Consultation Material’6, which does not 
reassure.  It shows an aerial view of the project but the details are much too small to read when 
downloaded;  an offer was made to view it at Council offices (but not take one home).  The 
presumed  ‘Gravelly Beach Project Brochure’ 2019, an unappealing muddy green in colour7, was 
not distributed by mail to the broad local community; this may have been because the ‘Gravelly 
Beach Project’ plan 2019 for reclamation was not based on community consensus8.   It has always 
been suspected as ‘high risk’ – environmentally (per Level 3 RAA assessment) and financially – and 
a detriment to the natural landscape.  
 
Cost estimate for the current stage1 and 2 plans has increased by $822,0009 with additional 
acknowledged ongoing cost required for regular maintenance and materials top-up. Any such 
considerable increased costs will be borne by Council10 - therefore not ‘financially achievable’. 
 
1. Intro: “The Foreshore Master Plan successfully underwent public exhibition and the scope of works 
required… were considered in a cost estimate to ensure the works were achievable within the available funds.” 

 
The ‘public exhibition’ consisted of an article in the Examiner Newspaper11 which few locals read 
these days; and a small mud-coloured picture12 of the site project (2/3 of A4, small print illegible) 
which was placed on the ‘busy’ window of Freelands Exeter supermarket.  A brief two weeks was 
allowed for comment notified via WTC Facebook from 25 September which then referred people’s 
comments to WTC email as posted by Council staff member and, ‘submissions closing 11 October’ 
– But the project was not listed under the Council’s website section for Community Projects during 
the public exhibition period nor for three years afterwards!  It was hidden away.  There were only 10 
comments in these facebook entries/ email records13 between 6 – 21 October 2019, without any 
specific endorsement of the proposed reclamation component of the Plan Stage 2.  
 
When the writer doorknocked Gravelly Beach in 2021, it was evident that the vast majority of local 
residents were not aware that there was a Foreshore Plan proposal in train. 140 signatures in 
favour of restoring the beach were collected at this time; a further ~150 new signatures endorsed 
removal of the groyne/s to enable this restoration during 2022.  Indeed, 80% of 98 respondents of a 
March/May 2022 private survey14 wished to see the beach reinstated while 70% of respondents 
specified that the groynes must be removed to enable it. 
 

 
4 Appendix C: ‘Data analysis – Community Survey 1999 results’ (GHD, 2000) 
5 The full copy of Draft GHD LMP Report to Council (April 2022) is available on request of C. Larner (document obtained 
from author since Council has claimed in answer to my Question to Council Meeting that it is no longer held in their 
records, which is interesting). 
6 Appendix Q:  ‘RTI: Combined Community Consultation Material’ (WTC Facebook/10 emails 2019) 
7 Appendix D: ‘Gravelly Beach Improvement Site Plan’ (WTC, 2019) 
8Appendix C:  ‘Data analysis – Community Survey 1999 results’ (GHD, 2000) 
9 West Tamar Council (April 2023), Reserve Activity Assessment Level 3 Gravelly Beach Foreshore, page 6. 
10 RAA 2023, p. 6 
11 Examiner Newspaper, 1 October 2019, article title ‘Tamar Valley’ – subheading, ‘Redevelopment open for 
consultation’, p. 18 
12 Appendix D: ‘Gravelly Beach Improvements Site Plan’ (WTC 2019), marked ‘Do Not Scale” (A4 picture fills 2/3 of page: 
aerial view of proposed foreshore works to Anzac Park) 
13 Appendix E: ‘RTI: Combined Community Consultation Material’ (WTC Facebook & email, Sept - October 2019) 
14 Appendix F: ‘Private Survey & response data GB Master Plan’ (C.Larner, March-May 2022) 
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1. Intro: “In 2019 Council secured a $2 million commitment from the Australian Government for 
implementation of the revised plan... and, Precinct 2 includes ‘improvements to the Gravelly Beach area’.” 

 
The plan submission to Government in application for Federal funding provision was made prior to 
any environmental or geotechnical report.  The phenomenon of long-shore drift and gravels erosion 
due to the groynes themselves may not have been realised at time of application for the grant in 
215019.  The plan requires amendment before it is to be endorsed to proceed, which would 
represent considerable cost efficiencies per terms of the Funding Agreement16. 
 
1. Intro: “In 2019 Council secured a $2 million commitment from the Australian Government for implementation 
of the revised plan... and, Precinct 2 includes ‘improvements to the Gravelly Beach area’.” 

 
In the opinion of a majority of the community (70 – 80% by survey results) the favoured 
‘improvement’ to the gravelled beach is to reinstate it as a working beach, not for its full length17 but 
by restoring its natural ‘sweep’ action of smooth tidal ebb and flow18.  
The letter of survey contained an Information Sheet: Did You Know? which clearly this states intent,  
 
 ‘Modification of the ‘full sweep’ to a partial restoration of natural processes by removal of the 
 groynes, thus providing better curvature of the tidal zone to allow gravels to stay put, would 
 satisfy the current focus’.  
 
Erosion dynamic is confirmed by BMT consultants desktop report on two beach nourishment 
options19 which states, 
 ‘In option 1 the net sediment transport form north to south will act to transport sediment 
 around the tip of the southern headland and into deeper water.  This process will eventually 
 lower the beach level as beach material is lost from the system, returning the beach to 
 something like its current state.  This process is expected to take several years but the 
 actual time frame is not known as there is insufficient data at the site to calculate an 
 accurate sediment transport rate.’  
 
The Option 2 plan proposed by BMT, ‘Nourishment Plus Groyne’20 was designed to prevent this loss 
of beach sediment; the groyne extension hypothesised to hold the beach in stable configuration by 
facing the dominant wave direction21.   But there were no guarantees for this Plan ‘Option 2’. 
 
The proposed reclamation would clearly not be an ‘improvement’ to the natural beauty of the 
foreshore and would only add to degradation of the short remaining beach section.   
 
The risks are not thus worth taking, considering the substantial perceived waste of funding involved. 
Thus, Commonwealth funding earmarked for extensive reclamation would contribute to permanent 
destruction of our sensitive foreshore reserve; an unacceptable outcome22. 
 
Page 6 

 
15 Appendix L: ‘Flyer – Restore historic beach to out front of Rivergrass Café’ (C. Larner, 2023) 
16 Appendix K:  ‘Extracts from Funding Agreement’ (C’wlth & WTC, September 2021) 
17 C. Larner, 22 May 2022, letter of Submission to Gravelly Beach Foreshore Masterplan 2018-2028 Final (and 
amendments), p.7.  **This document has been supplied to West Tamar Council councillors and the relevant Planners 
and Environmental Assessment officer at Parks in oversight of the foreshore Plan.  It addresses the Plan’s poor 
compliance with Land Use Planning & Assessment Act 1993 (LUPAA) and other legislations and policies. 
18 Appendix N:  ‘Beach erosion dynamic vs 1969 aerial view’ (C. Larner, 2023) 
19 Appendix G, ‘Extracts: GB Foreshore Nourish & Reclamation Feasibility’ (BMT, 2021), p.20 
20 Appendix G:  ‘Extracts: GB Foreshore Nourish & Reclamation Feasibility’ (BMT, 2021) p. 21 
21 RAA 2023, Appendix 4: Geotechnical Investigation, p. 4 
22 Appendix H: ‘Summary Natural Heritage Strategy for Tasmania’, Resource Management & Conservation Division, 
Dept. of Parks, Water & Environment (2013), pp. 1 – 9. 
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1.2    Project Overview 
“This assessment relates to Precinct 2 – Gravelly Beach Village Centre of the Gravelly Beach Foreshore Master Plan 
(GBFMP).  The project seeks to reclaim land adjoining the foreshore, restore and nourish the existing beach and 
sea wall, install and maintain infrastructure for public use and enjoyment.  The project is currently seeking 
approval …”  

 
Response: The existing groynes and proposal for further reclamation will destroy any remaining 
opportunity to restore the existing remnant beach.  It is alleged that the project does not comply with 
the current Crown lands Act 1976, nor does it comply with Council’s License (2015) for Parks’-
delegated management of the foreshore works.  
 
The project does not appear to comply with the various management objectives of the State 
Planning Scheme as outlined in LUPA Act 199323;  nor those of the Natural Heritage Strategy for 
Tasmania24.  My responses to how the intent of these key management goals may otherwise be 
achieved are addressed throughout this Submission. 
 
The RAA 2023 project is classified Level 3 highest risk due to the nature of the foreshore soft silts 
500 – 700 cm deep25, upon which heavy rocks are proposed to be placed, which would cause the 
silts to bulge; the rocks at risk of ‘slide failure’ and contaminants inevitably released.  Geotechnical 
analysis (May 2022, revised August 2022) has recommended, ‘to strip off the surficial deposits’ at 
the northern groyne prior to placement of any proposed fill, to ‘reduce the likelihood of a sliding 
failure at the shoreline’26; advice which has been ignored by the proponent in the planning stages.   
 
The area that this high risk activity is proposed is classified an Environmental Protection Zone and 
Nature Conservation Area.  Council and Parks have received letter of concern from saltmarsh and 
geography/spatial science researcher, Dr Vishnu Prahalad27, of the inadvisability of this extensive 
infill proposal on grounds of increased displacement flooding risk in the estuary and the destruction 
of continuity of important foreshore estuarine habitat.   
 
The proposed project Plan would risk numerous significant negative effects, and it would be of a 
permanent, irreversible impact to a local site extremely sensitive to environmental changes in this 
protection zone.  In addition, the despoilment of the gravelled beach has intrinsic historical heritage 
significance in the eyes of the community, both local and regional.   An alternative plan, the 
conservation and rehabilitation of the essential local natural feature, the foreshore beach, would 
only add to ‘public use and enjoyment’, in contrast to features of a project that may readily be found 
elsewhere. 
 
1.2. “The estimated cost of the Gravelly Beach Foreshore project is $2,822,000.  Approved funding … will cover 
$2,000,000 of the total and West Tamar Council will be responsible for any cost overruns or funding shortfalls … 
Precinct 2 works relevant to this RAA have a total estimated cost of $1,554,500”.   

 
The projected increased funding appears to be required solely for management of the technically 
fraught reclamation project since $300,000 is allocated to Rose Bay Park stage 1; $250,000 spent 
on upgrade to the pontoon (of which $160,000 by State funding)28.  
  
Reference to RAA Appendix 1: Gravelly Beach Foreshore Master Plan (WTC 2018), p.21 states, 
Zone 2 Passive Recreation Area (reclamation) costing $450,000; a further $450,000 for roads, 
footpaths, amenities, relocating sculptures; but the current estimate of $1,554,500 for Stage 2 

 
23 Appendix H:  ‘Addressing Management Objectives of LUPA Act 1973’ (Response by C. Larner, 2023) 
24 ‘Summary: Natural Heritage Strategy for Tasmania’ (Resource Management & Conserv’n, Dept.Parks, 2013) 
25 RAA 2023, Appendix 4: ‘Geotechnical Investigation’, Appendix A Engineering Logs, Borehole BH02, BH03, p.4 
26 Appendix I: ‘May 2022, Geotechnical Investigation Beach Nourishment Gravelly Beach ‘(Tasman Geotechnics), p.4 
27 Appendix J: ‘Letter of concern regarding infill’, (Prahalad, March 2022) 
28 West Tamar Council, Council Meeting Minutes June 2022, Budget Report Summary 2022-2023, p.18 
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shown in RAA, is an increase of ~ $660,000;  and that is without the ongoing cost of maintenance 
and materials top-up.     
 
However there is no accounting for the extra $822,000 [+ 160,000 State funding pontoon] if the total 
cost is $2,822,000 as noted above. Has this already been spent on consultants fees, technical and 
environmental investigation contractors and unforeseen difficulties in replacing the pontoon?  If so, 
what is the breakdown?  If it is to be truly accountable to its community and the funding Authority, 
the Council must explain how the perceived ‘missing’ funds have been or are to be allocated29. 
 
The technical and environmental safeguard requirements of placing heavy boulders over deep 
sediments very carefully and slowly will also have added to costs; let alone the ongoing need for 
top-up of rock fill and expensive retail landscaping gravels. 
 
A local resident who recently asked Council works department for a new footpath was told that no 
funds were available since all funds must now go to the foreshore development. 
 
The costs of the reclamation works are not justified.  The reclamation area would also require:  2 – 4 
weekly mowing of grassed areas; ongoing 6 monthly monitoring of beach nourishment levels and 
transportation rates; monitoring of fill and revetment levels; annual beach gravels top-up with 
needed approval from Parks, as stated in the RAA (2.4 Monitoring & Maintenance, pp. 26, 27). 
 
The terms of the Funding Agreement include the need for costs efficiencies30.  The project does not 
appear to comply and requires explanation to the Funding Authority. 
 
Page 7  
1.3  Project Objectives and Outcomes 
“The Gravelly Beach project aims to support and align with the vision, aspirations and objectives of the 
community31 and governments outlined in a number of strategic documents and key legislation at local, state and 
federal level. 
1.3.1  West Tamar Council Objectives 
… To create an inclusive community where people want to live, work and invest” 
 
“Table 1 Project Directives and Outcomes summary Table: 

• “Active and engaged community” –  

 
Response: The rock edge interface with estuary is not conducive to active engagement (similar 
issue at Rose Bay park rock edge) and represents a safety risk. 

 
• “Prosperous and sustainable growth” –  

 
Response: Two construction jobs per year over two years is not 32Contribution to economic and 
social capital would be enhanced by alternative option  - a unique tourist attraction of a sustainable 
section of gravelled beach; not by further extensive reclamation area already catered for nearby at 
Rose Bay Park, as elsewhere (e.g. Riverbend Park Playground at Invermay, which has been well 
managed & constructed by Launceston City Council). 

 
• “Highly liveable environment “–  

 
29 Appendix K: ‘Extracts from Funding Agreement’ (between C’wlth & WTC, September 2021) 
30 Appendix K: ‘Extracts from Funding Agreement’, section 7.2 Cost Savings. 
31 Appendix C: ‘Data analysis – Results of community survey in 1999’ (GHD, 2000, Gravelly Beach Landscape Master Plan 
Report for West Tamar Council April 2000 (Draft), Section 6.2 Workshops & Community Response from Results,pp.24-28 
(sourced from the authors - full report available on request of Parks Management and/or C’wlth Funding Authority) 
32 RRA 2023, Appendix 12, ‘Economic profile’ 
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Response: It is asserted by a wide range of interested parties that the proposed reclamation is at 
detriment to the foreshore estuarine environment33, the natural aesthetic, historical heritage34 and 
the diversity of recreation options. This high risk project has unintended outcomes which will also 
entail high costs of ongoing maintenance and replenishment of costly gravels at cost to Council’s 
ratepayers.  The enhancement of social and cultural factors would only occur if a wide range of 
diverse users’ interests were catered to by sustainably restoring the beach, even in part. 

 
• “Infrastructure that works” –  

 
Response: The current conformation of the short section of beach slated for ‘nourishment’ is not 
working, as must be acknowledged by reference to BMT’s Option 2 plan amendment for extension 
of the large groyne by 25m x 10m, since the beach gravels would otherwise be ‘lost from the 
system, returning the beach to something like its current state’ 35 (i.e. eroded)36.   However, the 
presence of the Telstra cable in the near vicinity and unknown depth concerns posed technical 
difficulties37 which stopped progress on this Option 2 groyne extension proposed to slow inevitable 
erosion of gravels to deep water.  
 
Coastal engineering is a complex, relatively new science, still fraught with trial and error;  it is highly 
unlikely that any planned groyne extension, as investigated by Tasman Geotechnics38, would not 
have worked since it was not the natural contour of the beach as chosen by the estuary itself. 
 
The groynes’ erosion dynamic can be also clearly seen in the aerial view of the groynes on front 
page of the Gravelly Beach Master Plan 201839 as well as comparison with 1969 aerial view of the 
foreshore  with no groyne impediments as captured in a Flyer produced to illustrate it, in order to 
help educate the community40. 
 
The groyne structures on the foreshore of Gravelly Beach are a stark daily reminder of how groynes 
can indeed be the cause of a beach’s destruction41. The outgoing tide has nowhere to go, swirling in 
back-eddy on itself against the proposed concrete reclamation edge works, thus contributing to 
further beach erosion and rice grass incursion on the gravel-free silted sea-bed, as it does now. 
 
That is, a problem was identified per dynamic of beach processes and erosion around the groynes.  
The Tasmanian Coastal Works Manual: A best practice management guide for changing 
coastlines, a comprehensive tool for coastal land managers, clearly explains the issue42: 
  
 ‘Success is heavily dependent on understanding the interaction between coastal  geomorphology and 
 hydrodynamic processes, then choosing the appropriate protection measure for the particular site.  
 Seawalls, groynes and breakwaters are likely to affect the natural processes of coastal erosion and 
 deposition”.   
 

 
33 Appendix J: ‘Letter of concern regarding infill’ (Prahalad 2022) 
34 Appendix A: ‘Records of historical heritage - missed opportunity’, (email to WTC, Jill Cassidy, 2022) 
35 Appendix G: ‘Extract: GB Foreshore Nourish & Reclamation Feasibility’ (BMT, 2021) p. 20 
36 RAA 2023, Appendix 4: ‘Geotechnical Investigation’ (Tasman Geotechnics, August 2022), Section 4.4 Groyne 
Extension, p. 4 
37 RAA 2023, Appendix 4: ‘Geotechnical Investigation’, p. 4 
38 RAA 2023, Appendix 4: Geotechnical Investigation, p. 4 
39 RAA 2023, Appendix 1: Gravelly Beach Foreshore Master Plan, cover page. 
40 Appendix N: ‘Beach erosion dynamic vs 1969 aerial view’ (produced by C. Larner, 2023) 
41 Department of Natural Resources & Environment (NRE), 2010, Tasmanian Coastal Works Manual: A best practice 
management guide for changing coastlines, section 15.1.3 Groynes, pp. 345,346 
42 Department of Natural Resources & Environment (NRE), 2010, Tasmanian Coastal Works Manual: A best practice 
management guide for changing coastlines, section 15.1.3 Groynes, pp. 345,346 



 7 

Section 15.1.3 Groynes explains,  
 ‘Groynes are built at right angles to the beach, to trap sand moving offshore along the beach 
 (longshore drift).  Sand typically becomes trapped on the updrift side of the groyne and is eroded on 
 the downdrift side.’   (Figure 15.1, p.345 illustrates this effect).  ‘The groyne will continue to trap sand 
 until its storage capacity is reached.  Once this happens, sometimes sand will bypass the groyne… 
 Groynes are not always successful and can sometimes contribute to further erosion.’   
 
The existing and proposed infrastructure do not and will not work.  The Representor therefore 
urgently requests that this project not be approved in its present proposed reclamation -  with 
workable amendment to simply remove the two northern groynes. 
 
1.3.1  West Tamar Council Objectives (continued) 

• “Organisation that delivers” –  
 
Response: This is a ‘motherhood statement’, a ‘feel good’ platitude which runs counter to this 
community’s experience of Council’s gaping service delivery deficits. Nor has Council been 
responsive to Gravelly Beach Coast Care Group’s call to restore the beach to a sustainable shape; 
nor has it provided justification for installation of the two northern groynes which are obviously 
causing severe erosion of beach gravels.  Group member’s Questions on Notice to Council in this 
regard over the past two years, recorded in Meetings Minutes, have been consistently answered 
with perceived obfuscation and sophistry. 

 
Page 7, 1.3.1 WTC Objectives - How the activity contributes to the objectives: “The project will provide safe, 
functional spaces that encourages participation in unstructured, casual recreation and play activities”    
 
Response:  The edge of the proposed reclamation area abuts 3m to 3.5 metre deep43 waters and 
strong tides of the estuary which presents a risk to small children playing nearby.  In my experience 
as mother of 5 and grandmother of 12, young children prefer the delights of unstructured play with 
rounded pebbles and in shallow lapping waters of a beach. However, those colourful pebbles at 
Gravelly Beach are fast disappearing, and will continue to disappear, due to action of tides swirling 
against the obstructing groynes.   
 
It is good to have a diversity of play options.  Just nearby, the mostly empty expanse of the reclaimed 
area, more recently named ‘Rose Bay Park’, has much potential but lacks creative play spaces and 
sufficient landscaping.  Placement of innovative play station and/or challenging climbing opportunities, 
or biking or scooter tracks, could be enhanced by aesthetically-landscaped native grasses & shrubs.   
 
A mor acceptable alternative would be to provide for a more substantial roofed picnic shelter at ‘Rose 
Bay Park’ with enough room to cater to families, casual parties, including ease of access for people 
in wheelchairs or using walking frames.  The foreshore river vista in front of the village shops should 
not be interrupted by roofed shelters and barbecues installed on hard concrete foundations.  Consider 
aesthetics and ‘natural values’, please! 

 
Page 8  
1.3.2 Tasmanian Government Objectives 
“The Gravelly Beach project complies with .. the National Parks & Reserves Management Act 2002 (NPRM)  and 
Nature Conservation Act (NCA) by investing in foreshore development of an area of the Tamar River estuary in 
Gravelly Beach which will encourage passive recreation, tourism, enjoyment of the natural environment and 
appreciation of the natural values protected by the listing status under these Acts.” 

 
Response: Dr Vishnu Prahalad, Lecturer in Physical Geography at University of Tasmania, appears 
to disagree that the project is supported by the legislation. As saltmarsh and floodplains expert, Dr 

 
43 RAA 2023, Appendix 2: ‘Environmental Impacts Assessment’ (Marine Solutions ,2022), Section 5. 2 Bathymetry 
Results, ‘with drop off to the main river channel being steep..’  
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Prahalad requests the proponents of the project, ‘to re-consider their options for the placement of 
public amenities that does not involve infill and loss of inter-tidal habitats (both vegetated and non-
vegetated)’ in his Letter of concern44;   he continues, 
  (Since) ‘Tasmania (is) now seeing projects that are being funded to remove infill from 
 precisely the same context (i.e. coastal inter-tidal interfaces), it seems injudicious to plan 
 infill at the cost of close to half a million dollars (Table 4-3 of Reclamation Feasibility 
 Assessment, BMT 2021).’   
 
In addition, the historical importance of Gravelly Beach foreshore45 Park & Reserve is founded on 
and matched by its natural and geo-conservation features and values.  However, planned infill to 
cover the beach destroys those very features and therefore its inherent values. The unique gravels 
endemic to this foreshore exist in very limited range46, from Supply River to Paper Beach/Swan 
Point and Little Swan Point, then in a strip through to Gravelly Beach and Native Point opposite, 
with a small section uncovered by action of waves and tides causing rice grass erosion on foreshore 
at the Legana end of Rosevears Drive;  a radius of approximately 5 to 7 kilometres from Gravelly 
Beach. 
 
Therefore the RAA provides a puzzling claim of the Plan’s compliance with NPRM and NCA in 
support of ‘appreciation of the natural values’ and ‘increased tourism’ in light of the proposed infill 
destruction of a section of limited resource underlying gravelled beach47 from which the local village 
draws its name.  It is an estuarine coastal foreshore visited by wading shorebirds and migrating 
swans, other endemic creatures and remnant estuarine vegetation48;  in the context of typically 
mudflats-lined shores of this 70 km estuary, the longest of its kind in Australia.  
  
An alternative plan for the sustainable reinstated rehabilitation of a section of the former gravelly 
beach, extending from the pontoon to the removal of the northernmost smaller groyne49 would 
provide unique tourist and recreational opportunity for this former beachside ‘resort’50,51.  
 
1.3.2 Tas Govt Objectives (continued): 
 “This project will improve access to the foreshore and beach area for all abilities including … disabled access ramp 
to the beach along with provision of passive recreation facilities such as seating, bbq areas and shared pedestrian 
access … support the NPRM objective for Conservation Reserve Areas objective (l) to encourage appropriate 
tourism, recreational use and enjoyment … consistent with the conservation of the conservation area’s natural 
and cultural values.” 
 
Response: The proposed steep access ramp to the eroding and gravelled beach for people with 
disabilities may pose a safety risk, the proposed design surrounded by hard-edge concrete steps 
and walls – posing potential difficulties in manoeuvring a wheelchair. There is an existing ramp to 
the beach near the pontoon which may provide better beach access, if desired at all given the 
uneven surface of a gravelled beach, since the entry is less steep and offers potential for greater 
width.  However, any such further encroachment of fill or concrete is to the detriment of retaining the 
fast-disappearing natural beach.  
 

 
44 Appendix K:  ‘Letter of concern regarding infill’ (Prahalad, 2022) 
45 Appendix A: ‘Records of historical heritage – missed opportunity’ (Cassidy, 2022) 
46 Per advice to WTC Managers and the Mayor from Assoc. Professor, Richard Doyle, Soils Scientist, University of 
Tasmania (by his ‘Zoom’ access inclusion in 6 October 2021 meeting West Tamar Council, organised by C. Larner, 
(Meeting Minutes available on request C. Larner) 
47 Appendix B: ‘Assessment of Silt thickness Gravelly Beach’, (Tasman Geotechnics, 2021), Report to Caroline Larner 
48 Appendix G: (BMT 2021) and, RAA 2023 Appendix 2 (Marine Solutions, 2022, with no mention of avian biota) 
49 Appendix M: ‘Flyer – Restore historic beach to out front Rivergrass Café’ (C. Larner 2022) 
50 Appendix A:  ‘Records of historical heritage - missed opportunity’, (Jill Cassidy, May 2022)  
51 Appendix L: ‘Flyer – Restore historic beach to out front Rivergrass Café’  



 9 

Appreciation of the natural aesthetic of the foreshore landscape would also be spoiled by more rock 
edged infill and flat-roofed barbecue amenities installed on the reclaimed area, interrupting the 
otherwise ‘beautiful landscapes’52, peaceful view of the water, foreshore and opposite shore.  There 
is plenty of room on the existing reclaimed area of Rose Bay Park for substantial further barbecue 
amenities, an all-abilities picnic facility gazebo and walkways.  Intermittent seating may be placed 
on the extensive foreshore beside the proposed pathway for peaceful enjoyment, as may be seen 
along the Kingston Beach foreshore walkway – a mecca for visitors and residents alike.. 
 
Page 8  
1.3.3 Australian Government Objectives: 
“The Gravelly Beach project supports the Community Development Grants Programme by constructing and 
upgrading facilities to provide long term improvements in social and economic viability of the local community.” 
“Outcomes – Managing Reserve values: 

• Improvements to public amenity – consistent with conservation of the nature recreation area’s natural 
and cultural values; 

• Renewal and addition of stormwater infrastructure – to protect water quality; 

• Upgrade/improve public accessibility and connectivity – to provide easy access and use of the natural and 
built environments..; 

• Landscaping improvements – to protect .. and rehabilitate the nature recreation area following adverse 
impacts such as… introduced species.. and soil erosion on the nature recreation area’s natural and 
cultural values and on assets adjacent to the nature recreation area.” 

 
Response: While the appropriate improvements and sensitive placement of public amenities such 
as new toilet block and accessible picnic gazebo, stormwater infrastructure and tidy parking 
provision are welcomed by this waterside community and its visitors, the proposed infill 
development is not - as demonstrated by 80 private survey responses (80%), West Tamar Council 
Facebook53 adverse comments on ‘The Pledge’ sculpture installation and hundreds of petition 
signatories to West Tamar Council in support of rehabilitation of the gravelled beach – which is of 
high natural, cultural and historic value to the community. 
 
Major adverse impact on the site is that of petrochemical contamination emanating from the groyne.  
A welcome improvement, using available funds, would be to remove the groyne, in keeping with 
‘rehabilitating the nature recreation area’, per terms and conditions of the License and best-practice  
 
As saltmarsh expert Dr Prahalad has warned (refer Appendix K), the proposed infill appears a major 
detriment to the environmental, natural and cultural values of the area. 
 
‘Improvement to public amenity’ must include removal of the contaminated groyne, in important 
compliance with the Council’s Licence (2015) to conduct works on the Gravelly Beach foreshore 
reserve.  
 
Page 10  -  1.5 Alternatives 
“ Options considered to meet the objectives – 

• Do nothing – would result in the grant being forfeit and the community would miss out on the long-term 
benefits of the project 

 
Council appears to have recently misled the community by stating that the funding will be lost if the 
plan is changed in any way by not proceeding with reclamation component of the Plan. 
 

 
52 Appendix C: ‘Data analysis – results of community survey in 1999’ (GHD, 2000, Gravelly Beach Landscape Master Plan 
Report for West Tamar Council (Draft), extract pp. 24 - 26) 
53 Appendix M: ‘West Tamar Council Facebook – Record of sculpture comments July-Sept 2021’ (compiled by C. Larner) 
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Details of the Deed of Agreement: Funding agreement in relation to Gravelly Beach Structure Plan 
(between C’wlth Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development & Communication 
and West Tamar Council, signed16 Feb 2021) - Agreement Schedule notes: 
 
 A.3  Purpose, ‘To provide a network of open spaces that will deliver opportunities for a diverse 
 range of recreational and community activities and enhance visitor experience and visitation 
 through improving access to the area; 
 7.2  Cost Savings, Subject to compliance with this Agreement, the Recipient must: 
 a.  continually identify any costs saving or efficiency measures in carrying out the Activity; and,  
 b. in consultation with the Commonwealth: 
  i) implement those costs saving or efficiency measures; 
  ii) ensure that any reductions in expenditure for the Activity that result from those cost 
 saving or efficiency measures are accounted for and allocated equitably in proportion to the 
 relative total values of the Funding… 
 
 17.  Termination or reduction in scope of Agreement:   
 17.1.6. In the event of a reduction in scope of the Agreement.., the Commonwealth’s liability to pay 
 any part of the funding will, unless there is agreement in writing to the contrary, be reduced in 
 accordance with the reduction in the Activity. 
 
 17.2 Termination for fault:  17.2.2 the Commonwealth may also by notice terminate this Agreement 
 immediately if:  (d)  in relation to this Agreement, the Recipient breaches any law of the 
 Commonwealth of Australia, or of a State …;  
 (g) the Commonwealth is satisfied that any statement made in the Recipient’s   
 application for Funding is incorrect, incomplete, false or misleading in a way which  
 would have affected the original decision to approve the Funding. 
 
From the above detail of the funding agreement, it appears that there is scope to negotiate, ‘in 
consultation with the Commonwealth’, any amendment that would provide cost savings or efficiency 
measure - such as removing groynes to reduce erosion of costly gravels.  Any such amendment to 
the scope of the Plan with its attendant funding may then be signed in formal updated Agreement.    
However, any ‘false or misleading’ claims about, say, costs of ‘alternative plans’ or, adequacy of 
‘community consultation’ or, ‘neglect to remove petrochemical contamination’ appear to be grounds 
for termination of the Agreement. 
 

• Eliminate – If the project was eliminated it would have detrimental social and economic effect on the 
viability of the local community. 

 
Response: The economic benefit for the project has been identified as only two direct jobs per year 
over two years54. A materials retailer and construction business, the BMT report’s favoured55 local 
Exeter operator, will likely garner ~$600,00056 from the funding.  However, it is not yet confirmed if 
the Plan’s specifications will be put out to tender. The source of Council-excavated rock works 
‘imported general filling’, now owned privately and stored opposite the site, are proposed to be 
‘imported’ at cost of $176,00057.  Since there is an inconvenient lack of construction disposal sites 
on the West Tamar, the concern is that the foreshore is alleged again to be used as a dumping 
ground as a primary motivation for the project.  Note that the RAA also provides that construction 
waste, if ‘clean’ may be included in foreshore fill. 
 
However the detriment to the local economy of loss of a potential high-rating tourism attraction of a 
rehabilitated uniquely gravelled beach, which would be more broadly shared amongst local 
businesses, is missed opportunity for improved viability of the local community. 

 
54 RAA 2023 – Appendix 12: Economic Profile 
55 Appendix G: ‘Extracts: GB Foreshore Nourish & Reclamation Feasibility’ (BMT 2021), section 3.3 Material Sources, 
pp.24, 25 
56 RAA 2023 - Appendix  12: Economic Profile 
57 RAA 2023 - Gravelly Beach Foreshore Master Plan Report, Appendix 1: Estimate Details, p.17 
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• Isolate/Substitute – there are no alternate locations to deliver the project. 

 
Response: Infill of coastal reserves has been a misguided a practice of past generations. Other 
locations in Tasmania are removing infill from precisely the same locations, that is, coastal estuarine 
habitats58.  It appears that West Tamar Council is insensitive to the current best practice of 
rehabilitating wetlands and in nature conservation. 
 

• Engineer – Alternative designs were considered59, the elements chosen were assessed as the most cost 
effective, environmentally appropriate and socially inclusive … (and) to meet community expectation.  
Alternative construction methods were also explored to ensure that impacts to the environment were 
minimised.  The Environmental Impact Assessment for the project and geotechnical investigations 
identified a number of issues that required re-design.  This included locating an underwater fibre optic 
cable in the beach area and identification of sediment contaminants in the proposed reclamation area. 

 
Response:  The wrong alternative design was costed by BMT on instruction by Council; Council has 
refused my repeated requests to cost removal of the groynes.  The removal of the groynes would 
have fixed the issue that required re-design, being the loss of gravels built up against the groyne in 
long-shore drift60.  The ‘alternative construction’ 25m groyne extension, designed to reduce ‘impacts 
to the environment’ was a failure due to technical difficulties and location of the Telstra cable61. 
 
The Marine Solutions June 2022 Environmental Impact Assessment for the project (RAA 2023, 
Appendix 2) has identified unacceptably high level of total petrochemical (TPH) contaminants62 in 
the silts nearest to the small northern groyne.   
 
In 1998, the reclamation works at ‘Rose Bay Park’ were stopped by Parks in response to findings of 
practice of dumping of asphalt waste as infill to this site63.  It is alleged that this ban was closely 
followed by further such dumping on the gravelly beach foreshore outside the Post Office and 
village centre conducted in holiday period, just prior to Christmas 1998.  Waste dumping trucks were 
not stopped until multiple phone calls were made to Council by a local business owner.   
 
By deduction from site studies (RAA Appendix 2) this northernmost groyne is the source of asphalt 
contaminants and must be removed per the conditions of the foreshore reserve’s Licence 2015.   
 
While the practice of reclamation ‘capping’ in order to contain contaminated areas is still common, 
this is not an acceptable solution in this instance for the numerous reasons stated in this 
Submission.  Infill of the former beach area would lead to irreversible destruction of important 
natural, social, cultural and historical values cherished by the community.   
 
In addition, the ‘high risk’ Level 3 proposed construction of the 2,500m2 of infill will release muds and 
contaminants contained in those muds into the tidal waters, to be ‘washed away’64 into neighbouring 
estuarine habitat Environmental Protection Zone. 
 

 
58 Appendix J: ‘Letter of concern regarding infill’  (Prahalad, 5 March 2022).  Letter distributed to councillors May 2022. 
59 The Council persists in citing the wrong ‘alternative design’, which was long-rejected by Gravelly Beach Coast Care 
Group, which group included the present writer of this Submission. 
60 Appendix G: ‘Extracts: GB Foreshore Nourish & Reclamation Feasibility’ (BMT 2021) 
61 RAA 1993, Appendix 4: ‘Geotechnical Investigations’ (Tasman Geotechnics) p. 4 
62 RAA 2023, Appendix 2: ‘Environmental Impacts Assessment’ (Marine Solutions, June 2022), p. 26 
63 Gutteridge Haskins & Davey (GHD)  & McWha 2000, Gravelly Beach Landscape Master Plan Report for West Tamar 
Council (Draft), Section 7, Legislative & Policy Context states the Council was in breach of 8 out of 15 conditions of terms 
of the lease, including order ‘to remove asphalt and any other contaminated fill in the area’ (p. 32).   [Document is 
available on request of myself, C. Larner – contact details provided with this Submission]. 
64 RAA 2023, Appendix 4, ‘Geotechnical Investigations..’ (Tasman Geotechnics, August 2022) p. 4 
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Pages 10, 11  
1.5.1   Alternative proposal – Reinstate/develop an extension to the existing Gravelly Beach 
“An alternative proposal to “reinstate the existing gravelly beach” was put forward by a Gravelly Beach resident 
to Council.  The alternative proposal put to Council included the removal of sediment and a rock groyne currently 
in situ to expose the gravel shingle below the rice grass with the aim of reinstating what the community believe 
was the pre-existing gravelly beach extent c1900. 
“Council engaged consultancy firm BMT to undertake a feasibility assessment (June 2021) to explore this 
alternative option.  In addition to this feasibility assessment further investigation of the project area resulting 
from the Environmental Impact Assessment identified the presence of contaminated sediments and 
recommendation not to disturb, excavate or dredge this material.  As a result of the feasibility study and 
identification of contaminated sediments Council formed a view that: 

• The BMT feasibility report for the alternative proposal … would exceed Council’s budget allocation for the 
project and there was significant uncertainty regarding technical feasibility, environmental impacts and 
costs…. 

• The community supported the proposed Gravelly Beach Master Plan at the time it was developed and 
Council is aware there continue to be many supporters for this approach 

• Australian Government funding has only been committed for the current Gravelly Beach Master Plan; a 
change in proposal would put this funding at risk. 

• The alternative proposal would cost significantly more than the current budgeted allocation for the 
project.  Council is not prepared to increase the budget for the estimated budget shortfall. 

• The recent investigations confirming sediment contamination in the area and recommending the 
sediment is not disturbed, have reaffirmed Council’s commitment to not support this alternative 
proposal… and to proceed with the current Gravelly Beach Foreshore Master Plan.” 

 
Response: While the ‘reinstatement of the existing beach’ was the basis of my early well-supported 
petition submitted to Council in June 2021, Council wittingly understands my long-current position 
as well as that of the community group I helped found, that this is not our ‘alternative proposal’.  My 
recent re-submission of three petitions to Council (including that of June 2021) calling for 
reinstatement of the beach by removal of, in particular, the northernmost groyne, was in order to 
provide the two new councillors with a measure of the community’s interest restoring the beach in 
foreshore plans. 
 
It is well known to all councillors since at least my May 2022 Letter of Submission, hand-delivered, 
and disingenuous of Council to persist in its claim that my ‘alternative proposal’ currently proposes 
removal of sediment for former full extent of beach ‘c.1900’  
   
The equally misleading Council Statement in response to Community Input time questions 
regarding the Gravelly Beach Foreshore Master Plan’ recorded in WTC Meeting Minutes June 2022, 
page 3, which implies currency of a two-years old, long-rejected ‘alternative proposal’, is galling.   
 
Council has not fulfilled my repeated request for feasibility study of simply removing the groynes, the 
focus of Gravelly Beach Coastcare Group since November 2021, and refuses to do so.  This is 
despite the failure of their proposed ‘Option 2’ costly groyne extension (BMT, 2021) designed to 
stop gravels eroding into deep water due to the large groyne’s obstruction. 
 
There is no evidence of majority support for proposed infill; there has been no recent Council 
commissioned survey.  Only in 1999, GHD consultants compiled community feedback on 800 
posted surveys which returned only 8% support for reclamation65. 
 
In my discussion with encumbent local Federal Liberal politician, Bridget Archer, it was confirmed 
that the funding commitment is dedicated to improvement of the Gravelly Beach foreshore; it will not 
be diverted and has been provided time extension for this important community project.  Terms of 

 
65 Appendix C: ‘Data analysis – results of community survey in 1999’ (GHD 2000) 
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the Funding Agreement allow for reduced scope and agreed amendment by discussion with the 
Authority.  
 
The Council alone has risked losing the grant due to alleged breach of terms of its License; its 
retrospective commissioning of environmental and geotechnical studies which encountered 
environmental problems; that the main reason for reclamation is to cap and contain petrochemical 
contamination; and in allegedly misleading the community against the need for amendment to the 
plan to fix the problem of groynes obstructing the natural flow of the beach, and about the true 
scope of our current alternative proposal as called for since November 2021. 
 
With regard to costs, the wrong alternative was considered. Yet, due to the environmental and 
technical difficulties of placing heavy infill over soft, contaminated silts, at risk of being disturbed and 
of ‘slide failure’, the costs of the reclamation project have increased by at least $822,000;  with 
further greater ongoing costs of maintenance, constant top-up of eroding gravels and ‘settled’ infill, 
wave erosion of coastal walls, higher costs will be incurred into perpetuity if the infill proposal goes 
ahead.  This project must be amended before proceeding to a broadly community-accepted 
planning permit. 
 
With regard to environmental risks, the wrong alternative was considered. It appears disingenuous 
of Council to persist in its claim that the alternative proposal comprises removal of sediment to 
reinstate the beach. My meeting with Council managers and the Mayor in October 2021 which 
included soils expert Assoc. Professor Richard Doyle, long-time excavations operator and fill 
estimator Danny Penny and early Gravelly Beach foreshore works operator/engineer James 
Meidecke, effectively challenged Council’s proposal brief and the BMT consultants’ desktop report 
regarding costing and logistics of removing the silts.  But environmental concerns of disturbing silts 
remained and a better option was then raised by myself and other members of the Gravelly Beach 
Coast Care Group, renamed West Tamar Beaches Association Inc., since November 2021. 
 
Since then, a private survey was conducted amongst stakeholders in March to April 2022 with 80 
survey responses returned in favour of restoring the beach to a shorter but viable distance with 70 
responses calling for removal of the groynes to reinstate equilibrium to the gravels’ even deposition 
along its historical frontage which includes - that interrupted by the large extended groyne.  
 
The results of the survey66 was sent to all Councillors in May 2022 along with letter of concern from 
renowned saltmarsh expert with doctorate in wetlands ecology and management, Dr Vishnu 
Prahalad, lecturer in Geography, Planning & Spatial Sciences at University Tasmania67; along with 
record of the email to councillors sent by award-winning local historian, Jill Cassidy, who noted the 
rich history of Gravelly Beach and the ‘missed opportunity’ represented by the proposed Plan which 
does not acknowledge or respect that history.  Councillors cannot claim ignorance. 
 
These support documents were sent in attachment to my 19 page Submission on the project, with 
its legislative, technical and environmental report references.  The focus of the document was the 
request to abandon the costly infill proposal and confirm acceptable proposal of a shortened section 
of the gravelled beach by simple removal of the groynes.  This document was also provided to 

 
66 Appendix F:  ‘Private Survey & response data GB Master Plan’ (compiled by C. Larner 2022) 
67 Dr Vishnu Prahalad has been at the University of Tasmania since 2007.  He moved to Tasmania from a career in 
engineering. He completed his Masters in Applied Science (Environmental Studies ) and PhD studies at the University of 
Tasmania.  Over the past decade, Vishnu has re-developed and delivered the largest post-graduate and 2nd year under 
graduate unit in the KGA (Geography) stream. Vishnu has been involved in a number of contract research projects, 
working with the Australian Government, Natural Resource Management groups and local community groups.   In  
support of social and environmental outcomes, Vishnu has set up a not-for-profit enterprise called Living Wetlands with 
the mission to support wetlands related science communication that connects his research work with community 
engagement activities.  He has published the book, ‘A guide to the Plants of Tasmanian Saltmarsh Wetlands’ (2015). 
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Property Services Planner at Parks, Andrew Crowden and, by him, to the Parks’ Environmental 
Assessment Officer who are currently in oversight of the Level 3 RAA assessment process. 
 
The Council Statement claims it represented a ‘scaling back’ of some components of the original 
Plan adopted by Council in 2003, which they, ‘considered much more achievable from a financial 
and environmental perspective’.  All three notions have been entirely refuted by this Representation.  
 
 
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT & FEEDBACK 
 
The Council Statement appears to misrepresent the ‘outcomes of the community engagement and 
… feedback from the community on what they would like to see’ …on the Gravelly Beach foreshore.   
 
The formal recorded Council responses to ‘Questions on Notice’ from the community concerning the  
community consulation for the current Plan, used results from the original consultation conducted by 
GHD in 1999.   The latter was based on a local town meeting and GHD comprehensive survey (800 
surveys posted) with data for: ‘The Vision for Gravelly Beach in 20 years time’ (p. 27) returning only 
8% support for reclamation, with 18% ‘beautiful landscapes’, 13.5 % ‘greener, revegetated’, 
’10.5% less/no ricegrass’;  ‘Key specific problems highlighted by the community to be addressed at 
Gravelly Beach’ (p.27) included highest response for, 17.5% ‘sewerage/waste water’, 17% ‘removal 
of pest plants’;   ‘Reasons why improved boating and tourist facilities would not be good for Gravelly 
Beach’ (p.28) included most response for 33% ‘should remain simple’ and, ‘25% comprise natural 
environment’.68 
 
After the consultation noted here, the original GHD Landscape Plan (2000) was drafted to remove 
the small northern groyne and restore the full extent of historic beach to Henderson’s Lane by 
removal of the rice grass. The large groyne was to be extended to its current dimensions, without 
the sculpture.  However, the groyne extension was a flaw in the plan, designed prior to relevant 
advice contained in the NRE (2010) Tas Coastal Works Manual, section 1.5.1 Groynes.  
 
The groyne, its extension and development are part of Stage 2 of the Master Plan but it still has no 
D. A. per LUPA Act(1993) ‘management requirements’69.   
 
The more recent July to September 2021 ‘community engagement and feedback’ is represented 
post-hoc by Council Facebook’s entries of dissatisfaction70 after installation of The Pledge sculpture;  
 
Results of Private Survey (conducted by myself March-April 2022) included in my previous 
Submission to Council in May 2022.  In that Survey, the opinion of a majority of the community (70% 
– 80% by survey results) favoured reinstatement of the gravelled beach as a working beach, not for 
its full length71 but by restoring its natural ‘sweep’ action of smooth tidal ebb and flow.  
The letter of survey contained an Information Sheet: Did You Know? clearly this states intent,  
 
 ‘Modification of the ‘full sweep’ to a partial restoration of natural processes by removal of the 
 groynes, thus providing better curvature of the tidal zone to allow gravels to stay put, would 
 satisfy the current focus’.  
 

 
68 Appendix C: ‘Data analysis – Results of community survey in 1999’ (GHD, 2000) 
69 Appendix H:  ‘Addressing management objectives of LUPA Act 1993’. 
70 Appendix M:  WTC Facebook – Record of comments re sculpture’ 
71 C. Larner, 22 May 2022, letter of Submission to Gravelly Beach Foreshore Masterplan 2018-2028 Final (and 
amendments), p.7.  **This document has been supplied to West Tamar Council councillors and the relevant Planners 
and Environmental Assessment officer at Parks in oversight of the foreshore Plan.  It addresses the Plan’s poor 
compliance with Land Use Planning & Assessment Act 1993 (LUPAA) and other legislations and policies. 
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The undermining confusion regarding community sentiment persists by encouragement of the 
Statement in its allegedly extremely misleading implication that the focus of the activists in the 
community, members of the Gravelly Beach Coast Care Group, are currently intent on a plan to 
excavate the silts along the full extent of the foreshore72.  This strategy by Council has been and still 
is perpetuated despite clear record of advice to contrary in my Submission to Council 22 May 2022. 
The Council Statement turns the problem of risk of release of contaminants back on a continuing alleged 
misleading misrepresentation of the community’s ‘alternative plan’: 
 
 ‘An alternative proposal to ‘re-instate the existing Gravelly Beach’ has been put forward by Gravelly 
 Beach resident Caroline Larner.  The alternative proposal put to Council by Ms Larner includes removal of 
 sediment and a rock groyne currently in situ to expose the gravel shingle below the rice grass with the 
 aim of re-instating what the community believe was the pre-existing Gravelly Beach extent c1900.’ 

 
I am personally targeted by name. The ‘reinstatement of the existing gravelly beach’ was the basis 
of my early well-supported petition presented to Council in June 2021 but Council currently wittingly 
understands that my focus was changed, as well as that of the community groups I helped found, 
Gravelly Beach Coast Care Group, renamed West Tamar Beaches Association Inc.. In late 2021, 
and early 2022, we consolidated the call for removal of the groynes.   
  
The Gravelly Beach Coast Care Group members’ requests over two years to restore the beach ‘by 
simply removing the groynes’ was obfuscated by Council’s continued reference to long-obsolete 
rejected notion of excavating the silts for full length of the beach, which tactic is continued in their 
RAA here:  
 ‘Council’s investigation confirming the presence of contaminated sediments and recommendation not to 
 disturb... means that Council does not support a project that could  result in an unacceptable risk to the 
 environment.  In addition, if sediments were able to be removed in a manner that resulted in no 
 environmental impacts this would likely involve significant additional cost to the project which is 
 unbudgeted and would put at risk the entire project due to budget uncertainty.  
 
That is, the Council’s own Statement claiming grounds of criticism of ‘alternative’ plan (non-current) 
to proposed reclamation works uses ‘risk to environment’ and ‘additional cost’ arguments that can, 
quite frankly, be validly directed against the reclamation plan itself.  Council’s alleged blame-game 
and twisted logic appears sophistic to its core and has caused openly divisive disharmony amongst 
a small section of the local community73.  This represents obstinate disregard of our broadly-stated, 
heart-felt well-voiced concerns against the proposed radical, technically fraught, costly infill project. 
 
Council’s RAA for Stage 2 works at Gravelly Beach was not submitted for assessment by Parks until 
September 2022, four months after my well-referenced, clearly documented Submission to Council 
of May 2022 calling for effective, ‘partial restoration of natural processes by removing the groynes’.   
 

 
72 West Tamar Council Meeting Minutes, 14 June 2022, Council Statement in response to Community Input Time 
questions regarding the Gravelly Beach Foreshore Master Plan, p.3: “The sediments which have accreted and been 
trapped by the rice grass in the area proposed for reclamation are contaminated …  This means if the sediments are 
disturbed and exposed to oxygen through activities such as dredging or excavation they have the potential to release 
metals and contaminants and pose a risk to the surrounding environment  These silts if excavated would also be 
required to be managed as contaminated soils at a significant expense.  The report to Council has recommended that 
sediment is not disturbed, dredged or excavated’ from this area.  Council’s proposal for reclamation will involve 
bringing in clean fill to the site and placing it on top of the rice grass and sediment without any disturbance of the 
contaminated sediments.  The methodology has been supported in the technical documents and will be subject to a full 
review and assessment by the Parks and Wildlife Service… 
73 GB Foreshore meeting 09:30 on 23 December 2021 of 35 attendees organised by C. Larner, organised appointment to  
meet with Hon Bridget Archer MP to inspect foreshore damage due to groynes (MP cancelled at last minute). 
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Council must be held accountable for its perceived strategy of undermining the community’s input to 
the project by misrepresentation of their focus and widely-stated, heart-felt, well-voiced concerns 
against the proposed radical, technically fraught, costly infill project. 
 
1.6. Current Status of the Proposal 
“…Should the RAA be approved, the application is deemed to satisfy stage 3.4 of Figure 3 Reserve Activity 
Assessment Process..” 
 
Discussion of relevant LEGISLATION follows: 
 
LEGISLATION 
 
According to the Crown Lands Act 1976, which is directly relevant to the study area and licensing 
arrangements over such land, Department of Parks & Wildlife are held ultimately responsible. 
 
It is therefore encumbent on Parks Assessment Officers, with the added oversight by Parks Natural 
Conservation Managers, to deny Council the permit to proceed to stage 3.4 of Figure 3 Reserve 
Activity Assessment Process in this Environmental Protection Zone and Natural Conservation Area, 
without amendment to the Foreshore Plan to abandon the reclamation proposal INCLUDING 
removal of source of petrochemical contamination on Crown Lands, the northernmost groyne. 
 
Council’s persistent refusal to consider an amendment to Precinct 2 of the Gravelly Beach 
Foreshore Project that is an environmentally best-practice flexible management model and 
acceptable to a wide cross-section of more representative broader community than that of hand-
picked Local Advisory Group,74 denotes their perceived unbending agenda.  I was told by a 
councillor during 2022, ‘Council has moved on from Gravelly Beach since we have other (more 
important) big projects to consider’. They do not appear to be serious about representing the broad 
community’s wishes and thus violate their own Charter and that of the various Acts. 
 
Relevant legislation includes Nature Conservation Act 2002, Environmental Protection legislation75, 
Land Use Planning & Approvals Act 199376 and Tasmanian State Coastal Policy 1996 (2003) which 
each insist on adequate community consultation for all stakeholders of coastal reserves at time of 
drawing up a major development proposal such as this one.  The importance of conservation of 
natural values is clear.  To disturb the silts by reclamation works to any degree will literally ‘muddy 
the waters’ across a broad ~150 metre distance of the foreshore, posing risk to the environment and 
cost much greater than that of at least removing the contaminated groyne, which the proposed infill 
plan was going to disturb by it’s realignment, anyway. 
 
POLICY FOR MANAGEMENT OF COASTAL RESERVES 
 
The State Coastal Policy 1996 stipulates three main principles directly relevant to this project:  

• ’Natural and cultural values of the coast shall be protected’  - note that fill is not natural to the 
foreshore reserve tidal zone;  

• ‘The coast shall be used and developed in a sustainable manner’ – while the groynes 
remain, the beach nourishment gravels and sand won’t stay put, requiring continual top-up.  

• ‘Integrated management and protection of the coastal zone is a shared responsibility’ - which 
must include the views and concerns of varied stakeholders in decision making.   

 
74 My recent application to nominations open for that group was rejected and the group shut down, ‘due to insufficient 
numbers’, without invitation that I join the wider area Exeter Advisory Group, as was another Gravelly Beach resident. 
75 Crown Lands Act 1976, Environmental Management & Pollution Control Act 1994, Living Marine Resources 
Management Act 1995, State Policy on Water Quality Management 1997 (or current such Acts). 
76Appendix H: ‘Addressing Management Objectives of the LUPA Act 1993’  
 



 17 

 
All of the objectives for management of State reserves as set out in the National Parks & Reserves 
Management Act 2022, apply to the Gravelly Beach foreshore reserve.  Because of the complex 
interrelationship of factors to be considered in managing the reserves, the reasons these objectives 
apply and the manner in which the objectives should be achieved are dealt with in a number of my 
responses in this Representation, with evidence to back the claims.   
The management objectives of State reserves are: 

• To conserve natural biological diversity  - that is, the saltmarsh with its remnant endemic 
vegetation and accessible gravelled shore, and in conserving avian biota and migrating 
swans habitat; 

• To conserve geological diversity  - the Gravelly beach gravels themselves ‘likely originate 
from Gondwana times’77, contain fossils, and are geologically diverse in themselves thus of 
scientific interest, and occurring within very limited range in the unusually long Estuary, a 
flooded former river; 

• To preserve the quality of water and protect catchments  -please do no disturb the silts by 
extensive reclamation works; 

• To conserve sites or areas of cultural significance  - definitive records of Aboriginal 
occupancy not needed if natural features such as the estuary access beach is rehabilitated 
and since cultural significance includes more recent European local historical heritage and of 
child-centred festivities such as the regular benevolent festivities and carnivals during early 
1900s held on the beach reserve site; 

• To encourage education based on the purposes of reservation and the natural or cultural 
values of the State reserve, or both –  we could erect ‘story boards’ of local history based on 
photographic records, newspaper archives stories and ‘living memory’ stories drawn from 
local residents, as exampled along Bridport’s foreshore installed by Dorset Council; 

• To encourage research, particularly that which further the purposes of reservation  - as per 
saltmarsh expert Dr Prahalad’s appraisal of ‘injudicious’ plan for infill at Gravelly Beach due 
to sensitive coastal estuarine habitat corridor 

• To protect the State reserve against, and rehabilitate the State reserve following adverse 
impacts such as those of introduced species, and soil (gravels) erosion on the State 
reserve’s natural and cultural values .. and, 

• To encourage tourism, recreational use and enjoyment consistent with the conservation of 
the State reserve’s natural and cultural values  - that is, quiet enjoyment of the naturally 
‘beautiful landscapes’ is what the broad community prefers.78 
 

Page 13   
2. Proposal Description 
“… This assessment relates specifically to Stage 2 (GBFMP) which includes ..: 

• Land reclamation of 2,500 m2 of foreshore area for park setting … 

• Beach nourishment restoration of gravel/shingle beach… The renourishment will also protect the existing 
seawall from wave wash and undermining. 

• Car parking formalisation of 30 parking bays … opposite the Village centre. 

• Barbeque shelter and picnic node on the reclaimed area for public use 

• Beach access construction of concrete ramps, stairs and seating terrace 

• Seawall repair of existing seawall which is currently failing due to the undermining and erosion of the wall 
from wave action 

• Construction of concrete connecting walkway to connect precincts 01 & 02 and continue the connection 
through to precinct 03 

• Stormwater drainage and landscaping with Water Sensitive Urban Design (water garden feature) to 
improve stormwater quality prior to discharge 

• Installation of Public Art sculpture trail of Council commissioned artwork along the foreshore.” 

 
77 Opinion of Assoc Professor Richard Doyle, Soil SRC founder, Lecturer & PhD supervisor, University of Tasmania 
78 Appendix C:  ‘Data analysis – Results of community survey 1999’ (GHD, 2000) 
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Response:  The major basis of objection in this Representation is that of the extensive 2,500 m2 of 
destructive land reclamation over the former resort beach and current shorebird habitat. 
 
Flat-roof barbecue shelter on reclaimed area would be an eye-sore to the natural scenic vista of 
river, opposite shore and Native Point bushland.  The reclaimed picnic node has been already been 
‘upgraded’ in June 2021 with further 200 tonnes of large rocks, and installation of large irrelevant 
sculpture, The Pledge, which has galvanised the community against it and/or its placement, posing 
a diversion on a dangerous corner of the road;  recent installation of two picnic tables/chairs on this 
node are additional works without Parks planning assessment permission which should be removed 
and resited to the infill beside the pontoon or to the waterside edge of ‘Rose Bay’ park. 
 
Extensive concrete construction impinging on the fast-dwindling beach section detracts from the 
natural character of the place.  Better to access a longer rehabilitated beach from the southern 
aspect near the pontoon which is of a more accessible elevation. 
 
Since the gravels will ‘settle back to current levels’79, the notion that they will stop the undermining 
by waves of the vertical seawall is fraught.  Better to provide sloped revetment using geotextiles and 
sandbags as they do at Bridport or to upgrade the wall using irregular drystone wall with natural 
gaps to buffer wave action, an effective seawall exampled at Bonny’s Beach, Kayena. 
It should be also be considered to soften the finish of constructed concrete footpath along the 
foreshore of Precinct 02 in keeping with the ‘gravelled beach’ theme by using low profile exposed 
aggregate.  The aggregate does not have to perfectly match the existing gravels and would lend a 
pleasing aesthetic.  A compacted fine gravel finish would also work and could be extended through 
to Precinct 03 at significant cost benefit and equivalent aesthetic merit to exposed aggregate 
concrete path;  accessibility to wheelchair use need not be affected. 
 
I understand that the Council-commissioned artwork sculptures said to be sitting at Windsor Park 
are to be resited to Gravelly Beach.  If the cost of their ‘purchase’ and/or installation to Gravelly 
Beach is to be taken from existing Federal project funding,and reclamation is to be the basis of their 
positioning, then I reject the notion that they are of any benefit to the local community or its 
economy. 
 
Page 14 
2.1 Location  
“… The Gravelly Beach foreshore … lies approximately 22 km northwest of Launceston ..(and) is recognised as one 
of the most important community open spaces and recreational areas along the Tamar River...   

 
Response:  The Gravelly Beach foreshore has been recognised as an important community access 
point for recreational visitors locally and from Launceston since the early 1900s.  The State Library 
archives are rich with the newspaper articles80 about regular carnivals, children’s swimming races, 
working groups’ outings, steamboat travel from Launceston with piano and band on board.  The 
hard-working Gravelly Beach Progress Association of the times recognised its potential and catered 
to festivities on the foreshore and raised money for building the local hall, ‘one of the finest in North 
of the State’.  The newspapers report that they lobbied politicians for a local Post Office and 
developed ‘Anzac Park’ with installation of a swimming pool, swing boats and other entertainments;  
the Fred French Tearooms helped contribute to its reputation as a resort and there was overnight 
accommodation for overseas visitors. 
 

 
79Appendix G: ‘Extracts: GB Foreshore Nourish & Reclamation Feasibility’ (BMT 2021), p. 20 
80 The compiled, Chronology of Gravelly Beach Historic Heritage is available from C. Larner on request and has been 
provided to current General Manager, West Tamar Council 
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The gravelled beach was key in attracting the regular tourist visitations and is still remembered 
fondly for those halycon days when picnic rugs were laid to ‘save the spot’ and daily swimming 
brought the community together on their beautiful gravel-cleaned foreshore. 
 

Yet the Foreshore Plan gives no recognition of this rich historical heritage and does not support 
conservation of important geological features that gave rise the activities. 
 
2.2 Need, Demand 
“Council commissioned the Gravelly beach Foreshore & Environs Landscape Master Plan .. in 2000 (by GHD) and 
approved by Council in 2003. 

 
Response:  The Plan was commissioned using funds contributed to the community by MAST in 
compensation to the community for its removal of well-used jetties at Gravelly Beach and Blackwall. 
 
“This Plan .. identified four precincts … to guide the development of the Gravelly Beach foreshore from Rose Bay 
Park through to Anzac Park.  In October 2017 council reviewed the (Plan).  A reduced proposal was developed by 
Council officers that extends from existing rock groyne opposite the post office to an area opposite Henderson’s 
Lane… Council requested further investigation into an option with reduced reclamation area between the two 
existing groynes.  This was approved by Council, no further action taken.” 

 
Response: There is a perceived obfuscation here:  The original well-consulted GHD plan81 for the 
village foreshore included removal of the small groyne to allow reinstatement of the beach for full 
extent to Henderson’s Lane.  Reclamation fill to be placed over the underlying former beach site 
underlying the rice grass was not part of that GHD plan.   
 
It is now found that the GHD design, drafted in 2000, to extend the large sharply pointed groyne 
was flawed due to its deleterious effects of ‘shadow’ (to the south) and build-up (to the north) which 
have caused eroding loss of our precious foreshore gravels beside the groynes themselves.  The 
design was drafted without benefit of the well-researched,Tas Coastal Works Manual which guides 
foreshore planning and warns of effects of groynes, not published until 2010. 
 
And again, Council’s alleged sophistry:  To call installation of 2,500 m2 of heavy rock fill a ‘reduced 
proposal’ is ironic, of wry amusement to the writer. It is also allegedly misleading and confusing to 
community members who take interest in this Plan;  a perceivably repeated strategy used by former 
Management of this Council in achieving an alleged bureaucratic agenda. 
 
“In 2019 the Gravelly Beach Project brochure was created which refined the LMP into a pragmatic and financially 
achievable plan… In March 2019 the Australian Government allocated $2m toward the Gravelly Beach Structure 
Plan which will improve access and the development of amenities, pathways, etc (Martin, 2019).” 

 
Response: “Improved access” can be interpreted in many ways given the nature of this coastal 
reserve.  The installation of rocky edge to the reclaimed land at Rose Bay Park has not improved 
access to the water;  it is unattractive and a potential hazard to anyone who ventures near.  I 
welcome the proposed upgrade of amenities and pathways, etc, but only as long as they are placed 
in such a way so as not to interrupt the beauty of the natural water views and landscape of opposite 
shore. 
 
“In August 2019, Council commissioned the (GBFMP, the Plan) developed by Playsteet Landscape Architects and 
West Tamar Council, in consultation with the Gravelly Beach community.  This has developed the high-level 
‘Gravelly Beach Project’ plan …” 
 

 
81 GHD and McWha Landscape Architects(April 2000), Draft Gravelly Beach Foreshore & Environs Landscape Master 
Plan and Detailed Design, obtained from the authors and available on request of relevant Authorities from C. Larner 
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Response: The plan was developed with input from an eight-member82 closed group in favour of 
reclamation, including those responsible for the Rose Bay Park construction83. Playstreet 
Landscape Architects were briefed on the limited scope of Council’s Plan. Wide community 
consultation was not conducted, apart from a foreshore walk organised for a visiting politician led by 
the main long-time reclamation enthusiast who told the few people gathered ‘what (is) going to 
happen’ – and offered no alternative proposal to restore the beach or any choice in the matter. I 
spoke with a newcomer resident to the area who attended that walk who said he did not realise 
there was a gravelled beach under the rice grass at the time or that there was a rich heritage of 
beach-side activity along the foreshore.  He was interested in being informed and signed my petition 
for reinstatement of the beach in preference to proposed reclamation. 
 
How can this plan be considered ‘high-level’ (are we talking elevations?) when it appears inherently 
flawed due to lack of prior geotechnical investigation concerning the long-shore drift gravels 
dynamic?  Why then was the failed amendment nearly adopted – if not in order to stop inevitable 
continuing gravels erosion by the installation of proposed 25 metre extension to the large groyne?84 
Coastal engineering is a complex, relatively new science, still fraught with trial and error;  it is highly 
unlikely that any planned groyne extension, as investigated by Tasman Geotechnics85, would not 
have worked since it was not the natural contour of the beach as chosen by the estuary itself. 
 
The groynes’ erosion dynamic can be also clearly seen in the aerial view of the groynes on front 
page of the Gravelly Beach Master Plan 201886 as well as comparison with 1969 aerial view of the 
foreshore  with no groyne impediments as captured in a Flyer produced to illustrate it, in order to 
help educate the community87. 
 
The groyne structures on the foreshore of Gravelly Beach are a stark daily reminder of how groynes 
can indeed be the cause of a beach’s destruction88. The outgoing tide has nowhere to go, swirling in 
back-eddy on itself against the proposed concrete reclamation edge works, thus contributing to 
further beach erosion and rice grass incursion on the gravel-free silted sea-bed, as it does now. 
 
Pages 14, 15 
2.3 Site Identified for Development - 2.3.1 Site plan and building designs 
… For many years, the aspirations of the community have been documented in successive community plans for 
Gravelly Beach with the focus to improve recreational amenity. 

 
Response:  The only comprehensive community consultation was conducted in 1999 by GHD 
consultants.  Records of their survey reveal that only 6% of respondents preferred the reclamation 
option.  A long-time reclamation proponent who used Rose Bay Park as a construction waste 
disposal site for his family’s businesses has continued his very persistent lobbying of Council to 
promote further reclamation.  As noted in Council’s October 2017 minutes, the only alternative 
proposals to the GHD 2000, Gravelly Beach & Environs Landscape Plan were:  to what degree of 
reclamation was being considered!   
 
The wider community, especially those increasing numbers of young family newcomers securing 
affordable housing and child-friendly waters-edge play spaces, had not heard anything of the 

 
82 West Tamar Council, Meeting Minutes – answers to public questions… (?date) 
83 The Gravelly Beach Reclamation & Beautification Committee 
84 Appendix G: ‘GB Foreshore Nourish & Reclamation Feasibility’ (BMT 2021), Option 2, Nourishment Plus Groyne, 
pp.21,22 
85 RAA 2023, Appendix 4: Geotechnical Investigation, p. 4 
86 RAA 2023, Appendix 1: Gravelly Beach Foreshore Master Plan, cover page. 
87 Appendix N: ‘Beach erosion dynamic vs 1969 aerial view’ (produced by C. Larner, 2023) 
88 Department of Natural Resources & Environment (NRE), 2010, Tasmanian Coastal Works Manual: A best practice 
management guide for changing coastlines, section 15.1.3 Groynes, pp. 345,346 
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proposed beach reclamation Plan.  This was ascertained by the Representor in door knocking the 
locality and speaking with residents. 
 
“The location and selection of the proposed works for the site have been designed to meet and comply with a 
range of environmental, planning and engineering requirements. 

• The planning & legislative requirements have been analysed and addressed … in Section 3.1; 

• The environmental analysis for the proposal has been addressed in Section 6.9;  

• The engineering design has been included below in this Section 2 with detailed plans provided in 
Appendix 6. 

The .. Site Plan and site plan elements provide a description of the works proposed for this application along with 
construction design details.  The landscaping details and some design elements differ from the Gravelly Beach 
Foreshore Master Plan as the plan was used to guide the final design as shown below in Figure 5.  A summary of 
the proposed construction methodology has been provided to demonstrate that the project can be constructed in 
an environmentally and socially responsible manner whilst remaining financially viable. 

 
Response:  Since the landscaping details and construction design elements differ from the original 
Plan, amendments were indeed adopted, as against Council’s advice to the writer that the Plan 
could not be amended in any way. 
 
This Representor strongly objects to the notion that placement of heavy rock fill over the soft, 
bulging 500 mm – 700 mm depth of silts can be conducted in an environmentally responsible way 
as to not disturb the silts.  The coverage of important coastal estuarine habitat and its underlying 
beach is inherently irresponsible in itself.   
 
And the acknowledged current costs blow-out of the pontoon and proposed infill works to tune of 
estimated $822,000 (to be borne by Council) must raise alarm bells in the minds of the community 
who have other more pressing essential infrastructure matters for their Council to hopefully fund on 
their behalf.  We have been waiting a long time. 
 
Page 20 
2.3.5 Land Reclamation & Revetment Wall 
An area of approximately 2,500 will be reclaimed as part of this project. 
 
Response:  I object to the finality of this statement which uses the term, ‘will’ instead of ‘proposed’.  
The Council’s RAA seeks permission from Parks to assess the suitability of the proposed project in 
context of the complex coastal forces at play in this classified estuarine Environmental Project Zone 
and Nature Conservation Area.  It must be remembered that it has been classified ‘High Risk’. 
 
Council is overly confident that Parks will pass the proposed infill plan, despite evidence of such 
clear environmental issues and geotechnical risks having been presented in the commissioned 
expert reports.  One may ask, why? 
 
“The bund will be constructed before filling of the reclamation.  Rocks will be placed on the natural surface and 
pushed into the sediment to minimise disturbance of the soft sediments below…” 
 
Response: Revision of the January 2022 Marine Solutions, Environmental Report to BMT in June 
2022, (RAA Appendix 2) has edited its recommendation that any infill construction works be done at 
low tide in order to reduce water contamination from dislodged silts due to punch-through of the 
heavy rocks89.   
 

 
89 Appendix O:  ‘Construction should only occur at low tide’ (Marine Solutions, January 2022) - Extracts from, Gravelly 
Beach Foreshore Nourishment – Environmental Impact Assessment Report to BMT, pp.6, 8,14,29,31,36  
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• Question: Was this revision (per BMT brief to the consultant) to allow the higher waters to 
flush away the dislodged silts and the contaminants in them? 

 
A more environmentally responsible plan would be to leave the contaminated silts undisturbed, as 
they have been for the past 23 years, and to simply and effectively remove the source of 
unacceptably high levels of petrochemicals (PAH) emanating from the small northernmost groyne, 
as evidenced in the Marine Solutions site testing at SED 1 closest to this groyne.90 
 
The Tasman Geotechnics’ Geotechnical Investigation Beach Nourishment Gravelly Beach for West 
Tamar Council of August 2022 (RAA, Appendix 4) on page 5 of the report, 4.5 Reclamation Area 
states,  

• “To construct a bund wall around the reclamation area, we recommend that large boulders are placed 
directly on the soft clay and pushed through the silt to engage with the underlying stiff clay.  Two rows 
of large boulders are required…. (this) increases the resistance to lateral sliding and likelihood of 
circular slip failure. …  

• It is expected that silt will be displaced by the large boulders.  Displaced silt on the river side will likely 
be washed away by tidal movements and river flow. … 

• General fill placed over the rice grass (without stripping the grass or existing sediments) will likely 
settle about 300 to 400mm due to compression of underlying soft sediments. If the rice grass and 
compressible sediments are not stripped, we recommend that allowance be made to regularly top-up 
the reclaimed area. 

• The soft sediments may potentially flow/bulge if fill is dropped suddenly from a height.  It is 
recommended that fill is placed gently directly on the rice grass.” 

 
The earlier May 2022 geotechnical report, section 4.4 Groyne Extension & Reclamation, states,  
 

• “Large boulders placed for erosion protection along the northern groyne will likely punch through the 
surficial sediments. To minimise long term settlement of the boulders forming the shoreline at the 
northern groyne, it is recommended to strip off the surficial deposits and place fill on the underlying 
stiff clay. 

• Boulders placed on the surficial deposits may also slide into the river when fill is placed behind them, 
due to the low shear strength of the deposits.  Therefore, removing the surficial deposits will also 
reduce the likelihood of sliding failure at the shoreline”. 
 

The recommendation to ‘strip off the surficial deposits’ of the northern (contaminated) groyne sits 
well with the community’s desire to see this relatively small groyne removed.   
 
Given that the placement of large boulders into the soft silts is at risk of likely ‘sliding failure’, and 
which will ‘likely punch through’ (the) ‘surficial sediments’ to disturb the muds, the proposed infill is 
hard to justify on cost-benefit analysis with regard to the environmental risks and technical 
difficulties of the works.   In this sensitive estuarine environment, the release of mud pollutants has 
been known to kill fish in the estuary91.  
 
The prolonged time needed to place large boulders carefully onto and through the soft sediments 
can only add to significantly increased costs of the project.   
 
Oversight of the environmental hazard levels of literal muddying of the waters will be based on the 
construction machinery operator’s visual appraisal92 and understanding of the environmental 
significance of subsurface conditions of this foreshore estuarine habitat.  In my experience, this will 

 
90 RAA 2023, Appendix 2: Environmental Impacts Assessment 
91 Hearsay has it that when ‘sediment raking’ and high speed rotary blades were used to mobilise the muds at Home 
Point Launceston , in attempt to clear muds for boat navigation by mobilising the silts downstream, it caused fish kill at 
the Long Reach fish farm, 50 km away.  This practice had, 'negative impacts on navigation in the upper reaches and 
water quality throughout the length of the estuary’ (TEMT, p.22):  Unforseen consequences! 
92 RAA 2023, Appendix 3, ‘Construction Environmental Management Plan’ 
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likely not be their priority, especially in the context of changing levels of the tides, when speed is of 
the essence. 
 
Two recently appointed Council project engineers in oversight of the proposed reclamation 
plan have resigned in the past 12 months.  The resignations are considered likely to have 
occurred on basis of the ongoing community feedback of dissatisfaction93 as well as the significant 
technical challenges involved in planning and constructing heavy works atop sinking muds. The 
most recently resigned stated that he did not return my calls since, ‘It’s up to Council’, who I believe 
had cautioned him not to meet with me in walk-through inspection of the foreshore, as he recently 
has been very willing to do recently with the Beauty Point community. 
 
The upgrade of the pontoon met with such difficulties, causing unforeseen costs blow-out and need 
for extension of the access footings to the pontoon works due to use of over-size crane.  Due to the 
nature of deeply silted foreshore, this was similarly a high risk project. 
 
 
LICENSE over Crown Reserve 2015 
Licence between West Tamar Council and the Minister administering the Crown Lands Act 1976 (Tas) 
and the National Parks & Reserves Management Act 2002 (Tas).94 
 
As caretaker of the Crown Reserve, it is encumbent on Parks to at least ensure the terms and 
conditions of Council’s 2015 Licence to conduct works on the Gravelly Beach foreshore are met, 
and continue to be met, per the following: 
 
5 Conditions of Licence – 5.1 Conditions 
 This Licence is granted subject to the conditions that the Licensee must: 
 (d) comply with the terms of this Licence, including the Special Provisions (if any); 
 (e) comply with the Licensor’s directions about use of the Licensed Area; 
 (f) comply punctually with all notices received from Licensor or any Regulatory Agency concerning: 
   (i) the Licensed Area 
   (ii) the Permitted use 
   (iii) any Contamination of the Licensed Area land or waters adjacent .. and 
   (iv) any remediation of the Licensed Area, land or waters adjacent … 
 (h) obtain, keep current and comply with, for the Term, all necessary Approvals … in respect of the 
 Permitted Use or the use of the Licensed Area or both; 
 

The large groyne sitting within Precinct 2 of the foreshore was upgraded with addition of 200 tonnes 
of rock, installation of large sculpture irrelevant to the local community and the natural beauty of the 
site, installation of concrete circuit pathway and landscaping around the new sculpture, installation 
of further concrete pathways and two picnic tables with inbuilt bench seats, with a further two 
aluminium bench seats installed beside precipitous edge of the elevated boulder-edged groyne 
which sits above deep and fast-flowing waters at high tide.  There was not application to Parks 
(D.A.) for permission to proceed to planning for these works;  there was no advertised formal 
community consultation process apart from notification on West Tamar Council Facebook when the 
groyne works and sculpture installation were complete;  there was no tender process for the latter 
works at hourly rate labour cost of $53,000, without accounting for the cost of the sculpture 
manufacture (sculptor awarded $20,000 prize money for the design alone).  A compiled record of 
the Facebook comments is attached to this submission (Appendix N: ‘WTC Facebook Comments, 
July-Sept 2021’). 
 
(i)  give immediate written notice to the Licensor of: 

 
93 The residents of Beauty Point have also been dissatisfied by the lack of community consultation regarding the Beauty 
Point Foreshore Master Plan which attracted a Federal grant of $3,000,000 at the same time as Gravelly Beach. 
94 See pages 22 & 23 of this Submission – “License terms and conditions”. 
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  (ii) any damage or defect in the Licensed Area caused or arising as a result of   
  exercising any of the rights conferred under this License. 
(m)  remove any Contamination from the Licensed Area land or waters adjacent to the Licensed Area and 
make good any Contamination … 
(t) not to: (i) erect construct or install any building or structure or other improvement; or 
  (ii) alter, extend, add to, re-construct .. the Improvements..; 
  on the Licensed Area without obtaining the Regional Manager’s prior written consent … 
(u)  not assign, sub-licence, share, transfer, charge or create any other security interests in, or otherwise deal 
with, all or any part of the Licensee’s rights, benefits or obligations under this License without the Licensor’s 
prior written consent … the Licensee must (still) comply with any relevant requirements under the Act. 
(x). the Licensee must: 
  (i) not use or permit to be used or stored on the Licensed Area any … hazardous   
  chemicals, wastes or substances … 
  (ii) not permit any petroleum product, oil, grease or any noxious .. chemical or substance to 
  be discharged through the pipes of the water or sewerage service on the Licensed Area or 
  into any nearby stream or river … 
 
Council has known about the Marine Solutions (January 2022) Environmental Assessment findings 
of unacceptable Total Petrochemical (TPH) levels beside the small groyne for at least 20 months.   

• Did Council as Licensee immediately notify Parks (Licensor) of this contamination per terms 
of the License?  If not, they are in breach of their License.   

• It is obvious that the contamination was not removed per terms of the License – the Plan for 
reclamation works is a plan to simply cover it over, a clumsy approach often used for such 
containment in times gone by, now being removed in parts of Tasmania (Prahalad, 2022).  

• Now that Parks has been informed they are required to enforce terms of the License 
according to the Crown Lands Act 1976 – that the source of petrochemical contaminants be 
removed.  The source being the smaller northern foreshore groyne. 

 
License terms:  9 Termination of License – 9.1 Licensor’s right to terminate 
Where:  (b) the Licensor considers that the Licensee has committed a breach of any term of the Licence and 
upon notice served on the Licensee by the Licensor specifying the breach and requiring the Licensee to 
satisfy the Licensor .. … has rectified or commenced action to rectify the breach. 
 

There has indeed been a breach of the License which must be rectified.  It appears that such 
an order from Parks does not require Development Approval (D.A.) in order to remove the 
contaminated fill. 
 

In January 1999 the licence was suspended by Parks when eight of the 15 conditions of the Lease 
had been broken95.   It is unacceptable that even today, the groyne contaminated by high levels of 
petrochemicals emanating from asphalt contained there, has been leaching into the Environmental 
Protection Zone for 23 years. 
 
License terms and conditions:  10 Notices – 10.1 How to give a notice 
A notice, demand, written consent or other communication to be given or made under this Licence is taken to 
have been duly given .. when: 
(a) hand delivered in writing; or 
(b) sent by prepaid certified or registered post; … etc. 
 
License terms and conditions: 20 Dispute Resolution – 20.1 Management level discussions 
 If a dispute arises between the parties about: 
(a) the interpretation, implementation or enforcement of a term of this Licence; or 
(b) a clause of this License; or 
(c)  the rights and obligations of either party under the terms of this Licence; 

 
95 Appendix P: ‘Extract - GHD Report to Council April 2000’ (GHD, 2000), Gravelly Beach Landscape Master Plan Report 
for West Tamar Council, Legislative & Policy Context, s.7.3 Requirements of the Crown Lands Act 1976, pp. 31,32 
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(d) then the parties must use all reasonable endeavours to settle the dispute within 30 Business Days of both 
parties becoming aware of the dispute.  For the purpose of this clause … the matter of the dispute must first be 
discussed at management level. 
 

This is in accordance with West Tamar Council’s own, ‘Local Provisions Schedule Supporting 
Report’ (January 2021, p.62) which states the purpose of the Environmental Management Zone, to: 

• Provide for the protection, conservation and management of land with significant ecological, 
scientific, cultural and scenic values; and  

• Allow for compatible use of or development where it is consistent with: 
 a)  The protection, conservation and management of values of the land; and 
 b)  Applicable reserved management objectives and objective of reserve management plans… 
 ‘Land that is typically included within such a zone is typically along the Tamar River and at other 
 natural places of beauty… often in ownership of the Crown and other statutory provisions also 
 apply when it comes to development of such areas.’ 

 

The terms of the License require removal of contaminants and funding is available to rehabilitate the 
beach.  The simple cost-effective solution is to get rid both groynes and start again. 
 
Parks is ultimately responsible 
 
As caretaker of Crown Reserves, it is encumbent upon Parks to remedy the matter of inappropriate 
foreshore management in accordance with the Council’s License to conduct works on the Reserve, 
by requiring removal of the known source of petrochemical contaminants, the smaller groyne. 
 
Amendment to the Gravelly Beach Foreshore Project Plan ‘Stage 2 ’ must be required of the 
Proponent, West Tamar Council:  for removal of the proposed infill from the Plan and to restore a 
section of beach to its former naturally scenic, geologically significant, historic ‘beach’ quality with its 
high social/cultural (and tourism) values.   
It must also be acknowledged that the current plan for the beach will not work due to eroding effect 
of the protruding groyne walls due to action of waves and tides against them in this coastal site. 
 
In Conclusion 
 
The representor urgently requests that this major local project not be approved in its proposed 
reclamation plan with its attendant ‘high risk’ and uncertain environmental impacts, as according to 
the precautionary principle of management of any Environmental Protection Zone, natural values 
(including geoconservation), the Environmental Management & Pollution Control Act 1994 and 
Environment Protection & Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (C’wlth) which includes national 
environmental significance of wetlands, ecological communities and migratory species.   
Advice from two commissioned reports, environmental and geotechnical, warn of ‘slide failure’ and 
disturbance of silts (particularly at high tides) due to placement of heavy rocks over the deep soft 
silts.  Further concern is expressed by geospatial and saltmarsh scientist, Dr Vishnu Prahalad, who 
is opposed to the infill plan on grounds of unwarranted ecological and costs impacts. Other 
professionals cite the geological and historical significance of this foreshore reserve. 
 
Required amendment to the Plan by simply removing the two northern groynes, including that 
contaminated by petrochemicals, is called for by a broad cross-section of the community and its 
regular visitors. This would restore a sustainable state of beach equilibrium.  Subsequent 
application of ‘beach nourishment’ gravels would then be moneys well spent in rehabilitating our 
community’s namesake beach, since erosion would be greatly reduced. 
 
Please allow that our environmentally sensitive, historically significant, highly valued, naturally 
scenic social space is thus preserved and rehabilitated to a sustainable state for the benefit of the 
many and varied stakeholder users to our uniquely gravelled beach foreshore and for benefit of 
generations to come.  I trust that fair and serious consideration will be given to the significant 
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concerns and alternative financially viable amendment plan evidenced herein, in order to ensure 
that reserve features and values are protected, now and for future posterity (and community 
prosperity). 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
   
electronic signature: …… Caroline Larner Page 26 7/10/2023…… 
Caroline Larner 
Representor 
Email: 
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Submission 7 

Email - 25/09/2023 

I am a newcomer to the West Tamar, but since living here I have heard wonderful stories from older locals 
about how beautiful Gravelly Beach (and Lightfoot Bay) were before the invasion of rice grass, and before 
people got the idea of changing the foreshore of the river to make it 'better'. I look at Gravelly beach now 
(and Lightfoot Bay), and I can't see the beauty that people have told me about - the pristine sandy beaches, 
the clean water, the trees and wildlife that inhabited these places.  

Instead I see rice grass for as far as the eye can see, stagnant water that,( in the case of Lightfoot Bay, 
stinks in summer), and erosion. And mud. Lots and lots of mud when the tide goes out. Since people have 
interfered with the natural flow of the river, it is slowly but surely being suffocated and destroyed.  

The Tamar has been here long before us. And it will be here long after we are gone. Why do we feel the 
need to reclaim the foreshore of the river at Gravelly Beach or anywhere else? In the past, people 
obviously appreciated the natural beauty of the Tamar just as nature presented it. In fact I've heard 
Gravelly Beach was called a 'resort' in the early days. Now, it seems, the groynes have interfered with the 
deposition of silt, sand and gravel that the river requires for ongoing good health. To disrupt the natural 
flow of tidal water by creating more man made spaces would interfere with drainage, and I've been told 
that the sedges in the area between Rose Bay and Gravelly Beach Marine are a rare species, which need to 
be preserved.  

Of course all this change and interference costs money. Already, at a lot of expense, a piece of 'art' has 
been installed at Gravelly Beach just around from the shop. I've never ever seen anyone looking at it. 
Actually it rather detracts from the natural beauty of the place. Surely this money could be better spent 
healing and restoring the natural environment of what is already there, but under pressure from human 
intervention?  

Gravelly Beach is an historical area. The history needs to be preserved, not destroyed by the proposed 
work.  

Tasmania has so many unique open spaces. That's one of the reasons I moved here - to appreciate a place 
of natural beauty, green spaces and fresh air. Sadly the longer I live there, the more I see Tasmania 
becoming just another place where development is being pushed to the detriment of that which is perfect, 
unique and beautiful. Once it's gone, it can never be replaced. Instead of 'improving' places by adding 
more man-made abominations, why can't the money be spent in the preservation of cultural, historical, 
and natural places of significance. That which has been done cannot be undone. However we can learn 
from the mistakes of the past (that were made without inadequate community consultation), and seek to 
restore the natural pristine beauty of a community beach that was loved and appreciated by many.  

I do hope common sense prevails, and that arrogance does not override the voice and view of the elders 
who live within the area.  

Robyn Howie 

 

  



Submission 8 

Email - 30/09/2023 

Please take into account the history of the area, and for goodness sake get on with it. It's been years and it 
must be the most neglected waterfront area in Tasmania. 

Please get on with job. We are all absolutely fed up with waiting. 

Suzanne Robinson.  

Local resident. 

Sent from my Galaxy 

 

  



Submission 9 

Email - 30/09/2023 

Dear GravellyBeach Parks and Wildlife,  

In regards to stage two & three foreshore planning, I am unable to comment about the planning 
amendment sorry. 

An engineer with qualifications etc needed for this huge project. 

Some word's to ponder. 

Each year a new load of sand washes down from the Mountain then, 

the lake gets smaller.  

Every change is a part of natural nature, and a part of the National Parks. 

One day we will witness the birth of a Mirror Meadow! 

 

Good luck with both any new progress.  

Cheerfully, 

Carolynkrod 

 

  



Submission 10 

Email - 30/09/2023 

Dear Parks and Wildlife, 

We are very concerned and object the West Tamar Councils proposal to redevelop the Gravelly Beach 
foreshore. 

We are objecting to landfill into the Tamar River this will destroy wildlife habitat. 

Filling in the foreshore and altering the course of the river is a miss management of the environment and 
wildlife habitat. 

The foreshore is a wetlands habitat for water birds and marine life. The Gravelly Beach Foreshore is a 
unique area and must be carefully preserved for the future. We are custodians of this environment and 
therefore must not abuse it by filling it in with landfill.  

The value of wetlands must not be underrated . Wetlands are critical for the health of the river and the 
wildlife that live in it. 

Yours Sincerely, 

Nikki and Harry Tatsi . 

 

  



Submission 11 

Email - 30/09/2023 

Dear Sir/Madam 

We live on Stony Brook Road, Blackwall and regularly walk our dog along the Gravelly Beach foreshore. 

We do not support the proposed development.  

We have the following concerns: 

• Generally we like the way the Gravelly Beach Fore shore is now, and do not see the need for drastic 
change such as this. One of the main reasons we (and we would argue many local residents) choose 
to live here is for the more rural, more natural, less formal, less urban, less developed character of 
the area. 

• We particularly do not see the need for, or benefit from, reclaiming additional land to create an 
additional park. Rose Bay Park is nearby and entirely adequate in terms of providing this sort of 
recreation area. Additional grassed areas, picnic facilities, BBQ facilities etc are not required to 
meet existing or likely future demand. We can see some benefit in improving facilities at Rose Bay 
Park, but consider that it would be unwise for the West Tamar Council to construct additional 
facilities which would further stretch, their limited maintenance resources.  

• We are unconvinced that artificially nourishing a small beach area between the proposed reclaimed 
land area and the existing rock groin to the south, is a sound idea which would be sustainable in the 
long term. The attractiveness and need for the proposed concrete beach access ramp and seating 
are similarly unconvincing. 

• As a general principal we would prefer to see actions taken to return the river shore to a more 
natural state where this is feasible. A project that aimed to remove the rice grass, restore the 
original gravel beach without constructing additional artificial interventions would be much more 
attractive in our view. We would also be supportive of initiatives to improve storm water discharge 
quality and constructing/improving wetland and similar habitat. 

• We are generally not opposed to the elements of the proposed project that are above the exisiting 
high water mark, although as mentioned above, we are actually quite happy with the slightly 
informal, rural character of the area, which in our view would be diminished by formalised parking, 
additional signage, sculptures and other similar "Urban Design" elements. 

• On the other hand, we would support improvements to drainage and the formation of the footpath 
along the foreshore.  

• We would also suggest that improvements to ANZAC park (which we realise is outside the Stage 2 
scope) especially better drainage of the off lead dog park, would be more worth while. 

• Also we realise, outside of the scope - We would be very pleased to see more work on weed control 
and track maintenance carried out in the reserve between Patricia’s Beach and Swan Point. 

• We entirely reject the argument put by the council, that the proposed plan should go ahead simply 
because they have obtained a grant that is tied to the current details of this proposal. As both West 
Tamar ratepayers and Australian tax payers, if a project is not well founded (which we believe this 
project is not) we believe it would be in the best interest of the community for the funding to be 
returned to consolidated revenue. 

• We also reject the argument put by the council that there will be a strong local economic benefit 
from the project. At the current time demand exceeds supply for civil construction personnel and 
other resources. An additional project potentially increases prices and causes delays to other 
projects which may be much more important.  

Yours Faithfully  



Doug and Lucy Ford 

 

Submission 12 

Email - 02/10/2023 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Please find attached my submission to the Gravelly Beach Foreshore Project. 

Regards, 

Dave Cooper 

Tasmania, beautiful one day, perfect the next 

 

Attachment 

Gravelly Beach Foreshore 

submission by David Cooper

As a local resident, I am concerned with the improper placement of groynes 

along the foreshore. 

I have previously lived on the Gold Coast (QLD) and have friends at Carnarvon 

(WA). 

Both of these locations have been spoiled by the placement of groynes which  

ultimately lead to the blockage of natural water flows. 

Regrettably the “powers that be” seem to know best, there solution being to  

routinely dredge all of these affected areas. 

This reactive rather than proactive approach leads to an ongoing and very  

expensive maintenance program. 

Perhaps someone in power also owns a dredging company. 

“Blind Freddy” can see how poor decisions can result in expensive and forever  

maintenance programs. 

Removal of the groynes should be a very first step in giving Mother Nature a  

helping hand with this restoration issue. 

mailto:mail4davec50@gmail.com
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To Tasmania Parks and Wildlife ( Copy to West Tamar Council)

I

am writing to you with regard to the Gravelly Beach Foreshore Project.

This will arrive via Mail after your submission final date of !st October, 2023

I wish anyway to have you note the views of a local resident who watches and

monitors that foreshore area and its birds and river every day. Including the

use for the foreshore by visitors and food retailers' parking needs.

Natural Resources and
Environment Tasmania

I

doubt anything
I

write will changeyour plans.

But it needs to be said.

-
5 CCT 2023

HOBART

1) I have concerns about the rocks/filling materials that will be used in the
new rock wall and reclamation plans.The rocks are TOXIC coming from

the Highway reconstruction jobs, the petra chemical residual is of grave

concern; currently held at the rear forest area behind residents' homes.

These rocks will contain high levels of chemicals and petra chemicals

from their previous roadway location.
2) Since their use in the art space" Ring thing" art work)/ gr�,e

embankment, it is noticeable that the bird life has diminished
remarkably. The area before was a virtual wetlands of bird life. The use

of these chemical laden rocks is making someone a lot of declared

payments at the cost of our natural habitat and few visit there now

despite the picnic tables now installed.
3) Your project Plans lack environmental sensitivity.
4) Logic: Visitors to the area have come for the natural environment

despite fishing lines not being able to find much fish and people/tourists,
warned not to eat them anyway. Eat the fish at your peril, here.This is

because the waterway river region all over Gravelly Beach is chemically
laden already. Tragic.

�) The sight of a huge 40 car park is horrifying. What next? A supermarket?
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'
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More concrete to protect what? The vehicles that come park currently with

ease. And in 7 years
I have been here there seems to be no adverse issues

at the verge from these 'couple of days a week' visitors.

Visitors come and quite happily scramble to the' beach' which in fact

SHOULD BE restored to the original gravelly beach it was known for in the

past history of the region.

What is all the reformation about anyway? No one seems to be askingfor
it. But they do seem to like the natural ways of things on our soon to be

altered region. What for? Many hundreds of thousands� dollars at the

expense of the NATURALenvironment. �ch�., up t'o<ffS �.2., ooo
�

This is hardly the best way that Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service could
be employed with money granted.

The natural flow and replenishment of the River system required hydrology

expertise regarding ALL your plans,andwalls can be facilitated for safety
without all this planned infrastructure you will be doing. Visitors• picnic

facilities don't need concrete carparksor ARTIFICIALBOARD WALKS.

Visitors come to Tasmania and regions such as ours to see the NATURAL

environment respected, protected, and the ART Ga'llery that is nature. We
•- -

- ---- ·----::::=-:::::

do not require art pieces that cannot be removed un�ess at the tens of

thousands of Council costs. The Art works can be placed in more resepectful
galleries and arcades that require interest foci.

What does beach 'nourishment' (your Project words) mean in all of this?

Walking to the shops? Right now the biggest issue for transport in region
are the speeding cars at night. Daytime visitors have no problems getting
across to the restaurants. One of which, may not re-open .

Stormwater issues being repaired is critical and has been for decades.

Waste sewage issues into the River are also. Priority.

Suggestion:BBQ facilities and a pergola shelter can go over at the

Commitment Ring thing area that costs too much to remove we are told.

But people do not use it for sitting, meeting and talking anymore. Save

some money for actual ECO sensitive work. Make it a BIRD wetland haven

along the foreshore and DO NOT use toxic rocks just so a few can make a

fortune . These rocks should not be permitted to be dumped in natural

landscapesanyway, whoever thinks they own it.

,. � 'Se.e:-ft?Pein&'-c.e..s ,\ � 2\ W'l1l\1Pt'-r-.J.,_\
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