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PURPOSE OF THE PAPER

This paper reports the findings dfighlevelreview of arrangementsr planning and

] ~orehi f~gm h _ B huhderkakeA by thp Seorétdcies loflihgpartmankof Z
Premier andCabinet Treasury and Justid¢eincludes contextual information and analysis of key
emerging issues, along with some potentialidmedor addressing the issues in the short to
medium term. The review focused on the six key issues and outcomes identified by the
Premier in recent public statements about the waterfront.

The information and analysis presented is based on a reviestinfelocumentation,

governance literature, how waterfront development is managed elsewhere, and consultation
(via informal discussion and written submissions) with the three key stakeholder organisations:
Hobart City Council (HCC), TasPdrémd the Sullans Cove Waterfront Authority (SCWA)).
Information was also sourced from the Departments of Economic Development and Tourism
(DEDT) and Treasury.

INTRODUCTION

On 9 July 2008 the Premier announced that the preferred developer for redeveloping Brooke
Street Pier, Hunter Developments consortium, had been selected from an Expression of
Interest (EOI) process led by DEDT.

Over the following weeks the proposal attracted broad criticism, particularly from local

business interests, in relation to a numbesoéss including:

e Perceived lack of consultation and transparency in relation to process.

e Na” Aho”kgf~rgmAl Z\\”~imZg\” h_ Z ikhihlZe
not align with th&Jrban Design Framework

e Perceived/potential conflict of irgst in having the CEO of the SCWA involved in the
process hk | ~e~\mbg" Z ]J]”~o0o”ehi”~k* “bo”~g maZm
planning and development application for the site.

¢ No specific role for the Hobart City Council.

e Poor integratio of development with other sites and the lack of a master plan for the
broader waterfront area.

While the recent public debate has focused on the development of Brooke Street Pier, this
reflects broader issues around the operation of existing goveanearggements, processes
and outcomes for development across Sullivans Cove.

At a breakfast meeting with stakeholders on 18 July, the Premier acknowledged the community
\'hg\ kgl Zg] bl n~l pbma ma” Aho~kgfr~"gmAl \
the current arrangements, to be conducted by the Secretaries of the Departments of Premier
and Cabinet, Treasury, and Justice.

Specifically, the Premier announced that the review would consider six key points:

1. The most appropriate model for progresslegelopment on the waterfront.
2. The separation of planning, urban design and development functions.

! TasPorts provided informal comment only.
2The CEO was not on the selection panel, but was on the committep semanage the selection process



3. The consideration of the most appropriate role for the Sullivans Cove Waterfront
Authority and the Government Architect in development of the waterfront.

4. Mechanisms for ensuring greater transparency, and community confidence in processes
and outcomes.

5. Mechanisms for providing greater opportunity for community input at all stages of the
development process.

6. The creation of a template for progressing developthanis clearly understood by
developers and the public.

The Premier also announced that he would ensure a comprehensive master plan was produced
for the entire Sullivans Cove area and invite Hobart City Council to have a voice on planning
issues in tharea.

Nabl ki hkm i khob] "I ma” abl mhkb\ Ze \ hgm”~gm
an analysis of the key emerging issues and conclusions.

WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING AHISTORICAL
CONTEXT

The Hobart Waterfront Project

The Hobat Waterfront Project was established in 2003 in recognition of the Sullivans Cove

area being a significant asset to the State, with development potential that needs to be carefully
planned in a way that respects its history and unique qualities. dsigasdito allow the
rejuvenation of undartilised sites in the waterfront araad encourage greater and more

efficient use of these sites and public spaces.

The project was sponsored by the State Government and the Hobart City Council, in
collaboratiorwith the then Hobart Ports Corporation (now TasPorts). A project steering
committee comprising representatives of the three project partners was established.

The project was designed in two stages: (1) the developmentioban Design Framework
(UDF) b guide development; and (2) the release of untksed sites to selected developers
through an EOI process. As part of StageR&lease and Investment Stratagyleveloped

that identified the preferred approach to sequencing the release aiites and

opportunities for ownership, funding, and provision of public infrastructure. The preferred
approach included a preliminary registration of interest (ROI) process to test the market and
get feedback from potential proponents on the commeeaéty of the UDF.

The ROI was conducted in late 2003 early 2004 and 36 submissions were received. Princes
Wharf No. 1 redevelopment received the main interest from potential developers, closely
followed by the Montpelier Retreat car park site angéxiwharf No. 2. While interested in
individual sites, the majority of potential developers called for the preparation of an overall

fZl m*k ieZg \ho~"kbg Zee i hm*gmbzZe | bm~"I mh
plans for specific developneen

Although considerable interest was received through the ROI process, none of the sites
proceeded to a formal EOI process. This was partly due to the recognition by project partners
that further expert research on the public space aspects of the oraterfis required before

the sites could be released.

% The key sites identified for redevelopment are depicted in the map at Attachment A. Details of the sites are
presented in the table at Attachment B.



Another key factor related to the considerable sensitivity in the community around the
potential structure, form, design, and uses for particular sites and the area as a whole. Given
these sensitivitiemd the significance of the waterfront as an asset of major significance to the
State, it was considered important that planning decisions not be subject to political processes
and influence.

The Government considered that action was required to easmae strategic and
coordinated approach, and facilitate a more rapid rate of progress. This gave rise to the
establishment of the Sullivans Cove Waterfront Authority (SCWA).

Establishment of the Sullivans Cove Waterfront Authority

In 2005 the SCWA was &blished primarily to assume responsibilities for planning and
development of the waterfront area. The intention was for the Authority to be a temporary

body that would be disbanded once the rejuvenation of the waterfront was completed, at

which time cotrol over planning would revert to the Hobart City Council. Shkivans Cove
Waterfront Authority Act 28M=Q; ; \ m* Yma” ; \mA' i khob] I m

Og] "k ma” ;\m* ma” M=Q; bl Zel h \aznkihn®] pbma
ma” ieZf9gbg Zk~rZA

The Authority has traffic planning powers undettdwal Government (Highways) Act, b2®2

in exercising these powers, must obtain the agreement of the Council (and vice versa). The
Authority does not have any responsiédiaround the provision of services and maintenance
of facilities in th€ove these rest with the Council and TasPorts.

Structure of the Authority and Staff

The SCWA Board comprises five members, one of whom is to be a person chosen by the
Ministet from a list provided by the Hobart City Council (but not a councillor), and one is a
representative of the Government. However, if the Council does not provide a list of
nominees within two months, the Minster may choose the fifth member. Currentlig tizere
Council nominated member, and no member with planning expertise. Current members
collectively possess a mix of skills and experience in design, history/heritage, finance and risk
assessment, business and public administration. The Govérasrisra represented on the

Board by the Secretary, DEDT.

There are 16 SCWA staff, including a CEO, which is a statutory position. At present, only four
staff have planning (or related) expertise, with the remaining staff having administrative,
communications guroject management roles. In addition, the planning resource is
supplemented by consulting firm GHD Pty Ltd, which has been engaged to undertake the
assessment of statutory planning, building and plumbing permit applications for the SCWA.

As required undethe Act, a design panel provides advice to the Authority regarding any
matter including the form and design of buildings, development applications and development
plans. The SCWA Design Panel may have no more than nine members, with skills and
experiencen relevant areas such as planning, urban design, architecture, heritage, transport
planning etc. At present, there are four members on the SCWA Design Panel: three have
architectural expertise and one has knowledge and experience of heritage and artgironme
issues.

“Na~ YieZggbg ZSklhivahédCobelPlaijnihgrBstgebdundaries ofvehich are depicted by a
red line in the map at Attachment A.

5 Currently, the Minister for Infrastructure.



The Authority and the statutory planning framework

The Sullivans Cove Planning SchemeetB8ins the effective statutory instrument for the

control of land use and development in @@ve However, the SCWA must also have regard

to the Urkan Design Framewutken considering applications for permits. The planning scheme

i khob]”~l ma” [khZ] | mkZm”" I&ndxkohegimth@mweandb] ~ g mb
specifies whether various land uses are exempt, permitted, discretigmahybited in each

area/zone.

The Act provides for the preparation of development plans, which override the planning
scheme where there is any inconsistency between provisions of a plan and the planning
scheme. Development plans can regulate or ptohéuse or development of land like the
planning scheme, but can be site specific, or cover any number of sites or activity areas.

According to theSecond Reading Spedetielopment plans are intended to enable

coordination, appropriateness, connigtand complementarity between development phases

and activities in the area. They can also set design parameters. Because the plans can cover
design standards and override the planning scheme, they can be used to assess and potentially
refuse developmemtpplications based on design and overall appearance criteria. This was not
possible under the previous arrangements.

The process under the Act for preparing a development plan provides for public input and a

high degree of transparency. The Authoritgtrput the draft plan out for public consultation

for a period of two months. In addition, the Resource Planning and Development Commission
(RPDC) must consider a report from the Authority presenting the draft plan, copies of public
submissions, and theth@a h k b mr Al ob”~pl hg ma” g~”~] mh fh]]l
submissions. The Commission may then decide to hold a hearing (or hearings), which would

i khob]” _nkma”k hiihkmngbmr _hk I mzZd~ahe] "k
the Authority must be made available to the public.

Na” ; nmahkbmr Al J~Ak_hkf Zg\~» mh >Zm?
What the Authority has delivered
Cg Inffzkr* 1 bg\” bm pzl ~I mZ[ebla”] bg ;ikhb
activities have focused on the following
e promotional and awareness raising activities
e design issues, including design principles and an International Design Competition
e discussions with proponents about their development proposals

e management of consultancies to extendihgan Design Framewtorkclude
additional key areas on the waterfront, to prepar@rts) Culture and Events Strategy
and to develop urban design principles for the Hobart Railyards site

e consultation with TasPorts and DEDT on specific issues such as car parking, pedestrian
accessinfrastructure for Brooke Street Pier and the Hobart Rail yards site

e regulations and an enforcement policy, minor amendments $althe@ns Cove
Waterfront Act 200dnd an amendment to the signs schedule of the planning scheme

*Na~ Y;\mbobmr ; k~"ZI A Zk"~s S/,.' Cgg”~k =bmr L~I b]~gmb
OpenSpat AS S1,.' MneeboZgl =ho” YAZm~pZr Zg] NkZgl i hk m/
Zg]l] S2,1' Mneeb o Dyjéctivestamprannivigphrankttefar eachlohhk Activity Areas are
covered under sections-P3 of theSulivans Cove Planning Scheme

"Nabl bg hkfzZmbhg bl [ ZI 1 hg ma05 Somemcivitiesbom2008l ZggnZe
may not be included in this summary asatireual report fo200708 has not yet been released.



e design note on use ofr@éco furniture and audit of lighting conditions in a pilot area in
the Cove

e a relatively small number of statutory planning activities (assessing applications for
planning, building and plumbing permits, and planning &ppeals)

A more detailed listofth : nmahk b mr Al Z\ mbobmb~"I b | Zm ; mm

What has not been delivered
It is evident that the SCWA has delivered a range of materials and liaised with a number of
|l mzd~ahe] "kl Zg] ]”~o”~ehi "kl , Bhpro~k* ma”k?

e There is no integrated planning and development strategy covering the objectives for
individual sites, téoveas a whole and precincts within the area, staging of major
developments and connectivity between sites and preaitiesis, a master plan.

¢ No development plans as defined under the Act have been prepared Gouwbe

e Na” ; nmahkbmr Al bgoheo”f~gm bg ]"~o”ehif"g
been on promotional activities, reactive statutory planning activities and some relatively
narowly focused design, transport and events strategies.

8 Withtheexceptiy h_ ma” k~\~gm ZIl I~ 1 f~gm h_ MnemZg Bhe] bg" I
Ghgmi "eb?k L"mk~"Zm* ma”* M=Q; Al Il mZmnmhkr i eZggbg™ Z\



ANALYSIS OF KEY ISSUES

The most appropriate model for progressing development on the waterfront

The most appropriate model for progressing development of the waterfront is discussed in this
sectionin detail undethe development function.

Separation of the planning and development functions
Defining the planning and development functions

The terms planning and development are often used interchangeably, and are used in different
ways by differdérpeople.

For the purposes of this paper:

e Theplanning functioprimarily relates to the control of land use and development, e.g. the
preparation, review and administration of statutory planning instruments such as the
planning scheme, and tdeban Degn Framewaqrénd the preparation of other documents

(e.g. design guidelines) and planning control activities such as the assessment of applications

for permits.

e Thedevelopment functiois defined as the strategic planning and promotion of
development oportunities, and the assessment and selection of concepts, detailed
proposals and proponents to invest in and develop key sites, as appropriate. Development
works may be carried out by the land owner/manager alone, or through agreements
between the land omer and commercial developers.

Good governance principles for planning and development

There are a number of good governance principles for achieving transparency and avoiding
actual or perceived conflicts of interest in planning and developpaatitularly where major
projects and more controversial decisions are concerned. These include:

e Decisioamaker$should not have a financial interest in, personal relationship with, or
involvement in any development proposal, applicant or objector.

e There shold be a clear distinction between the role of staff assessing a development
proposal/application and the decisimakers, and there should be no interference by
decisioamakers with the deliberations and recommendations of the professional staff.

e There shald be a distinction between those promoting development and the decision
makers making a determination on a proposal/application.

e Key personnel, whether they are advisers or deaskars, should not be directly
involved in both the site release proaasd subsequent process for assessing a
development application.

¢ Development and planning processes should be separate and distinct, and as transparent as
possible.

® The term decisiomaker refers to the individual/body waththority for selecting a preferred developer or
approving a development application. In the case of selecting a preferred developer for a key site on the
waterfront, the ultimate decisiomaker is the responsible Minisdamn the advice of the evaluatipanel which
has assessed the proposals. In the case of an application for a development/planning permit,-thakeéecision
is the Board of the Authori#on the advice of the professional staff/consultants who have assessed the
application and repregations etc.



Although assigning the planning and development function to two different bodies may be
corsidered one way to achieve the above objectives, according to the literature and accepted
practice, there appears to be no imperative to do so. It is appropriate for this issue to be
considered on a case by case basis.

For example, in the Northern Termyoa dedicated development authdfityas been

ANl mZ[ebla”r] _hk >ZkpbgAl pZm~"k _khgm Zk"~"Z* pa
the development of Melbourne Docklands and Darling Harbour (including Barrangaroo) is

vested in structuresith a dual rol€. It would appear however, that the larger the size of the
organisation, the more feasible it is to achieve internal separation of planning and development
roles and responsibilities.

=nkk”~gm ZkkZg ~"frgml _hk Bh[ ZkmAl pZm~k _khgn

Under theSCWA Act, the Sullivans Cove Waterfront Authority has a dual role of sorts. It has
planning responsibilities and powers, as well as responsibility for facilitating development in the
Cove.

The planning function

In terms of planning, the SCWA has the sametions for planning as other Tasmanian
planning authorities under thand Use Planning and Approvals Actli@3as a stronger

focus on urban design through the provision under the SCWA Act for use of the Sullivans
Cove Design Panel for expert advand the requirement to assess development applications
against the UDF.

Na” M=Q; ] "1\ kb][ ”4dhigharéspetted panél of urbad desigmerszatchitétts
and plannefs* hasacZnsisteitly integratedibigh design into developmesjegts within the
CovA 2ZmVidesYree input to development proponents to raise the level of theidsubmissions

The SCWA Act is not explicit about the role of the design panel; it simply requires the
c:nmahkbmr h[ mZbg ma ”requidng tsexbértiseZ Howdwvéritishg Zgr f
apparent that some stakeholders feel the SCWA and the design panel have gone beyond their
brief to provide advice. It has been claimed, for example, that SCWA staff, alone and in
consultation with the SCWA Desigmeh have focused somewhat prescriptively on how

design outcomes should be met, rather than providing advice on the design parameters. As a
result, they have inadvertently frustrated the development processes and it is claimed that
considerable delays acakt have been added to the process.

While some stakeholders expressed a view that the SCWA is performing its planning function
appropriately, others (previously and as part of this review) have indicated that the SCWA has
not delivered any of the expedt strategic higlevel outputs, contracts out the planning

control work? and, in providing pdedgement planning advice, has effectively hindered rather
than facilitated development.

Na? ==Al i hl bmbhg bl mazZm m&éuncil. 8hlsgsgb g™ _ng)\
discussed below under Engagement of HCC.

There are some advantages of retaining the SCWA as the planning authority. These relate

fhl mer mh ma” M=Q; Al Z\ \ nf Qoeednu pldnning boktinditk Z m~ d
However, there apgars to be a public perception that the culture of the organisation is

strongly interventionist, process/en and lacks a strategic focus. If the SCWA were to

remain the planning authority in the short to meetem, it would therefore be critical to

egl nk” mazZm bg i “k_hkfbg ma” ieZggbg _ng\ m|
for expediting development in t®vewithout comprising quality outcomes. To this end,

10 Darwin Waterfront Corporation.
11 vicUrban and the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority, respectively.
12 Assessing development applications, approving permits etc.



tasking the SCWA with project managing the preparation of the masteopld potentially

a™ei mh ~e”~oZm” ma” ; n ma rakdkesping btaff fobused bnthmh Z f
Aho~rkgf rgmAl ] 21 bk”] Qnbkp*hhnneblh gZ e lhhk nmab*e bpl Z*m~nk
skills and resources.

The development funion

Unlike legislation for development authorities in some other jurisdictions, the SCWA Act is not
explicit in its description of the development function, nor does it provide significant powers
(e.g. purchase, acquire, dispose of property, borrowrdesalor invest money) to support a
comprehensive development role.

Cg bml pkbmm~g I n[fbll bhg mdtade=sldperkitfaziltates * ma "
rather than initiatdks Cg bg_hkf Ze ] bl \nl |l bhgl fayech@a” =21 7
supporting role in the process for selecting prospective devélopearsias not been involved

in the evaluation of proposals and subsequent demsiking. In addition, it liaises frequently

with developers to provide pfedgement urban desigmd planning adviéen its role as a

planning authority. The Authority also helps to promote development opportunities, which is
evident from its website and annual report.

Na” M=Q; Al bgoheo”f”r"gm bg ma” 21 CPiekh\~l 1l _h
recently generated concern about potential conflicts of interest in the development of Sullivans
Cove. The process was monitored and has been deemed to have fully complied with probity
requirements, however, where the CEO of the planning authantplged in such a process,

it potentially gives rise to the perception of a conflict of interest, even if no such conflict exists.

Conflicts of interest appear to be predominantly a community concern. In relation to the

allocation of roles and responigibs, key stakeholders were more concerned about the

potential for confusion and inconsistency, and the need for strong development expertise. It

was noted that despite the establishment of the SCWA, responsibility for progressing the
development of Hoda mA | pzZm~"k _khgm azZl \hgmbgn”] mh [ 72
organisations, as both land owners and agents of the land owners. These include several State
Government agencies (DEDT, Treasury and the Department of Health and Human Services),
TasPorts, HC@nd the SCWA. This can be confusing as each organisation has adopted

different processes for promoting development and each has a different philosophical and
strategic focus. For example, it was argued by stakeholders that:

e TasPorts has a strong focustertommercial and operational objectives (e.g. commercial
viability, maintenance of working ports to facilitate trade, safety).

e Treasury seeks to balance the financial returns on divestment/investment with the long term
strategic policy objectives of Goveent

e DEDT has a strong focus on supporting industry and developer confidence.
e B = sspiority was connecting tf@ovewith the rest of the City of Hobart.

There is consensus among the key stakeholders that the SCWA, as it is currently structured

and resouwred, is not acting as a true development authority. The lack of ownership and

fzgz ~f~gm \hgmkhe ho~k ezZg] Zg] hma~k zZI 1| ~n
development in a comprehensive way. The stakeholders also agree that the SCW& lacks th
commercial skills and expertise required to effectively perform this role. The findings of this

review suggest that even if the skills and expertise were made available, both additional

statutory powers and a significant change in the culture of tinésatgam would be required

for the SCWA to be an effective development body.

B@hk ~qzfie”* ma” ; nma Hek Bteerind Commiftde ogmdlng thé YfagerlaEOl > ? > N
process for the redevelopment of Brooke Street Pier.



There is some support for-essigning the development function to a dedicated Government

Il mkn\ mnk” mh ~glnk” Z fhk” \hglblm*gm Zg] (Y
watefront. All agree that such a structure should be part of the Government, given the

significance of tHéoveto the State and the fact that most of the key development sites are

owned by the Crown. However, views vary on the appropriate model, for exarmetber it

should be a statutory authority, a dedicated agency or a unit in an existing Government agency.

DEDT considers that due to the relatively small number and scale of the development
opportunities in the waterfront and their potential commeralak, establishing a new

authority is not warranted. The Agency suggested that a more feasible option would be to

utilise an existing authority, such as the Tasmanian Development Board, as it already has the
required infrastructure and development experfTasPorts also seemed generally supportive

of this approach, but as a Government Business Enterprise, did not indicate a willingness to vest
ownership of its property in such a body. HCC, on the other hand, suggested that SCWA be
transformed into an #ority tasked with development only, with the planning function
bffr"]bzZm~er k”"mnkg”] mh =hng\be, Abo”~g ma”" ;
lab_mbg™ ma” _h\nl h_  M=Q; Al k*lihglb[ bebmb?
both practical and financial terms, of all these options.

It is important to note that the majority of sites in@uwewith major development potential

are either owned by or under indirect control of the Crown. Once the master plan is
developed, the G@rnment should therefore have responsibility for how the development is
progressed, for example, how sites are released, who manages the processes for selecting
preferred developers etc. In progressing the development of its key sites, the Government can
provide much greater certainty for developers and the community by ensuring there is
transparency and consistency in processes, adhering to the master plan principles and
committing to a high level of community consultation.

Conclusions:

e The SCWA has theapacity to function as a planning authority, but lacks the powers,
resources and expertise to operate as a true development authority.

e In principle, it would be appropriate for the SCWA to be a planning and (comprehensive)
development authority. Howevess currently resourced, it lacks critical mass to perform
the dual role in accordance with accepted ggaeernance principles.

e Assigning planning and development roles and responsibilities to separate entities could
help ensure a more strategic appro@&ctievelopment, improve consistency of process,
avoid actual and perceived conflicts of interest between planning and development
decisions, and potentially, ensure an appropriate skills mix for the task. However, ownership,
or at least significant corltrof the land/key sites to be developed would be appear a
critical success factor.

e The SCWA could be retained as the planning authority in the short to mtedmnwhile
the strategic planning framework (master plan and site development plans) is being
developed. It could be tasked with winding up its existing projects and assessing and
approving planning applications. This approach would ensure planning control decisions for
the Covewould not be subject to political processes and influence.

e Under ths scenario, however, it would be important to ensure that the Authority is still
phkdbg®™ mh I niihkm ma” Aho”rkgfr"gm&dve h[ c "\ ml
without comprising quality outcomes. Tasking the SCWA with project managing the
prepardon of the strategic framework (master plan and site development plans) could
i hm*gmbzZeer ZIl Il blm [r ~“e”~oZmbg ma” ; nmahk|
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e Due to the scale of the development opportunities inGbeeand their potential
commercial value, establishing a new development authority does not appear feasible.

e Regardless of the approach adopteeasures need to be taken to align the model for
development and planning with good governance principles.

The most appropriate role for the Sullivans Cove Waterfront Authority

The most appropriate role for the SCWA is discussed under the se&dtipasadn of the
planning and development fungiseesabovelhat is a master plaiiBelow) and
Engagement of the Hobart City C¢hatolw).

. fZIl m*k ieZg _hk ma”~ ]”~o”ehif”~gm h_ Bh[ ZkmA

The overarching framework and context for developmethteofvaterfront is currently
provided in theSullivans Cove Planning ScredrteeUrban Design Framew®RF). While

the planning scheme is the basic statutory planning instrument that controls use and
development in th€oveunder the SCWA Act, in thassessment of development
applications it is necessary to have regard to the UDF in addition to the planning scheme
provisions.

In addition to providing broad strategic context, the planning scheme identifies the activities
areas/zones in the planningaaand specifies whether various land uses are exempt, permitted,
discretionary or prohibited in each area/zone.

The UDF on the other hand, goes some way to providing land usage and connectivity
principles, but as the name suggests, it focuses primatiyature, form and design of
buildings and open space.

Recent debate about the Brooke Street Pier development process and informal discussions
with stakeholders point to the following issues with the current planning and development
framework for the aterfront:

e TheSullivans Cove Planning Samdiviéy area controls are not specific to particular sites
and do not provide enough guidance on permitted and prohibited uses.

e In combination, the planning scheme and UDF do not provide the required d=tail ah
relation to objectives and parameters for land use at both the site level and across the
Cove

e There is insufficient consideration of how the public spaces and ameniti€ouethe
should be developed and improved.

e There is little informaticend planning in terms of how the release of sites for development
should be staged, given the objectives sought, market forces and the current and projected
economic climate.

¢ While the framework provides principles for design and land use, detatiegnestifar
implementation (including staging and potential funding sources, partnerships etc) appears
to be missing.

e The planning scheme was established around 10 years ago and has not been subject to a
significant review.

The preparation of amasterplath k Bh [ Zk mA| pZm~"k _khgm phne] 2
It would help developers and the community understand the context for development in the
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Coveand provide the required level of guidance about how, when and by whom development
in particular sis#areas will take place. Both the process for producing the master plan and the
effect of the plan as it is implemented will go a long way to achieving some of the outcomes
being sought by the Premier, including greater transparency, community inpunanatgo
confidence.

What is a master plan?

In relation to the development of major urban and waterfront areas, there are no hard and fast
rules when it comes to master plans. Some master plans have legal authority and are used to
help regulate land Uéewhile others are highavel policy documents for guidance only

While the SCWA Act provides for development plans and a comprehensive process for their
preparation, it is ambiguous about the distinction between development plans for individual
sites ad a development plan (or master plan) collection of sites/precincts. If the Government
decides that a legally binding master plan is required, it appears that it could be prepared as an
overarching Sullivans Cove development plan, in accordance withcdss n the Act.

Regardless of their legal status, master plans for large areas comprising a number of
development sites have various elements in common. They are comprehensaegéong

plans intended to guide growth and development in an area, ciayauregion. They

include the lonterm strategic vision for the area, objectives, physical and historical context,
plans for land use, community facilities and open spaces, connectivity between precincts and
with adjacent areas (particularly city esytand urban design parameters. They may also

include strategies for implementation, including staging, funding models and partnerships. Most
master plans bring together a number of plans for specific sites identified for development.

The benefits fohaving an up to date master plan include:
e consistency in decision making, by providing a steady point of reference

e shared understanding of expectations on the part of the community and potential
developers, and predictability in relation to where andtyb@tof development will
occur

¢ the ability to make informed decisions, by providing facts on existing conditions and
trends, enabling decisiorakers to better understand the impact of their decisions

o efficiency and complementarity as a result of coltalmoaad integrated planning by
key stakeholders

e preservation of community character by allowing the community a significant role in
identifying what is important and how it should be protected

e positive economic development, by enabling existing and sidents, businesses and
investors in surrounding areas and irGbeeitself, to comfortably predict future
development of an area.

Discussions with key stakeholders indicated general support for an overarching plan to guide
planning and developmentihfl Z k mA | pZm~k _khgm Zk"Z, Na”" k?
that a master plan with legal authority is neither required nor appropriate. Instead, key
stakeholders agree that tBallivans Cove Master Btauld be a higlkevel, nodegally binding
policystrategy document. The key reasons cited include:

14 E.g. Cairns: City Port Masterplan; Port Douglas Waterfront Masterplan.
15 E.g. Auckland CBD Waterfront Masterplan; Fremantle Waterfront Masterplan.
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e Highly prescriptive, legally binding master plans are most appropriate for greenfields areas,
not areas like th€ovethat are on the whole already well developed, with the exception
of a few sites with development potential.

e While a very prescriptive master plan would provide a high degree of certainty for
developers and the public, it could also potentially stifle innovation. It would also require
Government to have a very strong vision and robustrsitasheling of what it wants (and
] h*1 gAm pZg@ve mh | ~* bg ma?*

e Some of the components of the master plan are already developed and are contained in
existing statutory instruments, such as the UDBalfidans Cove Planning Schime
master plan shddi consolidate this information and provide additional analysis, strategic
guidance and site specific information where necessary.

e There is agreement that if developed collaboratively between Government and the HCC,
and in close consultation with potentiakestors, businesses and the community, the
master plan will be considered in the preparation of development proposals, site
development plans, development applications and planning decisions.

Ideally, a master plan is prepared at the start of majdeyedopment initiatives. By the time it

is finalised, government, investors, industry, businesses, residents and the broader community
have a common understanding of what is intended for the area, and while consensus is rarely
possible, they should feaedegree of ownership over the plan.

Bh[ Zk mAl pzZm~"k _ _khgm* ahp”~o”~k* bl ghm Z "~ k~"g
for some time (e.g. Salamanca Place, Constitution Dock, Salamanca Square and more recently,
the city end of Hunter Streeth &ddition, the process for developing some of the key sites has
already commenced. The preparation of the masted@ad other measures to improve

governance, processes etc in the fufungll therefore need to deal with development

processes alreadyderway to ensure developers already engaged in projects have certainty

that the rules will not dramatically change for them.

HCC collaboration in the master plan and its cooperation and support for other planning and
development activities has beencchg all key stakeholders as important to achieving positive
outcomes in th&€ove One of the challenges for the Government will be engaging the Council
and securing its lostigrm commitment to the master plan. While taister for Planning

could be thesponsor and owner of the master plan, consideration should be given to

establishing a hidgvel steering committee, comprising Government and Council executives, to
ho~rkl "~ ma” ieZgAl i ki ZkZmbhg, Na”" urthdre » h _
in the sectiorfEngagement of the Hobart City Council

Given existing resources and skills within State Government agencies, the SCWA and HCC, it
is likely that external expertise will be required to assist with the preparation of the master plan,
regardless of the future model and responsibilities for planning and development. This is
consistent with approaches taken elsewhere, as the task requires specialised expertise and will
need a high level of resourcing for a period of time.

Collectively, #ta SCWA staff have planning, project management and communications expertise
Aspecifically in the context of tB@veand are well positioned to provide the dayday

project management of the process (and any required external support). As notechabove, t
\'hne] a”ei dn™ " |l mz__ _h\nl ] Zg] Zeb g”~] pb
An additional advantage of not introducing another body would be continuity across strategic
planning, urban design and planning control.

Abo” g maated @esire fArlthe teturn of planning powers and a lead role in preparing
the master plan, if this approach is taken, the Council may requlevéligbpresentation in
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the governance arrangements and seek other concessions from the Governmerdiisra con
of engaging in the process.

Conclusions:

¢ While difficult, it will be important to ensure key stakeholders and the public understand
what the Government means by the master plan for the waterfront and the process and
timeline for developing the plan.

e Nar fZI mr*k ieZg _hk Bh[ ZkmAl pZm~"k _khgm ZKk:
document, not a legally binding instrument.

¢ |t should incorporate relevant information from$llivans Cove Planning Scirairtbe
UDF. In addition, the plahaild include facts, analysis and specific recommendations for
land use, urban design, heritage issues, access, open spaces and public amenities. It should
cover high level information about strategies for implementation (including staging, potential
fundng sources and partnerships etc).

¢ |deally, the preparation of the master plan will be led by the State Government in
partnership with HCC, and must involve extensive consultation with potential
investors/developers, businesses, residents and the widsurtgm

e Specialist expertise will be needed to assist with the preparation of the master plan,
regardless of whether the project is managed by a Government agency, the SCWA or
HCC.

e The SCWA should be tasked with the deyday project managementtbei e Z g A |
preparation, including management of the external expertise.

e The governance for the master plan project could include:
- the Minister for Planning as the sponsor and owner of the plan

- a partnership agreement between the Government and the HCC, faticdises
joint commitment to the preparation of the plan and its implementation

- a steering committee comprising executives from the State Government and
Hobart City Council

- aproject manager located within the SCWA
- the Government Architect.

e The master lan will need to deal with development processes already underway. This will
need to be resolved in the context of whatever future arrangements the Government
decides to adopt for th€oveto ensure developers already engaged in development
projects haveartainty that the rules will not dramatically change for them.

A role for the Government Architect

Na” Nzl fzZgbzZg Aho~kgf~r"gmAl ]2\ bl bhg mh Ziihb
the 200809 State Budget. Funding of $263,000 has been providedDepartment of

Justice budget. The role will involve providing independent advice to the Government on

matters relating to planning, building, architecture, and built heritage issues.

It is apparent, from discussions with key stakeholders, that kivegthirelation to the

i hm*gmbzZe khe” h_ ma” Aho”*"kgf~gm ; k\abm®\m b
relatively underdeveloped. As a consequence, consultation as part of this review generated few
specific suggestions. The SCWA indicated theg puote Zaeclose Wwakkingrrelationship with the
Sullivans Cove DesignRanel [ nm ] b] ghm ~eZ[ hkZm”» hg ma” (:z
suggested there is a potential role of the Government Architect in the preparation of the

master plan and as eferral body in any major development.
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The role of Government Architects in other jurisdictions was therefore considered to help
inform a view as to how the position could contribute to planning and development of
Bh[ ZkmAl ®pZm~rk _khgm

With the exceptio of New South Wales (NSW), which originally employed a Government
Architect in 1816 and reactivated the position more recently, the establishment of such a role
appears to be a relatively new trend in Australia. Queensland first appointed a Government
Architect in 1999, followed by Western Australia (WA) and Northern Territory (NT), with
Victoria employing its first Government Architect early in 2006. South Australia and ACT do
not have a Government Architect.

In all jurisdictions, however, Governmenhiects are selected for their strategic expertise in

relation to the built environment, urban design and heritage issues. They are tasked with
exercising leadership, brokering design solutions and outcomes, and encouraging innovation. As
such, they playaentral role in major redevelopment projects and the production of significant

urban design and development plans, tools etc. According to the Australian Institute of
ckVabmrc\ ml Zg] Zk\abm”®\ mnk*importaztfoersloe | * Aho”"Kk
cantroversial projects are not stymied by media gapDéstainly, they can be seen as an

important part of the checks and balances needed in the development process.

Over the mediumtolongn* k f * NZI f ZgbZAl Aho”~kgf ~gried ; K\ ab
role. In the short to mediuterm, however, the position could focus on contributing to
ieZggbg® Zg] ]1]”o0”ehif~rgm h_ Bh[ ZkmAlI pZm~Kk _k
would, however, need to be clearly distinguished from the Sullivans CgvneHaesl that

advises the SCWA, particularly given that two of the four panel members are architects.

As a highly qualified and experienced professional, the Government Architect would provide
expert advice to Government and could act as an honest brolarenvironment

characterised by competing agendas, opinions and philosophies. Inreddit®opuld

represent Government on key development, design and planning projectdaneh@&his

would potentially provide greater credibility to final d&sisn relation to major controversial
developments and other issues that polarise the community.

It is envisaged that the key responsibilities would include membership on relevant decision
making bodies (e.g. evaluation panels/steering committegsificast development projects),
participation in the governance for the preparation of the master plan and providing strategic
independent advice to Government on other Héykel urban design, planning and

development matters.

Na” Aho”kgf NNmyolvemekt\inahbse activitiel lould enable the provision of the
urban design expertise (and potentially-legél procurement and project management

advice needed to inform development, whilst enabling the planning authority to maintain an
appropriatedistance and avoid actual or perceived conflicts of interest.

This approach is also likely to greatly improve community confidence in the process and
outcomes for the waterfront.

18 There is limited informatiaeadily available about Government Architects in other jurisdictions. The discussion here is
based on information from websites, where available, and media statements. Attempts were made to contact the office
holders directly, with limited success. iEHikely due to the nature of their employment, which is, for mostinparn
a consultancy basis, and not located within a dedicated office or agency.

YMmzmArfAgm [r B~AZ] h_ ma” M\ahhe h_ ; k\ abesignsaiak”~ zZg] >~"|
Thriving CityThe Age5 July 2008

8 Most Government Architects in other jurisdictions are also higleljiesxced in procurement and project
management of major developments and other construction works.
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Conclusions:

¢ Given the current arrangements and issues fathe the Government Architect should
be tasked with:

- i khob] bg ~qi“"km Z]ob\” hg* ma” | mkZm”~" b\
waterfront

- playing a central role in overseeing the preparation of a master plan for the waterfront
(e.g. on the steering committeg@yvelopment plans for individual key sites, and other
major strategic, nestatutory planning and design documents

- being part of relevant decisioraking bodies (e.g. evaluation panels/steering committee
for significant development projects), as apprepriat

e The Government Architect should also provide expert urban design (and potentially high
level procurement/project management) advice to support significant Government
development projects and processes.

Engagement of the Hobart City Council

The HCC hagour important areas of interest in tGeve:
1. as a significant land holder
2. as an infrastructure and service provider
3. as the future planning authority once the SCWA Act expires
4

. Z1 2 k”ri kMl AgmZmbo” h_ ma” [ khZihgtk =bmr
those of businesses in the central business district.

In recent public statements about the waterfront, the Premier expressed his regret that the
HCC has opted against taking its seat on the SCWA Board.

The importance of engaging the Council inr¢ldevelopment of the Cove cannot be

understated. It can provide (or deny) access to its infrastructure or land under its control, jointly
fund public infrastructure, impart important local knowledge and help promote processes,
proposals and decisions tadbstakeholders and the public.

In its formal submission, the SCWA acknowledges that it has not been successful in building
constructive working relationships with the HCC, at the political level primarily, and is seeking
Governmeninterventionto fadhiZ m~ ma” =hng\ beAl ~g>zZ ~f~rgm,

== aZzl h Mk A™J mh |1 k™ i Zk "subjac td thé legislatiobnkbeinge Z g
amended to return the planning powers to the Hobart Cik CounciCg bg_hkf Ze ] bl
staff asserted that HCC hag tinfrastructure, expertise and critical mass to perform the
statutory planning role more effectively than the SG\VMAd at a tenth of the cdst

=hng\be h__b\2~kl ]b]* ahp~o”~k* \hg\"*]"* ma”™ A
and the keites earmarked for development. In this context, they suggested that the

Government Architect be on a hitgvel tripartite steering committee (State Government,

HCC and TasPorts) to oversee the preparation of the plan and act as a referral bodg to advis
Council in assessing development applications for Govermnresd sites. A similar process

already exists where HCC refers applications to Heritage Tasmania for advice on heritage
fZmm~ k| |, Na” =hng\beAl _ hkf Zethatsbbjetttothb g bg k7
Aho”~rkgf ~gmAl Z \ \ ~themh@rd)Magor viould ifvitelthe Pré&ntier tb dodireehce Y
negotiations on a tripartite memorandum of understanding to facilitate the development of a
MneebozZgl =ho” GZlI mrk JeZgA,

19 This claim has not been tested.
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Transferring planrmg control to HCC would mean the removal of SCWA as the planning
authority. In addition to Counciteagagement, benefits of this approach potemticligle

the assessment of development applications and other statutory planningrdakisigior

the Coveat a reduced cost. However, it can be argued that in the absence of a master plan,
planning decisions should continue to be managed and undertaken ipphticahentity
appointed by, but independent of government.

The strategic importance diet remaining development sites for the Government is clear and

an early return of planning responsibility to the HCC presents some risks. It would result in the
ehl | h_  ma” dghpe”] ~ Zg] | dbeel @veaqd [r ma?”
potentially expose significant planning control decisions to political influence. Such an approach
\'hne] \hglb]~kZ[er k~]n\”~ ma” Aho”~kgf~r~gmAl \
waterfront area, in particular its key sites. The return of syaplémning powers to the

Council should therefore be considered only after exploring a number of options and

conditions.

Qabe” ghm ma”r B==AI i k" "~"kk”™] himbhg* bm bl
ma” =hng\ beAl \ h htinthe grepardtiogn ofzhgp Mmastergplarire partnérship

with Government, with full planning responsibilities transferring back to the Council when the
plan is finalised. This would ensure planning control fGotlegemains dgpoliticised in the

absencef a master plan providing the planning parameters.

Conclusions:

e Thererg Zz ~f~rgm h_ == bg ma”™ iezZggbg Zg] 1
important factor in achieving desired outcomes iCthwe

» However, the Government should retain cohtver the planning of th@oveAor its key
development sites at the very leAsintil the mechanisms (master plan and site
development plans) are in place to provide HCC with clear planning parameters upon
which to base planning control decisions.

e TheSCWA should be retained as the planning authority in the short to mtatmapuntil
ma” | mkzZm”» b\ iezZggbg _kzZf~phkd bl ]72~0”eh

e Bhp?ro”k* =hng\beAl _nee \hhi”*"kZmbhg Zg] bg
and development plans for key sites should be sought. Appropriate governance
arrangements would need to be established.

o The following are considered key elements of an appropriate role for the HCC in the short
to mediumterm:

- Anintegral role for the HC@ the preparation of the master plan and key site
development plans.

- Ajoint approach to (re)developing key sites of mutual interest.

- Agreement by Council to take up its position on the SCWA Board until the planning
function is returned.

. I mZg] Zkin*i KZ\ mb\~A ikh\~11l _hk ikh k~llbg"

Recent experience and discussions with key stakeholders has shown that the processes used
for releasing sites and selecting preferred developers for those sites may differ considerably, and
the gproach taken in earlier stages of the process can have a significant impact on subsequent
stages and final outcomes. For example, inconsistencies in process can lead to confusion and
damage developer confidence in dealing with Government. In additesspsathat do not

allow for frequent and timely consultation and communication with the community are likely to
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attract public criticism and opposition, and long delays as a consequence. This is particularly the
case for major developments and compleXarabntroversial projects.

While it is not appropriate to develop a single process to suit all developments, there is
considerable merit in establishing an agreed process or guigéinesilarly in relation to
measures that will improve transparealtgy for improved consultation and encourage
community inpul\as a baseline for major developments.

This section examines processes adopted for development recently, discusses some of the
lessons learned and outlines key best practice featuresdodigeced for inclusion in a
standard development process for major projects.

Development processes for Brooke Street Pier, Parliament Square and Macquarie $hed No.1
Zee f Zchk ]2~o0o”ehi f ~Aweleexamginedtd ipf@rk tmirévieyp Eam” k _k h g
process was/is being managed by a different organisation. While TasPorts is the official land
owner/manager for Brooke Street Pier and Macquarie Shed No.1, it commissioned DEDT to

act as its agent for Brooke Street Pier, but is managing the develomoess for Macquarie

Shed No.1 itself. Parliament Square is owned by the Crown and is being managed by Treasury.

The process of selecting a developer for Brooke Stre&tdXperienced a number of

problems which were played out in the media. It contbage/o stage process: Stage 1 EOIls

and shortlisting followed by a Stage 2 process for detailed submissions and the selection of a
preferred developer. The absence of a master plan f@dheand a development plan for

the site resulted in the proposalihg accepted as having met the written criteria, but did not
necessarily meet the expectations of the community. In addition, complexities in the proposals
and process led to delays, combined with confusion about who was responsible for announcing
the conmencement and results of each staded to significant silences on progress and

results of the process. Both TasPorts and DEDT agree that the long public silences, followed by
surprising outcomes, appear to be key factors contributing to the veryenegainses of
stakeholders and the public leading up to the final announcement of the preferred developer.

It is evident that the lessons gained from Brooke Street Pier have led TasPorts to reconsider its
two stage approach to the development of Macgusiied No.1, which has been put on hold

until the outcomes of this review are announced. The most significant changes TasPorts intend
to implement include:

e NZI JhkmlI A ]~\'blbhg mh fzgz "~ ma” ikh\ 211 b
project maager

e the introduction of a second stage to the EOI process, whereby proponents shortlisted in
the first stage will be invited to elaborate on their initiat|ehighproposalé the plans and
] kZpbg | h_ pab\a pbee [ ™wdbsiteforgublt] SZghgr f |
comment. Comments will be collated and provided to the evaluation panel and relevant
proponents to inform the next (now third) stage, which will involve the submission and

assessment of detailed development proposals and the seléetipreferred developer.

Based on its experience managing the development of Parliament Square, the Department of
Treasury has prepared a property development presessplafsee Attachment D) to

contribute to this review. It should be noted that doeninms still in draft form, has not been
reviewed by any other Government agency or stakeholders, and has no official status within the
Agency at this time.

20 The Government announced the preferred developer for Brooke Street Pier on 9 July 2008.

21 TasPorts (informally) and DEDT suggested that there was confusion between the role of TasPatsnas,land
>?>N ZI ma” Z > ~gm _ hk ]fficeirt reldtiontodecisionaking andcammuricatigrs | m”~ k A | h
management.
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The key distinguishing elements of the exemplar include:
e athree stage process to select a pref@ideveloper(s), comprising:

(i) Registrations of Interest (ROIs) to identify a shortlist of proponents that
demonstrate commercial viability and capacity and will be invited to participate in
the second stage

(i) Expressions of Interest (EOIs) involving theisslam of initial design concepts and
indicative bids (supported by a comprehensive suite of due diligence documents
and management of a data room by probity adviser)

(i) Requests for Tender (RFTs)/detailed proposals) involving the submission of detailed
devebpment proposals and formal bids, as well as public exhibition and consultation
on the design concepts, prior to the decision to select a preferred developer.

¢ a full analysis of the site and issues associated with its development and subsequent use

e thedw"ehi f*gm Zg] \e”"Zk Zkmb\neZmbhg h_ Aho"
principles for the site, which are then placed on public exhiitiith opportunity for
public comment if a site development plannwdeen prepared

e the adoption of a prect management approach to the project (e.g. project business plan,
risk register, business case, project governance etc), appropriate to the size and complexity
of the project. This includes the appointment of a project manager, preferably within
Governmat

e depending on size and complexity, appointment of a probity adviser for the project from
the outset

e advertising the commencement of the process widely

e testing the specifications of tender documentation against the needs and expectations of
the target mdeet (e.g. developers)

e preparation of a consultation and communications strategy at the commencement of the
project, with strategies to engage identified stakeholders from the outset and throughout
the project. The strategy should also provide forden®bfise ~ i khh _ h _ ma” A
consultation when the final decision/design/sale is announced

e cearly engagement with relevant planning authorities to identify issues for the project and
begin discussion around potential design/development issues sybeiddo

¢ inclusion of a requirement for public consultation on proposed solutiofimabst
I n[fbl Il bhgl Zg] [~_hk” ma”™ ik~ _"~kk”"] J]"~o"e
refinement, if necessary, and minimises the risk of major community isguessbed

e announcements by the sponsoring minister/Government champion at key milestones
through the process, for example, at commencement, inviting ROIs, EOIs and RFTs, and
announcing the preferred developer

e consideration of a range of specific conguitind communications for complex projects
including interpretative signs on site, dedicated project website, face to face meetings,
stakeholder presentations, site visits and briefings by the minister/champion for the
community etc

e consideration of a nge of risk management strategies, depending on the project, including
i """k k~"ob~pl h_* _hk ~qgzZfie”~* m~g]”*k ] h\nf:
bg]”~i~*g]”*gm ~qi”*kml S~, , Z Y]"~Ib g cnkr A"
producton of tender documentation.
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Conclusions:

e A standard best practice process for progressing development in the waterfront, along the
ebgnl h_ Nk~ZlnkrAl ~qg~fieZk* | ahande] [~ ] "™
adopted for all major developments.

e In paticular, the process should include aR@d stage involving the public exhibition of
ma” Aho~kgf~gmAl obl bhg* h[ Awiththdoppoltunitg g] ] ~
for public comment if a site development plan has not been developedildt iso
provide for regular consultation and public communication throughout the process.

Mechanisms for ensuring greater transparency, and community confidence in
processes and outcomes

A number of strategies and mechanisms for ensuring greateareacy and community

confidence are discussed in this report under the following sections:

The separation of planning and development functions.

. fZIl m*k ieZg _hk ma” ]J]”~o”ehif”~gm h_ Bh[ Zk]
The most appropriate role for the GovernmenttArchitec

A standard process for property development.

Mechanisms for providing greater opportunity for community input at all stages
of the development process

Greater opportunities for increased community input will primarily be provided through the
preparatiorof the master plan (and development plans for individual sites) and the preparation
and implementation of a best practice standard process for progressing major development
projects. Further detail is provided above in the master plan and standardsecitess

above.
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CONCLUSION

The analysis presented in this report is based on-Eebe&lmeview of assorted literature,

legislation, some agency input and consultation with key stakeholder organisations. It was
undertaken over a relatively short perad time and is intended to provide some preliminary

_bg]l bg | mh a”ei bg _hkf ma~ Jk~Afb~ kAl \hgl b]
] orehif~rgm h_ Bh[ZkmAl pZm~k_khgm,

The key conclusions of the review to date are presented below.

The separation of planning and development functions

The relatively small size of the SCWA prevents an appropriate separation within the
organisation of the planning and development functions. The SCWA has the capacity to
function as a planning authority, butentty lacks the powers, resources and expertise to
operate as a true development authority.

Assigning planning and development to different bodies could help ensure a more strategic and
integrated approach to development, improve consistency of pengsdsactual and

perceived conflicts of interest between planning and development decisions, and potentially,
ensure an appropriate skills mix for the task. However, own@xshét least significant

control Aof the land/key sites to be developed waagpear to be a critical success factor for

the development role.

Due to the scale of the development opportunities inGbeeand their potential commercial
value, establishing a new, dedicated development authority does not appear feasible.

It is suggsted that given its apolitical nature as a planning authority, access to the design panel
and collective corporate knowledge, the SCWA should continue to perform its planning role
until the master plan and development plans are finalised. It istagéhtbat a return of

planning powers to the HCC would be appropriate.

A master plan for the waterfront

The preparation of master plan will be a critical factor in addressing a range of issues arising
from the historical and current arrangements for genrront. However, it will be important

to ensure key stakeholders and the public understand what the Government means by a
master plan, as well as the process and timeline for its preparation.

The master plan should be a comprehensive, strategicdoalicyent, not a legally binding
instrument and should incorporate relevant information froi8utieans Cove Planning Scheme
and the UDF. In addition, it should include facts, analysis and specific recommendations for land
use, urban design, heritagees, access, open spaces and public amenities. It should cover
highlevel information about strategies for implementation (including staging, partnerships and
potential funding sources).

Ideally, the preparation of the master plan would be led by tieeGigernment in
partnership with HCC, and must involve extensive consultation with potential
investors/developers, businesses, residents and the wider community.

Specialist expertise will be required to assist with the preparation of the mastegaidiesse
of whether the project is managed by a Government agency, the SCWA or HCC.

The SCWA should be tasked withday] Zr i1 khc” "\ m fzZgz ~f~gm h_ J
including management of any consultants.
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The following are considered appropriatettiergovernance for the master plan project:
¢ the Ministefor Plannings the sponsor and owner of the master plan

e a partnership agreement between the Government and the HCC formalising joint
commitment to the preparation of the plan and its implementation

e a steering committee comprising executives from State Government (relevant agencies
and the Government Architect) and the HCC

e a project manager located within the SCWA (if retained as a planning authority).

The master plan will need to deal with developinpeojects and processes already underway.
Strategies to manage active projects, in the context of whatever future arrangements the
Government decides to adopt for tlimve will need to be considered to ensure developers
already engaged in projects hesdainty that the rules will not dramatically change for them.

The preparation and implementation of a master plan as outlined above will ensure a strategic
and consultative approach to planning and development of the waterfront. It will facilitate
community input into plans for the development of the waterfront, provide greater
transparency, and as a result, should increase developer and community confidence in
outcomes.

The most appropriate role for the SCWA

It is recommended that the SCWA be retairedhe planning authority while the strategic
planning framework is finalised in consultation with the community and to the satisfaction of
Government. This will ensure planning control decisions fGptleremain outside political
processes and influendhe alternativAreturning the planning function to the Council
immediatelAis not considered appropriate until the framework is in place.

The Authority should also be tasked with project managing the development of the master
plan. This would utig the current skills and expertise of staff, and help elevate the SCWA
design focus to a more strategic level while the master plan is being prepared. It also avoids
introducing an additional body with planning responsibilities, ensuring plannirty cotiteui
shortterm.

The role for the SCWA is also covered un8eparation planning andevelopmenpf master
plan for thevaterfronendEngagement of the HCC

A role for the Government Architect

As a highly qualified and experienced profesdioa&,overnment Architect would provide

expert advice to Government and act as an honest broker in deuiskomg about the
development of the waterfront. He/she could also advise on key design/development projects
and lend credibility to final decisidm®tigh public advocacy of good urban design.

The Government Architect should also play a central role in overseeing the preparation of a
master plan for the waterfront (e.g. on the steering committee), development plans for key
sites, and other major gegic, norstatutory planning and design documents.

In addition to contributing to the master plan and site development plans, the Government
Architect should also provide expert urban design advice (and potentially procurement/project
management) to supp significant Government development projects and processes.

The involvement of the Government Architect in the arrangements for the development of the
waterfront should help contribute to greater community confidence in processes and
outcomes.
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Engagement of the Hobart City Council

Therer g 2" ~f~gm h_ == bg ma”™ iezZggbg Zg] ] "o
important factor in achieving desired outcomes iCthe

However, the State Government should retain planning responsibilities fovehen@l the

strategic framework and mechanisms (master plan and site development plans) are in place.
Given the significance of the waterfront to the State and the sensitivities around the area, it is
vitally important that planning control decisionsatreubject to political processes and

influenceA at least until there are clear and agreed planning parameters that support the
Aho~kgf ~gmAl h[cA\ mbo”~l Zk” bg i ezZ\” mh "~ nb]

B==Al _nee \hhi”*"kZmbhg Zgtlembsteoptaramd f *gm bg ma
development plans for key sites should be sought. Appropriate governance arrangements will
need to be established to ensure the Council has appropriate representation and input.

The following are considered the key elements of an japgi@role for the HCC in the short
to mediumterm:

e anintegral role for the HCC in the preparation of the master plan and key site
development plans

e ajoint approach to (re)developing key sites of mutual interest

e agreement by Council to take up its posiobn the SCWA Board until the planning
function is returned.

A standard, best practice process for progressing development projects

A standard best practice process for progressing development in the waterfront, along the lines
h_ Nk ”™ ZI n kshoAld be preparédiardpiomoted by Government, and adopted for alll
major developments. This will provide greater consistency in process and certainty for
developers, increased transparency, greater opportunity for community input into development
outcomesalong the way, and increased developer and community confidence in processes and
outcomes.

In particular, the process should consider incorporatingRegigtration of Interest stage
bgoheobg™ ma” in[eb\ 2qab][ b rmaidleasigntprincipteafor Ah o " k
the siteAwith the opportunity for public comment if a site development plandiéen

prepared. It should also provide for regular consultation and public communication throughout

the process.
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ATTACHMENTS

A. Map of theSdivans Cove Planning Schiewfieating the key sites earmarked for major
development

B. Table presenting key development sites and related details (ownership/management
responsibility, status etc)

C. Summary of SCWA activities to date

D. Property development traaction process exemplar prepared by Treasury
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ATTACHMENT A: MAP OF THE SULLIVANS COVE PLANNING
AREA AND KEY SITES EARMARKED FOR DEVELOPMENT
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N.B. Details of the numbered sites are provided in Attachment B
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ATTACHMENT B: SULLIVANS COVE KEY SITES (AT SEPTEMBER 2008)

No. | Site Ownership Land Use/Character Current development Status
1. Montpeller Retreat Sultan Holdings Pty Lt Land currently used for open space ¢ Development application lodged and permit granted |
parking. large multuse project approved byC8VA. Application
now subject to an appeal before tResource
Management and Prang Appeal Tribunal
2. Princes Wharf Shed 1 Shed 1AThe Crown | Storage shed structur@sar parking, | Redevelopment of the shed was proposed by then
occasional use for social/cultural evel Premier Paul Lennon in early 2088unding request
(e.g. Taste of Tasmania). was put to the Treasurer in March 2008 for the desig|
phase (around $600k for consultants and project
management by SCWA), but has not been funded at
time.
The development of Dunn Place, City Hall and Prince
Wharf No.1 is currentlgeing discussed by the Premie
and Lord Mayor.

3. Princes Wharf Shed 2 Shed 2ATasPorts Storage shed structures.

4, Brooke St Pier TasPorts Small, poeguality wharf area. DEDT leading the development process. Preferred
developer announced in Julp&@ollowing tender
process. Project currently halted.

5. Parliament Square The Crown Collection of government. owned Divestment and redevelopment tender underway
(Salamanca Place, Murray [nbe] bg | b g\ en] | through Treasury. Successful tenderer to submit forn
Street, Davey Street block) building, state offices, Printing Autho| development plan consistent with the Haglrel

building, etc. development guidelines included in the tender.
6. Elizabeth Street south of Hobart City Council | Elizabeth Street roadway linking CBI No development proposed at this time.
Macquarie Street to Cove- major pedestrian spine
connecting waterfront to the city.
7. Elizabeth Street to Argyle Strq Hobart Aty Council Commercial uses, car parking and | A site development plan (undiie Land Use Planning

block (previously known as
Civic Square site)

vacant land (lawn).

and Approvals Ak993) suitable for inclusion in the
Sullivans Cove Planning Scheme was prepared for F
around 2003 (prior to the imduction SCWA Act). The
plan included expansion of the Tourism Information
Centre.

To date not included in planning scheme.
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TMAG/Dunn Place

The Crown/Hobart
City Council

Museum facilities, car parking.

Museum developments subject to master planning
process.

The development of Dunn Place, City Hall and Prince
Wharf No.1 is currently being discussed by the Prem
and Lord Mayor.

City Hall

Hobart City Council

Civic exhibition/performance building

Previous consideration for Concert Hall.
Thedevelopment of Dunn Place, City Hall and Prince
Wharf No.1 is currently being discussed by the Prem
and Lord Mayor.

10.

Wapping Parcel 4 (Adjacent
Theatre Royal)

The Crown

Car parking.

Previously subject to various development proposals
includig Menzies Centre.

Specific site guidelines reviewed in around 2004.
Referenced in planning schelirequires provision of
adjunct facilities for Theatre Royal.

11.

6 Evans St (TasPorts Cool
Store)

TasPorts

Cool storage facilities.

Status is unclear. Hasen excluded from New Royal
HobartHospital site investigations but appears affecti
the preferred model of RHH development.

Planning scheme has guidelines for site fronting Dayv
Street.

12.

Macquarie No.1 Shed

TasPorts

Storage shed, offices and 8QI

NZI Jhkml A 2?21 C i
completed but not released.

kh\ ~T 1 ho{

13.

Railyards area and Boral
Concrete Site Regatta Groung
including Huon Quays

The Crown and Boral

Hobart City Council
and private

Railyard operations (subject to
relocationto Transport Hub).

Existing concrete batching plant Huo
Quays recreational facilities,
use/conference facilities etc.

Proposed new RHH site.

Area subject taJrban Design Strategyrently being
prepared by SCWA/consultants in response to the
proposedrelocation of the RHH.

Huon Quays recent redevelopment for conference
facilities etc. Some talk of backpacker accommodati

14.

Mures CentrédKings Wharf

TasPorts

Restaurant, open space, car parking
marina.

Subject tdnternational Design Comipetk City Hall axis

15.

Franklin Wharf

TasPorts

Road, car park and open space.

SCWA design initiativerearrangement of car parkiAg
Sullivans Cove Urban Detail and Walking Trail Strate
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ATTACHMENT C: SUMMARY OF KEY ACTIVITIES UNDERTAKEN BY THE
AUTHORITY (SCWA) TO DATE

SULLIVANS COVE WATERFRONT

The following information is data taken frddW&\ annual reportrom 200405 to 200607. At the time of writing, the annual report for 2808 had not yet been

released. Where available, data aboutites undertaken since 2806 is based on information on the SCWA website. It is therefore likely that some more recent
activities are missing from this summary.

Numbers of applications for permits and planning appeals

Applications 2004/05* 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08
Planning 26 49 49 ?
Building 19 73" 42 ?
Plumbing 7 31 23 ?
Planning Appeals - 4 - ?

*  Authority commenced operations on 4 April 2005

AN

Note: GHD Pty Ltd was contracted to undertake the assdsstateidry planning (including planning scheme amendments), building and plumbing permit applicationsarger all financial

Other Activity

19 were for temporary occupancy permits

2004/05

2005/06

2006/07

2007/08

« Authority commenced operation on
April 2005.

Authority and Sullivans Covedign .
Panel met 10 times. On four occasior
the Authority and design panel met
together.

Authority met seven times and the Sulliv
Cove Design Panel met 10 tim@s four
occasions, the Authority and design pan
met together.

o Conversations in the Rerees
launched series designed to lift the
level of public debate and allow
members of the community to
interact with guest speakers who hg
some level of knowledge of
architecture, design, heritage value:
urban planning and other relevant
fields.

Five Conversations in the Guald. .
Those conducted were:

1. Good Contemporary Design (4 Au
2005).

2. Touching the Water (29 Sept 2005

3. Headlines and Heroes: Stories of
Waterfront (10 Nov 2005).

4. Beneath the Still Waters: Connect

ThreeConversations in the Gwid.

Those conducted were:

1. ; k™ rhng” i ”~hie?
public space? (11 Oct 2006).

2. See what they want to doto
waterfront (6 Feb 2007).

3. See what they want to do to our

waterfront (26 April 2007)

One Conversation in the Coas
held-

1. Esa Laaksonen on 'Alvar Aalto
Total Work of Art: Maison Louis
Carre in Bazoches, France' (19
2007).
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with Tasmania's Deep Hligtin
Sullivans Cove (2 March 2006).

5. Urban Design Challenges Facing
Sullivans Cove (22 June 2006).

Waterfront Reportdunched series
of ongoing newslettestyle
advertisements published in the
Mercury Edition 1 published on 21
May 2005.

Six editions dfVaterfront Report .
published.

Fou editions ofWaterfront Report
published.

Three editions ofVaterfront Report
publisied.

Work Program for 20086
developedAincluded development o

- Design Principles for the Public
Domain Authority will use
Principles to determine impact tt
any planning permit application
may have on public space in the
Cove

- Arts, Culture afitVents Stratedy
identify potential for increased
funding for the arts.

- International Design Competiior
provide design ideas for City Hal
axis.

Other projects include:
- Transport and movement strateg
- Ferry facilities for Brooke Street

- Improvements to car parking anc
pedestrian movement on Frankli
Wharf

IntroducedRegulationthat prescribe | o
notification requirements for a
development plan and amendments t
the Hobart WaterfronUrban Design
Framework 2004s well as levying fee
for arange of statutory matters. .

SCWA adopted an enforcement polic

Arrangements made to launitte
International Design Competition

Worked with TasPorts to improve
pedestrian access by removing a
significant number of lotgym car

parking spaces from FrimkVharf.

Engaged in discussions witkr 100
development proponents about their
projects and proposals.

Design Principles for the Public Domé
released for public comment.

=hglnemZgml Y k~*ih
arts, culture and eventstire Cove was
released for community feedback.

PreparedActivity Outloakitlining
cnmahkbmr Al ] bk?\
the next nine years.

International Design competitias
launched on 24 July 2006.

AmendedSullivans Cove Waterfront Auth
Act 2004

Authority involved in discussions with

TasPorts and the DED to facilitate the
replacement of infrastructure for ferries &
Brooke Street Pier.

Preliminary work undertaken to determin
ieZggbg™ k~lihgl?
announcement that the Hobart Railyards
to be the site for the new Royal Hobart
Hospital.

AmendedSullivans Cove Planning
Schem@ changes to signs schedu

Engaged consulting team to prepg
an urban design strategy for the
redevelopment of the Hobart
Railyards site.

Project managed Hobart Raitiea
project and provided advice to

Royal Hobart Hospital project tearn
preparing the Hospital master plar

Prepared design note on the use ¢
alfresco furniture in théove

Conducted an audit of lighting
conditions in a pilot area within the
Covewith a view to developing a
lighting strategy for tf@ove
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ATTACHMENT D: PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT TRANSACTION
PROCESS EXEMPLAR

Draft prepared by Treasury, based on model adopted for the development
of Parliament Square

Planning and Analysis

Undertake a full analg of the site and issues surrounding it, incorporating:
— site history, current uses and constraints

— identification of stakeholders, including any relevant parties/previous attempts to
sell/develop, to identify any existing sensitivities over the site

— preparation of extensive dwligence information on the site, to ensure the
Government is fully aware of any issues (e.g. contaminatitexggoal,
archaeological, heritage, building/site condition, services etc)

— based on the complexities of the site&lepment, scope of possible timeframes for the
transaction process, development, planning approvals etc.

Based on the site information gained, present options/issues to Government to arrive at a
Government position on the overall outcome, fagiel objeaves and timeframe for the
site/development. The resulting vision/objectives will provide clear parameters for the
project (refer Attachment 1 for the vision and Heytel outcomes for the Parliament

Square site).

Structure and Project Management

Identif and implement appropriate project management documentation and processes (e.g.
project business plan, risk register, business case etc), relevant to the size and complexity of
the project:

— Develop key project milestones to ensure that the project remainack.

Establish appropriate governance and personnel, as required for the level of the project. For
complex projects, this should address such issues as:

— highlevel steering committee, with capacity to provideleig input to the project
andens¥ ma” Aho”~kgf ~gmAl grn] Zk™ f~m* bg)\

— appropriate Project Manager, preferably within Government

— appointment of specialist consultants where resources/skills are not within Government
- if required appoint consultants witrosg credibility within the national market
(depending on size of project and targeted proponents).

Tender/Transaction Process

Establish a rigorous and robust tender/transaction pieassre consistency, openness
and do not cut corners in terms of pess for expediency.

Depending on the complexity of the project, the following aspects should be considered
during the preparation of the process and documentation:
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— Consider appointment of a probity adviser for the project (from the outset).

— Stage the terel process to enable time to refine requirements and to provide robust
evaluation, shatisting etc (refer Attachment 2 for the three stage tender process
implemented for the Parliament Square project).

— Advertise commencement of process widely, to net@geinst potential proponents
missing out on the opportunity to put forward their interest.

— Identify the required outputs of each stage:

A Early stages may take the form of marketing to identify and obtain interest from
appropriate proponents, thereby reqg more glossy documents pushing the
overall concept and the opportunity.

A Later stages will be morealt positioning the Government for the best
outcome and will require greater focus on legal terms and conditions, rather
than selling the project.

— Ensue consistency in documentation and set expectations of requirements, evaluation
criteria, major terms and conditions, anticipated timeframes, community consultation (to
be undertaken by the proponent and Government) and the requirement for proper
process arly on in the tender process.

e Ensure the specification of the tender documentation is tested against what the target
market (e.g. developers) would expect/need to resparsk of specialised sale advisers
will assist in this regard.

e |If the process invadg a design component, consider appointing a design jury/experts in
relevant assessment fields to add credibility to the assessment and provide Government
with independent, expert advice.

e Ensure that all due diligence information is released to all pntgpand that the
reports/analysis have been undertaken by relevant independent experts.

e Ensure that appropriate condition precedents are part of the sale agreement/contract to
ANglnk”” Z mbf~rer ]72o”ehif”~gm Sb, h\g ma” i khil
appropriate sanctions if timeframes are not met (these must be released early in the tender
process to set expectations with the proponents).

Consultation

e Prepare a stakeholder and community consultation plan at the commencement of the
project and engge fully with identified stakeholders from the outset (refer Attachment 3
for a flowchart outlining the timing of some of the key communications strategies
implemented for the Parliament Square project).

e Engage with the relevant planning authoritiesteadgntify issues for the project and to
begin discussion around potential design/development issues specific to the site (on
Parliament Square this involved six months of discussions with SCWA and Heritage
Tasmania prior to releasing the tender (reféachiment 4 for the design objectives and
i kbg\ bie~rl ]72"o0”ehi”] mh “nb]” ikhihg?"gmAl I






