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19 October 2021 

Department of Justice 

Office of the Secretary  

GPO Box 825 

HOBART TAS 7001 

E: haveyoursay@justice.tas.gov.au 
 

TASMANIAN PLANNING POLICIES 

The Tasmanian Land Conservancy (TLC) welcome the opportunity to make a submission on 
the scope, content and structure of the draft Tasmanian Planning Policies (TPP).  As one of 
Tasmania’s largest private landholders, we protect and manage areas with significant 
conservation values for nature and for the public good. We also work with the local 
landholders and the broader community to conserve nature, connecting habitat to build 
resilience across the landscape.  
 
It is in the state’s interest to look after nature, and strategic planning instruments that protect 
natural values across Tasmania are critical. The public benefit from healthy and intact 
natural systems includes water quality and retention, ecosystem function, pollination 
services, soil health and stability, aesthetic values, landscape resilience in a changing 
climate and personal wellbeing.  
 
The development of Tasmanian Planning policies provides an opportunity to develop a 
comprehensive strategic planning system that could improve the resilience of natural 
systems by enhancing the protection of natural and cultural values at a landscape scale. We 
also recognise the importance of State-wide Policies to provide the over-arching vision. 
 
We address each of the specific questions below.  
 
Do you agree with the scope of proposed TPP topics? What other topics and/or 
issues do you think the TPPs should cover? 
 
We note and welcome that that environmental protection, biodiversity and catchment 
management are specifically listed as issues to be addressed within the scope of each TPP 
topic. Within the topic of environmental protection there is scope to include a more 
comprehensive suite of issues.  These include: 
 

• Soil quality – erosion, salinity 

• Ground water 

• Animal pests and diseases 

• Weed management and diseases 

• Maintenance of ecological processes and genetic diversity 
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• Coastal processes and landforms should include coastal and estuarine 

 
We are encouraged to see the precautionary principle listed within the scope of the TPP 
relating to environmental protection.  Furthering the objectives of the Resource Management 
and Planning System (RMPS) as outlined in Schedule 1 of the Land Use Planning and 
Approvals Act 1993 through sustainable development involves:  

• ‘managing the use, development and protection of natural and physical resources in 
a way, or at a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their social, 
economic and cultural well-being and for their health and safety while – 

(a) sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources to meet the 
reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations; and 
(b) safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil and 
ecosystems; and 
(c) avoiding, remedying or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the 
environment.’ 

 
The most up to date information must inform decisions, and when we don’t have adequate 
information, the precautionary principle should apply.  
 
Do you agree that climate change should be integrated into all relevant TPPs?  
 
The complex impacts from climate change will impact all aspects of the environment and 
society and for this reason we agree that climate change should be integrated in all TPPs.   
 
Consideration should also be given to developing a climate change TPP.  Such a TPP would 

allow for a concise planning policy that could comprehensively cover all aspects of land use 

planning and ensure that emissions reductions are front and centre in all planning decisions. 

 
Do you think that the proposed template is appropriate and a useful way of providing 
guidance on what the TPPs should achieve? 
 
The template itself appears to offer a logical and clear layout and is a useful way of providing 
guidance on what the TPP’s should achieve.   
 
In conclusion 
 
The development of Tasmanian Planning Policies is an opportunity to achieve improved 
strategic planning and specifically to improve the protection of significant natural and cultural 
heritage values across the Tasmanian landscape. We welcome the inclusion of 
environmental and heritage protections. In order to adequately address each of these 
important topics within the context of planning there is a requirement to have a greater 
understanding of these values.  For example, an important component of an effective 
planning policy relating to biodiversity will be a requirement to improve the mapping of 
natural values. 
 
Natural Assets Code and Priority Vegetation Overlay 
 
Strategic land use planning through the development of TPPs is an opportunity to address 
an existing deficiency within the statutory Tasmanian planning scheme and how 
environmental protection can be improved.  By way of example, the Tasmanian Planning 
Scheme Natural Assets Code, and the application of the Priority Vegetation Layer, should be 
applied across all zones (including agriculture).  For a TPP relating to environmental 
protection to be effective it should serve to establish the intent and guide land use zoning 
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and future development and it should address the current deficiency whereby the natural 
assets code is not applied to all zones.   
 
The TPPs and the strategic planning associated with their development represents an 
opportunity to address the existing inconsistency relating to the application of the natural 
assets code.   
 
As an organisation with land and associated partnerships throughout the state we have a 
strong interest in land use planning, particularly regarding the recognition and protection of 
natural assets on a landscape scale. The TLC welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback 
on the scope, content and structure of the Tasmanian Planning Policies and we look forward 
to the future submission process for the content of the TPPs. 

Our thanks again for the opportunity to provide a submission. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 

 
 
 

James Hattam 

CEO, Tasmanian Land Conservancy  



 
 

   
     
  
   

   

   

   

          

     
      

   

        
      

     

           
          
          

        
 

          

           
       

  

           
     

 

   

   

  

   

     

 

  

   

Department of Justice 
Office of Strategic Legislation and Policy 
GPO Box 825 
HOBART TAS 7001 

By email: haveyoursay@justice.tas.gov.au 

22 October 2021 

To Whom It May Concern, 

Scope of the draft Tasmanian Planning Policies – Have your say 

The Tasmanian Independent Science Council appreciates the opportunity to comment the 
Tasmania’s Government’s Tasmanian Planning Policies: Scoping Paper for draft TPPs which is 
currently open for public comment. 

Strategic, state-wide policies are an important component of Tasmania’s Resource Management and 
Planning System, and the Science Council commends the Government for taking action to address 
the need to identify critical issues, to canvass opinion and advance policy solutions. 

The Science Council would prefer to see the development of State Policies, established by the 
Tasmanian Parliament, as these provide for a whole of Government approach and are more 
transparent. However, more narrowly focused TPPs are a step in the right direction and will 
influence the future of Tasmania as they help to shape the planning system and react to emerging 
issues. 

The Science Council recommends some additional topics and issues the TPPs could cover. 

We consider the best approach to addressing climate change would be to adopt a State Policy on 
Climate Change to help to implement the Climate Change Act, as well as integration across all 
relevant TPPs. 

We look forward to providing input to the content of the new draft Tasmanian Planning Policies 
when they are released for public consultation in 2022. 

Yours sincerely, 

Tasmanian Independent Science Council 

Contact for further advice from TISC 

Dr David Campin 

Queensland International Fellow 

Founding Member Tasmanian Sustainable Development Advisory Council 1993-1996 

info@tassciencecouncil.org 

www.tassciencecouncil.org 
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The Tasmanian Independent Science Council 

The Tasmanian Independent Science Council is dedicated to science and evidence based policy 
reform to ensure the long-term health of Tasmania’s critical environments. We are composed of 
scientists and relevant professionals who are a source of independent, non-government advice. 

Our goals are to: 

• Connect science to public policy; 
• Drive innovation in managing the use of Tasmania’s terrestrial, freshwater and marine 

ecosystems; and 
• Engage community, business and political leaders to find and implement solutions to the 

challenges of environmental stewardship in Tasmania. 

We seek to achieve these goals by compiling and synthesising research, producing papers on key 
issues, commissioning independent research, making submissions on legislative reforms and leading 
public debate through the media and events on the science-policy nexus. 

State Polices vs Tasmanian Planning Polices 

Tasmania only has three State Policies: these relate to coastal development (State Coastal Policy 
1996), the protection of agricultural land (State Policy on the Protection of Agricultural land 2009) 
and protection of water quality (State Policy on Water Quality Management 1997). The 
development of a full suite of State Policies stopped in around 2009. 

The full definition of Planning Policies should not be overlooked, namely “Tasmanian sustainable 
development policies”, the longer name incorporates legislative aspects possibly overlooked but are 
essential when considering the purpose of this instrument. 

The development of State Policies is a robust process that delivers a suite of long-term outcomes. It 
may be slow but a valued outcome is borne of rigor. The conceptual framework that sets the process 
and milestones to produce an SPP was strongly debated at the time of the early 1990s, those 
matters and drivers have not disappeared. A significant legislative review of local government 
administration, parliamentary governance and community input sought robust solutions but it 
would appear that those lofty goals have been set aside as being too hard. A review of the 
supporting documents behind the policy initiatives of the 1990s would help inform the current 
process as to reasoning for the legislative reforms. 

The Science Council would prefer to see the development of a full and up to date suite of State 
Policies, established by the Tasmanian Parliament, as these provide for a whole of Government 
approach and are more transparent. State Policies create longer term strategic direction across a 
range of issues, as they are more likely to survive changes in Governments. 

By comparison, TPPs are signed off by the Planning Minister and affect Tasmania’s land use planning 
system only. 

Although the Science Council’s preference is for the development of State Policies, we welcome 
efforts to develop strategic policy direction for land use in Tasmania. 

The Science Council would suggest that TPPs be designed for a finite life of, say, ten years to ensure 
the currency of policy initiatives in response to pressures and advantages of the Tasmanian State. 
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Additional topics and issues for TPPs 

The Science Council consider there should be additional topics and issues that the TPPs could cover. 

Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting 

We note the absence of a State of the Environment Report since 2009. In order to fully inform the 
government on achievements by the Tasmanian community as a whole in meeting these new TPPs 
and the existing SPPs, the Science Council advocates the formation of a new Office of Parliamentary 
Commission for the Environment to implement the requirement (SPPA s29) to produce a State of the 
Environment Report. It is suggested that Tasmania carefully consider the well-trodden path that 
New Zealand has taken to develop this role. It is noteworthy that the current (NZ) Commissioner, Mr 
Simon Upton, was the Minister responsible for the passing of the NZ Resource Management Act, an 
act that had significant influence on the transformation of land planning and environmental 
legislation of the early 1990s in Tasmania. The old adage “you can’t manage what you don’t 
measure” is profound in respect to living within tolerable bounds and to ensure the elements of 
sustainable development prevail. 

We recommend a new Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting TPP topic be included to drive these 
considerations under other instruments and authorities. Consistent with other statutory planning in 
Tasmania, Tasmania’s resource management and planning system should also be evaluated to 
ensure it is achieving its objectives. 

The TPP on Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting should be linked to State of the Environment 
Reporting both at the State and National levels. 

Under the State Policies and Projects Act 1993 Tasmania must release a State of Environment Report 
every five years and the Minister must table it in Parliament. So far, three Tasmanian State of the 
Environment reports have been prepared: 1997, 2003 and 2009. The SoE reports provide a strategic 
view to shape policy and action. However, it is noted that it is twelve years since the last SoE was 
released. 

Environmental Protection TPP could also include new issues: 

• Geodiversity and geoconservation 
• Air-quality 
• Soil quality – erosion, salinity 
• Ground water 
• Cumulative environmental impacts 
• Land contamination 
• Ecological restoration 
• Animal Pests and diseases 
• Weed management and diseases 
• Maintenance of ecological processes and genetic diversity 

Public engagement in planning processes TPP could also include new issues: 

• Transparency, fairness and independence 

Should climate change be integrated into all relevant TPPs? 
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The Science Council agrees with the authors of the Scoping Paper that climate change will have 
impacts on all aspects of our community, economy and environment and that the development of 
TPPs provides a unique opportunity to properly integrate climate change adaptation and mitigation 
into Tasmania’s land use planning system. 

We consider a specific climate change TPP as well as integrating the issues across all relevant TPPs 
would be best to ensure reduction of emissions of greenhouse gases and mitigate the impacts of 
climate change on the Tasmanian community. Although, in accordance with our concerns above, the 
development of a State Policy on Climate Change would be more appropriate than a Climate Change 
TPP. 

The climate change policy should refer to Tasmania’s legislated greenhouse gas emissions target and 
detail how the State Planning Provisions and the Regional Land Use Strategies will be practically 
required to achieve this target. 
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Derwent Estuary Program Limited 

ABN:14 618 265 571 

Level 4, 24 Davey St, Hobart TAS 7000 

T: 03 6231 2314 www.derwentestuary.org.au 

 

19 October 2021 

Department of Justice 
Office of the Secretary 
GPO Box 825 
HOBART  TAS  7001 
 

Re: Tasmanian Planning Policies Scoping Paper 

 

To the Planning Policy Unit, 

The DEP is supportive of the intent to make clear planning policies for the future of Tasmania 
that incorporate implementation pathways and we welcome the opportunity to contribute 
to this review. 

The DEP provides science to inform the management of the Derwent estuary including water 

quality, catchment management, habitat and biodiversity protection and restoration, coastal 

processes and landforms, sea level rise and its effect on coastal and riverine communities, 

use and development in the coastal and estuarine zone, sewerage and stormwater 

management, water flow management etc. Our work in this area with our partner 

organisations for over 20 years has shown that the best management outcomes are 

obtained when issues are considered on a broad scale and acknowledge their 

interconnected nature. From this point of view, we would strongly advocate that the scope 

of the TPP's include planning policies that embrace and encourage a holistic approach to 

planning. We believe that this would result in better planning outcomes, better 

environmental outcomes, and better community outcomes.  

 

Implementation 

We have experienced that the most effective way to implement land use requirements is 

through the planning scheme and would like to see the implementation strategies actioned 

to ensure that outcomes are met. For example, the State Policy on Water Quality 

Management is written well and has good intentions, but its implementation is not well 

supported through the TPS. Therefore, the intentions of the policy to improve and manage 

water quality for its values are not being maximised. How does the TPP and the PPU 

envisage that full implementation of the policies is achieved in a timely fashion?  

An issue we have been grappling with is the management of stormwater. Southern and 
northern councils have been working with us, the Tamar Estuary and Esk Rivers Program and 
the Local Government Association of Tasmania to develop standards, guidance and policies 
that can be adopted by councils to achieve some consistency across the state in the absence 



 

 

Derwent Estuary Program Limited 

ABN:14 618 265 571 

Level 4, 24 Davey St, Hobart TAS 7000 

T: 03 6231 2314 www.derwentestuary.org.au 

of a stormwater code in the TPS. We would like to see this code reinstated to provide clearer 
direction for both councils and developers in managing stormwater so they can meet the 
objectives of the State Policy on Water Quality Management. 

 

Vision statement  

We suggest that a vision for the TPP's is clearly articulated to guide the implementation of all 
policies, along with a clear set of guiding principles that all policies must adhere to, for 
example:  

Vision (example only) 

The Tasmanian Planning Policies will support the development of thriving, resilient 
and sustainable communities and environments.  

Policy principles (examples only) 

• Sustainable use of land and natural resources 

• Development will provide for communities that are designed for the future 
e.g population change, climate impacts etc 

• Prioritises liveability and health 

• Considers development in the context of surrounding community and 
environment 

 

Structure of Topics and Issues 

We believe that the structure that has been proposed regarding Topics and Issues would 

better facilitate outcomes if they incorporated the inter-relationships between many of the 

issues. We are concerned that the current structure will continue to silo aspects of 

development that need to be managed with a more inclusive and holistic focus. A holistic 

focus will optimise liveable spaces that facilitate thriving and resilient communities. 

For instance, when considering a development - water quality, catchment management, 

flooding, pleasant places to live and stormwater would ideally be considered as one concept 

but are currently separated into four different TPP Topics that reinforce the separation of 

the issues. 

Can the TPP template include a section listing the issues that also need to be considered to 

ensure planning matters are holistically addressed? Removing the Topics may avoid 

compartmentalisation of issues.  

An alternate option could be to acknowledge the connection of the topics/ issues in an 

appropriate diagram similar to the example shown below that articulates the connected 

nature of these topics.  
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To: Planning Unit 
Subject: FW: Tasmanian Planning Policies - Scoping Paper 
Date: Friday, 22 October 2021 9:58:51 AM 
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From: Gretton, Rodney  
Sent: Friday, 22 October 2021 9:44 AM 
To: Have Your Say <HaveYourSay@justice.tas.gov.au> 
Subject: Tasmanian Planning Policies - Scoping Paper 

Dear Mr Risby, 

Thankyou for providing TasWater the opportunity to provide input into scoping the Tasmanian 
Planning Policies (TPP’s). 
Based on the scoping paper that has been provided this stage of consultation relates to the 
strucuture of the TPP’s rather than the substantive content of the TPP’s. 

To that end TasWater provides the following feedback: 

1. Do you agree with the scope of the proposed TPP topics – yes. 

2. Do you agree with the scope of the proposed TPP issues – yes generally, see additional 
comments. 

Additional comments – TasWater thinks Irrigation should be split into two section though, so 
that Tasmanian Irrigation schemes and TasWater reuse schemes are addressed separately. 

Water quantity/water security is not expressly stated as a consideration in the scoping paper 
and so should be included with ‘water quality’ within the Environmental Protection TPP topic. 

Drinking water catchments should also be included within coastal zones in the economic 
development TPP not just the Environmental Protection TPP. 

3. What other topics and/or issues do you think the TPPs should cover – Nil 

4. Do you agree that climate change should be integrated into all relevant TPPs – yes 

5. Do you think that the proposed template is appropriate and a useful way of providing 
guidance on what the TPPs should achieve – yes, however subject to the contents, it may 
be wise to include a section within the templates to set out roles and responsibilities as 
part of the implementation statements. If this is not done clear communication needs to be 
provided so that this is clear. 

Regards 

Rodney Gretton 
Legal Counsel 



                  
                     

 
 

 
         

 
 

 

A GPO Box 1393, Hobart TAS 7001 
10-18 Birdwood Avenue, Moonah, TAS 7009 

E              
W           http://www.taswater.com.au/ 

Have I been helpful? Please provide feedback by clicking here. 

Disclaimer 

This email, including any attachments, may be confidential and/or legally privileged. You must not use, access or disclose it other than
for the purpose for which it was sent. If you receive this message or any attachments or information in it in error, please destroy and
delete all copies and notify the sender immediately by return email or by contacting TasWater by telephone on 136992. You must not
use, interfere with, disclose, copy or retain this email. TasWater will not accept liability for any errors, omissions, viruses, loss and/or
damage arising from using, opening or transmitting this email 



 

Department of Police, Fire and Emergency Management 

STATE EMERGENCY SERVICE 

GPO Box 1290  HOBART  TAS  7001 

Phone (03) 6173 2700 

Email ses@ses.tas.gov.au  Web www.ses.tas.gov.au 

 

Our ref: A21/214572 

 
20 October 2021 
 
Ms Ginna Webster 
Secretary 
Office of the Secretary 
Department of Justice 
GPO Box 825 
HOBART  TAS  7001 
 
 
Dear Ms Webster 
 
STATE EMEREGENCY SERVICE SUBMISSION ON THE TASMANIAN PLANNING 
POLICIES – SCOPING PAPER FOR DRAFT TASMANIAN PLANNING POLICIES  
 
Introduction 
 
The State Emergency Service (SES) recognises the current work to prepare Tasmanian 
Planning Policies (TPPs) builds on work commenced in 2016 as part of the Tasmanian 
Planning System reform.  
 
SES acknowledges the significance and importance of the introduction of TPPs as a new 
layer of policy in the planning system. SES supports the proposed position of TPPs in the 
planning system hierarchy and the proposed functions they would have in the planning 
system, i.e. to: 

• Provide strategic principles to guide the regional objectives and planning directions 

within the Regional Land Use Strategies (RLUS); 

• Provide the context for future reviews of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme’s State 

Planning Provisions (SPPs); and 

• Guide the spatial application of the SPPs, in Local Provisions Schedules (LPS). 

SES provides the following responses to the key consultation questions provided in the 
Scoping Paper as they relate to the SES portfolio. 
 
Do you agree with the scope of the proposed TPP topics? 
 
SES supports the scope of the TPP topics to include the topic of ‘Hazards and Risks’ with 
the issues to be considered under this topic to include: 

• Bushfire; 

• Flooding; 

• Landslide; 

• Sea level rise, coastal inundation, and erosion; 

• Acid sulphate soils; and 

• Man-made hazards – emissions, contaminated land, soil quality/risks. 



SES suggests the issue named, ‘Sea level rise, coastal inundation and erosion’, be renamed 
to a simpler title, for example, ‘Coastal hazards’. 
 
There is strong agreement in the broader international and national strategic planning 
frameworks for the consideration of land use planning to address the issue of natural 
hazards and disaster resilience. This includes the:  
 

• Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-20301 – this framework aims to 

guide the multi-hazard management of disaster risk in development at all levels as 

well as within and across all sectors; 

• National Disaster Risk Reduction Framework2 – the strategic context and policy 

environment described within the strategy provides a clear context for land use 

planning policy for disaster risk reduction; 

• Profiling Australia’s Vulnerability: The interconnected causes and cascading effects 

of systematic disaster risk3 – provides a strategic basis for settlement planning that 

considers multi-hazard risk assessment, with a base premise that hazards lead to 

disaster where they meet with an exposed and vulnerable society and when the 

consequences exceed people’s capacity to cope; 

• Tasmanian Disaster Resilience Strategy 2020 – 20254 – this strategy’s third goal, 

Reducing Disaster Risk, strategy 3.1 provides for addressing vulnerabilities 

through land use planning schemes, building and other regulations and natural 

resource management plans; and 

• Floodplain Management Australia’s Position Policy – Floodplain Risk Management in 

Land Use Planning5 – this policy provides the position that the overall approach to 

addressing flood risk management in the planning system be based on a risk-based 

approach tailored to meet the social, economic and environmental context of 

individual floodplains and communities within them. Planning must recognise how 

climate change is changing the nature and frequency of flooding. 

SES supports the notion that the TPP’s will need to work together as an integrated set of 
policies as they are implemented through the planning system.  
 
It will be critical to provide clear guidance to support the integrated application of the TPP’s 
to work effectively to avoid confusion, replication, and conflicting outcomes. For example, it 
is proposed in the scoping paper that the issue of Coastal processes and landforms will be 
nested within the topic of Environmental Protection, while Coastal inundation and coastal 
erosion are nested within the topic of Hazards and risks. Coastal inundation and coastal 
erosion are understood to be natural coastal processes that can also be hazards, so there 
will need to be very clear planning objectives and guidance provided to ensure the 
application of the TPP’s is clear across these two topics. 
 
 
 

 
1 United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015 
2 Australian Government, 2018 – Department of Home Affairs, National Disaster Risk Reduction Framework 
3 Australian Government 2018 – Department of Home Affairs, Profiling Australia’s Vulnerability: The interconnected 
causes and cascading effects of systematic disaster risk 
4 Tasmanian Government, 2019, Department of Premier and Cabinet, Office of Security and Emergency Management, 
Tasmanian Disaster Resilience Strategy 2020 - 2025 
5 Floodplain Management Australia (FMA) revised its Policy Position – Floodplain Risk Management in Land Use 
Planning, in May 2021. The purpose of the policy is to present a concise FMA endorsed position that can be used in 
advocating best practice about how land use planning should address flood risk management issues. 



Do you agree with the scope of the proposed TPP issues? 
 
SES supports the scope of the proposed TPP issues and the way flood and coastal hazards 
have been nested under the ‘Hazards and Risks’ topic. 
 
What other topics and/or issues do you think the TPPs should cover? 
 
There may be gaps in the Hazards and Risks topic related to cliff instability, rockfall and 
debris flow but there would likely be capacity to nest such matters within the existing 
proposed scope. Geotechnical analysis for the landslide hazard map may already have 
accounted for these matters to some degree, however, additional analysis at the State level 
may be required to provide the evidence to plan spatially for such matters. 
 
It might be the right time to evaluate the adequacy of the current building control system to 
address other issues such as earthquake, heatwave, severe storm, wind, karst systems, 
riverine erosion and accretion. There may be aspects of these matters that require 
integration into the TPPs. 
 
Do you agree that climate change should be integrated into all relevant TPPs? 
 
SES supports the notion that climate change be integrated into all relevant TPPs. There are 
some aspects of climate change that are already integrated into the planning system and 
are being implemented. For example, coastal hazard planning and consideration of state-
wide projections for sea level rise are integrated into the TPS - State Planning Provisions 
and Local Provisions Schedules and associated state-wide hazard assessment and spatial 
analysis. 
 
It is possible that there may be aspects of climate change mitigation that would be better 
served standing alone and not integrated, for example, state-wide low emissions 
development strategy, conservation planning, carbon sinks and carbon accounting. 
However, these matters are outside the scope of the SES portfolio and would be better 
addressed by the Department of Premier and Cabinet. 
 
Do you think that the proposed template is appropriate and a useful way of 
providing guidance on what the TPPs should achieve? 
 
SES supports the proposed template but notes that there are some gaps and departures 
from the concept described on page 7 of the Scoping Paper, in the examples provided in 
the Appendix.  
 
SES notes that the purpose of the TPPs described on page 7 of the Scoping Paper includes 
that the TPPs will (in part) – ‘provide strategic principles to guide the regional objectives and 
planning directions within the regional land use strategies’. 
 
The principles approach proposed in the scoping paper is notionally supported by SES, 
however a definition of what a strategic principle is, is needed so that clarity and 
differentiation is provided between ‘Strategic Principle’ and ‘Objective’. For example, a 
Strategic Principle could be defined and understood to be a fundamental truth that is 
applicable now and for the foreseeable future, can be applied in any situation and not be 
changed based on circumstance, with clear line of sight to the objectives of the Resource 
Management and Planning System of Tasmania. This compares to an Objective that may 
be changed to reflect a time bound circumstance perhaps through an implementation plan 
that is intended to mature over time. 
 





 The Salvation Army Australia Territory 
  Tasmania Divisional Headquarters 

115 Central Avenue, Derwent Park TAS 7009 
PO Box 219, Moonah TAS 7009 

P 6228 8400   

 

Department of Justice 
Office of the Secretary 
GPO Box 825 
HOBART   TAS   7001 

Via email: haveyoursay@justice.tas.gov.au 

 

To Office of the Secretary 

The Salvation Army welcomes the opportunity to comment as part of the public consultation 
process concerning Tasmanian Planning Policies (TPPs), which seek to establish a high-level 
policy framework for the Tasmanian planning system. In particular, we are keen to ensure that 
the opportunity is taken-up to include minimum provisions for social and affordable housing within 
the context of TPPs going forward. 

The issues of housing affordability, rising homelessness and the manifestly inadequate supply of 
social and affordable housing has been well ventilated for many years now, yet continues 
unabated on a trajectory that will ensure many unfulfilled lives for the foreseeable future. This 
situation is only exacerbated by COVID-19, adding further stress on families and their financial 
security. 

Every day, The Salvation Army, and many other agencies providing housing and homelessness 
services, are supporting increasing numbers of families and individuals who are either already 
experiencing homelessness, or who are struggling to maintain housing due to the lack of 
affordable housing options. As this situation continues to worsen, it is evident that much more 
needs to be done to ensure issues of affordability are addressed and new pipelines of social and 
affordable housing are provided to individuals and communities in need. 

In the absence of control over macroeconomic levers such as interest rates, minimum wage, 
income support or taxation, state planning systems can provide a pathway for decisionmakers, 
investors and developers to enable social and affordable housing to be built in all areas by 
specifying it as a requirement within TPPs. Such a planning commitment would then encourage 
development that factors in social and affordable housing, while also specifying the ‘gap’ where 
governments, business and communities, are called upon to fill with funding and other subsidies 
and incentives to build more social and affordable housing. 

As the Minister for Local Government and Planning outlines in his Forward to the Scoping Paper 
for draft TPPs, the development of the TPPs provides unique opportunities to integrate other 
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From: Ashley Thornton  
Sent: Friday, 22 October 2021 9:36 AM 
To: Have Your Say <HaveYourSay@justice.tas.gov.au> 
Cc: Michael Edrich  
Subject: Draft Tasmanian Planning Policies 

Department of Justice 

To whom it may concern, 

Please find below a submission on behalf of the Circular Head and Waratah-Wynyard Councils. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the scoping paper for the draft Tasmanian Planning 
Policies (TPPs). This submission focusses upon the TPP topics and associated Issues. We have 
compared these issues with the current matters of interest within our communities. We feel that 
there is a lack of certainty that these matters of interest will be encompassed within the Issues 
listed. Therefore, we would recommend that the issues become more descriptive, so that there 
is certainty prior to moving on to the next stage of the project. We don’t want to be seen 
endorsing the Issues, expecting certain matters to be addressed, to then be told latter that those 
matters are outside the scope of the Issues as listed. 

Topical matters in the North-West include wind farms, with many proposed and more likely to 
come based on state government targets under the Tasmanian Renewable Energy Action Plan. 
Electricity and energy is listed under the Infrastructure topic, but the terms wind farms or 
renewable energy are not specifically mentioned. Using the below hierarchy, our community 
would request direction from the State in a TPP as to what level of supply is required 
(incorporating the targets), the regional land use strategy would then identify preferred 
locations/no go areas, and these would then be implemented within the planning schemes using 
zoning and overlays. 



               
             

             
                 

                    
             

              
                

 
                

           
           

           
                

               
               

                
                    

               
             

            
            

 
               
             

               
                 

      
 

               
            

 

The next topical matter that is emerging in the North0West of the State is fish farming. 
Agriculture is identified as an issue under the Economic development topic, but aquaculture is 
not listed. It is recommended that aquaculture also be listed under Economic Development. The 
phrase “Use and development in the coastal zone” has been used, but it is not clear what this 
issue is. Is it a pseudonym for aquaculture or fish farms, or is it meant to cover a wider range of 
competing uses, that will be impacted by coastal processes? Off-shore wind farms, fish farms, 
wave energy, residential development and agricultural land that will be lost to coastal refugia. A 
more specific description is required to provide certainty prior to moving to the next stage of TPP 
development. 

An issue that can be addressed by the TPPs is the current restrictive interpretation of the PAL 
policy, restricting residential development in the rural zones. Under the topic Liveable 
settlements, we would recommend encouraging development by allowing mixed uses on rural 
properties to foster more intensive and innovative use of the land (Ag/residential/tourism). 
Smaller lots (less than 10ha) are being left unused or underutilised. However, a hobby farm is a 
better use of the land than no farm. Then furthers potential for more agri-tourism, which is 
action 10 of the State’s Agri-tourism Strategy. Current practice shows that it is often the tree-
changers looking for a lifestyle block that are interested in setting up a hobby farm crossed with 
a farm stay, small café or farm stall, but need to live on the site in which to develop it. While 
drafters of the SPPs advise that there is the potential to consider such developments is available 
within the zone codes, decisions from the Tribunal suggest otherwise, and severally restrict this 
opportunities when in proximity to other primary industries. More flexibility is required within 
the SPPs to achieve Action 10, and this can start with the TPP. 

Finally, it is noted that Aboriginal heritage has been included as an issue, but currently sits 
outside the Resource Management and Planning System. It is acknowledged that there has been 
a review of the Aboriginal Heritage Act in which the Councils provided a submission, but have 
not had an update since the consultation stage. Is this an indication that a decision been made to 
encompass the Act within the planning system? 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the draft TPPs. We hope the above requests for 
clarification and inclusion are considered favourably and reflected in the final scoping paper. 

Regards, 



 
 

 
    

    
   

 

     
 
 

          
          

      
    

 
      

 

Ashley Thornton 
MANAGER DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATORY SERVICES 
Waratah-Wynyard and Circular Head Councils 
6443 8340 (Wynyard)  

 

Waratah-Wynyard and Circular Head Councils take our responsibility to our community 
seriously.  For accurate and up-to-date information regarding the current COVID-19 Pandemic 
please visit one of the following websites. 
Australian Government Coronavirus website at 
https://www.health.gov.au/news/health-alerts/novel-coronavirus-2019-ncov-health-alert 

Tasmanian Department of Health updates are at 
https://www.dhhs.tas.gov.au/news/2020/coronavirus update 
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From: Rex Cassidy  
Sent: Friday, 22 October 2021 10:26 AM 
To: Have Your Say <HaveYourSay@justice.tas.gov.au> 
Subject: Comment on the draft TPP's 

Dear sir 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope of the draft Tasmanian Planning Policies 
Council planning staff have reviewed the documentation provided and discussed same in a Council workshop, 
inviting comment from our Councillors. 
From that discussion and review of documents, the following is provided as comments for consideration as part of 
that process. 

Scope and issues - The scope of the Tasmanian Planning Policies and issues raised should be expanded to include a 
broader range of policies. As the State Planning Provisions have been developed prior to the policies, it is clear that a 
position has already been taken on certain topics. However, the scope of the planning policies does not necessarily 
cover the range of topics that have been regulated under the scheme. 
It is also noted that policies should clearly indicate what is desirable, as well as clearly indicating what is not 
desirable. 

Liveable Settlements – The planning policies should recognize that settlements are unique and sometimes have a 
distinct character. A policy around the recognition of the individuality of settlements provides the strategic head of 
power to allow, where appropriate, for local planning to deviate from the State Planning Provisions and provide for a 
specific character. 
Heritage Protection – Heritage protection should be expanded to include specific acknowledgement of Maritime 
Heritage. George Town in particular has important places of maritime significance. York Cove has significance as a 
Launceston holiday destination and steamer port. Windmill Point is the site of Patterson’s landing and the 
establishment of the first European settlement in the north, along with some of the first conflicts with the local 
Aboriginal community. The Low Head Pilot Station remains the oldest continual running Pilot in Australia. 
Health and wellbeing should be more broadly expanded to include walkability, as well as incorporating things like 
Covid 19 and other disease control. 

Public engagement in Planning – A policy should be included regarding the drafting of planning provisions, 
particularly Acceptable Solutions, such that they can be clearly understood by the general public and are unequivocal 
in their intent. 

Discretionary Uses – Council’s currently struggle with how to assess Discretionary Uses as there is rarely sufficient 
cause to refuse an application on the basis that it is “simply a bad idea” despite it being at Council’s discretion. Policy 
should provide scope for the extent and intent of the Planning Authority powers, such that it is incorporated into the 
system with less ambiguity. 

Covenants and private planning – Council’s are often in conflict with private covenants on existing titles. It is 
recommended that Policy clearly state the relationship between private covenants and statutory planning. Should 
the system be supportive of developers using private covenants as a means to undertake private planning and 
manage the character of residential subdivisions and the Council/State step out of the way? Or should we be 
endeavouring to halt private planning arrangements and covenants that are in conflict with the statutory planning 
provisions? 

Should climate change be a stand alone policy -  Do not agree that Climate Change should not be a stand alone 
Policy. The policies can accommodate a stand alone policy as well as be incorporated as issues under various 
relevant topics. 



 
              

                   
                

                     
         

 
            

                 
                

                
                  

         
 

         
                 

                  
                   
                  

                 
                

                   
                  

 
 

          
               

                
             

 
               

                  
 

 
           

       
                    

                  
                    

  
 

               
                     

               
 

        
 
 

 
    

      
    

Should covid 19 be a stand alone policy -  Covid 19 should not be a stand alone policy or incorporated specifically in 
other standards. It is reasonable to consider the impact that Covid 19 has had, and develop a broader policy within 
the Health and Wellbeing banner that considers air quality within buildings, disease control and isolation across a 
broader range of health risks. The policy should be careful to not result in a mandate to plan as though we are 
constantly in a pandemic, when (hopefully) we wont be shortly. 

Design/Built Environment policy – The current system is lacking in provisions relating specifically to architectural 
design and the appearance, colours, materials and style of buildings. A policy would be welcome identifying when it 
is appropriate to consider the individual design of buildings. It may be appropriate for significant buildings in 
significant areas, such as high-rises in Hobart and Launceston, to include criteria relating specifically to design, as 
these structures dominate the appearance of the cities. If the policy is that where possible the system should avoid 
dictating individual design then this should be reflected in policy. 

No permit required (NPR) and ‘exempt’ use and development - A policy regarding how “no permit required” and 
exempt use and developments are determined is recommended. The SPPs indicate a clear expansion in the scope of 
use and development that does not require planning approval, but there is no policy that has guided why these 
exemptions are appropriate. Is it a matter of scale? A matter of consequence? Is it a matter covered by other 
legislation? Is the exemption as a result of another planning policy? Or as a result of economic prioritization? George 
Town has identified specific concerns around the impact that high frontage fences are having on the appearance and 
social interactions within residential areas. An effective policy position has been made within the SPP not to 
intervene in fencing in certain circumstances. How was this policy arrived at? This form of policy could also be used 
to establish an appropriate level of interventionism and highlight the desire to be less regulatory. Perhaps a red tape 
reduction policy. 

Approach to drafting planning scheme standards – currently the Acceptable Solutions are based on meeting a 
particular measurable design standard. They generally are not focused on providing a measurable outcome. This can 
result in serious disparities where a fully compliant development can result in worse outcomes than a discretionary 
development. A planning policy around ensuring statutory provisions are outcome based would be welcome. 

Positive versus negative policies - Policy can be framed in both the positive and the negative. Policies can identify 
what the system should accommodate, but they can also provide a clear indication of what the system is not 
designed for. 

Interaction with other legislation – A policy clearly requiring separation between provisions and assessments under 
the planning system and other legislation is recommended. 
Noting that the State Policies are intended to be high level policies, it may be that some of the suggestions above 
may be better implemented at other levels within the system. Could a policy be put in place requiring decision 
makers at other levels in the system to formulate policy positions within the context of their own level to result in 
consistent decision making. 

The Template - The template examples appear appropriate, however, it should be ensured that the Objectives of 
the Policy provide sufficient detail to clearly identify a policy position, not just to raise each issue as a matter to be 
considered by other decision makers. The level of information included in the Strategy Section is useful. 

Please let us know if we can assist further 

Kind Regards, 

 
Building Surveyor (BSL cc85X) 

Manager 
DEVELOPMENT & ENVIRONMENT 
George Town Council 
PO Box 161 | George Town | TAS 7253 
16-18 Anne Street | George Town | TAS 7253 
T 03 6382 8822|  



   
 

 

 

W www.georgetown.tas.gov.au |  
Normal Hours of Work – Tuesday to Friday 8-5 
Keep Covid-19 at bay – be safe, maintain social distancing and good hygiene, and be considerate of others 













 

  
   

        
    

 
         

           
          

             
            

  
 

           
           

         
            

             
          

           
     

 
           
          

          
             

         
    

  
        

         
        

    
  

          
          

        
         

haveyoursay@justice.tas.gov.au 
21 October 2021 
Submission from Community Housing Ltd to the Tasmanian 
Planning Policies consultation paper 

Community Housing Ltd (CHL) is a community housing provider 
operating across Tasmania with a large concentration of our Portfolio in 
the North of Tasmania. We provide low-cost housing to vulnerable 
Tasmanians with a portfolio of a little of 1700 dwellings made up of 
properties we manage on behalf of the State, private owners and our 
own stock. 

A crucial purpose of Tasmania’s planning system is that all Tasmanians 
will have adequate and appropriate housing that meets their needs. The 
existing framework of generic planning for residential settlements does 
not provide for the category of social and affordable housing, which is 
an essential piece of our diverse housing mix. If social and affordable 
housing is included in the Tasmanian Planning Policies, then Tasmania 
will have the vital planning mechanisms to ensure everyone can have 
the home they need. 

Social and affordable housing is vital, because it provides safe and 
stable homes for our clients. CHL housing services provides people 
with housing security and personal safety which creates the stability 
they need to improve other outcomes in their lives and enables them to 
contribute to cohesive, thriving communities. This stability underpins the 
following key enablers, 

 Health 
o The provision of stable housing reduces factors 

contributing to poor health and provides an opportunity for 
people to better manage and improve their emotional, 
physical and mental health. 

 Education 
o The provision of stable housing provides people with the 

ability to support their children to participate in school life, 
to experience educational success for themselves, and to 
have the skills and confidence to manage everyday life. 



 

    

   
            

          
  

             
           

  
  

             
         

 
   

            
          

        

             
               

               
          

                  
                
                    

                 
                  

                
              

               
      

                
                  

               
               

   
 

             
               

                  

 Economic Participation 
o The provision of stable housing enables people to improve their financial 

capacity and increases their opportunity to participate in the economy. 
 Empowerment 

o The provision of stable housing contributes to people feeling more in control 
of their life circumstances which enables them to contribute to cohesive, 
thriving communities. 

 Livability 
o The provision of stable housing enables people to access and participate in 

services and local amenities, which contributes to cohesive, thriving 
communities. 

 Social Cohesion 
o The provision of stable housing provides people with an opportunity to 

establish positive relationships in the community, reduce loneliness and build 
strong families, which contributes to cohesive, thriving communities. 

For example: A grandmother and her grandson have recently benefitted from social and 
affordable housing. Since he was 14 days old the grandmother had been carer to her 7-
year-old grandson, who has cerebral palsy. He was abandoned by his mother at 5 days 
old until Child protection services placed him in her care. 
They lived in a private rental in a rural setting in the Tasmanian midlands. She would drive 
one hour each way to take her grandson to a specialist school for treatments (physio etc) 
and would sit in the car for 6 hours then pick him up and drive back. They lived in a 
rundown home with only a wood heater, so it was cold. The driving was expensive and 
tiring. It was cold in the winter and hot in the summer. The fog and ice made conditions 
dangerous. The child cannot walk or talk and needs all is needs attended to by his 
grandmother. The cold and dusty environment plus the daily grind impacted both their 
health. The grandmother was given notice to move because the house they rented was 
required to house a farm hand. 

The grandmother was always tired and lived in a state of constant anxiety. All her time 
was consumed by the needs of her grandson, so had no time for herself and no respite or 
opportunity to recuperate. She moved into a local women’s shelter with her grandson in 
Launceston. This was comfortable but did not meet their needs and not a sustainable 
solution. 

Community Housing Ltd offered her a house in Ravenswood which she describes as 
heaven. Since moving in they have both seen a significant improvement in their health 
and emotional wellbeing. She is sleeping better and not as tired all the time. Her stress 
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has eased as well as that of her grandson. She has greater peace of mind now that help 
is closer at hand. They are now able to spend their limited income more beneficially 
since the significant reduction in fuel and maintenance costs related to their travel to 
access the supports require. 

In a recent conversation with one of our team she said “I have friends and a social life 
now, mostly freedom, that is what is important, I can go and do the things I want to when I want 
to. Now he is in better health and grandmother is too. Her sons have noticed that she is more 
calm. Her brother commented recently how good she looks. The family don’t worry so much 
now because she is not driving all the time.” 

She expressed relief and independence “I am in paradise! Stress has gone, help is close and 
I think it has extended my life expectancy. I think I would die sooner if I was still in the old 
house. People notice I have a new energy; I’m going out more (socialising) because I want too.” 

The Tasmanian Planning Policies Scoping Paper does not mention social and 
affordable housing. 

We recommend that: 

 social and affordable housing is recognised in the Tasmanian Planning Policies as a 
topic in its own right under the Liveable Settlements heading 

 short stay accommodation is added as an issue in the Economic Development section 

Social and affordable housing are described in the Tasmanian Affordable Housing 
Strategy 2015-25: 

Social housing: is a broad term used to capture both housing 
provided by the government (public housing) and non-government 
organisations (community housing) with below-market rent prices. 
Affordable housing: refers to rental homes or home purchases 
that are affordable to low income households, meaning that the 
housing costs are low enough that the household is not in housing 
stress or crisis.1 

Social and affordable housing is delivered by not-for-profit organisations and the State 
Government, who provide affordable rental homes for people on lower incomes, using an 
income-based rent model (no more than 30% of income), CHL tenants currently pay no 

1 https://www.communities.tas.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0014/30254/AHS Strategy Final.pdf 
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more than 25%. This housing remains as an asset in the social housing system in the long 
term. To improve the delivery of quality affordable homes on an economic model that is 
different from mainstream residential development, the Tasmanian Planning Policies need 
to include a specific category for social and affordable housing. 

The need for social and affordable homes is increasing across Tasmania, and the waiting 
list for social housing in Tasmania is growing. As at August 2021, there are 4 367 
applications for social housing, and this number keeps going up.2 

When securely housed in homes appropriate to their needs, 
Tasmanians have a greater opportunity for increased economic and 
social participation. Land use planning is critical to the development 
and delivery of a diverse range of housing, consistent with the 
changing needs the Tasmanian community.3 

When social and affordable housing is named in the Tasmanian Planning Policies, 
decision-makers and planners will be able to plan appropriately for the housing needs of 
the whole community, especially people on lower incomes who need affordable rental 
homes. 

While the inclusion of social and affordable housing in the Tasmanian Planning Policies is 
our main priority, we also note the growth in short stay accommodation is one of the 
factors contributing to the housing crisis in Tasmania. More and more residential 
properties are converted to short stay accommodation in all regions of Tasmania.4 The 
growth in short stay accommodation means that it will continue to impact current and 
future housing and community needs. We suggest that it is appropriate to include short 
stay accommodation in the scope of the Tasmanian Planning Policies. 

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the consultation on the Tasmanian Planning 
Policies Scoping Paper. We urge you to include social and affordable housing in the 
Tasmanian Planning Policies as an essential step towards ensuring that our clients, and 
all Tasmanians have the homes they need. It will bring a vital planning focus to this 
essential housing sector. 

2 https://www.communities.tas.gov.au/housing/tasmanian affordable housing strategy/reporting 
https://planningreform.tas.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0003/628239/Tasmanian-Planning-Policies-and-

Overview-Consultation-Draft-April-2017.pdf 
4 https://cbos.tas.gov au/topics/housing/short-stay-accommodation-act 
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Head Office 
90-110 Willis Street,  
Launceston 
PO Box 1060 
Launceston  
Tasmania 7250 
reception@tasports.com.au 

Port of Devonport  
48 Formby Road,  
Devonport 
PO Box 478 
Devonport  
Tasmania 7310 

Port of Bell Bay 
Mobil Road,  
Bell Bay 
Locked Bag 4 
George Town  
Tasmania 7253 

Port of Burnie 
Port Road,  
Burnie 
PO Box 216 
Burnie  
Tasmania 7320 

Port of Hobart 
Level 13,  
Trafalgar Building 
110 Collins Street 
GPO Box 202 Hobart  
Tasmania 7001 

Tasmanian Ports Corporation Pty Ltd   ABN 82 114 161 938 I T: 1300 366 742 I www.tasports.com.au 

 
 
 
 
 

Tuesday, 2 November 2021 
 
Department of Justice 
Office of the Secretary 
GPO Box 825 
HOBART   TAS   7001 
E:haveyoursay@justice.tas.gov.au  
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Re: Letter of Response – Tasmanian Planing Policies Scoping Paper  
 
Please see attached TasPorts thoughts on the Tasmanian Planning Policies Scoping Paper.  TasPorts welcomes 
the opportunity to discuss the planning policies further.  
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Jarred Moore  
General Manager Planning and Development 



 

 

Tasmanian Planning Policy: Infrastructure to support the economy and Create Liveable 
Communities 
Issue: There is a critical need for enhanced protection of port, freight, and corridor protection 

as outlined in the National Port and Land Freight Strategy. 
Objective: Ports are a pivotal part of the economy, TasPorts encourages the protection of ports and their 

surrounding infrastructure. Increasing urbanism around waterfront land is placing pressure on 
Port land. TasPorts would like to see an objective for corridor and port identification, 
preservation, protection, and future planning to limit urban encroachment around ports. Urban 
encroachment around ports will severely impact the state’s ability to have reliable access to and 
egress from port infrastructure for both import and export capacities. 
 
The clear objective to support an efficient, accessible, and safe transport system through 
improved integration of land use and transport planning can be supported through the following 
acknowledgments: 
 

- Tasmania is a state dependent on maritime trade, as a gateway for goods. 
- Ports and associated infrastructure are of the utmost economic and social importance to 

Tasmania, 
- Recognise the strategic value of operational, non-operational and potential freight 

corridors to the ongoing safe and efficient operation of the freight network, and; 
- Encroachment is seen as one of the most important issues facing the logistics sector. 

Strategies: Benefits of Protection 
Strong protection advocacy relates to all ports and supply chain functions. The following 
strategies will realise freight protection:  
 

1.0 Continuing protection of existing and future strategic transport infrastructure corridors and 
assets (road, rail, ports, air), from encroachment by incompatible land use and development. 
 

2.0 Avoid allocating land for sensitive or incompatible uses adjacent or close to major transport 
corridors and hubs. 

 

3.0 Planning for the freight task, for now and the future, including major Tasmanian Ports, freight 
nodes, intermodal hubs, population, and industrial centres, including logistic service planning 
for storage and distribution by: 
- Encouraging protection of Ports and their surrounding areas through their separation 

from other land uses, 
- Encourage freight and logistic services planning, including storage, distribution and 

strategic rail freight loading facilities adjacency to existing rail corridors that reinforces 
the role of the port as a freight and logistics hub, 

- Ensure that the regional ports at Grassy and Lady Barron are recognised as critical links 
to the freight supply chains of the Bass Strait Islands, 

- Ensure sufficient and appropriately sized land parcels are identified and zoned for future 
industrial, freight and intermodal uses, and are located to maximise access to the 
strategic freight network, 

- Protect current and future major intermodal hubs, including the Brighton transport Hub 
and all ports and airports, from encroachment by incompatible land uses, 

- Actively engage with port and freight providers to Identify blockages, be it planning, 
infrastructure or mixed use to assist in efficient port and surrounding infrastructure, and 
to ensure; 



- Acknowledging the role of ports in Tasmania’s resilience through times of crisis - COVID-
19 has shown us the importance of the supply chain and tourism to Tasmania.  

Well planned, efficient, and protected freight corridors, ports and freight nodes throughout 
history have been a precursor for economic growth and strong economic returns. 
 

4.0 Support development that maximises the use of existing transport infrastructure and 
services. 

 Benefits of Planning that Protection  
Tasmanian sea and airports are critical transfer points for the movement of passengers and 
freight into and out of the state. Strategic principles to guide the development around port 
infrastructure will assist in: 

- Appropriate adjacent land uses, and buffers will support the safe and efficient operation 
of Tasmania’s major ports and intermodal assets. 

- Improved land use and environmental outcomes, appropriateness of land uses at and 
around ports and freight corridors, 

- Efficiencies in transit of freight, leading to opportunities to manage costs to supplier and 
end users.  

- Maintain high levels of travel time reliability, 
- Ability to facilitate our cities being innovative and productive  
- Ability to facilitate the reintegration of logistics back into a city 
- Where protection is planned …”a whole range of uses which were not only compatible, 

but which could work alongside each other, and value add to places” (Planning for the 
Urban freight Revolution pg 25). 

- Ability to minimise the impacts of freight through the development of high productivity 
corridors and buffering 

- In city-based ports, a decrease in need for pedestrian and traffic interactions increasing 
safety 

- By planning to protect ports and their surrounding areas, this mandates a clear agenda, 
whereby land transfers could be undertaken proactively between multiple government 
entities 

- Allow freight and logistics to be competitive in a 24/7 nodes of the economy 
 

 Detriment of no protection 
The result of limited or no planning protections for freight and logistics is conflict of use.  Conflict 
of use affects both neighbouring occupants, for a Port this causes inefficient port usage in the 
following ways: 

- Reduced scope of activities that can be undertaken, 
- Reduced scale of activities including hours of operations, and volume of throughput, 
- Limits expansion 
- Lowers competitiveness/poor productivity of the port 
- Missed opportunity for investment and co-location of productive enterprises  

 
Conflict of use also causes: 

- Misaligned neighbours and hence poor liveability, amenity and enjoyment of use for both 
those neighbours as simply do not align with the practical reality of use, 

- Inadequate separation of urban realm from 24/7 port operations 
 
Regulatory systems are dealing with the unprecedented demand for land at and around major 
infrastructure nodes. With consumption predicted to keep increasing, the demand for land 
around major infrastructure nodes will undoubtedly increase.  

Implementation 
Statements 

TasPorts supports the following implementation methods: 
 



Planning schemes to strategically identify and protect ports and eliminate the ability to impinge 
upon key infrastructure corridors, whereby developments around ports are to: 

- Not encroach or impact the ports access and egress to/from port infrastructure 
- Agree that orientation of areas surrounding Ports is still possible 
- Agree to be agile in responses, as logistics companies have shown during the COVID-19 

pandemic 
A broad view of the issue at hand be taken and engage with other entities such as Infrastructure 
Australia and align with their identification and response to the issue, as per below: 

- Infrastructure Australia also identifies that… “long term precinct and corridor protection 
as one of the most significant issues across all modes of transport” (National Land Freight 
Strategy, 2012), which requires a long-term focus. 
 

Recognise the importance of port infrastructure: 
Tasmania is an Island State, and with freight increasing and growing in volume and type, there 
needs to be a recognition of the roles  

- Port and Port infrastructure, 
- Freight Nodes, last mile urban freight connections, storage and; 
- Infrastructure corridors to and from ports 

has on all sectors of the Tasmanian economy for imports and exports. 
 
COVID has clearly evidenced the importance of the supply chain. Tasmania is experiencing a more 
and more complicated supply chain and the ability to maintain more inventory locally is a global 
struggle. 

Supporting 
Policies 

• Tasmanian Trade Strategy 2019-2025 
• Our Infrastructure Future: 30-Year Infrastructure Strategy 
• Tasmanian Integrated Freight Strategy 
• National Freight and Supply Chain Strategy: National Action Plan 2019-2024 
• Tasmanian Access 2020 Strategy 

 

 

 



 
 

     
      

    
   

 

 

 

 
 

 

From: Have Your Say 
To: Planning Unit 
Subject: FW: Tasmanian Planning Policies 
Date: Friday, 22 October 2021 11:56:08 AM 

From: NE Bioregional Network  
Sent: Friday, 22 October 2021 11:41 AM 
To: Have Your Say <HaveYourSay@justice.tas.gov.au> 
Subject: Tasmanian Planning Policies 

We wish to endorse the submission being put forward by Planning Matters Alliance Tasmania in 
relation to the proposed Tasmanian Planning Policies. 

Regards 

Todd Dudley 
President 
North East Bioregional Network 

Phone  
Postal address:  
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Department of Justice 

Office of Strategic Legislation and Policy 

GPO Box 825 

HOBART TAS 7001 

Web www.justice.tas.gov.au 

By email: haveyoursay@justice.tas.gov.au 

 

21 October 2021 

 

To Whom It May Concern, 

 

RE: Scope/Content and Structure of the draft Tasmanian Planning Policies (TPPs) 

 

Enviro-dynamics provides the following submission on the scoping paper for the draft Tasmanian Planning 

Policies as released by Department of Justice on the 8th September 2021. 

We are please to have the opportunity to comment on the content of the TPP’s and provided suggestions for 

additional topics and issues to be addressed under each Topic. 

In terms of needs that will be addressed by the TPP’s we see the protection and enhancement of the 

environment as pivotal to Tasmania’s future. The state of the environment impacts all aspects of life 

including health and wellbeing, lifestyle, employment, and economic prosperity. Proving overarching planning 

policies that prioritise the protection and rehabilitation of environmental values is critical to a sustainable 

future for the State. 

We believe that strong community education and engagement is vital when developing important policies 

such as this. I would encourage the Tasmanian Government to commit appropriate resources to community 

consultation and engagement as part of the drafting of the TPPs. Providing a clear explanation of the 

relationship between the Statewide Planning Provisions (SPPs) and the TPP’s is an important part of this 

community education. 

 

We look forward to participating further in the development of the planning policies. 
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Regards, 

 

Andy Welling 

Director 

Enviro-dynamics 
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Response to Tasmanian Planning Policies Scoping Paper. 
 

Enviro-dynamics is an environmental consultancy that specialise in landscape management. Our focus is to 

translate science into practical outcomes. Our broad range of skills cover delivery of natural resource 

management, conservation planning, threatened species recovery, natural values assessments and 

ecological research and development. We work with a wide range of clients including primary producers, 

industry, State and local government, NRM organisations, NGOs and private landholders. 

We have significant experience with the implementation of the current interim and statewide planning 

process through our work as environmental consultants and bushfire practitioners.  We develop and 

implement landscape scale planning projects such as catchment management plans, regional weed and 

disease management plan, rehabilitation and revegetation plans and biosecurity policies.   

Through our work within the current parameters of the planning scheme we often see the limitations of 

planning provisions in terms of providing broad landscape scale outcomes.  

While the current planning schemes provide some protection for priority vegetation, threatened species and 

waterways there tends to be an over emphasis on the protection of listed threatened vegetation communities 

or? intact waterways and not enough consideration of common vegetation types that are in good condition or 

degraded land and waterways that can provide critical landscape linkages.  

 

 

Enviro-dynamics Response to key questions 

Enviro-dynamics provides response to the 5 key questions poses by the Scoping paper in relation to the 

protection and improvement of environmental values. 

1. Do you agree with the scope of proposed TPP topics?  

2. Do you agree with the scope of the proposed TPP issues?  

3. What other topics and/or issues do you think the TPPs should cover?  

4. Do you agree that climate change should be integrated into all relevant TPPs?  

5. Do you think that the proposed template is appropriate and a useful way of providing guidance on 

what the TPPs should achieve?  
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Do you agree with the Scope for the proposed topics? What other topics do you think the TPPs 
should cover? (Questions 1 and 3). 

The proposed topics provided in the Scoping document include; 

• Environmental Protection; 

• Hazard and risks; 

• Economic Development; 

• Liveable Settlements; 

• Heritage Protection; 

• Infrastructure to support the economy and liveable communities and 

• Public engagement in planning process. 

These topics are all important and we support their inclusion as TPPs. Many of the topics have a degree of 

crossover and as such the integration of polices will be required. 

We suggest the addition of Environmental Restoration as a TPP topic which can include issues such as 

improving the degraded waterways, degraded native vegetation (due to weeds, pests and disease), 

degraded productive land, and creating linkages though the landscape between intact remnant vegetation. 

 

Do you agree with the scope of the proposed TPP issues? What other issues do you think the TPPs 
should cover? (Questions 2 and 3) 

We proposed the following additions to the listed Topics that relate to environmental values. 

Environmental Protection TPP 

Suggested Additional Issues: 

– Biosecurity – weeds, animal disease and pests (links with hazard and risks) 

– Air Quality 

– Soil Protection 

– Waterways and wetlands to include ground water 

– Geoconservation 

– Maintenance of ecological processes and landscape function 

Issues in regard to Environmental Restoration may be included as a separate topic or the issues included 

under Ecological Protection.  

Suggested Issues include: 
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– Rehabilitation of degraded waterways, native vegetation (due to weeds and disease) 

– Rehabilitation of productive land (due to weeds, salinity, erosion etc). 

– Climate  

– creating linkages though the landscape between intact remnant vegetation Recovery and 

reintroduction of threatened species. 

Hazards and Risks 

Weeds, pests disease should be included in this topic or a strong link to the Environmental Protection TPP 

provided. 

 

Liveable Settlements 

Could be expanded to include 

– Connection to natural spaces 

– Biodiversity in urban areas 

 

Do you agree that climate change should be integrated into all relevant TPPs? (Question 4). 

We strongly agree that climate change impacts, mitigation and adaptation should be integrated into all TPPs 

and National and International policies and agreements. 

 

Do you think that the proposed template is appropriate and a useful way of providing guidance on 
what the TPPs should achieve?  

 

We suggest the following additions to the template. 

– Ensure there are measurable targets within the Implementation statements.  

– Add another component to the template to include monitoring and evaluation of the policies based 

on the targets outlined  



Submission from The Constellation Project to the Tasmanian Planning Policies 
consultation paper 

About Constellation and our response 

The Constellation Project is a cross-sector collaboration that is working to drive the 
systems change required to end homelessness in Australia by identifying and 
accelerating proven solutions to homelessness. Our first fully adopted solution is a 
co-funding feasibility tool, where work commenced in early 2019 and resulted in a 
fully implemented version of the tool being co-designed and used by Housing 
Tasmania by early 2020. 

We were founded by the Australian Red Cross, Centre for Social Impact, Mission 
Australia and PwC Australia. We also receive support from NAB, Minter Ellison and 
Equity Trustees, CHIA, City futures (UNSW), Griffith University, the University of 
Western Sydney, Swinburne University, SA Housing Authority and the Fulcrum 
Agency. 

The insights of people with lived experience of homelessness are embedded at 
every level of the Constellation Project, including participation as co-designers and 
producers in social labs as well as in executive and advisory roles on the project. 
We take a similar approach with the unique and urgent housing needs of Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander peoples. Our First Nations leadership team guides our 
strategy and delivery and work and we have First Nations led workstreams. 

Constellation’s initiatives focus on increasing the supply of social and affordable 
housing. The distinction between housing affordability and affordable housing 
should be noted in this submission. Where housing affordability considers the 
general level of housing prices, affordable housing from a Constellation perspective 
includes all housing that is affordable for low income earners including discount to 
market rentals and government-subsidised housing for low income earners. There is 
an absence of policies and programs directly targeted towards increasing the 
supply of social and affordable rental housing. Moreover, there are various current 
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policy settings on tax and expenditure which contribute to house price inflation, 
forming a market which fails to provide affordable housing to low income 
households. This has left lower income households unable to pay rent or own stable 
housing, and ineligible or facing lengthy waits to secure social housing. 

Our response 

The Tasmanian Planning Policies Scoping Paper does not mention social and 
affordable housing. 

A crucial purpose of Tasmania’s planning system is that all Tasmanians will have 
adequate and appropriate housing that meets their needs. The existing framework 
of generic planning for residential settlements does not provide for the category of 
social and affordable housing, which is an essential piece of our diverse housing 
mix. If social and affordable housing is included in the Tasmanian Planning Policies, 
then Tasmania will have the vital planning mechanisms to ensure everyone can have 
the home they need. 

We recommend that: 
● social and affordable housing is recognised in the Tasmanian Planning 

Policies as a topic in its own right under the Liveable Settlements heading 
● short stay accommodation is added as an issue in the Economic 

Development section 

Social and affordable housing are described in the Tasmanian Affordable Housing 
Strategy 2015-25: 

Social housing: is a broad term used to capture both housing 
provided by the government (public housing) and non-government 
organisations (community housing) with below-market rent prices. 
Affordable housing: refers to rental homes or home purchases 
that are affordable to low income households, meaning that the 
housing costs are low enough that the household is not in housing 
stress or crisis.1 

Social and affordable housing is delivered by not-for-profit organisations and the 
State Government, who provide affordable rental homes for people on lower 
incomes, using an income-based rent model (no more than 30% of income). This 
housing remains as an asset in the social housing system in the long term. To 
improve the delivery of quality affordable homes on an economic model that is 

1 https://www.communities.tas.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0014/30254/AHS Strategy Final.pdf 
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different from mainstream residential development, the Tasmanian Planning Policies 
need to include a specific category for social and affordable housing. 

The need for social and affordable homes is increasing across Tasmania, and the 
waiting list for social housing in Tasmania is growing. As of August 2021, there are 4 
367 applications for social housing, and this number keeps going up.2 

When securely housed in homes appropriate to their needs, 
Tasmanians have a greater opportunity for increased economic and 
social participation. Land use planning is critical to the development 
and delivery of a diverse range of housing, consistent with the 
changing needs the Tasmanian community.3 

When social and affordable housing is named in the Tasmanian Planning Policies, 
decision-makers and planners will be able to plan appropriately for the housing 
needs of the whole community, especially people on lower incomes who need 
affordable rental homes. 

While the inclusion of social and affordable housing in the Tasmanian Planning 
Policies is our main priority, we also note the growth in short stay accommodation is 
one of the factors contributing to the housing crisis in Tasmania. More and more 
residential properties are converted to short stay accommodation in all regions of 

4 Tasmania. The growth in short stay accommodation means that it will continue to
impact current and future housing and community needs. We suggest that it is 
appropriate to include short stay accommodation in the scope of the Tasmanian 
Planning Policies. 

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the consultation on the Tasmanian 
Planning Policies Scoping Paper. We urge you to include social and affordable 
housing in the Tasmanian Planning Policies as an essential step towards ensuring all 
Tasmanians have the homes they need. It will bring a vital planning focus to this 
essential housing sector. 

For further information on this submission and if you would like to discuss our 
solutions to homelessness please contact: 
Jacqui Jones 
Executive Director, The Constellation Project 

 

2 https://www.communities.tas.gov.au/housing/tasmanian affordable housing strategy/reporting 
3https://planningreform.tas.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0003/628239/Tasmanian-Planning-Policies-and-Ove 
rview-Consultation-Draft-April-2017.pdf 
4 https://cbos.tas.gov.au/topics/housing/short-stay-accommodation-act 
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 P.O. Box 393 

 Burnie   Tas   7320 

 Phone:  03 6419 4122 

 Mobile:  
 Email:   

 Website:  www.tasminerals.com.au 

 
 
 

Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
RE:  Tasmanian Planning Policies (TPPs) 
 
The Tasmanian Minerals, Manufacturing and Energy Council (TMEC) welcomes the opportunity afforded it to provide 

our submission to the Tasmanian Government on their proposed draft Tasmanian Planning Policies (TPPs).  

 
TMEC’s membership base represents an important wealth creating sector within the Tasmanian economy. The 
combined minerals and manufacturing sectors employ 21,000 people. Most of our members are based in regional 
areas of Tasmania and therefore provide critical employment opportunities away from public funded employers. 
Minerals exports alone account for 63% of Tasmania’s commercial exports and is the foundation stone of many 
regional communities with 5,600 direct jobs.  
 
Tasmania has a robust and diversified economy which continues to grow with traditional land use, established 

businesses increasing in size and new businesses all seeking to use and share the available natural resources. Any 

additions to the economic and social fabric of our communities and regional areas is a continuous balancing act, 

whereby new businesses should add and not subtract from existing businesses, and this will be a critical factor to 

success for any resulting land use planning.  

The introduction of Tasmanian Planning Policies (TPPs) into the Tasmanian Planning Framework 

It is TMEC’s understanding the introduction of TPPs into the planning system is intended to provide context for how 

the various assessment processes are applied, based on Government strategy and policy. TMEC supports the objective 

of providing developers, supporters, opponents, and planners with guiding principles to inform key elements of a 

specific development application.  

TMEC supports measures to assess the likelihood of a development being supported as early as possible in the process, 

given the considerable financial and human resources which can be expended in getting a development approved. 

Implemented well, this change has the potential to address much of the concern expressed by developers where 

Tasmania suffers from what appears at times to be individual’s interpretation of the assessment criteria, which leads 

to vast discrepancies in what is judged as reasonable. Given the source of most investment capital is from international 

markets, Tasmania needs to demonstrate it has clear processes which de-risks decisions. Creating the mechanism to 

ensure there is repeatability such that different people end up making the same broad assessment is a crucial test for 

this proposed change.  

 

 

22nd October 2021 

 
 
 

Department of Justice 

Via email:  haveyoursay@justice.tas.gov.au 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 





 
 

   
      

    
   

     

                    
      

          
             

 

                 
     

      
               

           

          
   

     

                
             
            

                   
     

        

            
               

           
  

             
               
    

                 

             
  

                   
         

        

             
         

   

          
     

    
    

Submission regarding the Tasmanian Planning Policies 

Department of Justice  
Office of Strategic Legislation and Policy 
GPO Box 825 HOBART 
TAS 7001 
To Whom it may concern 

The TPP Topics listed in the Scoping Paper, should be an integral part of the planning system. Each of 
them covers issues which are essential to creating sustainable communities in the State. When each 
must be considered as part of the approval process for developments, then we will have a positive and 
comprehensive vision for our urban spaces and the Planning Scheme will not undermine our best 
options. 

As the scoping issues are developed into policies there must be tangible measures for each with effective 
enforcement penalties. If they are too broad or allow too many interpretations then Tasmanian urban 
areas will lose their character, while the inhabitants connection to each other and to this place will be 
severely diminished. Acceptable solutions and performance criteria in the SPA allow too much ‘wriggle 
room’ for developers. This must not be repeated with the TPPs. 

So far, there is no indication of what would be considered priority issues and values within the TPPs and 
these will be vital if the Planning Scheme is to create well-planned urban areas that provide the best living 
conditions for their inhabitants. 

The State Planning Act is really a complex set of building instructions rather than a planning scheme. 
There is not a clear vision for urban areas as their residents wish to see them develop.  It is crucial to 
ensure that any Planning Scheme, allows for appropriate development for the urban spaces we want - not 
just now, but into the future. The TPP topics and the identified issues should contribute to developing and 
promoting a positive and comprehensive vision for all Tasmanian landscapes, and ensure that the State 
Planning Scheme does not undermine the best options. 

Economic Development considerations should not carry more weight than Environmental Protections. 
There is much evidence that industrial scale development destroys the natural environment and is not 
sustainable for the long term. In other states developers have claimed economic advantages that have 
failed to materialize to the detriment of urban living. 

Infrastructure must be developed with public consultation and not destroy communities or agricultural 
landscape. Hazards and risks must be given more consideration and weight within the planning system, 
especially with climate change increasing many natural hazard threats. 

All of the TPP issues need to be enforced in conjunction with the State Planning Act.  Councils and the 

Resource Management and Planning Appeal Tribunal should have to consider these issues as part of the 
planning scheme when assessing development proposals. 

Having identified a comprehensive list of TPP topics with a wide range of issues it is essential that they 
be developed into clear policies informed by expert advice, best practice and cross-referencing. These 
policies must be a part of the state planning regime and be rigorously enforced. 

Please ensure that the Community is made aware of the release of the draft TPP content and 
implementation statements and given plenty of time to respond. 

SUBMITTED BY: 

Margaret Taylor 
 

 

R. J. Scott 
 

 

Austra Maddox 
 

 



DRAFT for discussion. 
18 September 2021 

Are Tasmanian Planning Policies 
Relevant to the Coming Decades? 

Introduction 
The Tasmanian Planning System has for many years now been undergoing a 
tortuous process of  ‘reform’. Although reform has been touted as the path to 
creating a land use planning system that will be simpler, faster and cheaper to 
operate, long term observers of  the evolution of  statutory planning instruments 
in this State could be excused for becoming cynical about progress towards the 
political aspirations of  simplicity, efficiency and cost effectiveness. 

What has been achieved since 1993? 
1993 marked the introduction of  a suite of  Acts, collectively described as the 
Resource Management and Planning System, the RMPS, underpinned by a 
common set of  high level objectives ( the Schedule 1 objectives in each of  the 
related Planning Acts) that attempted to give substance to the term  ‘sustainable 
development’. This term came into vogue in the late 1980s through the work of  
the Brundtland Commission set up by the United Nations. I think the architects 
of  the  RMPS envisaged that State Policies on several themes would be crafted 
to provide a broad,  strategic and comprehensive framework for the evolution of  
statutory land use plans  that were consistent across the State. 

 Consistency would arise, it was thought, through standardised land use 
definitions, a limited palette of  predefined zones, uniform standards for each 
zone and closely controlled, time-limited administrative processes for planning 
scheme preparation and implementation. In this way, it would appear, 
development control would become a simpler, faster process of  ‘box ticking’ - 
based upon clear statements of  policy,  correct land use classification, 
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appropriate zone choice,  short approval pathways and impartial, apolitical 
assessment of  planning applications against relevant standards.  

While these might be laudable aims, in practice the politicians’ vision of  a 
‘single planning scheme for Tasmania’ has proved to be more elusive and 
protracted than promised. This could be traced to implementation failures in 
the following steps. 

1. Policies: 

 At the State level, policy formulation was disjointed, delayed and incomplete. 
There appeared to be a lack of  political will to drive the research and 
consultation that is required for well-informed policy formulation. The scope of  
resource planning was fragmented from the outset; forestry, mining  and marine 
farming were excluded and dealt with by separate assessment processes.  

In over twenty years only three State Policies eventuated; for coastal 
development, protection of  agricultural land, and protection of  water quality. 
Vital topics such as settlement, demography, transportation, industry location, 
impacts of  climate change, biodiversity, cultural heritage, hazards,  
infrastructure staging, urban design and inter-agency coordination, were 
ignored, fragmented or resisted. 	 	 	  

Furthermore, the relationships between those aspects of  physical land use 
planning and priority community needs were not explored, particularly in 
planning for areas of  concern such as public health, education, workforce skills, 
energy supply, information technology, recreation, shelter and human service 
provision. The opportunity to link strategic planning with then  premier Jim 
Bacon’s ‘Tasmania Together’ process was not appreciated or pursued. 

Settlement policy in particular, and its linkages to transport and infrastructure 
planning, has been neglected. Settlement expansion has occurred, not in a 
deliberate planned manner, but by default  in locations not ruled out by the 
State Policies on agricultural land and coastal development. 

In the absence of  comprehensive State policy formulation, regional planning 
became a belated afterthought to the introduction of  the RMPS. Regional 
planning has had a checkered history in Tasmania, sporadically supported by 
State governments and municipal authorities. During the preparation of  the 
Tasmanian Planning Scheme provisions, local government authorities (LGAs) 
were ‘nudged’ to cooperate. Officer-level discussions among LGAs, the 
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Tasmanian Planning Commission (TPC ) and the Planning Policy Unit led to 
better policy alignment and consistency in planning scheme provisions within 
each region. But still, the three regions -  collectively the LGAs of  the Southern, 
Northern and Cradle Coast (i.e. North Western)  divisions of  the State - 
approached the task of  determining land use policy independently and without 
a guiding State framework, other than the three State Policies noted earlier. 

	 Land use policy remains a contested field, showing tensions between rural 
and urban communities, between LGAs and State agencies and between 
powerful developers and opposing community groups. Advocates of  a rules- 
based system of  development control, (overseen by an independent statutory 
authority, the TPC, and  an independent appeal body, the Planning Appeal 
Tribunal) have been disappointed on occasion to see the overriding of  trusted 
statutory processes for assessment and decision making.   When tensions about 
major proposals intensify and spill over into public controversy, such as occurred 
with the Tamar pulp mill debacle, State governments have tended to resort to 
special purpose legislation to achieve a politically determined outcome. 

	 Finally, in 2021, draft Tasmanian Planning Policies (TPPs) have been 
crafted for discussion but their connection and congruence to the three older 
State Policies appears obscure. On first appearance the draft TPPs cover a wide 
field of  topics and offer many normative statements of  desirable planning 
practice, in the form of  objectives and strategies. They are to become, it seems, 
one more layer of  policy guidance - along with Schedule 1 objectives, State 
Policies and regional plans - to be navigated by an applicant seeking any 
amendment to a municipal planning scheme. It also seems likely that the process 
of  justifying ( or arguing against ) an amendment will call for a considerable 
volume of  background evidence and  expert reporting, in order to elaborate on 
the substance of  the TPPs, with concomitant costs and time delays. 

One criticism to be made of  the suite of  TPPs is the absence of  ‘grounding’ in 
the actual socio-physical geography of  Tasmania, and the possibly conflicting 
requirements of  different TPPs. There are many land use demands to be made 
on the State’s limited inventory of  usable land, because much of  Tasmania is 
constrained by topography, climate and poor soils. Many types of  land use are 
contemplated but the various  future land use demands have not been quantified 
or specifically located. Pressure points of  competition between land uses, for 
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example between farming and residential expansion on the urban fringe, have 
not yet been identified. 

 One example  of  policy incongruence makes the point; the competition for 
land between agricultural uses, or conservation status (National Parks and World 
Heritage uses) or development for industry, commerce, housing, institutional  
and linear infrastructure purposes.  

Figure 1. Land use in Tasmania 

Source: ABARES, December 2018 (https://www.agriculture.gov.au/abares/
aclump/land-use/catchment-scale-land-use-of-australia-update-december-2018) 
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Broad land use areas reported by ABARES are as follows: 

Total area of  Tasmania                              68401 sq. km. 

Nature Conservation                                  19400             (29%) 

Protected areas and other minimal use.      13250             (19.5%) 

Agriculture                                                  18900             (24%) 

In the preamble to the draft Tasmanian Planning Policies on economic 
development we see; 

“The Tasmanian Government is committed to growing Tasmania and its 
economy. It has set a number of  targets with respect to growing our State, 
including reducing Tasmania’s unemployment rate to the national average, 
increasing Tasmania’s population to 650 000 by 2050 and securing 1.5 million 
visitors per year by 2020. 

In addition, the Tasmanian Government has identified key reforms and major 
initiatives to drive economic growth in food and agriculture, tourism, advanced 
manufacturing, forestry and mining, as well as other sectors of  our economy. In 
recognition of  agriculture being a key strength of  the Tasmanian economy, the 
Tasmanian Government has committed to grow the value of  the agricultural 
sector in Tasmania tenfold to $10 billion by 2050, backed by a long-term 
Agrivision 2050 Plan. 

The Tasmanian planning system supports the delivery of  these commitments, 
by: 

 allocating suitable land for industrial, commercial and business 
development, close to supporting infrastructure and services; 

 encouraging business growth through the development of  activity centres; 

 protecting the State’s agricultural land and supporting sustainable use of  
agricultural land; 

 enabling the development of  a range of  tourism experiences, products and 
services across Tasmania; and 

 protecting important extractive industries from incompatible land uses.” 
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These stated aspirations prompt the practical questions: 

1. How much additional agricultural land is required to generate a 10-fold 
increase in the value of  agricultural production? 

2. How much additional serviceable, mainly urban, land is required to 
accommodate an increased population of  650,000 and 1.5 million 
visitors by year 2050? 

3. Where will these areas actually  be located without creating land use 
conflicts? 

The White Paper “Competitiveness of  Tasmanian Agriculture for 2050” 
identified the necessity for intensification of  agricultural production but did not 
spell out where it should occur or how much land would be needed to achieve a 
10-fold increase in farm gate value. 

“Natural Resources 

Tasmania’s pure air, soil and water, relative freedom from pests and diseases and 
clean energy production provide the building blocks for the state’s primary 
industries .Tasmania’s agricultural estate was approximately 1 .4 million 
hectares in 2017-18, representing around 20 per cent of  the state’s total land 
area and comprising 2,235 farms . In order to maximise competitiveness in this 
relatively small geographical area, it will be necessary to grow both the output 
and value of  agricultural production . 

Sustainable intensification will be an important component of  growth, 
particularly in managing limited natural resources and responding to an 
increasingly variable climate. 

A key strategy that encompasses both sustainable intensification and responding 
to climate variation involves investment in irrigation infrastructure . Fourteen 
new fully operational schemes have been established by Tasmanian Irrigation, a 
state-owned company, with a fifteenth due to become operational in 2020. 
Availability of  water has allowed agri-food businesses to invest with certainty in 
the production of  higher value crops and in protected cropping systems . In 
2017-18 while only 8 per cent of  land used primarily for agricultural production 
was irrigated it produced 52 per cent of  the gross value ofTasmania’s agriculture 
. 
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The need to intensify food production must be balanced with increasing urban 
and residential development, community preferences and environmental 
concerns, and be consistent with other policies and legislation on land use.” 

( White Paper, p.36) 

 Tasmania is not a magic ‘cut and come again’ land use pudding! Even if  the 
average productive capacity of  every agricultural hectare could be doubled, 
which is questionable, a ten- fold increase in value of  production implies a five- 
fold increase in the area of  the agricultural estate.  Where are the extra 5.6 
million hectares (56,000 square kilometres) to be found?  

Similarly, if  a typical gross  residential density of  20 persons per hectare is to be 
aimed for, an additional 130,000 persons would require the allocation of  an 
extra 6500 hectares (65 square kilometres) of  residential development by 2050. 
That is roughly equal to the area of  urban Launceston. This estimate does not 
include the tourism land needed to accommodate 1.5 million visitors per year. 
Assuming full occupancy of  tourist premises and that each tourist stayed for five 
days, that would be equivalent to the demands of  a resident population of  
5/365 x 1,500,000 or over 20,500 people. 

How are these, and other conflicting, quantitative  land use demands to be 
reconciled? The TPPs are silent on this issue.  

It is conceivable that  the area of  agricultural land  could be conserved and 
expanded slightly  while still accommodating a growing population, by 
‘densifying’ existing settlements,  increasing the  number of  multi-storey 
residential apartment buildings, and by returning extensive rural-residential 
areas on the urban fringe to more intensive agricultural production. But such 
approaches, involving  dramatic changes to the landscape and heritage  values 
of  urban places, might not be welcomed by Tasmanian residents. 

 Is it realistic to expect that urban areas across the State can be expanded by 65 
square kilometres without impinging on the agricultural estate that borders 
them? More importantly, if  the population growth target is achieved, what 
policies will determine where the population should be located and in what form  
of  settlement? There are several competing options -  low density suburban 
expansion, even lower density rural-residential living, denser redevelopment of  
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redundant industrial ‘brownfields’,  or the redesign of  ageing suburbs with mid-
rise town houses or high rise apartments. Does the government have a preferred 
vision? Or are the choices to be left to the random opportunistic actions of  
property developers? These are the questions that could be addressed by 
Tasmanian Planning Policies  that were prepared to consider actual locational 
decisions. 

2. The ‘box-ticking’ approach to development assessment: 

When faced with a complex question, such as the sequential development of  
land over time to accommodate disparate, evolving societal needs, it is a 
common governmental response (at both local and State levels)  to set up a set 
of  ‘planning rules’ based on (a) classifying the type of  land -  its zoning, and (b) 
classifying the range of  activities that can occur in each zone - the defined land 
uses. 

This approach creates two sets of  ‘boxes’; big boxes called zones that carve the 
landscape into large swathes, perhaps designated for residential, commercial, 
industrial or farming use,  for example; and little boxes called parcels or sites, - 
individually owned titles, which may be developed to accommodate predefined 
uses, such as various kinds of  homes, shops, offices, factories or farms. 

The government’s role is to create legal rights for the development and use  of  
each parcel or site. Through the work of  its planners, it determines the numbers 
and kinds of  parcels that can be fitted into each zone with a minimum of  
conflict between neighbouring uses. Simple in theory, difficult in practice. 

Real landscapes and real activities are not as simply categorised as planners and 
political decision makers might wish. The qualities of  lands lie on a spectrum of  
multiple factors affecting its suitability for a chosen purpose.  

Similarly, while populations can be assigned to broad demographic groups, the 
aspirations and activities of  individual households or businesses are not easily 
pigeonholed. 

To cope with the inherent variability of  land - its topography, geology, soils, 
vegetation, habitats, heritage, accessibility, serviceability etc - planners must 
devise complex sets of  qualifying or disqualifying factors for various kinds of  
developments and uses. These factors are often displayed as ‘overlays’ on zoning 
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plans and written into planning schemes in the form of  zone objectives, codes 
and performance standards to be achieved by applicants for development. 

The Launceston Planning Scheme, for example, makes provision for 22 
standard zones (although two are not used) of  the Tasmanian Planning Scheme. 
But even this range of  zones proved not to be sufficient to cater for local, unique 
arrangements of  land use, and a further 10 Particular Purpose zones were 
devised to supplement the 22 generic zones. 

To cope with the wide range of  human activities, reflecting landowners 
individual needs, capacities and ambitions in different settings,  planners 
categorise those activities into defined ‘use groups’, such as residential, 
industrial, commercial or recreational.  

The use groups may be broad but usually embrace a large number of  
specifically defined use classes. Clause 4.1 of  the Tasmanian Planning Scheme 
includes more than 60 definitions that relate to ‘use of  land for...’,  plus a large 
number of  operational or subsidiary definitions. 

(Land uses A-B , 11; C-K , 15; L-R , 23: S-Z, 15, by my count) 

In just one city, such as Launceston, the number of  different ways to arrange 
several thousand land titles, to accommodate one of  dozens of  potential land 
uses  in one of  the more than  twenty zone choices, becomes unimaginably 
large. And yet even with the wide range of  choices available, the planning 
scheme is frequently amended to enable new combinations of  land uses and 
developments to arise. Since 2015, the Launceston Planning Scheme has been 
amended 47 times. Seeking an amendment, usually a rezoning,  is not a quick, 
easy or cheap process, neither for the applicant nor the regulating agencies that 
may or not approve it. 

Why are amendments sought by developers? There must be many locations that 
are suitably zoned already - but not in the developer’s control. The simple 
answer is that it may be very profitable to change the planning rules that apply 
to a site. A more valuable land use may be developed; a hotel instead of  a grain 
silo for instance. Or a restrictive performance standard may be relaxed; to allow 
a 20 storey hotel instead of  a 10 storey one. This is not a criticism of  developers, 
just a recognition of  how entrepreneurs operate in a capitalist system. 

Even to make a planning permit application for a use and development that 
complies, prima facie, with the zone and use class definitions, can become difficult 
to achieve expeditiously. This is  because too often, the many performance 
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standards that attach to every use or development trigger the exercise of  
‘discretion’ to allow a requested variation.  It usually requires a Council decision 
and significant decisions tend not to be made under authority delegated to staff. 
The exercise of  discretion is an appealable process that, if  exercised, adds delays 
and costs. For the regulator, every allowed variation must be legally defensible at 
appeal, and supportable by expert evidence on the matter to be varied. 

For a ‘permitted application’ not involving discretion, the Tasmanian Planning 
Scheme forces assessors to view applications through the lens of  preset 
standards; a standard building envelope, accommodating a standard use, on a 
standard block of  land in a standard zone. It is a formula for reproducing ( you 
could hardly call it ‘creating’) a bland, urban landscape of  ‘cookie cutter’ 
buildings; a formula that suppresses variation, creativity and innovation. It 
homes in on individual developments, without lifting its gaze to larger questions 
of  urban form and comprehensive settlement planning. 

This rules-based, black letter law, box ticking approach to planning permit 
assessment focusses on compliance with administrative process and generic 
standards. It does not encourage a broader and holistic professional judgement 
about the overall community cost/benefit  and strategic planning outcomes. Nor 
the totality of  proposed uses and developments  of   individual parcels within a 
wider geographic setting and historical/cultural context. 

3. Administrative complexity and ‘band aid’ remedies 

The statutory planning framework has lost its way. From its reasonably 
straightforward beginnings in 1993 it has repeatedly been amended, adding 
complexity to the processes of  planning scheme creation, scheme modification 
and planning application assessment, until it is now mired in processes that even 
planners have difficulty following, let alone the long suffering public. The Land 
Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 has been amended more than 50 times. 
This is not the place to delve into the convoluted history of  the State’s planning 
legislation, but the following broad brush overview sets the scene. 
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Before 1970 there were 49 local government areas, each with one or more 
planning schemes. The schemes were fairly simple documents of  usually just a 
few pages. Many of  them followed a similar format and administrative process, 
with commonly named zones and use classes. They were not especially 
prescriptive apart from some basic rules about lot sizes, building setbacks and 
heights. Although many schemes were derived from a common template, over 
time they evolved individually, gradually increasing in sophistication, by crafting 
or borrowing  performance standards suited for their local communities under 
the lightly guiding, but sometimes autocratic hand of  the Town and Country 
Planning Commission. The diverse family of  local planning schemes came to be 
criticised perennially by the development industry for their lack of  uniformity, 
which it was claimed led to confusion, inconsistent outcomes, delays and costly 
‘red tape’. It was still possible for Councils to craft a unique local planning 
scheme for a particular urban area. The Battery Point Planning Scheme, for 
example, was responsive to community feelings and broke new ground in 
recognising and protecting built heritage. This suburb had been slated for ‘slum 
clearance’ and high rise towers by the 1940s ‘Cook Plan’. 

1993 marked a watershed with the passing of  the Land Use Planning and 
Approvals Act (LUPAA)and the creation of  what is now the Tasmanian 
Planning Commission. This heralded the search for ‘sustainable development’ 
and an era of  planning reform, seeking clarity, consistency, efficiency and 
environmental responsibility. 

The roadmap for reform was initially promising. Create a common set of  
generic zones, use definitions and statutory  administrative processes for all local 
governments. Devise statements of  goals, objectives and performance standards 
that could be applied across the whole State (These became the State Planning 
Provisions, SPPs.) Additionally, allow some scope for local variations to recognise 
differences in geography, historical use patterns and community preferences (the 
Local Planning Schedule, LPS). Bring the Crown and State Agencies within the 
realm of  the RMPS and encourage those agencies to codify their requirements 
within planning schemes. 
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Fast forward to today. Planning schemes texts  have burgeoned in size to several 
hundred pages requiring close reading. Planning scheme maps show the 22 basic 
zones, but also a variety of  locally unique particular purpose zones plus  many 
layers of  overlays. Each overlay may modify the status of  use and development 
on a site, trigger ‘discretion’  or superimposes additional performance 
requirements.  

Likewise, the LUPA Act has become more convoluted and focussed on 
prescriptive, legal,  sometimes repetitious processes, with amendment after 
amendment trying to cross every T and dot every I. while revisiting and fine 
tuning what should be a straightforward system of  development control. 

The challenge of  climate change 

A recent PIA survey asked how well will the Tasmanian Planning System 
respond to climate change. I wrote, 

“The TPS is not a forward-looking, strategic, proactive, well resourced, holistic 
system with which to tackle the complex, interlocking forces of  climate change. 
It has become an overly legalistic, bureaucratic, reactive, development control 
mechanism aimed only at new private development. The laudable Schedule 1 
objectives of  the component Acts of  the original Resource Management and 
Planning System were never translated into a full suite of  strategic State Policies 
that bound all agencies and encouraged  cooperative forward planning at State 
level. Instead planning effort has been fragmented among Ministries, State 
agencies and local governments pursuing individual exponential growth 
agendas, spurred on by a politically influential ‘development industry’. 

That industry’s perennial calls for the removal of  ‘red tape’ and then ‘green 
tape’ have backfired because the multiple, simplistic but inconsistent, pre1993 
planning schemes have been replaced by the so-called ‘single planning scheme 
for Tasmania’ which is far more multilayered, complicated and onerous to 
navigate. Box ticking legalism has overwhelmed the exercise of  broad, 
considered judgement by forward looking professional planners. 

Despite that overarching criticism of  the narrow focus of  the TPS on 
development control rather than planning policy, it has some positive aspects, 
such as the many requirements for expert advice on site hazards that will be 
exacerbated by climate change, such as wildfires, floods, coastal inundation and 
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erosion. Also, it picks up on disturbing trends such as species extinctions and 
biodiversity loss, and attempts to include mechanisms to mitigate those negative 
consequences of  site development  and use. But again, this applies in the context 
of  individual rezonings and planning permits rather than a more holistic, 
coordinated approach to the climate challenge.” 

Future directions 

The planning reform process over the past years has consumed many years of  
personal effort by planners, related professionals, policy makers and legislators. 
Was it all worth it? History will judge. My own intuition is that in the coming 
decades society will face environmental, social and economic dislocations which 
will make our current efforts to anticipate the future look like small beer. We 
should widen our gaze, consider the potential impacts of  climate change, 
extreme weather events, floods and wildfires, population displacement and social 
inequality, in order to build more resilient and adaptable Tasmanian 
communities. 

Conclusions 

In the pursuit of  comprehensiveness, planning statutes and  planning schemes 
have become less comprehensible to the general public. But fundamentally they 
remain documents for development control rather than for forward-looking 
strategic land use planning. The proposed TPPs, while offering useful guidance 
to applicants and planning practitioners, will only add to the tangled planning 
policy framework, if  given statutory force. 

I think it would be preferable to regard the TPPs as a well articulated set of  
planning principles to be followed by approval authorities, rather than an 
additional set of  hurdles to be argued over and achieved, in a statutory sense,  
by applicants for planning  permission or scheme amendment. 
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F om Have You  Say
To l  
Subject W  om Econom c antasy to Ecological Reali y on Clima e Change
Da e Wednesday  27 Octobe  2021 11 26 17 AM

----O iginal Message-- --
From  John Vandenber
Sent  Sunday  2  October 2021 3 AM
To  Ha e Your Say <Ha eYourSay@justice. as.go au>
Sub ect  From Economic Fantasy to Ecological Reali y on Clima e Change

Dear Ha eyoursay assessors
I recen ly sent you a submission about the Tasmanian Go ernment’s draft proposals for planning policies proposed to be included n the State’s land use planning framework.
He e is a recen ly released webcast
ht ps //aus01 safelinks.protection.outlook com ?url=ht ps%3A%2F%2Fyoutu.be%2Fm _j-
5t GQY&amp data=0 %7C01%7Cha eyoursay% 0justice. as.go .au%7C1d161 2f1686 68ecf8608d9966dfeff%7Cce3bd35aee3 939df75b9fa88fdf8e%7C0%7C0%7C637706221 2125510%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC wL AwMDAiLCJQI oiV2luMzI LCJBTi 6Ik1haWw LCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&amp sda a=Vpgg7ZRO%2FAFiifsK7Ex nc5AM W9NW%2FwD7aSdwGXo%2Bs%3D&amp reser ed=0

As a supplement to my submission  I recommend you ha e a look at Professor S e e Keen’s p esenta ion for a quick summary of the extreme d sloca ions that we will face n the near future  because of t pping points. Science is conf rming that ipp ng points  such as Arct c ice melting and Gulf Stream slowdown  are arri ng quicker than expected. We a e seeing the fi st s gns here  with chang ng rainfall pat erns and the warming of
wa ers off the East Coast.

Tipping poin s  and cascading ipp ng points  are not ncluded in mainst eam economic models of supply and demand. So land use plann ng  based on current assumptions and pro ec ions wi l not be ‘business as usual’. Tweaking the de elopment control system through the Tasmanian Planning Policies will be ir ele ant to the challenges we face. Much more ser ous  coordinated efforts across all spheres of go ernment and the pri ate
sector are requ red to build es lient communities to cope with climate change and he socio-economic d slocation it is br nging.

Sincerely
John Vandenberg

Sent f om my iPad



 
 

    
      

    
        

 
 

             
 

         

 

From: Have Your Say 
To: Planning Unit 
Subject: FW: Scoping Paper of the Draft Tasmanian Planning Policies 
Date: Friday, 22 October 2021 2:00:48 PM 

From: carrie brink  
Sent: Friday, 22 October 2021 1:48 PM 
To: Have Your Say <HaveYourSay@justice.tas.gov.au> 
Subject: Scoping Paper of the Draft Tasmanian Planning Policies 

Dear People, 
I have read Planning Matters Alliance Tasmania's submission on the scope and structure of 
these policies. 
I am in agreement with, and fully endorse their submission. 
Sincerely, 
Caroline Brink. 



    

   
      
       

     
     

 
 

 

   

 

 

   
    

   

 

 

     

              
     

           
           

         
         

               
      

              
 

                
             

             
      

              
             

              
            

  

Office of the Coordinator-General 

CH Smith Centre 
20 Charles Street, Launceston TAS 7250 
PO Box 1186, Launceston TAS 7250 Australia 
Phone +61 3 6777 2786 
Email cg@cg.tas.gov.au Web www.cg.tas.gov.au 

22 October 2021 

Department of Justice 
Office of the Secretary 
via email: haveyoursay@justice.tas.gov.au 

To Whom it May Concern 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide commentary on the Scoping Paper for Draft 
Tasmanian Planning Policies (TPP). 

Industry feedback the Office of the Coordinator-General (OCG) receives indicates some 
frustration that the Statewide Planning Scheme remains incomplete in terms of 
implementation resulting in many old Local Government interim-planning schemes 
remaining in operation and consequent planning inconsistencies across Tasmania. 

Whilst there has been progress, there are many councils yet to have their Local Provision 
Schedules (LPS) finalised and implemented. 

Accordingly, the OCG would encourage a focus on finalising the LPS from the remaining 
councils. 

The other area that the OCG has received significant industry feedback on, is the need to 
reform the three regional land use strategies. In these circumstances, we are concerned 
with the potential impact of introducing another layer of planning directive through the 
proposed TPP at this time. 

The OCG notes that the centrepiece of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme, the State Planning 
Provisions, are scheduled for review in 2022 and there remains a considerable timeframe 
for the ‘making’ of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme given the current delays in preparation 
and submission of Local Provisions Schedules to the Tasmanian Planning Commission for 
assessment. 
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