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GUIDELINES FOR PUBLIC QUESTIONS

Division 4 of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2025

This guide helps community members understand how to ask questions during Public Question Time
at a Council meeting or sending in questions to be placed on the meeting Agenda, based on the Local

Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2025, as well as any other determinations made by

Council.

Please remember, this time is for asking questions only—there will be no discussion or debate about

the questions or the answers.

How to Ask a Question:

You can ask a question either:

¢ In writing (before the meeting) (see questions on notice
below), or

e In person at a regular Council meeting (see questions
without notice below).

Your question must be about Council activities only.

Purpose of Question Time:

o This time is for asking questions, not for debating them.
o Answers will be given, but there won’t be any discussion.

Written Questions
(Questions on Notice):

o Must be sent at least 7 days before the meeting.

e The 7-day period includes weekends and public holidays,
but not the day you submit the question or the day of the
meeting.

o Title your submission clearly as “Question/s on Notice.”

Verbal Questions (Questions
Without Notice):

e Atleast 15 minutes will be set aside during the meeting for
these.

A maximum of three (3) questions will be allowed per
person, per meeting.

e You can’t ask about topics already on the meeting
agenda.

o If your question can’t be answered right away, it will be
answered at the next meeting or as soon as possible.

Rules for Asking Questions:

Your question should:

¢ Be short and clear;

¢ Not be a statement;

e Hauve little or no introduction.

The Chairperson may reject your question fif it:

o Is offensive, defamatory, orillegal;

e Doesn’t relate to Council business;

e Is unclear, repetitive, or about confidential matters.




Ordinary Council Meeting Agenda No. 14 3 August 2026

AGENDA of an Ordinary Meeting of Council
Kingborough Civic Centre, 15 Channel Highway, Kingston
Monday, 3 August 2026 at 5.30pm

WELCOME

The Chairperson will declare the meeting open and welcome all in attendance. The Chairperson will
advise all persons attending the meeting that they are to be respectful of, and considerate towards,
other persons attending the meeting.

AUDIO RECORDING

The Chairperson will advise that Council meetings are recorded and made publicly available on its
website. In accordance with Council’s policy the Chairperson will request confirmation that the audio
recording has commenced.

1 ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF TRADITIONAL CUSTODIANS

The Chairperson will acknowledge the traditional custodians of this land, pay respects to elders past
and present, and acknowledge today’s Tasmanian Aboriginal community.

2 ATTENDEES

Councillors:

Acting Mayor Councillor C Street
Councillor A Antolli

Councillor D Bain

Councillor G Cordover
Councillor K Deane

Councillor F Fox

Councillor A Midgley

Councillor M Richardson

3 APOLOGIES
4 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES
RECOMMENDATION

That the Minutes of the open session of the Council Meeting No. 13 held on 20 July 2026 be
confirmed as a true record.
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5 WORKSHOPS HELD SINCE LAST COUNCIL MEETING
Date Topic Detail Consultant
27 July Regional Sports & A briefing was provided on the Draft |Nil
Recreation Plan Greater Hobart Sports Infrastructure
Strategy.
SAPS Overview of Bruny Island Specific Area | Nil
Plan and Bonnet Hill and Blackmans
Bay Bluff Specific Area review report
and recommendations

6 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

In accordance with Regulation 10 of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2025
and Council’'s adopted Code of Conduct, the Mayor requests Councillors to indicate whether they
have, or are likely to have, a pecuniary interest (any pecuniary benefits or pecuniary detriment) or
conflict of interest in any item on the Agenda.

7 TRANSFER OF AGENDA ITEMS

Are there any items, which the meeting believes, should be transferred from this agenda to the closed
agenda or from the closed agenda to the open agenda, in accordance with the procedures allowed
under Section 15 of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2025.

Council has determined that questions on notice or questions taken on notice from a previous meeting
should not contain lengthy preambles or embellishments and should consist of a question only. To this
end, Council reserves the right to edit questions for brevity so as to table the question only, with some
context if need be, for clarity.

8 QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE FROM THE PUBLIC
9 QUESTIONS ON NOTICE FROM THE PUBLIC
9.1 Browns River

Mrs Jo Westwood submitted the following question on notice:

Does Council have a specific Browns River Catchment Management Plan? What work has Council
undertaken at Browns River in recent years to improve water quality in the river and at Kingston
Beach?

Officer’s Response:
Catchment Plan:

Council does not have a current catchment management plan for Browns River. The most recent plan
was completed in 2003. It provided an overview of the catchment, assessed water quality, identified
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management issues and made recommendations. Council delivered those recommendations through
a range of projects and initiatives over the following decade.

Browns River Water Quality:

Recreational water quality has been monitored at a site in the lower estuary of Browns River since
1994. The site is below the pedestrian bridge where the river meets Kingston Beach. Monitoring
checks compliance with the National Guidelines for Recreational Waters. Due to poor long term
monitoring results, the site is deemed an environmental site, not a swimming site. This means it is
considered suitable for secondary contact activities, such as kayaking, but not for swimming.

Monitoring of creek water quality has been coordinated by the Derwent Estuary Program and has
occurred in 2005, 2010 and 2025. Urban catchments, such as Browns River, which receive
stormwater from built up areas and surrounding industrial areas show the highest pollutant levels. The
monitoring assesses a suite of water quality indicators including nitrogen, phosphorous, turbidity and
bacteria.

Whilst many sites across the Derwent Estuary do not meet national and state water quality guidelines,
the levels of nitrogen and phosphorous at the Browns River monitoring site are below national
guidelines and have declined since 2005. In contrast, the levels of bacteria (enterococci) at the
Browns River sites are poor. Enterococci is a microbial indicator used to assess the presence of
faecal contamination and potential public health risks.

Stormwater is a significant contributor to poor water quality in Browns River and Kingston Beach as it
carries pollutants from further up the catchment into local creeks and rivers and ultimately into marine
waters.

Work to improve water quality:

. Kingston Stormwater Wetlands - The major initiative to improve water quality in Browns River
and, ultimately, at Kingston Beach was the construction of the Kingston Stormwater Wetlands in
2000. Stormwater from central Kingston is redirected through the artificial wetland system
before entering Whitewater Creek and Browns River. As water flows through a series of ponds
and wetlands, bacteria and other contaminants are exposed to natural treatment processes.
The wetlands significantly reduce contamination entering Browns River from central Kingston.

. Stormwater investigations and upgrades - As part of Council’s stormwater investigation and
upgrade program, officers investigate sites where public or private sewer systems are failing
and leaking into Browns River and its tributaries. This work has been ongoing since the mid-
1990s. Upgrades to the stormwater network, such as gross pollutant traps, bioretention basins
and rain gardens, also improve water quality.

. Creek Maintenance Plans - In 2022 Creek Maintenance Plans were developed for urban
rivulets, including a plan for Whitewater Creek which flows into Browns River. The plan guides
management actions to improve riparian health, water quality and flow.

. Riparian Corridor Management - Council has been improving the health of riparian reserves,
including along Whitewater Creek, Browns River and connecting creek lines, for more than 20
years, with support from Landcare groups and the community. Activities include weed and litter
removal, revegetation of riparian corridors, habitat restoration and erosion management.

. Development controls — Through the development approvals process, Council considers the
potential impacts of development on waterways and water quality. The public open space
corridor within Spring Farm Estate is an example of a subdivision design that supports improved
water quality in Whitewater Creek.

Liz Quinn, Manager Environmental Services
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9.2 Gallaghers Road

At the Council meeting on 20 July 2026, Ms Kim Phillips asked the following question without notice
to the Chief Executive Officer, with a response that the question would be taken on notice:

I've had a local resident share an email with me and asked me to follow up for them. The last email
they have is from 18 August in 2025, where there's an issue with the top section of Gallaghers Road
where the turning circle has collapsed down into the drain, making it difficult for council equipment to
get out there to perform any maintenance work. Where are we at with that please because they were
told that they would have some update on what was happening and have not since?

Officer’s Response:

The upper section of Gallaghers Road has not been graded for several years because collapse of the
bank within the turning area has prevented the safe turning of heavy plant, including the grader and
trucks required to undertake grading works.

The resident was advised in 2025 that Council was investigating options to address the turning area
and that a further update would be provided. Unfortunately, that follow-up communication did not
occur and Council apologises for this oversight.

The road was inspected on 27 July 2026. Although it has not been graded for more than three years,
the running surface is generally in good condition. One significant water rut was identified. However,
the road remains accessible and is not considered to present a safety concern.

Council has drainage maintenance scheduled in the area within the next six weeks, subject to
operational priorities. While undertaking these works, Council will clean the table drains, place
material into the water rut and tidy the turning area where it can be undertaken safely. Major
reconstruction of the turning area is not proposed at this stage due to the instability of the site and the
limited operational benefit.

Future maintenance of the upper section of Gallaghers Road will be undertaken using smaller plant or
localised repairs where intervention levels are reached, rather than by full grading. Council will
continue to monitor the condition of the road and undertake maintenance in accordance with its safety
and service requirements.

Renai Clark, Senior Roads Engineer

9.3 TPC Hearings

At the Council meeting on 20 July 2026, Ms Alison Rogers asked the following question without
notice to the Chief Executive Officer, with a response that the question would be taken on notice:

Given that further strategic review of zoning and land use is going to be done around zoning and land
use, will landowners incur a cost in terms of if they are going to apply for a change of zone? So if we
say theoretically this landowner may be zoned rural, for example, in this current LPS, and they then
want to query that and ask for a rural living consideration will that come at a cost to the landowner
itself going through that process, or are Council going to take into consideration the fact that this
perhaps should have taken place simultaneously with this current draft LPS?

Officer’s Response:

The answer to the question is not entirely straightforward, as it will depend on the nature and
outcomes of the future strategic planning work.

In some cases, Council may undertake strategic reviews of zoning and land use that identify a
broader need for planning scheme changes across an area. Where Council determines that a
planning scheme amendment is warranted to implement the strategic outcomes of that work, Council
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may choose to initiate and progress those amendments itself. In other cases, the strategic work may
identify opportunities or provide a policy basis for different land use outcomes, but individual
landowners may still need to pursue a planning scheme amendment if they are seeking a specific
zoning change for their property. In those circumstances, the normal amendment processes and
associated costs may apply.

It is also important to note that planning schemes are intended to evolve over time. Legislative
requirements oblige councils to periodically review their planning schemes, and those reviews,
together with other strategic planning projects, may lead to further amendments as community needs,
growth patterns, infrastructure planning and state policy settings change.

Therefore, it would be premature to give a definitive answer on whether a particular landowner would
incur costs associated with a future rezoning request. That will depend on whether the desired zoning
outcome is ultimately progressed through a Council-initiated strategic planning process, or whether it
is a matter that would need to be pursued by the landowner through a separate amendment request.

Adriaan Stander, Lead Strategic Planner

10 QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE FROM COUNCILLORS

11 QUESTIONS ON NOTICE FROM COUNCILLORS

At the time the Agenda was compiled there were no Questions on Notice from Councillors.

12 PETITIONS STILL BEING ACTIONED

There are no petitions still being actioned.

13 PETITIONS RECEIVED IN LAST PERIOD

At the time the Agenda was compiled no Petitions had been received.
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14 OFFICERS REPORTS TO COUNCIL

14.1 REVIEW OF THE BONNET HILL AND BRUNY ISLAND SPECIFIC AREA PLANS

File Number: 17.228, 17.300

Author: Deleeze Chetcuti, Director Environment, Development & Community
Services

Authoriser: Dave Stewart, Chief Executive Officer

Strategic Plan Reference

Key Priority Area: 2. Growing together with well-planned spaces and infrastructure.

Strategic Outcome: 2.2 Embedded and contemporary land use planning systems to manage the
current and future impacts of development.

1.  PURPOSE

1.1 At its meeting of 20 October 2025, Council resolved to appoint an independent planning
consultant to undertake a review of the application of the Bruny Island Specific Area Plan
(SAP) as well as the Blackmans Bay Bluff and Bonnet Hill SAP in response to concerns
raised by members of the public during the Local Provisions Schedule (LPS) hearings.

1.2 The purpose of this report is for the Planning Authority to consider the outcomes of the
review undertaken by Pitt & Sherry and subject to its endorsement to approve the
submission of the review’s findings to the Tasmanian Planning Commission (TPC) for
consideration as part of the ongoing Local Provisions Schedule (LPS) hearings and before
a final decision is made by them.

2. BACKGROUND

2.1 The Tasmanian Planning Scheme (TPS) was introduced by the State Government to
provide a consistent, contemporary and coordinated planning system across Tasmania,
replacing the individual planning schemes previously administered by each council. Under
this reform, every council is required to prepare a draft LPS to apply the State Planning
Provisions (SPPs) at a local level.

2.2 A SAP is a local planning mechanism within the TPS that forms part of a council’s LPS. It
operates in addition to the SPPs and may add to, modify or substitute provisions that
would otherwise apply under the underlying zone or zones for a defined area. They are a
well-established feature of LPSs across Tasmania, with most councils including multiple
SAPs, commonly in the order of approximately five to ten, and some councils applying up
to around twenty SAPs for a range of purposes including heritage, settlement character,
infrastructure, environmental, landscape, tourism and activity centre outcomes.

2.3 When Council lodged its draft LPS in February 2020, approaches to zone translation and
the application of local planning provisions (including SAPs) were still evolving at a
statewide level.

2.4 The 2020 version of the draft LPS included several SAPs, comprising a combination of
existing SAPs carried over from the Kingborough Interim Planning Scheme 2015
(KIPS2015) and new SAPs introduced as part of the transition to the TPS.

2.5 The proposed new SAPs were intended to address locations with distinct environmental,
social, spatial or hazard-related characteristics not adequately managed through standard
provisions alone. These included SAPs to maintain established low-density residential
character and landscape values at Blackmans Bay Bluff, Burwood Drive, Coningham and
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2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12

Lower Snug, Kettering and Dennes Point. The justification for these SAPs was provided
within the 2019 draft LPS Supporting Report.

During the post-lodgement phase, the TPC indicated that it did not support the proposed
new SAPs in the format they were presented. However, the TPC allowed Council to
reconsider its approach to the proposed SAPs, during which the potential introduction of a
SAP for Bruny Island was identified as a matter for further consideration. It was also
suggested that the Blackmans Bay Bluff SAP be revised to include Bonnet Hill, which at
that time had been proposed for rezoning to the Landscape Conservation Zone (LCZ).

After several post-lodgement conferences, the TPC directed Council to revise the draft
LPS and publicly exhibit the revised version in 2024. The revised draft included a Bruny
Island SAP and a combined Blackmans Bay Bluff and Bonnet Hill SAP. Detailed
justification for these SAPs was provided in the 2024 LPS Supporting
Documentation exhibited alongside the draft LPS.

The public exhibition of the 2024 draft LPS generated significant community interest,
particularly in relation to the Bruny Island SAP.

In response to matters raised through representations, Council indicated in its section 35F
report that it was open to considering changes to the SAPs, while expressing a preference
to explore the issues in detail through the LPS hearing process. To support those
discussions, Council included comparison tables for each SAP in the s35F report
submitted to the TPC, that demonstrated the differences between the controls under
KIPS2015 and those proposed under the SPPs and the proposed SAPs.

To date, SAP-specific hearings have been limited to the Kingston Southern Gateway SAP,
the Bonnet Hill component of the Blackmans Bay Bluff and Bonnet Hill SAP, and the
Gordon and Kettering Precincts of the Kingborough Coastal Settlement SAP.

Following discussions and the exchange of information at the hearings, the TPC issued
directions in relation to the Burwood Drive SAP and Kingborough Coastal Settlement
SAP, seeking advice on any potential modifications, and the Kingston Southern Gateway
SAP, seeking advice on whether the Planning Authority intended to proceed with the
SAP.

The Planning Authority subsequently advised that it has decided not to proceed with the
Kingston Southern Gateway SAP. The rationale for this decision is set out in its
submission, which has been published on the Commission’s website. The Planning
Authority’s response to the Burwood Drive SAP and Kingborough Coastal Settlement SAP
directions will be provided later and will address the matters that the TPC identified during
the hearings as requiring further consideration.

3. COUNCIL’S DECISION TO UNDERTAKE A REVIEW OF COMPONENTS OF THE DRAFT

LPS
3.1

3.2

3.3

Council resolved on 20 October 2025 to commission a comprehensive independent review
of:

(a) the Landscape Conservation Zone (LCZ) in the draft LPS; and

(b) the Bonnet Hill component of the Blackmans Bay Bluff and Bonnet Hill SAP, as well
as the Bruny Island SAP.

The LCZ review was subsequently undertaken by Irene Inc Planning & Urban Design and
endorsed by the Planning Authority on 16 March 2026 and submitted to the TPC.

The SAP review component was undertaken by Pitt & Sherry, with the outcomes of that
review presented in this report.
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4. OVERVIEW OF THE REVIEW BY PITT & SHERRY

41

The review by Pitt & Sherry (refer to Attachments) provides an independent, systematic
assessment of the Bruny Island SAP (KINS6.0) and the Blackmans Bay Bluff & Bonnet
Hill SAP (KINS7.0), focusing on:

. strategic justification of the SAP having regard to the statutory compliance with the
Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 (LUPAA) and alignment with the
Southern Tasmania Regional Land Use Strategy (STRLUS);

° evaluation of public and stakeholder representations received during the LPS
exhibition period;

° outcomes from targeted engagement to inform the review, including a survey of
affected landowners within the SAP areas and discussions with key community
organisations such as the Bonnet Hill Community Association, Bruny Island
Community Association, Bruny Island Environment Network, Friends of North Bruny,
and the weetapoona Aboriginal Corporation.

. assessment of whether SAP provisions are necessary, proportionate, clear and
administrable; and

° identification of drafting, mapping and structural defects requiring correction or
improvements.

Key findings and recommendations

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

The review confirms that there is strategic justification for the Bruny Island SAP and the
Bonnet Hill component of the Blackmans Bay Bluff and Bonnet Hill SAP. Each addresses
local planning risks that are not adequately managed through the standard provisions of
the TPS. The review indicates that the Bruny Island SAP is justified due to the
combination of, significant infrastructure constraints, tourism pressure, cumulative
development impacts and environmental sensitivity which together create planning
challenges that cannot be effectively addressed through the SPPs alone. It further finds
that, without locally calibrated controls, there is a risk of inappropriate intensification
outside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) that would be inconsistent with the STRLUS.

Similarly, the Bonnet Hill SAP is supported based on its high landscape and visual
sensitivity, natural values, and exposure to cumulative development impacts. The review
identifies that these characteristics, in combination with the area’s location outside the
UGB, give rise to a need for targeted controls to manage development intensity and
maintain landscape character, consistent with the strategic intent of the STRLUS.

The Pitt & Sherry review found that the Blackmans Bay Bluff component of SAP is not
supported in its current extent and form and that the available evidence does not
demonstrate that the SAP is necessary, proportionate or sufficiently linked to the planning
risks relied upon in support of the controls. While Pitt & Sherry acknowledge that matters
such as landscape sensitivity, vegetation retention, built form and development intensity
may warrant further consideration, they recommend that any additional controls be
supported by further technical and strategic work and be limited to clearly justified matters
and locations.

The Blackmans Bay Bluff component was developed during a period of uncertainty
regarding the nature and extent of future development within the area. As the area has
now been substantially developed, the original strategic justification for applying the SAP
has diminished. When considered alongside the lack of evidence demonstrating that the
current controls remain necessary or proportionate, there is limited justification for
retaining the Blackmans Bay Bluff component.
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4.6

4.7

Finally, the review recommends that the Bruny Island SAP and the Bonnet Hill component
of the Blackmans Bay Bluff and Bonnet Hill SAP be modified and, where appropriate,
simplified to improve clarity, proportionality and statutory robustness, as outlined further
below.

These modifications are required to address identified drafting, mapping and
proportionality issues, while also establishing a clear pathway for staged refinement over
time. For example, while the review identifies the preparation of a Bruny Island Structure
Plan and a transition to a precinct-based framework as key improvements, it recognises
that this work would be more appropriately undertaken following implementation of the
LPS, allowing the SAP to operate as an interim mechanism in the short term and to be
progressively refined as more detailed strategic planning is completed.

5. PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

The review does not include detailed clause-level drafting recommendations. Accordingly,
modifications to the Bonnet Hill SAP and Bruny Island SAP have been prepared having
regard to the recommendations of Pitt & Sherry. These modifications are proposed to be
submitted to the TPC, subject to endorsement by the Planning Authority.

It should be noted that the proposed modifications to the SAPs extend beyond the
recommendations provided by Pitt & Sherry. These additional changes relate to matters
where it is considered appropriate to simplify the SAP provisions, defer and reconsider
issues as part of a future review, or matters that may benefit from more detailed
consultation.

The overall approach has been to maintain provisions that are, where possible, consistent
with, or more flexible than, the outcomes available under the current the KIPS. However, a
limited number of additional provisions are proposed, particularly within the Bruny Island
SAP. These provisions, including those relating to Swift Parrot collision risk, are
considered justified and appropriate having regard to the local and regional importance of
the environmental values and circumstances of Bruny Island

Consistent with other hearings and assessment processes, the SAP provisions as
modified may be subject to further scrutiny by the TPC, including consideration of their
strategic justification, the appropriateness of the proposed modifications, and whether the
SAPs should be retained, refined or removed.

A detailed summary of the modifications made to the SAP, together with supporting
justification, track changes and the proposed final drafting, is provided in the
accompanying attachments. A high-level overview of the modifications is provided below.

Bonnet Hill SAP

5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

Having regard to the recommendations of Pitt & Sherry not to proceed with the Blackmans
Bay Bluff component of the Blackmans Bay Bluff and Bonnet Hill SAP, that component
has been removed from the SAP. Consequently, the SAP has been amended to apply
only to Bonnet Hill.

The Bonnet Hill SAP has been modified with a focus on improving its clarity, usability and
alignment with its primary purpose. This includes simplifying provisions, reducing
unnecessary complexity and, in some instances, providing greater flexibility, particularly in
relation to subdivision, while continuing to achieve the intended planning outcomes.

Editorial amendments have also been made to remove duplication, including the
rationalisation of vegetation-related provisions that were repeated across multiple
standards.

In addition, provisions considered to provide limited planning benefit, or which were not
directly related to the primary purpose of the SAP, have been removed, enabling the SAP
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to focus more clearly on the matters that are fundamental to achieving the desired
outcomes for Bonnet Hill and assist in the transition to the TPS.

5.10 The modified SAP provides the following provisions:

KIN-S7.7.1 Building Height in the Low Density Residential Zone in Bonnet Hill

This control applies only to three 3 lots and seeks to protect the visual landscape
character of Bonnet Hill when viewed from Kingston and Kingston Beach. The
control effectively carries forward the existing building height restriction from the
KIPS2015 by retaining a preferred maximum building height of 5m, while allowing
flexibility through a performance-based assessment.

KIN-S7.7.2 On-site Waste Water Treatment in Bonnet Hill

This control applies to only a part of Bonnet Hill where on-site wastewater
management is required and seeks to ensure development can be adequately
serviced without adverse environmental impacts. The provisions are generally
consistent with the approach under KIPS2015.

KIN-S7.7.3 Prominent Trees in Bonnet Hill

This control applies across the SAP area and seeks to minimise the impact or loss
of prominent trees that contribute to the amenity and landscape setting of Bonnet
Hill. The acceptable solution requires buildings and works to avoid tree protection
zones, while the performance criteria provide flexibility having regard to the maturity
and landscape contribution of trees, bushfire protection requirements, mitigation or
revegetation measures, site landscaping and practical design alternatives. The
provisions adopt an approach that is consistent with prominent tree protection
controls used in other LPSs under the TPS.

KIN-S7.8.1 Lot Design for CT 38873/1, CT 138873/2 and CT 138873/3

This control applies only to the three lots identified above and seeks to ensure lots
are capable of accommodating development while maintaining the landscape setting
of Bonnet Hill. The control establishes a preferred minimum lot size of 3,000m?, but
allows lots as small as 1,500m? through the performance pathway, which is
generally consistent with the minimum lot size contemplated by the state planning
provisions where suitable site and design outcomes can be demonstrated. This
represents a substantially more flexible approach than KIPS2015, under which the
broader Bonnet Hill precinct was generally subject to a 5,000m? minimum lot size,
while still ensuring that landscape and development constraints specific to the
locality can be appropriately considered

Bruny Island SAP

5.11 The Bruny Island SAP has been modified and simplified to provide a stronger foundation

5.12

for a locally responsive planning framework that can evolve over time as the needs,

aspirations and circumstances of the Bruny Island community change.

Modifications have been made to remove duplication and improve readability, including
the rationalisation of vegetation-related provisions that were previously repeated across
multiple standards. In addition, provisions considered to provide limited planning benefit,
or which were not directly related to the primary purpose of the SAP, have been removed.
In some instances, provisions have been simplified or deferred on the basis that the
relevant matters are more appropriately addressed through the standard provisions of the
TPS in the short term, with further consideration to be given through future strategic
planning work and consultation with the Bruny Island community. This approach allows
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5.13

5.14

the SAP to focus on the matters that are most important to achieve its intended
outcomes as part of the transition process.

While substantial work has been undertaken to support a more comprehensive, island-
wide approach to the management and protection of natural values, the modified SAP
limits those provisions to zones where the standard provisions of the TPS are unable to
adequately address the relevant issues. This includes the application of additional
provisions in parts of the Low-Density Residential Zone and Agriculture Zone where
current controls for priority vegetation management will not continue to apply under the
TPS. This approach generally maintains the status-quo and then provides opportunity for
more detail strategic planning work more comprehensive measures if assessed to be
necessary in the future.

The modified SAP provides the following provisions:

. KIN-S6.7.1 Residential Density for Multiple Dwellings in the Low Density Residential
Zone

This controls seeks to ensure multiple dwelling development requires a preferred
site area of 2,500m? per dwelling, while providing flexibility through performance
criteria to allow smaller site areas (as small as 1,500 m?) where infrastructure
capacity, servicing and settlement pattern considerations can be satisfactorily
addressed. The 1,500m? performance standard is broadly aligned with the approach
of the standard provisions of the TPS and represents a significantly more flexible
outcome than KIPS2015, which did not provide a pathway for multiple dwellings
within the Low Density Residential Zone on Bruny Island

° KIN-S6.7.2 On-site Waste Water Management in the Low Density Residential Zone

This control applies only within the Low Density Residential Zone seeks to ensure
sites are capable of accommodating an appropriate wastewater disposal system.
The provisions are generally consistent with KIPS2015.

. KIN-S6.7.3 Building Height and Exterior Finishes in Apollo Bay

Applies only to the Rural Living Zone land within the Apollo Bay Building Design
Area and seeks to protect local landscape values and ensure built form remains
subordinate to the natural landscape. The control establishes a preferred maximum
building height of 6 m, together with siting and exterior finish requirements, while
allowing flexibility through performance criteria where landscape impacts can be
appropriately managed. The height limit is less restrictive than the 5m limit that
applied under KIPS2015, while the exterior finish requirements are broadly
consistent with those previously applied to the land under KIPS2015.

. KIN-S6.7.4 Priority Vegetation in the Low Density Residential Zone and Agriculture
Zone

The provisions are generally consistent with the Natural Assets Code, adopting a
similar assessment framework and considerations for the clearance of priority
vegetation. This approach maintains broad consistency with the application of the
Natural Assets Code elsewhere on the island.

It should be noted that references to the Kingborough Biodiversity Offset Policy have
been removed from the modified SAP. While biodiversity offsets may have merit as
a mechanism for addressing residual impacts on environmental values, it is
considered inappropriate to provide for the application of the Kingborough
Biodiversity Offset Policy only within the Low Density Residential Zone and
Agriculture Zone, but not across other zones on Bruny Island where comparable
biodiversity values may occur. In addition, the Policy does not align neatly with TPS
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framework, as it provides for offsetting on other land and monetary contributions,
mechanisms that are not generally contemplated by the Tasmanian Planning
Scheme.

Given the simplified and interim nature of the modified SAP, it is considered
preferable to defer consideration of an offset framework in the SAP until a consistent
island-wide approach can be developed through future strategic planning work and
consultation with the community and relevant stakeholders.

KIN-S6.7.5 Swift Parrot Collision Risk

This control seeks to minimise the risk of collision, injury and mortality to the Swift
Parrot. The provisions have been significantly refined and simplified from the
previously exhibited version of the SAP and now provide clearer guidance on bird-
safe building design measures, including the treatment of glazing and transparent
structures, while allowing alternative solutions through performance criteria
supported by expert advice and recognised bird-safe design guidance. Unlike the
previous version of the SAP, the modified provisions also provide greater direction
on how design responses can be used to reduce collision risk whilst still
accommodating development.

This is the only substantive development control proposed within the modified SAP
that does not have a direct equivalent under KIPS 2015. However, there is
considered to be sound strategic justification for its inclusion given Bruny Island's
importance as habitat for the Swift Parrot and the identified risk posed by bird strike.
Further detail regarding the justification for the provision is provided in the
supporting documentation accompanying the modified SAP.

KIN-S6.8.1 Lot Design in the Low Density Residential Zone

This control establishes a preferred minimum lot size of 2,500m? in the Low Density
Residential Zone, but allows lots as small as 1,500m? through the performance
pathway where it can be demonstrated that the subdivision is consistent with the
existing development pattern in the area and that the proposed lots can be
appropriately serviced. In assessing a smaller lot size, consideration is given to
matters such as the availability of reticulated infrastructure, the ability to provide
adequate on-site wastewater disposal and water supply, site constraints and the
intended use of the land. The provisions are not more onerous than those that
operated under KIPS 2015.

KIN-S6.8.2 Subdivision in the Agriculture Zone

This control seeks to minimise adverse impacts on priority vegetation associated
with subdivision works. Rather than imposing additional lot design standards, the
control largely relies on the standard Agriculture Zone provisions and introduces an
additional assessment of priority vegetation impacts, enabling the use of the
Agriculture Zone while addressing a gap identified in the State Planning Provisions.

5.15 The modified SAP is intended to provide the minimum suite of place-based provisions

5.16

necessary to support the transition of Bruny Island into the Tasmanian Planning
Scheme, while generally maintaining outcomes that are comparable to those currently
achieved under KIPS2015. This approach recognises that a number of planning issues
on Bruny lIsland, particularly those relating to landscape, environmental values,
settlement character and infrastructure capacity, would benefit from further strategic
planning, technical investigation and consultation with the Bruny Island community
before more detailed controls are introduced.

While there is a risk that some locally specific matters may not be addressed as
comprehensively in the short term through reliance on the standard provisions, this is
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10.

considered an appropriate interim position that provides a clear and workable planning
framework, avoids unnecessary complexity, and establishes a holding point from which
more refined place-based provisions can be developed through future strategic planning
work and consultation.

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

6.1 The review sits outside the formal statutory processes prescribed by LUPAA and has
been prepared to assist Council in presenting a robust, defensible and transparent
position during the LPS hearing process.

6.2 Final decisions regarding modification or refusal of the SAPs will remain the responsibility
of the TPC, acting under the statutory criteria set out in LUPAA, the SPPs and the
STRLUS.

FINANCE

7.1 The review has been completed within Council’s existing operational budget.

ENVIRONMENT

8.1 If the approach in the report by Pitt and Sherry is supported by Council and the TPC, the
refined SAP framework will continue to deliver strong environmental protection outcomes
by targeting controls to areas of genuine ecological and landscape sensitivity.

8.2 Conversely, if the SAPs do not proceed, there is a risk that these place-based controls will

be lost, resulting in a reduced ability to manage cumulative impacts, leading to a reduced
ability to consider of environmental and landscape values for future development and a
greater reliance on broader, less tailored planning provisions.

COMMUNICATION AND CONSULTATION

9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

RISK

No additional formal public consultation has been undertaken specifically for this review.
However, Council undertook targeted engagement with affected landowners within the
SAP areas, including a survey, and convened meetings with representatives of key
community organisations. These included, but were not limited to, the Bonnet Hill
Community Association, Bruny Island Community Association, Bruny Island Environment
Network, Friends of North Bruny, and the weetapoona Aboriginal Corporation.

Representations received during the formal exhibition of the draft LPS have also informed
the preparation of this review and its recommendations and will continue to inform the
TPC’s assessment prior to its determination.

The data and information from the additional engagement undertaken by Council is not
considered as formal representations, however it was analysed and informed the Pitt &
Sherry review, and the raw data is attached to the review report — which, if endorsed, will
be submitted to the TPC.

The TPC will consider all representations in accordance with its statutory responsibilities.
Where appropriate, it may determine that further engagement is required, either by
directing Council to undertake additional consultation with affected landowners or by
undertaking such consultation itself. Any such action is at the discretion of the
Commission and would occur only where it considers further input necessary before
finalising the LPS.

10.1 In considering the proposed modifications to the Bruny Island SAP and Bonnet Hill SAP

contained in the attachments, and the recommendation not to proceed with the
Blackmans Bay Bluff component of the SAP, the Planning Authority should have regard to
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10.2

10.3

10.4

10.5

10.6

10.7

10.8

a range of statutory, governance, implementation and reputational risks. The proposed
amendments have been prepared by officers in response to the findings and
recommendations of the independent review undertaken by Pitt & Sherry and are
intended to address identified drafting, mapping and proportionality issues while retaining
planning controls where there is a demonstrated strategic justification for doing so.

The proposed modifications seek to reduce the risk of the SAPs containing provisions that
are unnecessarily complex, difficult to administer, or vulnerable to challenge through the
assessment and appeal process. By addressing identified issues and removing elements
of the SAPs (particularly those elements that do not have strong merit) the modified SAPs
aim to provide a clearer, more practical and defensible planning framework for
consideration by the TPC.

The SAPs have attracted significant community interest throughout the LPS process,
particularly in relation to Bruny Island, Bonnet Hill and Blackmans Bay Bluff. A substantial
number of representations were received during exhibition, and some representors have
subsequently participated in the hearing process. Consequently, there is a reputational
risk for Council if concerns raised through representations, hearings and subsequent
engagement are perceived as not having been adequately considered.

Equally, amendments to the SAPSs, including the removal of the Blackmans Bay Bluff
component, may not align with the expectations of all stakeholders and may attract both
support and criticism from different sections of the community.

The proposed modifications seek to manage these risks by demonstrating that Council
has actively considered matters raised by representors, commissioned an independent
review to test those concerns, undertaker further targeted engagement and a detailed
assessment of the SAP provisions. This provides a transparent and evidence-based basis
for Council's position and supports public confidence in the integrity of the review process.

There is also a strategic and governance risk associated with either retaining planning
controls that cannot be clearly justified or removing controls that continue to serve a valid
planning purpose. In this regard, the review concluded that the original strategic
justification for the Blackmans Bay Bluff component has diminished as the area has
largely been developed and therefore supports its removal. Conversely, the review found
that there remains a strategic basis for place-based planning controls within Bonnet Hill
and Bruny Island, albeit in a modified and simplified form. A position that is inconsistent
with these findings may be perceived by some stakeholders as not appropriately
responding to the evidence presented through the review process.

There is also a risk associated with the SAPs not proceeding, either as a result of a
decision by the Planning Authority or through the TPC's assessment process. While the
review concluded that the Blackmans Bay Bluff component is no longer justified, it found
that place-based planning controls remain warranted in Bonnet Hill and Bruny Island. If
those SAPs do not proceed, local environmental, landscape, settlement and infrastructure
considerations would need to be addressed through the standard provisions of the TPS,
which may not provide the same degree of locational specificity. This could result in
planning outcomes that are not anticipated by the regional policies of the STRLUS,
particularly in relation to development intensity, settlement patterns and the management
of cumulative impacts on infrastructure and to sensitive locations.

While differing views amongst landowners, community groups and representors are likely
to remain regardless of the outcome, progressing modifications informed by an
independent review places Council in a stronger position to demonstrate that its response
has been guided by strategic planning merit, evidence and community feedback rather
than any single interest or viewpoint.
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10.9 Notwithstanding the proposed modifications, the final determination regarding the merit,
form and justification of the SAPs remains a matter for the TPC as part of its assessment

of the LPS.
11. CONCLUSION

11.1 With the exception of the Blackmans Bay Bluff component of the Blackmans Bay Bluff and
Bonnet Hill SAP, the review undertaken by Pitt & Sherry concludes that there is a strategic
justification for the retention of the relevant SAPs and identifies a range of modifications to
improve their clarity, operation, proportionality and statutory robustness

11.2 Notwithstanding the findings of the Pitt & Sherry review and the draft modifications
proposed, the TPC will independently assess the strategic merit and justification of the
SAPs as part of its consideration of the LPS.

11.3 This process will include consideration of representations and evidence presented through
the hearing process and may ultimately result in the SAPs being retained, modified or
removed.

12.  RECOMMENDATION

That the Planning Authority:

(@) Receives the report titled Expert Review — Bruny Island Specific Area Plan (KINS6.0) and
the Blackmans Bay Bluff & Bonnet Hill Specific Area Plan (KINS7.0) prepared by Pitt &
Sherry and notes its findings.

(b) Endorses the modifications set out in the attachments to this report as the Planning
Authority’s position on the SAPs for the purposes of the ongoing Local Provisions
Schedule (LPS) hearings.

(c) Provides the Pitt & Sherry review and the modified SAPs contained in the attachments to
the Tasmanian Planning Commission for consideration as part of its assessment of the
LPS.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Review by Pitt & Sherry

2. Explanation of modifications made to the Bonnet Hill SAP
3. Justification for the modified Bonnet Hill SAP

4. Modified Bonnet Hill SAP (with track changes)

5. Modified Bonnet Hill SAP (clean)

6. Explanation of modifications made to the Bruny Island SAP
7. Justification for the modified Bruny Island SAP

8. Modified Bruny Island SAP (with track changes)

9. Modified Bruny Island SAP (clean)

10. Public survey report
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Cumulative Impach

Development Intensity
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EPBC
FONB
Infrastructure Capacity

KINS8.0
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KIPS 2015
Landscapt sensitivily

LisT
Local Areg Objective

LPS
LUPAA
Natural Assets Code

Watural Veluss

NWA

DIN

Piace-based contmls
Place-based planning
Precautionary planning
Precinct-based approach
Proportionality

RMPS

SAP

SETAC

Spatial differentiation

Spalial targeting

pitt&sherry | ref: T-P.25.1652-00-PLA-REP-H01-Revii1/TH/ b

Definition
Brury Istand Communily Association
Bruny Iskznd Ervironment INetawork

The combined effest of a seres of Individually miner changes which, over tme, may result in
a significant planning, environmental or infrastructure outcame

The scele, density or exient of use and development occurring on a siie or within an area

Direcfion issued by the Tasmanian Planning Comrmission requiring further review and
Jjustification of aspects of the Kingborough Local Provisions Schedule

Environment Prolection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1398 (Commonwealih)
Friends of Narth Bruny

The ability of physital infrastructure and services, including wastewater, roads; transpoart and
ufilifies, o sccommpdate addifional development

Bruny Iskand Sperific Ares Plan
Blackmans Bay Bluff and Bonnet Hill Spedific Araa Plan
Kingborough Interim Planning Scheme 2015

The degree to which @ landscape is susceptible to change afsing from use or developmvent
without adverse impacts on its characier or visual qualities

Land Infermmation System Tasmania

A stalternent within & Locsl Provisions Schedule identifying planning outcomes sought for a
particular locality

Local Provisicns Sthedule

Land Use Planning and Approvals Acf 1993

State Planning Code addressing biodiversity, native vegeiation, walerways, weflands and
geoconservation valuas

Epvironmerital featuras including native vegetation, threalened spercies habitat,
geaconservation values, waterways and wetlands

Metural Values Aflas - Tasmanian Government database confalning records of natural
valuas, threatened species and acolagical communities

OCulstanding Issues Notice - notice fssust] by the Tesmuntan Planning Commission
identifying matters requiring further consideration before certification of an LPS

Planning provisions tailoned to the speciic characteristics, walues and consfraints of @
desfingd lpcation

A planning approach that respands to the spechiic environmental, soctal, econemic and
spafial characteristics of a location

A planning epproach that recognises uncertalnty and seeks o avoid environmental
degradation where thers is a risk of serious o7 [rreversible harm

A planning approach that applies different previsions within identified sub-areas based on
differing chanacleristics, consnaints or pianning objechives

Tne principle that planning controls should be commensurate with the planning risk they are
intended e manage

Resource Management and Planning System of Tasmania

Specific Area Plan

South East Tasmanian Abariginal Corporation

The application of different planning responses o different localions based on [dentified
charactenigties, constraints or planning risks

The application of planning contrals anly where identified planning risks or yalues ooour
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SPPs
Strategic meri

STRLUS
TASVEG

TPC

TFS

UGB

Yigwshed

Visual seneitivity

Wasiewaler intensification

State Flanning Provisions

The dagree to which @ planning cosrol ie supported by evidence, strategic planning
objeciives and stafutory requiremenis

Southern Tasmania Regional Land Use Strategy 2010-2035

Tasmania's sfatewide native vegetation mapping dataset

Tasmanian Planning Commission

Tasmanian Planning Scheme

Urban Growth Beundany

An aren that is visible from a parlicutar public location or viewing point

The suscaptibility of a location to changes in views or vieug| character arising from
development

An increase in wastewater generation resulling from addifional development. increased
OCCUPaNCy of more intensive land use

Waorking kandscaps Rurral oy agriculiural land that continues te support productive activilies alongside
environmental and scenic values
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Executive Summary

pittésherry has been engaged by Kingborough Councll 1o provide an indepentdent planning review and assessment of
the Bruny leland Spedific Area Plan (KINS6.D} and the Blackmans Bay Bluff and Bonnet Hill Specific Arsa Plan
{KINS7.0). Both SAPs form part of the Local Provisions Schedule (LPS) o the Tasmanian Planning Scheme (TPS).

This report has been prepared to assist the Planring Authority in responding to Direction 78 of the Tasmanian Planming
Commission and the assosiated Outstanding lssues Naotice (QIN) Issued under section 35F of the Land Use Planninig
and Approvals Act 1993 (LUPAA). Direclion 78 requires the Planning Authority t clanify drafting infent, address
deficiencies in mapping, definitions and assesstent tiggers, and demonstrate that the SAPs operate trangparently,
proporfionately and consistently with the struciure and purpose ofthe TPS.

The raview considers whether each SAP remains justified, whether the provisions are sufficientty clear and warkable in
practice, and whether the controls operate proportionately in response to the planning risks identified. it also consliders
statutory representations, additional engagement and survey material, not as determinative of the planning outcome, but
as relevant evidence of how the SAPS are undergtood, Interprated and likely to operate in practice.

Key findings

The assessmeni supporis the conlinued use of SAPs as a planning methanism where local confrols are supporied by
svidence and proportionate 1o the planning risk being managed, However, the findings are not uniformt across all SAP
aneas.

Bruny Island SAP

The Bruny Island SAP is supported in prinsiple, subjest o refinement. The review identifies a clear and continuing need
for ivcal confrois due io the Interaction of environmental sensitivity, dispersed settiement, infrastruciure limitations,
wastewater canstraints. landstape expoesure and cumulative development pressure. These matters are nut adeguately
managed through the SPPs alone.

The SAP shouid not proceed In its current form, Refinement is required fo improve spatial targefing, mapping
transparency, drafing clarty, assessment triggers and proportionzlity. In particular, the controls should be more clearly
linked io the specific risks they are intended o manage, recognising that the SAP applies across different settiemenis,
zones and lendscape contexts.

Bonnet Hill SAP

The Bonnet Hill component of KINST.0 s also supporied In principle, subject fo refinement. The area has [dendifiable
landscape and environmental characteristics, including visual prominence, vegetation values, established low-density
seffiement pattemns and pofenfial pressure for further deveiopment intensity,

The review finds that @ SAP remains capable of jusffication for Bonnet Hill because standard zone and code provisions
do not pravide the same level of localised response 1o landscape sensitivily, vagelation retention and built farm
outcorngs, Refinermnent is required o improve mapping ransparency, clanfy assessment tiggers and ensure that confrols
are closely aligned with the values and risks identified.

Blackmans Bay Bluff SAP

The Blackmans Bay Bluff component of KINS?.{} is not supported in its curment extent and form. While parts of the area
may warrant further planning consideration, particulary in relation to landscape sensitivity, vegetation retention, buill form
and development intensity, the evidence presenily available dose not demonstrate that the SAP as curreitly drafied and
mapped is necessary, proportionate or sufficiently linked to the planning risks refied upon n suppert of the controls.

If additional controls are ta continue for Blackmans Bay Bluff, they should be narrowed to matters and locations that are

clearfy jusiffied by evidence, or supported by further technical and strategic work. Alfernafivaly, Council should reconsider
whether Blackmans Bay Bluff should remain within KINS7.0.
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Consultation and representations

The review has considered statufory represenfafions, additivnal engagement and survey meaterial, These inputs have
been used to identify recurrding themes, test how the SAPs are understood, and assess whelher the issues ralsed point fo
planning, drafiing or implementation matters requiring refinement.

Community feedback, representations and survey findings informed the assessment underiaken in this report. The below
report provides a summary of the key lssuss raised during consullation and the cormesponding assessment responses,
while Appendix B contains the supporting survey dala and respondent feedback. Colleclively, these appendices pravide
he consultation evidence base for the review and dermonstrate hiow community engagement has informed the
assessment, findings, recommendations and preferred planning approach containged within this report.

Key themes raised through consultation include;

« uncertainty about how SAP provisions interact with underlying zones and the SPPs

% concern about the breadth and proportionalily of contrals

& cONCern regarding mapping accuracy, methodology and evidentiary basis

»  nncertainty regarding definitions and assessment friggers

»  concern about vegelation management, landscape character and buill form outcomes; and

« congern about wastewater, infrastructure capacity and cumulative impasts.

The report distinguizhes between mamtters thet properly inform the assessment of SAP provigions and maters more

appropriately addressed through broader strategic planning, zoning review, service delivery, communication or
implementation processes.

Optione assessment
The review congiders four options for the future rofe and form of the 8APs:

1. no SAP;

Z. namow refention of SAP provisions;

3. refinement and restructuring of SAP previsions; and

4. alternative zoning or broader stralegic planning approaches.

Each option has been assessad againsl statultory risk, planning effectiveness, preportionality. implementakion and
administraiion, and community confidence.

The assessment finds that removing the SAPs would simplify the planning framework, but would re-expose known gaps
iri the operation of standard zone and code provisions, particulary Tor Bruny Isiand and Bonret Hill. A narowly retained
SAP may reduce same concermns regarding proportionality but is unlikely to provide a durable response unless supported
by clear spafial logic, transparent mapping and & defensible explanation of what controls remain and why.

Allemative zoning or stratedic planning may assist in the longer term, parficulardy where broader quesfions of sefflemeni
pattern, Infrastructure capagity or environmental thrasholds require further consideration. However, this option is nota
complete shori-term substitute for SAP refinement, particularty for Bruny Islend and Bonnet Hill, where place-based
cantrols remain justified,
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Preferred pathway
The preferred patvway differs by SAP area,

For Briuny [sland, the preferred pathway is refenfion and tangeied refinement of the SAP. The SAP should be refined fo
better distingulsh belween seltilement areas, infrastiucture consiraints, environmenlal values, landseaps sensitivilies god
locations where standard provisions may be sufiicient.

For Bennet Hill, the preferred pathway is reteniion and largeted refinement of the SAP. Refinement shauld focus on
mapping ransparency, assessment thigyers, vegetation and landscape controle, and the relationship between built form,
wisual sensitivity and develapment infensity.

Far Blackmans Bay Bluff, the preferred pathway is conditional. The SAP should enly continue if it is substantially
narrowed o clearly justified matters and focations, or if furiher evidence is provided fo demonsirate that additional
contrels remain necessary and proponionate, In the absence of that further work. reconsideralion of its intduslion within
KINST.0 is wamranted,

Owerall, the refined and restructured SAP pathway provides the most defensible and durable outcome for Bruny Island
saryd Bonrniet Hill, It retains local controls where they ars justified, addresses deficiencies in drafting and implemerntation,
and impraves the fransparency and workability of the planning framework. For Biackmans Bay Biuff, the repori does not
suppart retention of the curment SAP in ils present extent and fomm,

Certification outcome

Subject fo the refinements and statufory comections identified In this report, the Bruny [sland SAP and the Bonnet HIll
sampenent of KINS?.0 are capable of suppuorting certification of the LPS.

The Blackmans Bay Bluff component is not supported in fts current extent and form. It should efther be narrowed o
evidence-based confrols, supported by further technical and sirategic work, or reconsidered as part of the final SAP

package.

Thiz approach provides a clear and defensible pativay for the Planning Authonty. it retains local controls where they are
Justified, impraves the clarity and proportionallly of 3AP provisions, responds fo legitimale issues ralsed through
consultation and review, and avoids extending SAP confrols where the cumment evidence does not support thelr continued
application.
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1. Introduction

pitt&sherry has besn engaged by Kingborough Coundll fo provide an independent plenning review and assessment of
ihe draft Bruny Island Specfic Area Plan (KINS6.0) and the Blackmans Bay Blulf & Bonnet Hill Specific Area Plan
{KINST .0}, which form part of the drafi Local Provisions Schedule (LPS) {o the Tasmanian Planning Scheme (TPS).

Both Specific Area Plans {or SAPs) have been the subject of extensive community interast, stafutory represeniations and
serutiny through the assetsment of the draft UPS. Key issuss raised during exhibibon and subsequent radew includs the
Justification for place-based confrois, the proporfionality of the provisions, the refationship belween the SAPs and the
State Plannifg Provisions (known ag SPPg), the transparancy of mapping methodologies, and the praclical operation of
fhe controls in the assessment of use and development. These matiers have informed both the Tasmanian Planning
Commiselon's review of the draft LPS and the Rlanning Authority's subssgusnt consideration of the SAP framework.

This report has been prepared in response to Direckon 78 of the Tasmanian Planming Commission and the assodiated
DIN igsued under section 35F of LUPAA. It provides an Independent agsesement of the SAPs, Including advice and
recommendations regarding thelr strategic justification, statutory defensibliity, operafional parformence and leng-term
waorkability, having regard to amendments proposed by the Planning Aulhority.

Direttion 78 requires the Planning Authrily te clarify drafiing Intent, address deficlendies in mapping, definitions and
assessment friggers, and demonstrate that the SAPs operate transparently, proportionately and consistently with the
structure and purpasa of the TPS. The Dirsction also requires a clesr explanation of why Iocsl variations to the SPPs anz
necessary, and whether the SAPs remain the most appropriate planning mechanism for addressing the issues dentified
within each area.

In responss, tis repert examines the strategic marit of each SAP, the planning ssuss the coniols ara intended o
address, the relationship between the SAPs and the broader planning framewori, and the extent to which the provisions
satisfy the slalulory requirements applying to local planning controls. The review also considers the issues and themes
arising from representations and consultation, assesses alternalive planning responses, and Identifies a preferred
pathiwary Tor each SAP area,

The assessment recognises thal the circumstances of Bruny Island, Bonnet Hill and Blackmans Bay BIuff are not
idenlical and do not necessarily warant the same planning outcome. Accordingly. the report evaluates each area on lils
own merits and distinguishes between locations where a refined SAP remains justfied and locations where further
evidence, refinement or reconsideration may be required befare cerification can be supported.

2. Purpose, Scope, & Methodology

2,1  Purpose of Report

As part of Direction 78 dated 18 Ociober 2025, the Tasmanien Planning Commission {TPC) requested Kingborough
Coungl to undertake a comprehensive review of the Bruny Island SAP {(KINS6.0), Blackmans Bay Bluff SAP (KINS7.0)
and Bonnet HIll SAP (KINS7.0). The review was requested In response fo concems relaiing to the strategic [ustification,
drafting, mapping, clarty. proportionality and practical eperation of the SAP provisions, together with questitns regarding
their relationship with the broader Tasmanian Planning Scheme (TPS] framework.

This report does not seek (o replicate Council's Section 35F Reporl on Representations dated 23 July 2025, nor doss it
repaat the background analysis and supporting matarial contained within Council's Supporting Repart preparad in
support of the draft LPS. Raiher, ii provides an Independent planning assessment of whether the SAPs remaln Jusiified,
wihether the provisions are appropriately targeted fo the planning ssuss they seek to address, and whether they are
capable of aperaling as clear, propartionate and defensible planning instruments.
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The purpose of the review is not 1o revislt the history of the LPS process or fo re-argue individual viewppints expressed
during exhibition, Instead, the review examines whelher the SAPs remain the most appropriate planning mechanism
having regard 1o the evidence avaflable, the issues ralsed through represeniations, the requirements of LUPAA, the
structure and intent of the TIPS, and the practical operation of the provisions in the assessment of use and development.

I urderiaking this assesement, the report recognises that the three SAP areas are not dentical in their environmental,
landszaps, infrastruciure or settiement characteristics and therefore should not necessarly result in the sarme plarming
outeome. The review accordingly evaluates each SAP area on its own merits and congiders whether rstantion,
refinement, narrowing or alterative planning rezponses provide the most apprepriate pathway forwarid.

The outcome Is intended to assist the Pianning Authority and the TPC by providing a transparent, evidence-based
assgesment of the sirategic ment, statutory defensibilily and long-term workahilily of the SAP provisions, fogether with
recammendations regarding the form in which they should proceed, if at all, as part of the final LPS.

In respending to Direction 78, this review focuses on three core questions

w whether the strategle justification for each SAP remaing sound having regard to the 8PPs and seclion 32 of the
Land Use Planning and Approvais Act 1993

» whether the SAPs are drafied with sufficient clarity. fransparency, and internal consistency to enable predictable
decision-making: and

= whefher the provigions openate proportionately in response fo identified planning risks, without duplicating or
undermining the broader planning framework.

The assessment thergfore examines the SAPs a3 implamentation tools, rather than as espressions of policy intenl along.
it considers how the provisions funclion In practice, how they Interact with underiying zones and codes, and whether
thene is sufficient justification to retain, refine, narmow or discortinue the BAPs, having regard 1o thelr strategic mefit,
statulory basis and praciical aperation. This approach ensures that the review remains focused on statutory defensibility,
workability and long-term effectiveness, congistent with the matters raised by the Tasmanian Planning Commission.

The objective of this Planning Report I5 o review aind bng fogether Tour core tasks:

« SBummarnising and evaluating gll public and staleholder representations received on the SAPs

» Assessing the strategic merit and statutory consistency of each SAF egainst the TPS, the requirements of
ILLPAA 534{2), and the [ustification lests for varying the SPP under 532(4)
«  [Idenfifying the imphications for underlying Zonlng and assessment pathways should the SAP not procoed

» Developing clear, justified, and actionable recommendaftions regarding the refention, amendment, or removal of
BAP provisions,

This review examings the SAPs line-by-ine to determing whether they satisly those expectations and has reviewsd
additional community feedback to identify specific amendments reguired to ensure statutory defensiblity, clarity and
consistent interpratation, having regard to formal representations submitted and informal community fesdback that
formed part of this rewiew process.

The assessment is undertaken within the framework of the Tasmanfan Planning Scheme and the reguiremenits applying
o SAPs, To assis the reader, Chapler 3 explains the purpose, opsration and linvitations of SAPs, and provides
background to the development of KINSE.0 and KINS?.0 before the detailed assessment commeness,

214  Scope of Area

The scope of this review focuses on two BAPs that cover three losafions: Bruny Island (KINSE.0) awd the Blackmans Bay
Bluff (KINS7.0) and Bonnet Hill {KINS7.0). The subject areas anes defined by the fallowing maps, overpags:
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Figure 2: Bruny Istand Specific Area Pian (KINS6.0) Map 2 of 2
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Figura 4: Blackinans Bay Bl & Bonnel Hill Specific Area Plan (KINST.0) Map 20 2.
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2,2  Review Methodology

Clause LP1,5 of the SPPs sals out the requirements for structuring and drafiing SAPs within a Local Provisions
Schedule. Those requirernents form the bas’s of this review, including considerafion of how provisions are expressed,
onganised and integrated with the broader planning schems

The scope of review extends beyond & clause-by-cfause criique. It exarmines whether the 8APs, as drafted, operate
lawfully, transparently, and proporticnately as implementation instruments, having regard to their interaction with
underying zones, SPFs, mapping frameworks, and Incorporated documents.

In undertaking this review, the following materials wene examined by piit&shermy:

» The drafil Kingborough LPS (including SAP fext, maps and overlays as exhibited)

»  [Post iodgement materials from TPC

«  [Relevant sections of the TPS, including the SPPs and clause LP1.5

« [Public and stakeholder reprasentations receivad during exhibition

« Council’s section 35F report and accompanying correspondence to the Tasmanian Flanning Commission
« [Directions, nofices, and guidance [ssued by the Tasmanian Planning Commission, inciuding Direclion 78
»  Additiona’ consultation and summaries

= Supporiing technical material referencet by the SAPs (including mapping outputs, background reports, and
policy docurnents where available); and

» Comparative examples of conlemporary 8APs and place-based planning teols in Tasmania.
A bibliography of decuments reviewed as part of this Report can be found within Appendix D. Focus was on all

documenis assodated with developing belh the Bruny Isiand SAP (KINSG.0j and fhe Blackmans Bay Biuff & Bonnet Hill
SAP (KINST.0). in addition to information that provided guidance or influence on the underlying zone within the areas.

Representations received during the formal public notice period have been reviewad in conjunction with Councils section
35F Report, subssquently grouped info themes reflecling recurting concems across mulliple submissions. Without
repeating Council's 35F Report, a thematic approach allowed for the sssessment o distinguish, in a transparant and
defensibie way, betwesn:

+ matters that wamrant modification of SAP provisions

& matters anising frem misunderstanding or lack of aceessible explanatery material

« matters relating to zoning cutcomes of brsader strategic planning settings rather than the SAPRs themselves; and

« matters fhat sit oufside the SAP process but neverihieless require clatificalion for procedural transparency.

The subsections identify each theme, summarise fhe contems raised, evaiuate thelr pianning relevance within fhe
statutory framework. and outline recommended responses or amendments where appropriate.

IMestings weare held with the key community groups within each SAP erea who agreed to take part, being:

#  Brumy tsland Community Association (BICA}

« [Frends of North Bruny (FONB}

# [Brumy Island Environment Metwork (BIEN)

« Weetapoona / Murrayfield Station / Southeast Tasmanian Aboriginal Corporation {(SETAC); and
«  [Bonnet Hill Residents Group.

Additionally, 2 questionnaire was distibited ts lemdowners in the SAP areas to betier upderstand their relationghip o the
land and their undemsianding of the infended purpose and operation of the SAPs. The questionnaire recognised

pitt&sherry | ref: T-P.25.1652-00-PLA-REP-H01-Revii1/TH/ b Page 13

Page 28



Ordinary Council Meeting Agenda No. 14 3 August 2026

it 3{1&?@

community members as having local knowledge and insight into the character, values, end consiraints of their area, and
was used fo inform the review by Identifying commeon themes and sources of cencermn.

The survey sought to clarify community views on what. if anything, makes the SAP areas distinclive, the nature of
concems assodiated with the SAP provisions, and whether respondents considered those areas to wamant a different
planning approach comparad o other Jocations subjact o the Kingborough LPS, While the surdey dogs not farm part of
fhe statutory assessmient progess, it provided contextual information to assist in understanding community perceplions
and to inform recommendations relating to clarity, transparenty, aml Implenentation.

3. Function of SAPs explained

Thig section explaing the statutory role and intsnded function of SAPs within the TPS. It provides a clear foundation for
fhe assessment that follows by oullining what SAPs are designed to do, how they operate in relation to underiying zones
and eodes, and the lirmts of their role a3 place-based planning fsols, The Tasmanian Planning Scheme establishes a
congiglent statewide planning framework through the SPPs, while allowing local variation through the LIPS where this s
|ustified by loeal dreumsiances. SAPs are one of the mechanisms available to provide place-based planning controls
where standard zone and code provisions are not sufficient to address identified environmental, landscape, settiement or
Infrastructure Issues. Their role is fo oparate alongside the undertying zoning framawork by providing targeted controls
that respond to the characteristics of a particular location.

3.1 How a SAP Works

SAPs are nola new planning mechanism. They were used under inferim planning schemes and conlinue o provide a
means of addressing local charadier, environmental valies and place-specific issuas that may not ba fully managsd
throuah statewide standards alone.

Far contaxt, other southem metropalitan councils {Hobart, Glenorchy, Brighton and Clarence]} have between 10 and 21
ShPg within thelr current Local Provigions Schedules (UPS), while Kinglborough i propoeing nine SAPs {with five to be
carried aver from KIPS 2015).

The purpesa and gcope of SAPg acrose Tagmania are highly varied. Examples include application 1o airport precinels,
arts and cultural precincis, enfire suburbs aind coastal areas with purposes such as infrastructure and densily
management, character and amenity cantrols, coastal and natural values protaction.

The SAP under the TPS is a statutory mechanism thal applies customised planning provisions 1o & defined geographic
area. Standards within the SAP are dovetailed with other standards that apply to the underlying zone or code provisions;
sither replaging or additional, dependent on the logal needs,

The TPS sets out the oparation of SAPs pursiiart (o clause 5.3 of the Scheine, which states:
531  Each Local Provisions Schedife |5 permilted to inclide a SAP that iz in agidition to, motdiles, orisin

substitution for, a provision in a zone Use Table or a use or development standard fn a zone or code.

532 The requirements and stuchure for SAPs jn the Loval Provisipns Sghetulas are set oul in olauss 1LP1.0
and Appendix A.

5323 ... aspedfic area plan is no! permitied lo override the administration provisions in ¢lauses 3.0 — 6.0 or
genermaf provigions in clguse 7.0
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Therefore, under clause 5.3.1 standards within SAPs can either
« o2 in addition to oiher slandarde within the zone or codes,

»  modify or alter a standard within the zone or codes, or
» substilute or replace a standard within the zone or codes.

in this context, the SAP clause may apply to a maiter that is applicabie to several zones within an area and can be used
fo tweak provisions of codes to be more applicable to a particular area.

it is alse importand to flag that the SAP does not ovemde the administrative provisions of the TPS as oited in dause 5.3.3
of the Scherne. As such, matters relating to the following are not superseded by SAP:

w  Interpretation ©1.3.0,

# [Exemptione Cl.4.0,

« Boheme Operation C1.5.0,

»  Assessment of an Application C1.6.0, and

o Matters that fall within General Provisions GL7.0,

Therefore, 8AP: fcllow the TPS convenlion and operation, and whilst providing governance of local matters, they do nal
infroduce @ new approach on how an appiication s assessed agalnst the standards.

The use of SAPs refiecis a consistent planning issue: standard zoning and code provisions do not always respond well fo
lota) conditions that are more complex, mone sengifive, or more constrained than typicsl Wostions, In these siluations, 2
mone tallofed approach is requined.

The infent of the SAPs is therefore not to Intreduce unhecessary restrdctions but to provide a framework that is:

« more transparent, by clearly identifying where and why controls apply

«  mone consistent, by reducing reliance on case-by-case judgement

% more proportionats, by focusing regulation on areas whers rigk or sensitivity is demonsitrably higher

A Specific Area Plan is a mechanisim within the Tesmanian Pianning Scheme that enables place-based planming
provisions (e be applied where [ocal circumstances warrant a planning response beyoend, or different o, the standard
provisions of the scheme. To operate effectively, & SAP should:

« [vave & clear and well-defined purpose;

» demonsirate logical algnment with the broader planning scheme:

» e proporticnate and reasonable lin relation to the planning Issues it seeks to address;

* e drafted in g manner that supports the dear interpretation and consistent application of ite provisions; and
« remain focused and specific i its purposs and application, avolding unnecessary complexity or duplication.

The purpose of This review is to ensure that SAP provisions remain fotused, targeted, justfied and capable of being
appled falrly and consistently over time.
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3.2 Requirements of a SAP

The praparaticn of a SAP must be conslstent with the requirements for a LPS under LUPAA and he striciure and
operation of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme (TPS). In addition to complying with the relevant provisions of sections 32
and 34 of LUPAK, a SAP mus! salisfy the statinory justification for varying, supplementing or modifying the SPPs.
Section 32(4) provides that this may ocour where the SAP defivers a significant social, economic or environmental
benefit, or where the area of land exhibits parlicular environmental, economic, sotial or spatigl qualities that require
provisions unigue o thal area to apply in subslitution for, in addition to, or ag &8 modification of the SPPs.

Agcordingly, the existence of SAP is not justified simply because @n area is distinctive; rather, there must be a dear and
dermonsirable refafionship between the characteristics of fhe land and the need for [ocalised planning provisions that
cannol be adequalely addressged through the standard provisions of the TPS,

In addition, clause 5.3.2 of the TPS requires SAPE to be struchured in ancordance with clause LP1.5 and Appendix & of
the SPPs, Clause LP1.5.1A specifies the minimum content and structure of SAF and establishes the framework within
which local provisions may be prepared and applisd:

fa} Plan Purposs; and
{bp Application, oz well a5 ot least one other sub-clavss, excluding locs! ares vhisctves,
definftion of terms or fables.

LP1.5.2 - The provisions of a specific area plain must include each of the hieadings shown
in Apperndin & folowed by either tie substanse of the provision, or the words
“This sub-cfause is not used fn this specific area plan”, as the case may be.

LP1.5.3 - Any defined terms within & specific area plan must be addiffional fo those sef
out in clause 3.0 and must not changs the meaning of an existing defined
tenm.

LP1.5.4 - If a specific area plan is included fn a LPS it must be shown on an overlay map
identifying the area of the gpecific area plan.

LP1.5.54 ~ specific arsa plan may include two or more areas, such as precingts, within
the area of the sperific area plan. A specific area plan with fwo or more areas
may intlude:

{a) atditional subclauses ta identify the applicalicn of the specific area plan o
the different areas; and
(1) separate local area olyjectives, use fables, and use and development
slandards to refle! the different areas within the area of the specific area
pla.
A SAP must clearly state the planning purpose for applying lozal provisions and demonstrate the relalionship between
the characteristics of the fand and the need for provisions that add to, modify or substilule the standard TPS provisions.

Clause LP1.5.54 enables a SAP to intlude two or more areas or precinets within the broader SAP area for example,
Bonnet Hill and Blackmans Bay BIuff zre fwo different precincts within the same SAP. Therefore, the provision of SAPs is
Justified whire thers ik unmistakable evidence thu:

« local environimental, tandscape, servicing, hezard, of character sensitivilies are not sufficiently addressed by
generic zone or code standards;

« cumulative impacts pose @ material planning risk that cannot be managed through standard discretionary
assessinent alone; and

» addilional local calibration is required o deliver prediciabie, plave-responsive ouicomes.
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3.3 Limits of a SAP and Matters Beyond Their Scope

S4Pg ara not imended o resolve all land use, infrastriclure of growth management issues affacting an area. Rather,
fhey pravide fargeled planning provisions where ocal circumsiances are not adequately addressed by the standard
provisions of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme. Where & clear and ongoing planning nesd exists, SAPs can provide a
mechanism for addressing specific environmental, landscape, settiement or infrasiructure issues through piace-based
controls that are proportionate, justified and responsive to local conditions.

They are aiso nof used as a substiuie for zoning or fo address meiters more appropriately resolved through sirategic
planning or rezoning. Rather, they provide a meshanism to refine the application of planning controls within the exisling
zoning framework where standard provisions are not capable of responding fo localised consfrainis.

In parficular, SAPs are not intended fo:

» substiute for broader strategic pianning processes, such as reglonal sirategies, structure planning, or growth
managemsnt frameworks

®  COMECT or overmide underlying zoning decleions where those derisions reflect broader strafegic cuicomes

» regulate matters that are already comprehensively addressed through SPPs, cedes, or ofher statulory regimes;
oF

s resolve infrastructure provision, service funding or capacily fesues that sit outside the planning scheme's
regulatory function.

Where consultation identifies issues that fall outside the intended scope of a SAP, including zoning, infrastruciure
provision, service defivery or broader poficy matters, those issues are more appropriately addressed through separate
planning precesses or Councll programs.

Clarifying the limits of SAPs is criticzl fo maintaining propertionality and statutory coherence. It ensures that SAP
provisions remalin focused, fargefed, and defensible, and do not assume responsibllity for issues that cannot be
sffectively or lawfully managed through plece-based plarming controls alone.

3.4 Kingborough draft LPS & SAPs Background

Kingborough Council's draft LIPS was nftielly prepared in 2019 as part of the fransition to the TP3 and publicly exhibited
in 2020, That version of the LPS included several SAPs, comprising:

s SAPs carried forward from the Kingborough Interim Planning Scheme 2015 (KIPS 2015); and

» naw SAPs introduced to address logations identfied as having distinct enwironmental, Iandscape or seiflement
charactenstics not adequately manaysd by standard provisions,

Early SAPs applied o several locstions, indluding Blackmans Bay Bluff, Dennes Point, Conningham, Lowsr Snug and
Kettering. Following lodgement of the drafi LPS, the Tasmanian Planning Commission ralsed concerns regarding the
breadih, justification and proporbionslity of several SAPz and requested that Council raconsidsr the overall approach to
place-based controls. Subsequent engagement with the Cemmisglon resulted in a more targeled SAP framework,
focused on Iocations where the need for Incalised confrols eould be clearly demonstrated and where SAPs representad a
preferable atternative to broader rezoning or averiay approaches,

3.5 Emergence of the Bruny Island SAP

The Bruny igiand SAP emenged through postdodgement refinement of the LPS In responze to concems reganding the
operation of standard planning pravisions acress Bruny lsland and the suitability of the Agricultural Zone and Low
Density Residential Zone in managing the island's distinctive planning challenges. The evolution of the SAP was
infiurnced by the Tasmaenian Planning Commission's asssssment of the draft LPS and subsequent discugsions
regarding the appropriateness of place-based confrols within the Tasmanian Planning Scheme.
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Earfier itzrations of the LPS proposed SAF provisions focused principally on Dennes Point. During the assessment
process, questions were raised regarding whether the planning issues identified within Dennes Peint, including
environmnental sensiivity, infrastructure linitations, sefiement patiemn and cumulalive development pressure, Wene
unigue to that locality or reflecied broader characteristics present acress other parts of Bruny Istand. This resulted in
further invastigation of the Isfand’s setiiement structune, environmental values and servicing consiraints.

In response, Touncil adopted a broader island-wide approach that sought fo pravide a more consistent frarnework for
managing identified planning risks across multple setiements and zones. The resulting SAP was intended o atldress
matters that were not considered to be adequately managed through the SPPs alone, including cumulative wastewaler
impacts, vegetation management, landssaps sensitivity and the interaction betseen developrient intensity and
infrastructure capreity,

The progression from a Dennes Point-focused SAP to the current Bruny Island SAP reflects a shift from addressing a
single locality fo addressing planning issues considersd o ocour across mulliple parts of e island. The SAP thersfore
evolved as a response o the cembined Influence of envirenmental, infrastructure, settlement and landscape
considerations, rather than as a direct conseqiience of zoning alone.

The evolution of the SAP aiso reflects increasing recognition that the Issues identified through assessment of the draft
LPS were not confined to Dennes Point, Environmental sensitivity, wastewater constraints, dispersed setement paiterns
and infrastructure mitations were evident across multiple Bruny Island setflernents. As a conseguence, the planning
response evolved from & Iocality-specific approach 1o & broader franswork Imtended to provide a consistent response to
recurring planning fssues across the island.

3.6  Evolution of the Blackmang Bay Bluff & Bonnet Hill SAP

The Blavianians Bay Biuff SAP hag its oniging in sommunify-nitisted planming work underaken under sarlier planning
schemes, Including neighbourhood character studies and local area objeclives aimed at prolecting the area's established
low-density character, landscape sefting and visual ainenily. These studies Tormed part of the evidentiary basle for the
place-based controls subseguently proposed threugh the Local Provisions Schedule.

In the 2020 draft LPS, parts of Bonnet Hill were inftially proposed wilhin the Landscape Conservation Zone, During the
post-lsdgement assessment process, concems were raised regarding the interaction between the proposed zoning
approach and the underlying pattern of lLow Dansity Residential development. This resulted in further refinement of the
planning response and fhe eventual development of a combined Blackmans Bay Biuff and Bonnet Hill SAP intended to
address identified landscape. vegetation and visual sensilivily issues through a placa-based framework rather than
broader rezoning.

The resulting SAP sought o respond to the shared enviranmental and landscape characteristics of the fwo areas whilst
recognising their existing residential rols. In particular, the SAP was intended to provide a mechanism for managing
landszape visibiity, vegetafion retention and develapment infensity in locations considered o be environmentally
sengitive of visuslly prominent.

The combined SAP also reflents a gradual shift from relying primarily on zoning responses toward the use of place-
spetific contrals. This approach was intended 1o retain the underlying residential zening framework while intreducing
targeted provisions addressing landscape exposure, vegetation retention and development intensity in focations
identified as envirsnmentally sensitive or visually prominent.

4. Consultation - Survey and Representations

Conzultation has guided this review In two distinet but complementary ways, through statutory representations recelved
during the formal public exhibifion of the draft LPS; and secondly, through additional constituent engagement undertaken
to better understand community concems and perceptions telating fo the SAPs,
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The purpose of this chapter is not to re-argue or adjudicate individual vieswpoints, but o clearly explain:

« iwhat consuliation was undertaken
»  how different forms of feedback are freated within the statutory framework; and
s how consultation inputs have been used to inform, bul not determine, the planning assessment that follows.

Thig distinction s critical to ensuring trangparency, procadural faimess and defenzible degigion-making.

Appendix B containg the supporling survey dala and respondent feedbark that informed the review. Together, thege
appendices provide the consultation evidence base for this report and demonstrate how consuitation ouicomes have
informed the assessment, recommantations and praferred planning approach.

4.1 Consultation Methods and Timeframes

411  Statmtory Exhibition and Representations

The draft LPS, including the Bruny lsland SAP (KINSS5.0) and the Blackmans Bay Bluff & Bonnet Hill SAP (KINS7,0, was
publicly exhiblied in aceondante with the requirements of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993, During this
period, formal representations were invited and received by the Planning Authorty.

As cited within the Section 35F Report by Council (Page 8), in acocordance wilh Seciion 35C of LUPAA, public exhibition
of the draft LPS occurred for a period of 80 days from 9 Oclober 2024 o 2 December 2024, Mofices were placed wilhin
The Hobart Mercury (& October 2024 & 22 October 2024), with copies available online and in hiard sopy form at Council's
Civic Centre in Kingston and Senvice GCentre in &laninah, Bruny lsland. In addition Jo the statutory requirements, the
Section 25F Report details additional exhibition measures (Page 8 - 9) that inciuded social media posis, a notice In the
Chronical, direct emails to registered partiss, one-on-ons meetings, small group presentations and public infarmation
sessions Inciuding al Alonnah (22 Oclober 2024) and Adveniure Bay (& November 2024).

In accordance with the Seclion 35F Reporl, a fofal of 620 representations were received regarding the draft LPS, which
Inpluded petitions with multiple signstories,

These statutory representations constitute the primary formal consultation mechanism under the LUPAA. They are
afforded specific procedural weight, must be considered by the Planning Authority, and form part of the material before
the Tasmanian Planning Commission in its assessment of the draft LPS,

4.2  Addibonal Engagement and Survey Work

In addition to statutory exhibition, Cowndil undertook further engagement eclivities to assist in understanding the nature
and drivers of community concemn regarding the SAPs. This included targeted engagemnent with communify groups and
the distribution of a questionnaire survey & residents within the SAP areas.

This additional engagement was undertaken to:

s clarfy areas of misunderstanding regarding the operation of SAPs
« Dbstier understand the values and afinbutes that commiunities assodiate with their logal areas; and

«  [denify recurring fhemes that may warrant clarification, refinement, or better explanation within the planning
framewark.

While inforrativie, this material dees not have statutory status and is nol a substitute for farmal representations.
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4.2  Statutory Representations versus Other Feedback

It is impottant to distinguish betwesn statutory representations and other forms of feadback, as each plays @ different role
in fhe planning process.

Statutory Representations:

»  Are made during the formal exhibiticn period

& Mugt be considered under the LUPAA

» Can directly informy assessment of sirategic merit, stalutory compliance, and drafting adequacy; and
o Are addressed through formal response mechantsms, mcluding section 35F reporfing.

Other Feedback (including surveys and meetings):

» Is not part of the siaiutory assessment process

s [Does net carry delerminative weight

*  Provides contextual insight ints sommunity valuss, expectations, and soncerns; and

# |s used fo assist interpratation of fssues raisad, rather than to determine outcomes.

This review has freated statutory representations as the primary evidentiary input for assessment purposes, while using

other feedback to provide contextual understanding and to inform recommendalions relating to clarity, transparency, and
implernentation.

4.3 Overview of Consultation Outcomes

Consultation across both SAP areas nevesled a high level of comimunity interest antd engagement. reflecting the
sensifivity of the planning issues involved. While the confent and emphasis of feedback varied befween locations, sevenal
recurming themes were evident.

At a high level, consuliation highlighted:

%  strong concem regarding percelved over-reach or lack of proportionality of SAP controls

s uncerainty or misunderstanding aboul how SAP provisions inferact with underlying zoning and SPPs

» gongern about vegelation management, landscape charatier, and cumuiaiive impacis of development; and

« apprehension regarding infrastruclure capacity, parlicularly wastewater management in constrained
environments.

Importantly. consultation also revealed that many concemns were not directed at the exrsfence of planning conirols per
s&, bul at their clarity, justification, amd perceiverd falmess of application.

4.4 Analysis of Representations

Ta enable a structured, fransparent, and proporfionate assessment of representafions, statutory submissions were
groupsd into thematic categories reflecting recuriing issues rather than individual viewpoints. This tematic approach
supports a dearer understanding of the matlers raised during exhibltion and aliows the review to:

» [cdentify where concemns point fo genuine planning, draffing, ot implementafion issues

«  distinguish those matters and issues arising from misunderstanding of the planning framework or the rofe of
SAPs; and

» respond consistently to simllar issues raised across mulliple submissions.
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A summary of the key themes identified through this prozess Is provided in Table 1, which presents a high-level overview
of representaticn themes, thelr relative level of goncem, and the SAP to which they relate. The table performs an
important priofitisation and navigation function by highlighting where concsms were most consistently and prominently
raised atross the reprosentation set as a whole. To agsist in synthesising the issues raised, themes have been
categorised according to their overall level of concemn (High, Medium, or Low), This catsgonsation refiests the
prevalence, consistensy, and prominence of themes across representations, rather than the merits or planning validity of
individusl submissions,

The classification of themes does nol determine statutory weight or planning merit. Those matiers are considered
separately through detailed analygie in the subseguent sections of this report, commencing at Section 4.8,

The leval of concemn assigned o each theme |s based on the following congiderations;

* Aftheme is classified as High level of concern whers it:
o was falsed repeafedly across many representations; andfor
o was ralsed by muitipie representors Independently of one another; andfor

o faalured prominently in submissions from professional advisors, community erganisations, or organised
groups; and/or

o was identified as @ central lssue underpinning broader dissatisfaction with the SAPs.
High concern themes lypically relate to process, clarity, propertionality, statutary justification, or fundamental operaticn of
fthe 8APs, rathier than fo isolated site-specific matters.
A theme is classified as medium jevel of concern where it:

< was raised consisienily, but generally in conjunction with broader issues rather than as a stand-alone

concem; andior

o was ralsed by & mors limited subsat of representors or was Incafion-specific; andior

o refiecied legilimate planning considerations but did not dominate the averall bedy of representations.
Medium-concenn themes offen relate to hew controls operale in pracfice, rather than to whether the 8APs ghould exist or
how they are strugtured,
s Afheme is classified as Low level of concam where it;

< was ralsed infrequently, antdfor

¢ primarily reflected individual circumstances or personal impacts; andfor

o did notiypically carmry significant weight in siatutory planning assessment uniess linked 1o broader drafting or
mapping Issues.

Low-concern themes are acknowledged as valid matters for representors to raise but were not @ dominant feature of the
represertation sef as a whole.
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Table 1: Bummary of Represenfafion Themes — Leve! of Concern and SAP Refevancs

Representation theme M Relevant SAP(s)
" Consultation adequacy and accessibility High All SAP greas
g;?mnﬂim of how S4Ps inferact with the Planning High All SAP araas
Accuracy of mapping (vegetation, nalural values, averays) High All SAF areas
Lack of published methedology f incorporated documents High All SAF areas
:s:lli):a:g:)pmparﬁonamy of SAPs (including island-wide High Bruny Island SAP
Justification for SAPs under 532(4) High All SAP greas
Cuplication or conflict with SPPs High All SAP greas
Zoyring aligriment and consistency with zofe purposes High All SAP grizas
Veyetation prolection approach High All SAP areas
Bushfire management conflicts High All SAP areas
Definitions and subjective ferminology Midium All SAP areas
Coastal height, seenic and visual impast conlrols Medium All SAP greas
Bmenity, character, and buiit form outcomes Medium g'::”'mns Bay Bluff & Bonnet Hill
Wastewater and Infrastruciure triggers Medium All SAP greas
Tourism pressune and infrastructure capacity e dium Bruny Island SAP
Property value and personal hardship Lowr All SAP ereas

4.5 How Representations are Considered

Consultation does not override statutory reguirements, strategic policy alignment or the need for defensible, evidence-
based planning controls. The number or sirength of representations on a particular issue does nof, of itsef, establish
planning merit, noy dows it displace the role of the Planning Authority or the Tasmanlan Planning Commission in
defermining appropriaie planning outcomes.

However, representations are not merely a record of communily opinion. Where representations provide relevant
syidence relating to planning ment, enviFonmental impacts, infrastructire constraints, statutory compliance or the
praclical operation of the SAFs, those matters musi be considered as part of the assessment of the issue to which they
relate. Representations may therefore asslst in identifying matters requining further investigation, refinement, clarification
or justification.

Consultation also provides a useful means of testing how the SAPs are understoed, interpreted and likely to operate in
practice. When considered alongside the stetutory framework, area context and strategic obfectives, consultation
outcormnes can identify where provisions reguire refinemerit to improve clarity. proportionality, transparenicy and long-term
workabillty.

The consultation findings summarnsed in this chapter inform the strategic, stalutory and drafting assessments that Tollow.
Appendix B provides the issuss raised during consultation and the way those matters wens considerad during the review.
Defailed considerafion of individual Issues and represeniations Is Incorporated throughout the assessment chaplers of
thig report.
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451 Identifieation of potentisl defects or ambiguities

Consultation assigts in identifying potential defacts, ambiguities, or unintended conseguences whers reprasentations
consistently reveal uncertainty. confusion or inconsistent interpretation arising from SAP drafiing. mapping. or
assessment tragers. Where similar concemns are ralsed across mulliple submissions. this may Indicate lssuss with
clarily, internal consistency, or practical workabiiity, rather than disagreement with the planning intent iiself,

Importantly, the [dentification of such issues does not presume that the concem is valid in planning terms. Rather, it
signals the need for further scruling fo determine whether the Issue refiects a genuine defect requiring amendment, or
whether it ariges from misunderstanding of the planning framework or the rele of SAPs within ft.

4.5.2 Testing proportionality and clarity

Consuitation outcomes aiso assist in lesting whether the SAPs operate proportionately and fransparently in practice.
Where nepresentations highlight a disconnect betwesn stated planning lintent and percalved regulatory effect, this
provides an opporiunity to examine whether provisions are drafied too broadly, lack sufficient spatial targefing, or rely on
subjestive or poorly defined concepts.

This testing is particularly relevant whera concems rélaie (o the cumulative impact of conirols, the triggering of
discrelionary assessment for low-smpact development, ar fhe inleraction belween SAP provisions and undetiying zones
or 8PPs. In fhese cases, consuliation helps fo ideniify where refinement may be required fo better align the regulatory
response wilh demonsirated planning risk.

Importantly. where representations provide relevant evidence concerning ihe plenning merit of the draft LPS, including
evidence relating fo environmental values, infrastriciure constraints, landscape Impacts, statutory jusiification, mapping
acsuracy. implementation outcomes or the operation of the SAP provisions, those matters must be properly considered
as part of ihe assessment of the issue to which they relate. The weight given fo Individual representations will depend on
the relevancs, quality and evidentiary basls of the informatien provided, rather than the number of representations raising
a parficular concem.

4.5.% Informiag implementation and communication improvements

Consultation also informs oppontunites fo Improve implementation, explanation, and transparancy without necessitating
substanfive policy change. In some Instances, issues raised through representafions relate less o the subsiance of SAP
controls and more to the accessibility of information, clanty of definitions, visibllity of mapping methodslogy or avallabllity
of suppaorting documentation.

Where this Is the case, cancems may be addressed through clearer drafting, improverd mapping governance,
incorporation of technical matersal, or supplementary explanstory guidance, rather than fhrough alterafion of planning
controls themselves.

4.6  Key Representation Themes Relevant to Area Context

To support & struciured and tranisparent assessment of representations, all statifory submissions received during
axnibition were reviewsd and grouped into thematc categomies refiecting recurming issues, rather than individual
viewpointz. This thematic approach enabies patierns, areas of convergence and key points of fension fo be idenfified
across submissions and provides a clear framework for assessing the planning relevance of issues raised.

Table 2 summarises the principal themes emerging fromt reprasemations, identfies their relevance to each SAP, and
indizates the primary planning mafiers fo which they relate {such as mapping, drafting dlarity. statutory jusiification, or
implermentation), The table is intended a8 a navigational and explanatory tool. It does not assess the merts of individisal
submissions, allocate weight, or predetermine cutcomes.
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Detailed evaluation of each theme, including consideration of statutory relevance, evidenthary weight and appropriats
planning responses, is provided here and in the subsequent SAP-spetific analysis. The table therefore serves as a
consolidated referance point inking consuliation aiitcames to the assessment and rescommendations that follow,

Table 2: Represeniafion Themes Malrix — Summery of Issues Raised by Reprassniors

Theme SAP Frimary locus | Summary of issues Plapning lens / why it | Where
(Grouped) relevance | (what it raised (meutral) matters addressed
affects) in report

Consuilation Both Process Submitters report Procedural falrmess Chapler 3,
adequacy & (strongest | fransparency difficully locating or and public accessibllity | Chapler 4
access|bility Brumy) undersianding SAP {clarity expectations and

material, mapping, and | under the scheme Appendix A

triggers; perception that | framewsotk), Impacts

information was not sacial licence and

agcessible or “plain perceived leglimacy

English”; some claim even where exhibition

fimited opportunity for | requirements were

meaningful met.

engagement.
Understanding | Both Communication | Confusion about how Wisunderstanding can | Chapler 3,
of scheme / linterpretation | SAP prowisions interact | inflate conflict and Chapler 4
SAP inferaction with underfying zones create ongoing and

and 8PPz (what administration risk. Appendix A

changies, what remains, | Indicales need for

and when SAP clearer drafting,

“overrides”). definitions, and

explanatory matssial.

Mapping Both Mapping 7 Claims that mappsed If mapping iz Chapter 5,
acguracy methotdalogy wegetation or natural inaceurate or Chapler 7.1,
{vegetation / valies areas do not methadology s not Chapler 8
natural values / reflect on-ground transparent, SAP and
overays) conditions; riggers ane viinerable | Appendix A

incunsigtlencies acoss | and difficult lo

lots; uncertainty about administer

“ata sources and consistenty.

criteria; calls Tor audit

and comraction.
Absence of Both Govemance / Submitters question Undermings Chapter 7.1,
published evidentiary reliance on technical Transparency and Chaptar 8
mapping basis iayers or criterie that are | defensibility; ereales and
methodology / not publicly available, nen-auditable controls, | Appendix A
incorporated not clearly incorporated,
dotuments of not

version-controlled.
Overly broad Primarily Spatial logic Objestion to isiand-wide | Proportionality and Chaptler 5.1,
scops f spatisl Brumy propoftionality application; argumeant 1alloning: blanket Chapler 6,
targeting (esp. that Bruny confains applicafion can Chapter 7.1
Bruny diverse localifies and weaken justfication and Chapler
Island-wide) risks; calls for and increase 8

precinct-based perceived overraach.
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Theme SAP Primary locus | Summary of issues Plapning lens /why it | Where
(Grouped) relevance | (what it raised (neutral) matters addressed
affiects) in report
application ot namower
controts.
532(4) Both Statutory Professional and Ceniral legal and Chapler 6
Jusiification / threshold community submissions | sirategic test for and Chapler
“why SAP at all” jugtification question whether SAP | varying SPPs; & key 74
vartafions are justified driver of Commission
{unigue characierstics | scruliny.
ot significant benefit),
and whether SAPs
duplizate standard
provisions.
Duplication / Both Drafiing / Claims SAP provisions | Duplication andfor Chapler 7.1
confiict with schame repeat or conflict with imternal inconsistenty | and
SPP codes Integration SPPs or codes {e.q. can underming Appendix A
{policy cresp) natural values, sffactiveness and
hazards), increasing Tairmess,
complexily and
discretion,
Definitions and | Both Drafting quality | Concemns abuul unclear | Clarity and workability. | Definitions
subjective or subjective tetms vague terms incresse | &
terminalogy {environmental ncansistenty and Acromyms,
descriptors, {riggers, appeal risk. Chapter 7.1
thresholds) and and
inconsisient terminology Appendix A
between SAP text and
maps.
Wastewater Both Infrastructure /| Concern that triggers Requires risk-based Chapter 5.1,
controls / (sirong assessment make minor chenges targeting and Chapter 7.1
intensification Bruny) triggers discretionary; enforceable threshelds | and
friggems uncertainty about whet | 1o awvoid Appendix B
constitutes over-regulation of
“intensification;” ow-impact proposals,
concerns about
feasibility and faimess
in UNgewerEd aTeRs.
Coastal height/ | Bruny + Built form / Concpme about coastal | Must be evidente-led | Chapler 5,
visual exposure | coastal scenlic proximity definilions, and mapped or Chapler 6,
logic precincts hvsigh Tirmits, visual defired fo be Chapter 7.1
impaxt triggers, and defensible and avoid and
consistency with arbitrary outcomes. Appendix B
existing character:
requasts for clearer
spatial logic.
Vegetation Blackmans | Natural values/ | Queshions about Confrols must slign Chapler §,
pratection Bay f mapping & vegefation refeniion with mapping gﬁpﬁ: ?r ;
approach (incl, standards raquirements, how methodolngy and be andp ’
‘vvegaiation' 13 deﬁned. ﬁpptmdix B
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Theme SAP Primary locus | Summary of issues Plapning lens /why it | Where
(Grouped) relevance | (what it raised (neutral) matters addressed
affiects) in report

garden vs Bonnet Hill and whether distinctions | capable of consistent
vageiation) + Bruiny are credible; conterns | interpretation.

about [ot-scale impacts.
Bushfire Blackmans | Code conffict/ Concerns that Conflicis betwesn Chapler 7.1
management Bay/ safaty vegstation retention or | provisions creats and
confiict Bonnet Hill SAP standards may statutory and praclical | Appendix B

+ Bruiny conflict with bushfire rigk; reqlires clear

hazard management hierarchy and

requirements or implementation

practical safely needs, guidance,
Bmenity / Blackmans | Character/ Desire to retaln Supports place-based | Chapler 5.2,
characier f built | Bay / visual “gwellings in vegetafion” | rafionale but requires | Chapler 5.3,
form outcomes | Bonnet Hill character, concerms pratise and Chaptler 6

{strong) about bulk, height, and | measurable standards. | and

visibility from public Appsndix B

viewpoints.
Tourism Bruny Strategic Submissions identify a Strategic alignment: Chapler 5.1,
pressure / assumptions percelved misrnatch assumplions must be Chapler 8
Garrying between stategic accurate and and Chapter
capacity {Bruny} framing and observed congistentiy refiected | 7.9

tourism pressurs; in SAP ohjectives and

concerns about confrols.

infragtructure and

environmental capacily.
Zoning Both Zoning interface | Submigsions argue Important fo Chapler 3.3,
alignment / SAPs are compensating | distinguish what SAPe | Chapler 8,
ZOne purpose for zaning choices or can address versus Chapter 7.1
CONCETNS creating ouicomes matters requiring and Chapter
{interaction with inconsistent with zane | zening or strategic 84
5AP) purposes; some seek change; informs

razoning rather than oplions analysig.

SAP controls.
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5. Area Profiles: local context, values & planning
constraints

This section provides concise, evidence-bazed profiles of each area subject fo a SAP. Its purpose is o establish a clear
and shared understanding of the loeal context, values, and planning constraints relevant 1o sact SAP, prior to any
assessment of sirategic meril, staiutory compliance, or responses o representations.

The profiles draw on existing background materal, including Councll-commissioned studies, supporiing documentation
prepared for the UPS, and relevant strategic and tecdhnical sources. The information is presanted Yo identify the
distinguishing characteristics, sensitivilies, and consirainis of each area, and to explain the planning cireumstances In
which standatd zone end cotde provisions may be insufficlent to manage development predictably and proportionataly,

Each SAP ares profile is presented in a consistent and structured format. This approach ensures fhat the characternistics,
gonstraints. and planning censiderations of each area are described comparably and transparently, and thal the
assessment which follows is grounded in & clear sontextual bassfing.

The profiles address the Tollowing matiers;

» [Local context and distinguishimg characteristics
Including settiement pattern, land use comtext, and physical setling.
«  [Envirsnmental, landscape and infrastructure considerations

Inciuding ervironmental values, landscape sensitivily, servicing constraints, and wastewaler considerations,
where relevant.

s  Current planning framework

A high-leva) description of how the araa is presently managed under the TPS, indluding undsrying Zoning and
applicable codes.

« [Planning risks and limitations of standard provisions
ldentification of the key risks that may anise If use and development are managed splely through standard zone
and code provisions, withoul Incally tallored conirols.

The matarial informing the profiles is evidenceded and draws on, where relevani:

s population and seltiement information

# infrastructure and wastewater constraints

« fourism and visitation pressires

» envionmental and landscape values; and

o docurnented community expectations at a high level.

Detailed analysis of representations, survey results and consultation themes is intentionally excluded from this section
and is afddressed separately, fo malntain a clear distinstion between contextual description and evaluative assessment.

5.1 Bruny Island SAP

Bruny |sland exhibits & combination of emdronmental, landseape, infrastructure and setlement characteristics that
distinguish it from most other Iocafions within the municipal area. Thesze charactenistics form the basis of the proposed
SAP and prisvide the context for the assesament that follows. The detailed congideration of whether these characleristics
justify a SAP under section 32(4) of LUFAA is addressed in Chapter 6.
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511  Landscape & Environmental Values

Bruny Island covers approximately 362 square kilomelres, and ifs island sstting is central to the planning issues
addressed by the SAP. Bruny island encompasses two distinct ferrains. North Bruny isiand is dryer, has lower landforms
and a mors open forest type with the understory often grazed by livastock sheep, whilst South Bruny Island consists of a
wefter, higher landform’. The difference in soil dryness is evident wilhin Map — Bruny Istand: Soli Dryness index, showing
& stark contrast between the north and the south of the Island, further emphasising concemns of water availability on the
Island.

Bruny Island contains regionally and nationally significant environmental values, including extensive coastiine, diverse
ecosystems and habitat supporting many bird species? that include extensive aneas of high-vaiue native vegetation, dry
coastal forests, wet eucalypt communities, heathtands, and mature habital trees®. The Island provides critical habitat for
nafionally significant fauna such as the Swift Parrot and Forty-spotted Pardalote®, as well as over 140 bird species, with
approximataly 40 threatensd species recorded as present. Habitat loss due to land clearing from agriculture and urban
areas Is regarded as the main threat to the Swift Parrat® and the Forty-spotted Pardaiote®, The significance of the Swift
Parrot and Forty-spotted Pardalote extends beyond their status as threatened species under Commonwealth and State
legisiation. Both species are the subject of dedicated National Recovery Pians, which identify habitat proteciion,
managemsnt and resovery actions intended to support their long-term conservation. These recovery frameworks provids
an important strategic context for considering vegetation retention, habitat values and development impacts within areas
known to support these species.

Flgure 5: North Bruny flatter tavaln with the dominant fand use in the fandscape belng fvestock grazing.

1 Appendix £: Map 4c — Bruny Island: Soil Drynsss Indax.

* Cochran, T. (2003). Managing threatened species and communities on Bruny Istand. Threstaned Speciss Unit, Depsartment of Primary
Industries, Water and Environment, Tasmania.

 Appendix C; Map 1a — Bruny Island: Vegetation Community Composition.

4 Appendix C: Map 4- Bruny lisland; Kingborough Threatened Species Observations 2018 to Present.

& DCCEEW 2024, National Recovery Plan for the Swift Parrot (Lathamus discolor), Department of Climate Change, Energy, the
Environment and Water, Canberrs. P-17.

% DOCCEEW 2024, National Recovary Plan for the Forty-spottad Pardalote (Pardafolus quadraginius), Dapariment of Climate Changs,
Enemy, the Environment and Water, Canberra. P-15.
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it is ohsenved that examples of land clearing for agriculture provided within “National Recovery Plan Tor the Swift Parrot”
ane nat of Bruny lsland but sites on mainland Tasmania or malnland States, Although pracautionary planning is an
uindedying objective of te Resourcs Management and Planning System of Tesmenia (RMPS), ihete does appaar to be
soncern threughout the community feedback that the provisions within the SAP for vegetation management are heavy
handed and overbearing.

The Island is recognised regionally as having important understorey ecosystems that are not protected unider the Natural
Assets Cods in Low Density Residential Zoned areas. These values require site-responsive, evidence-based planning
contrals o avoid incremental loss through small-scale development and vegetation modification.

Envirenmenial and physical constraints Intensify the planning risk. Much of the island is characterised by steep
fopography, shallow and dispersive soils, elevated groundwater levels, and limited capacity for safe on-site wastewater
disposal. In unsewered setflements - something that applies acress almost the entire island - hydraulic load increases
can place cumulalive pressure on Feceiving environments, especially where existing systems are ageing or performing
poorly, Standard 3PP teols do not manage wastewater intensification outside of subdivision, leaving a requlatory gap the
SAP was intended to Tl

Brumy's visual character also reguires specific attention. The islend’s settiements are typically iow-profile clusters nestied
within vegetated coaslal slopes and backdrops. Public viewsheds — from beaches, lookouls, foreshire reserdes, and
suastel approach routes — are extremely sensitive to build form intrusion.

In confrast o the steep foresied fopography of South Bruny, the low-level ferrain of North Bruny faciitates most of the
atps regarded a5 “Potentislly Unconstrained — Land Potentially Suitable for Agriculture™, The potentially unsonstrainad
agricultural land is across most of the North [sland and ks dominated by Weetapoona / Murrayfield Station, with the core
agricultural use lbeing livestock grazing: although, the farmn does not eover the entire area of Nofth Bruny. The mapped
"Potentially Uriconstrained Land™ on South Bruny is contained to predominantly valley floors and historisally cleared land.
The Agricuiturs Zone proposed for the Kingborough LPS predominately follows ihe pattern Potentially Unconstrained
Land.

A core juglification for the SAPR is the fact that whilst there may be significant native vegetation communities and habitat
within the land marked for the Agriculiure Zene, pursuant fo ¢l, C7.2, (e of the Natural Assets Code the Priodty
Yegetation Area does not apply Lo land zoned Agriculiure, The absence from planning does not mean that the native
vegetaiion is not covered by ofher legislation, for example, Faorest Practices Act 1985, Threafened Species Profecfion Act
1995, or the Environment Prolection & Biediversity Conservalion Act 1982 {EPBC). However, need for vegetation
management within the SAP is presented on the grounds that not all vegetation management would be associated with
the considerations of these Acts.

The efriranment and landscaps values:

& extend across both public and private land

» are sensilive to incremental development; and

« require integrated management beyond standard zoning provisions.

At a regional scale, STRLUS identifies protection of enviranmental values and limiting inappropriate development as key
strategic prioriies®,

“ Appendix ©: Map 5 — Land Pefentially Suitable for Agriculturs,
® Departanent of State Growth 2025b, STRLUS Response to Consufiation Feedback, Tesmanian Govemmant
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5.4.2  Setllement Patbern

Brumy |sland contains significan Aboriginal and European cultural heritage values that continue to contrbute 1o the
island’s identity, landstape and sense of place. OF parficular significance is Murrayfield Stafion, a 4,100-hectare praperly
owned and managed by the westapoona Aboriginal Corporation. Murmayfisld supports a range of activities indluding
sustainable agriculture, cultural praciice, education and environmenial stewandship, demonstrating the ongoing
relationship betwesn cultural values, sommunity, land mansgement and the protection of natural values on Brumy lsland.

The settiement pafiemns have been reflective of the [siands heritage from onshore whaling sfafions, fimber haulage siles,
fio historic locations fer ferry access. However, as pointed out within community feedback by several submissions Implied
fhat Brumy has always been a hollday desfination, with the result, settiement patterns reflecied shack sefiiements
fotused on the island waterfront.

The Island has & permanent population of approximately 800 people. with only around ene-third of dwelings sctupied on
a permanent basis®, This resulis in @ popuiation fhat fiuciuates significantly throughout the year, evident with the 2021
cersus data indicating around a thousand residents on cersus might; although, it is insted that this ploks up visitors
residing overnight on the Island. Demogranhically, the Isiand has a markedly older profile, with approximately 74% of
residents aged over 45 years and around 37% aged ovar 55 with a median age of approximatsly 58.8 yaars'0, This, with
a dispersed pattern of villages and rural living areas, combined with limited infrastructure, amplifies the consequences of
ingramenial intensification,

As ilustrated In Appendix C Mapid — Bruny island Popuiation Density & Distnbution, deveiopment is:

w [ow density and dispersed,
o frequently arranged as ribbon development along roads,
»  [nterspersed with undeveloped and constrained land.

Bruny island is ouiside the Greater Hobari Urban Growih Boundary (UGB) on Map 10 of the Southern Tasmania
Reglonal Land Uss Slrategy 2010 - 2035 {(STRLUB). The Low Density Residential e noted in the KC Supporling Report
“the minimum lol size discrepancy, the Low Density Residenfial Zone most accurately describes the exisfing use and
development in Dennes Point, Alonnsh, Adventure Bay and Lunawanna.” Under the KIPSZ(15, the minimum lot size for
{Area A of) the Low Density Residenfial Zone [s 2,500m* and does nof allow Multiple Dwellings,

A justification for the Bruny Island SAP has been based on the basis that the residential setiements of the Island are
Iogated outside of the UGB and without provisfons on the minimun Iot size there would be an Increase development that
Is inconsistent with the infrastructure capabilities and the STRLUS. Under the SPPs the minimum lot size requirement
will for the Low Density Residential Zone will redure to & minimum Iot size requirement of 1,500m® under the Acceptable
Solutions and 1,200m#* under the Performance Criteria per dwelling: spatially seen within the maps below.

Additionally, Multipie Dwallings will ke ppssible under the SPPs, although a discretionary use £iass, A citad within the
KC Supporting Report. given the “spatial quaiiies of the Low Density Residenfial Settiements, the SPPs wouid creafe the
opportunity for approximately another 155 lots oy Multiple Dwallings over and above the current provisicns of KIPS2015™
{p.182). The minimum loi size of 2.500m? as proposed by the SAP enables sufficient land within a lef’s boundary fo
sftectively manags the Iocal drainags and absorplion reguiremants.

“ Kingborough Council 20r6a, Brimy Istand Destination Action Pian 2516-2018, Destinafion Souihem Tasmanis. p.1B2.
7 Kingborough Counci 2017, Bruny isiand Tourism Sirategy, Hingbomugi Councl, p.10.
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Figure 7: Lot size spetis! quatities for Low Densily Residentis! Zone at Alonnah and Liunawanns. (Source: Kingborough Council)
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Figure 8: Lot size spatial quafities for Low Density Residential Zone at Adventure Bay. (Source: Kingborough Counch)

The combination of a small, permanent population, an ageing demographic, a highly dispersed settlement for the small
population over the expanse of the Isiand, limits the ability to support and improve services, accommodate growth
efficiently, and respond o increasing development pressures,

5.1.3 Tourism & Development Pressure

Tourism is a primary economit driver on Bruny Isiand and a key facior shaping land use and development. The Bruny
Island Tourism Strategy 2017 notes that:

In 2002, Bruny aftracted 28,400 interstate/international visitors or & psrcent of all visitors to Tasmania. In 20716/17,
147,807 interstate and overseas visitors came to Bruny Island, a 13.9% ingrease on the previous year, and
representing 11.6% of all visftors to Tasmania — a larger proportion than previous years. In that time, the total
number of visitors (aged 14 or over) that stayed overnight grew from 11,248 in 2002 to 45,634 in 2016/17. (p.35}

Kingborough Council's Bruny isiand Destination Action Plan 2016-2018, cited that the Island receives over 190,000
visitors annually, including approximately:

* 111,000 interstate and international visitors; and
« over 80,000 intrastate visitors.
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The Bruny Island Destination Action Plan identified tourism as a significant component of the local economy and noted
strong growth in visitor activity across the Island (Kingboraugh Council, 2017). This information formed part of the
evidence base relied upon by Council when the original SAP documentation was prepared and submitted to the
Tasmanian Planning Commission. While those figures were current at the time of the original submission, more recent
visitor and tourism trends have been consldered separately through cument Tourism Tasmania data, as presented in
Figure 9.

Bruny Island continues to experience sustained and high levels of visitation ralative 1o its permanent resident population.
Visitafion Iis concentraied along key access routes, ferry services, coastal desfinations, and seftiement nodes, resulting in
disproportionate pressure on infrastructurg, services, and the natural emvironment, While visitation levels fiuctuate
seasonally, the overall frend identified through Council sirategles and supporting material Is one of ongoing growth and
intensification of tourism activity,

Importantly, the scale of visitation Is not reflected by population metrics alone. The temporary and episodic nature of
visitor demand places cumulative pressure on wastewater systems, road networks, emergency services, and sensitive
environments In a manner that standard planning controfs are not well equipped to imanage. This disconnect between
permanent population, and aciual demand is a key planning congideration underpinning the need far locally tailored
controls, Crifically, visitor numbers significantly exceed the permanent resident population, resulting in a scale of demand
on infrastructure and services not reflected by population metrics alone,

Visitor activity is concentrated along key routes and destinations, resulting in:
*  pressure on access roads and ferry services

« [ncreased demand for visitor accommodation; and

» cumulative impacts on environmental values and amenity.

iy Sl Vi Tatais

P el e A S

Figure 8: Bruny Isiand Visitor's af a glance, (Source: Tourism Tasmania)
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514  Infrastructure Capacity

Bruny Island's ability to accommodate development is fundamentally constrained by limited infrastructure and servicing,
This includes the absence of reficuiated water supply and sewer services, reliance on locaiised or limited energy systems
{including diese! generation), and dependensce on a single ferry connection for access.

Table 3 summarises the key infrastructure constraints relevant to Bruny Iland and highlights how those constraints
translate into planning risks and limitations on devalopment capacity. What this means:; Infrastructure operates as a
physical limit on development, rather than a constraint that can be easily addressed through individual development
proposals

Figure 10: Access to Bruny Island is resticted o the movement of the ferry. (Source: Tourism Tasmanla)

Roads, wastewater absorption capacity, and emergency management rely on low-density development remaining the
prevailing pattern. Without tailored controls, the combined effect of small-scale dwellings, extensions and fourism
conversions risks outpacing the Istand's infrastructure and environmental capacity. A SAP is therefore an appropriate
mechanism fo ensure that growih occurs at a scale compatible with the island’s constraints.

The ferry system cperates as a pracfical constraint on movement, servicing, and emergency response, effectively limifing
the scale and pace of development that can be sustainably accemmodated on the Island, Thig constraint amplifies the
consequences of incremental Intensification and reinforces the need for planning confrols that align development
outcomes with physical and operational capadcity.

Regional planning policy reinforces that development should align with available infrastructure and service capacity®'.

" Department of State Growth, 2025a
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Table 3: Key infragtrucfure consinamis and planning implications

‘ Element Gonstraint (local condition) Planning implication (
. R Reinforces low-density expettations and limits the scale of
Wiater supply Z‘; mt'““f:: ;ﬁeﬂ:ﬁf‘m O | adtitional deveiopment; proposals may increase dsrand
i beyand reliable an-site supply.
W ater/ No reticulated sewetage for most Cumulative hydraulic loading can be a planning risk:
N seftiements; refiance on on-site intensification may warrant clearer friggers and threshiolds
W diapnssal beyond subdivigion=-only controls.
Roads and Limitad road network and Incremental growth can genserate cumulative safety and
access constrained capacily at peak actess impacts; requires a planning respanse that better
penods; imited redundancy aligne develcpment Wwith network capatity.
, ) ) Constrains intensity and expansion; increasas need for
Energy supply g;:f:ﬂ:’g;? szr?ggé:ﬂﬁd'r;is. slaging assumptions and design responses that are nat
g parts) always captured by standard provisions.
Development outcomes need to remain compatible with
Emergency isignd context and refiance on . . .
management consirained access routes Smengency responsa capacily; cumulative Intensification
can increase risk exposure,
: R 3 i e =
Transport Single ferry connection for access ﬁ:‘;“ aﬁ‘:;:'ﬁ;a.' capacity “0':'29' e";%";?: thel
connestion toffrom the iland ' incremental hang sona
population peaks.
545 Communily Valuss and Expectations

Conmmunity submissions consistently emphasised a desine to protect Bruny lsland's characher, maintain its environmental
integrily. and ensurs that development is proportionate (o [s infrastruciure capacity.

Residenis accept and support the need for regulation where [i Is evidence-based, clearly explained, and transparenily
targeted at genuine Fisks. Consistent with the purpose of @ SAP, planning controls should remaln targeted, proponticnate
and responsive to dearly ideniified local cireumstances. Sirengthening clarity, improving mapping transparency, and
ensuning proportionality will help maintaln public Fust and relnfores confidence In the long-term operation of the SAP

When asked, “what do you value the most about the area where youl livie of where your property 187" Priviacy and fow-
densily fiving were the maost popular choice of 35%, followed by MNatural environment and vegetation equal with Local
character and communily feel, followed by scenlc views and visual emenily.

Sentiment was expressed that they “vaiue privacy and iocal characteristics as well as fthe natural walues,” but also “value
thiat it lras always been a place for holidays, with people awning motdest shacks,”

Intreased visitor numlbers hava the potential to placs addifional pressure on Incal infrastructurs, transport networks,
environmental vaiues and community character. Communliy feedback identified concems regarding traffic volumes, ferry
capacity, Infrastructure congiraints, tounisin intersity and the curmulative impacts of visitation on the gualities tvat make
Bruny island attractive to both residents and visitors. Bruny island’s environmental values, scenic landscapes and
biodvarsity ane central to its appeal as a destination. Maintaining the long-term sustainability of tourism therefors
requires careful management of development and land use change to ensure these values are protected and that visilor
growth remains compatible with the island's environmental, infrastructure and community capacity.
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5.2 Bonnet Hill SAP

Az Bonnet Hill is culside the UGB on Map 19 of the Soirthem Tasmania Regional Land Use Strategy 2010 = 2035
{STRLUS), and due fo the environmental values atiributed to the area, Bonnet Hill was inifially praposed as a Landscape
Consarvation Zone In the 2020 draft LPS. The TPC subsequently raised concams regarding the intarachion betwesn the
proposed centrols and underiying Low Densify Residential zoning, including fransifional issues affecling properties that
were zoned Envirenments! Living under the KIPS 2015 but rezoned Low Density Residential under the LPS. The
implications of these characteristics for SAP justification and the assessment againet section 32{4) of LUPAA ara
considered In Chapler 6.

In response, Councll developed a combined Blackmans Bay Biuff and Bonnet Hill SAP, recognising the shared
landscape sensitivity, visual prominence. and settlement characteristivs of these areas In the 2024 draft LPS. The
combined SAP was Infended fo address these issues In a targefed manner, whilst avoiding the need for broader
rezoning approaches that raised concen during earlier stages of the LPS protess,

Subseguerntly, the purptse of the Bunnet Hill SAP is sumimarised to;

®  maintain visual amenity that Bonnet Hill Precinct provides to Kingston and Kingston Beach

= maintain the Iocal character and amenity of the two precincts that is defined by dweliings nesfied within & mix of
wegetation including native and non-native species, and

« where onsite wastewater management is regiiired, lots have sufficient land available for on-site wastewater
managemeant.

As a resull. the strategic basis for the Bonnet Hill SAP is grounded fin the distinclive landstape, biodiversity and urban
characteristics assorizted with the cosstal headland'?, Coundil's Supporting Report cifes that fhese attibutes eannot be
adeguately managed through the SPPs alone:

Most of the Bennet Hill residential area has been zoned as Low Densily Residenlial in the KIPS2015. Hawever,
dise fo fhe fact fhat the fufure Nafural Assels and Scenle Profection Codes won't apply fo flie Low Densify
Resivential Zone, a SAP is regulred o suppurt development, bt in a manrer that will maintain the unlyue suenic
aftibutes and emvironmental guaiities of (he area. ([D.74)

Al present the larger Iots along Browns River are separated by a large strip of public land that covers, for the most part,
land between thi Om and 40m contour leval, The result is a heavily limbered foreshore for Banmet Hill area that includes
over 20 heclares of threatened nafive vegetation communiiies, including 14.8 hectares of Eucalypius globuius dry forest
and over 6.6 hectares of Eucalyphiis ovata forest and woodland, Additionally, within thle area, Council's Supporting
Repori cites that known threatened species populations are present, such as double jointed speargrass, and foraging
habitat for the swift parmot, the Chaostola skipper, the Tasmanian devil, the eastern barred bandicoot habitat, and the
forty-sootted pardalote. These natural values characteristics are evident within the LIST mapping fayer TASVEG 5.0
Vegetation Communities (TASVEG) and the Threatened Species sighfings since 201672 .

12 Appendix ©: Map 3b: Bonnet Hil SAP = Regional Natural Values Characteristics
3 Appendix G Map 3k Bonnel Hil SAP — Reglona! Natural Velues Chsracteristics

pitt&sherry | ref: T-P.25.1652-00-PLA-REP-H01-Revii1/TH/ b Page 36

Page 51



Ordinary Council Meeting Agenda No. 14 3 August 2026

pittésheriy

Flguyre 17: View of Bonnet Hifi from Kingston Beach. (Source; T. Henderson}

The established vegetation communities and landform of Bonnet Hill contribute to a highly visible and valued landscape
backdrop when viewed from Kingston Beach {Figure 11}, the Derwent Estuary and surrounding public vantage points.
These characteristics also form part of the broader visual transition between urban Kingston and the more vegetated and
elevated landscapes to the south. However, as pointed out by several siibmissions, no visual Impac] assessment has
been included to provide evidence that the entire area needs to be included within the SAP area to maintain the
landscape amenity for the area.

Access to Bonnets Hill is limited to vehicles via Channel Highway, efther south to Kingston or north to Taroona.
Pedestrian access is available to the south via a footbridge. However, due to the topography and scale of the ares, It is
nof considered a walkabie opfion for general commuting.

A review of the TasWater infrastructure indicales that the fand below Channel Highway Is serviced with water and sewer.
On the upper side of the Highway, only the smaller lots along Lynden Road are serviced with reficulated water,

There is a distinctive urban form of modest-sized, single dwellings located on lots that predominantly range from 1,500
m* to 5,000 m? although it is noted that there are several lots outside this range (Figure 4},

The smaller lots are concentrated within the eastern and northern parts of the Bonnet Hill SAP arega. Under the State
Planning Provisions, the Low Density Residential Zone generally applies @ minimum lot size of 1,500 m*. In theory,
applying the State Planning Provisions lot size standard could increase the number of potential lots and resiltin a
greater leve! of deveiopment intensity within parts of the area. In practice, however, many existing iots are already
fdeveloped and, in a number of cases, further subdivislon weuld be constrained by existing buildings, site configuration,
topography and other development considerations. While much of the area s servicad, It remains outside the Urban
Growth Boundary {UGB). Conseguently, there is a concemn that widespread application of the standard SPF lot size
provisions may nof be consistent with the settiement objectives of the Southemn Tasmania Regional Land Use Strategy
2010=2035.

* Kingborough Councii Attachment 9. 532(4){(b) statement for the Blackmans Bay Biuff and Bonnet Hill SAP — Final, Figure 9
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Having regard to the existing pattern of development at Bonnet Hill, most dwellings are centrally located on their lots in
response to the setback requirements of the Kingborough Planning Scheme 2000. Consequently, while a 1,500 m?
minimumn Iot size may theoretically increase subdivision potential, the practical ability to achieve additional lots is
constrained by the location of existing buildings. lot configuration and other site-specific considerations.

The Bonnet Hill SAP area is outside of the UGB, and in consideration of the potential for intensification described above,
there is reasonable planning basis’®. Accordingly, there is a reasonable planning basis for confrols that confinue to
regulaie lot yield and residential density within the Bonnet Hill precinct.

Figure 12: Bopnet Hil spatial gualities,

"Appendix C: Map 6: Greater Hobart Urban Growth Boundary
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5.3 Blackmans Bay SAP

As presented within Council's Supporting Report, the strategic basis for the Blackmans Bay Blulf SAP ig grounded in the
distinclive landscape. biodiversity and servicing characteristics of these coastal headiands, and historic deveivpment
pattern. Council cifes that the SAP for this area has been devsloped in consultation with the local community formatting
Local Character Statements as part of the Interim Pianning Scheme in 2017, due fo the position that the SPPs for
General Residential or Low Density Residential are outdated or not comprehensive enough to profect the unigue
characteristics of the area. The extent to which these characteristics justify the SAP in its current form is considered
further in Chapter 6 and Chapfer 7.

The Supporting Report presents an image in Figure 9 (of that report — presented here as Figure 13) of a heavily timbered
or vegetated headland or bluff on the nerthern end of the beach, Whilst the image may have been applicable during the
inifial stages of the LPS process, as flagged by several representations, it is dated. The cenfral area highlighted located
atthe end of Home Avenue has since been subdivided {(Planning Permit DAS-2018-15, effective as of 8 January 2020),
with subsequent commencement or comipletion of a significant number of dweiiings within the iast couple of years, Native
vegetation is still present, but it is confined to the publicly owned land or higher on the Bluff,

Figure 13; Image sourced from Councll’s Supporting Report, however, development has occurred since the image was taken.

Council's LPS Supporiing Reportt states;

This neighbourhood fs unigue, differing from othier neighbourhoods in Kingborough because of its scenic amenity
and the fact that there are only a few remaining larger fots in the precinct that can provide the cpportunity to
further subdivide o to develop with units, The majorily of the remaining ‘undeveloped” lots in the precinct contain
older houses and vegetation reflective of the historical character of the area. (p.73)

The Neighbourhoed Character Assessment that formed the base research for the SAP, provides a detalled analysis of
the area in terms of spatial quality of uniqueness 1o Blackmans Bay, the prominence of dwellings that derive from the
arnea originating from being a shack community, specifically sevaral of the current dwalling baing identifisd as being
present from 1958.The SAP does not apply fo General Residential Zoned land fronting Powell Road. Regarding the reset
of the SAP there is no significant historic character that is presented by the built form within land contained by Talone
Road and Blowhole Road for General Residential Zoned land. Land closer to the foreshore that is zoned Low Density
Residenfial does have a greater density of older buildings. However, the presence of a bullding on the same location as
within an image in 1958 does not equate to the same or unmodified building present today. Atthough there are several
buildings within the area that have shack origins, this is consistent throughout the older anea of Biackmans Bay. There is
no distinct urban form or historic appearance that delineates the General Residential Zoned land from the surrounding
area thaf is of the same zone to warrant the application of the SAP for this purpose.

The fact that there are some larger Iots and dwellings of historic origin is reflective of a mature urban suburb, that shows
diversity in building ages, property sizes, and design. No heritage survey in the form of a Statement of Significance has
been undertaken that supports the justification of historic significance fo the SAP applies, fo provide clear justification
pursuant to clause LP1.5 of the SPPs,
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Environmental and landscape values in particular the visual amenity to Blackmans Bay Beach are clted as justification
for the SAP. A review of threatened species sighting in the last tan years indicates that there is a slightly stronger
observation occurrence at the southern end of the BIuff than the surrounding area’®. However, it is also observed that
most of the area where priofity vegetation occurs is either located on public land or larger lots proposed to be zoned Low
Density Residential??.

Blackrnans Bay SAP includes larger lots with vegetation surrounding the established buildmgs; however, it is noted that
thes= larger lots along the foreshore of the southern end of Talone Road and Blowhole Road are zoned Low Density
Residenfial, significantly limiting the capacity for further development. By default, development is minimised, and space is
provided minimising impact on vegetation. The SAP does seek to protact the environmental values of the ares, noting
that under the application standards for the Natural Assets Code ci. C7.2.1 of the SPP, the priority vegetation overlay
does not apply to either the General Residential Zone of the Low Dansity Resldential Zone. The SAP does introduce
additional standards on the management of native vegetalion within this space for these two zones

Figure 14: Blowhole Road. The vacant cleared lot on the Isft of the image Is zoned Low Densily Residential and subjact to the SAP,
whilst the pubfic iand on the right contains esfablished native vegetation and is proposed o be zoned Environmental Management but fs
not subject to the SAP. {Sourca: T. Henderson)

= Appendix C: Map 2 Biackmands Bay Blulf SAP Reglonal Natural Valuss Characteristics.
7 Appendix C: Map 2ty Blackmands Bay Bluff SAP Natural Values Characteristics
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If vegetation retenlion iz considered integral to mainfaining the visual and environmenial qualities of Blackmans Bay
Bluff, the restriction of SAP conirols sclely te private land ralses questions about the coherence and compleleness of the
approach, parfictlany wher sighificant vegetation is also lorated on adjacent piblic land, This s parficuladly relevant in
relation to the fact that pursuant to dause 5.3.3 vegetation removal that meets the exemption reguirerments on private
land that is assoclated with a private garden does not reguire planning permission,

Within the Low-Density Residential Zone, there is a defensible basis for additional guidance or controls relating fo
multple dwallings, having regard o landseaps sensitivity, established development pattenns and the potential for
cumulative visual and environmenial impacts.

The review also identifies inconsistencies between the disiribution of identified environmental values and the exient of
the SAP boundary. In particular, Figute 14 demonsirates that areas confalning subsianial native vegetation and
environmental values may fall outside the SAP area, while cleared and previously developed land remains subjec] to
addifionsl confrols. Thiz dpes not mean that no additional conlrols are warranied; owever, It raises questions regarding
the spatial targeling and proportionality of the current SAP extent.

The purpesa of the SAP is to delineate a location that is distinctively different from the surrounding area. Having regard
fo the sadial, eeonomic, and emvironmental benefils set out by Section 34(2) of LUPAA, it [s considered that insufficient
gvidence has been presentad to support the applization of Blackmans Bay Bluff SAP as it is presented.

This degs nut mean that no additional planning response could sver be justfied for Blackmans Bay Bluff. Rather, it
indicates that the current SAP extent and drafiing are not sufficiently supporied by the evidence reviewed. A namrower,
issue-specific sontral may be capable of justfication i it iz cearly linked to demonstrated lendscape, vagetation, built
form or development Intensity risks.

6. Assessment of SAP Justification and Strategic Merit

This seclion considers whether a SAP remalns the appropriate planning tool for the Issues identified in each location,
and whether the proposed controls are sulfficiently clear, properiionate and supported by evidence. The assessment
distinguishes between two related guestiens. The first is whether SAPs remain & valid planning mechanism within the
Tasmanian Flanning Scheme framework where slandard zone end code provisions do nol adequately respond to local
gonditions. The second is whether each SAP area is sufficiently justified in its current extent and form,

For Bruny tsland, the review confirms that a SAP remains justified in principle. The island Is subject 1o a combination of
environmental sensitivity, constrained servicing, dispersed seffiement, iandscape exposure and cumulative development
prisssurg. Thase issues are ntt confingd t a single silte or setlement and are nint adequately managed through the
SPPs alone. The SAP therefore remaing a legitimate mechanism for applying lecally tailored eontrols, provided those
controls are refined te improve spatial targeting, drafting clarity and proportionality,

Far Bonnet Hill, the revisw slso supports the continued use of a SAP in principls. The ares has identfiable landscape
and environmental characteristics, including visual prominence, vegetation values, established low-density seftflement
patterns and polential pressure for further infensification, These matiers provide a reasonable planning basis for
additional centrols beyond the SPPs alone, subject to refinement of mapping, thresholds and assessment triggers,

The position for Blackmans Bay Bluff is different. The review idenlifies somne ratters that may warrant further planning
guidance, particularly in relation to landscape sensitivity, vegetafion retention, built form and development intensity.
Hewarever, the evidence currently available does not demongtrate that the SAP, In s present extent and forny, is a
proportionate or sufficiently justfied response. Further evidence, spatial narrowing or reconsiderafion of the current SAP
boundary is requirad before the same level of support can be reached,

The skrategic medl assessment therafore supports the SAP mechanism, but ot uniformly across all SAP aregs, Bruny
Island and Bonnet Hill are supported in principle. subject o refinement. Blackmans Bay BIuf Is not supparied in its
current form, githough namowsr or issue-spedific controls may be capable of justification if cleany linksd t demonsirated
planning risks.
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The need for Ipcalised conirols arises because the relevant planning issues are not always capeble of being manegsd
through standard provisions applied on & gite-by-sita basis. On Bruny lsland, incremental vegetation remaval,
wastewatar intensification, dispersed settiement growth and pressure on flimited infrasiricture can have cumulative
affects that are nol adequately addressed threugh individual development assessments. In Bonnet Hill, landstape
prominence, vegetation retention and development Intensity require more locally calibrated controls tham fhose provided
by slandard zone provisians, In Blackmans Bay Bluff, the issue is not whether some localised planning responss may be
justified, but wheiher the current SAP is sufficiently aligned with the values and risks it seeks to manage,

Tn practical terms, the limitations of the SPPs arise at the polnt of application. Development is assessed individually, with
lirnited eapacity to account for cumulative or loestion-spedfic impacts across & broader settierment or landseape context.
Standard jprovisions are not well equipped io regulate vegetation removal in residential zones and the agricultral zone
for Bruny lsland, manage visually exposed development, adoress wastewalet intensification in unsewered areas, of
respond to the cumulative effect of incremental development over fime.

Where juslified, a SAP can address this gap by applying controls that are tallored o the environmental capacily,
servicing constraints and landscape characteristics of a parlicilar place. The purpose of the SAP framework is not to
impase additional regulation for its own sake, but to ensura that development assessment beller reflectz the planning
risks present In each Iocation. For that reason, any retalned SAP provisions must remain closely tied 1o the evidence,
spatially targeted, and proportionate to the issue belng managed.

6.1 SAP Justification

The findings in this section are not uniferm across all SAP areas. The Bruny Igland SAP and the Bonnet Hill component
of KINS7.0 gre supported In principle, sublact 1o refirement, The Blackmans Bay Bluff componen is considensd
separately betause the current evidence does not supporl the SAP In its présent exient and form. The area profiles
identify the losal charactenistios and planning sonstraints relevant to each SAP gres, This saction then congiders whether
those charatteristics provide a sufficient basis for [ocally taflored planning conirols.

601  Bruwny Island and Bonnet Hill

The Bruivy Iskand SAP and the Bonnet Hill soinponent of KINS7.0 are justified in principle because the application of the
SPPs alone is not sufficient to manage the demonstrated characteristics and planning risks of those areas.

Far Bruny lsland, those risks arise from the interaction of envirenmental sensitivity, dispersed setlement, constrained
infrastructure, wastewater limifations, landscape exposure and sumulaiive development pressure. These matters are mot
confined to @ single site or setllement and canniot be managed adequately through individual development assessmennt
along,

Far Bonnet Hill, the justification ardses from the refationship befween landscape prominence, vegetation vaiues,
sstablished low-density settisment patterns, visual sensitivity and potential development intansity, The araa has
ideniifiable landscape and environmental characteristics thal warrant additional lotal contecls, provided those contrals
are cisany drafted, spatially targeted and supportad by transparent mapping.

In both locations, the relevant charactenstics of the land are sufficlently connected to the need for previsions that

supplement or medify the standard provisiong of the TPS. This supports the use of SAP provisions, subject 1o the
refinements identified in this report.
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6.2 Blackmans Bay Bluff

The Blackmans Bay Biuff component reguires a different canclusion. The review identfies sofne matters that may
warrant further planning guidance, parficularly in relation fo landscape sensifivity, vegetation retention, buill form and
devalopment intensity. Howavar, the evidsnce currently available does not demonsirate that the SAP, in its prasent
extent and form, is a proporfionate or sufficiendly jusfified response. For that reason, the posifive findings in fhis section
should not be read as applying to Blackemnans Bay Bluff unless expressly stated, i the SAP is to confinue for Blackmans
Bay Bluff, it should be narrowed to matters and locations that are clearly justified by evidence or supported by further
technical and strategic work,

6.2 Natural values and assessment methodology

Counsil's supporting material identifies natural values within the SAP areas using publicly available datasets, intluding
TASVED nafive vegetation mapping, records from the Natural Values Atias (NVA), LIST spatial layers identifying
watenways, wetlands and gectonservation features, and statutory listings under the Threatened Specles Protetlion Act
7995 (TSP} and the Environment Profection and Biodiversity Conservation Acf 1999 (EPBC). These sources provide an
appropriste starting point for identifying environmental values. However, the review also recognises that SAP provisions
musi ke clear about how those datasels are used, how they trgger assessment, and how applicants and decision-
maksrs can venly the relevant valires,

During the assessment of the draff LPS, concems were identified regarding the clarity and operaton of earlier natural
values pravisions. [n parficular, earlier drafiing relied on terminclogy that was complex or insufficiently defined, did not
cleary explam the methodology for idenfifying values, and did not provide a sufficiently fransparent basis for consistent
decision-making. The refined approach should therefore define natural values by reference to mapped vegetation
communities, listed threatened species and habltat, identified groconservation values, and mapped walenvays and
wetlands. This reduces reliance on broad descriplors and assists in ensuring that relevant values can be verified using
publicly avallable information.

The provisions should also distinguish clearly bstween direct and indirect impacis. Direct impacts should be limited fo
phyzical disturbance or modification of identified values. Indirect mpacts should only be recognised where they are a
foresesable and substantial consequence of fhe proposed use or deveiopment, and where there Is a sufficient
cofinection betwesn the development and the impact identified.

& gucturad sssessmaent pathway is also requined, Thiz should require dentification of relevant natral values,
assessment of polenfial direct and indirect impacis, and consideration of avoidance, minimisation and mitigafion
measures. Where residual impacts remzin, any offeet or compensatory response should onlly be r2lied upon where
impacis cannot reasonably be addressed through siling, design or management measures.

As explored by this report, a key jusiification for the SAPs has been the presence of environmental values that are not
otherwise captured by the standard operation of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme (TFS). Conventionally, emvironmental
values are managed through the Priority Vegetalion Area provisiens within the Nalural Assels Code, However, pursuant
to Guideline No. 1 (NAC18) and clause £7.2.1 of the TPS, the Priority Vegefafion Area does nat apply fo land in the
Agricultural Zone and, within the Low Density Residential Zone, generally only applies in association with subdivigion,
The justification for the SAP provisions has therefore been that additional controls are required to manage enwvironmental
values in Gircumstances whirs the Prionty Vegelation Area provisians do not apply.

It e important to recpgniss, owsver, that clause §.3.3 of the TPS provides that S&Ps do not override the exemption
provisions in clause 4.0 of the Scheme. Consequenily, vegetation management within a private garden remains exempt
under clause 4.4 2. In practice, many developed properties within the Low Density Residential Zone mray safisfy the
definifion of a private garden. Similarly, clause 4.4.1 exempts the harvesting of fimber, clearing of frees, clearing or
conversion of a threatened mafive vegetation community, or disturbance underiaken in accordance with a certified Forest
Practices Plan under the Forest Practices Act 1985, While separate autharisalions may still be reguired, thoss activities
ane not assessed against the SAP provisions.
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Additional exemplions also apply to activities such as Infrastruciure works and bushfire hazard management.
Consequently, while a SAP may provide an additional layer of environmental proteclien in some gireumstances, its
operation remains subject o the broader exemplion framework established by the TPS and ofher statiitory approval
processes.

6.3 Relationship with the $PPs and regional policy

The SAP provisions are intended o operate alongside the SPPs, intiuding the Natural Assets Code. They should not
duplicate the Code or create parallel agsessment reguiraments where existing provisions already cperate effectivaly.
Their role is o provide additional localised guidance where the standard provisions do not adequately respond to the
particular environmental, landscape, infrastrusture or spatial charactenistice of the land,

IFar Brury leland and Bonnet Hill, the suggested refinerments of this report for the provigions provide & practical
mechanism for implementing relevant straieglc planning oulcemes at the local level. They asslst in ensuring that
development responds fo environmental valiies, identiied consfrainte and cumulalive planning neks in @ manner that je
orderly, sustainable and congistent with the broader planning framewark.

On this basls, the Bruny Island SAP and the Bonnet Hill component of KINS7,0 satisfy the relevant stralagit justification
requirements, subject to the refinements identified in this report. The Blackimans Bay BT component doss not presently
satisfy the same thresheld in its current extent and form and gheuld elther be narrowed Yo cleary justiied matiers or
reconsidered as part of the final SAP package,

6.4 The Concern with Bruny Island SAP

A koy characteristic of the planning Issues withiiy the SAP araas is that individially minor changes, indluding vegelation
removal, incremental built form, and increases in wastewater [oading, have the pelential to resull in cumulative impacts
that are disproportionats o the scals of any single development,

SPPs under the Zzones do not provide a mechanism for managing visibility-based coastal height constraints, scenic
exposurs, or external finishes. Locally taflored helght and siting controls are therefore necesgsary to maintain the
landscape quslifies that underpin both communily identity and the igfand's tourism econoiny. When consitdered together,
fihe evidence ghows that Bruny Island is subject to a unigue combination of congtraints

There is no consigtent relationship between zoning and development capacity, lot size, and suitability, nor Iocation and
infrastructure access. Instead, developmnent potential varies significantly across the Island, The implication for planning is
that a standard, uniform planning framewnrk dogs not adequalely reflect these conditions,

The SAP framewerk i therefore required to address these cumulative effects through a coordinatad and place-based
response, rather than relying on case-by-gase discretionary assessment.

A SAP provides an appropriate mechanism fo:

« respond to local varations in constraint and capacity

« manage cumulative development impacls

s align development with Infrastructurs and snvironmental limis; and
» provide clarty and consistency in decision-makimng.

Colleciively, this evidence demonstrates thaf the area exhibits distinet environmental, social, and spatial characteristics
consistent with the matters cortemplated under section 32 of the Land Uss Planning and Approvals Act 1883,
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7. Compliance within Policy Frameworks

This chapler assesses the $SAPs against the relevant statutory and policy frameworks that govemn the preparation and
certification of the LPS. The purpose of this assessment is to cenfirm that the SAPs, operate lawfully, consistently, and
proportionately within the structure of the TFS in ther curment formn; or with suggested achievable refinements.

The assessment focuses on two Key layers of the framework:

» compliance wilh section 32 of the Land Use Planning and Approvais Act 1993, which esiablishes the statutory
baeis and justification for including local variations within @ LPS; and

# alignment with the objectives of the Resource Management and Planning System of Tasmania (RMPS), which
provide a broader, system-level test of whather lhe planning framework delivers sustainable and balanced land
use outsomes,

This chapter dogs nof revisit the srafegic need for the SAPs, which has been established in earier secfions. Rather, it
axamines whether the 8APs. as planning Instrurnenls, meet the stalutory requiremerts far inclusion in the planning
scheme and whether they can funclion effeciively within thal framewark.

Imporiantly. the refinements identified in the following section do not alter the underlying justification for the SAPs, but
are directed to impriding clarity, proportionality, and workability. These refinements respond to identifisd deficiencies in
drafting, mapping, and application, antd are necessary o ensure thal the EAPs operale consistently with the
requiremonts of section 32 of the Act. In this context, the need for refinement anises froin the form of the provisions,
rather than from any defidiency in the underying sirategic or statulory basis for the SAPs.

7.1 Section 32 of the LUPAA

Section 32 of the Land Use Planning end Approvais Act 1593 establishes the statutory fest for including provisions within
a LPS that vary, supplement. or refine the SPPs. In the conttext of SAPs, il provides the primary legal framewark for
determninimg whether place-based planning controls are justified, appropriste and capable of certification.

The assessmend below considers the SAPs against the key componenis of seclion 52, including:

» consisiency with the struciure and operailon of the TPS;
« fthe proper role and function of S8APs as a planning instrument;

% fhe justification for vanation to the SPPs, insluding the requirement to demanstrate significant environmental,
social, or economic benefit; and

» fhe necessity, proportionality, and workability of the SAP provisions relative o alternative mechanisms within the
planning framework,

The agsessment has been undertaken from a practical Impiementation perspective, concerning how the SAPs operate In
the assessmeant of use and development. This includes consideration of whisther thi provisions are:

* clearly expressed and capable of consistent interpratation

» supported by an appropriate evidentiary basis

& proporionately targeted to identified planning risks; and

» [ntegrated with underlying zones and SPPs.

The findings are presented in Table 4 as a struclured compliance assessment. Where the assessment idenfifies that

compliance is dependent on refinement, this reflects issiies of draffing, mapping, o Implementation, rather fhan any
fundamental deficiency in the statutory basis for the SAPs.
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Imporiantly, the refinements identified in this report do not alter the underlying strategic rationale for applying addifional
lotal planning controls where they are supporied by evidence, Rather, the refinements are direcled toward Improving
claily, proportionality, Fansparency and opsrational effactiveness. They mespond fo identified deficiencles in drafting,
mapping and implementation. and are necessary to ensure that any retained SAP provisions operate consistentiy with
the requirements of section 32 of LUPAA,

The section 32 assessment is applied on a differentiated basis, The Bruny Island SAP and the Bonnet Hill component of
KINS7.0 are capable of satisfying the relevant section 32 requirements, sublest 1o the rafinements identified in this
report. In both cases, the assessment indicales that the relevant environmental, landscape, Infrasiructire and spatial
charactenstios of the land provide a sufficient bagis for additional losa) planning conirols beyond the SPPs.

The pesition for Blackmans Bay BIulf s different, While some fargelsd controls may be capable of justification, the
evidence presently available does not demonstrate that the SAP; in its current extent and form, is necessary,
proportionate or sufficiently linked to the planning risks relied upon in support of the conirals, Accordingly, the Blackmans
Bay Bluff companent s not supported in its current form.

Where Table 4 rafers to SAPs generally, those findings should be read as applying 1o the Bruny lgland SAP and the
Bonnet Hill component of KINS7.0, unless Blackmans Bay Biuff is expressiy identified,

Tabfe 4: Secfion 32 Complance Assessment

s.32 Test Respense Evidence Conclusion
Requirement
$.32{2) - Do the SAPs Thie SAFs are This assessment finds thet the SAP Compliant at
Consistency operate within structurad and provigions are framed to opsrate in Tramewsrk
with the TPS he structure of | operafe conjunction with the underiying zones level
the TPS and not | consistently with | and codes, consisterm with clauge 5.3 of
conflict with the Tasmanlan the Scheme. They are used to add fo, The SAP
administrative Planning Scheme = modify or substitute spedific use and mschanism i
provisiong? framework. They | development standards where capable of
funclion as a nacaseary, while maintaining the operating
jpermitled integrify of the Scheme's hierarchy. in within the TPS
mechanisim iiis confext, the SAPs do nof displace structure, This
within the LPS or alter administrative provisions, does not, of
and do not inciuding Interpretation, exemplions, itself, confirm
wverride or scheme opsration. or assessment that each SAP
comnfiict with processes, which confinue fo apply in area is justified
administrative or | full. They do nol introduce an in its current
genenal alternative assessment pathway but extent or form.
provisions, insiead refine the content of applicable
standards within the existing statutory
framewnTic,
8.32(2) - Ara the SAPs The SAPs are Thig assessment finds that the SAPs Coampliant
Proper role Lsed used have been applied to address cleardy
and function appropriately as | appropriately as | identified localised planning constraints, | SAP
of SAPs targeted a place-based including envirenmenial sensitivity, provisions
place-based plenning infrasfructure imitations, cumulative should remain
planning Imechanis to devalopment impadis, and landscape tightly scopet
controls, rather | refine and exposure, which are not adequataly fto localised
than substituting | calibrate managed through zoning or standard econstraints
for zening or development code provisions alone. The underiying and avoid
broader comntrols in zones continue to establish the primary | expanding linto
strategic response ko Iand use intent and strategic framework, | strategic or
planning? Iscalissd while the SAPs operate in conjunction zoning
canditions. They | with thase zones by introducing functions.
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832 Test Response Evidence Ceonclusion
Requirement
do not replace additional or modified standards where | Ongolng
Zoning, nor do necessary fo respond o those discipline
thiy perdorm a cunstraints, reguired to
broader siratenic LRSUre
of policy-making | The SAPs are not used (o comact oF ProViSions ars
Irefe, override zohing decisions or wider fargeted and
strategic settings, bul instead provide do not
fargeled, spalially specHic conirols substitute for
within defined areas where a higher broader
level of planning response is reguired. planning
This refiects ihe intended funclion of frameworKks.
SAPs as a selective and proporlienate
foo], applied only where stantard
provigions are demonstealbly
insufficient.
5.32(8) - Is there aclear | A clear, This assessment finds that the SPPs, Safisfied for
Justification need tovary of | evidence-based | as a standardised statewide framework, | Brumy Island
for variation to | supplement nead exists to are not designed fo address the and Bonnet
SPPs SPPs? supplemment the combined and location-specific planning | Hill, subject to
SPPs, as the challenges arising within the SAP refinement.
standard areas, In particular, the SPPs do not
provisions are not | adeguately manage curnulative impacts | INot presently
capable of assogiated with incremental satisfied for
wffastively devealopment, including vegetation Blackmans
managing fhe removal, landscape degradation, and Bay Bluffin its
specific planning | infrastructure loading, particulary in current extent
risks present Low Density Residential and Agriculture | and form.
within the subjest | zones whers key confrals do not
areas. conslstently apply. The provisions also
do nat provide effective mechanisms to
regulaie wastewater intensification
outside of subdivision in unsewsred
enviranments, nor do they adequately
address visual exposure, scenic
impasts, or built form outcomes in
highly visible coastal and landscaps
setlings.
These limitations arse from the
infferaction of muliple Tactors - including
amyronmental sensitivity, constrained
infrastructure capacity, dispersed
sstiiement patterns and high levels of
development and visfior pressure -
which collestively creats planning risks
that cannot be resolved through
single-issue, code-based assessment.
The evidence demonstrates that, in the
absence of locally tailored provisions,
these risks would be menaged thraugh
disgretionary assessment alone,
resulting in inconsistent, uncoordinated,
pitt&sherry | rel T-P.25.1552-00-PLA-REP-001-Revi/TH/b Page 47

Page 62



Ordinary Council Meeting Agenda No. 14

3 August 2026

pittésherry

832 Test Response Evidence Conclusion
Requirement
and potentially cumulative adverse
outcomes.
Accordingly, the BAPS provide a
negassary and proportionats
mechanism o introduce targeied,
place-based plannimg controls that
address these [dentified gaps in the
operation of the SPPs.
5.32{4)(a) - Does the SAP The Bruny Island | This assessment finds that the SAP Satisfied for
Significant deliver a SAP and Bonnel | areas contaln extensive native Bruiny Island
environmental | significant Hill component vegetation, intiuding dry comstal and Bonmet
bemnafit environmental are capable of forests, wat eucalypt communitiss, Hill, subject to
benefi that delivering a heathlands, maiure habitat frees, and mapping and
justifies significant other mapped natural values, wasther | drafting
wariafion o, ar environmental with habitat supporting threatened and | refinement.
supplementation | bensfit by significant fauna, Including the Swilt
of, the SPPs7 providing a Parrol and fhe Forty-spotted Pardalote. | For Blatkmans
ftargeted statulory | It also identifies senshive coastal [Bay Bluff,
framework to landforms, wisually prominent slopes, further
protect sensiive | geoconservation values, and #vidence or a
wegatation constrained environments where Narrower
COMMUTItES, environmental oufcomes are vulnerable | spatial
threatened to incremental change. In Bruny lsland application is
species habitat, particularly, the repori expiains that required.
landscape values | parts of the relevant vegetation and
and habitat are not sufficiently managed
environmentally | through tie Natural Assets Code
consirained land | because the Priorily Wegeiation Area
that are et provisions do not apply consistantly
adeguately or across the Agriculiure and Low Density
consistenty Residential zones.
managed fhreugh
the SPPs alone, | This assessment further finds that the
standard SPP framework does nnt
adequately address cunmiiative
ecclogical effects arsing from repeated
small-scale vegetation removal,
disturbance assotiated with residential
and visitor-related developient, or
wastewster intensificztion in unsewsrail
environments. The SAPs respond to
those gaps by introducing place-based
planning confrols directed to vegetafion
ramaoval, ecological disturbance,
landscape exposure, and
environmentally constrained
devalopment, thereby reducing the rizk
of progressive degradation thet would
otherwise occur through ad hoe or
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832 Test Response Evidence Conclusion
Requirement
case-by-case assessment under
standard provisions alone.
5.32{4)(b) - Coes the SAP The Bruny island | This assessment finds that the SAP Safisfied for
Significant deliver @ SAP and Bonnel | areas are characlensed by established | Brumy Island
social benefit | significant social | Hill component patterns of low-density setflement, and Bonnet
Beneht that are capable of strong landscape and emvironmental Hill, subject to
Justifies delivering a attributes, and a high level of refinement.
vanation o, or | significant social | communily attachment fo local
supplementation | benefit by character, scenic quality. and amenity. | For Blackmans
of, the SPPs? providing & GConsuitation and reprezentations Bay Biuff,
tlearer, more cunfirm concert regarding Intremental | potential seeial
predictable and change, vegetation removeal, landscape | benefit may
plece-based degradation, and the pereelved lack of | sxist through
pianning praportionality and ciarity in the ciearer
framewrark application of standard planning landscape or
aligned wikh the proviglons. character
charastenstcs of conirals but is
those locations. The SAPs respond fo these issues by not sufficiently
infroducing spatially targeted controls demonsirated
that better align development cutcomes | for the SAP as
with the existing characfer and capacity | curmently
of each aren. This indudes maintaining | drafted.
iow-density development paitems,
managing visually prominent built farim,
and providing clearer direction on
vegatation retention and environmental
consfraints. In doing so, the SAPs
reduce reliance on broad discretionary
assessmeni and provide a more
predictable and transparant framework
far both applicants and fhe community.
importantly, the social benefit is not
limnited fo reflecting community
preference but arises from the improved
operation of the planning system [isell
For Bruny Iskand and Bonnet Hil, the
SAP frarnework enhances consistency
in degiglon-making, reduces uncertainty
associated with interprefation of
standard provisions, and provides a
cieaner arficuiation of how development
ghaould respond to local contend,
5.32{4)(c) — [Does the S&P It bz likely inatthe | This assessment finds thet the SAR Likely eatistied
Significant deliver a Bruny lsland SAP | areas, parficularly Bruny Island, are for Bruny
economic significant and fhe Bonnet subject to high levels of visitor demand | Island and
benefit egonomic Hill component and onaoing development pressure Bonnet Hill,
benefit that will deliver an relative to thelr environmerial and subject to
|ustifies economic benefit | infrastructure capacity. These refinement.
varation to, or by supporfing conditions place increasing strain on
sustainable land | key econonic assets, including
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a! 32"
Requirement

Test

Response

Evidence

Ceonclusion

supplementation
of, the SPP5?

use putcomeas
that profest
environmental,
landscape and
infrastructurs
assels.

landscape values, environmental
quaflity, and fourism-dependent
amenity, as well s o limited
infrasiructure systems such as
wastewalsr, access, gnd senvicing.

The SAPs respond to these conelraints
by ensuring thal development ozcurs at
a sgale and intensity consislent with the
capacity of the land and available
services. This reduces the risk of
overdevelopment that could undermine
the environmental and landscape
qualities underpinning the visitor
economy, while also avoiding inefficient
infrastruciure cutcomes, such as
curnulative fallure of ansite wasiewater
systems or the need for reactive and
unplanned service upgrades.

In addition, fhe SAPs conlribute to more
efficient and prderly development by
providing clearer guidance on
development expectaiions and
constraints. This retuces unceriainty for
proponents, supporfs more predictable
invastment cutcomes, and limits
reliance on case-by-case discretionary
assessment that can lead to
inconsisient or contested decisions.

Importantly. the economic benefit arises
not only from promoting development
apportunily, but from ensuring that
devalopment Is allgned with long-term
environmental gnd infrastructure
capasity. In this way, the SAPs protect
the ongoing viabillty of key economic
actvifies, pariicularly tfourism, while
supporting 2 more coordinated,
susfainable, and cost-effective paftern
of grawth,

Nat relied upon
as a primary
Justification for
Blackmans
Bay Bluff
unliess further
evidencs &
provided.

Nesd for SAP

zoning/codes
alone

Are SAPg
necessary to
arhleva the
nfended
planning
outcomes, or
eould those
outcomes be
arhieverd
through zoning

SAPs are
necessary, as the
intended planning
outcomes cannot
Ibe effectively or
cansisienty
achieved fhrouigh
zoning and

This assessment finds clear and
substantive limitafions in the operation
of the 8PPz when applied to the subject
areas. In particular, standard zoning
and code provisions do nol adequaiely
address cumulative impacis arising
from Incremental development,
including vegetation remaoval,
landscaps degradation, and
infrastructure leating, as they assess

Justified for
Bruny island
and Bonnet
Hill.

Nzt presently
Justified for
Blackmans
Bay Biuff in its
current axtent
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a! 32"
Requirement

Test

Response

Evidence

Ceonclusion

and standard
code provisions
alone?

stendard code
provisions alone,

devalopment on an individual
application basis withouf @ mechanism
o mianege aggragate effects over time,

This assessment further finds that
exisiing provisions do not provide
sufficient or congistent control over key
planning issues, including the
infensification of waslewater oufside
subdivision in unsewered environments,
ihe removal of nalive vegetation in
zones where relevant overlays do not
apply, and the menagement of visually
prominenl development within sensitive
landscapes seifings, These gaps result
in & reliance on discretionary
assessmeni frameworks that are not
designed to address combined of
locafion-specific constraints. lrading 1o
variability in degision-making and
reduced cerfainly of cutcomes.

Alternative meghanismg within the TPS,
including zoning or code-based
responses alone. cannot provide the
necessary level of spatial targeting or
integrated ragponse to these lssues
without infroducing broader or
disproporiionate changes to the
planning framework. The SAPs, by
contrast, provide & targsted and
propartionate mechanism o apply
logally specific controls within defined
areas, enabling conslstent, fransparent
and risk-based dedision-making.

in the absence of SAPs, deveiopmeni
would continue to be assessed under
provisions that are nof calibraled fo the
specific environmental, Infragtructure
and landscape constralnts present,
increasing the likelihood of intonsistent
outcomes and cumulative adverse
impacts.

and form,
although
VAP ET
conirols may
be capable of
Justification if
supporied by
further
gvidence,

Proportionality
and targeting

Ara the SAP
controls
proportionate to
fhe identified
planning rizks
and spatialty
fargeted o

The SAPs can
achieve a
proporiionate and
spafially targeted
Fesponse, With
the report
idenfifying and
implementing

This assessment recognizes that earler
iterations of the SAPs gave rise to
concerns regarding scope and
propartionality, particularly where
confrols were applied broadly without
sufficient spatial differentiation. In
response, the assessment underiakes a
detailed evaluation of environmental,

Capable of
compliance for
Bruny Island
and Bonnet
Hill, subject to
refinement.
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8.32 Test Response Evidence Ceonclusion
Requirement
where those refinements to landscape and infrastructure consteaints | Blackmans
risks arisa? ensuma conirols {0 identify where addifional planning Bay Bluff
are gpplied only | conlrsls are wargnted and where requires
where justified by | standard provisions remain appropriate. | narrowing or
demonstrated further
jplenning risk. The preferred approach adopis a evidence to
refined and restructured SAP demonstrate
framework that relains contrals only in proportionalily.
loeations where there is a clear nexus
between the identified planning risk and
the reguistory response. This includes
areas of high environmental sensitivity,
constrained wastewater capacity,
visually praminent landforms, and
Iocations where cumulative impasis are
demonstrably likely.
This assessment [dentifies the nesd for
clearer thresholds, definitions, and
mapping o ensure that controls are
applied consistenily and are linked o
measirable of identifiable
characteristics. rathzr than broad or
subjective criteria,
Importantly, the approach reduces
reliance on blanket or island-wide
application of confrols and Instead
promotes more pretise spatial
fargeting, inciuding the potential use of
precingts or diffsrentisted provisions
where appropriate. This ensures that
regulatory burden is commensurate
with risk and avoids unnetessary
constralnt on development In areas
where additional controls are not
Jjusiified.
Ciarity, Are the SAP The SAPs are This assessment finds several specific | Capabie of
transparency | provisions capable of deficiencies in the current form of the compliance;
and capable of compliant and SAPs that bear directly on workability subject fo
workability being applied effactive and siatutory defensibility. These targpiad
consisienty, operation but inciude unceriainfy in mapping refinement.
transparently retjuire targeted | acciracy, insufficient transparency
and predictably | refinement to regarding the methodology and For Blackmans
In the ensune they are datassts relled on 1o trigger SAR Bay Bluff,
assessment of | drafied with provisions, the use of undlear ar workability
use and sufficient clarity, | subjective terminoiogy, and aress of alone is not
development? transparency and | duplication or tension with the 8PPs. sufficient; the
internsl spatial and
consistenty to This assessment recognises that these | evidentiary
support issues can lead to inconsistent Justification
interpretation, reduce confidence in how
pittBsherry | el T-P.25.1558-00-PLA-REF-001-Revi/TH/b Page 52
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5.32 Test Response Evidence Conclusion
Requirement
predictable provisions will operate in practice, and must also be
decision-making, | increase reliance on subjective planning | rescived.

judgment, In response, the report
proposes a ciear refinement pathway,
including improved drafting discipline,
defined terminofogy, clearer thresholds
and triggers, transparent and auditable
mapping methodology, and a more
coherent structure that aligns the SAPs
more closely with the Tasmanian
Planning Scheme framework. These
measuras are directed to ensuring that
the SAPs (and in particular the
provisions) can be read, understood,
and applied consistently by decision-
makers, applicants, and the community,

The assessment identifies the following key areas for refinement across the SAP framework:

« Improved spatial targeting, including use of mapped areas and precinct-based approaches

»  Clearer thresholds and triggers for assessment
« [Enhanced mapping transparency and evidentiary clarity

« [Refinement of drafting, definitions, and tesminology fo improve consigtency and predictabllity
» Stronger alignment with infrasfructure capacity and environmental constraints

» Removal of duplication or conflict with SPPs; and
« Continued discipline to ensure SAPs remain targeted and proportionate, and do not substitute for broader

strategic planning.
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7.2  RMPS Assessment

The Resource Management and Planning System of Tasmania {RMPS) establishes the overarching objectives that
guide the uzs, development and profection of land and natural resoumes throughout the State. The RMPS essesement
provides a highJevel evaluation of whether the $APs, as components of the Lotal Provisions Schedule, support
ouicornes that are consistent with those objectives. The assessment therefore focuses on whether the SAP provisions
ane justified, capable of sffective administration and appropriately aligned with the planning Issues they are intanded to
address.

Not all RMPS objectives are engaged equally by the SAP framework. SAPs perform a fargeled role within the planning
gystem and are directad 1oward specific planning lesuss rather than broader siratagic planning cutcomes, Accordingly,
fhe assessment considers the extent to which the SAPs suppori the intent of the RMPS within the scope of their statulory
function.

The assessment indicates that the Bruny Island SAP and the Bonnet il component of KINS7.0 are capable of
supperting outcomes congistent with the objectives of the RMPS, subjest lo the refinements identified in this report. In
bath instances, the SAP framework responds fo planning Issues that are nof adequately addressed through standard
provisions alone, including environmental sensitivity, infrastructure constraints, landscape values and cumulative
development Impacts.

The position for Blackmans Bey BIUT is different. While the area exhiblls some characleristics that may justfy additional
planning guidance or targeted sontrols, the evidenee currently available does not demonstrate thet the SAP, in its
present extent and form, is sufficiently justified or proportionate. As such, further evidence, spatial refinement or
raconsideration s required bafore the same conclusion can be reachad,

Tha RMPS assessment is presanted in tabular form to provide a transparent evaluation against each relevant ohijschive.
The assessment should be read together with the seclion 32 assessment, the strategic meril assessment in Chapler 6.
Whera compliance fis idenfifizd as being subjert to refinement, thi reflects the need to improve drafiing clarity, mapping
fransparency, propartionality and internal consisiency, rather than any inconsistensy with the intent of the RMPE fiself.
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Tabie 5: Objectives of the Resource Management and Planning System of Tasmania part 1

Objective | Relevance & Test Response / Assessment Evidence Compliance Pathway Conclusion
Part 1~ | This objecfive is directy | The SAPs are applied In areas The SAP areas are Compliance with this objective | Complies {subject to
Ha) relevant, The testis where environmental sensitivity, characterised by signfficant is achieved through refinement | refinement)
whethsr the SAP habltat values and cumulative environmental values, of the SAP provisions to ensure
framework provides a impact risks are not adequately including native vegetation, they operate as Intended, This | The SAP framework is
planning response that managed through the underlying | habitat areas and landscape | includes: consistent with this
enabies development zones and SPPs. This is systems that are sensitive fo objective as it provides a
while protecting identified | particularly evident In iocations incremental change. « clearer ldentification mechanism o manage
environmental values wherg incremental development and mapping of development in
and ecological systems. | has the potential to erade These areas are also subject environmental values environmentally sensifive
ecoleglcal values over time, even | to development pressures areas In a way that
where individual proposals are associated with dispersed *  improved definitions supports sustainable
. and removal of
low impact. seitiement patterns, amibiguity outcomes and protects
infrastructure limitations, and ecological processes.
The SAP framework responds to | ongoing demand, all of which | »  assessment triggers
this by introducing more targeted | contribute to the risk of aligned to This conclusion is
and Incally specific controls that | cumulative impact if not demonstrated dependent on the
address how development managed through a environmental risk refinement of provisions
interacts with vegetation, landform | coordinated framewnrk. «  controls that specifically to address identified
and identified environmental address vegetation, issues of clarity,
consfraints, In doing so, it shifts The assessment consisiently siting, and intensity mapping, and
the assessment from a broad, finds that standard provisions proportionality.
generaiised approach ta one thal | do not adequately manage « removal of overiap or
is more closely aligned with the | this interaction across all inconsistency with
characterigtics of the land. locations, particularly where SPPs
ecological values fall outside
The review has identified thatthe | the scope or application of These changes ensure the
pravious form of the SAP relevant codes, SAPs ars capable of consistent
provisions did not always achieve and proportionate application.
this in a ciear or propartionate
way. In particular, fssuss with
mapping, definitions and the
articulation of assessment friggers
limited the consistency and
defensibility of outcomes.
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Objective | Relevance & Test Response ! Assessment Evidence Compliance Pathway Conclusion
The refined SAP approach
addresses these issues by
improving the charity of provisions,
steangthening the link betwesn
controle and demongirated rigk,
and ensuring that regulation is
more precisely targeled, This
supports a rmore balanced
ouicome where development can
priteed, but nat at the expense of
scologital procesges or
environmental capatity.
Part 1- Thiis objective is directly | The SAPs provide a structured The SAP areas are subject o | Compliance with this objective | Complies
4{bj relevant, The tesi s framework for managing ideniifiabie consiraints, Is achleved fhrough the
whnether the SAP development in areas where the ingluding limfted or absent applicaticn and refinement of The SAP framewnric
Tramework results in underlying zones and standard reticulated infrastructure, the SAP provisions, including: pravides an appropriale
development being provisions do not adequately dispersad settlement and necessary
managed Ina respond 1o local conditions, This paltems, and envirenmental | ¢  spatialy targeted mechanism 1o ensune
coordinated and is particularly relevant In locations | sensitivity, These factors application of conirols that development ocours
proportionate way, characterised by dispersed collectively limit the capacity «  alignment of in a fair, orderly, and
having regard o fand seltlement, consirained for develapmeni la necur ina development intensity sustainable manner in
capability. infrastructure | infrastruclure, and varying land consistent and sustainable with infrastructura areas where standard
capacity, and setfiement | capabilily, where uncoprdinated mignner without g capaclty provicions are
patiar, development can lead 1o coordinatad framework. Insufficient.
inconsistent and unsustainable & clearer assessment
outcomes. The assessment identiies Friggers linked to Jand
that, in the absence of the capability and sericing
in These coniexis, relfance on SAPs, development would consiraints
sta_ndard provisions alone creales | rely fngra heavily on standard | | improved consistency
a righ that developmant ocours provigions thal do nol beiween SAP
incrementally without sufficient adequately address these provisions and
regard 1o cumulative effects, combined c_orns’trajm, underlying zones
servicing limitations or the increasing the sk of
relationship betwesn land use and | fragmenied and inconsistent
environmental capacity. The SAP | oufcomes,
framework addresses this by
pitt&sherry | rel. TP.25.1652-00-PLA-REP-001-Revl1/TH/b Page 56
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Objective | Relevance & Test Response ! Assessment Evidence Compliance Pathway Conclusion
infroducing more targefed controls « removal of ambiguity
that align development dutcomes and unnecessary
with the characleristics of the land disoration
and the capatily of available
infragtructure, These measuras encurs that
developrnent is managed in a
The refined SAP approach further wiay that [s bath ordery and
improves this by narrowing the proportionate fo the constrainis
application of conirols, clarffying of the land.
asssssment triggers, and
ensuting that provisions are mora
closely linked o demonstrated
planning risk. This SUPpoNts a
oTe orderly pattem of
development and reduces
refiznee en ad hoe decigion-
making.
Part 1= | Thiis objective is only Public involvement In the planning | The preparation of the SAPs | Compliance with this objective | Indirectly satisfied J not
s} partially relevant. The systern Is primarlly achieved imvafved a formal extibitian is achieved through: directly engaged
testis whether the SAP | through the siatuiory processes process supporied by a high
framework liself for |preparing and exhibiling level of community « the siatutary exhibition Public participation is
Taciliiates or enables planning scheme provisions, engagement, incuding a and represeniaficn achieved through the
public parficipation in the | rather than through the content of | significant volume of process braader statulary
planming process. a BAP, repreggmations and planming framawornk
additional consuliation * m wl;fw thin rather tham through the
In this case, the SAPs have been | achivities. e 888 nit SAP provisions
subject to a comprehensive framework themseives
consultaiion process, including This demonsirates thaf public
formal exhibition, statuory participation has peeured * infegration of
representations, and additione throligh the statutory consultation autcomes
engagemant with community framewiork, with consultation into the refinerment of
groups. The oulcomes of that alitcommes directly informing SAP provisions
consultation have informed both the review and refinement of | | clear explanation of the
the assessment of the SAPs and | the SAP provisions. role and Fmits of SAPs
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development can proceed. This is
particuiarly relevant in areas
subject fo ongoing tourism
demand, where prassura for
devilopment exists but must be
garafully managed to avold
underrnining the emvironinertal
and infrastructure systems that
support that activily.

promote it, to avoid
cumulative impacts on
infrastructure, landscape and
environmental values,

risk is demonsirated

«  fefinement of wWggers
and standards fo avoid
unnecessary resfiction

while prevenfing
over-niensification

This ensuras that development
tan oteur, but within limits that
maintain the Isng-term

Objective | Relevance & Test Response ! Assessment Evidence Compliance Pathway Conclusion
the ldenfification of lssues within the broader
requiting refinement. planriing system
However, thi SAP provisions These processes ensure that
themnselves do not regulate or cermmunity input is considered,
create mechanisms for public while maintaining the statutory
participation, Their role is limited role of the SAP as a planning
1o setling out planning confrols instrurnent.
and assessment criteria, rather
than establishing or goveming
consullation protesses.
Part1 - Thiis objective is partially | The $APs do not actas an The assessmient identilies Compliance with this chjectve | Complies {indirectly)
{dj relevant. The testis economic development ool In ongoing development is achieved through:
whether the SAP their own right. Thelr roie isio pressure, partieularly The SAP framewori
framework enables estabiish how devalopment s to assooiated with tourism, in s pontrofs that align faciiilates econcmic
development to ocsur in | ocour in areas where argas that are consteained by develapment intensity activity in & controliet
away that is consistent | environmental sensitivity, limited infrastrusture, with infrastructire and sustainable manner,
with environmental infrastructure limitations and environmental sensitivity and capacity consistent with the
constraints and curmulative impacis presenta dispersed setfiemant . broader objectives of the
infrastructure capaciy, consfraint to growth. patiems. ° tp:wwm u“:;:md planning system.
rather than directly Ervironime .
. . consiraintz and land
promoting economic In this context. the SAP These pressures create a capability
oulcomes, framework supports economic clear need to manags the i
activily by providing clearer soale and imensity of « spatial targeting of
parameters within which development, rather tham to controls to areas where
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Objective | Relevance & Test Response ! Assessment Evidence Compliance Pathway Conclusion
Without this framework, there is a sustainability of the resource
risk that development oceurs in an basge.
wnepordinated manner, leading to
ingremental intensification that is
niot aligned with land capability or
servicing capacity. This would
undermine both envirenmental
outeornes and the lonig-ferm
viability of economic activity in
those Iocations,
The SAPs therefore facilitate
development indirettly by
ensuring that it is undertaken in a
way ihat s susiainable,
propertionate, and conslislent with
the broader ohjectives of the
planning systam.
Part1- | This objeciive is partially | The SAPs operafe as partof fhe | The SAPs form part of an Compliance with this objective | Satisfied at framework
‘ife) relevant. The testis Tasmanian Planning Scheme and | integrated planning system is achieved fhrough: level
whether the SAP are implemenied through the that includes the SPPs, the
Tramework confributes fo | LPE. In this contaxt, responsiblily | LPS and the statutory «  operafien wilhin the The: SAP framewonk
a coprdinated approath | for planning oulcomes is shared processes for public established TPS supports the sharing of
1o planning consistent aoross State agencles, the exnibition and consuliation. framewoT regpongibility for planning
with ihe broader planning authority, and the outcomes at a system
statutory system, rather commmunity through established Plannimg outcomes ane ¢ :ﬂnzg:: f:,;ﬁm SPPs level but does not
than esfabiishing statufory processes. informed by inputs fram independently establish
govemance mulliple stakeholders, «  feliance on stafutory or regulate that
amangements, The SAP framework does nol including Siate apencies, fhe cansultation and reguirament.
creste new governance strustures | planning suthority, and the representation
or allocate responsibllity between | community, with consultation processes
parties. s role Is limited to setting | outcomes directly influencing | | refinemen of SAP
out how use and developmentis | the refinement of SAP PrOVISIONS to Suppont
o ba assessed in spedific provisions. clear and consistent
lotations. However, by providing decision-making

clearer and more largeted
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Objective | Relevance & Test Response ! Assessment Evidence Compliance Pathway Conclusion
provisions, the SAPs support This ensures that planning
rmore cansistent and fransparent responsibilities are exercised
decision-making within fhal within a coordinatad and
shared framework, recognised statutory structure.
The refinement of the SAPs
further confributes o this by
improving ¢larily, reduting
ambiguily, and ensuring that
responelbilities are exercized
within & more slructured and
predictable planming comtext
Tebke 6: Objeclives of the Resource Msnagement and Planning Syslem of Tasmania part 2.
Objective | Relevance & Test Response / Assessment Evidence Compliance Pathway Conelusion
Part2 - This objective is directly Thie 8APs funciion as a mechanism fo | The SAPs have been Compliance is achieved Complies
fa) relevant. The testis implement sirategic planning | applied in areas where through:
whether the SAP outcomes at a local leval where the standard provisions have The SAPs provide a
framework provides a SPPz donot adequalely address been identified as s alignment of SAP coordinated and
coordinated and strategic | site-spedfic conditipns. In this contaxt, | [nsuffizient to manage provisions with the strategically consislent
response 1o planning they provide @ strustured response to | combined environmental, giructure and inent rasponse 1o local
issues that extend beyond | identified planminig risks, including sewicing and settiernent of the Tasmaniai platining issues within
the capablility of standard environmenial sensitvity, consfraints in a consistent Planning Scheme the broader framework
pravisions. infrastruciure constraints, and manmer, e useolSAPs asa of the planning scheme.
cumulafive Impacis. recognised
The assessment clafutory
Rather than introducing new strategic | demonsteates that, without rechanism within
polizy, the SAPs transiate existing a coordinated framework, the I.PS
strategic intent into a more targeted these issues would be
and Iocally responsive framework. This | addressed on a plecemeal | »  refinement of
supporis better coordination befween | basis through diseretionary pravisions to
StateJevel provisions and local assessment, increasing the remove duplication
planning controle, ensuring that and improve

piti&sherry | rel. TP.25.1652-00-PLA-REP-001-Rey01/TH D

Page 80

Page 75



Ordinary Council Meeting Agenda No. 14 3 August 2026

pittsherry

Objective | Relevance & Test Response | Assessment Evidence Compliance Pathway Conclusion
planning outcomes are consistent with | riak of inconsistent integrafion with
the broader objectives of the outcomes. SPPs
Tasmanian Planning Scheme. +  ensaring conole
The refined SAP approach ;r:::ﬁr?e:t;i:;ing
strengthens this coordination by Hsks ’

improving clarity, removing duplication.
and aligning provisions more closely
with demonstrated planning issues.

Part 2 — This objective is dirsctly SHPg are an established component | The SAPs are incorporated | Compliancs js achieved Compliss

b} relevant. The testis of the Tasmanian Planning Scheme within the LPS and applied | through:
wihether the SAPs operate | and are intended to provide in accordance with The SAPs represent an
a8 a proper use of the place-specific relinement where esiablished stafutory » useoiSAPsasa appropriaie and
pianning Instrument standard provisions are not sufficient. | reguirements. recognized consisient use of the
frarmework, rather than Their use In this instance is consistant siatutory planning planning Instrument
introtusing ad hot or withr that role. Their use is linited to areas instrument system.
inconsistent contmols. where additional controle .
The SAPs do not operate outside the are justfied by local ¢ ::ﬁj;w vith
X , i ) | e ure and
planning system or intreduce conditions, rather than requirements of the
alternative mechanisms. Instead. they | applied broadly or LS
funciion within the LPS, modifying or inconsistently.
supplementing existing provisions in a o refinement of
steuctured and transparent way. provisions to
ensure clarity antd
The rafinement of the SAPs improves awpid duplication

thieir alignment with s objective by

r s adherence o the
ensuring they ane clearly expressed,

acheine's
appropriately scoped and cong'sient framework for use
will the broader struciure of the and developmeant
seheme. aontrols
Part2- This abjective |s directy The SAP framework provides & | The SAP areas are affected Compliance s achieved Complies (subject to
{e) relevant. The testis strucfured basis for considsening the by envirenmental through: refinement)
whether the SAP effacls of devalopment beyond whatiz | consfraints, infrastructire
frarmework enables & capturad by standard |provisions alone. | limilations, and strang s provisions that The SAP framework
balanced and sxplicit This incjudes environmental impacis, community expeclations, all reguire supports @
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Objective | Relevance & Test Response | Assessment Evidence Compliance Pathway Conclusion
consideration of infrastructure capacity, community of which influence the congideration of camprehensive
envirenmental, social, and | expectations, and the cumulative potential effects of enviranmenial consideration of
econamic effects, effects of develapment aver time, development. constraintz and environmental, social,

impacts and econpmic effects.

The assessment demonstrates that These factore cannct be « alignment of
these faclors are closely interrelated adequately considerad in d
o ) o evelopment
within the SAP areas. As such, amore | lisolafion and requlre an infensity with
detailed and plase-specific framework | infegrated assessment .

N infrastruciure
s reguired to ensure that declsions approach. capatity
accurately reflect this complexity.

e incorperation of
The refined SAP provisions improve community
his outcome by clarfying how Impacts concenns nto the
are identiied and assessed, and by refinement process
ensuring that conirois are improved dlarity in
proporiionate to the risks they are assessment
Infended to manage. iriagers and
\ definitions

Part 2— | This objeclive is direcily The SAPs integrale a range of | The SAP aress Camplianes is achieved Compliss

{d) relevant. The test is planning considerations, Induding | demonstrate gverlapping throtigh:
whether the SAPs opetate | environmenial protection, efivironmental, sosial and The SAPs opsrate as
as an integrated infrastruciure constraints, and infrastructure consirainis = alignment of SAP an integrated
compenent of the broader | seltlement paitems, info a single that reguire a coordinated pravisions with the compoenent of the
planning and policy ceordinated framework. response. broader siruciure of broader planning
framework. the planning framewaork.

They do not operate in Isolation, butin | The planning framework scheme
conjunction with the SPPs, underying | reflects this by combining e  removal of
zones, and other applicable codes. multiple considerations duplioation of
This ensures that local controls are within the SAP provisions. inconsist with
applied within the broader policy existing codes
context, rather than in conflict with it

« integration of
The refinement process improves this environmantal and
integration by addrsssing overlap and infrasiruciure
ensuring clearer alignment betwaen congiderations into

assessment
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Objective | Relevance & Test Response / Assessment Evidence Compliance Pathway Conclusion
SAP provisions and other components « refinementte
of the scheme. improve
consistency and
clarity
Part2— This objective is directy The SAPs contribute to coordination of | The review identified issues | Compliance Is achieved Complies {improves
{e) relevant, The testis approvals by providing clearer with clarity, mapping and through: with refinement)
whether the SAPs assistin | development standards and definitions that affected
creating ciearer and more assessment triggers, reducing consfstency of assessmeni. | ¢  clearer and more The SAPs Improve
coordinated assessment unceriainty and refiance on precise assessment coordination and clarity
pathways, case-by-case discretion. Refinement has focused on triggers of the approval process,
resolving these issues 1o . with further benefit
Earlier versions of the SAPs created improve coordination of ‘ ::F: :V;:“;?;:?DQ gained through
potential for inconsistent interpretation | decision-making. Sarity refinement.
due to unclear mapping and
definitions. The refined provisions s alignment between
address this by establishing clearer SAP provisions and
thresholds and improving the underiying controls
transparency of the assessment * reduction of
process. ambiguity in the
This results in @ more predictable and ;:ooass ent
censistent framework for assessing
proposals.
Part2— | This objective is directly The SAPs contribute to safe and Infrastructure constraints, Compliance [s achieved Complies
{f) relevant. The testis sustainable environments by ensuring | including limited servicing through:
whether the SAP development Is consistent with and access, ane identified The SAPs support the
framework supports infrastructure capacity, environmental | as key planning risks within | «  conirols that align delivery of safe and
development outcomes constrainis, and emergency the SAP areas, deveiopment with appropriate
that are safe and management considerations. infrastructure devalopment outcomes.
appropriate to the These constraints directly capatity
constraints of the land. In areas such as Bruny Island, influgnce the suitability and | provisions
limitations in access, servicing and safety of development addressing
emergency response capacity mean cufcomes. tewater and
that unmanaged intensification ..
. servicing
presents a clear risk. The SAP conslmints
framewnrk responds to this by limiting
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Objective | Relevance & Test Response | Assessment Evidence Compliance Pathway Conclusion
development to a scale thet can be = [imits on intensity in
safely ascommodated, constrained
localions
s consideration of
emergency
menagement
_ capatity
Part 2 - This objective Is only The primary focus of the SAPs is | The SAP provisions Compliance Is achieved indirectly satisfied
{a) partizlly relevant. The test | envirenmental. landscape and jprimarily address indirectly through:
is whather the SAPs infrastructure-related planning issues. | environmental and The SAPs do not
directly address heritage Whils aspects of character and landscape characleristics, s oconseration of direclly address
consenvation oulcomes, landecaps may overlap with heritage rather than identified landscape and heritage outcomes but
considerations, the SAPS are not heritage values. characier values may support them
designed as a heritage conservation indirectiy through
mechanism. Any reference fo character * :Tpe;:z:n within the related confrols.
is refated to broader . o ?kla‘::ing
Where heritage or culiurzl values are ‘ landscape and visual F:::;:::is =e
prasent, these are more appropristely | outctimes rather than fermal addressed
ardressed through other provisions | heritage conservation. gepacately
within the planning scheme orfhrough |
separate stafutory processes.
Part 2= | This objestive Is direcily The SAPs respond directly o | The SAP areqs are Caompliance Is achieved Complies
{h) relevant. The test is infrastructure consteaints, particulany charatterised by limited or | through:
whether the SAP in relalion to wastewater, acocess, and | absent reticulated The SAPs provide &
frarmework ensuras senvicing capacity. These consTaints infrastructura, constrained s controls limitng slear and necessany
development aligns with are a defining featurs of the SAP fransport access, and development response 1o
infrastructure capacity and | areas and represent a key planning refiance on local servicing intensity in infrastruciurs
profecis existing sysiems rigk if not managed approprialely. zolutions. congirained areas consiraints and support
from cumulative prazsurs. o alighment of coordinated service
By introduting conteols on These limitations create a proposals with provishomn,
devalopmient intensily and linking clear need for planning avalable
assessment to infrastructurs capacity, | controls that reguiate the ——
ihe SAPs ensure that growth does not | scale and intensity of
development. & DIOVISIONS
addressing
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{urther strengthens this approach by
improving mapping, clarifying
agsessment wiggers, and ensuring that

refiect the actual capacily
of the land,

Objective | Relevance & Test Response | Assessment Evidence Compliance Pathway Conclusion
exceed the abifity of existing systems wastewater and
fo suppor it. servicing capacity
» spalial fargefing of
controls to areas of
graatest consikraint
Part 2— | This objective |s direcily The SAPs respond o areas whera | The SAP areas are Compliance Is achieved Complies
i) relevant. The test is Iand capability is consirained by a characterised by identifiable | through:
whether the SAP combination of environmental congtrainis affecting land The SAP framewari
framework responds to the | sensifivity. servicing limitafions, and capabllity. including e mapping and provides a planning
inherent capability and physical site conditions, These enviranmental sensitivity, identification of razponss that
constraints of the land, constralnls vary significantly across lirnfited infrastructura and argas subject le appropriatety
rather thair applying a the SAP areas and ars not adequately | servicing, and varation in ervironmental and racognises and
uritorm approach to refiected through the epplication of topography and physical physical constraints responds to land
development. standard provisions alone. conditions. s controls that align capabliity constraints
) development across the SAP areas.
In these circumstances, a uniform These faciors influence the ; o
N 5 : - intensity with land
planning response risks allowing ‘ suitabllily 2nd gea'e of capabity
devalopment outenmes that ans not devalapment and reguire &
aligned with the capacity of the land, | more tailored planning = consideralion of
periicularly where cumulative effects | response than that provided esnviting and
anse from Incrementdl intensification. | by standard provisions. infrasimicture
limitations
The SAP framework addresses this by | The assessmentcanfirms | | apneomane of
introtucing contrels that are more that these constraints are a pravisions to
closely a!!gﬂed _t,:r the charactaristics of c:am'ral s?mmr for the ensure ciarity and
the land, including how development application of the SAPs. proportionality
intensity, siting and land disturbance
are managed. This enables = application of
assessment fo respond fo variations in targeted controls
capabiiity, rather than relying solely on rather than blanket
zoning or generic standards, regulation
This approach ensures that
The refinemert of the SAP provisions devalopment outcomes
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Objective

Relevance & Test

Response | Assessment

Evidence

Compliance Pathway

Conclusion

cenfrols are proporticnate fo the
idenfified constraints, This supporis
more eonsistent and defensible

wonsideration of land capabllity across

the SAP areas,
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8. Options, scenarios, and risk

This seclicn examines a range of realistic options for the fulure of the Bruny Isiand SAP and the Biackmans Bay Biuff &
Bannet Hill SAP, The purpose is to test each cplion against planning rigk, statutory delensibility, implementation
practicality, and community outcomes, and o [dentify & clear and proporfionate pathway fonwand,

Rather than framing the review as a binary choice betwesen retaining or abandoning the SAPs, this section recognises
fhat refinement, restruchuring and alternative mechanisnre may deliver more effective and defengible outesmes than
either wholesale retenfion or removal, The oplions assessed are not theorefical; they reflect pathways available within
the exieting planning framework and raspond directly to the fesuss identifisd through congiiltation, strategic review, and
analysis,

Each opfion has been assessed against a consistent set of risk consideralions o ensure that statutery defensibility.
planning effectiveness and long-term workability is explicilly tesled. Teble 7 (Risk and Mitigation Mafrix) summarises the
key rike associated with each congideration and the miligation approach applied through this review. For conslstency,
the opfion assessment adopts a common risk rafing framewotk comprsing High, Modetale and Low risk categories. The
oplion-by-option analysis that follows builds on that framewark by examining how those risks arise under each scenario,
and the extent to which they are avoided, reduced, or managed,

Accordingly, Sections 8.1 o 8.4 assess four alternative scanarios, moving froim complete removal of AP confrols
through to refinement, restructuning, snd altemative planning mechanizms.

Because the findings differ batween the SAP areas, the options are not assessad uniformly. Bruny Istand and Bormet Hill
ane assessed as Ivcations where a r2fined SAP remains the preferred planning response. Blackmans Bay Biuffis
assgesod separataly, with options including no SAP, a nampwar SAP, or an alternative planning mechanism unless
further evidente is provided 1o juslify the current SAP extent and provisions.
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Table 7: Rizk and Mifigation Matrix - Assessmant of 3AP Options

Assessment Key risk if not appropriately Nature of risk Mitigation approach applied in this
consideration addressed review
Statutory risk Oplion may attract furtier Approval /legal | Each oplion is fested against the stafutory
intervention, modification, or risk role of SAPs, seclion 32 of the Land Use
rejention by the Tasmanian Planning and Approvals Acf 1583, and
Ptanning Commission due to Direction 78 requirements. Mitipalion
Insufficient justification, drefiing focuses on claiifying drafting intent,
defects, or inconsistency with ramoving duplication, addrassing identified
the SPPs. defects, and ensuring consistency with {he
siructurs and purpose of the Tasmanian
Planning Scheme.
Planning Option fails to adequately Sirategic / Oplions are assessed againgt their
affsciivenass adnress he planning issuss operational fisk | capagity o respond o ldentified local
that gave rise to the SAPs, planning risks, including environmental
rezuliing in unmanaged sensitivity, landscape impact, nfrasiructure
cumulative impacts, constraints, and cumulative development
inconsistent cutcomes, of pressiire, Mitigation priorilises refention of
raliance on discretionary refinement of conirals only where they
gssessment alone, demonstrably address fhose risks.
Proporiionality Conirals apply 6o broadly or Policy { fairess | Mitigation inwolves testing spafial taraeting,
imposs regulatory burden that risk a55e88Ment rigaers and thresholds 1o
Is nol gcemmensurate with ensure controls are risk-based and locaily
demonsirated risk, leading to calibrated. Options that namow scope,
perceptions of overreach and improve spatial loglc or refine liggers
reduced defensibillty, radiics fhe risk of dispropoflionate
application.
Implementation | Provisions are difficult to Implementation/ | Oplions are reviewed fer clarity, intennal
and interpret, apply or enforce, govemance fisk | comsistency, and workabllity, Mitigafion
administration rasulting in inconsistent facuses on clearer drafting, defined
decision-making, increased terminology, fransparent mapping, and
appeal risk and edministrative pliblished methodalogy, educing reliance
burden. on subjective judgement and non-auditable
iNputs.
Community Conftinued Tack of charify or Sogial fcence f | Mitigation includes improving transparency,
outcomes and perceived unfairness reputational risk | explanation, and cemmunication,
sonfidence undermines frust in the distinguishing stafufory from nion-stafitory
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legitmacy of SAP confrols,
even where statutory
requirements are met.

inputs, and ensuring that SAPs are clearly
framed ae targeted planning foois rather
than blanket restrictions.
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8.1 Option 1; No SAP
Deseription

Under this option, the LIPS would rely on the underlying zonss and standard SPPs 1o manage use anc development.
Agalinst the assessment considerations In Table 7, this oplion performs differently across the SAP areas.

Assessment

Remaving the SAPs would simplify the LPS and respend directly to conterns regarding complexity. duplication and lack
of clarity. It would also remove the immediate staiutory risks associated with SAP draffing, mapping methodoingies and
Justification.

Hiyarever. this option doss niot adequately atddress the planning issues that originally led to the infrotduction of the S4Ps,
it would remove iocaily tafiored mechanisms intended to manage cumulative impacts, landscape sensitivity, vegelation
retention, wasteweater intensification and development in visually prominent or environmentally constrained locations.
Responsibiiity for these matters would reveri to assessment under the underiying zones and SPPs, which were not
designed to address them in a comprahensiva or place-specific manner.

Brumy lsland

For Bruny isiand, removal of the SAP would cremiz a high planning effectivensss risk. The assessment has [dentified fhat
the Island’s planning issues arise from the combined effect of dispersed setlement, limiled infrastructure capacity,
wastewaler constraints, environmental sensliivity, landscape exposure and cumulative development pressure. These
Issues are not adequately managed through standard pravisions alone.

Remaving the SAP would reduce implementation complexity and rempya the Immediate drafting and mapplng issues
associated with the current provisions, However, It would aiso remove the only place-specific mechanism cumently
avaitable lo manage te curmulative effect of development across mulliple sstiements ant zones.

The principal risks for Bruny Island are:

« |oss of place-specific controls in an environmentally and infrastructurally consirained island context
# [ncreased reliance on case-by-case diseralionary assessmant

» reduced ability to manage cumulaiive wasiewater, vegelation and landscape impacts

« greater potential for inconsistent development outcomes between setlements; and

« rengwad pressure for fulure ad hos amendments or altermative lopal contmols.

©Om balancs, this opfion is not preferred for Bruny Island.
Bonnet Hill

For Bonnet Hill, removal of the SAP would create a moderate (io high] planming effectiveness risk. The assessment
identifies @ reasonable planning basis for additienal cantrols relating to landscape prominence, visual sensitivity,
vegetation values, developrrent intensity and the transifion befween residential land and rore environmentally sensitive
areas.

Removal would simplify the planning framework, bub would leavs these matters o be managed through standard zone
and code provisions that are not specifically calibrated to the Bonnet Hill context. This would reduce statutory complexity,
bt woiild also weakan the abllity o manage kngwn lantdscape and environmental sensitivities in a visually prominent
location.
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The principal risks for Bonnet Hill are:

« [oss of controls directad to visual prominence and landscape sensitivity

» reduced abflity to manage vegetatlon refention and buili form ouicomes in a highiy visible location

o increased reliance on standard Low Density Residential Zone provisions

«  potential eonsistency with the stateyic Iment of managing development cutside the UGEE; and

e increased likelihood that Iocalised constraints would need to be addressed through future reactive amendmenis.

On balance, this option Is not preferred for Bonnet H.
Blackmans Bay Bluff

For Blackrnans Bay Bluff, the assessment is different. The removal of the SAP presents a low planning effectiveness
risk. The report does ot support the SAP in its current extent and forny becauss the evidence does not clearly
demonsfrate that the mapped SAF area and proposed coninols ane necessary, preporiienate or sufficienty linked fo the
planning risks identified,

Im that contesd, removal of the SAP may be more defensible than retaining the cument provisions without substantial
revision, Haowever, removal would also mean that any legifimate landscape, vegetation, built form or development
intengity issues would need o be managed through the underlying zones, existing codes, or a future siiernative planning
response,

The principal rigks for Blackmans Bay Bluff are:

o loss of any targeted local control over landscape, vegetation or built form matters that may ke justified in parts of
the area

« reliance on standard provistons that may not fully address ivcailsed visual er character issues

« concern from members of the community who support some form of additional pretection; and

s the nesd for a future narmower SAP ot altemative mechaniam if further evidence confirms that targeted controls

are warranted.

On balanee, [his option Is a viable oplion for Blackmans Bay Biuff, but anly if Council accepts that any remaining
loralised issues should be addressed through existing provisions, a narower fufure SAF, or ancther planning
mechanism.

Oyerall finding for Option 1
Dyerall Risk Assessment

@  Brumy lsland — High Risk

s [Bonnet Hill - Moderate Risk

& [Blackmans Bay Biuff - Low Risk

Opftion 1 perforrns well against implementation simplicily becanise it removes addifional SAP provisions and associated
drafting complsxity. However, it performs paorly against planning effestiveness for Bruny Izland and Bonnet Hill becauss

it would remove the only place-gpeciiic machanism currenfly available to manage [dentified cumulative, environmental,
infrastructure and landscape risks,

Cwerall, Option 1 prazents a high planning effactiveness rigk for Bruny Island, a moderate planning effectivensss risk for
Boninet Hill: and a low planning effectiveness risk for Blackmans Bay Bluff.
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For Blackmans Bay Bluff, Option 9 performs more strongly because the current evidence does nof support the SAP in ite
existing extent and form. However, If logalised controls arg 10 be retained Jor Blackmans Bay Biuff, they sheuld be
nafrowed and supporied by clearer evidence rather than fetained In thelr cument form,

8.2 Option 2: Narrow SAP Now (Minimal Retention Approach)
Description

Thiz optich retains the SAPz but dignificantly narows thelr scope, application and coment. Controls would be limited to a
small numiber of clearly defined issues and locations where the need for local variation is strongest and most defensible,

Assessment

Thig appraach directly negponde to conearng about ovenreach and praportionality. By slripping back the SAPs o their
essenlial functions, it reduces statutory and Implementalion figk while refaining a mechanisi fo manage genuinely
lotalised planning issues.

Heowever, a minima retention approach risks becoming reactive rather than stralegic. If narrowing is undertaken without
@ clear spatial and policy framework, the SAPs may remalr vulnerable 1o crificism for lack of colierence of for addressing
symptoms rather than causes.

Agalinst the geswesment considerations In Table 7, this oplion pedorms diferently across the SAP areas. it reduces
statutory and implementation risk by fimiting the scope of SAP conirols, but its effectiveness depends on whether the
Rarmowing is supported by a clear spatial logic and a defenzible sxplanation of whal risks remain to be managed.

Bruny lsland

For Bruny Island, @ minimal retention approach would enly be apprepriate if the retained provisions are clearly linked to
fhe Island’s most significant and demonstrable planning risks. These include wastewater intensification, environmental

sengitivity, Isndscape exposure, limited Infrastructure capacity and cumulative development pressure across dispersed
settiements.

The main rigk is that a narrow SAP could bezome teo limited to perform the broader coordinating funclion required on
Bruny island. If controls are reduced without a dear setfiement, Infrestructure and emvironmental framewaork, the SAP
miay fail 1o address the cumulative impacts that justified a place-based response in the first place. The principal risks for
Bruny island are:

» fefained confrols may be too narrow o manage cumulative wasiewater, vegetation and landscape impacis
»  narmowing ray reduce perceived overreach but leave unresoived gaps in the operation of standard provisions
= controle may becoma fragmentad if not supparted by clear spatial mapping or precinct logic

« future amendments may still be required [F the nawowed SAP does not adequately address setlement and
Infrastructure constraints; and

& the planning response may be crilicissd as reactive rather than stralagic.
YWhile this option may reducs immedrate siatutory and communily concarmn, it carmies a moderate risk that the retained
priovisions would be foo limited fo address the cumulative enviranmenial, Infrastrutture and setflement lssues that

underpin the SAP. The option is therefore not prafered unless supported by a clear spatial framework, mapped triggers
and complementary strategic planning.

Bonnet Hill
Far Bennet Hill, a narmowed SAP may be 2 workable option because the planning Issues are more spatially confined and

easier tn define, The confrols could be limited fo mafiers such as landscape prominence, vegetation retention, visual
sensitivity, built form and development intensity where those issues are clearly supported by the evidence,
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This option would reduce unnecessary regulatory burden while refaining a place-specific fool for matters that are not fully
addressed by the standand provisions, It may therefore perform reasenably well against prepertionality and
implementation practicality, provided the retained confrols are cleary mapped and Tmited fo the relevant risks,

The principal risks for Bonnet Hill ane:

»  marrowing may remoeve controls thaf are siil needed to manage landscape or visual impacts
» refained pravisions may remain valnerable if the mapping methodology Is not transparent

% ihe reduced SAP may not adequately address the relatibnship between vegetalion, built form and visual
prominence

« fhe basis for retained confrols must be Gleariy explained to avoid percepfions of arbifrary regulation; and
« further amendment may be requined if retained conirols are not sufficiently precise.
On balanee, this option prasents a low risk cutcome for Bonnet Hill. The planning ssues are relatively discriete, the area

is capable of being ciearly mapped, and a reduced suite of targeied conirols could confinue {o address ideniified
landscape, vegetation and development intensity issues without the complexily of the currant SAP framework.

Blackmans Bay Bluff

Fur Blackrnans Bay Bluff, this option may be mure appropriate than rekaming the SAP m its curtent form, The report does
nat suppart the current SAP extent and drafting because the evidence does not clearly demonstrate thal the full mapped
area and propopsed confrols are necessary of proportionaie.

A narmowed SAP could gllow Coundl o refain confrols for those paris of Blackmans Bay Biuff whers there is 8 clearsr
relationship betwesn the planning issue and the prapased regulatory response. This may include localions where
landszape sensfiivity, vegetation retenfion, bufit form or development intensity risks are supporied by evidence.

The principal risks for Blackmans Bey Biuf are:

»  narrowing may stll be challenged If the refalned area Is not suppaoried by clear evidence

» contrele may remain yulnerable if they are based on general characler or landscape assertions rather than
mapped values or identified development risk

« community support for the SAP may not be sufficient fo establish statutory jusfification

" narrowed SAP may need to be supported by further technical or strategic work; and

« rembval o subslantial narowing inay create concern for those community members seeking strongeyr protection.
On balanee, thie ophon prezents a moderate risk oulcome for Blagkmane Bay Biuff. it provides e patimevay to tetain Iocal
zonirols where they can be clearly justified, while reducing the risk assotiated with refaining the current SAP extent and

provisions, lis sucoess, however, depends on the ability to dempnstrate a clear relationship bstween the retained
controls, the identified planning Issues and the supporling evidence base.

Overall finding for Option 2
Overall Risk Assessment

«  [Bruny lsland — Moderate Risk
*  [Bomnet Hill - Low Risk
& Blackmens Bay Biuff - Moderate Risk

Option 2 generally performs better than full removal because it retains a mechanism for managing ivcalised planning
rigks while responding te contems regarding overreach, complexily and propurtionality.
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For Bruny island, minimal refenfion may be foo limited unless supported by a clear spatial framework and future sirategic
planning. Fer Bennet Hill, it may provide a defensible pathway if the retained controls are properly mapped and largeted,
For Blackmans Bay BIUTf, it is a potentially appropriate oplion where the current SAP cannot be justifiad in full but
narrower; evidence-based controls may still be warranted.

8.3 Option 3: Refined and Restructured SAP
{Preferred Option — Bruny Island and Bonmet Hill)

Description

This option invclves retaining the SAPs but refining and restructuring them to improve clarity. proportionality, statutory
defensibility and Iong-term pedormance, Controls would be fargeted, clearly justified, and aligned with identifiable spafial,
envirenmental, infrastrusture and landscape characteristics.

Assessment

A refined SAP approach sllows the planning scheme to respond to genuine local planming risks while addressing the key
crificisms raised through consuitation and review. Refinement would include clearer purposs statements, removal of
duplhcation with standard provisions, improved mapping ransparency, better slignment with underlying zones, and more
explici threshoids and assessment triggers.

Far Bruny [sland, this opfion enables the BAP ta operafe 4s a coordinated framework that reflects setffement patterns,
infrastruciure constraints and environmental sensitivity without relying on poorly calibrated or unexplained confrols. For
Bonnet Hill, this option supports the conlinued management of landseape, visual zensitivity, vegetation and development
interisity through a clearer and more predictable SAP framewark. For Blackmzns Bay Bluff, & refined SAP is only
supported if the controls are narewad to matters that are clearly justified by the evidence, or if furlher evidence Is
provided to demonstrate whiy the cumend extent and form is necessary.

Against fhe assessment considerations in Table 7, this oplion performs most strongly for Bruny Istand and Bonnet Hill
because it ratains the benelit of place-specific controls while directly addressing the principal risks identified through the
review: stafufory defensibility. proportionality. implementation clarity and community confidence.

Bruny Island

Far Bruny [sland, this opfion presents a low planning effecliveness risk and provides the most appropriate planning
response. The assessment [denfifies that Bruny Island's planning Issues arise from the combined effect of emdronmental
sensitivity, limited Infrastructure capacdity, wastewater constraints, dispersed settlement, tourism pressure and cumulative
development impacts. Removing the SAP would leave those matters fo standard provisions that are noi well suiled fo
managing them In combination.

A refined and restructured SAP allows the controls to be more clearly linked to the particular risks they are intended to
manage. This would improve statufory defensibiiity by clarifying the relationship between the characteristics of the isiand
and the need for additional local provisions. 1t would also Improve propartionality by ensuring that controls are targeted fo
mapped values, ideniified infrastructure limitations and locations where standard provisions are nsufficient,

The principal risks for Bruny Island are;

» e SAP will remain vuinerabie i controls are not spafially targeted or supported by transparent mapping
«  broad controls may continue to be perceived as overreach if the retationship between risk and regulation is not

clearly explained

» [mplementation may remaln difficult if definitions, assessment iriggers and supporfing methedologles are not
made clear

o fufure strafegic work may siill be required fo address broader settlemend, infrastiucture and growth questions;
and

pitt&sherry | rel T-P.25.1652-00-PLA-REP-001 -ReviV/TH/D Page 73

Page 88



Ordinary Council Meeting Agenda No. 14 3 August 2026

pittésherry

« communily confidence may not improve uniess fhe refined provisions are supported by clear explanatory
material,

On balance, this option is preferred for Bruny Island because it retains the necessary place-specific planning mechanism
while addressing the drafiing, mapping and proportionality issues identified through fhe review.

Bonnet Hill

For Bennet Hill, this option presents a low planning effectiveness risk and provides the most appropriate planning
respones, The review identifies a reasonable basis for additional controls due to the area's landssape prominences, visual
sensifivity, vegetalion values, established low-density character and potential for further development inlensity.

Against Table 7, the refined SAP opflion performs well because it relains controls for matters that are not adeguately
managed by standard zone provisions, while Improving implementation clanly and proporiionality. The key requirament is
that retained contmls must be clearly linked to mapped landscape, vegetaticn and development intensity risks,

The printipal rigks for Bonnet Hill ang:

s refained controls may remalin vulnerabie if the mapping methodolegy s not clear

= visual and landscaps controls may be challenged if they are not linked to identifiable public viewpoints or
landscape exposure

« wegetation pravisions may be difficult to administer if they are not clearly digtinguished from standard Natural
Agsels Code requirements

o deveiopment intensity controls may be orificised if their refaionship le infrasiruciure capacity and seftiement
pattern Is not explained; and

» community confidence may remain limited if the purpose of the SAP is nof clearly commumicaied.

©On balance, this oplion Is preferred for Bonnet Hill because It maintains fargeled local conirols while aliowing the
drafting, mapping and assessment tiggers o be refined so they opsrate more dlearly and proportionstely.

Blagkmans Bay Blutf

IFor Blackmans Bay Blulf, this option presenis a moderate planning effectivensess risk and requines a diffensnt conclusion.
A refined SAP may be supporiabie, bul only if it Is subslanfially narrowed or suppurted by further evidenca.

Against the assessment considerations in Table 7, this cplion presents the lowest overall level of planning risk for Bruny
Island and Bonnet Hill because i refalins place-specific confrols while directly addressing fhe pringipal issues [denfified
through the review, including statutery defensibility. proportionality, Implementation clarity and communily confidenca,

The printipal risgks for Blackmans Bay Bluff ane:

w  the SAP may continue to lack sufficient evidence if retained across ite current mapped extent

« controls may Femain dispropostionate IF applied fo land whers the relevant landscape, vegetation of biilt form
risks are not clearly demaonstrated

o community suppont for additioral controls may not be snough to salisfy the statutory justification test

# fhe SAP may contimue to duplicate or overlap with provisions already applying through underlymg zonss or
codes; and

@ ‘the report's finding that Blackmans Bay Bluff is not supported In its current form may ke undermined if the
refinement patmvay is not diearly expressed.

©On balance, this option Is only preferred for Blackmans Bay BIuff If the SAP is narrowed 0 evidence-based controls or
supportad by further technical and sirategic justificalion. I} should not be read as suppont for retaining the Biackmans Bay
Bluff SAP In its current extent and form.
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Overall finding for Option 3
Ovwerall Risk Assessment

o Brumy island - Low Risk

« Bonnet Hill - Low Risk

o Blackmans Bay Bluff — Moderate Risk

The low risk ratings for Bruny Istand and Bonnet Bill refleet the abllity of a refined SAP o address identified plannling
Issues wiiie improving proporfionaiily, impiementation and statutory defensibliity. The moderate risk rating Tor Blackmans

Bay Bluff raflects the contimied need for either substartial spatial refinement or additional avidencs to suppor anmy
retained controls.

Opfion 3 provides the most balanced and defensible pathway Tor Bruny [sland and Bonnet Hill. It retains the benefit of
place-gpacific planning controle whils addresaing the key risks identified in Table 7, including statutery defansibility,
planning effectiveness, proportionailly, impiementation ciarity and community confidence.

Far Bruny Island, this option provides a framework for managing cumulative environmental, infrasiructure and settlement
pressures while improving spetial fargeling and workability. For Bonnet Hill, [t provides a largeted mechanlism for
managing landscape, vegetation and developmant intensity in a visually prominent location, For Blackmans Bay Bluff,
the oplion is only appropriate if refinement mvolves substantial rarrowing or further evidence to justify any retained
gonlrols.

Accordingly, Gption 3 s the preferred pathway for Bruny Island and Bonnet Hill, For Blackmans Bay Bluff, itis a
condiional pathay oniy.

8.4 Option 4: Alternative Zoning or Strategic Planning Approach
Description

‘Thie option would replace or supplement SAF controle with altemative planning mechaniems, such as targeted rezoning,
precinct-based zaning, addilional overlays, or a future structure plan that informs later amendments fo the LPS.

Thig option does not assume that SAP provisions are the only available planning toul. Rather, it recognises that some
matters currently addressed through the SAPs may, over fime, be more appropriaiely managed through zoning, mapped
oveariays, precinct-hased controls or broader strategic plaming.

Agspssment

Allmative Zoning or strategic planning may be appropriasts whers the issus being managed ie not simply & devalopment
standard, but a broader question ebout land use, seffiement patiern, environmental capaclty or infrastructure constrainia.

Patential mechanisms include:

+ refaining underlying residential zening but narrewing SAP controls to spetific mapped risks;

* applying more targeted precinct-based provisions whene different parts of the SAP area have differant
charactanisiics;

» conzidering whether the Landscape Conservation Zone or Environmental Management Zone is more apprapriaie
for land whare the primary planning intent is protection of landscape, environmental or consemvation valuss;

»  refaining or applying the Low Denisity Residential Zone wivere the esteblished land use and development patiern
is residiential, bt supplamanting it with narrower controls where standard provisions are insufficient;

« wusing fulure structure planning to determine whether zoning, SAP controle or other mechanisms provide the most
appropriate [eng-term response; and
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= @applying future LPS amendments once the sirategic basis for a different zoning or contrp] framework hias been
established,

This apticn is most useful where the current SAP is {rying to resolve issues that sit partly outside drafting or assessment
standards, it may assist in resolving broader questions about setfiement hierarchy, infrastructure capadity, environmental
thresholds and long-termy growth managemaent. However, zoning and structurg planning protesses are more resourte-
intensive and may defer resolution i they are not cleary scopad.

Against he assessment considerations In Table 7, this oplion performs differentiy across the SAP areas. it may provide
@ stronger long-term planning pathway, but it is loss effechive as an immsdiate responss unless supported by clear
interinn controls and a defined program for future work.

Bruny Island

For Bruny lsland, an ditemnative zening or stralegic planning approach may be useful In the lenger term because the
Issues exiend beyond individual development standards. The island's planning Issues indiide setilement pattem, foursm
prsgsure, limited infrastructure, wastewater capacity, environmental values and cumulative development impacts. These
matters are not easlly resoived through SAP provisions alone.

A future structure plan could assist Councll to idenify:

» where growth or consolidation should oceur

» where additional controls should apply

s where standard provisions arg sufficient

« where infrastruciure of waslewater capacily should limit furiher intensification

»  where environmentel or landscape consfraints wamant stronger protection; and
« whefher some existing zoning assumplions should be reviewed,

Potential zoning cutcomes for Bruny lsland could include retalning the existing residential and rural zaning framework
where it refiecte existing fand use, while consldenng wnether epecific aneas with efronger environmental, landscape of
infrastructure constraints require differant zoning or pratinct-based centrols. For example, areas curently managed
through brosd SAP confrols may ultimately be better dealt with through a combination of retained Low Density
Reglidential zoning. targeted SAP pracincts, Environmental Management zoning far conservation land, or other zoning
changes suppored by future strategic work,

The rigk is thaf this approach would fake ionger and may nol provide an immediate mechanism fo manage the planning
Issugs alrgady identified. If the SAP ware removed before that work was complated, Bruny Island would rely on standard
provisions that the review has found are not sufficient {o manage several of the relevant cumulaiive and place-based
rigks.

On balancs, this option prasants a moderats fisk outcome for Bruny Isiand. It may provide 3 sironger long-term sirategic
planning framework, but it does not provide an immediate subshitule for a functional SAP unless and until more detalled
gteategic planning, 2oming review and infrastruchurs assessment work [s completed.

Bonnet Hill

For Bonnet Hill, alfernative zoning may have sofne merit becatise the afss contains a mix of established residential
development, vegetation values, visual prominence and landscape sensitivity. Earlier consideration of Landscape
Conservation zoning indicates that zoning has already been part of the planning discuission for this area.

Possible alternative approaches could include:

»  refaining Low Density Residential zoning for established residential areas while applying narrower SAP controls
‘fo mapped landscape or vage'ation risks
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» considering Landscaps Conservation zoning only whera the primery planming intent is clearly landscape or
envirenmental protection rather than residential use

o using pretinct-based controls to distinguish betweer rore developed residential land, visually exposed slopes
and areas with sironger environmental values; or

« yelying en anarrowed SAP supperted by clearer mapping and assessment triggers instead of broader rezoning.
The maln difficulty iz that Bonnet Hill still has an established regidential role, A broader zoning change may overcorrect
fhe fissue if it does not accurately refiect the existing seffiement pattern end development expeciafions. A refined SAP

may therefore ramain the more proportionats tool in the short lerm, because it can sit alongside the residential zoning
while menaging specific landscape, vegetation and buiit form rigks.

©On balance, this option presenis a low to moderate risk ouicome for Bonnet Hill. While alternafive zoning or strategic
planning may have meri over the longer term, refinement of the SAP remains the more proportionate and immediataly
implementable response.

Biackmans Bay Bluff

[Far Blackmans Bay Bluif, this option is more relevant because the repor does not support the current SAP in its existing
extent and form. if Council wishes to retain additional confrols in this area, the planning response should be more clearly
matched 1o the actual values and risks being managed.

Possible alternative approaches could include:
*  remiving the SAP and ralying on the exisling General Residential and Low Density Residential zoning whare no

addilional conirais are justified

» refaining & narrawar SAP only for lecafions where landscape, vegelation, built form or development intensity risks
are clearly avidenced

» considering whether land with strong enviranmental or pubiic open space vaiues is betier managed through
[Erviranmental Management zoning or another more appropriate zoning response

« Uging precinct-ased controls only whese qistingt landscape of eharacler areas can be cleany detined; of

» undertaking further stratenic or technical work before determining whether additional controls are justified.

The key point is that community supporf for additional protection is not, by itself, enough to jusiify retaining the SAP inifs
current form, If Blackmans Bay Bluff is to remain subject to additional conlrals, those controls need to be spatially

targeted and supporied by evidence. Allernative zoning or a narrower planning mechanism may therefere be more
approprats (han retaiming the currant S&P boundary and provislons,

On balance, this ophon presents a low risk outcome for Blaskmans Bay Bluff. Alternative zoning, a narrower planming
mechanism or remaval of the SAP may provide a more defensible response if the current SAP cannot be supported by
furthier evidence,

Owerall finding for Option 4

Overall Risk Assessment:

»  [Bruny Island - Moderate Risk
» [Bonnet Hill - Low (to Moderate) Rigk.
*  Blackmans Bay Bluff — Low Risk
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Option 4 provides a ugefdl longer-lerm pathway, particulary where SAP controls are belng asked fo resolve broader
strategic planning questions, It may assist in tesling whether particular areas should be managed threugh zoning,
precinct-based controls, narrowar SAP provisions or future staicture planning.

Howewer, this option is not a compiete short-term substitute for SAP refinement. For Bruny Island and Bonnet Hill, a
refined SAR ramains the more practical Immediats response becauge it retains a place-spesific mechanism while
improving clarity, proporiionality and workability, For Blackmans Bay Biuff, atternafive zoning, removal, or a narrower
SAP may ba appropriats if the currant SAP cannol be justified by further svidance, Accordingly, Option 4 should be
freated as a complementary pathway rather than the preferred iImmediate response for all SAP areas.

8.5 Caonclusion

Table B: Overali Risk Assessment

Option Bruny Island | Bennet Hiil Blackmans Bay Bluff
* Opfion 1~ No SAP High Risk Modenate Risk Low Risk

Oplion 2 - Namow SAP Moderate Risk | Low Risk Moderate Risk

Oplion 3 — Relined SAP Low Rigk Low Risk Moderata Risk

Option 4 — Alteynative Zoning / Strategie Planning | Moderate Risk | Low-Moterate Rick | Low Risk

The preferred pathway differs between the SAP arezs. For Bruny |sland and Bonrel Hill, the most defensible response is
fo reiain the SAP framework but refine and resiruciure the provisions so thai conirols are clearer, more proportionate and
more flozely linked to the planning rigks identfied in the assessment. For Blackmans Bay BIUff, the current SAPR is not
supporied in its present exient and form, The apprepriate pathway for that area Is efiher to narrow the SAP io maiiers
and locations that are clearly justified by evidence, or fo reconsider whether Blackmane Bay Bluff should remain within
KINST.0.

The removal of SAP confrols would simplify the planning framework and remove the immediate drafiing, mapping and
impiementation lssues associeted with the current provisions. However, it would also re-expose known gaps In the
operation of standard zone and code provisions, particularly in relation o cumulative impacls, landscape sensitivity,
vegetation management, wastewater infensification and infrasfruciure constralints. For Brumy Istand and Bonnet Hill, that
outcome would not provide @ durable planning response.

A narrowly relained SAP approach would reduce some conterns about overreach and proporionality, However, i
narrowing occurs without a clear spafial framework, fransparent mapping and a defensible explanation of why parficular
controls remaln, the SAPs would remain villnerabls to the samie criticisms raised tnrough consultation and review,
Narrowing alane is therefare unlikely to be sufficlent far Bruny Island and Bennef Hl unless it farms pari of a more
coharsni rafinement packags. For Blackmans Bay Bluff, 3 namowsd SAP may be appropriste if the relained provisions
ane confined to clearly evidented landscape, vegetation, built form or development Intensily risks.

The refined and restructured SAP option performs most strongly for Bruny lgland and Bonnet Hill because it retains a
place-specific planning mechanism while directly eddressing fhe matters that currently weaken the provisions. It allows
thi SAPs 1o be recalibrated through claarer purpose statements, improved spatial targeting, transparent mapping,
refined definitions, more explicit assessinent Wggers and closer aligniment with the underying zones and SPPs.

This pathway also provides the strongest response fo the riske idendified in Table 7, [t improves siatutory defensibility by
linking eontrols mere clearly to demonstated planning risks. It improves planning effectiveness by retaining mechanisms
o manage cumulative, environmental, landscape and infrastructure issues that are not adequately addressed through
standar provisions alone, W inproves proportionality by narewing or refining contrals whers the current drafting is too
broad. It also improves implementation by reducing refiance an subjective judgement and making the provisions easier fo
administer consistently.
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For community culcomes, the refined SAF pathway enables Coundll o respond to legitimate concems about clarity,
falmess, mapping aceuracy and propertionality without abandoning placa-based planning aliogether. It provides a mere
ftransparent basis for explaining Wity controls ere relained in some Iocations, refined in others, and not supporied in their
gurrent form for Blackmans Bay BIuf.

Accordingly, the praferred pathway is:

# for Bruny lsland, retention of the SAP subjert io targeled refinement, Improved spatial logle and clearar
implementation pathways;

» for Bonnet Hill, retention of the SAP sublect to refined mapping, clearer development triggers and better
alignment betwaen controls and identified landscape and environmenial values; and

« for Blackmans Bay Biufi, either substantial narrewing fo evidence-based controls or reconsiderafion of its
Inglusion within KINS7.0.

On tnat baeis, the refired and restruciured SAP pattiway is the preferred oplion for Bruny lsland and Bornnet Hill. For
Biackmans Bay BIuF, the preferred pathway is eondifional: the SAP shouid only continue fif its extent and provisions are
rarrowed or supported by further evidence. This approach provides the most balanced and defensibie oulcome because
it retains local conifrals where justified, removes or narrows contrals where the evidence ig insufficient, and provides a
clgarer basis for future strategic planning where broader issues remaln unresoived.
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Important information about your report

In some circumstances the scope of services may have bsen limited by a range of faclors such as time, budgst, access
andfor site disturbance constraints. The Report may only be used and relied on by the Client for the purpose set aut in
the Report. Any use which 2 third party makes of this docurnent, or any refiance on or decisions to be made based on i,
is the responsibfiity of the Client or such third parties.

The services undertaken by pittksherry In conneclion with preparing the Report were limited to those specifically detalled
in the report and are subject to the restrictions, limitafions and exclusions sef out in the Report. The Report's accuracy is
limited to the time period and circumstances existing at the time the Report was prepared. The opinions, conclusions
and any recommendafions in fhe Report are based on condifions encountered and informafion reviewed et the date of
preparation of the Report. pitt&sherry has no responsibility or obligation ta update the Report to account for events or
changes ocourring after the date thaf the report was prepared, if such events or changes occurmed after the date that the
repart was preparad rénder the Report inaccumie, in whole oy in part, pittBsheny accepls no responsibility, and disclains
any liability whatsvever for any injury, loss or damage suffered by anyone arising from or in connection with their use of,
reliance upon, or desisions or actions bassed on the Report, inwhels or in pant, for whatever purpose.
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Technical Issues and Drafting Recommendations

This section consolidates the lechnical issues, planning considerations ant jpotential drafting responses ldentified
thiough the rewiew of community feedback relafing to The proposed Specific Area Plans {(SAPs] for Blackmans
Bay Bluit & Bonret Hill zmvd Brury lsband. The purpose of this section is o assist the Plarming Authority in
cons'dering whether SAP provislons should be retained, amended, narrowed, clarified or, where justified,

reconsiderad.

The tables do net sesk to re-present individual submissions or quantify support or opposition to particular
provisions, Rather, fhey fransiate recumring themes raised through community feedback info planning Issues,
planning implications and potenifal responses within the statutory planning framework,

In doing so, ihe fables:

» jdenfify issuss capable of being addressed through SAP drafting, mepping or assessment pathways,;

»  disinguish those maiters Trom issues that are more appropriately addressed through strategic planning,
governanss, consullation, infrastructure planning or operationsl processes;

» Ideniify whether provisions may warrant refenfion, amendment, narmowing or reconsideration; and

»  assigt Council in calibrating SAP conirols so that they are proporfionate. defensible, largeled and aligned
with their imended planning outcomes,

Importantly, thi issues identified through community feadback do nol generally relate to opposition to
environmental protection, chanacter oufcomes or strategic planning objectives. Rather, they primaniy relate to
confidente that the SAP: are appropratily fustified, applied at the corect scale and supported by sufficisatly
ciear and transparent pianning rationale. The recommended respenses therefore focus on improving clarity,
proporiienality, censinty and transparency whilst retaining the strategic intent of the planning framework,

Tabie A1, SAF iesifee and Drafting Recogmendations for Blackmans By Biyff & Bonwet Hif and Bruny igfang,

Technical Issue

Whether the SAP iz
necessary given the
existing combination of
zones, overlays and codes
applying o the area.

Whether the SAP salisfies
the statutory threshold for
a Spedific Area Plan.

Environmental and scenic
cpntrole are perceived as
iacking a sufficientiy
ransparent evidence
base,

Ecuological restrictions are
perceivet a8 extanding
beyond existing slalewide
provisions withouf
adequate explanation.
Vegeiation retention

Planning Interpretation

Netcessity and proporiionalily
are fundamental stafutory
considerations. If equivalent
outcomes can be achieved
through existing planning
confirals, the SAP may be
viswed as duplicative,

SAPz are intended o be
exceplional planning tools
Wivers gtandard provigions
are insufficient.

Controls that materially
constrain development hould
be supperted by & ciear
evidentiary basls,

Additional regulation should
be clearly justifisd and
prapartionate.

Planning contrals should not

Drafting
Recommendation

Clearly articulate why
existing provisions are
ingufficient and identify the
unique planning outcomes
requinng SAP intervention,

Strengthen planning
Juetification and clearly
demonstrate neceseity and
jproportionality.

Better explain the evidence
base underpinming
environmental, vegetation
and landscape controls,

Clearly identify why local
provigions are neceLSary in
addilion to existing controls.

Explicitly recognise bushfire
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Technical Issue

reguirements may conflict
with bushfire hazard
managemeant objeclives.

Wepgeiation and
landscaping outcomes are
perceived as being
prioritiead ovar |ife safety
considerafions.

Uniform cantrols do not
adequately respond to
varied [ot sizes,
configurafions and
tepography.

Batile-axs ols, larger
holdings and established
residential aneas are
subject to the same
standards despite differing
slte characterisiics.

Bird collision conirpls are
conslidered broad, difficult
to understand and
potentially
disproporfionate.

Bird collision provisions
may apply where risk is
negligible.

Coasial praximity
provisions are difficulf to
interpret.

Apparent height provisions
are difficult fo understand
ant apply.

Height controls may not
always align with actual
wigyal impact,

Wastewaler provisions are
perceived as overly night
on constrained siles.

Existing lawful wastewater
systems may not be
capabie of being upgraded
of raplaced,

Constrained sites may
face limited compliance
ophicns,

Excessive rellance on

Planning interpretation

discourage kawful hazard
mitigation.

Environmental and hazard
managenent oulcomes
should be integraled.

SAP gontrals shouid be
TeSponsive to site
dreumsiances.

One-sizefils-all regulation
may ol achieve proportional
ocutcomes.

Biodiversity controls should
be targeted and practical.

Controls should reflect
identified risk rather than
Blanket application.

Ambiguous drafting reduces
certainty and confidence.

Assesement oulcomes should
be predictable and
transparent,

Vigual cutcomes should drive
assessment rather than
simplified praxies,
Emvironmental protection
should be balanced with
practical implementation.

Legacy development should
not be unnecessarily
disadvantaged.

Planning provisiens should
allow practical solutions
wherts Guleomes can be
achleved.

Excessive discrefion may
undarming consistency and

Drafting
Recommendation

Ihazard rmitigation and
defendabie space
Fequiramens within
relevant provisions.
Clarify that vegefalion
refantion should eoer
where consistent with
bushfire safaty and hazard
management obligafions.
Strengthen performance
pattviays and reducs
reliance on rigid acceptable
solutions.

Intreduce greater flexibility
for non-standard sites and
development contexis,

Clarify intent, isk scenarios
and compliance pathways.

LLifvt application to mapped
sensitivity areas or
demonstrated risk
situations.

[Refine coastal proximity
provisions and improve
explanatory guidance,
Clarify how apparent height
s determined and
wenassat,

[Better align provigions with
visual sensitivity and
landscape oulcones.
Intraduce stronger
performance pathways and
reduce reliance on absalute
resiriclions.

Create a speciic upgiade

and replacement pathway
for existing sysiems.

Clarify assessment
pathvways and the role of
sultably qualified fechnical
advice.

Tighten drafting, definifons
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Technical Issue Planning interpretation Drafting Recommended
Reesmmendation SAP Rezponse
distretionary assessment.  predictability. and assessment tggers.
Latk of clear lotal area Objjettives assist Introduce or strengthen Armend
objectives. interpretafion and [oral area objectives.
adminmistration of discretionany
provisions.
SAP boundaries are not Boundary definifion must be Clearly explain boundary Amend
early understood o7 transparent and defensible, rationale and review
justified. anomalies where requirad.
Bruny Isfand SAP Specific
Application of a gingle The broader the SAR, the Consider precinct-based or  Narrow
3AP acrese Bruny Island  stronger the justification [ngality-based application.
does not adequately required.
reflect local variation.
Island-wide applicationis  Scale of application must Better justify scope or Narrow
perceived as align with planning need. narrow SAP application.
disproportionate.
The Bruny Island SAP is Cerialnty Is a fundamental Strengthen drafting Amend
perceived &5 vague and planming principle, precision end reduce
highly discrationary. subjeclivity.
Matural values definitions Broad definitions can creafe Refine definitins and Amend
are overly broad, regulatory uncertainty. clarify application,
Natural values rmay Statutory confrols ehould b Clarify refationship betwsen  Amend
effectively expand during  predictable and spafially mapped values and site-
development assessment.  undersfond, spacific agsessment,
Assessment triggers for Unclear tiggers create cost Introduce clearer Amend
specialist reporis are and unceriainty. assessment thresholds and
unciesar, information requirements.
Tie concapt of low-key Sirataglc objectves should Clarify tourism scale, Amend
tourism lacks clarity. franstate Into measunable intensity and assessment
planning outcomes, expeciations.
Tourism growth is Land use cutcomes should [Battar integrate Amend
perceived as disconnecied  acknowledge servicing infrastructure capacily into
from infrastructurs limfitations. assessment pathways.
constraints.
Existing Bruny lsland Legaey sefiement patlerns Create explicit pathways for  Amend
wastewaler systems may  wamwant consldenation. upgrading existing lawful
be difficult to upgrade. systems,
Agricultural viability SAPs should not Clarify distinction belween Amend
CONCEMS are compoungad  unnecessanly duplicate zZoning intent and SAP
by SAP controls. zoning restrictions. provisions.
Regulalory burden may Additional regulation shouid Review provigions and Reconsider
excesd plapning bansfit. deliver measurable cutcomes.  Femovs conirols that do not
provide clear planning
bengfit.
Conftrols are applied more  Targefed regulation improves  Resfrict application to Narow
broadly than the specific propartionality and legitimacy.  ideniified rigks, sensitivities
risk or sensitivity being or mapped argas.
managed.
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Table A2 General lssups and Alernabive Response Pathways

General lssue Planning { Gavernance Consideration Response Pathway

Canfidence in planning The dominant lssue raised through feedback  Strusture planning and

outcomes and the SAP relates fo confidence in the appropristeness  1argeled engagement

prosess. and justification of the SAPs, protess,

Consultation liming and Consultation concerns cannot be resolved Separate consultation and

perceived influsnce. through SAP draffing. engagement response.

Larck of strategic confext EAPs are implementation toois rather than Stucture plan or equivalent

explaining the purpose of strategle planning frameworks, place-hased framawark,

SAP controls,

Negd for & cigarer Sivategic issues extend beyond statutory Styucture planning and

explanation ¢f planning drafting. strategic engagement.

trade-offs,

Complexity and readabllity of  Accessibility Is an administrative rather than  Plain-English guides and

planning dacumentation. statutory issue, explanatory material.

Difficulty understanding Gommunity understanding affects cenfidence  Interactive mapping and

planning confrols and and participation. visual communication tools,

mapping.

Perceived inconsistency and  Issue relates fo congisiency of planning Better explanafion of SAP

faimess betwesn locations, rationale rather than consistency of ouleorne,  rafionale gnd planning
framewark.

SAPs perceived as being BAPs should eperate as exceptional planning  Development of SAP

used Inconsistently. instruments. Thresholds and riggers
framework.

Compensation and property  These matiers sif ouiside the planring Explanation of statuiory

vallie concems. scheme framewsri. fimitations and isgisiative
context.

Infragiruciure and service Outside the scope of SAP drafiing. Dperational and infrastruciure

delivery concems. planning processes.

Compliance, enforcement Thesa matiers are not S&F [ssuss. [Refarral to appropriate

and operational issues, Couneil functions,

Broader governance and Confidence may benefit from ongoing Advisory groups, governance

Tangparentcy CoNCAMS, engagement meshanisms. mechanisms or targsted
consultation.

Broader legisiative and policy  Some issues extend beyond local planning Advocacy {o the State

epnicermns beyond Gounsl insiruments. Planning Office where

control. appropriate.

piti&sherry | ref. T-P.25.1552-PLN-MEM-001-Rel0-Appendix A Table SplitTHAb Page 4
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Community Feedback Survey: Specific Area Plans (SAPs)

Q1 Where is your property / business or where do you live?

aAnSHETe(” 126 Slipney O

Bruny ksland

—

[Blsekmane Bay Bt

Other

% T0% 0% 3% 405 BT% G0 T BU% 9% 106

Answer Choices Percentage Responses
® erunylsland F460% a4
@ Bonner Hill 14.96% L=
@ Blackmans Bay Bluff B17% 4
@ other 794% 0
Total 126
1730
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Q2 Do you own or rent your property?

aAnsHETed” 126 Slpnen O

_

Rent
% 0% il 81% 0% 50% 6% Tili% an%% B0%  100%
Answer Choices Percentage Responses
® o 100.00% 126
® Rent o% 0

Q show comments

Total 128

2/30
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# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) PATE
i approximatiey 30 Bruny Island properiies, around 4500 acres, 3f4f2026 3.07 PM
. 2 Birsoud SAP 242713026 8:5% PM
3 Burwond SAP 2272028 BiA3 P
. 4 I oam 2 properifes 220/2026 1117 AM
3730
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Q3 What do you value most about the area where you live or where your
property is? (please select one)

Answered: 126 Skipped: 0

Hatural envirenment gnd
wiegbbiation

Privacy and low-denshy

Wing,
Scenlc wiews and viswal
amenity
Local character and
sommunity feel
fetets th seryites and
IntracEructare
00 0% 20%  B0%  46%  SO% &0 70%  8D%  G0% .
Answer Choices Percentage: Responses
@ nawural envirernment and vegetation 3005% 38
@ rrivacy and low-density [iwing IET% a5
@ scenic views and visual amenity ZRET% 36
0 Local character and communiiy feel 3076% 38
® Accessto services and nfrastructume 2.50% 2
Q) Show comments
Total 170
4730
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# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE
Ability to use as a rural property 3/5/2026 2:27 PM
2 ‘Whai about & question of what concerns people about living in the aes. le bushfires, wind, 31512026 10,56 AM
lack of roadside maintenance, roadkill,
3 I want fo protect our scenic views out to the beach and Bruny. | don't value the view from 3/4/20726 8:40 PM
Kingston Beach back to Bonnet Hill and do not believe that the SAP should limit our ability
to develop our home o malntain owr garden to meintaln a vista for people thet live in
Kingston Beach and have nol paid to own a property here like we have.
‘The ahility to build a house on any single title 31412026 2:07 PM
freadom to choose how | use my land within regulations AI2026 12:03 PM
Its a combination of most of these, but not any single one in particufar, 1 can see why you'd 3732026 3:18 PM
like 1o point to these answers as a reason why the SAP is important, but, none of these
reasons should inhibit & landowners ability 1o construct a house and build a life here.
7 Ciimate adaptation and mitigation responsiveness; independent island planning framework 3/2i2026 10;25 PM
B Councll Rates that do not rise above CPI 322026 6.11 PM
a By Privacy. | mean not being over govemed, intesfered with and having reasonable AI2026 4:41 PM
Iandowner rights taken away by taken away by councll
10 Location 2/28/2026 7:12 PM
i1 Low Density Living, Scenic Views and Visual amenity. Local Character and Community Feel — 2/28/2026 1:43 PM
12 Nil - the proposed SAP for bonnet hill is the same as that proposed for Burwood dnive, It 2/27/2026 8:55 PM
doubles up controls, will lead to complex, costly and lengthy plenning approvals, ail at the
expense of rate payers. Kingboroughs continues push of these SAPs is dissapointing and
lacks community consideration. A council simply runming its own agenda rather than Iooking
after the people they represent.
i3 That people are able to use there properties without overly restrictive and expensive 2127/2026 8:43 PV,
planming prozess and overlap
i4 For land hoiders to have certainty around there alsility to use and develop there land without  2/26/2026 9:35 AM
years of delays due to planing dificulitys.
is Infrastiucture and resouirces do not mateh the annual influx of visitor numbers on local 212312026 311 PM
infrastructine
i6 My own space, privacy ant my own ¢hoice to do what | want with my propesty 2/23/2026 1.10 PM
7 Why only ane? We also value privacy and local characteristics as well as natural values 22112026 9,29 AM,
18 Being able te pass on family vaiues, being able to have a legacy for my family 212012026 10:26 PM
19 Privacy and abilily to manage the land how it best impacts my family's needs 22002026 6:34 PV
20 Also value that it has always been a place for holidays, with people owning motest shacks 2020/2026 3.:44 PM,
21 if | could heve picked more than one, | would have picked the first four 2120/2026 1:30 PM
22 Relaxed vibe, access o beach and waterways, hofiday makers inferaction 2120/2026 12:53 PM
23 Bruny is lacking in all sewices 2/20/2026 11:17 AM

5730
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Q4 Have you read the proposed Specific Area Plan for your area?

ANSHETRN 128

Skipnen 0

0% 0% 20% 50% 407% 50% 60% TG% 80% B0% 10
‘ Answer Choices Percentage Responses
® ve: DE03% 2
® no 3.97% 5
Total 26
6/30
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Q5 Overall, do you support having a Specific Area Plan for your area?

answeTed” 126 Sldppey O
wes _
Nﬂ _
Linigisre
0% i0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 80% 80% 0.
Answer Choices Percentage Responses
® Ve 32.33% 52
® no ATEIY% &0
& unsure 12.08% 24
Total 128
7730
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Q6 How well do you think the proposed SAP reflects what is important
for your area?

Answered: 126  Skipped: 0

5@
* 255 1=
- '{ . 3
. 9§ —
Average Rating 1 —

Rating Percentage Respansges
Mot at all o1.4%, o7
Poorly 24.1% 43
Neutral 23.8% 30
Weil 16.9% 20
Very well 4.8% 6
Average 25 26

B/30
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Q7 Which parts of the proposed plan do you like? (select all that apply)

ANSHETRN 128

Building height Uimis

Setback reguiremenis

Larger lot sizes for
sobdlvisions {law dengig}

Wegetation protection

Wildiife protestion
measuras

Wastewater manageinent

Sipnen O

standards
Qher (plemse speciivin
eut bogr Balowl
505 667 To% BOW BO%  T0..
Answer Choices Percentage Responses
@ Buliding height limits 44.44% 56
@ setoack requiremeants 3016% 38
@ Larger lot sizes for subdivisons (low density) 43.65% 55
1) Vegstation prataction G0 7
@ wildlife protection measures B415% 43
@ Wastewster management standards 3473%
@ other {please specify in text box below) 20.62%
Q) Show comments
Total 308

9730
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# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE
I find the SAP overly compiicated and difficult to understand 3/5/2026 8:45 PM
2 It adds another layer of complexity and cost to any already extremely costly approval B3I512026 2:27 PM
ProCESS
3 None il is an extreme bureaucratic sirangulation of property rights . It overides the normal 3/5/2026 11:05 AM
rights under zening
4 | think all above is important but the SAP is too broad and restrictive. Bonnet Hill has a B3/5/2026 10:56 AM
diverse coflective of developments from urban styie communities to broad acre type
development.
Provision of artesian food and drink premises in vaijous zones 3A4i2026 552 PM
NO elernernis of the plan are supported 31412026 1:40 PM
7 nothing the SAP is highly inappropriate and treats bruny different from other council areas 3/4/2026 11:16 AM
which also have high blo diversity. The SAP just adds extra cost 1o residenisfovners and
aliows council staff to make their own Interpretations and only apprave what they like and
delay approvals. Everything becomes vague and opens decisions up 1o the Planners
personal opinion, its not rules kased just individuals ldeas thoughts and prejudices,
8 I believe the SAP overiaps with existing codes and will just create unnecessary costs and 3/3/2026 3:10 PM
papenyork when atlempting o bulld on Bruny island
9 Mone of the above YBIR026 1:25 PM
10 Mone of the above 313/2026 12:24 PM
11 We like the parts thal are not yet spelied out yet, and constitute a great potentiai: 3/2/2026 10:25 PM
accommodating, expressing, murtunng and protecting the island's special and umigue cultural
and netural values, controlling and discouraging mass toufism, and destructive commercial
use of land and sea - for the lattey, notably industrial salmon farming.
iz Nene of it. The restrictions in the SAP are already embedded in the zoning. The SAP is 31212026 11:51 AM
ulieny unnecessary.
13 Nong 3i1/2026 4:45 PM
14 There are very few (it any) redeeming festures of the proposed Bonnet Hill SAP. 3172026 441 PM
s Specitic areas for proteiction of significant species, 212812026 646 PM
i6 LDR Performance Criteria particularly in respect of strestscape chamacter preservation or 21282026 1:43 PM
compatibility.
i7 Mo - The controls simply double legislative and planning reguirements. Property owners 2I27]2026 8:58 PM
should be afforded natured fustice o recelve the same planming requirements as all other
kingborough residents. Just for living in an area that hasnt been developed as far as some
others doesnt mean they should be penalised of the freedoms o use their land as the
Zoning requirements defined by the Tasmanian planning commission should be affonding
them.
eSS The standard planning conditiens are more than adeguate for the arga, The SAP simply 2I27/2026 8,432 PM
provides over govemarnce
19 Unnecessary and expensive bureaucracy that overrides the normal planning zones 2i27j2026 413 PM
20 ‘Would prefer no change to zening 227120026 10:45 AV
21 Some vegetation protection 212612026 4:38 PM
22 none of the above 22512026 5:10 PM
23 | don't. 2242026 7:30 PM
24 To restrigtive doni't neet double up on what happened all ready been applied or is 1o be 22312026 8,54 PM
applied
25 Q6 doesn’t work, can't select one star 2/21/2026 9:29 AM
26 None | think it's fine the way it Is and any changes do nothing but hamper the owners of 212112026 8:52 AM,

property here

10/30
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27 Roig 2f20/2026 6:34 P
28 Nane of it 2/20/2026 3,58 PM
29 It rests allowing moye houses In key arens, to reflect the changes to the place with the 212002026 344 PM

fnfitne of tourisms and jobs assoclated with it, but also the fact that many old shacks are
naw inhabited by people that live there all vear reund

20 It iz very difficult tr untersiand bow the SAP rmlates to current planning rules, which | think  2/20/2026 1:30 PM
BAP is in addition {o
‘ 31 . There is nuthing to iike as land owners were not consulted 2f20/2026 12.55 PM
a2 ) do nat suppart & SAP 2120/2026 12:15 PM
33 Mone il thene | commuinity consultation, Residems heye not had due consuliations in ALFIE0ZE AT PM

relation 1o all these propased plans & especirily the financial impact. I feels like a money
grab & dictatorial from a councll that is there Lo * represent its community’.

11730
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Q8 Which parts of the proposed plan do you not like? (select all that
apply)

Answered: 126 Skipped: 0

Ihlding hekght limivs

Betlrack requivenents

lLarzer Lot slzes for
subdivision (low density]

Vegstation protectlon

Wildlife pretestion
HBRELFET

Wasbawarey Thanxgement
standards

{ither {please spenty In
et box bolow)

0% 0% 2% 20% 0% 50% BO% bl 0 ans%h 806 10

Answer Choiges Percentage: Responses
@ euilding hegit imits HB0% <

@ sctbackreguirements 36.51% 46

) Largerlot sizes for subdivision (low densigy) 24B0% &

@ Vegetation protection 48.41% &

W wildlife protection measures B 5T 36

@ Wastewater management standards 26.98% 34

@ Other(plerse specify in text box below) 40 AHY 51

Q) Show comments

Total 290

12430
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# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE
I find this overy complicated and difficult w undersiand what is propesed to profect wildiife 3/5f2025 8:49 PM
abd vegetatn
2 None , it is mot needed and never has been . Np professional plenner approves s new 3IGf2026 227 PM
bureaucratic burden on owners
Mo SHEf2026 11:15 AM
f Mong. If Council wanls o resiict ownets gt then it needs to pay compsnsation EGIZ02E 11:05 AM
See qu.B. Also wasiewater treatment specs wvery fgid. Ie min. 1.5m soil depth o 3/512026 10;56 AM
restrictive, | wouldn't think mey areas would have 2ol depth of L5ml would think there is a
genersl stantard to deal wWith wastesaier
6 il 352026 9:21 AW
7 I do nat befieve that animals and trees sheuld be prigtitised over people. The SAP does 314f2026 8.50 PM
rothing 1o improve Fire Management and nsk reducion, In the event of a major fire like wa
e In 16967 Thene will be no habitat, no animals and no vista from Kingston Beach,
B Restrizting building bulk and mass {o centre of sile+ restrictive for langer sites + Bushfine 3412026 8:14 PM
fisk if can't clear vegstation as nesded, Mast residents in Bonnet Hill overall wam w retain
the natural vegetation and free scape, which is why we [ive here, fowt still wart to be bushfire
sale,
8 | dori't urderstand how it connests with the TRPS eg Tourism Zome wem build to 107 hejght R 5:52 P
even though i's a coastsal property. Whith scheme fakes prionty? 1 fear it will all be at the
dizcretion of Council staff. It will make an already dificult precess even more difficult,
g Al elemenls 2026 140 P
11 Restrictions on what was previously zoned Riral [and prior 10 [t being zoned Envifonmental 3472026 12:03 PM
Living and now propesed as Landscape Conserveiion
12 where non potable water ks not avallable owners will now haye 1w demonstigle W Counell SHAF2025 1116 AM
ihat their water amangements are siffable. Another iImpost with probally a "Tank expernt” st
a cost again and mare defay.
i3 Landscape consensalieon zaning SHaf2026 10:28 AN
i4 giazing requirements for collision are very cnewus 33202k 1055 PM
is Dot ke the zoning change 1o apply &l Insluding ones that's aready been bought as 382026 6:35 PM
residential property, niot runal.
16 ‘The SAP essentisly mibits the capacity for use as defined oy the underying zone " low a0k 2:18 PM
density residential” Yes our zone has remained iow density residenial but this overisy
means we can't reat our land as such.
i Mt sure thist kuilding beight mot mone than & mom cogstal proxamity s appropiate when HA2026 2:16 P
considering sfope of coastal lots. There is no mention of feral fauna {pr fiora). Deer and cats
nead ongoing management to eradizate. The SAP should suppart this engeing management
of teral species.
i8 Az above 332026 3:10 P
13 There is no constraints on the shocking aquaculture buse of Bruny's marine envirens. The  3f2/2026 10:25 PTM
agrculiural potental is vastly overstated, The dowhey' lourism designation is inappropriate
antd vague: it is at best a high-value, Tow-mpact ecodouism’ setting.
20 All paris are paarly wordedfexecuted 32026 U951 P
21 It prawides added lurden, and | fail to ses how the normral zoning and codes cant cover ihe B212026 4:12 P
purpoited isates,
22 Nathing 322026 111 PM
23 Mong of it. The SAP is pointiess and imposes restictions thal have been removed by the BI2I2026 11:51 AN
re-Zaming.
24 Standards on existing #shacks” are nol addressed. 322026 8:41 AM
25 The SAP is too complex and is not needed on top of the other zones and overlays that 22028 4:.45 PM

aAppiy

13430
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26 NI 2iPBIZ026 T:04 PM
27 Application of resirictions placed on smaller lot sizes in the townzhip being given the same 2[2B/2026 6:48 PM
regulations 3% larger lot sizes. Restictions on kullding & sesont bullding on larger lots sithin
the miral lwving zone. | dont agree with the restictions placed on the landscape consenvation
zane - particulardy where the property hias been under continued ewnershio for many years
prior,
Fai] Bonnet Hill & Biackmans Bay Biuff are completely different areas, Separate SAPS ang 2262026 1:43 PM
needed. Muliple Dwellings should nol be permitied In Low Density Areas, KIN-87,7.6A11) -
Elackmans Bay Blulf is & fully developed residential area so this clause is impractival am
UTINECESSary.
29 Zaning restrictions on buiiding & houze on currently vacant Landscape Conservalion ints. 2f28/2026 9.06 AM
20 As ahove, councils approach defies natwral justice Joy landuwiners with-n these SAPs, 212T/2026 8:5% PM
Council should drop the SAPs so the move to the few scheme can orctr, Post rofiover
undertake proper consuitation and apply for them if sl relevant fafer,
31 Assumplions made that commierse and tourism will inevitably continue to grow 227/2026 4:55 PM
2z Expensive, reemctive and totally unnecessany ZETIEEE ATVE P
33 ineppropriate coastal proximity application 22672026 4:38 P
34 Den't want it leoking ke a subur: with feotpaihs ect 212612026 1203 PM
a5 Mo of thern HRBI2026 54 PM
36 Unsure until something was plarmerd for the land 2{25{Z026 2,05 PM
a7 By requinng an answer, this question assumes the respondent doesnt like something ahout  2f25/2026 711 AR
the prapoeed plan, This is poor guestion design.
&8 restiction fo grazing in wral Ieng 2124{2076 9:18 PM
a9 | dont kmow 212472026 9,05 P
40 Subdivision block sizes too large and hence restictive, 1 think subdivision should be 212412026 8:04 P
encouragesd it infll in sastng setlements with bigck sizes heing in character o the aes,
mot @ minimum size thnoughout, &s Tong as it mests required sefbacks.
41 Muost af the BAP covers existing properties and not large areas of land which are more likely  2f24/3026 5:47 PM
to e subdivided, The land @ die north of Hapers Road should be inelutied,
42 Subdivision Iots still 1oo small. 224{2026 10:17 AR
a3 Mg 22372026 6:22 PN
44 N Region baset communily Fire Management planming 223812026 BLLPM
45 ‘Thete Is not par that | dislike 2EBI2026 855 AN
a8 The vegetationfwildiife protection should be termed vegetaiionfwildife management. The 222/2026 T:45 P
property owvmer will have the protection of vegelation and wildlife in mind within management
of their own property. Building helghts and setbacks are covered adequataly by KGiTas
plarming schemes and dont nesd an SAP.
47 The SAP is a sneaky way to reimpose the restrictive zoning nules thal the rezoning 221/2026 1101 AN
Femces, Thete should not be a SAR. IF the zomng IS gppropiiate, np SAP is NECESSERY,
48 None 22172026 9:35 AM
43 Can affect alandowmer's efforts 1o reduce fire risk 2252026 9:28 AN
50 Thz ehanging of zoning wiich means the reduction In property value. This is culraoects 22126 852 BN
51 All - overmeashing Iivo land owners private life 22072026 6:34 P
52 The istand is poory managed Ity Parks and Wiidlife, they allow dogs on the beaches. This 2i20/2026 3:44 P
Is totally ridiculous way (o protect wildiife. Dop owners have a frez reipn o the island and
nabRdy cares
53 It s foo difficuli to tmderstand how the SAP relates to current planning rules 212072026 1:30 PM
54 To much mention of "iscretionany™ countil hiead planner when asked about whose 202002026 1255 PM

discrenion, Woild not aNsweT as 10 how W8 protess would work if & landowner did not agres

14430
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with the discretion.

55 | do not support a SAP. Zoning and Overlays are sufficient. 2/20/2026 12:18 PM

15730
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Q9 Why do you not like these parts?

ARSFETEE 105 Blppedr 21

| |

Tae restrictive

Diopsit vefieeq losal nesds

0% 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% T 80% 20% T

Answer Choices Percentage Responses
® oo resuiciive 53.33% 56
@ notclearencugh 10,05% )
@ Dossn'trefiest lucal needs LR i

Q) Show comments

Total 105

16 /30
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# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE
i It overides all the zening planning pemissions 3I5/2G26 2:27 PM
2 Oemers should not bear the buiden of left leaming community gioups UBI2025 11:05 &M
2 | wanted to sefert Too restriclive” ton I sumvey won't allow me to. BAL2026G 552 PM
4 2500m2 is a bif restrictive. When a house could be designed 1o a scale and profile suftable 3AfZ026 4:43 PM
for the plot size and bend into the landscape, mayibe even enhanting itthe plot size
5 Plan lacks equity, ton FESWCHVE, UDeShT COTTDUTE 10 8 SeNse of comimumity commumits 32026 1:40 PM
Priofitses & subjecine concept of "landseaps value™ over real measumable emmironmental BIAfZ026 1Z:03 PM
walues. While we suffer the impatt of thousands of Lourists, this proposed zoning eflectively
excludss us from using cur iand for any funre development,
T Just makes everything discrefionany o seme Planner can put thelr own views and opinions. 342026 11:16 AN
Not rules based, Mot even examples given.
& forus bs o tive visual aspect of the landscaps, environment prolection is secontiary, 32026 1022 AM
antdscape velues are oo subjective and changeable, doesn't allow for ciimate wamming ete
a Rurd Zone - clause 20.2 Where will an abattvir be permitted as it would be appropriate for 382026 216 PIA
leth weallaties ard deer. KIN-S6.6 Who decides whether ¢ Discretionary Use "complensents
ihe urique and diverse character,.”
i0 All of the above 3812026 3:10 PM
ii Adl of the above 3432026 1:25 P4
1z Al of ghove. HAZURE 12:26 PM
i3 ' Too permissive, not defined. ' 322026 10:25 PM
4 Tha blanket application aver the whale Island does not take into accout the specific needs, 3212026 951 PM
local ecalogica) communiies s,
15 . Should not be different Trom any other areas of Kingbomugh with same zoning 22026 827 PM
6 It seems that All activities on my block are permiiied unless explicfily permiibed, Thene [s 32f2026 11:51 AN
no indication of what is permitted without the need 1o pey money o counsil for pernlssion,
The curent BrANgeEmems more or less remoye property rights; and the SAP is only going ©
meke matters worse,
i Al of the above BLIE026 4:45 P
is All of tne above. The imits and controls already appiied v the standard clauses of LUPA L2026 4:41 PM
and Low Density Residential zone are more than adeguate for Bonnet Hill, There is no
rezsonable justification (ntluding sclentiic evidence) pravited by Council W suppon the
adriitional restricions introduced by the SAR. As a Tisk management’ sirategy, it does not
explain what the risk is (very low, given thal 95+9 of the biacks In BH are aireatly
develused) and s nol & prapedionate esponse,
is Most of avallable land for development is allocated 2IP62026 712 PM
20 Would prefer 1o se2 & bit more more flexibilit. 212812026 645 PM
24 All of the abuve 242R[2026 345 PM
22 Thez SAP must not be presciiptive and shoulll rely on the LDR Performanice Cens, 242B/3026 1:43 PM
23 All of ihe shove, Councils agends rather than e property ovwners, Defies natural justice, 212772096 858 PM
23 New rules for larger sites should not apply fio historically smaller (o5 elready developed. 22612026 4:38 PN
Criterie for new largey s will render existing lots waally pos compiisat thus making
modifications much meore difficutt and fime consuming.
25 N mention al all about Tourst provides views 2f25/2026 5,10 PM
26 | don't ko 2124/2026 905 PM
&7 Residential § rnd resdental housing shoiid be encolfgged in esdsiting seftlements, with 2PE{7026 BI04 PY

block sizes belng in chanacter with each individusl sefflement. We need housing that IsnT
wirbrib, Feb 2026 saw tive announcement of a Chikd Care centre 1o be open, we nieed
hotsing o acepinpdate Taimilies.

17430
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28 Too restrictive and doesnt reflect lncal needs also was no very clear very confusing as 20282026 B8:54 PM
doutled up in most things

29 ‘The whale plan is &l 105 vague and will crepe & scenans in wileh plamming tecisions wil 22312026 111G PM
rely foo hemvily on the opinions of council planners

30 Tod onenus 242312026 10:12 AM

31 Mot applicabla 2026 855 AN

32 The vegetationfaddife profection should be termed vegetaiioniwildife management, The 2222026 T:45 PN

propenty cwmier will have the protection of vegelation and wildlife in mind within management
of their own propery. Bullding heights and setbacks are coverer adequetely by KC/Tas
piarming schemes and dont need an SAP.

. 33 Ton resticlive and it does nol reflect local needs, 2f21/3026 11:01 AN

k 24 : Mo thought had gome inte the flow on effec? w local owners, 202112026 8:52 &AM
35 All 222026 634 PN
36 Parks and Widlife don'f take care of their responsibiiities regarding dogs pufting in danger 2202026 3:49 PY

wildlife. Huonville Council seems ta care little for this and between the two it is 2 disgrace W
seg the island rumning amnol wiih dogs

ar SAP seems to be in addiion to current planning rules. This makes it difficuit to understand 22002026 1:30 P
the overall planning riles that apply.
38 And doesalt reflect local needs 2He0i2028 12753 P
39 o not support 8 SAP. Zoning and Overlays are SUTRclent. | 2120/2076 1238 PM
‘ 40 heeds i be mone resirclive 220/2026 9:10 AN
18730
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Q10 Do you think that there are parts of the proposed SAP for your area

that are unclear or require simplification?

Answered: 118 Skipped: 8

Ne

Vw& _

0% W% 200 20% AR 50% GO T BOYs 20Y

1006%
‘ Answer Choices Percentage Respanses
® v 6% 49% 82
® 1o 2051% 35

) show cormments

Total 18
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*IF YOU ANSWERED YES, PLEASE PROVIDE MORE INFORMATION.
Ton most of it - it is very hard to digest what is being proposed

DATE
3/5/2026 8:49 PM

No discussion on compensation, Not consulted in first place. Why is Kingboraugh different
1o otner Councils.

Get rid of it or pay significant compensation to land owners for giving up usage rights in
favour of green oriented mauvements. The Product Planning Commission recommended
substantial compensation be paid by Councils if they want privately owned land preserved
for public benefit,

31512026 2:29 PM

3/5/2026 2:27 PM

the mere ability for the awerage person to asess the detalls applicable to their site

31512026 12:14 PM

It s unnecessary ,duplication and maore expense for awners, Don't do it

52026 11:05 AM

Wastewster should be a general standard for everywhere. Vegetation management
particularly as in bushfire prone area.

3/5/2026 10:56 AM

When agreed, the readability/dissemination of SAP information could be inmpraved/simplified
through use of interactive webpages eic

No evidence has been provided to prove that any of the so called endangered animals are
present in our area. In 25 years lving here | have never seen any of those listed. If the
Tassie Devil was here we would see it on the roads as we do in other areas of the state that
hawe a population

3512026 9:21 AM

3/4/2026 8:40 PM

Documents of this type are broadly not writien for the general population.

AIR026 8:14 PM

10

See answer to Q8. | womy that the desire to protect every tree on a low density residential
block can make [t incredibly difiicult to balance all the constraints even for 2 very modest
size house.

314{2026 5:52 PM

i1

Roafis

Not having one at all, too resirictive, unfair as other Kingborough council area properties
with the same zone do not have this additional costly administrative burdon just to do a
devgelopment when the cument overlays provide @l the same or similar protections.

31412026 5:16 PM
3/4f2026 3:07 PM

Prefer not to indicate specifics, other than it requires further incal community involvement

314/2026 2:20 PM

Fire management plans.sensible vegetation removal for fire safety reasons. Council weed
menagement program . Questions around the word discrationary when applying for building
permits or other projects. The offset clause using bruny environment to offset development
in urban kingborough areas,

3/4/2026 2:15 PM

s

Entire document as §i falls fo reflect comimunity values, It fails on equity grounds as many
Issues discussed aoour across the wider Local Government Area. ¢ introduces new
standards that are not justified given the adeguacy of current planning pravisions. Presents
an unacceptable & onerous cost fo the community, especially afound determination of whnat
is permissibie, given the vagaries of the proposed provisions, Falls {o justify ESD
principles. Fails to consider the extent of existing covenants for wildlife conservation. Note
It operates in isolation as sets aslde the potential impact of developments on the westem
side of the dEntrecasteaux channel on Bruny Island . Nofe that mapping errors exist, Note
that the colours of blue, yellow. orange, pink & red exist in the natural landscape

2026 1:40 PM

s

i

I don't understand why my land has been classified Landscaps Conservation. | have been
living here for several decades and the land was zoned Rural when | bought it. Since then
thousands for tourists are visiting the island. |s the proposed zoning for thelr benefit, Why

isnt Landscape Conservation only applied to nen-private land

the whole [ot is unciear because It allows for Pianners opinions to be put in o place.
Planners individual likes and dislikes have way too much input.

34§2026 12:03 PM

3/4f2026 11:16 AM

i8

no justification for broad scale landscape conservation zoning - is it for the tounists?

31412026 10:23 AM

9

The complexity and inreasonable extent of regilation, in addition to SPP zoning and cote
provisions, praviding applicants (particularly lay applicants) with little certainty or guidance
when niavigating the SAP, Furthermore, there are unclear definitions with no legal precedent
{e.g. Matural Vialues), providing Council with an umacceptable leve! of discrefion when
assessing applications. Finally, uncertainty regarding additional use and development
requiremernts that are ovedly vague and subjective,

| 31472006 9:45 AM

The compiexity and unreasonable extent of reguiation, in addition to SPP zoning and cote

20/30

3i4f2026 9:35 AM
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provisions, providing applications (particulary iay applicants) with iitie cefainty or guldence
whien navigating the SAP. Furthermore, there are unclear definitions with no legal precedent
fe.g, ‘Natural Valiies'), providing Cotmell with an uneceeplalde level of discration when
assessing appiications. Finally, there is alsp uncerainty regarding additional use and
develcament requirements that are averly vague and subjective.

21

& residance in LCZ & discretionary and the periommance crtena is , "A use listad as
Discrefionary must hiavee regard o the local area ebjecives. This is ridiculously vague

It's riot that the plan is unclear, the council’s intenticn is unclear, Why dees it have w be
changed? |5 wWinat proposa bener 1of resigents?

BS202E 10:53 PM

2B2026 6.26 P

It i5 unclear which paris of the Bormet Hill area the SAF applies o and why, The definftion
of "eoustal proximily™ 15 written o encompass lois that a nowhere negr or don'l even
ovenonk the coast.

3/3/2026 3:18 PM

25

KIN-56.1.8 why lintit collision sk to threatened bird specles only, What abaut ofhier
threatensd species eollisian with vehiclez? KIN-56,2.3 Is an arboricufiure assessment
regjulred foy removal of vees from an existing house HMA? Trees within HMAs of existing
drivesways and houses should be manageable withaut red tape of penalty. KIN-56,4 Terms -
arisan food and drink industry - why must it inelude at least one of the following a-c? That
seems unniecessanly resicive o fulure ermeprensurs’ imagington. Indiiest impacts -
Aren't pofsoning, ringbarking and upnaating direct impacts? Impacts shouid include flora and
fauna. ‘Locally significant flora or fauna species’ - clanify that this needs to be scientifically
deteymimed and Rt by KO,

3f312026 3:16 PM

25
26

The preamble is genede and vaguer it doesn’t reflest our aims and visions.

No good reasons demonstrated for more stingent bullding restrictions being applied to
Bruriy |slard tr elsewhes in Kingborough, Mot clear huy the SAP addresses It propusal Toy
Briny being & low-key tounism destination. Mot clear how the SAP helps 1o addiess the
urfque qualities of Bruny Island in relation to commiunity and fsolation.

32/2026 10:25 P
3242026 B:27 PM

2f

‘Thare shoyld be & summary of direct effects vs existing plan

2202k 5111 P

It 5 & labyinth, whene the way 10 read |t and understant [ is pot obvious, 1 had 1o spend 2

day on it, just to gel my head around it.

Applicabllity across zones

322026 1151 &M

22026 10:47 AM

It Isii't clear o touRs management s atldressen

BEUZG B41 AN

Wity is it required and how can it be varied to suit the different fypes of biocks and houses
In Bonnat Hill

3f1f2026 4:45 PM

The proposed SAP boumtlaRf encompasses inany ditferen 'styles' of type of residential
biock which heve heen deveioped over the past 100 years. These ranges from the higher
density of Tyndall Court, through 2/4 acre blocks in Regnans and Stringy banc to larger 1-2
acre biocks on the 1op site of the alwway. The SAP as proposed is & ‘one size' firs sl
model that does not wark Tor all 2.9, sethacks and size of buildings could and should wary
with the size of the property. The limils and controls already applied in the standard clauses
of LUPA and Low Density Residential zome are more than adeguate, The language and
layering effect of slandand zones, exira zones and the SAP are confusing and wo dense
understand .

HUOE 4:41 P

| staried to tead @ bit of plan, very lengthy and hard to understamd

U226 116 PM

@

. Does mo apply to iy siiuation

I can not see roam for incorporating the ideals soudht within the existing structure

 3f1/2026 1154 AM

2282026 T.1Z PM

36

I'm riok sure thet | fully understand the defails proposed, but | ke the plan pupass.

22817026 704 PV

It is challenging frying to understand some of the zonings and in particular the reasoning
behind sone of the borders belween zoning areas.,

Coastal Proximity. Does the Sm Building Height limit apply 1o buildings on top of a 25m high
eliff o is it only IiMended for beach front use?

Landscape Consemvation zone is inappropriate in the case of my land.
‘They should be remmoved in full

2/2RI2026 6:46 PM

212812026 1:4% PN

22872026 9.:05 AM
272026 8:55 PM

Al

Requires mmoval /iong with ofer SAPs, Kinghomough approach 10 S&PS 1§ excessive and
inzonsistent with otfier councils approach. Provides unnecessary over govemance wivich
adis layers of costs for Impacted property owners

21430

21272026 BAZ PM
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az Over complicsted and 1op reswicted. HETI2026 625 PM
a3 Fore emphasis reguired on lovwering impacts on infrastrasture (roads, water, pulilic 2{27/2026 4:58 PM
ameniies),
a4 It umnecessanly ovemides planmng Zones AT 2026 AT1B PM
45 Simpiification o &d lay person understanding 2Ie7/2026 337 PM
46 Biock is cieared only grass 2272026 10.45 AM
ar | found the document confusing. and hand 1o understand, 1Us noetl witten in plain english. 22612026 THE PM
a8 ReECOGNIGN Of existing Ueyeiopments cfitena (e Sethacks) thar may he rendered non HFBIZ026 A38 PM
compliant as a result of new langer [of sizes. Modification of bind sirike provisions which
would prevent the effective use of the property in most sites.
45 To many of the requirements are designed &0 that & single planet can site o broad & field of  2426/2026 9:35 &M
informedion io greatly restrict or veto a persons ability to develop there [and. For example.
Putential hiabitar (every thing is Potential Habitat for something} Pulilished and unpublishied
scientific papers. (Who iis 1o deteminge What papers are reverem and how is it proposed
menage in buill conformation ases)
50 ‘Tha whale thing is complex 2025/2026 2:15 PM
51 AppEars w be complex 225/2048 2:05 PM
52 A definition of resouTee development would be usefil mit pathaps | missed [, | PA2472076 9:16 P
53 Some rules are very expensive to comply with Tor no appanent gain 2i2472026 9:05 Pi
54 Difficult to say from information provided 2124/2026 9:05 PM
55 ses below Hedi2026 B:04 PM
56 ' Yeah, everything thats diseretionary | 212412026 7:30 PM
57 Plain English with fustrative examples 22412026 6:55 P
58 Ratitmle for the spedial e of the SAP QARG G52 PM
58 Is this for existing propenies with houses or only for new deveinopment. That's not clear. 2i2472026 5:47 PM
60 Supposis low profile tourism? The piace has been mined by tourism with 1oo much raffic, 224/2026 10:17 AWM
10 busy amd noisy with shon term renals. ferry infrastrutture ovienvhelimed on a regular
basis. Uiban development such as at Dennes Point has destroyed critical habitat for kind fife
and has trashed the formedy guiet charatter of the place. The dirt road is unable to cope
wath ewrrent levals of tralfic while new divisions havs been epproved. Dwnmers are threstensd
with increased rates [T the road wWene 1o be sealed, KC has asked, and has not listened, and
naw asks again after the damage is done.
&1 Wiater, and fire mitigaton pans for spesific areas thal have tha patential to be isclaled in g 223026 BLLPM
wildfire event
62 | think it needs t be scrapped and re-done with praper consuiiation from residents 2f23i2026 110 P
B3 Adl of it It is very long winded and complicated. | found it difficult to atcess informalion 212312026 10.12 AM
reievant fo miy situstion
64 The SAPs ame not requied- o much regulation]] 2i2212026 T:45 PM
6% It s overly complex and there ks no gultde on how to read and understand i [t also 2212026 1191 AM
reimposes reswictions in the current Zoning that bhe rezeming removed. 54, what is he point
of the rezoning?
&6 Na mention of excessive visttalion HRL2026 928 AN
&7 Everyiihlng has been slipsed through the cracks with alimpst ze1o ackiowetgemant 1o the 212076 8,52 &M
private lantd owners.
68 Everyihing, no more jargon to canfuse people 22072026 6;34 PM
&0 Al o It 15 vou restictive 2120/2026 2,58 PM
70 Biisinesss shotild have a inofe olear path 1o help achieve long tefm godl. Othersise they 22026 AL PN
will just go broke within the first one or two years
71 All ot fit. Don't ses the need for this extra layer of restictive burbeyacy 2020/2026 324 PM

22130
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7a Some people sl are not sware of the planning changes, let alone a sap 2072026 2:45 PM

73 Planming rules are complex for lay people to understani. Overlaying SAP owver existing adids  2/20/2026 1:30 PM
complications, Some of the judgements that need 1 be made appear to be very subjective.

74 Mot enough clarfication, there are uses menhoned but fo beakdn of what constines 22026 1255 PM

thet use and no explanation in the "Definition of terms”, [t would appear that the SAP was
wiritten by someone with town planning or similar backaround and the rest of us have to Ly
and guess whar I meant Trom & councll perspactive.

K] Whilst there may be some areas thal need more resirction ihe application is oo broad 2f20/2026 12:63 PM
76 I do nat support & SAP. Zoning and Overiays are sufficient. 202072026 12.18 PM
77 Tha whole decument is unessacty and convaluiled, we already have enough ssues on 220/2026 1147 AN
lorumy without exira ades and requiations
T8 Wegatation “protection” is not clear but clear enough 1o know that the cument vegstadion fine 2f17/2026 147 P
hazard' is ertical & more clear & apen consultation is very much reguired o prevent a
Bushfire disaster
23730
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Q11 Are there any changes you think would improve the plan? (optional)

AnsweTen” 2 Skipped; 44

‘ RESPONSES

bedler explanation, Also what is poing 1o happen with peaple who flout the rules - [ike
polsoning lage protecied trees and culting & divewsy o sensitive sand duns areas with
mo approval - wity shouid anyone be expected o follow planning procedure when these
penple do whatever they wanl and there are no actual consequenses? It makes this whale
process mesningless

DATE
SIBF2026 B:49 PM

Froper consiltation, proper compensation as people purchased these properties under
exisling schemes. Also had future visions which are na longer wiable,

3i5I20G26 2:29 PM

If you bothey  listen W your constituents and conscious theye will be mo plan. This is our
fand not the Communities

meke il more user friendly and accessable

No g2t rid of it. The zoning system provides all required planning centiols Prifessiongl
pranmess incluting past Council planmning officers, do not support it

Bonnet Hifl is & heautiful area to five, 1 don' think a $AP is necessary as there are many
wther areas in Kingboreugh with similar values. Should be included in the breader LPS not
specific 1o Bornst Hill, Also | think the siifvey was & bit cumbiersome to gsl my heughis
across with & particular style and wonding that mayhbe not allowad a full understanding of
pesple’s concems.

Bi5l2025 2:27 PM

3i5f2026 12:14 PN
G026 11:05 AM

3i5/2026 10:56 AM

Remove i, it iz not required, justiied nor appropricte for the diverse size ani fype of hiocks
here.

Thz plan seems quite bias towards pratecting vegetation, which eems 1o conflict with the
Fife Senices Act

FAE02E 540 P

Baf2026 B.14 P

Deiete the SAP for Bruny Island and use curent overlays. dont overgomplicate fhings.
reduce impediments to help people builld & house, do not intrease them with unnetcessary
SAP's

BIAf2026 3:07 PM

10

" Onily in My opinion, It fequires &n independent sudit, and feasility study, Both should be

presented to the public,

© 314£2026 2:20 P}

il

Bensitivity and understanding of people’s nesds in wurel areas, Clanty not diseretion wien
appiying for pianning permits. General simpiification of the pianning process which is ciear
and accessible for all.

BHal2020 215 PM

Yes, the Bromy SAP should ke reveiked and the SPP pravall. Tie metters supposedly being
addressed in the SAP are alfendy adeguately adoressed under the existing legislative and
palicy settings.

42025 1:40 P

) dant think zonlmg my popeIty as Laniscape Conservation will adi anytinng to the
Pianning Scheme. Tt was previously zomed Rival and the values i the proppsed scheme for
fand zoned Fural there are adequate protections under fhel zaning for wildife, landscape,
vegetation preservEtion/protection. It sppears thal | am being discriminated upon due to the
Iack of State and Loral Govemment protection of public lend,

. Any SAP ghould be council wide and more prescriptive not discretionary.

2025 12:02 PM

2i4j2026 11216 AM

i6

allow landawners 1o he able o change the landscape conserdation zofe imposed on thelr
property, ie to rumal wivich has emvironmental protections as primary consideration bt allows
Tor many mare praperty purpases which may meet neets in the futwre

Thez SAP should be responsive to the long4em ervironmental &nd socio-economic
sustainability of Bruny Island. Accondingly, we submii that & primary objbective of the S&P
shiould be to give landowners, particularly thase opsraling agricultural enterprises, adequaie
opporamity and flexdbility 1 diversity revenue streams. A key sxample would be @ promote
opportmitles for catiage Industries and sustainable agr-tourism, These further economic
opporwnities are vital for the economic viability of farming properties such as ours, and the
creation of securs lacal jobs. FURher, sSUpplememary revenues sireams inevitably lead o

24130

32026 1023 AM

A 2026 B:45 AM
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befier ecoingical ouicomes, as it provides farmes with adequede financial security 1o reduce
stock numbers and agricultural inputs.

i7

Tha SAPR should be regponsive to the long-fem, environmental and socio-economic
sustainability of Bruny Istand, Accordingly, the pimary objeciive of the SAP should be to
give landowners, particularly those operating agricufiural enterpyises, adeguate oppornity
1o diversify ravenusg streams (e.g. cottage industries and agn<ounsm).

3442026 9:35 AM

19

Simpify It.

Buth Al and P1 of "10.6.1 Lot Design™ of the incoming Drafi LPS (resuliing biock sizes from
subdivision heing 1500m2 and 1200m2 respectively) are more than sufficient to maintain
sensible development while maintaining fiexibility within the low desnity residential zoning.
Thz SAP "KIN-54.8.1 Lot Design” clause which supersedes the LPS Lot Design pravisions
above are oveny restrictive, and in-short simply not necessary given that this is sufficiently
dealt with by e LPS provisions, Specifically the P1 performance criteria that oniy aliow for
100m?2 below the specified lot size in Al. This provides little t no fiexibility at 21. We would
like to see SAP "KIN-54.8.1 Lot Design” removed entirely from the SAP, and simply let the
LPS handle this particular aspect as drafied allowing for the 1200m2 performance criteria
P4 This provides suitable flexibility. The remaining sections of the SAP are acceptable to
us, witn the sxception of the above,

' 3/3/2026 10:53 PM

3/3/2026 9.15 PM

Changing zoning to apply to those already living is unfalr. Unclear as to wity the council
wants to change and what plan do they have for the change?

31312026 6:36 PM

21

Why dpes the SAP exist? Low density residential should be just that. Based on the
justification and definitions prowvided, it seems the only purpose is to generate more income
fram environmental offsels and inhibit & land owners ability to build, rennovate or subdivide
{for the few with lots big enough)

31312026 3:18 PM

‘ Yes, there are changes that will improve the plan, It needs 1o be carefully reviewed. The

following are some additional suggestions and questions to clarify within the SAP. Based on
Figure KIN-36,2 the only areas that are not Naturad Values Area appear 1o be agriculture and
beaches. This needs to be beiter expiained in KIN-$6.1. Would a Zoning mep in the SAP
help to make it a sland alone document or does it have to be read in conjunction with the
TPS oy does the SAP completely replace notmal Zoning? This nests (6 be made clear in
the SAP as KIN-56,2.2 suggests the provision are in addition i the TPS Zoning pravisions.
Terms like 'seral’ and 'disclimax’ should be explained fior lay person. KIN-S86.4.1 - potential
habitat and significaint habiiat - delete (b) expert apinion; and/or because there are many
experis with differing opinions. -subsiantigily detmact from - There is too much grey area o
be interpreted. Most if not all of the information listed is provided in a Natural Values
Assessment (NVA]. I it s not ncluded, modify the requirements of the NVA instead of
inciuding in SAP. Why does the suilably gualified person {onsile waste water management)
have to be specified in the SAP? Isn'tit in the TPS? KIN-S6.5.1 Low Density Residential
Zane - Food Services (b not for tale awsy footl premises with drive through facllity fs
confusing. If this means take away with 2 drive through is not penmitted i.e. prohibited then
it should be stated elsewhere e, in definition of food services or under Prohibited, Avoid
use of double negatives - Utilities ~ if not listed as No Permit Required. Are motor repairs
and panel beating prohibited in the Village Zone? KIN-S6.5.4 Where is Passive Recreztion
defined? KIN-S6,7 P1L nesds editing | hope my puints are clear, it is difficult to b sucginct
and reference everything, | would like to have used italics for SAP text to differentiate from
my awn. Thanks for the opportunity to comment.

31312026 3:16 PM

Re write in consultation with community .

3212026 1:25 PM

24

Abandoning the plen, My understanding is that SAPs were intended for specific aress of
high conservation value native vegetation, not an entire diverse, isiand with at least two
hundred years of white development, farming, setilement, community, land management
ete. The SAP appears not fo recognise any of thet, and onfy priofitise nature conservation,
It also appears o give the planning department of the council extraordinary powers
regarding any developrent at their discretion, My untderstanding is thit the idea of the
stetevwide planning scheme was 1o simplify the planning process and give clear
understanding of the zoning and requirements for particular areas. The SAP seems 1o do
the apposite of that.

34312026 12:24 PM

Bruny lisand is a unique and special place with spectacular scenery, abumdant wildiife, a
refaxed and uncrowded lifestyle. It has challenges including access, roads, waste removal
and other public Infrastructure. Development needs 1o be carefully managed to take Into
account these challenges and not add fo pressure on the island's unigue beauty, fiora and
tauna and lifestyle.

3/3/2026 11:33 AM

YES, SCRAPIT

HBI2026 9:45 AM

25730
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Stipuizte aational end state standards, speli oul gitns and controls thet amwe specific 1o Brumy
and derived from ow strategic ohjectives,

3f2/2026 10:25 P

29

31

Yes- the changas do not refiect the needs of the CoOMMUNITY ~I0e% Not taks ine actount te
‘shravk” Bisiory and characier of the island thed should be protected- this does intlrde some
bold colours In praximity 1o constal areas, “vegetation and fauna pratection doss nck
considsr the loeal ecological communties which are better protecied wig ovenays which are
specific fo the vegetalion guality and specific [scation - the resirictions limii ability o
provide fior extended family living whene sharing wastewater treatment may be appropriate,
ability to maintain tne community’s aliility to live on the =land and sewvics the toumsm
Indusiny Is essential, To facilitate this, the ability Tor multigenerational living s essentlal to
pravide 2ged cane support et -the SAP doesnt do anything to divest or guide tourism,
particulany around potable water Use pressimes of tounism and otiver infrastructure needs -
The planning controls would be befter if they were informed by specific natural vaiues
assessment, appropnate infrastructure and strateglc planning to povide for the neets of the
commimiy and to betier protect areas of high quality vegetation. -the use of TRPZ is
ouidated and should bz replaced by Molional Rect Zone

In¥ite the community to propose & list of gualities that they consider special about Brurny
Ishanid Tor conslderation and discussion in the preparalicn of a Brumy Isiand SAR

Thie best way to improve this plan is fo abandon it erd not have one. There are nides antd
restriclicns enough in the state planning scheme and the zonihg 2s It applies to each bltek.
The SAF is unnecessary and A sngaky way 10 refmpose restiiclions that e rezoning of my
biock removed.

Cansultation with landeaners

Hala0ze 951 PM

212026 8:27 P

SIA2026 11:51 AN

2026 V04T AN

‘Tourism managemen: should be part of the plan. Many properties on Brmy ane already
menaged as ar bnb and there should be consensus as to wheilier fewer, more or the same
are reqguired, It is likely that many "shacks™ are officially or unofficlally aparating in this
Sector. How many sharks come close to mesting standarts of the plan? Shouldn't thers be
provisional plans for public isilets across the island? How can wasie management be beiter
marvgen - day vishors, shackies and longer stay visllors regularly dispnse of ubbish
illegrily (possibly permanent residenis (o), What bieiine satety standards should be
applied o vacant ocks? Not all these poinis may be directly relevant fo the plan but
should celainly be considered by Councll.

Rk a1 AW

84

Remove it o improve I {significantiy)

SUEUZE 4:45 PR

84

Yes, there are a numbsr of options open to Counil fo improve the plan, Thess include 1)
Withtraw the Bonnet Hill SAP (prefewed). 2) reduce the bountaries and the
numbercomplexity of conirols. 2 Provide & more robust justification, not pitting any weight
on the retention of vista for residents of Kingsion Beach' umless Kingsion Besch and
Kingston Helghts are going to have equivalent resticlions placed on their propertiss.,
Evidence nesds fo be provided te suppon the claims of impacts on endangsred species anid
fhe measurabie benefit thal the SAP would have on these, versus no SAP and rely on the
current contols. This survey could alsa be improved by asking If other residents Tesl that
ihe SAP is wamanted {Yes!No} and what parnicular aspects of living in Bonnet Hill they
would want to see preserved {e.g. my view of the sea has been inhibited by the growth of
tress ungesy counsll's pulicies, so my vist: needs W he preseryed, JUST 88 MUch as the vista

from Kingston Beach doss.

. Stop peaple building structures on the beach that are below the high tide mark. A number of

permanent seq wall/reated pine wall have gone up on Mebraska beach. Dennes point end a
number of ifem have been build below the high tide mark, Some also heve decks attached

o them. People have also increased the size of boat sheds when nebuilding them.

One plan does not it the whtle of Bruny

312026 441 PW

3i1/2026 1.36 PM

120206 11:564 A

Reference Is made to map overiay KIN-S6,3.1.1 buf | couldnt see that In the POF linked 1o
In ihls surey?

| think there Is @ neetd for consultatin with landiwners, particularly those who have owned
and managed tneiT property for many years. IEis conceming to suddenly discover that
someons eise is changing what's possibie on tive properiy. [ specifically found the fand
usage restiiclions {o be a concenn should | wish ko either open & home based business
{other than toumsm related) of (o buld ancther builsing on the property. | would like o see
betier communication with landowners, particularly elderdy wh have been living here for
years but imay not be able 1o use technolpgy the way younger folk to.

21262026 TI04 PM

| 2IB8I2026 6:46 PV

Az dotwie, separate SAP'S are neade for the B0 areas

2IZBI2UZ6 148 PM

26730
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Being abie to mitogare bushiire dsks more easily. Reduce fie! Ioadsivegetation without so
must aversight and fees, Less restrictive planning red tape and cosis.

2/2B/Z026 1:30 PM

More flexibility in e Landscaps Consernvation bullding provisions is required. At the
moment, it wonld appear fo prevent a bidlding on a vacant biock 1 ewn. The block s
swrounded by other lots with Buildings on them already. They are all zones! Landscape
Consaration. The zoning effectively makes the lot wonhless, We hare a Part 5 agrasment
already that specifies that a building is allowed. A lui of expert advite went ino the ofiginal
subdivision,

2282026 9:06 AM

Full removal and & propey approach established by councll post wll over of the mew planming
scheme

. Removal of the proposed SAP and other similar propoused SAPs

HETI 2B BI5E PN

| 2027/2026 8:43 PM

Mis résview of Specific Arsa Plan on Brury Islmd

ZRTIBNZE 625 PN

a9

51

et nid of it and rely on the novmal planming controls of the relevant zones

. Serap it

A clear one page summary wriitten In plain English, not using Jargon and excessively
technical terms, that cutlines the main points e documant is Tying o make, and
highfighting potentially issues. It needs to address the restrictions to uilding on your own
land inany form. It elso needs o oulling the additionsl compliance costs they land owners
will be burdened with, e additonsl fime it will take o meet the compliance requirements.
Thete nead to be a clear mechanism in place for dspliles belween the planning body and
the loeal resldense to e heard in a timely sl nen-cestly manner, There needs o be & Glear
"o Disadvantage” clause added sttt existing and future landowners are abie to buiid on
their cwm land,

Delele unproven birdstrike provisions in favour of a public awareness programme backed by
evidence o7 the ACTUAL conditions, Retroliiing &s &n aim would be 7ar more effective.

Yes the Bruny Isfand SAP should he suspended until there has been extensive community
consuliation. Development and land use could suctessiully be managed wnder the new
pfaning scheme without e SAP in place as it historically has been. This survey dose not
constitime consulftation.

What infrastructure up grades need reviewing ey road at enlrante to properties who provide
tounisin aclivities. as an example make sufe hal paiking aress are fiee from water holes.

S0 people can alight from Buses with out geiting feat wel. This would money wail spent.

Councll need w provide moere facliiies so thal Wurists dont wreck the beawty of the island
i@ batier signage to ditect cars where to park, toilets & rubbish bins, signpostad racks io
protect vegedation

Do a simple version

2HZTiZ026 4713 PM

22772026 10:45 AM

| 2I26/2026 7:53 PM

2126/2026 4:38 PM

2i26/2026 9:35 AM

22512026 510 PM

22512026 4:34 PM

202512026 2:15 PM

53

Itiz & difficult doesyument (o read. | would like moTe use of colour w difieremiale the Zones
when scrolling through ft, I am concemed that ail the requirements for change and
deyvedopment will make lite difficult for the: pourer members. | alza hope ILwon't be teo
difficult 1o adiust the plan if necessary it there are kiccoughs atier it has tome into being,

224{2026 9115 PM

' Rules need to be simpler and more clearly defined.

I think saying the Bruny SAP is "propased mainly to manage development carefully, dus o
ihe island's limited infrastucture sueh A8 wastewater sysiems, dralpage and dnnking waten
Unmemaged growth will place too much pressure on these sevices and change the
character of lotal settiements..” shows a Tack of understanding on what has alreatly
Ir=ppenead ; ihe horee has kolted, ot becruse of development but besause of tourism, The
Adventure Bey aquiter is dry with water being trucked onto the island again this summer,
fthanks also to the excass use of the artisan food and drink manufaciurers, and the
aitonb's) | the Adveniure Bay public it holding tank is pumpsd out 2 times & waek due (o
fourist use {all buses sfop there), and Lighthouse Road s throwing up dust dus fo the

amount of traffic it takes making It unpleasant to live amongst. The SAP encouraging taunst

developmants on grave rolnds in residential areas is ludicrous, considenng the desire 1o
menage deveiopment carefully to prevent ‘change in the characier of local seftiemenis’.
©hanging the character with Towrksm ls acceptable but changing the character by allowing a
matural growih in the residential populiation by encouraging appropriate sized subdivisicn in
existing setllements is noi?? The Bruny SAP encounages tourism o the deldment of the
residential pupulation and exisiting Infrastruciune. it deesn't phan for the regently announted
Child Care Centre and how that could positively [ift e popuiation of the island , and gives
na indication where an Aged Care Facility might be permitied. T think the Bruny SAP neads

27§30

212472026 9:05 P

2/24/2026 B:04 PN
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a reswiite thet is less focused on the view the tourist sees and what the tourist can do when
visiting the island, and more on the residential population and positive community growth.

Just stick o state building rles , the same as all the other aress in Tasmania.

212412026 7:30 PM

Trees and bush gel out of hand very quickly in this ares which is also a fire hezard which Is
of great concemn when yeu would be so restricted in what you can do going forward...much
clearer guidance on gllowed activities is reguirad,

212412026 6:55 PM

Meke it ciear why this is being introduced and why parts of Bonnet Hill are not included,
inciuzding newly built properties that cleardy do not align with the SAP values

21242026 6:52 PM

As gaid above. | would include the larger land parcels in the area to prevent overuse and
mismanagement, Many locals appreciate the space and amenity These farger parcels allow
for.

2424/2026 5:47 PM

A SAP is not required for Bruny Island. Yes Bruny Island |s a special place, but so s
Tasman Peninsula and South Arm. Neither of these places requires a 26 page SAP or PPZ,
Just an over reach by Kingborough Countil who want to satisfy thelr twn goals regather
then consult with the community and ignore what the community wants,

2124120726 5.02 PM,

61

Cap tourisin visitor nuimbers. Cease appioval for shoft tefm accommodation. Maintain
roads, especially dirt sections to eliminate cormugations on a weekiy basis. Purchase unsoid
vagant lots and rehabilitate natural ecosystems aspects.

21242026 10:17 AM

62

Don't apply a sap

212312026 8:54 PM

‘Yes, community based fire management pians for Bruny areas ie nih Bruny, great bay,
Adventure, Simpsan, Alonnah, Lunnawanna. Cloudy Bay, Danie)'s Bay and Lighthouse road.

2/23/2026 3,11 PM

| think it neetls to be scrapped and re-done with proper consuliation from residents

2123/2026 1:10 PM

Please scrap SAPs altogether. Preference Is for less green tape, less red tape, and more
property owner rights 10 management and stewardship over my own land. Regarding building
development, Blackmans Bay does not need another Mary's Knoll disaster, So the only
aspect | agree with is iower density developments. However, addition of granmy fiats, finy
homes, renos to accommodate extensions should be up to property owners. Indvidual
property owners are cumently over regutated and don't need these SAPS, but developers gat
away with vegetziion clearing for $ and high density developmenis.

| 212212026 T:45 PM

The plan for us has strong menits. Overall we are supportive. What we do not have faith in is
Kingborough Council being able 1o reasonably interpret and manage the plan. We have such
a long list of horrible stories of landowners spending 8o much time and effort and large
sums of money to convince councll of simple common sense measures that should be
clear to interpretation and easy to solve in 'sit down mestings’. One of the planners in
Kingborough has common sense, The others seem to have littie regard for what happens on
the graund and the conseguences of the reguests Tor further work / information, which may
be a tick on a box, but to a landoewner could ke thousands of doliars and many months
waif, We know of people who have had several years to get housing approval, and others
who are $40,000 in fees and consultants and reports before they have begun to build.
Simple requests knocked back due to poor interpretation. Our point is that this is before a
plan which has greater restdctions, which we may agree with, but it will likely be hell for
landpwners locking th simply grow a business over time, add on a room for their children,
buiid a new shed, upgrade driveway, rebuild their sepfic system to a better standard,
improve their house for energy efficiency, install new solar panels, put up a wind turbine,
bulld a community garden, the amount of reporting, administration, consultants and reposts
that many of these would require will make them imaffordable or simply unachievable. It will
Tock the Isfand into those who can afford the above, and those who cannat. And the aim of
avoiding large development means smaller players, bii it is the developers who can afford
the time and money to go through council to grow their businesses, and have the lawyers to
override such plans. The 'small boutigue’ operations that the plan aspires o will find it hardey
than ever to grow and suvive long term. The cumant cultura of Kingborough council is to
apply heavy measures and misinterpret the guidelines and general state planning. It cause
huge stess for resldents, most of whomn are alienated by years of pour declsions and
strange requests, Find someons on Bruny Island who thinks Kingborough council is great.
In previous coumcils we have worked with we sat down with the council before we began a
project to see what we could and could not do, and worked through it with council, with the
same person through the project. Kingborough is too big and run by planners who do not
have the time or regard for Bruny Isiand. So we support the plan in principle, but in reality it
gives us great fear for the future of business, community and our children'’s ability to live
here long term.

Do not/not have a SAP, Get the zoning right for each biock or group of blocks. The SAP is

28730

202112026 10.11 PM
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yer anoiher level of unnecessary and resirictive controls, AL present, it is difficult fo see
what property rights owners of land actually have. It seems almost every activity on our
blocks is prohibited - and amy acivity requires & permit, For instance, | neeq pemmission to
emplace a water tank for bushfire purpnses. That will requine, | was told, an environmenial
agsessment, a planning application - and the cost of bath exceeds the cost of the tank. The
spot o7 the tani s open ground, Ko wees and aboul 30m fromt the gate, Wiy Is am EA
necessary? Then we come to the fact I was fold I needed parmission to build a wood shed,
@ chicken voopr, a dog kenng! {for one dog) or a small storage shed. Your rules are
eomradictary and absurd, CBOS says | ean bulld a 3x18 sheg; but Kingbarough says, no, 1
need permissian. And must indge an applicaiton. The council actually iink o the CBOS
lesfliet. | know tnzens of people who have built 3x12 sheds, using the CBOS pemission.
But f seems thal, accoming fo the counsil these are fliegal, | am not permitted even 1o put
fa temporary storage shed or container (te be removed later) on my binck, or, | was wit, to
camp there or collect wood or in the winter months, light o small fire ang bl the billy. So,
what do I sctuslly own'? I seems | heve no property ights et all ever my Block. | can walk
on ta it, walk around but not stay. Mo wonder people gre cranky. In gum, clear, congistent
{especially with the Govemment) guidancs o whist you can @l cannot do, but nat so
restrictive as 0 deprive owners of their properiy rights.

Implement a plan with cooperation of Sealink to redute number of day visltors

Dan't be sty resticlive on individual praperties on Bruny island. "What works for Kingston
doesn't work for the sland

Remowe the SAP

Get actual lozals and these with knowledge abuut the negative impacts that these are going
to heve on the people.

2212026928 AM
22026 852 AN

2202026 T:3SLPM
2202026 6:34 PM

73
74

Thete should be coordinated palicy to restrict dogs in the island i ways nowhers else is
allowed. The beach should not be thair reign. It seems to me that peopiz that have recently
migved 10 e island to lve permanenihy have Wo much poser over the fulime of the island.
They are themselves tourisi everywhere efse they choose o go, while they are consianty
cemplaining of the istand's tounists, This hypuentical approach Is denying the island of
proper policies, Toumsts Iave always been a big compongnt of the sland, Shacks have
existed in all areas and if the island s to succeed in being & desirable place to live and wisit,
s nzed mediom density development near established areas w accommodale the needls
Tor woricers and sessonal accomedation. A1 the same ime, | believe 8 policy fo resirct
daytime visibors needs explaring. They are putting too much pressuie on Terry times.
Perhiaps they should be restricted o specific tines 1o sateh the feny and heving pre-
purchased ferry tickets, And anyone that is not a resfdent or property owner, should include
a Parks & Wildife fee in the ferry ticket, 50 they can't get away vithout paying when vislting
Gertsin arers. New buisnesess should e helped and encouraged. A ol isinesses
helped to improve their sewvices.

Get nid of il. Nof needed. Stick with the STATEWIDE planning scheme.

©n graund propf and 1esting

2iZ0/2026 344 PM

2f20/20726 3:24 PM
2120/2026 245 PM

76

78

79

‘The question of over Tounsm HAS to be deall with. There are too many Tounses (day
wrippers). There needs 1o be & imit on the number of daily visiiors, less than are
allower/possible now. The island is way over hyped comparet towhat pecple find when
they get here, nevertheless they continue 0 come and use the scace resources of the
ishand {ey. places on the Termy, water, rubbish, oads), The ferry makes it easy Lo limil tourist
numbers (especially those with cars), yet it doesn't happen. Tourist operators whe operale
their o iransport options are fine {(eg. pennicotis), bt tounists diving on harardous dift

roads 1o get fo a cafe that isn't even open are a major problem for [beals.

Ahhpugh in general agresment with the prepesal, some inlerprelations are open i

disagreement and &5 conseguence there appears 1o be no appeals process

Test

Easlest and biggest change Is drop it 2l tegether, In the introtuttion to this questionnaine
ihera's meniion of impacis o existing infresiuctyra, et no options have baen offered or
puwt up for comment on how these impacts could be addressed or mitigated, One would have
thought I you are selling a SAP you would actually have a plan that is comprehenslye and
refiects the existing commimities nesds and not hope that no one 1s watching and what
eouncil wants gozs through to the keeper

More assessment of indvidual properties as same resticlion is not warranted for many
propeities

222026 1130 Py

220/2026 1:26 PV

2/2002026 1:0L PM

| 2120/2026 1255 PM

2420/2026 12,53 PM

29730
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| do not support & SAP. Zoning and Gverlays ae sufficient. 2f20i2026 1218 PM

Get rid of the bruny Island sap, fix the roads, fix the ferry fix the track management, fix the 2f20/2026 11.47 AN
bushfire issues, i te molile recepton issues, i the |ack of commUnTy Space. the SAP

is ridicolus, we donit nesd more rules beeauze we Tive on baumy island we neex maore action

fram coungil on the curren is suesand & plan w fix fulure issuez with the tourst infiux

B2

Absoiurely & ozt [s propey consulumion with all stakeholders. These proposals have nol had  2A17/2026 1347 PM
duiz consuftative processes fram the coundl fo the impacted commimities thus making It a

dictatorial process. In addition is the proposed cost of remaving tress (almost impossible ta

get approval & expensive), We live in Semview Toad & some PEgRboUmng propenies (bush

bincks) have had no maimienances for more fhan 25 yvears {one bonders our property). Calls

& visit ta counsil are an absolute waste of of time & yel the bush biocks are ‘fuel hazards'

that are & erilical threst 1 propeities & |ives. The coungil ame not Imerested N the Issues

{property oamers are deeply concemed) as no matker how much we maintain our praperiies

it is negated by overgrovn neightouring propenties. Why ere these issues not addressed &

Ihet coumclll mow ks trying to implament mere Festrictive vegetsfion & building requirements

thet will result in oniy the very rich being abie o affond o stay on this island.

30730
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