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I respectfully oppose the application of the LCZ to this property and instead advocate for the retention 
or application of the Rural Living Zone (RLZ), which more accurately reflects the existing use, character, 
and management of the land. 

As outlined in the attached documentation, I have provided detailed supporting evidence, including: 

 Environmental observations and land management practices 
 Outcomes from the tree assessment and site visit 
 Planning and zoning considerations 
 Personal and financial impacts associated with the proposed zoning change 

I would also like to highlight that during the site visit conducted by council representatives, it was noted 
that there were no significant trees or environmental features requiring protection, and that the 
property was free from invasive weeds. This reflects the ongoing care and active land stewardship I 
have undertaken since purchasing the property. 

As the landowner, I take my role as a custodian of this land seriously. I have no intention of degrading 
the environment through clearing or inappropriate use—this is precisely why I chose to live in this area. 

I am also concerned about the broader impacts of the proposed zoning, including potential reductions 
in land value, increased insurance costs, and limitations on future borrowing capacity. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this submission. I would welcome the opportunity to speak 
further or provide any additional information if required. 

Kind regards, 
Thomas Davison 

  

--  

Tom Davison  

Email:  

 

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE AND DISCLAIMER 
The information in this transmission may be confidential and/or protected by legal professional privilege, and is intended only for the person or persons to whom 
it is addressed. If you are not such a person, you are warned that any disclosure, copying or dissemination of the information is unauthorised. If you have 
received the transmission in error, please immediately contact this office by telephone, fax or email, to inform us of the error and to enable arrangements to be 
made for the destruction of the transmission, or its return at our cost. No liability is accepted for any unauthorised use of the information contained in this 
transmission. 
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Tom Davison  
Email:  



Submission to the Tasmanian Planning 
Commission 
Re: Kingborough Draft Local Provisions Schedule – Zoning of , Margate (CT 

) 
 

Dear Commissioners, 
I write in response to correspondence dated 2 April 2026 regarding the proposed zoning of 
my property at , Margate. 
 
I formally object to the application of the Landscape Conservation Zone (LCZ) and submit 
that the Rural Living Zone (RLZ) is the appropriate zoning outcome based on site-specific 
evidence, established land use, and sound planning principles. 

1. Procedural Fairness and Lack of Notification 
This correspondence represents the first formal notification I have received regarding the 
proposed rezoning of my land. 
 
I did not receive any direct notification during the exhibition period, nor was I notified at 
the time of the earlier rezoning to Environmental Living. Discussions with neighbouring 
landowners confirm a broader lack of awareness across the locality. 
 
This raises significant concerns regarding procedural fairness and compliance with the 
objectives of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993, particularly in relation to 
public participation and transparency. 

2. Established Residential Use and Development 
The subject land is clearly established for residential and associated uses, including: 
- A Class 1A dwelling 
- A Class 1B visitor accommodation building 
- An approved carport under DA-2025-338 
 
These approvals demonstrate that the land continues to be assessed and used within a 
residential context. 



3. Absence of Significant Environmental or Landscape Values 
A formal site inspection by Kingborough Council officers confirmed: 
- No high conservation value trees 
- No threatened flora or species 
- The site is largely cleared 
- Minimal vegetation within the development footprint 
 
It is also relevant to note that during the site inspection undertaken by Council officers, it 
was observed that the property did not contain any weed infestations. This condition is the 
result of ongoing active land management undertaken by myself over many years. 
 
This demonstrates that: 
- The land is not in a natural or undisturbed state requiring conservation protection 
- Any environmental values present are already responsibly managed without additional 
zoning restrictions 

4. Physical Characteristics and Infrastructure Constraints 
The property is significantly modified and contains: 
- A 50-metre-wide Aurora Energy easement along the southern boundary with access road. 
- Two 12 mt Aurora easement along the eastern boundary 
- A Telstra tower approximately 100 meters to the south 

- Horseway easement along the entire western boundary 
- Constructed dams and cleared building areas 
 
These features fragment the landscape and reduce any claim of intact environmental value. 

5. Established Settlement Pattern 
The property forms part of an established subdivision with nearby dwellings, sealed road 
access, and supporting infrastructure. This reflects a rural residential setting rather than a 
conservation landscape. 

6. Historical Planning Intent 
The land was purchased in the 1980s from a developer as part of a residential subdivision. 
The expectation at the time of purchase was clearly for residential use. 
 
The progressive down-zoning of the land represents a significant departure from this 
intent. 



7. Inconsistency with Zoning Methodology 
The Ireneinc review identifies inconsistencies in zoning application, lack of localised 
assessment, and insufficient consideration of RLZ. The application of LCZ to this property 
reflects those concerns. 

8. Appropriate Zoning Outcome 
Given the established use, modified condition of the land, and surrounding context, the 
Rural Living Zone is the most appropriate zoning. It reflects the reality of the land while still 
allowing environmental management through codes. 

 

🔹 UPDATED ZONING REQUEST 

In light of the additional material provided through the Ireneinc review, supporting 
documentation, and further clarification of the implications of the Landscape Conservation 
Zone (LCZ), I wish to clearly restate and strengthen my position. 

I do not support the application of the Landscape Conservation Zone (LCZ), nor a split 
zoning outcome (LCZ + Rural Zone), to any part of my property. 

I formally request that: 

The entirety of my property be zoned Rural Living Zone (RLZ), 
specifically RLZ D. 

 

🔹 REASONS FOR SEEKING RLZ (FULL PROPERTY) 

1. The LCZ is not an appropriate zone for residential land 

The stated purpose of the LCZ is to prioritise landscape protection, with residential use 
being discretionary and secondary. My property is already used for established residential 
and associated purposes, and this use is consistent with the intent of the Rural Living Zone. 

Applying LCZ introduces: 

● Uncertainty in development outcomes 
● Discretionary approvals that may be refused 
● Significant additional costs and delays 

These are not proportionate to the actual characteristics of the land. 



 

 

2. RLZ already provides appropriate environmental protection 

Environmental values on the property are already managed through: 

● Natural Assets Code 
● Scenic Protection provisions 
● Existing planning controls and overlays 

The application of LCZ is therefore not necessary to achieve environmental outcomes. 

 

3. RLZ D removes subdivision concerns 

I specifically request RLZ D (10ha minimum lot size). 

This: 

● Prevents further subdivision 
● Maintains the current low-density character 
● Directly addresses any perceived risk of intensification 

This achieves the same planning intent as LCZ without imposing unnecessary 
restrictions. 

 

4. The property characteristics do not justify split zoning 

The proposed split between LCZ and Rural Zone: 

● Does not reflect a meaningful difference in land use or character 
● Creates practical and ongoing management issues 
● Introduces inconsistent planning controls across a single title 

A single, consistent zoning outcome is more appropriate. 

 

 

 



5. The impacts of LCZ are significant and disproportionate 

Based on planning provisions and supporting material, LCZ introduces: 

● High permit costs and delays 
● Potential refusal of basic residential development 
● Reduced property value and lending capacity 
● Increased insurance complexity 

These impacts are not justified given the existing use and condition of the land. 

 

🔹 FINAL POSITION 

I respectfully request that: 

My property be zoned Rural Living Zone (RLZ D) in its entirety, and that 
no part of the property be subject to the Landscape Conservation Zone or 
a split zoning outcome. 

9. Personal Impact 
The proposed zoning change has significant personal and financial implications, including: 
- Increased insurance costs 
- Reduction in land value 
- Potential limitations on borrowing capacity 
 
As the landowner, I consider myself a custodian of the land and have actively maintained it, 
including weed control and environmental care. 

 
This process has created considerable stress and uncertainty, particularly due to the lack of 
notification and clarity. 

Conclusion 
The application of LCZ to this property is not supported by evidence, planning intent, or 
fairness. 
I respectfully request that the Commission reject the LCZ and apply the Rural Living Zone. 
The current proposal does not reflect the reality of the land and, if applied, would impose an 
unreasonable and inequitable planning burden on the property.  

 



 



 

Yours sincerely, 
Thomas Davison 



UPDATED ZONING POSITION & RELIEF SOUGHT 

Property: , Margate 

Lot Size: 5.455 hectares 

ZONING POSITION 

In light of the additional material provided through the Ireneinc review, supporting 
documentation, and further clarification of the implications of the Landscape Conservation 
Zone (LCZ), I wish to clearly restate and strengthen my position. 

I do not support the application of the Landscape Conservation Zone (LCZ), nor a split 
zoning outcome (LCZ + Rural Zone), to any part of my property. 

I formally request that: 

The entirety of my property be zoned Rural Living Zone (RLZ), specifically RLZ D. 

GROUNDS FOR THIS REQUEST 

1. RLZ D eliminates subdivision concerns

My property is 5.455 hectares in size. 

Under RLZ D (minimum lot size 10 hectares), subdivision is not possible. This directly 
addresses any concern regarding future intensification or overdevelopment, while avoiding 
the excessive restrictions imposed by LCZ. 



2. The LCZ is not appropriate for this property

The Landscape Conservation Zone is not intended to function as a residential zone. My 
property already contains established residential use and infrastructure, making RLZ the 
appropriate planning outcome. 

3. Environmental values are already managed

There were no significant trees or weed issues identified during site inspection, and the 
land is actively maintained. Existing planning controls already manage environmental 
values effectively. 

4. Split zoning is not justified

There is no meaningful difference in land character that justifies applying different zones 
across a single title. 

PERSONAL IMPACT 

The application of LCZ would result in: 

- Increased costs and delays

- Reduced property value

- Potential lending and insurance issues

CONCLUSION 

I respectfully request that the property be zoned Rural Living Zone (RLZ D) in its entirety, 
with no LCZ or split zoning applied. 




