






D1.3 — Zone Guideline RLZ 3 — subcategory selection 

Zone Guideline RLZ 3 provides that the differentiation between RLZ A, B, C and D should reflect the existing 
pattern and density of development within the rural living area, or be supported by further strategic 
justification. The preferred subcategory — RLZ B— directly reflects the existing lot size pattern in the Oyster 
Cove locality east of the  and boarded by  There are to my best estimation 160 
properties not including the Wilsons Rd subdivision but including the waterfront properties fronting  

. The average size of the 160 lots is 2.12 HA. Within this largely residential area, only 6 lots are over 4 HA 
in size. So if all the developmental hurdles could be overcome (unlikely in most circumstances), a Rural Living 
Cat B zoning for this area would have the potential to create an additional 9 lots of at least 2 HA. Given the 
wider housing crisis and that not everyone wants to live in Kingboroughs high density urban developments, I 
would think this is a good compromise to allow for limited additional development within commuting distance 
of Hobart whilst maintaining the channels rural ambience. 

D2 — Property-specific evidence supporting RLZ 

 

D2.1 — Established residential settlement 

The Ireneinc framework identifies the following as indicators of rural living settlement characteristics: at least 
10 smaller blocks generally ranging in size between 1–15 ha with a consistent lot pattern (there are 160 lots 
most between 1.5 and 3 HA); a consistent pattern of detached dwellings with associated outbuildings (Sheds 
are very common); and visual evidence of rural activities (Animal husbandry and veggie gardens are 
widespread). So my property and the surrounding settlement of Oyster Cove, east of the  
display all of these characteristics. 

D2.2 — Landscape values can be managed within RLZ 

Zone Guideline RLZ 4(b) provides that the RLZ should not be applied where land contains important 
landscape values identified for protection and conservation, unless those values can be appropriately 
managed through the application of the relevant codes. The TPC panel confirmed at Day 20 [02:33:54] that 
the Priority Vegetation Area (PVA) overlay and Scenic Protection Code (SPC) do the landscape-protection 
work in many cases, removing the need for LCZ. Any landscape values present on or near my property can 
be managed in this way. 

 

D2.3 — Very limited subdivision is intended or enabled 

The Ireneinc framework and Zone Guidelines both flag the risk that RLZ could enable subdivision that would 
intensify development and affect landscape values. The RLZ subcategory I am seeking addresses this risk 
directly. Under RLZ B, the minimum lot size of 2 ha means that subdivision of my property would now be 
possible but with no further development (two houses already exist). Within Oyster Cove only a very limited 
number of additional lots could be created east of the Channel Highway.  

D3 — The LCZ should not be reinstated 

 

While I support the RLZ recommendation, I am concerned that the Commission may revert to LCZ rather than 
adopting Ireneinc's recommendation. I place the following matters on the record. 

D3.1 — LCZ was historically over-applied and inconsistently justified 

The Ireneinc LCZ Review documents that the TPC found Council's initial LCZ application was often 
inconsistent with the Zone Guidelines and with surrounding land. The exhibited LCZ for my property was part 
of a blanket application covering approximately 75% of ELZ parcels — an approach the TPC itself queried 
repeatedly. Ireneinc's recommendation to apply RLZ to my property is the product of a more rigorous, 
property-level analysis that should be preferred over the exhibited LCZ. 

 

D3.2 — The Commission is not bound by the exhibited LCZ 

Chair Nick Heath confirmed at Day 20 [06:45:48] that the Commission will decide on section 34 LUPAA 
criteria and is not bound by Council's exhibited position or by Council's 16 March 2026 resolution favouring 
the 'least restrictive alternative'. The Commission is therefore free to adopt the RLZ recommendation, and I 
urge it to do so. 

 

D3.3 — The evaluation framework is not a statutory instrument 
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