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An example is the �tle under considera�on – 106 Mitchells Road – which if zoned Rural, could require the 

construc�on and maintenance of a 1km road in difficult, steep and rainy terrain, for the sake of one 

household. Councils have to be able to take such issues into account when designing their Local Planning 

Provisions. Likewise, re�culated sewerage is only available in very limited areas, ie close to townships, and 

mains water is also restricted. Addi�onally, the further subdivision of rural �tles which follows RL zoning, will 

place more people in danger from bushfire, con�nue to fragment poten�ally produc�ve land and lead to 

the increased spread of noxious introduced weeds. Unfortunately, the guidelines provided by the State 

Planning Office and the TPC, do not specifically detail ways in which councils can take such issues into 

account. 

4. Incorrect personal statements 

 
My submissions (nos. 247, 393, 394, 395, 396 and 397) were made as a private individual, prior to standing 

for and becoming a Huon Valley (HVC) councillor, as was permi�ed under the Land Use Planning and 

Approval Act 1993 (LUPAA). I checked this posi�on with the Planning Authority before making the 

submissions. 

Mr Elcock’s submission states that I made ‘specific reference’ to 106 Mitchells Road, Crabtree in my 

submissions and didn’t seek the owner’s permission. I did suggest that the head of Crabtree Valley had a 

scenic overlay, which would be consistent with the overlays on the wooded hills to the east and west of 

Crabtree Valley. I drew a rough map but didn’t state which �tles I thought it should cover. That would be 

something for expert mapping. I note that several other submissions to the dra� LPS requested Scenic 

Overlays or extensions thereto, also without seeking permission of landholders. 

The references to my vo�ng on the sec�on 35F report which council endorsed, are factually incorrect. At 

least 4 of the current councillors also made submissions to the dra� LPS, and we were all advised by our 

Director of Strategy, Planning and Governance, that there is no conflict of interest that would stop us from 

vo�ng on acceptance of the 35F report. 

The quote cited by Danielle Gray in her submission on behalf of Mr Elcock, sta�ng: “that there is case law 

where a councillor who has made a representa�on …..” was made by our Director of Strategy, Planning and 

Governance, in rela�on to a different planning ma�er. We were considering a mul�-unit subdivision and 

development in Huonville, on which I’d made a representa�on a�er being contacted by a concerned 

resident. Because of that advice, I recused myself from discussion and vo�ng on that DA. At council’s mee�ng 

on 26 July 23, we considered submissions from owners of proper�es on which I had made submissions. I 

recused myself from discussion and vo�ng on those submissions. 

Ms Gray states: “She [me] did not receive the wri�en consent of the property owner of land she seeks to have 

rezoned, in the case of my client Mr Elcock”. I did not request that 106 Mitchells Road be rezoned, since it was 

already appropriately zoned Landscape Conserva�on (LCZ) in the dra� LPS. 

Ms Gray goes on to state: “I have serious concerns about the impar�ality of Councillor Cambers-Smith. Her 

representa�ons are based on her own personal views and are not backed up by any expert evidence.” I was 

not a councillor at the �me of pu�ng in my submissions, plus other councillors also submi�ed 

representa�ons which can hardly be termed impar�al. Ms Gray’s comment about a lack of expert evidence, 

is en�rely irrelevant as no qualifica�ons are required for someone to put in a submission to this process. 

 

End. 
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