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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the dra� Tasmanian Planning Policies (TPP’S). Below 
are my comments and sugges�ons for changes that may improve the planning process. 

Regards, 

Simon Roberts 

Interpreta�on of terms. 
Environmental 
The TPP’s contain a very high number of references to environmental or the environment. The 
interpreta�on of these terms is of course dependant on their context and the underlying intent of 
the sec�on or phase. Examples of the use of these terms are: 

• environmental, social and economic interests (pp2) 
• environmental values (pp2) 
• environmental hazards (pp2) 
• environmental, social and economic characteris�cs (pp4) 
• environmental, social and economic forces (pp8) 
• environmentally responsible way (pp8) 
• social and environmental func�oning of setlements (pp10) 
• environmental amenity (pp13) 
• environmental weeds and disease (pp21) 
• environmental values of surface and groundwater (pp23) 
• environmental benefits (pp25) 
• environmental quality (pp26) 
• environmental and economic viability (pp32) 
• environmental impacts (pp38) 
• environmental, cultural heritage and land-use (pp40) 
• environmental and economic outcomes (pp45) 
• environmental resilience (pp56) 
• environmentally sound (pp58) 
• environmental degrada�on (pp62) 

Only one of these uses “environmental hazards” is defined in the glossary and although the 
“environmental values” form a dis�nct TPP the components that this term encompasses are not 
clearly defined other than as five broad categories (Biodiversity; Wetlands, waterways and estuaries; 
Geodiversity; Landscape values; and Coasts).  

There is a significant difference in the interpreta�on of the term “environmental” in rela�on to its 
use to describe the characteris�cs of the surrounding environment (the physical form and structure 
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of a place as perceived by a person or community) and the ecological or landscape func�on of a 
place, area, or landscape. Some examples of possible dual interpreta�on would be: 

1.5.3 (5 e) 

Encourage higher density housing in suitable locations that: 
e) do not significantly impact environmental values and are not constrained by topography 
and environmental hazards.; 

1.6.3 (4) 

Provide public places that are designed to connect with, and respond to, their natural and 
built environments, enhancing and integrating environmental values that contribute to a 
sense of place and cultural identity.;and 

1.6.3 (7a) 

Promote subdivision design that provides a functional lot layout that: 
a) is responsive to topography, site constraints and environmental values and hazards. 

Does the term “environmental values” in these clauses relate to the percep�on of the inhabitants 
and users of these areas (ie light, open space, visual or social amenity) or to ecological impacts? 

At a minimum the defini�on of “environmental values” should be included in the glossary and the 
use of the term “environmental’ with other condi�oning words or phrases should be reviewed to 
provide a more defined applica�on of the term. 

Setlement/ exis�ng setlement/ proposed, allocated or iden�fied for future 
setlement growth/ rural residen�al setlements 
The term “setlement” is par�cularly problema�c as it is defined in the glossary as: 

Settlement – means land developed, or designated for, the concentration of occupation by 
human activity in urban or rural areas and which may contain a mix of land use. While 
predominantly referring to land developed as cities, towns and villages, it also includes land 
that has been modified from its natural state to provide for a mix of land uses which are not 
reliant upon natural resources, such as rural residential, utility and industrial uses.  

The term can be interpreted in many different ways that fit within this descrip�on. In geography 
setlement is described as: 

a place where people live. A settlement may be as small as a single house in a remote area or 
as a large as a mega city  

The Cambridge dic�onary defines it as: 

 a new place where few people have lived before, or the place where people have come to 
live 

Sec�on 1.0.1 (Setlement Policy context) uses the term “setlements” in a way that presumes these 
places are dis�nctly definable areas. The TPP’s other than referring to ci�es, towns and villages 
(which are not defined) does not give any indica�on what size or density of permanent occupa�on is 
required to dis�nguish these areas from the general rural or diffuse residen�al use of land. Several of 
the sec�ons within the Setlement TPP refer to their applica�on to “exis�ng setlements” and land 
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that “is proposed, allocated or iden�fied for future setlement growth” but again there is no 
explana�on as to how to separate these areas from other forms of residen�al use.  

The applica�on sec�ons within the TPP refer to the exclusion or inclusion of “rural residen�al 
setlements” but again do not define this term. If the TPP refers to rural zonings that have a 
permited (rather than discre�onary) residen�al use this could mean any area containing Low 
Density Residen�al, Rural Living or Environmental Living zones. 

Some indica�on of the dis�nc�on between different setlement types may be found in sec�on 1.4 
�tled Setlement Types and in 1.4.3 (4) which pertains to all “exis�ng setlements” including “rural 
residen�al”. This clause refers to “rural towns and villages” a term that does not occur in the 
preceding sec�ons and so may infer that a town or village in a rural se�ng would be precluded from 
the applica�on of Sec�ons 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3. 

Given that the applica�on of the Setlement TPP sec�ons rely on the dis�nc�on between “exis�ng 
setlements” and land that “is proposed, allocated or iden�fied for future setlement growth” from 
other areas and in par�cular “rural residen�al setlements” these terms need clarifica�on. 

 

Environmental Values TPP 
2.0.1 Policy Context 
This sec�on gives a broad outline of the natural environment (including scenic and aesthe�c values) 
and some of the services it provides. Importantly it recognises the importance of the nature in 
providing goods and services that support our economy and wellbeing. Disappoin�ngly it only 
obliquely recognises the intrinsic value of the natural world per se and fails to iden�fy the important 
ecological services that nature provides both in terms of sustaining the biosphere and in ameliora�ng 
the deleterious impacts of human development on ecological func�on.  

There is a recogni�on that protec�on of environmental values also supports important sectors of the 
economy but fails to iden�fy the role of the planning schemes in ‘protec�ng and enhancing” these 
values as some of the State Policies require. Similarly, this sec�on downplays the role of planning in 
protec�ng environmental values by referring to other legisla�ve mechanisms rather than iden�fying 
mechanisms within the planning process that can avoid, reduce or ameliorate impacts on natural 
values and ecological processes. There is some recogni�on of “broad scale, cumula�ve effects” but 
these are not defined and remain enigma�c even when considering the TPP as a whole. 

The TPP divides environmental values into five categories (Biodiversty; Wetlands, Waterways and 
estuaries; Geodiversity; Landscape values; and Coasts) and there is o�en some ques�on about the 
rela�onships between these sec�ons.  

There should be an addi�onal sec�on added rela�ng to “Ecosystem services” and this should have 
strategies that recognise, protect or enhance these services and in par�cular: 

Ecosystem suppor�ng services 

• provision of habitat, nutrient cycling, soil forma�on and reten�on, water cycling; and 

Ecosystem regula�ng services 

• Invasive species resistance, pollina�on, climate regula�on, disease regula�on, natural hazard 
protec�on, water purifica�on, seed dispersal, pest regula�on and erosion regula�on. 
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2.1 Biodiversity 
The protec�on of biodiversity is a fundamental component of sustainable development. Protec�on 
of ‘high biodiversity values” is a principal considera�on in planning requiring avoidance, 
minimisa�on, or offse�ng of impacts. The planning scheme must as far as possible align with the 
current understanding of threatening processes and require use and development to be curtailed or 
modified in order to adequately protect these values. The TPP’s must consider the rela�ve impact of 
use and development against the poten�al loss or reduc�on in biodiversity par�cularly if a species or 
community is likely to become ex�nct. It should also consider the resilience and threats from other 
stressors on biodiversity such as diseases, natural disasters and climate change. 

There is also only one strategy that uses the word “enhance” (2.1.3 (8)) and that is only in rela�on to 
areas that will “maximise opportuni�es for carbon storage”. In the current UN Decade of Ecosystem 
Restora�on it is telling that none of strategies promotes the restora�on or improvement of 
biodiversity values as a quid pro quo for development. 

2.1.3 Strategies 
In general this sec�on is supported. However, it has several limits on many of the strategies by only 
“promo�ng” avoidance of impacts or “suppor�ng” development that minimises or avoids impacts.  

It is unclear what the intent of 2.1.3 (2) is by specifically referring to land clearing. Any use or 
development that is likely to impact high biodiversity values should only be allowed if there is clearly 
no alterna�ve, there is a significant social benefit, and any mi�ga�on or offset measures will lead to a 
net gain in impacted species or communi�es.  

Remove 2.1.3(2) and replace it with: 

2. Avoid designating land for purposes that may lead to substantial land disturbance in areas 
identified as having high biodiversity values. 

In 2.1.3 (5) replace “Promote” with “Ensure” and “minimised, or offset” with “minimised, and offset 
with measures that will provide a net gain in the resilience and viability of the impacted biodiversity 
values.” 

Replace 2.1.3 (8) with: 

8. Protect and enhance areas that provide significant carbon storage, biodiversity or 
ecological services with consideration of appropriate buffer areas. 

In 2.1.3 (12) remove “in coastal zones.” There are many ecosystems that are adap�ng to new climate 
condi�ons (par�cularly increased temperature) by moving further south or upwards in eleva�on that 
are not restricted to the coastal zone. 

2.2 Waterways, Wetlands and Estuaries 
Most of the strategies in this sec�on are supported but a number could be strengthened or 
broadened to provide a more robust set of protec�ons of aqua�c diversity, riparian vegeta�on, 
hydrological and landscape func�on.  

2.2.3 Strategies 
In 2.2.3 (2) replace “and would” with “or would”. This would preclude the establishment of 
developments that have the poten�al to cause pollu�on but have a small footprint unless they can 
meet the other criteria. 
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In 2.2.3 (3) replace “Encourage” with “Ensure” 

In 2.2.3 (6) replace “Promote” with “Ensure”. 

Insert an addi�onal strategy that states: 

xx. Ensure the protection of the hydrological function of surface and groundwater by 
minimising or controlling changes to the natural rates of infiltration, surface flow (including 
overland flow paths), groundwater flows and evapotranspiration rates. 

 

2.3 Geodiversity 
2.3.2 Objec�ve 
Strongly support the principles in this sec�on but it needs more emphasis on the role of ecological 
communi�es in the natural forma�on of geological features, par�cularly soil forma�on and carbon 
storage. 

Broaden the objec�ve by including natural geomorphic processes and vegeta�on communi�es that 
lead to long term carbon storage. 

Modify the objec�ve to (changes shown as strikethrough remove, addi�ons shown in bold): 

To protect and conserve land containing high conservation value geodiversity and to promote 
including natural geological, geomorphological and soil processes that support broader, and 
more balanced, ecological functions. Support the pProtection of ecological communities that 
provide a significant role in long term storage of carbon geological features, such as peat or 
saltmarshes. , that provide opportunities for carbon storage. 

2.3.3 Strategies 
In 2.3.3 (1) replace “discourage” with “avoid” 

In 2.3.3 (3) add "and promote” a�er “Encourage” 

Modify 2.3.3 (5) to (changes shown as strikethrough remove, addi�ons shown in bold): 

Support Ensure the protection of geological features and ecological communities, such as 
peat or saltmarsh, that provide opportunities for a long-term carbon storage function. 

 

2.4 Landscape Values 
2.4.2 Objec�ve 
Broaden the objec�ve to reflect the features referred to in the strategies. 

The objec�ve should be broadened to include cultural, ecological, geological and aesthe�c” 
landscapes and a defini�on of “Landscape values” should be added to the glossary.  

Landscape values - areas of land that contain cultural, ecological, geological or aesthetic 
features that contribute to the the scenic value, character, liveability and identity of place. 

Modify 2.4.2 to (changes shown as strikethrough remove, addi�ons shown in bold): 

To protect and enhance significant cultural, ecological, geological and aesthetic landscapes 
that contribute to the scenic value, character, liveability and identity of a place.  
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2.4.3 Strategies 
Assuming a defini�on of “Landscape values” has been inserted replace the term “significant 
landscapes” with “significant landscape values” in 2.4.3 (2) & (3) and the term “significant landscape” 
with “significant landscape values” in 2.4.3 (3) & (4).  

In 2.4.3 (2) replace the term “scenic values” with “values” 

 

3.0 Environmental Hazards 
3.0.1 Policy Context 
Although referred to in passing in the opening paragraph the threat to the natural environment from 
environmental hazards is significant (i.e. enhanced risk of bushfire, flood, landslip). Landscape 
planning has a role in mi�ga�ng threat by restric�ng use and development that may add to the risk 
of these processes impac�ng the natural environment. The planning scheme also has a role in 
“rolling back” inappropriate use or development as land use changes, through the applica�on 
discre�onary permits (and associated condi�ons), and as planning schemes are revised and updated.  

It would be desirable to strengthen the wording in this sec�on to recognise the role of land use 
planning through appropriate planning control in reducing the risk of environmental hazards on 
impacts to the natural environment as well as people, infrastructure, and the economy. 

 3.1 Bushfire 
3.1.2 Objec�ve 
Whilst clearly the planning system should consider human safety as a priority and also seek to 
protect property and infrastructure, it also has a role in protec�ng significant environmental values 
that may be impacted by use and development that adds to the risk of bushfire or degrades these 
values through bushfire mi�ga�on (i.e. dwelling bushfire protec�on areas or hazard reduc�on 
burns). Providing a balance between desired use and development and ecological protec�on can be 
complex but is also an integral part of the planning system. Some recogni�on should be added to the 
objec�ve to clarify this role. 

3.1.3 Strategies 
As for the objec�ve above the strategies should recognise the protec�on of environmental values 
through appropriate planning processes. Poten�ally an addi�onal strategy should be inserted such 
as: 

XX Ensure the impacts of planning decisions requiring bushfire mitigation (including 
emergency backburns) will not result in an unacceptable risk to environmental values. 

And/or: 

XY Avoid designating land for purposes that potentially expose areas of high environmental 
value to significant risk arising from increased fire ignition or bushfire protection measures. 

 

3.2 Landslip 
This sec�on is restricted to landslip but should also include tunnel erosion as this is also a significant 
environmental hazard that has a high risk of adverse impacts on infrastructure and environmental 
values as well as contribu�ng to the risk of landslip. 
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3.2.2 Objec�ve 
As for bushfire the risk of landslip and tunnel erosion are likely to have significant impacts on 
environmental values, and in par�cular water quality. The objec�ve should be revised to include the 
protec�on of environmental values from this risk. 

Replace the “and” with a comma and insert “and environmental values” a�er “infrastructure”. 

3.2.3 Strategies 
As for the objec�ve above the inclusion of the protec�on of high environmental values should be 
considered in the strategies. 

Replace “a tolerable level of risk can be achieved or maintained” in 3.2.3 (2) and “level of tolerable 
risk from landslip” in 3.2.3 (3) with “the risk of harm to people, property and environmental values 
associated with landslip is tolerable or can be maintained” 

In 3.2.3 (4) replace “people and property” with “people, property and environmental values” 

In 3.2.3 (5) replace “human life and property” with “people, property and environmental values” 

 

3.3 Flooding 
Strongly support the principles in this sec�on and in par�cular strategies 3.3.3 (7a) & (8). 

 

3.5 Contaminated Air and Land 
Expand this heading to include water. 

3.5.2 Objec�ve 
Although historically associated with industrial or agricultural land use significant amounts of 
contamina�on of air, land and water is now recognised as poten�ally being associated with 
residen�al use. The mobile contaminants associated with urban residen�al use are thought to have 
as high or greater impact on receiving waters as a similar area of industrial use. 

There is now considerable evidence that very low levels of residen�al development in a catchment, 
leading to rela�vely small increased areas of impervious surfaces, can significantly degrade aqua�c 
diversity and ecological func�on. A fundamental component of this impact is the increased level of 
contaminants (nutrients and toxicants) and their efficient delivery to waterways through stormwater 
systems. 

The long term residen�al use of areas that are not serviced by centralised wastewater systems is also 
now an emerging and serious threat to both groundwater and surface waters. Many studies have 
iden�fied the threats of unsuitable or poorly maintained sep�c systems contribu�ng significant levels 
of nutrients to groundwater and adjacent waterways. Similarly a strong correla�on has been seen 
between sep�c density and faecal contamina�on in catchments.  

Whilst this sec�on as it stands could conceivably cover the issues of broadscale or even site impacts 
of residen�al use on land and water but it would be beter understood if it iden�fied these more 
distributed sources of contamina�on as a poten�ally threatening process. 
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3.5.3 Strategies 
The three proposed strategies are broadly appropriate to use and development that is likely to be 
highly contamina�ng (i.e. industrial or waste treatment sites) but is mute on more distributed 
sources of contamina�on. A strategy poin�ng for the need to treat these more diffuse impacts at 
source (ie WSUD, regular maintenance or upgrades of on-site wastewater systems) would be 
desirable. Similarly, the restric�on of residen�al development to areas where appropriate 
stormwater and wastewater treatment technology can be applied would be an important strategic 
considera�on. 
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