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The DAPs represent an alternate planning approval pathway allowing
property developers to bypass local councils and communities. This fast-
track process will remove elected councillors from having a say on the most
controversial and destructive developments affecting local communities.
Handpicked state appointed planning panels, conducted by the Tasmanian
Planning Commission, will decide on development applications not our elected
local councillors. Local concerns will be ignored in favour of developers who may
not be from Tasmania.
 
The Tasmanian Planning Commission is not independent – DAPs are hand-
picked, without detailed selection criteria and objective processes. DAPs are
inconsistent with the principles of open justice as they do not hold hearings that
are open to any member of the public and lack capacity to manage conflicts of
interest (as per the 2020 Independent Review). DAPs do not have to provide
written reasons for their decision (making it difficult to seek judicial review).
Community input will be less effective because it will be delayed until after the
DAP has consulted (behind closed doors) with the developer and any relevant
government agencies and adopted its draft decision.
 
Research demonstrates DAPs are pro-development and pro-
government, they rarely deeply engage with local communities, and they spend
most of their time on smaller applications and take longer than local councils to
make decisions. 
 
DAPs will make it easier to approve large scale contentious
developments like the kunanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in Hobart,
Cambria Green and high-density subdivision like Skylands at Droughty Point and
the proposed UTAS Sandy Bay campus re-development.
 
Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on all
the issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height, bulk,
scale or appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and adjoining
properties including privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell, light and so
much more. The Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT) review of
government decisions is an essential part of the rule of law and a democratic
system of government based on ‘checks and balances’.
 
Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for
mediation on development applications in the planning tribunal.
 
Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a
point of law or process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively



expensive.
 
Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase
corruption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and
undermine democracy. The NSW Independent Commission Against Corruption
recommended the expansion of merit-based planning appeals as a deterrent to
corruption. Mainland experience demonstrates planning panels favour developers
and undermine democratic accountability. Local planning panels, which are often
dominated by members of the development sector, were created in NSW to
stamp out corruption, but councillors from across the political spectrum say they
favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Mainland
research demonstrates removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential
to reduce good planning outcomes – including both environmental and social.
 
Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the
politicisation of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of
corrupt decisions. The Planning Minister will decide if a development application
meets the DAP criteria. The Minister will be able to force the initiation of planning
scheme changes, but perversely, only when a local council has rejected such an
application, threatening transparency and strategic planning.
 
Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can declare
a development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived conflict of
interest’, ‘a real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a development that
may be considered significant’. The Planning Minister has political bias and can
use this subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any development in favour of
developers. 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that are not
guided by any clear criteria:

- Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
- A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or affordable
housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to be for social or
affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200 that is affordable. 

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the
approximately 12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and Tasmania’s
planning system is the fastest in Australia. In some years as many as 80% of
appeals are resolved via mediation. The Government wants to falsely blame the
planning system for stopping housing developments to cover its lack of
performance in addressing the affordable housing shortage.
 



Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why would we
further increase an already complex planning system which is already making
decisions quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the Parliament in
November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws remain. The changes
made do not have any significant practical impact.
 
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are retained (as
listed above). There is no impact from this change because virtually any
development can fit the remaining criteria.
 
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway through
a council assessment is not significant because a proponent can remove their
development from council assessment before requesting the minister have it
assessed by a DAP.
   
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in
metro areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed will
restrict the number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are still
eligible under the other broad and undefined criteria.
 
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to assist
with applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the
Commission is not required to make the guidelines and the Minister only needs to
‘consider’ them.
 
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation, but the
Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and no clear
process or rights have been established for objectors, unlike the Tasmanian Civil
and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment does not allow the DAP
approval to be decided by mediation just minor disputes in the process.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

We call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public
participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they are critical for
a healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than bypassing it, with
opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead invest in expertise to
improve the local government system and existing planning processes by
providing more resources to councils and enhancing community participation and
planning outcomes. This will also help protect local jobs and keeping the cost of
development applications down. 



We also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to
political parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of the
Right to Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption watchdog. 

Yours sincerely,
Kay and Chris Harman







Submission Re Development Assessment Panels proposal for Tasmania 
15th April 2025 

This proposal is not advantageous to the environmental sustainability of Tasmania 
and its indigenous plants and animals. It will allow vested interests, those unaware of 
the value of biodiversity and ecosystems, to continue the rampant destruction of 
Tasmania’s natural assets. Those who stand to gain from hasty and thoughtless 
development do not have or want the mindset to preserve corridors and remnant 
vegetation so vital to preserving native species. Nature must be given a value in the 
economy. It provides free services to human society – clean air, clean water, carbon 
sinks, pollution absorption, new soil, climate change mitigation and essential 
vegetation among thousands of benefits. Decisions must be made with care and with 
the big picture and the wider implications of development considered. All 
stakeholders – the whole community - have a right to have their say in a democracy. 

I do not support the proposal on the basis of the poor consultation, weak business 
argument and divisive nature of the proposed bill. 

I quote Mayor Tucker: “This new process does little to support proponents, all it does 
is add further layers to an already complex planning system and require the 
duplication of administrative and technical functions to a planning workforce in local 
and State Government already under significant pressure,” . 

Further, the legislation will not deliver the claimed efficiencies and will take the voice 
of local communities to an all-time low in determining the future importance of careful 
development which fosters Tasmania as a liveable and beautiful state into the future. 

Yours sincerely, 
Annabel Richards BA Dip Ed (Geography) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 





Research demonstrates DAPs are pro-development and pro-
government, they rarely deeply engage with local communities, and they
spend most of their time on smaller applications and take longer than local
councils to make decisions.

DAPs will make it easier to approve large scale contentious
developments like the kunanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in
Hobart, Cambria Green and high-density subdivision like Skylands at Droughty
Point and the proposed UTAS Sandy Bay campus re-development.

Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on all
the issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height,
bulk, scale or appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and adjoining
properties including privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell, light and so
much more. The Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT)
review of government decisions is an essential part of the rule of law and a
democratic system of government based on ‘checks and balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for
mediation on development applications in the planning tribunal.

Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a
point of law or process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively
expensive.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase
corruption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and
undermine democracy. The NSW Independent Commission Against
Corruption recommended the expansion of merit-based planning appeals as a
deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience demonstrates planning panels
favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Local planning
panels, which are often dominated by members of the development sector,
were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors from across the
political spectrum say they favour developers and undermine democratic
accountability. Mainland research demonstrates removing merits-based
planning appeals has the potential to reduce good planning outcomes –
including both environmental and social.

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the
politicisation of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of
corrupt decisions. The Planning Minister will decide if a development
application meets the DAP criteria. The Minister will be able to force the
initiation of planning scheme changes, but perversely, only when a local
council has rejected such an application, threatening transparency and
strategic planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can
declare a development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived
conflict of interest’, ‘a real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a
development that may be considered significant’. The Planning Minister has



political bias and can use this subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any
development in favour of developers. 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that are
not guided by any clear criteria:

– Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
– A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or
affordable housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to
be for social or affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200
that is affordable. 

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the
approximately 12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and Tasmania’s
planning system is the fastest in Australia. In some years as many as 80% of
appeals are resolved via mediation. The Government wants to falsely blame
the planning system for stopping housing developments to cover its lack of
performance in addressing the affordable housing shortage.
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why would
we further increase an already complex planning system which is already
making decisions quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the Parliament
in November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws remain. The
changes made do not have any significant practical impact.
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are retained
(as listed above). There is no impact from this change because virtually any
development can fit the remaining criteria.
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway
through a council assessment is not significant because a proponent can
remove their development from council assessment before requesting the
minister have it assessed by a DAP.
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in
metro areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed
will restrict the number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are
still eligible under the other broad and undefined criteria.
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to assist
with applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the
Commission is not required to make the guidelines and the Minister only
needs to ‘consider’ them.
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation, but
the Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and no
clear process or rights have been established for objectors, unlike the
Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment does
not allow the DAP approval to be decided by mediation just minor disputes in
the process.



Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public
participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they are
critical for a healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than
bypassing it, with opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead invest
in expertise to improve the local government system and existing planning
processes by providing more resources to councils and enhancing
community participation and planning outcomes. This will also help protect
local jobs and keeping the cost of development applications down.

I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to
political parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of
the Right to Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption
watchdog. 

Yours sincerely,

S. Lafferty



 

File No: << File Number>> 
MO 

Your Ref:  DAPBILL_2025_V1 

16 April 2025 

State Planning Office 
Department of State Growth 
GPO Box 536 
HOBART TAS 7001 
 
CC: haveyoursay@stateplanning.tas.gov.au  

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Submission - Revised Draft Land Use Planning and Approvals (Development 
Assessment Panels) Bill 2025 

The City of Launceston again welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on the 
revised draft Land Use Planning and Approvals (Development Assessment Panels) Bill 
2025. We acknowledge that the draft 2024 bill previously commented on in its various 
iterations was tabled in Parliament in November 2024 but was not passed by the 
Legislative Council.  Since, the State Planning Office have prepared a revised 2025 
version of the DAP bill with some modifications and clarifications from previous iterations. 
 
It is acknowledged and appreciated that the concerns raised in Council's previous written 
feedback on the Position Paper and draft DAP Bill 2024 have been somewhat 
incorporated in the revised 2025 version, however non-support for the proposed DAP 
framework remains. Below are comments that reinforce our existing concerns raised by 
Council, as well as some additional concerns identified with changes that have been 
made following the preparation of the revised draft DAP Bill.  
 
Role of Council as a planning authority 
As consistently noted in all previous feedback and to emphasise again, City of 
Launceston's elected councillors are fully aware of their responsibilities as a planning 
authority and have performed effectively in this role for many years.  
It is acknowledged that there may be some situations where the democratic pretension 
or the local preference of a Council may take precedence over their role as a planning 
authority, however existing appeal pathways are available, in the form of TasCAT or the 
Tasmanian Planning Commission, to review and amend certain planning decisions if 
determined necessary. 
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Applicable development applications criteria 
It is acknowledged that the eligibility criterion for a discretionary permit application to be 
determined by an Assessment Panel has been slightly amended in the revised DAP Bill, 
with increased financial thresholds identified as the main change.  
It is also further acknowledged and appreciated that the opportunity for an applicant to 
directly request the Minister to direct the Commission assess a 'controversial' application 
through DAP has been removed in the revised DAP Bill. 
However, concerns remain with the opportunity for an applicant to request the Minister in 
relation to an application of local or state 'significance'. As previously noted, this is 
subjective term that are not clearly defined in the draft DAP Bill, leaving the potential for 
conflicted interpretations between an applicant, local council or State government. 
Further concerns are raised with the opportunity for an applicant to request the Minister 
if they do not believe the relevant planning authority has the 'technical expertise' to assess 
the application. This again leaves another provision open to interpretation from all 
stakeholders, further complicating the assessment. 
It is recommended that clear guidelines are provided up front as part of the revised DAP 
Bill for Councils to consider and allow for constructed feedback on how 'significance' and 
'technical expertise' can be appropriately defined. 
 
Appeal rights 
It is acknowledged that further clarification has been provided as part of the revised DAP 
Bill 2025 that the DAP can "use alternative dispute resolution techniques when making a 
determination and trying to resolve issues between parties". These alternatives resolution 
techniques have been outlined as explicit provisions within the revised DAP Bill to give 
greater certainty to aggrieved parties.  
Although it is appreciated that this is implicit in the Commission's proceedings and would 
be carried over into the DAP framework, we are of the view that determinations made by 
DAP should be subject to a TasCAT (or a higher independent body) appeal rights 
regardless of intended outcomes, allowing a recourse for errors or oversights made 
through the process. 
 
Referral process and timeframes for DAP 
It is acknowledged and appreciated that the revised DAP Bill has removed the opportunity 
for an application to be referred to a DAP partway through the assessment process. As 
noted in our previous feedback, this amendment would assist with resources being 
effectively used and to provide transparency to all stakeholders. 
However, concern remains with the assessment times retained within this revised version 
of the DAP Bill as they are still too long and are counter-intuitive to 'speeding up' 
development approvals. 
 
Ministerial direction to initiate a planning scheme amendment 
As previously noted, it is acknowledged that Section 40C of the Land Use and Planning 
Act 1993 (the Act) currently permits the Minister to direct a planning authority to initiate a 
draft planning scheme amendment relating to specific criteria. 







DAPs will make it easier to approve large scale contentious developments like the
kunanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in Hobart, Cambria Green and high-
density subdivision like Skylands at Droughty Point and the proposed UTAS Sandy
Bay campus re-development.

Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on all the
issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height, bulk, scale or
appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and adjoining properties including
privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell, light and so much more. The
Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT) review of government
decisions is an essential part of the rule of law and a democratic system of
government based on ‘checks and balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for mediation
on development applications in the planning tribunal.

Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a point of
law or process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively expensive.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase corruption,
reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and undermine democracy.
The NSW Independent Commission Against Corruption recommended the expansion
of merit-based planning appeals as a deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience
demonstrates planning panels favour developers and undermine democratic
accountability. Local planning panels, which are often dominated by members of the
development sector, were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors
from across the political spectrum say they favour developers and undermine
democratic accountability. Mainland research demonstrates removing merits-based
planning appeals has the potential to reduce good planning outcomes – including
both environmental and social.

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the politicisation
of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of corrupt decisions. The
Planning Minister will decide if a development application meets the DAP criteria.
The Minister will be able to force the initiation of planning scheme changes, but
perversely, only when a local council has rejected such an application, threatening
transparency and strategic planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can declare a
development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived conflict of interest’, ‘a
real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a development that may be
considered significant’. The Planning Minister has political bias and can use this



subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any development in favour of
developers. 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that are not
guided by any clear criteria:

– Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
– A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or affordable
housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to be for social or
affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200 that is affordable. 

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the approximately
12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and Tasmania’s planning system is
the fastest in Australia. In some years as many as 80% of appeals are resolved via
mediation. The Government wants to falsely blame the planning system for stopping
housing developments to cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable
housing shortage.
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why would we
further increase an already complex planning system which is already making
decisions quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the Parliament in
November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws remain. The changes made
do not have any significant practical impact.
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are retained (as
listed above). There is no impact from this change because virtually any
development can fit the remaining criteria.
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway through a
council assessment is not significant because a proponent can remove their
development from council assessment before requesting the minister have it
assessed by a DAP.
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in metro
areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed will restrict the
number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are still eligible under the
other broad and undefined criteria.
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to assist with
applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the Commission is not
required to make the guidelines and the Minister only needs to ‘consider’ them.
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation, but the
Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and no clear process
or rights have been established for objectors, unlike the Tasmanian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment does not allow the DAP approval



to be decided by mediation just minor disputes in the process.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public
participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they are critical for a
healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than bypassing it, with
opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead invest in expertise to improve
the local government system and existing planning processes by providing more
resources to councils and enhancing community participation and planning
outcomes. This will also help protect local jobs and keeping the cost of development
applications down.

I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to political
parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of the Right to
Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption watchdog. 

Yours sincerely,

Vija Hughes







DAPs will make it easier to approve large scale contentious
developments like the kunanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in
Hobart, Cambria Green and high-density subdivision like Skylands at
Droughty Point and the proposed UTAS Sandy Bay campus re-development.

Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on
all the issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height,
bulk, scale or appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and
adjoining properties including privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell,
light and so much more. The Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(TASCAT) review of government decisions is an essential part of the rule of
law and a democratic system of government based on ‘checks and
balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for
mediation on development applications in the planning tribunal.

Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a
point of law or process which have a narrow focus and are
prohibitively expensive.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase
corruption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and
undermine democracy. The NSW Independent Commission Against
Corruption recommended the expansion of merit-based planning appeals as
a deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience demonstrates planning
panels favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Local
planning panels, which are often dominated by members of the development
sector, were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors from
across the political spectrum say they favour developers and undermine
democratic accountability. Mainland research demonstrates removing
merits-based planning appeals has the potential to reduce good planning
outcomes – including both environmental and social.

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the
politicisation of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of
corrupt decisions. The Planning Minister will decide if a development
application meets the DAP criteria. The Minister will be able to force the
initiation of planning scheme changes, but perversely, only when a local
council has rejected such an application, threatening transparency and
strategic planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can
declare a development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived
conflict of interest’, ‘a real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a
development that may be considered significant’. The Planning Minister has
political bias and can use this subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any
development in favour of developers. 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that



are not guided by any clear criteria:

– Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
– A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or
affordable housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to
be for social or affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200
that is affordable. 

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the
approximately 12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and
Tasmania’s planning system is the fastest in Australia. In some years as
many as 80% of appeals are resolved via mediation. The Government wants
to falsely blame the planning system for stopping housing developments to
cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable housing shortage.
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why
would we further increase an already complex planning system which is
already making decisions quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the
Parliament in November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws
remain. The changes made do not have any significant practical impact.
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are
retained (as listed above). There is no impact from this change because
virtually any development can fit the remaining criteria.
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway
through a council assessment is not significant because a proponent can
remove their development from council assessment before requesting the
minister have it assessed by a DAP.
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in
metro areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed
will restrict the number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are
still eligible under the other broad and undefined criteria.
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to
assist with applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the
Commission is not required to make the guidelines and the Minister only
needs to ‘consider’ them.
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation,
but the Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and
no clear process or rights have been established for objectors, unlike the
Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment
does not allow the DAP approval to be decided by mediation just minor
disputes in the process.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and
public participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they



are critical for a healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than
bypassing it, with opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead
invest in expertise to improve the local government system and existing
planning processes by providing more resources to councils and enhancing
community participation and planning outcomes. This will also help protect
local jobs and keeping the cost of development applications down.

I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to
political parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of
the Right to Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption
watchdog. 

Yours sincerely,

Mark Cloutier
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17 April 2025 
 
Department of Premier and Cabinet 
GPO Box 123 
Hobart TAS 7001 
Via email: yoursay.planning@dpac.tas.gov.au 
 
 
To Whom it May Concern 
 

Re: Draft Development Assessment Panel – Draft Bill 2025 
 
The East Coast Alliance Inc. appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Land Use 
Planning and Approvals (LUPAA) (Development Assessment Panels) Bill 2025, out for 
public comment until COB 24 April 2025. 

 
The East Coast Alliance Inc. (ECA) is a community organisation that supports sustainable 
planning and development initiatives that protect and enhance the irreplaceable social, 
cultural, environmental and economic characteristics of the East Coast and communities 
across Tasmania.  

The ECA strongly opposes the Tasmanian government’s proposed introduction of 
Development Assessment Panels (DAPs). The ECA is deeply concerned about the 
impact this alternate development assessment and approval process would have on large-
scale developments such as Cambria Green through removing merit-based planning appeal 
rights and the community’s right to have a say, and through the bypassing of local 
government as the Planning Authority.  
 
LUPAA (DAP) Bill 2025 Version 2 
 
The ECA notes, while there have been some amendments, the LUPAA (DAP) Bill 2025 
Version 2 is not materially different to the previous LUPAA (DAP) Bill 2024 Version 1.  

We also note the government allowed only seven days from the close of consultation on 
the LUPAA (DAP) Bill 2024 Version 1 to the time it was tabled in parliament. This 
demonstrates a lack of respect for the significant number of councils and individuals who 
made the effort to send in submissions. We question whether the government had any 
intention at all to consider, let alone respond, to the feedback provided. 

Removal of merit-based planning appeal rights 

This second iteration of the Bill maintains the undemocratic removal of the opportunity for 
the community to appeal a final DAP decision to the Tasmanian Civil and Administrative 
Tribunal (TASCAT). Elected councillors will not have a say over the approval of a development. 
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The Tasmanian people have the right to care deeply about their home. The community 
should be encouraged to be involved in decisions that impact where they live, work and play 
and that affect their amenity and wellbeing. This includes the ability to appeal DAP decisions 
on planning merit grounds.  

Ministerial power 
 
Particularly relevant and concerning to the ECA is the broad, overreaching power the 
proposed DAP process delivers to the Minister for Planning, and the (mis)use of that power 
to support a broad range of development proposals. There are no strict guidelines or 
comprehensive decision-making criteria to guide or limit the Minister’s powers. The 
Minister’s decision to take control is subjective, personal and cannot be challenged – there is 
no obligation to obtain independent, expert technical or other advice. 
 
This includes future iterations of the Cambria Green proposed East Coast development. 
Should the Planning Authority refuse a planning scheme amendment, the Minister has the 
power to instruct that Planning Authority to initiate a planning scheme amendment. This was 
challenged in Version 1 of the Bill, but the power has been retained unchanged in Version 2. 

The alleged problem with Local Council Planning Authorities lacks proof 

The ECA disputes the government’s assertion the Local Government sector is inefficient 
with regard to planning approvals and assessments, and constrains development. The 
evidence shows: 

- Tasmanian planning approvals are the fastest in the nation. 
- Only 1% of development applications in Tasmania go to appeal. 
- Over the past six years, the Tasmanian Planning Commission (TPC) refused an 

average of 10% of planning scheme amendments that had been approved by the 
relevant council ie councils are more likely to approve a development than the TPC.  

- In 2022-23 there were 21 full appeals and TASCAT agreed with the council’s original 
decision 71% of the time.  

As per Version 1 of the DAP Bill, the 11 April 2025 media release from LGAT states all 
Tasmanian councils have rejected the Development Assessment Panel Bill (now Version 2).  

 
The media release emphasised the fact – as above – that the existing development 
assessment process is the ‘fastest in the country’. The release stated: ‘This new process 
does little to support proponents, all it does is add further layers to an already complex 
planning system and require the duplication of administrative and technical functions to a 
planning workforce in local and State Government already under significant pressure.’ 
 
The ECA notes this means DAPs impose a financial burden on local councils. While DAPs 
bypass the Planning Authority, councils are still required to be part of the process and 
undertake significant administrative tasks with no recourse to cost recovery as per current 
planning applications. 
 
Challenging the government line that DAPs ‘take the politics out of planning’ 
 
Local politics are a key, longstanding component of our democratic processes. They provide 
local communities with opportunities to become involved in issues that matter to them and to 
have the democratic right to question and challenge local planning decisions. Most 
importantly there are currently effective avenues for appeal. DAPs will remove those 
critically important merits-based planning appeal processes. 
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Subject: Urgent Concerns Regarding the Revised 2025 Development
Assessment Panels (DAPs) Legislation

To the Honourable Members of the Tasmanian Parliament,

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the revised 2025
Development Assessment Panels (DAPs) legislation, which I understand
is currently under consideration. While I appreciate the efforts to
address concerns raised regarding the previous iteration, it is my
firm belief that the proposed changes are insufficient and the
legislation retains fundamental flaws that will undermine our local
democratic processes and potentially lead to poor planning outcomes
for Tasmania.

The creation of Development Assessment Panels (DAPs) represents a
significant departure from established planning principles and poses a
direct threat to the ability of local communities to shape their own
futures. My key concerns are outlined below:

* Erosion of Local Democracy and Community Input:
The proposed DAPs establish an alternative approval pathway that
allows property developers to bypass the scrutiny and input of our
elected local councils and the communities they represent. This
"fast-track" system effectively removes the voice of local residents
from decisions concerning significant and often contentious
developments. Instead, handpicked, state-appointed panels, operating
under the Tasmanian Planning Commission, will hold the authority to
approve developments, potentially disregarding local knowledge and
concerns in favour of developers who may have limited connection to
our state.

* Lack of Independence and Transparency:
The independence of the Tasmanian Planning Commission in appointing
DAP members is questionable. The selection process lacks detailed



criteria and objective processes, raising concerns about potential
bias. Furthermore, the operation of DAPs is inconsistent with the
principles of open justice. They do not conduct public hearings,
limiting community access and scrutiny. The lack of a requirement for
DAPs to provide written reasons for their decisions further hinders
transparency and makes it difficult to seek judicial review. The
proposed consultation process, occurring behind closed doors with
developers and government agencies before community input is sought,
diminishes the effectiveness of public participation.

* Evidence of Pro-Development Bias and Inefficiency:
Research from other jurisdictions suggests that DAPs tend to be
pro-development and pro-government. Their engagement with local
communities is often superficial, and evidence indicates they can take
longer than local councils to process applications, contradicting the
stated aim of efficiency. The implementation of DAPs in Tasmania risks
facilitating the approval of large-scale, controversial projects,
potentially against the wishes of local communities.

* Removal of Merit-Based Planning Appeal Rights:
A particularly concerning aspect of this legislation is the removal of
merit-based planning appeal rights through the Tasmanian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT) on crucial issues such as
biodiversity impacts, building design (height, bulk, scale,
appearance), streetscape impacts, effects on neighbouring properties
(privacy, overlooking), traffic, noise, smell, and light. The TASCAT
review process is a vital component of the rule of law and provides
essential checks and balances within our democratic system. Removing
this avenue for appeal eliminates the opportunity for mediation and
limits challenges to the Supreme Court based solely on points of law
or process, which are often narrow and prohibitively expensive for
individuals and community groups. This significantly disadvantages the
community and potentially increases the risk of corruption and poor
planning outcomes, as highlighted by the NSW Independent Commission
Against Corruption.

* Increased Ministerial Power and Potential for Politicisation:
The proposed legislation grants the Planning Minister significant and
unchecked power over the planning system. The Minister will determine
if a development application meets the broad and undefined DAP
criteria and can even force the initiation of planning scheme changes
when a local council has rejected an application. This politicisation
of critical planning decisions, such as rezoning, creates a heightened
risk of biased and potentially corrupt decisions. The vague
eligibility criteria for DAP assessment, including (i) perceived
conflict of interest, or (ii) if the application may be considered
significant, provide the Minister with extraordinary and arbitrary
power to intervene in virtually any development.

* Lack of Justification and Increased Complexity:
The claim that DAPs are necessary to address inefficiencies in the
planning system is not supported by evidence. Tasmania's planning
system is already one of the fastest in Australia, with a very low
percentage of council decisions going to appeal, many of which are
successfully resolved through mediation. Introducing DAPs will only
add unnecessary complexity to an already intricate system.

* Insufficient Changes in the 2025 Legislation:
While some minor amendments have been made to the previous
legislation, these changes do not address the fundamental flaws. The
retention of broad and undefined eligibility criteria, despite the



removal of "controversial" projects, still grants the Minister
excessive power. The increased dollar value thresholds will not
significantly limit DAP applications, as projects below these values
can still be eligible under other subjective criteria. The
introduction of mediation within the DAP process lacks clear
guidelines and does not provide the same level of protection and
rights as the established TASCAT system.

In conclusion, the revised 2025 DAPs legislation fails to adequately
address the serious concerns raised regarding the previous version. It
continues to undermine local democracy, reduce transparency and
accountability, and risks leading to poorer planning outcomes for
Tasmania.

I urge you to prioritise a healthy democracy by ensuring transparency,
independence, accountability, and genuine public participation within
our planning system. I call on you to reject this flawed legislation,
retain decision-making at the local level with robust appeal
mechanisms, and instead invest in strengthening our existing local
government planning system through increased resources, enhanced
community engagement, and improved planning expertise. Furthermore, I
believe it is crucial to strengthen our democratic processes by
prohibiting property developer donations to political parties,
enhancing transparency in Right to Information processes, and
establishing a strong and independent anti-corruption watchdog.

Yours sincerely,
Dr Petra Heil







kunanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in Hobart, Cambria Green and high-
density subdivision like Skylands at Droughty Point and the proposed UTAS Sandy
Bay campus re-development.

Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on all the
issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height, bulk, scale or
appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and adjoining properties including
privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell, light and so much more. The
Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT) review of government
decisions is an essential part of the rule of law and a democratic system of
government based on ‘checks and balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for mediation
on development applications in the planning tribunal.

Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a point of
law or process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively expensive.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase corruption,
reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and undermine democracy.
The NSW Independent Commission Against Corruption recommended the expansion
of merit-based planning appeals as a deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience
demonstrates planning panels favour developers and undermine democratic
accountability. Local planning panels, which are often dominated by members of the
development sector, were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors
from across the political spectrum say they favour developers and undermine
democratic accountability. Mainland research demonstrates removing merits-based
planning appeals has the potential to reduce good planning outcomes – including
both environmental and social.

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the politicisation
of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of corrupt decisions. The
Planning Minister will decide if a development application meets the DAP criteria.
The Minister will be able to force the initiation of planning scheme changes, but
perversely, only when a local council has rejected such an application, threatening
transparency and strategic planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can declare a
development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived conflict of interest’, ‘a
real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a development that may be
considered significant’. The Planning Minister has political bias and can use this
subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any development in favour of
developers. 



I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public
participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they are critical for a
healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than bypassing it, with
opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead invest in expertise to improve
the local government system and existing planning processes by providing more
resources to councils and enhancing community participation and planning
outcomes. This will also help protect local jobs and keeping the cost of development
applications down.

I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to political
parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of the Right to
Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption watchdog. 

Yours sincerely,

Veronica Andrews





decisions is an essential part of the rule of law and a democratic system of
government based on ‘checks and balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for mediation on
development applications in the planning tribunal.

Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a point of law
or process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively expensive.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase corruption,
reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and undermine democracy. The
NSW Independent Commission Against Corruption recommended the expansion of
merit-based planning appeals as a deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience
demonstrates planning panels favour developers and undermine democratic
accountability. Local planning panels, which are often dominated by members of the
development sector, were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors
from across the political spectrum say they favour developers and undermine
democratic accountability. Mainland research demonstrates removing merits-based
planning appeals has the potential to reduce good planning outcomes – including
both environmental and social.

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the politicisation of
critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of corrupt decisions. The
Planning Minister will decide if a development application meets the DAP criteria.
The Minister will be able to force the initiation of planning scheme changes, but
perversely, only when a local council has rejected such an application, threatening
transparency and strategic planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can declare a
development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived conflict of interest’, ‘a
real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a development that may be
considered significant’. The Planning Minister has political bias and can use this
subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any development in favour of developers.

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that are not
guided by any clear criteria:

– Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
– A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or affordable
housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to be for social or
affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200 that is affordable.

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the approximately
12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and Tasmania’s planning system is
the fastest in Australia. In some years as many as 80% of appeals are resolved via
mediation. The Government wants to falsely blame the planning system for stopping
housing developments to cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable
housing shortage.
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why would we further
increase an already complex planning system which is already making decisions
quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed



The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the Parliament in
November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws remain. The changes made
do not have any significant practical impact.
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are retained (as
listed above). There is no impact from this change because virtually any
development can fit the remaining criteria.
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway through a
council assessment is not significant because a proponent can remove their
development from council assessment before requesting the minister have it assessed
by a DAP.
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in metro
areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed will restrict the
number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are still eligible under the
other broad and undefined criteria.
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to assist with
applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the Commission is
not required to make the guidelines and the Minister only needs to ‘consider’ them.
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation, but the
Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and no clear process
or rights have been established for objectors, unlike the Tasmanian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment does not allow the DAP
approval to be decided by mediation, just minor disputes in the process.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public
participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they are critical for a
healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than bypassing it, with
opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead invest in expertise to improve
the local government system and existing planning processes by providing more
resources to councils and enhancing community participation and planning
outcomes. This will also help protect local jobs and keep the cost of development
applications down.

I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to political
parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of the Right to
Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption watchdog.

Yours sincerely,
Sebastian Burgess





4. retain opportunities for appeal of planning decisions
5. provide more resources to councils and enhance their planning capacity and

community participation 
6. reduce opportunities for corruption of the planning process by prohibiting private

developers from making donations to political parties
7. create a strong anti-corruption watchdog

 
Yours sincerely,

Romy Greiner





Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on all the
issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height, bulk, scale or
appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and adjoining properties including
privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell, light and so much more. The Tasmanian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT) review of government decisions is an
essential part of the rule of law and a democratic system of government based on
‘checks and balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for mediation
on development applications in the planning tribunal.

Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a point of
law or process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively expensive.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase
corruption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and undermine
democracy. The NSW Independent Commission Against Corruption recommended the
expansion of merit-based planning appeals as a deterrent to corruption. Mainland
experience demonstrates planning panels favour developers and undermine democratic
accountability. Local planning panels, which are often dominated by members of the
development sector, were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors from
across the political spectrum say they favour developers and undermine democratic
accountability. Mainland research demonstrates removing merits-based planning
appeals has the potential to reduce good planning outcomes – including both
environmental and social.

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the politicisation
of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of corrupt decisions. The
Planning Minister will decide if a development application meets the DAP criteria. The
Minister will be able to force the initiation of planning scheme changes, but perversely,
only when a local council has rejected such an application, threatening transparency
and strategic planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can declare a
development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived conflict of interest’, ‘a real
or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a development that may be considered
significant’. The Planning Minister has political bias and can use this subjective criteria
to intervene on virtually any development in favour of developers. 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that are not guided
by any clear criteria:

– Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
– A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or affordable housing. There
is no requirement for a proportion of the development to be for social or affordable housing. For
example, it could be one house out of 200 that is affordable. 

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the approximately
12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and Tasmania’s planning system is the
fastest in Australia. In some years as many as 80% of appeals are resolved via
mediation. The Government wants to falsely blame the planning system for stopping
housing developments to cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable
housing shortage.
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why would we
further increase an already complex planning system which is already making decisions



quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the Parliament in
November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws remain. The changes made do
not have any significant practical impact.
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be ‘controversial’,
but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are retained (as listed above). There
is no impact from this change because virtually any development can fit the remaining
criteria.
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway through a
council assessment is not significant because a proponent can remove their
development from council assessment before requesting the minister have it assessed
by a DAP.
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in metro
areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed will restrict the
number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are still eligible under the
other broad and undefined criteria.
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to assist with
applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the Commission is not
required to make the guidelines and the Minister only needs to ‘consider’ them.
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation, but the
Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and no clear process or
rights have been established for objectors, unlike the Tasmanian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment does not allow the DAP approval to
be decided by mediation just minor disputes in the process.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public
participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they are critical for a
healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than bypassing it, with
opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead invest in expertise to improve the
local government system and existing planning processes by providing more resources
to councils and enhancing community participation and planning outcomes. This will
also help protect local jobs and keeping the cost of development applications down.

I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to political
parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of the Right to
Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption watchdog. 

Yours sincerely,

Natalie Hedington
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CM: Opposition to proposed DAP legislation 
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I oppose the creation of Development Assessment Panels and increasing ministerial power 

over the planning system. There has been no significant change to the 2025 revised OAP 

legislation from the 2024 version. The 2025 version retains all the flaws of the 2024 version 

which was refused by the parliament. 

The DAPs represent an alternate planning approval pathway allowing developers to bypass 

local councils and communities. This fast-track process will remove elected councillors from 

having a say on the most controversial developments affecting local communities. Handpicked 

state appointed planning panels, conducted by the Tasmanian Planning Commission, will 

decide on development applications not our elected local councillors. Local concerns are likely 

to be ignored in favour of developers. 

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister extraordinary power 

that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can declare a development to be assessed by a 

OAP based on a 'perceived conflict of interesf, 'a real or perceived bias', 'the application 

relates to a development that may be considered significanf. The Planning Minister has 

political bias and can use this subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any development in 

favour of developers. 

Should legislation be passed, developments would only be appealable to the Supreme Court 

based on a point of law or process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively 

expensive. This again would effectively exclude constituents/residents from the decision 

making process. 

Local councils and their constituents must retain the democratic right to have a say in what 

happens in their community. I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, 

accountability and public participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they 

are critical for a healthy democracy. 

Yours faithfully, 

PL Vertigan
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Dear Members of Parliament

We write to express our disappointment that Parliament intends to
introduce Development Assessment Panels. We strongly oppose these panels
as they are just another step in taking away the rights of every day
Tasmanians. Bypassing local councils and favouring developers can only
lead to more lack of clarity around governmental decisions, and
consequently the potential for corruption of the political process is
greatly increased, and once again, trust in the system will be decreased.

Yours sincerely

Margaret ad Neville Wilson
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Dear Members

I fully support the following statement from the Planning Matters Alliance
Tasmania.

My personal viewpoint is that this legislation is just a further step down the road
towards the secretive, police state style of government which is in favour with our
major political parties.  I used to believe that I lived in a democracy but that illusion
has been shattered in recent years.  Please do not support this draconian
legislation.

The 2025 revised DAPs legislation is not significantly changed from the 2024
version that was refused by the parliament and retains all the key flaws. I oppose
the creation of Development Assessment Panels (DAPs) and increasing
ministerial power over the planning system, for the following reasons:

The DAPs represent an alternate planning approval pathway allowing
property developers to bypass local councils and communities. This
fast-track process will remove elected councillors from having a say on
the most controversial and destructive developments affecting local
communities. Handpicked state appointed planning panels, conducted by
the Tasmanian Planning Commission, will decide on development
applications not our elected local councillors. Local concerns will be ignored
in favour of developers who may not be from Tasmania.

The Tasmanian Planning Commission is not independent – DAPs are
hand-picked, without detailed selection criteria and objective processes.



DAPs are inconsistent with the principles of open justice as they do not hold
hearings that are open to any member of the public and lack capacity to
manage conflicts of interest (as per the 2020 Independent Review). DAPs do
not have to provide written reasons for their decision (making it difficult to
seek judicial review). Community input will be less effective because it will be
delayed until after the DAP has consulted (behind closed doors) with the
developer and any relevant government agencies and adopted its draft
decision.

Research demonstrates DAPs are pro-development and pro-
government, they rarely deeply engage with local communities, and they
spend most of their time on smaller applications and take longer than local
councils to make decisions.

DAPs will make it easier to approve large scale contentious
developments like the kunanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in
Hobart, Cambria Green and high-density subdivision like Skylands at
Droughty Point and the proposed UTAS Sandy Bay campus re-development.

Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on
all the issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height,
bulk, scale or appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and
adjoining properties including privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell,
light and so much more. The Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(TASCAT) review of government decisions is an essential part of the rule of
law and a democratic system of government based on ‘checks and
balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for
mediation on development applications in the planning tribunal.

Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a
point of law or process which have a narrow focus and are
prohibitively expensive.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase
corruption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and
undermine democracy. The NSW Independent Commission Against
Corruption recommended the expansion of merit-based planning appeals as
a deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience demonstrates planning
panels favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Local
planning panels, which are often dominated by members of the development
sector, were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors from
across the political spectrum say they favour developers and undermine
democratic accountability. Mainland research demonstrates removing
merits-based planning appeals has the potential to reduce good planning
outcomes – including both environmental and social.

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the
politicisation of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of
corrupt decisions. The Planning Minister will decide if a development



application meets the DAP criteria. The Minister will be able to force the
initiation of planning scheme changes, but perversely, only when a local
council has rejected such an application, threatening transparency and
strategic planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can
declare a development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived
conflict of interest’, ‘a real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a
development that may be considered significant’. The Planning Minister has
political bias and can use this subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any
development in favour of developers. 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that
are not guided by any clear criteria:

– Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
– A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or
affordable housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to
be for social or affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200
that is affordable. 

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the
approximately 12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and
Tasmania’s planning system is the fastest in Australia. In some years as
many as 80% of appeals are resolved via mediation. The Government wants
to falsely blame the planning system for stopping housing developments to
cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable housing shortage.
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why
would we further increase an already complex planning system which is
already making decisions quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the
Parliament in November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws
remain. The changes made do not have any significant practical impact.
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are
retained (as listed above). There is no impact from this change because
virtually any development can fit the remaining criteria.
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway
through a council assessment is not significant because a proponent can
remove their development from council assessment before requesting the
minister have it assessed by a DAP.
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in
metro areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed
will restrict the number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are
still eligible under the other broad and undefined criteria.
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to



assist with applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the
Commission is not required to make the guidelines and the Minister only
needs to ‘consider’ them.
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation,
but the Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and
no clear process or rights have been established for objectors, unlike the
Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment
does not allow the DAP approval to be decided by mediation just minor
disputes in the process.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and
public participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they
are critical for a healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than
bypassing it, with opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead
invest in expertise to improve the local government system and existing
planning processes by providing more resources to councils and enhancing
community participation and planning outcomes. This will also help protect
local jobs and keeping the cost of development applications down.

I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to
political parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of
the Right to Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption
watchdog. 

Yours sincerely,

Chris King





developments like the kunanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in
Hobart, Cambria Green and high-density subdivision like Skylands at
Droughty Point and the proposed UTAS Sandy Bay campus re-development.

Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on
all the issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height,
bulk, scale or appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and
adjoining properties including privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell,
light and so much more. The Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(TASCAT) review of government decisions is an essential part of the rule of
law and a democratic system of government based on ‘checks and
balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for
mediation on development applications in the planning tribunal.

Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a
point of law or process which have a narrow focus and are
prohibitively expensive.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase
corruption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and
undermine democracy. The NSW Independent Commission Against
Corruption recommended the expansion of merit-based planning appeals as
a deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience demonstrates planning
panels favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Local
planning panels, which are often dominated by members of the development
sector, were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors from
across the political spectrum say they favour developers and undermine
democratic accountability. Mainland research demonstrates removing
merits-based planning appeals has the potential to reduce good planning
outcomes – including both environmental and social.

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the
politicisation of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of
corrupt decisions. The Planning Minister will decide if a development
application meets the DAP criteria. The Minister will be able to force the
initiation of planning scheme changes, but perversely, only when a local
council has rejected such an application, threatening transparency and
strategic planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can
declare a development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived
conflict of interest’, ‘a real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a
development that may be considered significant’. The Planning Minister has
political bias and can use this subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any
development in favour of developers. 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that
are not guided by any clear criteria:



– Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
– A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or
affordable housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to
be for social or affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200
that is affordable. 

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the
approximately 12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and
Tasmania’s planning system is the fastest in Australia. In some years as
many as 80% of appeals are resolved via mediation. The Government wants
to falsely blame the planning system for stopping housing developments to
cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable housing shortage.
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why
would we further increase an already complex planning system which is
already making decisions quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the
Parliament in November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws
remain. The changes made do not have any significant practical impact.
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are
retained (as listed above). There is no impact from this change because
virtually any development can fit the remaining criteria.
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway
through a council assessment is not significant because a proponent can
remove their development from council assessment before requesting the
minister have it assessed by a DAP.
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in
metro areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed
will restrict the number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are
still eligible under the other broad and undefined criteria.
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to
assist with applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the
Commission is not required to make the guidelines and the Minister only
needs to ‘consider’ them.
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation,
but the Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and
no clear process or rights have been established for objectors, unlike the
Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment
does not allow the DAP approval to be decided by mediation just minor
disputes in the process.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and
public participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they
are critical for a healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than
bypassing it, with opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead



invest in expertise to improve the local government system and existing
planning processes by providing more resources to councils and enhancing
community participation and planning outcomes. This will also help protect
local jobs and keeping the cost of development applications down.

I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to
political parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of
the Right to Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption
watchdog. 

Yours sincerely,

Susan Eade





version that was refused by the parliament and retains all the key flaws. We
oppose the creation of Development Assessment Panels (DAPs) and increasing
ministerial power over the planning system, for the following reasons:

The DAPs represent an alternate planning approval pathway allowing
property developers to bypass local councils and communities. This
fast-track process will remove elected councillors from having a say on
the most controversial and destructive developments affecting local
communities. Handpicked state appointed planning panels, conducted by
the Tasmanian Planning Commission, will decide on development
applications not our elected local councillors. Local concerns will be ignored
in favour of developers who may not be from Tasmania.

The Tasmanian Planning Commission is not independent – DAPs are
hand-picked, without detailed selection criteria and objective processes.
DAPs are inconsistent with the principles of open justice as they do not hold
hearings that are open to any member of the public and lack capacity to
manage conflicts of interest (as per the 2020 Independent Review). DAPs do
not have to provide written reasons for their decision (making it difficult to
seek judicial review). Community input will be less effective because it will be
delayed until after the DAP has consulted (behind closed doors) with the
developer and any relevant government agencies and adopted its draft
decision.

Research demonstrates DAPs are pro-development and pro-
government, they rarely deeply engage with local communities, and they
spend most of their time on smaller applications and take longer than local
councils to make decisions.

DAPs will make it easier to approve large scale contentious
developments like the kunanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in
Hobart, Cambria Green and high-density subdivision like Skylands at
Droughty Point and the proposed UTAS Sandy Bay campus re-development.

Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on
all the issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height,
bulk, scale or appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and
adjoining properties including privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell,
light and so much more. The Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(TASCAT) review of government decisions is an essential part of the rule of
law and a democratic system of government based on ‘checks and
balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for
mediation on development applications in the planning tribunal.

Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a
point of law or process which have a narrow focus and are
prohibitively expensive.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase



corruption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and
undermine democracy. The NSW Independent Commission Against
Corruption recommended the expansion of merit-based planning appeals as
a deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience demonstrates planning
panels favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Local
planning panels, which are often dominated by members of the development
sector, were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors from
across the political spectrum say they favour developers and undermine
democratic accountability. Mainland research demonstrates removing
merits-based planning appeals has the potential to reduce good planning
outcomes – including both environmental and social.

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the
politicisation of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of
corrupt decisions. The Planning Minister will decide if a development
application meets the DAP criteria. The Minister will be able to force the
initiation of planning scheme changes, but perversely, only when a local
council has rejected such an application, threatening transparency and
strategic planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can
declare a development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived
conflict of interest’, ‘a real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a
development that may be considered significant’. The Planning Minister has
political bias and can use this subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any
development in favour of developers. 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that
are not guided by any clear criteria:

– Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
– A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or
affordable housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to
be for social or affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200
that is affordable. 

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the
approximately 12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and
Tasmania’s planning system is the fastest in Australia. In some years as
many as 80% of appeals are resolved via mediation. The Government wants
to falsely blame the planning system for stopping housing developments to
cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable housing shortage.
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why
would we further increase an already complex planning system which is
already making decisions quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the



Parliament in November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws
remain. The changes made do not have any significant practical impact.
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are
retained (as listed above). There is no impact from this change because
virtually any development can fit the remaining criteria.
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway
through a council assessment is not significant because a proponent can
remove their development from council assessment before requesting the
minister have it assessed by a DAP.
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in
metro areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed
will restrict the number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are
still eligible under the other broad and undefined criteria.
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to
assist with applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the
Commission is not required to make the guidelines and the Minister only
needs to ‘consider’ them.
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation,
but the Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and
no clear process or rights have been established for objectors, unlike the
Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment
does not allow the DAP approval to be decided by mediation just minor
disputes in the process.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

We call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and
public participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they
are critical for a healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than
bypassing it, with opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead
invest in expertise to improve the local government system and existing
planning processes by providing more resources to councils and enhancing
community participation and planning outcomes. This will also help protect
local jobs and keeping the cost of development applications down.

WE also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations
to political parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration
of the Right to Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption
watchdog. 





* height, bulk, scale or appearance of buildings,

* impacts to streetscapes, and adjoining properties including privacy and overlooking,

* traffic, noise, smell, light, and so much more.

The Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT) review of government decisions is
an essential part of the rule of law and a democratic system of government based on ‘checks and
balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for mediation on development
applications in the planning tribunal. Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme
Court based on a point of law or process, which has a narrow focus and is prohibitively
expensive.

Removing merit-based planning appeals has the potential to increase corruption, reduce good
planning outcomes, favour developers, and undermine democracy.

I urge you to protect our communities and our democratic rights.

Thank you.

Diane Moncrieff and Richard Mecklenburgh





I reiterate my objection to the proposed Development Assessment Panel (DAP) legislation.
 
 
 
Thank you
 
 
Don Snodgrass

 





Panels (DAPs) and increasing ministerial power over the planning system, for the
following reasons:

The DAPs represent an alternate planning approval pathway allowing
property developers to bypass local councils and communities. This
fast-track process will remove elected councillors from having a say on the
most controversial and destructive developments affecting local
communities. Handpicked state appointed planning panels, conducted by the
Tasmanian Planning Commission, will decide on development applications
not our elected local councillors. Local concerns will be ignored in favour of
developers who may not be from Tasmania.
 
The Tasmanian Planning Commission is not independent – DAPs are
hand-picked, without detailed selection criteria and objective processes.
DAPs are inconsistent with the principles of open justice as they do not hold
hearings that are open to any member of the public and lack capacity to
manage conflicts of interest (as per the 2020 Independent Review). DAPs do
not have to provide written reasons for their decision (making it difficult to
seek judicial review). Community input will be less effective because it will be
delayed until after the DAP has consulted (behind closed doors) with the
developer and any relevant government agencies and adopted its draft
decision.
 
Research demonstrates DAPs are pro-development and pro-
government,they rarely deeply engage with local communities, and they
spend most of their time on smaller applications and take longer than local
councils to make decisions. 
 
DAPs will make it easier to approve large scale contentious
developmentslike the kunanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in
Hobart, Cambria Green and high-density subdivision like Skylands at
Droughty Point and the proposed UTAS Sandy Bay campus re-development.
 
Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on
all the issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height,
bulk, scale or appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and
adjoining properties including privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell,
light and so much more. The Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(TASCAT) review of government decisions is an essential part of the rule of
law and a democratic system of government based on ‘checks and
balances’.
 
Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for



mediation on development applications in the planning tribunal.
 
Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a
point of law or process which have a narrow focus and are
prohibitively expensive.
 
Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase
corruption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and
undermine democracy. The NSW Independent Commission Against
Corruption recommended the expansion of merit-based planning appeals as
a deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience demonstrates planning
panels favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Local
planning panels, which are often dominated by members of the development
sector, were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors from
across the political spectrum say they favour developers and undermine
democratic accountability. Mainland researchdemonstrates removing merits-
based planning appeals has the potential to reduce good planning outcomes
– including both environmental and social.
 
Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the
politicisation of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of
corrupt decisions. The Planning Minister will decide if a development
application meets the DAP criteria. The Minister will be able to force the
initiation of planning scheme changes, but perversely, only when a local
council has rejected such an application, threatening transparency and
strategic planning.
 
Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can
declare a development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived
conflict of interest’, ‘a real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a
development that may be considered significant’. The Planning Minister has
political bias and can use this subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any
development in favour of developers. 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that
are not guided by any clear criteria:

- Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
- A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or
affordable housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to
be for social or affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200
that is affordable. 



Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the
approximately 12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and
Tasmania’s planning system is the fastest in Australia. In some years as
many as 80% of appeals are resolved via mediation. The Government wants
to falsely blame the planning system for stopping housing developments to
cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable housing shortage.
 
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why
would we further increase an already complex planning system which is
already making decisions quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the
Parliament in November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws
remain. The changes made do not have any significant practical impact.
 
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are
retained (as listed above). There is no impact from this change because
virtually any development can fit the remaining criteria.
 
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway
through a council assessment is not significant because a proponent can
remove their development from council assessment before requesting the
minister have it assessed by a DAP.
 
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in
metro areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed
will restrict the number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are
still eligible under the other broad and undefined criteria.
 
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to
assist with applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the
Commission is not required to make the guidelines and the Minister only
needs to ‘consider’ them.
 
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation,
but the Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and
no clear process or rights have been established for objectors, unlike the
Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment
does not allow the DAP approval to be decided by mediation just minor
disputes in the process.



Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and
public participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they
are critical for a healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than
bypassing it, with opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead
invest in expertise to improve the local government system and existing
planning processes by providing more resources to councils and enhancing
community participation and planning outcomes. This will also help protect
local jobs and keeping the cost of development applications down. 
 
I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to
political parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of
the Right to Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption
watchdog. 

THANK YOU for taking the time to read this submission which is sincerely
appreciated; …I look forward to learning of the outcome of the proposed changes.
Kind regards,

 Jim Collier                 
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DAPs will likely encourage developers who know their planning assessment
might create roadblocks from the community, to abandon the local council
process and have the development assessed in turn by the DAPs, hereby
overriding local council’s authority.  

Much more beneficial would be to put more funding towards local council’s
expertise and create transparency in the planning process, so councils can make
collaborative decisions with the community in the best interest of our current and
future world. Keep decision making local, rather than bypassing it. 

Please stop the DAPs and instead invest in local government expertise and
existing planning processes by providing more resources to councils and
enhancing community participation and planning outcomes. This will also help
protect local jobs and keep the cost of development applications down. 

Hand-picked panels, without detailed selection criteria and objective processes,
are not consistent with the principles of open justice. Open justice would mean
holding public hearings and the capacity to manage conflicts of interest. As it
stands DAPs do not have to provide written reasons for their decision, which
makes it difficult to seek judicial review. Appallingly, community input will be an
afterthought as the community won’t be consulted till the DAP has consulted with
the developer and any relevant government agencies behind closed doors and
adopted its draft decision.

DAPs go against an honest, collaborative, local approach. A local approach of
liveable, sustainable communities need to be encouraged by local councils, not
top-down big projects by big business, which removes merit-based planning
appeal rights via the planning tribunal on all the issues the community cares
about. TASCAT review of government decisions is an essential part of the rule of
law and a democratic system of government based on ‘checks and
balances’. The planning system as it stands now is not stopping housing
developments. Mainland research demonstrates removing merits-based planning
appeals has the potential to reduce good planning outcomes – including both
environmental and social.

Increasing Ministerial power over the planning system increases bias and risks
corrupt decisions based on the party in power. Planning decisions are extremely
important and influence all of the communities lives, this should not be put in the
hands of a few in power.  

Changing an approval process on the basis of‘perceived conflict of interest or
bias’, ‘a development that may be considered significant’  is fraught. This clearly
involves biased opinions. On top of this, the scope of the DAPs includes a range
of subjective factors that are not guided by any clear criteria:
- Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 



- A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or
affordable housing, but there is no requirement to mention the amount of social
or affordable housing. This could very well end up still having this kind of
housing ignored. 

Finally, to create a sustainable future for Tasmania I would like to call on you to
prohibit property developers from making donations to political parties, enhance
transparency and efficiency in the administration of the Right to Information Act
2009, create a strong anti-corruption watchdog and for the protection of our life-
giving environment, tighten environmental regulation. 

Yours sincerely,

Petra Wilden
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lndependem Review). DAPs do not have to provide written reasons for their decision (ma!.:ing it difficult to seek judicial review). Community input will be less effective 
because it will be delayed until after the DAP has consulted (behind closed doors) with the developer and any relevant govemmem agencies and adopted its draft decision. 

• Research demons traits DAPs art pr�,•elopment and pro-gonrnment, they rarely deeply engage with local romonmilies, and they spend most of their time on
smaller applications and take longer than local councils to make decisions. 

• DAPs uill makt it easier to approvt large scale conttntions denlopments like the l:unanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in Hobart, Cambria Green and high­
density subdivision like Sl-ylands at Dronghty Point and the proposed UTAS Sandy Bay campus re-developmeol. 

• Rtmons merit-based plauning appeal rights via the planning tnoonal on all the issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height, bulk, scale or 
appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and adjoining properties including privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell, light and so nmch more. The Tasmanian 
Civil andAdminis1rative Tnounal (TASCA1) review of government decisions is an essential part of the rule of law and a democratic system of government based on 
'checks and balances'. 

• Remonng merits-bastd plauning appeals removts the opportnnity for mediation on denlopmtnt applications in the plauning tribunal 

• Denlopments nill only bt app,aL,blt to the Supctme Court bastd on a point of law or proctss ll-bich hav• a narrow focus and ace prohibitively e:,pensrre. 

• Remonng merits-bastd plauning appeals has the potential to incrtase corruption, rtduce good pL,uning outcomes, fa,·our denloptrs and undermine democracy. 
The NSW Independent Commission Against Comiptioo ll!CQQ)f))Pt)ded the expansion of merit-based planning appeals as a deterrent to COIT\lf>tion. :Mainland experience 
demonstrates planning panels favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Local planning panels, "'ilich are often dominated by members of the 
development sector, were created in NSW to stamp out OOIT\lf>lion, bul councillors from across the political spectrum Sill[ they favour developers and undennine democratic 
accountability. Mamland usemh demons1rates remo,mg merits-based planning appeals has the potential to reduce good planning outmmes -including both 
environmental and social. 

• Increased ministerial power oYer the planning system increaSf'S the politicisation of critical planning dtt:isions such a.-s rezoning and risk of corrupt decisions. The 
Planning Minister will decide if a development application meets the DAP criteria. The :Minister will be able to force the initiation of planning scheme changes, bul 
perversely, only when a local council has rejected such an application, threatening transparency and strategic planning 

• Eligibility crittrfa art so broad and undefintd that it grants the l\finisttr extraordinary powtr that is arbitrary and unc.htcktd. The Minister can declare a 
developnent to be assessed by a DAP based on a 'perceived conflict of interesf, 'a real or perceived bias', 'the application relates to a dei;elopment flrat may be 
considered significant'. The Planning Minister has political bias and can use this subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any deselopnent in favour of developers. 

NO1E: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors 1hat are not guided by any clear criteria: 

-Valuations of$10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
- A determination by Homes Tasmania 1hat an application includes social or affordable housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to be for social or 
affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of2001hat is affordable. 

• Poor justification-thtce is no problem to fiL Only about lo/o of the approximately 12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and Tasmania's planning system is 
the fastest in Aus1ralia. In some years as many as 80% of appeals are resolved ,-ia mediation. The Government wants to falsely blame the planning system for stopping 
housing de\•elopments to cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable housing shortage. 

• Inertases complexity in an already complex plauning system. Why would we further increase an aJready complex planning system which is already making decisions 
quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia? 

2025 ltgislation not significantly changed 

• The changes made to the DAPs legislation 1hat was refused by the Parliamem in November 2024 are not sigDificant and all the key !laws remain. The changes made do not 
have any significant practical impact. 

• One elig,.oility criterion has been removed, 1hat a project is likely to be 'controversial', but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are retained (as listed above). 
There is no impact from this change because virtually any development can fit the remaining criteria. 

• Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway through a cooociJ assessmeot is not significant because a proponent can remove their 
developnent from council assessment before requesting the minister have it assessed by a DAP. 

• The dollar value thresholds ha,,. been increased to $10 million and above in metro areas and$5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed will restrict the 
number ofDAP applications. Projects under these values are still elig,ole under the other broad and undefined criteria. 

• The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to assist with applying the elig,oility criteria, but this makes no difference as the Commission is not 
required to make the guidelines and the Minister only needs to 'consider' them. 

• There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation, but the Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and no clear process or 
rights have been establisbed for objectors, unlike the Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tnounal (TASCA1). The amendmenl does not allow the DAP approval to be 
decided by mediation just minor disputes in the process. 

Say yes to a htalthy democracy 

• I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public participation in decision-ma!.:ing within the planning system, as they are critical for a healthy 
democracy. Keep decision maJ.:ing local, rather than bypassing it, with opportunities for appeal Abandon DAPs and instead invest in expertise to impro,,. the local 
govemmem system and existing planning processes by providing more resources to councils and enhancing community participation and planning outcomes. This will also 
help protect local jobs and keeping the cost of development applications down 

• I also call on you to prollloit property developers from maJ.:ing donations to political parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of the Right to 
lnfonnation Act 2009, and create a strong anti-C01T\lf>tion watchdog, 

Yours sincerely,

Anne Hildyard.





high-density subdivision like Skylands at Droughty Point and the proposed UTAS
Sandy Bay campus re-development.
 
via the planning tribunal on all the issues the community cares about like impacts
on biodiversity; height, bulk, scale or appearance of buildings; impacts to
streetscapes, and adjoining properties including privacy and overlooking; traffic,
noise, smell, light and so much more. The Tasmanian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal (TASCAT) review of government decisions is an essential part of the rule
of law and a democratic system of government based on ‘checks and balances’.
 
Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for mediation
on development applications in the planning tribunal.
 
Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a point of
law or process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively expensive.
 
Rather than removing merits-based planning appeals the NSW ICAC
recommended the expansion of merit-based planning appeals as a deterrent to
corruption. Mainland experience demonstrates planning panels favour developers
and undermine democratic accountability. Local planning panels, which are often
dominated by members of the development sector, were created in NSW to
stamp out corruption, but councillors from across the political spectrum say they
favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Mainland research
demonstrates removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to
reduce good planning outcomes – including both environmental and social.
 
The Planning Minister will decide if a development application meets the DAP
criteria. The Minister will be able to force the initiation of planning scheme
changes, but perversely, only when a local council has rejected such an
application, threatening transparency and strategic planning. It also increases the
politicisation of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of corrupt
decisions. 
 
Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can declare a
development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived conflict of interest’,
‘a real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a development that may be
considered significant’. The Planning Minister has political bias and can use this
subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any development in favour of
developers. 

The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other arbitrary factors that are not guided by
any clear criteria:



- Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
- A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or affordable
housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to be for social or
affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200 that is affordable. 

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the
approximately 12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and Tasmania’s
planning system is the fastest in Australia. In some years as many as 80% of
appeals are resolved via mediation. The Government wants to falsely blame the
planning system for stopping housing developments to cover its lack of
performance in addressing the affordable housing shortage.
 
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why would we
further increase an already complex planning system which is already making
decisions quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the Parliament in
November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws remain. The changes
made do not have any significant practical impact.
 
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are retained (as
listed above). There is no impact from this change because virtually any
development can fit the remaining criteria.
 
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway through
a council assessment is not significant because a proponent can remove their
development from council assessment before requesting the minister have it
assessed by a DAP.
 
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in
metro areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed will
restrict the number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are still
eligible under the other broad and undefined criteria.
 
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to assist
with applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the
Commission is not required to make the guidelines and the Minister only needs to
‘consider’ them.
 
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation, but the



Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and no clear
process or rights have been established for objectors, unlike the Tasmanian Civil
and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment does not allow the DAP
approval to be decided by mediation just minor disputes in the process.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public
participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they are critical for
a healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than bypassing it, with
opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead invest in expertise to
improve the local government system and existing planning processes by
providing more resources to councils and enhancing community participation and
planning outcomes. This will also help protect local jobs and keeping the cost of
development applications down. 
 
I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to
political parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of the
Right to Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption watchdog. 

Yours sincerely,
Kate Shield







not have to provide written reasons for their decision (making it difficult to
seek judicial review). Community input will be less effective because it will be
delayed until after the DAP has consulted (behind closed doors) with the
developer and any relevant government agencies and adopted its draft
decision.

Research demonstrates DAPs are pro-development and pro-
government, they rarely deeply engage with local communities, and they
spend most of their time on smaller applications and take longer than local
councils to make decisions.

DAPs will make it easier to approve large scale contentious
developments like the kunanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in
Hobart, Cambria Green and high-density subdivision like Skylands at
Droughty Point and the proposed UTAS Sandy Bay campus re-development.

Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on
all the issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height,
bulk, scale or appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and
adjoining properties including privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell,
light and so much more. The Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(TASCAT) review of government decisions is an essential part of the rule of
law and a democratic system of government based on ‘checks and
balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for
mediation on development applications in the planning tribunal.

Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a
point of law or process which have a narrow focus and are
prohibitively expensive.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase
corruption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and
undermine democracy. The NSW Independent Commission Against
Corruption recommended the expansion of merit-based planning appeals as
a deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience demonstrates planning
panels favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Local
planning panels, which are often dominated by members of the development
sector, were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors from
across the political spectrum say they favour developers and undermine
democratic accountability. Mainland research demonstrates removing
merits-based planning appeals has the potential to reduce good planning
outcomes – including both environmental and social.

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the
politicisation of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of
corrupt decisions. The Planning Minister will decide if a development
application meets the DAP criteria. The Minister will be able to force the
initiation of planning scheme changes, but perversely, only when a local
council has rejected such an application, threatening transparency and



strategic planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can
declare a development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived
conflict of interest’, ‘a real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a
development that may be considered significant’. The Planning Minister has
political bias and can use this subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any
development in favour of developers. 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that
are not guided by any clear criteria:

– Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas.
– A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or
affordable housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to
be for social or affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200
that is affordable.

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the
approximately 12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and
Tasmania’s planning system is the fastest in Australia. In some years as
many as 80% of appeals are resolved via mediation. The Government wants
to falsely blame the planning system for stopping housing developments to
cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable housing shortage.
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why
would we further increase an already complex planning system which is
already making decisions quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the
Parliament in November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws
remain. The changes made do not have any significant practical impact.
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are
retained (as listed above). There is no impact from this change because
virtually any development can fit the remaining criteria.
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway
through a council assessment is not significant because a proponent can
remove their development from council assessment before requesting the
minister have it assessed by a DAP.
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in
metro areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed
will restrict the number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are
still eligible under the other broad and undefined criteria.
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to
assist with applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the
Commission is not required to make the guidelines and the Minister only
needs to ‘consider’ them.



There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation,
but the Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and
no clear process or rights have been established for objectors, unlike the
Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment
does not allow the DAP approval to be decided by mediation just minor
disputes in the process.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and
public participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they
are critical for a healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than
bypassing it, with opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead
invest in expertise to improve the local government system and existing
planning processes by providing more resources to councils and enhancing
community participation and planning outcomes. This will also help protect
local jobs and keeping the cost of development applications down.

I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to
political parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of
the Right to Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption
watchdog. 

Yours sincerely,

lucy





DAPs will make it easier to approve large scale contentious developments like
the kunanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in Hobart, Cambria Green and
high-density subdivision like Skylands at Droughty Point and the proposed UTAS
Sandy Bay campus re-development.

Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on all the
issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height, bulk, scale or
appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and adjoining properties including
privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell, light and so much more. The
Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT) review of government
decisions is an essential part of the rule of law and a democratic system of
government based on ‘checks and balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for
mediation on development applications in the planning tribunal.

Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a point of
law or process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively expensive. We
need to protect the ability of ability of people to make appeals, rather than
moving the other way.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase
corruption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and undermine
democracy. The NSW Independent Commission Against Corruption recommended
the expansion of merit-based planning appeals as a deterrent to corruption. Mainland
experience demonstrates planning panels favour developers and undermine
democratic accountability. Local planning panels, which are often dominated by
members of the development sector, were created in NSW to stamp out corruption,
but councillors from across the political spectrum say they favour developers and
undermine democratic accountability. Mainland research demonstrates removing
merits-based planning appeals has the potential to reduce good planning outcomes –
including both environmental and social.

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the
politicisation of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of corrupt
decisions. The Planning Minister will decide if a development application meets the
DAP criteria. The Minister will be able to force the initiation of planning scheme
changes, but perversely, only when a local council has rejected such an application,
threatening transparency and strategic planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can declare a
development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived conflict of interest’, ‘a
real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a development that may be
considered significant’. The Planning Minister has political bias and can use this
subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any development in favour of
developers. 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that are not
guided by any clear criteria:

– Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas.
– A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or affordable
housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to be for social or



affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200 that is affordable. 

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the
approximately 12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and Tasmania’s
planning system is the fastest in Australia. In some years as many as 80% of appeals
are resolved via mediation. The Government wants to falsely blame the planning
system for stopping housing developments to cover its lack of performance in
addressing the affordable housing shortage.
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why would we
further increase an already complex planning system which is already making
decisions quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the Parliament in
November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws remain. The changes made
do not have any significant practical impact.
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are retained (as
listed above). There is no impact from this change because virtually any
development can fit the remaining criteria.
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway through a
council assessment is not significant because a proponent can remove their
development from council assessment before requesting the minister have it assessed
by a DAP.
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in metro
areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed will restrict the
number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are still eligible under the
other broad and undefined criteria.
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to assist with
applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the Commission is
not required to make the guidelines and the Minister only needs to ‘consider’ them.
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation, but the
Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and no clear process
or rights have been established for objectors, unlike the Tasmanian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment does not allow the DAP
approval to be decided by mediation just minor disputes in the process.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public
participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they are critical for a
healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than bypassing it, with
opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead invest in expertise to improve
the local government system and existing planning processes by providing more
resources to councils and enhancing community participation and planning
outcomes. This will also help protect local jobs and keeping the cost of development
applications down.

I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to political
parties, to enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of the Right to
Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption watchdog. 

Yours sincerely,

Lois Hoffmann





a point of law or process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively expensive.
 
Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the politicisation of critical
planning decisions. Eligibility criteria for DAP assessment are so broad and undefined that it
grants the Minister extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked.

This Bill would be a step in the wrong direction for our Tasmanian community and society.

Please oppose the Draft LUPA Amendment (Development Assessment Panels) Bill 2025.

Yours sincerely,

Katie Fuller.
LLB (Hons)
B. App. Sc.





government, they rarely deeply engage with local communities, and they
spend most of their time on smaller applications and take longer than local
councils to make decisions, wasting time and money in the process.
 
DAPs will make it easier to approve large scale contentious
developments like the kunanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in Hobart,
Cambria Green and high-density subdivision like Skylands at Droughty Point
and the proposed UTAS Sandy Bay campus re-development.
The legislation was refused by the parliament in 2024!! but the
government will not give up because they want what they want
regardless of due process. The Government should adhere to the
parliamentary process and not have so little respect for
democracy!
 
Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on all
the issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height, bulk,
scale or appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and adjoining
properties including privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell, light and so
much more. The Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT)
review of government decisions is an essential part of the rule of law and
a democratic system of government based on ‘checks and balances’.
 
Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a
point of law or process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively
expensive.
 
Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase
corruption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and
undermine democracy. The NSW Independent Commission Against
Corruption recommended the expansion of merit-based planning appeals as a
deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience demonstrates planning panels
favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Local planning
panels, which are often dominated by members of the development sector,
were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors from across the
political spectrum say they favour developers and undermine democratic
accountability. Mainland research demonstrates removing merits-based
planning appeals has the potential to reduce good planning outcomes –
including both environmental and social.
 
Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the
politicisation of critical planning decisions such as rezoning, is
dictatorial and encourages corrupt decisions. The Planning Minister will
decide if a development application meets the DAP criteria. The Minister will be



able to force the initiation of planning scheme changes, but perversely, only
when a local council has rejected such an application, threatening transparency
and strategic planning. 
 
Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can
declare a development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived conflict
of interest’, ‘a real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a development
that may be considered significant’. The Planning Minister has political bias and
can use this subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any development in
favour of developers. 

2025 legislation not significantly changed The changes made to the DAPs
legislation that was refused by the Parliament in November 2024 are not
significant and all the key flaws remain. The changes made do not have any
significant practical impact.
 
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are retained
(as listed above). There is no impact from this change because virtually any
development can fit the remaining criteria.
 
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway
through a council assessment is not significant because a proponent can
remove their development from council assessment before requesting the
minister have it assessed by a DAP.
 
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in
metro areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed will
restrict the number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are still
eligible under the other broad and undefined criteria.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and
public participation in decision-making within the planning system, as
they are critical for a healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather
than bypassing it, with opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead
invest in expertise to improve the local government system and existing
planning processes by providing more resources to councils and enhancing
community participation and planning outcomes. This will also help protect local
jobs and keep the cost of development applications down. 
 



I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations
to political parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the
administration of the Right to Information Act 2009, and create a strong
anti-corruption watchdog. 

Yours sincerely,
Maureen Corbett









groups donate to political parties. And even more so when the ‘major’ parties form
a ‘coalition' to force through inappropriate developments  which Tasmanians
largely oppose and will ultimately pay for and regret.

I am pleading with Members of Parliament to do the right thing and reject this draft
legislation completely.

Yours sincerely

Lindi Wall



From: Anne Parrott
To: State Planning Office Your Say
Cc:

Subject: CM: Protect our rights & our voice - #SCRAPTHEDAP
Date: Saturday, 19 April 2025 6:38:35 PM

[You don't often get email from  why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am writing to oppose the 2025 Revised DAP legislation. This legislation is very similar to the legislation
which failed to pass the Upper House in 2024 and I am very surprised that such similar legislation is being
tabled so soon.

There are many reasons for my opposition but the main ones are as follows:

The DAPs represent an alternative planning pathway which bypasses local council and while I might not always
agree with decisions made by Kingborough Council I can at least lobby them before a decision is made and
choose not to re-elect them if necessary. The DAP process would make it much more difficult for local
concerns to be heard.

The Liberal Party says DAPs will take the politics out of planning but the Planning minister of the day will have
huge power over which developments are assessed by the DAP process which is potentially highly political

The DAPs remove merit based planning appeal rights via the tribunal and this is where community concerns
such as scale, height , density etc are addressed. It also removes the right to mediation via the tribunal and from
personal experience this can be a very useful way to reach a compromise solution.

My other concern is that there is really no need for this legislation. The justification of needing to speed things
up and cut red tape does not hold up when only about 1% of the approximately 12000 council planning
decisions go to appeal and Tasmania’s process is the fastest in Australia.

Please do not vote for this legislation. All the Local Councils around Tasmania don’t want it and neither do I
and many of my fellow citizens.

Yours sincerely
Anne Parrott





DAPs proven bias: Research demonstrates DAPs are pro-development and pro-
government, they rarely deeply engage with local communities, and they spend most
of their time on smaller applications and take longer than local councils to make
decisions.

Easing Contentious Approvals:  DAPs will make it easier to approve large scale
contentious developments like the kunanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in
Hobart, Cambria Green and high-density subdivision like Skylands at Droughty Point
and the proposed UTAS Sandy Bay campus re-development.

Removal of Checks and Balances: Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via
the planning tribunal on all the issues the community cares about like impacts on
biodiversity; height, bulk, scale or appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes,
and adjoining properties including privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell, light
and so much more. The Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT) review
of government decisions is an essential part of the rule of law and a democratic
system of government based on ‘checks and balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for
mediation on development applications in the planning tribunal.

Increasing legal costs: Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court
based on a point of law or process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively
expensive.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase
corruption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and undermine
democracy. The NSW Independent Commission Against
Corruption recommended the expansion of merit-based planning appeals as a
deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience demonstrates planning panels favour
developers and undermine democratic accountability. Local planning panels, which
are often dominated by members of the development sector, were created in NSW
to stamp out corruption, but councillors from across the political spectrum say they
favour developers and undermine democratic accountability.
Mainland research demonstrates removing merits-based planning appeals has the
potential to reduce good planning outcomes – including both environmental and
social.

Politics over Community: Increased ministerial power over the planning system
increases the politicisation of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of
corrupt decisions. The Planning Minister will decide if a development application
meets the DAP criteria. The Minister will be able to force the initiation of planning



scheme changes, but perversely, only when a local council has rejected such an
application, threatening transparency and strategic planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can declare a
development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived conflict of interest’, ‘a
real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a development that may be
considered significant’. The Planning Minister has political bias and can use this
subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any development in favour of developers. 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that are not
guided by any clear criteria:
– Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
– A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or affordable
housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to be for social or
affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200 that is affordable. 

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the approximately
12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and Tasmania’s planning system is
the fastest in Australia. In some years as many as 80% of appeals are resolved via
mediation. The Government wants to falsely blame the planning system for stopping
housing developments to cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable
housing shortage.
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why would we
further increase an already complex planning system which is already making
decisions quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

 
2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the Parliament in
November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws remain. The changes made
do not have any significant practical impact.
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are retained (as
listed above). There is no impact from this change because virtually any
development can fit the remaining criteria.
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway through a
council assessment is not significant because a proponent can remove their
development from council assessment before requesting the minister have it
assessed by a DAP.
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in metro
areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed will restrict the
number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are still eligible under the
other broad and undefined criteria.
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to assist with
applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the Commission is
not required to make the guidelines and the Minister only needs to ‘consider’ them.
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation, but the



Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and no clear
process or rights have been established for objectors, unlike the Tasmanian Civil
and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment does not allow the DAP
approval to be decided by mediation just minor disputes in the process.
 

Healthy democratic processes:
I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public
participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they are critical for a
healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than bypassing it, with
opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead invest in expertise to improve
the local government system and existing planning processes by providing more
resources to councils and enhancing community participation and planning
outcomes. This will also help protect local jobs and keeping the cost of development
applications down.

No political donations from property developers: I also call on you to prohibit
property developers from making donations to political parties, enhance
transparency and efficiency in the administration of the Right to Information Act
2009, and create a strong anti-corruption watchdog. 

 
Yours sincerely,
 
 
 
Tim Jones

 







delayed until after the DAP has consulted (behind closed doors) with the
developer and any relevant government agencies and adopted its draft
decision. Why no account ability to the public? The reason we have a
process that is accountable is to make sure it represents the community, not
the political desires of an individual party. This feels very Trumpian.

Research demonstrates DAPs are pro-development and pro-
government, they rarely deeply engage with local communities, and they
spend most of their time on smaller applications and take longer than local
councils to make decisions.

DAPs will make it easier to approve large scale contentious
developments like the kunanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in
Hobart, Cambria Green and high-density subdivision like Skylands at
Droughty Point and the proposed UTAS Sandy Bay campus re-development.
If developments are worthwhile they will be approved by the current system.
Not everything is of state significance. Local issues matter to the community.

Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on
all the issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height,
bulk, scale or appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and
adjoining properties including privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell,
light and so much more. The Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(TASCAT) review of government decisions is an essential part of the rule of
law and a democratic system of government based on ‘checks and
balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for
mediation on development applications in the planning tribunal. But
big brother knows best right?

Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a
point of law or process which have a narrow focus and are
prohibitively expensive. This is using the judiciary, which is already
overwhelmed for a function it was not intended to arbitrate on.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase
corruption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and
undermine democracy. The NSW Independent Commission Against
Corruption recommended the expansion of merit-based planning appeals as
a deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience demonstrates planning
panels favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Local
planning panels, which are often dominated by members of the development
sector, were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors from
across the political spectrum say they favour developers and undermine
democratic accountability. Mainland research demonstrates removing
merits-based planning appeals has the potential to reduce good planning
outcomes – including both environmental and social. But, we have never
found any forms of corruption in Tasmania right?

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the



politicisation of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of
corrupt decisions. The Planning Minister will decide if a development
application meets the DAP criteria. The Minister will be able to force the
initiation of planning scheme changes, but perversely, only when a local
council has rejected such an application, threatening transparency and
strategic planning. If it smells like Trump and looks like Trump, you know you
are just giving it a new haircut and pretending it’s not a comb over. 

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can
declare a development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived
conflict of interest’, ‘a real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a
development that may be considered significant’. The Planning Minister has
political bias and can use this subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any
development in favour of developers. You are ment to be custodians of our
future not pushing through developments for short term gains.

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the
approximately 12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and
Tasmania’s planning system is the fastest in Australia. In some years as
many as 80% of appeals are resolved via mediation. The Government wants
to falsely blame the planning system for stopping housing developments to
cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable housing shortage.
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why
would we further increase an already complex planning system which is
already making decisions quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the
Parliament in November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws
remain. The changes made do not have any significant practical impact.
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are
retained (as listed above). There is no impact from this change because
virtually any development can fit the remaining criteria.
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway
through a council assessment is not significant because a proponent can
remove their development from council assessment before requesting the
minister have it assessed by a DAP.
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in
metro areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed
will restrict the number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are
still eligible under the other broad and undefined criteria.
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to
assist with applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the
Commission is not required to make the guidelines and the Minister only
needs to ‘consider’ them.
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation,
but the Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and
no clear process or rights have been established for objectors, unlike the





From: Stephanie Kensitt
To: State Planning Office Your Say
Cc:

Subject: CM: Scrap the DAP
Date: Sunday, 20 April 2025 9:19:43 AM

[You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

To members of the House of Assembly and the Legislative Council,

I am totally opposed to DAPs Legislation. It has key flaws and it is absolutely inappropriate that the minister
will have increased, unchecked and arbitrary power over the planning system.

It is appalling that developers will have an approval pathway that will allow them to bypass local councils and
communities. Any controversial and destructive development will have a process which allows them to proceed
with local concerns being ignored and worse without an appeal process being available.

The Tasmanian Planning Commission will NOT be independent. The process will NOT be transparent.

This absolutely will undermine democracy, increase corruption at all levels, it will reduce good planning
outcomes, and it will favour developers and “mates” of politicians, and as well, it takes away the ability of
communities and individuals to object and speak out without a ridiculous legal approach.

I don’t understand what the problem is with the existing system. It works well and only a very small number of
planning designs go to appeal. If the system is not ‘broke’ why change. So the question is - who benefits and
why - and that leads me to the problem of lack of transparency and the risk of deals done and the potential of
corruption. This of course leads to the issue of property developers and donations to political parties which
should be prohibited.

Thank you for your attention to my many concerns regarding this legislation and I hope that you will act in
accordance with transparency,  accountability and good governance.

Yours Sincerely,

Stephanie Kensitt





Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase corruption,
reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and undermine democracy. The
NSW Independent Commission Against Corruption recommended the expansion of
merit-based planning appeals as a deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience
demonstrates planning panels favour developers and undermine democratic
accountability. 

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the politicisation of
critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of corrupt decisions. The
Planning Minister will decide if a development application meets the DAP criteria.
The Minister will be able to force the initiation of planning scheme changes, but
perversely, only when a local council has rejected such an application, threatening
transparency and strategic planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister extraordinary
power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can declare a development to be
assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived conflict of interest’, ‘a real or perceived
bias’, ‘the application relates to a development that may be considered significant’.
The Planning Minister has political bias and can use this subjective criteria to
intervene on virtually any development in favour of developers. 

 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that are not
guided by any clear criteria:

– Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
– A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or affordable
housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to be for social or
affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200 that is affordable. 

 

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the approximately
12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and Tasmania’s planning system is
the fastest in Australia. In some years as many as 80% of appeals are resolved via
mediation.

Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why would we further
increase an already complex planning system which is already making decisions
quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

 

2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the Parliament in
November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws remain. The changes made
do not have any significant practical impact.

One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be
‘controversial’, but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are retained (as
listed above). There is no impact from this change because virtually any
development can fit the remaining criteria.

Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway through a
council assessment is not significant because a proponent can remove their
development from council assessment before requesting the minister have it
assessed by a DAP.

The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in metro
areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed will restrict the
number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are still eligible under the



other broad and undefined criteria.

The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to assist with
applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the Commission is
not required to make the guidelines and the Minister only needs to ‘consider’ them.

There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation, but the
Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and no clear
process or rights have been established for objectors, unlike the Tasmanian Civil
and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment does not allow the DAP
approval to be decided by mediation just minor disputes in the process.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public
participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they are critical for a
healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than bypassing it, with
opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead invest in expertise to improve
the local government system and existing planning processes by providing more
resources to councils and enhancing community participation and planning
outcomes. This will also help protect local jobs and keeping the cost of development
applications down.

I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to political
parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of the Right to
Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption watchdog. 

 Jenna Tomlin





Removes merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on all the issues
the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height, bulk, scale or appearance
of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and adjoining properties including privacy and
overlooking; traffic, noise, smell, light and so much more. The Tasmanian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT) review of government decisions is an essential part of
the rule of law and a democratic system of government based on ‘checks and balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for mediation on
development applications in the planning tribunal.

Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a point of law or
process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively expensive.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase corruption,
reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and undermine democracy. The
NSW Independent Commission Against Corruption recommended the expansion of merit-
based planning appeals as a deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience demonstrates
planning panels favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Local
planning panels, which are often dominated by members of the development sector,
were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors from across the political
spectrum say they favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Mainland
research demonstrates removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to
reduce good planning outcomes – including both environmental and social.

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the politicisation of
critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of corrupt decisions. The Planning
Minister will decide if a development application meets the DAP criteria. The Minister will
be able to force the initiation of planning scheme changes, but perversely, only when a
local council has rejected such an application, threatening transparency and strategic
planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister extraordinary
power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can declare a development to be
assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived conflict of interest’, ‘a real or perceived bias’, ‘the
application relates to a development that may be considered significant’. The Planning
Minister has political bias and can use this subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any
development in favour of developers. 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that are not guided by
any clear criteria:
– Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
– A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or affordable
housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to be for social or
affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200 that is affordable. 

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the approximately
12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and Tasmania’s planning system is the
fastest in Australia. In some years as many as 80% of appeals are resolved via mediation.
The Government wants to falsely blame the planning system for stopping housing
developments to cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable housing



shortage.
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why would we further
increase an already complex planning system which is already making decisions quicker
than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the Parliament in
November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws remain. The changes made do not
have any significant practical impact.
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be ‘controversial’, but
the other equally broad and undefined criteria are retained (as listed above). There is no
impact from this change because virtually any development can fit the remaining criteria.
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway through a
council assessment is not significant because a proponent can remove their development
from council assessment before requesting the minister have it assessed by a DAP.
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in metro areas
and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed will restrict the number of
DAP applications. Projects under these values are still eligible under the other broad and
undefined criteria.
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to assist with applying
the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the Commission is not required to
make the guidelines and the Minister only needs to ‘consider’ them.
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation, but the
Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and no clear process or
rights have been established for objectors, unlike the Tasmanian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment does not allow the DAP approval to be decided by
mediation just minor disputes in the process.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public
participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they are critical for a
healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than bypassing it, with
opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead invest in expertise to improve the
local government system and existing planning processes by providing more resources to
councils and enhancing community participation and planning outcomes. This will also
help protect local jobs and keeping the cost of development applications down.

I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to political
parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of the Right to
Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption watchdog. 

Yours sincerely,
Ian Helmond











We suppo1i all Members of the Legislative Council and the House of Assembly 
who may vote against this undemocratic and unnecessary legislation. 

We submit herewith om representation for yow- consideration (please see the 
attached .pdf document). 

We trust this helps you reconsider your planning priorities for the greater 
good of the people and the long term benefits for this great state. 

We are happy to be contacted by email at� 
clarify anything within this submission. 

Yours sincerely, 

Ben Clark 

Facilitator, 

J
South Hobart Sustainable Community 

and 

Tim Williams 

Convenor, 
South Hobart Sustainable Community Planning Group 

to 



http://www.southhobart.org/ 
secretary@southhobart.org 
ARBN: IA10232 
ABN: 217 591 029 81 

20th April 2025 

State Planning Office, 
Department of State Growth 
GPO Box 536, Hobart, TAS, 7001. 

Sent by email to: haveyoursay@stateplanning.tas.gov.au 

Dear Minister for Housing and Planning, the Honourable Felix Ellis, MP, 

RE:	 Draft Land Use Planning and Approvals Amendment (Development Assessment Panels) Bill 
	 2025 (version 2) 

We write on behalf of our membership and active community to respond to the above proposed 
legislation, which we strongly oppose. 

We support Planning Matters Alliance Tasmania (PMAT) as a member organisation and agree with 
their in depth appraisal of the currently proposed “2025 / version 2” of this legislation. 

We were pleased that the “2024 / version 1” of this legislation was voted down in the Upper House 
late last year and believe that the amendments currently proposed do nothing to improve or 
respond positively to the reasons for this rejection. 

Please find below the key reasons for our views on this important matter and we trust that you will 
understand why we do not agree with this legislation as it stands. May we request that the State 
Planning Office provide a written response to each of the following concerns? 

1. The 2025 revised Development Assessment Panels (DAPs) legislation is not significantly 
changed from the 2024 version and retains all the key flaws. Thus, we are joining with all 
progressive communities and all 29 Councils (i.e. all Members of LGAT) across Tasmania to 
maintain our full opposition to the 2025 DAPs Bill. 

2. The draft legislation empowers the Planning Minister to remove assessment and approval of 
developments from the normal local council process and have it done by DAPs.  

3. This fast-track process will remove elected councillors from having a say on the most 
controversial and destructive developments affecting local communities.  

4. There will be no right for the community to appeal the final decision to the planning tribunal.  

5. The criteria being considered would enable virtually any development, except for industrial 
and mining developments regulated by the EPA, to be taken out of the normal local council 
assessment process and instead be assessed by DAPs, including developments already 
refused such as the kunanyi/Mt Wellington cable car, high-rise buildings in Hobart and new 
developments including large-scale subdivisions such as the ‘Skylands’ development at 
Droughty Point and the UTAS proposed re-development.  

6. The Planning Minister would also have new powers to instruct councils to commence 
planning scheme changes, but perversely, only when a local council has rejected such an 
application. 

7. The 2025 DAPs legislation will provide a new, fast-tracked DAP process to provide a permit for 
developments on both private and public land including World Heritage Areas, National 
Parks and Reserves. We understand that the government also intends to introduce two other 
pieces of new legislation. 1) to provide fast-tracked approvals under the National Parks and 
Reserves Management Act for developments in reserved land, and 2) Another Bill that will 
remove/limit appeal rights. 
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We trust that a second rejection of this proposed Bill will be the end of the matter as we see it as 
untenable, undemocratic and pro-development without due process or protections regarding our 
unique natural environment and the long-term interests of the people of Tasmania. 

We support a healthy democracy, and in this regard we call on the Minister to: 

• Ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public participation in decision-
making within the planning system, as they are critical for a healthy democracy.

• Keep decision-making local, rather than bypassing it, with opportunities for appeal.

• Abandon DAPs and instead invest in expertise to improve the local government system and
existing planning processes by providing more resources to councils and enhancing
community participation and planning outcomes. This will also help protect local jobs and
to keeping the cost of development applications down.

• Prohibit property developers from making donations to political parties, enhance
transparency and efficiency in the administration of the Right to Information Act 2009, and
create a strong anti-corruption watchdog.

We trust our submission is clear, but please feel free to contact us via secretary@southhobart.org if 
you wish to clarify anything. 

Yours sincerely, 

Ben Clark & Tim Williams 
Facilitator,  	 Convenor, 
South Hobart Sustainable Community South Hobart Sustainable Community 

Planning Group 

Attachment:  

Submission by South Hobart Sustainable Community Incorporated 
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Submission by  
South Hobart Sustainable Community Incorporated,  

in collaboration with other members of Planning Matters Alliance Tasmania 

The 2025 revised DAPs legislation is not significantly changed from the 2024 version that was refused 
by the parliament and retains all the key flaws. 

• The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the Parliament in November 
2024 are not significant and all the key flaws remain. The changes made do not have any 
significant practical impact. 

• One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be ‘controversial’, but 
the other equally broad and undefined criteria are retained (as listed above). There is no 
impact from this change because virtually any development can fit the remaining criteria. 

• Removal of the option for the Minister to transfer a development part way through a 
council assessment is not significant because a proponent can remove their development 
from council assessment before requesting the Minister have it assessed by a DAP. 

• The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in metro areas 
and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed will restrict the number of 
DAP applications. However, projects under these values are still eligible under the other 
broad and undefined criteria. 

• The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to assist with applying 
the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the Commission is not required to 
make the guidelines and the Minister only needs to ‘consider’ them. 

• There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation, but the 
Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and no clear process or 
rights have been established for objectors, unlike the Tasmanian Civil and Administrative 
Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment does not allow the DAP approval to be decided by 
mediation, just minor disputes in the process. 

We oppose the creation of Development Assessment Panels (DAPs) and increasing ministerial 
power over the planning system, for the following reasons: 

• Poor justification – as detailed above, there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the 
approximately 12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and Tasmania’s planning 
system is the fastest in Australia. In some years as many as 80% of appeals are resolved via 
mediation. The Government wants to falsely blame the planning system for stopping 
housing developments to cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable 
housing shortage. This is a key point – consider moving up the list of dot points. 

• The DAPs represent an alternate planning approval pathway allowing property developers 
to bypass local councils and communities. This fast-track process will remove elected 
councillors from having a say on the most controversial and potentially destructive 
developments affecting local communities. Handpicked state appointed planning panels, 
conducted by the Tasmanian Planning Commission, will decide on development 
applications; not our elected local councillors. Local concerns will be ignored in favour of 
developers who may not be from Tasmania. 
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• The Tasmanian Planning Commission is not independent – DAPs are hand-picked, without 
detailed selection criteria and objective processes. DAPs are inconsistent with the principles 
of open justice as they do not hold hearings that are open to any member of the public 
and lack capacity to manage conflicts of interest (as per the 2020 Independent Review). 
DAPs do not have to provide written reasons for their decision (making it difficult to seek 
judicial review). Community input will be less effective because it will be delayed until after 
the DAP has consulted (behind closed doors) with the developer and any relevant 
government agencies and adopted its draft decision. 

• Research based on experience in other Australian states, demonstrates DAPs are pro-
development and pro-government, they rarely deeply engage with local communities, 
and they spend most of their time on smaller applications and take longer than local 
councils to make decisions. 

• DAPs will make it easier to approve large scale, contentious developments like the kunanyi/
Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in Hobart, ‘Cambria Green’ and high-density 
subdivision like ‘Skylands' at Droughty Point and the proposed UTAS Sandy Bay campus re-
development. 

• The Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT) review of government decisions is 
an essential part of the rule of law and a democratic system of government based on 
‘checks and balances’. 

• DAPs remove merit-based planning appeal rights via the planning tribunal on issues the 
community cares about, including impacts on biodiversity; height, bulk, scale or 
appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and adjoining properties including 
privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell, light and so much more.  

• Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for mediation on 
development applications in the planning tribunal. 

• Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a point of law or 
process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively expensive. 

• Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase corruption, reduce 
good planning outcomes, favour developers and undermine democracy. The NSW 
Independent Commission Against Corruption recommended  the expansion of merit-based 1

planning appeals as a deterrent to corruption. Mainland experience demonstrates 
planning panels favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Local 
planning panels, which are often dominated by members of the development sector, were 
created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors from across the political spectrum 
say  they favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Mainland 2

research  demonstrates removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to 3

reduce good planning outcomes – including both environmental and social. 

• Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the politicisation of critical 
planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of corrupt decisions. The Planning Minister will 
decide if a development application meets the DAP criteria. The Minister will be able to 
force the initiation of planning scheme changes, but perversely, only when a local council 
has rejected such an application, threatening transparency and strategic planning. 

 https://www.icac.nsw.gov.au/media-centre/media-releases/2012-media-releases/icac-recommends-changes-to-the-1

nsw-planning-system-to-minimise-corruption-risks

 https://www.smh.com.au/national/how-unelected-faceless-men-and-women-keep-approving-nsw-2

developments-20210804-p58fvt.html

 https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/edonsw/pages/2998/attachments/original/1467777537/EDO_NSW_Report_-3

_Merits_Review_in_Planning_in_NSW.pdf?1467777537
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• Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister extraordinary power
that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can declare a development to be assessed by
a DAP based on a ‘perceived conflict of interest‘ ,’a real or perceived bias‘ ,’the application
relates to a development that may be considered significant’. The Planning Minister has
political bias and can use this subjective criteria to intervene on virtually any development
in favour of developers.

PLEASE NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that are
not guided by any clear criteria:

- Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas.

- A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includes social or affordable
housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to be for social or
affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200 that is ‘affordable’.

• Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why would we further
increase an already complex planning system which is already making decisions quicker
than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

Say yes to a healthy democracy. 

• We call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public
participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they are critical for a healthy
democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than bypassing it, with opportunities for
appeal.

• Abandon DAPs and instead invest in expertise to improve the local government system and
existing planning processes by providing more resources to councils and enhancing
community participation and planning outcomes. This will also help protect local jobs and
keeping the cost of development applications down.

• We also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to political
parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of the Right to
Information Act 2009, and create a strong, anti-corruption watchdog.

Ben Clark                                              & Tim Williams 
Facilitator,  	 Convenor, 
South Hobart Sustainable Community   South Hobart Sustainable Community 

Planning Group 
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issues the community cares about like impacts on biodiversity; height, bulk, scale or
appearance of buildings; impacts to streetscapes, and adjoining properties including
privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell, light and so much more. The Tasmanian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT) review of government decisions is an
essential part of the rule of law and a democratic system of government based on
‘checks and balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for mediation
on development applications in the planning tribunal.

Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a point of
law or process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively expensive.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase
corruption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and undermine
democracy. The NSW Independent Commission Against Corruption recommendedthe
expansion of merit-based planning appeals as a deterrent to corruption. Mainland
experience demonstrates planning panels favour developers and undermine democratic
accountability. Local planning panels, which are often dominated by members of the
development sector, were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors from
across the political spectrum say they favour developers and undermine democratic
accountability. Mainland researchdemonstrates removing merits-based planning
appeals has the potential to reduce good planning outcomes – including both
environmental and social.

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the politicisation
of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of corrupt decisions. The
Planning Minister will decide if a development application meets the DAP criteria. The
Minister will be able to force the initiation of planning scheme changes, but perversely,
only when a local council has rejected such an application, threatening transparency
and strategic planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can declare a
development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived conflict of interest’, ‘a real
or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a development that may be considered
significant’. The Planning Minister has political bias and can use this subjective criteria
to intervene on virtually any development in favour of developers. 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that are not guided
by any clear criteria:

– Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
– A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includessocial or affordable
housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to be for social or
affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200 that is affordable. 

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the approximately
12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and Tasmania’s planning system is the
fastest in Australia. In some years as many as 80% of appeals are resolved via
mediation. The Government wants to falsely blame the planning system for stopping
housing developments to cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable
housing shortage.
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why would we
further increase an already complex planning system which is already making decisions
quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?



2025 legislation not significantly changed

The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the Parliament in
November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws remain. The changes made do
not have any significant practical impact.
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be ‘controversial’,
but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are retained (as listed above). There
is no impact from this change because virtually any development can fit the remaining
criteria.
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway through a
council assessment is not significant because a proponent can remove their
development from council assessment before requesting the minister have it assessed
by a DAP.
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in metro
areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed will restrict the
number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are still eligible under the
other broad and undefined criteria.
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to assist with
applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the Commission is not
required to make the guidelines and the Minister only needs to ‘consider’ them.
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation, but the
Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and no clear process or
rights have been established for objectors, unlike the Tasmanian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment does not allow the DAP approval to
be decided by mediation just minor disputes in the process.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public
participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they are critical for a
healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than bypassing it, with
opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead invest in expertise to improve the
local government system and existing planning processes by providing more resources
to councils and enhancing community participation and planning outcomes. This will
also help protect local jobs and keeping the cost of development applications down.

I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to political
parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of the Right to
Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption watchdog. 

Yours sincerely,

Michael Brian Roberts





privacy and overlooking; traffic, noise, smell, light and so much more. The Tasmanian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT) review of government decisions is an
essential part of the rule of law and a democratic system of government based on
‘checks and balances’.

Removing merits-based planning appeals removes the opportunity for mediation
on development applications in the planning tribunal.

Developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court based on a point of
law or process which have a narrow focus and are prohibitively expensive.

Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase
corruption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and undermine
democracy. The NSW Independent Commission Against Corruption recommendedthe
expansion of merit-based planning appeals as a deterrent to corruption. Mainland
experience demonstrates planning panels favour developers and undermine democratic
accountability. Local planning panels, which are often dominated by members of the
development sector, were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors from
across the political spectrum say they favour developers and undermine democratic
accountability. Mainland researchdemonstrates removing merits-based planning
appeals has the potential to reduce good planning outcomes – including both
environmental and social.

Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the politicisation
of critical planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of corrupt decisions. The
Planning Minister will decide if a development application meets the DAP criteria. The
Minister will be able to force the initiation of planning scheme changes, but perversely,
only when a local council has rejected such an application, threatening transparency
and strategic planning.

Eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked. The Minister can declare a
development to be assessed by a DAP based on a ‘perceived conflict of interest’, ‘a real
or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a development that may be considered
significant’. The Planning Minister has political bias and can use this subjective criteria
to intervene on virtually any development in favour of developers. 

NOTE: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that are not guided
by any clear criteria:

– Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
– A determination by Homes Tasmania that an application includessocial or affordable
housing. There is no requirement for a proportion of the development to be for social or
affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of 200 that is affordable. 

Poor justification – there is no problem to fix. Only about 1% of the approximately
12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and Tasmania’s planning system is the
fastest in Australia. In some years as many as 80% of appeals are resolved via
mediation. The Government wants to falsely blame the planning system for stopping
housing developments to cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable
housing shortage.
Increases complexity in an already complex planning system. Why would we
further increase an already complex planning system which is already making decisions
quicker than any other jurisdiction in Australia?

2025 legislation not significantly changed



The changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the Parliament in
November 2024 are not significant and all the key flaws remain. The changes made do
not have any significant practical impact.
One eligibility criterion has been removed, that a project is likely to be ‘controversial’,
but the other equally broad and undefined criteria are retained (as listed above). There
is no impact from this change because virtually any development can fit the remaining
criteria.
Removal of the option for the minister to transfer a development partway through a
council assessment is not significant because a proponent can remove their
development from council assessment before requesting the minister have it assessed
by a DAP.
The dollar value thresholds have been increased to $10 million and above in metro
areas and $5 million and above in non-metro areas which is claimed will restrict the
number of DAP applications. Projects under these values are still eligible under the
other broad and undefined criteria.
The Tasmanian Planning Commission will be able to issue guidelines to assist with
applying the eligibility criteria, but this makes no difference as the Commission is not
required to make the guidelines and the Minister only needs to ‘consider’ them.
There has been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation, but the
Tasmanian Planning Commission is inexperienced in mediation and no clear process or
rights have been established for objectors, unlike the Tasmanian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT). The amendment does not allow the DAP approval to
be decided by mediation just minor disputes in the process.

Say yes to a healthy democracy

I call on you to ensure transparency, independence, accountability and public
participation in decision-making within the planning system, as they are critical for a
healthy democracy. Keep decision making local, rather than bypassing it, with
opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs and instead invest in expertise to improve the
local government system and existing planning processes by providing more resources
to councils and enhancing community participation and planning outcomes. This will
also help protect local jobs and keeping the cost of development applications down.

I also call on you to prohibit property developers from making donations to political
parties, enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of the Right to
Information Act 2009, and create a strong anti-corruption watchdog. 

Yours sincerely,

Anna Maria Roberts
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