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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
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.

Linda Collier





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,

Veronica Bowe-Murphy









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,
Christopher Wilkie
M
TAS





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,
Margaret Beasley

TAS







I want to highlight these 2 points from the Hobart Housing Forum held in December last year.
 https://www.hobartcity.com.au/files/assets/public/v/4/projects/hobart-housing-forum/hobart-housing-forum-
engagement-report.pdf 

Planning approvals were processed efficiently when demand was high. Building completions are much
lower than planning and building approvals. (Ellen Witte, economist and Principal and Partner at SGS)

Access to qualified builders and tradespeople is a recognised risk. Measures must be taken to increase the
numbers of Tasmanians taking up apprenticeships to become a tradesperson (Panellist discussion)

THE REASONS WHY AN APPLICANT MIGHT NEED TO ASK FOR MINISTERIAL APPROVAL
TO BE ASSESSED BY A DAP ARE MINOR AND CAN BE DEALT WITH WITHOUT DAPs

Housing is already discussed above and can be handled by the current system
Developments that are significant to the state can be handled by the current system, either local council
or the parliament.,
A planning authority that does not have technical expertise can call in a consultant.
Bias or conflict of interest would be extremely rare. The current system calls for councillors to excuse
themselves. Plus the applicant can appeal the decision at TASCAT.

Please let common sense prevail and reject this proposed bill outright. Dont let it come back. Rather work on
improving what we already have.

Kind Regards

Leigh Wasserfall





(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,
Daniel Steiner
for
Seymour Community Action Group Inc.

Daniel Steiner
Treasurer
Seymour Community Action Group Inc. ABN 62 393 709152

-  www.scagi.org



From: 

To: 

Cc: 

Melissa Manton 

State Planning Office Your Say 

olannjngmatterstas@aroail com:; 

Subject: CM: Please reject this legislation again - #SCRAPTHEDAP 

Sunday, 20 April 2025 8:34: 15 PM Date: 

I You don't often get email from Learn why this is important 

Please accept my opposition to the proposed DAPs legislation. 

All the reasons below speak for themselves and I would not be able to 

make my opposition in anyway clearer by trying to personalise my letter 

to you. 

Thank you to all, who have opposed this legislation last year. 

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,

Melissa Manton

 





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 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,  

Galia Ward

Sent from my iPhone



From: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Date: 

Leeanne Rose 

State Planning Office Your Say 

olannjngmatterstas@aroail com: c 

CM: Protect our rights & our voice - #SCRAPTHEDAP 

Monday, 21 April 2025 9:15:59 AM 

I You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important 

The 2025 revised DAPs legislation hasn't changed much 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 appr-oval pathway allo�ing pr-oper-ty developer·s to bypass local councils and communities. 
This fast-tr-ack process will remove elected councillor·s from having a say on the most contr-over-sial and destnrctive development� 

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 Jack 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. 

Resear·ch demonstrates DAPs ar-e pro-development and pn�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 lar-ge scale contentious developments like the lamanyi/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 tights 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 (T ASCA T) 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 01· pr-ocess whic.h have a nar-r·ow focus and are 

pr-ohibitively expensive. 
Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase corTuption, r·educe good planning outcomes, favour developers 

and under-mine democr-acy. 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. 

Inc.reased ministerial power· over- the planning system incr·eases the politicisation of critical planning decisions suc.h as rezoning and risk 
of corTupt 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 br·oad and undefined that it grants the Minister extr·ao1·dina1-y power- that is ubitrary and unchec.ked. 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- ther-e 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,
Leeanne Rose







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. I would not trust any single politician with that amount of
power - particularly not one in the current government. 

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,

Anne  Wennagel





from council assessment before requesting the minister have it assessed by a DAP.
- Projects under the increased dollar value threshold values remain 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.
- 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).

Please support a healthy democracy! I call on you to ensure transparency, independence,
accountability and public participation in decision-making within the planning system, as
this is critical for a healthy democracy. Keep decision making local as it would be much
 wiser to 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, create a strong anti-corruption watchdog and to enhance transparency and
efficiency in the administration of the Right to Information Act 2009. 

Yours sincerely,
Steven Chater



From: Vera Thomson
To: State Planning Office Your Say
Cc:

Subject: CM: STOP THE DAP SCHEME PLEASE.
Date: Monday, 21 April 2025 1:56:50 PM
Attachments: stop dap letter.docx

Attached is my letter explaining why we do not need a DAP. Please read
it and seriously consider the validity of my reasons.   The old system
works and has worked for many years now however,  instead of changing
it, we could spend more money on improving it slightly too and then all
would be happy except the developers who might want to build something
that the locals do not want in their community.

--
Vera Thomson  



Dear Member of Parliament, 

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 THAT I HAVE PREVIOUSLY OPPOSED: LIKE BEING UNDEMOCRATIC AND 
WEIGHTED TOWARDS THE DEVELOPERS RIGHTS AND NOT THE COMMUNITY THAT WILL BE AFFECTED IF THIS 
COMES INTO EFFECT.  THERE IS NOTHING WRONG WITH THE OLD SYSTEM,  IT WORKS FAIRLY AND IS EFFICIENT  
EXCEPT TO DEVELOPERS WHO MAy WANT TO CHANGE THE LIFESTYLE OF THE PEOPLE THAT HAVE BOUGHT INTO 
THAT PARTICULAR AREA THAT the DEVELOPER wants to change.  The Locals bought in this area BECAUSE OF THE 
BENEFITS THAT WERE THERE WHEN THEY PURCHASED and now some out of town developer wants to take Away 
the owners right to have a say in how they will live in the future.  THIS IS WRONG AND UNDEMOCRATIC 

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

1. The DAPs represent an alternate planning approval pathway allowing property developers to bypass local 
councils and communities who SHOULD NOT BE BY PASSED AS IT IS THEIR HOME AND AREA AND 
EXPERETISE AND  ALSO KNOW  WHAT IS AT STAKE THAT WILL AFFECT THEIR LIFE.    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 that know nothing about the area 
and what is at stake or important to the local community will make the wrong decisions that will wreck 
peoples lives.  This fast track process will be conducted by the Tasmanian Planning Commission, who will 
decide on development applications, these outsiders that know nothing about the area that will be affected -  
not our elected local councillors will make the wrong decisions that the affected community will have to live 
with because the appeals process will be too costly to fight. Local concerns will be ignored in favour of 
developers who may not even be from Tasmania.   THIS IS WRONG AND UNDEMOCRATIC – A  TRUMP STYLE 
OF GOVERNMENT 

 

2. 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. THIS IS NOT VERY TANSPARENT AND OPEN TO FURTHER CORRUPTION AND 
MISMANAGEMENT. 

 

3. Research demonstrates DAPs are pro-development and pro-government, they rarely deeply engage with 
local communities SO THEY ARE NOT FAMILIA WITH WHAT IS IMPORTANT TO A COMMUNITY, and they spend 
most of their time on smaller applications and take longer than local councils to make decisions.  

 

4. 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. 

 

5  IF WE Remove 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, WE REMOVE AN ESSENTIAL PART OF THE RULE OF LAW AND A DEMOCRATIC SYSTEM OF 
GOVERNMENT BASED ON “CHECKS AND BALANCES” WHICH IS WHAT THE TASMANIAN CIVIL AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL  (TASCAT) DOES VERY ADQUATELY, FAIRLY AND QUICLY NOW.   



 

 

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

 

7 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 and unfair!!!!. 

 

8 Removing merits-based planning appeals has the potential to increase corruption, reduce good planning 

outcomes, favour developers and undermine democracy. THIS IS SO UNDEMOCRATIC AND WRONG.   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. 

 

9 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. 

 

10 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 DAPs based on a 
‘perceived conflict of interest’, ‘a real or perceived bias’, ‘the application relates to a development that may 
be considered significant’ and then the Planning Minister has the 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: 

a. Valuations of $10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas.  
b. 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.  THIS IS TOTALLY UNCLEAR AND WILL 
LEAD TO INSUFICIENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING BEING PROVIDED 

 

11 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 it seems, wants to falsely blame the planning 
system for stopping housing developments to cover its lack of performance in addressing the affordable 
housing shortage. 

 



12 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? 

 

13 2025 legislation has not been significantly changed!!!!!! 

 

14 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. 

 

15 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. 

 

16 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. 

 

17 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. 

 

18 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. 

 

19 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. 

I  SAY YES TO 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 BECAUUSE IT IS THE 
LOCALS THAT ARE AFFECTED rather than bypassing it, with opportunities for appeal. Abandon DAPs.  WE DON’T 
NEED IT AND I DON’T UNDERSTAND WHY WE ARE TRYING TO STILL MAKE THIS WORK AS IT HAS ALREADY BEEN 
THROWN OUT .   WHO IS PUSHING THIS DAP  -   AND WHY? I ASK.  The old system has demonstrated that it works.       
We could instead  invest in more 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  (this is called BRIBARY), 
enhance transparency and efficiency in the administration of the Right to Information Act 2009, and create a strong 
anti-corruption watchdog.  

Yours sincerely,           VERA THOMSON     





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

         Increased ministerial power over the planning system increases the politicisation of critical
planning decisions such as rezoning and risk of corrupt decisions.

         The eligibility criteria are so broad and undefined that it grants the Minister extraordinary power
that is arbitrary and unchecked. 

  Many other points could be raised against the proposed legislation concerning DAPs. The whole
issue needs to be rethought.

Yours sincerely

Joan von Bibra OAM





I want to personally request that any of you who know you are being deceitful in trying to
influence the voice of the public for your own, or otherwise vested interests, resign
immediately. You are out of your jurisdiction. Your job is to Re-present OUR will even if
it's a bad decision. THAT is Democracy.

You think people deserve what they get if they don't engage in politics... I believe that is
completely unfair.
This is why:
We are in an era of specialization and very high production now ...so workers who had
time to discuss things with each other in the past no longer have time for communication
with peers and other community members on important issues while working. In most of
my work places we were not even permitted to talk to each other while working, because it
might negatively affect productivity. And what if it actually IMPROVED production? 

We are so busy being specialized workers, shut in a box with our heads down, working,
that we have no time or energy to investigate political corruption, white collar and
corporate crime and many global issues. We are not specialists in these things and are too
far away from that whole field to have a good idea of the truth. But not being able to talk
to workmates means we know even less about those things, and allows social, political,
environmental and workplace issues to stay hidden.
That affects us all and allows high level crime and corruption to thrive.

We depend on our politicians to be the honorable political specialists we pay them to be.
We trust that the specialists we employ with our wages and taxes are following the systems
established, to ensure the proper functioning of our society in accordance with the
democratic will of the people. Honesty of our Public Servants is paramount to democracy,
as is the people's right to make decisions without undue influence.

Can you see that delivering cleverly crafted speeches and information to get the consent of
the public undermines democracy? Giving good people bad information likely results in
bad outcomes.

This is not what I pay politicians for.

I believe these DAP's could be used to exert too much control over our land, environment,
resources and public funds (via subsidies and grants, etc). Giving this control to a small
group with vested interests in their own success will have terrible outcomes for the public
and if the DAP comes to contain corrupt elements what then? How will corporations using
the DAP to destroy the environment for profit be able to be stopped by the public at all?

I believe this needs to be prevented at all cost as the risks to the public and economy are
just too high considering the costly history of corporate and political greed.

For Democracy and fairness:

Say no to the DAP.

Yours sincerely, Mr.A Campbell





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.  Such centralization is dangerous: even putting aside the risk of



corruption, how many politicians in our current minority government are capable
of planning even a Kris Kringle?
 
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. This is a blatant
power grab.
 
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,

Dennis O'Donnell





assured merely through removing the planning controls from local councils and residents.  

I do not agree with increasing the ministerial power over the planning system in Tasmania,
which needs to be as apolitical as possible.  Most government ministers do not have
expertise, experience, or significant skills in complex planning, architectural, or
engineering project management.  Given their well-known heavy portfolio workloads in
Tasmania, government ministers have very limited time in which to be briefed by experts
and to fully comprehend the implications of decisions on development applications.  The
recent planning debacles with the involvement of government ministers in Tasmanian
government business projects are concrete parallel examples which should cause us all to
turn sharply away from any thoughts of instigating ministerial responsibility for decisions
on development and planning projects.

From my years of experience of working for a number of property developers on major
projects in Australia and abroad, I am convinced that Tasmania will not benefit by
allowing property developers, even those who are highly professional and principled, to
access an alternative planning pathway which bypasses our local councils and
communities through not being subject to the standard local council planning approval
processes. As Tasmanians we should not make it easier for large-scale contentious
developments to be approved via such alternative pathways in the face of opposition by
both the populace at large and by local councils made up of elected representatives.

I continue to be astonished that the government is still proposing in this revised 2025 draft
Bill to remove existing merit-based planning appeal rights based on a proposed project's
impacts on such critical aspects as the height, bulk, scale or appearance of buildings;
biodiversity; impacts on city or village streetscapes and adjoining properties; and other
such factors.  The merit-based planning appeals process is an essential aspect of
democracy as practiced in the three tiers of government in Australia, helping in Tasmania
to maintain those all-important checks and balances on the decisions of what this State will
become in the short- and long-term.

Equally unacceptable in my view is the draft Bill's provision that decisions on
developments will only be appealable to the Supreme Court, based narrowly on a point of
law or process.  This would have the effect of denying a just appeals process to all of us as
citizens, which should be available to individuals and organisations regardless of the
financial capacity of each to fund a Supreme Court appeal.  

We all want our State government to be operating on the basis of the timeless adage of
working to achieve the greatest good for the greatest number of people. 

The proposals contained in the DAP Bill 2025 would remove the decision-making about
projects with major implications for communities, national parks, and recognized heritage
zones from the local government elected members and planning processes in which
citizens have a significant role, replacing their involvement with decisions made by a very
few (and more distant) decision-makers.  I see no justification of how these sweeping
changes to development application processes proposed in this draft Bill are directed
toward the greatest good for the greatest number of people.

From my own years of experience in conducting intensive community consultation within
planning and urban design projects, I know that when properly briefed and intelligently
consulted, community and council members routinely demonstrate considerable
knowledge, good sense, and far-sightedness about whether significant projects should
proceed or not.  The government should be focussing on the many cogent ways to resource
councils and local communities more effectively in their involvement in and application of



the current planning system, rather than shutting them out of the decision-making
processes for significant projects.

I urge that this draft Bill 2025 should not be tabled in Parliament and should be abandoned.

Thank you for the opportunity to offer these comments.

Yours sincerely,

M. Pamille Berg AO Hon. LFRAIA
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I am writing, yet again, to oppose the 2025 revised DAPs legislation. 

I am using the template created by Planning :Matters Alliance Tasmania because this is the most effective way for us, as ciliz.ens, to respond to the many planning consultatioos 
the govemmem bas generated recently. Using a template does DOI in any way suggest we are not informed or across the issue 1hey are simply lmge issues for residents to 
respond to comprehensively. 

I would like to state the obvious hypocrisy of the government claiming that DAP's will "take the polilics out of planning''. When the independent Tasmanian Planning 
Commission produced a stadium report that it did DOI like it put the decision back to the politicians. Why would we bother with DAPs when the government will default to using 
this kind of tactic? 

Please Labor do better by all ofus - provide us some balance and protection and oppose these anti democratic legislations. 

Th,, 2025 revised DAPs legislation;_, not significantly changed from the 2024 version that was refused by the parliament and retains all the key flaws. I oppose the creation of 
Developmenl Assessment Panels (DAPs) and increasing ministerial power o,,er the plaoning system, for the following reasons: 

• Th• DAPs rtprestnt an alttrnate planning approval pathway allowing prop,rty denloptrs to bypass local councils and communitits. Tlris fast-track proctss nill 
removt eltcttd councillors from hO\iog a say on th• most controvtrsial and destructin dtnlopmtnts affecting local communitits. �eked 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 favoot of developers who may not be from Tasmania. 

• Th• Tasmanian Plauning Commission is not indep,ndent -DAPs are hand-picked, without detailed selection aiteria and objective processes. DAPs are inconsistent 
with the principles of open justice as they do not hold bearings that are open to any member of the public and lack capacity to manage conflicts of inlerest (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 bas coosulled (behind closed doors) with the developer and any relevant govemmem agencies and adopted its draft decision. 

• Rtsearch demons traits DAPs an pro-<k,•elopmtnt and pro-gonmment, they rarely detply engage with local romnnmilies, and they spend most of their time on 
smaller applications and take looger than local councils to make decisions. 

• DAPs nill makt it easitr to approvt larg• seal• conttntious denlopments like the l:unanyi/Mount Wellington cable car, high-rise in Hobart, Cambria Green and high­
density subdivisioo like Skylands at Droughty Point and the proposed UTAS Sandy Bay campus re-development. 

• Remo.-es merit-bastd 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'. 

• Rtmoving mtrits-bastd plauning appeals removts the opportnnity for mediation on dtnlopmtnt applicatio1Ls in the plauning tribunal 

• Denlopments nill only ht app,aL,blt to the Suprtlllt Court bastd on a point of law or proctss "ilich havt a narrow focus and art probibitivtly expensrre. 

• Rtmoving mtrits-bastd plauning appeals bas th• potential to increase corruption, rtduct good pL,uning outcome,, fa,·our denloptrs and undtnnine democracy. 
1he NSW Independent Commission Against Comiptioo l'.fCQQ)f))PJ)ool the expansion of merit-based planning appeals as a deterrent to conuption. :Mainland experience 
demonstrates planning panels favour developers and undermine democratic accountability. Local planning panels, t>ilich are often dominated by members of the 
developnem sector, were created in NSW to stamp out corruption, but councillors from across the political spectrum '"ll they favour developers and tmdennme democratic 
accountability. Mamland u=.b demons1rates remo,mg merits-based plaoning appeals bas the potential to reduce good planning outcomes - ioc1nding bolb 
enviroomental and social. 

• Increased ministeri.11 power o,•er the planning system increases the politicisation of critical planning dtt:isions such a.� 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 bas rejected such an application, threatening transparency and strategic planning 

• Eligibility crittri.1 are so broad and undefintd that it grants th• l\linisttr extraordinary powtr that is arbitrary and unc.htcktd. 1he Minister can declare a 
development to be assessed by a DAP based on a 'perceived conflict of interesf, 'a real or perceived bias', 'the application relates to a de,,elopment fllat may be 
considered significant'. The Planning Minister bas political bias and can use this subjective aiteria to intervene on ,-irtuaJJy any development in favour of developers. 

NO1E: The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that are not guided by any clear aiteria: 

-Valuations of$10 million in cities and $5 million in other areas. 
-A determination by Homes Tasmania that an applicatioo includes social or affordable housing. 1here is no requirement for a proportion of the development to be for social or 
affordable housing. For example, it could be one house out of200 that is affordable. 

• Poor justification -thtre is no probltm to fix. Ouly aboul I o/o of the approximately 12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and Tasmania's planning system is 
the fastest in Ans1ralia. In some years as many as 80% of appeals are resolved via mediation. 1he 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. 

• Increases complexity in an already complex plauning system. Why would we futther increase an already complex planning system which is already making decisions 
quicker than any other jurisdicti011 in Australia? 

2025 ltgislation not signilicantly changtd 

• 1he changes made to the DAPs legislation that was refused by the Parl.iamem in November 2024 are not significant and all the key tlaws remain. The changes made do not 
have any significant practical impact. 

• One eligioility aiterion bas been removed, that a project is likely to be 'c011troversial ', but the other equally broad and undefined aiteria 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 assessment is not significant because a proponent can remove their 
development from couocil assessment before requesting the minister have it assessed by a DAP. 

• 1he dollar value thresholds ha,,. been increased to $1 0 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 ,'lllues are still elig,ole under the other broad and undefined criteria. 

• 1he 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 DOI 
required to make the guidelines and the Minister only needs to 'consider' them. 

• There bas been an amendment to allow the DAPs to undertake mediation, but the Tasmanwi Planning Commissi011 is inexperienced in mediation and no clear process or 
rights have been established for objectors, unlike the Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tnounal (TASCA1). 1he amendment does not allow the DAP approval to be 
decided by mediation just minor disputes in the process. 

Say yes to a htalthy dtmocracy 



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 Pafitis





meet these expenses with our taxes.

DO I NEED TO ADD the disgraceful failure to prepare Devonport wharf facilities prior to
the arrival of two new Spirit of Tasmania vessels? 

Our state budget is bleeding, our taxes callously misused, and our state a laughing stock,
nationally and internationally !  Our credit rating in under greater threat than ever. Your
support of new legislation for DAPs, increasing Ministerial power and removing planning
appeals, can only EXACERBATE these current atrocious examples. Please CEASE and
DESIST !!! 

Tasmanian voters NOW give thanks:-

to the ENTIRE CROSS BENCH of Tasmania's House of Assembly who voted against the
2024 DAP Bill, though unsuccessfully; 

to those in Legislative Council members who voted successfully against the 2024 DAP
Bill and defeating it; 

to the members of all Local Government Councils who stood up against the 2024 DAP
Bill; 

to NSW, ACT and QLD governments which have now EACH prohibited political
donations from property developers and their associates; 

to the High Court of Australia which upheld a state-wide ban on political donations of
property developers in NSW.

TASCAT (The Civil and Administrative Tribunal) and LGAT (The Local Government
Association of Tasmania) know that Tasmania's current development assessment systems
are the fastest in the country and that 68%-80%  per annum are successfully mediated. This
statistic remains virtually unchanged from a review undertaken in 2018-2019. 

Tasmanian voters are shouting aloud for DEMOCRATIC GOVERNMENTS and not
DAPS.

YOU know that voter TRUST in Tasmanian Liberal and Labor politicians is now
pathetically low. In 2024, 482 submissions were received by the government on the DAP
Bill and 444 were opposed. That is 92% against the DAP Bill !!! 

Tasmanian voters WILL have democracy and WILL defend it. That is why I write to YOU
and why I simultaneously beg EACH representative of Tasmanians - currently in
government - PLEASE .... DON'T support DAPs, and thus increasing
Ministerial power and the removal of planning appeals.

Yours sincerely,

Mrs Rosemary Farrell (B.Ed UTAS)
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With the greatest respect, I object in the strongest possible tenns to the 2025 revised DAP 
legislation. 

This is little changed from the 2024 version that was refused by the parliament. Like the 
2024 proposal it contains many flaws, the most pe1iinent of which is increasing ministerial 
power over the planning system. 

This centralisation of planning together with handpicked state appointed planning panels 
will inevitably result in local concerns being ignored in favour of big developers. These 
may be Tasmanian or, more frequently I suspect, come from interstate or overseas. 

The Tasmanian Planning Commission is not independent - DAPs will be hand-picked, 
without detailed selection criteria and objective processes. They are inconsistent with the 
principles of open justice - not holding hearings are open to members of the public and 
lacking capacity to manage conflicts of interest. Without a need to provide written reasons 
for their decision, it would become difficult to seek judicial review. Community input 
comes only after the DAP has consulted (behind closed doors) with the developer and 
relevant govermnent agencies and adopted a draft decision. 

DAPs appear to clearly be seen as a way to push through contentious proposals that are not 
well suppo1ied by the majority of the community. This should not happen in a properly­
functioning democracy. 

Most impo1iantly, these would remove merit-based planning appeals. The Tasmanian 
Civil and Administrative Tribunal (TASCAT) review of government decisions is an 
essential part of the mle oflaw 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. 

Removing merits-based planning appeals also, of course, has the potential to increase 
conuption, reduce good planning outcomes, favour developers and undennine democracy. 
The NSW Independent Commission Against Co1n1ption recommended the expansion of 



merit-based planning appeals as a deterrent to corruption. 

Increasing ministerial power over the planning system increases the politicisation of
critical planning decisions such as rezoning and the risk of corrupt decisions. The Planning
Minister, without oversight, will decide if a development application meets the DAP
criteria. The Minister will be able to force the initiation of planning scheme changes.  

Eligibility criteria are too broad and undefined, essentially granting the Minister
extraordinary power that is arbitrary and unchecked.

In short, it is anti-democratic, with insufficient checks and balances.  

And in the current environment, with insufficient disclosure related to political donations,
it has a massive potential for corruption.

I urge the Parliament to once again resoundingly reject this proposal.

Yours faithfully,
Dr Wayne S Murray





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. 

Yours sincerely,

Celia Boden

Sent from my iPhone





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,

Mary-Lou Clarke





the good of the community and understanding of the councils because they are fearful that it will be
completely removed and put through the DAP process.

5.      There is no selection criteria outlined on how DAPs will be selected, leading to a greater
likelihood that they will not be independent, nor beholden to the Tasmanian community.

6.      DAPs do not need to hold open hearings, do not need to provide a written reasoning for
their decision and lack the capacity to manage conflicts of interest. This goes against the
democratic process, hides decisions on key, large and likely important developments both in cities
and towns, but also in more remote public spaces. We should be able to know what is happening in
our communities, the reasons for it, and have the capacity to challenge these developments when we
do not feel they are in keeping of the Tasmania we wish to live in. Challenges and reviews of many
developments in Tasmania have shown to deliver more appropriate and better planned
developments.

7.      DAPs have proved to be pro-development rather than pro-community. They are designed to
remove community engagement and input.

8.      Research has shown that they do not, in fact, take less time to review and approve
development compared to our current council planning processes. Again, we should be
improving the council process, especially for those councils that are really struggling, or are
potentially a little more corrupt.

9.      DAPs make it more likely that larger, contentious developments will be approved against
the wishes of communities and their elected representatives, the local councils. This also
removes the rights of councils and national parks to have the right to refuse development on their
own land. For example the cable car on kunanyi/ Mount Wellington or First Basin in Launceston or
Lake Malbena in the Tasmanian Wilderness area.

10.  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. This is
completely outrageous and undemocratic. It is open to corruption and completely removes any ability
for land managers or communities to say no to development.

11.  Removes merit based planning assessment and appeals. 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’. This is an essential
part of the planning process. It ensures that developments take into aspects that are important to the
community, such as biodiversity, open, green, natural spaces, low rise buildings or buildings in
keeping with the style of the town/city, low lighting, protections for wildlife, etc.

12.  Appeal options are very narrow! Appeals can only go to the Supreme Court, which is extremely
expensive, and narrow in focus.

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

I call on you to again reject this legislation. To ensure that our planning process continues to be
independent and independent and that public participation and council decision making continues to
be a key part of the process. Keep decision making local. Allow Tasmanians to continue to have a
key democratic part of planning and development making processes for the communities, parks and
wilderness areas that we know and love.

As someone who has worked closely with local government and the community, I call on you to
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. The current system isn’t perfect, but improving the current process would be
far more successful than replacing them with the DAPs. 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. 

Kind Regards,

Gillian Basnett







about 1% of the approximately 12,000 council planning decisions go to appeal and
Tasmania’s planning system is the fastest in Australia.

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.

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,

Stephen Brown 
(Kingborough Resident)







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,

Martin Boord
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I You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important 

Please see below a pro forma message which 

I endorse fully. I have experienced the current system of planning approvals from 

both directions, that of business owner, design employee at an architectural 

practice, and objector to a "development". I know that it serves the public well and 

often reveals deficiencies in the proposal. Nothing is to be gained from depriving the 

public of its right to object and thereby rendering the important notion of "social 

licence" inoperative. 

• 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 OAP 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,
John Dudley





**Erodes Appeal Rights and Oversight**  
The legislation removes merit-based appeals on critical issues such as 
biodiversity, building impacts, traffic, noise, and more. This guts public oversight 
and prevents mediation through the Tasmanian Civil and Administrative Tribunal 
(TASCAT), leaving only costly Supreme Court appeals on narrow legal grounds.

**Increased Risk of Corruption**  
Eliminating merit appeals undermines good planning and increases the risk of 
corruption. Even NSW’s anti-corruption body recommended expanding—not 
removing—appeal rights. Mainland experience shows planning panels often 
favour developers and weaken democratic accountability.

**Excessive Ministerial Power**  
The Minister gains sweeping authority to override local decisions and force 
planning changes. Criteria to refer projects to DAPs are vague and subjective, 
allowing near-total ministerial discretion. Even one affordable home in a large 
project can be used to trigger DAP assessment.

**No Problem to Solve**  
Tasmania’s planning system is already the fastest in Australia. Just 1% of 
applications are appealed, with most resolved through mediation. The 
government’s narrative of a broken system is a smokescreen for its failure to 
address housing.

**Minor Legislative Tweaks, No Real Change**  
The only change of substance—removing “controversial” as a trigger—has no 
practical effect. Other vague criteria remain. The dollar threshold increase ($10M 
metro / $5M regional) is meaningless, as lower-value projects still qualify under 
subjective grounds. DAPs can now conduct mediation, but lack expertise, process 
clarity, or legal authority to resolve appeals.

---

**Say Yes to Democracy**

I urge you to support transparency, accountability, and public participation in 
planning. Keep decisions local, with the right to appeal. Scrap DAPs and instead 
invest in strengthening council capacity and community engagement. This 
supports jobs, lowers development costs, and improves outcomes.

I also call for a ban on political donations from property developers, reforms to the 
Right to Information Act, and the establishment of a strong anti-corruption 
watchdog.

Regards,
Roger.





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,

Dr Michael Lichon







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. 

Anne Hellie





BBCA supports retaining the current pathway which works in a timely way.  Most
importantly, this allows full planning appeal rights which are heard at the Tribunal.  In no
way do we accept that an appeal to the Supreme Court on legal grounds alone, can
replace the Tribunal.  The public needs the opportunity for full review of a controversial or
significant Development Assessment on planning merits.  This occurs at the Tribunal
(TasCAT).

3. 
Planning Authorities currently implement the Tasmanian Planning Scheme (TPS).

BBCA supports Tasmania’s local Councils where 93% of all Development Assessments are
decided under delegation by professional planners who know the TPS.  (see The Local
Government Review, Stage 2 Report 2023).  We note that all Councils sitting as Planning
Authorities already must implement the Tasmanian Planning Scheme.

4. 
We want to see local Councils making decisions about their local areas.  

There is no real data supporting removing planning from our Councils.  Our local
elected members only have discretion to make decisions in 7% of cases and only 1% go
to appeal at the Tribunal.

BBCA concludes there is no need for DAPs.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Chloe Bibari

Secretary and Treasurer

Blackmans Bay Community Association Inc.





DAPs are aimed at making it easier to approve large scale contentious
developments. This necessarily involves the local community being ridden over.
Having a social licence is a critical component of any good development and to avoid
ongoing conflict within our communities over poor development outcomes.  

Merits based appeals are removed and there can be no appeal to TASCAT on the
merits. TASCAT's review of planning decisions on their merits is an essential part of
the rule of law and a democratic system of government based on ‘checks and
balances’.  It guarantees better quality planning decisions by acting as a second tier
of review. Mainland research demonstrates removing merits-based planning appeals
has the potential to reduce good planning outcomes – including both environmental
and social.  Merits based reviews also add a layer of protection against corruption.

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 will be
prohibitive for most of the community, as they do not have deep pockets.  Such a
proposal exposes the true political motivation for the Bill.

The Planning Minister will decide if a development application meets the DAP
criteria. This politicises the planning process. 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. The
Minister is not a planning expert. Decisions made on this basis will result in poor
planning outcomes.

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.
On occasion, the developer will have made donations to the Minister or to his or her
political party. This, of course, lends itself to corruption. Tasmania already struggles
with systemic corruption and this would only make the problem worse. 

The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that are not
guided by any clear criteria. The Minister can even regulate (without Parliamentary
oversight) what can be included in a DAP. This planning "pathway" can lead to
anything being regarded as a DAP.

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.  Tasmania has, in fact, one of the most efficient planning approval ratings



in the nation.  The housing crisis has occurred in the past decade and a half under
the stewardship of the Liberal Government.

There is no significant change from the earlier version of the legislation!

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 and the Minister can simply regulate
other lesser thresholds.
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
amendment does not allow the DAP approval to be decided by mediation, just minor
disputes in the process.

Please keep our democracy healthy

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.

Yours sincerely,

Linda Poulton
Westbury





ATTACHMENT: TNPA COMMENTS 26 NOVEMBER 2023 

Comments on Development Assessment Panel (DAP) 
Framework Position Paper 

Introduction 

The Tasmanian National Parks Association Inc. (TNPA) understands that the Position Paper 
has been prepared as part of a proposal “to take … politics out of planning decisions”.i The 
planning system (including planning decisions) is inherently political, because it is about 
balancing competing public and private interests. Therefore the proposal cannot achieve its 
stated purpose. 

Misperceptions of conflict 

The Position Paper suggests that perceptions of conflicting roles of councillors could be one 
ground for removing planning decisions from elected local councils and giving those decisions 
to development assessment panels (DAPs). The material in the Position Paper strongly 
indicates that the conflicts are not a significant problem at present. Given the inherently 
political nature of the planning system, it is appropriate that planning decisions on 
controversial matters are made by elected councillors who are accountable to voters, rather 
than by panellists who are not. Responsible government (including the responsibility of 
executive decision-makers to voters) is a fundamental feature of all levels of government in 
Australia. 

Suggested grounds for involving DAPs 

There is also a suggestion in the Position Paper that applications over a certain value should 
be determined by a development assessment panel rather than an elected local council. 
Proponents of controversial developments often make questionable claims about the value of 
their proposals. The suggestion seems likely to encourage this practice, which runs counter to 
making of well-informed planning decisions. 

Of particular concern to the TNPA is the suggestion that “complex” planning development 
applications may be referred to DAPs. Any development application on reserved land has the 
potential to be deemed “complex” because it needs to demonstrate compliance with both the 
National Parks and Reserves Management Act 2002 and the Land Use Planning and 
Assessment Act 1993. Hence there is potential for any development application on reserved 
land to be assessed by a DAP with no right of appeal. 

A number of options are suggested in the Position Paper for allowing applicants for 
development approvals to have a role in choosing that their applications be decided by DAPs. 
The TNPA believes these options are inappropriate. The TNPA also believes that the 
suggested option for the Minister to nominate applications for assessment by DAPs is 
inappropriate, and likely to increase controversy around proposed developments and 
perceptions of undue political influence in the planning system. 
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Reducing accountability by removing appeals 

The Position Paper suggests that provision for appeals to an independent tribunal from 
decisions of development assessment panels is not warranted, in part because of the 
expertise of the Tasmanian Planning Commission and panellists. Longstanding Australian 
Government guidance indicates that expertise of decision-makers is not a valid justification for 
denying merits review of their decisions.ii 

It is not clear from the Position Paper what degree of expertise or independence panellists will 
have. The paper refers to various Acts as possible models, but only one of them (the Land 
Use Planning and Assessment Act 1993) currently provides for development assessment 
panels (in Division 2A of Part 4). Those provisions allow the Minister a significant degree of 
influence in the appointment of a development panel, given that the Minister can determine 
what qualifications or experience 2 of the required appointees to the panel need to have. iii 
Those 2 appointees could constitute a majority of the quorum of 3 panellists.iv This hardly 
seems a model “to take … politics out of planning decisions”. 

Conclusion 

The proposed framework will not only fail “to take … politics out of planning decisions”, but will 
cause further political problems by diminishing accountability through removing decision-
making from elected local representatives and denying appeals. 

The framework and wider proposal of which it forms part should therefore be abandoned. 

 

 

Nicholas Sawyer, President, TNPA 

26 November 2023 

 

Endnotes 

 

                                                 
i
 https://www.premier.tas.gov.au/site resources 2015/additional releases/development-assessment-panel-

consultation.  
ii
 https://www.ag.gov.au/legal-system/administrative-law/administrative-review-council-publications/what-

decisions-should-be-subject-merit-review-1999#:~:text=The%20Council%20prefers%20a%20broad,2.5. (see 

paragraphs 5.16 and 5.17). 
iii

 See subsections 60Q(3) and 60W(4) and (5) of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993. 
iv
 See subsection 60X(1) of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993. 





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.

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,

Danie

l Silver





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

Catharine Errey





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?

PLEASE :

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.

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,
Patrice Baxter





DAPs are aimed at making it easier to approve large scale contentious
developments. This necessarily involves the local community being ridden over.
Having a social licence is a critical component of any good development and to avoid
ongoing conflict within our communities over poor development outcomes.  

Merits based appeals are removed and there can be no appeal to TASCAT on the
merits. TASCAT's review of planning decisions on their merits is an essential part of
the rule of law and a democratic system of government based on ‘checks and
balances’.  It guarantees better quality planning decisions by acting as a second tier
of review. Mainland research demonstrates removing merits-based planning appeals
has the potential to reduce good planning outcomes – including both environmental
and social.  Merits based reviews also add a layer of protection against corruption.

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 will be
prohibitive for most of the community, as they do not have deep pockets.  Such a
proposal exposes the true political motivation for the Bill.

The Planning Minister will decide if a development application meets the DAP
criteria. This politicises the planning process. 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. The
Minister is not a planning expert. Decisions made on this basis will result in poor
planning outcomes.

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.
On occasion, the developer will have made donations to the Minister or to his or her
political party. This, of course, lends itself to corruption. Tasmania already struggles
with systemic corruption and this would only make the problem worse. 

The scope of the DAPs includes a range of other subjective factors that are not
guided by any clear criteria. The Minister can even regulate (without Parliamentary
oversight) what can be included in a DAP. This planning "pathway" can lead to
anything being regarded as a DAP.

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.  Tasmania has, in fact, one of the most efficient planning approval ratings
in the nation.  The housing crisis has occurred in the past decade and a half under



the stewardship of the Liberal Government.

There is no significant change from the earlier version of the legislation!

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 and the Minister can simply regulate
other lesser thresholds.
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
amendment does not allow the DAP approval to be decided by mediation, just minor
disputes in the process.

Please keep our democracy healthy

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.

Yours sincerely,

Gina Poulton





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. 

Kind regards

G. Linnemann



From: Anne Griffiths
To: State Planning Office Your Say
Cc: planningmatterstas@gmail.com
Subject: CM: Draft proposed planning laws
Date: Tuesday, 22 April 2025 3:20:34 PM

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

The draft of the new planning laws is the work of a government determined to force its will in a most
undemocratic way by denying local councils and concerned citizens the right to object to unsuitable
developments which may affect them either indirectly or directly. It will encourage developers who want to
establish a business or businesses designed to profit themselves at the expense of the environment or those who
could be negatively impacted by their projects.

It gives total power, without any right of appeal, to a  panel the members of which are not required to have any
experience in the initial planning or the likely outcomes of any decision they may make.  In particular National
Parks and World Heritage areas should be sacrosanct and they have been legally preserved for the benefit of all,
not for individuals for financial gain. However it is the elimination of any rights of appeal that makes this
proposed legislation so unacceptable in what is supposed to be a democratic state.

I urge you to resist the Government’s agenda to force this limitation of citizens’ rights and  to stand up for
democracy.

Yours sincerely

Anne Griffiths



From: 

To: 

Cc: 

Paul 1°og 
State Plaooiog Office Your Say  

Subject: CM: Protect our rights & our voice - #SCRAPTHEDAP 

Tuesday, 22 April 2025 3:27:56 PM Date: 

I You don't often get email from Learn why this is important 

• I look at Kunyanyi every day and admire what a beautiful vista it is with the

changing weather. I see repeated attempts to destroy this Mountain and changes

to the DAP will facilitate this and I cannot stand by and let this happen.

• 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,
 
Paul Long



From: 

To: 
Cc: 

� 

State Plaooiog Office Your Say 
cr; 

Subject: CM: Scrap the DAP 
Date: Tuesday, 22 April 2025 4:08:45 PM 

I You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important 

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 OAP 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, 
Jo Errey



From: Peta Stokes
To: State Planning Office Your Say
Subject: CM: Submission - Draft Development Assessment Panel - Draft Bill 2025
Date: Tuesday, 22 April 2025 4:39:28 PM

You don't often get email from 

Dear Current Leaders of our Society,

I am pasting the letter below as it says everything that you need to know and it
represents how I feel about the proposed changes to the existing planning
scheme. It is not right to create more bureaucracy when there is adequate
assessments in place. 

 Thank you 

Peta Stokes

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

mailto:mrspstokes@gmail.com
mailto:haveyoursay@stateplanning.tas.gov.au
https://www.stateplanning.tas.gov.au/have-your-say/consultations/lupaa-amendments/draft-lupaa-development-assessment-panel-amendment-bill-2024?_kx=n1mGDoKcnIoZhwY3JKaQGSsm9aq0xLWocGFON4D8aq4ylXAcpc4U4Y_nIeD-E5Nn.TidPmQ


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:

https://www.icac.nsw.gov.au/media-centre/media-releases/2012-media-releases/icac-recommends-changes-to-the-nsw-planning-system-to-minimise-corruption-risks
https://www.smh.com.au/national/how-unelected-faceless-men-and-women-keep-approving-nsw-developments-20210804-p58fvt.html
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/edonsw/pages/2998/attachments/original/1467777537/EDO_NSW_Report_-_Merits_Review_in_Planning_in_NSW.pdf?1467777537


– 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,

Peta Stokes



       Submission against the Development Assessment Panels 

 

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

 
• 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. 
 

• Locals will have a feeling of disenfranchisement and frustration.  As noted by 
McLeod, Fisher & Hamdorf lawyers, disempowering the council and the lack 
of clear mechanisms for community input and appeal rights, raise concerns 
about the fairness and transparency of the process. 
 
 

• Local heritage and environmental concerns will be ignored in favour of 
developers who may not be from Tasmania.  The “Clean and Green” image is 
already being eroded by large developers.   Handpicked state appointed 
planning panels, conducted by the Tasmanian Planning Commission, will 
decide on development applications not our elected local councillors who 
have better local knowledge.    
 
 

• The fast track DAP process will result in more developments and more 
destruction in the world heritage area, national parks and other public 
reserves. 

 
 

• 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? 
 

 
• DAPs are not required to provide written reasons for their decisions, making 

judicial review more difficult. 
 

• 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. 
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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. 
 
 

• 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. 
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• 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.  
 

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. 
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• 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, 

Kathryn Osborn 
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