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TasPIN Submission     6 Sept 2024 

Improving Residential Standards in Tasmania, Draft Report July 2024 

 

TasPIN understands the push for increased density in our residential zones, cities, suburbs, and 
townships.  However, this must not be at the expense of what matters for Tasmanians and future 
proofing for climate change.  Character, sense of place, climate resilience, quality design and 
building, housing choice, affordable housing, and retaining the comparative advantage of 
Tasmania: all these are critical as the planning reforms push for increased density. 

 

We consider that one of the main reasons for the recent rapid increase in house prices and the 
shortage of residential accommodation is the Tasmanian Government’s refusal to prevent the 
unfettered spread of Short-stay Accommodation. For other factors, please see p 10 below.  

 

Amenity Recommendations 

There are many positive recommendations about amenity and liveability in the Draft Report and 
the Medium Density Guidelines.  We support requirements for common open space and the 
inclusion of deep soil areas, improved landscaping, storm water management and improved 
subdivision standards for example.  It is hoped that whilst at the moment many will only take 
effect through Performance Criteria, they will form the basis of revised Acceptable Solutions 
which will be mandated at some stage in the near future. 

 

Improved Acceptable Solutions  

TasPIN considers that the Acceptable Solutions currently set a low bar.  The Medium Density 
Design Guidelines (MDDG) only apply to Performance Solutions or discretionary development. 
They are a good start, but are not mandatory.  In our view, more needs to be done to improve the 
Acceptable Solutions to mandate good design, and improve amenity.  The Acceptable Solutions 
do not deliver different typologies of housings, neither do they incentivise good design. 

We would like to see residential amenity standards reinstated from the Interim Schemes.  Things 
like passive solar to habitable rooms, direct connection of habitable rooms to private open space, 
no more building up on the side, rear boundary in GRZ, no  increases in total hard surface 
coverage of a lot. 
 

TPC Recommendations from 2016 

The TPC in 2016 suggested various aspects of the SPPs needed review.  Hence a review of the 
Residential Standards in SPPs should be broad ranging, and it seems very limiting to make it all 
about Medium Density.  “The housing we need to have” is very important of course, but not the 
only aspect of the SPPs residential standards needing review. 

 

Local Area Objectives  (LAO) 

We consider that: 

• LAOs could usefully be adopted in all zones, given the absence of Desired Future 
Character Statements under the SPPs. 

• the Local Area Objective at SPPs 6.10.2b should be changed to allow the LAO to guide 
all discretionary use and development, not just discretionary land use.  This change 
would assist in retaining the character, built and natural heritage for which Tasmania is 
deservedly recognised and which locals cherish,  
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The 3 Options 

TasPIN has considered all 3 options. 

Option 1   This may be less effective in enabling denser housing along with liveability.  We note 
the paper suggests it may be possible to start off with Option 1 and then establish new zones 
(Option 2) over time.  This would seem to add to the complexity and delay implementation. 

 

Option 2   This might work but would depend on the following critical factors 

• That strategic work is done first, as with the RLUS and TPPs 

• That zone purposes/intent and exact criteria are finalised, to determine where the 2 new 
zones of Urban Residential and Neighbourhood Residential might apply 

• That Local Government can actually spatially apply the 2 new zones. 

• That Local Government has the appetitie to re-work the zones, after 10 years of planning 
reforms, and the inevitable planning fatigue.  

 
Option 2   Transfer of Mount Stuart to Urban Residential Zone/Inner Residential Zone 

Mount Stuart is a suburb which has bus-stops within 400 m of every house in the suburb. It will 
likely be a candidate for transfer from General Residential to Urban Residential, but the 
infrastructure will not support increased density, particularly multi-unit developments, as many of 
its streets are just two car-widths wide. This will result in issues during and after construction.  

 

Option 3   The Overlays or Codes may be easier to apply than re-working the IRZ and GRZ. 
However, we consider that the Codes, should remain as overlays for natural threats like fire, 
coastal erosion, landslip etc.  Assessment against codes as in Option 3 could involve more 
paperwork and a longer time for assessment against firstly the zone, then the code, so may not 
fit with the aims of the planning system of cheaper, faster, fairer etc.  

 

Criteria for deciding a Zone 

We have suggested in earlier submissions that Zone purpose statements for the  suggested 
Residential Zones (in this case URZ and NRZ) could examine criteria such as location, specific 
figures for desired density, infrastructure and services, green open space and public transport 
capacity.  This demands strategic work be done up front. 

 

Alignment with Tas Planning Policies (TPPs) 

We are concerned that the Medium Density Guidelines may not be aligned with many of the 
TPPs. 

It is absolutely critical in our view that the State Policies, TPPs, Strategic planning such as Land 
Use Strategies cascade down and take effect through the SPPs.  The fact that all the planning 
reforms since 2013 have operated from the bottom-up is appalling.  We do not want the TPPs 
and other high level planning instruments retro-fitted to align with the SPPs.  We want high level 
planning policies and strategic work which drive the lower planning instruments and produce 
good on- ground outcomes. 
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Incorporated documents 

TasPIN endorses the preparation and/or inclusion of the “design guides as incorporated 
documents in the SPPs detailed in Section 7.2.1.2 of this report, summarised as: 
 
(a) Medium Density Design Guidelines (finalisation of draft guidelines required) 
(b) Subdivision design guidelines (new guidelines required) 
(c) Liveable housing design guidelines (existing guidelines by Liveable Housing Australia)”   
 
The Medium Density Design Guidelines (MDDG) should also apply to apartments in business 
zones as an interim measure until a standalone apartment design guide is created, for high rise 
living in mixed use developments. 

At this stage the MDDG are not mandated so whilst containing some good ideas, they can be 
ignored. 

We are of the opinion that for DA assessment purposes, a new clause could be added in respect 
of compliance with Acceptable Solutions provisions to the effect that “Compliance with the 
recommendations of the Medium Density Design Guidelines shall be demonstrated” as part of 
any residential planning permit application. 

 

It is absolutely critical that MDDG and Subdivision Guidelines are completely aligned with 
the TPPs. 

 

Section 3  Definitions and terms 

TasPIN thinks many of the terms need clarification.  Sample pictures or diagrams would be 
helpful and assist in future assessments relying on these definitions. 
 
3.2.1.2 Common open space – should structures that residents may want, such as covered 

areas to protect from adverse weather over a BBQ, be allowed?  This needs to be clear or 

residents may end up covering all the open space. Should vegetation be the only covering 

allowed? 

Driveways and carparks must not be considered as common open space. 

 3.2.1.3 Deep soil area, is likely to ‘form part of the common and/or private open space area for 

the site’.  The potential definition for deep soil area states ‘not impeded above or below’ so that 

area could not be covered.   

 3.2.1.4 Replacing existing reference to laundry facilities in the definition of a dwelling raises 
concerns.  The idea should only apply to certain medium density developments and so could be 
considered in Apartment Guides rather than Residential Standards.  
3.2.1.5 Images need to be produced which show how the grouped and multiple dwellings 

satisfy the new deep soil, greenspace, stormwater run-off and common open-space provisions.   

3.2.1.7 As per our comments at 3.2.1.5, it would be most beneficial if visual examples of the 
different typologies could be provided to show how plot ratio is assessed for the different built 
forms.  Examples of single dwellings, grouped dwellings and apartment buildings would be most 
useful. 

3.2.1.8 Workers Accommodation – potential definition for workers accommodation addresses 
key workers being accommodated on a temporary basis while they carry out their employment. 
This needs more definition. What is temporary? Are there to be limits on numbers or definitive  
timeframes?  
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On page 23 The nesting table needs to include the building classifications [1,2,3,4] to be clear 
as to which typology is included.  Builders use those classifications so it would ensure everyone 
is aligned and on the same page. 

 

Section 4 Residential Standards 
 
TasPIN strongly endorses the inclusion of the following considerations in Residential Standards: 

• Landscaping and deep soil areas 
• Common open space for multiple dwellings; driveways etc not counted as COS 
• Front elevations and passive surveillance 
• Stormwater  
• Plot ratio 
• Environmental performance (including solar access, ventilation, noise, and water 
sensitive design) 
• Lot size diversity 
• Public open space and  developer contributions 

TasPIN members have experience in Hobart, Kingborough and Clarence municipalities.  We do 
not understand or agree with the assertions that ‘proponents are being discouraged from using 
performance based solutions that achieve good design and amenity outcome due to the narrow 
basis for discretion by Planning Authorities under the performance criteria and the broader 
perception in the industry and community that reliance on a performance criterion means that the 
application does not comply with the planning scheme and requires a higher level of scrutiny.’ [p27]  

Our experience is that developers commonly push the envelope and use Performance-Based 
solutions in applications to achieve relaxations. This delivers less than optimal results for liveability. 

 

4.2.3.1  Plot Ratio 

It would be useful to have fully compliant NPR Plot Ratio diagrams for each zone.  

TasPIN strongly endorses setting a maximum amount of development (gross floor area) which 
relates to the area of the lot or the site.  The old understanding of Plot Ratio.   

Whilst the basis for improved development standards for plot ratio is to enable increased housing 
diversity and encourage design that responds to the site context, this MUST give regard to 
neighbourhood character, heritage places, precinct and streetscape. 

TasPIN does not endorse full site coverage in any Residential Zone. Residences need setbacks 
and open space. 

Diagrams on page 32 should be supplemented with pictorial examples 

 

Section 4.2.3 Heights  

Separating height and setback standards is supported as simplifying the assessment process.  

The height parameters on page 33 are appropriate to Tasmanian residential needs but they must 
be in defined zones and provide amenities to the residents – close to transport, shopping 
centres, medical facilities, schools etc. 

One of the advantages is that it may remove the apparent incentive to build “bulky boxes”, and fill 
the building envelope which seems to have prevailed since the de facto introduction of the SPP’s 
through councils’ interim planning schemes. 
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Section 4.2.3.3 Setbacks 

Setbacks are to be considered in context of plot ratio, height, and solar access and the potential 
parameters on p35 seem appropriate.  Zone applications will say where provisions apply. 
Setback greatly impacts privacy requirements and horizontal separation distances. 
 

A new development on a northern boundary which could overshadow an existing building on the 
southern boundary needs a greater side setback. 

Section 4.2.3.4 Landscaping 

Green streetscapes, open space and tree cover are important for amenity. This includes 
countering urban heat in a warming climate. Co-ordinated investment in green infrastructure can 
also unlock new economic opportunities for our cities. 

Significant policy and institutional reforms, guided by a new vision, are essential to ensure a 
healthy environment, community well-being and the liveability and prosperity of our cities for 
decades to come.1 

TasPIN has long campaigned on the need for urban planning to prepare for future liveability and 
amenity in Tasmania. Landscaping, which includes private and common open space, is a vital 
part of new planning, with other residential standards such as height, setback, amenity 
considerations etc 

Implementation of these residential standards may require legislation that answers these 
questions: 

What is to stop a property owner from concreting over a “deep soil” area?  
Will there be a requirement for owners to maintain a percentage of the site as “deep soil” 
or “open space”?  
How will this be enforced?  
What happens when a large tree dies?  

TasPIN would expect controls of the minimum landscaped area on a site, ensure that there is 
sufficient deep soil area for the planting or retention of trees, and require a minimum provision of 
soft landscaping, including trees. 

TasPIN supports a minimum landscaping area covering 25% of the site, and deep soil area 
covering 10% of the site.   
Landscaping would generally refer to common open space.  Private open space is part of the 
building structure and must maintain the minimum standards adopted elsewhere. 
 
Section 4.2.3.5 Solar Access 

Simplification that a new solar access standard offers is a good idea. The objective would be to 
ensure that 2 to 3 hours of direct sunlight access to a habitable room is achieved in mid-winter. 
There will be issues with achieving this, but the introduction of separate parameters is a 
worthwhile idea. Sunlight access will need to be considered in conjunction with other parameters.  

One aspect which appears to have been overlooked in the review is ensuring that solar panels 
on neighbouring properties are not overshadowed by a development. 

P37 There are two primary objectives for the new solar access standard. Firstly, that building 
layouts optimise sunlight and daylight access within a development. Secondly, that built form and 

 
1 https://theconversation.com/our-legacy-of-liveable-cities-wont-last-without-a-visionary-response-to-growth-

93729?utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=The%20Weekend%20Conversation%20-

%2098618559&utm_content=The%20Weekend%20Conversation%20-
%2098618559+CID_2f62ad13fb55cd882a240911852bdabc&utm_source=campaign_monitor&utm_term=Our%20legacy%20of%20liveabl

e%20cities%20wont%20last%20without%20a%20visionary%20response%20to%20growth 

 

https://theconversation.com/our-legacy-of-liveable-cities-wont-last-without-a-visionary-response-to-growth-93729?utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=The%20Weekend%20Conversation%20-%2098618559&utm_content=The%20Weekend%20Conversation%20-%2098618559+CID_2f62ad13fb55cd882a240911852bdabc&utm_source=campaign_monitor&utm_term=Our%20legacy%20of%20liveable%20cities%20wont%20last%20without%20a%20visionary%20response%20to%20growth
https://theconversation.com/our-legacy-of-liveable-cities-wont-last-without-a-visionary-response-to-growth-93729?utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=The%20Weekend%20Conversation%20-%2098618559&utm_content=The%20Weekend%20Conversation%20-%2098618559+CID_2f62ad13fb55cd882a240911852bdabc&utm_source=campaign_monitor&utm_term=Our%20legacy%20of%20liveable%20cities%20wont%20last%20without%20a%20visionary%20response%20to%20growth
https://theconversation.com/our-legacy-of-liveable-cities-wont-last-without-a-visionary-response-to-growth-93729?utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=The%20Weekend%20Conversation%20-%2098618559&utm_content=The%20Weekend%20Conversation%20-%2098618559+CID_2f62ad13fb55cd882a240911852bdabc&utm_source=campaign_monitor&utm_term=Our%20legacy%20of%20liveable%20cities%20wont%20last%20without%20a%20visionary%20response%20to%20growth
https://theconversation.com/our-legacy-of-liveable-cities-wont-last-without-a-visionary-response-to-growth-93729?utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=The%20Weekend%20Conversation%20-%2098618559&utm_content=The%20Weekend%20Conversation%20-%2098618559+CID_2f62ad13fb55cd882a240911852bdabc&utm_source=campaign_monitor&utm_term=Our%20legacy%20of%20liveable%20cities%20wont%20last%20without%20a%20visionary%20response%20to%20growth
https://theconversation.com/our-legacy-of-liveable-cities-wont-last-without-a-visionary-response-to-growth-93729?utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=The%20Weekend%20Conversation%20-%2098618559&utm_content=The%20Weekend%20Conversation%20-%2098618559+CID_2f62ad13fb55cd882a240911852bdabc&utm_source=campaign_monitor&utm_term=Our%20legacy%20of%20liveable%20cities%20wont%20last%20without%20a%20visionary%20response%20to%20growth
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siting minimises unreasonable overshadowing of neighbouring properties and their solar panels 
in mid-winter.  
 
Together, the new standards should address parameters for solar access to dwellings, solar 
access to open space, and the impact of a proposal on adjoining properties solar access needs. 
 

Section 4.2.3.6 Frontages 

There are some issues with the current standards for fencing and street-facing garages. 
Introduction of a new standard for frontages should ensure that fencing, openings for garages 
and carports, passive surveillance and parking are of a higher standard. Frontages should be 
reviewed in conjunction with other property development standards. 

4.2.3.6 Frontage elevations – the potential frontage elevation parameters through the permitted 
pathway excludes existing vehicle parking spaces. ????These may include open bays 

 

Section 4.2.3.7 Privacy 

Privacy considerations need to be coordinated with other planning standards. TasPIN considers 
mechanisms to prevent intrusion on neighbours’ private spaces are essential to community 
amenity and so supports 

▪ new windows in the IRZ, GRZ and LDRZ to have a setback of 3m from side and rear 
boundaries. These usually should include both glazed doors and windows.  

▪ A balcony, terrace, parking space, or habitable room window that has a finished floor level 
more than 1 metre above existing ground level must be screened or otherwise designed 
to minimise overlooking of habitable rooms and private open space of dwellings on 
adjoining properties and on the same site, having regard to 

(i) the design quality of the proposal referring to best practice design guidance in the 
Medium Density Design Guidelines, and  

(ii) the prevailing topography, the location and site characteristics. 
 

Section 4.2.3.8 Storage 

The minimum provision of 1.5 m² appears to be an underestimation for City of Hobart residential 
properties as most of them have three waste bins. Each of these bins could be up to about 0.6 m 
x 0.75m, which means that you would need an area of at least 2.7 m² with a minimum width of 
1.8 m and minimum depth of 1.5 m to accommodate three large bins with provision for 
manoeuvrability in a walled area. 

Section 4.2.4.2 Movement Networks   

Street design options can better provide and facilitate active transport as discussed within the 
sustainable transport paragraph.  Provision of roads and driveways need further investigation. 
Emergency vehicles must be able to access muli-unit sites. 

 

Subdivisions  

TasPIN considers all Strata-titling should be considered a form of subdivision. Approvals for 
strata-title developments should be subject to the same development standards as subdivisions. 
The current definition excludes the strata title form of subdivision from the requirement to 
contribute to the provision of new or provide financial contributions for Public Open Space to 
cater for this increased demand.  Accordingly, it is not considered to be aligned with the LUPAA 
objective 1 (b) to provide for fair, orderly and sustainable use and development of air, land and 
water”. 
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4.2.4.1 The overarching objective of the new lot size diversity parameter is to ensure that a 
subdivision delivers a range and mix of lot sizes suitable for development of diverse dwelling 
typologies including single dwellings, grouped dwellings, townhouses, apartments, and 
communal residences. 
TasPIN queries how this fits with private and common open space? Are they part of the lot size? 
 
4.2.4.2  Movement and transport and street design need considerably more work. We know of 
cases where emergency vehicles such as a fire truck cannot access the unit at the rear because 
of narrow driveways. 
An improved roads standard is needed to encompass the broader scope of planning 
requirements essential for a successful subdivision movement network. This includes the 
parameters outlined below for subdivision structure, sustainable transport, and street design. 
A standardised road hierarchy is often defined in planning schemes and policies in other 
Australian jurisdictions. This enables clear and transparent expectations for  proponents and 
assessment authorities for subdivisions.  
In the SPPs there is no standardised road hierarchy   to form a basis for consistent decision 
making. 
 
4.2.4.3 Urban greening and public open space should be a major part of any residential area and 
any residential development including subdivisions. This is particularly important as dwelling 
density increases.  

TasPIN supports the public realm of roads and open space must  
▪ provide for a range of users and activities,  
▪ contribute to an attractive streetscape,  
▪ link between existing or proposed areas of open space,  
▪ include landscaping that contributes to improved canopy cover and ecological functions, 

and  be compatible with any open space strategy or policy adopted by Council.  
The assessment test is to have regard to (i) the design quality of the proposal referring to best 
practice design guidance in the Subdivision Design Guidelines; and (ii) compatibility of the 
proposal with any relevant Local Area Objectives. 
 
4.2.4.4 Services 
The current services standards for residential subdivision need revision, especially stormwater. 
management.  All area of urban development require permeable surfaces that absorb stormwater 
and thus reduce flooding. 

TasPIN agrees that subdivisions should ensure stormwater meets quality and quantity targets in 
the State Stormwater Strategy 2010, including all matters referred to in the report. 
 
TasPIN supports the recommendation to: 

Substitute the suite of residential subdivision standards in the IRZ, GRZ and LDRZ by 
implementing the improvements detailed in Section 4.2 of this report, summarised as: 

▪ Add lot size diversity provisions into the lot design standards at clause 8.6.1, and 9.6.1. 
▪ Replace the roads standards at clause 8.6.2, 9.6.2, and 10.6.2 with a new movement 

network standard. 
▪ Include a new standard for urban greening, including provisions for public open space. 
▪ Landscaping of the public realm. 
▪ Add stormwater management provisions into the services standard at clause 8.6.3, 9.6.3 

and 10.6.3. 
 

Chapter 5 Homes in Business Zones 

TasPIN supports the recommendation to: 
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▪ Substitute the suite of residential development standards in the UMZ, LBZ, GBZ and CBZ 
by implementing the improvements detailed in Section 5.2 of this report, summarised as: 

▪ Replace the private open space provisions in the dwellings standards at clause 13.4.6, 
14.4.6, 15.4.6,  16.4.6 with a new landscaping standard. 

▪ Include a new standard for solar access, including parameters for solar access to habitable 
rooms, solar access to private open space, solar access to common open space, and 
impacts to adjoining dwellings solar access needs. 

▪ Include a new standard for privacy, including parameters for visual privacy, acoustic 
privacy, and dwelling separation. 

▪ Replace the dwelling storage provisions in the dwellings standards at clause 13.4.6, 
14.4.6, 15.4.6, 16.4.6 with a new storage standard, including parameters for dwelling 
storage and waste storage. 

▪ Include a new standard for dwelling mix, including parameters for dwelling mix and liveable 
      housing. 

 

Chapter 7 

TasPIN opposes a new general provision at clause 7.0 of the SPPs permitting subdivision 
occurring along a zone boundary; detailed in Section 7.2.1.1 of this report. The given example of 
a residential block near a landscape conservation zone would meet with our strong opposition.  

There is some support for amending Table C2.1 of the Parking and Sustainable Transport Code 
to reduce the minimum onsite parking rates for the right housing in the right place, such as social 
housing and development close to activity centres; detailed in Section 7.2.1.3 of this report.   

 

7.2.1.4 Expanded application requirements for subdivision 

TasPIN supports the recommendation that: 

A robust assessment of a subdivision application is reliant on documentation of key information 
including: 

• Site analysis plan demonstrating existing conditions 
• Subdivision plan demonstrating an appropriate design response 
• Street sections and plans communicating the role and function of streets 
• Landscape plan demonstrating the location of canopy vegetation in streetscapes and 
public open Space.   

 

TasPIN supports the recommendation to: 

Insert new application requirements for subdivision at clause 6.0 of the SPPs,  including 
landscaping and street design plans; detailed in Section 7.2.1.4 of this report. Section 7.2.1.4  

 

TasPIN considers it is essential to adopt tools to assist with the implementation, interpretation, 
and useability of the new standards, including those detailed in Section 7.2.1.5 of this report, 
summarised as: 

(a) Fact sheets (utilise fact sheets supplementing this report) 
(b) Technical guides with explanatory figures (new technical guides required; part 
of Improved Guidance Project) 
(c) Model conditions (new model conditions required; part of Development Manual 
Project) Medium priority 

The technical guidance should have diagrams with figures to maximise usability of the improved 
standards. Some of the figures could then be included and referenced directly in the relevant 
standards, although this is not considered essential for the initial implementation phase. 
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7.2.2 Additional considerations 

Larger and more complex matters warrant additional work to develop a considered response 
before implementation into the SPPs. There is a high degree of risk involved in prematurely 
applying changes regarding the matters highlighted below. 

 

7.2.2.1 Inclusionary zoning 

TasPIN supports the recommendation to: 

Undertake additional work to investigate opportunities and feasibility for inclusionary zoning; 
detailed in Section 7.2.2.1 of this report. 
Also to introduce the concept of employing a development bonus for social housing providers, 
through a voluntary inclusionary housing approach. The dwelling mix standard in the improved 
dwelling standards for the business zones also contemplates a height bonus for social housing.  

 

7.2.2.2 Infrastructure contributions 

TasPIN supports the integration of developer contribution systems in the planning process, 
though a comprehensive scheme must first be conceived, including cohesive legislative 
frameworks, backed by strategic infrastructure planning.  

 

TasPIN supports  

▪ the urban greening standard in the improved subdivision suite introducing the concept of a 
development contribution for public open space into the SPPs.  

▪ introducing open space contributions for  all multiple dwelling strata development as 
canvased in Section 4.2.4.3.  
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TasPIN Recommendations 

TasPIN supports the use of plot ratio to set the overall scale of development by managing the 
scale and coverage of buildings on a site and as an alternative to the current density and building 
envelope controls. It would work with other requirements for building height, setbacks, 
landscaping, and solar access.  

TasPIN supports the use of separate building height and setback controls to simplify this part 
of the assessment process. 

TasPIN supports landscaping, deep soil and open space controls including private and 
shared open space, as an important factor in housing development. 

TasPIN supports a potential new requirement for solar access to ensure dwellings and solar 
panels get appropriate access to sunlight and to also protect adjoining developments and their 
solar panels from overshadowing. 

TasPIN supports the potential improvements proposed for the existing suite of subdivision 
standards. These include lot design, urban greening, movement networks, and services. 

TasPIN supports re-instatement of Local Area Objectives, and a focus on building quality 
and design.  

TasPIN strongly supports the return of privacy and solar access provisions to the SPPs. 

TasPIN supports the introduction of developer contributions, as happens in other states. 

TasPIN supports the view that when a discretion is triggered, consideration must be given to how 
well it balances with all other performance criteria. Any bonuses or relaxations granted to a 
developer under Discretions could possibly be linked to delivering improved amenity 
standards. 

TasPIN considers that the housing crisis is more complicated than the overview in this Report. 
Much more work is needed.  Short stay accommodation is a massive issue.  Other factors 
include labour shortages, materials supply, finance costs, the taxation/economic system, and the 
fact that large scale infrastructure projects are reducing the available workforce for building 
housing.  Migration which increases demand is also a factor. 

We recommend increased storage areas and waste space allocation.  3 garbage or recycling 
bins need more space than that allocated in the Report. 

TasPIN supports the view that Climate Change risks must be a major consideration in all 
planning documents 

Pictorial examples included in the Draft Report rely on Performance Criteria.  Does this suggest 
that the Acceptable Solutions are too minimal?   We would like to see many more examples or 
diagrams for NPR (No Permit Required) and Permitted development. 
 
TasPIN considers that all subdivisions should be discretionary, as they used to be, so any 
environmental constraints can be assessed at the subdivision stage. 
 


