






should be included too, such as open space embellishment, community centres, tree canopy and 

active transport. These are essential to liveable neighbourhoods and climate resilience, but are often 
treated as secondary and underfunded. 

The public open space contribution under the Local Government (Building and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Act 1993, capped at 5%, also needs reform. It doesn't allow councils to require open 

space to be embellished. As a result, councils can receive open space that is undeveloped, leaving 

ratepayers to cover the cost of bringing it up to a usable standard. Developers should also be 
required to maintain landscaping and open space for a set period, such as three years, before 
handover, so that Council receives a functioning asset rather than a degraded one. 

• Infrastructure planning (4.1, 4.2): Infrastructure planning should consider future climate risks,
emissions reduction opportunities and long-term service resilience alongside housing demand, so that

housing targets don't drive infrastructure decisions at the expense of integrated planning outcomes.
As with the approvals directions, delivering these reforms will depend on councils having the

resources and skills to plan and fund the infrastructure needed.

Case study: St Leonards and Waverley: Council's Housing Plan identifies a pipeline of greenfield land 

supported by neighbourhood (structure) planning and coordinated infrastructure planning. Planning across 
multiple sites at once means infrastructure costs can be shared fairly between landowners, removing the first­
mover disadvantage that often stalls greenfield development. 

The problem is that the Tasmanian Planning Scheme has no mechanism for infrastructure funding or 

developer contributions. To fill that gap, Council must prepare Specific Area Plans. This has been slow and 

resource-intensive because there is little precedent in Tasmania, and inconsistent outcomes in Tasmanian 

Planning Commission assessments make it hard to predict whether it will be approved. As a result, land 

identified for housing can't become development-ready in a timely way, even where demand exists and 

servicing solutions have been identified. 

The framework's infrastructure planning, network capacity and costs are based on yields under current zoning 
(around 15 dwellings per hectare). Blanket upzoning of these areas would force Council to redo this work, just 
as the framework is giving landowners and developers certainty. Council recommends that areas with an 
adopted framework be exempt from blanket changes, with any increase in density considered through 
Council's planned reviews. 

Council also supports a nationally consistent land measure that distinguishes zoned land from land that is 

serviced, infrastructure-ready and feasible to develop. As Council's own pipeline shows, zoned land supply 

alone overstates the capacity available for housing. 

Role of the Australian Government 

Council supports a stronger Australian Government role in funding housing-enabling infrastructure, 

particularly in regional cities where development feasibility is lower. The Australian Government could also 

support states to introduce best-practice contributions frameworks where none exist, and help fund the 

strategic planning, infrastructure frameworks and specialist skills councils need to deliver these reforms. 

Council would welcome the opportunity to discuss this submission, including the St Leonards and Waverley 

case study, with the Commission. Please contact Suzy Lawrence on [Redacted] or [Redacted].

Kind regards, 

Richard Jamieson 

Senior Leader City Development 
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