










































































Ipswich City Council Page 2

2. Increasing the separation distance for the waste buffer area to at least 1km.
The proposed 750m waste buffer is considered inadequate, as there is already a similar
buffer in place (which has not proved effective) at Swanbank. It is considered that the buffer
should be increased to at least 1km and incorporate any existing buffer areas/green space
zones that are already in place. It should be noted that the Western Australia:-Department of
Water and Environmental Regulation are currently considering 1km buffers around landfill
sites and up to 2.5km around composting sites.

3. Including specific outcomes regarding the potential for geotechnical, dewatering and
fire/combustion risks associated with former mining sites.
Former coal mining areas are highly susceptible to both underground and surface combustion
that may be accentuated through landfill and composting activities. in addition many former
mining sites have also been infiltrated with water and various coal seam workings may now
be interlinked. Some major land subsidence events at Collingwood Park (that necessitated
State ‘buy back’ and demolition of affected dwellings) have been at least partly attributed to
dewatering of former underground mine workings. Both of these risks may extend well
beyond an existing landfill site and are not normally well considered as part of a waste
industry application.

4, Visual amenity provisions need to be strengthened.
There are real concerns about the potential visual irmpact of recent proposals to create large
waste mounds well above the surface of existing mining voids. Accordingly the wording used
needs to adopt a precautionary appreach,

5. Combining medium and high impact waste areas.
There appeared to be little variance in the initial draft TLPI document between the
application of medium and high impzct waste areas, and it is recommended that these be
combined to a single waste activity area, reducing the potential for confusion and simplify
application of the TLPI.

Please find attached both “track changes’ and ‘clean skin’ copies of the documents incorporating
the changes outlined above as well as a series of maps indicating revised buffer and waste
activity areas for Swanbank/New Chum (and Collingwood Park) and Willowbank/Ebenezer/
Jeebroopilly. There ara four maps enclosed. Two show the buffer and waste activity areas only
for both localities. Thé other two provide context for the proposed changes by showing existing
and plannedresidential areas as well as the Ipswich Motorsports and Major Events Precinct.

If you require any further information please contact John Adams (City Planner) o-

Yours sincerely

N

|!
Gary Kellar

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

Encl.
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Pages 61 through 76 redacted for the following reasons:
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5.8

5.9

5.10

5.1

512

5.13

The BMI Proposal was referred to the Department of State Development,
Infrastructure, Manufacturing and Planning, State Assessment and Referral Agency
(SARA) on 16 March 2018 for assessment by the Chief Executive against the
following referral triggers:

(a) Schedule 10, Part 5, Division 4, Table 2, ltem 1 Environmentaily Relevant
Activities
(b) Schedule 10, Part 9, Division 4, Subdivision 1, Table 1, ltem 1 State

transport infrastructure

(c) Schedule 10, Part 9, Division 4, Subdivision 2, Table 4, ltem 1 State
transport corridor.

The Planning Assessment Report prepared by the Depaitment states that the BMI
proposal is still under assessment by the Council and SARA:

The letter dated 2 March 2018 from the Mayor of the Council- addressed to myself in
my capacity as the Minister for State Development, Manufacturing, Infrastructure and
Planning (Ipswich City Council letter) stated in respect of the Bio-Recycle Proposal
and the BMI Proposal:

"These applications are considerable waste proposals that have the potential to
significantly and detrimentally impact both our iocal community and state interests.
The focus of these activities to date have been the Swanbank and New Chum areas.
Much of this area has been left in a highly disturbed state since the cessation of
underground and open cut mining in.the’area/ There are many residual voids which
remain from mining activity that have been subject to a wide range of proposals over
the last 30 years from waste operators. Many now contain landfills, waste transfer
uses and compositing activities."

The Ipswich City Counci! leiter also stated that:

"In addition to this, there is patential for additional landfill operations to be lodged in
the future (I am advised of four possible additional proposals) in Ipswich including the
potential for these activities io extend to Willowbank and/or Ebenezer."

The Ipswich City Council letter requested that | call-in the Bio-Recycle Proposal.

The Deputy Director-General, Planning Group, of the Department of State
Development; Manufacturing, Infrastructure and Planning received an email from the
Council's City Plarner dated 6 March 2018. The email from the Council's City Planner
stated that:

"We have fiad many enquiries regarding other sites in these locations and we
anticipate that a further 11 applications are underway or potentially awaiting the
outcome of the Biorecycle and BMI applications. There are another 4 former mining
sites that could also be used for landfill purposes.”

The’email from the Council's City Planner to the Deputy Director-General attached
two Waste Activity Location Maps that identified the anticipated further applications
and the former mining sites within the Swanbank/New Chum area and the Willowbank
area. On review of this information | have formed the view in relation to the Swanbank
/ New Chum industrial area that two (2) development applications have been lodged,
that there are eight (8) expected development applications (the Planning Assessment
Report prepared by the Department notes that the council has not identified the
source of the information in the mapping; however, as the relevant assessment
manager under the Planning Act, the council is in a position to have had pre-

L\326079115.1
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(i) The SPP also identifies the state interest of Liveable communities at page
25 which provides:

(i) that liveable communities are of interest to the state as ‘The
liveability of communities concerns all levels of government as it
directly influences our quality of life and wellbeing’ (page 25)

(ii) ‘All levels of government and the private sector deliver a range of
infrastructure and services to support communities, including
education, health, emergency services, sporting faciiities,
communication networks, energy, waste management and water
infrastructure. Integrated approaches to larid use and
infrastructure planning maximise the benefits of investment,
support affordable and connected communities, and minimise the
carbon footprint of urban development (page 25).

5.21 The Planning Assessment Report prepared by the Depaitment/identifies the following
in relation to statements in ShapingSEQ), which relate specifically to the PDA:

(a) Goal 1 Grow states ‘There is housing choice and sufficient land to
accommodate the projected population and employment growth in an
affordable and sustainable way to meet the community’s changing lifestyle
needs’ (page 38), with Ripley Valley identified as a large residential
expansion area

(b) Sub-regional outcomes inciude Outcomes for Grow which seek ‘to deliver
new and more complete communities that are well-planned and serviced’
(page 130), including in Ripley Valiey which together with Springfield and
Rosewood/Thagoona/Watioon ‘will accommodate the largest proportion of
the sub-region’s planned expansion ... These places will develop as new
high-quality communities’ (pzge 130)

(c) Sub-regional outcomes include Outcomes for Live which seek to develop
and promeie great places which ‘will support the sub region’s liveability,
prosperity; serise of identity and community’ (page 136) and which includes
Ripley, a vibrant riew town centre that services the Ripley Valley master-
planned ceamimuiity’ (page 136).

(d) ShapingSEQ contains the following statements which relate specifically to
the Swanbaink/New Chum industrial area:

(i) The Swanbank/New Chum industrial area is identified in
ShapingSEQ as being within the South West Industrial Corridor
REC. ShapingSEQ states that ‘Supported by significant state and
national transport infrastructure, this well-established REC, which
spans into the Metro sub-region, contains the most significant
industrial cluster in the region’ (page 132).

(ii) ShapingSEQ identifies Swanbank as being a major enterprise and
industrial area in the South West Industrial Corridor REC (page
61), and states that ‘Major enterprise and industrial areas
accommodate medium- and high-impact industries and other
employment uses associated with, or with access to, state
transport infrastructure. These areas are major drivers of
economic growth. They are either significant in size or have the
potential to expand to provide for industry and business activity
clusters of regional and state significance’ (page 58)

L\326079115.1
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5.23

5.24

6.1

6.2

(iii) The Swanbank/New Chum industrial area is located within the
Western sub-region which ‘contains SEQ’s major rural production
and regional landscape areas, and is supported by the maior
cities of Ipswich and Toowoomba. These cities contain significant
expansion areas, Regional Economic Clusters (RECs) and
infrastructure connections of national significance (page 127)

(iv) Goal 2 Prosper states that ‘Economic Clusters will leverage
traditional strengths and competitive advantages to advance the
economy, strengthen our global and national reiationships, and
embrace emerging technology and new oppertunities’ (page 50)
and that ‘Maximising the region’s traditionzi strengths’and RECs
will drive greater levels of local employment throughout SEQ’
(page 50)

(v) Strategy 1 of Element 2: Regional Econemic Clusters is to ‘Plan
for the intensification and/or expansion of RECs to enhance
regional economic growth and activity’ (page 52).

In the Planning Assessment Report, the Department identified that there has been
widespread print and digital media coverage of this issuge’including (amongst possible
others): 612 ABC radio news bulletins and talk-back radio; various commercial
television news bulletins; an ABC Four Corners/exposé; and humerous pieces
published in the Queensland Times, Courier Mail and Sydney Morning Herald. The
Planning Assessment Report prepared by the Department states that a media article
published in the Queensland Times on 15'March 2018 highlights that landfill activities
are a key focus for the local community with the article reporting that over 400
residents attended a special cornmunity. meeting organised in Booval on 13 March
2018 at which landfill activities in Ipswich were raised.

The Department has advised me that'it has received numerous items of
correspondence from a community group called ‘IRATE’ opposing landfill activities
within Swanbank, particuiarly concerns include odour, dust and condition and
compliance.

On 21 March 2018the’ Leader of the Opposition and Shadow Minister for Trade,
Mrs Deborah Freckiington; inoved a Parliamentary Motion calling on the government
to call-in the BMI Proposal.

Reasons for decision

| have‘decided that | intend to make the TLPI pursuant to section 27(1) and give
notice to Council pursuant to section 27(2) of the Planning Act to suspend or
otherwise afiect the operation of the Ipswich Planning Scheme 2006 for the following
reasoris.

Firstly, i decided that action should be taken to protect, or give effect to, a State
interest as:

(@) the Council has advised me that it has already received two development
applications for landfill or waste transfer facilities to be located in Swanbank
and New Chum:;

(b) the Council has advised me that a further eight development applications for
landfills and waste disposal facilities are expected within the Swanbank/New
Chum industrial area and located in the Council's local government area;

L\326079115.1
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(iii) “Swanbank / New Chum High Impact Waste Area”.
(d) prescribes the level of assessment and assessment criteria for “Waste Activity Uses”; and

(e) includes a land use code, being the “Swanbank / New Chum Waste Activity Code”.

Policy Intent of the TLPI

The overall policy intent for the TLPI includes:

(a) Applications involving new or expanded waste activities that are inconsistent with the
outcomes sought by the Swanbank / New Chum Waste Activitv-Code, constitute
undesirable development and are unlikely to be approved.

(b) Waste Activity Uses:

(i) do not have a detrimental impact on the amenity- of sensitive land uses,
particularly existing, approved or planned residential areas/or other sensitive
receiving uses; and

(ii) do not have a significant impact on visual amenity fiom sensitive receiving uses;
and

(iii) do not have a detrimental impact on the eavironment; and

(iv) are designed, operated and maintained to avoid actual or potential nuisance
impacts on existing, approved or planned residential areas or other sensitive
receiving uses; and

(v) achieve appropriate rehabilitatiors outcomes for land affected by former mining
activities.

The specific policy intent for the TLPI includes:

(1

(2)

3)

The use of a premises for a Waste Activity Use involving “Rehabilitating a mining void” occur
only in the Swanbank / New Chum Buffer Area, the Swanbank / New Chum Medium Impact
Waste Area or the Swanbank / New Chum High Impact Waste Area as shown on the
Swanbank / New Chum Waste Activity Area Map; and

The use of a premises for'a Waste Activity Use involving “Landfill” or “Compost
Manufacturing Enclosed” @ccur only/in the Swanbank / New Chum Medium Impact Waste
Area or the Swanbank / New Chum High Impact Waste Area as shown on the Swanbank /
New Chum Waste Activity Area Map; and

The use of a preimises for a'Waste Activity Use involving “Compost Manufacturing
Unenclosed” dogs not occur in the Swanbank / New Chum Buffer Area, the Swanbank / New
Chum Mediuin Impact Waste Area or the Swanbank / New Chum High Impact Waste Area
as shown on the Swaribank / New Chum Waste Activity Area Map; and

Waste Activity Lises achieve appropriate rehabilitation outcomes for land affected by former
mining activities that:

(a).add to anetwork of green spaces, environmental corridors and active and passive
recreation areas; and

{b) do not prejudice or compromise the future rehabilitation, use, repair or maintenance of
the land; and

(c) includes appropriate landscaping and revegetation strategies appropriate for the long-
term use of the rehabilitated land.

Filling and earthworks associated with Waste Activity Uses:

(a) do not extend beyond the top of former mining voids, except for approved minor
contouring, that improves stormwater management and drainage outcomes; and

Page 13
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MOTION
New Chum, Waste Facility
Mrs FRECKLINGTON (Nanango—LNP) (Leader of the Opposition) (6.01 pm): | move—

That this House calls on the Palaszczuk Government to call-in the proposed super dump at New

Chum in Ipswich and rule it out.

Putting a tax on Queenslanders to solve an interstate dumping issue around thie suburbs o Ipswich
is a lazy policy response from a lazy government that will impact on Queenslanders across this great
state. The Treasurer— Taxing' Treasurer Trad—is not happy with four taxes; shie has/to bring in five
taxes. Why does this government not stand up for the people of Ipswich? Why does’this government
not stand up for the people of Queensland? What is wrong with Ipswich? There are good people in
Ipswich. | went to school in Ipswich and | know the Premier went to scheol inlgswich. What does
this Premier have against the good people of the city of Ipswich?

That is not only our view; it is the view of industry groups across Queerisiand, such as the Chamber
of Commerce and Industry, Queensland's peak small business group. In a media statement released

yesterday it stated—

Queensland businesses who are at the forefront of waste reduction in this state are going to be
penalised with a levy that has arisen on the back—

21 Mar 2018 Motion 639

Mrs D’ATH: | rise to a point of order. As much as the government is more than happy to talk about
the waste levy, the opposition should have drafted its motion about the waste levy if that is what it

wants to talk about.

Mr SPEAKER: | have had a very close look at’'the motion as it is drafted. | think the Leader of the
House has a point in terms of relevance/)ask you to make sure that you are being relevant to the

motion as it stands.

Mrs FRECKLINGTON: Thank yau, Mr Speaker. In relation to your ruling, | note that the government
spent the morning’s sessicn of this parliament talking about super dumps hand in hand with the

reason it needs a waste/ievy:

Mr SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, that is not a reason to ignore the relevance ruling. | ask you

to make suie thatyou are relevant to the motion.
Mrs FRECKLINGTON: Thank you, Mr Speaker. ‘Taxing' Treasurer Trad has nothing else—
Mr SPEAKER: Correct titles, please.

Mrs FRECKLINGTON: Sorry, the Treasurer of Queensland who likes taxes. | will continue the quote
tfrom the CCIQ—

of poor behaviour of southern operators, and lazy policy by the Queensland government.
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direction often they are forced indoors. As one can imagine, that is particularly unbearable in the
summer months. | am told that many residents will not even talk about the issue, because they are
scared that the values of their homes will decreases as a result.

If the elected Labor members for Ipswich do not want to stand up for their constituents; although |
am a proud Gold Coaster now | would feel obligated to do it for them because | am from lpswich. Of
course, | am excluding from that list the member for Bundamba. Time and time again, the meniber
has valiantly stood up to the Premier on this issue. Just last week at the Ipswich Town Haii meeting
held at the Racehorse Hotel—a fine establishment that, a few years ago, | woiked iehind the bar
of—the member for Bundamba declared—

The point is that the message Premier, loud and clear from our communrity, whao have to put up with
asthma attacks every day, who have to put up with enormous respiratory problems, they cannot
open their houses because of the stink and the smell—we're over it; we've had.eénough and that's
the message tonight.

Labor has form when it comes to calling in developments. They did- it in‘'West End and Upper Kedron.
Why is Ipswich any different? If there is nowhere to dump interstate rubbish, how can it be brought
over the border in these quantities?

You do not need a new tax to solve this problem. Or the Gold Coast, my local government has
shown that local governments can take action ta make sure that their tips are used primarily by
residents. They have increased the facility fees at the Stapyiton landfill for waste entering from
outside of the Gold Coast. In Brisbane, the /major tip at Rochedale does not accept interstate landfill.
That is really how you stop the trucks. These are great examples of why it is unnecessary to burden
the entire state—

Honourable members interjected.
21 Mar 2018 Motion 643

Mr SPEAKER: Order! Member, | am sorry. The cross-chamber interjections are far too loud.
Members, if you want to-make a contribution to the debate, put yourself on the speaking list and
rise to your feet.

Mr O’'CONNOR: Thase are great examples of why it is unnecessary to burden the entire state with a
new waste tax.Councils can'take action to make sure that they do not become someone else's
dumping grotind.

It makes you think: maybe there is another reason for this new tax. It would not take Sherlock
Holmes to solve that mystery. Labor just loves to tax. A shotgun broad-ranging approach to tax such
as this is not-the path to prosperity. A tax does not create the environment for any new jobs. Based
on-the data inthe investigation into interstate waste, a tax may not even solve the problem that the
governiment is trying to address. In 2014-15, the amount of interstate waste decreased compared to
the previous year and that was without a tax.
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| will leave the House with my favourite band, the Beatles, who provide a timely suggestion for
Queenslanders living under a Labor government: 'Now my advice for those who die, declare the
pennies on your eyes'.

Mr MADDEN (Ipswich West—ALP) (6.26 pm): | rise to speak against the private membeir's metien.
Before | do so, | thank the member for Broadwater. Every time he gets to his feet and speaks; he
reminds the people of Queensland about the dark days of the Campbell Newman government—=
every time. He just did it then: the finger-pointing and the tippy-toes. Every time, he reminus'the
people of Queensland of the dark days and he should keep it up.

Local governments are principally responsible for considering development apoiications and the
current development approval process around the BMI waste facility at/New Chum is a matter for
the Ipswich City Council. Obviously, under the Planning Act the minister-forplanning has the power
to call in a development application if it involves a state interest ana the government has not ruled
out intervening in this development application. Therefore, | am surprised to see members opposite
move and speak in support of the motion before the House tonight.

The LNP is fully aware of the planning system in place in our great state of Queensland. The member
for Burleigh and the member for Gregory were both on the conmimittee that recommended the
Planning Bill 2016 be passed by this House. Not only that, | have seen the committee's report and
there is no dissenting comment in that report. They could have spoken then, but they chose not to
do so. Therefore, | find it a complete sham that tanight the'miembers opposite are rising in support
of this reckless motion.

In our great state of Queensland, we have a trainsparent planning process where the councils and
the state government are held to account for our planning decisions. The decision at hand is one for
the council of the City of Ipswich and that is weii known to the members opposite. The proper
channels of decision-making that/the Plariring Act 2016 put in place are now being played out by the
Ipswich City Council, as it should'do 4rid as all councils across Queensland do. | know some members
opposite may not understandthe terms/ proper process' and 'transparent decision-making', but |
can reassure all Queenslanders that both are key elements of the Planning Act.

| will quote from Hansara af 11 May 2016, when the bill was debated. The former member for
Mansfield, lan Walker, said—

| have a sense of deja vu inthat on yet another LNP initiative the Palaszczuk Labor government has
followed through.

He also went on o say—

The fact that we are debating these bills is directly attributable to the work of the LNP government

Mlembers-can understand my confusion that the members opposite have moved this private
mamber's motion. | am completely confused. Apparently the Planning Act 2016 is theirs. We are
here tanight with those opposite having no idea how it works or how the proper planning decision-
making works in their legislation.
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we committed to getting rid of as an election commitment, and we did. Where was their election
promise to introduce a waste tax? There was nothing. It has popped up today so that the Premier
and Treasurer can now stand up and say, ‘We are introducing five taxes.'

I notice this morning that the Premier referred to a chart from her report into the change in voiume
of waste coming from other states. She had a look at the chart and | think she was going 16 table it,
but then she realised something. It does not actually help her case—not at all. It actually does the
opposite. It supports everything the LNP did during their term in government in terms of getting rid
of this waste tax. It shows that in 2013-14 interstate waste was about 400,000 tonnes. In'2014-15,
after we had implemented our waste strategy, it dropped down to around 320,000 tonnes. There
was a change of government at the start of 2015 and it skyrockets to neariy 608,000 tonnes. Last
year it was 900,000 tonnes. The issue was not the LNP getting rid of the waste tax. I'table that chart.

Tabled paper: Graph, titled ‘Figure 1: Change in volume of waste frein-other States transported into
Queensland since the year ending 30 June 2014’.

The issue is that the Palaszczuk Labor government has forgotten how to' comply. They have locked
their environmental officers up behind their desks. They are not letting them out. They have tied
them up in green tape and red tape and all the while Ipswich City Council—their Labor mates—have
been approving super dumps left, right and centre with no compliance. It is quite simple. We do not
need a tax in Cairns or Mackay or the Sunshine Ceast fora problem in Ipswich. Simply call in this
project and rule it out—problem solved.

Honourable members interjected.
Mr SPEAKER: Before | call the next speaker | want the House to come to order.

Mrs MILLER (Bundamba—ALP) (6.35 pm): They say that there are two types of elected officials;
there are the lions and there arethe sheep. | am a lion and | have been roaring for Ipswich ever since
| was elected to this House. Let ine tell memibers that no-one in [pswich wants these dumps. | have
not ever received a phone call from anyone in Ipswich saying that the dumps are good. We are over
it. We

21 Mar 2018 Motion 645 do riot ywant the dumps. We do not want the existing dumps. We do not
want any proposed dumps. It is @ nonsense to suggest that the people in Ipswich want the dumps.

Let us be clear abaut this. Development applications are made to the Ipswich City Council. It is the
Ipswich city councillors who should be making the decision. What have they done? Let us have a
look at this. The councillors have delegated their decision-making to faceless bureaucrats who are
employed by them: The councillors are charged with making the decision.

What happened a couple of weeks ago in Collingwood Park, where | live? The IRATE group had a
meeting with anyone who wanted to come. The mayor came and two councillors came as well. | put
it to the mayor and the councillors that they had in fact delegated their decision-making process to
the faceless bureaucrats. They did not get up and deny it. In fact, they agreed and the mayor asked
one of the town planning staff to get up, as a faceless bureaucrat, and he introduced us to this
particular person. We all said, “‘Who is this person? None of us have ever met them.' The mayor
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going ahead at New Chum. A call-in has been publicly supported by one Ipswich city councillor—
David Pahlke in division 10—and | am sure that it is supported privately by many more. This is & test
for the member for Ipswich and the member for Ipswich West. Are they going to stand with their
community, as the member for Bundamba has publicly, and demand government action or are they
going to hide behind council process, the mayor and the councillors of Ipswich who aré abliged by
law to assess these applications?

648 Motion 21 Mar 2018

We know that this government is very good at blaming other people for their problems. Almost
every day they come in here and blame Canberra for issues they have failed ie address. They try to
rewrite history to blame the LNP for things of the past, but they are thé government. They have
been in government for over three years, and they have been in office for 23 ofithe last 28 years.
When are they going to take responsibility for their actions? Whenr-aie they going to stand up and
say, ‘It's our fault and we will do something about it'? They are dike a child always failing to take
responsibility for their own actions, always trying to blame someone else,/and so it is with the
dumps.

The existing superdumps at Ipswich were approved by Labor, at New Chum and Swanbank. They
were approved by the previous Labor government. All of the stench, discomfort and pain being
visited on Labor-voting residents in Ipswich is a result of Labor. What is more, the amount of waste
coming from interstate has increased with the LahorParty in’government. What have they been
doing for the last three years? In 2014-15, the last year the LNP was in office, the amount of waste
dumped there went down. The government needs to acknowledge that this issue came about on
their watch and they need to fix it without siugging every Queenslander for an issue that is really just
an Ipswich and South-East Queensland issue.

When will Labor members in Ipswich taie yesponsibility? Now is their chance. Will they take
responsibility or will they cut and rur? Labor needs to call in this New Chum application, as the
Leader of the Opposition has'meved. They have called in applications before when it is expedient.
Think Cedar Woods and the West Viilage. A state interest was concocted in those cases and there is
a state interest now. We have been listening to the Premier and the minister for the last couple of
weeks talk about all gf'the interstate waste. That is a state interest. People in Ipswich tell me that
they want the issué fixed, They do not want a tax. | do not know who the member for Ipswich is
speaking to, but they are certainly not my residents who do not want a waste tax to fix this issue.
They want efféctive government action.

The Labor member for Bundamba said that people do not want more dumps in Ipswich. There is an
example for the member for Ipswich and Ipswich West to follow. | say to the member for Bundamba:
if she does not trust council, here is a chance to put that right. She can vote with her convictions and
make sure that the people in her electorate keep trust with her. She has a chance to vote so that
thiey keep trust with her.

i.represent part of Ipswich city in the Scenic Rim electorate, and around Willowbank we have a
dump. There are mooted proposals for more dumps but some of them are too close to residential
areas. My message to the government is that enough is enough. The member for Ipswich West in
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the last redistribution wanted to represent Willowbank. He said that it should be in Ipswich West.
Here is your chance, Jim, to stand up—

Mr SPEAKER: Member, can you please use appropriate titles?

Mr KRAUSE: Here is a chance for the member for Ipswich West to stand up for the peopi= of
Willowbank and surrounding areas. | say again: the superdumps at Ipswich are all Labor's fauit. They
are there because of them, but it is not fair for everybody in Queensland to pay more for-Labor's
failure to do its job. | love Ipswich. It is where | went to school and it is where }spenta iet of time in
my childhood. It is where a lot of Scenic Rim electors work and shop, and itis'time for all Labor
members to come clean with Ipswich, to call in the application and knock it on tie head.

(Time expired)
Division: Question put—That the amendment be agreed to.
AYES, 47:

ALP, 46—Bailey, Boyd, Brown, Butcher, Crawford, D’Ath, de Brenni, Dick, Enoch, Farmer, Fentiman,
Furner, Gilbert, Grace, Harper, Healy, Hinchliffe, Howard, Jones; Kelly, King, Lauga, Linard, Lui,
Lynham, Madden, McMahon, McMillan, Mellish, Miies, Miller, Mullen, B. O’'Rourke, C. O’'Rourke,
Palaszczuk, Pease, Pegg, Power, Pugh, Richards, RUsso, Ryan, Saunders, Stewart, Trad, Whiting.

Ind, 1—Bolton.
NOES, 43:

LNP, 39—Bates, Batt, Bennett, Bleijie; Beothman, Boyce, Costigan, Crandon, Crisafulli, Frecklington,
Hart, Hunt, Janetzki, Krause, Langbroek, Last, Leahy, Lister, Mander, McArdle, McDonald,
Mickelberg, Millar, Minnikin, Meikoek, Nicholls, O’Connor, Perrett, Powell, Purdie, Robinson, Rowan,
Simpson, Sorensen, Stevens, Stuckey, Watts, Weir, Wilson.

KAP, 3—Dametto, Katter, Knuth.

PHON, 1—Andrew.

Resolved in the affirmative.

21 Mar 2018 Adjotrnment 649

Division: Question put—That the motion, as amended, be agreed to.
~ AYES,/48:

ALP, 47—Bailey, Boyd, Brown, Butcher, Crawford, D’Ath, de Brenni, Dick, Enoch, Farmer, Fentiman,
Furner, Gilbert, Grace, Harper, Healy, Hinchliffe, Howard, Jones, Kelly, King, Lauga, Linard, Lui,
Lynham, Madden, McMahon, McMillan, Mellish, Miles, Miller, Mullen, B. O’Rourke, C. O’Rourke,

‘Whiting.

Ind, 1—Bolton.
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5.21

(i)

The SPP also identifies the state interest of Liveable communities at page
25 which provides:

(i) that liveable communities are of interest to the state as“The
liveability of communities concerns all levels of government'as it
directly influences our quality of life and wellbeing’ (page 25)

(ii) ‘All levels of government and the private sector deliver-a range of
infrastructure and services to support commuriities, including
education, health, emergency services, sporting facilities,
communication networks, energy, waste management and water
infrastructure. Integrated approaches toiand use and
infrastructure planning maximise the benefits of investment,
support affordable and connected ceinmunities, znd minimise the
carbon footprint of urban development (page 25).

The Planning Assessment Report prepared by the Department identifies the following
in relation to statements in ShapingSEQ, which relate specifically to the PDA:

(a)

(d)

1\326079115.1

Goal 1 Grow states ‘There is housing chaoice and sufficient land to
accommodate the projected population and employment growth in an
affordable and sustainable way to meet the community’s changing lifestyle
needs’ (page 38), with Ripley Valley identified as a large residential
expansion area

Sub-regional outcomes include Outcomes for Grow which seek ‘to deliver
new and more complete cenmirmunities that are well-planned and serviced’
(page 130), including inRipley-Valley which together with Springfield and
Rosewood/Thagoona/Walloan ‘will accommodate the largest proportion of
the sub-region’s planned expansion ...These places will develop as new
high-quality communities" {page 130)

Sub-regional outcornes include Outcomes for Live which seek to develop
and promote great places which ‘will support the sub region’s liveability,
prosperity, sense of identity and community’ (page 136) and which includes
Ripley,“awvibrant hnew town centre that services the Ripley Valley master-
planned community’ (page 136).

ShapingSEQ contains the following statements which relate specifically to
the Swanbank/New Chum industrial area:

(i The Swanbank/New Chum industrial area is identified in
ShapingSEQ as being within the South West Industrial Corridor
REC. ShapingSEQ states that ‘Supported by significant state and
national transport infrastructure, this well-established REC, which
spans into the Metro sub-region, contains the most significant
industrial cluster in the region’ (page 132).

(ii) ShapingSEQ identifies Swanbank as being a major enterprise and
industrial area in the South West Industrial Corridor REC (page
61), and states that ‘Major enterprise and industrial areas
accommodate medium- and high-impact industries and other
employment uses associated with, or with access to, state
transport infrastructure. These areas are major drivers of
economic growth. They are either significant in size or have the
potential to expand to provide for industry and business activity
clusters of regional and state significance’ (page 58)
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(b)

L\326079115.1

development applications for landfill facilities will be lodged in the
Swanbank/New Chum industrial area; and requesting the State's
assistance;

there are complex and competing State interests including the protection of
the health, safety and amenity of communities and the environment and the
identification and importance of the Swanbank/New Chum industrial area as
a major enterprise and industrial area, which is intended that the TLPI is
responsive to;

there is the potential for health impacts and biologicai air poiiution
(bioaerosols) from composting facilities;

for the reasons listed in 5.16 and 5.17 above, the Ipswich Pianning Scheme
is inadequate to deal with the assessment of @ numiber of proposals for
intensification of landfill and waste activities in-the-Swanbank/New Chum
industrial area;

the Council has not yet taken any formal steps to make a TLPI, or taken
action to amend its planning scheme;

based on the matters set out at 5.10 - 5.14 above, | consider that there is a
real risk that new development applications will be lodged prior to the
Council taking action, either in respect of making its own TLPI or amending
the Ipswich Planning Scheine;

there is community concern aboufthe potential for land use conflicts

between landfill and waste disposal activities, and the proximate residential
land use.
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A(1) Expanding the ‘area of coverage’ to include Willowbank/Ebenezer/Jeebropilly and an
existing mining void at Collingwood Park

There are existing mining voids in these areas where waste industry operators are currently
actively looking at setting up operations, with consequential potential adverse impacts similar
to Swanbank/New Chum on existing nearby residences to the north, west and south east
and existing and planned residential communities further afield to Walloon and-Thagoona.
There is also potential for adverse impacts from landfill and composting activiiies cn both
RAAF Base Amberley and Major Events held at the Ipswich Motorsports Frecinct {IMP at
Willowbank). The major events at IMP include Winter National Drag Racing, V8 Supercars
and CMC Rocks. Each of these events has national media coverage — aind i1 the case of
CMC Rocks there is extensive international coverage. Offensive odolirs; as iias occurred at
Swanbank/New Chum, would cause irreparable damage to each of these events, as well as
significant reputational damage to the City of Ipswich and the Staie of Queensland.

The existing mining void at Collinwood Park adjoins existing residential areas at Collingwood
Park and Riverview. This area should be included withiri the waste buffer area (suitable only
for mining rehabilitation with clean earthen material).

Willowbank / Ebenezer / Jeebropilly

The department considered the council's previous request to'include land at Willowbank / Ebenezer
/ Jeebropilly within the proposed TLPI as part of the PAR to MBN18/759. While it is acknowledged
that there are existing mining voids within the Willowbank / Ebenezer / Jeebropilly locality, there is
not the same level of existing (1 existing landfill) or expected (2 expected applications and 2 potential
sites) development activity as the Swanbank/iNew Cihum industrial area (2 lodged applications, 8
expected applications and 2 potential sites).

The council’s response did not provide sufficient justification or additional evidence to satisfy the
consideration of sections 23 and 27 of the Planning Act, particularly in respect to urgent action.

The department recommends this request not be supported.

Existing mining void at Collingwocd Park

The department's analysis of the Swaribank / New Chum industrial area in the PAR to MBN18/759
did not identify the existing mining voids (refer to Figure 1.0) at Collingwood Park. A desktop analysis
of the locality has identified that: the same general conditions exist (close proximity to existing,
planned or approved residential areas and the potential for the land to be used for waste activities)
as the broader Swanbarik / New Chum industrial area; and this land would have been included in
the TLPI area had it heen examined in the PAR to MBN18/759.

Page 3
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e The South East Queensland Regional Plan 2016 (ShapingSEQ) applies to a lesser extent (in
that the Collingwood locality adjoins the Swanbank / New Chum industrial area rather than
being located within) with regard to:
= Sub-regional outcomes include Outcomes for Grow which seek ‘to deliver new and more
complete communities that are well-planned and serviced’, as discussed at (b) on page
8 of the PAR

= Sub-regional outcomes include Outcomes for Live which seek to develop and /promote
great places which ‘will support the sub region’s liveability, prosperity, sense of identity
and community’, as discussed at (c) on page 9 of the PAR

= The Swanbank/New Chum industrial area is identified in the Regiona! Flan as being
within the South West Industrial Corridor REC, as discussed at (a) ori page 9 of the PAR

= The Regional Plan identifies Swanbank as being a major enterprise and industrial area
in the South West Industrial Corridor REC, as discussed at (b) on page 9 of the PAR

= The Swanbank/New Chum industrial area is located within the \Western sub-region which
‘contains SEQ’s major rural production and regional landscape areas, as discussed at (c)
on page 9 of the PAR

= Goal 2 Prosper states that ‘Economic Clusters will leverage iraditional strengths and
competitive advantages to advance the economy, strengthen our global and national
relationships, and embrace emerging technology and new oppeitunities’, as discussed at
(d) on page 9 of the PAR

= Strategy 1 of Element 2: Regional Economic Clusters is to ‘Plan for the intensification
and/or expansion of RECs to enhance regional ecariomic growth and activity’, as
discussed at (e) on page 9 of the PAR

The Department is satisfied there are numerous interests involved that meets the definition of State
interest. In addition, given the existing develcpment applications, the potential for further
development applications to be made for waste zctivities inthe Swanbank/New Chum industrial area
and the intent of the Minister to make a TLPI, thereis likely to be an increased risk of this locality
being developed for waste activities shouic it be emitted from the TLPI. Consequentially, the
Department is satisfied that urgent action shouid be taken to protect, or give effect to, those State
interests identified above for the Collingwood iocality.

The department recommends this requesti ba supported.

A(2) Increasing the separation distance for the waste buffer area to at least 1km

The proposed 750m waste buffer'is considered inadequate, as there is already a similar
buffer in place (which has not proved effective) at Swanbank. It is considered that the buffer
should be increased to at least 1Tkm and incorporate any existing buffer areas/green space
zones that are already-in /place. It should be noted that the NSW EPA are currently
considering 1km buffers around landfill sites and up to 2.5km around composting sites.

The guideline / “Landfil- /siting, design, operation and rehabilitation—ESR/2015/1627"
(www.ehp.qgld.gov.au/assets/documents/regulation/pr-gl-landfill-siting.pdf) produced by the DES
focuses on the development, operation and rehabilitation of waste disposal facilities in Queensland
and landfill sites, an environmentally relevant activity (ERA). that falls within the definition contained
in Scheduie 2 of the Environmental Protection Regulation 2008 for waste disposal.

The guideline states that appropriate buffer distances should be maintained to protect environmental
values, sensitive places and commercial places from any impacts resulting from a failure of landfill
design, management or abnormal weather conditions. The guideline further states that a risk
assessment for the site should be undertaken to determine the appropriate buffer distances. The
guideline aiso provides the following indicative buffer distances:

¢ 500 metres from a noise, dust or odour sensitive place

e 100 metres from an unstable area

The guideline continues that buffers are measured from the sensitive land use or impacted
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environmental value, to the edge of the closest cell. For sites where there is uncertainty in the
location of landfill cells, the boundary of the landfill site is the point of measurement. It is noted that
the council in its response has not provided any additional evidence or “risk assessment’ as
recommended in the DES guideline.

A review of landfill buffers for other state jurisdictions found that:

e the Environmental Protection Authority Victoria recommends 500m for putrescible waste and
200m for solid inert waste (“Siting, design, operation and rehabilitation-of. landfills”
www.epa.vic.gov.au/~/media/Publications/788%203.pdf)

e the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation Western Australia has preduced a
draft guideline for consultation that recommends between 500m and 1,000m depending on
the definition and classification of waste facility or land fill site (“Draft Cdeur guideline for
prescribed premises” www.der.wa.gov.au/images/documents/our-
work/consultation/OdourGuideline/17-01-2018_Odour_GdL_external_consult.pdf)

e the NSW Environment Protection Authority produced the “Environimental Guidelines: Solid
Waste Landfills, Second Edition 2016" (www.epa.nsw,gov.au/-/inedia/epal/corporate-
site/resources/waste/solid-waste-landfill-guidelines-160259. pdf)“which sets the minimum
standards for the design, construction and operation of landfili facilitie¢s; and identifies landfill
sites as being inappropriate within 250m of a residential zone or-other sensitive receiving
use; and recommends buffers of at least 1,000m for putrescible landfills with a capacity of
more than 50,000 tonnes per year

The buffer distance in the proposed TLPI is approximately 750m measured from the boundary of the
council identified existing, planned and approved residential @reas. The location of these residential
areas were obtained from the map provided at Anniexure 3 of the PAR to MBN18/759 and were
confirmed against the mapping provided in the couricil's response. This approximate distance is well
in excess of the indicative buffer suggested by the DES guideline, is consistent with the Victorian
recommended buffer and is generally consistent with the Western Australian proposed buffers and
NSW requirements.

Increasing the proposed buffer area to 1 kilometre would severely restrict waste activities that could
otherwise be reasonably conditioned to-comply ‘with existing ERA requirements. This is likely to
adversely affect the State interests discussed in thie PAR to MBN18/759, and in particular, the State
interests relevant to ShapingSEQ and its identification of the Swanbank/New Chum industrial area
within the South West Industrial Corrider Regional Economic Cluster.

The department is of the view that the expansion of the buffer distance to 1 kilometre as requested
by the council: is not supported by a risk assessment; is well in excess of current DES guidelines;
would likely to adversely affect a State interest; and consequentially, not satisfy the consideration of
sections 23 and 27 of the Planning Act.

The department recomniends this request not be supported.

In addition to requesting a 1 kilometre buffer, the mapping provided by the council also identified that
land in the Recreation Zoiie ‘and the Buffer/Greenspace Zone under the planning scheme should be
mapped within the Swanbank / New Chum Buffer Area. The effect of this change is to ensure there
is no doubt that land zoried for recreation and greenspace uses cannot be used for waste activities
as defined under the TLPI.

The depariment recommends this mapping change be supported and that Attachment A to the
TLPI he amended to include land in the Recreation Zone and the Buffer/Greenspace Zone as shown
on Figure 6-7-1 Swanbank New Chum Land Use Concept Master Plan on page 6-15 of the planning
scheme.

A(3) including specific outcomes regarding the potential for geotechnical, dewatering and
fire/lcombustion risks associated with former mining sites

Former coal mining areas are highly susceptible to both underground and surface
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combustion that may be accentuated through landfill and composting activities. In addition
many former mining sites have also been infiltrated with water and various coal seam
workings may now be interlinked. Some major land subsidence events at Collingwood Park
(that necessitated State buy back and demolition of affected dwellings) have been-at least
partly attributed to dewatering of former underground mine workings. Both of these risks may
extend well beyond an existing landfill site and are not normally well considered as part of a
waste industry application.

In addition to the above statement, the amended TLPI provided in the councii's response
recommended the following changes to section 4. Specific Outcomes for the Swarnbank/New Chum
Waste Activity Code of the proposed “Swanbank / New Chum Waste Activity Code”:
(i) the insertion of “or the dewatering of former mines” in paragraph (6)(c);, and
(i) the insertion of paragraph (8) being “Uses and works do nat‘contribute in any way to
geotechnical instability, subsidence or combustion associated with former'mining activity”

In respect to (i) above, the proposed change seeks to protect surface or ground water quality from
adverse harm from the dewatering of former mining sites. The department’is of the view that this
meets the consideration of sections 23 and 27 of the PlanningAct.

The department recommends this request be supported.

In respect to (ii) above, the proposed change seeks to impose an onerous assessment burden of
proof (through the wording “do not contribute in any way”) cn’'new development.

It is noted that the council has not provided any evidence to support the above statements in respect
to the risk of subsidence or combustion.

Contrary to these statements, the departmerit notesthe 2010 CSIRO report “COLLINGWOOD PARK
MINE REMEDIATION - Subsidence control using fly ash backfilling”
(www.dnrm.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/262660/collingwood-park-report.pdf) and its
summary report (www.dnrm.gld.gov.au/ _data/assets/pdf_file/0009/262665/collingwood-park-
report-summary.pdf). In this report, the subsidence events of 1988 and 2008 were examined. In
respect to the role that water played! in these events, the summary report states:

“CSIRO determined that the piilars that failed in 2008 were not affected by water. However,
it is not known if rising water ievei was associated with the 1988 subsidence.”

The department could not find any additional reports or information that specifically addressed the
risk of subsidence or combustion’in the Collingwood area from dewatering. The last major
subsidence event that thie department can ascertain, appears to have occurred in 2008.

Should this request be agreed to, future applications for new or expanded waste activities would
need to demonstiate that they will “not contribute in any way to geotechnical instability, subsidence
or combustion associaied with former mining activity”. The department considers this to be onerous
assessment criteria in that:
(a) the department is unaware of any ability to reliably model potential risk from dewatering on a
former mining site and potential subsidence kilometres away
(b) because the proposed change will be a Specific Outcome, the council could reasonably use
this provision to refuse applications for landfill where they cannot demonstrate (a) above

The council’s response did not provide sufficient justification or additional evidence to satisfy the
consiceration of sections 23 and 27 of the Planning Act, particularly in respect to urgent action.

The department recommends this request not be supported.

A(4) Visual amenity provisions need to be strengthened.
There are real concerns about the potential visual impact of recent proposals to create large
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Pages 187 through 205 redacted for the following reasons:

Sch. 3(7) - Legal professional privilege



























Pages 214 through 227 redacted for the following reasons:

Sch. 3(7) - Legal professional privilege



































