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General Comments 

• The overall position statement of the SPP (page I of the SPP) states the following:-

"The Queensland Government considers that development should minimise the 
potential adverse impacts of flood, bushfire and landslide on people. property. 
economic activity and the environment." 

It is considered that environmental impacts from development in natural hazard 
management areas and mitigation planning for natural hazards, are not fully reflected 
in the outcomes of the SPP or, the performance criteria and indicators of compatibility. 
For example, with reference. to page 67 of the Guideline, it is suggested that the 
f61l0wiI!g amendm~nt be made to the last sentence after tho 3rd PQil)fof~ection 2.3.2 of 
Appendix 5 (emphasis added): " . 

.. . do not increase the risks to existing populations and property or adversely 
affect the environment or iflterest of other landowners". 

It is recommended that the outcomes and performance criteria be reviewed to better 
reflect the overall position statement of the SPP with respect to impacts upon the 
environment. 

• Furthermore, the outcomes of the draft SPP for Natural Disaster Mitigation should not 
adversely affect the outcomes of State Planning Policy 1197 - Koala Coast. 
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• As preViously advised in corresponde~ce dated IS August, 2002, the EPA as a land 
manager is happy to comply with the management principles established by the SPP 
and Guideline. 

• It is anticipated that the consultation undertaken with Local Governments with respect 
to the review of the draft SPP and the preparation of Planning Schemes pursuant to the 
Integrated Planning Act 1997, will achieve a balance between fire management 
practices and the maintenance and enhancement of biodiversity values at the local, 
regional and wider levels. It is also anticipated that some Local Governments may 
identify conflicts between the draft SPP code and transitional Planning Scheme 
provisions for development in environmentally sensitive areas and, Local Laws dealing 
with tree clearing. These issues ~II no doubt be raised as part of the consultation 
process. 
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This section of the State Coastal Plan provides principles, policy context and policy for 
dealing with climate change in the coastal zone. 

• Section 4.8 of the Guidelines (page 23) states "there is currently no State position on 
the anticipated effects of climate change". This statement needs further clarification, 
particularly given that the Queensland Greenhouse Policy Framework and the State 
Coastal Plan provide information and policy on climate change. 

It is recommended that section 4.8 of the Guideline be amended to be more consistent 
with the content of section 4.6 of the SPP. 

Useability 
• ' Whirst, if is ack,iiowledged that the .SPP and .GujdeUne are: dealing with the complex 

matters of flooding, landslide and. 'biishfire; it Is considered that the useability of the 
SPP and Guideline could be improved. Implementation of the SPP requires a high 
level of cross-referencing between the SPP and Guideline, in order to understand the 
impact and applicability of the policy. Simplification of this process would benefit the 
reader . 

Specific Comments 
• Section 4.6, page 2 of the SPP refers to the 'precautionary principle'. It is 

recommended that a defmition of 'precautionary principle' be included in the glossary 
and a footnote on page 2 be included to refer the reader to the glossary. The definition 
of precautionary principle needs to be consistent with the definition contained in the 
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• Section 6.4, page 4 of the SPP refers to the need to calculate the slope of the 
'development site'. Due to the nature of landslide and bushfire hazard, it may be 
necessary for the applicant and assessment manager to consider slope and bushfire 
issues on land adjoining the subject development site. Notwithstanding that IP A 
provides the ability for the assessment manager to request further information, it is 
recommended that the SPP explicitly state that in some circumstances, the 
consideration of impacts on adjoining land may be warranted. 

For example, a development application seeking a material change of use for 
'residential' and associated reconfiguration, may be lodged on land having a slope of 
less then 15% and, being cleared of vegetation. However, the adjoining land parcel 
may comprise of a heavily vegetated slope greater than 15%, thus presenting a 
potential risk to future residences. 
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o Outcome I, page 4 of the SPP makes reference to 'development commitment' which is 
defined as follows (emphasis added): 

o 'Development commitment; includes any of the following:-
• development with a valid development approval; 
• exempt development, self-assessable development or development only 

assessable against the Standard Building Regulation; 
• development clearlv consistent with the relevant zone (or equivalent) in 

a Planning Scheme:. 
• A subdivision or other reconfiguration of allotment boundaries 

consistent with the requirements of the relevant planning scheme; or 
• Development consistent with a designation for community 

, ,infi'as!fucture. 

Further clarification is needed in relation to what constitutes "development that is 
clearly consistent with the relevant' zone." For example, development comprising a 
material change of use, identified as self-assessable and code assessable (complying 
with the relevant code) in the Table of Development of a Plimning Scheme, are 
usually construed to be clearly consistent with the intent of the relevant zone. 

• Furthermore, the words "(or equivalent)" needs further clarification. For example, 
notwithstanding that a development proposal may be in conflict with the intent of the 
'existing' zoning, such development may be clearly consistent with the intent of the 
Strategic Plan This situation would frequently arise when considering 

------,------
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I 
included under "(or equivalent) "? 

• In section 6.7, page 27 of the Guideline, the sentence "Information about the severity 
of the hazard may be available for the development site. If so, this information should 
be provided to the assessment manager by the proponent" appears to be superfluous in 
its current form. It should be amended to clarify that the Assessment Manager has the 
ability to request further information to support a development application pursuant to 
the Integrated Planning Act 1997. This will be particularly pertinent tor those Local 
Governments who will be using the default ''Natural Hazard Management Area" as 
defined by Annex 3. 

• Section 6.37, Table I, page 33 of the Guideline indicates that "Environment" is an 
appropriate land use across allieveis of severity in the flood plain. It is recommended 
that the term 'environment' be substituted with 'conservation'. The use of land for 
'conservation' purposes (being very distinct from 'open space'), is a more accurate 
description of the intended outcome. 
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o In addition, Table 1, page 33 of the Guidelines identifies RUral uses and activities as 
appropriate development across all levels of severity in the floodplain. It is considered 
that in areas subject to High to Extreme levels of flood, Rural uses should be permitted 
subject to special controls. For example, Rural uses such as intensive animal husbandry 
(feed lots, poultry farms etc), involve the provision of structures and storage of 
materials and chemicals, all of which could potentially present a hazard in times of 
flood. 

• Section S.11, page 40 of the Guideline should be amended to read as follows: 

"S.1l The EPA provides information about storm tide inundation issues, 
protection o{j1ood plain biodiversity and planning for climate change." 

• Concerning Table I "Hazard scores and associated fIre behaviours for various 
vegetation communities", page 58 of the Guideline, it is recommended that the fire 
behaviour for intact rainforest and mangrove communities be amended to read 
"virtually fire proof except under extreme weather conditions" and the corresponding 
hazard score be amended from "0" to "0.5". 

• In relation to the Bushfire Code, page 71 ofthe Guideline, performance criteria 7 states 
the following:-

'j~-~~~~~~-;;; 
design and management measures to minimise 

bushfire hazard. 
number of people living. working or congregating in 
the area or involve the storage or manufacture of 
flammable, explosive or noxious materials in bulk 
within the High bushflre bazard area. 

OR 
7.2 A comprehensive bushflre Management Plan is 
submitted and the development complies with the 
Bushftre Management Plan, to the satisfaction of the 

The practicality of implementing and ensuring ongoing compliance with performance 
criteria 7 and acceptable solution 7.2 is questioned. It is recognised that the assessment 
manager has the ability to condition the preparation of, and compliance with a fire 
management plan as part of a material change of use development approval, whilst also 
having the legal ability to ensure continuing compliance. However, it is understood 
that this may not be the case for development approvals for reconfiguration. In the 
absence of a material change of use, once the subdivision has been constructed, the 
conditions have deemed to have been complied with. 
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Therefore, for effective implementation of land management conditions, such 
conditions need to be attached to an approval for a material change of use to ensure all 
future landholders are legally bound to complying with the approved fire management 
plan. 

Application of the SPP 
• Section 3.2 of the Guideline indicates that for assessable development not addressed by 

a Planning Scheme and subject to assessment under the IP A Regulation, the 
assessment manager must have regard to the SPP when assessing relevant development 
proposals. Council will be the default assessment manager for many development 
applications, even if such development is not addressed under the Planning Scheme. 
Clarification is sought :on the' application 'of the SPPto 'assessable developrnent 
pursuant to IP A where Council is the assessment,manager and the development is not 
addressed under the Planning Scheme. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
SubJect: 

DG Letter SPP 
Disaster Mitlgat, .. 

Friday, 13 December 200210:22 AM 

Fwd: DRAFT EPA Comments· SPP Natural Disaster Mitigation 

InterScan_SafeSta 
mp,txt 

-----Original Message-----
Date: 12/13 002 09:36 am +1000 (Friday) From: 
To:  
Subject: DRAFT EPA Comments - SPP Natural Disaster Mitigation 
Hello , 
please find attached, draft comments prepared at the Officer level reo Draft SPP and Guideline on Natural Disaster Mitigation, These comments have not yet been approved by the Executive Director, A letter from our Director General will be forthcoming, 

'1, ,4Itshould you have any further queries regarding the comments, please do not hesitate to J '7contact me, jr 

11 .. 
J, 

Jii , , 

kind regards, 

 
Policy Advisor (Statutory Planning) 
Coasts, Wetlands and Waterways 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Ph:   
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Enquiries 
Telephone 
Your reference 
Our reference vol 2 

12 December 2002 

Mr
Director-General 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Dear 

Draft State Planning Policy and Guideline for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the final draft version of the State 
Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation (SPP), and Guideline for Natural Disaster 
Mitigation. 

Attached herewith, are comments from the Environmental Protection Agency. I trust that these 
comments are of value to you. If you require further information regarding these cOlllIIlents, 
please do not hesitate to contact  

Director-General 

Pagel of 7 160 Ann Street Brisbane 
Queensland 4000 Australia 
PO Box 155 Brisbane Albert Streel 
Queensland 4002 AustralIa 
relephone (07) 3227 6877 
Facsimile (07) 3221 0768 
Website WNW.epa.qld,gov.au 
ABN 87 221158 786 
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General Comments 

• The overall position statement of the SPP (page I of the SPP) states the following:-

"The Queensland Government considers that development should minimise the . 
potential adverse impacts of flood, buslifire and landslide on people, property, 
economic activity and the environment." 

It is considered that environmental impacts from development in natural hazard 
management areas and mitigation planning for natural hazards, are not fully reflected 
in the outcomes of the SPP or, the performance c.riteria and indicators of compatibility. 
For example, with reference to page 67 of the Guideline, it is suggested that the 
following amendment be made to the last sentence after the 3nl point-ofsection";i!:3:.z-of··· 
Appendix 5 (emphasis added): 

... do not increase the risks to existing populations and property or adversely 
affect the environment or interest of other landowners". 

It is recommended that the outcomes and perfonnance criteria be reviewed to better 
reflect the overall position statement of the SPP with respect to impacts upon the 
environment. 

• Furthermore, the outcomes of the draft SPP for Natural Disaster Mitigation should not 
adversely affect the outcomes of State Planning Policy 1197 - Koala Coast. 

....... ~~'E.--~ . .n ..• ~. .·e . -.- .--. ..... .... ... •..... .... ... . ................. . 
~ .0 __ - -- UOKIJI'V.,;c.., ,_ . ___ m :;;::::;:: 

;. 
• As previously advised in correspondence dated 15 August, 2002, the EPA as a land 

manager is happy to comply with the management principles established by the SPP 
and Guideline. 

• It is anticipated that the consultation undertaken with Local Governments with respect 
to the review of the draft SPP and the preparation of Planning Schemes pursuant to the 
Integrated Planning Act 1997, will achieve a balance between fire management 
pmctices and the maintenance and enhancement of biodiversity values at the local, 
regional and wider levels. It is also anticipated that some Local Governments may 
identify conflicts between the draft SPP code and transitional Planning Scheme 
provisions for development in environmentally sensitive areas and, Local Laws dealing 
with tree clearing. These issues will no doubt be raised as part of the consultation 
process. 
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• It is also recommended that the SPP policy team liase with the "South East Queensland 
Consortium/or Fire and Biodiversity". The consortium is based at Griffith University 
and comprises a broad range of fire management practitioners. The consortium has 
been established for three years, has published numerous resource documents 
concerning fire management and ecology and, has secured funding to undertake 
research for a further three years. The consortium also has linkages to the SEQROC 
Environment Management Working Group. From the EPA's perspective, the 
outcomes from the research activities undertaken by the consortium are relevant with 
respect to balancing the needs of fire management and hazard minimisation, with the 
conservation of environment values at the local and wider levels. For further queries 
concerning the consortium, please contact either Dr Clyde Wild on 5552 8669 or, 
Cuong Tran on 5552 8259 from Griffith University. 

Flooding 
• The notation following section 2.3.2 on page 67 of the Guideline makes reference to 

the need for the hydraulic report to assess the "cumulative impacts 0/ all existing and 
likely future development in the floodplain". It is considered imperative that the 
'existing situation' and the 'cumulative impacts' of development be addressed in the 
hydraulic report. This should be explicitly stated in the notation. 

e In some areas of the State, flooding is likely to be exacerbated by vegetation loss and 
extensive hard surfacing resulting from development. It is suggested that the SPP and 
Guideline provide specific comment in relation to this issue. 

=-----... -IA'he"'£:O~lmlbifhfi6iFoI··RBilliIiff61i1tlHiet=ti€eiY::;rswcRn"A1111ei;Z;·m:3''%1''--'" 
Landslide (page 13' of the SPP). it is understood that Redcliffe Council have 
commissioned a report entitled the "Redcliffe Peninsula Foreshore Cliffs Study", 
which has indicated the potential for failure of cliff faces in a number of locations. 

Climate Change 
• There appears to be a conflict between section 4.6 of the SPP and section 4.8 of the 

Guideline concerning whether or not the State has a position concerning climate 
change. 

e Section 4.6 of the SPP (page 2) refers to the Queensland Greenhouse Policy 
Framework and acknowledges that Queensland will be vulnerable to the effects of 
climate change and, identifies some of the predicted changes at a broad level. It is 
recommended that section 4.6 of the SPP should also make reference to the State 
Coastal Management Plan - Queensland's Coastal Policy (State Coastal Plan), 
particularly, the policies contained in section 2.2.1 'Adaptation to Climate Change'. 
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This section of the State Coastal Plan provides principles, policy context and policy for 
dealing with climate change in the coastal zone. 

8 Section 4.8 of the Guidelines (page 23) states "there is currently no State position on 
the anticipated effects of climate change". This statement needs further clarification, 
particularly given that the Queensland Greenhouse Policy Framework and the State 
Coastal Plan provide information and policy on climate change. 

It is recommended that section 4.8 of the Guidelille be anaended to be more consistent 
with the content of section 4.6 of the SPP. 

Useability 
• Whilst it is acknowledged that the SPP and Guideline are dealing with the complex 

matters of flooding, landslide and bushfire, it is considered that the useability of the 
SPP and Guideline could be improved. Implementation of the SPP requires a high 
level of cross-referencing between the SPP and Guideline, in order to understand the 
impact and applicability of the policy. Simplification of this process would benefit the 
reader. 

Specific Comments 
• Section 4.6, page 2 of the SPP refers to the 'precautionary principle'. It is 

recommended that a definition of 'precautionary principle' be included in the glossary 
and a footnote on page 2 be included to refer the reader to the glossary. The definition 
of precautionary principle needs to be consistent with the definition contained in the 
'''latienal-Str-ategy-fer-¥oolegiaaUY:SUstainable--IJetJeleprrl{mt~fId.-the-lntegraled 

• Section 6.4, page 4 of the SPP refers to the need to calculate the slope of the 
'development site'. Due to the nature of landslide and bushfire hazard, it may be 
necessary for the applicant and assessment manager to consider slope and bushfire 
issues on land adjoining the subject development site. Notwithstanding that IP A 
provides the ability for the assessment manager to request further information, it is 
recommended that the SPP explicitly state that in some circumstances, the 
consideration of impacts on adjoining land may be warranted. 

For exanaple,· a development application seeking a material change of use for 
'residential' and associated reconfiguration, may be lodged on land having a slope of 
less then 15% and, being cleared of vegetation. However, the adjoining land parcel 
may comprise of a heavily vegetated slope greater than 15%, thus presenting a 
potential risk to future residences. 
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• Outcome 1, page 4 of the SPP makes reference to 'development commitment' which is 

defined as follows (emphasis added): 

o 'Development commitment; includes any of the following:-

• development with a valid development approval; 

• exempt development, self-assessable development or development only 

assessable against the Standard Building Regulation; 
• development clearly consistent with the relevant zone (or equivalent! in 

a Planning Scheme;. 
• A subdivision or other reconfiguration of allotment boundaries 

consistent with the requirements of the relevant planning scheme; or 

• Development consistent with a designation for community 

infrastructure. 

Further clarification is needed in relation to what constitutes "development that is 

clearly consistent with the relevant zone." For example, development comprising a 

material change of use, identified as self-assessable and code assessable (complying 

with the relevant code) in the Table of Development of a Planning Scheme, are 

usually construed to be clearly consis\ent with the intent of the relevant zone. 
, 

0 

• Furthermore, the words "(or equivalent)" needs further clarification. For example, 

notwithstanding that a development proposal may be in conflict with the intent of the 

'existing' zoning, such development may be clearly consistent with the intent of the 

Oiij Iii 
ini::iuded under "(or equivalent)"? 

• In section 6.7, page 27 ofthe Guideline, the sentence "Information about the severity 
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of the hazard may be available for the development site. If so, this infonnation should ole 
be provided to the assessment manager by the proponent" appears to be superfluous in 

its current form. It should be amended to clarify that the Assessment Manager has the 

ability to request further information to support a development application pursuant to 

the Integrated Planning Act 1997. This will be particularly pertinent for those Local 

Governments who will be using the default "Natural Hazard Management Area" as 

defined by Annex 3. 

• Section 6.37, Table 1, page 33 of the Guideline indicates that "Environment" is an 

appropriate land use across all levels of severity in the flood plain. It is recommended 

that the term 'environment' be substituted with 'conservation'. The use of land for 

'conservation' purposes (being very distinct from 'open space'), is a more accurate 

description of the intended outcome. 
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.. In addition, Table 1, page 33 of the Guidelines identifies Rural uses and activities as 
appropriate development across all levels of severity in the floodplain. It is considered 
that in areas subject to High to Extreme levels of flood, Rural uses should be permitted 
subject to special controls. For example, Rural uses such as intensive animal husbandry 
(feed lots, pOUltry farms etc), involve the provision of structures and storage of 
materials and chemicals, all of which could potentially present a hazard in times of 
flood. 

o Section 8.11, page 40 of the Guideline should be amended to read as follows: 

"8.11 The EPA provides information about storm tide inundation issues, 
protection offlood plain biodiversiry and planning for climate change." 

e Concerning Table 1 "Hazard scores and associated fire behaviours for various 
vegetation communities", page 58 of the Guideline, it is recommended that the fire 
behaviour for intact rainforest and mangrove communities be amended to read 
"virtually fire proof except under extreme weather conditions" and the corresponding 
hazard score be amended from "0" to "0.5". 

o In relation to the Bushfrre Code, page 71 of the Guideline, performance criteria 7 states 
the following:-

siting, design and management measures to minimise 
bushflre hazard. 

number of people living, working or congregating in 
the area or involve the storage or manufacture of 
flammable, e<plosive or no<ious materials in bulk 
within the High bushfrre hazard area. 

OR 
7,2 A comprehensive bushfire Management Plan is 
submitted and the development complies with the 
Bushflre Management Plan, to the satisfaction of the 

The practicality of implementing and ensuring ongoing compliance with performance 
criteria 7 and acceptable solution 7.2 is questioned. It is recognised that the assessment 
manager has the ability to condition the preparation of, and compliance with a fire 
management plan as part of a material change of use development approval, whilst also 
having the legal ability to ensure continuing compliance. However, it is understood 
that this may not be the case for development approvals for reconfiguration. In the 
absence of a material change of use, once the subdivision has been constructed, the 
conditions have deemed to have been complied with. 
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Therefore, for effective implementation of land management conditions, such 
conditions need to be attached to an approval for a material change of use to ensure all 
future landholders are legally bound to complying with the approved fire management 
plan. 

Application o/the Spp 
• Section 3.2 of the Guideline indicates that for assessable development not addressed by 

a Planning Scheme and subject to assessment under the lP A Regulation, the 
assessment manager must have regard to the SPP when assessing relevant. development 
proposals. Council will be the default assessment manager for many development 
applications, even if such development is not addressed under the Planning Scheme. 
Clarification is sought on the application of the SPP to assessable development 
pursuant to lP A where Council is the assessment manager and the development is not 
addressed under the Planning Scheme. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Mac Word 3.0 

 

~
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p
Friday, 13 December 2002 11 :37 AM 

State Planning Policy Submission· Natural Disaster Mitigation 

InterScan....SafeSta 
mp.txt 

As discussed please find following an advanced copy of Main Roads submission on 
the SPP. 

r1 Our formal submission will follow early next week under our DG's signature. 
I, 

i ,. please contact myself on if you have 
. ; .... ny queries. ,""I.-

I ~ .• "/ 

· ]", - Regards 
'I 1 i  

" l 

(See attached file: DES Letter_11122002 v3.doc) 

******.*.********************************************~~***** 

Opinions contained in this e-mail do not necessarily reflect 
the opinions of the Queensland Department of Main Roads, 
Queensland Transport or National Transport Secretariat, or 

************************************************************ 
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Director - General 

Department of Emergency Services 
POBox 1425 

BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Dear

Endorsed by 

Accountable executive 
Contact officer 
Telephone 
Finalised through 
Divisional reference 
D-G reference 

RE: Draft Planning Policy (SPP) for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

GM(RS&E) 
ED(RNM) 

P14980MH 

Thank you for your letter of 21 October ~2 inviting submissions on the draft State Planning Policy 
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Main Roads is a member of the State Disaster Mitigation Committee and was also a member of the 

working group that developed the draft planning policy. I am pleased that most of our previous 
comments have been addressed in the public draft. ). 

Main Roads is generally satisfied with the content of the draft SPP and associated guideline. 

Main Roads already considers disaster mitigation planning as an integral part of its usual road 

planning and design processes. Disaster mitigation measures are assessed in the context of cost 

effectiveness and affordability given other competing needs for available roads funding. The draft 

$PP provides enough flexibility to allow Main Roads to continue to make these judgements on a 

case- by- case basis within the context of overall funding priorities. 

Offit;e of the Olrector-General 
Roor 16 Capital Hill Building 
65 George Street (enr Mary Street) Brisbane Queensland 4000 
GPO Box 1549 Brisbane Queensland 4000 
Telephone +61 7 3235 4964 Facsimile +61 7 3235 4276 
ABN 57 836 727 711 

Ourrer 
Your ref 
Enquiries Jay Wickramatunga 
Telephone +61 7 34D5 6493 
Facsimile +61 734043808 
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Given the importance of disaster relief funding to Queensland it is also important that the State 
Planning Policy give due recognition to the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) review of 
natural disaster mitigation arrangements affecting Australian communities. The substantive initiative 
from the COAG review was to change the emphasis from disaster relief towards disaster mitigation . 
This is being delivered through a new funding regime. As you are aware, Cabinet Budget Review 
Committee has given "in principle" support for the COAG review outcomes. A final check for 
consistency between the COAG review and the draft SPP is recommended. 

Detailed comments obtained from Main Roads regional and district staff highlight some minor 
inconsistencies between the draft SPP and current departmental operations. It is important that the 
document does not mandate requirements that are inconsistent with Main Roads operations, but 
rather provides a clear intent of the policy for natural disaster mitigation. 

The detailed comments on the draft SPP are included as Attachment 1 and detailed comments on the 
guideline are included as Attachment 2. 

I am also sending a copy of this submission to the Acting Director Disaster 
Mitigation Unit as requested in your letter. 

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to participate in the consultation process. 

Yours sincerely 

AM RFD 
Director-General 

. _ ... _ .. _-' -_ ... _ .... ---" . __ ... 
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B/c 

I Deputy Director -General 

2 Executive Director (Road Network Management) 

3 Regional Executive Director (Central Queensland) 
Attention:  Regional Adviser (Strategic Planning) 

4 Regional Executive Director (Southern Queensland) 
Attention:  Regional Adviser (Strategic Planning) 

5 

6 

7 

g 

Regional Executive Director (South East Queensland) 
Attention:  Regional Adviser (Strategy) 

Executive Director (Roads Programs) 
Attention:  AlPrincipal Engineer (Roads Programs) 

Executive Director (Planning, Design, Environment) 
Attention:  Principal Advisor (Transport Infrastructure Planning) 

Manager (IPA) 

. Anention:  P.rincipal-Advisor (Policy &'Projects) --_ .. - .. _-- ------<---- --- -----_ ..... _--_ ... - -- ---

Yours sincerely 

Director-General 

J 
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Attachment 1 • Detailed Comments on the Policy 

Definition of Development Commitments (Page 9) 

The current definition of development commitments in Ihe SPP refers to development with a valid 
development approval. This covers all forms of approval including preliminary approval. If the 
Intent of the SPP is to only consider preliminary approvals (i.e. not any other impact assessable or 
previously approved development approval) then this needs to be clearly stated. 

If it Is left as it is then there could be a timing issue with SPP requirements coming after 
preliminary approval has been given. This could lead 10 a potential appeal situation. 

Reference to exempt development is also made in the definition. There is no opportunity to apply 
conditions dealing with minimising bushfire, landslide and flood hazard where a development 
application is not required (i.e. exempt development). This reference needs to be removed. 

The definition refers to assessable development against the Standard Building Regulation 
however page 3 of the Policy suggests the opposite. Clarification is needed. 

o Development outcomes and development assessment (Information requests and availability of 
infonmation to applicants· page 3) 

Importantly the SPP applies to community infrastructure anywhere in the State and not only within natural 
hazard management areas. This has implications for Main Roads. Although Main Roads hasn't utilised 

. designatfon-:proresses prl!Scnbetf by IPA foYCdinmimitY-infrastruclUre previm,isly; it is likely that these will be 
Usliltin-,tbe" MuretIhis -will Jii'quitiEsotrte change-st~Lar[atJgem~QIS:.(e.g~1iilQJjiitei:i~lLah(f·- .• ~ 
aiferatiOrrto-itie-EM~-dOillllmltation). . . . ---------------

Where the local govemment does not have infonmation to enable an assessment of the potential natural hazard 
and measures to minimise such hazard, the applicant must pr~vide inlonmation following receipt of an 
Information request. Where Main Roads is an applicant, the department will have to respond to information 
requests. Fundamental issues such as: 

* Levels of risk in a particular vicinity as a benchmark to determine whether the subject 
development Is compatible with the natural hazard and indeed would have a lower level of 
risk; 

* Degree to which a development poses an unacceptable level of risk to property and persons 
internal and extemal to the site; and 

* The degree to which a development would materially increase the natural hazard 
Need to be considered and responded to prior to Ihe SPP being finalised. 

o Main Roads often had projects, which cross local government boundaries and involve 2 or more local 
authorities. Certainty regarding likely information requirements and consistency is important in this 
regard. 



Attachment 2 - Guideline 

• Appendix 2 on page 46 the definition of flood (A2.1) may need to include '~idal influence." 

• Appendix 7 on page 76 

• 

• 

The performance criteria A (Flood) for Community Infrastructure suggesls that 
infrastructure development identified by flood hazard mapping as being below the 
Recommended Flood Level (RFL) for that community infrastructure, should have at least 
one road access that will remain passaDle for the performance of an emergency 
evacuation for all floods up to and including the RFL. Whilst there' is no specific 
recommended RFL for state-controlled roads, it would appear unrealistic to expect that 
any road system, be it Local Government or state-controlled, be capable of meeting the 
RFLs stipulated for infrastructure development (range of :200 ARt - 1 :500 ARI). The 
intent of this requirement needs to be re-assessed. Perhaps access may be available by 
other means apart from road? 

The RFL for state controlled roads, whilst not specific, indicates that it shoutd be 
optimally located and designed to achieve suitable levels of service. A suitable level of 
service is not defined and It is suggested that the words "as defined by the state" after 
suitable levels of service be inserted. 
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•. Section 6.6: Local Government is not the only source of information on flood events but they should 
.. l)~~aj~ly' ,be. !~e_fi~t ~rto~£~!!o!.~.dev.!!Ig~~~1ii proPQ.@!1H~9tio;'Ji:6 ?1§Q.@I!~f!r~.!Q .~~ i.n ~onill~t. )v)!h •. 
'trie~ii liel iifol loCiii'" SFP.- thficoiiSijmiiimioftliiDiljnii:r~i'iiJl:B::iiiiiiiiil:.t!ii:::iOOiit:9oi.erDiiieOC_. __ .• ~ . 

defining a DFE. 

• Annex A2.22: The O.5m flood level difference between al00 and ~oo flood event in Western aueensland 
can have just as large an impact because larger areas are covered due to generally flaHer ground. 

• Annex A5.3: Road authorities (State and Locaf Government) will have difficulty (due to cost) In constructing 
roads above the Defined Flood Event. For example Longreach may well choose a DFE of al00 for town 
planning and future development purposes. The Thomson River crossing is at a70 to a80 trafficability. It is 
good to note the policy does not mandate a recommended flood level for roads. 

• Section 4.1: It is suggested that the term "or eliminate" be changed to reduce in this paragraph. The 
elimination of risk is not achievable, and provides false expectations. 

• Section 4.6: Given the uncerta:Jnty in assessing climatic change the word assessed should be changed to 
considered in the last sentence. 
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• Section 6.11: beffer guidance may be required on how many additional people consfifute a material change in use or alternatively talk in terms of impacts. There are a number of section in the document where this could be clarified including Appendix 5, Table A. Flood; beffer guidance is needed on defining a material increase in the number of people living or working in a natural hazard management area. 
• Appendix 5, Delete the note from section 2.3.2, in Table A. Flood, and delete 'all' from part 4.2 
• Appendix 5, Bushfire: If roads are constructed to relevant local and State Government standards, statement 32 of the table should be deleted. 

• Map 1 on page 20 shows that Belyando and Peak Downs Shiies are not considered applicable for bushfire. However surrounding local Governments are. This appears inconsistent. 

..... - ... - .. --""-" ....... ----.-. --'-----"---:---. -.--.--.-- .... _.' ........ --..... - -_._ .. , .... " .. ". - .... _. -" 
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Ourrel ITP E4645 690/004.16 
Your ref 

&\l~uiries 

Facsimile 

13 December 2002 

Attention State Planning Policy 

Acting Director 

Disaster Mitigation Unit 

Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 

Department of Emergency Services 

GPO Box 1425 

Brisbane Queensland 4001 

via email sppconsultation@emergency.qld.gov.ati 

Dear State Planning Policy Team 

Proposed State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster MItigation 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed State Planning Policy (SPP) and the 

associated guideline for Natural Disaster Mitigation. Queensland Transport (QT) generally supports 

the proposed SPP and its associated guideline. However, QT officers based in regional Queensland 

wish to make the following comments and observations for your consideration in finaliSing the SPP: 

• Why is the "develqpiIieitt ctlliJ)rutm(int" deftriitionin this proposed SPP .different to .the . 

:::.":" .... =: ... :: .. =: .. =====:"(J~i;ll~·.~~1fiP.~·'in~·. ~~P.J)(.cijjii'(i:iltiiie.nt::Jl¢fi~n:.iD-tI:\~j!g;Q14>~*jj'~t:th#d8liiii1t!9R~Ir.:.. ... :...:· "':"'::;:-'.
"developmenfcommitment" in this proposed SPP excludes strategic planniIiidesignatio-;;-slU:-'-"'--'

transitional schemes. 

• Given the likely delay in the gazettal of most Integrated Planning Act (IP A)-(;ompliant 

planning schemes, it is suggested that the I in 100 year flood level should become the default 

Defmed Flood Event (DFE) for all local governments at the commencement of the SPP until ) • 

such time that they each introduce their own IPA-(;ompliant planning scheme with individual 

DFEs. We are concerned that the delay in IP A-(;ompliant planning schemes will delay the 

commencement of this SPP for flood hazards unnecessarily. 

• The provision for local governments to determine their own DPEs based on local 

circumstances may cause vast inconsistencies at local government area boundaries. Regional 

mapping would potentially resolve this. 

• The performance criteria and indicators of compatibility for flood in Appendix 7 of the 

guideline suggest that road is the only appropriate emergency evacuation access for all forms 

of community infrastructure. This should be re·worded to indicate that at least one means of 

emergency evacuation access is useable, whether that be road or other. For example, in the 

case of Karumba hospital, it may be air access. 

Integrateci Transport Planning DiVision 
Regional Transport Planning Branch 
LevelS, Capital Hill Building 
GPO Box 1549 
Brisbane Queensland 4001 
ABN 13200330520 
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Please contact me on if you have any queries on these comments. I look forward to 
your feedback on our comments. 

Yours sincerely 

Senior Advisor (Land Use Planning) 

~~~==~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-- .. ---.- .... Queensland Transport Page 2 of 2 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Sir/Madam. 

Thursday, 12 December 20023:18 PM 
SPP Consultation 
Draft SPP Natural disasters 

I write to you with comments about the Draft State Planning Policy on 
Natural Disaster Mitigation. First of all may I congratulate you on 
preparing this document and all of the effort that your department has gone 
to with respect to the public consultation on this matter. In general I 
like the document and hope that is implemented. I do have one major concern 
though and it is one which can be easily addressed. 

First of all let me explain the background to this concern. I undertake 
scientific research into. and publish on. a range of natural hazards. Both 
my results and those of many others now show us that we have. in the past, 
misinterpreted the nature of natural hazards. We have usually assumed that 
natural hazards are time dependent phenomena. That is the smaller magnitude 
events occur more frequently and the larger and largest magnitude events 
less frequently. So with increasing amounts of time we can expect to see a 
larger event despite the fact that technically the probability of an event 
is independent of the occurrence of other events of any particular natural 
hazard. This is true to an extent. Based upon this assumption, however, we 
frequently make another assumption and that is that the time series we are 
dealing with (i.e. the historical record of events) displays stationarity. 
Stationarity means that if we have say 100 years of historical record of 
rainfall events then that 100 years is reflective. on average. of any 100 
years of rainfall. What we are now finding is that this is not the case. 
The last roo years is often not a good reflection of the penultimate 100 
year period and may well be unlikely to be a good reflection of the next 
100 year (future) period. Hence the slope of the magnitude vs return 
interval curve can change over time. Whereas previously we assumed that it 
J::emai!leclthesame.Ifweassumes.tationarity .. existsthenwe.think we can 
make reasonable. predictions about the fut\l~~.E¥ .!'_i.wt~¥. ~«t':!'P~!.~tbn9 .1::!>i!,! . 
::Cirwe-M3:ijci':-:Rrii{ ffuf-h£" ?l6P~:efr::~hl-:':s·:·t-~e··:4is~-a~~g(fivi-fu=tm8-:=-tliei-i·-· 
we cannot make reasonable predict~ons about the future or the past. 

This has substantial implications for undertaking natural hazard 
assessments as per appendices 2-4 in the draft report. Here, as has been 
the standard practice, it is assumed that the historical time series 
displays stationarity and no allowance is made for the possibility that a 
particular natural hazard may in fact display non-stationarity. This is 
part of the classic engineering approach which for the main part is 
excellent except for this assumption. It is entirely possible to test for 
non-stationarity in any·region for most natural hazards. particularly 
floods and landslides. There often exists a very long-term natural record 
of natural hazards at most locations. For example the long-term history of 
landslides at a location, if it is prone to this hazard. is likely to be 
preserved as a series of landslide deposits on the slopes or at the base of 
the hills. In Cairns for example there exists the entire history of every 
landslide that has occurred here over the last 30.000 years. And in the 
eyes of a trained person this entire history is easily decipherable. When 
we did this for Cairns we found that the assumptions made about the 
landslides and how often they occur here were incorrect. In fact the 
likelihood of a large landslide occurring here is much less than previously 
thought and hence the associated risks are lower. The opposite can be true 
of other hazards elsewhere. 

In short my point here is that we cannot identify a natural hazard 
management area without a reasonable understanding of the nature of the 
natural hazard for a region. And unfortunately the historical record in 
Australia is too short for us to use to determine this. This we, and many 
others. have proved through our research and have documented in the peer 
reviewed scientific literature. This problem is easily overcome by 
undertaking a study of the natural record of natural hazards in a region 
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and by doing this we can obtain the most accurate understanding of the 
behaviour of the hazard in question. This study can be undertaken as part 
of the initial investigation to determine the hazard management area. May I 
urge you please to adopt this approach for all natural hazards in 
conjunction with that already stated in the draft policy. Otherwise it is 
very likely that the level of risk to exposure of any hazard will be 
miscalculated as a function of assuming stationarity in the historical time 
series. 

I will be very happy to provide you with copies of our published reports on 
this topic which contain examples of these miscalculations of risk to 
various natural hazards if you like. 

Yours sincerely, 

 
Reader 
Faculty of Science & Engineering 
School of Tropical Environment Studies 
James Cook University 
PO Box 6811 Cairns Qld 4870 Australia 
Ph: +
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________ ~FnrOHmll:~------------~p~e~  ____________________________________ ~,-____ __ 
Sent: Friday, 13 December 2002 3:15 PM 
To: SPP Consultation 
Subject: Final consultation on the draft SSP and Guideline for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

Thank you for your letter (dated 21 October 2002). providing me with the 
opportunity to review and comment on the draft SPP. I have reviewed SPP for its 
impact on aeronautical facilities and I have no comments to make. 

Regards 

Senior Advisor 
Air Transport Management 
Public Transport Division 
Queensland Transport 

Phone (
  

Floor 7 Transport House 230 Brunswick Street 
Box 673 FORTITUDE VALLEY QLD 4006 

******************************************************"'***** 
Opinions contained in this e-mail do not necessarily reflect 
the opinions of the Queensland Department of Main Roads, 
Queensland Transport or National Transport Secretariat, or 
endorsed organisations utilising the same infrastructure . 

.. __ .:IJ __ l!:2.'!_l1.!'.Y .. rec:ei v"sLt.h.i'!.._el.~ctronic _mai1_rne~.5g9JLiR-ru::r=, 
please· .. immediately notify the· sender and delete the·-·:rnessa:g'!! ·?:iw.J;w:m:e.'·.S" ... ·_---.. ~:&t:,:, .. ,",:: ~. ". ' - ... : .... "-... ~.-_-:- .---: ... ',.:.- ...... ~~ , :':", -: .. ,",'. 
, .... l ! .. ~ 4" l ~ Ie : 1 Ie ;I; " .. " " " * ",'" ......... " " " ... " * " '" Ie Ii: it * I< III ... III * * * ........ ii''' Wk." * wE"" 
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TOO WOO MBA CIT Y COUNCIL 

(§) 
FOR ENQUIRIES PLEASE CONTACT: Matthew Coleman 
IN REPLY PLEASE QUOTE: 2099678 

20 December 2002 

Attention: State Planning Policy 
Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster & Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE OLD 4001 

Dear Sir/Madam 

-<-'7$ /' ~ ....... 

TI ~©~U~~r::\ 
~l ~ 24 DEC 2002 

lL ':::J 

. RE: Draft State Planning Policy (SPP)- Natural Disaster Mitigation 
Submission 

Reference is made to the Draft State Planning Policy & Guideline. for Natural 
. Disasier Miiigation(SPP)'is5uedon Hie 21 October2002 for consuitation 

·:.::.p~$esEni~'·"'~·c." "'.,.,., ... "., .. ""," '." ..... 0 ........ , ..•.••.• ' •• ",.',-" ..... :~ .... " •. ".'.' ........ ' ... , •.... 

Council agrees that the SPP is an important and necessary planning tool for 
minimising the detrimental impacts of natural disasters and the Department 
of Local Govemment & Planning and Department of Emergency Services 
should be commended on the development of the policy. 

Council resolved on the 16 December 2002 to make a submission on the 
SPP. The issues of concem raised by Council are outlined below. 

There is a need for a mechanism in the Draft State Planning Policy for 
Natural Disaster Mitigation, or the Integrated Planning Act 1997 that allows 
the Minister for Local Govemment & Planning to sign off on planning 
schemes for State interests on specific sections of the policy due to the 
clearly defined (bushfire, landslide & flood) issues covered by the document; 
and 

- The role of the SPP, once it has been reflected in the local govemment's 
planning scheme, needs to be clarified. Allowance should be made for a SPP 
compliant planning scheme to become the sole planning instrument for 
triggering assessment and defining natural hazard management 
standards/requirements for development in Natural Hazard Management 
Areas. 

1OOWOOMBA 
THB GARDEN CITY 

ABN 69 653 021 471 
Administralion Bwlding 

153 Herries Sireet 
Tool'loomba Old 4350 

Address an communicaffons to: 
The Chief ExeClJtive Officer 

P.O. Box 3021 
TOOI'IOCmba ViUage Fair 

Old 4350 
=~~~~~~~~~~~ - . ~·~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-··-~-ele-Pho~ne=:(0-7)-46-88-66-1f-~~~ 

VlSll our lVeb site: Wlwl.loowoomba.qld.gov.au Email address: CQunal@toolVoomba.qld.g;,v;u Facsimile: (07) 4638 3830 



Any enquiries regarding this matter may be directed to 
(Policy Planning Officer) by phone or email 

 

Yours faithfully 

Manager Strategic Planning 

Cc: Local Govemment Association of Queensland 
PO Box 2230 
Fortitude Valley BC QLD 4006 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Friday, 13 December 2002 3:48 PM 
SPP Consultation 

Subject: State Planning Policy & Guidelines for Natural Disaster Mitigation- ToowoombaCity Council 

Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 

.- -- -. 

Please find attached the draft submission of the Toowoomba City Council for the State Planning Policy & Guidelines for Natural 
Disaster Mitigation . 

The Information contained in the attachment has been approved by the Planning Committee and upon the resolution of the Ger 
Meeting on the 16th of December, 2002 the signed submission will be forwarded as per our previous correspondence on the 2r 
December. 

Yours faithfully 

;; 
. ' .IICy Planning Officer 
] ,Jowoomba City Council 
jl 

; , , , 
" 

lli' , . , 
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FOR ENQUIRIES PLEASE CONTACT: Matthew Coleman 
IN REPLY PLEASE QUOTE: 2099678 

13 December 2002 

Attention: State Planning Policy 
Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster & Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE OLD 4001 

Dear Sir/Madam 

RE: Draft State Planning Policy (SPP)- Natural Disaster Mitigation 
Submission 

............... ~fe.rencejs.JTlade_.tCLtbe.D.raftStateJ~lanr.ling_.P-olicy_.&.Guideline .. for-Natural ... 
. ... .._",Disa'Sfer:MiligatiOYSBB}.Jssu-eiflji:\.::fhe . '2LQCfQfje~OlLfQ...hcQtisLiltaflQtl ... 

Council agrees that he SPP is an important and necessary planning tool for 
minimising. the detrimental impacts of natural disasters and the Department 
of Local Government & Planning and Department of Emergency Services 
should be commended on the development of the policy. 

Council resolved on the 16 December 2002 to make a submission on the 
SPP. The issue of concern raised by Council are outlined below. 

There is a need for a mechanism in the Draft State Planning Policy for 
Natural Disaster Mitigation or the Integrated Planning Act 1997 that allows 
the Minister for Local Government & Planning to sign off on planning 
schemes for State interests on specific sections of the policy due to the 
clearly defined (bushfire, landslide & flood) issues covered by the document; 
and 

The role of the SPP, once it has been reflected in the local government's 
planning scheme, needs to be clarified. Allowance should be made for a SPP 
compliant planning scheme to become the sale planning instrument for 
triggering assessment and defining natural .hazard management 
standards/requirements for development in Natural Hazard Management 
Areas. 

. i.f-
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Any enquiries regarding this mailer may be directed to 
(Policy Planning Officer) by phone or email 

Yours faithfully 

i .. .:.;:::.:-..::-..::.~--;::~~~ ._ .. ::. - . 
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need to stage flood mitigation projects over a number of years because of the limited availability of 

-----li:m<Iing, orio-allow lime fer-agencies-and.statutoIY_bodies including River Trusts to prove the 

benefits and gain further community support for any significant resultant changes III fioodct---------__ 

behaviour. At the same time, a scheme for something less than a I in 100 year ARI flood irnmunit)' 

can often deliver very significant benefits. 

However it is agreed that staged programs should incorporate provision for further improvements 

(works to be extended or raised in the case oflevee banks) to provide for that I in 100 event in 

urban areas or a DFE appropriate to the circumstances of other localities. 

Annex I lists changes caused by development to which the policy will apply. Under dot point 4 in 

I (a), "lowering" should be added so it reads (e.g. filling, lowering or vegetation removal). Lowering 

can be just as catastrophic in terms of flood control in many river bank or some flood plain areas. 

3. State Council support for proposed "Policy Outcomes". 

In relation to those areas where River Trusts have and can continue to play an etIective role with 

and beside Local Government, the following comments are offered. 

Outcomes2 and 3 - Points made here are critical to the continued successful operation of river 

management assets maintained by the 17 River Trusts in Queensland. Much of the work maintained 

by Trusts in the Burdekin dry tropics, Mackay Whitsunday, Ipswich, Eastern Downs and 

Wan\~cklStanthorpe areas has flood mitigation benefit to communities in those regions. 

The Trust's strategic plans help to achieve the improved compatibility and enhanced performance 

of all community infrastructures during periods of severe flooding. Stability of rivers and control of 

overbank flooding can help achieve these outcomes. Similarly the Trusts have no difficulty with 

OutcomeS. 

4. Draft State Planning Policy Guidelines. .. '. 

,-- .. "" _. ----:T~~o~~s;~rirld~~~~~furOO~~enr~6"Od:Stifdl~~~~n;~-:::~: .•. _ 
analyses, etc, River Trusts where they exist continue to be major players m tli.ett pteparatiOiT-azidtl---

funding. They should particularly be mentioned under A2.20 as valuable sources of data, mapping 

and historical experience for the carrying out of those studies or analyses. In Local Govemment 

areas where they have been established, Trusts would be valuable members of the Floodplain 

Advisory Committees referred to in Step I in Appendix 2 (Sections A2.IS & A2.16), (local 

government would probably want it that way). 

In terms of Table 1 in Section 6.37 of the guideline, the Trusts would be comfortable with the land 

uses defined as appropriate across the floodplain However, it probably should be recognised that 

the outcomes of flood mitigation works or systems of flood protection that exist in the 

abovementioned regions does alter the level of severity and so the level of risk of flood disaster. 

That then would be expected to influence the planning decisions at the local government level. 

5, Concluding comments. 

The State council supports for the draft policy and guideline. 

Pat Botto POBox: 83 Proserpine Qld 4800 PhonclFax 4945 1052 E-mail 
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However the COIDlcil wishes to have the role River Trusts play, their experience and the resource 
base they have in flood mitigation and river management, referenced in the policy alongside other 
agencies, . 

Given the prominent role and leadership River Trusts have played in flood plain management 
studies, the Council believes their representation on the proposed Floodplain Advisory 
Committees (A2.IS/ A2.I6) would enhance the advisory role to local government. 

The Council wishes to see the benefits of flood mitigation which flow to public and private lands, 
public and private infrastructure and the economic and social well being in urban and rural 
community environments reflected in the outcomes and ongoing planning decisions intended under 
this State Planning Policy. 

In relation to the layout of the guideline I had some difficulty in relating to the various tables. My 
original difficulty arose because the Guideline has two Tablel 's (one on p.33 which I had trouble 
finding and the other on p.58 which dealt with bushfire hazards and which should probably be 
labeled Table AI). I would suggest that for clarification, when Tables and Figures in the Guideline 

. are referenced, they could be labeled as Figure I etc and Table I etc in the main text, and Figure AI 
etc and Table Al etc in the Appendices . 

Yours faithfully 

 
. Executive. Officer, ---
- . -. -:-:.-. :--.::-.--::.;=-'-.'-:'-'-~".~:':~ -........ _-_ .. -- - - .. ... -... . .. .-"', ": ; -:::- ;".:',: ."':.::-

Pat Botio PO Box 83 Proserpine Qld 4800 PhoneIFax 4945 1052 E-mail botto@lwhitsunday.nelau 
Tim Smith PO Box 5318 Me To\vnsvitlc Qld 4810 Phone 0418 72558' Fax 4799736 E-mail limsmithco@bigpond.com 
Norm Cra~well 3 Avle~hurv 5t Fhr Tree! PnclretOld 4060 Phnne 3378 S986 Fax 33196687 F.-rn:ail "ormie(Q).ei1.oom.au 
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North Queensland River Trusts' Association Inc. 
REFERENCE POSTAl ADDRESS: 

P.O. Box 5318 MC 
.Townsville, Q. 4810 

PRESIDENT: TELEPHONE: 0418 725585 
FAX: (071472~ Par BoHo 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER: DATE: ® Tim Smith 

9 December, 2002 R ~erIfi=,H?," , ,~.e-: 
w - f ..... /'·(,k ... V 

Acting Director,  ~ © ~ D ~ @: ~ 
Disaster Mitigation Unit, 
Counter Disaster and Jtescue Services, / ~;/4 v' , . 
Department ofEm<:rgency Services; 1 3 DEC 2002 
GPO Box 1425, 
Brisbane, Qld 4001 

Attention - State Planning Policy 

Submission on the draft State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

1. Introduction 

While NQRTA and it's member Trusts do not make decisions directly related to Local 
Government land use planning, their legislation, the River Improvement Trust Act 

power t<impose coritrols on land use'where it has or may contribute to damage by 
flood or cyclone to river banks and adjacent flood plain areas. 

These benefits extend to the mitigation of flooding and flood damage to public and 
private lands and infrastructure. They also obviously impact on the safety and well 
being of the community. 

Many of the outcomes sought by the State's proposed policy do understandably 
include the same outcomes sought by the River Trusts with their work. In particular, 
Outcomes 2, 3 and 5 are very relevant to Trusts. 

2. Comments on the proposed Policy. 

Section 5.refers to important community infrastructure which needs to operate 
through disaster events and Annex 3 talks about the adoption of an "appropriate flood 
event" or DFE - I in 100 year ARI flood. 

For a number of reasons, NQRTA suggests that the policy needs to recognise that 
realistically the DFE may have to be lower for reasons other than "circumstances of 
the locality". There is often a need to stage flood mitigation projects over a number of 
years because of the limited availability of funding, or to allow time to prove the 

All CORRESPONDENCE TO 8E ADDRESSED TO THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER. 
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Acting Director, 
Disaster Mitigation Unit, 

Counter Disaster and Rescue Services, 
9111 December, 2002. 
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benefits and gain further community support for any significant resultant changes in 
flood behaviour. At the same time, a scheme for sometlting less than a I in 100 year 
ARI flood immunity can often deliver very significant benefits. 

However it is agreed that staged programs should incorporate provision for further 
improvements (works to be extended or raised in the case oflevee banks) to provide 
for that I in 100 event in urban areas or a DFE appropriate to the circumstances of 
other localities. 

Annex 1 lists changes caused by development to which the policy will apply. Under 
dot point 4 in I(a), "lowering" should be added so it reads (e.g. filling, lowering or 
vegetation removal). Lowering can be just as catastrophic in terms of flood control in 
many river bank or some flood plain areas. 

3. River Trusts support for proposed "Policy Outcomes". 

In relation to those areas where Trusts have and can continue to play an effective role 
with and beside Local Government, the following comments are offered. . 

Outcome I. The second dot point is critical to the continued successful operation of 
the existing $100 million plus public flood mitigation and river management assets 
maintained by the 9 River Trusts in North Queensland. 

Outcomes 2 and 3. The Trust's strategic plans and programs seek to help achieve the 
inip!::QVl:d c:ciiripatibiIify imd. tinhancedperforiiiiiii.ce oriili i:orniDUilliY llfrasiructUre 

.................. ' ........ ~.d~1i~Q4M'..-rHRlG.am~iillftY-:OHiVer~a.oontrof.ftJfttver~6eding-~ .. ~. =. = ... = ...• ~ .. = ... = .. ~ ... . 
Call helplrolrteve11iese outc~mes. Snrularlfllie I rusts have no difficulty WIth 
Outcome 5. 

4. Draft State Planning Policy Guidelines 

Section 4.9 and Appendix LIn relation to those NQ coastal local authority.areas 
which do have River Trusts to handle river management, the reference to that River 

. Trust role in Appendix 1 A 1.8 would seem appropriate. 

In relation to A2.17 to A2.26 and their references to current flood studies, hydraulic 
analyses, etc, where River Trusts exist they continue to be major players in their 
development and funding. They could particularly be mentioned under A2.20 as 
valuable sources of data, mapping and historical experience for the carrying out of 
those studies or analyses. Where they exist, the Trusts would be valuable members of 
the Floodplain Advisory Committees referred to in Step I (local government would 
probably want it that way). 

In terms of Table 1 then the Trusts would be comfortable with the land uses defined 
as appropriate across the floodplain. However, it probably should be recognised in the 
policy that the outcomes of flood mitigation works or a system of flood protection 
does alter the level of severity and so the level of risk of flood disaster. That then 
should be expected to influence the planning decisions al the local government leveL 



Acting Director, 
Disaster Mitigation Unit. 
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5. Concluding comments. 

NQRTA wishes to express it's support for the draft policy and guideline. 

NQRTA wishes to have the role River Trusts play, their experience and the resource 
base they have in flood mitigation and river management referenced in the policy 
alongside other agencies. 

NQRTA wishes to see the benefits of flood mitigation which flow to public and 
private lands, public and private infrastructure and the economic and social wen being 
in urban and rural community environments reflected in the outcomes and ongoing 
planning decisions intended under this State Planning Policy. 

President, North Queensland River trusts' Association 

. - ,. 
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65 Br')ad Street Building & Planning Office 

Phone: (07) 4943 1466 
Fax: (07) 4956 1508 

Sarina Queensland 4737 

Your Ref.: 

Emafl; pJK:pjk 

Cur Ror.: 

Sarina Shire CouncH 
ADDRESS ALL COMMUNICAnONS TO THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

PO Box 219 Sarlna Queensland 4737 

f!?~.;I, 
CJ-' r?)D &=---- > /£ c..~~dA-. T20014/D3390 

Paul Kelly 

For enquiries please contact: 

11 December 2002 

Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Dear Sir/Madam 

1 3 DEC 2002 '. 
::; 

RE: SUB.lVlISSION - SUite. PIa_ p()~cy' : Natural o.i~ter Mitigation 
. - . . .... - . 

. ' .. n: ... '-1wishiOmake.:the:£oll~ssi6~~na:slii;'f CQJiii~~lui;di.a~.fkt. =_=~~. 
-----sStatei'lanning-PoIicf(SPpHor-Natu:ral13isiciferMitigatiorl. 

1.1 Purpose of the Policy 

Iti~ acim~~ieciged th~ttlie :SPP'oh!y seekS ~oregdliiteihenlltural hazards of flood, 
landslide and bushfire with respect to development approvals and that other hazards 
such as storm tide inundation, earthquake and strong winds are currently or proposed 
to be, regulated through other measures. 

In particular, development within storm-tide inundation areas is to be regulated 
through the State Coastal Management Plan (sec 2.1 and 2.2) and it is understood that 
the EPA will be isst,tingguideJines,in relation to natural disaster mitigation in storm-tide 
susceptible areas in conjunction with this spp. It is strongly reconimended that the EPA 
guidelines reflect nieasures'proposed for thl~· SPI' to·eI\sure protection of Milre' .. 
communities in relation to the natural hazard of storm-tide inundation and that the 
EPA guidelines do not just have an ecological focus. It woald have been preferred if 
measures in relation to this hazard could have been incorporated with the flood 
mitigation provisions of this spp (refer sec 4.5) so that disaster mitigation measures 
were contained as far as practicable, in one spP. 

-=.::. , - = -:---=- :.= ~ - = =.=..:..: . 



In relation to controlling development to help mitigate the spread of plagues, pestilence 
and exotic diseases, it is suggested that provisions could be included such as setback 
distances for new uses that may pose threats of this nature ego DPI recommendations 
for setbacks for intensive animal husbandry activities such as feedlots, piggeries, 
dairies, broiler poultry sheds etc. from sensitive or incompatible uses such as residential 
development, urban areas etc. 

6. Development Outcomes and Development Assessment 

Outcomes 1 and 2 relate to development assessment in natural hazard management 
areas. There are concerns that these outcomes may need to be tightened if decisions 
made by assessment managers require a refusal if the application does not appear to 
adequately address these outcomes eg -

If an assessment manager made reference to the SPP in refusing an application for a 
residential proposal because the land was within an identified natural hazard 
management area and the applicant did not provide sufficient measures to mitigate the 
risk. If the applicant could argue that the proposal had overriding need or was a 
"development commitment" ie the proposed use or subdivision was consistent with the 
zone, the applicant would satisfy Outcome 1; though there may still be concerns about 
the future impact of the natural hazard. It is understood that the intent of the SPP is 
that the application would then get caught by Outcome 2 with respect to refusal, ie it is 
not compatible with the natural hazard. However, if the applicant could successfully 
argue that it does not result in an "unacceptable level of risk" and that the impacts of 
the natural hazard are minimised then the decision may be overturned if the matter 
were to go to Court . 
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==CC."' .... "' .. O"C ••.• ec .. _CC" •• ==S~ .. mrina=Shire-€oI1nei1;has,J;eCeI!tlY'lffider.tllken-consu1fiit1on-m"TelatioHioit\e1Jrllparation---·' .... -

of a Risk Mitigation Plan for the Shire. Part of this .process sought public comment on . ) 
what was an "acceptable level of risk" for each of the communities visited. Although, 
there were some consistencies regarding what was acceptable ie. no loss of life, other 
matters such as periods of loss of service were more difficltlt to determine. It is 

. expected that there will be numerous IqcaI authorities to which this SPP applies that \ • 
have not undertaken a similar process to prepare a Risk Mitigation Plan at this stage. It 
is therefore, strongly recommended that the State provide clear default definitions or 
standards for what constitutes an "unacceptable level of risk". 

For example, in flood prone areas the level could be calculated as the development of a 
community of x% of the total local authority population (or population of x number of 
people), that is a distance of greater than x metres from a recognized emergency 
support centre or services. Limitations on the calculated figure could include the 
demographics of the community eg retirement village and impediments to access eg 
waterway crossings. 

H:\OFFICE\TP I.ettersWarious Nov 02\sPP Submission - natural disaster mitigation.doc 
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7, Making and Amending Planning Schemes 

It is understood that for those Councils well progressed with the development of their 
IPA Planning Schemes, they will not have to be amended at this late stage to include the 
provisions of this SPP especially given that the SPP is not expected to be adopted until 
·mid 2003 which is aftedhe March.2003 deadline. It is acknowledged however, that 
where a Council does not have naturat hazard management areas identified or 
provisions included for regulation of development in these areas in its Planning Scheme 
that the default mechanisms of the SPP will apply. 

8. Information and Advice on the Policy 

It is acknowledged that the Queensland Fire and Rescue Service, the Department of 
Emergency Services, the Department of Natural Resources and Mines and the 
Environmental Protection Agency are only considered as Advice Agencies for the SPP at 
this stage. It is strongly recommended that these agencies be raised to Concurrence 
Agency status to ensure that the provisions of the SPP are met State-wide and that there 
is no misinterpretation with respect to the application of the provisions by the many 
local authorities to which the SPP applies. 

Separate to the above, Council would like to stress the importance of raising the level of 
awareness and. education of those residents living in natural hazard management areas. 
Whether this is done by the local authority providing advice at the rate search stage of 
purchasitig property; or via some other means: It is important that residents living in 

. tll~e.. are.I!~_ ~tart takingresP-On~ibility fOl: their .. decision to reside in a IQCation tha.! is 
prone to-natural hazards. . . . : : .. " . .: .• :::. ... : .. ';: =;'.~::::. -:: ;:: 7:' .'.-;'.:'.~"'." :.-:'. •. • .•. : .' -'.-" ; .... ;::-:~- :.: • --;: :::: •• 

Council woUld Dire to express Ifs gr:atihide for the opportUnity to be Involved In this 
consultation process. If you have any queries in relation to the above, please contact 
Council's Manager - Planning & Development, Paul Kelly on telephone 4943 1466. 

Yours faithfully 

Chief Executive Officer 

H:\OFFICE\TP Letters\Variow Nov·02\SPP Submission - natural disaster mitigation.dol; 
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~~~~----jPage-l Positien-Statemel'lt 
Why have a statement of this nature when all Planning Schemes ignore this 
very aspect. It would appear that this whole policy is selectively aimed to 
avoid responsibility. 

2.1 - This statement has caused some confusion and doubt by members 
when Planning Schemes and Local Authority land uses for community 
infrastructure regularly defy such direction. - Example - Planned sports 
fields and infrastructure at Fishermans Rd in Maroochydore has the 
potential to create major flood event consequences. 

In addition, the Maroochy Shire use of levy banks at Marcoola to divert 
floodwaters, combined with the construction of the Sunshine Coast 
Motorway, has the potential to cause serious problems in the event of a 
normal flood level in the Maroochy River. 

Extreme concern exists as to the intent and application of this policy 
proposal locally, particularly as referred to in 2.3 and 4.4. 

4.2 - By the exclusion of cyclones and their associated events makes this 
policy proposal false and misleading. 
By selective preparation and careful wording, this proposal appears intended 
to reduce responsibility by those charged with just such responsibility. Para 
4.6 is a classic example where "Greenhouse" is once again promoted as the 
potential cause of all climatic change and variation when no evidence 
whatsoever can support such a view. The drought this year, as a result of 
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such cnarigepoientilil; lflsfilse to "promote sucli-imfidpaled'-pol:eiitial n 

events. 

4.7 and 5.2 - This planning aspect has been raised earlier and the intent of 
this paragraph wording is of some concern. Natural Disaster Mitigation 
should be an example of prime concern to all planning schemes, notjtlst 
community infrastructure. 

6.3 and 6.5 - This whole section has caused some community concern and 
the intent has several interpretations. 

Annex 1-
Al.1- This section of the document raised extensive public comment, 
particularly (AI .4 and.5. The intent of this whole document needs extensive 
clarification . 
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QUEENSJLAND POUCE SERVICE 

December 11, 2002 

NORTH COAST REGION 
61 The Esplanade MAROOCHY1)..lRE 

PO Bo<553 MAROOCHYOORE QW 4558 

'V 

Mr.  
Acting Director Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 

~ 1lO©IlOO~IlO~ o . 
1 3 DEC 2002 

1.:::1 Brisbane Qld 4001 

Dear  

Re: Public consultation on draft State Planning Policy and Guideline for 
Natural Disaster Mitigation. 

I refer to your letter dated 21 October 2000 requesting that the Queensland 
J'Qlke Service cansideJ:. the. draft Stll.tel'lcmrJing PaMcy anq C;ui~eline for 

. Nl\:tunrl niBas.tetMi1igll.tlo~.-· .... . ........• - .:.~ __ . 
.. 

The District Officers from BUndabetg District and Sunshine Coast District 
attended the workshops present by your Department. 

I consulted with all Districts within the North Coast Police Region regarding 
. the draft and no modiacations of changes Vlere required. 

Thank you for the dpportunity to participate in the consultation phase of your 
project. 

Should you require any further information please contact my staff officer on 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER 
NORTH COAST REGION 
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Our Reference: 730-02 
Your Reference CDS 4899 

Department of 
Primary Industries 

Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

©[gO'\V'[g~ 
1 3 DEC 2002 

l::;J 

10 December 2002 

A detailed SPP submission on behalf of the Department of Primary Industries is attached 
(Attachment I). 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate. 

• 
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Principal Policy Officer 
Forest Policy Unit 
Department of Primary Industries- Forestry 
C/O Forest Office 
Red Road 
BEERBURRUM QLD 4517 
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Attadl.ment 1 
Department or 
Primary Industries 

SlIllbmIissuon Olll. the Draft State Pllammung PoRky alll.d G1!1ludl.elillJle 
ffor N atamnH Disaster Mitigation (SlP'lP') 
Submission 

In the previous draft, not released for public consultation and distributed to GAC members on the 
19th July 2002, under the heading of Development In Hig" and Medium Severity Bushfire 
Hazard (page 69), a "setback" provision was included, as ilem 2.4 of Appendix 5, which has 
been withdrawn from the new draft. The old draft of the 19th July 2002, read:-, 

"Buildings and other permanent structures have the following minimum setbacks from hazardous 
vegetation 
(a) 1.5 times the predominant mature canopy tree height in any adjoining bushflre hazard 
vegetation. 
(b) 5 m from any retained vegetation strips or small areas of vegetation within individual lots" 

The Department of Primary Industries strongly supports the relnelusion of this provision. 
In the new Section ~, mention is only made for non-residential buildings, not all buildings. 
Further, the publication "Protecting Your Home against Bushfire Attack" does not include any 
specific information about setbacks 

The reinclusion of the previous Section 2.4, would necessitate the rewriting of the current 
Bus hfire Section 6 

Grounds of the Submission 
. 'rhe:'Department .of .PflmaiyjnduStries. Corriniercial.Foresiry husiness -9rcJUP(DPI-Forestry-·-)---.··· 

"adminlsters §iiJiilficiinlAreas '[jlfjI;;i"iMtiCiiiii '8ijd:..::nafiiiiL.JJitW~jutiihlL..W6illd· faILinfofM'- ....... ' .... 
. Q!leeilSlaAG-Fli'iHiiic:f-Reseue:-Att{noritY'$-defiiiitlOn--oi'--mecjiUiirliieTiazar(Fve~et"a:iie",:'fi.ese .. 
lands interface with private and leasehold lands on which building development can take place. 

Circumstances Supporting the Grounds 

DPI Forestry has many years experience regarding forest fire management including fire 
suppression and prevention. It Is this experience that leads the Department of Primary Industries 
to the conclusion that II Is not in the State's Interest or community interest, for building to occur 
Immediately adjacent to these forest fire bazard.s, unle~s 'it cal) .be appropriete"y managed to 
minimise the risk to life and property from such hazardS. Developments that are approved 

. adjacent to forest, with little or no regard to fire hazard, can pose legal and financial liabilities to 
the Slate in the event will bushfire 

I n arriving at this position, DPI has maintained consultation with the Queensland Fire and 
Rescue Authority. 

Other Comments 

(1). The glossary refers to the term "risk" (see page 10). Hence the additional reference made 
under Section 6.34 which states "Risk is often thought of as the downside of a gamble"merely 
provides a different perception. It is suggested that the quoted reference eQuid be deleted from 
the Draft. 



Department of 
Primary Industries 

(2). Query regarding Section 6.47.· Does this section imply that by applying the SPP, 
development can be refused on the basis of service time? 

(3). Appendix 5, Section A- Flood. Where reference is made to compatible development there 
needs to have some reference which makes mention of the need to stop net increases in hard 
surfaces in the landscape (eg large car parks), and identify ways in which the introduction of new 
hard spaces can be offset by the removal of unnecessary bitumen surfaces. If this matter is 
already "Iddressed In DNR's Floodplai~ Management Guidelin·es please d·isregard this issue; 
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Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 

Department of the Environment and Heritage 

Office of the Secretary 

Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

 

©[gUV[g~ 
1 3 DEC 2002 

CI 

Thank: you for your invitation to participate in the public consultation on Queensland's draft State 
Planning Policy and Guideline for Natural Disaster Mitigation (SPP). 

The draft SPP is to be commended for recognising that Queensland is vulnerable to climate change 
and should be consideted in natural hazard assej;sments. A significant issue that will need to be 
addressed is support for the planning profession and local government in taking account of potential 
climate change impacts. You may be aware that the Planning Institute of Australia (Queensland 
Division) is undertaking a four part project aimed at preparing communities and industries for the 
impacts associated with climate change. The first part of the project (a scoping study, funded by 
,Queensland EPA and the Australian Greenhouse Office) found that the planning profession does 
not have the tools available to address ,the iIII.p,Ii.~~, o~~~inI,ate~g~ge and tiJ.ere is a,percepti(:mt~at 

, cliiiiate Chiuigeprojectionsare foo Unceit3in. Additiomilinformation on this projectClfll be found at: 
lifui17lWWw'Df~mg;ariaUitjIdiresearclMireleetdibnf" ~ '::"=='-= ,-- ---:<' ~ ;,,-> 

Further comments on the draft SPP are outlined in the attached document. The Bureau of 
Meteqrology will forward a more detailed submission to you in the near future. Please do not 
hesitate to contact 
if you wish to discuss this matter further . 

Thank: you for providing the opportunity to comment on the draft SPP. I would appreciate being 
kept informed of progress in implementing the Planning Policy and Guideline and look forward to 
hearing from you in the future. 

YOl,lrs sincerely 

Secretary 

10 December 2002 

...... n .. n 
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State Planning Policy 
Section 4.4, page 2 

Section 4. 6, page 2 

Disaster Mitigation 

Section 4.7, page 23 

page 39-41 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate ~~~, ~(IP;:Cq Third Assessment Report (2001) reported the potential for climate change to increase storm tide inundation : This hazard is not covered by the draft policy and is addressed under State Coastal Management Plan. It is 'that the State Coastal Management Plan the role of climate COimg;e 
of risk and 

in cyclones in the 

notes to to account assessments. It is recommended that cli:crt!ilte c.haIlge be considered in bushfire assessments. The CSIRO, using climate model simulations, has in Australian temperature, rainfall and evaporation. While estimates take into account uncertainties with a raIlge of future global warming and the range of regional cfux\ate model responses, they indicate which are, likely to become hotter and drier and those likely to become hotter and wetter. These data, related to other ' type and topography, would assist in identifying those 
for and Section 8 include to Protection (EPBC Act). Administered by Environment Australia, EPBC Act provides for the protection of matters of national environmental Significance (NES). Approval is needed mit.ier the Act for proposals or actions Jikel y to have a significant impact on malt1:¢:rs of NES. The protected matters include: Heritage values of a declared World Heritage property; ecological of a declared Ramsar Wetland; nationally threatened species or communities; nationally listed migratory species; the Commonwealth marine environment; actions.' 

An' action' is defined under the Act as a p~lje(:t, undertaking, activity or series of activities. For the Act to be applicable, action must be of a type that has' physical interaction with the environment. ReZOning land from one usage category to another that does not involve g,:ound activity per se, is not considered to be an action falling within the of the Act. However, subsequent '(eg clearing, road or service works) would need to be referred under the si!~fic,ant impacts on matters of NES If following a l:eferraI, it is determined that an action is likely to have the action is and the will be 
may 

Climate Communities asa 

, Not all actions potentially affecting these matters will have a signifi<:aJ"timf\\'C1= llItd need approval under the Act. The Commonwealth has issued Adminisltrativ~ Guidelines on 'significance' that give guidance on what types of actions l1li.pacts may be considered significant and require referral under the Act. These g ~.l ·'lnes . iVail" !Torr.... iron . Au:.' ." t'S Vi~ ':e ~ lepl:' --... 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
SUbJect: 

letter spp 
dec02.doc 

[8" = .. 

= = 

Friday, 13 December 2002 3:57 PM 

Fwd: Draft EMA Comments on the Queenslad SPP 

lnterScan_SafeSta 
mp.txt 

-----Original Message-----
Date: 12/13/2002 03:14 pm +1000 (Friday) 
From:  
To:  
Subject: Draft EMA Comments on the Queenslad SPP 

Good afternoon , 

A draft response from OGEMA is attached, which I am sending in order to get 
the comments to you by the due date. Please be'aware that it is a draft so 
do not regard it as the final response. Having said that, I'would be 
surprised if the DG changes the comments. 

As said in the draft letter, I am the contact. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me if you have any queries. 

Regards, 

 
Assistant Director Development Strategies 
Emergency Management Australia 
Ph: 

 --- ------, - ----, , .. ----

: ·~~'~'~'e~ma~i~-:I.'~:~,':  ~§-~'-~'-~---~" ~,,, ~-"~""~"~::"~'-'~~~:"-~-"c:,,,~, ~,~"_~,,,~, ~--':E==±E::::' ':':::::=:::: ,:: 
Important: If you have received this transmissi'on in error please notify us 
immediately by return email and delete all copies. 

4It «letter spp dec02.doc» 
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DRAFT 

File: 
Ref: EMN 102 

December 2002 

AlDirector Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
GPO Box 1425 
Brisbane QLD 4001 

Draft State Planning Policy - Natural Disaster Mitigation 

Dear 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft State Planning Policy (SPP). 
Queensland is to be congratulated for this initiative, the SPP is possibly a benchmark for 
Australian planning and sets the standard for the other States/Territories to consider. EMA 
has recently produced a new manual, "Planning Safer Conununities - Land use planning 
for natural hazards", which is complementary to the SPP in that it also promotes the role of 
land use planning to mitigate natural·hazards. I would appreciate it if the EMA manual 
could be added to the references in the SPP. 

My four areas of comment with respect to the SPP follow. I have also attached a list of 
____ ~_'!.or ~<!!1!ITIe'!.ts_~~_~':lIDLesti()!!~.wlrich hl!ve bee!!_raised by ffi4A staff, ____ _ ___ __ ___ _ 
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even produced a general map of earthquake 
risk, though whether the dais that is based on is sufficiently detailed to use in this process 
is the issue. 

I also feel that stOIm surge should be considered. The Queensland State Coastal 
Management Plan does address stOIm surge in the topic on Physical Coastal Processes, 
where the principle states ''Risks associated with all relevant hazards including stOIm tide 
inundation and cyclone effects are minimised." However the topic is one of ten and only 
three policies touch on stOIm surge, These are not yet supported by actions, which have 
yet to be developed. The SPP has a fOImal process in the Guideline, I feel the storm tide 
inundation hazard should be included in the SPP. This is especially pertinent since in 
many places the hazard has already been mapped. 

With respect to Development Commitment and Overriding Need, I recognise that both 
have to be in the SPP. However I suggest that the SPP stipulate that a rigorous process and 
precise and complete documentation are needed in support, since both have potential create 
variances to the Policy objectives, which could have longer term detrimental consequences 
for the public interest. 

DRAFT 
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DRAFT 

I suggest that some words on the role of the Commonwealth be included in Section 8, 
Roles and Responsibilities, of the Guideline. A form of words for your consideration is 
included in the attachment. 

The Queensland State Planning Policy is certainly a step forward in planning for natural 
disaster mitigation in Australia. To keep the momentum going, there is potential for EMA 
to develop a project to on model planning policy, based on the Queensland SPP approach. 
This could be investigated for the 2003-2004 financial year, if you were interested in 
participating. 

Finally, I reiterate that EMA supports the concept and applauds the Disaster Mitigation 
Unit for the effort in preparing the Policy. 

My contact officer for the SPP is Peter Arnold, Assistant Director Development Strategies, 
ph Please contact him if you have any 
queries. 

Yours sincerely 

Director General 

. . 
.. _- ... _--- _.- ---'---'.~'.'" 

-. ---- - ==".-=.-=-
DRAFT 
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------------__ Raeren~:------________________________________________________ ~-----

Suggest add to A9.2 General 

Planning Safer Communities - Land use planning for natural hazards, (2002), Emergency 
Management Australia 

Role of the Commonwealth: 

Suggested fonn of words to add to Section 8 of the Guideline; 

Commonwealth 

There are intergovernmental agreements and a large number of Commonwealth Acts, 
Regulations and Instruments that need to be considered in the land use planning process. 
Examples include: 
• the Inter-Governmental Agreement on the Environment, signed in 1992 by the 

Commonwealth Government, State. and Territory Governments and the Australian 
Local Government Association; 

• the Native Title Act 1993, amended in 1998 - planning authorities have an obligation to 
comply with the Act in areas where native title exists or may exist; and 

• the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, which established 
a Cornmonwealth administered environmental assessment and approval system 
operating in addition to but separate from state and territory systems . 

. . - .Infonnation .on.commonwealth.instruments.is.av.ailable.thmugh the.Dev.eIopment ... 
. . . ... ..:Assessmeiji.-P~.ww.aar..go-,{,aU:~nGdjiJit:ul>-:ThiS:i;Dntiiins~: c,.. - .' .. 

,,,---,.~,-,,-,,:,-~ ... ~ .E:2OiiiIiifunw.&lm}!tilii!i~tromiiniF~li·;~ij$ii'iI£iiir.Gooime~,::·. 
RegUlations, Agreements, PoliCies aild tlie like that impact upon planning and 
development assessment systems and processes. 

• State of Play - a report that compares planning systems in Australian states and 
territories. 

Many of the Acts and Regulations, and some of the planning instruments, are available in 
full through the Australian Legal Infonnation Institute site at <www.austliLedu.alli>. 

Consolidated comments from EMA staff: 

Section 4, p2 - should integrate location, design and construction standards (the latter 
could be covered by other regulation). 

4.3, p2 - the statement that earthquake is not amenable to clear spatial definition is 
challengeable on the basis of soil type (see Geoscience Australia); GA have a general map 
of earthquake risk, though whether they have sufficiently detailed data to use in this 
process is the issue; design and siting should be considered with respect to strong wind. 

4.4, p2 - SCMP 2.2 Physical Coastal Processes, Principle 2D states "Risks associated with 
all relevant hazards including stonn tide inundation and cyclone effects are minimised." 

DRAFT 
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DRAFT 

This is addressed by Policies 2.2.2 Erosion prone areas; 2.2.3 Shoreline erosion 
management and 2.2.4 Coastal hazards. However the three are policies only, figure 5 of 
the SCMP indicates that "Actions" are "to be developed". The SPP has a formal process in 
the Guideline, the storm tide inundation hazard should iJe included in the SPP. 

Outcome 1, p4 - could this be phrased in risk managen1ent terms? 

6.4, p4 - with respect to natural hazard management areas, there is a need to understand 
risk factors for these hazards. 

6.5, p4 - there is a need to consider residual risk to PMF. At the end of the section
would this be considered best practice - not necessarily 1: 100. 

6.6 & 6.7 - there is a need for specialist information on hazards (BoM, GA, others). 

6.10, p5 - overriding need in the public interest - how this is determined is critical (what 
processes). Also, risk management still needs to be applied to this overriding need (ie the 
residual risk, or protection for facilities. This appears to tie a potential loophole for 
unscrupulous developers to use to justify a development and for legal types to use to 
challenge an application refusal. The process for determining overriding need must be 
robust and legal I y watertight. 

6.12, p5 - example? . development coIilmitment is defined in the glossary, butit again 
needs to be derived through a robust process, or it could be another potential loophole 
(though perhaps not as bad as above). 

Outc.ome.2, p.5~ also consider. accumulative effects of development on hazard/risk (eg 
irrcrea-ses r(sk) . .- .. _-

.. ; ... _ .... - .... --:.-;-;.-;-.-.- .:;--': ....... - ,-" .. : ...•... :: .• :--.. ," .,=- .•.•. 

7.2, p3T- the variation in scope will also depend on the nature of the developments 
planned & activities associated with the development and any vulnerability of the activities 

8.14, P 41- define community? 

9 Glossary, p 42 - need something on resilience or vulnerability? also include 
susceptibility (vulnerability is the susceptibility and resilience of a community) 

footnote 39, P 48 - the reference should be to p 13, not page 3. 

A4.11, p64-65 - Suggest add Natural Hazards and the lisks they pose to South-East 
Queensland, Granger and Hayne (ed), 2001, Geoscience Australia. 

'~----DRAFT~=========~ 
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------------;FTo"rrFI.-------eue~~uus~s~eMII--------------------------------------------------~-------
To: 

12/13/02 4:42pm 
Subject: FW: Planning and Environment Update- December 2002 

Raelene, 

Feedback for our Dam Safety Group (and I believe you will be getting the same from the BoM) was the 
need to emphasis that managing development within the 1 in 100 year flood "line" does not eliminate 
flood all risk and that Significantly larger floods can occur. 

The only other feedback I have had from within the Department is attached - thought you might like to 
look at it 'uncut" (also means I get it to you sooner). 

As far as my own feedback goes, I would only make the point that the description of how the SPP 
deals with "development commitment" Is confusing. After 15 workshops I think I am clear, but I don't 
think the wording In the document is. Maybe it Is as simple as adding words like ''when there is a 
development commitment because of a zoning etc., but actual development requires further 
approvals, these should only be given where ..... .Iower than existing risk ... etc." 

Given the stuff In the explanatory statement in the Draft, do you need this response more formally? If 
so, please let me know. . 

cheers 

Russell Cuerel 
Principal Policy Officer 
Water Use 
Natural Resources and Mines, Old 
phone 

...... _.. -- .-.:=.-.-:-::-....:...:.:.::....::..:;=....:..:..::-~ .. ;.::..::;, .::.: ": 

to: Cuerel Russell 
Subject: RE: Planning and Environment Update- December 2002 

Russell 

I have sent our comments to Tony Pressland. 

Please see the attachment below. 

Regards 

----Original Message-----
From: Cuerel Russell 
Sent: Wednesday, 11 December 20029:14 AM 
To: 
Subject: RE: Planning and Environment Update- December 2002 

I assume you guys have no comments on the SPP for Natural Disasler Mitigation prepared by DES?? 

• 
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Russell Cuerel 
Principal Policy Officer 
Water Use 
Natural Resources and Mines, Old 
phone 

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Wednesday, 11 December 2002 8:42 AM 
To: CHO Planners Contact; IRM P&E Coordinators 
Subject: FW: Planning and Environment Update- December 2002 

Colleagues 

fyl 

Regards 

---Original Message----
From: 7128 ACHARlES  
Sent: Thursday, 5 December 2002 1 :55 PM 
To: 7128 ACHARlES 
Subject: Planning and Environment Update- December 2002 

Good Afternoon, 

Regards, 

«BDW PE Update (12-02.pdf» 

Blake Dawson Waldron 
Marketing Co-ordinator 

Tel:' (

NOTICE 
This email and any attachments are confidential. They may contain legally privileged information or 
copyright material. You should not read, copy, use or disclose them without authorisation. 
If you are not an intended recipient, please contact us at once by return email and then delete both 
messages. 
We do not accept liability in connection with computer virus, data corruption, delay, interruption, 
unauthorised access or unauthorised amendment 
Where applicable, liability limited by the Solicitors' Scheme, approved under the Professional 
Standards Act 1994 (NSW). 
This notice should not be removed .. 
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The information in this e-mail together with any attachments is 
intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed 
and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. 

Any form of review. disclosure. modification. distribution 
and/or publication of this e-mail message is prohibited. 

If you have received this message in error. you are asked to 
inform the sender as quickly as possible and delete this message 
and any copies of this message from your computer and/or your 
computer system network. 
* •••••••••••••••• ____ •••••••• ___ ••••••••••••••••••••••• l.*it ••••• _._ ••••• 

-f .. -

c. , 

.' 



• 

• 

COMMENTS ON THE Jl)RAFT STATE PLANNlNG POLICY INCLUJIHNG 
GUIDELINE ON NATURAL Jl)ISASTElR MITIGATiON 

Format ofthe Policy 
A number of suggestions to improve the format ofthe document are: 

o There should be a concise policy scope statement. There is no heading in the 
policy on the scope of the policy. The scope is dealt with under a number of 
paragraphs entitled 'The Need to Mitigate the Adverse Impacts of Natural 
Hazards". This section is too long and does not provide a clear statement of 
the scope of the policy. 

o It is more logical, for chronological reasons, to refer first to the preparation of 
planning schemes then development assessment, under the' Application of 
Policy' section. 

Examillatioll. of Proposed Outcomes 
Outcome 1 states that within natural hazard management areas, the SPP applies to 
development that is compatible with the nature of the natural hazard, except where, 
among other matters, the development proposal is a development cornmitment and it 
would have a lower risk than that which generally applies to development in the 
vicinity. A development commitment includes development with a valid development 
approval. 

This meaiis .that the SPI' applieS when the cciiriniitted development does not have a 
.. _- .Pp-,I,~~o.Pm~~9iPi~p:ite,.ot:tl!e..fl!\:lJ!i.~TIiiJij(AAye ~'ii'Jjd 

---aevelopment approval. QiiiilifYilig a vlilid development approval in this way seems to 
run counter to nonnal principles of administrative law regarding the lawfulness of 
decisions made prior to when a new law is promulgated . 

Climate Change (p.23) 
It is inappropriate for the SPP to include a suggestion that local governments fonn a 
view about their local area in relation to risks from climate change when the State has 
no agreed position on the matter. This may weaken the position by local government , 
in the Planning and Environment Court where a decision on a development 
application based on precautionary approach to climatic cilange is being defended. 

lRegional Scale in Natllral J)isaster Mitigation 
The policy sets out the roles and responsibilities of local government in the 
preparation or amending planning schemes and in deve.\opment assessment The 
question of the role of regional planning however does not appear to have been 
considered although, in many instances, the extent of these natural hazards would 
extend well beyond local government boundaries. It is recommended therefore that 
the SPP include a section on the relevance of these matters to regional land use plans. 

~~~~C:\Documents"and"Settings\desuseF\Local-Settings\Temp\Commentson"the.drafi
SPPand Guidekines PS .. doc 
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-------f{Ri)le-of-State-A~encies--------------------------'-~--'---

The SPP is focused on the role of local governments in the planning process. This is 
appropriate because ofthe responsibility oflocal governments under the Integrated 
Planning Act. However, the SPP should also acknowledge that State agencies will 
have an important role in the land use planning aspects of natural disaster mitigation. 
Factors that support this role include the following: 

• The areal extent of natural disaster issues - generally beyond the boundary of 
local government. 

• The expertise and traditional role of State agencies on the management of 
natural disasters. 

• The traditional role of State agencies with respect to mitigation, particularly in 
relation to information to back up any planning measures. 

• The expectation by local governments ofthe prominent role to be adopted by 
State agencies. 

The principal concern is that there should not be any ambiguity of the role oflocal 
government and the State in relation to natural disaster mitigation. Any suggestion 
that land use plaruring in relation to natural disaster mitigation is primarily a 
responsibility oflocal government will not be accurate unless there is also recognition 
ofthe role of State agencies and of the role of regional planning. 

zii . 

C:\Documents and Settings\desuser\Local Settings\Temp\Comments on the draft 
SPPand Guidekines PS .. doc 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Gecko [info@gecko.org.auj 
Friday, 13 December 20024:15 PM 
SPP Consultation 

Subject: Submission on SPP Disaster Mitigation 

Importance: High 

spp disaster SPP disaster slopes.jpg 
mlUgatlon submls ••• nitlgation commen •• 

Yours for Earth 

:D 
 

Manager 
Gecko, Gold Coast & Hinterland 

Environment Council 
139 Duringan St 
CURRUMBIN Q 4223 
Ph: (
Office hrs: 10am-3pm 
Fax: (

Em: info@gecko.org.au 
Web: gecko.org.au 

~ 
.... = .-
~ = 

InterScan_SafeSta 
mp.txt 

Gecko ... the peak regional environment group. 
world! For Earth's sake! ... join Gecko. 

Please see the attachments ... 

What I do changes the 

. NEXT .. GENERAL MEETING - 08 JANUARY,. 2003 ... GECKO HOUSE ... 6:30PM-9:00PM. ALL 
WELCOME. ·.PLEASE"BRING"A. ·PLAT,E.~F,·-EOOD"TO",SHARE· DR. ,GOLD .COIN ,DONAT,J;ON ,--,.' . 

:..t ~:.--... :.::~-:.--:=.-===-:;-;::;:=- ~·::-:::::.:~::-~·::_:~::-::·-:::-.7=~===:-:~~~·;.=-":":::.::":"_=:7:=t:~:='":":-':-:-_::::::-=;-;:-::-::;>"=::··_-':·;::-:::'. . ... 

r""e,- "'~lEX'F'Gm;;Si!"Sl!li:lS'ailI{--""TlTlfE »mQml'GEJ;FF~l{"~rT4li!!j1'lEllNE:SBAY) '._'_' SE~Ke,,,. 

. -' 

HOUSE', 6:30PM-9:00PM. ALL WELCOME. 'PLEASE BRING A PIATEOF' FOOD TO SHARE 
OR GOLD COIN DONATION FOR A WINE AND CHEESE EVENING. 

Note: This email and any attachments are confidential an~ only for the use 
"'Of the named recipient(s). If you have received this email in error, please 

reply immediately to us and then delete the email and any copies. Any form 
of review, disclosure, modification, distribution and/orpublication of this 
email by anyone other than the named recipient(s)is prohibited. Gecko does 
not warrant that the information is free from any virus, defect or error . 
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133 DW.r£ngan Sf:, Cw.rruw.bt"" 621rJ 1-223 

ph: (O}') 55:3-f Hl:<; RlJC: (O}') 5S3-f HOt,; 6/Wlit: tv..(O@gtckP.org.t:l1< 

13 December 2002 

Attention: State Planning Policy 
Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE OLD 4001 

Email: sppconsultation@emergencv.gld.gov.au 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Re: Draft State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

Thank you for supplying Gecko - Gold Coast and Hinterland Environment 
........ -G0.U ~GiI.-".'i~~~~~,:::~r~~~~t~te..glar.lninQ-P-QIiGY-for~J;)isa~~er~i~i~ation.-- .. --- _ .. - ........ .. 

,. '. \ , 

I . , 

. \ 

··~.I~~~i7a~diQW~Et~~~f;i;:e1;;~~~i~' .. ·'~:-·. : L 
mitigate again'sf the most destructive elements of fire, flood and landslides, 
but does so by exposing the natural environment to probable permanent loss 
of biodiversity while hindering its natural regenerative processes. 

We assert that this policy does not go far enough to avoid development in 
disaster prone areas, largely due to the provision that developments already 
approved are exempt and there is no assessment of the synergistic or 
cumulative effects of the three factors of clearing for bushfire management 
reduction and increase in potential landslide and flooding levels. 

The changes we have proposed to the draft are intended to alert assessors of 
development proposals of the need to make an informed judgment when 
considering such building development proposals in natur~1 hazard areas, 
located in environmentally sensitive areas. 

On a point of detail we have made a comparison of the methods of calculating 
slope in Appendix 8. Flood, landslide and fire protection are all equally 
related to the steepness of terrain, The method chosen does not seem to 
recognise this fact as the graph displays. In the area displayed in the draft 
28% of the land shown as suitable is in fact steeper than 1: 15. 
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Gecko made submissions, dated 9 November 2001, on the proposed policy 
and is concerned to read that none of the specifics in those submissions has 
been properly addressed in the draft document. Indeed, the environment as 
such is identified only in the Position Statement and nowhere else. Gecko 
also brought these matters to the fore on 11 November 2002 at the Surfers 
Paradise regional workshop on disaster mitigation, and our comments were 
supported by several other attendees. 

Accordingly, we now make a new submission, comprised of a table of 
amendments and suggested additional appendices, which are attached to this 
letter, and we urge you to incorporate these issues into the legislation in order 
to properly protect the environment in all its aspects from the impact of 
developments in or near disaster prone areas. Special reference should be 
made to the "Review of the National Strategy for the Conservation of 
Australia's Biological Diversity (June 2001)" (attached in hard copy). 

We should be pleased to discuss further any of th9 points raised. 

Yours faithfully, 

President 

Attachments: 
.•... N~v.t.~pp.e.~d.i)(. ~. 
--_ ·New·AppendiX6-".,_~ .. __ ,,, 

--·· .. ·-··-oc.-"··,,.---_ io=ReVisetf-AjjpeiiClixi! __ ... . ...... 
• SPP Disaster Mitigation comments 
a "Review of the National Strategy for the Conservation of 

Australia's Biological Diversity (June 2001)" - hard copy only 



APPENDIX S: CONSERVING NATURE 

Development outcome 

AS.1 Ecosystems, including their ecological processes, opportunities 
for survival, biological diversity and potential for continuing 
adaptation, are maintained and preserved. 

Principles 

AS.2 The biological diversity of terrestrial systems and the ecological 
processes essential for their continued existence are conserved. 
Loss or degradation of native vegetation, particularly of 
endangered regional ecosystems and wetlands, is avoided 
wherever possible. Loss or gegradation of habitats, particularly 
for rare, threatened and migratory species, is avoided. 

Policies 

AS.3 The Queensland Government has obligations under 
Commonwealth legislation, including the Nature Conservation 
Act 1992, the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 and under the Intergovernmental 
Agreement on the Environment. Land - identified for 
development is to located outside of 'areas of state significance 

-(f)_atlJr.~1 r.~s()lI.rc.Els)'; _ .E~i~tiIl9 J~!l~_LJ~~~ s-'~~I! __ I!.()I:.~x£an~Unto 
- these areas unless it -can be -demonstratedthaHhere-will-be--fIe --- - --

- ----- - - - --- - - -- -----aCfver-se-=imj'iaefs-:eri~l'ieTr_values;:--[afiiF_afloeatiofi~6ft1ses.:=afid-

activities adjacent to 'areas of state significance (natural 
resources)' shall be compatible with the maintenance of these 
areas' values. 

AS.4 Biodiversity is fundamental to the maintenance of sustainable 
ecosystems. In addition to ecological benefits, biodiversity 
provides essential biological resources (food, medicine and 
breeding stocks) and associated benefits (scientific cultural and 
economic). Biodiversity is to be safeguarded by conserving and 
appropriately managing the diverse range of habitats within the 
ecosystem. The following issues shall be addressed when 
evaluating development proposals: 
(a) maintenance of the connectivity of ecosystems, 

particularly remnant systems; 
(b) ensuring viable populations of protected native species 

continue to exist throughout their range by protection of 
significant wildlife habitats through provision of adequate 
buffers; 

(c) retention of native vegetation wherever practicable; 
(d) retention and management of riparian vegetation to 

provide self-sustainable linked networks. 



d . , . 

-, 

, , 
. . 
r] . 
LJ; 
. i 
q 

J, 
, J. 

1 

• 

APPENDIX S: LANDSCAPES 

Development outcome 

AS.1 The scenic and cultural values associated with 
landscapes are protected. 

Principles 

AS.2 The values of landscapes shall be preserved and 
recognised for their importance to the quality of life of 
both residents and visitors, as well as to the economic 
development and growth of Queensland. The dominance 
of the natural character of the r&gion (including developed 
urban areas) is retained . 

Policies 

AS.3 'Areas of state significance (scenic landscapes)' are 
areas of outstanding and distinctive scenic quality and 
are high priority areas for scenic landscape management 
within Quee!1siand. Queensland's tourism industry is 
reliant upon the richness and diversity of the landscapes. 
Natural landscapes aiso serve to separate and balance 
more intensively developed landscapes. 

unique qualities of the region . 



Statement 

Statement 

2.3, page 1 

4.1, page 

4.4, page 2 

community 

• 

AND 

to recognise this. 

1994; 

on the 
natural environment. especially on Biodiversity. it Is painted out In 
ANZECC, June 2001, "SIgnificant climate change will mean that 
biodiversity must either gradually move away from areas that become 
unsuitable or, if possible, adapt to the new cllmate.- Therefor the 
Integrated planning schemes playa vital role In providing the conditions 
for biodiversity to survive, such as reserves linked through vegetation 
corridors. 

minimise 
on .. . the 

should 
Impacts of flood, bushfire and landslide 

(see SPP, page 1) consequenijy it should be 

~ . .... .•. __ ..J ! 



, page 4 

6.9, page 5 

10, page 5 

The following 

The SPP requires the Identification of significant natural ert~lt<inrnellt areas within or adjacent to natural hazard management 
National Par1<s) minimising risks \0 such Important e~:~~~=r; areas should be a key conslderaIlon In development 
the preparaIlon of planning scheme. 

nature of the natural hazard. However, In some 
possible to demonstrate that a proposed development 
Incompatible would meet a particular public need \0 an 
would override the risk associated with the natural ~;;~~~@-. ~if~9Otiit'c)lfier~1 '" 

draft 

Nature Conservation Strategy 
Appendix 5 may require amendment, for example bush fire protection requiring vegetation clearance Increases risk of landslides. 

Example: clearing vegetation for fire protection may result In higher orosion , through that In landslides and ~ lhrough SlllaUon of the waterways. 

minimise potential adverse Impacts of flood, bushflre and landslide on ... the envtronment" (see SPP, page 1) consequentiy It should be Included In this paragraph. 



6.16, page 6 

Outcome 5 

Outcome 6 

risk to people, property 

Add cross reference: to I.PA such as I.PA (s 3.514(2» 
useful. 

• 

I 

! ' 

minimise potential adverse impacts of flood, bushfire and landslide 
on ... the environment" (S99 SPP, page 1) consequentiy H should be 
Included In this paragraph. 

I 
minimise potential adverse impacts of flood, bushfire and landslide 
on ... the environment" (see SPP, page 1) consequenUy it should be 
included in this paragraph. 

minimise the potential adverse impacts of flood, bushfire and landslide 
on .. . the environment" (599 SPP, page 1) consequently it should be 
included in this paragraph. 

Refer 8.2 

r ., •• 



page 9 

page 14 

A 3.2, page 
14 

year event 
hlg~er of damage and destrucUon to property, of P~~~~~III~~~~ enVIronment and of high danger to people. This can only In areas with a very low flood height range, what is most 
found In westem Queensland with Its wide floodplains. shires are excluded from this policy, the femalning 
have not onty a very high flood height range but also ~::~l,E:~,~ population. Therefore exemptions In defining the flood 
frequent average recurrence than 1:100 years should be highest caution, ~ not left out at all. 

I! might be even appropriate to consider the following as a .1 :t~r~:~e: "the design flood will be the 1 In 100 year event or largest r! 
flood whichever Is the higher." (Smith 1998, page 40) 

I 

as removal In the upper catchment, can increase the flood In the lower catchment. Therefore the natural hazard mitigation policy should Include upstream development as well. 
Reference: Commonwealth Department of the Environment, Sport and Territories (ed.). Ecosystem Services. In: Biodiversity Series. Paper No 1,1993. Page 11 

Review. 1998 

Due to a large variation In flood height between locations, the possibility of failure from extreme events and the problems posed by the probable maximum nood, the defined flood e vent :should be ch03en very car9fully. ' All too often the perception of the 1 In 100 Y9ar (or other) design flood is thai dMdes areas that are considered as flood prone from those (erroneously) thought to be flood free." 
In addition the effects of climate change will Increase the occurrence and the level of floods, what leads to a rise in the level of the 1 In 100 years flood. 



State Planning Policy Guideline for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

2.2, page 
15 

4.5, page 
22 

page 
23 

• 

Spprt and Territories (ed.). Ecosystem Services. In: 
Blqdlverslty Series. Paper No 1, 1993. Page 11 

our 
weltlanids. In: Australian Conservation Foundation (ed.) special 

Ip.aollal supplement. On the brink - Australia's threatened 
species. 

!I' 

IN addition, according to this reference: noQds and bushfire are 
to a certain extent part of the ecological cycle In Australia, 
.however, development In areas prone to those events makes a 
natural disaster out of them. 

loss. 

R¢erence: ANZECC (ed.). Review of the national strategy for 
. the conservation of Australia's biological dlverslty.2001 . page 
57: 

• 



4.7, page 
23 

5.2, page 
24 

5.8, page 
25 

6.7, page 
27 

6.11 , page 
28 

climate change Is considered 
assessments are undertaken. 

hazard management are~aj· ~N!~ liiiirr@;'eiiVffi:iIWW ,a 

~e ~ 30 adverse impacts on existing or approved de·vel'oprnelnl 
extemalto the site (e.g. by Increasing 

to reduce the 
Austnllia's biodiversity by climate change 

selecting reserves linked With vegetation corridors to provide space for migration into more suitable areas or even adaptation to changed climatic condillons. 
Reference: ANZECC (ed.). Review of the national strategy for tbe conservallon of Australia's biological dlverslty.2001. page 5:7 

With greatest caution, as people tend to perceive areas outside the DFE as flood-proof and as the local govemmentls the only source of Information exemptions from the general 1 :100 year 
OFE should be researched thoroughly. Refer to suggestions re Annex 3.2, page 14. 

Reference: Smith, David Ingle. Urban Aoodlng In Queensland 
- A Review. 1998 

outcome 1, page 4 
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& 6.30? 

acceptable •.. 

5, page 66, 1.1 ... 
67 
A. FLOOD 

page6a, 
71 
B. BUSH-
fiRE 

2.3.2 ... 

Any changes to the flood characteristics at the DFE oul:SlOe I 
of the subject site arising as a result of: ••• 

Incroase the risks 
existing populations and property or adversely aflect the 
interests of other landowners. 

• III • 



. ... area. 
In natural topography the inclination of the slopes has not 
been predetermined is variable and lhereforethe slope angle method Is better for determining landslide hazards. 

.' J. 

uses 
wilen evaluallng hazard rallngs. 
WIllmott's and Walker's et aI. studies are used by the Cily of GOld Coast to determine landslide hazard classlflcatlon used thl. slope angle of the ground surface when evaluating hazard rapngs. 

C~lculating slopes from a Topographic map uses per cent 
gradient but offers no argument for lis selection . . . 

of the two methods using the contour map 
In the draft shows that a slopes angle would be more 
The 4.1 % slope calculated In the draft would lead a 

to believe that all the land used In the exercise Is 
development. .... Using the Willmott slope angle all 

between contours 40 and 50 Is unsuitable because It isteeperlllan 15'. 

this calculallon is also to be used for determining whether 
is accessible to fire fighting equipmen~ the per cent 

method of calculation slope again fa"s. 
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o Other sources of pollution include the dumping of 

waste from ships. Australia currently regulates the 

deliberate loading, dumping and incin.;ation of 

waste at sea under the Environment Protection 

(Sea Dumping) Act 1981 and the Enviranment 

Protectian (Sea Dumping) Amendment Act 1986. 

o In the Northern Territory, waste management a~d 

pollution control strategies and legislation a;e in 

place. Erosion and sediment control plans are 

required for new developments, and guidelines 

,have been prepared to assist developers. 

o The New South Wales water reforms outlined under 

Objective 2,5 'Water", include the identification of 

water quality objectives for each river valley and the 

development of river and 'groundwater management 

plans. Other activities in the State indude the urban 

stormwater management program, the National 

Strategy far the Management of Coastal and Sulfate 

Soils (National Working Party on Acid Sulfate Soils. 

2000) and environment protecticin licensing by 

, the Environment Protection Agency including 

load based licensing. 
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ACTIVITIES 

o The report Australia: State of the Environment1996 

identified altered fire regimes as a poiential threat 

to biodiversity. It recommended that the extent, 

frequency, seasonality and impact of fire by 

vegetation types should be monitored_ 

o The Commonwealth has funded the Cooperative' 

Research Centre for Tropical Savannas, which is 

continuing its research program on fire and 

tropical savannas. 

o Throughout the Northern Territory, volunteer bushfire 

brigades are maintained and monthly monitoring of 

bushfires is carried out. The ecological effects of fire 

are being monitored in conservation areas. Techniques 

for monitoring fire using remote.sensing are being 

researched, There are community education and 

involvement programs in three biogeographic regions, 

'0 New South Wales'is developing guidelines for 

ecologically sustainable fire management: The 

guidelines will identify appropriate fire regimes 

for the biodiversity within given ecosystems. , 

These guidelines ,can be used in the, full range of 

fire management planning initiatives in the State, 

thus ensuring the deliberate use of fire regimes 

that conserve biodiverSity, 

o The Rre and Biodiversity Consortium has been 

established in south-east QUeensland with the 

assistance of Natural Heritage Trust funding to bring 

together and disseminate information on fire 

management practices that will support conservatio,,' 

of the area's biological diversity. The consortium 

indudes representatives from local authorities. the 

Rural Fire Service, Quee~sland Parks and Wildlife 

Service, the Department of Natural Resources, the 

Department of Primary Industry, Greening Australia, 

universities. and Landcare Australia, 
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3.6 IMPACTS OF CLIMATE CHANGE ON BIOLOGICAL DIVERSIN- .... 

Plan to minimise the potential im~~~~ ~fii'u';;~~~ind·uced climate chang~"on~iol~~i~al'ii;~rsl~~ 
• ..., .• " I : : ";. ..: • "j • ',. ;;.' !!": :::": : ,.' 

Assessment: Not achieved 

If globa(dimate change causesclimatie zones to shift aCross the contirie~t of Austral!a: integ';;;'ted sttaiegic pl~nning 

will lie essential to ensure Australia's 'biodiversitY surVives. Plants and' anima kare' idapi~a toparticul~; clima'i!c i'egi'mes 

and are limited in their distribution by tliis.··Sigriiflt'mt climate change wiil mean iha;'bi~clive;Sity iii,ust eitlier'gradu'aIlY 

move away from areas that become unsult~iileor;'(f'iiossible, adapt io the new' climaie, ReserVes'need:to b~ s~leCt~d, 

designed, IinkeifWith '~ege'iatrori'corridbiS' and 'Tianag'ed to provide tKe cotJitioi,s 'for blij'dive~ily fo' be'alil{to '" . 

gradually alter its distribution in response to cli~aie change, . . " ,,;. .,' "'., ,.".". 

Within the agricultural community there is a growing awareness of the neld for·integrated management practi~es: 

which include more sustainable farming systems to enhance pio·ductivity.,nd.long-!erm viabi1i!y. 'New gree~h~use 
. ." .. , ~" .:,,,""" ... "i.( .... ~.': .. ~ ..... , .... 'i .. ) .. ": • ... ,o·.y.,;-......... . 

response mcasures in·the agricultural .. sector aim to build on' this aw'ar~Ress by ]l~oviding appropriatefy tailored and· 

targeted inform.atio~ t~,.in.~JP~r~t~ ~;~~i~,~~~~iO;~lff,',g.r~~p~ou.~e (~s.ues )~t~ nij~~'~,~~.&~re9,iT~~~~,~\(c~: •..• ; '.' 

Conside;;'ble effort is being put fn\0,arnnge';~r~~~9~taiion ae~iVi~es~s~,!~fAustra;ia;s;g;~e~~~u;~:;kS~·~;;~~': .. 
mea~ures. This work needs to :be'pl~n~~dtoani~lioiate the inip~ci: of climate ciiang~ ~n' naiiv~,iij?di~e'rs,i~;::; .' 

ACTIVITIES 

o The ANZECC contact group on greenhouse has 

identified some priority areas of interest including 

adaptation strategies for climate change. A draft 

work program has been developed which indicates 

that thea.ctio~~required in.clude: ._ .. : , ... 

for dlscu5sip.n; and 

jurisdi.ctions that could contribute to developing 

adaptation strategies. These could include current 

regional program activities conducted by the 

3,7 REHABILITATION' 

.' , .. ';' .... :' '.:'- .' 

States, agricultural'extension work, and town and 

. regional planning programs. The Commonwealth 

Is responsible foi the development of detailed 

adaptation plans for biodiversity of national 

environmental significance threatened by 

climate change, 

D The Nrirtli'ern' Territory has. developed the concept 

I 

range and has partially 

D New South Wales has developed the NSW 

Greenhouse Aciion Plan (1998). 

. '.,' ',: : .' 
.. ': 

Repair and rehabilitate ~reas to restore iheir biological diversity. 
. . -' 

Assessment: Partially achieved 
. . 

Given the scale of land clearing, dry land salinity and other impacts on biodiversity, areas 'needing rehabilitation can be 

expected to increase for many years. Projects funded under the Natural Heritage Trust and'by the 'States· and Territories 

are detailed under Activities. There .is a continuing need for investment in this area by governments and, increasingly, by 

the private sector to reverse the long-term decline In the quality and extent of Australia's native vegetation .. 
.' 

. 

ACTIVITIES 

D The ANZECC National Framework for the Management 

and Monitoring of Australia's Native Vegetation (1999) 

describes a best practice approach to and platform for 

institutional reform that has as its outcomes: 

I!I restoring, by means of substantially increased 

"vegetation, the environmental values and 

productive capacity of Australia's land and water; 

III rmining and enhancing biodiversity and native 

vegetation at both regional and national levels; and 

I] improving the condition of existing native vegetation. 

== :.", =-:=-



o The Northern Territory has spent over $3.5 million in 

six years to restore and rehabilitate extensive 

freshwater wetlands devastated by saltwater 

intrusion. 

o The Revegetation Strategy for South Australia (State 

Revegetation Committee 1996) aims to improve 

coordination of revegetation activities to ensure value 

for effort. A series of regional revegetation strategies 

are being prepared for the awiculturallands to 

provide a framework for su.stainable land use and 

.. ' 

3.8 E~V~RONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

biodiversity at the iocal and property level. A plan for 

the upper south-east of the State was published in 

1998 and'a draft plan for the Mount Lofiy ranges 

was released for public comment in late 1999. 

o The Western Australian Salinity Strate9Y (2000) 

includes a spedfic commitment to, and funding for, 

a 'natural diversity recovery catchment program', 

under which priority areas for Investment are 

selected based on their biodiversity values. 

" . 

. ~nsure tliat the po~ntial impacts of ~ny' prtijeds;'piogni';'s and policies 'ori biologICal d'iversity are assessed and 

reflected in planning proCesses, with a view.tominimisingor avoiding such. impacts. 

Assessment:.Acliie~~d 
.... 

.' 
. 

,-

. Environmentarimpactlegislation.is in place in the Commonwealth and each State an~ Territory. The appiication and 

sCbpe of such legislation varies conSiderably between j~risdictions. The COAGHead~ of Agreement on 

CO(1l.~o.nwealth/State,R·oles and·.fl~Jlons
ibi!itie; fur. the Environment . for the co~monwealth t~ focus on 

. ' .....••.. ,.._* .. _. :.'. .. .. '-0 '.' 
' .. ,'..

 •• 
• 

beir'iiirnpre:mer,ted through ,,,<V"" 
.• r.," 

which came 
. ' . 

wnh ihe . 

Commonwealth for accreditatlan of State and TenritolrY' 

Strategic environmental assessm'ent provides the opportunity for environmentally significant facrai3to betaken into 

account in the:developm~nt, approval an~ iriiple~~ntation of polides, plans.and program~ It may also be applie~ to 

classes of development proposals,-or to siaged development proposals, in order to fadlitate earty consideration of 

environ'mental matters and more efficient assessment and approval.';roceS!<~. ;. '. . 

Ongoing action is requiretito 'impleirient Coinm~nwealth, State and Territory' legislation and to make environmental' 

impact assessment compulsory for programs and policies .. 

. ~CTlVITIES 

o The legislation governing Commonwealth environment 

impact assessment is the recently enacted EPBC Act. 

Under the EPBC Act, Commonwealih environmental 

assessment and approval will be triggered by actions 

that have. will have, or are likely to have, a significant 

adverse impact on matters of national environmental 

significance. The EPBC Act incorporates the capacity 

to undertake strategic environmental assessment of 

policies, plans and programs, but only where they 

impact on matters of national environmental 

significance or involve Commonwealth are.as 

or Commonwealth actions. 

o Some State Governments are currently reviewing 

their environmental assessment legislation ta 

incorporate strategic environmental assessment. 

o In the Northern Territory, environmental impact 

assessment of new developments specifically 

addresses regional· and local biodiversity issues. 

o In New South Wales, the Threatened Species 

Conservation Act 1995, Fisheries Management Act 

1994 and the Environmental Planning and Assessm., . 

Act 1979 reqUire that a species impact statement is 

prepared for any development where it is likely to 

significantly affect threatened species, populations 

or ecological communities, 
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The concurrence of the Director-General of 

the National Parks and Wildlife Service or the 

Director-General of Fisheries'(as appropriate) must 

be obtained before consent can be granted. Funding 

has been provided to develop threatened species 

survey and assessment gUidelines for the purpose 

of informing development-oriented assessment 

(including Environmental Impact Statements and 
:- .1 , Species Impact Statements). These guidelines will 

provide a set of general principles which can be 

adapted to suit local ci'rcumstances and form a 

basis for local councils wanting to develop their 

own guidelines. The process of their development 
, ~;: 

, . 

. J; 
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I , , 
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I , I , 

, will involve wide consultation. 

o At the 'local government level in Austra)ia, planning 

legislation in each State or Territory generally requires 

bodies making decisions on development applications 

to consider 'environmental impacts. This is in addition 

to any requirements that might apply under 

environmental impact legislation. 

• 
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;: To: SPP Consultation 
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Submission - Proposed SPP for Natural Disaster Mitigation 
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Spp Submission InterScan_SareSta 
003807342 vS.do... mp.txt 

Dear Acting Director, 

I attach my submission in relation to the Proposed SPP for Natural Disaster 
Mitigation . 

A copy of the submission has been sent to ERM Town Planning Consultants for 
their information. 

Regards, 

l ~; :  
: ; .,licitor 

q ~'eehills 
1 ill -l. JI . , 
\ i 

rl1 

Direct  
Telephone 6  
Facsimile 6
http://www.freehills.com 
(See attached file: SPP Submission 003807342 v5.doc) 

t :i : ~ --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
- 1 J FREEHILLS 

_; i ··:·i~t;~m1i~££otElctr~~~~~*~eJ:gh{;9¥ifI6"l1i1i~tq~~~l~~<!Ii~i~~~i~~t," ... 
, you have received this email in error please notify us immediately 
., by return email and delete the document. 
~: Freehills is not responsible for any changes made to a document other 

than those made by Freehills or for the effect of the changes on the 
document's meaning . 

• 
" ~bility is limited by the Solicitors' Limitation of Liability Scheme 
.~roved under the Professional Standards Act 1994 (NSW) 
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Brisbane Qld 4000 

13 December 2002 

State Planning Policy 
Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
Brisbane Qld 4001 

Dear Sir 

Your ref 
Our ref 
Phone 
Email 

Doc no 

By email 

CDS 4889 

BrisbanelO03807342 

Proposed State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

Thank you for your letter dated 21 October 2002 inviting me to make a 
submission on the Proposed State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation. 

Your letter is addressed to me as a solicitor of Freehills. Whilst I happen to .be 
employed as a solicitor at Freehills, my views are not necessarily those of 
Freehills and this submission should not be taken to be an expression of the views 
of Freehills. 

. " ..... :.,-. .:..,~.: .. "" .. , •..... " •. ~ .... 
---------., SUbmission 

I have read and considered the Proposed Policy. I believe it: 

• is based upon the sound principle of discouraging development that might 
otherwise increase threat to life and property on account of bushfire, flood 
and landslide; 

• is an appropriate mechanism for managing development that could be 
affected by the natural hazards of bushfire, flood and landslide; and 

• will place an important check in the development assessment regime of 
Queensland. 

Accordingly, I support the Proposed Policy. 

2 Proposal for complementary amendments 
I submit that changes could be made to the Integrated Planning Act 1997 to ease 
public confusion surrounding the implementation of the Policy. 
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2.1 Complex regime 

As more elements, such as the Proposed Policy, are inserted into Queensland's 
development regime, the regime becomes more complex and difficult for the 
public to comprehend. This is undesirable and in conflict with the purpose of the Integrated Planning Act 1997 (s.1 .2.1). As the explanatory notes to this Act 
explain: 

u ... in recent decades, community consciousness of a broader range of 
environmental and social considerations has increased. This has been 
coupled with greater demands for public accountability and public 
involvement in the decision making process. Corresponding pressure on governments to respond has resulted in more alld more la:yers of State and 
local government regulation being added to deal with each new issue, with little thought being given to the impact on, and objectives of, the system as 
a whole. The result is the proliferation of ad hoc regulation that often impedes, rather than promotes, the fulfilment of community expectations. " 
(page 1) 

The need to regulate development that could increase danger to life and property 
from natural hazards has become an issue of the public consciousness, particularly 
following the Thredbo disaster and recent bushfires. Whilst the Proposed State 
Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation could be perceived as government 
responding to that consciousness, it could also be perceived as another layer being 
added to the development regime and resulting in add hoc regulation. ' 
2.2 Duty to consider impacts of policy 
In introducing this Proposed Policy, it is incumbent upon government to consider 
the impact upon, and the objectives of, the development regime of Queensland as 

__ I!_ whol~.:.!I!~~~IP.:~~~p~cts!...~_PolicJ' itself adch:~~es thiLi!im. I~ en~ourag(l§. f(}~_,_ operation amongst local governments and state departments. 
However, I submit that the aim could be better achieved by the Policy's 
introduction being coupled with the introduction of a mechanism for promoting 
wider public awareness of the Policy's effects on particular properties. I submit 
that the appropriate mechanism for this is notification in Planning and 
Development Certificates as to whether particular properties are located in a 
Natural Hazard Management Area. 

Planning and Development Certificates are obtained through local governments, 
usually by purchasers inquiring about particular properties. The Integrated Planning Act 1997 specifies, at ss.5.7.9-11, what information should be included 
in Planning and Development Certificates. Public awareness about the effects of 
the State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation would be enhanced if 
Planning and Development Certificates advised whether a particular property was 
in a Natural Hazard Management Area or not. This would draw the mind to the 
existence of the Policy and its effects. Later development would be approached 
with an appreciation of the Policy's existence. 

==~ F!eehills,!'lrlsbane\003807342 ,Printed-16 December 2002-(8:51) 



2.3 Specific amendments recommended 

Requiring local governments to notify in Planning and Development Certificates 
whether a particular property is in a Natural Hazard Management Area can be 
achieved through amendments to the Integrated Planning Act 1997 as follows: 

• Section 5.7.9, at the end, insert 

"(d) a statement as to whether the premises are located in a Natural 
Hazard Management Area" 

• Section 5.7.10(1), at the end, insert 

"(g) a statement as to whether the premises are located in a Natural 
Hazard Management Area" 

• Section 5.7.11(1)(c), at the end, insert 

• 

"(iii) whether the premises are located in a Natural Hazard Management 
Area" 

Schedule 10, after the definition of "native vegetation" insert 

"Natural Hazard Management Area means an area that is a Natural 
Hazard Management Area pursuant to the State Planning Policy for 
Natural Disaster Mitigation [policy numberlyear};" 

3 Conclusion 
I support the State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation. I am 
concerned to ensure that the Policy is integrated into Queensland's development 
regime further than the extent permitted by the Policy when it is read alone. 

,§~!!QI}J}~~Q)J~) 9!!h~!nJl!grJlt§!1l'IqrJ!!il1gM!J99Z prQyjll~J;Jbl!t if a'f:!!!)£ti9J~ 
-----ot'-poWefiifeiiilfeited~n:an_:eiititf,_tlie:enfiti'miisFperlUiiirthe-furiCtfOn-oipoWelr---

in a way that advances the Act's purpose. Accordingly, in implementing the 
Proposed State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation, the Department of 
Emergency Services and the Department of Local Govemment and Planning are 
obliged to implement the Policy in a way that advances the purpose of the 
Integrated Planning Act 1997. 
The amendments recommended in this submission would further integrate the 
Proposed Policy into the development regime of Queensland and advance the 
purpose of the Integrated Planning Act 1997. 
Once again, I thank you for inviting me to make a submission. Should you wish to 
discuss my views further, I can be contacted on (

Yours faithfully 

Freehills BrisbaneI003807342 Printed 16 December 2002 (8:51) page 3 
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Natural hazards do not have to become naiural dis8sler~, They need to be properly managed, 
Rall1er Ihan accept Iheir own responsibilities, there lias been a tendency by all Governments to 
use legislation to pas.q Governmental responsibilily onto other patties, being other Governments 
and statutory bodies OJ' to professional and technical consultants or privale individuals and 
organizations. This approach, with 1 he increase in 'red-tape' and puhlic confusion but no real 
solution 1.0 the actual problem, appears to be happening ill thedrall Spp, 

The 51>1> applies where "the developmellf is propo,l'Cd wifhill a uti/llml hatard mClnagcmelll 
area." What the SPI) then does is to make many areas Ihat have very little aelual hazard risk part 
orthe natural hll7.lIrd managemcnt area. Thi~ SPI' is trying to lI~e arbitrary quick- fix basic 
standards to trigger Natural Hazal'd Management Areas that arc nol entirely relevant to solving 

· ._._.___ .. _Ib.H~a1 pmbkim..but will. dela),; _confusaand_ci.cate adininislrative night;lnares fOHniulY- _. _._ ... _, -- . 
development applications that represent minimal natural disaster risk for FcdllJ'al, Slate or Local 
Governments. 

The Policy Approaoh (Section 5.2) and intention "/,\, that, wherever pl'(.(cflcahlc, llatllml hazard 
JllClllagemellf ar(!a~' ,vhould he idelltified thmuKh a comp",hensil'e (flld detailed /latllral hazard 
aSSCS.I'fII!!I1( study," but no resources lire IIpplied to enable these assossment studies and no real 
criteria hllve been specified to use inlhe assessment study ifit wliS to be completed. The 
relevant criteria and risk level should be specified in the SPJ> or the SI'I> wjJI bocome a 
bureaucrlltic nightmare with no bencfit in reducing Ilatural disasters. 

Even ifthe policy inlention has merit, the oneel will be to pass responsibility, administrative 
burden and cost onto other parlies when natural disaster mitigalioll is a Stale Government 
responsibility that is betlcr resolved by providing appropliat.e resources to local Government and 
by regional planning rather than making individual development applications tinder the IPA and 
IDAS carry Ihe burden, 

q , . 
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by not apply generally to individual developments and on the 
whole action by individual developments will not avoid or prevent natural disasters. This SPP 
really represents an administrativc burden of "red-tape" being passed onlo the community under 
the IP A for Stale Govermncnl convenience without any real result. Section 4.J says "Mitigation 
means measures to reduce the severity of, or eliminate the risk fi'OIll, disasters. Mitigation is 
usually thought of in terms orprevention and community preparedness." These mallel's should 
not use development applications under IPA as the prime soluti()n since most of the problems 
and risks arc historical (we now are aware orthe problem and cost), and they lI1ust include the 
whole community and existing development in cost effective solutions. 

The Bushfire Hazard Management. area is based on individual assessmcnt of development 
applications rather thall a Local Area or Community basis, even ifthe devel(lpmcnt. application is 
for 8n in-fill developmcnt, based on Queensland Fire and Rescue Service Medium and High 
hazard area oflhe Bushfil'e Risk Anlllysis maps. While Annex 303 (b) allows fllr hazard 
management areas to be ".17Iitably modified fol/Olving a rel'lew (e. g. 'ground tn/thing ~ by the 
local govel'l7l11cnl ", this standard is totally dependcnt on t.he reliability ofQFRS maps which arc 
regional in nature and the criteria used for determining Medium and lligh Hazard areas on thosc 
maps. 

In the caso of Gold Coast City Couneil, which is one orthe few iocal govcTIllllents to have 
completed a Bushfire ManageUlcnt Strategy, the GCCe uses QFRS personnel as their 
consultants 10 evaluate Bushfll'e Mitigation l'ians prepared by developcrs' consultants in 
individual developmcnt applicatiolls. The QFRS arc unlikely to amend their regional Bushfire 
Risk Analysis maps. Thel'efore, much land in the loosely qualified Medium and High hazard 
areas will never bc developed even if permitted by Planning Schemes or with suitable mitigation 
measures in place because fhe developer, the Council, the QFRS and any consultants providing 
reports could be considered liable for future bushfire risks. The alf.ernative of no development 
may welllncreasetho overallllushfll'c risk through iJ)creased ground fuclloads than ifa 
··devclopmeJlt·~ilh~ittiblC"mitiga1iomneaslirelrilr pI lice wlisapprCJved-. ---.----.---.---.---.--- .. 

Fire in individul\l homes will never be eliminated; that's why we must have a reliable Fire 
Service. Bushfil'G or wildfire depends on many factors such as type ofvegetatioll, ground fuel 
loads, rainfall patterns. slope. human error, access and availability offire fighting reSources. 
These aspects orbushfire are better addressed at a comllJunify 01' regional level than in the 
process under the J ntegratcd J>lanning ACI n,r individual development applications. These issues 
should be addressed primarily in Community Infrastructure provisions of Planning Schemes and 
not arbitrarily against future individual develtlpmcnt applications. 

Quality hv.ftrd reduction of ground lilel l(lads, buffer Z(lnes and fire-brcaks on the out-skirts of 
development will be far more effective in bushfire c(lntrol than mo.~t fire mitigation measures in 
individual new development al)plicalions that will be regulated by this SPP if il is enacted 8S 

proposed. Most of these outer areas are Governmcnt controlled land as Nali(lnal Parks, local 
parks and na!llre buffer zolles so the SPP should be directed at Governments, State and Local. 
rather t.han as another imposition on private landowners during development applications under 
the IPA. Private landowners will find it difficult and expcnsiv(lto deve/op land and eventually it 
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will not be viable to conlinue the existing use of the land Of 10 pay rates and land taxes on it. 
Development approvals already contain buffer 7,01l1lS where this is deemed necessary, 

Landslide is not a major ha7.lIrd on private land in Auslfalia, wilh rno~! occurrences being on 
Government controlled land and contributed to by pagt Govcmmcnt policies or decisions. The 
AGSO report "Wollrmgo/lg hmd.l'/Idcs: Hazard ModellIng allil RIsk A,\;reJwml.mt" states 
""'"/(I.~/lde III Auslralia, for the mO.l"1 parI, i.\· IIO! .i·cell tis a IIICfioT· Ihrea( (0 (Jur urbllll 
tOtllllllll1ities, " and in Australia, there huve been 37 recorded ratal landslides since 1842 which 
have been responsible for the deaths of83 people. This includ es 18 killed at Thredbo in July, 
1997 and 9 killed at the Gracetown cliff collapse in September 19%. 

The SPP in Section 5.6 says "Allhou~h lalldrlMes tall occur()f1 lesser slopes Mope being Ol7ly 
om! (If a number of factor,l' that cletermlne landslide hazard), fire J 5% thl"lJ,ltrold waf adopted a,\' 
the threshold/o,. landslide hazard as slopes steep(!r thall thi.f(lre genemlly regarded as /lavIng a 
greater potel/fial for landslide /ia1anl." Any Icgislation as indigtinct 88 this, i. c. generally 
regarded and greater potential, used to define a natural hazard will cause confusion and requil'e II 
lot of time in Court for clarification and not illlprovelhe natural risk or ou1.come. 

Landslide slao\ftld not be illcluded at ali lIS an assc.~sme)Jtlll1iJer 1J>A development applications 
in this SPP. The administrative burden on all applications for n· minimal risk should !lot be 
included in this IDgislation. The SPP should only refer to State and Local Government facilities 
where mOBI occurrences will happen and be addresscd in the collllJlunity infrastrUClure sections 
of Planning Schemes. A list and cost should be compiled historically on the aclual extent of 
natural disasters caused by landslide and the cause of tile landslide al1alysod. This analysis 
would show that there is not a major threat in Qucensland fJ·OIll landslide 011 private hind and any 
risk should be incorporated in the Standard Building Reg\llations rather than JDAS development 
applications. . 

... ···7\.nymenriolroflii1iaSli"dcna;o:arifShouJa1le includcd-as-pari"o{iJic·Staiidard 13ul1dfiigRligulatToli;
and addressed by cngineers when designing the Iype (lfbuildillg or structure and in foundation 
and excavation procedurcs. For individual IP A development urplications, landslide is not a 
major natural hll7.ard and 110 natural disaster could OOLour, other than intense rainfall. major 
earthquake or tsunami, that would not be included as a geotechnical reporl accompanying a 
development application. Engineering solutions call be f"(lund for any potential unknown 
greonhollse effects. 

To consider an arbitrary measure of "1I1I Innld woth II SIOPI' (lr) SlY.. or g.·cater" as a test to 
trigger potontiallandslide hazard is an abuse oflcgislative power and a lack of understanding of 
the real risk. The SMEC Reporl for (iCee on Landslip Study for the City of Gold Coast, which 
is referred to in A 9.6 ofthe SI)I', dclincs "0 Il.Il1Il\·lide (or "lI1d~lip) as a dOIY/I.\·lope movcment of 
a soil or rod! ma.\:\· a.\' a rcslIlI (j.ltrellrfaih'/"e at the bOlmdar!cw c.1 (he 1I1C/.f,\·. " 

SMEC also says landslide lIlovomenl occurs in three main forms:-
1) by sliding along" fllilul"o surface 
2) by falling dowll a steep slope 
3) by flowing as suspended mnss, usually in water c.g. a llludslidc or debris flow. 
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properly should be discouraged ill arcas oj high or mediulII hazard severily, 
,I1ralegy includcs clear mechanislII.l· aimed al e/l.\·lIril1~ (hal ajJpmpria(c leve/.~ (!rsajety will be 

achieved Ihrough (he dc:ve!ojJmcmt assessmc/lt process." Wh~t is (he point of consul\ant reports 

. and mitigation measures when the onus of determining appropriat.e levels of safety ~nd elear 

mechanisms lie with the a~sessment manager? 

The real problem is that too many areas under the SI'I' am classified as natural hazard 

management areas with inaccurate and arbilralY measures and 110 clear definition of 

",'Ompatibillty" with the "nature (Jja natural htlzard" or criteria to assess this compatibility are 

available ill the legislation. If the State Government wants to S\(lP must new development 

applications in the Stale, they should be honest enough to state Ihis plainly to the electorate, 

rather than introduce bureaucratic legislation that will eventually have tbis effect. Assessment 

managers will not be able III assess (If approve development and developers wiIlnot WilsIe timc 

ftlld money to deal with such uncertainty and unreliability. Values for freehold land will be 

affected. 

Section 7.8 applies to existing" development commitments but very lil1le definition is givento 

incentives, developmcl1l bonuses or mechanisms to approve developments. Unless the.~e are 

specific and applied in good faith by assessment managers, the developer inevitably musl 

proceed to the Planning and Environment Cuurt with its associated risk, cost and time delay to 

achieve an economic result. 

Outcome 6 requires Planning Scheme Codes. When Codes lire specified they arc often 

considered in isolation in reference 10 the particular problem thai they address. However, as 

most developmenl will have up to 10 C(ldes applicable, t.he cLlmulativc effect of each Code on a 

pllrticular development will act to require refusal of most developments even if sstisfactory 

initigation measures arc adopted. Onder t.he II' A, the effect of Codes is that they are mandatory 

.... 81i~mc Iittl~2!--'I.o.a}~~'\.S11.1~t~~~nager discretion even if a development has public 
--;b~anning merit. --.... -.. ---- .. ~ ... - .. ~.~ .. -.. ~ .... -.. --_ .. - ......... -.. -.... _ .... _ .. 

It will be impossible for most development applications to satisry the Outcomes under the 

proposed SPP. As a tesl ofthis fllct, before any legislalion is presented, assessment should be 

made of past approved developments to see if they would be approved under the proposed SPP 

and new planning Codes. J suspect very few developments would be approved and, if approved, 

approval conditions would make them no longer economic withont a large increllse in land 

price..q. Supply ofiand will be disrupted hy the additional delays in ~pprovillg development 

applications, also increasing the cost of new land. 

Once legi~lalion adopts an arbitralY value as a h1andal'd with Ihe intention of generating further 

activity by local governmellls who have limited resources to do the work, then the arbitrary value 

will become the standard as the risk is tuo high for the local governmellt, developers or 

consultants to justify a different standard, even with a majority of public support which would be 

difficult. to damonstratc. Evelyone wants to avoid responsibility and cost: to themselves and pass 

the cost or blame to someone elsa. 
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SMEC'S risk assessment of sile features includes slope angle, slope shape, site geology, material ~treng.t~ and Ihickness, concentration of surface water, concentration of groundwatcr, evidence of mstllbJllty,. rock fall, slope of rock face, orientation of dcfect system, and evidence ofinstability. Rainfall intensities are ofton cau~al faelors. Stability of slopill~ ground is controlled by three main factors being Ihe angle ofthc ground surfuce, the slrengti) afthc materials below Ihe ground surface lind Ille level ofwllter within the slope. . 

Landslide should nol be part ofthis SPP but should be covered ill the Standard Huilding Regulations. An arbitrary standard ofuall/alll/with a slope of 15% or greatCll" in Annex 3, as a dcfllUJt where loeal government studies have not been undertaken, is /lot a suitable measure of a natural hazard or ils risk. Most development!and in QueellslHnd Ihat is economic for development or close to existing infTastlucure will be either flat and flood-prone or on slopes of 15% or greater. 'rho slope lesl needs to be abandoned, (lr include other relevant factors 01' increased to at least 25% slope. 

'rho proposed GCeC Code for "Steep Slopes or Unstable Soils" pel1nits development over 25% slope when an acceptable Geotechnical or Slope Stability ASscs.llllent Report is provided wilh the development application. J ,and which is identified as mediulll and high hazard rating on GCCC records has been raled as very low by specific individual geotecllllieal anl!lysis. If the Queensland Government is serious abollt addressing landslip is!;\IOS it should detennine accurate risk profiles for landslido, not ,iust 15% slope, and flUId geotechnical studies for each Local Government included ill the Sl'P rather Ihan imposing an arbitrary value where studies have nol been completed. . 

Outcomc I under Section 6.1 requires development to be "t:tmtpntib!c with the nalure q(nalllral hazard". How can 'compatihl('.' be assessed without definition and Ilppropliate criteria? What .le.vel Dfrisk is acccptable, how do you assess and value mitigation :Il~!~~l!.~es and how do you ___ ._ .... __ . .. _. enfuroc rlie ·fftifigiiUoifinea:c;ure.~r-rdo not' f1iiiik-adequate thouBfit has been applied to achieving practical 501lltions((I the problems raised by the SPP for either Local Govemment or the general public. State Government musl find practical, wOJ'kahle 80lutiol19 and adequate funding ralher than legislat.ing the problem and responsibility away from themselves . 

Outcome 2 only applies when the developmenl "Is ot/1crwi.l'rt COII.\1Mellf with Outcome 1", which docs not make any sense when Outcome 1 requires developmcn1 within natural hazard management areas to be compatible with the nature of tile nalural ha7.ard, bul Outcome 2 applies to "J)C!l'%plllelit that i.l' not compatible with Ihe nalllre o/the f1QJllml hazard but 1.1' olhenp/se clI/lslslcnl with Outcomei ". How docs developmcnt become 'col11l'utihle' with the nature of the natural hazard? If it is 'not compatible' how can it be 'othef'wise c(JlIsistellf'? What weight and value is given to mitigation measlires? 

Outcome 5 and Section 7.7 almost prevent any development in natural hazard management areBS that increases Ihe "number ofpcaplo living, working 01' congregating" therein. By definition, the act of developmenl williriggcl' thi~ event (more people) 01' you would not need a development appliealion, so velY little developmcnt could satisfy OUICOJl)e S "111 partit-1tlar, use,I'slich as residel1fial development that are likely to materially increase the' risks to /ife or personal 

4 



The SI'P Guideline has legal status. 'rhis guideline should be more specific and include technical 
criteria for asscssing developlllcnt applicnti(lns so that the Planning and Environment Court will 
not required to finalise every development application. Section 3.2 (i) requires "Ihe a.ls(!ssment 
manager must have n!Kard 10 Ihe SI'I' when a.lwe.lwlng dCl'c/oplllcnt applications." Section 3.6 
even encourages local government OJ' assessment managers to plan or assess "more slrinKently 
Of' il/Illore dctail thall requlre.d by Ihe Sl'l'. " 

Jt will not take the bureaucracy of Local GovermllGnt long to follow the example (lfState 
Government bureaucracy to incrcase requirements and pass responsibility onto someone else. 
Investigate the current Planning and Environment Couti Appeals),is( and recent Court decisions 
(0 verify this eventuality. J)cwlnpmcnt applications will no! be worth Ihe risk because, if a 
development application is rcfused by the asscssment manager, how can a landowner ever sell 
!lleir land for use othllr 1IIall in its currcnt state or PIlY rising rates and land taxes on increasingly 
uneconomic land. It will not matter if the Planning Schcmc permlt~ Ilr encourages development, 
the Codes will actually prevent any dllvc!opmcJ1! from occun·ing. COllncils and the State 
Govenllnent must forsee the effect llfthis proposed SI'J' and the combined restrictive use of 
Codes under IPA on future development approvals ifecnnUlIlicgruwth is 10 continue in 
Queensland. 

Unless the 'regard' is specified accurately so developors know what the assessment criteria is, 
hoW assessment managers will apply the criteria and how it interacts with environmental and 
overall community requirements, developers will not be able to plan the;r development 01' have a 
reasonable chance ofappruvaL The IPA alrllady permits incxpensive appeals by submitters even 
ifthe assessment manager approves a development application, so economic devlllopmcnt in 
Queensland will become very expensive and time cOllsuming. Is this really the best way to 
address problems of Natural Disaster Mitigation or avoid Stat.e Govemment respl)lIsibilities? 
When a disaster occurs, the Statc Government is still responsible for the communities best. 
interests; ..... - .-.-- - .. ' .,---_. __ .- ......•.•. _- .-......... - ..•. _-,-_._- --_ .. _. ---_._--. __ ._-_._-----_ ... _-- - ._--_._._---_. __ ..•.. -

The real problem is that (.(10 many areas under the SPP arc classified as natural hazard 
management arells with inaccurate and arbitrary measures and no clear definition of 
"compatibility" with the "1101111''' (if a lIalllral hazard" or criteria to assess this compatibility are 
availlible in the legislation. If the State Government wants to stop Illost new development 
applications ;n the State, they should be honest cnough to state this 1)lainly to the electorate, ) • 
rather than introduce bureQucratic legislation that will eventually have this effect. Assessment 
managers will not. be able to Hssess or approve development and developers will nOI waste time 
and money to deal with sllch uncertainty IUld unreliability. Values for freehold land will be 
affected. 

Small and mediulIl developers will nol be ablc to afford the cost and uncertainty of development 
appliCiltions lind large developers will progress directly to Court to finalise the uncertainty 
created by these SPP provisions. ContralY to the ]'osition Statement for the S)'1> for development 
to "minimize til(! potential advt:1'.I'c impacts (if.f7ood. hushfiN amllalldl'lide 0/7 people. property, 
economic actiJlily and the el1J1iT'o/lmml" the end result may be very little economic activity as the 
administrative process is 1101 worth investing in and land bec01l1~s to expensive to develop or for 
the public to buy it. 
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Facts and Circumstances to Support the Grounds 

I 11m not an expert in many of these matters hut as It small devcloper on the Gold Coast, I 
have experiellced Ilfst hand the: dimcultie~ of'developmeJlt applications when orily:a fcW 
of the restrictions imposed by the proposed SPP have beenaJ>l'licd. I would never again' 
make a development appljcRt ion 011 the Gold CORst J have developed a I'ark Residential 
land subdivision of 60 lOIS on the Gold Coast since 1987. The final stage required a new 
development application and I have been negotiating with COllneil planners for two 
years, lodged the development application in October 200) , hud the application refused in 
May 2002 and lodged a Planning and Environment Courl Appeal in June, 2002. 

The application has been assessed under thc transitional Albert Shirc Planning Scheme 
that has a clause regarding dcvelopment on slopes over 20% general landform where 
there are specific criteria. among utileI' things, for Cuuneil to consider when assessing 
applications. We satisfy all criteria and havc limited building to defined building 
envelopes on less than 20% slope; but arc unable to receive approval. The land is noted 
on the SMEC Landslil' Analysis 118mediulll lind high hazard rating yet II site-specific 
assessment by II recognized geotechnical expert rales (he goetcclmical risk faclor as ''very 

. low" Or negligible. Council have accepted this as positive for the dcvel()pment but arc 

. unable to approve the' development. 

Under the Gold Coast BllShfh·c Managcment Strategy, primarily as II result of slope, the 
land is rated as medium to high bushfire hazard. An independent Bushfire Mitigation 
report rateS the site as low to medium and includes a number ormitigation measures lind 

£::;1' 0 

, 
-, . 

co" --,-.~ciieloI'lItientfcatUiliUb.aLwillsjl!llifi_cantly' imnrovethe busliOre ~~~ for t h~ surr~undin!} .. . ..... . 
area of 300 homes but Council hilS used bushfire risk to rcJi.Jse the development ----.-----.... " .. _-" .. . , 
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• 
application. The development is an infiJl development surrounded by existing Park 
Residential and urban development such that Ill> real wildfirB risk exists yet rating on 
bushfire hazards has prevented development . 

When the Gold Coast's new Living City J'lanning Schemll is in force and up to 12 Codes 
apply to new development there is no chance of gaining a development approval as many 
of the Codes arc inconsistent with each other and complete compliance wit h all Codes 
togctller cannot be achieved, Plcllse carefully consider the actual effect and benefits of the 
proposed SI'I' before any legislation is approved as ill-conceived legislation will have 
lesting detrimental effects. J alll able to substantiate this information if required and 
would be happy to explain IllY views in greater detail ifit is required. 

J 3 Dcccll1ber 2002 
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10 December 2002 

Attention: State Planning Policy 
- Acting Director 

Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Servloes 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE Ql.D 4001 

EIIIQUJRII!!l, 
PHONEI 

OUR R~F; 56P179 

PUBLIC SUBMISSION ON THIil PROPOSED STATE PLANNING POLICY 
FOR NATURAL DISASTER MITIGATION 

Thank you for providing the opportunity for Caims City Council to comment on 
the Draft State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation. 

Cairns City Council (COO) Is generally supportive of the introductioll of a state 
wide policy to ensure the natural hazards Dr floOd. bushfire and landslide are 
adequately c,onsldered when makltl9 decisions about development. 
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Flood 

• COO fully supports the Queensland Govemment's position that the 
appropriate flood event for determining a natural hazard 
management area is the 1:100 year average recurrence interval 
(ARI) flOod. CCC has adopted this level in the preparation of Its new 
planning scheme, the Draft Calms Plan. 

Bushffre 

• cce supports the QUeensland Government's descliptlon of a natural 
hazard management area for bushflre and agree with the default 
definition of meclium and high hazards areas on the Bushfire Risl< 
Analysis maps produced by the Queensland Fire and Rescl1f.: 
Service. 

It is also noted that the Queensland Fire and Aesoue Service should be 
nominated as the referral agency to evaluate future development 
applications. 

',.' . .;' 



! '} 

) 

; ~, 

Landslide 

• Council sl.lpports the Queensland Governmenfs desor/ptlon ancl methodology of 
ie/enlffylng a natural hazard management area for landslides and the default definition 
of all land With a slope of 15% or greater. 

Generilll Comments 

Appendix 5: .performance Criteria for Assasslng the compatibility of development In natural 
hazard management areas 

It is noted that in the draft Coqe the Incllcators of compatibility reql.llre reports to be prepared. 
This Is contrary to recent advice received by th e Department of Local Government and 
PlannIng that states that reql.lssting reports oan not be considered an acceptable measure. 

Counoil requests to be kept Informed of any future developments in regare/ to this policy. 

Yours faIthfully 

Chief 

•...•••• - ••.... --.' .-.------. .:....~.-_:_- .. '--'--7"~"-' ...•.... - - ..•• - •. - •••. - .. - ... - ..•••..• -.- .. : .••••. ~- •• -_. - : .. -;- .. : •.. - ... 
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QUEENSLAND POLICE SERVICE 

District Office 

P.o. Box 

11lLEPBONE  FAC';IMILE

18 November 2002 

Director General 

DIiOi>AitU1"NT OF 
EMERGENCY S~RVICES 

2 1 NOV 2002 
EXECUTIVE SERVICES 

Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE OLD 4001 

uur Kef: 02/35411-1 

Ref NF,1;'ur Ref: OSCR20~2127 
1 

1 9 NOV 2002 

.,. . 

SUBJECT: Draft State PlanniIig Policy and Guidelines for Natural disaster Mitigation. 

Dear

-Thllnkc-you-fQr-your-:invitations-toco~ent-on-the-,above-drMt.-- - ----------

Please be advised that followJng consultation with selected staff, I have no useful addition to submit to the 
document. 

Yours sincerely 

STRICT OFFICER 
BUNDABERG DISTRIct 

i, 

, I 

. 1 ,-
! 

::-

e i 



i 
(7 

. "'+ ~,. 
! •. 

, '.' 

: 1 

"""i 

r~ 
i' 

I J 

J 
: ,._'-" , ., 

PAGES 

IF THIS FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION IS INCO PLET 

Bl'lsbane City Council 

City PISli'ii'llI1l'llg 
Uf1lIIn M"""IIIIMent DMsion 
!.evel1S 69 All" Streel 
Brisbane Old 4000 
POBox 1434 
Brisbane Qtd 4001 

Telephone 07 3403 
FacsImile 07 3403 6314 
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13 December 2002 

Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Departlllent of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 400 I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
, 

Attention: ,State Planning Policy ( ~. 

Dear Acting Director, 

Draft State Planning Policy - Natural Disaster Mitigation 

Thank yOll for the oPPoltunity to comment on the above draft State Planning Policy (SPP)_ 
Counci I is confident that the Brisbane Cily Plan 2000 ah-eady incorporates the principles of 
the draft SPP with regard to mitigation of the adverse impacts of flooding, bushfIre and 
hllldslide. 

:::::,--:::::-:::-c:::-.:.:, :::c==-;C;:;o;~;,-n;-~;:-I;;::;:::,,-h;-~:;;w;;e-;v;;eT;:::~;~;;~len;, ::;a:;s:;to;;' '~f~urt;;;h-~~r;::a;-d;'-d~-rc~-s;~;::·-th~~::;l~n~te~ll:;;il~O~ns~' '~~-:;;f-;~h~e~-dr;"~~~---~S;p~p~WJ~·;;th~-~~:::~~p~~:::c~;=-'-~;~~==-:.. , 

land stability and bushfire bazard when preparing Local Plans tor relevant emerging 
corwnunity areas_ 

We wish to bring the following points to your attention: 
o There is a /leed to defInc both habitable and non habitable floor levels (page 30. section 

6.20). 
GO The location of uses such as conservation areas, grazing or otber agricultural activities and 

sports fields in floodway or drainage corridors would be supported, however extensive 
parking areas or low density residential uses in these areas would not be supported (page 
38, section 7.10). 

e The terms 'flood', 'floodplain' aud 'tloodway' do not take into account the issues of 
overland How paths and pipe overflow paths that are common in urban areas. Provision 
should be made for a definition fOT 'local flooding', which includes these concepts (page 
41, Glossar)~. 

e There is a need to clruify whether flood hazard mappi1)g requires depiction of both the 
ART 100 line and design flood line or iftfley can be substitute for one another (page 46, 
Appendix 2). 

O:I( '1':;IPROJIiCTSITOwN PLAN,LOCAI. LAW~ AND poucmslSPp (NATURAL DISASTER 
MITIUATION)IRESPONSE.DOC_DOT 
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Thank you once again for the opportunity to comment on this very important draft State 
Planning Policy alld Guideline. 

Yours ·faithfully 

Manager City Planning 
UJ.l.BAN MANAGEMENT DIVISION 

_ ..... ---",. ", ............ _ .. _ .... , ......... _ ....... _--_. ,-_ .... __ .. _-;-----_.,",':'- .. --:. ...• ,._- "'"." 
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1. Tl;!e Public Records Act 2002 states in Part 2 - Public Records 8 (1) A public 
authority is responsible for ensuring the safe custody and preservation of records in 
its possession. 

2. The Queensland Government Information Architecture Best Practice Guide to 
Recordkeeping states in Principle 5: Recordkeeping must be reliable and secure 

'" public authorities should develop, implement and monitor 
• Disaster preparedness and recovery strat\lgies and processes. 

Supporting Facts 

• Queensland State Archives has many examples of public records damaged by 
natural disasters such as the 1974 Brisbane Flood. 

• To recover and make these damaged records available to the public entails a 
large conunitrnent of funds and labour. 

• The Queensland State Archives' Preservation Services has trained staff to 
recover and preserve records damaged by natural disasters. 

• Preservation Services staff carry out regular Disaster Preparedness and Recovery 
workshops for public records for government agency staff. 

,. "'Slmulrt,', -YW'requjre1Uftljer~WotmatiOIWm~a1tii pIe$e-ccmtaa:":: ~· ---,--C' •• 

 oUr Manager of Preservation Services at Queensland State Archives on 
 

Yours sincerely 

Director and State 
Queensland State Archives 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Tuesday, 17 December 2002 3:40 PM 
SPP Consultation 
Comment from Gold Coast City Council on the SPP on Natural Disaster Mitigation 

Comment on draft InterScan_Safe5ta 
pollcy.doc mp.txt 

Attention: Acting Director, Disaster Mitigation unit, Counter 
Disaster and Rescue Services, DES 

Dear Sir, attached please find the response from the Gold City Council. This will also 
me faxed and mailed at the same time. We apologise for the delay and discussion with 
your officer revealed that the latest you could accept is COB today . 

., We look forward to get further opportunities to 
ljl for our residents and ratepayers in Gold Coast. 

communicate on this important policy 

"':';11. «Conunent on draft policy. doc» 
~ ~ 
, :11 
!..JI 
i J 

'··1 p, 
d . I 

Regards 

Coordinator Flood Strategies 
Strategic and Environmental Planning 
Gold Coast City Council 
PO Box 5042 
Gold Coast MC QLD 9729 

 

  
 7·'~'~7'C~~-"--7.,nC"7~'""~·c·n·--__ ._.~-··-----c--n .• m.m._· .. · .. 

***********************************************~********************************* 

This e-mail and its contents is confidential to Gold Coast City Council 

•
d un-authorised use is strictly prohibited. 

; ******************************************************************************* 
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WF30/44/06 

Attention: State Planning Policy 
Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRSSBANE QLD 4001 

Dear Sir, 

SUBMISSION REGARDING THE DRAFT STATE PLANNING POLICY FOR NATURAL DISASTER 
MITIGATION 

Gold Coast City Council (GCCC) is pleased to have been involved in the development of ,. I 
the State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation and to have this opportunity to 
comment on the draft policy, 

The following issues and comments are limited specifically to flood events and reflect our 
experiences in developing and implementing Council's floodplain management strategy 
over-the lasHix-years-aHhey-relate-to-this-dr-aftpolicy; "-, .. ' 

, , , 

"'C,',:'::"::" ~~~~-~-~-" '~-'--'~""-"~"----~"----~-,--;;--,-,-,;;-'-;:=;--"--~--~--'--';;:"'-""~---'-' -~" ~",-~-,,--,~ .. -,. .. ~-,,-'~"----~-""~" ' •• i--= 
- In relation to defining the term "floodplain", GCCCwfshes to point out that Probable 

Maximum Flood (PMF) varies significantly from location to location and a great deal of 
debate exists amongst the hydrologists as to what should constitute a PMF. GCCC would 
like to suggest that the floodplain should be defined as per the term "Rare" or "Extreme" " 
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floods as outlined in the latest revision of Australian Rainfall and Runoff (ARR, 2000). 

The document clearly states its focus and application under the planning scheme as well 
as its relationship with other legislation. However, it may be beneficial to identify that it 
relates only to 'future', and as such represents one option in the suite of disaster 
mitigation efforts. 

( :.,! 
, ' I 

There appears to be no recommendation regarding the regular review of the 'defined 
natural hazard area' . This may be a particularly valid consideration as further 
investigations into influences such as climate change impact, availability of improved 
modelling tools, availability of better geographic information, adoption of best practice 
planning tools etc, 

It would appear that the document does not specifically require a Local Authority to adopt 
a flood event within a specified timeframe. Until such time, the State Planning Policy 
does not come into effect. Whilst this policy provides guidance to achieve consistency for 
those authorities that have adopted a flood event, this does not include all authorities, 
Proactive local authorities with access to adequate funding are likely to seek advice from 
other bodies in developing their floodplain management strategies in the absence of such 
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Draft State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation - Subrnissior I-
PD44/2611-

a policy. Therefore, this document needs to make provision to enc( 
authorities to adopt a flood event within specified timeframes. HOWE 
to be placed on the issue of assessing flood hazard and risk from the s, 

The policy requires that the Natural Hazard Areas be identified in t .. _ ,..._ ....... " --"-"'-' 
This includes mapping, "where practicable", which suggests limited support for publicly 
available flood maps per se. The accompanying guidelines refer to the "IPA Plan Making 
Guidelines 1/01" for further advice. This issue is more specifically addressed in the State 
Flood Risk Management Policy Discussion Paper where publicly available flood maps are 
proposed as one means of enhancing flood information. If this becomes a requirement of 
the final policy, and if the policy is accorded the status of legislation, legal protection 
may be secured for Local Authorities in this regard. Comments regarding this discussion 
paper are required by the end of February 2003. 

In defining a flood, if the definition recognised the temporary nature of water coverage in 
areas not normally covered, this may avoid confusion with, for example, newly created 
waterbodies. . 

The Floodplain Management Study as outlined in Appendix 2 Section A2.33 includes the 
" ... adoption of a flood mitigation program ... ". It may be more appropriate to include the 
"recommendation of a flood mitigation plan" with subsequent development of a flood 
mitigation program approved by Council. A flood mitigation program requires detailed 
technical investigations which should be considered by the community. Including that 
process within the Flood Management Study is likely to delay its completion. 
Furthermore, that study should effectively act as a guide for making future decisions, 
rather than encompassing all the future decisions. Is there any need to make a statement 
about future reviews of the Management Study and its effectiveness in achieving its stated 
goals? 

___ -'lliItc6tJ)P 2··requiteS..tHaUlilocoiiipatible..developmeht::jlroposal.:._daeuiot.:teMUn..lllL.-. __ _ 
unacceptable level of risk to people or property ... ". An unacceptable level of risk is to be 
determined by the community. This in itself may be a significant project and perhaps 
should form part of the progressive development of a Management Plan and future 
decision making process. 

• When assessing compatibility of a proposed development in a Natural Hazard Management 
Area, one of the indicators as stated in section 1.1 states .that the development proposal 
..... does not result in a material increase in the number of people living or working in the 
natural hazard management area (flood) ... ". Adhering to this indicator would require a 
significant conceptual change to the approach adopted by Gold Coast City Council and is 
likely to be subject to legal challenge based on previous legal decisions. Council's 
development assessment process focuses on assessing the outcomes and impacts of 
proposed developments rather than a blanket approach that rejects development in that 
area per se. 

Performance Criteria 2 Section 2.1 addresses the issue of flood storage capacity through 
importation of fill. However, this is only triggered if it affects more than 10 cubic metres 
of soil. This would seem to ignore the adverse cumulative effects likely to result in an 
extensive developing area or in a particularly sensitive floodplain. 

The Performance Criteria related to community infrastructure identifies a recommended 
flood level of 1: 500 ARI for "stores of valuable records or items of historic or cultural 
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significance (eg. Galleries, libraries)". This may require amendments to existing or draft 
planning schemes, as is the case for Gold Coast City Council. 

This policy only applies to developments with the Natural Hazard Management Area, as 
well as all community infrastructure, but does not apply to external areas which impact 
on the Natural Hazard Management Area. Other planning codes must be developed to 
adequately address the interrelationships between these areas. 

Should you wish to clarify any issues contained in the above letter please do not hesitate 
to contact 

Yours faithfully 

MANAGER STRATEGIC £t ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING 
, 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

flJi' 
Submission 
171202.doc 

~ 
.. = .-
~ 

Wednesday. 18 December 2002 8:27 AM 
SPP Consultation 

. 
Submission - SPP Natural Disaster Mitigation 

InterScan_SateSta 
mp.txt 

Sir/Madam 

Please accept the attached submission in response to the Draft State 
Planning Policy including Guildeline: Natural Disaster Mitigation. 

We apologise for the lateness of the submission . 

Should there be any queries, please contact me on ph. (  

l. r  
. :a.trategiC Planning Officer 

:'1' ownsville City Council 
:" Ph  
(;i ABN: 81 143 904 097 
'i «Submission 171202.doc» 
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All collllT1Unlcations to be 
addressed to: 
The Chle! Executive 
OHicer 

~\------T"UIU'~'SVlttE-CITY-COUNClt---~T"!OJoW:""::U!2'1:6Q~'1d--;;;48=1O.~-----'----
Telephone: 47279473 

ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, WALKER STREET F""N~' 47279052 
AUSOOC OX 41447 

TOWNSVILLE T.,m",", 
ABN: 81143 904 097 

DEPARTMENTAL FACSIMILE NUMBER (07) 4727 9052 

In reply please quote ref.: SOl1503 
VGL:VGL 

Attention: State Planning Policy 
Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
Brisbane OLD 4001 

Tuesday 18th December 2002 

SUBMISSION - DRAFT STATE PLANNING POLICY NATURAL DISASTER MITIGATION 

· i ' 

· ' .. 

· . , 
, 1 

n ., U 
Please accept the following comments in response to the Draft State Planning Policy 11 
including Guideline: Natural Disaster Mitigation. (j 

1. T!J.e.g.9..m:~Pt oIg .9QI]~QJi(l.atedd9.9!.tmeJ1Ltbal dElals. wIth .naMa! disMter 
... lTl..j1iga!!~n iSli. [oo_d~:m.!l .. J:lpxf~\IE1r j~su~su ~live b.~eJJIIilf1gLJIJ?t..tAAdo!<!J-"!epJtbiiJ. u 

sllould be included. TIle effect 6f Winds is addtessedinlfTel3uilding Gode of 
Australia (BCA) and should remain there, However the other effects of cyclones 
and other tropical weather systems should be contained within a single 
document. To this end, storm surge and wave action should be taken out of the 
State Coastal Management plan and included in the SPP - Natural Disaster 
Mitigation, A thrust of the Integrate Planning Act has been to minimise the 
amount of pieces of legislation that must be dealt with in developments. The SPP 
- Natural Disaster Mitigation should follow that constructive lead, and include the 
elements listed above. 

2. The identification of the 1 in 100 event as being the controlling event is of 
concern; 
• Annex 3 (3.1) of the SPP reads as follows, "A natural hazard management 

area (flood) is land inundated by a Defined Flood Event (DFEr 
• Appendix A2,7 of the SPP guideline then provides the following direction, "The 

Queensland Government's position is that, generally, the appropriate flood 
event for determining a natural hazard management area (flood) is the 1: 100 
year ARt flood. " 

• The basis for the adoption of the defined flood event appears to be a historical 
one, where the 1 % ARI has been accepted with little assessment of the 
consequences of larger or lesser floods. This may be satisfactory for urban areas 
in more southern latitudes. If the State now wishes to impose this position on 
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local authorities, it should undertake studies, which evaluate costs, benefits and 
impacts of their chosen defined' flood events throughout the State and provide 
some justification for their assumptions. Further work also needs to be done on 
the implications, which may result if Councils are financially unable to meet these 
guidelines. . 

., Local authorities are able to adopt a different DFE if they decide it appropriate. 
However, as proposed in Appendix A2.7 of the SPP guideline, local authorities, 
"will be expected to demonstrate that the proposed DFE is appropriate to the 
circumstances of the locality". This document is a State Govt document, and as 
such, it should prove why the 1 in 100 year event is appropriate, rather than local 
authorities proving the opposite. 

3. Appendix S (AS.3 A 1) of the SPP guideline requires that development does not 
'compromise the safety' of people from all floocl events up to and including the 
DFE. As a large portion of Townsville would be within a natural hazard 
management area (should a 1 in 100 year event be chosen), developers will need 
to prove that safety is not compromised. A definition for 'compromising safety' is 
required from the State against which applications should be assessed . 

4. Appendix 5 (A5.3 A 3) of the SPP guideline requires that development should not 
concentrate flood flows nor pond waters. Stormwater infrastructure including 
pipes, open drains and detention basins concentrate and pond waters. 
Clarification of this issue is required. 

S. The flood immunities proposed to be provided for Community Infrastructure are 
provided within Appendix 7 of the SPP guideline, and are in terms of the 
Recommended Flood Level (RFL). A child care centre for example has an RFL of 
1 in 200 years. The note in A7.3 A 1 then requires that evacuation roads be 
constructed above the RFL. There are no roads in Townsville with a 1 in 200 year 
immunity, and.the·implieations Qf·.providing this-are enormous. This appears .. _ 
incongruous with the position that no RFL has been set for state controlled roads. 
Clarification is sought on this inconsistency between standards being imposed on 
State agencies and local authorities through this SPP. 

6. The SPP does not apply to schools. The State Government should advise why 
this is the case. 

7. Clarification is sought on part 6.3 of the SPP. It appears to infer that development 
should not be allowed in natural hazard management areas, unless there is an 
overriding public interest, or "the development proposal is a development 
commitment and it would have a lower level of risk than generally applies to 
development in the vicinity". These warrants for development appear extremely 
rigid. It would generally be difficult to prove public interest on a land development 
site, however with filling of a site, it may be perfectly acceptable to allow 
development. To meet the other warrant, a developer would need to prove that a 
site is at less risk than other development in the vicinity. Whilst there may be 
higher risk associated with a development (when compared to other nearby 
developments) the level of risk may be acceptable to proceed. Clarification 
should be sought on the intent of the State Government on this issue. 



Should you have any enquiries regarding matters raised in this letter, please contact 

I 
L 
f" 

Vickie LeGear - Strategic Planning Officer on telephone number ( or 
------e-mail-vgl@tow -assistance:-. --------------,----

Yours faithfully 

STRATEGIC PLANNING OFFICER 
CITY PLAN 
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LOCAL GOVcRI'JMENl' 
ASSOCIATION 
OF QU~EN$LAND INC . 

........ .L&.' ...... """"'''][1 

local Government House 
25 Evelyn Sireel Newstsaa aid 4006 
PO Sox 2230 FortJrude Valley Be Old 4006 
Phone (

FACSIMiLE TRANSMISSJ()N 

TO: DES 17 Deo~mb.r 2002 OUR REF: 

ATTENTION: Tony O'Rourke FAX#: 32478480 VOURUF: 

FROMr LGAQ 1# OF PAGli:§: 3 

Origilllli to follow in Ih. mail. 

Planning qnci Development Poliq' Oracer 

J,~' .a. 
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ASSOCIATION 
OF QUEENSLAND INC. 

AeN 11 010 sa3 293 

16 December 2002 

Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster ft Resource Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Bo)( 1425 
Brlsbane QJ..D 4001 

Attention: State Planning PoliCY 

D  

Lo~l Government Hous(I 

PO eO' 2230 Fortin.d. Volley Be Qld 4006 

rhona 107) 3000 2222 fo.I07) 3252 4473 

Local Government Assodatlon of QUeensland Submission on draft State Planning Policy 
(SPP) Natural Dimter Mitigation 

The Association supports the preparation of a State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster 
Mitigation. The improved planning and performance for natural disaster mitigation holds 
significant economiC, social and environmental benefits for ~een5land communities. 

The Association submission In representing Queensland Local Government acknowledges the 
submissions made by individual Local Governments, which include Issues and circumstallces fonneff Lociil'GliiieriiiiienUrea;- .. . . ...... -.. . .. 

_. - ._-- "-......... - ·-7··---·~-··~;-::_-.-:7-~7:"":-:-:-::-:-:-:--:::-:-.7'::--=-.-.. -. -.. -.::- -:--.': ......• --:-.:._ .• ---:::-:-:-'~-:"--"'''.-''--:-:-:--''::-:''----:-'---'':".--'---_-

General Comments; 

1 . The State Planning Policy cannot require CouncUs to undO'rtake additional studies at 
a cost to Local Government. 

It Is recognised that all levels Df Government wUl need to improve their 
understanding and planning response to natural disaster mitigation. However the 
level and nature of the study undertaken will vary markedly between Local 
GOVernments due to the Individual Local Governments capaCity and resourcing 
constraints. Due to low levels of Impact and/or significant resource constraints a 
Local GoVernment may not be able to IInderta/<e more detailed mapping or 
investigation. In this regard It Is suggested that Annex 3, Al.2 be amended by the 
Inclusion of the following underlined amendment. 

... Local Governments proposing to adopt 0 (ower WE In theIr planning 
schf!me to determine Q natural hOlord management area ({IODd) for a 
particular locality will be expected to demclnltrate that the proposed Dff is 
appropriate to the circumstances of their localitv includIng capoelt" and 
resourcing constrqlllC5. 

Sectien 7.2 of the Guicel1nes: 

The varlotlon In scope should depend on tile capac/tv aad resourcinq 
constraints of the Local Government, sIze and distribution of che 
population, development in areas .... 

. ! 
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Further amendments will also be required tilroughout the draft SPP and Guicieljn& to 
ensure the application of a consistent approach to this iSfUe. 

2. Annex] section A3.Z details a requirement for Councils to adopt a Defined Flood 
Event imd to demonstrate why a Off of other than 100 (ARI) is apprapria£<'l. It is 
noted that situations may occur where Councils have adopted a significantly 
different DFE in seeking to improve the e!tistlng level of nood protection and where 

. there ;5 lack of data at 100 ARI. Where Councils are clearly seeking to improve the 
level of flood protection but unable to map the 10a Aill this approach sho~lcl be 
noted and accepted within section A3.2. 

3. For all Counc1ls in the process of fjnalisinglPA Sc/lemes no additional work or 
amendment of Planning Schemes can be undertaken in response to or required by 
the draft SPP. 

4. Storm Surge representS a significant if not larger threat to coaseal urban 
development than flooding. It Is considered tnat the guidelines and supporting 
information for both the draft SPP on Natural Disaster Mitigation and State Coastal 
Management Plan be prepared with consistent approaches and formats. 

5. The Association supports the limitation of the SPP to Flooding, Fire and Landslide. 
The comments made by CoundLs in relation to Dam burst are noted anel further 
consideration should be given to Its Inclusion or otherwi se in the SPP. 

6. The Assodatlon requests clarification (I~lIardln8 the appllcatlon of the SPP to self· 
I!ssessable a'ctlvlty underthe Standard Building Regulation 1993"(SBR) such as fill 

. 'assodatedwithbullding works, In natural.hazard Illanagfment areas; .... '-

7. The Association nat!!s thl'l significant resource requirements for the DES in ~"e 
implementation of the draft SPP In both short <lnll medium term. A program for the 
educiltlon, implementatiafl and support for the draft SPP must accompany tile 
finalisation of the SPP. 

In conclUSion, the Association supports the Intent and substantive provisions of the SPP, the 
comments relate til the ongoing appUcatlDn and the Interpretation of the proViSions to 
ensure they reflect me diversity of Queensland Local Governmerlt as an independent level of 
Government. The Association looks forward to the flnallsatlon and appllcatlDn of the SPP 
!>jatural Disaster Mitigation. 

If you have any questions regarding the submission please feel (ree to contact fAalcolm 
Policy Officer on or email 

Yours sincerely 

DIRECTOR 
POLICY AND RESEARCH 

mg:ril5 



IX-? 021153 

Office of the Director-General 

Enquiries: Ron Beck 
Telephone: +61 732340001 

1 2 DEC 2002 

Director-Generai 
Department of Emergency Services 
PO Box 1423 
BRISB~4001 

Dea  

1 7 DEC 2002 

Department of 
Primary Industries 

DRAFT STATE PLANNING POLICY AND GU.IDELINE FOR NATURAL DISASTER 
MITIGATION 

Thank you for your letter dated 21 October 2002 in which you invited officers of the Department 
of Primary Industries (DPI) to participate in consultation on the draft Stale Planning Policy (SPP) 
and Guideline for Natural Disaster Mitigation. 

of the DPI Forestry has been actively involved in the Govemment Advisory 
Committee that is preparing the SPP. will continue to contribute to the drafting process. 

DPI Forestry, a· commercial business group of the DPI, has a strong interest in the proposed 
SPP. DPI Forestry is responsible for the management and protection of Crown plantations and 
marketing of Crown native forests. 

Development adjacent to forestry areas poses a risk to life, property and forest assets, and I 
applaud your initiative to prepare a SPP that will address these issues by appropriate land 
buffers and other town planning measures. 

Yours Sincerely 

Department of Primary Industries 
celebraling 2002 Year of the Outback 

Level 11 
Forestry House 
160 Mary Slreel 
GPO 6ox944 
Brisbane Queensland 4001 

o:\bJor\managet\executive\direcfor -generaAfettersI02-14697 draft spp.doc 

Facsimile 
Email 
Mobile 
Website 
Call Centre 
RecFlnd 
DPIF Ref 

WWN.dpl.qld·9OV.au 
132523 
02114691 
398.08 

ABN 78 342 684 030 
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f, Raelene corller: ~W: Fit..j: Draft SPP - Bushfire 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Hi  

 
12/2/024:03pm 
FW: FW: Draft SPP - Bushfire 

No change to the aspect compass please. Comments were wrong. i! Possible addition to A3.15, to be placed under the Table 2. 
" For site specific assessment of a particular development on a slope, if the development is downhill from the hazard, the slope effect may be taken as zero. The fire intensity will, be less. On steep slopes burning heavy fuels may roll downhill, and trees may burn down, so setbacks from the hazard need to still be observed." 

Addition to Appendix 5, B, 6.1. after 2000, add" and where lot size allows, have the minimum setbacks described in 6.2," 

Appendix 5, B, section 2, reinstate 2.4 from the August draft, namely"AND 2.4 Buildings and other penmanent structures have the following minimum setbacks from hazardous vegetation: (a) 1.5 times the predominant mature canopy tree height in any adjoining bushfire hazard vegetation; AND (b) 5 metres from any retained vegetation strips or small areas vegetation within individual lots." These last two at request of DPI, plus urban and rural officer at Maroochydore. I support their case. 
Regards, 

y 
--Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Monday, 2 December 2002 11 :53 AM 
To: 
Subject: Re: FW: Draft SPP - Bushfire 

.. 1 Q.!lJi.!ly.e. !1)1!ta I1Qrlher:!Y Qr.no.rth west wind is the. worst fira wind and during this. NW wind .the.humidity -----is-eef1ainly-foweo.+do-not-know-who-stated-otherwise1mtsuspect-~ lIIay I lave bee" one oroar UI ban-------· bretheren. For example I have heard one local urban officer mention on the radio that a SE wind with high humidity was the worst for fire weather, this indicates to me that they do not know what they are talking about and this statment raised the ire of our land management agencies. Regards, 

>>> n 11/28/02 08:57am »> 
Hi  I agree that NW may not be the worst fire wind for NQ , but there is still the North aspect exposure to sun factor for drying of fuels. What should the compass look like, and what is the change latitude. At Rocky, lat 25, NW is still the worst aspect for fire winds and drying., and SW the next. Regards, 
---Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Wednesday, 27 November 2002 4:39 PM 
To: 

mergency.qld.gov.auj;.FSMITH 
Subject: Draft SPP - Bushfire 

Hi y, 
As you are aware we will on Iy have·a short time to finalise the SPP once the consultation period finishes on 13 December. We need your advice and input on the following issues as soon as possible: 
1. We have received feedback at a couple of workshops that the aspect degree ranges (ie. the"compass") appear more suited to southern parts of Australia Ihan Queensland and especially northern Queensland. Could you please either confirm that the current material is correct, or revise to take account of this feedback. 
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attack' as an Indicator of Compatibility in Appendix 5, and wanted to replace this with more specific, 

detailed indicators. We will also need this revised material quickly to finalise the SPP and GUideline. 

Could you please provide the information required to address these issues asap, but by the 13 

December at the latest. 
Regards 

 
Senior Project Officer 
State Planning Policy 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
Tel: 
Fax: 
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Ref: DG68015 

Mr

DEPARY&IENT 01' EI'II!:RGErlCV SERVICES 

1 9 DEC 2002 

EXECUTIVE SEifiViCeS 

&~~ 

Queensland 
Government 

Department of 
Housing 

Director-General r.J) _) . J p...P ci~ r-,YC--Department of Emergency Services \..7 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QL

vL  
Dear Mr  r/ 

I refer to your letter of 21 October 2002 regarding the draft State Planning Policy and 
Guideline for Natural Disaster Mitigation. 

The Department of Housing has reviewed the draft State Planning Policy from an agencywide perspective and provides comments at Attachment A for your consideration. 

The Department supports your efforts to improve the planning and management of natural disaster mitigation through the measures proposed in the State Planning Policy and wishes you well in its implementation. 

Yours sincerely 

Director-General 
Department of Housing 
17 / /~/2002 

Office of the Director·General 
'~~~~~='Leveh13 . _ TeJepho_ne . .o7 ~~24.5248_=. __ ~ 

·Facslmlle 07 3224 5544 61 Mary Street 
GPO Box 690 Brisbane 
Queensland 4001 AustraUa 

Email dgoffice@houslng.qld.gov.au 
Website www.houslng.qld.gov.au 
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~~lilchment (A) 
Comments on Draft State Planning Pol Natural Disaster Mitigation (including Guideline) 

1. Purpose ofthe Policy 

2. Application of the 

The SP P applies to development 
involving/including: 

• the actions or actr."vities described in 
Part (aJ of Annex J. 

• 
applies 

The SPP generally applies 
throughout Queensland. However. 
the application of the SPP for 
bushjire and landslide is limited to 
the local governments listed in 
Annex 2. 

PCllic:v for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

• The State Planning Policy for1'l!i/twill Disaster Mitigation (the 
SPP) sets out the State's . that the natural 
hazards of flood, busbfue and are adequately 
considered when making planning and 
development 

• The Department OfHo"u~sm~' :gl:~lt'~t.~~··~'reSidential developmenf' 
activity as part of our h, . for our clients. This 
activity is included in Part 1 via development that 
could increase population densities in natural hazard 
managetnent areas for flood, or landslide. 

Application of the spp 

• The Department of Housing supports the purpose of the.1SI'P. 
as it will provide consistency across the State in land 
planning and improve decision-making to mitigate the 
adverse impacts of natural hazards upon development. 

• The Department supports provisions th.t may apply to 
future siting and design of housing ifit involves incre,iSD:12 
densities of residential development in natural hazard 
management areas. 

Comment: Supported. 

• For bushfire, the SPP will government areas listed • The Department supports the approaches presented for 
application of the SPP with regard to bushfrre and lan'dI'lide. in Annex 2, A2.1. If a 10C:;~~~~~h~as not adopted a 

natural hazard management the Medium and 
High hazard areas on the Analysis maps produced 
by Queensland Fire and will apply. 

• For landslide, the SPP will iocal government areas listed 
in Annex 2, A2.3. Ifa local g~;~~'::~:has~ not adopted a 
natural hazard management a then all land with a 
slope of 15% or greater will hazard management 
area. 

• The Department owns dW'el1in[jls land vacant sites in almost all of 
the 10c.1 government areas 2,2.1 and 2.3 . 

• • •• 1 __ ..... ..J.,,, . 

~-.,-.--. 
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7. a 
planning scheme 

Outcomes 4, 5 and 6 
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Draft State Planning Po 

• Development Outcomes 4, 5 
identifying natural hazard l*na:~:ellllent areas; 
reflecting the SPP and 

. reflecting the SPP in Scheme measures, 

• The DIaft SPP Guidelinli':e~lis~~~t;~:~;~ and should be of assislaJ).ce to users in il Spp, 
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• The Department supports these development outcomes and 
their relationship with IPA Planning Schemes, 

Comment: 

• The Department supports the intention and content of the 
Guideline to assist with implementation of the SPP. 
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1 9 DEC 2002, 

DEPARTMENTAL REFERENCE NUMBER: -REPLY REQUIRED BY NO LATER: 

REFERRED TO: 

o Executive Director, Strategic and Executive Services Division 

o /xecutive Director, Business Support Services 

~ Executive Director, Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 

o Commissioner, Queensland Ambulance Service 

o Commissioner, Queensland Fire and Rescue Service 

ACTION REQUIRED: 

o Prepare Final Reply for Director-General's ~lgll"LUqj 

o Reply Direct 

o / For information lind any Necessary Action! ATTENTION 

11' For Information Only 

o Ministerial Brief 

o Director-General Briefing Note 

COMMENTS: 

EXECUTIVE SERVICES UNIT 
TELEPHONE: 3247 8818 EXT NO: 94818 

, j 

2 4 DEC 2002 
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24 DEC nJl ~ 

State Planning Policy Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Dear SirlMadam 

:J 

., 

Enquiries to: 

Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Our Ref: 

&3 
QlJeeB1sialnd 
Government 

Queensland Health 

Environmental Health Officer 
Environmental Health Unit 

DG034178 

I refer to a letter dated 21 October 2002 from Mr M Kinnane, Director-General, Emergency 
Services, inviting participation in the public consultation on the draft State Planning Policy and 
Guideline for Natural Disaster Mitigation (SPP).Dr Stable hils requested that I respond on his 
behalf. 

-----~iieeHSianiHleitlth-generaUfstippo~~P-efforiS'iiI tiiaiIaglltg-mitinid flood, bUSlIfu';;;'nd 
landslide hazards through land use planning and assessment processes. The benefits of minimising 
risk to people, property, economic activity and the environment in natural hazard areas through 
development and community infrastructure are self evident. Officers from Queensland Health have 

• ) reviewed the document and provide the following comments: 

-Section 2.4 Areas to which the Policy applies 

It is stated in the State Planning Policy (SPP) that this Policy only applies to those areas listed in 
Annex 2. (A2.! Bushfire and A2.3 Landslide). Jericho Shire appears in A2.1 Bushfire but not in 
A2.3 Landslide. The few slopes in Jericho Shire are of sufficient gradient as to place people and 
property at risk from landslide and could warrant the inclusion of Jericho Shire under Annex 2.3 
Landslide. 

CQ Power maintains a Gas Fired Power Station in the Barcaldine Shire local government area. This 
power station supplies to the state power grid with the capability of supplying power to the entire 
Central West in an emergency. Barcaldine Shire Council is not included in Annex 2.1 Bushfire. 
The hazard poseq by bushfire to this facility could be considered of State significance warranting 

_ the shire's inclusion in Annex 2.1 Bushfire. 

Office 
19" Floor 

~~~~=-:Queensland Health Building 
147-~-i 63ChaIIOtte Street 
BRISBANE QLD 4000 

Postal Phone 
GPO Box 48 (07) 32J 41 170 
BRISBANE 9",LD-,---=--,4-,--00_1~~~~ 

Fax 
(07) 32141482 



It is noted that the policy and supporting guideline advocate community based risk assessment. It is 
also noted that the notion of establishing a community's risk threshold is mentioned under section 
6.35 of the guideline. Although information provided or referred to in Appendix I provides some 
guidance on risk management, Queensland Health is particularly interested in what guidance is 
available to communities to establish a community's risk threshold. 

Should officers of your department require further information, Queensland Health's contact is 
 Principal Adviser Environmental Health (General) on telephone  

Yours sincerely 

· ...... ~"co~·., ... ~ .. -c, ... =.·'~c,~c~ .. ~'._ ... · .... ··· ... ' ''o·c,·· ... ·.~.~.o·'o~ ... ~=~,~ '0' 

General Manager, Health Services 
\. ~ I\"L/2002 
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ABN 60 983 012 606 

.. ~ . . Maroochy Cares, lIfaroochy Dares", ~. ..-"Because we care about the lifestyle a/the Il!sidents ofMaroochy Shire, we must dare to do things differently - by protecting our environment, seeking out opportunity, promoting our diversity, developing our economic/ut/we and enhancing our sellse 0/ community. II 
Your Reference: 
Our Reference: 
Enquiries: 
Direct Telephone: 
Direct Fax No,: 
Email: 

d -;720'';::1 

pmr 1/5714 

(

19 December 2002 
(Y-? J.P..P.;;e;.....,-Y-' Attention: State Planning Policy , L ' /~~ , Acting Director r""'- c~.u;; . ,_. " .. D' t M't' , U' J@g."""cr

"." ,7 ~;~ Isas er ligation nrt fi..L fI lEg; ~,.~ L:;:~ !; \oJ [S; Counter Disaster and Rescue Services • , j! U r"--··----------, I Department of Emergency Services  1"i',; r' .', 0 lU' I GPO Box 1425  / .. II I: L ~ : tC 2v02 II BRISBANE QLD 4001 2~'" ~/<' .,...., U Uj IL'::I 

• Dear Sir or Madam: . I 

Draft State Planning Policy and Guideline for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

I refer to the invitation for public submissions on the draft State Planning Policy and Guideline for Natural Disaster Mitigation. 

Please find attached a submission that responds to the provisions set out in the draft SPP. . Maroochy Shire Council resolution of 18 December 2002 supports in principle the draft . SPP·and Guideline for Natural Disaster Mitigation: 
••• • •••••• - H" H ': •• 

HOWever several technical discrepancies have been identified by Council staff that relate to the draft SPP Guideline and Maroochy Shire's planning scheme, Maroochy Plan 2000. These points have been attached along with the current code provisions of Maroochy Plan 2000 for the three natural hazards of bushflre, flood and landslide. 

If you have any further enquires, or wish to discuss any of the issues raised in more detail, please contact 

( 
Yours sincerely 

TING CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

Please quote our file reference number on your reply for fast tracking within Council 
Address: Maroochy Shire Council Postal: The Chief Executive Officer _.-Cor Currie & Bury Streets Nambour Qld Australia Maroochy Shire Council . .Telephone: (07)5475_8501~ PO-Box76;~~~~~~~~~====~=~ "". ".-- --." --F~~;i;;'i1e:(07) 54418338 Nambour Qld Australia 4560 
Email: maroochy@maroochy.qld.gov.au Website: www.maroochy.qld.gov.au M!>rl ... rrnm .... ".,,..1 .. '" _~.~":~I~ 
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Maroochy Shire Council submissioll1 on the draft State 
Planning Policy and Guideline for Natural Disaster 

Mitigation 

Introduction 

Maroochy Shire Council supports in principle the draft State Planning Policy for Natural 
Disaster Mitigation as outlined in tile Council resolution passed 18 December 2002. 

The current provisions of the draft SPP are consistent with the current provisions of the 
Maroochy Plan 2000. The following table outlines the provisions of the Maroochy Plan 
2000 and the relevant aspects of the draft SPP. 

Draft SPP for Natural Disaster Mitigation Maroochy Plan 2000 
Natural Hazard - Flood • Comprehensive Assessment Special 

Management Area (SMA) for flood prone 
land 

• Design Code for Flooding 
Natural Hazard - Bushfire • Figure 4-2.1.7(a) Possible Bushfire Prone 

Areas for Maroochy Shire 
• Code for Development In Bushfire Prone 

Areas 
Natural Hazard - Landslide • Comprehensive Assessment SMA for land 

with a slope greater than 25% 
• Specific Assessment SMA for areas known 

or suspected of being geologically unslable 
• Code for Development on Steep or Unstable 

.Land 
• Recently' completed' Shiie~wide Landslip. 

- ..... Hazard·Sludv·"- ... , .. -..... , '," ... .. 
....... 

The provisions of the Maroochy Plan 2000 are consistent with the approach and intention 
of the draft SPP for Natural Disaster Mitigation. Provisions for flooding and landslip 
represent best practice methodology and achieve a high level of consistency with the draft 
SPP. Provisions with bushfire comply with the minimum requirements under the draft SPP. 

However there are technical discrepancies between code provisions of the draft SPP 
Guideline and the Maroochy Plan 2000. Proposed Indicators of compatibility in the draft 
SPP Guideline vary in some cases with Acceptable Measures from Maroochy Plan 2000. 
The following is a summary of these technical discrepancies. 

• Flood 

Maroochy Shire Council is supportive of the approach taken for greater planning controls 
on land at risk to flooding. 

The following tables outline the technical discrepancies which exist between the draft SPP 
Guideline (Appendix 5) and the Design Code for Flooding (Attachment A) from Maroochy 
Plan 2000. 

MSC submission on the draft SPP for Natural Disaster Management 
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Differing Requirements between the draft spp Guideline for Flood (Appendix 5) and 
Maroochy Plan 2000 

Item State Planning Policy Maroochy Plan 2000 Issues and Implications. 

1 Defines floodplain and flood- Defines flood-prone land as Maroochy Plan 2000 wording 
prone land as land subject to land inundated by the 100 could be made consistent 
inundation by the probably year ARI flood event. with the SPPNDM. 
maximum flood (PM F). 

2 Indicator of Compatibility (IC) Earthworks exceeding 50m3 Self assessable operational 
2.1 refers to fill greater than is define as assessable works between 10m3 and 
10m3

• Operational Works. 50m3 may compromise the 
intent of the SPPNDM. 

3 IC 3.1 allows parts of All floors (and openings to IC 3.1 allows a higher risk to 
buildings located below the basement car parks) are 10 removable items. This IC 
Defined Flood Event (DFE) be above the 100 year ARI might be used to argue that 
to include car parks and flood level with freeboard. reduced development 
storage areas. standards comply with the 

Maroochy Plan 2000 
performance criteria. 

4 IC 4.1 and 4.2 allow all Requires electrical and IC 3.1 allows a higher risk to 
public Infrastructwe to be mechanical infrastructure to electrical and mechanical 
flOOd-prone. be above the 100 year ARI infrastructure. This Ie might 

flood level. be used to argue that 
reduced development 
standards comply with the 
Maroochy Plan 2000 
performance criteria. 

5 Recommended flood levels Floor levels for emergency Flood level information for 
for community intraslructiJre seivicesancl hospfialsiiave 200 and 500 year ARI flood 
b=etl on200and'500'YMr • ... . ..- ... r·:.hi\vi> ·o,To''''s.lIoijififo!'exisl' rot tb" 
ARI floods. the 100 year ARI event. majority of locations and 

would require significant 
work to establish. 

Wording and Usability of draft SPP Guideline for Flood (Appendix 5) 

Item State Planning Policy Issue Possible Alternatives 

1 Performance Criteria (PC) In The PC only refers to All performance criteria be 
General. "development". There is a redrafted to state that the 

risk that this will be cumulative effects of similar 
interpreted as the development within the 
development being whole of the catchment and 
assessed, not cumulative on the floodplain must be 
Impacts of similar addressed. 
development in the balance 
of the catchment and on the 
floodplain. 

2 Indicator of Compatibility (IC) Single development in Redraft IC 1.1 dot point 3 to 
1.1 dot point 3 does not isolation usually is not a address cumulative impact of 
address cumulative impact. tangible issue. Issue only development. 

evident with full development 
of the catchment and 
floodplain. 

-

- ~~MSC'su5mission on the Clraft'SPPfor'NaturaIDisaster'Managemenr' 

.. , 
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3 IC 1.1 dot point 4 includes a The status in law of the note Redraft IC 1.1 dot point 4 to 
note guiding compliance. is uncertain yet the contents include the contents of the 

of the note are required for note. 
certainty in assessing the IC. 

4 IC 1.2 appears to be If IC 1.1 is not met by a Delete IC 1.2. 
redundant. development, the proponenl 

needs to demonstrate that 
PC 1 is satisfied. 

5 PC 2 refers to hazard It might be argued that a Redraft PC 2 to reference 
increase, but does not development that does not the factors of flood hazard 
identify how it Is measured escalate the flood hazard (A2.27), rather than just the 
(what units of measure). category as defined in A2.30 flood hazard (A2.30). 

complies. while the hazard 
factors (A2.27) may be 
increased. 

6 . The development conditions It is not clear if IC 2.1 it to Redraft IC 2.1 to state 
for which IC 2.1 is applicable just apgly to earthworks up developments involving less 
is unclear. to 10m. or to any size than 10m' of earthworks are 

earthworks, with only the last deemed to comply (unless 
phrase relating to the Intent is different). 
developments with less than 
10m' of earthworks. 

7 IC 2.3.2 includes a note The status In law of the note Redraft IC 2.3 (before sub-
guiding compliance. is uncertain yet the contents paragraphs) to include the 

of the note are required for contents of the note. 
certainty in assessing both 
IC 2.3.1 and 2.3.2. 

Maroochy Shire Council is supportive of the approach taken for greater planning controls 
on land at risk to bushfire. 

Maroochy Shire Council currently relies on the hazard areas on the Bushfire Risk Analysis 
Maps produced by the Queensland Fire and Rescue Service. The Code for Development 
in Bushfire Prone Areas (refer Attachment B) of Maroochy Plan 2000 has been prepared to 
be consistent with the advice offered in the Bushfire Hazard Planning in Queens/and (first 
dated 1993) prepared by the Queensland Fire and Rescue Service and then the 
Queensland Department of Local Government and Planning. 

Differing Requirements between the draft SPP and Maroochy Plan 2000 

Item State Planning Policy Maroochy Plan 2000 Issues and Implications. 

1 IC 1.2.2 Development does Bushfire Code does not Maroochy Plan 2000 
not involve any new building apply to a Detached house, wording could be made 
work other than a minor Annexed unit, Caretaker'S consistent with the 
extension «20m2 GFA) to an residence or Display home, SPPNDM. 
existing building. including outbuilding and 

structures 

2 IC 4.1 Residential lots are Development does not SPP distinguishes between 
located in areas of lower Increase the number of lots residential and non 
bushfire hazard, in within the bushfire prone residential lots, whereas 
accordance with the area. Maroochy Plan 2000 does 

MSC submiSSion on the draft SPP for Natural Disaster Management 
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principles of Protecting your area. nol. home against bushfire 
attack. Department of Local 
Government and Planning 
2000. 

3 IC 6.1 Residential buildings Buildings are sited or able to Maroochy Plan 2000 will are sited to minimise bushfire be sited: need to be amended to exposure in accordance with ensure consistency with the the principles of Protecting • In an existing cleared SPPNDM. your home against bushfire area able to 
attack, DLGP 2000. accommodate the 

building(s) with an 
adequate firebreak. or 

• Away from the tops of 
ridgelines and other than 
on north to west facing 
vegetated slopes 

4 IC 8.1 The developer Maroochy Plan 2000 has no Maroochy Plan 2000 provides potential such requirements wording could be made purchasers of lots and the. consistent with the local govemment with SPPNDM. detailed information 
including: 

• The nature of the 
bushfire hazard present 
on the lot 

• Responsibilities for fire 
management ,l'nCluulng 
fuel in vegetated areas. 
maintenance of open 
a~s.aod·buildings.· . 
separallon or aSSelS} 

• Measures available. for 
ongoing fire hazard 
mitigation (including 
planting of fire-resistant 
species. use of non-
flammable. fencing and 
screens. separation of 
assets from hazards) 

• The Intended 
management of retained 
internal vegetated strips 
and public areas 

• Landslide 

Maroochy Shire council is supportive of the approach taken for greater planning controls on land at risk to landslide. 

Maroochy Shire Council has recently completed a Shire-wide Landslip study to identify areas which are at risk to landslide. The study has received acclaim by recently receiving two planning awards at the 2002 PIA OLD Division Planning in Excellence Awards. The study will be incorporated into the next round of amendments for the Maroochy Plan 2000~--

~MSC suDn1ission-on 'lh'e draft SPP for Natural Disaster Management 
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The study identifies areas of risk to landslide through mapping techniques that show 

varying levels of risk to landslip (e.g. very high, high, medium, low), which relates to the 

degree of slope, existing vegetation, soil types and drainage qualities. Depending on the 

level of risk development will become code or impact assessable, for example very high 

. and high risk will result in development being impact assessable and medium risk being 

code assessable. Maroochy Plan 2000 has an existing code for landslide, the Code for 

Development on Steep or Unstable Land (refer Attachment C). 

The Performance Criteria outlined in the draft SPP Guideline for Landslide (Appendix 5) is 

consistent with the code prOVisions outlined in the Maroochy Plan 2000 (Attachment C). 

However the code provisions of the Maroochy Plan 2000 identify greater detail in aspects 

such as density and form, and siting and design of buildings. It is recommended these 

aspects require attention as part of the Indicators of Compatibility for Landslide of 

Appendix 5 of the SPP Guideline. 

Conclusion 

Maroochy Shire Council supports in principle the approach of the draft State Planning 

Policy for Natural Disaster Management. However there are several technical 

discrepancies between the draft SPP Guideline and the code provisions of the Maroochy 

Plan 2000, as outlined in this submission. 

Maroochy Shire Council emphasises the importance of consistent measures between 

provisions set out in Local Government planning schemes and State Government 

requirements to avoid the potential for multiple standards which could potentially impact on 

planning decisions. 

MSC submission on the draft SPP for Natural Disaster Management 
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ATTACHEMENT A 

,1 MAROOCHY PLAN 2000 
; I DESIGN CODE FOR FLOODING 
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2. GENERAL LAN'O USE ANDDEV~LOPMENT CODES 

:,..: 

(2) Element: Provisions applicable to 
Reconfiguring a Lot (to create one or more 
additional lots). 

PEj!FORMANCE CRITERIA ACCEPTABLE MEASURES . 

. ' Plbe~eIQP~~rii must not . ' 
'. material!y i.';t~nsify the use of. j 

'. 
A1 Development does not increase the number of lots within the 

bushfir~ pr.ori~ landl or .must 1 
'. proitiiie'fcif t~e highest intensity of j 
. usein the pa.~ of the site which ! 
are least bushfire prone and limits 1 

bushfire prone area. 

, 
the intensity of use e,lsewhere i , 

':. : 

P2 Where reconfigl\rlng a lot 
involves opening a new ro~·d, the· 
road layout must be kept simple to 
allow ~asy and safe.moverrl~nt 
away from any encro~dling fire, 
and provides for alternative safe 
access routes· should access in one· 
direction b~. blocked In the event 
of a fire . 

1 A2.1 The road layout provides for "through-roads" and avoids cul
i de-sacs and udead end" roads. 

. -:,. 

i 
! 
i 

1 , , 
1 , 

OR 

A2.2 Where the use of a single entry road is unavoidable because of 
topographical constraints, a suitably established and maintained 
fire-trail is incorporated to allow for safe access to a "through-road" 
in an alterative direction to the road. 

P3 Firebreaks must be pr~vi~eid by: : A3 Where the reconfiguring of a lot involves the creation of a new 

o roa~~ays situated around.the I road l .firebreaks are provided by: 

·ou~~4e of the development si~e, or, i (a) a minimum 20m cleared road reserve located between the 

!I.:.ij:r;: ~~aldDg trails:. . . .. . i. dev.~~C?pme~t.site and su~rounding ~eget.ated l~nds, or 

-=-.------1. ".J;~t~i~d'l'~~~~:~t!ko,tigl) ;;,i·.· '.' . J .(~l !~~!':~~~itl<ig-v··~g'~r!~t;t~hr,ve:J~:itibv.:;.~-'c::~e::.mc.. _en_,_"c.· te...::... -j-"'::"C::"c.' c..--'_ 
~-::-·'i .:~:! ··Ig.qijia.~ lots as ttqW#d.i 'r;'.:, . i 

.... ·:~it~~ted betw'~.eri ~h~ de;~opfu~t! 0 have a minimum cleared width of 6m, 

~~~~ surrou~<!il1/lv~g~t8.t.d .1 

:\,~~~t:~~E::.15t I 
. !ifefj!!1!ting vehicles, ~ii4 . i 

• t· f,.' ~ ·b~g in secure· tenure and 
Ii(.~~tained.· . ~ 

'P4'D~velcipment of lots must have 
. a '5~#id~nt supply of water for 
fiiefiilliti(lg pUrposes, including: 

o conneCtion to a reticulated water 
slipply sCheme if av~lable, with 
cOriv~~tly located hydrants, or 

II where a reticulated Supply is not 
available, tbe provision of a dam, 
lake, water tank or swimming pool 
having sufficient capacity for water . 
pumping in timeS' of bushfi.r~~ : 

__ r 

Planning Scheme Codes 

, , 

I 
'. i , 

i 
i 
1 

I 
i 

o .. have a maximum gradient of 1 in 4, 

o are constructed and maintained to prevent erosion and 
provide continuous access for firefighring vehicles, 

o :: allow for vehicle access at least every 200m, and 

o provide passing or turning areas at least every 400. 

A4.1 Premises are connected to a reticulated. water supply having a 
water pressure complying with the Queensland Water Resource 
Commission "Water Supply Guidelines" for firefighting in times of 
bushfire emergency. 

OR 

A4.2 Premises have a dam, on·sire water tank or swimming pool 
having a ,otal minimum capacity of 45,000L for frrefighting 
purposes in times of bushfire emergency. 

. , , 
" 

n r 

(Amended 7 May, 2002) 
= >---

Maroochy Plan 2000 
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2.1.4 Code for Development on 
Steep or Unstable land 

PREAMBLE 

The physical condition, environmental values and 
visual appeal of steep land (ie. with slopes generally 
greater than 15%), or land prone to landslip and/or 
subsidence (including in those areas identified on 
Regulatory Map No. 1.2), may be adversely affected by, 

o earthworks (excavation and filling), 

o removal of vegetation, 

o the erection of buildings and other structures (like 
swimming pools, tennis courts, retaining walls, 
roads and driveways), 

o on-site disposal of effluent, stormwater and 
wastewater, and 

o other significant changes to narural surface or 
underground drainage patterns. 

PURPOSE 

(1) The purpose of this code is to provide for the 
avoidance or mInimisation of undesirable 
consequences by ensuring development on steep or 
unstable land, and involving; 

• the erection of buildings and other structures and 
services; 

o the alteration of natural landform; 

o significant disturbance to natliial vegetatidn; 
. a.n~9! .. _ ... _... ...... . ._ .. 

o Significant changes to natural surface or 
underground drainage flowsj 

is consistent with the desirable physical) 
environmental and visual characteristics of such 
land and is carried out in accordance with best 
management practices. 

(2) Development is intended to be on land with slopes 
generally less than 25%. Development on land with 
greater slope may only occur if the development 
proposed on steeper land: 

ELEMENTS 

(1) Element: Site Suitability 

OBJECTIVE 

To ensure that steep and unstable land, on which 
development is proposed, is physically capable of 
supporting the development and that physical constraints 
are identified and appropriately considered throughout 
the design process such that the development and 
associated works, poses no unacceptable risk to the 
public) users and surrounding land. 

= 
Planning Scheme Codes 

= 

.... ,.' ." 

(a) is consistent with the character intent of the 
relevant Precinct as outlined in Volume 3; 
and/or 

(b) has an overriding community benefit; andlor 

(c) will achieve acceptable levels of 
geologicaVenvironmental impact and design 
outcomes, 

APPUCABlllTY 

(1) The provisions of this code apply to development 
being any: 

o Material Change of Use, or 

o Building Work (other than where a development 
approval for material change of use exists and 
the building work is in accordance with that 
development approval and the development 
approval has not lapsed») or 

o Operational Work, or 

o Reconfiguring a Lot to create additional lots 
(other than for conservation) purposes. 

on land with slopes generally greater than 15% or 
on other land known or suspected of being 
geologically unstable (including those areas of 
unstable land shown on Regulatory Map No. 1.2), 
and including HilIslope houses . 

(2) The code contains elements which address: 

II Site Suitability, and 

o Design arid Siting 
.. : Infrasrrucrur.e.·: ~ 

of Buildirigs· and 

(3) The following Planning Scheme Codes may also be 
applicable depending on the nacure of the 
development and the location of the site: 

o Operational Work - Site Development, 

o Landscaping design, 

o Operational Work· Engineering, 

o Codes for Residential land use, 

o Codes [or Commercial or Community use, 

o Codes for Industrial land use, 

o Local Area Codes, 

o Code for Extraction, Excavation a·nd Filling. 

(Amended 7 May, 2002) Maroochy Plan 2000 
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: PERFdR~CE CIVl'EltI~·. ' '1 'ACCEPTABLE MEASURES 
~ 

P1 eont.· ... J cladding
J 

etc.) to be comparible with surrounding natural landscape 
• maintenance, where possible, of : j or streetscape. 

naturallaodIonns Ind vegetatioD,:" '. ! 
• development is not visuJllly . ' ' .'. i 

'.. . inttusive, particularly froin ridge • j 
: .... lines, public open spaces, major . 

Al.3 . to AL8 apply to both self-assessable and assessable 
development: 

tourist roads 8.nd other aitical .: ",..1 At.3 Where a previous invesdgation of the site has been undertaken 

vantage points; outside of the site, :d in accordance with Element 1 of A2.1 or as part of a previous 
'. land is capable o£proper drainage ': i development application on Ihe site, buildings and other structures 

" del" ' : are designed and sited in accordance with the findings and so as Dot to a vetS y ~pact on ~. ~ 

ual' , -.I. ' d' • recommendations of the investiaation. 

• :::~~~:~;.: ~:':t steep ·1 ~ The building (includingc:parking structures) has a maximum 
unaceeptably increase the visibility ' i undercroft height at the peeimeter of the building of 3 metres above 
of the buildings from adjacent areas i ground level; or 
and in a form that 4Uows natural j 

l.ndfonus and 'vegetation io b. ,= • Incorporates undercroft skirting or screening (eg. timber battens) 
i to the full height of any IlJldercron area higher than 3 metres 

mamtain.ed as 'much as po~ible. ,: 'j above ground level at the perimeter of the building, or 

P2 Buildings and other. structures 
must be dMigned and sited to 
minimise adverse Impacts on 

'amenity of neighbouring sites with 
regard to 'ensuring acceptable: 

, ' . 
• Daturallight and ventilatioDJ 

.' flews and oud.ook, an~ 

.. privacy. 

i ! • For assessable developmto.( - incorporates landscape screening 
for the fuJI height of the undercroft. 

AND 

Al.S For buildings other than Detached houses, the extent of 
excavation (cut) and fill is reveger8ted in accordance with Council's 
Code~foI Landscaping Design immediately following completion of 
the w~rks . 

, AND 
i . :.< _' . :.:,;:, .. ':::.~..:....~I"t •. '.:;' _ . .:;-,;.... ;,.:...:. =-_f.l ·.:.,..sit,}t:~e:6.:.":1~'i~R<.Rsiti· ~d~ B.ont:; .. B~~.n~_Setback. (See FfF.~2.·L~(~n: _ 

I ! ill .. ltS, mtr.I 0 

',' 
" 
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>. 

1 .: 
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Continued Oller page. 
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i are se~back 1.5 metres from the side or rear boundary of the site for 
i a height of 4.5 metres (above narural ground level), and then setback I an additional 0.5 metres up to a height of 6.0 metres (above natural 
i ground level), and then with planes projected at 45 degrees from a i height of 6.0 metres (above natural ground level) at a point 2.0 
i metres in from the side or rear boundary of the site, and are not 
! higher than 10.0 meters and 2 sroreys above natural ground level. 
I 

I, ~~6.2 All other buildings on land wirh slopes of more than 15% 
are setback 1.5 metres from the side or rear boundary of the site for ! a height of 4.5 metres (above natural ground level) , and then setback 

i an additional 0.5 metres up [0 a height of 6.0 metres (above natural 
!. ground level), and then with planes projected at 45 degrees from a 

height of 6.0 meues (above narural ground level) at a point 2,0 
j metres in from the side or reu boundary of the site, and are not 
i higher rhan: 

1 • 10.0 metres and 2 storeys above natural ground level where an 
~ adjacent existing mature V~ttation canopy does not exist, or 

' ~ • for assessabJe development, the height of adjacent existing 
i 
i mature vegetation canopy (where the development does nOt 
! .1 adversely impact the vegetacion canopy) . 

~ AND 

(Amended 7 1\1"1'.2002) Maroochy Plan 2000 



AS Where acceptable levels of environmental impact will be 
achieved, any development of residential premises on urban land 
with slopes generaUy more than 25% is at a density of not more 
than: 

• one dwelling per 4000 ml of sitc area for hillslope houses, or 
• one dwelling per 800 m1 of site area for mulri·unir residendal 

premises. 

FIGURE 2.1.4(a) - Side and Rear Boundary Building Setback 
'F--=-'-~='-=-='--=-- '=- =--=---=-=--==,,-=-=--=- =--==--=-= =-= =;------ --- .. ----, 
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23 DEC 2002 

Mr  
Director-General 
Department of Emergency Services 
Level 3 Block B Emergency Services Complex 
Comer Park Road and Kedron Park Road 
KEDRON QLD 4031 

Dear 

.. ! . 
i . •. 

Queensland 
Government 

Treasury 

DI!PARYMi:NT OF 
EMF.~IlF.f'''W~lml/fCe$ 

o 2 JAN 2003 
EXECI.i7!VL ~;:;:-;\IICES 

Thank you for your recent letter and similar correspondence addressed to Mr Glenn Poole; 
Assistant Under Treasurer, inviting Treasury to participate in public consultation on the draft 
State Planning Policy and Guideline for Natural Disaster Mitigation (SPP). 

The development of this SPP is an important contribution towards the State arrangements for 
1 Il1itigating the impact. orn.amral disasters· c . T~_RoM~x_~~~~~.!.jLcQ.m..pI~1!.~I1§ive .. an4.:L .... 

:j::.:;-:.::.::::.::.::= ... =.=.~· .. ~~·~~~~gr~:ae~'~~-tS~~t~;~~~~;~.~~'.~~n~:~ft~V;~:~~~~.'~~l:~_s~:~~sr::?!th~e~·~effi~o~.rt:'§. ~in~·~d~e~V'::es ... ~~~p~illj_n .. ~g~tb.i~~·s::!S~P~P~.~T~re~a~su~t;y~~Y~i~~'Y~ __ ~~':!i_~~ds=~== 

.. ~ 
, 

Thank you for the opportnnity to participate in the public consultation process on the draft 
SPP. Should any further information be required on the matter please contact 

 on telephone  

Yours sincerely 

"'Under Treasurer 

Encl. 

Executive Building 
100 George Street Brisbane 
GPO Box 611 Brisbane 
Queensland 4001 Australia 
Telephone +617 3224 2.111 
Facsimile +617 32215488 

F'"'~~~~~~~=~~~~~~~-;w;;:;ebsltewww.treaSUry.ql~,gQv._au. 
-==:=~=~~~=~~~~~~ .=----=-===--=-... ABN 90 856 020 239 



Attention: State Planning Policy 
Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Service 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Draft State Planning Policy and Guideline for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

Queensland Treasury Submission 

Overall, Treasury has no major concern with the Draft State Planning Policy and Guideline 
for Natural Disaster Mitigation (SPP). Treasury recognises the importance of having a State 
Planning Policy for making decisions about development in natural hazard-prone areas as a 
means of mitigating the impact of natural disasters in the State. 

Treasury has the following comments to make on the SPP for improving its understanding 
and implementation. 

General Comments 
.. -----. --- --". . ...•.. ,. --_._" ....... -...... -."-' ... - .• - '.-._-- -- .. _-,., ... -..•. _-
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,=Th44<i:.nG~roYlde~~~eiiffiel1~=or{Jer=to.~9ml!h~,with=!h~-:p-oiiG'{-=I![aomewhat- =~=". t..:.:: i 
complicated, often referring the reader to an Annex arid/or to an Appendix etc;·· Ii-would 
assist the readers if cross-references are made clearer and presented in a manner that would 
minimise the need for moving from one part of the document to another and from the policy 
to the guideline. 

In addition, development applications are already required to comply with a number of 
guidelines and processes as set out by the Integrated Planning Act. The proposed SPP for 
Natural Disaster Mitigation appears to be a comprehensive document and may result in 
increased time and costs (in terms of assessment time and compliance) faced by developers, 
both public and private, submitting development applications. 

In this context, it may be useful to compare the policies and guidelines that other States have 
developed in response to the 1998 changes made to the Conunonwealth guidelines for 
Natural Disaster Relief Arrangements funding to determine whether there is scope for the 
requirements of the document to be streamlined. 

t_ ••• 

i' 
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Specific Comments 

Para 1.1 Purpose of the Policy (page I) 

The rationale behind the policy is not clear to the reader. The draft Guideline, on page 23, 
states that in 1998 changes were made to the Commonwealth guidelines for the Natural 
Disaster Relief Arrangements funding such that ongoing financial assistance from the 
Commonwealth is linked to evidence of mitigation for likely or recurring natural disasters or 
a commitment to develop and implement such a strategy within a reasonable timeframe. The 
policy document should refer to this requirement as well as provide any other reasons for the 
development of the policy. 

Para 6.4 Identifying natural hazard management areas and severity of hazard (page 4) 

It is stated that "the natural hazard management area for flood hazard is dependent on a local 
government adopting a flood event for the management of development in a particular 
locality". Under this scenario, it appears that it may be possible for some local governments 
not to adopt a flood event and avoid coming within the purview of the policy. This may 
create inequities and inconsistencies in implementing the policy. In order to avoid such 
problems, there should be some arrangements to specify appropriate time lines for local 
governments to adopt flood events in flood hazard-prone areas. 

Draft Guidelines Para 4.8 Climate change (page 23) 

This section states that "there is currently no State position on the anticipated effects of 
climate change". This may be misinterpreted by some readers to infer that the Queensland 
Government has not given any consideration to the issue. lIowever while there may not be 
ail "affibia:!" State pos"ition;if should be recognlsyd that research by tile Queensland 

____ ·_·· ..... G,mterniPeilfoii tliis:..iSsU~~*mg fer affiHRtJer.:(jf1eaFs-1iiid4e GevemmenHlas-" -
implemented a number of policy initiatives in response to addressing the potential impacts of 
climate change identified by the research. 

Given that the predicted changes resulting from climate change are likely to have significant 
effects on Queensland, such as reductions in annual rainfall, increased risk of bushfire and 
increased flood risk, it may be useful to draw on this infonnation to develop a State position 
on the anticipated effects of climate change so that this can be taken into consideration in 
future planning both for business and Government. 

For example, in recent years, research on the potential impacts on Queensland has been 
undertaken by the CSIRO and supplemented by research by Government agencies. In 2001 
the Queensland Government released the direction statement - Queensland Greenhouse 
Policy Framework: A Climate of Change which includes a relatively detailed list of the 
potential impacts of climate change on Queensland and emphasised the vision for Queensland 
to be able to adapt to climate change. Other policy initiatives developed by the Queensland 
Government include the Queensland Greenhouse Strategy, the Queensland Energy Policy -
A Cleaner Energy Strategy and a vegetation management framework. 
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Draft Guidelines Paras 6.23 to 6.28 Can overriding need be demonstrated? (pages 28,29) 

The provisions/process for determining overnding needTntlie public interest-where-ttle---~--
proposed development is incompatible with the nature of a natural hazard needs further 
clarification. For instance, does a developer need to undertake some formal cost-benefit 
analysis and if so how should the developer set about it? The Guidelines should provide 
some general details/guidelines for conducting such analysis with the aim of ensuring 
consistency across the application of the SPP. 
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Mal Grierson 
Director·General 

Ref: CTS00001/03 

J 3 JAN 2003. 

Mr M  
Director-General 

~~'{;!?i\lKr~HI:N1 or. I rl!>!\,. _ • "'4>"~ ~ ~ a~~.,.. 
~ ... l:fi:~r:./~ .. "..E.f,Vf:"'S:~ 

j 6 .: ,t .. ·.l. 2~Ja 

Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
Brisbane QLD 4001 

De  

Department of Public Works 

,.) Re: Draft State Planning Policy and Guideline for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

I refer to your letter of 21 October 2002 inititing submissions on the draft State 
Planning Policy (SPP) for Natural Disaster Mitigation and the attached Guideline. 

The Department of Public Works has been represented on the Govemment Advisory 
Committee established to assist in the development of the State Planning Policy and 
has been providing input and comment during the development of the draft State 
Planning Policy on which wider comment has been sought The Department of 
Public Works supports the intent of the State Planning Policy and the policy direction 
incorporated in the draft State Planning Policy and Guideline. 

GOliellllJlent, requhes all agencies engaged In the delivery of services through 
community infrastructure to adopt best practice processes and procedures for all new 
building projects. The Capital Works Management Framework requires a" agencies 
to identify and evaluate a" risks pertaining to a site and at a" stages of the capital 
works delivery process. This includes assessment of the effects of natural disasters 
and the inclusion in the project proposal of plans to address any risk involved, 
Subsequent to approval of the State Planning Policy, the Department of Public Works 
wi" examine the Capital Works Management Framework with a view to including 

. specific reference to the requirements of the State Planning Policy, 

The Department of Public Works contact officer for further issues related to the State 
Planning Policy or Capital Works Management Framework is , Manager 
Asset Management Policy Branch, and can be contacted on telephone 

Yours faithfully 

Director-General 

Level 7 So·George Street· Brisbane 
GPO Box 2457 Brisbane 

. - ~. ,~",,",~o=-==Queensland~4oo1°Australla =-=-.....,., ... 

Telephone +61 7 3224 6507 
Facsimile +61 7 3224 5616 
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• 
Appendix 0: Summary of Issues Raised During the Consultation tage 

Natural Hazard Management.Areas (Flood) 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Definition of flooding includes "dam breakH
, but it is not addressed further in the ~PP. 

Suggests that dam break floodlng be removed as were earthquake and strong winds. 
One submission proposes that a "default" NHMA should be introduced (as with b\U~ 
and landslide). The default OPE should be based on the "flood of record", that i the 
largest flood since records began at that particular locality. This would prevent u due 
development in the period until a detailed flood assessment becomes available. For 
example, this would have been beneficial in Charleville. 
Two submissions consider that the definition of "floodplain" is inappropriate as it is \ased 
on the PMF (probable Maximum Flood) which is not necessarily representative 0 the 
current extent of the floodplain. One submission suggests that floodplain be defin~~ as 
outlined by Australian Rainfall and Runoff (ARR). One submitter was concerned abo, the 
delay in Implementing the SPP's flood elements and recommends that the 1:100 ARl ood 
be used as the default flood NHMA. 

Need to distinguish between Appendix 2 and Appendix 7 for PC that relate to Flood lain Management and Stormwau;~r Management. Mosl Councit~ have dpjOign .~nd:lI'd (or 
sLonnwal&, Stonnwal& flooding can be surduuge from pipe or open channel drairf8ge. 
not Just from watercourses. 

Definition of PMF is the flood that "could conceivably occur" whereas the lnstituti n of 
Engineers use 'could reasonably occur". Also IE (Aust) refer to the PMF as the '!'MF 
Design Flood", Need to ensure consistency with nationally agreed definitions. 
A2.20 - indicates that Bureau of Meteorology (BoM) data is available from NR&M.. This 
may not be the most current data, refer to BaM only. Change phrase "hydrologic m dels 
where BOM operates a flood warning system" to "possible hydrologic models or ood 
forecasting studies where BaM operates a flood warning system". 
Section 2.3.2 (p. 67) 0 '( SPP Guideline refers to the need for the hydraulic report to a ~ 
the "cumulative impacts of all existing and likely future development in the floodplair . It 
is considered imperative that the 'existing situation' and 'cumulative impact of 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Agree. Amend SPP to make clear that dam break Oooding is not included. 

The lack o( reliable flood data for many parts of the State make it Impracticable to mandate a default 
flood level that would be equally applicable to all parts of the State. The approach adopted in the Draft 
SPP was based on extensive consultation with local governments and others and should be retained. 

The definition is from Floodplain Management in Australia - Best Practice Principles and Guidelines. 
While the submitter's arguments appear to have merit it seems advantageous to retain consistency in 
definitions. No amendment proposed. 

The SPP and Guideline should be amended to make It clear that they address only flooding _ted wiUt deemed walCn:owses.. 

• The definition used in the SPP is taken &om SCARM report 73 "'Floodplain Management-in Australia.. 
Best Practice Prindples and Guidelines'" published in 2000. No amendment required. 
The 5PP should be amended as proposed. 

• The SPP should be amended as proposed. 

• This section of the Guideline should be amended to clarify requirements. 

\ \ F1LESERVER\ EF\JOBS\ 2002 \8020919 DFS CONSULTATION SrAGE 3\ CONSULTATION REPoR \8020919RP1.DOC PAcs20 



• 
development be addressed in the hydraulic report. This should be explldtly stated i: the 
notation. 

o There were some suggestions that time&ames for application of the flooding compone t!i of 
the spp could be too long 

• Defining ' flood' - if recognised temporary nature of water coverage in areas not non ally 
covered. may avoid confusion with. ego newly created w8terbodies. 

• Floodplain Management Study (Appendix 2, A2.33) includes ' ... adoption of a ood 
mitigation program'. More appropriate to include the 'recommendation of a ood 
mitigation plan' with subsequent dey. of a flood mitigation program approved by Co ~ 
- requires detailed technical investigations should be considered by community. 

• po, 2.1 relating to flood stomge capadty through Importation of fill was questi ~ed. 
Given that it is only triggered if it affects > 10 cubic metres of soil, it seems to i~ ore 
adverse cumulative effects likely to result in an extensive developing area or In 8 
particularly sensitive floodplain. 

• One submission expressed concern at the requirement of Iel.1 relating to evacuation a :cess 
roads to be above RLl:200. It was expressed that this could not be achieved withiI the 
particular local government area without considerable implications. 

• luC 2.J - suggest using 50 cubic metres 
• Appendix 5 • The use of the term development may be interpreted as the develop ~ent 

being assessed not cumulative impacts of similar development in the balance 0 the 
catchment and on the floodplain. Suggest that all PC be redrafted such that the cumul tive 
effects of similar development within the whole of the catchment and on the flood lain 
must be addressed. 

• loC 2.3.3 includes a note guiding compliance. The status of the note is uncertain in la fv so 
redraft to include the note in IoC 2.3 before the subparagraphs 

Defined Flood E ... , (DFE) 

• Two submissions question use of the 1:100 year AR1 OF£.. 
• One submission suggests SPP should require consideration of public safety in areas a )()ve 

OFE (e.g. 500 year flood), and consideration of unacceptable modifications to ood 

I 

• 

• The proposed approach recognises that flood data is not available in many areas to identify an appropriate OFE at this time. The 8 year limit under IPA for reviewing planning schemes effectively sets the 
maximum time limit for addressing all requirements of the SPP. 

• Definition of flood should be amended. to refer to temporary indundation. 
• The issue of Council approval is a procedural matter which is captured by the existing words (ie. "adoption of ..... ). No amendment required . 

• The threshold in the SPP should be amended. to provide a maximum volume of fill (say 50 cubic metres) 
but provide !he flexibility for local governments to adopt lower threshold. where appropriate to their 
particular 

circumstances. 

• The issues of evacuation should be revisited. There are problems with the current proposals and a new approach should be developed. 
• Suggest that this be adopted. in SPP as maximum threshold but make it clear that local governments can 

U!Se lowu thresholds ll epproprillle to luca!l."OndiUons (see comment tn mlation to 1JC2. 2.1 above) .. 
• The term Hdevelopment'" does refer to the particular development proposal being assessed. It can only work that way, through assessment of individual applications. The cumulative impacts are assessed under PC 2. No spedfic amendment required. 

These sections of the Guideline should be redrafted. to clarify the status of notes. 

• 1:100 year is the preferred Defined Flood Event (OFE) approach for identifying the natural hazard 
management area (flood). LGs are encouraged. to do flood hazard assessment studies to determine an 
appropriate OPE that is suitable to the local conditions. No amendment to SPP recommended. . 

\ \ FILESERVIlR\ £P\1085\2002\8020919 DES CONsuLTATION STAGE 3\CONSULTATION REP01 1"8020919RP1'OOC PAGE 21 



• 
behaviour that may adversely impact on DFE or lesser floods. 6.5, p4 -need to con ider 
residual risk to PMF, best practice - not necessarily 1:100. 

• One submission suggests use of ARt terminology is not consistent with a risk manage nent 
approach t. should be replaced, or used In oonjunction with AEP (Annual Excee+ru:e 
Probability) terminology. Also suggests there should be some explanation 0 the 
probability of various AEP events occurring over a design or planning timescale. One 
submitter noted that Draft SPP uses both ARl and AEP. Using th~ term year In relatl n to 
flood events, as ARI does, is likely to cause confusion in the community about when uch 
an event may occur. Prefer the use of a probability measure (e.g. 1:100 or 1%) 

N.turRl Hanni M"".gem<nt An .. (Lmlllsluu) 
• Suggestions for techn1ca1 improvements and references (including using shadow angl ~ to 

determine the runout distance of debris flows). 
• Section 6.4 (p 4. of SPP) refers to the need to calculate slope of the ' development site'. Due 

to the nature of landslide and bushfire hazard, it may be necessary to ronsider slopE and 
bushfire issues on adjoining land, 

• 

• 

Proposes that Stanthorpe Shire should not be included where SPP applies for land ~de. 
Shire contllns slopes in excess of 15%, however. landslide risk are small. No lnd.denc~ of 
land.sllde in recent hi3tory tmd no evidence of Instability. The geology of the hire 
mitigates against landslide. 
Appendix 8 _ diagram and text are contradictory as the diagram shows a line which is at 
an angle to the contours and item 2 of the text refers to a line perpendicular. Dlagram and 
text need to be consistent and made clearer. 
Redcliffe City has not been listed In Annex 2, A2.3 lor Landslide (p 13 of Spp). t is 
understood that Redc1iffe Council have commissioned a report entitled "Red ilife 
Peninsula Foreshore Oiffs Study", which has indicated the potential for failure of cliff res 
in a number of locations. 

N.tur.l H"".nI M"".g."..,.t An .. (BNShjm) 
• Suggestion for linking of Buahfire Prone Areas for SBR and NHMA (Bushfire) 
• Appendix 5 (performance Criteria) - B Bushfire (lndicators o( compatibility, sectiO" 1) 

• 
• Adopting the 1:100 DFE is the preferred minimum set by the SPP for land use planning and development 

assessment purposes.. This is appropriate for the SPP. Residual risk is addressed via other means (eg. 
counter disaster plans etc.) 

• The Green book - Floodplain ManagEment in Australia uses both AEP and ARl however the points made 
by the submitters are valid. Recommend SPP be amended to use AEP terminology. 

• Recommend that the shadow angle technique be referenced in the Landslide appendix to the SPP 
Guideline. 

• Recommend that the phrase Hand relevant adjacent areas"" be added to the last sentence in para 6.4. 

• Determining landslide risk should be bued on a geologica.l stability study. in particular lor are .. 'W'NoN future development Is ltkely. NR.&M and global assessment of DES identified Slanthurpe S~ a.:s 
including land over 15% and concluded thalthe SFP should apply to this area for landslide. No 
amendment recommended. 

• Review and amend Appendix 8 as necessary. 

• Landslide has been assessed as being not of State significance in Redcliffe. Nothing in the SPP prevents 
Redcliffe CC addressing local landslide issues in a manner consistent with the SFP. No amendment 
required. 

• Recommend that approaches be made to amend the saR to align it with the approach in the sPP. 
• The Sl'P already i~cludes the opportunity [or applicants to undertake site specific bushfire risk 
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these NHs. 

o One submission expressed surprise that the SPP does not cover earthquake. Reco~ Uses 
that SBR specifies construction standards 10, buildings (eg. earthquake 10adIJ go). 
Considers that infrastructure (ego trunk wat2r supply infrastructure) may have signifip.nt 
roles foUowing earthquake events. No standards or Guidelines exist for this. Bundapers 
City in region specifically affected by earthquake and some guidance from State fun ugh 
5PP as to how Councils should be addressing earthquake is considered appropriate. 

Community Infrastructure 
• Include ' storage areas for public records under the Public Records Act 2002' 
• Concerned with wording in Appendix 7 that promotes design solutions catering to a ~ 

year Oood event for pollee fadlities. The performance criteria should also prorde 
confirmation that there will be numerous circumstances where it will not be possib e to 
achieve thi5 standard. Recommended that Appendix 7 be modified to rein: ICe 
information in Outoome I, namely .. ... except where: there is an oVerriding neec for 
.. ~a50nably available for the proposaJ". 

• One submission suggests lUing increased freeboard requirements to detennine flood I vels 
for community lnfrastructure 

• 1 October 2002 - Electrical Saftty Ad 2002 commenced - imposes electrical Slifety 
obligations to ensure electrical safety. Electricity entities must ensure ' works' are 
electrically safe. Wo,ks of an electricity entity means the electrical equipment and eI. :!ric 
line associated equipment, controlled or operated by the entity to generate. transf rm" 
transmit or supply electricity. 'Operating works' under the mectrldty Act 1994 (Ac I.N!X 
1(b) of SPp) include non-electrical equipment such as fuel stocks, operated by an elec1 cal 
entity. In view of this the definition of types of electricity reiated community infrastru ~ 
should be reviewed. ' 

• Energex must ' foUow'/support development patterns and must connect to an exjtmg 
network - requiring sometimes electridty assets constructed in areas restricted by ;pp. 

• 
Acid sulfate soils (addressed in another spp), sea level rise, salinisation. and drought are addressed 
through other Government mechanisms. Paragraphs 4.2 to 4.4 of the SPP and 2.3 of the SPP Guideline 
explain this adequately. No amendment proposed. 

• SPP does not cover earthquake, as adequately covered by SBR. BCA and AS for buildings. While there 
may be a need for standards or Guidelines for the types of infrasbucture described in the submissio~ this is" outside the scope of the SPP. No amendment proposed. 

• Recommend that this reference be included in the SPP and Guideline. 
• The Recommended Flood Levels in Appendix 7 should be read in conjunction with Outcome 3 - 'where 

practicable'. These concerns area already addressed in SPP Guideline (paragraphs 6.47 to 6.49). No 
amendment required.. 

• Recommend th;at this be inc:orpor.:&tcd. in the Cuideline as Dn al~livc approach where u,,: 
Recommended F1ood. Levels are not known. 

• The definition of community in&astructuIe in Annex 1, Part (b) is consistent with IPA, Schedule 5. 
However, the Electriad Stlfofy Act 2002 definition better targets the type of infrastructure with which the 
SPP should be concerned. Amend the SPP to include the EhctriClll Saftly Act 2002 definition of · wo,ks". 

• Exempt development is not affected by the SPP. Appendix 7 currently includes 1:500 ARt Recommended Flood Levels for power stations, major switch yards and substations. In view of the submitters arguments re: substations, it may be appropriate to reduce the RFL to 1:200 (consistent with that proposed for the 
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Issue Raised or Views Expressed Comment 

o 

Unlike roads, SPP makes neither specific exemption nor recognition of this aspect 0 an 
electricity network. Application of the SPP to substation5 not reflective of deve10ptl ent 
process causing need for substations and an unnecessary cosl Certain aspects of electrpty 
in&a5tructure are exempt development for IrA:. 

- Operational work for a public sector entity. 
- addition of transformers within an existing sub-station. and 
• Electricity distribution lines up to 66 lev. 

electrical components of a water treatment plant), "imd to include a fifth dot point" "electridty works (not 
sped6ca1ly listed in this table)" below 5tate-amtroUed roads in Appendix 7. The requirements for power 
stations and major switch-yards appear reasonabie. Amendments to SPP as noted above. 

• Electricallnfrastructure i.5 vital to community safety during natural hazard events and should be retained in the SPP. A higher level of flood immunity is appropriate for infrastructure of this importance.. No 
amendment required. ' 

Energex requests removal of reference to electricity infrastructure from SPP. Section 5 5.8 
- States position - 1:100 ARI conflicts with Appendix 7, part A - power stations. D' jOr 
switch yards and substations - AS of 1:500 ARI. Energex submits that 1:100 ARIIs 5t te's 
position &< should be applied throughout Appendix 7 (in reference 10 electr p'ty 
infrastructure). ; 0 Provisions relating 10 access should be reviewed. 

o Concern and suggestions about proposed provisions relating to access to comml frlty 1 
o infrastructure 

o Amend Outcome 3 85 follows: "Wherever practicable and IlfJordllbk. commu ~ ; 
infrastructure .... with a specified level of risk and the naturt of Ihe community injrastnlctu." I 

, 0 

• WhY"'" LG roads nOllncluded in Annex 1.1(b)1 
Integratu. PIIl1Ufing Act 
• One submission raised concerns about the validity of the Integrated Planning Act anc 

processes undertaken 

• One submission suggested need for a mechanism (either in SPP or IP A) to allow Mir1 
for LGP to sign off on planning schemes for particular parts of SPP due to the 3 cle 
defined separate elements of the SPP (le. flood., bushfire and landslide). 

the 0 

.." i • 

rty 
, 

Wherever practicable includes the notion of affordability as indicated by the reference to Mavailable 
resource allocations" in para 6.47. Para 6.48 refers to .. the role and function of the infrastructure-. No 
amendment is required. 

The intention was to pick up major roads of State significance as these are the vital Ufellnes (0(" the community. 

Concerns relating to the Integrated Planning Act to be forwarded to the Department of Local Government and Planning 

This would need to be done through IP A rather than through the SPP. No amendment to the SPP is required. 

• One submission suggested d\anges that could be made to IPA requiring lGs to 01 tify • Matter for consideration by DLGP. No amendment to the SPP is required. whether property is in a NHMA on Planning and Development Certificates. 
Rtftrrlll or C01lCJQ"J'm1% Agency St4ltus 
• Not clear in the SPP whether the State Government will have a referral role for 

• It is not currently proposed that State Government have a referral role. Would require an amendment of 
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Costs ""d Funding 
• Concern in a submission that those LGs not covered by the proposed SPP (Maps 1 

will be excluded from Commonwealth assistance programs ego the NORA. 
undertaking or studies required to implemenl the SPP will involve Significant 
Coundl and State Government should address this. 

• Councils currently advanced in preparing IPA Scheme may not be able to 
requirements of Draft SPP within timeframes. Significant resources required to .a:ur~tely 
map flood. bushfire and landslide. The time, avaUabiUty of resources and advanced 
of draft IP A scheme should be considered in State Agency review of IP A schemes. 

• One submi5sion suggested the inclusion in Annex 3, A3.2 of the underlined words H ••• 

the proposed DFE ts appropriate to the circumstances of their locality .iI. ll:llollliIlg..J:ijlj4l:il¥ 
and rgsourcin& OOOStraint:t and in para 7.2 of the Guideline " the variation in scope 
depend on the capadty and moUldn, ronstrajnt3 pf the loal 
, Iis tr ibulio.m o( the: rorU!olion ... .. 

• Concern about compensation and liability impacts of SPP 

• 

• Some LG areas are exempt from applying to the SPP for bushfire and landslide hazard, based on the level 
of hazard in these areas being considered low and not of state significance. This does not stop these LGs 
being proactive. These LG areas need to address 800d hazard and incorporate the SPP for 000<1. 
Commonwealth assistance funding for disaster relief is available to these LG where they have evidence of 
mitigating Oood (the likely or recurring natural hazard). Incorporating the spp outalmes 15 one way to 
provide evidence of mitigation. The NORA are used for rellel The NORMSP provides funds to assist In 
implementing SPP. 

• Councils are encouraged to do s tudies over time to achieve the Outcomes of the SPP. If this is not possible 
for the preparation of current draft IPA schemes. then LGs should indicate what they intend 10 do achieve the SPP Outcomes over time to be included in the next review of IP A schemes. 

• It is probably better to confine interpretative advice of this nature to the Guideline, so text similar in intent to thai proposed for para 7:2 should be Incorporated.. 

• Noted. the spp add.res.ses Issues for which local governments a duty Many local 
governments are already add.ressing these issues. The 5PP wiU ensure a consistent approach throughout Queensland. No ~endment required 

• Consideration should be given to amending IPA (e.g. sS.4.2 of Part 4 Ce,ml""lSIIltiOli) to • 55.4.4 of IPA already includes a limitation on compensation for a change affecting development "'that. had ensure a LG is not liable for compensation for loss of yield as a result of it happened under the superseded PS-... would have Jed to significant risk to persons or property from the SPP. 
natural processes (including flooding. land slippage or erosion) and the risk could not have been reduced by conditions attached to a development approval". This existing provision provides adequate protection for LGs in the implementation of the SPP. 
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• 
Cons/tUroti"" ofEnvinmmerJtol Volue. IUUllmpocts 
o Position Statement says "development should minimise the potential adverse impact of 

flood bush£ire and landslide OD ••• 8nd the enylmnmgnr. Environmental impacts are rot 
fully reflected in Outoomes. performance criteria and indicators of compatibility. 

o SPP should not adversely impact the outcomes of the Koala Coast SPP. 

• One submitter is concerned that the SPP does not "properly protect the environment ir all 
its aspects from the impact of developments in or near disaster prone areas". ;'he 
submission proposes a number of amendments including the addition of two r~ 
appendices (Conserving Nature and Landscapes) as well as significant number of spe<fee 
amendments that are nearly aU directed at protecting environmental values. 

Roles IUUl Ruponslbiliti .. 
• Role of the Commonwealth - include in Roles and Responsibilities of Guideline (words 

provided). 

• Role of State Agendes - SPP focused on role of LG in planning process - appropriate du to 
n:::;ponsibihly of LGs und~r IrA. spr should also acknowledge State agencies import nt 
role in land use planning aspect3 of NOM, lndudlng: 

o Areal extent of natural disaster issues - beyond LG boundaries. 
o ExpertiseItraditional role of State agencies on management of natural disasters. 
o Traditional role of State agencies to mitigation., particularly in relation to informatio to 

back up any planning measures. 
o Expectation by LG of the prominent role to be adopted by State agendes.. 

ParticulllT site issues 
II One submission raised the · implication of the Draft SPP for one particular site ¥ 'th 

drainage problems, Concerns related to Council's proposed resumption of land. 

• Recommend the addition of text clarifying that the SPP does not support hazard mitigation works that 
would result in unacceptable impacts on environmental or amenity values. It would not be appropriate to 
add performance aiteria and indicators of compatibility for this issue as they are not directly related to 
hazard mitigation and would be more appropriately addressed under other measures. 

• The two SPPs need to be interpreted in conjunction. There is no spedflc conflict between them. Redland 
SC's submission supports the SPP. No amendment required. 

• Propose to add new text after para 6.8 clarifying that the SPP does not support hazard mitigation works 
that would result in unacceptable impacts on environmental or amenity values. It would not be 
appropriate to add performance criteria and indicators of compatibility or lots of new text about this issue 
as they are not directly related. to hazard mitigation and would be more appropriately addressed under 
other measures such as the Vegetation Management Act and other planning scheme measures. 

• The suggested text does not assist the implementation of the SPP. Recommend that it not be included. 

• SPP operates underIPA and deals with land use planning and devel0P"'ent " ..... m~t. The "'""auS roles and responsibilities are outlined in Section 8 of the Guideline. No amendment required. 

• Not relevant to SPP, Responded to separately, 
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1. PURPOSE OF THE POLICY 

1.1 This State Planning Policy ('the SPP') sets out the State's interest in ensuring that the natural 
hazards of flood, bushfire, and landslide I are adequately considered when making decisions 
about development. 

(e 2. APPLICATION OFTHE POLICY 

• 

2.1 Under the Integrated Planning Act 1997 (IP A), the SPP has effect when development 
applications are assessed, when plannin~ schemes are made or amended, and when land is 
designated for community infrastructure . 

2.2 

2·4 

3· 

3·1 

3·3 

Development to which the Policy applies 

The SPP applies to development involving: 
• the actions or activities described in part (a) of Annex I ; 
• the community infrastructure described in part (b) of Annex I . 

In addition, the SPP addresses development that has the potential to increase the extent or 
severity of natural hazards but this aspect of the SPP only applies when planning schemes are 
being made or amended. 

Areas to which the Policy applies 

The SPP generally applies throughout Queensland. However the application of the SPP for 
bushfire and landslide is limited to the local governments listed in parts (a) and (b) respectively 
of Annex 2. 

USING THE POLICY 

The main outcome statements are depicted in bold type (Outcome I - Outcome 6) and must be 
read in conjunction with the rest of the text. 

Technical terms are described in Section 9: Glossary. 

The Draft SPP Guideline: Natural Disaster Mitigation, as amended from time to time, provides 
advice about how to implement the SPP, and is declared to be • extrinsic material' under the 
Statutory Instruments Act 19923• 

I See Section 9. Glossary 
2 The SPP Guideline describes in more detail how the SPP applies. 
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4. THE NEED TO MITIGATE THE ADVERSE IMPACTS OF NATURAL 
HAZARDS 

4.1 A natural hazard is a naturally occurring situation or condition with the potential for loss or 
harm to the community or environment. Natural hazards do not have to become natural 
disasters. Effective land use planning is an important means of reducing the community's 
vulnerability to natural hazards and promoting resilient communities. 

4.2 In Queensland the main natural hazard threats are cyclones/severe storms, floods, storm tide 
inundation, bushfires, landslide and earthquake. The risks and consequences from these 
hazards vary around the State depending on the location, the physical characteristics of land 
and the type of development. Cyclones are particularly potent natural hazards as the 
consequences of a cyclone can include a combination of flood, storm tide inundation, strong 
winds and landslide. For the purposes of this SPP the consequences of cyclones are regarded 
as separate hazards. 

4.3 As the hazards associated with strong winds and earthquakes are not amenable to clear spatial 
definition, they are difficult to address through land use planning mechanisms. Design and 
construction standards are the most appropriate mechanisms for mitigating risk from 
earthquakes and strong winds. For example, the Standard Building Regulation specifies 
construction standards for buildings and most non-building structures. Therefore strong winds 
and earthquakes are not addressed by this SPP. 

4.4 Storm tide inundation hazard is addressed under the State Coastal Management Plan, and is 
therefore excluded from this SPP except to the extent that cumulative impacts (e.g. flooding 
can be exacerbated under storm tide conditions) may need to be considered in detennining the 
extent and severity of hazard under this SPP. 

4.5 Natural disasters are a significant and rising cost to the community. They are estimated to have 
cost Queensland an average of$239 million per year (in 1999 prices) in direct and indirect 
tangible costs between 1967 and 19994

• In addition there are significant intangible costs 
associated with loss of life, injury, human suffering, loss of productivity, and environmental 
damage . 

4.6 The Queensland Greenhouse Policy FrameworlC acknowledges the growing scientific 
consensus that the enhanced greenhouse effect is changing the world's climate, and that 
Queensland will be vulnerable to the effects of climate change. Predicted changes include 
reductions in annual rainfall but increased rainfall intensity, increased risk ofbushfires, and 
increased flood risk and damage to transport infrastructure and low-lying human settlements. 
The nature of these changes will vary across Queensland. These changes will have significant 
impacts on the nature and extent of natural hazards and, consistent with the precautionary 
principle, should be assessed when undertaking natural hazard assessments or developing 
natural hazard mitigation strategies. 

4.7 Inappropriate development in areas susceptible to natural hazards significantly increases the 
risks (and associated costs) to the community. This SPP aims to minimise these risks by 

J Refer to the SPP Guideline for an explanation of "extrinsic material". 
, Bureau of Transport Economics Report 103, Economic Costs of Natural Disasters in Australia, Conunonwealth of 

Australia 200 I. 
, Queensland Greenhouse Policy Framework: A Climate of Change, Stale of Queensland, September, 2001. 
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ensuring that the potential adverse impacts of natural hazards are adequately considered when 
development applications are assessed, when planning schemes are made or amended and when 
land is designated for community infrastructure. 

5. THE POLICY APPROACH 

5.1 The SPP requires the identification of natural hazard management areas6 within which 
minimising risks to the community should be a key consideration in development assessment 
and the preparation of planning schemes. Until natural hazard management areas are identified 
in planning schemes, the natural hazard management areas outlined in Annex 3 should be used 
for development assessment.. 

5.2 In relation to certain important types of community infrastructure?, the SPP aims to ensure that 
they are able to maintain operation during and immediately after major natural hazard events 

._ ... hwhttci.a pldClioable Re-i5F-I~·- applies w dR;gt.lj.pcs.6fWlwndhiLFhIf'lasfiucEwc-tlhoaglfuac (til Queensland8
, not only within natural hazard management areas. 

• 

6. DEVELOPMENT OUTCOMES AND DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT 

6.1 When development applications are assessed against this SPP or land is designated for 
community infrastructure, regard must be had to Outcomes I to 3, and the remainder of Section 
6. However, this SPP is not to be used when assessing development applications for building 
work assessable only against the Standard Building Regulation. 

6.2 The assessment manager needs certain information when assessing development applications 
for consistency with Outcomes 1 to 3. If not provided with a development application, such 
information should be the subject of an information request under IDAS. 

Development in Natural Hazard Management Areas 

6.3 Within natural hazard management areas, the SPP applies to the development listed in part (a) 
of Annex 1. 

, See Section 9, Glossary. 
7 See part (b) of Annex 1. 
• Except, in relation to busbfire and landslide, those local govenunent areas not included in Annex 2. 
, See Section 9, Glossary. 
10 See Section 9, Glossary. 
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Identifying Natural Hazard Management Areas and severity of hazard 

6·4 Annex 3 describes the natural hazard management areas for flood, bushfire and landslide that 
apply to this outcome. Information on the location of natural hazard management areas, and in 

. some instances the severityll of hazard within those areas, may be obtained from State or local 
government. However in the case oflandslide hazard for which the natural hazard 
management area may be based on a slope calculation 12, the slope of the development site may 
need to be determined when preparing a development application. 

6.5 The natural hazard management area for flood hazard is dependent on a local government 
adopting a flood event for the management of development in a particular localityl). Until this 
occurs the SPP does not take effect for development assessment in relation to flood hazard in 
that locality. 

6.6 Information on the severity of natural hazards will not always be available, but where it is 
G 

6.7 When assessing applications for development, the Assessment Manager will need to confirm 
whether the proposed development is located within a natural hazard management area. The 
Assessment Manager will also need to confirm the severity of hazard where such information is 
available. 

Determining Development Compatibility 

6.8 Development within natural hazard management areas is compatible with the nature of the 
natural hazard when it complies with the relevant perfonnance criteria in the SPP Guideline. 
The development application should demonstrate that the development proposal complies with 
the perfonnance criteria. 

Overriding need 

6.9 Outcome 1 aims to ensure that development is compatible with the nature ofthe natural hazard 
However, in some cases, it may be possible to demonstrate that a proposed development that i~ 
incompatible would meet a particular public need to an extent that would override the risk 
associated with the natural hazard. 

6.10 Determining an overriding need in the public interest will depend on the circumstances of the 
particular development proposal. The proposal should result in a significant overalI benefit to 
the whole or a significant part of the community in social, economic or environmental terms 
that outweighs the adverse impacts arising from the development's exposure to natural hazards. 
Also, the development application should demonstrate that a similar benefit could not be 
achieved by developing other suitable and reasonably available sites. Increased risk to people 
is a significant consideration when determining overriding need 14. 

11 Areas are often classified according to the estimated severity ofa particular hazard in that location (e.g. High, 
Medium, Low severity). Classification in this fashion is not always necessary or appropriate. However where such 
information is available it should be used to assist development assessment. 

\2 Refer to Annex 3. 
\3 See Section 9, Glossary. 
14 The SPP Guideline provides advice about interpreting' overriding need' , 
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6.11 A development proposal that is consistent with Outcome 1 because of an overriding public 
need must also be consistent with Outcome 2. 

Del(e/opment Commitments 

6.12 An existing development commitment that is not compatible with the nature ofthe natural 
hazard is consistent with Outcome I provided it would have a lower level of risk than generally 
applies in the locality. Compliance with this criterion will depend on the particular 
circumstances. The SPP Guideline provides advice on assessing development proposals 
against this criterion. 

6.13 A development proposal that is consistent with Outcome I because it is a development 
commitment must also be consistent with Outcome 2. 

6.14 Development achieves Outcome 2 when it is brought as near as practicable to the level required 
to comply with the performance criteria for compatibility with Outcome \, and the 
development would not result in unacceptable levels of risk to people or property. Assessment 
of the latter requirement will require consideration of both the on-site and external impacts of 
the proposed development. The SPP Guideline provides advice on assessing achievement of 
Outcome 2. 

Community Infrastructure anywhere in Queensland 

6.15 When assessing development applications or designating land for community infrastructure 
• described in part (b) of Annex 1, regard must be had to Outcome 3. 15 

6.16 Wherever practicable, community infrastructure should be capable of performing its role in 
maintaining the health, safety and wellbeing of the community in the event of a natural disaster. 
However, locating and designing community infrastructure to withstand any natural hazard 
event, no matter how severe, would be unrealistic. Accordingly, the SPP Guideline sets out 
appropriate levels of risk for differing types of community infrastructure, and provides advice 
on assessing community infrastructure proposals against Outcome 3. Locating and designing 
community infrastructure to withstand these specified levels of risk also needs to be weighed 

IS Community infrastructure that iovolves any of the actions and activities io part Ca) of Annex I and is located in a 
natural hazard management area should also have regard to Outcomes I and 2. 
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against the need for that infrastrocture to serve the community effectively in nonnal 
circumstances when there is no natural hazard event. 

7; MAKING AND AMENDING A PLANNING SCHEME 

7.1 Planning schemes should aim to achieve Outcomes 1 to 3 by identifying natural hazard 
management areas, and containing appropriate planning strategies and development assessment 
measures. 

Identifying Natural Hazard Management Areas 

~:~ ~;~:~~:'>:'l~A'" ','.!;-,'":?}:'!}!., ... :;': .':' . ..,' 'i ,':~~Jh"~:.'\'i:"'::;' .::,.' ,,::. ~:.;''':'::~~<{.>. ~'.:, :: :~. \i!-~.~:.::~.;.:<'.(~!,: .:.: '. ,:';', .. -.. : ..... -.-.,,:,''-, ';: -··.::·~:'lf·.~;!ty;.l::'''',.:, 

··O~t~ow.e'4::Natur .. I:~#:j.,tdPla"!lgem.¢iit;llt~ .. silr(i identifiedilj ~he pla@ingschem,t:;::'Y 
,.:r·o :. ,:' .;. :·i .,; ;A~ .. ': ' . ': : : .. ~.:::~\~~¥~f::~i~:~:_. !: .. ,:~ ~')":; :i.;;:,., :~;,;':~:;·~.5~.;~::·i{l.::::":· :, ";::.:.:; ~>< ~ ... ' :,'.', :;~.~'~~.:i\~;}:;::";·.: '".' . ";.- f :? 

P2 4ilentU)lIDg-ano; wnere-pracucaoie;mappmg·areaspotenuatiy-hllectea-oy:riood,4lusnnreand 
landslide is necessary to assist in fonnulating planning strategies and detailed planning 
measures that minimise risks to people, property, economic activi~ and the environment. The 
SPP Guideline provides advice on how to identify natural hazard management areas and 
severity of hazard (where appropriate). The SPP Guideline also provides advice on including 
the impacts of climate change when identifying a natural hazard management area. 

Reflecting the SPP in Planning Strategies 

7.3 Allocated land uses and associated development within natural hazard management areas 
should be consistent with Outcomes 1 to 3. 

7.4 The planning scheme should include strategies aimed at minimising the impacts of natural 
hazards on areas of existing development. In particular, new development in existing 
developed areas should provide the optimum level of protection from natural hazards that is 
achievable under the circumstances of the particular locality. The SPP Guideline contains 
advice on how this can be achieved. 

7.5 The planning scheme should also include strategies that prevent material increases in the extent 
or the severity of natural hazards. In relation to flooding, the planning scheme should aim to 
maintain the flood carrying capacity of rivers, streams and floodways, and the flood storage 
function of floodplains and waterways. The SPP Guideline contains advice on how this can be 
achieved. 

State Planning Policy For Natural Disaster Mitigation 
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Reflecting the SPP in detailed Planning Scheme measures 

7.6 The combination of development assessment tables, code(s) and other assessment measures in 
the planning scheme needs to ensure that all relevant development is assessed against specific 
development standards that are consistent with Section 6. The SPP Guideline provides further 

-adVl'ce un'ltoW'tfifs-tli'ii'6e-acfueved; 

7.7 Section 6 describes the information that should be submitted with development applications. 
The planning scheme or supporting planning scheme policy(s) should make it clear that where 
such information is not provided with a development application, that information will be 
subject to an information request under IDAS. 

8. INFORMATION AND ADVICE ON THE POLICY 

8.1 Queensland Department of Emergency Services can provide information and advice on 
interpreting and implementing the SPP, the relevant contacts in appropriate agencies for 
specific natural hazard mitigation issues, plarming for and managing disaster risks, sources of 
financial assistance for undertaking disaster risk management studies, hazard studies, 
developing disaster mitigation plans, and the interpretation and use of the Bushfire Risk 
Analysis Maps. 

8.2 Queensland Department of Local Government and Planning can provide advice about 
reflecting the SPP in planning schemes and the operation ofIDAS. 

8.3 Queensland Department ofNalural Resources and Mines can provide advice on landslide and 
floodplain management issues, and the latest climate change science advances. 

8·4 Queensland Environmental Protection Agency can provide advice and information on storm 
tide and climate change issues. 

9. GLOSSARY 

9.1 The following tenns are used in the SPP as defined below. 

Average recurrence interval (ARl): a statistical estimate oflhe average period in years between the 
occurrence of a flood of a given size or larger (eg. floods with a discharge as big as or larger 
than the I ~O-year ARI flood event will occur on average once every 100 years). The ARI of a 
flood event gives no indication of when a flood of that size will occur next. 

State Planning Policy For Natural Disaster Mitigation 
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Bushfire: an uncontrolled fire burning in forest, scrub or grassland vegetation. Also referred to as 
wildfire. 

Climate change: a change of climate, which is attributed directly or indirectly to human activity 
which alters the composition of the global atmosphere, and is in addition to natural climate 
variability observed over comparable time periods. 

Defined flood event (DFE): the flood event adopted by a local government for the management of 
development in a particular locality. The DFE is generally not the full extent of flood prone 
land. 

Development commitment: includes any of the following: 
• development with a valid development approval; 
• exempt development, self-assessable development or development only assessable against 

the Standard BUilding Regulation; 
• dell\llQplnenlQlel\rl¥-eonsistent..with the relellalltzone.(.oo:..eql\il1a!ent) in a pJanning 

=scneme:= 
• a subdivision or other reconfiguration of allotment boundaries consistent with the 

requirements of the relevant planning scheme; or 
• development consistent with a designation for community infrastructure. 

Flood: the inundation ofland by expanses of water, where the land is normally dry. It may result 
from prolonged or very heavy rainfall, severe thunderstorms, monsoonal rains in the tropics, 
tropical cyclone, or dam break. 

Floodplain: an area ofland adjacent to a creek, river, estuary, lake, dam or artificial channel, which is 
subject to inundation by the Probable Maximum Flood (i.e. flood-prone land). 

Floodway: the area of a floodplain where significant discharge or storage of water occurs during a 
DFE. If a floodway is filled or even partially blocked it would cause a significant redistribution 
of flood flow, or significant increase in flood levels. 

IDAS: Integrated Development Assessment System: IDAS is a framework that establishes a common 
'. statutory system under the Integrated Planning Act 1997 for making, assessing and decidin)! 

development applications, regardless of the nature of development, its location in Queenslan 
or the authority administering the regulatory controL 

Landslide: a movement of material downslope in a mass as a result of shear failure at the boundaries 
of the mass. Landslides can be triggered by both natural changes in the environment and 
human activities. 

Mitigation: is any measure intended to reduce the severity of, or eliminate the risk from, a natural 
hazard. 

Nature of natural hazard: the important characteristics ofthe hazard including the type of hazard 
and its severity. 

Natural disaster: a natural hazard event that severely disrupts the fabric of a community and requires 
the intervention of the various levels of government to return the community to normality. 
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Natural hazard: a naturally occurring situation or condition with the potential for loss or hann to the 
community or environment. The natural hazards addressed in this SPP are flood, bushfire and 
landslide. 

Natural hazard management area: an area that has been defined for the management of a hazard 
(flood, bushfire or landslide), but may not reflect the full extent of the area that may be affected 
by the hazard (e.g. land above the I: I 00 ARI may flood during a larger flood event). Natural 
hazard management areas for flood, bushfire or landslide are described in Annex 3. 

Risk: a concept used to describe the likelihood of harmful consequences arising from the interaction 
of hazards, community and the environment. 

State Planning Policy For Natural Disaster Mitigation 
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Annex 1 

Development to which this Policy applies 

A1.1 This SPP applies to development: 

a) that in natural hazard management areas for flood, bushfire or landslide: 
• increases the number of people living, working, or congregating in those areas (e.g. 

residential development, shopping centres, tourist facilities, industrial or commercial 
uses involving large numbers of workers or customers); 

• involves institutional uses where evacuating people may be particularly difficult (e.g. 
hospitals, education establishments, child care, aged care, nursing homes and high 
security correctional centres); 

• increases the amount of flammable, explosive or noxious materials that are manufactured 
"! tlt!Ugtj"PJIfk; . ... . 

• involves changing the natural flows or characteristics of floodwater In a natllriiI hazard 
management area (flood) that has the potential to adversely affect the existing flood 
haza!d (e. g. filling or vegetation removal); or 

• involves changing the existing ground level (other than the removal or placement of 
topsoil), removal of vegetation (other than that required to clear a site for a single 
dwelling and any ancillary buildings and structures, or for routine management 
including bushfire protection measures), or redirecting the existing flow of surface or 
groundwater in a natural hazard management area (landslide). 

b) anywhere in Queensland to the following types of community infrastructure: 
• police and emergency services facilities including emergency shelters; 
• hospitals and associated institutions; 
• stores for valuable records or items of cultural or historic significance; 
• State-controlled roads; 
• railway lines, stations and associated facilities; 
• aeronautical facilities; 
• communication network facilities; 
• operating works under the Electricity Act 1994; and 
• water cycle management infrastructure. 

State Planning Policy For Natural Disaster Mitigation 
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Annex 2 

A2.1 For busbfire the SPP applies in the following local govermnent areas as they were defined on 
. 15 th April 2002: . 

Atherton Shire Council 
Banana Shire Council 
Bauhinia Shire Council 
Beaudesert Shire Council 
Bendemere Shire Council 
Biggenden Shire Council 
Boonah Shire Council 
Booringa Shire Council 
Bowen Shire Council 
Brisbane City Council 
BmadsoJJDd Shire COlIDCij 
Bungt! Shire Council 
Burdekin Shire Council 
Burnett Shire Council 
Caboolture Shire Council 
Cairns City Council 
Calliope Shire Council 
Caloundra City Council 
Cambooya Shire Council 
Cardwell Shire Council 
Chinchilla Shire Council 
Clifton Shire Council 
Cook Shire Council 
Cooloola Shire Council 
Crows Nest Shire Council 
Dalrymple Shire Council 
Douglas Shire Council . 
Duaringa Shire Council 
Eacham Shire Council 
Eidsvold Shire Council 
Emerald Shire Council 
Esk Shire Council 
Etheridge Shire Council 
Fitzroy Shire Council 
Flinders Shire Council 
Gatton Shire Council 
Gayndah Shire Council 
Gladstone City Council 
Gold Coast City Council 
Herberton Shire Council 
Hervey Bay City Council 

Hinchinbrook Shire Council 
Inglewood Shire Council 
Ipswich City Council 
Isis Shire Council 
Jericho Shire Council 
Johnstone Shire Council 
Jondaryan Shire Council 
Kilcoy Shire Council 
Kilkivan Shire Council 
Kingaroy Shire Council 
Kalan Shire Council 
Laidley Shire Council 
Livingstone Shire Council 
Logan City Council 
Mackay City Council 
Mareeba Shire Council 
Maroochy Shire Council 
Maryborough City Council 
Milhnerran Shire Council 
Mirani Shire Council 
Miriam Vale Shire Council 
Monto Shire Council . 
Mount Morgan Shire Council 
Mundubbera Shire Council 
Murgon Shire Council 
Murilla Shire Council 
Nanango Shire Council 
Nebo Shire Council 
Noosa Shire Council 
Perry Shire Council 
Pine Rivers Shire Council 
Pittsworth Shire Council 
Redcliffe City Council 
Redland Shire Council 
Rockhampton City Council 
Rosalie Shire Council 
Sarina Shire Council 
Stanthorpe Shire Council 
Tara Shire Council 
Taroom Shire Council 
Thuringowa City Council 

Tiaro Shire Council 
Toowoomba City Council 
Townsville City Council 
Waggamba Shire Council 
Wambo Shire Council 
Warwick Shire Council 
Whitsunday Shire Council 
Wondai Shire Council 
Woocoo Shire Council 

Cberhaurg Abaci ginal CO!!pcil 
Hope Vale Abonginal Council 
Lockhart River Aboriginal Counc 
Napranum Aboriginal Council 
Palm Island Aboriginal Council 
Woorabinda Aboriginal Council 
Wujal Wujal Aboriginal Council 
Yarrabah Aboriginal Council 

The areas subject to this SPP are not altered by administrative changes to local government 
boundaries or names. 
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A2.2 For landslide the SPP applies in the following local government areas as they were defined on 
15,h April 2002: 

Atherton Shire Council Jondaryan Shire Council Bamaga Island Council 
Banana Shire Council Kilcoy Shire Council Cherbourg Aboriginal Council 
Bauhinia Shire Council Kilkivan Shire Council Hope Vale Aboriginal Council 
Beaudesert Shire Council Kingaroy Shire Council Inijnoo Aboriginal Council 
Biggenden Shire Council Kolan Shire Council Lockhart River Aboriginal Council 
Boonah Shire Council Laidley Shire Council Mapoon Aboriginal Council 
Bowen Shire Council Livingstone Shire Council Napranunn Aboriginal Council 
Brisbane City Council Logan City Council New Mapoon Aboriginal Council 
Broadsound Shire Council Mackay City Council Palm Island Aboriginal Council 
Burdekin Shire Council Mareeba Shire Council Umagico Aboriginal Council 
Burnett Shire Council Maroochy Shire Council Woorabinda Aboriginal Council 
Caboolture Shire Council Maryborough City Council Wujal Wujal Aboriginal Council 

..... ···Ciihns·cit!;'C'ji"insJI ._ ....... - .. --}J,:iiDI'SbJ'Tc'Couss;r m •• - •• byiirrcibih'Afiirgr91 GJii,rar " 
Calliope Shire Council 
Caloundra City Council 
Carnbooya Shire Council 
Cardwell Shire Council 
Clifton Shire Council 
Cooloola Shire Council 
Cook Shire Council 
Crows Nest Shire Council 
Dalrymple Shire Council 
Douglas Shire Council 
Duaringa Shire Council 
Eacham Shire Council 
Emerald Shire Council 
Esk Shire Council 
Fitzroy Shire Council 
Gatton Shire Council 
Gayndah Shire Council 
Gladstone City Council 
Gold Coast City Council 
Herberton Shire Council 
Hervey Bay City Council 
Hinchinbrook Shire Council 
Ipswich City Council 
Isis Shire Council 
Johnstone Shire Council 

Miriam Vale Shire Council 
Monto Shire Council 
Mt Morgan Shire Council 
Nanango Shire Council 
Nebo Shire Council 
Noosa Shire Council 
Peak Downs Shire Council 
Perry Shire Council 
Pine Rivers Shire Council 
Redland Shire Council 
Rockhamton City Council 
Rosalie Shire Council 
Sarina Shire Council 
Stanthorpe Shire Council 
Taroom Shire Council 
Thuringowa City Council 
Tiaro Shire Council 
Toowoomba City Council 
Torres Shire Council 
Townsville City Council 
Wambo Shire Council 
Warwick Shire Council 
Whitsunday Shire Council 
Woocoo Shire Council 

The areas subject to this SPP are not altered by administrative changes to local government 
boundaries or names. 
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Annex 3 

Natural Hazard Management Areas 

Flood 

A3.1 A natural hazard management area (flood) is land inundated by a Defmed Flood Event (DFE) 1 
6 

A3.2 The Queensland Government's position is that, generally, the appropriate flood event for 
determining a natural hazard management area (flood) is the I: I 00 year average recurrence 
interval (ARI) flood. However it may be appropriate to adopt a different DFE depending on 
the circumstances of individual localities. This is a matter that should be reviewed when 
preparing or undertaking relevant amendments to a planning scheme. Local governments 
proposing to adopt a lower DFE in their planning scheme to determine a natural hazard 
management area (flood) for a particular locality will be expected to demonstrate that the 
I : f&&Za.1mEi III pmt;::t H i wslat&¢A lll~ 

Bushfire 

A3.3 A natural hazard management area (bushfire) is: 

a) an area adopted by a local government for a particular locality consistent with the 
conclusions of a bushfire hazard assessment study; or 

b) where such a study has not been undertaken, an area adopted by a local government for a 
particular locality, reflecting the Medium and High hazard area of the Bushfire Risk 
Analysis Maps produced by Queensland Fire and Rescue Service, suitably modified 
following a review (e.g. "ground truthing'') by the local government; or 

c) where an area has not been adopted by local government, the Medium and High hazard 
areas on the Bushfire Risk Analysis Maps produced by Queensland Fire and Rescue 
Service. 

Landslide 

• A3.4 A natural hazard management area (landslide) is: 

a) an area adopted by a local government for a particular locality consistent with the 
conclusions of a geological stability study; or 

b) where such a study has not been undertaken, an area adopted by a local government for a 
particular locality that includes all land of 15% and greater slope and other land known or 
suspected by the local government as being geologically unstable, together with other areas 
that the local government considers may be adversely affected by a landslide event 17; or 

c) where an area has not been adopted by a local government, all land with a slope of 15% or 
greater1s. 

A3.5 The SPP Guideline provides information on methodologies for identifying potential natural 
hazard affected areas in planning schemes, and advice on sources of financial assistance 
available for such studies. 

16 See Glossary. Section 9. 
17 For example, land below an area known or suspected as being geologically unstable. 
18 Refer to the SPP Guideline for a suitable methodology to calculate slope. 
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1. PURPOSE OFTHE GUIDELINE 

1.1 The purpose of the Guideline is to provide advice and information on interpreting and 
implementing State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation (the SPP), which is a 
statutory instrument expressing the State's interest in mitigating natural disasters. 

1.2 The SPP declares this Guideline to be 'extrinsic material' under the Statutory Instruments 
Act 1992, thereby giving the Guideline legal status in assisting in the interpretation of the 
Sppl. 

1·3 The information contained in the SPP Guideline is not intended to be a complete technical 
guide to the assessment and management of natural hazards. 

:j' 2.1 The State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation (the SPP) aims to ensure that the 
natural hazards of flood, bushfire and landslide are adequately considered when making 
decisions about certain development. 

• 

2.2 For the purposes of the SPP and SPP Guideline, relevant natural hazards are defined as 
follows: 

• Flood is the inundation of land by expanses of water, where the land is normally dry. It 
may result from prolonged or very heavy rainfall, severe thunderstorms, monsoonal 
rains in the tropics, tropical cyclone or darnbreak. 

• Bushfire is an uncontrolled fire burning in forest, scrub or grassland vegetation, also 
referred to as a wildfire. 

• Landslide is movement of material downslope in a mass as a result of shear failure at 
the boundaries of the mass. Landslides can be triggered by both natural changes in the 
enviromnent and human activities . 

2.3 The SPP only deals with certain natural hazards. It does not address technological or 
biological disastens such as chemical spills, plagues or pestilence, exotic diseases, space 
debris or bridge collapse. The SPP does not deal with natural hazards already addressed in 
other documents, such as storm tide inundation, which is dealt with by the State Coastal 
Management Plan (SCMPi. The SPP does not deal with earthquake and strong wind as 
these are addressed through design and construction standards (i.e. the Standard Building 
Regulation). 

'. Extrinsic material is defined in the Statutory Instruments Act as .. relevant material not forming part of the statutory 
instrument or the Act under which the statutory instrument was made or. 

2 However storm tide hazard may need to be considered in determining the extent and severity of flood hazard. See 
Section 4 of the SPP. 
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2.4 Tropical cyclone and severe stonn events and the associated risks of damage are difficult to 
control through land use planning. However some consequences of cyclones and severe 
stonns can be addressed through land use planning, and other consequences are addressed 
through building and design standards. For example, flood and landslide, two consequences 
of cyclones and severe stonns, are addressed in the SPP. As already mentioned severe wind, 
a further consequence of severe stonns and cyclones, is addressed by the Standard Building 
Regulation. 

3. APPLICATION OF THE SPP 

Effect of the SPP 

3.1 Under the Integrated Planning Act 1997 (IP A), the SPP has the following effect: 

3.2 The SPP applies to assessable development3
, except building work that is only assessable 

under the Standard Building Regulation, in the following ways. 
(i) IPA Planning Schemes - Where an IP A planning scheme is in force, the assessment 

manager must have regard to the SPP when assessing development applications under 
the Integrated Development Assessment System (IDAS) 4. 

INB: The Integrated Planning & Other Legislation Amendments Act 2001 amended 
the role of SPPs in development assessment, but when this Guideline was written 
the amendments were not expected to take effect until 2003. The SPP therefore 
applies to development applications made before those amendments take effect in 
the following ways: 
• Where the SPP has been appropriately reflected in the planning schemeS, the 

SPP is not considered separately in development assessments. 
• Where the SPP has not been appropriately reflected in the planning scheme, the 

assessment manager must have regard to the SPP when assessing development 
applications subject to impact assessment under IDAS.] 

(ii) Transitional Planning Schemes - Where a transitional planning scheme is in force, the 
assessment manager must have regard to the SPP when assessing development 
applications requiring development approval under a planning scheme. 

(iii) Schedule 8 of IPA: For assessable development not addressed by a planning scheme and 
subject to assessment. under the Integrated Planning Regulation, the assessment 
manager must have regard to the SPP when assessing relevant development proposals. 
For example, in areas under the jurisdiction of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

3 Assessable development is defined in the Integrated Planning Act as 
<a) development specified in schedule 8, part I; or 
(b) for a planning scheme area--<levelopment that is not specified in schedule 8, part I but is declared under the 
planning scheme for the area to be assessable development. 

4 See Glossary, Section 9 
5 Each planning scheme must identify those State Planning Policies that have been appropriately reflected. 
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(ATSI) community councils, the SPP applies only to development that is assessable 
against Schedule 8 of IP A. A TSI councils have not been required to prepare planning 
schemes. 

Making or amending Planning Schemes 

3.3 The SPP is to be appropriately reflected in planning schemes to ensure that the State's 
interests in natural disaster mitigation are interpreted in the local context when planning for 
future development and making decisions on development applications. 

The SPP is appropriately reflected when the planning scheme seeks the same outcomes as 
the SPP and all aspects of the planning scheme are consistent with the SPP to an extent that 
satisfies the Minister for Local Government and Planning (acting for the State Government 
on the advice ofthe Department of Emergency Services [DES]). 

------~----.-----.--------- .. -.. --.=~---::-;-:-:-:-.~ .. ----.-.----.. _ .. _- ... -

3." Under the IP A, the SPP must be considered when designating land for community 
infrastructure. 

Other considerations 

3.5 Nothing in the SPP restricts a local government, assessment manager or designator from 
addressing the planning for and management of the risks associated with the natural hazards 
addressed in the SPP more stringently or in more detail than required by the SPP. 

Development to which the spp applies 

3.6 The SPP applies to development described in Annex 1 of the SPP. It should be noted that 
the SPP applies to the development listed in part (a) of Annex 1 only where the development 
is proposed within a natural hazard management arei. The SPP applies throughout 
Queensland for the types of community infrastructure listed in part (b) of Annex I. Figure 1 
shows how the SPP applies to community infrastructure depending on its location . 

, See Glossary, Section 9. 
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Figure 1: 
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Application of the SPP to Community Infrastructure proposals 
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Areas to which the SPP applies 

3·7 The SPP applies throughout Queensland for flood, and to the local government areas 
identified in Annex 2 of the SPP for bushfires and landslides. These areas are shown on the 
maps on the following pages. The main reason for exempting the local government areas 
not listed in Annex 2 of the SPP for bushfire is that the predominant vegetation types in 
these areas are a low bushfire risk and their hazard is considered of local rather than State 
significance. For landslide, the SPP applies to local governments where there are areas with 
steep slopes that may place people and property at risk from landslide . 
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Applicable Local Government Areas - BUSH FIRE 
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Applicable Local Government Areas - LANDSLIDE 
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4. THE NEED TO MITIGATE THE ADVERSE IMPACTS OF NATURAL 
HAZARDS 

Natural disasters 

4.1 Natural hazards such as floods, bushfires and landslides become natural disasters when they 
severely disrupt the fabric of a community and require the intervention of the various levels 
of government to return the community to normality? Mitigation means measures taken to 
reduce the severity of, or eliminate the risk from, disasters. Mitigation is usually thought of 
in terms of prevention and community preparedness. 

4.2 Two trends have emerged in relation to natural disasters. The number of deaths from natural 
dm·MIT h!!M!'!lf!!.ased-heWl"Gtt'!fippTftY"d1'ffl!!lin&"¥§*!?!!1§;#>eI!S["tllt!!ti2.'?5iIl;Jmilei!m-
construction, and enhanced emergency responses. However, the cost ofrestoratlOn and 
rehabilitation following the impact of a natural disaster has risen because more development 
is located in hazard prone areas, the increasing value of people's possessions, and the 
populations in these areas have increased. These three factors result in more people and 
property being vulnerable to natural disasters. 

Role of land use planning 

4.3 Land use planning can limit and over time reduce the impacts of natural disasters. The SPP 
will shape land use planning and development decisions to create settlement patterns that 
reduce vulnerability to many flood, landslide or bushfire events. 

Costs associated with natural disasters 

4.4 Natural disasters are estimated to have cost the Australian community $1.13 billion per year 
(in 1999 dollars) between 1980 and 1999, and to have cost Queensland an average of$239 
million each year in direct and indirect tangible costs between 1967 and 19998 

. 

4.5 There is a range of other intangible costs associated with natural disasters that adversely 
affect the interests of the State, regions and local communities. These costs include loss of 
life, injury, emotional suffering, loss of memorabilia, reduced quality oflife, reduced 
productivity, weakened economy, loss of employment, associated loss to business and 
primary producers, increased costs of insurance, 'degraded environment, and loss of species 
and habitats. It is widely recognised that the intangible costs of natural disasters, whilst 
difficult to estimate, are very substantial and are therefore very important when considering 
the benefits of mitigation measures9

. 

7 Alice Zamecka and Graham Buchanan, Disaster Risk Management, Queensland Department of Emergency Services 
2000 p.8 

, Bureau of Transport Economics Report 103 Economic Costs.ofNatural Disasters in Australia, Commonwealth of 
Australia 200 I 

, £bid pp 87-9 
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Climate Change 

4.6 The Queensland Greenhouse Policy Frarnework lO acknowledges growing scientific 
consensus that the enhanced greenhouse effect is changing the world's climate, and that 
Queensland will be vulnerable to the effects of climate change. Predicted changes include 
reductions in annual rainfall but increased rainfall intensity, increased risk of bush fires, and 
increased flood risk and damage to transport infrastructure and low-lying human 
settlements. These changes will have significant impacts on the nature and extent of natural 
hazards, and where practicable should be assessed when developing hazard mitigation 
strategies. 

4.7 The SPP addresses this issue by seeking to ensure that climate change is considered when 
certain natural hazards assessments are undertaken. However it does not appear feasible at 

4.8 There is currently no State position on the anticipated effects of climate change. 
Information sources about climate change are provided in Appendix 8. This information 
may assist local governments to form a view about likely climate change impacts on their 
areas. 

Natural disaster mitigation measures 

4-9 The SPP is a significant natural disaster mitigation measure. The SPP complements other 
mitigation measures used by the Commonwealth, State and local government such as early 
warning systems, public education programs, counter disaster plans, and physical mitigation 
measures such as firebreaks and levees. 

Eligibility for Commonwealth and Queensland government funding programs 

4.10 A further reason to mitigate natural disasters is to meet changes to Commonwealth and State 
government guidelines for funding for natural disaster relief, capital works and transport 
infrastructure . 

4.11 From July 1998, Commonwealth guidelines concerning the Natural Disaster Relief 
Arrangements (NDRA) funding were changed so that ongoing fmancial assistance from the 
Commonwealth for restoration of public assets is linked to evidence of mitigation for likely 
or recurring natural disasters, or a commitment to develop and implement such a strategy 
within a reasonable timeframe. Implementing the requirements of the SPP will assist local 
governments and State government agencies to demonstrate that this guideline requirement 
is being met. Details of the NDRA funding program can be obtained at website 
www.dotars.gov.au 

10 Queensland Greenhouse Policy Framework: A Climate of Change, Queensland Government, September, 2001. 
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4.12 In 2002 the Queensland Government's Local Governing Bodies Capital Works Subsidy 
Scheme (funded by the Department of Local Government and Planning) and the Transport 
Infrastructure Development Scheme (funded by the Department of Main Roads) were 
amended to include criteria requiring project proponents to consider the risk of natural 
hazards and mitigation measures where appropriate. 

5. THE POLICY APPROACH 

5.1 The SPP introduces the concept of natural hazard management areas as the principal 
mechanism for triggering the development outcomes and development assessment 
components of the SPP. Natural hazard management areas for flood, bushfire and landslide 
are defined in Annex 3 of the SPP . 

• ' 5.2 The intention of the SPP is that, wherever practicable, natural hazard management areas 

• 

should be identified through a comprehensive and detailed natural hazard assessment study 
(refer to Appendices 2 to 4 of this SPP Guideline for advice on appropriate study 
approaches). Outcome 4 of the SPP requires natural hazard management areas to be 
identified when planning schemes are made or amended, and these should be integrated with 
the planning strategies and detailed planning measures required under Outcomes 5 and 6 of 
theSPP. ' 

5.3 Natural hazard management areas have been defined in a manner that enables the SPP to 
take effect immediately upon commencement for development assessment purposes. 

5.4 For bushfire and landslide this is achieved through the use of "cascading" definitions of the 
natural hazard management areas. Where the natural hazard management areas for bushfire 
and landslide have not been adopted by the local government, based on the findings of a 
hazard assessment study, the definitions default to other datasets. 

5.5 In the case of bush fire this is the medium and high hazard areas on the Bushfire Risk 
Analysis Maps produced by the Queensland Fire and Rescue Service (note that for bushfire 
purposes the SPP applies only to those local governments listed in part (a) of Annex 2 of the 
SPP - see Map I). 

5.6 For landslide natural hazard management areas the defal!1t definition is all land with a slope 
of 15% or greater (only for those local governments listed in part (b) of Annex 2 of the SPP 
- see Map 2). Although landslides can occur on lesser slopes (slope being only one ofa 
number offactors that determine landslide hazard), the 15% threshold was adopted as the 
threshold for landslide hazard as slopes steeper than this are generally regarded as having a 
greater potential for landslide hazard. 

5.7 A default mechanism for flood hazard management was not adopted for the SPP as reliable 
State-wide flood data was not available. Because of this, the development assessment 
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components of the SPP only aRply in relation to flood where a lo~al government has a~opted 
a Defined Flood Event (DFE) 1, or equivalent, for land use planmng purposes .. Over time, as 
planning schemes are made or amended, or local governments adopt a DFE for particular 
localities, development assessment measures for flood hazard will apply. 

5.8 In relation to flood hazard management, the SPP sets out the State's position that, generally, 
the appropriate flood event for determining a natural hazard management area (flood) is the 
I: 100 year Average Recurrence Interval (ARl) flood. However, the SPP recognises that the 
adoption of a lower DFE may be appropriate depending on the circumstances of individual 
localities. The adoption of a lower DFE would require local government to demonstrate by 
thorough analysis that the proposed level of flood protection is appropriate to the 
circumstances of the locality. 

A E 
Introduction 

6.1 The SPP applies to development assessment from the date of commencement of the SPP. 
The following sections provide guidance on how to achieve SPP Outcomes I to 3. 

Achieving Outcomes 1 and 2 of the SPP 

6.2 Figure 2 sets out the process for achieving Outcomes 1 and 2. The following sub-sections 
provide advice and guidance on the implementation of each of the steps. 

II See Glossary, Section 9. 
12 See Glossary, Section 9. 
Il See Glossary, Section 9. 
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Achieving Outcomes :I and 2 of the SPP 

!Is the devel.opment sitelocated,'in:a 
: natural hazard. management· area . 
illaod, bushlire, landslide)? Refer to 

Annex 3 of the' SPP~ 

YES 

NO ·Olilcomes:l·and 2· of: 
J--___ ~I>"le SPP .do no~ .' . 

- the development .. 
·.:appllC:atior'l. 

NO 
the-SPPapply to· the proposed: . 

developmerit?Referto' part (a}of t----------..J 
Annex t·oflhe·$PP; 

YES 

Is the. development'proposal .' 
compatible with the nature·ofthe·· 

"""""" haz-ard?·(Assessagainsl:'the· 
! relevant performance crite'ria' and . 
. planning schem9'codes), 

YES 

u:ocurnerll the lacts and circumstances· 
that support the development 

application. 

NO 

6 
YES 

'.,. 

Can overriding need 
lor the development 
in the public Interest 

be. demonstrated and 
are there no other 
'sites suitable and 

reasonably available? 

The development application 
does not achive Outcomes 1 
and 2 of the SPP and shOuld 

not be approved. 

8 r~I!~A;s;'s:e~s~s~m~e~n~t~M~a~n~a~g:er~.t~o~.a~s~s!es~S~.·~th~e~.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~·~i~n~~o~rm~a~tio~n~m~a~y~'h~a~v~e~b~e~e~n~p:,r~QV~i~d;ed;-~ . in· response to an Information· li!I~I,I"'J"" or can be modified to achieve 
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/s the proposed development In a natural hazard management area? (Step 1) 

6.3 Outcome I of the SPP applies to development in natural hazard management areas. It is first 
necessary to identify whether the development proposal is located within a natural hazard 
management area, and if so, the severity of hazard that applies (if different natural hazard 
severities have been identified). 

6·4 Although it is intended that, over time, all natural hazard management areas will be identified 
on the basis of a comprehensive and detailed study, Annex: 3 of the SPP defines natural hazard 
management areas in a manner that enables the SPP to be implemented from the date of its 
commencement (see Section 5 of this Guideline for more information on the approach adopted 
in the SPP). 

in the first instance. Only where the local government has not identified a natural hazard 
management area based on a specific technical assessment, should the default natural hazard 
management areas outlined in Annex 3 of the SPP be used. 

6.6 In relation to natural hazard management areas (flood) it should be noted that the local 
government will be the only source of information on flooding. Where the local government 
has not adopted a Defined Flood Event (DFE) for the management of development in a 
particular locality, then this SPP does not apply for development assessment purposes in 
relation to flood. However the local government may have measures in its planning scheme 
that will require the consideration of potential flood hazard when development applications are 
prepared and assessed. 

6.7 Information about the severity of the hazard may be available for the development site. If so, 
this information should be provided to the assessment manager by the proponent. 

6.8 The applicant should determine whether any part of the site of a development proposal is 
located within a natural hazard management area. Where part of the subject site is included in 
a natural hazard management area, but the development proposal does not adversely impact on 
the area, the application should include sufficient information to demonstrate this. In such 
circumstances, the assessment manager should assess the submitted information and, if it 
reaches the same conclusion, may determine that further assessment is not required in relation 
to the SPP (refer to Figure 3). These instances will be assessed on a case-by-case basis and are 
at the discretion of the assessment manager. 

6.9 If the site is not included in a natural hazard management area, or the assessment manager 
determines that the proposal is not likely to impact on a natural hazard management area, no 
further consideration of the SPP is required in relation to Outcome I. 

--------.---
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Figure 3: Example - Effect of the spp where part of the site is within a natural 
hazard management area. 

Extent of 
Development 

Natural Hazard 
Management 
Area 

In this example assessment against the SPP may not be required. 

Does the spp apply to the development? (Step 2) 

6.10 For land located within a natural hazard management area, part (a) of Annex 1 of the SPP 
describes the types of development to which the SPP applies. 

6.11 In relation to the types of development listed in part (a) of Annex 1, the SPP applies as 
follows: 

(i) To material changes of use or reconfigurations of a lot that: 

• Increase the number of people living, working or congregating in the natural hazard 
management area (e.g. residential development, shopping centres, tourist facilities, 
industrial or commercial uses involving large numbers of workers or customers); or 

• Involves institutional uses where evacuating people may be particularly difficult (e.g. 
hospitals, education establishments, child care, aged care, nursing homes and high security 
correctional centres); or 

• .jncreases the am.o!-!lltoff1a.~able,.~:x:plo_siy.eor .noxio!ls mate.rials t~at are ll1~nufacture~ 
or stored in bulk (for the purposes of the SPP bulk quantities comprise quantities that are 
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equivalent to or exceed the minimum quantities set out to determine a Large Dangerous 
Goods Location (LDGL) in the Dangerous Goods Safety Management Regulation); or 

(ii) To building or other work that: 

• involves changing the natural flows or characteristics of floodwater in a natural hazard 
management area (flood) that has the potential to adversely affect the existing flood hazard 
(e.g. filling or vegetation removal); or 

• involves changing the existing ground level (other than the removal or placement of 
topsoil), removal of vegetation (other than required to clear a site for a single dwelling and 
any ancillary buildings and structures, or for routine management including bushfire 
J!rotectionmeasures1..or.redjJll~ti!1.g..the. exjgil1g,f!.Ql¥."of..,'>urface.or..gro.undwater.in.a natl,!raL··,,,··.,, .. ,,o 

-- -llaii:J iUduagcIlI .. nt ata::{taridsUde)i 

6.12 If the development proposal does not include any of the actions or activities identified in 
(a) of Annex I ofthe SPP, Outcome 1 does not apply. 

Determine if development is compatible (Step 3) 

part 

6.13 The characteristics of natural hazards throughout a natural hazard management area are not 
uniform. For example, in areas where floodwaters move rapidly and are deep the severity of 
the hazard will be greater than on the fringe of the flood area. The types of uses that would be 
suitable on the fringe may not be suitable in more hazardous areas. Development proposals 
within natural hazard management areas therefore should be tailored to the nature of the hazard 
on a development site. Appendix 5 of the SPP Guideline provides performance criteria and 
associated indicators of compatibility that should be used to determine whether or not a 
development proposal is compatible with each of the natural hazards. 

6.14 The application should demonstrate that the development meets the relevant performance 
criteria. Specific studies may need to be provided to either demonstrate compatibility, or 
support an assessment that the severity of the hazard is different to that shown on local 
government or State Government maps. 

6.15 Development that is not compatible with the nature of the natural hazard can still achieve 
Outcome I if it meets either of the exceptions listed in Outcome I. These exceptions relate to 
existing development commitments and overriding need in the public interest, and advice on 
interpreting these exceptions is provided under Step 4 and Step 5 respectively. 

Existing development commitments (Step 4) 

6.16 The SPP allows development that is incompatible with the nature of a natural hazard to be 
approved where it is an existing development commitment and the development would have a 

__ Jowerlev.el of risk than genera!ly IIPpliesto development inthevicinity .. 
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6.17 The assessment manager will need to detennine whether a development proposal is an existing 
development commitment. This may require the assessment manager to assess the 
development proposal for consistency with the overall outcomes (andlor intent) of the relevant 
zone (or equivalent), the associated development assessment table and any applicable codes. 

6.18 Secondly, the development should result in a level of risk that is lower than the level of risk 
that generally applies to other development in the vicinity. This requires both internal and 
external risks to be considered. Generally a development proposal that would result in adverse 
impacts on existing or approved development external to the site (e.g. by increasing the extent 
or severity ofthe natural hazard on adjoining properties) would not be acceptable, and should 
only be approved if it meets the overriding need test set out in Step 5 below. 

The second 

associated indicators at Appendix 5 could be as a checklist when 
assessing and comparing the relative levels of risk of the proposed and existing development. 
The test is concerned with the overall level of risk associated with the development, and will 
require a balanced assessment against the range of risk factors identified in Appendix 5. 

6.20 A lower level of risk for only one of these risk factors, provided the other risk factors are 
equivalent to those generally applying to development in the vicinity, would be sufficient to 
achieve the "lower level of risk" required by Outcome I. For example, in relation to flood risk, 
if the habitable floor levels and flood warning times etc associated with the proposal are the 
same as those generally applying to other development in the vicinity, but the development 
proposal would have a safer evacuation route then, on balance, the development proposal 
would satisfy Outcome I. 

6.21 A particular issue that may need to be considered as part of this element of the assessment 
relates to the intensity of the development proposal. Other things being equal, a greater 
intensity of development (e.g. a multi-unit dwelling in an area comprised predominantly of 
houses) would result in a higher level of risk than generally applies in the area. However, this 
may be acceptable if other aspects of the development proposal reduce the level of risk (e.g. if; 
multi-unit development proposal in an area oflow-set dwellings had habitable floor space only 
on upper levels). 

6.22 A development proposal that meets these tests, and therefore achieves Outcome I of the SPP, 
will still be required to meet Outcome 2. 

Interpreting Overriding Need In the Public Interest (Step 5) 

6.23 Development that is incompatible with the nature of a natural hazard can be approved on the 
grounds of overriding need in the public interest. Determining such overriding need will 
necessarily depend on the circumstances of the particular development proposal. This section 
of the SPP Guideline sets out the main principles for evaluating an overriding need in the 

_____ --Public.interest. 
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6.24 Firstly, the degree of net economic, social andlor environmental benefits to the community 
should be established and secondly, if there are net community benefits, the likelihood of 
suitable alternative sites being generally available should be assessed. 

a) Assessing net benefits to the community 

6.25 The overall social, economic and environmental benefits of a proposed development located 
within a natural hazard management area where the development proposal is incompatible 
should be weighed against the consequences of the proposed development. 

6.26 Such development should either serve an essential community need (e.g. a health-care facility), 
significantly improve the community's access to services (e.g. a community centre or other 

that reduces travel times for a proportion of the community), provide 

in the area), or provide significant 
environmental benefits (e.g. where other alternative sites would require clearing of remnant 
vegetation). 

6.27 The SPP specifically states that for the community benefit to be "overriding", it must outweigh 
the adverse impacts from the development's exposure to natural hazards. These impacts 
include: 

• the increased risk to life, property andlor the environment; 
• the increased demand for emergency services; and 
• the potential risk of increased community pressure for hazard remediation works. 

6.28 Any increased risk to human lives needs to be given significant weight in detennining overriding 
need. 

b) Assessing alternative sites 

• 6.29 A broad assessment of specific alternative sites should be undertaken as follows: 

1: Identify the site requirements of the proposed development, including location needs, 
physical site characteristics, access and servicing. 

2: Identify sites or general locations that meet those site requirements and are situated: 
• outside the natural hazard management area; or 
• within the natural hazard management area but with a lower severity of hazard. 

3: Evaluate identified sites/locations in terms of their consistency with the planning 
scheme (or adjoining planning scheme if suitable sites can be identified in an adjoining 
local government area). 
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4: Consider in general terms whether land ownership of any preferred alternative site(s) is 
likely to present a major obstacle to assembling an appropriate parcel of land for the 
proposed development. 

[NB: The fact that the applicant owns, or has an option on, the site that is the subject of the 
application and that it is consequently available for the proposed development does not in itself 
justify an "overriding need".] 

Does the Development Proposal achieve Outcome 2? (Step 6) 

6.30 Outcome 2 applies to development that is not compatible with the nature of the natural hazard 
(see Step 3 above), but satisfies either of the exceptions in Outcome 1 (see Steps 4 and 5 
above). Development achieves Outcome 2 when it is brought as near as practicable to the level 
required to comply with the performance criteria for compatibility with Outcome I, and the 
development would not result in unacceptable levels of risk to people or property. 

6.31 There will be some circumstances where a development proposal that minimises the adverse . 
impacts of natural hazards as far as practicable should not be approved because it would still 
result in an unacceptable level of risk to people or property . 

6.32 The need to apply the 'unacceptable risk' test is most likely to arise in relation to flood hazard. 
This is because a geotechnical assessment can be used to identify clear development 
requirements in relation to landslide hazard (which may include an assessment that the site is 
not suitable for development i.e. the level oflandslide risk is unacceptable), and on-site 
mitigation measures will normally be available to reduce bushfire risk to acceptable levels. 

6.33 However flood hazard is difficult to manage within individual sites, and on-site mitigation 
measures may be inadequate to reduce the level of risk associated with a development proposal 
to an acceptable level. 

6.34 The document Floodplain Management in Australia: Best Practice Principles and Guidelines 
defines risk as 'the chance of something happening that will have an impact on objectives. It is 
measured in terms of consequences and likelihood ... Risk is often thought of as the "downside 
of a gamble"' . 
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6·35 An unacceptable level of risk may be thought of as one where an informed community would 
decide not to accept the consequences and likelihood of a particular risk. The key characteristic 
of unacceptable risk is that it determined by the community rather than an individual or 
particular group within the community. The best way to determine a community's risk 
thresholds is through a natural disaster risk assessment study using the process outlined in 
Appendix 1. 

6.36 Where such a structured, community-based assessment of unacceptable levels of risk is not 
available, it will be the responsibility of the assessment manager to determine whether a 
particular development proposal would result in an unacceptable level of risk. 

6.37 As noted above unacceptable risk levels will vary between communities and over time (e.g. a 
major disaster can have immediate effects on perceptions of risk within a community). 
·HmvW:r:tlW;fITl1Tr1m:rMt¥q'dwad~'JrF.tXrctn9?'-]ITw-nj'?'d-$C·A-P'1'!fmsrtc'ahf' 
used as a guide .. The table shows land uses appropriate to various levels of severity of hazard 
(based on matching land use and flood hazard to both maximise the use of the floodplain and 
minimise the risks and consequences of flooding. 

Appropriate land uses across the floodplain: 

Rural Rural Rural 
Recreation Recreation Recreation 
Open Space Open Space Open Space 
Environment Environment Environment 

Commercial * Residential * Residential 
Industry * Commercial * Commercial 
Clubs * Industrial * Industrial 

Clubs • Clubs 
Schools • Schools 

Public Institutions Public Institutions 
Caravan Parks Caravan Parks 
Council Council 
Police Police 

Telephone Exchange 
State Emergency Services 

Hospitals 
Homes for Elderly 
MuseumslLibraries 

* with special controls • with special controls 

Note 1: See Appendix 2 for definitions of levels of severity. 
Source: Floodplain Management in Australia, Best Practice Principles and Guidelines, SCARM Report No. 73 
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6.38 Where suitabl~ measures to achieve Outcome 2 have not been included in the development 
proposal, the assessment manager should negotiate suitable measures with the development 
proponent or include them as reasonable or relevant conditions of development approval. The 
detailed elements supporting the performance criteria in Appendix 5 of this Guideline provide 
guidance as to the types of measures that may be required to achieve Outcome 2. 

Document the fads (Step 7) 

6.39 Applicants preparing development applications involving land that is contained within a natural 
hazard management area should provide the following information as part of the development 
application: 

the proposed development and the natural hazard management area (e.g. where part the 
site of the development proposal is included in a natural hazard management area, but the 
development proposal does not affect that area and is not likely to impact on it, the 
application should include sufficient information to demonstrate this); 

• A description of the development proposal; and 

• A report outlining compliance of the proposed development with the relevant performance 
criteria or alternatively, demonstrating that it meets the requirements set out in Steps 4, 5 
and 6 above. 

Role of the Assessment Mana~er (Step 8) 

6.40 To comply with the requirements of the SPP in relation to Outcomes I and 2, the role of the 
assessment manager is to: 
• assess the application against the SPP and planning scheme; and 
• impose reasonable or relevant conditions to achieve Outcomes I and 2 . 

6.41 The assessment manager should not approve development applications that do not achieve 
Outcomes I and 2 of the SPP. 

Achieving Outcome 3 of the spp 
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6.42 Outcome 3 applies to community infrastructure anywhere in Queensland, including in natural 
hazard management areas. 

6.43 The types of community infrastructure to which the SPP applies are set out in part (b) of Annex 
I of the SPP as follows: 

• police and emergency services facilities including emergency shelters; 
• hospitals and associated institutions; 
• stores for valuable records or items of cultural or historic significance; 
• State-controlled roads; 
• railway lines, stations and associated facilities; 
• aeronautical facilities; 
• communication network 

• water cycle management infrastructure. 

6.44 Valuable cultural or historical records are irreplaceable and they should not be exposed to 
undue risk from natural hazards. The other types of community infrastructure listed above 
provide important emergency response or recovery roles, or provide transportation, 
communication links or service networks that are important to the safety, health and well being 
of the community. 

6.45 Outcome 3 requires that these types of community infrastructure are located and designed to 
ensure resilience during and after natural hazard events wherever practicable. This 
requirement applies regardless of which of the following mechanisms is used for the 
community infrastructure proposal: 

• A development application under IDAS; 
• Allocation of land in a planning scheme; or 
• Designation of land for community infrastructure under section 2.6.7 of IP A . 

6.46 Appendix 7 to this Guideline presents performance criteria against which a community 
infrastructure proposal must be assessed to determine compliance with Outcome 3. 

6.47 There may be instances where the development proposal should proceed but it is not 
practicable to achieve compliance with Outcome 3. For example it may not be possible to 
achieve the level of immunity from flooding recommended in Appendix 7 because of other 
relevant considerations. These could include locational requirements such as the need to 
provide acceptable levels of service (e.g. response times) within service catchments; and the 
need to balance competing demands for services and facilities throughout the State with 
available resource allocations. 

6.48 This assessment will need to be decided on the basis of the circumstances associated with 
individual proposals, and will involve the consideration of the following matters: 

• The role and function of the infrastructure including during a natural hazard event; 
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• The potential impacts on the community should the infrastructure be operationally 
impaired by a natural hazard; 

• The cost and benefits of mitigation measures (including alternative locations) and the 
consequences of not requiring mitigation measures; 

• Taking the foregoing into account, and the resources and priorities of the responsible 
public sector entity, the level of protection from and resilience to natural hazards that is 
considered appropriate for the infrastructure; and 

• The requirements about works or the use of land that are proposed to provide the 
appropriate level of protection from and resilience to the adverse impacts of natural 
hazards. These requirements could include location, siting and design measures. 

6.49 As a simple example, it would not be practicable to require a fire or police station to locate 
outside a natural hazard management area if this increases emergency response times and 
results in an overall increase in community risk. Similarly because network infrastructure, such 
as roads, join fixed points (e.g. towns) there may be no alternative to traversing areas subject to 
natural hazards. As a result it will often not be practicable or cost-effective to achieve optimum 
levels of immunity from natural hazards for network infrastructure. 

6.50 The responsibility for determining compliance with Outcome 3 will rest with either the 
assessment manager or the community infrastructure designator depending on which of the 
mechanisms outlined above is used. 

7. MAKING AND AMENDING. PLANNING SCHEMES 

Introduction 

7.1 In order to achieve Outcomes 4 to 6 of the SPP, planning schemes should identify particular 
information, and contain appropriate planning strategies and development assessment 
measures. 

Achieving Outcome 4 of the spp 

7.2 During the process of making or amending planning schemes, local governments are required 
to assess the potential impacts of development in areas subject to the natural hazards of flood, 
bushfire and landslide. This assessment includes the determination of natural hazard 
management areas and may include the assessment of relative levels of severity in relation to 
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particular hazards. The scope of studies will vary between local governments, and sometimes 
between di fferent locations within the same local government area. The variation in scope 
should depend on the size and distribution of the population, the degree of risk to people, 
property, economic activity and the environment posed by development in areas affected by 
natural hazards, and the availability or difficulty of obtaining and analysing information. The 
assessment may also need to take into account the potential impacts associated with climate 
change. 

7.3 Local governments are encouraged to undertake natural hazard assessment as part of a 
comprehensive disaster risk management process that would also provide information to assist 
in developing appropriate planning scheme outcomes. Appendix I of this SPP Guideline 
provides information on disaster risk management studies including potential sources of 
financial assistance. Appendices 2 to 4 set out recommended principles and methodologies for 
jdep*i§iRg nah!!a] hazard mODagement cree: fur to [ugoses ofo/eleing Of amending p!ansing 
schemes. 

7.4 The scope of studies to be undertaken will be determined by the local government in 
consultation with relevant State Government Departments during the process of making or 
amending planning schemes. Natural hazard management areas should be clearly identified in 
the planning scheme through the use of techniques such as overlays, consistent with the 
approach and terminology suggested for planning schemes in the [PA Plan Making Guideline 
110] published by the Department of Local Government and Planning. The most appropriate 
presentation will depend on the structure and format of the particular planning scheme. 

Achieving Outcome 5 of the spp 

7.5 Where practicable, the planning scheme's land use strategies should give preference to future 
land uses that would achieve the development outcomes (Outcomes I to 3) in Section 6 of the 
SPP. Public safety should be the main consideration in seeking to achieve these outcomes, 
with planning strategies devised to achieve optimum levels of safety within the planning 
scheme area. 

--------'17.-6----uses·involving-the-aeti6ns-er-aetivities-l1stild-in-parts-(1l7-1tndfb}-of.:A:nnex+of-the-SPPileed-to-
be considered when developing the land use strategy. When allocating land uses in natural 
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hazard management areas, planning schemes should give preference to those uses that are less 
susceptible to the risks posed by the particular hazard, and impose development requirements 
that lessen the risk of the hazard. 

7.7 In general land use strategies that do not increase the number of people living, working or 
congregating in natural hazard management areas, and avoid the establishment or 
intensification of other uses or works that are likely to increase the adverse impacts of the 
natural hazard would achieve Outcome 5 of the SPP. In particular, uses such as residential 
development that are likely to materially increase the risks to life or personal property, should 
be discouraged in areas of high or medium hazard severity, unless the planning strategy 
includes clear mechanisms aimed at ensuring that appropriate levels of safety will be achieved 
through the development assessment process. 

7.8 V,nCie tnere are CXlstlfl:g deyeiopmem CGniunbIients t fill example 1ft areas a1 eRIStHIg 
development, strategies that provide more workable outcomes, without adversely affecting the 
development commitment could be considered. Strategies for achieving this could include: 

• incentives such as development bonuses to encourage alternative uses that are less 
susceptible to the hazard; and 

• mechanisms for encouraging a high proportion of the total development onto those parts of 
the area that are least affected by the hazard. 

7.9 Planning strategies should also seek to ensure development does not occur in a manner that is 
likely to result in an increase in the extent or severity ofa natural hazard. This element of the 
planning strategies is mainly relevant to flood hazard, although localised increases in flood 
duration or depth may be acceptable where they occur as part of an overall flood management 
strategy that will result in net benefits to the community. 

7.10 Uses that would not impede the flow of floodwaters should be encouraged in flood ways and 
drainage corridors. Suitable uses may include parks, conservation areas, grazing or other 
agricultural activities, low impact recreational uses such as sports fields, extensive parking 
areas, buffer areas around high impact industrial activities, or even low density residential uses 
with appropriate safeguards. 

7.11 The flood storage capacity of floodplains also needs to be protected, and specific development 
requirements (e.g. limiting the extent of earthworks or requiring compensatory storage 
capacity) will need to be devised and incorporated in the planning scheme strategies. 

14 See Section 9, Glossary. 
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Achieving Outcome 6 of the spp 

7.12 Detailed plannmg scheme measures should be prepared generally m accordance with the 
approach and terminology suggested for planning schemes in the IPA Plan Making Guideline 
1101 published by the Department of Local Government and Planning. 

7.13 Information to be included in codes and related sections of the planning scheme will depend on 
the nature of the code, but will broadly include the following: 
• purpose of the code; 
• applicability of the code to developmentlland within the relevant area; 
• specific definitions; and 
• performance criteria and possible implementation measures to achieve the performance 

criteria to enable assessment of compatibility of development. 

7.14 The codes may take the form of specific hazard management codes or be incorporated into 
broader codes as appropriate. For example, landslide hazard can be addressed as part of 
broader code dealing with development on hillsides or steep slopes that may also address 
environmental and visual amenity issues . 

7.15 Appendix 5 provides examples of performance criteria and associated indicators for achieving 
compatible development within natural hazard management areas for flood, bushfire and 
landslide. Appendix 7 provides similar information for the types of community infrastructure 
to which the SPP applies. These performance criteria and indicators of compatibility, suitably 
adapted to reflect local knowledge and conditions, could be used as a basis for the preparation 
of codes 

7.16 Planning scheme preparation will also involve the identification of appropriate levels of 
assessment for development within natural hazard management areas. This could involve 
different levels of assessment for areas of different hazard severity and/or the linking of 
assessment levels to specific types of development such as those contained in Annex 1 of the 
SPP. Overlay mapping may be used to identify particular areas to be subject to assessment in 
relation to natural hazard management. 
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8. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

Applicant/Developer 

8.1 The applicant identifies the location of natural hazard management areas on the subject site and 
the severity of hazard (where applicable), demonstrates that the proposal achieves the relevant 
development outcomes, and incorporates appropriate management techniques into the 
development proposal. 

8.2 The developer implements reasonable and relevant conditions of approval in relation to natural 
hazard management areas as imposed by the assessment manager. 

, ?Fel SQ'm=ae"tl4ssessme'lt M'?'r: 

8.3 Assessment Managers have regard to the SPP during development assessment. Assessment 
Managers should impose reasonable or relevant conditions on development to minimise risk 
from natural hazards, and should not approve development applications that are unable to 
achieve development outcomes 1 to 3 of the SPP. 

8.4 Local Governments appropriately reflect the SPP in planning schemes by identifying natural 
hazard management areas and including suitable strategies and detailed measures to achieve the 
SPP's outcomes. 

Queensland Department of Emergency Services (DES) 

8.5 DES reviews draft planning schemes to ensure that the SPP has been appropriately reflected to 
achieve the State's interest in respect of natural hazard management and conveys that advice to 
DLGP. . 

8.6 DES provides advice on interpretation and implementation of the SPP and should be consulted 
by local governments about integrating the SPP into planning schemes. 

8.7 DES to provide advice about the appropriate level of hazard assessment to determine natural 
hazard management areas when preparing planning schemes. 

8.8 DES provides advice on the appropriate agencies and officers to contact in relation to specific 
natural hazard management issues. 

Queensland Department of Local Govemment and Planning (DLGP) 

8.9 DLGP, in conjunction with other State agencies, reviews planning schemes and amendments to 
ensure that the SPP has been appropriately reflected into planning schemes. 
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Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines (ONRM)/ Environment 
Protection Agency (EPA) 

8.10 NRM and EPA provide advice on interpreting relevant sections of the SPP and on the 
relationship between the SPP and other relevant existing State legislation. 

8.11 EPA provides infonnation about stonn tide inundation issues and planning for climate change. 

8.12 DNRM provides infonnation about landslide and floodplain management issues, and the latest 
climate change science advances. 

Minister designating and/or developing Community Infrastructure 

8.13 Inc dcsigndtol has Icgaltl to tltd 8Ft to diisate- the oufuOities 01 the 8Ft ale acIndved IIi [dahon 
to the specified types of community infrastructure. 

Community 

8.14 The Community has a role in providing input into the undertaking of disaster risk management 
studies, the preparation of planning schemes and comment in relation to development 
applications. 

9. GLOSSARY 
AS 3959 -1999: the Australian Standard "Construction of Buildings in Bushfire-Prone Areas". 

ASlNZS 4360: the AustralianlNew Zealand Standard for risk management. This standard fonns the 
basis for natural disaster risk assessment and management. 

• Average recurrence interval (ARl): is a statistical estimate of the average period in years between 
the occurrences of a flood of a given size or larger (eg. floods with a discharge as big as or 
larger than the 100-year ARI flood event will occur on average once every 100 years). The 
ARI of a flood event gives no indication of when a flood of that size will occur next. 

Bushfire: is an uncontrolled fire burning in forest, scrub or grassland vegetation, also referred to as a 
wildfire. 

Climate change: is a change of climate, which is attributed directly or indirectly to human activity 
which alters the composition of the global atmosphere, and is in addition to natural climate 
variability observed over comparable time periods. 

Defined Flood Event (DFE): is the flood event adopted by a local government for the management 
____ ....ofde;relopmentinJl.particular.localil¥--.Ihe.DEEis..generally.not.the.full.extent.ofthe.flood ...... "-...... ".,, 

prone land. 
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Development commitment: includes any of the following: 
• development with a valid development approval; 
• exempt development, self-assessable development or development only assessable against 

the Standard Building Regulation; 
• development clearly consistent with the relevant zone (or equivalent) in a planning 

scheme; 
• a subdivision or other reconfiguration of allotment boundaries consistent with the 

requirements of the relevant planning scheme; or 
• development consistent with a designation for community infrastructure. 

Disaster Risk Management: is a systematic process that produces a range of measures that contribute 
to the well-being of communities and the environment. The process considers the likely effects 

Existing developed area: is an area that is either developed or has the required development 
approvals for a use or combination of uses that would commonly be considered urban 
(including residential, industrial, commercial and associated supporting land uses) or rural 
residential in nature. 

Flood: is the inundation ofland by expanses of water, where the land is normally dry. It may result 
from prolonged or very heavy rainfall, severe thunderstorms, monsoonal rains in the tropics, 
tropical cyclone or darn break. 

Floodplain: is an area ofland adjacent to a creak, river, estuary, lake, dam or artificial channel, 
which is subject to inundation by the Probable Maximum Flood (ie. flood-prone land). 

Floodway: is the area of a floodplain where significant discharge or storage of water occurs during a 
DFE. If a floodway is filled or even partially blocked it would cause a significant redistribution 
of flood flow, or significant increase in flood levels. 

IDAS: Integrated Development Assessment System is a framework that establishes a common 
statutory system under the Integrated Planning Act 1997 for making, assessing and deciding 
development applications;regardless ofthe nature of development, its location in Queensland 
or the authority administrating the regulatory control. 

Landslide: is movement of material downslope in a mass as a result of shear failure at the boundaries 
of the mass. Landslides can be triggered by both natural changes in the environment and human 
activities. 

Mitigation: is any measure intended to reduce the severity of, or eliminate the risk from, a natural 
hazard. 

Natural disaster: is a natural hazard event that severely disrupts the fabric of a community and 
requires the intervention of the various levels of government to return the community to 

··-----------normality·;-- ....... ' .. -... ..--.---- .. -.-" - -. -.-.-.. _--.. --- ..... -...... -- .-.-.- .-.. - ... -.-- .. _--.---.. -.. -
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Natural hazard management area: is an area that has been defined for the management of a hazard 
(flood, bushfire or landslide), but may not reflect the full extent ofthe area that may be affected 
by the hazard (eg. land above the 1: 100 ARI may flood during a larger flood event). Natural 
hazard management areas for flood, bushfire or landslide are described in Annex 3 of the SPP. 

Natural hazard: is a naturally occurring situation or condition with the potential for loss or harm to 
the community or environment. The natural hazards addressed in this SPP are flood, bushfire 
and landslide. 

Nature of natural hazard: is the important characteristics of the hazard including the type of hazard 
and its severity. 

Probable Maximum Flood (PII-fF'I, is the largest flood that could occur at a 

not or 
protection against this event. 

Risk: is a concept used to describe the likelihood of harmful consequences arising from the 
interaction of hazards, community and the environment. 

State Planning Policy Guidelinefor Natural Disaster Mitigation 
Draft - No Official Status page3/ Draft: 28 August 2002 



• 

APPENDIX 1: DISASTER RISK MANAGEMENT. 

Local Governments and Disaster Risk Management 

Au The identification of areas prone to natural hazards in a planning scheme can be used to guide 
the location and form of future development so that potential risks associated with 
development in areas prone to natural hazards are avoided or minimised. It is recommended 
identification of natural hazard management areas be undertaken as part of a disaster risk 
management process, which considers, plans for and manages the potential effects of natural 
disasters prior to them occurring. 

A1.2 A natural disaster risk assessment provides a structured community-based approach to 

Ai.3 The following publications provide detailed guidance in relation to risk management, and in 
particular explain the opportunities and potential disaster risk management process 
approaches for local government: 

• AustralianlNew Zealand Standard for Risk Management (ASINZS 4360: 1999) 
• Disaster Risk Management A Zamecka and G Buchanan, Queensland Department of 

Emergency Services 2000 
• Disaster Risk Management Guide: a How-to Manual for Local Government Counter 

Disaster and Rescue Services, Queensland Department of Emergency Services 2000. 

Figure 1 (on the following page) presents an overview of the disaster risk management 
process. The following paragraphs, taken from the Disaster Risk Management Guide: a How-
to Manual for Local Government (page 6) summarise the tasks involved in each step. 

• Establish the Context: Identify strategic and organisational issues that may apply to the 
disaster risk management process. Develop the project management plan and initial risk 
evaluation criteria. 

• Identify Risks: Identify and describe the nature of the hazards, community and 
environment. Examine vulnerabilities of the community and environment and identify 
the risks that the community is facing. 

• Analyse Risks: Examine the risks for the likelihood and consequences and assign the 
levels of risk. 

• Evaluate Risks: Compare the risks with the risk evaluation criteria (adjust where 
necessary) and rank the risks in order of priority for treatment. 

• Treat Risks: Select and implement appropriate treatments for dealing with risks. 

A1.S The disaster risk management process is underpinned by a continuous requirement for: 

__ .. !-__ {:om,!!I~-'1i.!;Q!iQ,!-{p!~LCoJ·!§.~{q1iQ!!..'.Jtj§ necessary'tp include all stakeholders in the 
process. If the process is going to be successful it reqtrires commilmenifroni·iil1part[es .. 
influenced by it. 
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• Monitoring and Review: It is necessary to ensure that the disaster risk management 
process remains valid by conducting regular reviews. It is necessary to monitor the 
implementation of selected mitigation treatments and to ensure that disaster risk 
management as a cyclic and continuous improvement process is integrated into broader 
Council planning. 

• Effective Documentation: It is necessary to document al1 the steps taken to demonstrate 
that the process is conducted correctly and to satisfy audit. 

Figure 1. Main elements of the Disaster Risk Management process 

. _·Source." DuasrVlflifMiii1-agemenl GUiili.'ii71oW-IO ManualJOi='"LOCalGOverniUliTCOunter ulSiSter iffaRBciiCSei'v~. -
Queensland Department of Emergency Services 2000. 
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Incorporating Disaster Risk Management into Local.Govemment Planning 

A1.6 Disaster risk management can be a useful and important part of preparing planning schemes 
in accordance with the requirements of the Integrated Planning Act. 

A1.7 Identifying, analysing and evaluating the risks of potential development areas in relation to flood, 
bushfire and landslide hazards for a local government area provide a key input into planning 
scheme preparation. Natural hazards can be mapped and included within the planning scheme by 
using overlay maps or other teclmiques to identify natural hazard management areas and the 
identification and evaluation of risk can be used to inform strategy development. 

FinancialAssistance 

AI.S lis-ai¥€JQ2 uU&lIclal aSSiSta i_9 Ie. o. d:ltiCItlt'IiF"'\t:f tt:l'_Ot 0- lUi tn 7 e 
Islander Community Councils and River Improvement Trusts to undertake natural hazard 
mapping as well as risk assessments and teclmical studies relating to various hazards 
including flood, bushfire and landslide. The Natural Disaster Risk Management Studies 
Program (NDRMSP) introduced by the Commonwealth government in 1999-2000 with the 
support of State governments, offers two thirds funding- one third each from the 
Commonwealth and Queensland governments for natural disaster risk studies including 
natural hazard studies. The successful applicant is required to provide the final third of the 
funding. For further information on this program, contact the Disaster Mitigation Unit of 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services in the Department of Emergency Services or access 
website: www.dotars.gov.aulndr/risk.htrn 

. _ .. _--------_ .. _ ... __ ._-------- -.----.----.- .. -.-.. - .. -.~ .......... __ .... _--.,_ ....... , .. . 
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APPENDIX 2: UNDERTAKING NATURAL HAZARD ASSESSMENT - FLOOD 

What is a flood? 

A2.1 A flood is "the inundation of land by expanses of water, where the land is normally dry. It 
may result from prolonged or very heavy rainfall, severe thunderstorms, monsoonal rains in 
the tropics, tropical cyclone, or dambreak. .. 

A2.2 The behaviour of floodwaters varies across the floodplain and over the duration of a flood 
event, as well as between different flood events. This is the principal reason for the need to 
understand the full range of floods, up to and including the Probable Maximum Flood (PMF) 
IS 

, 
3 fir ffi If I fi 1 fl I. 1 . • 5 r ffi ( f f l' g g oi EI~ ~ oi m IS 

provide the major flow paths for floodwaters and are typically aligned with obvious natural 
channels. Flood storage areas fill and then empty during the passage of the flood peak and are 
typically very low velocity zones. The remainder of the floodplain can be described as flood 
fringe areas. 

What is a defined flood event? 

A2,4 A floodplain is determined as the extent ofland inundated by the PMF. However, for the 
purposes of managing floodplain land use and development, it is generally impractical (and 
probably overly cautious) to adopt the PMF for development control. 

A2.5 Generally a much more likely flood is used for this purpose and is referred to as the "Defined 
Flood Event" (DFE)16. The SPP defines a DFE as "the flood event adopted by a local 
government for the management of development in a particular locality ". The natural hazard 
management area (flood) is based on the DFE. The determination of the DFE should be based 
on a rational appraisal of the impacts of a range of floods and the social and economic 
benefits of development . 

A2.6 Historically, the 1 % Annual Exceedence Probability flood (AEP) - equivalent to 1/100 yr 
Average Recurrence Interval (ARI) ; has been accepted as the preferred DFE, with little 
assessment of the consequences oflarger, less frequent floods or the potential for allowing 
development based on a lesser flood. 

IS Probable Maximum Flood (PMF): The largest flood that could conceivably occur at a particular location, resulting 
from the probable maximum precipitation. The PMF defines the extent of flood-prone land. Generally, it is not 

,, .. ------.-.. n'--f'hysically 01 financiaily-possible-tol'rovidelleneral-proteetien-againsHhis-evenh- -.---- - .. -... - .......... ---. ---.-_ .... -.. -
" Defined Flood Event (DFE): The flood event selected for the management of flood hazard. DFEs do not define the 

extent of flood-prone land, which is defined by the Probable Maximum Flood (PMF). 
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Natural hazard management area (flood) 

A2.7 A natural hazard management area (flood) is described in annex 3 ofthe SPP as follows: 
"land inundated by a Defined Flood Event (DFE) ... The Queensland Government's position 
is that, generally, the appropriate flood event for detemlinillg a natural hazard management 
area (flood) is the 1:100 year average recurrence inter.·al (ARI) flood. However it may be 
appropriate to adopt a different DFE depending on the circumstances of individual localities. 
This is a matter that should be reviewed when preparing or undertaking relevant amendments 
to a planning scheme. Local governments proposing to adopt a lower DFE in their planning 
scheme to determine a natural hazard management area (flood) for a particular locality will 
be expected to demonstrate that the proposed DFE is appropriate to the circumstances of the 
locality . .. 

:2 om 0 
planning schemes. Natural hazard management areas (flood) trigger the development 
outcomes and development assessment requirements specified in Outcomes I and 2 of the 
SPP, and are also required to enable the development of the planning strategies and detailed 
measures required by Outcomes 5 and 6 of the SPP. 

A2.9 In identifying natural hazard management areas (flood), a local government will need to select 
a DFE. Identification of a DFE does not mean more extreme events cannot occur (up to the 
PMF). Residual risk (ie the risk of a flood that exceeds the DFE) should be addressed in 
Local Government Counter Disaster Plans and emergency procedures. 

A2.10 The Department of Natural Resources and Mines (DNRM) has developed the following 
advice for identifying natural hazard management areas (flood). 

Methodology for Identifyll'!g Natural hazard management area (ftoo«ll) 

A2.11 Natural hazard management areas (flood) ideally should be determined from a comprehensive 
floodplain management study. The process outlined in Floodplain Management in Australia: 
Best Practice Principles and Guidelines (SCARM Report 73, CSIRO Publishing) (the 
SCARM Report) is recommended when undertaking a floodplain management study and 
preparing a floodplain management plan. 

A2.12 In its most comprehensive form, a floodplain management study set out in the SCARM 
Report is likely to be time-consuming and expensive. It maybe beyond the capacity or needs 
of some local governments, particularly those with low-growth and a low-rate-base. 

A2.13 Therefore some ofthe steps below also set out alternative methods. These alternatives 
recognise the varying levels of flood data, resources, and Ileed for flood management 
information that exist across Queensland. Flood studies should be tailored to meet the needs 
and resources oflocal governments. Nevertheless local governments should ensure that they 
properly assess flood risk. 

A2.14 The SCARM report process comprises the following steps: 

State Planning Policy GUidelinefor Natural Disaster Mitigation 
Draft - No Official Status Draft: 28 August 2002 



• 

Step z: Establishment of a floodplain Advisory Committee 

A2.15 This Committee's role is to assist local governments to develop and implement a plan for the 
management of the floodplain. The committee should comprise a balanced mix of elected, 
administrative and community representatives . 

.A2.16 Local Government should carefully consider how it consults with the community in the flood 
study process, the need for and composition of a commirtee, and the terms of reference of any 
such committee. 

Step 2: Carrying out Rood Studies 

"The flood defmes the nature and extent of the flood hazard across the floodplain, by 
~ ! a I 

Current best practice in floodplain management caUs for an understanding of the fuU range of 
floods possible - up to and including the probable maximum flood (PMF'). This information 
is unlikely to be available unless generated by a recent and comprehensive flood study. 

Flood studies are used to determine the flooding characteristics of an area for a range of flood 
events. They typically have two components: 

@ Hydrologic study is used to derive rainfall and resultant stream flows for nominated 
Annual Recurrence Interval (ARl) events from existing rainfall and stream flow 
information. Throughout Australia, long-term rainfall records for a particular catchment 
are more likely to be available than long term stream flow data. Hence, the hydrologic 
study typically comprises synthesising rainfaU for desired ARIs (eg 1 in 100yr, 1 in 200 
yr, 1 in 500 yr, etc.) from the available record using accepted methods and routing it 
through the catchment to arrive at stream flows. The stream flows are then assigned the 
ARI of the rainfall from which they were generated. The calculations to derive these 
synthetic stream flows are typically checked or "calibrated" against any stream flow 
records that exist and any necessary adjustments made to ensure the match with recorded 
events is satisfactory. 

Where a sufficiently long stream flow record does exist, a peak flood flow frequency 
analysis could be applied and used to assign ARls directly to flood flow rates. A flood 
frequency analysis is also typically carried out as a check to the rainfall based approach. 

" Hydraulic analysis takes the stream flow "outputs" from the hydrologic analysis and 
estimates the flood flow behaviour (ie. flow rates, velocities, depths and extent and 
duration of inundation) as it passes through the floodplain. It is the hydraulic analysis, 

17 See page 3 in the Floodplain Management in Australia: Best Practice P'inciples and Guidelines (SCARM Report 73) 
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which produces the flood hazard information of direct relevance to floodplain 
management planning, including the deveiopment of suitable planning scheme measures. 

A2.20 In Queensland, the principal sources of data for carrying out a flood study are: 

o Commonwealth Bureau of Meteorology (BoM) - rainfall records, historical flood levels 
(at BoM referenced stream gauges) and hydrologic models where BoM operat~s a flood 
warning system; 

o DNRM - stream flow records at gauged locations, rainfall data including BoM data, 
hydrologic and hydraulic studies where undertaken by the Department, topographic data 
(contour information at variable intervals from the State Aerial Photography Program); 

o Environment Protection Agency - tide and storm surge data, marine works approvals; 

e Infrastructure Agencies (including State Government) - existing hydraulic analysis and 
as constructed details for road and railway formations, bridges and other infrastructure on 
the floodplain; storage/discharge relationships for major dams, etc.; 

.. Local government - ground levels from sewerage plans, surveys for specific projects, 
council roadworks, drainage plans etc. and historical fiood levels. 

Flood study alternatives 

A2.:21 Reductions in the effort and expense of conducting a comprehensive flood study may be 
available through the alternative flood information sources discussed below. These are a 
compromise between the cost and time involved in a comprehensive flood study and the 
suitability of information for planning decisions . 

A2.22 The shortcomings to be aware of in using these alternatives are: 

.. Floodplain and catchment characteristics can have a significant impact on the level of 
hazard associated with possible floods that are more extreme than those covered by 
available information, for example, on a western Queensland floodplain the difference in 
depth between a 1 in 100 year ARl flood and a 1 in 200 year ARl flood may be only 0.5m 
with little increase in velocities, whereas on a coastal floodplain the difference in depth 
may be metres with flow velocities also many times greater; 

.. The consequences oflarger floods remain unknown which has implications for 
emergency response planning and the siting of critical installations such as hospitals, 
police and emergency services . 

..... . A:2,;l3 His,toric.qlfl9.C!4 4f!.(~: W!.t~11i~t9rtc.a) t\90 ci @~.e]{i~!S!II1~i~ !lfa slli~~Ie..qll~lity, itInay be .... 
possible to use this infomnation without any further detailed hydrologic or hydraulic analysis. The 
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minimum requirements in this instance however would be for a suitably qualified professional 
engineer to: 

o carry-out a flood frequency analysis of the available historical data to indicate the likely 
ARI of the recorded events; 

o consider floodplain and catchment modifications (eg changed land use) that may affect 
run-off or flow regimes; 

o plot the extent. of inundation as estimated from the data available for the flood event(s} on 
which development controls are to be based; 

o 

Historical data may include: 

o formally recorded gauge height records for a number of floods; 
o formally surveyed peak flood levels throughout the area of interest; 
" photographs of an historical flood; 
" "high-water" marks recorded on public or private property; and 
" interviews with long-term residents. 

Every effort should be made to source as much historical data as possible and in this respect, 
all avenues should be pursued (eg·Councii records, local newspapers, the conununity, etc). 

Where a historical flood level is chosen as the DFE, some assessment of its Average 
Recurrence Interval is necessary to give an indication of the level of flood risk that is being 
accepted . 

A2.24 Existingflood studies: A number of river systems in Queensland have been, at some time in 
the past, the subject of a flood study. In many cases however, these studies were either 
limited in their scope, or performed a number of years ago. As a result they should ideally be 
updated with current data and techniques and/or extended to cover the full range of floods and 
incorporate catchment development changes as well as future scenarios. 

Notwithstanding this, where existing studies are available they can be valuable sources of 
information provided their relevance can be established. If the study is more than 5 to 10 
years old, a suitably qualified professional engineer should review the study outputs, the 
assumptions and data on which the study was based and the techniques used to model the 
hydrology and floodplain hydraulics. 

Assuming an existing flood study can be established as relevant, it may be acceptable to adopt 
.. the stuqy outputs <iirectIy,.(jr ~ough sO~le_level (jf interpretation by a suitably qualified 

professional engineer, as the basis for further studies/assessments of flood iisks and miiigatiori . 
measures. 
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112.25 Topography: There may be circumstances where the topography suggests floods are not an 
issue (ie large elevated areas with no significant watercourses such as plateaux). Care should 
be taken in making such a determination, as land subject to flood hazards is not always 
obvious. 

A2.26 Lack of flood history: It may be considered unnecessary to evaluate flood risk based on the lack 
of flooding instances. Again caution needs to be exercised in dismissing or downgrading the 
importance of flood risk considerations on the basis of a lack of flood history alone. Many 
instances of previously believed "flood free" localities nave turned out to be the opposite. 
Generally it is the case that either no one recorded earlier floods because the area was only 
recently developed andlor the last flood was poorly recorded and long enough ago to have 
dropped from current memory. Population turnover at a locality can have a similar effect, 

~F~~~~~d~&Iftli~um&~lfihe~e6~m~u~m~a~m~t~J~w~e~6~n~se~,ijJuffisin~eisS~O~i~lh~v~i~o~ca~i~lii6~~~:'~a~m~l~a~.··~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

• 

Caution must be exercised when making a judgement as to whether a locality is susceptible to 
floods. This situation is only likely to apply to fairly small townships where all development 
has or is occurring in elevated areas. It should also be noted that while mainstream flooding 
may not be an issue in such circumstances, stormwater drainage might still represent a flood 
risk. 

Definition of Flood Hazard 

A2.:q Determination of the level or severity of flood hazard is of considerable significance to the 
appropriateness or otherwise of various land uses. Careful matching ofland use to flood 
hazard both maximises the benefits of using the floodplain and minimises the risks of 
flooding. As it is a function of flood behaviour, the degree of hazard also varies across the 
floodplain in response to the following factors: 

G flow depth; 
G flow velocity; 
G rate of flood level rise (including warning times); 
G duration of inundation. 

112.28 The risks that a flood hazard poses are also dependent on a number of "vulnerability" factors 
including: 
o size and nature of population exposed to the hazard; 
G availability of evacuation routes; and 
G susceptibility of structures to flood damage. 

112.29 Quantification of the degree of hazard posed by floodwaters has generally relied on anal ysis 
of the effects of the flow depth and velocity on individual elements, such as structures, and 

. the ability of people and vehicles to move through the floodwaters to reach safety. This 
assessment may be then modified on the basis of warning' evacuation times. 

A2;:J0 Appendix J of the SCARM Report defines flood hazard as follows: 
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a 

a 

Low - there are no significant evacuation problems. Ifnecessary, children and elderly 
people could wade to safety with little difficulty; maximum flood depths and velocities . 
along evacuation routes are low: evacuation distances are short. Evacuation is possible 
by a sedan-type motor vehicle, even a small vehicle. There is ample time for flood 
forecasting, flood waroing and evacuation: evacuation routes remain trafficable for at 
least twice as long as the time required for evacuation. 

Medium - fit adults can wade to safety, but children and the elderly may have difficulty: 
evacuation routes are longer; maximum flood depths and velocities are greater. 
Evacuation by sedan-type vehicles is possible in the early stages of flooding, after which 
4WD vehicles or trucks are required. Evacuation routes remain trafficable for at least 1.5 
times as long as the necessary evacuation time. 

Ii! 
again; maximum flood depths and velocities are greater (up to 1.0 m and 1.5 mls 
respectively). Motor vehicle evacuation is possible only by 4WD vehicles or trucks and 
ouly in the early stages of flooding. Boats or helicopters may be required. Evacuation 
routes remain trafficable only up to the maximum evacuation time. 

o Extreme - boats or helicopters are required for evacuation; wading is not an option 
because ofthe rate of rise and depth and velocity offloodwaters. Maximum flood depths 
and velocities are over 1.0 m and over 1.5 mls respectively. 

Step 3: Carrying out a floodplain Management Study alild preparation of a floodplain 
lIIIanagement Plan 

A2.311 "The flood management study identifies and compares options to manage flood hazard',I8. 

/\2.32 The purpose of a floodplain management study is to use flood hazard information and 
information on current and potential future floodplain use to determine: . 

o the impacts for existing floodplain uses; 
o how those impacts can be managed; 
o the effects of future floodplain uses on the risks to ex:isting and future development; and 
o how best to manage future development. 

A2.33 As such, a floodplain management study is the preferred method for determining the DFE(s). 
Following the sourcing of adequate flood hazard information (as discussed above) the steps in 
carrying out a floodplain management study are: 

o Flood damage assessment for each flood event; 
Q Community (people) vulnerability assessment; 

18 See page 14 oflbe Floodplain Management in Australia: Best Practice Principles and Guidelines (SCARM Report 73) 
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o Economic impact assessment (if considered significant enough to separate from flood 
damage assessment); 

G Assessment of floodplain development scenarios; 
I> Assessment of flood mitigation scenarios; 
'" Adoption of a flood mitigation program; 
I> Determination ofDFE(s) based on an acceptable level of risk; and 
.. Development oflocal floodplain management policy and hydraulic assessment criteria. 

A2.34 In many instances, this logical progression may not be appropriate because of over-riding 
local pre-conditions. For example, there maybe a pre-existing DFE, mitigation works may be 
already predetermined (eg a water supply augmentation may dictate that a dam be raised and 
as part of the raising, a flood mitigation component may be included) or floodplain 

~~~~~.~.gde~'~re~:M~n~m~e~n~t~m~. e~'~lb~e~GQ~n~s~~~a~jn~e~dJ~'~~~G~m~e~a~re~a~s~b~J~'o~ili~e~i~ss~H~e~s~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

• 

AZ.35 The principal sources of data for carrying out floodplain management plans in Queensland 
are: 

.. DNRM - Property data such as ownership and property boundary location (land title 
information and the Digital Cadastral Data Base); 

<> Published stage-flood damage curve data from sources such as ANU and reproduced by 
the DNRM in the Regional Flood Mitigation Program Bulletin; 

(t Infrastructure Agencies (including State Government) - existing risk studies for major 
infrastructure; an9 

a Local goveroment. 

Having undertaken.a comprehensive floodplain management study or suitable altemative 
approach as outlined below an appropriate DFE can be determined for each locality in the 
local government area. The key issues to be considered incl ude: 

.. potential economic and social impacts of a range of flood events; 

.. community desires and expectations; 
(t environmental values of and objectives for the floodplain; 
• consistency with adopted DFE's in adjoining localities (whether or not within the same 

local government area); 
• emergency response requirements ego warning times, refuges, evacuation routes, recovery 

measures, etc; and 
.. management and mitigation measures. 

Floodplain Management Planning Alternatives 

A2.37 In any given locality, the factors that affect flood risk and the way in which it is managed will 
differ. Factors such as existing level of risk, opportunity to influence development due to 
growth, the availability of existing flood studies, historical flood data, other constraints on 
.development such as environmentally sensitive areas, community aspirations and topography 
will all influence the amount of work required to formulate an appropriate floodplain 
management plan. 
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A2·38 The alternatives discussed below are intended for low-rate base councils with a low growth 
rate to assist implementing the SPP. The shortcomings to be aware of are: 

o Apart from hydraulic and hazard implications, a variety of other factors affect the most 
appropriate land use and type of development for a particular area of the floodplain, fur 
example socio-economic aspects and environmental considerations. These factors can 
only be weighed appropriately in the strategic framework of a floodplain management 
plan. 

o Applying these guidelines to isolated developments cannot take into account the 
cumulative impact of ongoing development. Again, cumulative impacts can only be 
correctly assessed as part of the planning process that underlies the formulation of a 

112.39 Limited Potential for Growth in Flood Risk: The SPP requires the consideration of the 
impacts of flood in the assessment of development and the preparation of local planning 
schemes. Where the potential for new development is small, the impact of the SPP in 
reducing the locality's exposure to natural hazard risks will likewise be reduced. 

Nonetheless development controls that adequately deal with potential flood risks still need to 
be in place. So in cases where there is limited new development, selection of a DFE with 
which to defme a natural hazard management area (flood) could be simply on the basis of a 
historical flood level without detailed assessment of the potential flood impacts . 

.112./j0 Existing Flood Impact Information: This approach is similar to the situation described above 
where existing flood hazard information can be a substitute for conducting a full flood study. 
If a flood impact (ie. the consequences of flood events) assessment or flood impact data as a 
result of a recent flood event is available, it may be possible to reduce the work necessary to 
develop an appreciation of the consequences of floods for the locality concerned and hence 

•. the risk that the commnnity is prepared to accept. 

A2./j1 Existing Knowledge a/Community Aspirations; There may be circumstances where a community 
has clearly indicated the level of flood risk they will accept and this has been communicated 
to the local government. In this case, process steps aimed at informing and educating the 
community about the local flood risk and gaining an appreciation of the level of flood risk 
acceptable to the community may not be required. 

Caution again must be exercised here because: 

o it is unlikely the "community view" will be totally unanimous and hence a number of 
people may feel disenfranchised by a simple acceptance of the (believed) current majority 
view; 

o inevitably, the current view has resulted from the level of flood information available to 
and experience of that community. This is likely to change significantly should this 
information be shown to be erroneous either through a new study or flood event; 
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• community acceptance is more often than not predicated on the level of appreciation of 
flood impacts and on what level individuals understand and accept how a flood will 
actually affect them. 

Except in circumstances where the community has good information and has been well 
educated and/or well experienced in floods and flood impacts, care should be taken in 
assuming that the community accepts what the community says it accepts. 

Step 4: Adoption and Implementation of the Floodplain Management Plan 

A2·4Z "The floodplain management plan comprises a coordinated mix of measures that address 
~~~~~~·~·"~··~#~,,g]~n~!~~~_~.~t~rr~a~~~~·~i~~,~e~~i~_5~.~!~!~!~.~"~(~~~C~.!~R~'~_f~B~~·~~'~G~l~r~~'~~.~~.~.'~~~~~ 

- results of the studies, the links to flood emergency plans and should include planning 
responses. The development of appropriate planning scheme outcomes for flooding as set out 
in the SPP is one result of the adoption ofthe floodplain management plan. 

• 

AZ.43 The plan should also be reviewed at regular intervals or after severe floods to examine 
changes in flood behaviour, roles and responsibilities of agencies and community aspirations. 

Climate Change 

AZ.44 The potential impacts of climate change should be addressed as part of the flood study. To 
date, there have been no conclusive studies that quantify the impact of climate change due to 
the greenhouse effect on either the frequency or intensity of major (flood) rainfall events 
across Queensland. It is however important to consider the potential adverse consequences of 
climate change on flooding in the locai"context and to remember that, in addition to possible 
impacts on rainfall and run·off, conditions such as sea level rise and an increase in the 
southern excursions of tropical cyclones may have significant implications for at least coastal 
floodplains. Climate change information should be sought initially by contacting bodies such 
as CSIRO Climate and Atmosphere and the Queensland Centre for Climate Applications, 
DNRM, however interpretation should be undertaken by a suitably qualified professional 
engineer. 

AZ.45 Sources of information of the effects of climate change on flooding are included in 
Appendix 9. 
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What is a bushfJre? 

A3·1 A bushfire is "an uncontrolled fire burning in forest, scrub or grassland vegetation, also 
referred to as a wildfire". 

A3.2 Bushfire may occur on most vegetation and topography types in Queensland, where there is a 
fuel path of sufficient dryness to be flammable. 

Naturalliazard mmllmgemernQ mrem (bilshfire) 

as 

a) an area adopted by a Local Government for a particular locality consistent with the 
conclusions of a bushfire hazard assessment study; or 

b) where such a study has not been undertaken, an area adopted by a Local Government for 
a particular locality, reflecting the Medium and High hazard area of the Bushfire Risk 
Analysis Maps produced by Queensland Fire and Rescue Service, suitably modified 
following a review (eg. "ground truthing'J by the Local Government; or 

c) where an area has not been adopted by Local Government, the Medium and High hazard 
areas on the Bushfire Risk Analysis Maps produced by Queensland Fire and Rescue 
Service. 

A)./j Outcome 4 of the SPP requires natural hazard management areas (bushfire) to be identified in 
planning schemes (except for those local government areas to which the SPP does not apply 
in relation to bushfires - refer to Annex 2 of the SPP). Natural hazard management areas 
(bushfire) trigger the development outcomes and development assessment requirements 
specified in Outcome 1 of the SPP, and are also required to enable the development of the 
plalUling strategies and detailed measures required by Outcomes 5 and 6 of the SPP. 

A3.5 The following methodology has been developed to assist local governments and developers to 
identify natural hazard management areas (bushfire). It is an appropriate method for land use 
planning purposes, and is suitable for use by local governments when identifying natural 
hazard management areas (bushfire) as part of the plan making or amending process and also 
for site-specific bushfire hazard assessments. 

A).6 However, other methodologies may also be appropriate. Local governments or their 
consultants should contact the QFRS to discuss alternath·e methodologies and ensure that 
they are acceptable. 

Climate Change Impacts 

A3.7 Climate change is expected to cause a gradual change in vegetation health and vigour, and 
some species and vegetation communities will be advantaged over others. Climate change 
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impacts will be reflected over tim~ through changes to vegetation communities and fuel 
characteristics. These changes are difficult to predict and are likely to occur very gradually 
over a long time frame. The changes to bushfire hazard associated with climate change 
impacts will generally be outweighed by changes caused by human activity in the short term. 
For these reasons it is not practicable to consider the impacts of climate change in bushfire 
hazard assessment studies at present. 

Methodology for identifying BlOshfire Management Areas 

1'.3.8 The methodology involves both quantitative and qualitative assessments. The quantitative 
element requires an assessment of three key characteristics ofland (factors) that have been 
found to be the main determinants of the severity of bush fire haz.ard. These factors are 
vegetation communities, slope and aspect. 

~~.--~~.~ .. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
1'.3.9 The area to be assessed should be disaggregated into sub-units according to vegetation 

communities, slope and aspect characteristics. The tables below provide the ranges that 
should be applied for the analysis of each ofthe three factors. These ranges will also help to 
determine the sub-units that should be used to conduct the assessment. The size of the sub
units, and level of accuracy of the resultant bushfire hazard map, may vary with the extent of 
the area being assessed, the characteristics of the land and vegetation communities, and the 
accuracy of the base information being used. 

• 

A3.i0 Each sub-unit is allocated a sCOre for each of the thre.e factors. The total score for each sub
unit determines the severity ofbushfire hazard for that sub-unit. A qualitative review of these 
findings should then be undertaken to verify the results of tile quantitative assessment. 

1'.3.11 The qualitative review should consider the known bushfire behaviour. 

1'.3.:12 Finally, a safety buffer ofland in close proximity to identified bushfire hazard areas needs to 
be included within the natural hazard management area (bushfire). The safety buffer is 
required because bushfires can affect unvegetated land in close proximity particularly due to 
winds fanning flames, smoke, embers and radiant heat. 

Step 2: Assessment of Vegetation Communities 

1'.3.13 The different types of vegetation communities determine the rate at which dry fuel 
accumulates. Some vegetation communities protect fuel from drying out in all but extreme 
bushfire seasons, and can then be susceptible to very destructive bushfires. Alternatively, 
vegetation communities may expose fuels to drying, and therefore be frequently available for 
burning. Frequent bushfires can result in the development of bush fire tolerant grassy 
woodlands or grasslands, and less destructive bushfire behaviour. The characteristics of 
different vegetation communities are reflected in Table 1. Tllis table also presents the hazard 
scores for a range of vegetation communities. Vegetation community data is available in 
digital map form from the Queensland Herbarium, Environmental Protection Agency at a 
scale of 1:100,000. 
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Table 1: Hazard scores and associated fire behaviours for various vegetation communities. 

IOI<:SlS, with 
light grass to leaf litter, 
disturbed rainforest. 
Orchards, farmJands, 

Grazed grasslands, slashed 

fuels), 

mangrove 
forest, iotact riverioe 
raioforesl 

with flame lengths to 

Fast moving fires, available to fire to 4 years. 
Usually no ember attack, radiant heat for> 10m, 
duration <1 minutes. 
Fires infrequent, usually only bum under severe 
conditions, relatively slow fires, usually little ember 
attack. 

Grazing reduces and rate of spread of fire, 
duration <1minutes. 
Gaps io fue~ usually slow fire spread. 

6 

4 

2 

o 

Notei: Vegetalion assessment should be based upon examination of the vegetation on the subject site and 
surrounding the subject site. Narrow strips ofvegelation may b. flammable, however bush fires will not 
generally reach their full intensity where bush fire fronts are les.s Ihan J()() metres wide. For this reason the 
following examples may be viewed as having the next lower hazard score (te paperbark heath would have a 
score of 6 not 8, cypress pineforest5 not 6): 
o Areas with a linear shape (eg. roadside vegetation beside a cleared paddock), and 
o Units of vegetation of less than 50 hectares in areas and more than one kilometre from the nearest 

extensive vegeJation. 

Where the vegetation community is assessed as having e vegetation community hazard score 
of zero, no other factors need to be taken into account and the relevant sub-units should be 
given a Low severity of overall bushfire hazard. No further action is required. 
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Step 2: Assessment ofS/ope" 

A3.15 Studies have shown that fires burn more quickly and with greater intensity up slopes, 
generally doubling every 10 degrees of slope. Also, the steeper the slope the more difficult it 
is to construct ring roads, firebreaks and provide access for emergency crews. Trees situated 
downhill from structures will have their crowns close to the structures. This presents bushfire 
hazards particularly for exposed structures such as timber decks. Table 2 presents the hazard 
scores for different categories of slope. 

Table 2: Hazard scores for slope 

Step 3: Assessment of Aspect 

Aspect affects bushfire hazard due to the effects that exposure to direct sunlight has on 
different vegetation communities, including the drying rates of fuels. Aspect also correlates 
closely with exposure to low humidity winds that increase bushfire intensity. In extremely 
broken country where there is a variety of aspects, the predominant aspect should be used. 

As aspect has only a minor influence on flatter land, aspect is not considered to be significant 
on land with a slope less than 5%. Table 3 lists the hazard score for different aspects and 
Figure I illustrates the compass degree ranges for each aspect category. 

Table 3: Hazard score for Aspect 

, .. , '- ' ..... ;\sIJC.Ct' :" 'i .:: f:::< ' . .. ' ?: -.~ 'l! il;;:t I'((s~9(~',Y" f 
North to North-West 
North West to West 
West to South 
North to East 
East to South and all land under 5 % slope 

.. See Appendix 8 for the methodology for calculating slope. 
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Figure 1: Compass degree ranges for each aspect category 

N 
East to South (90 -180 degrees) - score 0 

UIIJ North to East(~ -90 degrees) - score 1 

w Eo West to South (180 - 270 degrees) - score 2 

North-West to West - 315 d ... ,...,...\- score 3 

s • North to North-West (315 - 360 degrees) - score 3.5 

Step 4: Combining scores to Identify the severity of Dushfire hazard 

A).iS The scores for the individual factors determined for vegetation communities, slope and aspect 
are added together to give a total for each sub-unit as follows: 

Total hazard score = vegetation community hazard score + slope hazard score + aspect 
hazard score 

A).19 The total hazard score determines the severity ofbushfire hazard for each sub-unit as set out 
in Table 4. 

Table 4: Hazard score ranges.to identify the severity of bushfire hazard. 

20 Buildings in High severity bushfire hatard areas should be constructed in accordance With the Level I requirements of 
AS3959-1999. This can be achieved by designating these areas as "bush fire prone areas" under Section 55 of the 
Standard Building Regulation 1993. 
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Step 5: Field Verification 

A3·20 Preliminary bushfire hazard maps should be prepared based on the reSults of Step 4 above by 
aggregating all sub-units with similar levels ofbushfire hazard severity into high, and medium 
severity classifications21

. Field verification or 'ground truthing' of these preliminary results 
should then be undertaken. A number of sample areas should be evaluated to test the 
accuracy of the preliminary bushfire hazard findings. 

Step 6: Qualitative Assessment 

A3.21 Known bushfire behaviour complements the quantitative assessment and should be 
considered as part of the qualitative review. 

use as a 
because the absence ofbushfire even for an extended period of time does not mean that an 
area will not burn, and may lead to massive fuel accumulation with dangerous bushfire 
behaviour if it does ignite. Known bushfire behaviour may identify sites where combinations 
of slope and wind have lead to severe bushfire behaviour in the past, and where extra 
precautions to protect assets might be required. The reliability of known bushfire behaviour 
may be difficult to assess and Queensland Fire and Rescue Services should be consulted if 
problems are indicated. 

Step 7: Safety Buffers 

A).23 The final step in identifying bushfire management areas is to add a safety buffer, as land 
adjacent to bushfire hazard areas is vulnerable to bushfire attack from these areas. 

A).24 Any land within 100 metres of an area identified as having a High bushfire severity 
classification should be included in the High bushfire bazard area, and any land within 50 
metres of an area identified as having Ii Medium bushfire severity classification should be 
included in the Medium bushfire hazard area22

• The safety buffers should be integrated into 
the preparation of maps identifying bushfire management areas. Table 5 shows the width of 
the safety buffers that apply to the various bushfire hazard severity classifications. 

Table 5: Total hazard score and severity ofbushfire hazard with safety buffers. 

, ", Tnl:lllJazard scoi'~ So, "riG- 01 hmidire ,,:~- ',"" c:', :\ "'i1itl,:I)'(,',-; """:",,, .1'· 
, 

"-
, haz~rd . ', ", :::;, ";;~'i.~ ,s!lr~t); lllll'tcr.; ";"':,;,! 

13 or eater Hi 100 metres 
6 to 12.5 Medium 50 metres 
I to 5.5 Low Not applicable 

21 Areas of Low bushfue hazard severity may also be mapped, but the natural hazani management area (bush/ve) for the purposes of 
the SPP comprises only areas identified as being of High or Medium severity. 

21 Safety buffer areas on the boundary between High and Medium bushfire severity areas should be included in the High bush fire 
severity area. 
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What is a Landslide? 

Alj.1 A landslide is "is movement of material downslope in a mass as a result of shear failure at 
the boundaries of the mass. Landslides can be triggered by both natural changes in the 
environment and human activities n. 

Will at ICIIIUSSS Laindsiides? 

42 Landslides have several causes, including geological, morphological, physical and human. 
~~--§ .. ~~~ .. ·S!-2~'l'Fl~~.,;g"~h~t!~-t~,,~,,~.,e!!!.!!li!h!1l~~1~'1!l~!\\£-·~·!!li!!!l~~'em!t~· !l1_ ~m§:~il'E-·~"!!le!1~tlwwllIJ_~. ~W~~~'e~·i~.!~s5--;~,..~j.~·'e!!!o!~;m~. ~'!t~.ep~'~e!~.'!-AA5!-~ .. ~~~~_ ~!'!~"i§. ~~~ 

oriented structures, and contrasts in permeability. Morphological causes include a steep 
slope, wave erosion, or fluvial erosion. Physical causes are rainfall, rapid snoWIl).elt, and 
thawing. Humans can cause landslides by excavating, removing vegetation, irrigating and 
mining. 

• 

Alj.3 Landslide triggers include intense rainfall, earthquake shaking, volcanic eruption, storm 
waves, or rapid stream erosion. Intense rainfall is by far the most common trigger of 
landslides in Australia. During rainfall, rapid infiltration, soil saturation and rising pore-water 
pressures, cause a decrease in the effective strength of slope materials. Loose or weak 
materials, such as colluvium mantling are especially prone to landslides triggered by intense 
rainfall. 

(Umaie Change impacts 

1'.4.4 Climate change is predicted to result in increased rainfall intensity. Any assessment process 
that considers rainfall intensity should be based on a consideration of likely climate change 
impacts. 

H.andslide Risk lFactors 

1'.4.5 Landslide risk cannot be assessed by single factors such as slope angle or soil type or soil 
thickness. Some steep hillsides can be stable while major landslides have occurred on slopes 
lower than 7 degrees in eastern Australia. Similarly, soils behave differently in different 
situations. 

Alj.6 Although no single set of characteristics can hope to define the complex relationships between 
the physical environment and land instability, there are !wo basic principles that should be 
remembered. First, it is likely that landsliding will occur where it has occurred in the past, 
and secondly, landslides are likely to occur in similar geological, geomorphological and 
hydrological conditions as they have in the past. 
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A1t.7 The characteristics of a landslide prone area may include a combination of some ofthe 
following: 

1. Evidence of instability. If there is any sign of irregularity, the risk oflandslide may be high. 
Evidence includes: 

a. surface creep (eg trees tilted); 

b. minor surface irregularity (eg areas ofhumrnocks and depressions); 

c. major surface irregularity (eg benches ofabnormal or irregular flat areas in uniform sloping 
areas scars, areas stripped of vegetation during slope movement and cracks; linear features 
showing lateral displacement of the ground surface; and debris mounds, deposits of soil and 

d. presence of scarps (ie linear features showing the location of vertical displacement of the 
ground surface); 

e. evidence of rockfall or instability; and 

f. evidence of disturbed infrastructure (eg tilted powerlines and fences, broken pipes and 
fractured drains, cracking or titling of walls, cracking or slumping of embankment slopes, 
cracking and fall of material from excavated slopes); 

2. Recent or historical natural forest vegetation clearing or thinning significantly increases the risk 
of landslide; 

. 3. Steeper slope angles are usually more at risk; 

4. Slope shape ~oncave shapes are usually more at risk; 

S. Site geology -weak materials are usually more at risk; 

6. Colluvial thickness may increase the probability of landslides occurring; 

7. Concentration of surface water -surface water on crests and upper slopes; 

8. Concentration of groundwater; and 

9. Existing development modifications can significantly alter the risk of slope instability. For 
example, poor disposal of ron-off water or sewage can significantly increase risk. 

Natural Hazard Management Areas (Landslide) 

A1t.s A natural hazard management area (landslide) is described in Annex 3 ofthe SPP as: 

a) an area adopted by a Local Government for a particular locality consistent with the 
conclusions of a geological stability study; or 
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b) where such a study has not been undertaken, an area adopted by a Local Government/or a 
particular locality that includes all land of 15% and gremer slope and other land known or 
suspected by the Local Government as being geologically unstable, together with other areas that 
the Local Government considers may be adversely affected by a landslide eventJ

; or 
c) where an area has not been adopted by a Local Government, all land with a slope 0/15% or 

greater. 

Alj·9 Outcome 4 of the SPP requires natural hazard management areas (landslide) to be identified 
in planning schemes (cxcept for those local government areas to which the SPP does not 
apply in relation to landslide - refer to Annex 2 of the SPP). Natural hazard management 
areas (landslide) trigger the development outcomes and development assessment requirements 
specified in Outcomes 1 and 2 ofthe SPP, and are also required to enable the development of 
the planning strategies and detailed measures required by Outcomes 5 and 6 of the SPP. 

0\4.10 The metlillOdoRogy to !be lRsed fOil" WlllieJrtlilkinlg IIlllamtlisMde ihlllzard assessment sliioullll!be 
tailoll"ed to 41ne [oeaR conditions. lLocai governments, their COIIISWtaJnts aIIId JIlfopomtemts shoulld 
cOlIIslider proposed methodologies and el!lS1IIIJ"e that they are appropnilnte to their particullilf 
circwnstalIlces. 

A4.11 Examples oflandslide hazard assessment techniques may be found in the following documents: 

o Landslide Risk Management Concepts And Guidelines, Australian Geomechanics Journal 
Vol 35, No I, March 2000, prepared by the Australian Geomechanics Society, Sub
committee on Landslide Risk Management should be used as the basis for undertaking 
landslide and hazard and risk assessments. This document establish uniform 
terminology, outlines a framework for landslide risk management, provides guidance on 
methods which should be used to carry out risk analysis and provides information on 
acceptable and tolerable risks . 

o Geotechnical Risk Associated with Hillside Development, Australian Geomechanics 
News - Number 10 1985, (1985) Walker, B et al. 

o Guidelines for Control of Slope Instability within the City of Gold Coast, Gold Coast City 
Council, Queensland 

o Landslip Study for the City of Gold Coast, (SMEC, 1999) Gold Coast City Council. 

o Slope Stability and its Constraints on Closer Settlement on Tamborine Mountain, 
Southeast Queensland, (Willmott, 1981), Geologicll Survey of Queensland. 

" For example, land below areas prone to landslide. 
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• Landslide Hazards in Hillside Development: The Geological Approach to Landslide Risk 
Assessment, Local Authority Assessment 0/ Development Applications on Potentially 
Hazardous Slopes, (1982) W. F. Willmott. 

• "A Method a/Zoning Landslide Hazard" (McGregor and Taylor, 2001), Australian 
Geomechanics Journal Vol 36, No 3, September 2001 is an example of a quantitative 
technique for zoning landslide hazard that has been used in Queensland. 

• Community Risk in Cairns - A Multi-hazard Risk Assessment, (Grainger, Jones, Leiba 
and Scott, 1999), Australian Geological Survey Organisation. 
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APPENDiX 5: PERFORIIIIANCE CRITERIA FOR ASSESSII\IG THE 
(0l1li PATiBI UTY OF DEVELOPMENT 11\1 NATURAIl.IHIAZARD 
MANAGEMENT AREAS. 

AS.! The following tables provide Performance Criteria and Indicators of Compatibility that should 
be used to detennine compatibility with the nature of hazard as required under Outcome I of 
the SPP. Development proposals that demonstrate compliance with each of the Performance 
Criteria that is applicable to the particular development, acilieve Outcome I of the SPP. 

AS.2 The Performance Criteria state the outcomes that the development proposal must achieve. 
The Indicators of ways of achieving the Performance Criteria. 

sufficient information to demonstrate how the alternative approaches achieve the 
corresponding Performance Criterion. 

As., An Indicator of Compatibility may have a number of pans, and there may be a number of 
Indicators of Compatibility associated with a single Performance Criterion. In either case all 
of the elements must be satisfied unless some are identified as alternatives. This approach is 
shown by the use of the word "and" as a linking mechanism between these elements. The 
word "OR" is used to identify alternatives. When used within a single Indicator of 
Compatibility "OR" identifies that the \inked parts are alternative ways of complying with 
that indicator. When used between Indicators, "OR" idelltifies that the following Indicator 
can be used as alternative means of achieving the Perfonnance Criterion. 

A. FLOOD: 

1. Development does not 
compromise the safety 
of people from all 
floods up to and 
including the DFE. 

Developmentis compatible IVben: 
1.1 The development proposal: 

o does not result in a material increase in the number of 
people living or working in the natural hazard management 
area (flood); and 

o does not negatively impact on the ability of traffic to use 
evacuation routes or unreasonably increase traffic volumes 
on identified evacuation routes; and 

o does not result in shortened flood warning times; and 
o has at least one road access that will remain passable for the 

performance of em~rgency evacuations for all floods up to 
and including the DFE (Note: this will generally require roads to 
be constructed above the DFE plus an allowancefor longitudinal 
drainage. although •. ilhin low hazard areas (see Appendbc 2 for 
the definition of low ~ azard areas) emergency evacuation routes . , 
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z" Development does not 
increase the flood 
hazard for adjacent or 
other on the 

conslrucl"e'd 10 "a lev' el nol more""lhan 300mm'" bel "ow' Ihe' D" FE m" ay be" 
acceplable)" 

OR 
1.2 The development proposal is accompanied by a flood assessment 

report" that demonstrates to the satisfaction ofthe assessment 
manager (or designator) that the development proposal otherwise 
complies with Performance Criterion 1. 

Development Is compatible waen: 
2.1 It does not detrimentally affect flood storage capacity or flood 

conveyance characteristics through the importation of fill to the 
site, or any alteration to a watercourse or floodway, or other 

OR 
2.2 The development proponent demonstrates, to the satisfaction of 

the assessment manager, that the development complies with any 
applicable development criteria set out in an adopted floodplain 
management plan, 

OR 
2.3 Where a floodplain management plan does not exist, the 

proponent submits a hydraulic assessment report that 
demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the assessment manager, that 
either: 

2.3.1 Changes to the flood characteristics at the DFE are 
contained on the subject site (i.e, no changes to depth, 
duration or velocity of flood waters and no reduction in 
warning times elsewhere on the floodplain); or 

2.3.2 Any changes to the flood characteristics at the DPE outside 
of the subject site arising as a result of: 

• loss of flood storage; 
• loss of/changes to flow paths; 
• acceleration or retardation of flows; 

do not increase the risks to existing populations and 
property or 'adversely affect the interests of other 
landowners. (Nole: the hydraulic reporl will need 10 assess Ihe 
cumulalive impacts of all existing and likely fulure developmenl 
in Ihe floodplain) . 

" Emergency evacuation routes are only required for development that invol ves people living, working or congregating 
on the site. 

" A flood assessment report should include an assessment of the development proposal against the relevant perfonnance 
criteria, and may require a specific hydraulic and hydrologic investigation undertaken by suitably qualified 
professional engineer. 
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3. Development is 
designed to minimise 
the damaging impacts 
of flooding, should it 
occur. 

Development Is compatible when: 
3.1 Any parts of buildings lo.:ated below the DFE are used for 

purposes that will not be severely affected by floodwater (e.g. car
parking and/or the temporary storage of other readily removable 
items). 

AND 
3.2 Development provides for the passage of floodwaters without the 

creation of localised haZl!rd zones due to, for example, the 
concentration of flood !lows or ponding of floodwaters. 

4. Essential services Is compatible when: 

with the development 
(electricity, gas, water 
supply, sewerage, and 
telecommunications) 
are designed and 
constructed to maintain 
their function during a 
DFE. 

B. BUSH ARE 

intrusion/infiltration. 
AND 

4.2 Infrastructure is designed and constructed to resist all hydrostatic 
and hydrodynamic forces as a result of inundation by the DFE. 

~ .- ." .• - ... ' .... - ;<'~'~ ••• ~- rr ... ··--'-··,..T. 
T'erfllrnwm'c criteria . llldkators "fctllllpatihilitr .. ", :., ,,;.':.::: ," .: •.... , _.~ 
General 

1. Development does not 
compromise the safety 
of people or property 
from bushfire. 

Development Is compatible when: 
1.1 A site specific bushfire hazard assessment" demonstrates that the 

development will not be ill an area of High or Medium bushfire 
hazard~7. 

OR 
1.2 The development will: 

1.2.1 not result in a material increase in the number of people 
living, working or congregating in the area; or 

1.2.2 not involve any new building work other than a minor 
extension (<20m2 Gross Floor Area) to an existing 
building. 

OR 
1.3 The development complies with performance criteria 2-8 in this 

table (as applicable to the particular development), 

" The methodology for bushfire hazard assessments is set out in Appendi1. 3 of the SPP Guideline 
27 If the development proposal complies with this Indicator ofCompatibilllY no further assessment is required against 

the SPP. 
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2. Firebreaks provide: 

3. 

(a) adequate access for 
firefighting and 
other emergency 
vehicles; and 

(b) setbacks between 
assets and 
hazardous 

Roads provide for the' 
safe and effective 
operational use of fire 
fighting vehicles, and 
evacuation of 
residents and 
emergency personnel. 

4. Residential lots are 
designed to mitigate 
bushfire hazard and 
provide safer sites for 
dwellings. 

Development Is compatible wilen: 
2.1 The development is provided with a perimeter road that: 

2.2 

(a) is located between the boundary of the lots and the hazard; 
and 

(b) has a minimum cleared width of20 metres; and 
(c) has a constructed road width and weather standard 

. complying with local government standards. 
OR 

firelmaintenauce trails: 
(a) have a minimum cleared width ofsile metres; and 
(b) have formed width and gradient, and erosion control 

devices to local authority standards; and 
(c) have vehicular access at each end; and 
(d) provide areas for vehicles to pass or turn; and 
(e) are either located on public land, or an access easement is 

granted in fuvour of the local authority and fire brigades. 

(A combination of perimeter roads and firelmaintenance trails 
may be acceptable). 

AND 
2.3 Bushland within the development (e.g. creek corridors and other 

retained vegetation) is provided with firebreaks at intervals that 
allow burning of sectioos and access for bushfire response . 

Development Is compatible when: 
3.1 Roads are designed and constructed in accordance with 

applicable local goverrunent and State government standards; 
AND 

3.2 Road gradients are not more than 12.5%; 
AND 

3.3 Culs-de-sac are avoided except where a perimeter road isolates 
the development from hazard OR the culs-de-sac are provided 
with an alternative access linking the cul-de-sac to other through 
roads. 

Development Is compatible when: 
4.1 Residential lots are 10C2ted in areas oflower bushfire hazard, in 

accordance with the principles of Protecting your home against 
bushfire atlack. Deparbnent of Local Government and Planning, 
2000. 

AND 
4.2 The lots facilitates 
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-

5. 

AU 

An adequate and 
accessible water 
supply is provided for 
fire fighting purposes. 

6. Buildings are sited to 
minimise the bushfire 
hazard and maximise 
the protection of life 
and property from 
bushfire.29 

21 See Appendix 3. 

access to buildings and fighting and the 
incorporation of suitable on-site bushfire mitigation measures. 

AND 
4.3 Residential lots are nOlloeated in areas with known severe 

bushfire behaviour" . 

Development Is compatible when: 
5.1 The development is provided with a reticulated water supply 

that is reliable and has sufficient flow and pressure 
chnracteristics for fire fighting purposes at all times. 

OR 
5.2 For residential each lot has an onsite swimming 

contains not less than 5,000 lilres per dwelling. 

Development Is compatible when: 
6;1 Residential buildings are sited to minimise bushfire exposure in 

accordance with the principles of Protecting your home against 
bush fire attack. Department of Local Government and Planning, 
2000. 

AND 
6.2 Non-residential buildings: 

(a) have the following minimum setbacks from hazardous 
vegetation'": 1.5 times the predominant mature canopy tree 
height in any adjoining bushfire hazard vegetation; and 5 
metres from any retained vegetation strips or small areas of 
vegetation within individual lots; and 

(b) are separated from other buildings and structures to 
minimise the spread of fire between buildings; and 

(c) are sited so that le!s susceptible elements of the 
development are sited closest to the bushfire hazard. 

2. for reconfiguring a lot applications, building envelopes or similar mech,nisms should be used to control the siting of 
buildings. 

30 Hazardous vegetation comprises vegetation communities with a hazard score of 6 or more in Table I of Appendix 3. 
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7. Development that 
materially intensifies 
the use of High 
bushfire hazard areas 
incorporates effective 
siting, design and 
management measures 
to minimise bushfire 
hazard. 

informed about the 
nature of the bushfire 
hazard and mitigation 
measures. 

Development is compatible wben: 
7.1 The development does not materially increase the number of 

people living, working or congregating in the area or involve the 
storage or manufacture of flammable, explosive or noxious 
materials in bulk within the High bush/ire hazard area. 

OR 
7.2 A comprehensive Bushfire Management Plan" is submitted and 

the development complies with the Bushfire Management Plan, 
to the satisfaction of the AsseSsment Manager. 

developer provides potential purchasers oflots and the local 
government with detailed information including: 
(a) the nature of the bushfire hazard present on the lot; 
(b) responsibilities for fire management (including fuel in 

vegetated areas, maintenance of open areas and buildings, 
separation of assets); 

(c) measures available for ongoing fire hazard mitigation 
(including planting of fire resistant species, use of non
flammable fencing and screens, separation of assets from 
hazards); and 

(d) the intended management of retained internal vegetated 
strips and' public areas . 

" Buildings in High severity bushfire hazard areas should be constructed in ,ccordance with the Level I requirements of 
AS3959 -1999 "Construction of buildings in bushfire-prone areas". This wi ll require High severity bushfire hazard 
areas to be designated under Section 55 of the Standard Building RegulatlOlI 1993. 

" See Appendix 6 for guidance on the preparation ofBushfire Management Plans. 
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C. LANDSLIDE 

1. Development does not 
compromise the safety 
of people or property 
from landslide. 

Development is compatible when: 
1.1 The development 

• does not result in any new building work other than an 
. addition to an existing building; and 

• does not require the removal of vegetation; and 
• does not alter grollDd levels or stormwater conditions. 

OR 

stability problems and describes solutions that are implemented 
to ensure: 

• the long term stability of the site; and 
• the long term stability of the proposed development; and 
• access to the site will not be restricted during a landslide 

event, to the satisfaction of the assessment manager . 
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A~~lEND!X 6: UlNDERTAKiNG A. BUSHFiRE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

When Is a Bushfire Management Plan Required? 

A6.11 The SPP requires the preparation of a Bushfire Management Plan (BMP) for development that 
materially increases the number of people living, working or congregating, or that involve the 
storage or manufacture of flammable, explosive or noxious materials in bulk in a High 
severity bushfire hazard area. A BMP may also be required for certain types of community 
infrastructure in either a High or Medium severity bushfire hazard area. 

Who should prepare ill BMP? 

expertise in the identification and mitigation ofbushfire hazard. professionals may 
include those in the environmcntal management, landscape architecture, architecture, town 
planning and civil engineering fields. 

Who should be consulted? 

A6.3 At a minimum the local government, responsible Rural and/or Urban Fire Brigade, and 
managers of adjacent parks or reserves should be consnlted. It is also desirable to consult 
other agencies or individuals, such as previous owners of the site or neighbours, who may 
have local knowledge of the severity and nature of the bushfire hazard. 

What should be included In the BMP? 

A comprehensive BMP should include the following: 

(a) An assessment of the nature and severity of the bushfire hazard affecting the site. This 
should comprise a detailed site-based assessment using the methodology set out in 
Appendix 3 of this Guideline. The assessment should also address other site-specific 
factors that are important in devising suitable bushfire mitigation strategies. These 
factors could include matters such as: likely direction ofbushfrre attack, environmental 
values that may limit mitigation options, location of evacuation routes and/or safety 
zones. 

(b) An assessment of the specific risk factors associated with the development proposal, 
including matters such as the nature of activities and materials to be conducted/stored on 
the site, numbers and types of persons likely to be present, particular warning and/or 
evacuation requirements. 

(c) A plan for mitigating the bushfue risk identified in (a) and (b). The plan should address 
each of the Performance Criteria in Appendix 5, and recommend specific mitigation 
actions for the proposed development including: 

(I) Road and lot layout and land use allocations; 
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(2) Fire breaks and buffers; 

(3) Building locations or building envelopes; 

(4) Landscaping treatments; 

(5) Warning and evacuation procedures and routes; 

(6) Fire fighting requirements including infrastructure; 

(7) Any other specific measures including external sprinkler systems, alarms etc; 

(8) Purchaser/resident education and awareness programs; and 

What level of detail is required? 

A6.S The level of detail required will vary with the nature ofthe development proposal and site, 
and with the type of development application. 

A6.6 If the application must be followed by another application before works can commence (e.g. a 
Material Change of Use application that must be followed by a Reconfiguration of a Lot 
application), then matters of detail could be dealt with at the later application stage. 

A6.7 The level of detail required to accompany a particular application should be determined in 
consultation with the assessment manager. However, it is recommended that, at a minimum, 
items (a), (b) and (c) (1) - (3) outlined above should be addressed in anyBMP . 
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APPENDIX 7: PERFORMANCE CRITERIA FOR THE COMMUNITY 
INFRASTRUCTURE SPECIFIED IN PART (8) OF ANNEX 1 OFTHE SPP 

A7.! The following tables provide Perfonnance Criteria and Indicators of Compatibility that should 
be used to determine compliance with Outcome 3 of the SPP. Development proposals must 
demonstrate compliance with each of the Perfonnance Criteria that is applicable to the 
particular development. 

Ar.2 The Performance Criteria state the outcomes that the development proposal must achieve. 
The Indicators are of the Performance Criteria. 

that does not comply with one or more of the Indicators of Compatibility must provide 
sufficient infonnation to demonstrate how the alternative approaches achieve the 
corresponding Perfonnance Criterion. 

A7.3 An Indicator of Compatibility may have a number of parts, and there may be a number of 
Indicators of Compatibility associated with a. single Perfonnance Criterion. In either case all 
of the elements must be satisfied unless some are identified as alternatives. This approach is 
shown by the use of the word "and" as a linking mechanism between these elements. The 
word "OR" is used to identify alternatives. When used within a single Indicator of 
Compatibility ''OR'' identifies that the linked parts are alternative ways of complying with 
that indicator. When used between Indicators, "OR" identifies tharthe following Indicator 
can be used as alternative means of achieving the Performance Criterion. 

A. FLOOD: 

1. The community 
infrastructure is able 
to function effectively 
during and 
immediately after 
flood hazard events. 

Community Infrastructure development:· 
1.1 Is not located in an area that has been identified by flood hazard 

mapping as being below the Recommended Flood Level (RFL) 
for that community infrastructure shown below and has at least 
one road access that will remain passable for the performance of 
emergency evacuations for all floods up to and including the 
RFL. (Note: th is will generally require evacuation access roads to be 
constructed above the RPL pius an allowance f or longitudinal drainage, 
although within low hazard areas (see Appendix 2 f or th. definition of 
low hazard areas) emergency evacuo/ion routes constructed to a level 
not more than 300mm bela" the RFL may be accoptablir'. 

II Emergency evacuation routes are only required for development that involv" people li ving, working or congregating 
on the site. 
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Nursing homes and similar 
care facilities 

• Stores of valuable recOrdl or 
items of historic or cultural 

• State roads 
• Railway lines, stations and 

associated facilities 
• Aeronautical facilities 
• Communication network 

facilities 

1:500ARl 

level but development proponents 
should ensure that the 
infrastructure is optimally located 
and designed to achieve suitable 
levels of service, having regard to 
the processes and policies' of the 
administering government 

OR 
1.2 Is water dependent and cannot reasonably be fulfilled at an 

alternate location above the RFL. 

OR 
1.3 Includes a comprehensive assessment that demonstrates that the 

community infrastructure can continue to function effectively 
during and immediately after the applicable RFL event. 

" The recommended flood level applies only to electrical and other equipment that, if damaged by floodwater or debris, 
would prevent the plant from resuming nonnal function quickly afier 8 fl ood event. This equipment should either be 
protected from damage or designed to withstand inundation. 
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B. BUSH FIRE 

1. The community 
infrastructure is able 
to function effectively 
during and 
immediately after 
bushfire hazard 
events. 

C. LANDSLIDE 

1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

Community infrastructure is not located in a natural hazard 
management area (bushfire); 

OR 
A site specific bushfire hazard assessment" demonstrates that 
the development will not be in an area ofIDGH or MEDruM 
bushfirc hazard; 

OR 
The development will not result in any new building work other 
than a minor extension «20m2 Gross Floor Area) to an existing .... 

OR 
1.4 A Bushfire Management Plan (see Appendix 6) is prepared that 

demonstrates that the community infrastructure can continue to 
function safely and effectively during and after bushflTe hazard 
events, and the development proposal complies with the 
recommendations of the Plan. 

1. The community 1.1 Community infrastructure is not located in a natural hazard 
management area Oandslide); infrastructure is able 

to function effectively OR 
during and 1.2 The development 
inunediately after 
landslide hazard 
events. 

• does not result in any new building work other than an 
addition to an existing building; and 

• does not require the removal of vegetation; and 
• does not alter ground levels or stormwater conditions. 

OR 
1.3 A site specific geotechmcal analysis prepared by a registered 

professional engineer is provided to address any potential 
stability problems and describes solutions that are implemented 
to ensure: 

• the long term stability of the site; and 
• the long term stability of the proposed development; and 
• access to the site will not be restricted during a landslide 

event, to the satisfaction of the assessment manager. 

)S The methodology for bushfi~ hazard assessments is set out in Appendix 3 of the SP P Guideline 
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A8.1 

Scale 1 :25 000 Contour Interval = 5m 

Length of measured Une= 1.7 em, 1.7 X 25 000/100 = 425m 
Elevation Change = 20m (read offco"tours) 

Percentage Slope = 20/425 X 100= 4.7% slope 

Slope can be given in two different ways, a percent gradient and an angle of the slope. This 
SPP Guideline uses percent gradient The methodology for calculating the percent gradient of 
a slope is as follows: 

1. Decide on an area for which you want to calculale the slope (note, it should be an area 
where the slope direction does not change; do not cross the top of a hill or the bottom 
of a valley) . 

2. Once you have decided on an area of interest, draw a straight line perpendicular to the 
contours on the slope. For the most accuracy, start and end your line on, rather than 
between, contours on the map. 

3. Measure the length of the line you drew and, usillg the scale of the map, convert that 
distance to metres. 

4. Determine the total elevation change along the line you drew in metres (i.e. subtract 
the elevation of the lowest contour used from the elevation of the highest contour 
used). You do not need to do any conversions 011 this measurement, as it is a real
world elevation change. 

S. To calculate a percent slope, simply divide the elevation change in metres by the 
distance of the line you drew (after converting itto metres). Multiply the resulting 
number by 100 to get a percentage value equal to the percent slope of the hill. If the 
value you calculate is, for example, 20, then what this means is that for every 100 
metres you cover in a horizontal direction, you wi\) gain (or lose) 20 metres in 
elevation. 

State Planning Policy Guideline/or Natural Disaster Mitigation 
Draft - No Official Status pag' 67 Draft: 28 August 2002 



• 

APPENDiX 9: OTHER iNfORMATiON SOURCES 

A9.1 Other infonnation sources local governments, assessment managers and proponents may find 
useful in the preparation and assessment of development applications and the making and 
amending of planning schemes. 

A9.2 General 

~ Building Code of Australia. 
Q Community Risk in Cairns: A multi-hazard risk assessment, Australian Geological Survey 

Organisation (AGSO) - Geoscience Australia. 
" Community risk in Mackay: A multi-hazard risk assessment, Australian Geological 

Q Economic Costs of Natural Disasters in Australia, Report 103, Bureau of Transport 
Economics. 

~ lPA Plan Making Guidelines 1101, Department ofl.ocal Government and Planning, 2001 
• Natural Hazards and the risk they pose to South East Queensland, Australian Geological 

Survey Organisation (AGSO) - Geoscience Australia. 
.. Standard Building Regulation 1993. 
.. State Counter Disaster Organisation Act 1975 - requiting Local Government Counter 

Disaster Plans and Disaster Mitigation Plans. 
.. State Counter Disaster Plan (2001), Queensland Department of Emergency Services. 
" State Policy for Vegetation Management on Freehold Land, (2000) Department of 

Natural Resources and Mines. 

Disaster Risk Management· 

.. AustralianINew Zealand Standard for Risk Management, ASINZS 4360: 1999 . 

.. Disaster Risk Management, (2000) Queensland Department of Emergency Services. 
It Disaster Risk Management Guide: A How-to Manual for Local Government, (2000), 

Queensland Department of Emergency Services. 
" Natural Disaster Risk Management Guidelines for Reporting, Queensland Department of 

Emergency Services. 

flood 

., Floodplain Management in Australia: Best Practice Principles and Guidelines (SCARM 
Report 73), CSIRO Publishing . 

., Emergency Management Australia Guidelines (Managing the Floodplain, Emergency 
Management Planning for Floods affected by Dams). 

" Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines: Dam safety, dam emergency 
action plans -links to and implications of the Queensland Safety Management. 
Guidelines for Referable Dams and guidelines for failure impact assessment of water 
dams. 

" State Coastal Management Plan, (2001) Queensland Environmental Protection Agency. 
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A9.5 Bushfire 

o A Guide to Fire Management in Queensland (Incorporating fire management theory and 
departmental practice), (2000) Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines 

o Australian Standard 3959 -1999 Building in Bushfire Prone Areas. 
o Australasian Fire Authority Council Guidelines. 
o Building in Bushfire-prone areas: Information and advice, SAA HB 36-1993, Standards 

Australia, Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation (CSIRO). 
o Bushfire Hazard Planning in Queensland, (1998) Queensland Fire and Rescue Services 
o Bushfire Management Strategy, (April 1998}, Gold Coast City Council, Queensland. 
o Bushfire Prone Areas: Siting and Design of Residelltial Buildings (1997) Queensland 

Department of Local Govermnent and Planning, and Queensland Fire and Rescue 

~~~~~~~l ~~~ 
Second reference. 

o Planniflgfor Bushfire Protection: A Guide for Councils, Planners, Fire Authorities, 
Developers and Home Owners, (2001) New South Wales Planning and NSW Rural Fire 
Service. 

o Protecting your home against bush fire attack (2000), Department of Local Government 
and Planning. 

@ Australian Emergency Manuals Series Part III - Reilucing the Community Impact of 
Landslides, (2001), Emergency Management Australia. 

o Forest clearing and landslides on the basalt plateaux of South East Queensland, (1984) 
W. F. Willmott. 

" Geotechnical Risk Associated with Hillside Development, Australian Geomechanics 
News - Number 10 1985, (1985) Walker, Bet al . 

" Guidelines for Control of Slope Instability within th~ City of Gold Coast, Gold Coast City 
Council, Queensland. . 

" Landslide Hazards in Hillside Development: The Geological Approach to Landslide Risk 
Assessment, Lacal Authority Assessment of Development Applications on Potentially 
Hazardous Slopes, (1982) W. F. Willmott. 

" Landslide Risk Management Concepts And Guidelilles ", Australian Geomechanics 
Journal Vol 35, No I, March 2000, prepared by the Australian Geomechanics Society, 
Sub-committee on Landslide Risk Management. 

" Landslip Study for the City of Gold Coast, (1999) Gold Coast City Council, Queensland 
o Slope Stability and its Constraints on Closer settlement on Tamborine Mountain, 

Southeast Queensland (Willmott), Geological Survey of Queensland, 1981. 
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Climate change in Queensland under enhanced greenhouse conditions: first annual 
report, 1997-1998 (1999), Walsh, K. J. E., Allan, R.1., Jones, R. N., Pittock, A. B., 
Suppiah, R., and Whetton, P. H.), Aspendale, Vic.: CSIRO Atmospheric Research. 
Climate change in Queensland under enhanced greenhouse conditions: second annual 
report, 1998-1999 (2000), Walsh, K. J. E., Hennessy, K. J., Jones, R. N., Pittock, A. B., 
Rotstayn, 1. D., Suppiah, R., and Whetton, P. H., Aspendale, Vic.: CSIRO Atmospheric 
Research. 
Climate change in Queensland under enhanced greenhouse conditions - third annual 
report, 1999-2000 (2001), Walsh, K., Hennessy, K., Jones, R., McInnes, K.L., Page, C. 
M., Pittock, A.B., Suppiah, R. and Whetton, P., CSIRO consultancy report for the 
Queensland Government, 

Government (September _u,u ,. 

www.longpaddock.qld.gov.au 
www.env.qld.gov.au 
www.treasury.qld.gov.au 
www.transport.qld.gov.au 
www.dar.csiro.au 
www.marine.csiro.au 
www.greenhouse.gov.au 
http://www.pacinst.orglwildlife.htrnl 
http://www.ipcc.chlpub/SYRtechsum.pdf 
http://www.unep.chlipcc/pub/wg2SPMfinal.pdf 
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Date 

To 

From 

14 March 2002 

Executive Director 

&,LM .. S fILE liur 1 

a Queensland Government 
~ Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 

Department of Emergency Services 
~' r .,., j ~ ,f 
t- (. ! ... 
~ . ,-

Reference cds 3603 

Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 

 
Principal Policy Officer 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 

Telephone 
2 

Subject Selection of a Consultant - State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation and 

Associated Guidelines 

PURPOSE 

• To seek your approval to engage Environmental Resources Management Australia (ERM) 

to undertake the development of the State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

and Associated Guidelines. 

BACKGROUND 

• On 21 December 2001 the Executive Director, Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 

approved an authority to Invite Offers for the Development of the State Planning Policy on 

. . Natural Disaster Mitigation and Associated Guidelines. The cost estimate for this 

consultancy was $145,000 comprising $74,000 in 2001-02 and up to $71,000 in 2002-03. 

Attachment A is a copy of the memo of approval to engage a consultant. 

• The brief seeks a consultant to undertake the following: 

Stage 1 (Prepare SPP Guidelines) 

Provide town planning advice in relation to the SPP; 
Prepare supporting guidelines to the draft SP P; 
Prepare a report on the context and contents of the draft SPP and supporting 

guidelines for community distribution; 
Prepare and deliver presentations to key stakeholders, being the Royal Australian 

Planning Institute (RAPI), the Local Government Association of Queensland (LGAQ) 

and the Urban Development Institute of Australia (UDIA); and 
Prepare a concise report on issues raised and proposed solutions. 

Stage 2 (Public Consultation) 

Prepare and deliver presentations to stakeholders/community meetings; 

Prepare a summary report and a concise condensed State-wide summary report; 

and 
Make recommendations as a result of consultation in relation to the draft SPP and 

supporting guidelines. 

• Invitations to suppliers were advertised in the Courier Mail on 16 January 2002 and 

suppliers were given 22 days to submit their fixed price offers. Four suppliers tendered. 

The tenderers were:' 
Lee Consulting Services Pty Ltd (Lee) 
GHD Pty Ltd (GHD) 



• 

PPK Environment and Infrastructure (PPK), and 
Environmental Resources Management Australia Pty Ltd (ERM). ERM are 
proposing to use Buckley Vann Town Planning Consultants as sub consultants. 

· • An Offer Evaluation Panel consisting of representatives from Strategic and Executive 
Services, Counter Disaster and Rescue Services, Queensland Fire and Rescue Service, 
and the Department of Local Govemment and Planning met on 19 February 2002 to 
evaluate the offers. Following this meeting a series of clarifying questions were asked of 
ERM and PPK. These consultants were considered to have provided the best bids and 
additional information was needed from these consultants to finalise their evaluations. The 
Panel reconvened on 4 March 2002 to consider the additional responses and re-evaluate 
the ERM and PPK offers in light of this additional information. 

CURRENT ISSUES 

• The Offer Evaluation Panel considers that ERM is the preferred tenderer. The Panel 
considered that ERM's proposal best met the tender requirements because of ERM's and 
Buckley Vann's (as sub consultant) considerable town planning expertise and experience, 
management skills, the proposal's appropriate balance of town planning and technical 
advice and their strong track record. The Offer Evaluation Report (attachment B) evaluates 
each tender. 

'b t 0:> ~ 0"':;' 

• It is proposed to divide the consultancy into two parts. The first is for stag·a 1 for $57,910. It 
is intended to enter into a contract for Stage 1 as soon as possible. The engagement of 
ERM to undertake the public consultation associated with the SPP and associated 
guidelines (ie Stage 2 for a value of $44990) will be subject to your further approval and will 
follow a decision by the Department on the public consultation process for the draft State 
Planning Policy and associated Guidelines. This is consistent with the tender documents, 

. which stated that stage 2 was an optional stage. . 

• The public consultation program associated with the release of the draft SPP and 
associated Guidelines is intended to be extensive, however, its precise format is not 
finalised. The public consultation program will be determined following an assessment of 
the anticipated response to the draft SPP and associated Guidelines and the best means of 
gathering public submissions. The program will be finalised prior to Government 
endorsement of the release of the SPP (expected in August 2002). It is possible that a 
different approach to public consultation than that set out in the brief may result from this 
review. 

• Stage 1 is expected to be largely completed by September 2002. Amendments to the 
Guidelines however may be required after the public consultation program is completed (ie 
November 2002). 

RECOMMENDATION 

• It is recommended that a contract be established with Environmental Resources 
Management Australia (ERM) to undertake stage 1 for a contractual value of $57,910. 

• That you note the attached Offer Evaluation Report. 

C:\Documents and Settings\desuser\Local Settings\Temp\memo EDCDRS re engagement of 
consultant for stage 2 SPP faye.doc 
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• That you note that the engagement of ERM to undertake the public consultation for Stage 2 
will be subject to your further approval and will follow a decision by the Department on the 
public consultation process. 

Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 

SUPPORTED / NOT SUPPORTED 

v Executive Manager, Acquisition Management 
Date: Ie (}3/ O~ 

Executive Director 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Approved / r~ot Approved 
Date: r.:v..lJ" J--:.:-:-:-:';.' ..... 

............ ':':' . . . . . . . . 
<:~h/;}; 

.. ~:.:.:.:. :.:. :::::' ......... 
' .................. . 

C:\Documents and Settings\desuser\Local Settings\Temp\memo EDCDRS re engagement of 
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MINISTERIAL BRIEF 

STATE ELECTORATE 

Date 21 December 2001 

~L.M.;,q. 

" 

e--!OQ;/ooob-:t ""L 
Queensland Government 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 

D02972.7 

Reference £.~\4'iSb. 

To The Honourable the Minister for Emergency Services and Minister Assisting the 
Premier in North Queensland 

From 

Subject 

PURPOSE 

Richard Wood, Team Leader, State Planning 
Policy, Disaster Mitigation Unit 

Telephone 94471 

Review of Submissions - State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

• To advise the Honourable the Minister about the outcomes of the public consultation on the 
intent to prepare a State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster 
Mitigation and Development Assessment (SPP). 

• To seek the Honourable the Minister's support to proceed to prepare a Draft SPP. 

BACKGROUND 

• On 8 August 2001, the Department of Emergency Services (DES) issued for public 
comment a Discussion Paper about the intent to prepare a SPP. Approximately 1100 
Discussion Papers were distributed to stakeholders in all levels of government, industry 
groups, professional bodies, peak agencies, community organizations and the general 
community. 

• Presentations about the SPP were given to the Government Advisory Committee, Local 
Government Association of Queensland and Royal Australian Planning Institutue 
conferences. About 100 people attended these presentations. 

• Thirteen public workshops were held throughout the State in October 2001. Workshops 
were held at Mount Isa; Townsville; Mackay; Rockhampton; Roma; Toowoomba; 
Bundaberg; Sunshine Coast; Cairns; Longreach; Gold Coast; and two in Brisbane. 
Approximately 320 people attended the workshops. 

• In addition, 49 written submissions have been received about the intention to prepare a 
SPP. 

• Attachment A is a summary report about the outcomes of the public consultations about 
the intention to prepare a SPP. The report was prepared by Environ mental Resources 
Management Australia Pty Ltd (ERM), the consultants that facilitated the workshops 
throughout the State. Attachment B is a copy of all the written submissions. Attachment C 
is a table summarising the written submissions and providing DES's response to the 
submissions. Attachment D is DES's analYSis of the issues raised through the public 
consultation process. 



CURRENT ISSUES 

• The Minister for Local Government and Planning, pursuant to Schedule 4 Section 2(1) of 
the Integrated Planning Act 1997 (lPA), must consider all submissions and decide whether 
a proposed SPP should be prepared. 

• ERM's key findings from the public workshops are: 

o that there is strong support for the development of a SPP; 
o that the hazards of major concern are flooding, landslides and bushfires. There was also 

support for storm surge to be addressed as a natural hazard; 
o that the SPP should not be prescriptive but rather define a methodology that allows for 

flexibility of implementation at the local and regional level; and 
o that the SPP should be supported by practical guidelines, incorporating triggers, codes, 

standards and performance criteria. 
o Principal issues of concern related to liability, compensation, timing, irnplementation at 

the local level, funding arrangements, data availability and the incorporation of the SPP 
into local planning documents. 

• ERM recornmends that a draft SPP on natural disaster mitigation should be prepared. A full 
list of ERM's recommendations are located on pages 4.1 -4.6 of its report (Attachment A). 

• The overwhelming majority of submissions supported the development of a SPP. Three (3) 
of the 49 written submissions received did not support the development of the SPP. These 
submissions are from: 

• 

o Sarina Shire Council which regarded the SPP as unnecessary principally because the 
issues were well covered by other SPPs and the State Coastal Management Plan 
(SCMP); 

o Urban Development Institute of Australia which supported a proactive approach to 
natural disaster mitigation but regarded the introduction of an SPP at a similar time to 
IPA planning schemes as inappropriate, because the SPP would duplicate the 
development assessment system. It proposed that DES concentrate on guidelines 
rather than prepare a SPP. 

o Mr James Durmisov who commented that risk assessment was a landowner/prospective 
purchaser decision. . , 

" 

On balance, DES considers that a draft SPP should be prepared for further public 
consultation. DES's main conclusions are: 

o that a SPP should be prepared in relation to flood, bushfire and landslide. The impacts 
of cyclones and severe storms (such as flooding and landslide) should be addressed by 
the SPP. Earthquakes and strong winds should also be considered in the SPP in 
relation to the design of structures (ie other than buildings) not covered by the Building 
Code of Australia. 

o Coastal hazards (such as storm surge and coastal erosion) are addressed through the 
SCMP. To avoid duplication the SPP should not address these issues. DES will be 
involved in the development of Guidelines associated with the SCMP. 

o that the SPP has limited application to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander (ATSI) Local 
Governments because these Councils do not currently have planning schemes. DES, in 
consultation with the Department of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Policy 
(DATSIP) and the Department of Local Government and Planning (DLGP), needs to 
consider complimentary mitigation techniques in these areas; 

o that the timing of the SPP document is not ideal given that IPA planning schemes need 
to be in force by March 2003. Over the past 15 months DES has advised Local 
Government that they need to consider natural disaster mitigation in their IPA planning 
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scheme development. This advice has provided Local Governments with adequate 
advance notice that planning schemes should address this issue. 

o that data on natural hazards and measurement methods varies across the State, 
compromising the assessment of risk. Initially some Local Governments will be 
assessing risk based on limited data; 

o that climate change effects must be considered in risk assessment processes; 
o that there is a need to liaise closely with other Government agencies to achieve an 

effective outcome. In particular, the Department of Natural Resources and Mines 
(DNRM) as the lead agency for flooding, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as 
the agency responsible for planning in relation to coastal hazards through the SCMP and 
DLGP as the agency ultimately responsible for the preparation of an SPP. 

o that the name of the SPP be changed to "State Planning Policy for Natural Disaster 
Mitigatiori'. This is a shorter title that suitably reflects the objectives of the SPP. 

CONSULTATION 

• A Government Advisory Committee (GAC), comprising 10 State Government Departments 
considered the summary table, the ERM report and DES's analysis report at a meeting on 6 
December 2001. The GAC supported the further development of the SPP. 

ACTION SOUGHT 

• That the Honourable the Minister consider all submissions, DES's response to the 
proposed submissions, the report by ERM on the outcomes of the public workshops, and 
DES's analYSis reports; 

• That the Honourable the Minister sign the attached letter to the Minister for Local 
Government and Planning requesting, pursuant to Schedule 4 Section 2( 1) of the 
Integrated Planning Act 1997 (IPA), that she consider all submissions made in relation to 
the SPP and decide whether to prepare a draft SPP dealing with natural disaster mitigation. 

• That the Honourable the Minister note that DES will investigate complimentary means of 
implementation of the objectives of the SPP in ATSI Local Government areas. 

  --. 
Executive Director 

I ~IOt9E1 (Approved ]> 

Hon Mike Reynolds, AM MP 
Minister for Emergency Services 

Comments 



· , 

Mrs Nita Cunningham 
Minister for Local Government and Planning 
POBox 31 
BRISBANE ALBERT STREET QLD 4002 

Dear Mrs Cunningham, 

On 8 September 2001, the Department of Emergency Services (DES) issued for public 
comment a Discussion Paper proposing the development of a State Planning Policy on 
Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment (SPP). 

Approximately 11 00 stakeholders in all levels of Government, industry groups, 
professional bodies, peak agencies, community organisations and the general public were 
advised about the proposal to prepare a SPP. The public consultation period closed on 9 
November 2001. 

A comprehensive program of consultation was undertaken during the consultation period. 
This included presentations to the Government Advisory Committee (GAC) established to 
assist DES prepare the SPP, the Local Government Association of Queensland and the 
Royal Australian Planning Institute conferences and thirteen public workshops held 
throughout Queensland in October 2001. 

The public workshops were held in Mount Isa; Townsville; Mackay; Rockbampton; Roma; 
Toowoomba; Bundaberg; Sunshine Coast; Cairns; Longreach; Gold Coast; and two in 
Brisbane. Approximately 320 pe.Qple .Ilttended~thepublic workshops... ___ . ____ .. 

In addition, 49 written submissions have been received from the full range of stakeholder 
groups i.e. Local, State and Federal Governments, professional bodies, and interest groups. 

The public consultation process has raised a number of important issues. The majority of 
submissions have recognised the valuable contribution that a SPP could make to land use 
planning for natural disaster mitigation. A small number of submissions have not supported 
the introduction of a SPP. The submissions that do not support the introduction of a SPP 
make legitimate points, such as introducing a SPP after many IP A planning schemes are in 
force would duplicate the development assessment system and that some Local 
Governments are already adequately addressing natural hazards in their planning schemes. 
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However, on balance, it is considered that a SPP will significantly assist natural disaster 
mitigation efforts and is worthy of development. 

The GAC established to assist the Department develop the SPP comprises representatives 
Jrom 10 State Government agencies, including Mr Jeremy Harle of the Department of Local 
Government and Planning. On 6 December 2001, a meeting of the GAC considered the 
outcomes of the public consultation about the intention to prepare the SPP and supported 
the preparation of a draft SPP for further public consultation. 

A summary of the outcomes of the public workshops, prepared by the consultants that 
facilitated the workshops (Environmental Resources Management Australia Pty Ltd (ERM)) 
is included as attachment A. Attachment B is a copy of all the written submissions. 
Attachment C is a summary of the written submissions and DES~s comments regarding the 
submissions. Attachment D is DES's report addressing the major issues raised during the 
public consultation. 

I have considered the above information and believe that a SPP should be prepared in 
relation to flood, bushfrre and landslide. Earthquakes and strong winds should also be 
considered in the SPP in relation to the design of structures (other than buildings) not 
covered by the Building Code of Australia. The impacts of cyclones and severe storms 
(such as flooding and landslide) should also be addressed by the SPP. Coastal hazards such 
as storm surge and coastal erosion are being addressed through the State Coastal 
Management Plan (SCMP) and DES is liaising with the Environmental Protection Agency 
in the development of guidelines associated with the SCMP. 

I therefore request, pursuant to section 2(1) of Schedule 4 of the Integrated Planning Act 
1997, that you consider all submissions made in relation to the proposed SPP and make a 

.... decision. to support the development of!l drflftSpp for natu,ralgisllster mitigation for further 
public consultation. 

Should you require further information, please contact , Acting 
Director, Disaster Mitigation Unit, on telephone number . 

Yours sincerely 

HON MIKE REYNOLDS AM, MP 
Minister for Emergency Services 
Minister assisting the Premier in North Queensland 
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Report No. 8010165RP2 FINAL 20 12 01 

This report has been prepared in accordance with the scope of services described in the contract or 

agreement between Environmental Resources Management Australia Pty Ltd ACN 002 773 248 (ERM) 

and the Client The report relies upon data, surveys, measurements and results taken at or under the 

particular times and conditions specified, herein. Any findings, conclusions' or recommendations only 

apply to the aforementioned circumstances and no greater reliance should be~ aSsumed or drawn by the 

Client. Furthermore, the report has been prepared solely for use by the Client and ERM accepts no 

responsibility for its use by other parties. 

Approved by: 

Position: Project Director 

Signed: 

Date: 20 December, 2001 

801016SRP2 FINAL 20 1201/20 DECEMBER 2001 
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GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS 

o AGSO - Australian Geological Survey Organisation 

o ATSI - Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

o BCA - Building Code of Australia 

o BoM - Bureau of Meteorology 

o DATSIP - Department of Aboriginal and Torres Sqait Islander Policy 

o DES - Department of Emergency Services 

o 
o 
o 

DLGP - Department of Local Government and Planning 

DMR - Department of Main Roads 

DNRM- Department "fNatural Resources and Mines 

o DOFA - Federal Department of Finance and Administration 

o DPW - Department of Public Works 

o DSD - Department of State Development 

o DTRS - Federal Department of Transport and Regional Services 

o EMA - Emergency Management Australia 

o EPA - Environmental Protection Agency 

o GAC - Government Advisory Committee 

o IPA-lntegrated Planning Act1997 

o LGAQ - Local Government Association of Queensland 

o LGCDCs - Local Government Counter Disaster Committees 

o LGCDPs - Local Government Counter Disaster Plans 

o NDRA - Natural Disaster Relief Arrangements 

o 
o 

NDRMSP - Natural Disaster Risk Management Studies Program 

. RAP! - Royal Australian Planning Institute 

o RFMP - Regional Flood Mitigation Program 

o SCDO - State Counter Disaster Organisation 

o SCDO Act - State Counter-Disaster Organisation Act 1975 

o SDMC - State Disaster Mitigation Committee 

o SPP - State Planning PolicY 

o the SPP - State Planning Policy for Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

and Development Assessment 

o UDlA - Urban Development Institute of Australia 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PROJECT OVERVIEW AND CONTEXT 

This report summarises the outcomes of consultation during the Preparation Stage of a 

prospective State Planning Policy Jar Land Use Planning far Natural Disaster Mitigation and 

Development Assessment (the SPP). It has been prepared by Environmental Resources 

Management Australia (ERM), on behalf of the Queensland Department of Emergency 

Services (DES). The report provides a summary of the issues, problems, solutions and 

opportunities raised by stakeholder groups State-wide in public forums and written 

submissions during September, October and November 2001. It reports on the approach 

taken to the consultation workshops and major themes and issues arising from the 

workshops. The Report includes recommendations as to the implications of the consultation 

outcomes for the preparation of the SPP. 

Under the Integrated Planning Act 1997 (IP A), consultation in relation to the preparation of a 

State Planning Policy (SPP) involves two stages: 

o Stage 1 - Preparation Stage associated with the Intent to Prepare a SPP; 

o Stage 2 - Consultation Stage associated with the Draft SPP and Supporting Guidelines. 

In June 2001, ERM was commissioned by DES to undertake Stage 1 of the preparation of the 

SPP. This involved two elements. Initially, a stakeholder workshop was held and a 

Discussion Paperwas prepared to provide the basis for wider consultation. Subsequently, as 

required by IP A, DES publicly notified the Intent to Prepare a State Planning Policy and the 

Discussion Paper was released for comment for a period from 8 September to 9 November 

2001. _ During this- period, ERM and DES conducted 13 workshops and two stakeholder 

briefings in locations around the State, attended by representatives from Federal, State and 

Local Governments, the business community, community groups, environmentalf 

conservation groups, professional organisations, academia and the general public. 

The purpose of the consultation was to identify and discuss issues, problems, constraints and 

opportunities in land use planning for natural disasters and to identify, where possible, 

examples of best practice in dealing with these issues across the State. Priority was placed on 

determining stakeholder views on the need for a SPP, and if a need was identified, the types 

of natural disasters to be included. Consultation also sought to identify the stakeholder 

groups which should be actively encouraged to be involved in consultation activities and to 

determine the preferred means of communication for the dissemination of information in the 

later stages of the process. 

__________________ ;::-::-____ ENVmONMENTAL ResOURCFS MANAGEMENT AUSlRAUA 
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INFORMATION DOCUMENTS AND DISTRIBUTION 

During the SPP Preparation Stage, information documents including copies of the Discussion 

Paper and summaries of workshop presentations and outcomes have been widely distributed 

to stakeholders and made readily available to. interested persons. Approximately 1100 

people/ orgarusations received the discussion paper. A website page was established for the 

SPP and provided an overview of the scope and purpose of the SPP and its limitations. 

MEDIA 

.~ 

• There was interest shown in the workshops and the SPP by media in most locations that the 

workshop sessions were held. Media coverage included television, radio and newspaper 

press. It is anticipated that this coverage will assist in raising awareness and interest in the 

potential future preparation of the SPP. 

• 

SUBMISSIONS 

A proforma for subntissions was included in the Discussion Paper and on the website. 

Opportunities were provided for postal or electronic lodgement. Stakeholders were 

encouraged at the workshop sessions to lodge submissions. 42 submissions were lodged 

during the period 8 September to 3 December 2001, 19 of which were on. the submission 

proforma. Five subntissions were lodged electrOnically. More than 70% of submissions were 

prepared by persons and/ or stakeholder groups who had attended a workshop presentation . 

WORKSHOPS 

13 workshops and two stakeholder presentations were held with approximately 320 people 

attending the workshops and a further 90 attending the stakeholder presentations to the Local 

Government Association of Queensland and Royal Australian Planning Institute. The 

workshops were conducted in a two part format, with a presentation on the discussion paper 

and issues, followed by in depth small group workshops. The workshops were facilitated by 

ERM and DES staff and were based on a number of key questions and focus areas. The 

questions prompted thought and comments from the stakeholders on examples, practical 

solutions and good policy addresSing the various natural hazards. Questions probed the 

need for a SPP, the types of natural hazards to be addressed and the technical information 

required to draft and implement the SPP. 

Attendance at the workshops was not evenly spread. across 

government representatives comprising 85 % of participants. 

stakeholder groups, with 

Of the 267 government 

_________ ~--------=_=-----IENV1RONMENTALRESOURCf
SMANAGEMENT AUSTRALIA 

E.2 80tOl65RP2 fINAL 21) 12 01/20 DECEM8ER 2001 



• 

• 

representatives,11 were from Federal Government, 146 from State Government and 110 were 

from Local Government. Representatives from community groups, professional 

organisations, industry groups, academia and non-government organisations comprised the 

remaining 48 persons or 15%. There was a low level of representation by 

conservation/ environmental groups, developers, the business community and the wider 

community. 

MAJOR THEMES 

. There was strong support for, and minimal opposition to the development of the SPP. 

Concerns were, however, raised in relation to matters of detail such as the ability to 

practically implement the SPP across the State, the potential imposition of additional 'hurdles' 

for developers and the potential loss of control/ power by local governments. 

General support was received for all hazards identified in the Discussion Paper being 

considered, however stronger emphasis was placed on flooding, bushfires and landslip as 

principal hazards of concern in most areas. The common views of participants expressed in 

relation to each hazard were: 

o Flooding - Almost with(;lUt exception, flooding was identified as a significant, and in 

many cases the most significant, natural disaster facing each region and 

overwhelming support was received for its inclusion in the SPP. Regional differences 

between urban and rural areas including appropriate flood levels, warning times and· 

the extent of flood impact were identified as important considerations. 

o Landslides - People in areas including Townsville, Cairns and Mackay identified 

landslides as a relatively common hazard within the region and a principal issue of 

concern. People in areas less affected by landslide were generally supportive of its 

inclusion in the SPP. 

o Bushfires - The effects of bushfires were experienced in most regions across the State 

and there was strong support generally for the inclusion of bushfires in the SPP. 

There was support for widening of the term to "wildfire" and it was identified that 

there is a range of management and mitigation measures already effectively dealing 

with the effects of bushfires. 

o Cyclones - In the northern Queensland coastal areas, cyclones were identified as a 

common problem, however, it was generally agreed that land use planning was likely 

to be effective only in relation to the subsequent effects of cyclones ie. flooding and 

landslides which would be addressed elsewhere. It was generally agreed that the 

building codes were satisfactorily addresSing building controls in relation to wind 

loadings and that a SPP was unlikely to be able to further assist in planning for or 
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mitigating the impacts of cyclones. The need to consider storm surge as a related 

issue was consistently emphasised! together with suggestions that there be cross

referencing to the State Coastal Management Plan ..; Queensland's Coastal Policy (the 

State Coastal Plan) as a minimum. 

o Severe Storms - As with cyclones, the ability of land use planning mechanisms to 

plan for and mitigate severe storms was questioned. It was observed that the effects 

of the storms such as flooding and landslides could be more effectively managed 

within the SPP than the event itself and that building codes and AustraIian Standards 

may satisfactorily address building controls in relation to matters such as wind 

loading . 

o Earthquakes - While it was generally ac1cnowledged that earthquakes had potentially 

high impacts and should be included, the low probability of difficulty in predicting 

these events suggested that a lower priority be given to earthquakes for inclusion in 

the SPP. 

There was strong support for the inclusion of storm surge in the SPP as a separate and related 

(to flooding/cyclones/storms) issue, despite confirmation that this would be addressed by 

the State Coastal Plan. It was further suggested that the SPP consider the cumulative effects 

of natural disasters. A range of other disasters, both natural and human-induced, were raised 

in workshops. 

Operationally, there was general concern about the implementation of the SPP at a local level 

and particularly in relation to the potentially prescriptive nature ~f the SPP .. It was strongly . 

expressed that the SPP should adopt a common methodology or approach to land use 

planning for natural disaster mitigation and development assessment, whilst allowing 

sufficient flexibility within the policy to enable its effective application at a local or regional 

level. Other operational issues commonly raised included the need to recognise existing 

legislative mechanisms and processes such as development application processes under the 

Integrated Planning Act and the need to develop practical 'how-to' implementation guidelines. 

Liability, compensation and insurance, particularly in relation to the increased vulnerability 

of local governments, were major themes at most workshop sessions. Liability concerns also 

raised,_particularly in relation to reliability of hazard mapping, concerns relating to increased 

litigation costs. Compensation was predominantly raised in the context of changed planning 

schemes. 

A number of factors currently limiting planning for and management of natural disasters 

were frequently raised. These include lack of data and limited data availability (primarily 

related to hazard mapping), limited funding, a lack of a common resource base and limited 

expertise and skills in some local government areas (particularly smaller shires). Hazard 

mapping and community education and awareness were widely agreed as potential measures 
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to assist the planning process, and it was suggested that the SPP provide specific guidelines 

and! or standards in relation to these measures. 

There was a high level of consistency in the comments made in all workshops and in 

submissio~. The main differences between regions related to the differri,g levels of emphasis 

or priority placed on each of the hazards and the extent to which each of the hazards 

impacted on the regions and the availability of access to resources, particularly funding, data 

and s killed personnel 

There was concern raised that with the majority of local governments currently focussed on 

the preparation of new planning schemes in accordance with IT' A by March 2003, the likely 

'timing for the adoption of the SPP would not allow suffisient time for Councils to incorporate 

it. There was support, however, for the expeditious development of the SPP to enable it be 

used as widely as possible in the preparation of planning schemes and, for those schemes 

already well advanced, in the review o'f IP A planning schemeS over time. It was noted that all 

Local Governments would be able to use the SPP in relation to development assessment. 

It was commonly agreed that the practical application of the SPP could be achieved through 

the incorporation of 'how-to' guidelines. Specific measures such as standards, design 

provisions, model codes, triggers, criteria, benchmarks or performance indicators for State

wide application were all identified as useful measures for adoption, and it was generally 

agreed that the Policy should set minimum standards for application across the State, while 

allowing suffjcient flexibility for local governments to adopt higher standards where 

necessary. 

Clear and concise definitions for risk and associated levels (high, medium, low), acceptable 

levels of risk and the approach for mapping at risk areas were regarded as essential inclusions 

within the SPP to ensure a common approach across the State of Queensland. It was further 

suggested that the SPP could adopt a policy framework that could be included in planning 

schemes. 

The need for financial assistance and personnel support programs for local governments was 

consistently raised as a concern and potential constraint to the effective implementation of the 

proposed SPP in local areas. The cost implications of the SPP 'for smaller scale developments 

were also raised: 

POTENTIAL LAND USE PLANNING MECHANISMS 

In the workshops, each of the six natural hazards identified in the discussion paper (flooding, 

landslides, bushfires, cyclones, severe storms and earthquakes) was considered in detail. 

Consideration was given as to whether land use planning mechanisms such as planning 

schemes could be reasonably used to mitigate potential effects. There was also discussion as 
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to whether mitigation infrastructure could be put in place to provide a physical barrier to 
reduce potential impacts. The potential role of development assessment in applying 
conditions specific to particular development proposals was also discussed. The potential 
outcomes and solutions in relation to each hazard are discussed in Chapter 3 of the Report. 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION EVALUATION 

The strong commitment to consultation resulted in high levels of attendance and interest at 

workshops. There was a good representation at the workshops from State Government, Local 
Government, Federal Government and community~based groups (particularly those with an 
interest in fire management). There was a low representation from environmental groups, 

developers, the business community and individuals. 

The decision to hold regional workshops proved to be successful. . In particular, the decision 
to hold forums in western and central regional centres was widely supported by stakeholder 

groups. Participation in the workshops in all areas was active. The small groups proved to be 
an excellent forum for the investigation of stakeholder views on the SPP and its scope and 
issues. 

The preparation of the Discussion Paper .and its distribution prior to the workshops provided 
a good base level of information and common ground for participants to react to and 
comment on. The usefulness of this form of information dissemination was favourably 

commented on by many participants . 

KEY FINDINGS 

Key findings arising from the consultation are: 

o There is strong support for the development of a State Planning Policy on Land Use 

Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. , 
o Significant hazards of concerns to the majority of regions are flooding, landslides and 

bushfires. There was also strong support for storm surge to be addressed as a natural 

hazard; 

o Participants in consultation held the view that the State Planning Policy should not be 
prescriptive in its approach but define a State-wide methodology for natural disaster 

mitigation and planning, allowing flexibility for implementation at the local and 

regional level. 

o The State Plarining Policy should be supported by practical guidelines, incorporating 
triggers, codes, performance based criteria and standards. 
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o Principal issues of Concern related to liability, compensation, timing, implementation 

at the local level, funding arrangements, data availability and the incorporation of the 

State Planning Policy into local planning documents . 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT OF THE SPP 

It is recommended that a dIaft State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural 

Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment be prepared and that it be developed in 

two stages . 

The first stage would be the development of the SPP addIessing the principal issues of 

concern, namely flooding, landslides and bushfires, enabling the. development of a SPP to 

provide a State direction to assist Local Governments in the consideration of land use 

planning for natural disaster mitigation and development assessment in planning schemes 

prior to the March 2003 deadline. It is recommended that the issue of storm surge be 

addIessed within this stage of the Policy as part of the consideration of flooding. This could 

be by way of reference to the State Coastal Plan or by inclusion of provisions that work 

together with and build on the provisions of the State Coastal Plan in the SPP for Land Use 

Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment DES is currently 

liaising with EPA in the development of the Guidelines for the State Coastal Plan SPP. 

The second stage of the SPP would involve the undertaking of research into. the issues of 

earthquakes, cyclones and severe storms to determine the extent to which land use planning 

could practicably address these natural hazards. 

In relation to the overall direction of the SPP and Guidelines, it is recommended that: 

o the SPP contain broad principles and measures for land use planning for natural 

disaster mitigation and development assessment, and that practical and detailed 

Guidelines be developed to support the SPP. This approach would ensure 

consistency across the State, maximising opportunities for increased safety and 

community education, data and information sharing, and appropriate location of key 

infrastructure items, whilst ensuring planning and risk assessment is appropriate and 

effective at a local level; 

o in as far as practicable, all Local Governments should prepare an all-hazards risk 

assessment and associated mapping program for incorporation into the planning 

scheme. Funding programs will be required to assist local authorities in the 

preparation of these studies, particularly smaller and/ or rural iocal councils. 

Altematively, hazard mapping may be done on a state or regional level, undertaken 

by a relevant state department or organisation. However, mapping must be 

undertaken at a scale that ensures the resultant maps are useful at a local level. State

wide hazard maps may be appropriate in relation to earthquakes, severe storms and 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW AND CONTEXT 

This report summarises the outcomes of consultation during the Preparation Stage of 
a prospective State Planning Policy for Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster 
Mitigation and Development Assessment (the SPP). It has been prepared by 
Environmental Resources Management Australia (ERM), on behalf of the 
Queensland Department of Emergency Services (DES). 

Early in 2001, approval was granted by the Minister for Local Government and 
Planning, jointly with the Minister for Emergency Services, to proceed with the 
intent to prepare a State Planning Policy with a working title of Land Use Planning for 
Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. 

Under the Integrated Planning Act 1997 (IP A), consultation in relation to the 
preparation of a State Planning Policy (SPP) involves two stages: 

o Stage 1 - Preparation Stage associated with the Intent to Prepare a SPP; 

o Stage 2 - Consultation Stage associated with the Draft SPP and Supporting 
Guidelines. 

In June 2001, ERM was commissioned by DES to. undertake Stage 1 of the 
preparation of the State Planning Policy. This involved two elements. Initially, a 
stakeholder workshop was held at the Sea World Nara Resort on the Gold Coast and 
a Discussion Paper (see Appendix A) was prepared to provide the basis for wider 
consultation. Subsequently, as required by IP A, DES publicly notified the Intent to 
Prepare a State Planning Policy and the Discussion Paper was released for comment 
for a period from 8 September to 9 November 2001. During this period, ERM and 
DES conducted 13 workshops and two stakeholder briefings in locations around the 
State, attended by representatives from Federal, State and Local Governments, the 
business community, community groups, environmental! conservation groups, 
professional organisations, academia and the general public. 
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D Preparation of summary reports for each of the stakeholder workshops; and 

D Preparation of a Consultation Report (this report), reporting and analysing the 
outcomes of the consultations and prOviding supporting technical advice, 
reasoned options and recommendations regarding policy directions. 

DES staff were involved in the review and distribution oithe workshop summaries 
to the workshop participants and in the collection, review and summarising of all 
formal written submissions received on the discussion paper . 

1.4 SCOPE OF REPORT 

This Consultation Report provides a summary of the issues, problems, solutions and 
opportunities raised by stakeholder groups State-wide in public forums and written 
submissions during September, October and November 2001. It reports on the 
approach taken to the consultation workshops and major themes and issues arising 
from the workshops. The Report includes recommendations as to the implications of 
the consultation outcomes for the preparation of the State Planning Policy . 
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Chapter 2 

CONSULTATION APPROACH 

2.1 OVERVIEW 

Consultation workshops were held in locations across the State during October 2001 
(refer to Section 2.6) and were attended by representatives from Federal, State and 
Local Governments, business and development industry, Local Government bodies, 
community groups, environmental and conservation groups, professional 
organisations, academia and the general community. The workshops were open to 
all interested persons. 

DES advertised the opportunity to participate in the consultation process for the SPP 
in two ways (see Appendix B); First, the Intent to Prepare a State Planning Policy was 
publicly notified in newspapers circulating throughout Queensland and the 
supporting Discussion Paper was on public display from 8 September to 
9 November 2001 (ie. for more than the required 40 business days). The Public 
Notice invited persons with relevant interests to attend the regional workshops, 
detailing times, dates and locations of the intended workshops and relevant contact 
details. Secondly, DES issued letters of invitation to key stakeholder groups, taken 
largely from the stakeholder database established during the initial round of 
consultation. The Discussion Paper (Appendix A) was distributed to stakeholders 
prior to the workshops to facilitate discussion and maximise workshop participation . 

2.2 DISCUSSION PAPER 

The purpose of the Discussion Paper (Appendix A) was to act as a catalyst during the 
first round of public consultation, to identify interests of the various stakeholders 
and investigate the possibility of developing a State Planning Policy on Land Use 
Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. As SPPs are 
limited to dealing with land use planning and development assessment, the 
Discussion Paper considers matters at a broad level and deals specifically with land 
use and town planning matters. 

The Discussion Paper outlines its purpose and scope and contains technical 
information relating to natural hazards, planning related aspects of natural disaster 
mitigation, development assessment and State Planning Policies. It details the 
current planning context, including the relationship between natural hazard 
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management and IP A, implications and approaches for land use planning and 
specific issues relating to planrring for each of the natural disasters. Two principal 
options are presented and discussed. The Discussion Paper also outlines the next . . 
stage in the preparation process for the SPP and includes a proforma for interested 
parties to make submissions on the Discussion Paper and the SPP. 

2.3 INFORMATION DOCUMENTS AND DISTRmUTION 

During the SPP Preparation Stage, information documents including copies of the 
Discussion Paper and summaries of workshop presentations and outcomes have 
been widely distributed to stakeholders and made readily available to interested 
persons. A stakeholder database was established prior to the initial consultation 
workshop and has been subsequently developed with the further identification of 
interested parties. In particular, copies of the Discussion Paper were distributed to 
all parties on the database prior to the consultation workshops, with additional 
copies made available through the regional offices of the Department of Emergency 
Services. Approximately 1100 people/ organisations received the discussion paper. 

A website page was established specifically for the State Planrring Policy and this 
page prOvides an overview of the scope and purpose of the State Planning Policy 
and its limitations (Appendix q. The page contains links to an electronic copy of the 
DisCussion Paper and a submission proforma that enabled the lodgment of electronic 
submissions . 

24 SUBMISSIONS 

A proforma for submissions was included in the Discussion Paper and on the 
website. Opportunities were provided for postal or electronic lodgement. 
Stakeholders were encouraged at the workshop sessions to lodge submissions. 
Details including final dates, web address and contact details were emphasised 
during the workshop sessions. 42 submissions were received, 19 of which were on 
the submission proforma (see Chapter 3). Five su"bmissions were lodged 
electronically. . 

2.5 MEDIA 

There was interest shown in the workshops and the SPP by media in most locations 
that the workshop sessions were held. Media coverage included television, radio 
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and newspaper press. It is anticipated that this coverage will assist in raising 
awareness and interest in the potential future preparation Of the SPP. 

2.6 WORKSHOPS 

13 workshops and two stakeholder presentations were held and are summarised in 
Table 2.1 and Appendix D. Approximately 320 people attended the workshops and a 
further 90 attended the stakeholder presentations to the Local Government 
Association of Queensland and Royal Australian Planning Institute. The workshops 
were conducted in a two part format, with a presentation on the discussion paper 
and issues, followed by in depth small group workshops. The workshops were 
facilitated by ERM and DES staff and were based on a number of key questions and 
focuS areas. The questions prompted thought and comments from the stakeholders 
on examples, practical solutions and good policy addressing the various natural 
hazards. Questions probed the need for a SPP, the types of natural hazards to be 
addressed and the technical information required to draft and implement the SPP. 

Table 2.1 SUMMARY OF WORKSHOP LOCATIONS AND P ARTICIP ANTS 

Location Venue Date Time Attendees 
Mtls. Terrace 10 Oct 01 9am- • Local Government - 3 from 3 Councils 

• State Government - 13 from 7 Depls' 
Gardens l1:45am • Community Groups - 1 from 1 Group 
Function • Industry - 1 from 1 Group 

Centre • Regional Strategy Group - 2 from 2 Groups 
TOTAL 20 Attendees 

Townsville Southbank 11 Oct 01 9:30am- • Local Government - 11 from 4 Councils 
• State Government - 17 from 12 Depts 

Convention 12:30pm · Community Groups - 1 from 1 Group 
Centre .. Industry - 1 from 1 Group 

• Professional Organisations - 1 from 1 Org 
TOTAL 31 Attendees 

Mackay Mecure 12 Oct 01 11:30am- • Local Government - 9 from 4 Councils 
• State Govemment-14.E0m 6 Depts 

Motor Inn 3:00pm · Community Groups - 3 from 3 Groups 
• Industry - 2 from 2 Groups 
TOTAL 28 Attendees 

Rockhampton Central 15 Oct 01 l1:30am- • Local Government - 21 from 9 Councils 
• State Government - 12 from 8 Depls 

Motor Inn 3:00pm • Federal Government -1 from 1 Dept 

· Community Groups - 1 from 1 Group 
TOTAL 35 Attendees 

Toowoomba ToowooI!lba 16 Oct 01 11:1S.m- • Local Government - 14 from 11 Councils 
• State Government - 8 from 4 Depls 

City Golf 3:00pm • Community Groups - 1 from 1 Group 
Oub • Industry - 1 from 1 Group 

TOTAL 24 Attendees 
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Bundaberg Burnett 17 Oct 01 11:30 am- • Local Government - 7 from 8 Councils 

Riverside 
• State Government - 9 from 4 Depts 

3:00pm · Industry - 3 from 3 Groups 
. Motel TOTAL 19 Attendee. 

Sunshine Noosa North 18 Oct 01 11:15am- • Local Government - 9 from 5 Councils 

Coast Shore 
• State Government - 9 from 3 Depts 

3:00pm • Federal Government -1 froip 1 Dept 

Retreat • Industry - 1 from 1 Group 
TOTAL 20 Attendees 

Roma Roma Bowls 19 Oct 01 2:00pm- • Local Government - 6 from 4 Councils 

Club 
• State Government - 2 from 2 Depls 

4:30pm • Federal Government - 1 from 1 Dept 

TOTAL 9 Attendees 

.~ • Cairns Sheridan 22 Oct 01 10:00am- • Local Government - 11 from 5 Councils 

PIazaHotel · State Government - 12 from 11 Depts 
1:30pm • Federal GOvernment - 1 from 1 Dept 

· Community Groups - 1 from 1 Group 

• Professional.Drganisations - 6 from 60rgs 

• Academia - 1 from 1 Institution 
TOTAL 32 Attendees 

Brisbane 1 Virginia 23 Oct 01 9:30am- • Local Government - 2 from 2 Councils 

Palms 
• Local Government Bodies -1 from 1 Body 

12:3Opm · State Government - 29 from 20 Depts 

International • Federal Government - 2 from 2 Depts 

. Plaza Hotel • Professional Organisations - 2 from 2 Drgs 

• Community Groups - 2 from 2 Groups 

• Industry - :1 from 2 Groups 
TOTAL 40 Attendees 

Brisbane 2 Virginia 23 Oct 01 2:00pm- • Local Government -c 7 from 5 Councils 

• State Government - 10 from 5 Depts 
Palms 5:00pm • Federal Government.- 4 from 2 Depts 

International • Industry - 5 from 5 Group 

. Plaza Hotel TOTAL 26 Attendees 

• Longreach Albert Park 24 Oct 01 12noon • Local Government - 4 from 4 Councils 
-

• State Government - 3 from 3 Depls 
Motor Inn 2:30pm • Industry - 1 from 1 Group (also representing a 

Council) 
TOTAL 7 Attendees 

Gold Coast Sea World 26 Oct 01 9:30am- • Local Government - 6 from 3 Councils 

• State Government - 8 from 5 Depts 
Nara Resort 12:3Opm • Federal Government - 1 from 1 Dept 

• Professional Organisations - 2 from 20rgs 

· Industry - 4 from 3 Groups 

• Academia - 1 from 1 Institution 

• Non-govt Organisations - 2 from 1 arg 

TOTAL 24 Attendee. 

LGAQ Townsville 5 Sept 01 11.00am - • Approx 50 Councillors and Council Officers from 

Conference Casino 1230pm. 
Local Governments across the State 

RAPl Parkroya~ 5 Oct 01 11.30am- • Approx 40 Planners and related professionals 

Queensland Sllrfers 12noon 
from public and private organisations, 

community groups and environmental groups. 

Conference Paradise 
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Chapter 3 

CONSULTATION OUTCOMES 

3.1 OVERVIEW 

The Preparation Stage provided opportunities for stakeholders across Queensland to 

be involved in the consideration of a State Planning Policy for Land Use Planning for 

Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. The outcomes of the 

consultation will provide an important input into the decision of whether to proceed 

with the State Plarming Policy and, in the case of a positive decision, provide useful 

suggestions for the future development and implementation of the· Policy. 

Comprehensive consultation ~d input from a diversity of stakeholders has enabled 

the early identification of issues, concerns and opportunities and will facilitate the 

preparation of a focussed State Planning Policy, minimising time taken in later 

stages of the process should the decision be made to proceed. 

3.2 LEVEL OF RESPONSE 

Total attendance at the regional workshop sessions was approximately 320. A 

further 90 people attended the LGAQ and RAPI conference sessions. 

Attendance at the workshops was not evenly spread across stakeholder groups, With 

government representatives comprising 85 % of participants. Of the 267 government 

representatives, 11 were from Federal Government, 146 from State Government and 

110 were from Local Government. Representatives from community groups, 

professional organisations, industry groups, academia and non-government 

organisations comprised the remaining 48 persons or 15%. There was a very low 

level of representation by conservation/ environmental groups, developers, the 

business community and the Wider community. 

42 submissions were lodged during the period 8 September to 3 December 2001. 

More than 70% of the submissions were prepared by persons and/or stakeholder 

groups that had attended a workshop presentation. 
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3.3 MAJOR THEMES 

3.3.1 Common Themes 

The primary objective of the consultation workshops was to obtain" feedback on the 

options presented in the Discussion Paper relating to the development of a State 

Planning Policy to deal with land use planning for natural disaster mitigation and 

development assessment. There was strong support fro"m workshop attendees and 

" submitters for the development of the SPP. There was minimal opposition expressed 

to the development of the SPP and( or preference for the alternative option. 

Concerns were, however, raised by various participants as to the likely effectiveness 

of the Policy and its possible implementation implications. These concerns primarily 

related to the potential loss of control( power by local governments in dealing with 

planning for natural disasters, the ability to practically implement the SPP across the 

State and the imposition of additional 'hurdles' for developers to overcome as a 

result of the SPP. 

Where support was expressed for the SPP, input was sought as to the natural 

hazards which should be addressed. General support was received for all hazards 

identified in the Discussion Paper being considered, however stronger emphasis was 

placed on flooding, bushfires and landslip as principal hazards of concern in most 

areas. The common views of participants expressed in relation to eaCh of the natural 

hazards are outlined as follows. 

o Flooding - Almost without exception, flooding was identified as a 

significant, and in many cases the most significant, natural disaster facing 

each region and overwhelming support was received for its inclusion in the 

SPP. Regional differences between urban and rural areas including 

appropriate flood levels, warning times and the extent of flood impact were 

identified as important considerations. 

o Landslides - People in areas including Townsville, Cairns and Mackay 

identified landslides as a relatively common hazard within the region and a 

principal issue of concern. People in areas less affected by landslide were 

generally supportive of its inclusion in the SPP. 

o Bushfires - The effects of bushfires were experienced in most regions across 

the State and there was strong support generally for the inclusion of 

bushfires in the SPP. There was support for widening of the term to 

"wildfire" and it was identified that there is a range of management and 

mitigation measures already effectively dealing with the effects of bushfires. 
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o Cyclones - In the northern Queensland coastal areas, cyclones were identified 

as a common problem, however, it was generally agreed that land use 

planning was likely to be effective only in relation to the subsequent effects 

of cyclones ie. flooding and landslides which would be addressed elsewhere. 

It was generally agreed that the building codes were satisfactorily addressing 

building controls in relation to wind loadings and that a SPP was unlikely to 

be able to further assist in planning for or mitigating the impacts of cyclones. 

The need to consider storm surge as a related issue was consistently 

emphasised, together with suggestions that there be cross-referencing to the 

State Coastal Management Plan - Queensland's Coastal Policy (the State 

Coastal Plan) as a minimum. 

o Severe Storms - As with cyclones, the ability of land use plarming 

mechanisms to .plan for and mitigate severe storms was questioned. It was 

observed that the effects of the storms such as flooding and landslides could 

be more effectively managed within the SPP than the event itself and that 

building codes and Australian Standards may satisfactorily address building 

controls in relation to matters such as wind loading. 

o Earthquakes - While it was generally acknowledged that earthquakes had 

potentially high impacts and should be included, the low probability of 

difficulty in predicting these events suggested that a lower priority be given. 

to earthquakes for inclusion in the SPP. 

There was strong support for the inclusion of storm surge in the SPP as a separate 

and related (to flooding/ cyclones/ storms) issue, despite confirmation that this' 

would be addressed by the State Coastal Plan. It was further suggested that the SPP 

consider the cumulative effects of natural disasters. 

A range of other disasters, both natural and human-induced, were raised in 

workshops. These included storm surge, dam break, grass and wildfires, drought, 

erosion including coastal erosion, pestilence and plagues, mad cow disease, chemical 

spills and greenhouse effect. 

Operationally, there was general concern about the implementation of the SPP at a 

local level and particularly in relation to the potentially prescriptive nature of the 

SPP. It was strongly expressed that the SPP should adopt a common methodology 

or approach to land use planning for natural disaster mitigation and development 

assessment, whilst allowing sufficient flexibility within the policy to enable its 

effective application at a local or regional level. Other operational issues commonly 

raised included the need to recognise existing legislative mechanisms and processes 

such as development application processes under the Integrated Planning Act and the 

need to develop practical 'how-to' implementation guidelines. 
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Liability, compensation and insurance, particularly in relation to the increased 

vulnerability of local governments, were major themes at most workshop sessions. 

Liability concerns also raised, particularly in relation to reliability of hazard 

mapping, concerns relating to increased litigation costs. Compensation was 

predOminantly raised in the context of changed planning schemes. 

A number of factors currently limiting planning for and management of natural 

disasters were frequently raised. These include lack of data and' limited data 

availability (primarily related to hazard mapping), limited funding, a lack of a 

common resource base and limited expertise and skills in some local government 

areas (particularly smaller shires). Hazard mapping and community education and 

awareness were widely agreed as potential measures to assist the planning process, 

and it was suggested that the SPP provide specific guidelines and/ or standards in 

rela tion to these measures .. 

3.3.2 Specific Issues 

The following table lists the planning issues raised during consultation in relation to 

the identified hazards. 

Rooding 

There is a need to balance community and environmental issues eg vegetation and silt build-up are 

being protected by the EPA and consequently increasing flooding in surrounding areas. 

Appropriate measures should be applied to non-residential development in flood prone areas ego 

limitations to the storage of chemicals. 

The differences between inland and coastal flooding need to be taken into account 

There should be consistency in flood modelling teclmiques rather than a consistent flood level. 

The cumulative impacts of development and the associated changes to flooding patterns are a problem. 

Accuracy and reliability of data was questioned, particularly in relation to currency of data given 

changed development in catchments. 

Most damage from floods occurs from flash flooding and more frequent flood everits. The water is fast 

moving and more debris-loaded. The larger floods cause slow gradual inundation and do not cause the 

same st:ructural damage . 

. Setting a flood level may not be sufficient as the velocity of flood waters may need to be considered. 

The need to maintain access and evacuation routes in flood prone areas is important. 

The Spp should not restrict uses <eg agriculture) which rely upon flood plains for good soil and can 

only OCcur in these at risk areas. 

Landslides 

Mitigation infrastructure can be provided for landslides. 

Slope and soil type analyses may assist in planning decisions in susceptible areas. 
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Address issues relating to location of and standards for development in susceptible areas, including 

opportunity for declaring' exclusion' areas. 

Land use planning for landslides must be based on local knowledge and mapping. It may be too 

expensive to produce State-wide mapping in sufficient detail to be of use in landslide risk assessment 

Gold Coast City Council approach to landslides in Planning Schemes is good example. 

Bushfires 

The definition of bushfires should be changed to wildfires thus considering grass and brush fires. 

Perhaps site management practices and education programs could achieve more than land use controls: 

Many people have no idea of the implications and risk of building in certain areas. 

• Firebreaks and vegetation clearing and management should be mandatory for all new rural properties. 

• 

If development is allowed in bushfire prone areas, there should be an obligation to have a good 

community education program. 

Require compulsory burning-off as a management tool in rural areas to assist in reducing fuel loadings. 

Map risk areas so that Councils are able to advise all residents of bushfire risks for specific areas. 

Communities should be involved in the development of risk assessm~t and mitigation strategies. 

Bushfires may be a greater problem in coastal, urbanising and steep areas. 

Recognised expert/speciailst fire consultants should be identified by DES. 

Bushflre risk is generally in undeveloped areas; townships face lesser risk due to limited vegetation. 

Spp could call up the national standard AS3959 "Construction of Buildings in Bushfire Prone Areas". 

Cyclones 

Incorporate storm surge into the SPP to ensure consis~ncy. 

Prepare overlay maps identifying cyclone-prone areas for use by Local Governments. 

Consider the type/ strength of cyclone event, so that variable controls can be Implemented . 

The SPP can only really address the consequential impacts of cyclones such as flooding. An education 

program, rather than direct controls, would be more effective. 

Severe Storms 

Review of the Building Code in terms of wind strength provisions. 

Planning measures may include undergrounding of powerlines, vegetation guidelines, fenCing etc. but 

needed to be subject to cost/ benefit analysis, especially in rural areas. 

There is a need to design new areas with access/egress alternate routes. 

Educate on the dangers of storms and .risk reduction through management of on-site "loose" items. 

Consider overland flow paths and plan for lesser rain ev.ents. 

Earthquakes 

It is too difficult to plan in a land use sense for earthquakes; building codes are sufficient controls. 

Controls could ensure location of State infrastructure ego hospitals in lower risk areas. 

Restrict development in high risk areas. 
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3.3.3 Differences between Regions 

There was a high level of consistency in the comments made in all workshops and in 
submissions. The main differences between regions related to the differing levels of 
emphasis or priority placed on each of the hazards and the extent to which eaCh of 
the hazards impacted on the regions. For example, the Cairns and Townsville 
regions potentially experience the effects of all hazards identified, including at times 
the cuntulative impacts of hazards. Participants in these regions were strongly 
supportive of the SPP and for the inclusion of all hazards identified in the Discussion 
Paper. Participants in these regions also strongly advocated that storm surge be 

. addressed in the SPP or, at the least, referenced to the State Coastal Plan. In 
comparison, the. south-east Queensland locations, including Sunshine Coast and. 
Brisbane, were primarily concerned with the impacts on flooding and bushfires, 
with lesser priority on severe storms, landslides and cyclones, while the western 
areas of Mt Isa, Longreach and Roma were concerned with flooding, and in the case 
of Rorna, severe storms. There was a stronger emphasis in rural areas for the 
inclusions of issues such as drought, erosion and dam break. 

Regional differences· were evident in the level of importance placed on access to 
resources, particularly funding, data and skilled personnel. Whilst most regions 
raised lack of data, limited funding and/ or lack of local expertise as constraints to 
natural disaster planning and management, rural shires expressed greater concern 
about these issues. The workshops in rural regions, whilst supportive of the SPP, 
consistently raised concerns regarding the resulting imposition of actions/studies 

. that rural councils could not afford, did not have the expertise to undertake and/ or 
did not consider a priority for the limited funding and resources available . 

During discussions of the implementation of the SPP, urban/coastal areas were 
concerned with how the Policy could be implemented in established areas and its 
application to both infill and existing development. Rural/ western areas, on the 
other hand, questioned the relevance of the Policy in these areas, as only limited 
development was occurring and therefore, there were only limited opportunities for 
implementation. 

3.4 ISSUES AND SOLUTIONS RAISED 

3.4.1 Development of a State Planning Policy 

The proposal to develop a State Planning Policy for Land Use Planning Jor Natural 
Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment was strongly supported by a great 
majority of participants at all workshops/ presentations held and submitters. It was 
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generally agreed that there was a need for a consistent approach to natural disaster 

planning and mitigation across the State and'that the SPP would be an appropriate 

way to achieve this, particularly as it would be binding on both State and Local 

Governments. 

A common view across regions and stakeholder groups was that it would be both 

inappropriate and ineffective for the SPP to adopt a prescriptive approach, but rather 

that it should mandate a State-wide methodology and allow flexibility for 

application at the local or regional level. With their current role in land uSe planning 

for natural disaster mitigation, it was stressed that local governments should retain 

the associated decision making power and discretion . 

3.4.2 SPP Implementation Issues 

i. Timing 

There was concern raised that with the majority of local governments currently 

focussed on the preparation of new planning schemes in accordance with IP A by 

March 2003, the likely timing for the adoption of the SPP would not allow sufficient 

time for Councils to mcorporate it. There was support, however, for the expeditious 

development of the SPP to enable it be used as widely as possible in the preparation 

of planning schemes and, for those schemes already well advanced, in the review of 

IP A planning schemes over time. It was noted that all Local Governments would be 

able to use the SPP in relation to development assessment. 

DES has been involved in providing advice and comment on its State Interest for 

planning schemes that have been or are being prepared. Over the last 18 months, 

DES has raised natural disaster mitigation, in some form, as an issue that" Local 

Governments need to address in preparing IP A planning schemes. Further, Local 

Governments are now aware of the proposal to prepare a SPP for natural disaster 

mitigation through the public consultation process. Therefore, IP A planning 

schemes currently under preparation should be addressing natural disaster 

mitigation. 

In addition, within South-East Queensland, 18 Local Governments agreed to the 

recommendations of the South-East Queensland Regional Framew:ork for Growth 

Management made in 2000. The recommendations included a requirement that 

Local Governments identify and map natural hazards and incorporate prOvisions 

within planning schemes. 
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l1. Benefit of the SPP 

The benefit offered by the SPP over the existing situation would be the introduction 

of a consistent and articulated approach that would be available for use by Local 

Governments in all stages of scheme preparation. This would supersede the current 

"case-by-case" approach and enable resources and effort to be concentrated on local 

issues rather than revisiting the basic principles and options in relation to each 

planning scheme. 

A further issue raised regarding planning schemes was the approach for inclusion of 

the SPP within planning schemes and how this related to the implementation of the 

Policy. The principal issue of concern in this respect was the weight each document 

held in planning and management of natural disaster mitigation. A favoured option 

suggested that, following incorporation of the SPP into local government planning 

schemes, the planning scheme would become the principal document for land use 

planning for natural disaster mitigation and that the provisions of the SPP would 

"fall away" ie. no longer be applicable. This approach is contemplated by IP A and is 

currently adopted by the State Planning Policy for Planning and Management of 

Coastal Development involving Acid Sulfate Soils. It was, however, noted that this 

approach may not allow for changes in the research and understanding of natural 

hazard risk assessment and planning. 

It was commonly agreed that the I'ractical application of the SPP could be achieved 

through the incorporation of 'how-to' guidelines. Specific measures such as 

standards, design provisions, model codes, triggers, criteria, benchmarks or 

performance indicators for State-wide application were all identified as useful 

measures for adoption, and it was generally agreed that the Policy should set 

minimum standards for application across the State, while allowing sufficient 

flexibility for local governments to adopt higher standards where necessary. 

Clear and concise definitions for risk and associated levels (high, medium, low), 

acceptable levels of risk and the approach for mapping at risk areas were regarded as 

essential inclusions within the SPP to ensure a common approach across the State of 

Queensland. It was further suggested that the SPP could adopt a policy framework 

that could be included in planning schemes. 

iii. Possible Format! Direction of the SPP 

The proposed SPPcould be incorporated into planning schemes: 

D by use of broad, overarchlng Desired Environmental Outcomes; 

D in Performance Criteria or Acceptable Solutions relating to issues (hazards) or 

land uses; 
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o in Codes or Plarming Scheme Policies - either as a Natural Hazards Code or 

Code for individual hazards ego bushfires, flooding or landslide management; 

and 

o in DES and other Departmental concurrence or referral agency triggers. 

The identification of hazard prone areas and associated level of risk is important for 

understanding the future development options in relation to developable land. 

While location within a designated hazard prone area should not necessarily 

preclude. development, development opportunities should reflect the associated 

level of risk for that area and plarming should ensure the careful protection and 

management of potential impacts on the natural and built environment and 

community wellbeing. Standard risk assessments and mapping are therefore the 

basic requirements to enable local governments to assess development in relation to 

the potential implications of natural hazards. 

Mapping which may be required to be undertaken to enable the inclusion of the SPP 

provisions within plarming schemes include basic flood, bushfire, landslip and 

possibly storm surge mapping. Related studies needed to prepare the mapping may 

include geological studies, vegetation assessments, historical flooding and storm 

surge information. The approach to storm surge could be developed between DES 

and EPA, particularly as regards the relationship between the SPP and the State 

Coastal Plan. 

iv. Cost Implications 

The need for financial assistance and personnel support programs for local 

governments was consistently raised as a concern and potential constraint to the 

effective implementation of the proposed SPP in local areas. It. was frequently 

indicated that local governments, particularly smaller/rural Councils, could not bear 

the financial burden of additional mapping and research requirements, with already 

limited resources. Establishing links with existing NDRMSP funding arrangements 

was identified as offering some opportunities in dealing with this issue, with each 

level of government already committed to financing one-third of study costs. 

The cost implications of the SPP for smaller scale developments were raised. For 

example, the costs associated with rigorous assessments and reporting to 

demonstrate compliance with the SPP could be prohibitive and unsustainable for 

small development projects. 
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V. Best Practice Examples 

A number of best practice examples Were suggested for consideration during the 

drafting of the SPP during the consultation process. These are summarised in the 

follOWing table. 

Table 3.1 BEST PRACTICE EXAMPLES SUGGESTED IN CONSULTATION 

Issue Best Practice Examples 

Flooding • Best Practice for Floodplain Management In Australia prepared by CSIRO 

• Report to the Insurance Council of Australia - Legal Liability of Floodplain 

Management 
• NSW Floodplain Management Policy 

· Gold Coast-Coomera/Nerang flood assessments 

· Sand and Gravel Extraction Gu.idelines 

• Gatton Shire Flood Hazard Management Policy 

• AUSI'ROADS Standards for Road Construction 

Landslides • Gatton Shire Landslides Policy 

• Gold Coast City Council Landslides Policy 

• Maroochy Shire Steep Land Development Code 

Bushfires • Bushfire Hazard Planning by DLGP and QFRS 

• Victorian Country Fire Authority - Design for Rural Development Areas 

• NSW Bushfire Management techniques and policies 

• Ash Wednesday Fire Risk Model 

• Toowoomba Escarpment Management Plan 

• Gatton Shire Bushfire Policy 

• Gold Coast City Council Bushfire Management Plan 

• MaroochyShire Bushfire Code 

Cyclones • Disaster Risk Management document prepared by DES 

• Mackay City Council storm surge mapping 

• Darwin storm surge mapping 

Severe · No suggestions made 
Storms 
Earthquakes · . No suggestions made 

Others • Disaster Risk Management document prepared by DES for all disasters 

• Institute of Engineers publication relating to rainfall and runoff 

• AGSO report on natural hazards in Cairns, Mackay. Gladstone and SEQ regions 

• Swan Shire 0N A) policy on rural subdivisions 

• EMA land use planning 

3.4.3 Potential Land Use Planning Mechanisms 

In the workshops, each of the six natural hazards identified in the discussion paper 

(flooding, landslides, bushfues, cyclones, severe storms and earthquakes) was 

considered in detail. Consideration was given as to whether land use planning 

mechanisms such as planning schemes could be reasonably used to mitigate 

potential effects. There was also discussion as to whether mitigation infrastructure 

could be put in place to provide a physical barrier to reduce potential impacts. The 

potential role of development assessment in applying conditions specific to 

particular development proposals was also discussed. The potential outcomes and 
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solutions in relation to each hazard are summarised in Table 3.2 and discussed in the 

following sections. 

Table 3.2 POTENTIAL LAND USE PLANNING MECHANISMS TO 

MmGA TE NATURAL HAZARDS 

Land Use Planning Mitigation Infrastructure Development Assessment 

F1oodin~ X X X 

Landslides X X X 

Bushfires X X X 

Cyclones X 

Severe"Storms . X 

Earthquakes X X X 

3.4.4 Flooding 

I. Planning Issues 

Land use planning and development assessment issues related to flooding can be 

consolidated into three dominant themes: 

CJ the use offload levels as a planning measure; 

I:] consideration of incremental and off-site effects ie. downstream impacts; and 

CJ the extent to which planning measures and approaches should be local or 

regional rather than State-wide . 

It was widely agreed in the workshops and submissions that it would be 

inappropriate to set a consistent flood level across the State as the impacts of 

flooding are influenced by localised conditions. Flood levels were perceived as a 

useful measure that should be determined and adopted at a local or regional level. 

In discussion about changes to, and particularly intensification of, development and 

the implications for flood levels and flow patterns, need for consideration of 

incremental and off-site effects of flooding events was consistently raised. 

Participants in various locations provided case examples of instances where 

development has resulted in unexpected impacts due to changed flow paths and 

flood patterns. This was extended to changes in environmental conditions, 

including the revegetation of creeks banks and the silting ofrivers!waterways and 

the difficulties that arise as a result of conflicting interests. Changes to existing 

conditions and, therefore, flood patterns and flow paths reduce the applicability of 

data and information. 
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The difference between major flooding events and localised ot flash flooding was 

raised on several occasions, with local areas identifying - flooding 'hot-spots'. 

Regional differences in terms of warning times and recovery times were noted and 

evidenced the need for flexibility in the SPP. 

ii. Planning Measures 

There was support for a SPP approach that sets an agreed methodology or approach 

to be used across the State rather than prescribed flood levels. The setting of flood 

levels was supported on a localised or regional basis but not a State-wide basis. 

There was strong support for the view that flood levels should be determined on the 

basis of local studies and investigations. 

Consideration of issues including access arrangements, evacuation routes and 

location of infrastructure were regarded as key strategic decisions which could 

possibly be addressed in Guidelines, to be supplemented by specific development 

provisions including habitable floor levels, storrnwater drainage at the development 

assessment stage. Issues to be addressed in the preparation of planning schemes 

included environmental issues (vegetation build up in rivers/ creeks), potential for 

dam break and the introduction of new flood levels in areas with established levels 

and development. 

Flood mapping and the identification of risk areas (high, medium and low) were 

regarded as effective tools for planning and mitigation for flooding events. 

3.4.5 Landslides 

i. Planning Issues 

Landslides are often the result of a combination of factors, including heavy and/ or 

ongoing rainfall (such as that associated with flooding, storms or cyclones), slope, 

soil conditions, groundwater and interference as a result of development and/ or 

clearing of trees and vegetation. The need to consider the potential for these events 

in conjunction with cyclones and/ or storms was a planning issue identified in those 

regions potentially affected by both hazards. 

Competing objectives were identified as a potential problem in planning for 

landslides, given the preference for residential development with views and the 

potential difficulties this may cause where hillsides are identified as at-risk areas. 
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ll. Planning Measures 

It was suggested that mitigation infrastructure could be applied to laiuislide with the 
use of fences, retaining walls and terracmg techniques to stabilise hillsides and 
protect development from falling soil and rocks. The identification of 'exclusion 
areas' or 'control areas' and requirements for soil and slope analyses prior to 
development were recognised as potentially effective methods for plannmg for and 
mitigating against the potential impacts of landslides. It was suggested that the onus 
be placed on the developer to demonstrate that development can occur safely and 
appropriately m areas identified as bemg at-risk. 

The imposition of measures on a site-specific basis was regarded as useful given the 
localised nature of influential factors to these events (soil type, slope gradient and 
surrounding development). 

3.4.6 Bushfires 

i. Planning Issues 

Bushfires were acknowledged within all workshops as being an important hazard 
which could be appropriately addressed by the SPP. Bushfires were identified as a 
common threat to all regions in QUeensland and a hazard where the risk can be 
easily and accurately assessed. In particular, the consideration of location of new 
development, access and escape routes and vegetation management were considered 
important to the planning of areas of potential risk from bushfires . 

It was suggested that there is a public perception that bushfires are a greater 
problem m coastal, urbanising and steep areas. It was generally agreed that a 
comprehensive education program was required regardless of the outcomes of the 
SPP. This could include educating communities about the risks and involvmg' them 
in development of risk assessment and mitigation strategies. Education could 
inform people that proper individual site management reduces the risk of damage 
even in high risk areas. There was a belief that Councils should be able to advise 
residents of bushfire risks for all areas. There was support for mapping of risk areas 
and differential standards for service by Rural Fire Services ego no service being 
provided to areas identified as extreme risk areas. 

Rural areas are experiencing particular problems in relation to bushfires, particularly 
large rural acreage lots as some are occupied by temporary residents. The difficulty 
comes in poor management of properties and the inability of the Rural Fire Service 
to know if residents are on the land and need protection. 
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ii. Planning Measures 

It was considered by some that the most effective measures for bushfire management 
are site management practices and education programs rather than land use controls, 
due to the vast majority of at risk areas already containing development. It was 
suggested that new development could be designed in accordance with and assessed 
against a State-wide code or policy on bushfires included as part of the SPP. Best 
practice guidelines identified as useful gu1des or frameworks in relation to the Policy 
include the Department of Local Government and Planning and the Rural Fire 
Service "Guide to Bushfire Management", AS3959 "Construction of Buildings in 
Bushfire Prone Areas" and the Gold Coast City Council Bushfire Management 
Policy. It was suggested that DES should identify recognised expert/specialists fire 
consultants to be utilised in designing and assessing new proposals. 

3.4.7 Cyclones 

I. Planning Issues 

The principal consideration when planning for cyclones was the recognition that 
land use planning cannot mitigate cyclone events but is more effective in managing 
the consequential effects, including storm surge, flooding and landslides. Cyclones 
and the consequential effects were of principal concern to residents of coastal 
locations in northern Queensland. With the diverse and often extreme nature of 
weather conditions in these areas, land use planning should consider the potential 
impacts of simultaneous and/ or subsequent natural disasters. 

• There was widespread support for the building and construction standards 
contained in the Building Code of Australia and Australian Standards. 

Education programs were perceived as particularly important, to educate residents 
in planning development before and safety and risk minimisation during cyclone 
events. Examples used included programs to educate people on the need to include 
'shelter' areas in development, and to remove loose items or potential' missiles' eg 
outdoor furniture prior to cyclone events, and to raise awareness regarding the 
location of evacuation routes and shelters. 

Identified issues for consideration in relation to the land use planning for and 
mitigation of the effects of cyclones (such as flooding) and included the 
identification of evacuation routes, location of emergency services and key 
infrastructure items including hospitals, secondary or alternative access 
arrangements, the multi-purpose use of facilities (eg. use of halls/schools as 
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evacuation centres) and building design. Setbacks from the coasiline and areas 

subject to storm surge were further considerations identified. 

II. Planning Measures 

There was general agreement that existing building codes and Australian Standards 

adequately deal with building and construction issues in relation to mitigation of 

cyclone impacts. There was, however, support for the further investigation of 

planning measures which could potentially complement the building codes and 

Australian Standards . 

Suggestions for further investigation included the specific consideration of cyclone 

. impacts when considering other natural hazard issues such as flooding, storm surge 

and landslide. It was suggested that the potential mapping of cyclone-prone areas 

be investigated, although there was not universal agreement that such maps would 

be able to be developed to identify future risk areas. 

Specific development provisions could also be used to minimise the impacts of 

cyclones and related events. The Building Code of Australia (BCA) currently 

specifies standards for buildings located in cyclone-prone areas. These standards 

could be supplemented by planning scheme provisions relating to building setbacks, 

design and landscaping. It is noted that the effects of cyclones are identified as a 

coastal hazard in the State Coastal Plan and that provisions exist within Coastal 

legislation relating to erosion prone areas, coastal building lines and control districts 

which require development to be set back from the coastal line. The State Coastal 

Plan also addresses the location of development on the coast . 

3.4.8 Severe Storms 

/. Planning Issues 

It was identified that planning could not mitigate severe storms but could have 

limited effect in mitigating impacts. With the damaging effects arising as a result of 

the high winds, heavy rain and/or hail, there are few measures beyond building 

design that can be employed to reduce the impacts of these events. 

It was noted that flooding, storm surge and landslide may occur as a result of severe 

storms and that consideration should be given to the impact of the combined effects. 

_~ ____________ .......,=:--___ ENVmONMeNTAI. RESOURCES MANAGEMENT AUSTRAUA 

3.15 
801l)16SRP2 FINAL 20 12 01/20 DECEMBER 2001 



• 

• 

11. Planning Measures 

There was general agreement that, as with cyclones, existing building codes and 

Australian Standards adequately deal with building arid construction· issues in 

relation to mitigation of severe-storm im.pacts. There was, however, support for the 

further investigation of planning measures which could potentially complement the 

building codes and Australian Standards. 

Suggestions for further investigation included the specific consideration of storm 

impacts when considering other natural hazard issues such as flooding, storm surge 

and landslide. It was suggested that the potential mapping of storm-prone areas be 

investigated, although there was not universal agreement that such maps would be 

able to be developed to identify future risk areas. 

Specific development provisions could also be used to minimise the im.pacts of 

cyclones and related events. These could include planning scheme provisions 

relating to building setbacks, design and landscaping. The placing of power lines 

underground to minimise the impacts of severe storms was suggested. 

3.4.9 Earthquakes 

I. Planning Issues 

There was limited discussion on earthquakes, probably due to the low probability of 

these events. There was a lack of widespread knowledge of the measures available 

to plan for earthquakes, other than in relation to the location of essential services 

away from known high-risk areas. There was concern about the likely costs 

involved if studies were required to be undertaken by Local Government. Current 

building code and Australian Standards (AS1170 Part 4) provisions were regarded 

by many to be sufficient measures given the low likelihood of events. 

ii. Planning Measures 

Experts in relation to earthquakes have indicated that it is possible to identify 

earthquake risk areas based on ground conditions and that planning controls 

(particularly in relation to the location of essential services) can be developed linked 

to this. Regional strategies have been undertaken in relation to Cairns, Mackay, 

Gladstone and South-East Queensland. 
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3.4.10 Other Issues that could be considered in the SPP 

t. Stonn Surge 

The need to consider storm surge within the SPP was raised on several occasions. 
While. it was acknowledged that the storm surge issue was being addressed by the 
State Coastal Plan, there was a common view that it should also be addressed or 
referenced in the proposed State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural 
Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment together with other forms of 
inundation hazard . 

Planning issues for storm surge include the location of key infrastructure items· away 
from surge areas, setbacks frointhe coastline, stormwater drainage design and 
evacuation and access routes. Effective planning measures suggested included 
mapping of areas susceptible to storm surge and the identification of 'no-go' areas, 
codes for coastline development and site specific development provisions. 

ll. Oimate Change/ Greenhouse 

During the conduct of the workshops there was discussion of the possible future 
expansion of the SPP to address and deal with the implications of climate change 
and greenhouse issues. During a number of the workshops participants outlined 
recent increases in Council minimum floor levels taking sea water rise and storm 
surge into consideration and generally supported the possible coverage of this topic 
within a SPP. It was suggested that climate change and greenhouse may be causing 
more frequent and more destructive natural disasters. Given this, it was considered 
timely that a SPP be developed to address land use planning for natural disaster 
mitigation and development assessment and there was support for the specific 
consideration of climate changel greenhouse issues within the SPP. 

It is noted that the effects of climate change in relation to coastal management are 
addressed in the State Coastal Plan in policy 2.2.1 "Adaptation to climate change" 
and policy 2.2.4 "Coastal hazards". The latter makes specific mention of sea level 
rise. If the SPP is to address climate change in some way, the relationship with the 
State Coastal Plan will need to be considered. 

iii. Liability/Compensation 

General concern was expressed regarding the liability issues associated with the 
mapping of "at risk" areas, particularly in relation to determining and setting the 
boundaries of identified areas. Comments were made that local authorities will have 
difficulties determining definite boundaries to risk areas due to inaccurate, out of 
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date and/ or limited data. Compensation and additional litigation costs were 
identified as further potential financial burdens for local governments in the event of 
planning scheme changes to accommodate risk areas and the resulting removal of 
development rights in some areas. Many participants raised questions about the 
responsibility of compensation payments and the liability for local governments, 
particularly in relation to risk mapping. There were many suggestions that the SPP 
could clarify Councils' liability and could, perhaps together with other legislative 
amendments (possibly to the Local Government Act or the Integrated Planning Act), 
reduce or remove liability in instances where proper risk assessment and planning 
practices had been undertaken . 

It was suggested that the adoption of a State-wide mapping methodology would 
reduce the chances of the improper mapping and assessment of risks. The 
development industry indicated reluctance to support any policy that made risk 
assessment the responsibility of development proponents. 

3.4.11 Other Issues not able to be addTessed by the SPP 

There were a number of issues raised in workshops and submissions that are related 
to natural disaster mitigation but would not fall within the scope of the SPP. 

i. Indigenous Issues 

The Community Services (Aborigines) Act 1984, the Community Services (Torres Strait) 
Act 1984 and the Local Government (Aboriginal Lands) Act 1978 created 34 Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander (ATSI) Councils. These Councils are recognised under IPA 
and are thereby bound by its requirements. IP A does, however, provide exemptions 
in relation to planning scheme preparation where A TSI Councils can opt not to 
prepare a planning scheme under IP A. Currently none of the 34 ATSI Councils has a 
planning scheme. 

In ATSI areas, a SPP is only applicable to development that is assessable 
development (and then only when such developments are impact assessable) 
defined within Schedule 8 of IPA - Assessable, Self Assessable and Exempt 
Development. . 

A SPP therefore has a relatively limited application in ATSI Councils and there is a 
need to consider other techniques to introduce natural disaster mitigation into land 
use decisions in these areas. The Department of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander Policy (DATSIP) has raised this issue in its submission. DES, DATSIP and 
DLGP need to consider how the outcomes and principles of the SPP can be 
incorporated in the plarming undertaken in ATSI Councils. 
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The limited application of the SPP to ATSI Councils and the need to consider other 

techniques is agreed. However, alternative mitigation strategies for indigenous 

communities should be undertaken in addition to the SPP and this does not diminish 

the need to create a SPP for the 123 Local Governments that have planning schemes. 

It was suggested in workshops that the SPP and Guidelines could be adopted 

voluntarily in A TSI communities or possibly through amendments to the 

Community Services Act. 

ii. Building Code of Australia (BCA) and Australian Standards 

The inability of a new SPP to retrospectively control existing development was well 

recognised within the workshops. It was suggested that tighter building controls 

and codes would assist in making existing development more capable of 

withstanding the impacts of certain natural hazards. The BCA is currently used in 

the developing and adopting of specific measures and design controls for buildings 

in bushfire prone areas, steep land and strong wind areas. 

Australian Standards provide direction for design and building construction in 

relation to specific issues. Australian Standards of direct relevance to the SPP 

mclude those related to bushfires, high wind and earthquakes. 

There was widespread support for these controls and some submitters considered 

that the BCA, together with Australian Standards, are sufficient to control land use 
. I 

and development in relation natural disaster mitigation ie. that no further controls or 

the SPP are needed . 

The SPP would not cover the areas already managed by the BCA and Australian 

Standards, which deal with building and construction matters. The purpose of the 

SPP would be .to address land use planning and development assessment issues and 

to identify planning measures that would deal with the issues on a wider than 

single-site basis and would complement the BCA and Australian Standards. 

iii. Insurance Implications 

Insurance implications of the mapping of risk areas were raised on various 

occasions. It was suggested that insurance companies could, on the basis of risk 

mapping, determine premiums based on identified risk, as occurs with existing 

arrangements relating to home insurance and the risk of break and enter. The 

consequence would be likely to be higher premiums of changes to insurance 

coverage for higher risk areas, as occurs currently in some areas that have been 

identified as flood-prone. It was suggested that insurance providers should provide 
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incentives for properties/ developers in higher risk areas to demonstrate the 

application of management principles for natural disasters. 

IV. Community Awareness/ Education 

Support was expressed for the preparation of an information pack by local 

governments for potential land purchasers, to enable purchasers to identify risk. 

This would enable a prospective purchaser to identify all necessary risks to a 

property and to then IDake an informed decision on the purchase of that property. 

Recent initiatives by the Gold Coast City Council were discussed in one workshop, 

including a proposal to include hazard mapping and property information relating 

to natural hazards on the Council website. 

v. Other Hazards 

The issue of other natural hazards to.be potentially addressed by the proposed SPP 

was probed during small group workshop sessions. A range of hazards was 

identified, including human-induced hazards and exotic diseases. During further 

discussions, it was generally agreed that these issues fall outside the ambit of the 

proposed State Planning Policy for Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster 

Mitigation and Development Assessment. The suggested additional hazards and 

issues that were identified included: 

Q Tsunamis; 

Q Chemical spills; 

Q Pests and pestilence; 

Q Algal blooms; 

Q Drought; 

Q Erosion; 

Q Salinity; 

Q Foot and mouth disease; 

Q Fire ants; and 

Q Mad cow disease. 

These issues are not considered appropriate to be addressed in the SPP. 
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3.5 COMMUNITY CONSULTATION EVALUATION 

A decision was made by the Department of Emergency Services to undertake 

extensive consultation early in the Preparation Stage of the SPP. This resulted in 

high levels of attendance and interest at workshops, with approximately 320 people 

attending the workshops and a further 90 attending the Stakeholder sessions with 

LGAQ and RAPl. 

There was a good representation at the workshops from State Government, Local 

Government, Federal Government and community-based groups (particularly those 

with an interest in fire management). There was a low representation from 

conservation! environmental groups, developers, the business cOnlmunity and 

individuals. 

The decision to hold regional workshops proved to be successful. In particular, the 

decision to hold forums in western and central regional centres was widely 

supported by stakeholder groups with reasonable levels of attendance in areas such 

as Longreach, Mt Isa and Rockhampton. Participation in the small groups 

workshops in all areas was excellent, within most participants actively involved in 

discussions on the topics. The small groups proved to be an excellent forum for the 

investigation of stakeholder views on the SPP and its scope and issues. 

In addition to the participation at the workshops, 42 written submissions were 

lodged to 3 December 2001. Approximately 70% the submissions were prepared by 

persons and! or stakeholder groups that had attended a workshop presentation. 

Submissions were wide-ranging and generally presented similar viewpoints and 

issues . 

The preparation of the Discussion Paper and its distribution prior to the workshops 

provided a good base level of information and common ground for participants to 

react to and comment on. The usefulness of this form of information dissemination 

was favourably commented on by many participants. Feedback on the Discussion 

Paper was generally positive and commended the DES and consultant team for the 

drafting of a through document. One participant commented that the Discussion 

Paper was well prepared and provided an excellent example of a Statement of Intent, 

prepared for the purposes of advertising a State Planning Policy. It was commented 

that the Discussion Paper was detailed and achieved its purpose. 

3.5.1 Recommendations for Future Consultation Stages 

The following recommendations for future consultation activities are made based 

upon ERM observations and experiences and upon stakeholder comments. As 

outlined above, the conduct of the workshops in key regional and rural areas was 
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considered to be valuable and appropriate by the consultation team and stakeholder 

participants. In particular, the workshops in some of the more remote areas proved 

to be positive, enhancing the participation of people in these areas and recognising 

the 'value of such participation. It is suggested that the same cities/ towns be 

nominated to hold future workshops in the Consultation Stage for tli.e draft SPP. 

Given the opportunity for early input, experience suggests that this level of 

stakeholder interest will be at least maintained, if not improved in the later stages of 

consultation and preparation. TItis may have implications for the. number of 

workshops to be held in later stages should a similar approach be adopted. 

Allowances should be made for additional workshops in those areas that showed 

high levels of interest during this first stage . 

All venues were suitable for the conduct of the workshops, however, some locations 

could be improved with respect to the origin of the majority of participants. For 

example, it is suggested that increased patronage from Brisbane based stakeholders 

would occur if future activities are held within the CBD rather than suburban 

Brisbane, and similarly if workshop locations are centrally located on the Sunshine 

Coast, such as Maroochydore. 

In some of the rural centres, some participants were still required to drive up to two 

to three hours to attend the workshops. Those people indicated their support for 

workshops in the middle of the day, allowing them to participate without having to 

have a particularly early or late day. It is suggested that similar timings be adopted 

for those regional workshops. . 
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Chapter 4 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE SPP 

4.1 FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.1.1 Key Findings 

Key findings arising from the consultation during the Preparation Stage include the 

following. 

o There is strong support for the development of a State Planning Policy on 

Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development 

Assessment. 

o Significant hazards of concerns to the majority of regions are flooding, 

landslides and bushfires. There was also strong support for storm surge to be 

addressed as a natural hazard; 

o 

o 

Participants in consultation held the view that the State Planning Policy 

should not be prescriptive in its approach but define a State-wide 

methodology for natural disaster mitigation and planning, allowing 

flexibility for implementation at the local and regional level. 

The State Planning Policy should be supported by practical guidelines, 

incorporating triggers, codes, performance based criteria and standards . 

o Principal issues of concern related to liability, compensation, timing, 

implementation at the local level, funding arrangements, data availability 

and the incorporation of the State Pla.nniD.g Policy into local planning 

documents. 

4.1.2 Recommendations for Development of the SPP 

It is recommended that a draft State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for 

Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment be prepared and that it be 

developed in two stages. 

The first stage would be the development of the SPP addressing the principal issues 

of concern, namely flooding, landslides and bushfires, enabling the development of 

a SPP to provide a State direction to assist Local Governments in the consideration of 

land use planning for natural disaster mitigation and development assessment in 
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planning schemes prior to the March 2003 deadline. It is recommended that the 
issue of storm surge be addressed within this stage of the Policy as part of the 
consideration of flooding. TIlls could be by way of reference to the State Coastal 
Plan or by inclusion of provisions that work together with and build on the 
provisions of the State Coastal Plan in the SPP for Land Use Planning for Natural 
Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment DES is currently liaising with 
EPA in the development of the Guidelines for the State Coastal Plan SPP. 

The second stage of the spp would involve the undertaking of research into the 
issues of earthquakes, cyclones and severe storms to determine the extent to which 
land use planning could practicably address these natural hazards . 

In relation to the overall direction of the SPP and Guidelines, it is recommended that: 

o the SPP contain broad principles and measures for land use planning for 
natural disaster mitigation and development assessment, and that practical 
and detailed Guidelines be developed to support the SPP. This approach 
would ensure consistency across the State, maximising opportunities for 
increased safety and community education, data and information sharing, 
and appropriate location of key infrastructure items,. whilst ensuring 
planning and risk assessment is appropriate and effective at a local level; 

o in as far as practicable, all Local Governments should prepare an all-hazards 
risk assessment and associated mapping program for incorporation into the 
planning scheme. Funding programs will be required to assist local 
authorities in the preparation of these studies, particularly smaller and/ or 
rural local councils. Alternatively, hazard mapping may be done on a state 
or regional level, undertaken by a relevant state department or organisation . 
However, mapping must be undertaken at a scale that ensures the resultant 
maps are useful at a local leveL State-wide hazard maps may be appropriate 
in relation to earthquakes, severe storms and possibly cyclones. It is noted 
that the level of risk is unlikely to vary significantly at a local level in relation 
to these events; 

o the preparation of model codes for hazard planning and management be 
considered - possibly for each of the hazards identified ie. Code for Bushfire 
Management, Code for Landslide Prone Areas, Flood Management Code etc. 
Examination of existing hazard strategies and planning measures will 
provide guidance for the preparation of Codes. Some examples that could be 
considered include: 

o Best Practice for Floodplain Management in Australia (DNRM); 

o NSW Floodplain Management Policy; 
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o Gold Coast City Council policies for Landslides, Flood Management 
and Bushfires; 

o Bushfire Hazard Planning by DLGP and QFRS; and 

o Disaster Risk Management and supporting guidelines prepared by 
Queensland Department of Emergency Services; 

o the planning strategies and measures for hazard prone lands should advance 
the Integrated Planning Act's purpose through adopting a management 
approach based on the following principles: 

o Development should be avoided in land designated as area at extreme 
risk of hazard impact; and 

o Development limitations should be consistent with level of risk 
assigned to lands (ie. high, medium or low risk); 

o technical studies should be required for development proposals in at risk 
areas (for areas at medium level of risk or higher). For example, geological 
studies should be required in areas prone to landslide, flooding and flow 
path studies should be undertaken in flood prone areas. These studies must 
identify how existing conditions will change as a result of the development 
proposal, how potential impacts may be mitigated and ilie implications of the 
likely changes; and 

o in relation to development assessment, performance based development 
criteria should be incorporated within the planning scheme, with onus 
placed on developer to demonstrate the suitability of development proposals 
in particular locations . 

I. Flooding 

It is recommended that: 

o the SPP deal with land use planning and development assessment in relation 
to mitigation of flood impacts; 

o an approach be considered for the spp that sets an agreed methodology or 
approach to be used across the State rather than prescribed flood levels; 

o the SPP investigate the setting of flood levels on a local or regional basis 
determined on the basis of local studies and investigations; 

o the SPP identify matters to be considered in the development of planning 
schemes and these include flood mapping and the identification of risk areas 
(high, medium and low), location of development in relation to flood-risk 
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areas, environmental issues (vegetation build up in rivers/ creeks), potential 

for dam break and the introduction of new flood levels in areas with 

established levels and development; 

o the SPP Guidelines consider issues including access arrangements, 

evacuation routes and location of infrastructure; and 

o the SPP identify matters to be considered in development assessment 

including the consideration of site-specific matters such as habitable floor 

levels and stormwater drainage . 

ii. Landslide 

It is recommended that: 

o the SPP deal with land use planning and development assessment in relation 

to mitigation of landslide impacts; 

o an approach be considered for the spp that sets an agreed methodology or 

approach to be used across the State rather than prescribed slope gradients; 

o the SPP identify matters to be considered in the development of planning 

schemes and these include and the identification and mapping of landslide 

risk areas (high, medium and low) based on slope gradient, soil type, 

groundwater levels and surrounding development; location of development 

in relation to landslide-risk areas, environmental issues and the introduction 

of new controls in developed areas; 

o the SPP Guidelines consider issues including access arrangements, 

evacuation routes and location of infrastructure; and 

o the SPP identify matters to be considered in· development assessment 

including the consideration of site-specific matters such as location and siting 

of buildings, mitigation infrastructure, vegetation protection and stormwater 

drainage. 

iii. Bushfire 

It is recommended that: 

o the spp deal with land use planning and development assessment in relation 

to mitigation of fire impacts and that consideration be. widened to include 

other types of fire such as grass fire and "wildfire"; 
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o an approach be considered for the SPP that sets an agreed methodology or 

approach to be used across the State; 

o the SPP identify matters to be considered in the development of planning 

schemes and these include the identification and mapping of wildfire risk 

areas (high, medium and low), location of development in relation to 

wildfire-risk areas, environmental issues (including vegetation management), 

and the introduction of controls in relation to developed areas development; 

o 

o 

the SPP Guidelines consider issues including access arrangements, 

evacuation routes and location of infrastructure; and 

the SPP identify matters to be considered in development. assessment 

including the consideration of site-specific matters such as access/ egress, 

vegetation management, and location of habitable buildings. 

iv. Cyclones 

It is recommended that: 

o the SPP specifically consider cyclone impacts in relation to other natural 

hazards such as flooding and landslides; 

o research be undertaken to determine whether additional land use planning 

mechanisms can be developed that would assist in the mitigation of cyclone 

impacts including the identification of risk areas (high, medium and low) and 

location of development in relation to risk areas, access arrangements, 

evacuation routes, location of infrastructure and matters to be considered in 

development assessment including the consideration of site-specific matters 

such as vegetation management and site layout. 

v. Severe 5 tonns 

It is recommended that: 

o the SPP specifically consider severe-storm impacts in relation to other natural 

hazards such as flooding and landslides; 

o research be undertaken to determine whether additional land use planning 

mechanisms can be developed that would assist in the mitigation of severe

storm impacts including the identification of risk areas (high, medium and 

low) and location of development in relation to risk areas, access 

arrangements, evacuation routes, location of infrastructure and matters to be 
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considered in development assessment including the consideration of site
specific matters such as vegetation management and site layout. 

vi. Earthquakes 

It is recommended that: 

o research be undertaken to determine whether additional land use plarming 
mechanisms can be developed that would assist in the mitigation of 
earthquake impacts including the identification of risk areas (high, medium 
and low) and location of development in relation to risk areas, access 
arrangements, evacuation routes and location of infrastructure. 

Vl1. Other issues that could be addressed in the SPP 

It is recommended that consideration be given in the drafting of the SFP to: 

. .. 0 storm surge and the relationship between the SPP and the State Coastal Plan; 

o climate changel greenhouse and the likely implications in relation to the 
natural disasters being considered; 

o liability and compensation issues particularly in relation to Local 
Government. 

4.2 TIMING, FUNDING AND RESPONSIBILITY 

The proposed two stage approach for the preparation of the State Planning Policy 
was founded on timing related issues associated with the March 2003 deadline 
applying to all Queensland local governments for the completion of IP A compliant 
planning schemes. It is considered that the staged preparation of the Policy, dealing 
with the highest priority hazards for the State prior to the deadline, would provide 
the best opportunity for local governments to consider the issues raised by the State 
Planning Policy in their planning scheme preparation. 

Other hazards could be considered in a later amendment to the Policy, ensuring the 
preparation of a well prepared and comprehensive document. The inclusion of all 
issues in a single stage State Planning Policy is not considered feasible given the 
range and depth of issues involved and the relatively short timeframe available. 

While allowing the opportunity for a comprehensive preparation process, this 
approach may require local governments to revisit recently completed planning 
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schemes for consideration of the second stage State Planning Policy, potentially 
duplicating or increasing efforts. This would be dependent on the timing of 
amendments arising from this process as there may be opportunity for changes to be 
made as part of the scheduled planning scheme review process in accordance with 
IP A requirements. 

In the case of implementation of State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for 
Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment, DES may take on referral 
agency responsibilities, and in some cases, act as assessment manager, in the 
assessment of development applications. TIlls would have resourcing implications. 

Consideration will need to be given to funding arrangements/ assistance that may 
need to be provided, particularly to smaller or under-resourced local governments, 
due to SPP recommendations and requirements. By way of example, the SPP 
Guidelines could potentially specify a uniform approach and base level of 
information required across the State in relation to hazard mapping. Compliance 
with the SPP in this regard may require the dedication of funds over and above 
those available for natural disaster planning and mitigation in particular local areas. 

4.3 FURTHER STUDIES 

The need for additional information and data relating to the occurrence, nature and 
likely impacts of natural disasters across the State was clearly emphasised by the 
majority of stakeholder groups. Additional studies into flood patterns, potential 
earthquake activity; geological studies in areas subject to landslip, and bushfire 'hot
spots' were identified as desirable inputs to the planning process which ·may be 
beyond the capacity of available financial resources, time and/ or expertise. 

A range of existing and current studies and research programs were identified 
during the consultation programs as potential information sources to reduce the 
requirements in obtaining supporting data and information. These studies and 
programs included: 

o Central Queensland University and Australian Emergency Management Institute 
- research into earthquakes; 

o Bureau of Meteorology - greenhouse and climate change· research; 

o CSIRO relevant studies and research program; and 

o AGSO - reports on Natural Hazards in the Cairns, Mackay, Gladstone and 
South-East Queensland regions and additional research. 

During the Preparation Stage, it was advised that DNRM has commenced studies 
towards the possible preparation of a State Planning Policy in relation to Flooding. 
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A whole-of-Government approach is being proposed in relation to this issue. DES is 
liaising with DNRM with a view to delineating roles and responsibilities of each 
agency. 

4.4 STAKEHOLDERS 

Continuing consultation with key stakeholder groups is strongly recommended. 
Stakeholder groups poorly represented at workshops sessions included conservation 
and environmental groups, developers and local business/economic development 
groups, and individuals. It is suggested that these groups are specifically targetted 
during the preparation of the State Planning Policy and associated consultation 
processes. 

Other stakeholder groups currently absent from consultation activities, identified 
during the workshop sessions, including service suppliers such as Energex and 
Ergon and Port Authorities. . . 

. ~-; . 
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o AGSO - Australian Geological Survey Organisation 
o BoM - Bureau of Meteorology 
oDES - Department of Emergency Services 
o DLGP - Department of Local Government and Planning 
o DMR· Department of Main Roads 
[l DNRM - Department of Natural Resources and Mines 
'" DDFA - Federal Department of Rnance and Administration 
o DPW - Department of Public Works 
o DSD - Department of State Development 
o DTRS - Federal Department ofTransport and Regional Services 
o EMA - Emergency Management Australia 
o EPA - Environmental Protection Agency 
[3 IPA -- Integrated Planning Act 1997 
[] LGCDCs - Local Government Counter Disaster Committees 
o LGCDPs - Local Government Counter Disaster Plans 
o NDRA - Natural Disaster Relief Arrangements 
[] NDRMSP - Natural Disaster Rrsk Management Studies Program 
o RAPI - Royal Australian Planning Institute 
[] RFMP - Regional Rood Mitigation Program 
[3 SCDO - State Counter Disaster Organisation 
"' SCDO Act - State Counter-Disaster Organisation Act 1975 
'" SDMC - State Disaster Mitigation Committee 
D SPP - State Planning Policy 
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A number of organisations were consulted during a Focus Workshop in July 2001 and contributed to 
the contents of this Discussion Paper. These organisations included: 

o all three levels of government; 
'" academics in land use planning, disaster management and climatology; and 
o peak organisations for Industry professional and community organisations. 

A list of organisations that contributed can be found at Appendix C. 
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This chapter introduces the Discussion Paper 
and its purpose. 

Natural disasters affect every State and Territory 
in Australia and directly affect the everyday lives 
of residents in communities vulnerable tu tho," 
hazards. In the past 25 years, Australia has 
experienced a major disaster on average every 
four years. These have Included Cyclone Tracy, 
Ash Wednesday Bushflres, Newcastle 
Earthquake, Thredbo landslide and major 
flooding around Brisbane, Nyngan, Charteville, 
Katherine and Benalla. There are other 
significant disasters which occur throughout 
Australia on an annual basis. Natural disasters 
are estimated to have cost $1.14 billion peryear 
between 1967 and 1999 (Bureau of Transport 
Economics). 

Although plans for responding to and 
recovering from natural disasters are usually 
well developed, measures for the prevention, 
forward planning and mitigation of Impacts are 
generally less well developed. land use 
planning and planning standards can make a 
significant contribution to minimising or 
reducing risks to the community and the natural 
environment from these types of events. 

This Discussion Paper Investigates the 
possibility of developing a State Planning Polley 
on land Use Planning for Natural Disaster 
Mitigation and Development Assessmen!. The 
policy would be used to guide development in 
advance of a disaster, thus aiming at decreasing 
the risks of impacts on society, Infrastructure, 
the economy and the environ men!. 

Natural hazards are meteorological or 
geological phenomena that have the potential 
to negatively impact on communities and the 
environment. Natural hazard events Can create 
disaster situations for communities and the 
enviru",nen!. Even relatively minor impacts of 
natural hazards can become significant over 
time and in terms of the ongoing economic, 
social and environmental costs. The cumulative 
impacts of natural hazards are magnified if 
these events repeatedly affectlhe same areas. 

There are direct, indirect, tangible and 
intangible costs associated with natural 
hazards and natural disasters. These costs 
Include: 
D loss of life; 
D physical suffering; 
El emotional suffering; 
D damage to property; 
D reduced productivity; 
D degraded environment; 
D loss of species and habitats; 
D damaged infrastructure; 
D weakened economy; 
D loss of employment; 
D associated loss to business and primary 

producers; 
D increased costs of Insurance; and 
D reduced quality of life. 

There are six natural hazards of importance to 
Queensland being considered for Inclusion in 
the State Planning Policy. 

CVclones are intense low pressure systems that 
are characterised by a spiral circulation pattern 
with dense clouds and mean surface winds 
exceeding gale force (60 km/hr) nearthe centre. 
Cyclones often cause severe damage due to the 
high speed winds and consequential impacts 
such as storm surge and flooding. Storm surge 
will be dealt with in the State Coastal 
Management Plan and this proposed State 
Planning Policy will call up that Plan. 

•• 
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development assessment issues. State 
Planning Policies address matters that have to 
be considered when making planning decisions 
rather than merely offering advice. They playa 
key role in shaping new planning schemes and 
are used by Local Governments and State 
Government departments When assessing 
development applications. 

A State Planning Policy may be supported by 
guidelines providing advice on implementation 
and can referto otherrelevant documents such 
as Australian Standards. 

A State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning 
for Natural Disaster Mitigation and 
Development Assessment (the SPP) is being 
considered as a potential means to: 
El make clear the State's interest in land use 

planning as it relates to natural hazards; 
o guide development decisions and the 

preparation of planning schemes that 
reduce the community's vulnerability to the 
impacts of natural hazards; 

o encourage consistency across Queensland 
In land use planning for natural hazard 
mitigation; and 

o provide a policy context and support for 
Local Governments and the State 
Government to make decisions concerning 
development applications in areas subject 
to natural hazards. 

Through Local Government planning schemes 
and in the assessment of development 
applications, the State Planning Policy would 
influence decisions on the location and/or 
requirements for future development, including 
Infrastructure in the Local Government area. 

After assessing the impact of a proposed 
development on the safety of the community, 
Local Governments may, where appropriate, 
require the development application to be 
amended or refuse an application. 

As natural hazards exist throughout 
Queensland, it would be reasonable that the 
policy applies State-wide. The SPP would, as 
provided for in IPA, be binding on the Crown. 
Thus all State departments and agencies would 
be required to consider the implications of the 
SPP for State development and community 
infrastructure projects. 

A State Planning Policy cannot eliminate all 
risks to communities associated with natural 
disasters and cannot affect past land use 
decisions. There are important limits on the 
scope of the SP? for example: 
o This Slate Planning Policy could consider 

addressing natural hazards such as cyclone, 
fioodlqg, landslides, bushfires, severe 
storms and earthquake. These natural 
hazardS. hO'.'IIever, can only be addressed 
In terms of land use planning and 
development assessment. It is possible that 
direct and effective land use planning and 
development control measures may only 
appropriately be developed to deal with 
SOme aspects of these natural hazards as 
they Impact upon vulnerable communities. 

o A State Planning Policy cannot resolve 
directly iSSUeS associated with established 
urban areas and existing developments. 
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o A State Planning Policy cannot direct Local 
Governments to adopt specific mitigation 
methods such as a 'no development in a 
floodplain' strategy or require Local 
Governments to build levees to protect 
development in a floodplain. Rather, a State 
Planning Policy may require Local 
Governments to implement methods to 
reach mitigation outcomes based on the 
intent of the State Planning Policy and 
appropriate to the natural hazard risks 
identified in the Local Government area. 

I'] A State Planning Policy would place the 
responsibility on Local Governments and 
relevant State Government departments to 
Identify and manage risks associated with 
natural disasters. 

o This State Planning Policy will not address 
technological hazards such as chemical 
spills, exotic diseases, bridge collapse, 
space debris and other Incidents not related 
to natural dIsasters. However, the Policy 
may make provision for dealing with 
flooding caused by a dam break. 

The SPPwould not replace other initiatives Local 
Governments can take to mitigate natural 
disasters. Other supplementary initiatives 
could include, for example, early warning 
systems, public education programs, counter 
disaster plans, disaster mitigation plans, 
relocation or acquisition of properties, and 
building levees and culverts. The SPP would 
not replace other standards and requirements 
such as the Building Code of Australia. 

• 

•• I 
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This chapter considers the Queensland 
planning context and the potential link between 
land use planning and natural hazard 
mitigation. 

land use planning and planning standards can 
make a significant contribution to minimising 
or reducing risk to the community and to the 
natural environment from natural hazards. This 
chapter will discuss how land use planning 
under the Integrated Planning Act 1997 OPAl 
call address natural hazard impacts on 
vulnerable communities and infrastructure in 
general, and in relation to Identified natural 
hazards. The focus is on mitigation. 

The impact of natural hazards is dependent 
upon the interaction of three systems: 
D Physical systems: geopliysical and climatic 

conditions at local, regional, national and 
international levels along with the health of 
the environment; 

D Social systems: socia-demographic 
characteristics, such as income, age, 
mobility and education, of communities 
impacted by natural hazards; and 

D Builtsystems:quantity, quality and location 
of buildings and infrastructure, including 
roads, bridges and communication 
networks. 

The risk of increased impacts as a result of 
natural hazards is rising because of changes in 
the interaction between communities, hazards 
and the environment. Global warming may be 
increasing the frequency and severity of certain 
natural hazards such as bushfires, cyclones and 
storm surges in many areas. At the same time, 
regional and local changes to the environment 
have decreased the ability of natural systems 
and communities to cope with the impacts of 
those hazards. 

The incr~asiflg desire of people to live in 
establls~ed urban areas is resulting in 
increased demand for urban land. This has 
resulted in increased pressure for the 
development of areas that are potentially more 
susceptible to hazards and the associated 
interference with natural processes and 
landfonm>, such as the filling of areas that serve 
as natural flood retention basins, and the 
removal ofveg,tatlon to facilitate development 
and rural activities. 

Changes in the socia-economic makeup of 
communities have also increased the risk of 
natural hazards. There has been an increase in 
the inequality of wealth, particularly between 
regions, which has made certain populations 
more vulnerable to losses from natural hazards, 
particularly economically disadvantaged 
communities which cannot afford adequate risk 
reduction measures. 

land use planning can playa key part in 
reducing current and future community risk by 
Identifying in advance the areas with increased 
risk and ensuring that new development does 
not Occur or occurs in a controlled manner 
within those areas. It requires the balancing of 
many interests including private sector needs, 
public policy requirements, equity, long-term 
economic development, environmental 
conservation, amenity, community safety and 
well-being. It also requires careful community 
planning, education and considered 
environmental and resource management 
strategies. 

In Queensiand, local Governments plan Forand 
control development through planning 
schemes prepared under the Integrated 
PianningAct1991 OPAl. Most existing planning 
schemes were prepared under previous 
legislation and include little guidance or control 
In relation to land use planning for natural 
disaster mitigation and development 
assessmep!, 
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There are no formal policy or guidelines 
providing direction or consistency across the 
State and this has resulted in a varied approach 
to natural hazards planning. Some local 
Govemments have adopted quite extensive and 
stringent planning controls dealing with matters 
such as flooding, bushfires and lands lips and 
how development may occur in areas prone to 
impact from those hazards. Others have few or 
no planning mechanisms or controls. One 
reason for the differences in the level of 
planning and planning controls between local 
Governments is tha diffemnces in the baseline 
data available. Detailed information is 
available for some areas whilst in others no data 
Is available. In recent years, this situation has 
been able to be redressed by the provision of 
ongoing funding through the Natural Disaster 
Risk Management Studies Program, described 
further in Appendix B. 

The principal land use control and management 
framework for the State is the Integrated 
Planning Act 1997 (lpA) which controls the 
forward planning and developmentassessment 
processes. IPA has created a system that 
provides for comprehensive and integrated 
assessment and decision making, whilst 
seeking to achieve ecological sustainablllty. 

As part of their wider planning responsibilities, 
the planning control of natural hazards Is a 
responsibility of local Governments under IPA. 
The State's interests in relation to natural 
disasters are formally considered when local 
Governments are preparing planning schemes 
and in relation to those development 
applications for which State Government 
departments are the assessment manager or a 
referral or concurrence agency. 

The ecological sustainability principles and 
associated text within IPA recognise that the 
Act's purpose can be advanced through State 
Government activities as well as local 
Government planning schemes. The purpose 
oftheAct includes 'coordinating and integrating 
planning at the local, regiullal and State levels' 
as a way of seeking to achieve ecological 
sustalnability. This includes the drafting of 
State Planning Policies such as that being 
contemplated in this Discussion Paper. 

The creation of a State Planning Policy 
specifically focussed on the control and 
management of natural hazard impacts would 
ensure that this matter of State Interest Is 
incorporated Within future planning scheme 
provisions, and conSidered within specific 
development applications and proposals. 

2.4.2 Plall1Dlulig schemes 
Planning schemes !Ire the principal Instruments 
for consolidating and expressing planning 
policies relatingto each local Government area. 
IPA requires that State Planning Policies be 
appropriately reftected in planning schemes. 

The introduction of IPA has required that all 
Queensland local Governments prepare new 
planning schemes consistent with the desired 
outcomes and requirements of IPA prior to 
March 2003. To date, only a handful of IPA 
Planning Schemes are in operation throughout 
Queensland. Most local Governments are 
preparing their IPA Planning Schemes which are 
required to specifically address and integrate 
State Planning Policies and requirements. 

Planning Schemes can be drafted to address 
and ensure compliance with a State Planning 
Policy In a number of ways, Including: 
o inclusion of Strategic Policy directions as 

part of a Desired Environmental Outcome for 
the scheme; 

• 
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o identification of land which is particularly 
at risk to damage from natural hazards and 
formulation of land use strategy to direct 
and control the form and limits of 
development in areas susceptible to natural 
hazards. This would include hazard and risk 
mapping. An example would be the 
prevention or limiting of urban development 
in areas of known potential threat from 
flooding; 

U creation of planning scheme codes 
specifically addressing natural hazards; and 

I::l inclusion of requirements for development 
to produce site specific plans for identified 
natural hazards. ego a bushfire management 
plan. 

Any State Planning Policy must be reflected in 
local Government planning schemes. Where 
Planning Schemes have already been adopted 
in accordance with IPA. development must 
comply with applicable State Planning Policies 
and the prOVisions can be applied at the 
development assessment phase of the planning 
process. 

2.4.2 Development assessment 
Under IPA. Local Governments and State 
Government have the responsibility for 
managing development assessment. This 
Includes the consideration of State Planning 
Policies In relation to development applications 
and acting as referral or concurrence agencies 
where such roles have been established in the 
IPA Regulations. 

The following issues need to be addressed in 
any planning relating to natural hazards. These 
issues could be considered basic principles for 
developing a SPP. 
o Information on natural hazards and land use 

patterns. and activities that are increasing 
the potential risks to communities and 
infrastructure from those hazards. must be 
gathered. together with information as to 
which activities and land uses are likely to 
result in increased risks. 

o Appropriate opportunities for natural hazard 
man,gement should be identified and 
adopted to encourage a proactive rather 
than a reactive approach to natural hazard 
management. 

el Clear policies and gUidelines should be 
formulated for effective management of 
natural hazards and the implications of 
those upon land use planning . 

o The role and responsibilities of stakeholders 
should be clearly defined and reviewed 
regularly. 

el All tiers of government. industry and the 
community need to work together towards 
common resource considerations and 
management objectives. 

This section outlines planning approaches that 
may be applied to natural hazards. 

2.6.1 I!llisaster rasl( management 
Many current natural hazard impact 
management approaches are reactive and short 
term. concentrating on the response to 
disasters. However. hazard Impact 
management has been undergoing a shift over 
recent years and the focus is being widened to 
seek to reduce community risk and increase 
community safety In advance of disasters. 

Effective planning requires sound background 
and baseline information which can be derived 
by following a disaster risk management 
approach as outlined by Australian and New 
Zealand Standard AS/NZS 4360. This standard 
is used in Natural Disaster Risk Management 
Studies Program (NDRMSP) Initiatives and has 
been trialed effectively in various Queensland 
Local Governments. Further Information about 
NDRMSP Can be found In Appendix B. Applying 
the AS/NZS 4360 standard involves the process 
described in Figure 1: establishing the context. 
Identifying risks, analysing. evaluating and 
treating those risks. and communicating. 
consulting. monitoring and reviewing. 



To establish the context, a description Is 
required of the scope and nature of the Issues 
that need to be addressed to ensure community 
safety and well-being. This Includes: 
'" an understanding of crucial elements that 

will support or Impair the disaster risk 
management process and an understanding 
of the structure of the project such as the 
boundaries of the study; 

'" the terms of reference; and 
o the sequence of activities. 

rhe active and visible support of the Chief 
Executive Officer and the nomination of a 
disaster risk management team leader and 
resources are crucial to the success of the 
project. Developing risk evaluation criteria at 
the onset of the project Is Important to 
determine the definition and rating of terms 
such as 'likelihood' and 'consequence' as well 
as the acceptability or non-acceptability of risks. 

-

When Identifying risks, hazards with some 
realistic chance of occurrence need to be 
Identified and the nature of the community 
potentially at risk needs to be described e.g. 
age, background and socio-economlc 
characteristics. Identified risks are examined 
for the likelihood and consequence of 
occurrence and are rated according to the level 
of risk using technical, economic, legal, social, 
humanitarian and other criteria. Decisions are 
then made on which risks need to be treated 
and which can be accepted, with unacceptable 
risks being prlorltlsed so that the most 
significant risks are addressed first. Treatment 
strategies are developed for each risk, with 
options being selected which will reduce each 
risk to an acceptable level based on reasons 
such as effectiveness, cost and social Justice 
Issues. When treatments for the various risks 
are selected and plans developed and 
Implemented, it is Important to communicate, 
conSUlt, monitor and review the risks and 
treatments. 

Estdbl sl HI(' l'llI11t'\t 

Id('llufv r I ~k~ 
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Figure J: Main EJemOlIJ of tJrt! DisaJtN /Wk M~Vlt PI'OCe33 
So~: Qu«nsland Dtparlmml of Emugency &trvicu, DUDSie' Risk ManQReRJ.nt 
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Natural hazards mapping is central to, but Is not 
the same as, effective disaster risk management 
planning. Natural hazards mapping Identifies 
the type and likely location of natural hazards 
in a given area. Natural disaster risk 
management planning Identifies where these 
hazards may impact on vulnerable communities 
and infrastructure with disastrous impacts . 
Factors, Issues and systems can be Identified, 
modelled and mapped for each natural hazard 
to identify areas of higher risk or potential risk. 
Such maps can be used in planning schemes 
and development assessment to control the 
location and form of development. It Is 
desirable that such mapping conforms to a 
common State or National standard. 

2.<6.2 IPliillllliing schemes and 
l!IIevellljlmeUilt &lssessmeUilt 
land use planning can be used to control where 
and how development occurs. By controlling 
the extent and form of development In at risk 
areas, the potential for damage In the event of 
a disaster occurring can be reduced. Provisions 
can be included in planning schemes and In 
relation to development assessment. Project· 
speclflc measures can Include the preparation 
of site management plans that outline the site 
specific characteristics and risks that specific 
natural hazards may Impose, the most 
appropriate management techniques for the 
site, and emergency response plans to deal with 
specific hazards and disasters. A State Planning 
Policy can recommend approaches to land use 
planning for natural disaster mitigation to be 
used In planning scheme preparation and 
development assessment. 

2.6.3 ilIlitigiiltillll ffnfriilstructure 
IncreaSingly, mitigation Infrastructure, such as 
construction of dams, and mitigation measures 
to control flooding and stormwater run·off, is 
being used in established urban areas and 
emerging urban areas to assist In the mitigation 
of impacts. However, there Is residual risk 
where design standards are exceeded by the 
impact of the natural hazards. For example, a 
levee is deshmp.rf to ~ r&lrt~in Annrll"".,,,1 r ...... _ .. 

level Is e~ceeded, overtopping of the levee will 
occur. A State Planning Policy can recommend 
approaches forthe consideration of appropriate 
mltlgatlo~ meaSures. 

2.6.4 ICompiementiilry measures 
There are many complementary regulations and 
codes that assist In the mitigation of the 
Impacts of natural disasters. For example, 
buildings can be designed to withstand the 
winds from cyclones and storms, or to 
withstand ground movements as a result of 
earthquake activity. Standards to do this are 
contained within the Building Code of Australia, 
Standard Building Regulations and various 
Australian Standards. These are Important and 
effective management techniques, but do not 
fall within the ambit of a State Planning Policy. 

This section outlines key planning and 
mitigation measures for each natural hazard. 
For each hazard, development assessment 
strategies can include the preparation of site 
management plans that outline the site specific 
characteristics and risks that specific natural 
hazards may Impose, the most appropriate 
management techniques for the site, and 
emergency response plans to deal with specific 
hazards and disasters. 

2.7.1 CycillUiles iIInd stllfUl1 surge 
At present, mitigation and control measures for 
cyclones and storm surges are generally 
reactive and are very short term In nature. They 
include cyclone watches and cyclone warnings 
issued by the Bureau of Meteorology when a 
cyclone or developing cyclone is likely to affect 
coastal orinland communities. Bulldingcontrol 
measures apply in at risk areas. 

From a land use planning perspective, it Is very 
difficult to effectively control and reduce the 
risks of damage from cyclones. Some of the 
related Impacts from flooding and storm surge 
may, however, be addressed by land use 
planning measures. 

131 



Land use planning can limit the amount and 
intensity of development in areas with the 
greatest risl< of impact from a storm surge. 
Planning can also take Into account potential 
risk of flooding as a result of heavy rain caused 
by a cyclone (see Section 2.7-2). The issue of 
storm surge will be covered anu III"I.-geu 
th rough the State Coastal Management Plan 
and will not be Included In this State Planning 
Policy .. This State Planning Policy will refer to 
the State Coastal Management Plan to ensure 
consistency in Queensland Government policy. 

2.7.2 [Flooding 
There is no consistent approach to the setting 
of flood level development limits and flood 
modelling in Queensland. Forexample. in some 
areas Local Govemments regulate development 
based on the 1 In 100 year flood level whilst 
others base it on different levels such as the 1 
in 50 year flood level. This situation Increases 
costs and inefficiencies. The availability of 
accurate and consistent flood data and the use 
of consistent planning approaches would assist 
in the making of Infonned planning decisions. 
provide better protection for communities and 
may reduce the potential for litigation. An issue 
which needs to be conSidered is the extent of 
liability for Local Governments that may exist 
In relation to the publication and use of flood 
mapping. 

Land use planning can limit the amount and 
intensity of development In areas with the 
greatest risk of Impact from flooding particularly 
low lying and flood plain areas. This Is of 
particular concern as the decreasing stock of 
land available for urban development Is 
resulting in Increased pressure for the 
development of at-risk areas. In addition. 
development assessment should seek to 
ensure that the drainage and flood retention 
ability of an area Is not reduced as a result of 
heavy rain. Increased mapping and the 
development of consistent planning standards 
are needed. 

Flood mitigation infrastructure: There are 
increasing amounts of flood mitigation 
infrastructure around and throughout the State 
particularly control dams. weirs and levees. 
Flood mitigation infrastructure Is built to a 
design level and there Is residual risk. 

2.7.3 i.iililidisiidil!s 
Quantitative risl< assessment may be used In 
the land use planning response to landslide 
risk. Hazard ratings may be used to evaluate 
landSlide risk within Local Govemment areas 
based on consislenl crileria such as ground 
surface slope. sub surface profile. and depth 
of groundwater. The Gold Coast City Council 
"GuidelInes for Control of Slope Stability wIthin 
the City of Gold Coast" has been put forward 
as an example of best practice. 

Land use planning can be used to limit 
development to areas of appropriate slope and 
site conditions. reducing the risk of landsllps 
affecting development. Conditions can also be 
Imposed In relation to development approvals. 
specifying site-specific requirements for 
management of this issue. 

2.7.4 IlllIIsilfirl!s 
With Increasing demand forrural residential and 
rural retreats It is likely that Rre-prone areas will 
continue to experience development pressure 
and the likelihood of property damage from 
bushfires may increase. Risk factors need to 
be appropriately managed if bushfire 
devastation Is to be avoided. Land use planning 
for bushflre rlsl< management Includes the 
provision of passive protection measures 
Incorporating siting. layout design and 
construction of buildings and landscaping. 
These are a reliable and effective way of 
reducing the Impact and damage of bushfires. 
The opportunity exists to declare and plan for 
bushfire prone areas. 
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Risk jdentlflcation and land use plannjng: Areas 
subject to the threat of bush fires can be 
identified and ranked for low, medium or high 
bushfire risk. Planning measures can include 
limitation on development in risk areas or areas 
where fire services are not available, 
requirement of inclusion of firebreaks, and 
prOVision of water supply for fireflghting. 

The nature and unpredictability of storms 
means that it is very difficult to effectively 
control and reduce the risks of damage. Control 
measures predominantly relate to the Issuing 
of warnings and predictions. These give 
residents a short period of time to prepare for 
storms, thus marginally minimiSing some 
impacts like damage to portable Items such as 
cars, and garden furniture. 

little can be done in .relation to land use 
planningto preventdamage as a result of storm 
activity. Some of the related impacts from 
flooding and storm surge may, however, be 
addressed by land use planning measures. The 
following strategies can be used to mitigate the 
effects of severe storms. 

land use planning: Development can be 
designed on a site specific level to ensure that 
impacts such as strong winds and flash flooding 
are not impeded by the design of the 
development. Development can be designed 
to allow the flow of waters and prevent the 
tunnelling of winds. 

:l!.7.<ti Earthqual(~$ 

Earthquakes pose a relatively low risk of 
occurrence In Queensland, but have potentially 
high consequences. Earthquake exposure can 
be planned for, however, information is required 
to assess land use options which balance 
safety, development and the environment. 
Susceptibility mapping is a key tool which can 
be developed for local Governments to use in 
assessing risks. 

land use planning can exclude development 
from Identified areas of higher earthquake risk, 
perhaps along identified fault lines and known 
unstable areaS. 

Mitigation infrastructure planning can seek to 
ensure that key infrastructure items are 
designed to resist damage by minorto moderate 
earth movement activity as well as being 
located and designed so as to minimise the 
time required to repair and replace any 
necessary infrastructure as a result of any 
earthql.ak. activity. 

2.7.7 Summauy 
land use planning is an effective tool to mitigate 
the effects of natural hazard impacts on 
vulnerable communities. A summary of the 
planning measures which may be used in 
relation to natural hazards Is outlined in the 
following table. 

Land Use MiUgation Development 
Planning Infi"astructure Assessment 

Cyclones x 

flooding x x x 

landslides x x 

Bushfires x . x 

Severe stonns x 

Earthquakes x x x 



The purpose of this Discussion Paper is to 
provide a catalyst during the first round of public 
consultation, to identify the interests of the 
various stakeholders and provide input to 
facilitate the drafting of a State Planning Policy 
on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster 
Mitigation and Development Assessment. 

The options discussed In this chapter are: 
B maintain and support the current 

approaches; and 
'" develop a State Planning Policy for Land Use 

Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and 
Development Assessment. 

The relative disadvantages and advantages 
associated with each option are discussed. 

3,1.1 Maintain and support the current 
approaches 
It Is possible to continue with the current 
multiple approaches to natural hazards 
planning and management. These could be 
supplemented by the development of State-
wide planning guidelines to assist Local 
Governments in preparing planning schemes 
that take natural hazards into account. This 
option could also be supported by training and 
education programs as well as specific 
amendments to existing legislation such as the 
Local Government Act to minimise Local 
Government liabilities with respect to public 
access to flood Information. 

There are a number of problems and 
deficiencies that are apparent in the current 
approaches. These Include: 
'" lack of land use planning for disaster 

mitigation and development assessment; 
'" inconsistent approaches across the State, 

for example in relation to flood level 
modelling and use; 

'" lacl< of information on which to base land 
use planning (this can contribute to 
litigation In relation to planning decisions 
which can be costly and time·consuming); 

'" lack of comprehensive support and 
guidance on howto incorporate planning for 
natural disaster mitigation and 
development assessment in planning 
schemes and with State activities; and 

'" lack of compulsion to consider mitigation of 
the effects of natural disasters in 
Queensland. 

Maintaining the current approaches and not 
developing a State Planning Policy Is a limited 
option. Research and targeted consultation 
undertaken to date Indicates that there is an 
identified need for a comprehensive and 
consistent approach to land use planning for 
natural disaster mitigation and development 
assessment. The lack of a State-wide policy 
framework to deal with land use planning for 
natural disaster mitigation appears to be 
currently limiting the scope of IPA planning 
schemes. 

Key issues to be considered In relation to this 
approach relate to the apparent multiplicity of 
and confilet between current approaches and 
provisions and whether continuation of these 
approaches achieves the best planning 
outcomes for Queensland. 

3.1.2 lDievelop iii State Planning PoUey 
on !.and IUse Planning for Natural 
Disaster Mitigation and Development 
Assessment 
The development of a State Planning Policy 
would allowforthe common elements of natural 
hazards planning and mitigation management 
to be drawn together Into a comprehensive 
document. This would result in a consolidated 
resource which could be used by Local 
Governments and the State Government in the 
preparation of planning schemes and the 
assessment of development applications. 

In relation to specific areas of State Government 
responsibility, a State Planning Policy could 
define areas of State interest and policy 
direction and address planning for State 
infrastructure. 

• 
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The State Planning Policy and supporting 
guidelines would provide a framework, support 
and guidance to address land use planning for 
natural disaster mitigation and development 
assessment. It would also provide a level of 
consistency for local Governments to apply 
standards (risk mapping and model siting 
requirements for development etc) for each of 
the natural hazards. Chapter 2 discusses in 
some detail the likely nature of planning 
measures that could be covered In the proposed 
State Planning Policy, including: 
o LaruLU$.e.Jl.l~lll]lng -A State Planning Policy 

could provide direction on the location and 
management of development In at risk areas 
through hazard/risk mapping and 
development of appropriate planningtools. 
It could also provide a basis for 
development assessment In relation to 
applications concerning land In at risk areas. 

o Mitigation infrastructure· A State Planning 
Policy could recommend approaches to the 
location of, and planning implications of, 
mitigation measures (such as construction 
of dams and mitigation measures to control 
flooding and stormwater run·off) . 

These could be used in developing natural 
hazard mitigation frameworks Into planning 
schemes as well as fonming triggers for natural 
hazard risk assessments to be undertaken at a 
development application stage. Development 
of a State Planning Policy could provide a 
strengthened basis for deciSion-making and 
reduce challenges to decisions. A State 
Planning Policy for natural disasters would need 
to have some flexibility to allow for the 
incorporation of additional baseline 
information as it becomes available. A State 
Planning Policy would also need to provide 
flexibility for local circumstances to be 
addressed within an overall framework. 

In addition, a State Planning Policy could 
provide an opportunity to: 
o address issues such as planning for climate 

change (greenhouse); 
o assess disaster risk and develop mitigation 

strategies which may be required as a basis 
for Natural Disaster Relief Arrangp.mp.nts 
(NDRA) funding for likely or recurrlngnatural 
disasters (see Appendix 8 for NDRA 
Information); 

o Increase the likelihood of better Insurance 
coverbecau;e natural disaster risk could be 
linked to commercial risk by insurance 
companies; and 

o reduce potential litigation. 

The Department of Emergency Services and 
Department of local Govemment and Planning 
would be responsible for preparing and 
administering the State Planning Policy. The 
Department of Local Government and 
Planning's responsibilities would include 
ensuring that advice from the Department of 
Emergency Services about interpretingthe State 
Planning Policy is integrated with Local 
Governments' planning schemes in a way that 
is balanced with other relevant planning 
considerations in the local area. 

Local Governments and State Government 
would be required to consider the State 
Planning Policy when making decisions on 
applications for new developments as specified 
In the State Planning Policy. 

The Department of Emergency Services and 
other State Government Departments would be 
available to provide advice to Local 
Governments on interpreting the State Planning 
Policy in particular situations. 



This Discussion Paper has been primarily 
prepared as a resource document for key 
stakeholders to respond to during the public 
consultation process. It should assist in 
identifying the interests of the various 
stakeholders and Input to facilitate the drafting 
ofa State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning 
for Natural Disaster Mitigation and 
Development Assessment. 

The Department of Emergency Services 
welcomes comments during the development 
of the State Planning Policy which will address 
land use planning as it relates to natural 
disaster risk management issues in planning 
and development assessment. You are invited 
to make comment during the upcoming 
consultation program detailed in the table 
below. 

If the Ministers decide to proceed to prepare a 
State Planning Policy, a proposed State 
Planning Policy will be drafted and will be 
available for public consultation In line with the 
requirements of the Integrated Planning Act 
1997-

The intention of public consultation is to 
encourage as many stakeholders as possible to 
contribute to the development of the State 
Planning Policy within publicly advertised 
timeframes. 

Stakeholders are encouraged to make a written 
submission within the advertised timeframe. 
Submissions can be posted, faxed, or emailed 
to the Disaster Mitigation Unit. Stakeholders 
can also speak with Department of Emergency 
Services officers involved In the development 
of the State Planning Policy. Contact details for 
the office are below. In addition, 
representatives of key stakeholder groups who 
are authorised by their organisation to speak 
on its behalf, may request a meeting with a 
Departmental representative within the 
advertised consultation period. 

Written submissions are due by Friday 9 
November 2001 should be addressed to: 

Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box '425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Email: j
Facsimile: 
Telephone: 

A suggested proforma for your submission 
follows. This proforma is also available on the 
Department of Emergency Services website: 
www.emergency.qld.gov.au/community/spp 

Purpose 
State Planning Policy For stakeholder to comment on the subject matter and scope of the 

proposed policy September to 
9 November 2001 

Preparation Phase A series of regional workshops will be undertaken to promote discussion October 2001 on this Discussion Paper. Comments can be made at public consultation meetings and/or In a written submission. Pubfic worl<shop meetings will be advertised in early September In the Coutfer-MaD and major 
regional papers. 

Decision to Proceed DeC/slon by the Minister for Emergency Services and the Minister for Eariy 2002 local Govemment and Planning as to whether to proceed to prepare 
a State Planning Policy. 
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The following is a suggested proforma for submissions on the intent to prepare a State Planning 
Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. Interested 
Individuals and representatives of organisations are encou'aged to make a written submission 
regarding the Discussion Paper. Written submissions close on Friday 9 November 2001. 

Name of submitter 
(e.g. organisation) 

Name of author or 
contact person 

Work number 

Contact address lor 
correspondence 

I MrlMrslMslMlsslDr 

/ __ 00 ____ •• _ •• - ... 

Stalcehotder group - please tick the appropriate box: 

o local Government o Queensland Government or agency 
o Commonwealth Government 
o Peak Graup 

D Industry 
o pralesslonal 
o community o conservation 

other (please specify) 

o Industry Group o insurance 
o tourism 
o primary Industry 
o mining 
o ather (please specify) 

Mobile number 

o Academic 
D climatology 
o land use planning o disaster management 
D other 

o General community member 
o Praperty developer 
D Praperty owner 
D Insurance Industry representative o Consultant or advisor on land 

planning or other nalural hazards 
o Other 

What Is your preferred option for land use planning for disaster management and mitigation within 
Queensland. or what altematlve option would you preler? (see Chapter 3 and Appandlx B). 

1---- 00-- .. _. _______ ... _" .... _ ..... -_. ___ ._. _ .. 

.q----/ 
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What natural hazards should be Included In the State Planning Policy? (see Section 1.2 and Appendix A) 

o Cyclones 0 Floods o Landslides o Bushfires OSevere storms 0 Earthquakes 

Other? Please specify 

Comment 

There are a number of Issues identified in Chapter 2 conceming natural disaster management and land 
use planning. Are there other issues which are not Identified? 

o Yes DNa 

If yes, please give details of unidentified issues. 

Chapter 2 out/lnes land use planning measures to mitigate natural disasters. Do you support these 
measures? 

o Yes DNa 

Are there other measures which could be adopted In a State Planning Policy? 

o Yes DNa 

Please describe any additional land use planning measures that could be considered for a State Planning 
Policy (see Chapter 2). Please specify whether or not your comments refer to a specific natural hazard. 

Are there basic principles which should be the foundation of a State Planning Policy on Land Use 
Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment which would ensure that future 
urban development Is undertaken In a manner that minimises the potential for disastrous Impacts from 
natural hazards? (see Chapter 2, Section 2,5). 

I I 
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The following documents were utilised as reference and baseline information. 

o Bureau of Transport Economics, Economic Costs of NaturalDiScsters in Australia, January 2001. 

o Emergency Management Australia, Planning Safer Commlnities -land Use Planning for Natural 
Hazards, 2000. 

o Gold Coast City Council, Guidelines for Control of Slope Instability within the City of Gold Coast. 
o liarle, J, State Planning Policies under the IPA, June 2001. 

o Queensland Department of Emergency Services, Disaster Risk Management, 2000. 

D Queensland Department of local Govemmentand Planning, BusftfireProneArea -SitingandDesign 
of Residential Buildings, December 1997. 

o Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines, Draft State Flood Mitigation Policy 
Discussion Paper, July 2001. 

D Queensland Fire Service, Bushfires Hazard Planning in Queens/3nd, November 1993. 
o Royal Australian Planning Institute, RAP/ Policy on Mitigation Of Natural Disaster Hazards, June 

2001. 

D State Counter Disaster Organisation, State Counter Disaster Plan, March 2001. 

D The following websites were accessed and information utilised: 
D Emergency Management Australia www.ema.gov.au 
o Natural Disaster Relief Arrangements funding www.finance.gov.au/scripts/search.idq 
ro Queensland Department of Emergency Services www.emergencv.qld.gov.au 
o State Counter Disaster Organisation www.disaster.qld.gov.au 
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Each year natural hazards have the potential to 
affectlhe State's economy, the social wellbeing 
of Queensland residents, and to cause 
significant loss of life and disrUption as a result 
of damage to property, the environment and 
infrastructure. It is estimated. that, for every 
dollar spent on natural disaster mitigation, at 
least two to three dollars are saved in response 
and recovery costs. 

Nationally, the average annual cost of disasters 
has been estimated to be $1.14 billion with the 
total cost of most disasters being between ten 
and fifty million dollars (Bureau of Transport 
Economics). The Federal Government, under 
the Natural Disaster Relief Arrangements, 
provides funding assistance to States, 
Territories and Local Governments to alleviate 
the financial burden by providing natural 
disaster relief payments and infrastructure 
restoration. In 1999/2000 Natural Disaster 
Relief Arrangements funding for Queensland 
was $102.4 million (Queensland Treasury). 
These figures do not represent the total cost of 
disasters. Funds under the Natural Disaster 
Relief Arrangements only partly reimburse 
States, Territories and Local Governments. 
These figures exclude the costs of 
environmental damage, consequential loss by 
small business and primary industries, 
insurance payouts and other costs borne by 
individuals. These excluded costs are 
estimated to be several times the infrastructure 
restoration costs. There are also social and 
human costs: deaths, injuries, social 
disruption, shattered lives and mental anguish. 

By disaster type, the most costly natural 
disasters for Queensland between 1967 and 
1999 were floods (46.7% of costs), cyclones 
<:37.6%), severe stonms (15.6%) and bushfires 
(0.2%) (Bureau of Transport Economics). 

Financially and socially it is in everyone's best 
interests to mitigate natural disasters. Clearly, 
it is in the State's interest to manage the risks 
to provide for safer communities and minimise 
financial, social, cultural and environmental 
costs. 

While natural phenomena such as cyclones, 
severe rain and earthquakes cannot be 
prevented, it is increasingly clear that disaster 
losses - ratherthan stemming from unexpected 
and uncontrollable events - are the predictable 
result of the Interactions between three major 
systems. These systems are: 
'" the natural physical environment, including 

natural hazards; 
'" the social and demographic characteristics 

of communities experiencing disasters; and 
I!J the constructed environment, including 

buildings, roads and bridges. 

More and more, effects of disasters are the 
result of human action or inaction. Settlement 
pattems have changed, resulting in significant 
populations locating in areas subject to 
potential hazards such as low·lying land prone 
to flooding, coastal areas exposed to cyclones 
and storm surge, and fire hazardous areas. 

The following sections describe each of the 
natural hazards listed in Chapter 1 in more 
detail. 

Tropical cyclones (also known as hurricanes in 
North America and typhoons in Asia) are like 
giant whirlwinds of air and dense cloud 
spiralling at over 120 km/hr around a central 
'eye' of extreme low pressure. The cyclone 
season Is usually from December to April and 
affects the Queensland Coast, with the greatest 
threat north of the Tropic of Capricorn. Cyclones 
occur frequently in the Southern Hemisphere 
with an average of 10 cyclones per year. 

• 



Cyclones often produce winds in excess of history. Sixteen people died and three hundred 
200km/h which can cause extensive damage were injured. Eight thousand people were made 
to property and turn debris into dangerous homeless. Fifty-six homes were swept away and 
missiles. They can also bring flood rains, which 1,600 homes were largely submerged. Thirteen 
cause further damage to property and can cause thousand buildings were affected. 
huge seas, putting vessels in danger both in 
harbour and out at sea. Common types of flooding in Australia Include 

the fallalVlng. • Cyclones are often accompanied by storm 
surges. A storm surge is a raised dome of Slow-onset floods -Flooding of rivers In the vast 
seawater typically 6ai<m to Bokm across and flat areas of Queensland may last for one or 
two to five metres above the nonnal sea level. more weeks. Roods in these areas can lead to 
As a cyclone reaches the coast the huge winds major losses of livestock and damage to crops 
whip up the sea and push the dome of water as well as extensive damage to towns. 
over low-lying coastal areas .. A stann surge 23 
comes in like a rapidly rising tide except It can Rapld- onset floods -These floods are generally 
be extremely dangerous and destructive. The much more damaging and can pose a greater 
effects of a stann surge are dependent on the risk of loss of life and property. This is because 
state of the tide. Storm surges are most there is generally much less time to take 
dangerous when accompanied by a high tide preventative action, and the flow of water is 
because they raise the sea level up to five more dangerous. 
metres and can cause significant dill1iage to 
Infrastructure, buildings, human life and the Flash floods - Flash flooding results from 
environment. The combined water level Is relatively short, Intense bursts of rainfall, often 
known as a storm tide. from thunderstorms. It can occur In almost all • parts of Austrclla, poses the greatest threat of 

loss of life and can result In significant property 
Floods occur when water covers land which Is damage and social disruption. 
normally dry. They may result from prolonged 
or very heavy rainfall, severe thunderstorms, 
monsoonal (wet season) rains In the tropics, or A landslide (or lands lip) is a downslope 
tropical cyclones. People who live near rivers movement of a sal/ or rock mass as a result of 
or in low-lying coastal areas live with the shearfailure atthe boundaries ofthe mass. The 
greatest threat of floods. dominant movement Is lateral and failure takes 

place over a relatively short period oftime. The 
The 1974 Brisbane Flood was triggered by the displaced material mass can be large or small 
weakening Cyclone Wanda which crossed the and may move an extensive distance at 
Queensland coast on 24 January some 150 considerable velocity. 5011 creep, which Is slow 
kilometres north of Brisbane. The cyclone only and occurs without a well defined failure 
caused minor wind damage but added heavy surface, is not classified as a landslide. 
rainfall to an already saturated rivercatchment. 
It also triggered the monsoonal air mass over Landslide movement occurs in three main 
southern Queensland into periods of Intense forms: 
rain over a five day period. Among the highest 0 by sliding along a failUre surface; 
recordings were 1.31B mm (almost 60 Inches), 0 by falling down a steep slope; and 
whilst in Brisbane Itself 819 mm of rain fell, 0 by flowing as suspended mass, usually in 
producing the worst city flooding in Australian water, for example mUdslide or debris flow. 



The stability of sloping ground Is controlled by 
three main factors: the angle of the ground 
surface, the strength of the materials below the 
ground surface and the level of water within the 
slope. The potential that a landslide may be 
present or may occur requires consideration of 
the factors that contribute to landsliding, which 
involves a geotechnical assessment of site 
conditions. This geotechnical study should 
provide an evaluation of the level of site hazards 
in reiation to landsllding and in particular 
classify those into a hazard rating. 

The classification of landslide hazards can be 
used in the planning of proposed development, 
the design of proposed development, the 
reduction of the likelihood of landsllding in 
existing development and the design of 
landslide remedial won(s. 

Fire is an integral component of the environment 
of Queensland. Bushfires have taken a terrible 
toll throughout Australia and it has been a 
common misconception that there is often little 
that can be done to contain the risk and to 
minimise damage. Bushflre prone areas are 
areas that can support a bushfire or are likely 
to be subject to bushfire attack. 

For a fire to start and to continue burning, three 
things On balance) are necessary: there must 
be fuei availabie to burn, sufficient heat to 
cause and maintain ignition and sufficient 
oxygen to sustain combustion. All fire fighting 
methods aim at breaking the fire triangle in one 
way or another and basically involve removing 
fuel from the path of the flre, cooling the fuel 
below ignition temperature or covering the fuel 
to cut it off from the oxygen supply. Passive 
protection measures incorporating siting, layout 
design and construction of buildings and 
landscaping are the most rellabie and effective 
ways of reducing the impact and damage of 
bushfires. 

Severe storms are the most frequently occurring 
hazard in Australia, particularty in Queensiand. 
Severe thunderstorms develop when dense, 
cold air overlies less dense, warm, moist air. 
Solar heat, a front or a trough triggers them. 
Most severe storms in Queensland occur 
between the months of September and March, 
and can be divided into two categories· severe 
thunderstorms and land gales. Severe storms 
can occur anywhere in Australia and cause more 
damage than any other natural hazard. Severe 
storms normally occur in localised areas and 
don't usually affect large areas as do cyclones 
or floods. 

in 1996, of the 23 natural disasters in Australia 
costing more than $5 million, 15 were severe 
storms, accounting for $772 million ofthe total 
$1,258 million. in Brisbane on 18 January1985, 
a severe hailstorm and tornado passed over 
Brisbane breaking thousands of windows, 
damaging many cars and teartngoffmany roofs. 
in lust 30 minutes it caused insured losses of 
$299 million and a total estimated cost of$385 
million (State Counter Disaster Organisation 
website). 

Severe thunderstorms occurwhen strong rising 
currents of air develop and heat energy stored 
in the air and water vapour is converted into 
electrical energy. When the atmosphere is 
particularly unstable and the wind flow provides 
an efficient input of energy to a growing cloud, 
a severe thunderstorm deveiops with 
accompanying updrafts and downdrafts. The 
Bureau of Meteorology defines severe 
thunderstorms as those which produce 
hailstones with a diameter of two centimetres 
or more, wind gusts of 90 km/hr or more, flash 
floods and/or tornadoes. 

Most thunderstorms are not severe enough to 
produce these phenomena, but they all produce 
lightning. 

• 
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Heavv rajn occurs when intense updrafts 
produce raindrops through condensation of 
moist air. As raindrops become too large to be 
supported they fall, producing heavy rain which 
can exceed 200 mm per hour, causing flash 
floods. 

J:!gjJ forms in a thunderstorm when raindrops 
freeze at high levels and are then recycled 
through up and down drafts, growing all the 
time. Hailstones larger than cricket balls have 
been observed in Australia. Such large, jagged 
ice hazards can inflict serious damage or even 
fatal injury. 

lightning and thunder: Lightning Is the 
discharge produced when differences In ground 
and atmospheric electrical charges are large 
enough (several hundred·million volts) to 
overcome the Insulating effect of air. An average 
thunderstorm can release several hundred 
megawatts of electrical power. Lightning 
strokes may occur within a cloud, between 
clouds, or between the cloud and the ground. 
Statistically, lightning poses a greater threat to 
individuals than most other natural hazards. On 
average lightning causes five to ten deaths and 
over 100 injuries In Australia each year. 

Land gales are gale force winds over land with 
a speed of 62 I'm/hr or more. They are caused 
when large differences In atmospheric pressure 
are concentrated over a small distance. This 
can occur between a low pressure system and 
strong high pressure systems, or near intense 
cold fronts. 

Earthquakes are a shaking or trembling of the 
Earth's crust caused by the release of huge 
stresses due to underground volcanic forces, 
the breaking of rock between the surface, or by 
a sudden movementalongan existing fault line. 
Earthquakes are unpredictable and strike 
without warning. They range In strength frorn 
slight tremors to great shocks lasting from a few 
seconds to a few minutes. 

In the l3St 80 years there have been 17 
earthquakes in Australia registering six or more 
on the Richter Scale. Australia's rate of 
earthquakes is about one every five years, 
compared to a world average of about 140 per 
year. Ai 10:27am on 28 December 1989, 
Newcastle was partially devastated by a 
moderate earthquake measuring 5.6 on the 
Richter Scale. Newcastle was the first lethal 
earthquake in Australia claiming 13 lives and 
injuring 150 others. Itcaused extensive damage 
to about 35,000 homes and 3,000 buildings 
with 70,000 buildings in the regions suffering 
some form of damage. Insured losses reached 
$1,124 million while the estimated total damage 
to Newcastle was $4,480 million (State Counter 
Disaster Organisation website). 

The Newcastle experience Showed that a lethal 
earthquake (an occur In parts of Australia 
considered to be of low seismic risk. It has 
resulted in improved building codes and 
practices, and closer monitoring of seismic 
activity. Since '994, buildings in identified risk 
areas of Australia Oncluding homes) are now 
required to be constructed to resist 
earthquakes. In addition electricity and 
telephone lines, gas, sewer and water mains 
can be damaged; landslides, faults, subsidence 
and even tidal waves can be caused. 



Each stakeholder group has a range of roles in 
natural hazard management and planning. The 
following sections outline some current roles 
and responsibilities. 

Local Governments have a primary 
responsibility under the Integrated PlanningAct 
1997 for land use planning. Specific 
responsibilities with which Local Government 
is charged under IPA include the preparation of 
IPA-compliant planning schemes and 
assessment of development applications. 
Additionally, every Local Government is to 
ensure that arrangements are In place to deal 
with any disaster event that is considered likely 
to impact upon its area of responsibility. 

Responsibilities 
Local Governments are responsible for a 
number of key land use planning tasks in 
relation to natural hazards. These include: 
iii drafting and implementation of planning 

schemes; 
"' development assessment; and 
(j) disasterrisk assessment as an input into the 

development of planning scheme and 
development assessment requirements. 

Planning schemes and strategic 
planning 
The Integrated PlanningAct1997(iPA) requires 
all Queensland Local Governments to prepare 
planning schemes in accordance with IPA by 
March, 2003. 

Strategic planning at a land use planning level 
generally occurs as part of the review of 
planning schemes. Strategic planning provides 
a significant opportunity for Local Governments 
to designate land that is and is !,ot appropriate 
for developmentfor sp~cific land uses. P.urlng 
these phases, Local Governments carefully 
consider the land development options for land 
and designate land for appropriate use based 
on demand and land suitability (including 

assessing risks for natural hazards). it is atthis 
stage that development standards are 
formulated to apply across the Local 
Governrnent area. 

Development assessment 
IPA delegates the responsibility of asseSSing 
most development applications to Local 
Government. it is through this development 
appiication and assessment process that 
project·specific opportunities exist for the 
control and prevention of Inappropriate land 
use planning in relation to natural hazards 
management. 

Disaster risk iiIlssessment iiIlnd 
development of mitigation strategies 
it is a responsibility of Local Governments to 
assess disaster risk and develop and implement 
appropriate disaster mitigation strategies for 
their Local Government area. Risk~assessment 
and hazard mapping is often best done by two 
or more Local Governments in combination 
especially when natural features such as rivers 
flow through adjoining Local Governments. 

Department of Emergency Services (DES) has 
developed guidelines to assist Local 
Governments In the undertaking of Disaster Risk 
Management. DES recommends that Local 
Governments apply the Australian and New 
Zealand Standard AS!NZS 4360 to assess 
disaster risk within their Local Government 
Area. This can provide a basis for addressing 
natural hazards within planning schemes and 
development conditions (See 2.6.1). 

The responsibility for hazard mapping lies 
primarily with Local Governments and 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Community 
Councils. Hazard mapping is an essential step 
in asseSSing disaster risk in a community and 
determining where land use planning can be 
used as a mechanism forreducingrisk. Without 
accurate information on hazard and risk, 
effective land use planning cannot be 
undertaken. 

• 
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A number of Local Governments have 
undertaken hazard mapping, particularly for 
flood. Less prevalent is hazard mapping for 
other hazards, such as storm surge, 
earthquake, landslip and bushfire. The Natural 
Disaster Risk Management Studies Program 
(NDRMSP) provides funding for hazard mapping 
and risk assessment and is proving a major 
impetus for risk assessment (Including hazard 
mapping) for Local Governments in 
Queensland. Some hazard mapping and other 
related information is available through 
Australian Geological Survey Organisation 
(AGSO) and Department of Natural Resources 
and Mines (DNRM). The Rural Fires Division of 
the Queensland Fire and Rescue Authority, 
Department of Emergency Services, provides 
free fire hazard mapping to Local Govemments 
and Queensland Govemmentdepartments and 
agencies. 

The Community SelVlces (Aborigines) Act 1984 
and the Community SelVlces (Torres Strait) Act 
1984 gives Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
Communities the ability to form independent 
Councils. These Council's are recognised under 
the Integrated Planning Act 1997 and are 
thereby bound by its requirements. It does 
however provide exemptions In relation to 
planning scheme preparation where such 
Councils can opt not to prepare a planning 
scheme. 

A State Planning Policy is applicable to 
development within an Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander Council, where no scheme exists, 
and where the development is assessable 
development as defined within 'Schedule 8 . 
Assessable, Self Assessable and Exempt 
Development' of the Integrated PlannIng Act 
1997-

State Government has a number of significant 
roles in tre pianning, prevention, mitigation of 
and response to natural hazards and disasters. 
These incude legislative ahilities such as those 
associated With State Planning Policies as well· 
as administr,tlve and control functions through 
official organ'satlons and committees. The role 
of the State Government and its agencies is 
outlined beloN. 

State Planning Policies require significant 
ongoing com,nitment to implementation from 
the responsible State agencies. That 
cornmitn;em requires inputs to planning 
schemes. but is also likely to extend to 
development assessments and possibly 
appeals against deciSions on development 
applications. 

Land use pla~ning related tasks and roles in 
relation to naiural hazards illclude: 
o policy form ulation; 
o program funding; 
o development assessment; 
o disaster mitigation activities through the 

State Disaster Mitigation Committee; and 
o specific departmental planning roles and 

functions. 

I'ol!cy formulatloll sm! pl.lnnll1g 
s!:IIiG!IIIIG!s 
State Government departments and agencies 
are responsible for ensuring the protection and 
management of State assets and the provision 
of policy direc!lon and comment on matters of 
State interest. Departments and agencies have 
responsibilities to provide input to the 
preparatioo of planning schemes in their area 
of interest. State interests are formally 
considered when Local Governments are 
making decisions about the forward planning 
and detailed development assessment 
measures in pl3nning schemes. 



Program funding 
The State Government in its role as primary 
controller of State funding has the opportunity 
to further develop specific aspects and issues 
of State interest, by increasing or decreasing 
funding for that issue. Sometimes funding is 
jointly provided by the Federal Govemment and 
the relevant Local Government. The State 
Government also provides funding to facilitate 
education programs associated with the 
introduction and Implementation of State 
Planning Policies. 

Natural Disaster Risk Management Studies 
Program (NDRMSP) 
The Federal Government introduced the 
NDRMSP In 1999-2000, with the support of 
State Governments. This Program offers 
significant funding support to Local 
Governments, Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander Community Councils and River 
Improvement Trusts to undertake hazard 
mapping, risk assessments and technical 
studies relating to all the hazards identified in 
this paper. The Federal and State Governments 
each provide a third of the necessary project 
funding to successful applicants, who are also 
required to provide a third of the resources. 

The Department of Emergency Services (DES) 
actively promotes and administers the NDRMSP 
in Queensland. The NDRMSP has been well 
received by Queensland Local Governments, 
which have attracted about 60% of Federal 
Government annual funding nationally to date. 
Eighty-nine projects have successfully applied 
for funding so far Quly 2001), with the value of 
the projects totalling $7.5 million (Department 
of Emergency Services). 

Regional Flood Mitigation program CRFMP) 
The Federal Government provides funding for 
flood mitigation works, warning systems and 
land resumptions. The Federal and State each 
provide one third of project funds, with the 
applicant (usually Local Government) providing 
the remaining third. While this program mostly 
funds mitigation capital works, it can also fund 

resumptions of flood·prone land and is 
therefore supportive of appropriate land use 
planning. 

Local Government Mitigation Plans 
DES promotes ali Local Governments 
developing Mitigation Plans by March 2003. 

Financial incentives are in place to encourage 
lower rate base Local Governments to undertake 
mitigation plan development. 

Local Governing Bodies Capital Works Subsidy 
Scheme and Transport infrastructure 
Deyelopment Scheme 
Consultation is underway with the Locai 
Government Association of Queensland and 
Local Governments to tie receipt offunding from 
these schemes to disaster risk management. 
The intention is to encourage Local 
Governments to mainstream natural disaster 
risk management principles into everyday 
capital works.and infrastructure development. 

Deveillpment assessment 
State Government departments act as 
assessment manager In relation to some 
applications and also provides comment in 
relation to many applications for which Local 
Government is the assessment manager. It is 
through this development application and 
assessment process that project-specific 
opportunities exist for the control and 
prevention of inappropriate land use planning 
in relation to natural hazards management. 

Disaster mitigatillil activities 
The State Counter Disaster Organisation 
The State Counter Disaster Organisation Act 
1975 (SCPO Act) establishes the State Counter 
PisasterOrganisation (SCDO), which is the peak 
counter-disaster policy and planning advisory 
group in Queensland. The role of the SCDO Is 
to: 
o coordinate the resources necessary to 

ensure that ali steps are taken to plan for 
and counter the effects of a disaster; and 

o give advice and assistance to the Minister 
for Emergency Services on all matters with 

• 

• " 
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DES, on behalf of the SCDO, develops the 
disaster management policy for Queensland. 

The State Disaster Mitigation Committee 
The State Disaster Mitigation Committee 
(SDMe) Was established In 1999 by the 
Queensland Government pursuant to the 
provisions of PART 2 of the SCDO Actto provide 
advice to the Minister for Emergency Services . 
It comprises representatives from ten State 
Government Departments, the Local 
Government Association of Queensland and 
two Local Governments and is chaired by the 
Director-General, Department of Emergency 
Services. The role of the SOMe Is to advance 
disaster mitigation practices In Queensland. 
Mitigation through effective land Use planning 
has been one of several key Issues of interest 
to, and promoted by, the SOMe. 

ilJepaD'itmemt of iEmergency Semces 
The SCDO Act is the primary legislation dealing 
with disasters in Queensland. The Act Is 
administered by the Minister for Emergency 
Services. The Act establishes the State Counter-
Disaster Organisation, the functions of which 
are to co-ordinate the resources necessary to 
ensure that all steps are taken to plan for and 
counter the effects of a disaster, and to give 
advice and assistance to the Minister with 
respect to counter disaster_ 

The Department of Emergency Services (DES) 
provides funding to Local Governments for the 
NDRMSP as well as incentives for Local 
Government Mitigation Plans. In addition, DES 
has undertaken a State-wide Local Government 
Education and Awareness Program and 
developed publications to educate Local 
Governments in the disaster risk management 
process and mitigation plan development. 
Land use planning is an Integral aspect of these 
processes. 

ilJellaD'itmer,t of NatuD1III Resources ami 
Mimes 
The Department of Natural Resources and Mines 
(DNRM) administers the Regional Flood 
Mitigation Program (RFMP) In Queensland. In 
addition, DNRNl has the prime responsibility for 
management of rivers and dams and is currently 
preparing a draft flood plain policy. Response 
plans for dam break are Overseen by DNRM in 
consultation with DES. DNRM is a member of 
the SOMe. 

IEDl\Iiromme~ta~ Protection Agency 
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is a 
member of the SOMe. The Coastal Protection 
and Management Act 1995 provides the EPA 
with jurisdiction over coastal areas of 
Queensland. The State Coastal Management 
Plan, which will have the effect of a State 
Planning Policy, has implications for land use 
in coastal areas. it is likely that the issues of 
land use in areas vulnerable to storm tide wili 
be dealt with Ihrough the Coastal Management 
Plan, and reference to this document would be 
made in t~e proposed State Planning Policy on 
Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster 
Mitigation and Development Assessment. 

rile I)epar~mellt off Local Government 
aUld PUas1IIing and tile Departmemt of 
Maim Roads 
The Department of Local Government and 
Planning (DLGP) and the Department of Main 
Roads (DMR) are members of the SDMC, and 
are developing initiatives to incorporate 
mitigation criteria in their respective 
Departmental funding programs which support 
Local GovernlT,ent infrastructure development. 
This Is described under Program Fundingabove. 
The DLGP, in conjunction with other State 
agencies is also responsible forthe preparation 
and implementation of State Planning Policies. 



III 

To July 2001, four State Planning Policies 
covering issues of State interest have been 
created. These are: 
o Development and Conservation of 

Agricultural Land - State Planning Policy 1/ 
92, which sets out broad principles forthe 
protection of good quality agricultural land 
from inappropriate developments; 

o Planning for Aerodromes and other 
Aeronautical Facilities· State Planning 
Policy Z/92, which sets out broad principles 
for protecting airports and associated 
aeronautical facilities from encroachment by 
incompatible developments in the interests 
of maintaining operational integrity and 
community safety; 

o Conservation of Koalas In the Koala Coast-
State Planning Policy 1/97, which sets out 
the broad principles for the protection of 
koala habitat In the Koala Coast from 
inappropriate development. 

o Planning and Management of Coastal 
Development Involving Acid Sulfate Soils -
State Planning Policy 1/00, which considers 
that coastal delielopment involving acid 
sulfate solis should be planned and 
managed to avoid potential adverse effects 
on the natural and built environment 
(including infrastructure), and human 
health. 

Each policy outlines key planning control criteria 
that should prevent, manage or mitigate the 
impacts of the particular Issue covered by that 
policy. State Planning Policies have effect 
throughout the State unless the policy states 
otherwise, such as the Koala Coast policy. 

ilepartment IIf PI!~iDc Wllri(5 
The Department of Public Works (DPW) is a 
SOMe member. DPW is cognisant of land use 
planning and design considerations In public 
buildings such as hospitals, schools and 
emergency services buildings and is developing 
departmental policy guidelines regardingthese 
issues. 

ilIepartment IIf State Developmei1t 
The Department of State Development (DSD) 
has incorporated considerations of disaster 
resilience of infrastructure, Including land use 
planning, in its State Infrastructure Plan. DSD 
is a SDMe member agency. 

The Federal Government is interested in the 
broader protection and management of natural 
hazards. The potential impacts of natural 
hazards on national assets such as heritage 
protected reserves and significant ecosystems, 
as well as the Australian community, have broad 
implications for this tier of government. 

The Commonwealth Government actively 
promotes disaster mitigation through several 
agencies including: 
'" Emergency Management Australia (EMA); 
o The Department ofTransport and Regional 

Services (DTRS); 
CJ The Department of Finance and 

Administration (DOFA); 
CJ The Australian Geological Survey 

Organisation (AGSO); and 
CJ Bureau of Meteorology (BoM). 

Emergency Management Australia 
EMA has been influential in providing an 
Increased focus on disaster mitigation in the 
last five to ten years. It has developed 
guidelines on disaster risk management and 
provided training on these techniques. EMA has 
been active In information exchange and 
advocacy of disaster mitigation through the 
Mitigation Working Party, comprising 
Commonwealth, State and Territory 
Governments and Industry representatives 
(Royal Australian Planning Institute (RAP!), 
Master Builders Association and the Insurance 
Council of Australia.) EMA provides ongoing 
research support on mitigation matters and has 
worked with RAPI to develop draft land Use 
Planning Guidelines for disaster mitigation. 

• 
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The following organisations were consulted and provided input imo the Discussion Paper. 
o Australian Geological Survey Organisation 
o Brisbane City Council 
o Bureau of Meteorology 
o Cairns City Council 
o Centre for Disaster Studies, James Cook University 
o CHEM Unit, Counter Disaster and Rescue Services, Dept of Emergency Services, Qld 
o Community Safety and Risk Management, Queensland Fire and Rescue Authority, Department of 

Emergency Services, Qld 
o Counter Disaster and Rescue Services, Department of Emergency Services, Qld 
o Department of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Policy, Q:d 
o Department of Employment and Training, Qld 
o Department of families, Qld 
o Department of Finance and Administration, Commonwealth 
o Department of Housing, Qld 
o Department of local Government and Planning, Qld 
" Department of Main Roads, Qld 
" Department of Natural Resources and Mines, Qld 
" Department of Primary Industries, Qld 
" Department of Public Works, Qld 
" Department of State Development, Qld 
" Department ofTransport and Regional Services, Commonwealth 
" Disability Services Queensland 
" Disaster Mitigation Unit, Department of Emergency Services, Qld 
" Disaster Operations, Counter Disaster and Rescue Services, Dept of Emergency Services, Qld 
" Emergency Management Australia, Commonwealth 
" Environmental Protection Agency, Qld 
" Environmental Resources Management Australia 
" Gold Coast City Council 
o Insurance Council of Australia 
o local Government Association of Queensland 
" logan City Council 
" Mount Isa City Council 
" Property Council of Australia 
" Queensland Conservation Council 
o Queensland Council of Social Services 
o Queensland Health 
" Queensland Police Service 
" Queensland Rail 
" Queensland Transport 
" Redland Shire Council 
" Royal Australian Planning Institute 
" Rural Operations, Queensland Fire and Rescue Authority, Dept 01 Emergency Services, Qld 
" School of Design and Built Environment, Queensland Unlveroily of TechnOlogy 
" School of Geography, Planning and Architecture, University of Queensland 
" Strategic and Executive Services, Dept of Emergency Services, Qld 
" Thuringowa City Council 
" Tourism Queensland. 
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Public Notice of Intention To Prepare a State Planning Policy 
on Natural Disaster Mitigation and 
Development Assessment. 

The Honourable Nita Cunningham, Minister for Local Government and 
Planning, and the Honourable. Mike Reynolds, Minister for Emergency 
Services and Minister Assisting the Premier in North Queensland, are 
proposing to prepare a State Planning Policy under the Integrated Planning 
Act 1997. 

The Policy will address natural disaster mitigation through land use planning 
and development assessment, and will apply throughout Queensland. 

The Department of Emergency Services invites submissions on: 
• What issues should be addressed by the State Planning Policy, and 
• How those issues should be addressed . 

The Department of Emergency Services will report all submissions to the two 
Ministers. Following consideration of submissions, the Ministers will decide 
how to proceed. Once a draft State Planning Policy is prepared, further public 
consultation will occur on the proposed Policy. 

The Department will hold consultation forums on the proposed State Planning 
Policy at: 

Mount Isa 
Townsville 
Mackay 
Rockhampton 
Toowoomba 
Bundaberg 
Sunshine Coast 
Roma 
Cairns 
Brisbane 
Longreach 
Gold Coast 

Wednesday 10 October 
Thursday 11 October 
Friday 12 October 
Monday 15 October 
Tuesday 16 October 
Wednesday 17 October 
Thursday 18 October 
Friday 19 October 
Monday 22 October 
Tuesday 23 October 
Wednesday 24 October 
Friday 25 October 

The Department has prepared a discussion paper "Land Use Planning for 
Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessmenf'. 

To register to attend these consultation forums and receive a copy of 
the discussion paper, telephone 07 3247 8977 before Friday 28 
September 2001. Copies of the discussion paper are also available on 
website: www.emergency.qld.gov.au/community/spp 

If you are interested in making a submission, you are encouraged to obtain a 
copy of the discussion paper. 

C:\WINDOWS\TEMP\Minbrief advertise intent to prepare SPP A IT 2 v2.doc 
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Written submissions should be directed to: 
The Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE OLD 4001 

Email:  

The closing date for submissions is 9 November 2001 • 
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... QlleenslandGb.vernment 
Dep<lrtment. ofEmergency Services 

-Counter Drsast'er,'a~d~'Rescue~SEHvice5 Draft 

INTENTION TO PREPARE 

A 

STATE PLANNING POLICY 

Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment 

1. BACKGROUND 

What is a natural disaster in the Queensland context? 
There are six natural hazards of importance to Queensland: 
• cyclone, including damage from severe wind and storm surge; 
• riverine flooding, including flash flooding; 
• landslide; 
• bushfire; 
• severe storms including tornadoes and hailstorms; and 
• earthquake. 

What are the trends in natural disasters and natural disaster management? 
Two trends in the effects of natural hazards have emerged over the last two decades. 
1. Loss of life from disasters has decreased because of improved warning systems, better practice 

in building construction and other works, and enhanced emergency responses . 
2.· The cost of restoration and rehabilitation following the impact of a hazard has risen because: 

• of population increase; 
• the community has more assets; and 
• there is more development in disaster prone areas. 

These three factors result in more people and property being vulnerable to natural disasters. 

What are the costs of natural disasters? 
The risk and direct cost of natural disasters in Queensland is increasing. Each year natural disasters 
have the potential to affect the State's economy, the social well being of Queenslanders, and to 
cause significant loss oflife, and damage to property, infrastructure, people and the environment. 

In 1999/2000 natural disasters in Queensland resulted in $150 million damage to public 
infrastructure alone. This damage was largely to roads, bridges and public buildings. 

The Commonwealth Government, under the Natural Disaster Relief Arrangement, provides funding 
assistance to States and Territories to alleviate the financial burden associated with the provision of 
natural disaster relief payments and infrastructure restoration. In 1996/7 National Disaster Relief 
Arrangement funds for Queensland were $71.6 minion. In the following financial year these funds 
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were $87.1 million. By 1998/9 Natural Disaster Relief Arrangement funds for Queensland were 
$79.6 million, and in 1999/2000 this figure had risen to $102.3 million. 

These figures do not represent the total cost of disasters. Funds under the Natural Disaster Relief 
Arrangements only partly reimburse States, Territories and Local Governments for disaster relief, 
as the expenditure of the State, Territory or Local Government must exceed a certain threshold 
before they are'eligible for Commonwealth funds. Natural Disaster Relief Arrangements funding 

, only covers a prescribed range of eligible assets and for a prescribed range of natural disasters. In 
, addition, these figures exclude indirect costs such as the costs of personal and business losses and 
financial hardship, disruption to networks and public 'services, the costs of agriculture (eg 

'agistinent); and the' costs of clean-up, alternative accommodation and emergency and relief 
agencies. Neither do these costs include the costs of intangibles such as environmental damage, 
loss of memorabilia, health impacts, dislocation, death and injury, or loss of or damage to cultural 
and heritage issues. Available estimates of intangIble 'costs suggest that they are very substantial. 
Research indicates that they should not be ignored because they cannot be estimated and that 
excluding intangible costs can lead to a significant understatement of the costs of disasters l . Some 
estimate that indirect and intangible costs are three to four times the infrastructure restoration costs. 

'."~ Further, even those not directly involved in a disaster may be affected. For example, a natural 
disaster may affect insurance premiums, businesses continuity and viability, and employment. 

• 

From July 1998 the guidelines to the Commonwealth's contribution to Natural Disaster Relief 
Arrangements funds linked ongoing financial assistance for restoration of public assets to evidence 
of mitigation for likely or recurring natural disasters. Local Governments are' the principal 
beneficiaries of the Natural Disaster Relief Arrangements funding therefore implementation of 
mitigation strategies are essential. 

Financially and socially it is in everyone's best interests to mitigate natural disasters. Research 
shows that for every dollar spent on natural disaster mitigation, at least two dollars are saved in 
response and recovery costs. Clearly, it is in the State's interest to manage the risks to provide for 
safer communities and minimise financial; social, cultural and environmental costs. 

Can the effects of natural disasters be controlled? 
While natural phenomenon such as cyclones, severe rain and earthquake cannot be prevented, it is 
increasingly clear that disaster loss, rather than stemming from unexpected and uncontrollable 
events, is the predictable result of the interactions between: 
• the natural physical environment, including natural hazards; 
• the social and demographic characteristics of communities experiencing disasters; and 
• the constructed environment, including buildings, roads and bridges. 

More and more, disasters are the result of human action or inaction. Settlement patterns have 
changed, resulting in significant populations locating in areas subject to potential hazards such as 
low-lying land prone to flooding, coastal areas exposed to cyclones and storm surge, and fire 
hazardous areas. 

Some locations are not suitable for settlement or building infrastructure iflife and property is to be 
protected from natural hazards. These areas can be identified in Local Government planning 
schemes and strategic plans. With suitable building design, or maintenance of or changes to 
ecosystems, other areas prone to natural hazards can sustain settlement and infrastructure. 

1 Bureau of Transport Economics Report 103 Economic Costs of Natural Disasters in Australia, 2001 pp 87-89 
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As buildings and associated infrastructure are developed at greater densities in areas disposed to 
natural hazards, improved building designs can reduce the exposUre of infraStructure to the impacts 
of natural hazards and better protect people living in these areas. For example, a bridge can be built· 
at an elevation that will avoid flood damage and a levee can be built in an appropriate location to a 
height considered suitable following a risk analysis study. A bridge and a levee will protect the 
community against floods up to the flooding level for which it is designed. 

The manner in which an ecosystem is treated can affect natural disaster mitigatioIL For example, 
tourism and recreation activities often occur in areas prone to the impact of natural hazards because 
these are often physically attractive destinations for hOlidaymakers. In a cyclone-prone area, 
maintaining natural buffers such as sand dunes and vegetation between the ocean and' dwellings can 
reduce the impacts of high seas and strong wind upon tourist accommodation. Similarly, preserving 
swamps maintains natural flood retention basins, and retaining vegetation on steep hillsides keeps 
hillsides stable and reduces the risk of landslide. However, some ecosystems are not compatible 
with human habitation unless mitigation strategies are impletnented. .For example, to protect 
residents and housing from the risk of bushfire in high risk areas, adequate clearing around 
dwellings and more than one access road from residences are desirable. . • • Natural hazards impact differently on different people. For example, the very young, aged and 

• 

physically disabled are less mobile and, consequently, more at risk if located in a disaster prone 
area. Others are less able financially to purchase property in flood-free areas, protect themselves 
from the impacts of natural disasters through insurance, and are less able to recover from financial 
losses. Those who are more financially able may purchase properties in locations with desirable 
views immediately adjacent to beaches and these properties may be vulnerable to changing sand 
dune patterns, cyclone impact and storm surge. 

Why is a Local Government planning scheme important? 
Land use planning can increase or decrease the risk and impact of natural disasters on people and 
property and/or the impacts of natural disasters. To mitigate effectively the devastating impacts of 
natural disasters, hazard reduction is best incorporated into Local Government planning schemes 
that control land use, as these plans are more effective than stand-alone mitigation proposals. 

Planning schemes that mitigate natural disasters provide other advantages to residents. For 
example, a planning scheme that offers protection against natural disasters and describes desired . 
environmental outcomes and performance criteria for natural disaster mitigation would assist in 
demonstrating to the insurance industry that the Local Government has strategies to assist in 
providing for the well being and safety of the community and property. The insurance industry 
could then assess the risk and offer realistic premiums to the constituents of Local Governments. 

Planning schemes, which take active steps to mitigate natural disasters, can protect Local 
Governments from and during legal action. A person or statutory body may be liable for damage 
caused to a claimant if they had a duty of care to the claimant and that duty was breached. In a 
range of cases Australian courts have found Local Government liable for negligent acts in relation 
to land use. In other cases, courts have found that Local Governments are not liable. Litigation is 
expensive and best avoided, if possible. Costs include not only the amount nominated in a court 
judgment, if found liable, but other costs which occur regardless of who wins a case. These costs 
include legal costs, considerable inconvenience, loss of management time, and possible negative 
publicity. 

2. STATE PLANNING POLICIES 

What is a State Planning Policy? 

C:IWINDOWSITEMPlIntention to prepare brochure fs 13 July 2001.doc 
3 26111101 



-. 

• 

State Planning Policies describe the State Government's position on planning and development 
matters of State significance. Under the Integrated Planning Act 1997, Local Governments are 
required to integrate matters of State interest into planning schemes. 

What is the purpose of the State Planning Policy? 
The purpose of the State Planning Policy is to: 
• Make clear the State's interest in land use planning as it relates to natural disasters 
• Reduce the community's vulnerability to the impacts of natural hazards 
• Encourage consistency across Queensland in natural disaster mitigation management, and 
• Assist Local Government decision-making processes concerning development applications in 

areas subject to natural disasters. 

What will be the scope of this State Planning Policy? 
The State Government intends to prepare a State Planning Policy to address natural disaster 
mitigation through land use planning and development assessment. The purpose of this policy will 
be to reduce the community's vulnerability to the impacts of natural disasters. Planning guidelines 
will support this policy and provide Local Governments with technical advice and information on 
how to implement the policy. 

A State Planning Policy will support Local Governments in their decision-making processes 
concerning development applications in areas subjecfto natural hazards. The State Plaiming Policy 
will oblige Local Government planning schemes to: 
• identify hazard prone areas; 
• develop appropriate desired environmental outcomes and performance criteria for these areas; 

and 
.• apply appropriate development policies and standards to hazard prone areas. 
Each of these three obligations is best achieved through the application of the risk management 
approach described in the AustraiianlNew Zealand Standara ASINZS 4360:1999, Risk 
Management. This approach will reduce the community's vulnerability to natural disasters because 
it will provide Local Government with tools with which to make informed decisions about planning 
scheme matters in relation to mitigating natural disasters. 

Through Local Government planning schemes, the State Planning Policy will influence decisions 
on the location andlor requirements for future development; including infrastructure in the Local 
Government area. After assessing the impact of a proposed development on the safety of the 
community, Local Government may, where appropriate, require the development application to be 
amended or, if necessary, may refuse the application. For example, consideration would need to be 
given to the risks involved in building a nursing home on a floodplain and to the risk of landslip to 
buildings below a proposed new road. 

As natural disasters occur throughout Queensland, the policy will apply Statewide. 

What are the limitations of a State Planning Policy? 
A State Planning Policy cannot eliminate all risks to communities associated with natural disasters 
or past land use decisions. There are important limits on the scope of the State Planning Policy. For 
example, the proposed State Planning Policy: 
• cannot resolve directly issues associated with established urban areas and existing 

developments; 
• cannot direct Local Government to adopt specific mitigation methods such as a 'no development 

in a floodplain' strategy or require Local Govemment to build levees to protect deVelopment in 
a floodplain. Rather, a State Planning Policy would require Local Governments to implement 
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methods to reach mitigation outcomes based on the intent of the State Planning Policy and 
appropriate to the natural hazard risks identified in their Local Government area; 

• will place the responsibility on Local Governments to identify and manage risks associated with 
natural disasters; 

• will consider addressing natural hazards (geohazards) such as cyclone, severe winds, flooding, 
landslides, bushfires; severe storms, and earthquake (storm surge will be addressed in the State 
Coastal Management Plan and this State Planning Policy will refer to that instrument for storm 
surge). These natural hazards, however, can only be addressed in terms ofland use planning 
and development assessment; and 

• will not address technological hazards such as chemical spills, exotic diseases, bridge collapse, 
space debris and other incidents not related to natural disasters. However, the policy may make 
provision for dealing with flooding caused by a dam break. 

A State Planning Policy does not replace other initiatives Local Government can take to mitigate 
natural disasters. Other supplementary initiatives could include, for example, early warning 
systems, public education programs, counter disaster plans, relocation or acquisition of properties, 
and building levees and culverts. 

How would the State Planning Policy be administered? 
The Department of Local Government and Planning is responsible for administering State Planning 
Policies. In relation to this proposed policy, the Department of Local Government and Planning's 
responsibilities would include ensuring that advice from the Department of Emergency Services 
about interpreting the State Planning Policy is integrated with Local Governments' planning 
schemes in a way that is balanced with other relevant planning considerations in the local area. 
If a Local Government planning scheme has not been developed, Local Governments would be 
required to consider the State Planning Policy when making decisions on applications for new 
developments. 

In addition, the Department of Emergency Services (DES) would be available to provide advice to 
Local Governments on interpreting the State Planning Policy in particular situations. 

KEY STAKEHOLDERS 

What stakeholders have been identified? 
The first step in the preparation of a State Planning Policy is to obtain input from interested 
stakeholders who can contribute to the formulation of the policy. Public consultation is an essential 
and valued part of preparing a State Planning Policy. Identified stakeholders include: 

The community. Local communities have an intimate knowledge of their local area and its 
environmental conditions, and many residents have directly experienced the impacts of natural 
disasters. As a result, community concerns have escalated about development inappropriate to 
community safety. 

Local Governments. When developing planning schemes, Local Governments have requested from 
the Department of Emergency Services clear and consistent direction, guidance and support in 
relation to disaster mitigation. 

Property developers. The property development industry has an interest in planning and 
development regulations that provide clarity, certainty, and a range of options to achieve a desired 
outcome to avert disasters or minimise their impacts, where possible. 
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Property owners. Property owners have an interest in knowing what hazards may impact on their 

property. They also have an interest in knowing that new developments or infrastructure will not 

place their property at risk. For example, a levee may protect some properties but may exacerbate 

the flood problem elsewhere. 

Insurance Industry. The insurance industry has an interest in linking commercial risk with hazard 

risk. When these links are made, the industry can assess the financial viability of potential 

insurance products and calculate premiums for these products. 

Commonwealth and State Government agencies. Several Commonwealth and State Government 

agencies have an interest in town planning, floodplain management, coastal protection, and the built 

environment. In addition, the clients and interests of other government agencies are affected by 

natural disasters. 

Local Government Association of Queensland Incorporated. As the peak body of Local 

Government in Queensland, the Local Government Association of Queensland has an interest in the 

State Planning Policy because it will affect all Queensland Local Governments . 

Aboriginal and Islander Co-ordinating Councils. These Councils are the peak bodies for 

Aboriginal and Islander Local Governments and have an interest in the State Planning Policy 

because it will affect their communities. 

Consultants and advisors offering planning and development services. Many Local Governments 

and property developers engage town planning and other consultants. Town planning consultants 

engaged by Local Governments develop planning schemes and/or deal with various town planning 

issues. Consultants need to be aware of the requirements of a proposed State Planning Policy. 

Not-for-profit charitable organisations and voluntary organisations. Many not-for-profit 

charitable organisations and voluntary organisations are involved in assisting individuals and 

families affected by natural disasters. The assistance provided by these organisations varies widely 

. and can include immediate assistance in cleaning up natural disasters such as that offered by the 

State Emergency Service and assistance provided after the impacts of the natural disaster are felt 

such as shelter, food, clothing, financial assistance and trauma counselling . 

Professional and peak bodies. Various professional organisations represent the interests of key 

stakeholders such as town planners, engineers, property developers and managers, and key industry 

groups such as the tourism industry. 

Tertiary institutions. Tertiary institutions educate future professionals in town planning, land use 

management, and disaster mitigation. Academic research can assist in understanding more about 

disaster mitigation. 

Conservation groups. Natural disasters and town plarming affect the natural and built environment. 

Conservation -and environmental groups have an interest in the effects of mitigating natural 

disasters. 

Other groups with an interest in the development of the State Plarming Policy are invited to contact 

the office of the Director, Disaster Mitigation Unit, Counter Disaster and Rescue Services, 

Department of Emergency Services on 0732478969. These groups will be invited to contribute to 

the development of the policy during consultation processes. 

How can I contribute to the development of this State Planning Policy? 
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The Department of Emergency Services welcomes your comments during the development of the 
State Planning Policy which will address land use planning as it relates to natural disaster risk 
management issues in planning and the development assessment. . 

There will be two formal opportunities to provide comment and you are invited to make comment 
at both stages. 

The first opportunity follows the Minister for Local Government and Planning's advertised 
statement that the State Government intends to prepare a proposed State Planning Policy. 
This state is known as the 'preparation' stage. The purpose of this stage is for stakeholders to 
comment on the subject matter and scope of the proposed policy to mitigate natural disasters. This 
discussion paper is intended to assist interested parties with their submissions. on the Queensland 
Government's intent to prepare a State Planning Policy on Natural Disaster Mitigation and 
Development Assessment. 

The second opportunity is known as the 'consultation' stage and will follow the development of the 
proposed State Planning Policy. The purpose of this consultation phase is for stakeholders to 
comment on the purpose and general effect of the proposed policy. Copies of the proposed policy 
will be available for inspection and purchase. 

Stakeholders will have forty business days to comment during both phases. Comments can be 
made by participating at advertised public consultation meetings andlor in a written submission 
within the advertised timeframe for comment. 

Prior to 'preparation' stage, a focus group with key representatives of each of the stakeholder 
groups identified met with the Department of Emergency Services to identify natural disaster issues 
and possible solutions to mitigate these issues. This Discussion Paper has drawn from the 
deliberations of the focus group as well as additional research. The intention of this Discussion 
Paper is to open up discussion to all interested participants by providing an initial point of 
discussion to focus the first consultation phase. 

Other issues and possible solutions will be welcomed during the 'preparation' phase for 
consideration during the development of the proposed policy and supporting guidelines . 

Where will consultation meetings be held? 
As the policy is intended to cover the whole of Queensland, public consultations will be advertised 
in the Department of Emergency Services twelve operational Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
districts: 
• . Beenieigh; 
• Brisbane; 
• Bundaberg; 
• Cairns; 
• Gympie; 
• Longreach; 
• Rockhampton; 
• Roma; 
• Mackay; 
• Mt Isa; 
• Toowoomba; and 
• Townsville. 
Workshops in these twelve regions will be held where sufficient people register to attend by the 
advertised closing date for registrations. 
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At these workshops, participants will work with staff from the Department of Emergency Services 

and a consultant town planning team engaged by the Department to assist with the development of 

the State Planning Policy and supporting guidelines. 

What will be the benefits of attending public consultation meetings? 
The intention of public consultation is to encourage as many stakeholders as possible to contribute 

to the development of the State Planning Policy within publicly advertised timeframes. 

You are encouraged to attend public consultation meetings so that you can put forward your views 

on the issues and propose solutions for the policy and guidelines. Attendance will also give you the 

opportunity to hear and understand the perspectives of other stakeholders and work with them to 

offer possible solutions to the issues of natural disaster risk management in town planning and 

managing development. 

How can I participate if I cannot attend a public consultation meeting? 

._.. If you are unable to attend a public consultation me~ting. or there are insufficient people registered 

to attend a workshop ill your area to make the meetmg Vlable, there are other ways you can 

contribute. 

• 

Stakeholders are encouraged to make a written submission within the advertised timeframe. 

Submissions can be posted, facsimiled, or emailed to the Disaster Mitigation Unit. Stakeholders 

can also speak with Department of Emergency Service's officers involved in the development of 

the State Planning Policy and guidelines. Contact details for the office are below. 

In addition, representatives of key stakeholder groups who are authorised by their organisation to 

speak on its behalf, may request a meeting with a Departmental representative within the advertised 

consultation period. 

Where can I send my written submission and how can I contact the Disaster Mitigation Unit? 

Written submissions should be addressed to: 

Principal Policy Officer 
State Planning Policy 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 

Department of Emergency Services 

GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Submissions can also be sent by facsimile or email: 

Fax: 

Phone:  

In considering your comments please refer to the sections outlining the limits of the scope of 

the State Planning Policy and use the submission format recommended in this Discussion 

Paper. 
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As a participant in the consultation process, what can you expect from the Department of . 

Emergency Services? 
The Department of Emergency Services will: 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

Arrange for the Minister for Local Government and Planning to advertise in the Courier Mail 

the intention to prepare a State Planning Policy and, when developed, the availability of the 

proposed State Planning Policy. These advertisements will include the timeframe for 

consultation. 
Distribute this Discussion Paper to known stakeholders and distribute it to others who request a 

copy or respond to the public advertisement. 

Provide a Discussion Paper to registered attendees for the initial consultation workshop. 

Offer consultation meetings in twelve Queensland regions. 

Develop a proposed policy and supporting guidelines from the issues and proposed solutions 

raised during the initial focus group meeting and 'preparation' phase. The availability of these 

documents will be advertised and they will be available for perusal and purchase. -. : Provide an acknowledgement letter to the return address on written submissions. 

Provide written notes to workshop participants on the outcomes of the consultation meeting they 

attended. 

• 

• Provide opportunities to representative(s) approved by the organisation they represent to discuss 

relevant issues or to put the views of their organisation to a representative of the Department. 

• Develop a final draft policy and supporting guidelines following public consultation on the 

proposed documents. . 

• Provide to the Department of Local Government and Planning the final draft policy and 

supporting guidelines 

• Distribute the final policy and supporting guidelines to Local Governments and other interested 

parties . 
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State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning 

The Queensland Govemment is developing a State Planning Policy on Land Use Plar 

Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment 

What is a State Planning Policy? 
A State Planning Policy, which is a statutory instrument and is developed under the In 

Planning Act 1997, describes the State Govemmenfs position on development issues 

interest. 

State Planning Policies address 
matters which must be 
considered when making 
planning decisions. They playa 
key role in shaping new Local 
Govemment planning schemes 
and are used by Local 
Govemments and State 
Govemment agencies when 
assessing development 
applications. 

MaonetJc IaJand' tmd.lip, 1lI98 

Planning can 
avold. devote 
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What is the purpose and scope of this State Planning POlicy? 
The purpose of this State-wide State Planning Policy is to: 

• make clear the State's interest in land use planning as it 
relates to natural disasters; 

• reduce the community's vulnerability to the impacts of 
natural hazards; 

• encourage consistency across Queensland in natural 
disaster mitigation management; and 

• assist Local Government decision-making processes 
conceming development applications in areas subject to 
natural disasters. 

n.e-deV_no._ 
on communities could 

thoough land ..... 

I . ________ ; ...... , __ _ , 

The State Planning Policy will con 
addressing natural hazards such i 
flooding, landslides, bush fires, S91 

and earthquakes. These natural h 
however, can only be addressed i 
use planning and development as 
Stomn surge will be addressed in I 
Coastal Management Plan and th 
Planning Policy will call up that P~ 

A State Planning Policy will suppc 
Govemments in their future decisi 
processes conceming developrne 
in areas subject to natural hazard: 
require Local Govemment plannir 

• identify hazard prone areas; 
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State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning - Department of Emergency Services 

What are the limitations of a State 
Planning Policy? 
A Slate Planning Policy cannot eliminate aU 
risks to communities associated with 
natural disasters or past land use-decisions. 
There are important limits on the scope of 
the State Planning Policy. For example, the 
proposed State Planning Policy: 

• cannot resolve directly issues associated 
with established urban areas and existing 
developments; and 

• cannot direct Local Govemment to adopt 
specific mitigation methods such as a 'no 
development in a floodplain' strategy or 
require Local Government to build levees 
to protect development in a floodplain. 
Rather, a State Planning Policy would 
require Local Governments to implement 
methods to reach mitigation outcomes 
based on the intent of the State Planning 
Policy and appropriate to the natural 
hazard risks identified in their Local 
Govemment area. 

EartbqWlIces ilrO' low risk but. high co ...... quence 
... cural'dii:Ht.rs. PllInnTng meuur:as could 

be ...ed· to avoid high risk ·.reas. 

Page I of2 

A State Planning Policy does not replace other initiatives Local Government can take to mitigate 

natural disasters. Other supplementary initiatives could include, for example, early warning systems, 

public education programs, counter disaster plans, relocation or acquisition of properties, and building 

levees and culverts. 

A copy of a discussion paper is available for download here: 

Click on the above image to download the 
cover and backpage of the Discussion 

Paper 
(PDF 1 4 pages 1 8SKS) 

__ _ ~ __ ._ .~ 4 

- --'--' - -- - ... . -. ~ 

Click on the above image to download the 
contents of the Discussion Paper 

(POF 136 pages 1 490KB) 

The documents are provided in Adobe Acrobat (PDF) format. If your computer does not have the free 

Adobe Acrobat Reader, please click here to transfer to the Adobe website. 

A hard copy of the Discussion Paper can be obtained by telephoning . 

Public consultation 

Public consultation of the Intent to Prepare a SPP took place from 10 September to 9 November 

htto:llwww.emergency.qld .gov.au/community/sppl 20112/01 
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State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning - Department of Emergency Services Page I of 1 

Three hundred and twenty (320) people attended the workshops. Thirty nine (39) written submissions 
have also been received /pmn a full range of stakeholder groups (i.e. Local , State and Federal 
agencies, professional bodies, interest groups and concemed citizens) .. 

The Minister for Local Government and Planning and the Minister for Emergency Services and 
Minister Assisting the Premier in North Queensland will consider all sobmissions and decide whether 
to proceed with developing the SPP. 

o Back to top 
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The Department of Emergency Services' purpose is to save lives. prated property and help preserve the natural environment through 
the delivery of emergency and disaster management services. Last updated 04 December 2001. For information regarding this site , 

contad webmaster@emergency.gld.gov.au C 2001 Department of Emergency Services, Queensland. 
QgI1YIighll OI~l!ilD!!f 
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flOME UrlKS FEEDBACK CONTACT 

Queensland Government 
OepartfT'eil t of Emergency Services 

ABOUT us : 
SERVICES : 

COMMUNITY ~ 
• Community Safety 

inttltatives 
• Calendar of Events 
• The Early Years 
• Stale Pla"nning POlicy 

on Land Use Planning 
for NabJral Disaster 
Mitigation and 
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AssessllJent 
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Public Notice of Intention to Prepare a State Planning Policy on 
Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. 

The Honourable Nita Cunningham. Minister for Local Government and Planning, and I 
Mike Reynolds, Minister for Emergency Services and Minister ASSisting the Premier in 
Queensland, are proposing to prepare a State Planning Policy under the Integrated PI 
1997. 

The Policy will address natural disaster mitigation through land use planning and devE 
assessment, and will apply throughout Queensland. 

The Department of Emergency Services invites submissions on: 

• What issues should be addressed by the State Planning Policy, and 
• How those issues should be addressed. 

The Department of Emergency Services will report all submissions to the two Minister 
consideration of submissions, the Ministers will decide how to proceed. Once a draft S 
Policy is prepared, further public consultation will occur on the proposed Policy. 

The Department will hold consultation forums on the proposed State Planning Policy, 

Mount lsa 
Townsville 
Mackay 
Rockhampton 
Toowoomba 
Bundaberg 
Sunshine Coast 
Roma 
Cairns 
Brisbane 
Longreach 
Gold Coast 

Wednesday 10 October 
Thursday 11 October 
Friday 12 October 
Monday 15 October 
Tuesday 16 October 
Wednesday 17 October 
Thursday 18 October 
Friday 19 October 
Monday 22 October 
Tuesday 23 October 
Wednesday 24 October 
Friday 26 October 

The Department has prepared a discussion paper "Land Use Planning for Natural Dis 
and Development Assessmenr' . 

To obtain a copy of the discussion paper click here, andlor to register to attend 
forum, please telephone 07 3247 8977 before Friday 28 September 2001. 

Written submissions should be directed to: 
The Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Email submissionsto:

The closing date for submissions is 9 November 2001. Please click e to fill in 
proforma for submissions. 
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The Department or Emefgency Services' purpose Is to save lives, preted property and help preserve the natural 
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STATE PLANNING POllCY ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR NATIIRAL DISASTER MITIGATION 

AND DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT - REGIONAL CONSULTATION WORKSHOPS 

TimelDate: 9.00-11.45 10 October 2001 
Location: Mt Isa (Terrace Gardens Function Centre) 

o Overview Comments: (venue suitability, timing, tone and conduct of meeting) 
Overall, venue was good, organisation and equipment were as requested, tone of the meeting was positive and most 
attendees participated actively. 

PARTICIPANTS 
o Attendees (20): 
o Local Government (3 from 3 Councils):  (Carpentaria Shire); (Cloncurry Shire);  

 (Mt Isa City) 
o Community Group (1 from 1 Group):  (Whitsunday Rivers Improvement Trust) 
o Regional Strategy Group (2): [no name recorded] (Southern Gulf Catchments Incorporated),  (MITEZ) 
o State Government (13 from 7 Departments or Agencies):  (Main Roads);  

(DPI);  (Disaster District Co·ordinator);  (DATSIP),  
 (QFRA - Rural Fire);  (Q-Build - Far West);  

State Emergency Service and Counter Disaster); (Farnilies) 
o Industry (1):  (Maunsell Australia) 
o Facilitators: (ERM),  (ERM) 
o Apology:  (Mt Isa City) 

8010165 - State Planning Policy Regional Workshops Environmental Resources Management Australia 
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WORKSHOP PROGRAM AND SUMMARY 

(1) DES Introduction 

(2) ERM Overview and Presentation on SPP 

(3) General Q&A Session 

(SES and Counter Disaster) raised issues relating to flooding and liability of Local Government using an example 
from Johnstone Shire where flood levels are based on 1 in 50 year events. Flooding occurred in the next flood event. A High 
Court decision found that the Local Government was not liable. Sandy Vigar (SV) responded by saying that many Local 
Governments identify 'lines' on maps but will not rely on them. The SPP will provide clarity and comfort for Local 
Governments in this case. ' 

(QFRS Rural Fire) - How does IP A offload responsibilities on State or Local Governments if development occurs 
in identified risk areas? SV - IP A requires planning schemes be prepared by Local Governments and these planning schemes 
must recognise State interests (ie: SPPs). Planning schemes addresses responsibilities of Local Governments - and for these 
areas, Local Governments are liable. State Government agencies are identified as concurrence agencies under the IDAS process 
and have responsibilities in assessing development applications. 

o LC raised a further query relating to communities making bad development decisions and subsequently passing the 
responsibility on to Local Governments, claiming LG did not identify 'safe areas'. SV indicated that the SPP will allow mapping 
of hazard prone areas, after which the onus will be placed on the applicant to demonstrate why a particular development 
should occur in prone or at risk areas. 

o  further commented that Australia has a relatively short recorded database about natural disasters from which to 
assess patterns/impacts. 

o Whitsundays Rivers Improvement Trust) asked the question - Where do community groups get a say? (in the process of 
the preparation of the SPP) .. SV responded by saying that the wori<shop was the appropriate time - when issues were being 
identified and the preferred approach being considered. SV indicated that community groups will also have the opportunity to 
provide in~ut at the time the draft SPP is placed on public notification and when Local Government planning schemes are being 

8010165 - Stq,te Plaqnin Policy Regional Workshops. Environmentalltesources Management Australia 
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 (Chamber of Commerce/MITEZ) - identified that there was a distinct lack of representation by the business 

community at the workshop. Faye Smith responded by encouraging attendees to inform her of possible stakeholders and their 
contact details 

(4) Due to time limitations in Mt !sa,  presented the final part of the presentation prior to the Morning Tea break, providing 
an overview of the 'Where to from Here'. Sandy introduced the group sessions. 

(5) Morning Tea Break 

Small Group Workshops (refer to following summary) 

(6) Small Group Workshop Summary - two groups 

ISSUES (RELEVANT TO SPP) DETAILS SOLUTIONI ACTION 

Support for development of Support was received for Investigation into all hazards identified Consider in the drafting of a SPP. . 
aSPP in the Discussion Paper. Flooding was identified as the most 

significant issue, with lower priority given to landslides. It was 
suggested that cyclones may not need to be included as their 
impacts may be addressed in other hazards. 

Hazards to be addressed in a Priority hazards for the SPP were flooding and bushfire but there The priority focus may be on 
SPP was strong support for all six hazards to be further investigated. flooding and bushfires with all six 

There was discussion of other types of hazard such as chemical 
areas to be investigated. 

spills, pest management, foot and mouth disease, dam break, Other hazards raised could be 
blue-green algae and drought but it was generally agreed that considered. 
these fell outside the ambit of this SPP. 

A planning solution raised rela~g to all natural hazards 
considered the option of making all development in hi~h risk 

8010165 - State Planning Policy Regional Workshops EnVironmental Resources Management Australia 
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arEOas subject to impact assessment, thereby putting the onus onto 

the applicant. 

Implementation There was discussion about the cost of development limitations, a 

need to balance the costs and benefits, possible insurance costs if 

development occurs in areas identified as at risk. 

Mapping One group stated that the SPP should identify processes and Consider in the drafting of the SPP. 

standards for mapping of risk areas. 

It was identified that while some flood maps do exist for the Mt Consider a consistent approach to 

Isa region, these maps were dated and difficult to read. The issue data capture and base mapping -

of cost and data availability to update these maps was possible use of Digital Cadastral 

subsequently raised. Database .. 

Floodplain modelling was regarded as a useful tool, however, 

constraints were identified in obtaining necessary data. 
, 

Guidelines One group suggested that Guidelines should give guidance on Consider in the drafting of the 

how planning tools such as hazard maps can be used. Guidelines. 

Liability Concern was expressed in one group about the potential liability A SPP would provide a sounder 

of Local Government and the costs of litigation. base for defence of actions 

(provided they follow the SPP). 

Concern was raised in relation to liability in the event of risk 

mapping turning out to be wrong ego if development is identified 

as being outside a risk area but subsequently is found to be at 

risk. 

Lack of a common resource There is a need to consolidate information into one accessible Consider in the drafting of the SPP 

8010165 - State Plannin~ Policy Regional Workshop. Environmental Resources ManaJ?ement Australia . . 
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base location and to establish what is desirable/best practice. The and Guidelines. 

opportunity for electronic distribution and sharing of data was 

raised and the issue of linkages between all relevant 

documents/information sources was identified. 

Consideration should be given to gathering historical data and 

anecdotal advice in relation to hazard impacts. 

The lack of necessary .skills and expertise in smaller I rural local 

governments was identified as a constraint. 

It was identified that average indicators of climatic conditions 

were not always appropriate measures, with the incidence of 

seasonal variations in particular locations and extreme events. 

Community education and There is a need for greater community education and awareness. Consider in the implementation of 

awareness Establishing a community consultation committee within the the SPP. Establish mechanisms for 

community was raised as an option to address this problem. ensuring increased community 

education. 

Rural Issues One group identified the conflict arising between economic 

development in rural shires and the principle of restricting 

development of hazard prone land. It was raised that the SPP 

would present another obstacle to enabling development to occur 

in rural areas. 

Flooding Whilst flooding is recognised as a disaster, it was also identified Consider in the drafting of the SPP. 

as a economic advantage for the Mt Isa community. This 

community provides 23% of the nation's fresh water runoff, 
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establishing the need for effective water conservation methods. 

Issues including food shortages, isolation, evacuation routes were 

raised as significant problems arising as a result of flooding. The 

need to ensure consideration of stormwater drainage was also 

raised. 

What level should be used ego Q50, QI00, highest recorded flood 

level, probable maximum? Should it vary between regions? 

There was no consensus view as to the level to be used. However, 

it was suggested that there was long term benefit in setting a 

flood level. The comment was made that average levels were not 

particularly useful to deal with extreme and localised events. 

There was discussion about the need to balance community and 

environmental issues eg vegetation built up in rivers. 

There was discussion about whether or not dambreak should be a 

separate issue or part of flooding generally. Dam break is an 

issue for this region due to a dam failure in Cloncurry and the 

number of tailings dams. 

There was discussion over appropriate measures to be applied to 
" 

non-residential development in flood prone areas eg: limitations 

would need to be applied to industrial and commercial activities, 

particularly in relation to the storing of chemicals. 

Bushfires Rural bushfires were regarded as a more significant issue Consider in the drafting of the SPP. 

compared to bushfire in urban areas in the Mt Isa region. 
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There was discussion about including grassfires in the definition. 

Need to consider location, access, vegetation management. 
Discussion about firebreaks and the need to maintain them. 

Landslides Landslides were not regarded a significant issue for this region, 
but that they should be considered in a State-wide policy. 

It was suggested that site specific measures would be appropriate Consider in the drafting of the SPP. 
for the management of sites subject to landslides. 

Earthquakes It was suggested that site specific measures, including soil profile Consider in the drafting of the SPP. 
studies, would be appropriate for the management of sites subject 
to earthquakes. 

Cyclones The suggestion was made that cyclones may not need to be 
included, with the effects of cyclones already included in flooding 
and severe storms. 

Severe Storms There were no specific comments on these. 

(7) Any additions to stakeholder list and contact details 

(8) Issues raised not related to SPP. 

There was discussion of other types of hazard such as chemical spills, pest management, foot and 
., mouth disease, blue-green algae and drought but it was generally agreed that these fell outside 

the ambit of this SPP. 
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STATE PLANNING POLICY ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR NATURAL DISASTER MmGATION 

AND DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT - REGIONAL CONSULTATION WORKSHOPS 

TimeIDate: 9.30-12.3011 October 2001 
Location: Townsville (Southbank Convention Centre) 

o Overview Comments: (venue suitability, timing, tone and conduct of meeting) 
Overall, venue was good, organisation and equipment were as requested, tone of the meeting was positive and most 
attendees participated actively. Attendance of the Minister was appreciated by the attendees and added to the workshop. 

PARTICIPANTS 
o Attendees (31): 

o Local Government (12 from 4 Local Governments): Shane Great, Graham We)Jb, (Burdekin Shire);

 (Townsville City);  (Hinchinbrook Shire) 
o Community Group (1):  (Burdekin Shire Rivers Improvement Trust) 
o Professional Organisations (1); (RAPI); 
o State Government (17 from 12 State Government agencies);  (Dept of Local 

Government and Planning);  (Main Roads);  (DNRM); 
p (DPI); Murray (DPI Forestry);  (Queensland Transport); ,  

 (EPA);  (Health - Tropical Public Health Unit); , Snr Sgt 
 (Disaster Control Group); (DA TSIP),  (QFRA - Rural Fire); 

State Emergency Service and Counter Disaster);  (Q-Build Burdekin) 
o Industry (1):  (GEO PositiOning Services) 

o Facilitators:  (ERM),  (DES),  (ERM), (DES) 
o Notetakers;  (DES), ,   (Thuringowa City Council) 

-
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WORKSHOP PROGRAM AND SUMMARY 
1 

(1) DES Introduction 

• 
(2) ERM Overview and Presentation on SPP 

(3) Small Group Workshop Summary - four groups 

ISSUES (RELEV ANT TO SPP) DETAILS 

Support for development of All. (Some concern was expressed in relation to whether 
aSPP the SPP would be able to be implemented, and that it 

would need to be clear, concise and able to be 
interpreted the same way by all users. There was also a 
majority view that while a common approach was a 
good idea it needed to have flexibility to deal with local 
situations). 

One group suggested the development of a Model 
Code. 

One Group suggested that Benchmark Development 
Sequencing (BOS) should include natural hazards (LG 
uses BDS for water, sewerage, roads, bridges, 
infrastructure). 

One group suggested that a cost/benefit approach 
should be used to enable "tradeoffs" to be made 
between different costs and impacts. 

Hazards to be addressed in a Priority hazards for· the SPP were flooding, bushfire 
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SOLUTION/ACTION 

OITe should be taken in drafting 
. the SPP to ensure that the 
drafting addresses the concerns. 

Consider a Model Code 

Consider in Guidelines. 

The priority focus mav be on 
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spp and landslides but there was strong support for all six flooding, bushfires and landslides 

hazards to be further investigated. with all six areas to be 
investigated. 

Other hazards suggested for further investigation and 
supported by the workshop groups were inclusion of These hazards raised could be 
other fire types such as grass and wildfire, salinity, considered. 
erosion. 

There was discussion of other types of hazard such as 
chetplcal spills, pest management, foot and mouth These issues are outside the ambit 

disease, fire ants, and mad cow disease but it was of the SPP. 

generally agreed that these either fell outside the ambit 
of this SPP or could not be addressed through land use 
planning. 

There was discussion of other legislative mechanisms 
Consider in the drafting of the 

and the need to ensure that strong cross referencing 
exists particularly in relation to storm surge, coastal 

SPP. 

issues, and acid sulfate soils. There were suggestions 
made that these issues, particularly storm surge, could 
be more appropriately considered within this SPP. 

Possible approaches include differing 
measures/ standards for development occurring or Consider in the drafting of the 
proposed in high and low risk areas. SPP. 

Mapping One group stated that the SPP should identify Consider in the drafting of the 
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processes and standards for mapping of risk areas. SPP. 

Lack of data availability was raised as an issue by one Consider a consistent approach to 
group. data capture and base mapping-

possible use of Digital Cadastral 
Database. 

Guidelines One group suggested that Guidelines should give Consider in the drafting of the 
guidance on how planning tools such as hazard maps Guidelines. 
can be used. 

Liability Concern was expressed in three groups about the A SPP would provide a sounder 
potential liability of Local Government and the costs of base for defence of actions 
litigation. This was also related to the definition of (provided they follow the SPP). 
areas of acceptable risk. 

Concern was raised in relation to liability in the event 
of risk mapping turning out to be wrong ego if 
development is identified as being outside a risk area 
but subsequently is found to be at risk. 

Compensation Concern was expressed in two groups as to whether Consider in the drafting of the 
compensation would arise and if so who would be SPP. Note that SPP will only 
liable in relation to designation of high risk areas and apply in respect of future 
consequent restriction of development. Also, the development not existing 
question of how the levEil of compensation should be development. 
determined. 

Lack of a common resource There is a need to consolidate information into one, Consider in the drafting of the 
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base 

Community education and 

awareness 

Flooding 

• • 
accessible location (SPP) and to establish what is SPP and Guidelines. 

desirable/ best practice. There needs to be agreeme.nt 

between agen<:ies (including local governments) as to 

the direction to be taken and communication between 

discipline areas ego planning and engineering. 

Consideration should be given to gathering historical 

data and anecdotal advice in relation to hazard impacts. 

There'is a need for greater community education and 

awareness. Local governments could develop an 

information pack to enable potential purchasers of land 

to easily identify risk. An example was given of the 

information pack prepared by Johnstone Shire in 

relation to potential rural land purchases and self 

managed risk management processes by the potential 

buyer. 

Planning needs to take into account changed situations 

and incremental and off site consequences ego 

revegetation of river corridors, leading to flooding 

where it hasn't happened before. 

Accuracy and reliability of data was questioned, 

particularly in relation to currency of data given 

changed development in catchments etc. 

What level should be used ego Q50, QI00, highest 

recorded flood level, probable maximum? Should it 

vary between regions? There was no consensus view as 

Consider in the implementation 

oftheSPP. 

Consider in the drafting of the 

SPP and Guidelines. 
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to the level to be used. The comment was made that 
average levels were not particularly useful to deal with 
extreme and localised events. 

Bushfires Need to consider location, access, vegetation Consider in the drafting of the 
management. Discussion about firebreaks and the need spp and Guidelines. These issues 
to maintain them. could be addressed as part of the 

land use planning (planning 
Need to consider buffer areas in development beside scheme - codes, development 
Unallocated State Land (QFRA). provisions) and DA process. 

One participant suggested that firebreaks should be 
considered to be mitigation infrastructure. 

Landslides Mitigation infrastructure can be provided for landslides Consider in the drafting of the 
eg: retaining walls, protection walls. sPP. 

Planning needs to take mto account changed situations 
and incremental and off site consequences ego buffer 
areas. 

Earthquakes There were no specific comments on these. 
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Cyclones One comment was made that overlay maps could be Consider in the drafting of the 

prepared to identify cyclone-prone areas and that Local SPP and Guidelines. This 
Governments could consider more stringent measures. approach would be dependent on 

the level of data availability. 
, 

Severe Storms There were no specific comments on these. 

(4) Issues raised not related to SPP. 

There was discussion of other types of hazard such as chemical spills, pest 
management, foot and mouth disease, fire ants, and mad cow disease but it was 
generally agreed that these fell outside the ambit of this SPP. 

There was discussion that local governments could develop an information pack to 
enable potential purchasers of land to easily identify risk. An example was given of the 
information pack prepared by Johnstone Shire in relation to potential rural land 
purchases and self managed risk management processes by the potential buyer. 
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STATE PLANNING POLICY ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR NATIIRAL DISASTER MITIGATION 

AND DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT - REGIONAL CONSULTATION WORKSHOPS 

TimelDate: 1l.30-3.00pm 12 October 2001· 
Location: Mackay (Mercure Inn) 

o Overview Comments: (venue suitability, timing, tone and conduct of meeting) 
Overall, venue was good, organisation and equipment were as requested, tone of the meeting was positive and most 
attendees participated actively. 

PARTICIPANTS 

o Attendees (28): 
o Local Government (9 from 4 Councils):  

 

 
 

 
er (ERM) 

o Apology:  
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WORKSHOP PROGRAM AND SUMMARY 

(1) DES Introduction 

(2) ERM Overview and Presentation on SPP 

(3) General Q&A Session 

o (Mackay City Council) asked if issues relating to the greenhouse effect, including the resulting rise in 

sea level, will be covered in the SPP or State Coastal Management Plan.  (SV) clarified that these issues 

will be covered by the State Coastal Management Plan. said that Greenhouse issues are to be considered 

in this State Planning Policy should it be developed. 

o Following the small group workshop sessions, (Mackay City Council) commented that the 

Discussion Paper was well prepared and provided a good example as a Discussion Paper for the preparation of SPP. 

WD commented that the document was detailed and achieved its purpose. 

(4) Small Group Workshop S~m<lry - four groups 

ISSUES (RELEVANT TO SPP) Dm AILS SOLUTIONI ACTION 

Support for development ilf . 

aSPP 

Most - Some concern was expressed in relation to 

whether the SPP would be able to be implemented, and 

that it would need to be clear, concise and able to be 

interpreted the same way by all users. There was also a 

majority view that while a common approach wasa 

good idea it needed to have fleXibility to deal with local 

situations. 

Support was expressed for the reasons that the SPP will 

help to protect the State's interests, will raise awareness 
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Care should be taken in drafting 

the SPP to ensure that the 

drafting addresses the concerns. 
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of decision makers, increase consistency, reduce Local 
Government liability and will meet community 
expectations of safety in residential areas. It was also 
suggested that the SPP would address issues that local 
governments do not have the time or resources to 
cover. 

Some members of one group did not support the SPP 
for the reason that it would be too prescriptive and 
remove local government control! decision making 
power. One representative from Local Government 
thought that the Queensland Government should not 
have referral agency powers. 

Views from two groups expressed that the community 
has an expectation that they are already protected by 
government from impacts on natural disasters in land 

, use planning and development assessment issues. A 
community analysis was suggested to ascertain 
community expectations. 

Once group thought the SPP should provide guidance 
on the location of hospitals and emergency services in 
relation to natural hazards. 

Hazards to be addressed in a Priority hazards for the SPP were flooding, severe The priority focus may be on 
SPP storms, bushfire and landslides but there was strong flooding, severe storms, bushfires 

support for all six hazards to be further investigated. It and landslides with all six areas 
was raised that perhaps the SPP should also address to be investigated. 
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the impacts of cumulative or simultaneous hazards. 

The SPP could consider the impacts of cumulative or 
simultaneous hazards. 

c 

It was suggested that perhaps bushfires could be Other hazards raised could be 
addressed by a statewide code or planning guidelines considered. 
to be included in planning schemes. 

These issues. are outside the ambit 
Other hazards suggested for further investigation and of the SPP. 
supported by the workshop groups were plagues and 
pestilence, wild and grass fires, greenhouse effect and 
salinity also the loss of habitats, dengue fever. There 

Consider in the drafting of the was discussion of other types of hazard such as 
chemical spills and dust storms but it was generally SPP. 

agreed that these fell outside the ambit of this SPP. 

There was discussion about including dam break and 
providing guidance to Local Government in directing 
development away from dams and water storage areas. 

There was discussion of other legislative mechanisms 
Consider in the drafting of the 

and the need to ensure that strong cross referencing 
SPP. 

exists particularly in relation to storm surge, coastal 
issues, and acid sulfate soils. The SPP should reflect 
consistency with The River Trust legislation and plans 
and cross reference these documents. 

Comments were made about the opportunities for 
integration or development of linkages between the 
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SPP with the regional planning process: It was further 
recognised that there was an need to integrate land use 
planning and disaster mitigation with the recovery and 
response processes to ensure consistency. Specific 
mention was made to the Emergency Risk Management 
Process. 

Mapping One group stated that the SPP should identify Consider in the drafting of the 
processes and standards for mapping of risk areas, SPP.Consider a consistent 
ensuring a common approach for all hazards. However, approach to data capture and 
it was commented that mapping hazards may have base mapping - possible use of 
implications for increased litigation. Digital Cadastral Database. 

Lack of data availability and cost of mapping was 
raised as an issue by one group. 

The need for various mapping was identified including 
earthquake risk, storm surge, river levels and flow 
paths. It was suggested that mapping should 
incorporate various layers including base data 
(topography / contours), annual risks (seasonal 
changes), existing development and landuse. 

Guidelines One group suggested that Guidelines should give Consider in the drafting of the 
guidance on how planning tools such as hazard maps Guidelines. It was suggested that 
can be used. the SPP provide the broad policy 

SPP needs to provide guidelines for the granting of 
statements and the guidelines 
include the technical detail. 

relaxations for development in prone or at risk areas. 
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spp needs to define 'declared areas' and 'acceptable 

risk'. 

Uability Concern was expressed in three groups about the A SPP would provide a sounder 

potential liability of Local Government and the costs of base for defence of actions 

litigation. This was also related to the definition of (provided they follow the SPP). 

areas of acceptable risk. 

Concern was raised in relation to liability in the event 

of risk mapping turning out to be wrong ego if 

development is identified as being outside a risk area 

but subsequently is found to be at risk. 

Lack of a common resource There is a need to consolidate information into one, Consider in the drafting of the 

base accessible location and to establish what desirable! best SPP and Guidelines. 

practice is. There needs to be agreement between 

agencies (including local governments) as to the 

direction to be taken and communication between 

discipline areas ego planning and engineering. 

Consideration should be given to gathering historical 

data and anecdotal advice in relation to hazard impacts. 
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Best Practice Examples 0 Disaster Risk Management Approach which can Consider integration and cross-

then pick up community expectations referencing with SPP. 

0 Flood Alert Systems for Cattle Creek and 
Pioneer Rivers 

0 Best Practice Floodplain Management in 
Australia (Department of Natural Resources and 
Mines) 

0 Mackay City Council Storm Surge Maps 
distributed to all households (5 Levels) 

0 Sand/Gravel Extraction Guidelines (to prevent 
undermining levee systems in Pioneer River) 

Community education and There is a need for greater community education and Consider in the implementation 
awareness awareness. Community involvement would also of the SPP. 

provide an indication of local concerns and 
expectations. 

It was suggested that there may be a need for recovery 
organisations to be included in the spp process based 
on the need to plan for community infrastructure (eg: 
evacuation centres, emergency centres) to be used 
during the recovery / relief process. 

It was suggested that local government representatives 
Consider local government 

should also undergo an education process prior to the 
education process prior to release 

implementation of the SPP to ensure effective and 
ofSPP. 

consistent application across the state. 
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Information on risk areas should be readily available to 
the community through local government. 

Flooding Planning needs to take into account changed situations Consider in the drafting of the 
and incremental and off site consequences ego SPP. 
revegetation of river corridors, etc leading to flooding 
where it hasn't happened before. 

Accuracy and reliability of data was questioned, 
particularly in relation to currency of data given 
changed development in catchments. 

A view was expressed that setting a flood level may not 
be sufficient and that the velocity of flood waters may 
need to be considered. 

Establishing flood levels and development levels/ floor 
heights were regarded as reasonable solutions by some 
groups. The need to consider the effects of both major 
and localised flooding events was raised. 

The need to maintain access and evacuation routes in 
.. flood prone areas was identified by one group as an 

important consideration. Another group raised the 
issue of planning alternative routes and access points. 

Bushfires Need to consider location, access, vegetation Consider in the drafting of the 
management. Discussion about firebreaks and the need SPP. 
to maintain them .. 
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Need to consider buffer areas in development beside 
Unallocated State Land (QFRA). 

Consider opportunities for a 
One participant suggested a Statewide Code for Statewide Code. 
Bushfire Management may be an appropriate tool. 

Landslides Mitigation infrastructure can be provided for Consider in the drafting of the 
landslides. Slope and soil type analyses may assist in SPP. Draw on current experiences 
planning decisions in susceptible areas. to determine effectiveness. 

Planning needs to take into account changed situations 
and incremental and off site consequences ego buffer 
areas. 

The SPP should address issues relating to location of 
and .standards for development in susceptible areas, 
including opportunity for declaring' exclusion' areas. 

Earthquakes Susceptibility considerations. 

A planning solution raised included restricting 
development away from fault lines. 
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Cyclones One comment was made that overlay maps could be Consider in the drafting of the 

prepared to identify cyclone-prone areas and that Local SPP. 

Governments could consider more stringent measures. 
I 

Severe Storms There were no specific comments on these. 
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STATE PLANNING POLICY ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR NAruRAL DISASTER MITIGATION 

AND DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT - REGIONAL CONSULTATION WORKSHOPS 

Time/Date: 11:30 - 3:00pm Monday 15th October 2001 
Location: Rockhampton (Central Motor Inn) 

o Overview Comments: (venue suitability, timing, tone and conduct of meeting) 
Overall, venue was good, tone of the meeting was positive and most attendees participated actively. Most equipment was 
provided as requested. 

PARTICIPANTS 

o Attendees (35): 
o 

o 
o 
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WORKSHOP PROGRAM AND SUMMARY 

(1) DES Introduction 

(2) ERM Overview and Presentation on SPP 

(3) General Q&A Session 

o Councillor Margaret Strenlow (Mayor, Rockhampton City) made the comment that the preparation of the State 
Planning Policy process be a collaborative process involving both state and local governments as equal parties, and 
that it needed to occur from the begirtnipg of the process. Cr Strenlow pointed out that local government have the 
primary responsibility for land use planning and commented that, for this reason, should be equally involved in the 
preparation of the SPP. Cr Strenlow stated that she agreed with the need to develop a SPP.  stated that 
DES supports this idea and involved the Local Government Association of Queensland and representatives of Local 
Governments in the focus workshop, which was additional to the requirements of the IP A controls for the 
development of an SPP. 

o Cr Brian Dorey (Livingstone Shire) commented that the preparation of the SPP must ensure a co-ordinated process 
of incorporation into planning schemes across the state. 

o  (Livingstone Shire) made the comment that network facilities, including roads and transport 
infrastructure, servicing communities were not being dealt with and needed to be considered for disaster mitigation 
and recovery reasons. 

o  (Fiztroy Shire) raised the issue of consistency and cost/benefit of applying consistent approaches 
across the state eg: flood levels. Trevor also discussed the cost of mapping, describing it as a multi-million dollar 
exercise that local governments cannot afford. 

. 
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o  (BoM) commented that no reference had been made to the impacts of State Government major 

infrastructure development on land use and the implications on data relevant prior to the construction of these . 
infrastructure items. An example provided was the construction of a railway embankment in a floodplain and the 
resultant changes in flood patterns on the river floodplain. Data used prior to the construction of the embankment 
was no longer be relevant given the changes to flood patterns, resulting from the Queensland Government 
infrastructure development.  stated that the Queensland Government infrastructure development needs 
to consider its impacts and that a SPP will affect Queensland Government agencies was well as Local Governments. 

o  (DNRM) followed up on comments by saying that development applications were 
not dealing with issues including the hardening up of catchments and tree clearing on slopes. 

SMALL GROUP WORKSHOP SUMMARY - FOUR GROUPS 

ISSUES (RELEVANT TO SPP) DETAILS SOLUTIONI ACTION 

Support for development of 
aSPP 

Majority (Some concern was expressed in relation to 
whether the SPP would be able to be implemented, and 
that it would need to be clear, concise and able to be 
interpreted the same way by all users. There was also a 
majority view that while a common approach was a 
good idea it needed to have flexibility to deal with local 
si tua tions). 

Two participants raised concerns that if the policy was 
too flexible it would lose its impact. 

TIrree participants were of the view that it SPP was not 
required - that these issues were currently being 
adequately dealt with by local government and were 
the responsibility of local government. Concern was 
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drafting addresses the concerns. 

Environmental Resources Management Australia 



• • 
expressed in relation to having to revisit planning 
schemes recently prepared to incorporate the outcomes. 

Views were expressed that there is a community 
expectation that governments will protect communities 
from avoidable impacts of natural hazards. 

Hazards to be addressed in a Priority hazards for the SPP were flooding, cyclones, The priority focus may be on 
SPP bushfires and severe storms but there was strong flooding, bushfires and landslides 

support for all six hazards to be further investigated. with all six areas to be 
investigated. 

Other hazards suggested for further investigation and 
supported by the workshop groups were inclusion of 
acid sulfate soils, dam break and pestilence. 

There was discussion of other types of hazard such as These issues are outside the ambit 
chemical spills, exotic disease, tsunamis but it was oftheSPP. 
agreed that these fell outside the ambit of this SPP. 

There was discussion of other legislative mechanisms 
and the need to ensure that strong cross referencing 
exists particularly in relation to storm surge, coastal 
issues, and acid sulfate soils. There were suggestions 
made that these issues, particularly storm surge, could 
be more appropriately considered within this SPP. 

It was considered by one group that risk assessments 
should be undertaken on a regional scale and 
responsibility should not be placed on individual local 
governments. Other participants indicated that is 
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should be local government to define acceptable risk or 

level of immunity. 

Mapping One group stated that the Spp should identify Consider in the drafting of the 

processes and standards for mapping of risk areas. The SPP. 

identification of high risk areas as priority areas, with 

the intention to direct immediate funding to these areas 

was suggested. 

Lack of data and its accuracy was raised as an issue by 
Consider a consistent approach to 

one group. The need to ensure thatD;lapping and 

modelling was consistent across the State was also data capture and base mapping -

identified and it was suggested that the SPP could possible use of Digital Cadastral 

determine minimum standards for data capture. Database. 

Guidelines Guidelines were raised as an alternative to the SPP - to Consider in the drafting of the 

assist local government in the incorporation of issues Guidelines. 

into planning schemes. 

Triggers/Criteria were identified as potentially useful 

measures to identify at risk or prone areas and to be 

included in guidelines. 

Guidelines should not be too prescriptive so as to 

ensure they can be implemented at the micro-level. 

One group suggested that the guidelines incorporate 

standard codes for development assessment. The 

development of model codes for planning- schemes was 
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Liability 

Compensation 

Lack of a common resource 
base 

• 
also suggested. 

Concern was expressed in three groups about the A SPP would provide a sounder 
potential liability of Local Government and the costs of base for defence of actions 
litigation. This was also related to the definition of (provided they follow the SPP). 
areas of acceptable risk. 

Concern was raised in relation to liability in the event 
of risk mapping turning out to be wrong ego if 
development is identified as being outside a risk area 
but subsequently is found to be at ris~. 

Concern was expressed as to whether compensation 
would arise and if so who would be liable in relation to 
deSignation of high risk areas and consequent 
restriction of development. Also, the question of how 
the level of compensation should be determined. 

Consider in the drafting of the 
SPP. Note that SPP will only 
apply in respect of future 
development not existing 
development. 

There is a need to consolidate information into one, Consider in the drafting of the 
accessible location and to establish what desirable/ best SPP and Guidelines. 
practice is. There needs to be agreement between 
agencies (including local governments) as to the 
direction to be taken and communication between 
discipline areas ego planning and engineering. 

Consideration should be given to gathering historical 
data and anecdotal advice in relation to hazard impacts. 
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Costs The issue of cost to local government to develop and 

implement policy in relation to the SPP, including 
acquiring data and preparing maps, was raised in 
several groups. It was identified that srnalliocal 
governments cannot afford to undertake studies or 
mapping, particularly those localgovernrnent areas 
subject to several natural disasters. 

Community education and There is a need for greater cOnUnunity education and Consider in the implementation 
awareness awareness. This was raised particularly in relation to of the SPP. 

the development of new residential areas where 
flooding or other disasters has not been experienced. 

Need to increase farmer's awareness of bushfire prone 
areas on their land 

Flooding Planning needs to take into account changed situations Consider in the drafting of the 
and incremental and off site consequences ego SPP. 
revegetation of river corridors leading to flooding 
where it hasn't happened before. 

Flooding issues in Rockharnpton will differ to those 
across the state as Rockharnpton residents generally 
have about 2 weeks notice of likely flooding events. 

Whilst it is reCOgnised that there needs to be flexibility 
in the flood level adopted across the state to allow for 
local conditions, it was stated that there should be 
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uniformity on a regional or catchment level and that the 
State should determine these levels. 

Accuracy and reliability of data was questioned, 
particularly in relation to currency of data given 
changed development in catchments. 

The document entitled Floodplain Management in 
Australia- Best Practice was raised as a valuable 
information resources and an example of best practice. 

The problems associated with introducing new flood 
levels into areas already constructed on floodplains 
were raised. 

There was a discussion about considering the return 
period to magnitude. There was a discussion about a 
Spp addressing the impact of a flood rather than its 
return period. 

Bushfires Need to consider location, access, evacuation routes, Consider in the drafting of the 
provision of buffers and vegetation management. SPP. 
Discussion about firebreaks and the need to maintain 
them. 

It was commented that the past practice of firebreaks 
and burning between the roads and firebreak (therefore 
not allOWing the fire to 'jump') was effective but is no 
longer used. 

It was raised by one I'artici~ant that there were already 
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various measures in place dealing with bushfires. 

Mitigation infrastructure for bushfires included road 
construction and layout. 

Landslides Mitigation infrastructure can be provided for landslides Consider in the drafting of the 
eg: retaining walls. SPP. 

Planning needs to take into account changed situations 
and incremental and off site consequences ego buffer 
areas. 

The conflicting interests of residents (who prefer 
residential allotments with views) and Councils' 
attempting to introduce landslip measures was raised. 

Earthquakes There were no specific comments on these. 
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Cyclones One comment was made that overlay maps could be Corsider in the drafting of the 

prepared to identify cyclone-prone areas and that Local SPP. 
Governments could consider more stringent measures. 

Land use planning measures were identified as 
considerations for cyclones eg: setback from coast. 

A view was expressed that the State Coastal 
Management Plan does not address adequately storm 
surge and that this SPP may need to address this even 
more thoroughly. 

Severe Storms The implementation of building codes to deal with the 
impacts of severe storms was suggested as solution by 
one group. 

(4) Issues raised not related to SPP. 

There was discussiori of oth~r types of hazard such as chemical spills, pest 
management, tsunamis but it was generally agreed that these fell outside the ambit of 
thisSPP. 
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STATE PLANNING POLlCY ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR NATURAL DISASTER MITIGATION 

AND DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT - REGIONAL CONSULTATION WORKSHOPS 

TimefDate: 1l.15-3.00pm 16 October 2001 

Location: Toowoomba (City Golf Club) 

o Overview Comments: (venue suitability, timing, tone and conduct of meeting) 

Overall, venue was good, organisation and equipment were as requested, tone of the meeting was positive and most attendees 

participated actively. 

PARTICIPANTS 

o Attendees (24): 

o Facilitators:

o Notetakers:
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WORKSHOP PROGRAM AND SUMMARY 

(1) DES Introduction 

(2) ERM Overview and Presentation on SPP 

(3) Small Group Workshop Summary - four groups 

ISSUES (RELEVANT TO SPP) DETAILS SOLUTION/ACTION 

Support for development of 

aSPP 

Additional hazards to be 

addressed in a SPP 

Implementation 

There was general support for a SPP if undertaken in a Consider in the drafting of a SPP 

regionalised approach. However most people present believed 

that the Councils were already planning and doing the measures 

for Natural Hazards, and this may create overlap and redundancy 

in theSPP. 

There was support for the SPP to consider flooding, bushfire and Consider in the drafting of a SPP 

landslides, with cyclones as a secondary focus. It was thought 

that planning for the other hazards should deal with the 

consequential impacts. Consider in the drafting of a SPP 

There was also a majority view that while a common approach 

was a good idea it needed to have flexibility to deal with local Consider in the drafting of a SPP 

situations, particularly flood levels. 

There was a view expressed that there is potential to include 

drought and pests within the SPP. 

Natural hazards occur across local government boundaries. A 

question was raised as to how the SPP can make Councils deal 

with cross boundary issues. 

Consider in the drafting of a SPP 

Consider regionalised mapping in 

the drafting of the SPP 
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A participant pointed out that many Local Government planning 
schemes will be drafted and or completed before the SPP is 
completed. 

A question was raised about the source of funding for the 
implementation of the SPP, with most Councils likely to be unable 
to self fund implementation. 

It was considered that there is a need to ensure that Councils and Consider in the drafting of a SPP 

the community consistently apply the controls of a SPP . 
. 

There was support for keeping a list of manage]I\ent issues in the 
SPP covering issues such as communications and warning 
systems. 

Planning schemes can be drafted to control the form of buildings. 
The draft Toowoomba planning scheme has made the building of 
houses code assessable and includes the use of Australian 
Standards as part of the assessment. 

It was considered that there needs to be complete correlation 
between land use planning (eg planning scheme preparation) and Consider in the drafting. of a SPP 
development assessment. 

SPP should nominate responsible agencies for each task required 
by the SPP. N~ed for DES to become a referral agency for Consider in the drafting of a SPP 

development applications that trigger the SPP as well as having 
input into the drafting of planning schemes. 

Mapping Problems of data availability or the lack of data and the cost of Consider in the drafting of a SPP 
filling data gaps was raised. Councils may not be willing to self 
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fund the acquisition of the data. 

There is a challenge to ensure all data is correct and compatible. 

There was support for regionalised mapping as State wide 
mapping is considered to be too broad and local level is 
considered to be too narrow. 

Standardised mapping of high/medium/low hazard areas was 
raised. 

Guidelines Potential need to develop codes/guidelines for implementation Consider iIi. the drafting of a SPP 
eg (a) assessment code for fire/flood/bushfire/landslide which 
would include generic terminology, (b) particular standards 
relating' to flooding and (c) including design proviSions for major 
infrastructure to ensure they are better than usual. 

Liability A state wide mapping methodology would set a consistent Consider in the drafting of a SPP 
methodology, which might then increase the liability for local 
councils. 

Spp considered to be the only way to pass the responsibility of 
good planning on to the developers rather than the residents or 
Councils 

Lack of a common resource A question was raised if a survey of all Councils had been Consider completing a survey as 
base completed to fully assess what information and what level of part of future SPP work 

information was actually held by Councils. 

Flooding Consistent flood levels were not considered to be viable because Consider in the drafting of a SPP 
the difference between a Q50 and QI00 was not significant in the 
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Darling Downs area, whilst in other areas it is a significant 
change. 

It was stated that problems ,were being caused downstream by 
adjoining upstream plannillg approvals of works in flood plains. 

Subdivisions design should include two entry points, one of Consider in the drafting of a SPP 

which is flood immune and should also nominate meeting points 
in public land Subdivisions road networks can be designed to 
assist in dniiflage, eg roads orientated to manage flows not block 
them. 

Bushfires Need for some standard in terms of fire breaks, revegetation for Consider in the drafting of a SPP 
bushfire mitigation (fire resistant species), houses to include tanks 
for fire fighting purposes and couplings for use by trucks. 

Definition of bushfires should be modified to include grassfires Consider in the drafting of a SPP 

A view was expressed that there is a need to balance land uses 
and bushfire management. For example, generally livestock keep 
the understorey clear of vegetation reducing the risks of 
firestorms, but the livestock cause environmental damage. 

Local problems include large 30 acre rural blocks, some of which 
contain residents whilst others don't. Difficulty comes in poor 
management of properties and the inability of the Rural Fire 
Service to know if residents are on the land and need protection. 

Need for properties to have their own property firebreaks and for 
Councils to promote/ educate regarding proper property 
management. Need to recognise that proper individual site 

. 
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management reduces the risk of damage even in high risk areas. 

Subdivisions should be designed to include two entry / exit points, 
so that one route is always available. 

A view was expressed that a State wide consistent approach may 
be difficult (eg provision of firebreak in humid and arid areas will 
differ). 

There was support for the SPP to call up the Building Code of 
Australia for fire design 

Landslides A view was expressed that there is a need for independent Potentially incorporate into 
geotechnical investigations of sites prior to approvals being associated guidelines 
granted in at risk areas. 

Earthquakes There was a view that the SPP should either plan for earthquakes 
everywhere or nowhere. The difficulty arises because generally 
people do not know where the fault lines are loc,ated. 
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Cyclones Deal with consequential issues eg storm surge. Consider in the drafting of a SPP 

Some locations may be more vulnerable eg the eastern side of 
Castle Hill in Townsville. 

Need to educate people on property management to reduce the 
amount of material able to become airborne during cyclones and 
storm events. 

Severe Storms May be possible to deal with the consequences via flood control 
and build standards. 

Best Practice Examples The Victorian Country Fire Service" Design Manual for Rural Consider documents in the 
Development Areas. drafting of an SPP 

Other initiatives from others States eg Blue Mountains Fire 
Management initiatives. 

Ash Wednesday Fire Risk Model. 

Toowoomba Escarpment Management Plan- developed by 
Toowoomba Council and the QFRS. 

Gatton Shire Flood Hazard Management Plan. 

Gatton Shire Bushfire Policy. 

Gatton Shire Landslides Policy. 

Gold Coast Council Bushfire Management Plan. 

Additional Issues Potentially the need to include a "XU in the matrix relating to the Consider in the drafting of a SPP 
possible use if mitigation infrastructure for landslides and 
bushfires. Examples included fire breaks and water storage tanks 
for bushfires and retaining walls, rock bolts and stronger 
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infrastructures in areas prone to landslides. 

It was generally considered that Significant infrastructure (such as 
hospitals, power stations and sewerage treatment facilities should 
not be placed in high risk areas. 

There was a view that the SPP should support suitable uses for no 
risk areas. 

A question was raised as to how the initial stakeholder group for 
the workshop was formulated, with concern that some important 
groups with experience in the area had not been invited eg 
Tableland councils. It was explained that the initial workshop 

Consider in the drafting of a SPP 
was a scoping exercise with the LGAO invited and 7 
representatives from 6 Local Governments. 

Limitations of the State Planning Policy to control existing and 
approved development was recognised. It was suggested that the 
best approach was to ensure tighter building controls were 
implemented through the Building Code of Australia. There was 
a suggestion that this was perhaps the best outcome and that the 
development of a State Planning Policy was a secondary benefit. 

There was support for location planning to ensure that significant 
assets (such as nursing homes, hospitals) are not in high risk areas 

Roads are important for movement and major roads should be 
located or built to avoid risk from hazards. 

There was a view that a SPP needs to define extreme, high, 
medium and low risks and that it should contain a clear statement 
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medium and low risks and that it should contain a clear statement 

of principles. 
, 

There was a view expressed that there are significant issues which 

need to be addressed in existing developed areas. 

(4) Issues raised not related to SPP. 

0 Encourage insurance companies to provide incentives for properties that demonstrate the 

application of management principles for hazard management. 

0 Need for better signage of chemical storage on rural properties. Danger created for fire 

fighters entering properties to fight fires and potential unknown risks within buildings. 

> 
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STATE PLANNING POLICY ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR NATURAL DISASTER MITIGATION 

AND DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT - REGIONAL CONSULTATION WORKSHOPS 

TimelDate: 1l.30-3.00pm 17 October 2001 
Location: Bundaberg (Burnett Riverside Motel) 

o Overview Comments: (venue suitability, timing, tone and conduct of meeting) 
Overall, venue was good, organisation and equipment were as requested, tone of the meeting was positive and most attendees 
participated actively. 

PARTICIPANTS 

o Attendees (19): 



! : • • 
WORKSHOP PROGRAM AND SUMMARY 

(1) DES Introduction 

(2) ERM Overview and Presentation on SPP 

(3) Q & A Open Forum Discussion and Small Group Workshop (2 Groups) Summary (see following section) 

ISSUES (RELEVANT TO Sl'l') SOLUTION/AcTION 

Support for development of There was general support for a SPP, however the fact that some Consider in the drafting of a 
aSPP Councils have little or no baseline data and existing planning will SPP 

not make it easy to implement. 

A view was expressed that the Integrated Planning Act does not 
currently address Natural Disaster related issues, and a SPP would 
be a good way to incorporate this aspect. 

Natural Hazards to be All hazards were discussed with no clear decision on which Consider in the drafting of a 
considered hazards to include emerging. It was agreed that bushfires and SPP 

flooding could be covered. With some doubt over the ability to 
include earthquakes. One out of two groups thought landslides, 
severe storms and cyclones should be included. 

Drought - two people thought that drought should be included (eg 
a development should not be allowed if there is insufficient water) 

Consider in the drafting of a This was considered particularly relevant when land considered to 
be unsustainable farming land is subdivided for development as SPP 

residential development is thought to require more water than that 
required to sustain farming. 
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Wave Set Up - one person questioned if storm surge would also 
address wave set up issues (wave swell) 

One out of two groups questions the inclusion of tsunami within 
theSPP. 

Implementation There was a question as to what appeal process would be available 
for Councils and individual developers to appeal against the 
implications of the SPP and the associated planning scheme 
content. 

There was a question as to what enforcement powers the SPP will 
have and a statement that the extent of those powers will be critical 
to the successful implementation of the SPP. There was support for 
the SPP having "teeth". 

Views were expressed that the onus should be on the applicant to 
Consider in the drafting of a 

site development in an area without natural hazard implications. 
SPP 

Funding for smaller less affluent local government to undertake 
technical studies to inform Planning Schemes was considered 
insufficient. 

A financial viability question for smaller developers or individuals 
was raised if a number of technical investigations are required as 
part of any or all future development applications. Larger 
developers were thought to be able to bear the cost but smaller 
developers may not. 

A view was expressed that to incorporate SPP matters into a 
planning scheme takes significant lead time and that by the time a 



• • 
SPP is drafted most schemes will be well advanced, making 
incorporation of SPP matters difficult. A comment made that 
perhaps it is unrealistic to expect Councils to incorporate these 
issues within the current 2003 IP A schemes. 

State Government is bound by a SPP. It was raised that the onus 
was being placed on Local Government to implement the SPP but 
similar onus was not being applied to State Government. 

There was a suggestion that the DES should become a concurrence 
agency as part of the SPP implementation, to assess applications 
compliance with the SPP. 

There was support for DES being a referral agency as it was 
considered this might give local governments access to expert 
information. 

A view was expressed that currently the views of Council officers Consider in the drafting of a 
including town planners, are often overlooked by Councilors in SPP 
making development decisions. Decisions are thought to be made 
on political grounds rather than sound planning grounds. A SPP 
was considered a way to remove this loophole. 

Consider in the drafting of a 
There was a question as to the implications of the SPP upon SPP 
Infrastructure Charges Plans and Benchmark Development 
Sequencing. 

Consider in the Drafting of an 
If a SPP goes ahead extensive education for Local Government SPP 
officers on the applicability of the SPP will be required. 



• • 
Mapping Doubt over'the ability of smaller councils to gather data needed for 

mapping. 

Suggestion that all mapping and baseline data be collated and held Consider in the drafting of a 

in a central location or database. SPP 

The Central Queensland University has recently completed some 

interesting mapping of the earthquake susceptibility of Bundaberg. 

Need for htiIDan services risk assessment mapping, potential to 

include existing mapping within the Widebay Community Services 

Network (www.widebay.net/wbhsm). 

Guidelines Q Build - incorporating requirements for refuge shelters in public 

buildings. Where public building are constructed they should be 

multi-purpose as safe havens for protection against hazards eg 

community halls and schools. 

Currently very little thought has been put into the design of lot 

layouts; access routes and emergency escape routes. The 

guidelines should include some details on minimum requirements 

for thOse issues. Potential to design with some sacrificial items eg 

parklands and minor roads but not houses. 

Need to develop separate codes/Guidelines to become part of the 
Consider in the drafting of a 

SPP. 
SPP 

Need to include education programs and other complementary 
Consider in the drafting and 

implementation of a SPP 
measures. 



I ' 

Uability / Compensation 

SPP content 

Bushfires 

• • 
Question was raised about potential compensation for developers 
who are negatively affected by the new SPP and liability of State 
Government or local government. . 

Consistency and clarity in drafting of SPP is required to ensure Consider in the drafting of a 
development coriditions are defendable in Court eg Good Quality SPP 
Agricultural Land SPP was considered by participant to be not 
defensible, based on a development decision in the Isis Council. 

State should set minimum standards but be flexible to allow Local Consider in the drafting of a 
Covernment to set higher standards based on community SPP 
expectation. The SPP should provide guidance on risk 
quantification. 

It was questioned if the SPP would dictate what event a Planning 
Scheme needs to consider, eg congruence of a storm surge with 
flooq, earthquake with flood. 

Need to discuss SPP terms in plain English, such as what is meant 
by land use planning and development assessment and what an 
SPP can do to influence a Planning Scheme. . 

Bushfires were considered by one group to be the greatest common 
threat to the region and a hazard where the risk can be easily and 
accurately assessed. 

Codes need to be developed to be included as part of the SPP. 

Should consider the findings of the DLGP and the Rural Fire 
Service "Guide to Bushfire Management" 

Consider in the drafting of a 
SPP 

Consider in the drafting of a 
Spp 

Consider in the drafting of a . 
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A representative from DPI - Forestry indicated its belief that no spp 
restrictions should be placed on plantations or use of their land as a 
result of SPP. DPI currently has management plans in place to 
guard against bushfire hazards and they feel that these more than 
adequately address bushfire risk. 

DPI has historical fire records for their forest areas, which could be 
used as part of regional risk analysis. 

Flood The two workshop groups did not believe that a consistent flood Consider in the drafting of an 
level was possible tobe set to control development. The belief was SPP 
that it was necessary to vary the level across Shires to allow for 
local variations. A view was expressed that a State wide or regional 
level would not be workable. 

One group outlined the key river systems in the area, which 
Consider in the drafting of an included the  Kolan, Isis and Auburn. That groups 

view was that consistency in flood level limits was not considered SPP 

an issue. The view was that the State should identify minimum 
levels and then Local Governments could decide if higher level 
should be adopted based on community expec~ations. 

One group considered that the redevelopment of existing areas 
could be a problem if a SPP was created. The belief was that it 
would be difficult to apply the same controls to new 'greenfield' 
development and to in-fill development. 

Landslides Not considered to be a Significant issue in the area, although the 
significance of it on a statewide level was recognised. 



• • 
Earthquakes Earthquakes were considered to be a district wide problem. If they Consider in the drafting of an 

are to be included in a SPP additional baseline information will be SPP 
required (available from Central Queensland University and 
Australian Emergency Management Institute) 

It was considered doubtful that a SPP could cover earthquakes, 
largely due to the current lack of information on the topic. 

Cyclones Need t0' consider Storm Surge along with Cyclones and the Consider in the drafting of an 
possibility of a Tsunami. SPP 

. 

Severe Storms Views were expressed in one of the two groups that developments 
should place powerlines underground to minimise the damage 
caused by strong winds 

Infrastructure It was questioned by one group how the SPP would affect 
Infrastructure Charges Plans and how the new Council 
Infrastructure Charges Plans would deal with new infrastructure 
required for Natural Hazard management 



• • 
Best Practice Examples 3 Pilot flood and storm surge studies completed for Hervey Bay, Consider in the Drafting of an 

Cairns and Mackay. spp 

Department of Local Government and Planning and Rural Hre 

Service manual on Bushfire Hazard Planning was considered an 

excellent document 

(4) Issues raised not related to SPP. 

Currently little overall emphasis at a state level on disaster mitigation, needs a whole of 

government approach to the wider issue such as education which is beyond the scope of the SPP 
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STATE PLANNING POLICY ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR NATURAL DISASTER MITIGATION 

AND DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT - REGIONAL CONSULTATION WORKSHOPS 

TimelDate: 1l.15-3.00pm 18 October 2001 
Location: Sunshine Coast (Noosa North Shore Retreat) 

o Overview Comments: (venue suitability, timing, tone and conduct of meeting) 
Overall, venue was good, organisation and equipment were as requested, tone of the meeting was positive and most attendees 
participated actively. 

o Any immediate action required and responsible person 
None. 

PARTICIPANTS 
o Attendees (20): 
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WORKSHOP PROGRAM AND SUMMARY 

(1) DES Introduction 

(2) ERM Overview and Presentation on SPP 

(3) Q&A Open Forum Discussion and Small Group Workshop Summary (four groups) 

ISSUES ([(ELEVANT TO SPP) DETAILS SOLUTION! ACTION 

Support for development of . There was general support for a SPP, however it was thought that· Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

aSPP it couId not address cyclones, severe storms and doubts were also 

raised in relation to the applicability of a SPP in relation to 

earthquakes. Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

It was considered that planning for cyclones and storms should 

deal more with the consequential impacts eg flooding. 

There was some wariness among Council representatives, as they 

are already planning and undertaking measures to address 

natural hazards, and these representatives stated that a SPP may 

over ride or make redundant their current policies and work. 

Hazards to be addressed in a See row above concerning support for development of a SPP. Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

SPP 
A view was expressed that there is potential to consider some 

aspects of drought. It was considered that drought is best 

addressed by infrastructure rather than land use planning eg 

ensuring that areas have adequate water supply 

BOM representative stated that this agency is investigating 
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Greenhouse and climate change issues and that the SPP could 
incorporate climate change into the SPP. 

Pest inundation was raised as a possible hazard to consider. 

Implementation Currently the referral trigger only occurs for impact assessable Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 
applications, question as to what happens with code assessable 
applications, will the SPP apply? There was a question on the 
possible role of the DES as an assessment manager and a 
suggestion that the DES becomes a referral agency for 
applications. 

There was a question as to how the SPP would deal with in-fill 
development within established areas and if an SPP could 
actually set a generic flood level to be applied across all areas. 

Concern that a SPP may be too restrictive on Councils, 
Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

particularly the enforcement of mandatory minimum levels and 
exclusion areas. 

Concern over the cost implications of mandatory hazard 
Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

investigations and mapping, particularly on small Councils. It 
was thought that for the SPP to be successful it will require large 
amounts of funding. 

A variety of information is currently held by a number of 
different organisations. There is a need to compile all of this 
information into a single resource database. 

Consultation with the community on natural hazards should be 
compulsory. The knowledge contained within the local 
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authorities is not being asked for. Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

Possibly the SPP needs to recognise a link between the SPP and 

Counter Disaster Plans. The Counter Disaster Plans provide 

weighting for the prioritisation of capital works programs. 

Mapping Concern that the local governments have very fine detail Consider in the Drafting oian SPP 

mapping, which may become irrelevant if the State imposes state 

wide broad level mapping. Concern was raised that the broad 

level mappmg would not suffice and that the fine detail mapping 

was essential. 

Matrix Possibly include infrastructure for bushfires (eg fire breaks) and Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

flood (eg flood warning systems) as part of disaster mitigation 

infrastructure. 

Flooding Doubt was raised over the ability to incorporate a State wide Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

flood level, with the need for regional and local variations raised 

as an alternative. It was considered that levels need to be varied 

depending upon the land use, eg urban or higher density areas 

should have a higher level than rural areas. 

Opinion was expressed that the SPP should standardise what Consider in the Drafting of an SPp· 

type of event planning schemes should plan for and model on eg 

flood and storm surge and high tide or similar combination. That 

way all Councils will have a standardised methodology and 

starting point. 

Noosa Council has considered the impact of dam break within 
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some of its recent flood studies 

Concern was raised on the ability of the SPP to have an impact on 

existing development. It was considered that the existing 

development and infrastructure is too expensive to relocate to Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

new lower or non- risk areas. 

A view was expressed that the SPP needs to be careful not to 

restrict development (eg agriculture) from certain areas, which 

rely upon flood plains for good soil and can only occur in these at 

risk areas. 

A view was expressed that the SPP could state Desired 

Environmental Outcomes rather than recommending a consistent 

standard State-wide level. 

Bushfires Sunshine Coast Councils have joined together to form a joint 

working group to address bushfires. 
Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

Bushfires should be changed to wildfires. One example of 

rewording was that the definition in the discussion paper should 

be amended to add after 'wooded areas' "or other vegetation 

types" 

Concern was raised that the people have no idea of the 

implications and risk of building in certain areas. Education Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 
needs to be improved. 

A view was expressed that firebreaks and vegetation clearing and 
Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

management should be mandatory for all new rural properties. 
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A view was expressed that development should not be allowed to 
adjoin existing plantation forest areas. 

It was considered that another mechanism is required to require Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 
existing developments to consider bushfire planning or control 
where this has not already occurred. 

It was considered that if development is allowed in bushfire 
prone areas, there should be an obligation to have a good 
community: education program. 

There was a view expressed that there may be a need to require 
compulsory burning-off as a management tool within rural areas 
to assist in reducing fuel loadings. It was considered that this 
could be complemented by an education brochure on why 
burning -off is necessary. 

Landslides It was agreed that the state planning policy should address 
landslides. 

Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 
A view was expressed that land use planning for landslides needs 
to be based on local knowledge and mapping. It was considered 
that it would be too expensive to produce state wide mapping in 
sufficient detail to be of use in landslides risk assessment. 

A view was expressed that a SPP should prevent development on 
areas at risk of landslide. 

Earthquakes Doubt was raised in relation to the ability to plan in relation to 
earthquakes. 
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It was agreed that the cost benefits versus risk were not grea t Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

enough to warrant significant changes to development areas. It 

was agreed that control through the Building Codes was 

adequate. 

Cyclones A view was expressed that the type of cyclone event needs to be Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

considered and that, variable controls could be implemented 

based on this approach. 
Consider in the Drafting of an Spp 

A view was expressed that a Spp can only really address the 

consequential impacts such as flooding and strong winds. It was 

considered that an education program, rather than direct controls, 

was more likely. This included, for example, education programs 

on site management to remove items that may become airborne. 

Severe Storms It was considered that there is a need to design new areas with Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

access/ egress alternate routes. 

A view was expressed that there is a need to educate on the 

dangers of storms and risk reduction through appropriate 

management of on-site"loose" items. 

A view was expressed that detailed design needs to consider 

overland flow paths and plan for lesser rain events 
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Additional Issues There was a question as to how the SPP may deal with climate Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

change and greenhouse issues. Noosa Council is currently 
investigating to incorporate into their scheme. 

A view was expressed that the ability to plan for climate change 
within the SPP and planning schemes would depend on the 
lifespan of the SPP and the planning schemes. It was considered 
that, in the long term, climate change would have a significant 
impact, whereas in the short time it may have very little. 

There was support for the SPP to specifically call-up the Building 
Code of Australia and other similar controls. 

When the issue of planning for multiple simultaneous hazards 
was raised, there was a view expressed that Local Governments 
should take a risk assessment approach as recommended in the 
Australian and New Zealand standards. 

Best Practice Examples Suggestion that examples from other States be sourced. However Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 
it was thought that other States currently deal with the issues in 
an uncoordinated manner. 

Queensland Urban Drainage Manual was considered to be a 
useful resource which addresses some in-fill issues 

NSW Department of Land and Bushfire Management- Guidelines 
for Bushfire Management. 

There was a suggestion that CSIRO be approached for relevant 
documentation. 
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AUSTROAD Standards for Road Construction was 

recommended. 

Maroochy Shire Bushfire and Steep Land Development Codes 

were recommended. 

(4) Issues raised not related to SPP. 

a Encourage insurance companies to provide incentives for properties that demonstrate the 

application of management principles for hazard management. 

a Need for better signage of chemical storage on rural properties. Danger created for fire 

fighters entering properties to fight fires and potential unknown riskS within buildings. 

a Possibility of differential insurance and the implications on insurance if people build in 

known risk areas 
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STATE PLANNING POUCY ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR NATURAL DISASTER MITIGATION 

AND DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT - REGIONAL CONSULTATION WORKSHOPS 

TimelDate: 2-4.30pm 19 October 2001 

Location: Roma (Roma Bowls Club) 

o Overview Comments: (venue suitability, timing, tone and conduct of meeting) 

Overall, venue was good, organisation and equipment were as requested, tone of the meeting was positive and all attendees 

participated actively. 

o Any immediate action required and responsible person 

Nil. 

PARTICIPANTS 

o Attendees (9): 
o Local Government (6 from 4 Councils):  

 

 
 

Fire) 
o Federal Government (1 from 1 Department): 

o Facilitators: 
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WORKSHOP PROGRAM AND SUMMARY 

(1) DES Introduction 

(2) ERM Overview and Presentation on SPP 

(3) General Q&A Session 

o Discussion about nature and availability of NDRMSP funding. 

(4) Small Group Workshop Summary - one group 

ISSUES (RELEVANT TO SPI') DETAILS SOLUTIONI ACTION 

Support for development of All supported the development of a SPP considering all Proceed with formulation of a 
aSPP six issues identified in the Discussion Paper, possibly SPP 

with earthquakes being a lower priority. 
Hazards to be addressed in a 
SPP There should be a State-wide direction allowing for Consider in drafting of SPP 

, regional approaches/ solutions and priorities 

Additional hazards - there was consensus that bushfire Consider in drafting of SPP 
should be widened to "wildfire" . There was a 
suggestion that biodiversity should be considered and 
another suggestion that biological/ chemical hazards 
could be considered 

Mapping There was strong support for mapping of risk areas and Consider in the drafting of the 
for bringing it together at a regional level to identify SPP. 
regional risk and allow sharing of resources. 
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Guidelines Guidelines should allow for regional variations in Consider in the drafting of the 

relation to solutions. Guidelines. 

Liability and Insurance Concern was expressed about the potential liability of Consider possible legislative 

Local Government in the setting of flood levels. support. 

Consider regional setting of flood levels by local 

governments. 

There was support for the idea of differential insurance 

for different levels of risk. 

Lack of a common resource There was support for the development of a common Consider in the drafting of the 

base resource base in the form of guidelines and best SPP and Guidelines. 

practice guidelines. 

Community education and There was considered a need for greater community Consider in the implementation 

awareness education and awareness. DES could develop an of theSPP. 

information pack to enable communities to easily 

identify risk and to use appropriate materials (eg 

fencing in storm / cyclone areas), planting etc to 

minimise risk. 

There is an assumption in the community that hazard 

issues are being looked at by "government" and that 

community interests are already protected. 
, 

Flooding There was discussion of the approaches being taken by Consider in the drafting of the 

different Councils. All Councils represented had SPP. 

undertaken or were undertaking flood studies. 

Murweh has recently adopted an Interim Flood Policy 
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requiring habitable areas to be above maximum 
recorded flood level and is considering levees. Roma 
has undertaken flood studies and will include the 
results in new IPA planning scheme (currently at 
Statement of Proposals stage). Warroo has included 
measures in draft planning scheme to go to Council 
shortly. 

There was sllpport for a regional approach to the issue. 

There was discussion about the differing impacts of a 
set level ego Q50 or Ql00 on different communities and 
the need .to allow for regional circumstances. 

There was discussion about the potential conflict 
between achieving all weather access and the possible 
flooding implications of major roadworks construction 
above flood leveL 

Land uses in various catchments, including modified 
. farming practices, have resulted in changed flood 
patterns. 

Need to consider impacts and duration of flooding 
rather than setting a blanket leveL 

Comment was made that in some cases gullies and 
creeklines that had been floodways were being 
vegetated and not permitted by EPA to be cleared. 
Also, that in some cases creeks and dams were silting 
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up because of runoff and that this was worsening 
flooding but was not allowed by EPA to be cleared. 

- . 

Bushfires Support for mapping of risk areas and differential Consider in the drafting of the 
standards for service by rural fire services. People SPP. 
should be aware of fire risk and if a conscious choice is 
made to live in a high risk area, people should not 
expect rural fire volunteers to put their lives at risk to 
protect propE!rty. 

There was consensus that bushfire should be widened 
to IJwildfirell

• 

Communities should be involved in the development of 
risk assessment and mitigation strategies. Strategies 
should provide for education of new owners and 
residents moving into an area to be aware of risks. 

Perceived to be a greater problem in coastal, urbanising 
and steep areas. 

Landslides S1.!pport for inclusion in SPP but not considered to be a Consider in the drafting of the 
great problem in this region. SPP. 

Earthquakes Support for inclusion in SPP but not considered to be a Consider in the drafting of the 
great problem in this region although one participant SPP. 
noted that he had experienced earthquakes in Surat but 
that because develQPment was generally low-rise 
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timber buildings impacts were low .. 

Cyclones Support for inclUsion in SPP but not considered to be a Consider in the drafting of the 

great problem in this region. SPP. 

Severe Storms Storms are a regular occurrence in the region. Consider in the drafting of the 

SPP. 

Suggestions for planning measures included 

undergrounding of powerlines which would also 

improve visual amenity (but needed to be subject to 

cost impacts, especially in rural areas), vegetation 

guidelines, fencing etc. Comment was made that 

stormwater runoff was causing problems like localised 

flooding. 

(5) Issues raised not related to SPP. 

There was discussion of other types of hazard such as chemical spills. 

There was discussion about the Building Code of Australia and comment was made 

that further consistency across the State and Australia should be considered ego cyclone 

bolts / tie downs are required in northern Queensland when similar impacts are 

experienced from storms in southern Australia but such measures are not required. 
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STATE PLANNING POlley ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR NATURAL DISASTER MmGATION 

AND DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT- REGIONAL CONSULTATION WORKSHOPS 

Time/Date: 10:00 am -1:30pm Monday 22 October 

Location: Sheridan Plaza Hotel, Cairns 

o Overview Comments: (venue suitability, timing, tone and conduct of meeting) 

Overall, venue was good, organisation and equipment were as requested, tone of the meeting was positive and most 

attendees participated actively. 

o Any immediate action required and responsible person 

No specific actions 

P ARTiCIP ANTS 

o 
• 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 
o 
o 

Attendees (32): 

Local Government (11 from 5 Local Governments):  

State Government (12 from 11 Queensland Government agencies):  

(
 

Community Group (1):  

Professional Body /Industry (6): 

(Cairns Chamber of Commerce) 

Federal Agencies (  (BoM). 

Academia (1): (JCU - Centre for Disaster Studies) 

Facilitators: ( (DES),  (ERM), (DES) 

Notetakers: (QT), (RAPI), (DES), (ERM). 
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WORKSHOP PROGRAM AND SUMMARY 

(1) DES Introduction 

(2) ERM Overview and Presentation on SPP 

(3) Q&A Session 

o (fCU) asked what types of development applications are not required to take account of a SPP? 
SV clarified that it depended on the way in which SPPs are framed - they may specify particular 
areas/ developments that are subject to the SPP or may apply across whole of planning scheme areas. 

o (Mareeba Shire) questioned the basis for funding claims in relation to studies undertaken under the 
Natural Disaster Risk Management Arrangements. FS directed TC to contact  at the Department of 
Emergency Services (3247 8484). 

o (Cairns Chamber of Commerce) disagreed with the representation that the SPP is likely to reduce costs 
for developers, indicating that he thought it would represent another cost to developers. He stated that there hasn't 
been a SPP developed to date that hasn't resulted in increased costs and stated that all local governments were 
adequately dealing with these impacts at present. 

o (Mareeba Shire) questioned the status of the Disaster Risk Management document, in terms of whether or 
not future amendments willbe made. PW made the comment that the document incorporates a very high level of 
risk and that this perhaps was not appropriate and that the criteria used to categOrise risk needed to be reworked. 

o Cr Jeff Pezzutti (Cairns City) commented that it would be difficult to develop an effective SPP to apply across the 
whole state given the geographic and cliinatic differences. JP suggested that the state should be divided into 
geographic regions by latitude, with policies applying to the regions. SV commented that this had been raised in 
other workshops and a potential solution was the development of a common approach across the state but allowing 
the flexibility to adapt to localised conditions. 
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 (RAPI) asked how the SPP could be applied in Aboriginal areas. SV indicated that advice was 

currently being sought in relation to this and suggested that the SPP may not be mandatory in these locations. 

D Brendan Nelson (Cairns City) questioned who determined acceptable level of risk. He referred to the AGSO website 
where it is indicated that landslip areas in the Cairns region, 1:8000 chance was identified as an acceptable level of 
risk. SV commented that theSPP may require consideration of these issues but leave the decision making with LG. 

 (BoM) questioned why drought had not been included. SV commented that planning could not do very 
much about drought. 

(QT) commented that even though storm surge was covered in State Coastal Management Plan, 
perhaps it should also be included in the SPP for the purposes of consistency. This was strongly supported by each 
of the four groups. 

(Disaster District Coordinator) questioned whether or not the SPP could set standards 
governments must abide by. SV indicated that it .could or it could provide alternative solutions also. 

 (DLGP) indicated that storm surge should be included in the SPP given the Significant proportion of 
the State affected and on the basis that the State Coastal Management Plan may not be sufficiently effective in its 
dealing with these issues. Greg Underwood (Cairns City) supported this notion, indicating that there should be 
consistency across the State in dealing with storm surge. 

Mareeba Shire) commented that if the SPP did not set standards then local governments were likely to be 
facing litigation from developers and for this reason local governments may need protection from developers. SV 
indicated that the SPP could set standards or alternative solutions and that the SPP would assist in providing 
support for local governments. 

(DMR) commented that the SPP would have to deal with standards in some way otherwise its 
ss would be limited. 

(4) Small Group Workshop Summary - four groups 
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ISSUES (RELEVANT TO SPP) DETAILS SOLUTION/AcTION 

Support for development of Support was received from all participants for the Care should be taken in drafting 
a SPP development of a SPP. There was also a majority view the SPP to ensure that the 

that while a common approach was a good idea it drafting addresses the concerns. 
needed to have fleXIbility to deal with local situations. 
It was identified that a potential approach was the 
setting of a minimum risk assessment standard, with 
power resting with local government to deterrnme 
. higher standards if required. 

There was. support for the right of the 
community/purchaser to know all the risks for the 
area. 

Hazards to be addressed in a Priority hazards for the SPP were flooding, bushfire The priority focus may be on 
SPP and landslides but there was strong support for all six flooding, bushfires and landslides 

hazards to be further investigated. with all six areas to be 

StrOng support was received for the inclusion of storm 
investigated. 

surge in the SPP, and one participant was strongly 
advocating dealing with storm surge as a separate issue 
(as opposed to its links with flooding and cyclones). It 
was commented that the consequential impacts of 
cyclones and severe storms were the concern rather 
than the disasters themselves. 

Other hazards suggested for further investigation and 
Other hazards raised could be 

supported by the workshop groups were inclusion of 
considered. drought, beach erosion, dam break and tsunamis. One 

. group, which raised dam break as a potential hazard, 
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decided it shoul'!obe excluded because it is not a natural 

hazard. 

Support was also received for the inclusion of 

greenhouse effect in the SPP and the associated 

implications for the worsening of natural hazards and 

their ilnpacts. 

Mapping One group suggested that the SPP should make Consider in the drafting of the 

provision for the identification of 'no-go' areas and SPF. 

acceptable areas in relation to development. 
Consider a consistent approach to 

Lack of data availability was raised as an issue by one data capture and base mapping -

group. possible use of DCDB. 

It was identified that the state-wide mapping of 

hazards had some benefits in the identification of 

source locations, flow paths and impacts. 

It was identified that hazard maps may have a multi-

purpose function. 

Guidelines One group suggested that Guidelines should give Consider in the drafting of the 

guidance on how planning tools such as hazard maps Guidelines. 

can be used. 

One group thought a SPP should use AGSO research to 

state where development should not occur. 

One group considered that a SPP needs to establish a 

minimum standard and may need to be embodied in 
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Planning 
Scheme/Development Issues 

e 
legislation to make it stronger. 

One group recommended the inclusion of benchmarks. 

One person considered that the State should include in 
the first draft, information on what each local 
government is doing in relation to this topic. 

It was raised that the SPP needed to ensure a more 
strategic, approach to planning key infrastructure such 
as hospitals, -airstrips, key access routes, to ensure these 
key infrastructures are not located in 'at risk' areas and 
facilities could be appropriately uSed during times of 
disaster. This included ensuring buildings were built to 
withstand more extreme disasters (eg: category 4 or 5 
cyclones) rather than lower impact disasters. 

Increased communication between local and State 
government was raised, particularly in relation to 
conflicting legislation and also in relation to the shared 
responsibility in the implementation of the SPP. 

Problems were recognised for the implementation of 
the SPP in local government areas where standards 
already exist. 

It was suggested that once planning schemes 
incorporate natural hazard planning, the planning 
scheme may become the dominant document and the 
SPP fall away. 

One group identified the need for development 
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Liability 

Compensation 

• 
applications to incorporate studies (eg: geotechnical) to 
demonstrate site suitability for development. TIlls was 
related to placing the onus on developer/owner and 
has implications for reducing liability for local 
governments. 

It was suggested benchmark standards should be 
included in planning schemes in relation to issues 
including infrastructure and access arrangements. 

One group raised the issue that planning schemes need 
to allocate .additional land for growth and change and 
also to allow for natural processes ill and around new 
development. 

One group raises the issues that lower socio-economic 
communities being attracted to more affordable, higher 
risk areas. 

Concern was generally expressed about the potential A SPP would provide a sounder 
liability of Local Government and the costs of litigation. base for defence of actions 
This was also related to the definition of areas of (provided they follow the SPP). 
acceptable risk. 

Concern was raised in relation to liability in the event 
of risk mapping turning out to be. wrong ego if 
development is identified as being outside a risk area 
but subsequently is found to be at risk. 

Concern was expressed in two groups as to whether Consider in the drafting of the 
compensation would arise and if so who would be SPP. Note that SPP will only 
liable in relation to designation of high risk areas and apply in respect of future 
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consequent restriction of development. Also raised was development not existing 
the question of how the level of compensation should development. 
be determined. 

Lack of a common resource There is a need to consolidate information into one, Consider in the drafting of the 
base accessible location and to establish what is desirable! SPP and Guldelines. 

best practice. There needs to be agreement between 
agencies (including lo~al governments) as to the 
directioI). to be taken and communication between 
discipline areas ego planning and engineering. 

Consideration should be given to gathering historical 
data and anecdotal advice in relation to hazard impacts. 

Community education and There is a need for greater community education and Consider in the implementation 
awareness awareness. Local governments could develop an of the SPP. 

information pack to enable potential purchasers of land 
to easily identify risk. 

Best Practice Measures Flooding policies used in other Australian states. 

Institute of Engineers publication relating to Australian 
Rainfall and Runoff. 

NSW Bushfire Service documentation and practises. 

Darwin storm surge mapping. 

AGSO report on natural hazards in the Cairns region. 
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Mareeba Shire Council history of flood damage. 

Swan Shire (W A) policy on rural subdivision. 

Cairns City Council documenting on rates notices all 
properties below QI00. 

Flooding Planning needs to take into account changed situations Consider in the drafting of the 
and incremental and off site consequences· ego SPP. 
reveget,,;tion of river corridors, leading to flooding 
where it hasn't happened before. 

Accuracy and reliability of data was questioned, 
particularly in relation to currency of data given 
changed development in catchments etc. 

What level should be used ego Q50, QlOO, highest 
recorded flood level, probable maximum? Should it 
vary between regions? There was no consensus view as 
to the level to be used. The comment was made that 
average levels were not particularly useful to deal with 
extreme and localised events. , 

One group considered that the NSW model should be 
adopted as a means of preventing development, if 
minimum standards concerning velocity and depth of 
waters are not met. 

Bushfires There was discussion about the need to consider Consider in the drafting of the 
location, access, and vegetation management There SPP. 
was further discussion about firebreaks and the need to 
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maintain them. 

There was aIso considered to be a need to allocate 
buffer areas in development sites beside Unallocated 
State Land (QFRS). 

One participant suggested that firebreaks should be 
considered to be mitigation infrastructure. 

Landslides A view ~as expressed that mitigation infrastructure Consider in the drafting of the 
can be provided for landslides. SPP. 

Planning needs to take into account changed situations 
and incremental and off site consequences ego buffer 
areas. 

Earthquakes There were no specific comments on these Issues. 
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Cyclones One comment was made that overlay maps could be Consider in the drafting of the 

prepared to identify cyclone-prone areas and that Local SPP. 
Governments could consider more stringent measures. 

Concern was expressed in one group that the Coastal 
Control Districts may not have the power required to 
ensure effective management of storm surge if they 
follow the setup for coastal erosion groups which 
exclude urban areas. 

There was support for storm surge being addressed in 
the SPP as. a separate hazard by all groups. 

One group suggested that power lines could be placed 
underground. 

Severe Storms There were no specific comments on these. 
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STATE PLANNING POLICY ON LAND USE PLANNING fOR NATURAL DISASTER MITIGATION 

AND DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT- REGIONAL CONSULTATION WORKSHOPS 

Time/Date: 9.30-12.3023 October 2001 
Location: Virginia Palms International Plaza Motel, Boondall 

o Overview Comments: (venue suitability, timing, tone and conduct of meeting) 
Overall, venue was good, organisation and equipment were as requested, tone of the meeting was positive. Ken Granger's 
(AGSO) presentation 'Geohazard Risk Reduction and Planning' was highiy relevant and well received. 

PARTICIPANTS 

o Attendees (40) 
o Local Government (2): Shire), Cr Joe Ross (Redland Shire) 
o Local Government Body (1):  (LGAQ) 
o Community Group (2):  

COC), 
o Facilitators: 
o Notetakers: 
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WORKSHOP PROGRAM AND SUMMARY 

(1) DES Introduction 

(2)  (AGSO /Geoscience Australia) - Geohazards Risk Reduction and Planning 

• Following Ken's presentation, Joe Ross (Redland Shire) commented on the need to ensure the adaptability of new 
studies/measures, particularly if implementation is the responsibility of local governments. KG agreed that it was 
important the findings of such studie~ were not lost and measures were adopted instantly. 

(3) ERM Overview and Presentation on SPP 

(4) Q & A Session 

• (RAPI) asked that, in the instances where planning schemes are developed and incorporate the SPP 
principles, will the SPP continue to have effect or will the planning scheme become the principal policy document? SV 
clarified that this is one approach that could be taken. SB raised the issue that commitment would be required by State 
Government to the SPP in the event of litigation raised against local governments. SB further commented that the SPP 
could be used for non-planning related issues. 

• Russell Cuerel (DNRM) commented that dam break should be included in the SPP on the basis that it is an extreme flood 
event. RC also identified the Floodplain Management - Best Practise Guidelines in Australia as an example of best 
practise. 

• (Redland Shire) made the comment that the SPP should clearly identify that responsibility for implementation 
lies with the Local Government. 

(5) Small Group Workshop Summary - four groups 
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ISSUES (RELEVANT TO S1'1') DETAILS SOLUTION! ACTION 

Support for development of Support was received by all participants for the Care should be taken in drafting 
aSPP preparation of the SPP. It was generally agreed that the the SPP to ensure that the 

SPP should identify a reasonable minimum risk drafting addresses the issues. 
consistently across the State, but ensure local 
governments retain the power to set higher standards if 
this is considered necessary. 

It was agreed that the SPP should identify a consistent 
methodology and should have the necessary level of 
support from the government to ensure its strength in 
implementation 

Hazards to be addressed in a Support was received for inclusion of all hazards, with The priority focus may be on 
SPP priority hazards identified as flooding, bushfire and flooclint;r bushfires and landslides 

landslides. It was commented that cyclones and severe with all six areas to be 
storms were perhaps a lower priority and the impacts investigated. 
were the concern rather than the hazards themselves. 

There was discussion of other types of hazard such as These issues are outside the ambit 
erosion, drought, dam break, fireants, mosquitos and oftheSPP. 
mad cow disease but it was generally agreed that these 
fell outside the ambit of this SPP. 

There was discussion about the need to consider the 
effects of climate change 

There was discussion of other legislative mechanisms 
and the need to ensure that strong cross referencing 
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exists particularly in relation to storm surge, coastal 
issues, and acid sulfate soils. There were suggestions 
made that these issues, particularly storm surge, could 
be more appropriately considered within this SPP. 

One group suggested the SPP adopt a regional 
approach, splitting the state up according to regional 
conditions, or dividing the state into urbani rural areas. 

Mapping One group stated that the SPP should identify Consider in the drafting of the 
processes and standards for mapping of risk areas. SPP. 

Lack of data availability was raised as a significant Consider a consistent approach to 
issue. It was commented that the SPP should identify a data capture and base mapping-
long term approach to mapping given the constant possible use of DCDB. 
changes occurring in the landscape. 

It was suggested that mappmg identify 'no-go' areas in 
relation to development. 

Best Practice Examples Floodplain Management in Australia - Best Practice 
Guidelines. 

Bushfire risk hazard mapping 

EPA flooding consultation groups 

Report to the Insurance Council of Australia - Legal 
Liability of Floodplain Management 
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Guidelines 

Liability 

Compensation 

• 
It was strongly suggested that the SPF needed to be 
supported by practical guidelines to facilitate 
implementation. It was considered that the guidelines 
must bind state and local governments and should be 
able to be implemented at local government level. . 

One group suggested that Guidelines should give 
guidance on how planning tools such as hazard maps 
can be used. 

There was a further suggestion thatthe Spp should 
consider a more rigorous/prescriptive approach. 

It was commented that the SPP will need to clarify the 
concurrence role of the state government. 

Performance indicators and benchmarks were 
considered by one group to be necessary inclusions into 
guidelines. 

• 
Consider in the drafting of the 
Guidelines. 

Concern was generally expressed about the potential A SPP would provide a sounder 
liability of local government and the costs of litigation. base for defence of actions 
This was also related to the definition of areas of (provided they follow the SPP). 
acceptable risk and identification of key risk areas. . 

Concern was expressed as to whether compensation Consider in the drafting of the 
would arise and if so who would be liable in relation to SPP. Note that the SPP will only 
designation of high risk areas and consequent apply in respect of future 
restriction of development. Also, the question of how development not existing 
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the level of compensation should be determined. development. 

Compensation and existing use rights were viewed as 
considerable constraints to the implementation of the 
SPP. 

Planning schemes! SPP should require consideration of location and Consider in the drafting of the 
Development Issues protection of key infrastructure items eg: schools, SPP and Guidelines. 

hospitals, emergency services. 

The consideration of the SPP and r.elated issues within 
indigenous communities is a· challenge to be overcome 
within SPP given that these communities are not bound 
by IPA. It was suggested that the SPP and guidelines 
could be adopted voluntarily in these communities or 
through amendments of the Community Services Act. 

Lack of a common resource There is a need to consolidate information into one, Consider in the drafting of the 
base accessible location and to establish what desirable! best SPP and Guidelines. 

practice is. 

Consideration should be given to gathering historical 
data and anecdotal advice in relation to hazard impacts. 
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Funding The relationship between the SPP and NDRA funding Consult with relevant state and 

was identified as requiring further consideration. local government agencies on 
these matters. 

One partidpant suggested that there might be 
opportunity to use infrastructure charges plans as a 
funding source for mitigation infrastructure. 

A 'user-pays' principle was suggested by one group, 
suggesting that people wishing to develop in high risk 
areas should be required to pay accordingly (insurance 
premiums.) 

One group suggested introducing financial incentives 
for people to move development proposals or existing 
developments out of high risk areas and subsequently 
introducing development standards to ensure the areas 
remain development-free. 

-

Community education and There is a need for greater community education and Consider in the implementation 
awareness awareness of potential risks and impacts of disasters oftheSPP. 

and also of evacuation routes and access alternatives. 

The inclusion of indigenous community needs was 
raised as an issue requiring further consideration. 

Flooding Planning needs to take into account changed situations Consider in the drafting of the 
and incremental and off site consequences ego SPP. 
revegetation of river corridors leading to flooding 
where it hasn't happened before. 
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. Accuracy and reliability of data was questioned, 

particularly in relation to currency of data given 
changed development in catchments, etc. 

Bushfires Need to conSider location, access, vegetation Consider in the drafting of the 
management. Discussion about firebreaks and the need SPP. 
to maintain them. 

It was suggested that firebreaks should be considered 
to be mitigation infrastructure. 

Landslides Mitigation infrastructure can be provided for Consider in the drafting of the 
landslides. SPP. 

Planning needs to take into account changed sitUations 
. and incremental and off site consequences eg buffer 
areas 

Earthquakes There were no specific comments on these. 
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Cyclones There were no specific comments on these. Consider in the drafting of the 

SPP. 

Severe Storms There were no specific comments on these. 
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STATE PLANNING POllCY ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR NATURAL DISASTER MITIGATION 

AND DEVI::LOPMENT ASSESSMENT - REGIONAL CONSULTATION WORKSHOPS 

TimelDate: 2.00-S.00pm 23 October 2001 
Location: Brisbane (Virginia Palms) 

o Overview Comments: (venue suitability, timing, tone and conduct of meeting) 
Overall, venue was good, organisation and equipment were as requested, tone of the meeting was positive and most attendees 
participated actively.  (AGSO) presentation Geohazard Risk Reduction and Plaruring' was highly relevant and well 
received. . 

P ARTICIP ANTS 
o Attendees (26): 

o Local Government (7 from 5 Councils):  (Esk Shire),  (Ipswich City), (Logan 
City),  (Log.m City),  (Pine Rivers Shire),  (Caboolture Shire), (Esk 
Shire) 

o Facilitators: 
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WORKSHOP PROGRAM AND SUMMARY 

(1) DES Introduction " ·1 

i 
(2)  (AGSO IGeoscience Australia) - Geohazards Risk Reduction and Planning  I 
(3) ERM Overview and Presentation on SI'P 

. I: 
(4) Small Group Workshop Summary - t;1i~ee groups 

ISSUES (RELEV ANT TO SPP) 

Support for development of 
aSPP 

Hazards to be addressed in a 
SPP 

I 
I 

There wrui general support for a SPP, however most people , . 
present b"lieved that the Council's were already planning and 
doing the'measures for Natural Hazards, and this may create , 
overlap alrd redundancy in the SPP. 

SPP should primarily consider flooding, bushfire and landslides, , 
with earti?quakes as a secondary focus. Planning for the other 
hazards should deal more with the consequential impacts. I . ,: 
Need for '!l regionalised approach to the SPP and be outcome 

based. t . . 
There W2lS also a majority view that while a common approach 
was a good idea it needed to have flexibility to deal with local 
situations, particularly flood levels. 

Suggestion that drought and salinity should be considered by the 
SPP. 

Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 

Consider all additional hazards in 
the drafting of an SPP 
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Potential to consider Greenhouse and global warming, The 
Bureau and Meterology is currently undertaking studies into the 
longer term effects. Question was how far in advance should we 
be planning 30 or 50 years. 

Potential to consider coastal storm erosion and big wave damage. 

Potential '0 consider Radon which is a natuJ;ally decomposing 
radioactive substance which is adverse to human habitation . 

.. 

Potential to consider algal blooms .. 

Potential to incorporate dam break as part of the flooding 
scenario or separately. 

Implementation As in-fill development occurs it should be required to comply Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 
with new standards and not old requirements, particularly 
building wntrols. 

Consider in the Drafting of an spp 
All available information should be compiled into a single 
database location and shared ainongst Councils only for the cost 
of transfE,r. 

NDRMA studies is the only way that small Council's can 
Consider in the Drafting of an SPP complete the required mapping. 

Create ability for property owners or buyers to complete a risk 
assessment search of a property. An opinion was raised that the 

Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 
success of the SPP on individual land owners will be based upon 
full disclosure of information to all levels and users. 
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Question if the SPP and the DES will back-up the Council's in 
making phmning decisions based on the contents and 
implications of the SPP. 

Need for a peer review prior to the implementation of the sPP. 

Matrix Need to include land use planning measures against cyclones and Consider in the Drafting oLan SPP 
severe storms. -

Need to include mitigation infrastructure for landslides and 
bushfires imd storm surge (sea walls). 

Mapping Current bushfire mapping is good but is based upon a Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 
combination of topography and vegetation maps. Limitations in 
low slope areas such as the wallum areas which are high risk but 
. do not fit into the models parameters. 

Guidelines It was agreed that a generic SPP could be created to contain the Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 
visions arId intent, but it would need to be supported by more 
detailed guidelines and specific control mechanisms. 

Liability Potential ability for land owners and developers to sign a release 
form when developing indicating that they accept the identified 
risks of that area, and limits liability for Councils. 

Concern was raised in relation to the insurance implications of 
identifying and nominating high risk areas. 

Flooding Need to consider storm surge in conjunction with flooding and Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 
also perhaps separately. It was acknowledged that it was covered 
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by the Coastal Management Plan, but for comprehensiveness it 
needed to be included in the SPP as well. 

Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 
Need to consider storm erosion and big waves in coastal areas. 

Most damage from floods actually occurs from flash flooding and 
more frequent flood events. The water is fast moving and more 
debris loaded. The larger floods cause slow gradual inundation 
and do npt cause the same structural damage. 

It was considered too difficult to develop standardise flood levels 
across the state or even regions. Locaused variations prevent 
standardised levels, it would be better to establish a set of controls 
to prescribe how councils should determine what localised level 
to apply. 

Bushfires Council's should be able to advise all residents of particular 
bushfire risks for specific areas. 

It was considered that perhaps the most could be achieved 
through site management practices and education programs 
rather than land use controls. 

Bushfire control and planning could be a SPP by itself. 

SPP could call up the national bushfire standard (Standards 
Australia) which is to be released shortly. 

Landslides It was g,enerally agreed that the SPP could addresslandslides. 
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Earthquakes It was agreed that it was too difficult to plan in a land use sense 

for earthquakes and that the building codes were sufficient to 
control the impacts. 

Cyclones Generally the opinion was that it could not be directly addressed Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 
by a SPP. The consequential impacts could be covered such as 
flooding. 

Severe Storms Possibly the need to recommend a review of the Building Code in 
terms of vlind strength provisions. 

Additional Issues The cost implications of making all major roads above the 1:50 Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 
flood lines would be astronomical. It would surely be preferable 
to have better quality roads than an having all year access. 

Best Practice Examples Gold Coast is considered to be one of the leading local Consider in the Drafting of an SPP 
governments in terms of planning and management of bushfires. 

Gold Coast- Coomera/Nerang flood assessments. 

US based risk assessment company is interested into coming to 
Australia. Linked with Bridgeman Business Solutions (See 
attendance list for contact details). 

EMA land use planning; 

NSW revised floodplain management manual. 
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(5) Issues raised not related to SPP. 

[J Involvement of the Insurance Companies and potential funding from those companies for the 
risk assessments. 
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STATE PLANNING POllCY ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR NATURAL DISASTER MrnGATION 

AND DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT - REGIONAL CONSULTATION WORKSHOPS 

Time/Date: 12:00pm - 2:30pm, Wednesday 24th October 2001 
Location: Albert Park Motor Inn, Longreach 

o Overview Comments: (venue suitability, timing, tone and conduct of meeting) 
Overall, venue was good, organisation and equipment were as requested, tone of the meeting was positive and most 
attendees participated actively. 

PARTICIPANTS 

o Attendees (7): 
o 

o 

o Industry (1):  
o Facilitators: 
o Notetakers: 
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WORKSHOP PROGRAM AND SUMMARY 

(1) DES Introduction 

(2) ERM Overview and Presentation on SPP 

(3) Q & A Session 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Shire) queried whether funding would be available for works to be undertaken after the studies had 
been undertaken. FS directed the query.to  from DES. 

(SES and Counter Disaster) clarified that the majority of Shires in the area have had funding allocated for 
studies and stated that some are in the third stage of their studies. 

RB questioned whether the SPP would just be a duplication of policies given that local governments are currently 
considering these in their Planning Schemes. SV stated that one possibility could be that the SPP would requite local 
governments to consider these issues within their planning schemes and that the SPP would fall away once 
incorporated into the planning scheme. SV stated that this approach was adopted by the Acid Sulfate Soil SPP. 

DG commented that it was important for the SPP to have 'teeth' to ensure that it could stand up in legal battles. SV 
indicated that the developinent of the SPP would provide legal support for local governments given that it will have the 
force of law. 

DG commented that to receive NDRA funding, local governments are requited to undertake risk assessment and that 
those local authorities not undertaking these studies will not be eligible to apply. SV indicated that it is going that way 
anyway because the guidelines for NDRA funding state that applicants may be requited to provide evidence of 
mitigation for likely or recurring natural disasters. SV stated that the SPP will provide assistance in this sense. 

DG raised the issue of data availability and accuracy, indicating that the data available in relation to flooding in 
particular is very old. DG also commented that there is a historical practice of locating development adjacent to 
watercourses, without setbacks/buffer areas provided. These are existing problems occurring in the area and 
commented that if the SPP was to be effective, it would need to have strength in implementation, rather than just 
providing guidance or acting as a further hindrance to development. 
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•  (Boulia Shire) commented that many of the rural towns in this area are landlocked - by watercourses and the 

location of significant infrastructure items (eg: airstrips) are highly susceptible to flooding given the topography of the 
land. 

• DG discussed the liability issues associated with declaring at riskor prone areas, using an example in Mackay where 
properties were devalued due to the declaration that they were at risk of storm surge and flooding. n indicated that 
the SPP will need to be able stand up against liability claims and compensation claims. 

(4) Small Group Workshop Summary - one group 

ISSUES (RELEVANT TO SPP) DETAILS SOLUTIONI ACTION 

Support for development of It was agreed by all participants that an SPP was Care should be taken in drafting 
aSPP required to ensure a consistent approach across the the SPP to ensure that the 

State. Concern was expressed in relation to the drafting addresses the concerns. 
implementation of the SPP and the need for it to be 
clear and concise. While it was considered that the SPP 
may not be very effective in rural areas, support was 
received on the basis that the SPP would require all 
local governments to examine these issues. 

The need for funding for the implementation of the SPP 
was strongly expressed during the workshop. This was 
considered an issue for low rate-based local 
governments in particular. 

It was agreed that the SPP should not set specific 
solutions, rather mandate a state-wide approach and 
allow flexibility for application at the local level. 

Hazards to be addressed in a There was agreement that it was appropriate to The priority focus may be on 
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Gecko, the Gold Coast & Hinterland Environment Council 9th November, 2001 

Gecko Gold Coast and Hinterland Environment Council 

Submission on 

Proposed State Planning Policy on 

Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

and Development Assessment 

Endorsements 

Gecko - The Gold Coast and Hinterland Environment Council agrees that a consistent 

approach to Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development 

Assessment is required and welcomes the initiative shown by the State Government. 

We would like to point out, however, that the development of State Planning Policies 

was a State Government obligation under the protocols developed for the 

implementation of the Integrated Planning Act, and should have been addressed 

·before now. We fear that this SPP is being developed too late to make a difference to 

the Gold Coast City Council Planning Scheme. 

With the hazardous landscape of the Gold Coast, including its exposed coastline, 

steep slopes, high bushfire risk, narrow valleys, high rainfall, small floodplains and 

volcanic soils with high landslip risk, the Gold Coast should not be expected to 

accommodate high numbers of people. 

We are also concerned for the protection of the high variety of plants and animals that 

the Gold Coast supports. Any planning for the placement of human settlements and 

infrastructure must consider the conservation of our biodiversity, as required under 

the National Strategy for the Conservation of Australia's Biological Diversity (1996). 

• A recent study by the Worldwatch Institute! emphasizes the need for such a State 

Planning Policy: 
"More people worldwide are now displaced by natural disasters than by 

conflict. In the 1990s, natural catastrophes like hurricanes, floods, andfires 

affected more than two billion people and caused in excess of$608 billion in 

economic losses worldwide-a loss greater than during the previous four decades 

combined. But more and more of the devastation wrought by such natural 

disasters is "unnatural" in origin, caused by ecologically destructive practices 

and an increaSing number of people living in harm's way ... Rather than 

subsidizing environmentally unsound settlement and development practices, 

governments need to direct new construction and settlement out of harm's way. " 

[Media Release 20110101 "Human Actions Worsen Natural Disasters" announcing 

the paper "Unnatural Disasters", Janet Abramovitz, World Watch Institute Paper 1 S8 
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Gecko, the Gold Coast & Hinterland Environment Council 9th November, 2001 

Process to Date 

We have concerns about the process to date, in that none of our comments about the 

need to protect the environment and conserve biodiversity as part of the risk 

management planning seem to have been incorporated in the current discussion paper. 

Attendance at the initial workshop (July, 200 I) and comments made seem to have 

made no difference to the focus on the immediate safety of settlements only. In order 

to continue to provide a safe environment, we not only have to look at where we put 

settlement in relation to current hazards, but also, the ongoing and cumulative effects 

of such placement, both in terms of human safety and the long-term ability of the 

environment to support human life. 

For example, while landslip risk in the southeast corner, including the Gold Coast, 

appears to be low because of the small numbers of people residing in the hills, the 

existing land use rights will result in many more people living in the area. With the 

resultant earthworks, clearing of vegetation to lower bushfire risk, and runoff and 

drainage patterns changed, there will be increased risk of landslip. 

Further soil creep, which is slow and occurs without a well defined failure surface, is 

not classified as landslide in the paper (Appendix A, page 23), but with the 

subsequent erosion and siltation of our waterways, will significantly increase the risk 

of flooding downstream, and therefore should be prevented through land use 

planning. 

The removal of vegetation for settlement not only increases landslip risk, but the 

placement of settlements in high bushfrre zones means the ongoing destruction of 

vegetation in an attempt to reduce the fuel and reduce the wildfire hazard. This leads 

to loss of biodiversity as many forest types cannot regenerate with constant burning. 

The second workshop (October, 2001) used a process whereby three groups expressed 

their views on what the SPP should contain. The summary at the end seemed to only 

address those issues that were common to the three groups. With only one 

conservationist in the room, again my comments on environmental protection and 

biodiversity conservation were seemingly ignored. This summary was so rushed that 

there was not even time to ask questions of the presenters to clarify why some items 

were left out. 

There is little mention in the discussion paper of slower disaster processes - climate 

change including extended drought! sea level rise/loss of vegetation and smaller 

species. The paper discusses the symptoms and crisis points not the continuing 

contributions and causes. This policy can be linked to many initiatives already in 

place and avoid duplication. 

Uses emphasis on engineering solutions instead of balance to design in and prevent 

risks. Development assessment covers this to some extent but not on a 50-year 

scheme with climate change predictions as a guide or worst case scenario modelling, 

ego cyclone plus flood plus failing infrastructure plus spring! king tides plus sea level 

rise plus no prevention planning plus intensive living resort scenarios. 
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Gecko, the Gold Coast & Hinterland Environment Council 9th November, 2001 

What Issues should the Proposed SPP address? 

After considering and researching land use planning for natural disaster mitigation 

and development assessment, a number of issues have been identified by the Gecko 

membership as requiring inclusion and attention in the proposed State Planning 

Policy. These include, but are not necessarily limited to the following: 

I. The natural environment should be viewed as a stakeholder in any policy 

developed as so many components of the natural environment are essential to the 

maintenance of biodiversity and the high quality lifestyle the community and 

governments expect. 

2. Gecko would prefer that careful consideration be given to limiting development 

by recognizing the conservation value of the natural environment and how natural 

systems operate, and in so doing, avoid the situation of environmental problems 

arising in the future . 

3. The predictions of climate change need to be more thoroughly addressed. There is 

little discussion, for example, of the predicted increase in occurrence and severity 

of cyclones, including theii travel further south maintaining greater force as they 

hit the coast. This increase in cyclonic activity should have grave implications for 

land use planning, yet the second workshop curiously concluded that cyclones 

should not be addressed in this SPP. 

4. While drought was considered not to be able to be addressed through this SPP due 

to its nature as a chronic condition rather than a single event, we feel that it is 

important that drought be addressed. Climate change predictions oflonger, more 

intense drought periods with increased propensity for wildfire, again, should have 

grave implications for land use planning. The need for water to control bushfue 

and the provision of drinking and production water and the need to provide for 

ecological flows to our river systems should be a key part of land use planning for 

disaster mitigation. 

5. The consideration of storm surge in the Coastal Management Plan is no reason to 

separate it from this SPP. Storm surge has many implications for floo<iing and 

can occur together with other natural events and increase their potential for 

disaster. 

6. Earthquakes, volcanoes and resulting tsunamis or tidal waves should also be 

considered. While they are more rare in occurrence, there may be some planning 

measures available which can avoid or lower the disaster when they do occur. 

7. The SPP should include cross-references to relevant environmental legislation 

such as the Vegetation Management Act (1999) and the Water Act (2000). 

8. The SPP should set out, and have provision for, enforcement of clear guidelines 

for Environmental Impact Studies and set Desired Environmental Outcomes for 

planning schemes. 
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Gecko, the Gold Coast & Hinterland Environment Council 9th November, 2001 

9. Recommendations ofthe Review of the National Strategy for the Conservation of 

Australia's Biological Diversity (ANZECC, June 2001) which relate to this policy 

are many, and include: 

9.1. Fire: Reduce the adverse impacts of altered fire regimes on biological 

diversity. Other objectives, such as the protection of human life and property 

have to be balanced with biodiversity conservation obj ectives (page 56). 

9.2. Impacts of climate change: If global climate change causes climatic zones to 

shift across the continent of Australia, integrated strategic planning will be 

essential to ensure Australia's biodiversity survives. Reserves need to be 

selected, designed, linked with vegetation corridors and managed to provide 

the conditions for biodiversity to be able to gradually alter its distribution in 

response to climate change (page 57). 

9.3. Environmental assessment: Ensurethat the potential impacts of any projects, 

programs and policies on biological diversity are assessed and reflected in 

planning processes, with a view to minimizing or avoiding such impacts 

(page 58). 

These concerns must be addressed when determining any land use policy changes 

for disaster mitigation. 

10. There needs to be an open, accountable process put in place for an expert and 

independent technical review panel to be established and to provide advice on 

issues such as modeling techniques and hazard science. The right for the public to 

know and access documents and applications for all types of developments, in 

order to both improve the environmental outcomes and reduce the impacts on the 

environment and increase public confidence in the assessments must be supported. 

Issues to be addressed outside the SPP 

1. The need for reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, both by planning more public 

transport friendly communities, and by requiring energy efficient housing design 

and technology. This should be achieved immediately both through planning 

scheme requirements and through changes to the Building Code, ana should be 

binding on landholders, the State and local governments. 

2. The ability in IP A for a Council to take action on minor infringements of 

vegetation clearing and earthworks conditions by, for example, imposing an on

the-spot fine for landholders, machinery operators and private certifiers, without 

going to Court as required under IP A. This is known as SETONS - self 

enforcement ticketable offences notification system. 

3. Local Government must be able to sue private certifiers for dereliction of their 

duty. 
4. There needs to be the ability to prohibit development with mapped areas to at least 

the I :25000 scale. 
5. There needs to be adequate compliance and enforcement of planning scheme 

provisions & policies 
6. There needs to be the political will to control growth in keeping with the 

biological and physical constraints of the area. 
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Gecko, the Gold Coast & Hinterland Environment Council 9
th November, 2001 

7. Assessment officers need to be trained and certified in the assessment of natural 

hazard prone areas. 

8. On-going training and information to community re hazards 

9. Notification requirements of development in hazard prone areas must be retained. 

10. Conservation of biodiversity needs must be included in the assessment of any 

development. 
11. Assessment of emergency service requirements per capita must be addressed. 

12. Revegetation oflandslip prone areas should be top priority. 

13. Construction guidelines on sloping sites must be implemented. 

14. There needs to be a holistic approach, which incorporates all the ongoing and 

cumulative impacts of one hazard on another, and addresses the reduction of 

exposure to natural disaster from a whole of government approach. 

15. Impacts must be able to be considered on land other than that the subject of the 

development application. Anything exacerbating the risk to other properties must 

include penalties. 
16. Councils need to be resourced and indemnified for identification and review of 

lands subject to natural disaster . 

Community Contribution 

There are a number of actions we would like to see follow on from this first 

consultation stage. Gecko would like an opportunity to study the draft policy, which 

should incorporate considerations raised by the community, when it becomes 

available. 

Both the general community and conservation groups need to be fully involved in the 

consultation process to develop the State Planning Policy. 

Summary 

Gecko wishes to contribute to future consultations and looks forward to further 

opportunities to prepare submissions on drafts of the State Planning Policy. Gecko 

expects to be kept fully informed of the progress of the policy development. 

The natural environment is a key stakeholder in the development of a State Planning 

Policy on land use planning for natural disaster mitigation and development 

assessment. The conservation and protection of the natural environment is essential 

in sustaining and maintaining biodiversity and a high quality life-style for the 

community. 

Gecko - The Gold Coast and Hinterland Environment Council expects that the 

integrity of the natural environment and the rights ofthe community to a healthy, 

clean and safe environment will be priorities for the State Government. 

Attachment: 
1 Media Release 20/10/01 "Human Actions Worsen Natural Disasters" announcing 

the paper "Unnatural Disasters", Janet Abramovitz, World Watch Institute Paper 158 
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Gecko, the Gold Coast & Hinterland Environment Council 

HUMAN ACTIONS WORSEN NATURAL DISASTERS 

Media Release - Worldwatch Institute 20/10101 

9th November, 2001 

More people worldwide are now displaced by natural disasters than by conflict. In 

the 1990s, natural catastrophes like hurricanes, floods, and fues affected more than 

two billion people and caused in excess of $608 billion in economic losses 

worldwide-a loss greater than during the previous four decades combined. But more 

and more of the devastation wrought by such natural disasters is "unnatural" in 

origin, caused by ecologically destructive practices and an increasing number of 

people living in harm's way, finds a new study by the Worldwatch Institute, a 

Washington D.C.-based environmental research organization. 

"By degrading forests, engineering rivers, filling in wetlands, and destabilizing the 

climate, we are unraveling the strands of a complex ecological safety net," said Senior 

Researcher and author of Unnatural Disasters Janet Abramovitz. "We have altered so 

many natural systems so dramatically, their ability to protect us from disturbances is 

greatly diminished." 

Also contributing to the rising toll of disasters is the enormous expansion of the 

human population and the built environment, which put more people and more 

economic activities in harm's way. One in three people-some 2 billion-now live within 

100 kilometers of a coastline. Thirteen of the world's 19 megacities (with over 10 

million inhabitants) are in coastal zones. The projected effects of global warming, 

such as more extreme weather events and sea level rise, will only magnify potential 

losses. 

Although "unnatural disasters" occur everywhere, their impact falls disproportionately 

on poor people as they are more likely to be living in vulnerable areas and they have 

fewer resources to prepare for or recover from disasters. Between 1985 and 1999, 96 

percent of recorded disaster fatalities were in developing countries.' 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) estimates that future impacts 

of climate extremes will affect the poor disproportionately. Viet Nam and 

Bangladesh, for example, are projected to lose more than 70,000 square kilometers of 

land, affecting some 32 million people. Rich countries will not be spared either. The 

entire Mediterranean coast is especially vulnerable to sea level rise, as are the U .S.'s 

Atlantic and Gulf coasts. 

Economic losses from "unnatural disasters" are greater in the developed world-the 

earthquake that rocked Kobe, Japan in 1995, for example, cost more than $100 

billion, making it the most expensive natural disaster in history. Smaller losses often 

hit poor countries harder, where they represent a larger share of the national economy. 

The damage from 1998's Hurricane Mitch in Central America was $8.5 billion-higher 

than the combined gross domestic product of Honduras and Nicaragua, the two 

nations hardest hit. 

Few of the losses in poor countries are insured. In the period 1985-99, the vast 

majority of insured losses-some 92 percent-were in industrial nations. 
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"Expanding the financial safety net for poor countries is essential," said Abramovitz. 

"So too is maintaining and restoring nature's ecological safety net in all countries. 

Dunes, barrier islands, mangrove forests and coastal wetlands are natural 'shock 

absorbers' that protect against coastal storms. Forests, floodplains, and wetlands, are 

'sponges' that absorb floodwaters. Nature provides these services for free, and we 

should take advantage of them rather than undermining them." 

For example, China now recognizes that forests are ten times more valuable for flood 

control and water supply than they are for timber, and has halted logging in the 

Yangtze River watershed. The loss of 85 percent of the forests in the upper Yangtze 

River worsened the 1998 flood that affected 223 million people. Viet Nam has 

restored 2,000 hectares of mangroves in a successful effort to provide a buffer from 

coastal storms as well as much-needed jobs in fisheries. The U.S. could prevent a 

repeat of the devastating 1993 Mississippi flood by restoring just half of the wetlands 

lost in the upper Mississippi Basin-a move that would affect no more than three 

percent of surrounding agricultural, forest, and urban land. 

To date, much of the response to disasters has focused on improving weather 

predictions before the events and providing humanitarian relief afterwards-both of 

which have saved countless lives. "Yet, too often long-term mitigation efforts are 

overlooked by the public and politicians alike," says Abramovitz. "Money invested in 

disaster mitigation yields several fold returns in recovery cost savings. ConSidering . 

the social and ecological losses that are also prevented, it's clear that mitigation is a 

great investment. " 

Unnatural Disasters also suggests several other specific mitigative measures: 

Community-based disaster preparedness is essential in preventing and responding to 

the full array of disasters that societies now face. Rather than subsidizing 

environmentally unsound settlement and development practices, governments need to 

direct new construction and settlement out ofharrn's way. Infrastructure in vulnerable 

locations can be built or reinforced to withstand hazards. Debt relief for developing 

nations can free up resources for desperately needed disaster prevention efforts. Better 

hazard mapping can further improve early warning and disaster preparedness 

schemes, keeping human and economic losses as low as possible . 

Contents: 

Ordering Information for Paper 158 

Electronic 

Paper 158 is available for $5 as a PDF file which can be downloaded from the order 

page, http://secure.worldwatch.org/cgi-binlwwinst!WWPO 158PW 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

14/11/0113:11:30 
Submission on SPP disaster mitigation 

«submission. doc» 
Att: 

Hello  

Following the release of your discussion paper "State Planning Policy on 

Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development 

Assessment" and the workshop held on the Gold Coast on the 26 October 

2001, please find attached our submission on this proposed policy. 

Regards, 

 
Coordinator Infrastructure Planning 
Strategic & Environmental Planning 
GOLD COAST CITY COUNCIL 
PO Box 5042, Gold Coast Mail Centre, 9729 

phone 
fax 
email 

********-**** ...... **** ... **** __ ***"_*_*** ... *****"***._**'1: • ...-****~* 
This e-mail and its contents is confidential to Gold Coast City Council 

and un-authorised use is strictly prohibited. 
******~***~** ... ********~***--**********-*****'************-~. 
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Gold Coast City Counci l 

Comments on proposed Disaster Mitigation SPP 

contact person 
phone number 
email address 
postal address 

 Coordinator infrastructure Planning 

 

Gold Coast City Council 
PO Box 5042 
Gold Coast Mail Centre Q 9729 

Council welcomes the opportunity to comment on this proposed State Planning Policy, and submits 

these comments in addition to the input from Council staff to the workshop held on the Gold Coast 

on the 26 October 200 I . 

This submission covers the following areas. 

• general comments; 
• need for legislative protection; 

• terminology; 

• coastal erosion. 

General comments 

Council would support the development of the proposed Slate Planning Policy (SPP), as it would 

provide a strong framework to encourage a comprehensive review of natural disaster mitigation 

needs of local government. Currently, disaster management focuses on response after an event, and 

although plans for this are well documented and rehearsed, there appears to be little formal 

incentive or guidance on mitigation issues. 

Although this Council now has or is developing policies for bushfires, major flooding and 

landslides, the experience is that in some areas at least, the development of mitigation measures and 

the application of policy is slow and difficult partly because of the absence of firm government 

policy. 

Although the SPP will address this issue from the point of view of land use under the Integrated 

Planning Act 1997, it is expected that the process would include a thorough examination of needs 

and options, and result in the development of policies to manage the risk faced by the community. 

Need for legislative protection 

Even though risk mitigation policies may be developed, one of the problems facing local 
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4.2 Proforma for submission 
The following is a suggested proforma for submissions on the intent to prepare a State Planning 
Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. Interested 
individuals and representatives of organisations are encouraged to make a written submission 
regarding the Discussion Paper. Written submissions close on Friday 9 November 2001, 

DISCUSSIon Paper only nol Govemment poliCY 
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irector 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 

ounter Disaster and Rescue Servioes 

PO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001. 
~,ear Sir, 

2 Uba :;.ree" , 
Mt. Pleasant, 
MACKAY, 4711-0. 
2/10/01. 

These are extracts from PIONEER PAGEANT written by for the Pioneer 

.;ihire Council (now part of Maokay City Council). In 1862 - The ketch "Preatto" was 

the first vessel to come up the Pioneer River up to III mooring half a mil'e past the 

losp:iitaJ. Bridge. This is how the Pioneer River was· described in 1862 - "The river, 

.d'ter flowing twenty five miles on· an easterly course, instead of running straight 

into the ooean" was confined between two sandbanks ann turned to the south ann west 

'or two miles, its mouth obscured except when the rush of muddy water at flood time 

lade its presence conspicuous." No~ the River runs between two training walls direct 

into the ooean. Above the Forgan Bridge it c~ bs described to-day as. a river of sand. 

There are only two datum points which I can determine in 2001, one is the 

lOuthern, bank at the Hospital Bridge, and the other was theilbuilding now demolished, 

0ccupied by o. ee;st of Forgan Bridge. Quote - "In October 1863 a.. 

31 perch allotment fetohed £.100 ($200), over 25 times the upset price • It was an 

~xpensive purchase & within 10 years it was engulfed by the Pioneer River, yet the 

;ite remained valuable, Michelmore's large premises were built on piles." 

~ The moori~g half a mile past the Hospital Bridge is close to the site of the 

f~ River EstMg mill on the northern' bank and this mill was damaged by Cyclone 

nwe in 1898. This is what G wrote "In Their Own Rands" - "After the 

1958 flood, which severely damaged Foulden township, a striking example of the build 

up of silt Over the yeaTS was noticed. A wrecked fence was' found to have been built 

~ver a completely covered earlier fence. On further digging an even older fence was 

found on a level about three feet lower than the second orie." This mill was shifted 

to a site north of Furs de n' Creek. 

1918 would be remeinbered as the year of the "CYCLONE" as' it devastated Mackay 

and the Whole countryside to south beyond Sarin~ West to Netherdale and north to 

Bloomsbury. Winds reached 193 kph, crops destroyed, livestock drowned and infracture 

wrecked. A tidal surge came up the River and swept a ship into the Sydney Street 

Bridge (site of Forgan Bridge) and spans of the bridge collapsed. Rainfall for the 

month of January was 216 cm. and the death toll was 3e. After this cyclon-e the City 

Fathers said that no residences and infractures should be built east of Juliet 

5·treet. In 2001 this is a ver:[ huge suberb (East M_kay), and most of this: area, is· 

reclaimed land, (ex mangroves). 

Between. 1934 6. 1958, 12 hectares of land (30 acres) have been lost from the 

northern bank of the Pioneer River as well as the I'oulden, township and nothing has 

l'Al done to protect N'orth Mackay from Pioneer River floodwater;.s after 43 years. 

'""" Govennment wanted to provide a smfer route and levee bank but .was· opposed 'bp:etlte 

Conservation~sts, Bird Watohers and Sunfish. This flood damaged the Hospital Bridge, 

Forgan' Bridge (one span. sank), Buffalo Rall disappeared, Cremone Rotel was damaged 

and had to be" demOlished, four people were killed, the Foulden township was wreckedf 

with 3 'houses missing and 14 houses. were shifted to other sites as the residents' 

spent the night of the flood on top of the roofs of the houses. The Pioneer River 

-and Fursden Creek became one raging torrent of floodwater. I was involved in the 

rescue the following morning. 

My guess is the Pioneer River will break into Barnes Creek during a future 

large flood as the present oourse of the Pioneer River has silted up. Mackay is a 

flood plain protected from flood waters by levee banks but has nil protection from 

tidal waves as experienoed during the 1918 cyclone. Traoy was 217 kph. and Vanoe was. 

269 kph. I do not know the flow of the flood & ebb tides in the Pioneer River, but 

the Constant Creek area; has flood tides of 3.·5 hours and ebb tides of 9 hours and 

the larger tides carry ~ lot of silt during flood (in coming) tides and can' swamp 

a punt or small dingy if an anchor gets snagged. In 1883 Wharf Creek (HABANA) could 

cope with 80 tons vessels and today one oou1d not float a tinny. The machinery for 

the old Rabana Sugar Mill came through here. The road used in 1883 is still there 

except for the last 100 metres which washed away in the last 40 dad years. 
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Regarding the construction of four fishway systems wi thin Mackay I S Goose-pond 

reek Recreational Reserve, in my opinion, i·t will increase tlie flow of water in this 

ystem •. The Mt. Pleasant Shopping Centre's wa.ter flows underground directly into the 

system. The Greenfields Shopping Centre in 1958 had over five feet of water over 7,0% 
-f its area_ and it WaS classed as a holding pond, but it has been filled in and drained 

_.nd massive infracture has been built thereon, together with five more subdivisions up

.,tream of Greenfields. I wrote to  a Queensland Fisheries Service Biologist, 

but to date I have not reoeived a reply. I sincerely hope it does NDT impact on North 

ackay. 
In the PDC Directories which includes Mackay,  & Whitsundays, 

in Mackay alone, there are at least 50 streets with SAME or SIMILAR names; ego  

-,t.' .. ,?-t Beaconsfield, South Maokay and Slade Point; Evan St. and Evans Ave.; Douglas Ors • 

. nd Douglas .st. I had the name of my street ohanged from Lindsay to Uba because of 

confusion, as there is a Lindesay Ct. in SW Mackay and a Lindsay Lodge as well. It 

~ook me ten months with the help of the 'ombudsman. We did have two Nindaroos and two 

:rakalas, whioh could be oonfusing when an Ambulance or a Fire Engine is urgently 

.'equired. In the total PDO Directories areas we have over 1,0,0 names which can be 

confused. 
It took Mackay 77 years (1939) to get a port and we are doing the same for a 

lecen!!; safe road system, Mackay d.eserves a direct all weather road to its Port. The 

~i- modal Corridor is proposed to follow the present rail rine to the Harbour but 

-';L_e a;,lready has: been fish kills here due to further drainage exposing acid sulphate 

loils. Acid sulphate soils haYe to be drained if disturbed, otherwise they become bog 

noles. I rang Stuart Holley (Infractructure Services Executive Manager with the Mackay 

City Council) and told him that the Authorities "cured" a very bad area. of acid sul

lhate soil in Malcomson· st. about 3D years ago and has lasted this period in time. 

I am not happy with the traffic calming devices on Mackay's roads as emergency 

vehicles cannot negotiate them. We have radar guns for this purpose and if the f~ne 

LS inadquate the first time, you keep on doubling up until it hurts his pocket. I 

irive a four wheel drive, sometimes with a boat & trailer and it wrecks the running 

gear of the trailer. 
I was a Cane Inspector with Farleigh Mill from 18/5/53 to 31/12/94 and measured 

Jane paddocks maaually for approx. 35 years and then with aerial photoes and calculated 

by computor. The old system is by far the most accurate providing you with datum 

points. I was in the area from the Pioneer River to the Northern Beaches 'Area for 28 

vears but ended up elsewhere in the latter years. 

I got some information from  (a very good local Historian) 1,0,0 years 

in ICC days (19,0,0 to 1999) put out by The Daily Meroury and I kept diaries f,!!om 196,0 

to 1994, but th~destroyed our field books this year; WHY, I do not know? -

• ~'. 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

8/10/01 12:04:49 
Electronic Proforma for SPP DP 

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was 
submitted by ) on Mon Oct 812:04:38 EST 2001 

Name of submitter:  

Title: Mr 

Work number: 

Mobile number: 

Contact address: 
Caboolture 4510 

~ Stakeholder Group: consultant land planner 
') 

M_ ... __ t ..... ~ ., •• ",,=. :tI 

preferred land option: The development of a State Planning POlicy, preferably strengthened by 

amendments to the IPA, is essential. Continuation of the current approach will inevitably place people 

at Significant risk and lead to massive economic loss. 

What natural hazards should be included: cyclones 

What natural hazards should be included: floods 

What natural hazards should be included: landslides 

What natural hazards should be included: bushfires 
, 

What natural hazards should be included: severe storms 

What natural hazards should be included: earthquakes 

Include other natural hazards: East coast lows 

Comments on what natural hazards should be included: The discussion paper uses the generic term 

'cyclone'. Whilst this term could be seen to embrace east coast lows (so-called 'winter cyclones'), the 

term is typically understood to relate to tropical cyclones. In the south-east of the State, east coast 

lows are a much more common hazard. They do not receive the same attention or warning as their 

tropical equivalent (eg they are not named or tracked in the same way) yet they cause more deaths 

from drowing and greater maritime losses. It would be preferable to either list them separately or 

include discussion of them when dealing with 'cyclones'. 
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The separation of storm tide hazard is a concern. I would be more comfortable if all inundation 

hazards were wealt with under the SPP. The fact that a different bureaucratic agency has 

'responsibility' for storm tide (under the coastal management banner) is a receipe for conflict, 

confusion and inconsistency. For example, would areas along Bulimba Creek or the Brisbane River 

that would be subject to storm tide inundation be covered by the coastal management plan? 

Other issues not identified: Yes 

Details unidentified: Will the SPP provide or identify standards and establish risk thresholds. The 

discussion paper suggests, for example, that it will not set standards such as the 100 year ARI level as 

a standard for flooding, yet it correctly states that the development of evaluation criteria is an essential 

first step in risk management. Certainly, in my experience, local governments are seeking to have 

such standards set by the State Governmen~ thus reducing their exposure to challenge in the 

Planning and Environment Court. 

There are some planning policies that have been shown to exacerbate risk. For example, heritage 

restrictions in Sydney have contributed greatly to the cost of repairing hail damage where 

householders have been required to replace material such as slate or terra cotta roofing with the same 

material rather than with more resilient material. That should be avoided . 

Do you support Ch. 2 planning measures: Yes 

. Are there other measures which could be adopted in a State Planning Policy: Yes 

Describe any additional land use planning measures: There needs to be close linkage between 

building code measures which are aimed at reducing building and infrastructure vulnerability with the 

planning process at the local level. This is particularly the case with exposure to severe winds. 

There is also a tendency for newer standards to combine building standards and planning standards. 

The soon to be released bushfire code is a case in point as will be the landslide and inundation 

standards when they are finalised. This valuable and logical inkage should be catered for. 

Are there basic principles which should be the foundation of a State Planning Policy: Put simply, the 

easiest ways to reduce risk are to reduce exposure (ie by keeping developments out of harms way) or 

vulnerability (typically addressed by engineering standards). This relationship should be the guiding 

principle of the SPP. ' 

The community is looking for guidance and it will not be sufficient for the SPP to simply shift the 

responsibility for setting standards, especially for inundation hazards, to individual local governments. 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

e, 

9/10/01 8:43:47 
SPP Comments 

. ,,_ .... -_. 

Yesterday I sent in some comments on the SPP discussion paper via the electronic proforma. I realise 

that I forgot to include a number of comments, especially relating to basic principles. Following are 

additional comments. 

As a principle, flood studies should be conducted on a whole-of-catchment basis where practical, 

especially in coastal areas. There have been problems in the past where, because of a lack of 

cooperation between neighbouring local governments, that adequate modelling and flood plain 

management has not taken place. This is especially a concern where a river forms the boundary 

between local governments. I am also aware of examples in the past where flood modelling was done 

which ignored potential conditions both upstream arid down stream of the river segment flowing 

through a particular local government area. 

Inundation modelling (including storm tide) for planning purposes should, as a rule, be required to 

include the impact of events with average recurrence intervals (ARI) through to PMF (probable 

maximum flood) rather than the widespread practice of only modelling to the 100 year ARI level. 

Intervals of 50, 100, 200, 500, 1000 and PMF is recommended as best practice. This is needed to 

identify the potential residual risk. 

The 'precautionary principle', especially regarding climate change, should be enshrined. It may require 

State authorities to set values for such things as forecast sea level rise to avoid debate between 

developers and councils who employ their own 'experts' (eg the problems that Redcliffe had in the late 

1980s). 

It would be helpful to set risk levels for key or sensitive facilities above those set for residential and 

commercial development that ensure their availability after disaster. These would include facilities 

such as hospitals, emergency service and police facilities, communications centres, key lifeline 

facilities, as well as hazardous faCilities. In some areas in the US such facilities may not be sited in 

areas exposed to risk in events with ARI of less than 5000 years. A similar principle is already included 

in the Building Code and should be extended to planning practice. This is especially important given 

that the SPP will be binding on State Government agencies. The SPP should explicitly preclude ' 

Cabinet approval to developments which over-ride council approvals where they are in conflict with 

hazard control requirements (eg the Lang Park re-development which is in flood prone land) . 

The SPP should also be made applicable to re-development or areas or key facilities in hazard-prone 

localities. For example, if the zoning of an area in a known flood risk zone is to be Changed from its 

Original single residential dwelling zone to medium density zone the current flood control levels should 

apply. Similarly if a key facility such as a hospital is to redeveloped its siting should be governed by 

current hazard control requirements (eg the case of Cairns Hospital) rather than Simply utilising the 

existing and inappropriate location. 

Administration. I am concerned that the discussion paper indicates that the SPP will not be binding 

and that local governments will only need 'to consider' it. Its application shOUld be mandatory. I also 

wonder where DES is going to find the expertise needed to provide the scientific and technical advice 

needed to provide advice to LGA as suggested in 3.2. If such advice is to be outsourced I would hope 

that there is some form of accreditation of conSUltants to ensure that they have appropriate 

qualifications and experience. 

Please contact me if you need clarification on any of the above. 

Geographer ABN 55 880 118 101 

Phone: 
Fax: 
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Email: 
Snail mail:  Caboolture, OLD, 4510 

"It is better to inspire action than to give advice." 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

9126101 8:30pm 
Re: SPP (Natural Disaster Mitigation) Submission 

Contact 
I(- Stakeholder group: Planning Officer, Local Government 

----- Original Message -----
From:
To: 
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2001 8:50 PM 
Subject: Re: SPP (Natural Disaster Mitigation) Submission 

Apologies. I have forwarded your email to now. Can you provide me 

please with some details eg telephone number? and what stakeholder gorup 

you 
may be from eg local government, town planner, member of the community, 

academic (field), industry rep (eg insurance, engineer) etc? This will 

help 
us communicate better with our stakeholders. Many thanks. 

>>> 09124101 08:04pm »> 
Please forWard to J
----- Original Message -----
From:
To: > 
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2001 9:46 AM 
Subject: Re: SPP (Natural Disaster Mitigation) Submission 

Thank you J . Please log n to the datasystem so he has a 

number. 
Could you please inform me of his number? 

>>>  09123101 1 0:56am »> 
STATE PLANNING POLICY SUBMISSION 

I wish to make a brief submission relating to the State Planning Policy 

for 
Natural Disaster Mitigation. I believe the following issues need to be 

addressed in the policy: 

1. Floods 
2. Landslides 
3. Bushfires (e.g. SPP could stipulate firebreak/setback distances 

between 
urban development and fireprone bushland areas). 

4. Severe Storms (e.g. underground power should be mandatory for new 

development) 
5. Earthquakes (the location of hazardous land uses should take account 

of 
earthquake risk and lor tremor frequency). 

There need to be consistent guidelines across the state for the planning 

and 
management of these issues. 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

27109/019:11:55 
Fwd: Re: SPP (Natural Disaster Mitigation) Submission 

The eople have put in a submission and I have emailed them asking for their contact number and 

stakeholder group which they have supplied. I've given this to Angela to input into the database. 

Could you please check that the information is there? Cheers. 

=="" 
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BANANA SHIRE COUNCIL 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, PRAIRIE STREET, BILOELA, OLD _ 6 NOV 1.001 

ABN: 85 946116646 -

All communications to be addressed to The Chief Executive Officer 

POSTAL ADDRESS: P.O. Box 412, Biloela, Old 4715 

EMAIL: enquiries@banana.qld.gov.au 

KML:alc 01/10/46508-22806 
File No.: E-0005 

2 November 2001 

Dear Sir, 

FACSIMILE: (07) 4992 3493 

TELEPHONE: (07) 4992 9500 

WEBSITE: h11p:\\www.banana.qld.gov.au 

RE: State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

and Development Assessment - Submission 

I refer to your letter of the 12 September 200 1 relating to the development of the State 

Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation & Development 

Assessment and seeking submissions. 

Council tabled your letter at the ()ctober Ordinary Meeting where it was resolved to make 

a submission on the Discussion Paper. Please find attached the completed proforma. 

Please direct any queries you may have to Council's Shire Planner  on 

telephone (

thfully, 

Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 

Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 

Department of Emergency Services 

GPO Box 1425 

BRISBANE Q 4001 

W:\MEETlNGS\2001\IOoct\22806 Disaster Mitigation.doc 
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4.2 Proforma for submission 
The following is a suggested proforma for submissions on the intent to prepare a State Planning 

Policy on land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. Interested 

individuals and representatives of organisations are encouraged to make a written submission 

regarding the Discussion Paper. Written submissions close on Friday 9 November 2001 • 

Discussion Paper only, nol Government policy 

19 
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SSI\l.' 30 

II Brisbane City Council 

9 Director, Disaster Mitigation Unit, 
To: Counter Disaster and Rescue 

Services 
Date: November 

2001 

Attn: Fax: 32478480 

cc: Steve Greenwood, LGAQ Pages: 2 

From: Peter Rollston, Program Officer, BCC 

Re: Submission to SPP on Land Use Planning 
for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

Level 16, 69 Ann Street 
GPO Box 1434 
Brisbane Old 4001 

Phone: 0734039549 
Facsimile: 0734036314 
Eman: Pocp4@brisbane.qld.gov.au 

Internet: WWN.brisbane.qld.gov.au 

This submission is made in response to the recently circulated discussion paper regarding the SPP 

for Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation. 

BCC supports the current initiative to address statewide deficiencies in the mapping of potential 

impacts of natural disasters. 

Extensive work has been undertaken by local govemments in Queensland to map areas effected 

by natural hazards and this work has frequently played a major role in shaping the strategic 

direction of communities and regions. 

This valuable work has sometimes been prepared in isolation from surrounding local authorities 

and has sometimes been undertaken at particular localities by developers as a condition qf 

development approval. The quality and accessibility of these locality specific studies has varied 

considerably across Queensland councils. 

It is agreed that an ongoing problem for Queensland has been inconsistent approaches to natural 

disasters, most notably mapping and policies relating to flooding . , 

Scope of Land Use Planning Response 

The natural hazards considered most relevant to land use planning in Queensland are storm 

surges associated with cyclones, flooding, landslides and bushfires. Earthquakes, severe storms 

and strong winds associated with cyclones are considered to be impacts most effectively 

addressed by a suite of building regulations best contained in the Standard Building Regulations. 

Earthquake planning may benefit from a statewide mapping of earthquake risk linked to specific 

discussion of earthquake design standards in the Standard Building Regulations. 

Preferred Option for Land Use Planning 

The preferred approach for land use planning for disaster mitigation in Queensland is as follows: 

• The compilation of the extensive current local government studies, mapping and policies 

relating to storm surge, flooding, landslides and bushfires, 
• Benchmarking of existing mapping standards and levels of control, 

IF THIS FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION IS INCOMPLETE OR ILLEGIBLE, PLEASE TELEPHONE THE ABOVE SENDER, THANK YOU. 

Our Business - A Better Brisbane 
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• Selection of an agreed standard of mapping and associated policy settings, 

• The mapping of areas effected by these hazards across the state in accordance with the 

agreed standards. It is suggested that mapping is best undertaken at the regional level in 

accordance with existing regional planning boundaries, with possible exceptions made where 

this approach is at odds with river catchment boundaries, and 

• The release and regular updating of regional map series regarding storm surge, flooding, 

landslips and bushfires to be read in conjunction with an SPP detailing policy implications of 

various categories (ie a clear explanation of the implications of Q100 floodlines). 

Regional planning forums should have the responsibility for these projects, jointly funded and 

resourced by local and state governments and involving all stakeholders and community 

consultation where relevant. 

Another less resource intensive approach would be applying general policy directions to accredited 

existing data sets where found to be adequate for the area, an approach similar to that used by the 

SPP for Good Quality Agricultural Land. 

Existing Sources of Compiled Information 

DLGP's Population Information and Forecasting Unit has already digitally compiled and regularly 

updates available flooding, storm surge and landslip mapping across over 25 local authorities in 

Queensland, encompassing all metropolitan areas and major regional centres and their 

hinterlands. 

This data was compiled for the Broadhectare Study. Each dataset was nominated for inclusion by 

participating local governments where these natural hazards effectively prevented or significantly 

constrained residential development from occurring. This compiled data set will provide a valuable 

'first cut' overview of the state of existing information. 

Suggested Basic Principles forming the foundation for preparation of the SPP 

• Existing regional forums fund regional compilation and production of base data and seek to 

minimise cost through the use of extensive existing base data. 

• Any revision of existing mapping and policy which changes land use rights be undertaken in 

collaboration with local communities 
• Mapped results and policies do not obfuscate the source of risk (ie flood, landslip) and includes 

direct plain English links between base data and policy implications . 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, the preparation of this SPP is supported subject to its provisions being directly linked 

to a consistent set of maps for each natural hazard prepared in collaborative and open processes 

at the regional level by existing regional planning bodies. 

Contact Details 

Please call Peter Rollston on 3403 949 with any further queries. 

Peter Rollston 
Program Officer 
City Planning 

IF THIS FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION IS INCOMPLETE OR ILLEGIBLE, PLEASE TELEPHONE THE ABOVE SENDER, THANK YOU. 

Our BUSiness - A Better Brisbane 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

13/11/01 16:41 :26 
Electronic Proforma for SPP DP 

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was 

, ••• , .A ..... _· .. •• ___ ,=_, ,,,, __ 

submitted by a) on Tue Nov 13 16:40:59 EST 2001 

Name of submitter: BURDEKIN SHIRE COUNCIL 

Title: Mr 

Name of author:

Work number: 

Mobile number: 

Contact address: Burdekin Shire Council, 
P.O. Box 974, 
AYR. Q.4807 

Stakeholder Group: local govemment 

- "".. -'-='"-r 
SSN:35 

preferred land option: 3.1.2 Develop a State Planning Policy on land use planning for Natural Disaster 

Mitigation and Development Assessment. 

What natural hazards should be included: cyclones 

What natural hazardS should be included: floods 

What natural hazardS should be included: landslides 
, 

What natural hazards should be inCluded: bushfires 

What natural hazards should be inCluded: severe storms 

What natural hazards should be included: earthquakes 

Include other natural hazards: Heatwaves and chemical spills. 

Comments on what natural hazards should be included: The report on natural hazards and the risk 

they pose to South-East Queensland includes a chapter on heatwaves and it is considered appropriate 

that the State Planning Policy also develop mitigation strategies to address this natural hazard. 

Chemical spills mitigation should also be investigated as a natural hazard. 
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Other issues not identified: Yes 

Details unidentified: As above. 

Do you support Ch. 2 planning measures: Yes 

Are there other measures which could be adopted in a State Planning Policy: Yes 

Describe any additional land use planning measures: The Council can appreciate the difficulties 

associated with planning for heatwaves as a natural hazard. 

Are there basic principles which should be the foundation of a State Planning Policy: The principles in 

2.5 of the discussion paper should be considered basic principles for developing a State Planning 

Policy. 
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From~ 

To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Hi Jodie 

Jim Davidson 

8/11/0115:31:10 
Further to the BoM written submission 

Earlier today, (Regional Director Queensland) faxed you 

the BoM written submission to the State Planning Policy on Land Use 

Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. 

I trust you received it. We now have 2 additional comments to make. 

Please add the following text to the points already made at the 

bottom of the proforma on Page 19 of the booklet: 

It The Bureau would strongly support the adoption of consistent 

(State-wide) standards for the design of structures and designation of 

land-use planning zones that are based on sound scientific analysis II 

(including risk assessment and management) of all available information. 

Please add the following text to other unidentified issues: 

Q It is essential that there be only one authoritative source (and 

acknowledged) for the different types of warning. Conflicting warning 

messages can cause significant concerns and additional problems in 

disaster situations. 'l . 

Regards. Jim. 

Jim DAVIDSON 
Qld Weather Services Manager 
Bureau Of Meteorology 
Tel 
Fax
Mo

cc: qrd@alto1.qld.bo.m.gov.au 
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Caboolture Shire council 

7 November 2001 

Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster & Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE OLD 4001 

Dear Sir 

Enquiries: 
Direct Phone:
Direct Fax: 

Our ReI: 

Your Ref: 

621/17/5 (rr) 

Re: State Planning Policy - Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and 

Development Assessment. 

Gaboolture Shire Council at its meeting to be held on 20 November 2001, will be considering a 

report in relation to the abovementioned State Planning Policy, and Council's participation in the 

development of the Policy. 

It will be recommended that Council gives 'in principlti support to the formulation of this Policy, and 

you will be advised of Council's decision following this meeting. 

I have completed the submission proforma and enclosed herewith. 

Should further information be required concerning this matter please contact Council's Planning 

& Strategy Unit as above referenced . 

, 

MANAGER PLANNING & STRATEGY 

Enclosure 

Address correspondence 10: The Chief Execu1lve Officer. P.O. Box 159. CABOOLTURE. QLD .. 4510 

Shire Administration Centre. 2 Hosking street. CABOOLTURE. QLD .. 4510 ' Telephone: (07) 5420 0100 

A.B.N. B4 582 027376 



State Planning Policy - Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development 

Assessment· Submission 

Name of submitter: (e.g. organisation) Caboolture Shire Council 

Name of author or contact person Mr Leo Jensen 

Email address: 

Contact Telephone: Work Number: 

Mobile Number

• Contact address for correspondence: 
Manager Planning & Strategy 
Caboo~ure Shire Council 

• 

PO Box 159 
CABOOLTURE OLD 4510 

Stakeholder group Local Government 

What Is your preferred option for land use planning for disaster management and mitigation within 

Queensland, or what would you prefer? 

Incorporation of codes into various IPA Planning Schemes. SPP should set framework and broad 

parameters, but issues will vary from Local Government to Local Government. 

What natural hazards should be included In the State Planning Policy? 

o Cyclones ~ Floods ~ Landslides ~ Bushfires 0 Severe Storms 0 Earthquakes 

Other? Please specify 

No comment. 



There are a number of issues identified in Chapter 2 of the Discussion Paper of September 2001 

concerning natural disaster management and land use planning. Are there other issues which are 

not identified? 

r' YESL: NO 

If yes, please give details of unidentified issues 

No Comment. 

Chapter 2 outlines land use planning measures to mitigate natural disasters. Do you support 

these measures? 

~ YES O NO 

• Are there other measures which could be adopted in a State Planning Policy? 

. /0 YES 0 NO 

• 

Please describe any additional land use planning measures that could be considered for. a State 

Planning Policy (see Chapter 2). Please specify Whether or not your comments refer to a specific 

natural hazard 

Scope for any policy to address emergency natural hazards (ie. algae blooms in fresh and sa~ water 

bodies). Whilst b.looms may be linked to land use practices, the occurrence of such bloom impacts on 

land use planning and practice, terrain, industry natural ecosystems. 

Are there basic principles which should be the foundation of a State Planning Policy on Land Use 

Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Dev.elopment Assessment which would ensure the 

future urban development Is undertaken In a manner that minimises the potential for disastrous 

impacts from natural hazards? , 

No comment 



From: 
To: 
Date: 

s 
8/10/01 10:50:35 

I D', 
., .•.•• 'X.," 

Subject: State Planning Policy on Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment 

Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
PO Box 1425 
BRISBANE OLD 4001 

Re: Submission on the Intent to Prepare a State Planning Policy 

Name of Submitter.. Caims City Council 
Name of Author: 

Contact Add ress: PO Box 359 
CAIRNS OLD 4870 

Stakeholder Group: Local Govemment 

I would like to advise the following points to the above topic. 

1. A State Policy approach is supported such that a consistent approach to disaster mitigation is 

achieved not only state wide, but nationally. 

2. The policy should not be overly prescriptive, but needs to specify best practice standards where 

they exist, e.g. minimum flood immunity for new development 

3. Significant involvement of local authorities needs to be achieved during the policy preparation 

process in order that Local Government ownership of the policy is assured. 

4. Local Government planners, engineers and emergency management personnel will all benefit 

from the adoption of a State Planning Policy and I believe will be supportive of the policy approach 

taken. 

In respect of the above points I would like to be personally involved in the development of the State 

Planning Policy. 

Regards 

Manager, Strategic Planning 
Cairns City Council 

Cairns City Council Disclaimer 

''This message, and any attachments, may contain privileged and confidential information intended 

only for the use of the intended addressee(s). Any unauthorized use of this material is prohibited. If 

you receive this message in error, please notify the sender immediately, delete the message and 

destroy any printed or electronic copies. 
Opinions expressed in this e-mail are those of the sender and do not necessarily represent the views 

of the Cairns City Council. Council does not accept any responsibility for the loss or damage that may 

result from reliance on, Of the use of, any information contained in this e-mail or attachments." 

.. -'-v·""-···' 
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POST OF'FlCE BOX 231 
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QU~D46BO 

(07) 4975 a 100 

• 
(07) 4975 7106 

EMAIL 

csc@calllope.qld.gov.au 

PutA"I.e: ADDRESS ALI,. 

CORJUrSl"'Ot4OCNCE TO THE 

CHIBI' EXactJTlW OftP'1CER 

JAB:CD1 & CS7 

9 November, 2001 

The Director 
.Disaster Mitigation and Rescue Services, 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 . 
BRISBANE OLD 4001 

Dear Sir, 

Re: Discussion Paper 
State ~I~!!~ing Policy :~isaster Mitigation 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the discussion paper on 

the possibility of developing a State Planning Policy on Land Use 

Planning For Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. 

It is noted that the discussion paper acknowledges that a state 

Planning Policy as proposed would hav.e sqme limitations in that the 

natural haiards nominated could only be addressed in tenns of land 

use planning and development assessment by the policy. 

Council agrees with thestaternent in the discussion 'paper that land us¢ 

planning can playa key part in reducing current and future community 

risks by identifying in advance the areas with increased riSk. However, 

Council also concurs with the .statement ~at. one reason for the 

differences in the level of land llse planning between local governments 

is the differences in 'baseline' data available. 

While a. disaster risk management appro~ch can be follbwed to identify 

the risks, Council is concerned that there is sometimes little or no 

information availabie· on these risks in a geographical sense . 

F.or example, earlier' this year the Australian, Geological Survey 

Organisation produced iii document titled "CommunitY Risk in Gladstone 

- A Multi-Haz;:trd Risk Assessment" which attempted to quantify the 

risks of cycrone, earthquake, severe storm, flood, landslide, heat wave 

and bush fire risk to the Gladstone. Region. The fallowing was 

concluded regarding the "riskiness" of-Gladstone from the report: 

Tropicai Cyclone Wind: Total damage to 700 houses i~ the area, 

Storm Tide Inundation: .. 247 structures will experience over floor 

inUndation. 

Flood: ' There is currently, insufficient information available on which to, 
base a risk assessment. '. 

" .~ . 
Earthquake: The' risk .. is- as .. high ·as'. Newcastle but AGSO has 

insufficient data at this stage to estimat.e the risk for the study area. 

Severe Thunderstorms: We do not have enough information at present 
to quantify the level of riSk.' 
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Heat wave: 4287 people (Australia - wide) died between 1803 and 

1992 from heat wave... it is not possible to provide a specific risk 

assessment. 

Bushfires: Generally do not kill people in Queensland, although some 

property damage. 

Landslides: Only one recorded in the area. 

The general conclusion from the above is that there is very little 

quantitative information upon which to make a risk assessment if land 

use planning is required to take this into account. 

Calliope Shire Council has a land area of over 5000km2 and a rate base 

of 15,000 people. The most useful disaster mitigation information 

collected to date by Councn at its own expense has been on flooding 

and storm surge. This data covers 100km2 of the Shire. The cost of 

coliectin"ginfOrmatioii-over the whole of the Shire for several other types 

of disasters would most likely be prohibitive for this community. The 

State Government needs to invest heavily in data gathering before the 

State Planning Policy would be effective. 

The goal to achieve a consistent direction across the State for natural 

hazards planning is an admirable one. The proposed policy should take 

into account the fact that the needs of Local Govemment Shires to 

mitigate these disasters is as diverse as the weather patterns and 

terrain. 

If a State Planning Policy was to be introduced, it could consist of 

"layers" of requirements, based on the adoption of new Integrated 

Planning Act planning schemes. For example: 

Section Content Applicable to 

1 Broad . performance criteria to All local government 
consider in a IPA planning scheme . 

2 Matters to be considered in All tocal government 
Planning Scheme 

3 More detailed requirements Areas with non-IPA 
including Default and optional codes Planning Schemes 

The broad performance based criteria in Section 1 could be along the 

lines of not exacerbating the exposure of people or property to the risk 

associated with natural disaster. ie not allowing higher density 

development on flood prone land etc. 

The matters to. be considered in producing a Planning Scheme in 

section 2 would be flooding (rainfall & storm surge), landslides and bush 

fires. Five lines on each topic should be sufficient. 

Section 3 follows the format of the proposed changes to the Standard 

Building Regulation. This section would contain what have been 
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termed "default" and "optional" codes of practice. A default code 

applies if the local government does not, by resolution of Council, adopt 
a different or amended code. An optional code is only applicable if 

called up by Council by resolution. Codes are proposed as follows: 

Code Type 

Flood J~.o. I'd."'!! u_rut~ flood immuniti~"; 
Surge Code free boards for various types 

development. 

and 
of 

Bush Fire_Code_ QJ:ltiol1~ .1-?![p.~i:I!~~_bush firer:t)i!!l@tion .. rns.Bsures 
for various types of development in 
various mapped areas 

. 'crptlonal" 'Slipiilates triggers for landslide studies 
and mitigation for various types of 
development in various types of solis and 
formations or mapped areas. 

Earthquake Code Optional Stipulates earthquake mitigation 
measures for various types of 
development in various mapped areas 

.... ". '-'-'" 

A planning scheme is adopted by a resolution of Council, and as sueh it 
would be satisfactory to utilise the State Planning Policy prior to 
adoption of the planning scheme. The State Planning Policy Codes . ,; 

would more than likely form a good basis for codes that are included in 
a Council planning scheme. 

In summary, a State Planning Policy would be an appropriate 

j 
instrument to ensure natural disaster mitigation is considered in the 

I compilation of a planning scheme and the assessment of development. 
Generally however. little information is available to. assess the risk of 
disasters, and much investigation is required at prohibitive expense for 

local govemment. It would be of general benefit to ioeal government to 

map areas of high risk from natural hazards before imposing a State 
Planning Policy. so that the implications could be better understood. 

Should you have any queries in regard to this matter. please call Mr 
. 

Yours faithfully 

r"'CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
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Ms 
AlDirector 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE OLD 4001 

Dear  

- 8 NOV ZOOI 

Queensla{ld 
Government 

Department of 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander Policy 

Thank you for seeking comments from the Department of Aboriginal and 

Torres Strait Islander Policy (DATSIP) regarding the development of the 

[
proposed State Planning Policy for Extractive Resources and Extractive I C9 <> l's: I ( 
Industry (SPP). DATSIP provides advice about the cultural, environmental, -L ,. 
economic and physical interests of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

Queenslanders and welcomes the opportunity to provide comments. 

I trust that the following comments will be useful in the preparation of the SPP. 

Should you have any further inquiries regarding this submission, please 

contact  AlSnr Policy Officer on . 

Yours sincerely 

AlE

level 1 Enterprise House 
46 Chartotte Street Brisbane 

PO Box. 397 Brisbane Albert Street 
Queensland 4002 Australia 

Telephone 01 3224 2011 

Facsimile 07 3404 3572 

Website www.indigenous.qld.gov.au 

ABN 84 150 594 360 
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DATSIP comments on the 
Proposed State Planning Policy on 

Land Use and Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation 
and Development Assessment 

Introduction 
Queensland has a widely dispersed population of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander peoples living in a wide variety of social and economic circumstances 

with varying exposures to natural disaster hazards and plans to mitigate risks, 

Significantly, a large proportion of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

population live in areas where natural disaster risks are high because of their 

remote geographic locations with high probability of natural disaster events 

and low levels of mitigation. The Department of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander Policy (DATSIP) recognises the benefits of land use planning for 

natural disaster mitigation and support the development of the SPP to inform 

and assist local governments prepare planning schemes. However DATSIP 

considers there are particular issues associated with Aboriginal and Torres 

Strait local govemments that need to be taken into consideration when 

preparing the SPP. 

Some Statistics 
Data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 1996 Census indicates that in 

1996 there were 95,533 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Queenslanders. 

(It is anticipated this figure will increase when 2001 Census figures are 

available.) Ofthese 95,533 people: 

• 26,566 were living in large metropolitan locations (locations of over 

100,000 people). Indigenous people comprise 1.6% of the total population 

dwelling in large metropolitan locations, and 27.8% of the total Indigenous 

population live in large metropolitan areas . 

• 16,204 were living in regional cities (iocations of between 25,000 and 

99,999 people). Indigenous people comprise 3.5% of the tofal population 

dwelling in regional cities, and 17.0% of the total Indigenous population 

live in regional cities. 

• 5,675 were living in large rural locations (iocations with a population of 

between 10,000 and 24,999 people). Indigenous people comprise 3.0% of 

the total population dwelling in large rural locations, and 5.9% of the total 

Indigenous popUlation live in large rural locations. 

• 23,233 were living in small rural locations (locations with a population of 

between 1,000 and 9,999 people). Indigenous people comprise 6,1% of 

the total population dwelling in small rural locations, and 24.3% of the 

Indigenous population live in small rural locations. 

• 23,855 Indigenous Queenslanders live outside urban areas (locations of 

less than 1000 people), which represents 25.0% of the total Indigenous 

OATSI? Natural Disaster Mitigation SPP submiSSion 2 
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population. By comparison, 19.4% of the total Queensland population live 

outside urban areas. 

• From a natural disaster risk perspective it is significant that these 

demographic figures show that almost 50% of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander Queenslanders live in small rural locations or outside urban 

areas, mainly in remote and isolated locations. 

Aboriginal people and Torres Strait Islanders also live under several local 

government jurisdiction types throughout Queensland including: 
~ 123 'mainstream' local governments established under the Local 

Govemment Act 1993; 
~ 2 local governments established u)1der the Local Govemment 

(Aboriginal Lands) Act 1978; 
~ 15 Aboriginal Community Councils established under the Community 

Services (Aborigines) Act 1984, and 
~ 17 Torres Strait Islander Community Councils established under the 

Community Services (Torres Strait) Act 1984. 

In the 34 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander local government jurisdictions 

there are approximately 16,875 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander residents 

out of a total of 20,980 residents. This indicates that approximately 18% of 

Queensland's Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander population lives in areas 

under Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander local government jurisdiction. The 

remainder, approximately 78,658 (ie 82%), of Queensland's Aboriginal and 

Torres Strait Islander people live in the 123 'mainstream' local government 

areas. 

Application of the SPP 
The State Planning Policy will be prepared within the framework established 

by the Integrated Planning Act 1997 (IPA) and will be given effect through 

local govemment planning schemes, development assessments and 

decisions on community infrastructure by State and local governments. 

Through planning schemes and in the assessment of 'tI~velopment 

applications, the State Planning Policy would influence decisions on the 

location and/or requirements for future developments, including infrastructure 

in the Local Govemment Area. Local govemments would assess proposed 

developments against the natural disaster risk information contained in their 

planning scheme, ascertain a development's impact on the safety of the 

community, consider the provisions of the SPP and, where appropriate, 

require the development application to be amended or refuse the application. 

The Discussion Paper states that 'lals natural hazards exist throughout 

Queensland, it would be reasonable that the policy applies State-wide. n 

DATSIP supports this objective but considers that State-wide consistency in 

the application of the SPP will be difficult to achieve because the 32 

Community Councils constituted under the Community Services (Aborigines) 

Act 1984 and the Community Services (Torres Strait) Act 1984 are not 

developing IPA compliant planning schemes. The 2 local governments 

DATSIP Natural Disaster Mitigation SPP submission 3 
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constituted under the Local Government (Aboriginal Lands) Act 1978 are also 

unlikely to develop IPA compliant planning schemes. This is because IPA 

provides that the preparation of an IPA compliant planning schemes is 

optional for these local governments jurisdictions. 

The 34 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander local government jurisdictions are. 

however bound by the development assessment provisions of IPA. Obviously 

these local govemments will be constrained when applying developrnent 

assessment provisions because of the lack of natural disaster risk information 

that a planning scheme would contain. Application of the SPP in these local 

governments areas will therefore not be consistent with the rest of the State 

and their communities will continue to be exposed to a higher risk of impact 

from natural disasters than the communities of local government areas that 

prepare planning schemes. 

Therefore the SPP should develop or identify an alternative mechanism to 

facilitate land use planning for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander local 

governments in order to achieve State-wide consistency in natural disaster 

mitigation and development assessment. This is particularly important given 

the vulnerability of these communities and their exposure to natural disasters. 

It is also pertinent to quote from the new Queensland Government Priorities. 

released recently by the Premier. which. in part. state: 
Safer and More Supportive Communities 
All Queenslanders want to live in communities where they are 

protected from harm. where the differences between people are 

respected, and where everyone is treated with fairness and dignity. 

The State Government is committed to building safer and more 

supportive communities by .. . minimising the risk and impact of 

emergencies and disasters .... 

The Community Services Acts and land use planning 
As discussed previously. there are 15 Aboriginal Community Councils 

established under the Community SeNices (AbOrigines) Act 1984, and 17 

Torres Strait Islander Community Councils established under the Community 

SeNices (Torres Strait) Act 1984 (Community Service Acts). The Community 

Service Acts are administered by OATSIP and are currently undergoing 

review. 

There is a possibility that the Community Services Acts review process could 

provide an opportunity to include prOVisions for land use planning suitable for 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Community Councils. and this planning 

process could be referred to by the SPP. It is recommended that Department 

of Emergency Services consult with DATSIP to discuss the Community 

Services Acts review process and identify options for an appropriate land use 

planning process for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Community 

Councils that could be incorporated into the Acts. 

DATSIP Natural Disaster Mitigation SPP submission 4 



A land use planning process for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

Community Councils under the Community SeNices Acts could address the 

issues identified in section 2.4.1 of the Discussion Paper to ensure 

compatibility with the· State Planning Policy. This planning process would 

result in a land use plan that addressed: 
• identification of strategic policies and desired outcomes for land use; 

• identification of land which is particularly at risk to damage from natural 

hazards and formulation of land use strategy to direct and control the form 

and limits of development in areas susceptible to natural hazards. This 

would include hazard and risk mapping. An example would be the 

prevention or limiting of urban development in areas of known potential 

threat from flooding; 
• creation of codes specifically addressing natural hazards; and 

• inclusion of requirements for development to produce site specific plans 

for identified natural hazards, ego a bushfire management plan. 

Any amendments to the Community SeNices Acts to provide for land use 

planning must be developed in consultation with Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander Community Councils and their representative bodies to ensure that 

any new provisions are appropriate and achievable for Aboriginal and Torres 

Strait Islander local govemments. 

Resourcing for natural disaster risk assessment and mitigation 

Regardless of whether Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander local 

governments develop IPA compliant planning schemes, or conduct land use 

planning under the Community Services Acts, or voluntarily identify natural 

hazards risks and mitigation, they will inevitably incur a cost for land use 

planning for natural disaster mitigation. The costs would be significant and 

given that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander local governments rely heavily 

on Commonwealth and State Govemment grants, they would require specific 

financial assistance to implement a planning process. 

• The Natural Disaster Risk Management Studies Program (NDRMSP) provides 

resourcing to local govemments to conduct hazard mapping, ris\( assessment 

and technical studies relating to natural hazards. The funding formula for the 

NDRMSP requires a 1:1:1 contribution from Federal, State and local 

governments and experience has shown that natural disaster risk 

management studies cost in the vicinity of $60,000. This equates to around 

$20,000 to be contributed by the local governments that successfully apply for 

NDRMSP funding. 

Only two Aboriginal and Torres Strait local governments have successfully 

applied for funding from the NDRMSP to date. This is primarily because of the 

limited financial resources and competing priorities for scarce resources in the 

other Aboriginal and Torres Strait local governments. This indicates that 

consideration needs to be given to reducing or waiving the required 

contribution from low income local governments, or specific grants provided to 

them so that they are able to access NDRMSP funding. DATSIP understands 

that the SPP has no direct influence over the NDRMSP but it should be 

DATSI? Natural Disaster Mitigation SPP submission 5 



recognised that without assistance Aboriginal and Torres Strait local 

governments will be unable to conduct an adequate planning process, even if 

they are required to do so by legislation. 

Basic principles for developing a SPP 

To assist and guide Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander local governments 

develop land use plans that include natural disaster mitigation provisions, and 

to inform development assessment processes, the SPP should be developed 

consistent with the basic principles proposed in section 2.5 of the Discussion 

Paper. Consistent with section 2.5, the basic principles for developing an SPP 

shoUld be that it includes: 

• information on natural hazards and land use patterns, and activities that 

are increasing the potential risks to communities and infrastructure from 

those hazards, must be gathered, together with information as to which 

activities and land uses are likely to result in increased risks; 

• appropriate opportunities for natural hazard management should be 

identified and adopted to encourage a proactive rather than a reactive 

approach to natural hazard management; 

• clear policies and guidelines should be formulated for effective 

management of natural hazards and the implications of those upon land 

use planning; 
• the role and responsibilities of stakeholders should be clearly defined and 

reviewed regularly; and 

• all tiers of government, industry and the community need to work together 

towards common resource considerations and management objectives. 

OATSIP Natural Disaster Mitigation SPP submission 6 
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Poor command/control procedures. These lead 

to: -
Lack of identified "on scene" appliances! 
resources. 
Uncontrolled road closures. 
Improper dissemination of infonnation, leading 

to: -
Inconsistent! un-coordinated fire attack 
procedures 
Unsatisfactory or inefficient use of resources. 

Improper procedures by on scene crews. 

The majority of these problems identified will reoccur at every 

incident as concerns will always be raised and the feeling of "we 

could have done better" is inevitable. Of course we can always 

do better, the objective is to save lives, prevent injury and 

property lose in an effort to reduce the trauma to both man and 

nature and maintain the life style that living with nature brings 

us. 

The identification of wild :fires as a risk, which can be planned 

for, albeit only really aimed at the prevention of the effects, 

acknowledges the desire to create communities that are safe 

from this natural disaster. ' 

The creation of buffer zones consisting of firebreaks and fire 

resistant vegetation around new communities, the provision of 

water features that can be utilised as filling points for fire 

appliances. Tum-around facilities to allow fire appliances to 

escape from high-risk areas, provision of fire shelters and 

mechanisms to alert the greater community of the risks 

associated with living in the area and the approach of a wildfire. 



• 

Australian Standards 3959 specifies the types of construction 

suitable to wildfire prone areas. The standard acknowledges that 

improvements to the safe and successful construction of homes 

in wildfire prone areas must be accompanied by measures taken 

in the areas of planning, subdivision, siting and landscaping. 

The Building Code of Australia also addresses the problems 

associated with development of Class 1,2 &3 buildings in bush 

fire prone areas. 

As with all N aturaI disaster situations, we can only plan to 

reduce the threat and the potential damage that the incident can 

bring. Every effort should be made to plan our communities to 

coexist with nature while still ensuring a safe and protected 

environment 
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Suggested profonna for written submissions concerning the State Planning Pol 

Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment 

Name of submitter: (e.g. organisation) fentral Public Health Uni I 

Name of author or contact person: 

Mr 0 Mrs 0 Ms 0 Miss 0 Dr 0 
 

Email address:  

• PLC L IC;,'I C I~S ) 
1(1[,5' PAGE r Work Number: 

Mobile Number

• 

STUDy' Ccr;TRE :. 

Box 946 
Q 4700 

Stakeholder group - please tick the appropriate box: 

o Local Government 

o Queensland Government or agency 

o Commonwealth Government 

o Peak Group 

o industry 

o professional 

o community 

o conservation 
other (please specify) 

1 

o Industry Group 

o insurance 

o tourism 

o primary industry 

o mining 
other (please specify) 

I OJ 

o Academic 

o climatology 

o land use planning 

o disaster management 

o other (ple<!se specify) 

1 I 

o General community member 

o Property developer 

o Insurance industry representative 

o Consultant or advisor on land 
planning or other natural hazards 

o Other 

http://www.emergency.qld.gov.aulcommunitylspp/proforma.htm? 11/0512001 
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What is your preferred option for land use planning for disaster management a 

within Queensland, or what would you prefer? (see Chapter 3 and Appendix S,_ 

Discussion Paper here) 
Develop a State Planning P{olicy on Land Use Planning for natu 

Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. 

What natural hazards should be included in the State Planning Policy? (see Sec 

Appendix A, download the Discussion Paper here) 

o Cyclones 0 Floods 0 Landslides 0 Sushfires 0 Severe Stonns 0 Ea 

Other? Please specify 

Comment 
Support administration of the SPP as ·outlined in Chapter 3.2 

Ie 

• 

There are a number of issues identified in Chapter 2 of the Discussion Paper of 

2001 concerning natural disaster management and land use planning. Are there 

Which are not identified? (download the Discussion Paper here) 

DYES 0 NO 

If es, please give details of unidentified Issues 

Chapter 2 outlines land use planning measures to mitigate natural disasters (do 

Discussion Paper here). Do you support these measures? 

o YES 0 NO ' 

Are there other measures which could be adopted in a State Planning Policy? 

DYES 0 NO 

Please describe any additional land use planning measures that could beconsi 

State Planning Policy (see Chapter 2). Please specify whether or not your comm 

to a specific natural hazard download the Discussion Paper here. 

Are there basic prinCiples which should be the foundation of a State Planning P 

Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster lII\itigation and Development Assessmen 

would ensure the future urban development is undertaken in a manner that mini 

the potential for disastrous impacts from natural hazards? (see Chapter 2, Secti 

download the Discussion Paper here). 

http://www.emergency.qld.gov.aulcommunity/spp/proforma.htm? 11/05/2001 



~. 

• 

State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning - Department of Emergency Services 

() Back to top 

Queensland 
Fire·and Rescue 
Atdhcrily 

...

. Rural 
. ... Fire 

" "Service 

Qaeensland 
Ambulance 
Servlce 

Page 3 ot j 

The Department of Emergency Services' purpose is to save lives, protect property and help preserve the natural 
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FINANCE OFFI CER 
MR NORM CRASWELL 

Fax to: Mr Richard Wood 
Emergency Services 
Brisbane 

Fax No: 32478475 

1 5 NOV 2C3~ 

Following your discussions with Mrs hi BuUo, au.ir State Council of River TnlStS 

Queensland, the IOllowing comments are submitted on Issues in the Discussion Paper. 

September 200 1, State: PJanninr Policy 011 Land Use Pi .... ing fur Natural pi ... *, 

mjtipjoo and Developmcul f. BOO 'SSI11CI!t. 

QueensIm1's 17 River Trusts are closely involved in the mitigation offJood damage 

and cwrartiy provide advice and intlumce land IJIIUIII8'=UlCDt decisions where rivers 

or SIlaImS ate involved, as part of ISS hents of applic8tlons by their respcetive 

Loca1 Authorities. 
'The StIte's Rive:: Trusts have a close intemst in the development of the proposed 

planning policy. and the legislation uDda' which !hoy opcrale is very imponant to 

them aDd their local authorities. 

The discussion paper raises a numbel- of questions fur Trusts. They include: 

• Whether the Trusts should abo have primary responsibility under the IPA 

given their role In dealing with flood events and damage to land, rlvas and in . 

some IIrt:aS very extensive flood mitiptioo II!d river stabilisation 

infrastructure they manage and maiulain. 

• Whelher the Trusts established flood mitigation and river DIlIIlIIgemenl 

straregies which link closely 10 the broader regional natural resource 

management should be rccognHed uDder the IPA. 

The SI8Ies River Trusts have a key role In disaster mitig/llion. They address 600d 

mit iglltion aIJ!l river stabiW!!Uion fur their rc:spectIve Ioca1 authorities with the benefits 

of the RMr Impl'UYf:men( Trust Act (/940) and Its links to the State Governmenl 

Pat Botto PO !>ox 83 Proserpine Q 4800 Ph/Fax 49451052 Email botto@lwhltsunday.net.au 

nm Smith PO Box 5318 MC Townsville Q 4810 Ph 0418 725585 Fax 47997736 

Norm Craswell 3 Aylesbury St, Fi9 Tree Pocket Q 4069 Ph 33785986 Fax 3378 6687 Email nonnie@gil.com.au 

, 
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Trusts are one of tile ~ stake holder groups in relation to Natural Disaster Mitigation 

and Development l\SSeSSlI1ent as they lITe the agencies best placed to act to overcome 

flood damage and restore stability to land and rivers in times of emergency. 

Comments ofMaCters in the hoor 

Comments in relation to Section 2 are summarised on the profunna for submissions 

attached. 

Some other comments are made as well. In terms of "where do we go ftnm here" the 

State Council ofRivcr Trust Queensland, would lila: the opportunity to comment on 

the draft State Planning Policy in due course. 

I. Appesdix A NahmlJ Hullrda 

Tru&ts wort to manage the risIa and mitigate the financial. economic, social and 

environmental loss. 
In QOasta/ North Que<:osIand (Mackay to Mossman not lncIuding Townsville I 

Thuringo_ area). the Trusts have established a total of over $100 Million in flood 

mitigation and river stabilisation assets. 

After sew:re flooding events, the maintenance cost has commonly been less than 2 or 

30/0 of !hat value. The North Queensland committees have come to rely on this 

infrastructure as part of the overall mJI!III8f"Dmt offlood risk. 

2. Appeadix B Rules .. d Respontlbillties 

River Trusts play an integral part of the local authority's sIrBlegiy developmenl and 

plallning reviews. Local authorities wluethe provisions of the RIT legislation which 

deals with eRl«gaICies where land and rivers are involved 

In 1he last three years many of the Trusts have suCl:CSSfi.dly !lOught funding under the 

Natural Disaster Risk Management Studies Program to undermke risk assessments, 

technical studies or establish networks related to the management of hazards 

ldcntil1ed in the discussion paper. and which ext=! to improved management of the 

infraslructw-e on whioh local urban and sural communities and industry now depend. 

Local authorities have seen lit to do it that way tbrougfI Trusts. Trusts believe: this II 
role should be recognised in 1lIIY documentation of roles and responsibilites ofStaIre 

holdes in the proposed planning policy. , 

JT Smi"" 
Ex~~r 
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4.;! Profonnil for submission 
The following Is a suggested proforma for sUbmissions on the Intent to prepare a State Planning 

Policy on Land Use Planning For Natural Disaster Mitigation and DevelopmentAssessment. Interested 

individuals and representatives of organisations are encouraged to make a written submission 

regarding the Discussion Paper. Written submissions close on Friday 9 November 2001. 

ni~!:LI~:::!lon Pi"lpCr only. not GOVWlUn~.'!It pt-'Iicy 
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7 November 2001 

Director 

Attention Faye Smith 

Disaster Mitigation Unit 

Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 

Department of Emergency Services 

GPO Box 1425 

Brisbane· Qld 4001 

Dear Ms Smith 

v ,.-. __ ... , 

QueenslaQd 
Government 

Department of Main Roads 

Proposed State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and 

Development Assessment 

Thank you for your letter of 10 October 2001, which confrrmed the registration of my town pl,nning 

officer, Mr Chris Fogarty, for attendance at the Toowoomba workshop on 16 October 2001,a:nIl 

which also invited submissions on the above proposed policy. 

My submission for the proposed state planning policy is attached to this letter. 

Yours sincerely 

Encl.: Main Roads Border (Warwick) Submission for a Proposed State Planning Policy on Land Use 

Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment 

Transport Planning Unit 
Department of Main Roads 
306 Wood St Warwick Queensland 4370 

Locked Bag 1 Warwick Queensland 4370 
ABN 57 836 727 711 

Ourrel 810179(5) P10835 E7828 

Your ref 
Enquiries Chris Fogarty 
Telephone +617 (07) 4661 6325 

Facsimile +61 7 (07) 4661 6380 
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4.2 Proforma for submission 
The following is a suggested proforma for submissions on the intent to prepare a State Planning 
Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. Interested 
individuals and representatives of organisations are encouraged to make a written submission 
regarding the Discussion Paper. Written submissions close on Friday 9 November 2001. 

DISCUSSion Paper only. not Government pohcy 
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The following is a suggested proforma for submissions on the intent to prepare a State Planning 
Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. Interested 
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8 November 2001 

The Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster & Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE OLD 4001 

Dear Sir/Madam 

OUR REF: 1.1/17f7 

YOUR REF: 
ENQUIRIES: Veroinca Schilling 

DIRECT DIAL: 54620355 

PROPOSAL FOR STATE PLANNING POLICY ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR 

NATURAL DISASTER MITIGATION & DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT. 

Please find enclosed a copy of Council's submission in relation to the above matter. 

While Council recognizes the impact of natural disasters have on the community and 

has already included criteria for bushfire and landslip in its draft IPA Planning 

Scheme, Council is concemed about the implications such a policy may reduce the 

flexibility in how Council deals with natural disaster planning. The absence of 

information in some instances on the extent of impacts from natural disasters may 

require a flexible approach at a local level in planning for these events, unless 

extensive time and resources are available for such investigations. 

Council would appreciate the opportunity to discuss this policy further with 

representatives of Disaster Mitigation Unit. , 
It is trusted that, these concerns will be incorporated into the decision on whether or 

not this policy proceeds. 

Yours faithfully 

Veronica Schilling 
MANAGER PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
vs:km 

Gallon Shire Council. 26 Railway Street. PO Box 82. Gallon Qld 4343 

Ph: (07) 5462 4000 Fax: (07) 5462 3269 mailbox@gallon.qld .gov.au www.gallon.qld.gov.au 

• v 
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4.2 Proforma for submission 
The following is a suggested profonna for submissions on the intent to prepare a State Planning 

Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. Interested 

individuals and representatives of organisations are encouraged to make a written submission 

regarding the Discussion Paper. Written submissions close on Friday 9 November 2001. 

DISCUSSion Paper only. nol Government pohcy 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Dear "jstephens" 

Kevin Parkes 
Jodie Stephens 
8/11/01 8:54:20 
Submission for State Planning Policy 

I have attached body Disaster Mitigation.doc as my submission. 

I have followed proforma as mauch as possible. 

I have also copied and pasted submission below if a security problem exists 

with your system with attachments. 

Regards 

Kevin Parkes 

:. Mr. Kevin Brian Parkes 

• 

Business Hours Phone 07 4771 6121 
Mobile Number 0407 641 681 

P.O. Box 5260 
Townsville 4810 

Stakeholder Description: General Community member. 
Property Owner 

My preferred option for Disaster Mitigation is follows. 

A State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster 

Mitigation and Development Assessment with certain provisions is as follows. 

Development proponents with development applications with a value over, say 

$500,000 would be required to provide Hazard Mapping and Assessment to 

AS/NZ 4360 as part of development process. The hazard mapping should 

include all risks and include extreme events. 

Previously recognized local or regional hazards should be included and the 

development proposals must demonstrate mitigation rather than exasperation 

impacts. 

The reasoning for suggesting that hazard mapping is performed as part of 

development proposal is that the proponents in many instances would have a 

greater capacity of identifying mitigation options than many regulatory 

authorities. Mitigation options could be part of the development 

construction, and developers could gain considerable commercial advantage 

if they were able to demonstrate that their developments were both 

conducive to modem lifestyle and "safe". 

In time residential and commercial developments that were not regarded as 

"safe" would not be commercially viable. 

Up to this time there has been a general policy of all levels of Government 

to withhold extreme event scenarios from public scrutiny so as "not to 

cause unnecessary public concern". In this era where market 

forces dominate all aspects of domestic and commercial activity this 

... _. , __ ._ .rag.;:, oJ 1 I 
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practice can only be regarded as Unconscionable Behavior under Section 51AA 

of the Trade Practices Act of 1974. 

If the public sector is incapable of implementing viable extreme event 

responses, every opportunity must be made available to private and 

corporate sectors to both plan their own "survival procedures" and allow 

those that can assist those that can't. 

All natural hazards as identified in the Discussion Paper including 

Cyclones, Floods, Landslide, Bushfires, Sever Stomns and Earthquakes should 

be included in the State Planning Policy. 

There are other hazards that should be included in the State Planning 

Policy that have an impact on Natural Disaster Mitigation. 

Information on previous land use particularly if there is any evidence, 

either historical or physical of occupation and or usage by any govemment 

department or by any extractive or industrial enterprise should be included 

in the Hazard Mapping process . 

Govemment Departments particularly the Department of Defence have adopted 

a long-temn policy of not divulging any detailed infomnation regarding 

their prior land use activities or infomnation regarding any infrastructure 

that they may have built on or beneath their property prior to disposal and 

future development. 

I am presently performing both a physical and aerial photographic audit of 

what defence infrastructure was constructed in the Townsville I Thuringowa 

region during World War 2 to allow recording for posterity reasons. 

All though this project is in the very early research stages there is 

already a substantial amount of information that is increasing in both 

volume and quality that indicates that what was conSidered common knowledge 

regarding the extent of milttary engineering thought to have been perfomned 

in the Townsville I Thuringowa is grossly underestimated. 

From approximately 1890 to somewhere in the mid 1950s there was a 

considerable amount of military engineering and possibly water reticulation 

infrastructure built in the greater Townsville I Thuringowa region that 

even today is not adequately documented or common knowledge. 

The knowledge that some of this engineering was perfomned in excess of 100 

years ago and is still a well kept military secret is in itself a source of 

concem. 

This infrastructure probably inCludes in excess of 200 Kilometers of 

military communications tunnels (subways) along with their associated 

drainage pumping stations, drainage wells and there is also evidence of 

large underground infrastructures being built in Mount Louisa, Mount 

Stuart, Many Peaks Range and Castle Hill. 

To date I have not sighted any documents that acknowledge that any of these 

objects ever existed yet the photographic and physical evidence is probably 

conclusive. Any form of effective town planning yet alone 

planning for natural disaster mitigation options would be very difficult 

under these conditions of ignorance. 

The tunnels (subways) as yet identified and mapped in the Townsville I 

Thuringowa region are normally 15 metres below natural ground surface, up 

to 10 metres in height and 6 - 10 metres wide. Tunnels of this size and 

nature could have a considerable impact on flood and drainage patterns and 

, 
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also could impact upon any surface infrastructure built upon them. 

They can easily be identified as a possible contributing cause of both 

public and private property damages. 

r---..", 

These tunnels could also be recycled as drainage or communications corridors. 

Other infrastructure was built in Castle Hill and also the slopes and 

surrounds of Mount Louisa. Both these locations have been subjected to 

landSlides in recent times. Prior knowledge of the military 

engineering involved in localities such as this would be have been 

invaluable in planning natural disaster mitigation options and imperative 

to hazard mapping. 

There are several locations in Townsville I Thuringowa region where 

hardened command and control infrastructure was constructed and they were 

either used up to today, abandoned or sealed off depending upon them being 

an above ground or below ground construction. The above ground 

structures such as at Green Street now serves as a hardened headquarters 

for the State Emergency Services. The Combined Operational 

Intelligence Centre, which is on same site and of underground construction, 

was sealed off . 

There are other similar sites in Townsville, Stuart and Roseneath that I am 

aware of. All of these localities could be utilized as shelters for 

both the general public and emergency personal during extreme events. 

Cities such as Townsville are capable of sheltering but a small percentage 

of their population during extreme events. To date there has been 

very liWe consideration of using our wartime infrastructure as emergency 

shelters yet they were built at great pUblic expense for such 

eventualities. 

The secrecy that govemment departments persist in retaining long after its 

necessity expires is possibly the single biggest inhibiting factor 

regarding the formulation of a State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning 

for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment This is 

true especially in the areas of Queensland identified as being developed 

into fortresses during 'WN2; that is Brisbane and Townsville. 

The present Local, State and Commonwealth Governments poliCies of not 

divulging any useful information regarding past military engineering 

activities is presently serving n(K)nes better interests. 
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Mr. Kevin Brian Parkes 

Business Hours Phone 07 47716121 

Mobile Number 0407 641 681 

P.O. Box 5260 
Townsville 4810 

Stakeholder Description: General Community member. 

Property Owner 

My preferred option for Disaster Mitigation is follows. 

A State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development 

Assessment with certain provisions is as follows. 

Development proponents with development applications with a value over, say $500,000 would be 

required to provide Hazard Mapping and Assessment to ASINZ 4360 as part of development process. 

The hazard mapping should include all risks and include extreme events . 

Previously recognized local or regional hazards should be included and the development proposals 

must demonstrate mitigation rather than exasperation impacts. 

The reasoning for suggesting that hazard mapping is performed as part of development proposal is that 

the proponents in many instances would have a greater capacity of identifying mitigation options than 

many regulatory authorities. Mitigation options could be part of the development construction, and 

developers could gain considerable commercial advantage if they were able to demonstrate that their 

developments were both conducive to modem lifestyle and "safe". 

In time residential and commercial developments that were not regarded as "safe" would not be 

commercially viable. 

Up to this time there has been a general policy of all levels of Government to withhold extreme event 

scenarios from public scrutiny so as ''not to cause unnecessary public concern". In this era where 

market forces dominate all aspects of domestic and commercial activity this practice can only be 

regarded as Unconscionable Behavior under Section 51AA of the Trade Practices Act of 1974. 

If the public sector is incapable of implementing viable extreme event responses, every opportunity 

must be made available to private and corporate sectors to both plan their own "survival procedures" 

and allow those that can, assist those that can't. , 

All natural hazards as identified in the Discussion Paper including Cyclones, Floods, Landslide, 

BushfITes, Sever Storms and Earthquakes should be included in the State Planning Policy. 

There are other hazards that should be included in the State Planning Policy that have an impact on 

Natural Disaster Mitigation. 

Information on previous land use particularly if there is any evidence, either historical or physical of 

occupation and or usage by any government department or by any extractive or industrial enterprise 

should be included in the Hazard Mappfug process. 

Government Departments particularly the Department of Defence have adopted a long-term policy of 

not divulging any detailed information regarding their prior land use activities or information regarding 

any infrastructure that they may have built on or beneath their property prior to disposal and future 

development. 
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I am presently performing both a physical and aerial photographic audit of what defence infrastructure 

was constructed in the Townsville I Thuringowa region during World War 2 to allow recording for 

posterity reasons 

Though this project is in the very early research stages there is already a substantial amount of 

infonoation that is increasing in both volume and quality that indicates that what was considered 

common knowledge regarding the extent of military engineering thought to have been performed in the 

Townsville I Thuringowa is grossly underestimated. 

From approximately 1890 to somewhere in the mid 1950s there was a considerable amount of military 

engineering and possibly water reticulation infrastructure built in the greater Townsville I Thuringowa 

region that even today is not adequately documented or common knowledge. The knowledge 

that some of this engineering was performed in excess of 100 years ago and is still a well kept military 

secret is in itself a source of concern. 

This infrastructure probably includes in excess of200 Kilometers of military communications tunnels 

(subways) along with their associated drainage pumping stations, drainage wells and there is also 

evidence of large underground infrastructures being built in Mount Louisa, Mount Stuart, Many Peaks 

Range and Castle Hill. 

To date I have not sighted any documents that acknowledge that any of these objects ever existed yet 

the photographic and physical evidence is probably conclusive. Any form of effective town 

planning yet alone planning for natural disaster mitigation options would be very difficult under these 

conditions of ignorance. 

The tunnels (subways) as yet identified and mapped in the Townsville I Thuringowa region are 

normally 15 metres below natural ground surface, up to 10 metres in height and 6 - 10 metres wide. 

Tunnels of this size and nature could have a considerable impact on flood and drainage patterns and 

also could impact upon any surface infrastructure built upon them. They can easily be identified as 

. a possible contributing cause of both public and private property damages. 

These tunnels could also be recycled as drainage or communications corridors. 

Other infrastructure was built in Castle Hill and also the slopes and surrounds of Mount Louisa. Both 

these locations have been subjected to landslides in recent times. Prior knowledge of the military 

engineering involved in localities such as this would be have been invaluable in planning natural 

disaster mitigation options and imperative to hazard mapping. 

There are several locations in Townsville I Thuringowa region where hardened command and control 

infrastructure was constructed and they were either used up to today, abandoned or sealed off 

depending upon them being an above ground or below ground construction. The above ground 

structures such as at Green Street now serves as a hardened headquarters for the State 'Emergency 

Services. The Combined Operational intelligence Centre, which is on same site and of underground 

construction, was sealed off. 

There are other similar sites in Townsville, Stuart and Roseneath that I am aware of. All ofthese 

localities could be utilized as shelters for both the general public and emergency personal during 

extreme events. 

Cities such as Townsville are capable of sheltering but a small percentage of their population during 

extreme events. To date there has been very little consideration of using our wartime infrastructure 

as emergency shelters yet they were built at great public expense for such eventualities. 

The secrecy that government departments persist in retaining long after its necessity expires is possibly 

the single biggest inhibiting factor regarding the formulation of a State Planning Policy on Land Use 

Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. This is true especially in the 

areas of Queensland identified as being developed into fortresses during WW2; that is Brisbane and 

Towns ville. 
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The present Local, State and Commonwealth Govemments policies of not divulging any useful 

infonn.tion regatding past military engineering activities is presently serving no-ones better interests . 
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Gold Coast &: Hinterland Environment Council Ass001110 '0 . 

139 DUTingan Street, CunumbinQld 4223 Telephone (07j 55341412 Facsimile (07) 5S34l40l . 6~ , 
Website; www.ged:o.org.auEmat1:gecko@on!henet.com.au ¢ 

9111 November, 2001 

Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 

Department of Emergency Services 

GPO Box 1425 , 

BRISBANE QLD"'~4001 ...... , .. 

Fax: 0732478480; 

Email: jstephens@emergency.gld.gov.au 

Dear SirlMadam: 

Proposed State Plalllling Policy: Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster 

Mitigation and Development Assessment 

Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission to the development of the 

l'roposed State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

and Development Assessment. Please find attached a submission Ie the Proposed 

State Planning Policy. 

As the peak environmental group in the region, Gecko - The Gold Coast and 

Hinterland Environment Council is essentially concerned with the integrity of the 

~vironment in the largest growing urban center in Australia. Gecko looks forward to 

being invited to a full participation in the on-going consultations in the development 

of the Proposed State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster 

Mitigation and Development Assessment. , 

Please keep us infowed offurure deydopments and consultation processes in this 

regard. 
~~ 

Yours faithfully, 
f~ ~ 

(J 1AJ(.tJt:M /' ~ p.e» { 

Sheila Davis 

President 

~~ 

~, the peak regiauoJ ~Jilvironmental body 

/ 
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Gecko, the Gold Coast & Hinterland Environment Council 9th November, 2001 

Gecko Gold Coast and lIinterland Environment Council 

Submission on 

Proposed State Planning Policy on 

Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

and Development Assessment 

GecJro - The Gold Coast gIJ4 Hinter/anti Erwironmerrt Council agrees that a consistent 

approach to Land Use i>ian!nni fOT NaiUial'Disaster Mitigation and Development._ . 

Assessment is required and welcomes the initiative shown by the State Government. 

We would like to point out, however, that the development of State Planning Policies 

was a State Government obligation under1he protocols developed for the 

implementation oftlte Integrated Planning Act, aud should have been addressed 

before now. We fear that this SPP is being developed too late to make a difference to 

tbeGold Coast City Council Planning Scheme. 

With the hazardous landscape of the Gold Coast, including its exposed coastline, 

steep slopes, high busbfue risk, narrow valleys, high rainfall. small floodplains and 

vokanic soils with high Jandsfip risk, the Oold Coast sbould not ~ expected to 

accommodate high numbers of people. 

We are also concerned forthe protection of the high variety of plants and animals that 

the Gold Coast supports. Any planning for the placement ofhwnan settlements and 

infrastrucllm: must consider the coaserva1ion of OIlT biodiversity, as required under 

the National Strategy for the Conservation of Australia's Biological Diversity (1996). 

A recent study by the Woridwatch Institute1 c:mpbasizes the need for such a State 

Planning Policy: 
, 

"More people worldwide are flOW displaced by JUItur(J[ disasters than by 

conflict. In the 1990s, natural catastrophes like hurricanes, j/cadr, and fires 

affected more tJum two billion people ond caused in exCe.$S 0[$608 billion In 

economic losses worldwide-a loss greater than during the previQUS four decades 

cambined. But more and more o/the devastation wrought by 8tlCh nahlTal 

disasters is "U1I1Ultural" in origin, caused by ecologically destruawe practices 

and an increasing number o/people living in harm's way ... Rnlher than 

rubsidlzing environmentally uruound settlement and dlNelopment practices, 

governments need 10 direct new co1l.ftnlCtion tmd settlement out o/harm's way . • , 

JMediaRelease 20/10/01 "Human Actions Worsen Natural Disasters" announcing 

the paper '1lnnatural Disaste[s", Janet Abmmovitz, WorM Watch lnstitute Paper 158 
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Gold Coast City Council 
Comments on proposed Disaster Mitigation SPP 

government is its potential exposure to litigation arising out of the adoption (or paradoxically, non

adoption) of mitigation measures. 

Council has previously written to the Department on this matter, pointing out the need for 

legislative protection against litigation, if the relevant Council has taken reasonable steps to develop 

and implement appropriate disaster mitigation policies. This type of legislation exists in some 

southern States. 

It is frequently believed that by introducing mitigation measures, Councils are highlighting areas at 

risk, and are thereby exposing themselves to litigation from those who believe that the development 

should never have been permitted by the Council in the first place. Obviously, if the Council is 

aware of a risk, it is also exposed to liability if it neglects to take adequate steps. 

We believe that it is vital that Councils are given legislative protection against litigation if they take 

reasonable measures for disaster mitigation, especially if they take this action as a result of the SPP. 

Terminology 

There is some concern for the need for a consistent approach to the terminology used in disaster 

mitigation language. 

There has been considerable debate in the past about "bushfrre" vs ''wildfire''. However, it was 

decided to use the term "bushfire" because it was a term easily understood and recognized by the 

public, and public aWareness is recognized as one of the important answers to managing bushfire 

hazard. In addition, from a practical point of view, it would not be easy to map "bushfire hazard" if 

the term "grass fire" were to be included, as the level of hazard could change from year to year 

depending on a very variable fuel load. The Gold Coast City Council Potential Bushfire Hazard 

Map does not map grasslands (or indeed cane fields), partly for that reason. 

A further issue is the use of the terms "hazard" and ''risk'', and the use of these terms in different 

Councils. 

One reviewer felt that the discussion paper didn't adequately distinguish between "hazard" and 

"risk" in the Discussion Paper. They do mean different things, and have different implications for 

the work generated for Local Government by the proposed SPP. For example, Geld Coast City 

Council has mapped "potential bushfire HAZARD", which considers the intrinsic physical features 

of vegetation, slope and aspect Logan City Council, on the other hand, went further to mapping 

"Bushfire RISK areas". Having prepared a map of bushfire hazard, Logan then assessed the 

likelihood that bushfire would threaten particular houses and the likely response time of emergency 

services to those houses etc. in order to assign a level of RISK. 

Brisbane's Draft City Plan has useful definitions distinguishing between the two, and these may be 

worthy of consideration by the Department of Emergency Services during the preparation of the 

proposed SPP. 

Hazard: A situation or intrinsic property with the potentia/to cause harm to people, property or the 

environment. 

Risk: the likelihood of harm occurringfrom a hazard. 

2 
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Gold Coast City Council 
Comments on proposed Disaster Mitigation SPP 

Coastal erosion 

Coastal erosion is one of the most devastating natural hazards facing coastal Queensland, and 

deserves a greater prominence in planning that it currently has. It has potentially a greater impact on 

the State than some other natural hazards. 

On the Gold Coast, the City's economy took 3 to 4 years to recover from the effects of the 1967 

cyclone. In 2002, the potential impact is more severe because of the greater investment since 1967. 

Furthermore, it has been estimated that the direct losses in the first 12 months following severe 

erosion, for the northern beaches areas of the Gold Coast alone, are as follows (no indirect impacts 

are inCluded) . 

1 in 25 year storm 
1 in 50 year storm 
I in 100 year storm 

$305 million 
$1.2 billion 
$3 billion 

Given that tourism on the Gold Coast contributes roughly 30% of the State's tourism revenue, the 

potential impact on Queensland is severe. 

Council is currently developing Local Area Plans for a range of coastal areas, including 

Coolangatta, Mermaid Beach, and Broadbeach, as these areas face continuing development and 

redevelopment. An SPP including coastal erosion would place some focus on the financial aspects 

of ecological sustainability of these areas. 

Although it appears that coastal erosion· will be considered to some extent by the State Coastal 

Management Plan, there will inevitably be some overlap between the SPP and the Coastal 

Management Plan. 

It is important therefore, that coastal erosion is identified in the SPP as a natural hazard in its own 

right, and given greater prominence either in the SPP or the Coastal Management Plan, because of 

its potential economic impact on the economy of the State. < 

3 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 6/11/01 16:28:31 
Subject: Submission on 'Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development 

Assessment'discuss· 

The Herbert River Improvement Trust supports the submission made by the. 

Hinchinbrook Shire Council. 
[Each body operates within the same geographical limits, ie the Shire 

boundaries. Postal address is the same also. Please address correspondence 

to Trust Secretary, PO Box 366, Ingham, Q, 4850.] 

Trust Engineer and 
Manager Engineering Services - Hinchinbrooi< Shire Council 

Phone: 
 

Fax: 

The information contained in this e-mail.togetherwithanyattachments.is 

intended 
only for the person or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain 

confidential 
and/or privileged material. 
Any form of review, disclosure, modification, distribution and/or 

publication of this 
e-mail message is prohibited. 
If you have received this message in error, please inform the sender as 

quicl<!yas 
poSSible, and delete this message, and any copies of this message, from 

your 
computer and/or your computer system network. 
_ •• *.*l_ •••• ***********~~.*.' •• 'A.'.* .. ~ ' 
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SHIRE OF HINCHINBROOK 
"The natura! Place To Be" 

25lANNERCOST STREET, INGHAM TELEPHONE: (07) 4ns 4S00 

PO BOX 3SS, INGHAM OLD 4850 FACSIMILE: (07) 4ns 3233 

ceo@hinchlnbrook.qld.gov.au ABN: 46291971168 

All correspondence to be addressed to the Chief Executive Officer 

Your Ref: CDSOO7B9/2 
Our Ref: RWC 045/0004 
Document2 
Enquiries: Rob Clark Ph 4776 4603 

30th October 2001 

Director 
. Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE Q. 4011 

Dear Sir 

- 2 NOV ZOO! 

Proposed State Planning Policy - Land Use Planning - Natural Disaster Mitigation and 

Development Assessment 

Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission regarding the above proposal. Mayor 

Keith Phillips and I attended the Townsville workshop and I now provide our formal response 

to your discussion paper. 

What is our preferred option for land use planning for disaster management and 

mitigation within Queensland, or what alternative option would we prefer? 

We support the concept of being proactive in preventing development in inappropriate places 

that increase the risk of loss of lITe or property from natural disasters, To what extent you can 

control/regulate development via State Planning Policy is debateable in view of the wide 

range of type/severity and extent of natural disaster that can befall a community. 

For example most of our Shire is contained within the Herbert River flood plain and our 

community rely heavily on our early warning flood alert system and generally lift property 

above expected flood levels and minimise property loss. Most financial loss occurs to crops 

and road and rail infrastructure. 

We have GIS mapping of all of the various flood events including our major floods in 1967 

and 1977 and development approvals reqUire habitable floor areas to be built above known 

flood heights. We can quickly and easily provide these flood heights, however we stress to 

the recipient that they relate to AHD flood heights on the adjacent road and they need to 

ascertain the relevant AHD level of their land and property. 

. .. ./2 
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Uke all northern coastal communities we are prone to cyclones, but again building codes and 

wind terrain categories appear to be the best proactive measure to protect against structural 

failure during severe cyclones. 

We note that storm tide risk is being dealt with under the Coastal Management Plan. In our 

case we are participating in a jointly funded (Federal/State and Council) storm surge risk 

. assessment mapping project with the outcome to be used for counter disaster planning (eg 

. evacuation planning) during a cyclone event. 

From my observations at the Townsville workshop while the forum appeared to "support" the 

concept of a State Planning Policy the common view being expressed was that each locality 

has different circumstances. For example a flood event in Ingham is entirely different in 

terms of impact, timing, duration etc compared to say neighbouring Thuringowa City Council 

and consequently planning responses will also be different. 

We are all familiar with the existing SPP's which have readily identifiable criteria that enables 

them to be applied consistently throughout the State eg., Preservation of Good Quality Ag 

. Land and Acid Sulphate Soils. If we are to have a SPP for disaster risk management then 

it needs to have great flexibility to allow for local circumstances otherwise we believe that 

planning guidelines should suffice. 

What natural hazards should be included in the SPP? 
If we are to have an SPP then cyclones, floods, landslides, bushfires and severe storms 

should be included, however planning for severe storms is difficult bearing in mind their 

unpredictable nature. Similarly for cyclones it is more likely to be the related impacts such 

as flooding that can be addressed. Earthquakes maybe an issue for some communities but 

I would suspect it is more a building code issue than a SPP issue. 

Are there any other issues not identified in Chapter 2 
No the discussion paper is very comprehensive in this regard. 

Do we support land use planning measures to mitigate natural disasters outlined in 

Chapter2? 
Flooding 
In Ingham current and future residential development is concentrated on "known" flood free 

land. Mapping is historical by nature and generally can relate only to fixed points usually on 

road infrastructure. If planning focuses on accommodating reasonable ''flood events" then 

it is possible and right to "protect" future development from flood damage. 

Landslides 
It is not an issue in our Shire but my observations at the workshop of the Townsville 

experience is that general risk mapping can be undertaken but specific site assessment 

would be a development responsibility. 
Bushfires 
Again this issue is not a serious threat to urban communities in our Shire and generally is 

controlled by annual burning off by the urban fire brigades. We also pOint out that the 

definition of "bushfires" in Chapter 1 makes no mention about wildfires and normal grassfires 

which can threaten life and property depending on amount of fuel and weather conditions 

prevailing. 
Severe storms 
Again not a major issue for our Shire while major flooding in our shire is usually associated 

with a cyclone or low pressure system. 
Earthquake 
Refer to my earlier comments regarding applicability of land use planning to this natural 

hazard .... ./3 
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Basic principles as the foundation of a State Planning Policy to ensure future urban 

development is undertaken in a manner that minimises the potential for disastrous 

impacts. 
• Need to recognise that each local government has different circumstances that will affect 

the severity of impact and a community may well accept varying degree of risk provided 

they have other adequate protection. For example a landowner in higham in a flood 

prone area will still want to build on the land but will fill it to raise the habitable area above 

known flood height. In a flood event that person would expect Council to provide (and we 

do) flood information service that allows the removal of vehicles etc to high ground and 

avoid property damage. 

• Hazard and risk mapping can be expensive exercises and many communities do not have 

the resources to fund them to any great extent. Similarly small developments are not in 

a position to fund detailed assessments. In the absence of such information would a 

State Planning Policy prohibit development? 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the discussion paper. I look forward to hearing 

.. the outcome of your deliberations. 

Yours faithfully 

AS Harvey 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFfiCER 

R.W. Clark 
Manager Corporate Services 

• 
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From: 

Date: 6/11/01 16:28:31 
Subject: Submission on 'Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development 

Assessment· discuss 

The Herbert River Improvement Trust supports the submission made by the 

Hinchinbrook Shire Council. 
[Each body operates within the same geographical limits. ie the Shire 

boundaries. Postal address is the same also. Please address correspondence 

to Trust Secretary. PO Box 366. Ingham. Q. 4850.] 

Trust Engineer and . 
Manager Engineering Services - Hinchinbrook Shire Council 
Phone: 
Mobile: 
Fax: 
Email: 

The information contained in this e-mail. together with any attachments. is 

intended 
only for the person or entity to which it is addressed. and may contain 

confidential 
and/or privileged material. 
Any form of review. disclosure. modification. distribution and/or 
publication of this 
e-mail message is prohibited. 
If you have received this message in error. please inform the sender as 

quickly as 
possible. and delete this message. and any copies of this message. from 

your 
computer and/or your computer system netw
~ ....... -........... -...................
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.Ipswich 
City Council 

Quality Ljfestyle 

8 November 2001 

Dear Sir 

Proposed State Planning Policy 

Your Reference: 

Our Referenc" F. JSA:GMW 

Contact Officer: John Adams 
Telephone No., 38106251 

'<:-'t 
.: 9 NOV 2001 

SSN.-: '64-

Planning for Natural Disasters Mitigation and Development Assessment 

The Council of the City of Ipswich wishes to offer the following comments as a submission in relation 

to the proposed SPP. 

GENERAL/OVERVIEW: 

It is pleasing to see that the Departments are consulting about relevant matters to be included in the 

SPP before a draft has been produced. 

It is agreed that there may be advantages in having such a policy, providing certain matters are 

addressed, as outlined below. 

SPECIFIC ISSUES: 

• The following specific issues are raised in relation to the proposed SPP: 

1. Resourcing: 

Specific natural hazard identification and mapping is a specialist field of work which can be very 

resource intensive and quite costly. It is important that Local Government not be expected to bear the 

cost burden of detailed natural hazards studies as part of the IP A plan making process. State and 

federal funding through initiatives such as the Natural Disaster Risk Management Studies Program is 

important to ensure adequate technical information is provided as a crucial input to the planning 

process. 

~irector 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 

Department of Emergency Services 

GPO Box 1425 
~RlSBANE QLD 4001 

Please Address All Correspondence to: 

Chief Executive Officer 
Ipswich City Council 
A.B.N. 61 461 981 077 
PO Box 191 Ipswich Qld 4305 
Telephone: (07) 3810 6666 
Facsimile: (07) 3810 6731 
Email: council@gil.com.au 
Website: www.ipswich.qld.gov.au 
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Ipswich City Council 
Page 2 

2. Scope of SPP: 

The discussion paper recognises the difficulties associated with effective land use planning controls for 

cyclones, severe storms and earthquakes. These hazards tend to warrant attention more so through 

Building Code standards than planning scheme provisions. Conversely planning scheme provisions 

may assist in mitigating natural disasters in relation to flooding, land slippage and bushfires. 

The discussion paper also raises the issue of the SPP addressing planning for climate change (i.e. 

greenhouse effects). Concern is raised as to how effective this would be given, the high degree of 

uncertainty associated with such 'change'. Inclusion of 'motherhood statements' about climate change 

(without accurate supporting information) are likely to be generally ineffective and may unduly 

frustrate the development process. 

3. Recognition of Differences in Planning for Greenfield Areas -v- Existing Developed or 

Committed Areas: . . 

It is critically important that the SPP recognises the need for a different approach in relation to existing 

developed areas or areas which are already committed for development compared to Greenfield areas 

which are undeveloped and without existing approvals. 

Greenfield areas provide an opportunity for the application of 'best practice' standards and approaches, 

whereas existing use rights need to be recognised in respect of existing and committed development 

areas. The SPP should also consider how to 'transition' natural disasters development standards 

between greenfield and established areas. 

The SPP should also consider whether differing approaches should be pursued in respect of differing 

land uses (e.g. whether residential development should be treated differently to commercial and 

industrial development). 

Consideration should also be given to compensation issues arising as a result of planning scheme 

changes in respect of natural disaster mitigation. 

• 4. Flexible Approach: 

It would be useful if the SPP outlined a range of approaches and standards which Local Governments 

could adopt or adapt to suit their local circumstances. Given the diversity of communities across 

Queensland and the competing forces of local constraints and opportunities, it is important that the 

SPP not adopt a 'one size fits all' approach to natural disaster planning throughout the state. 

Yours faithfully 

PLANNING MANAGER 
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4,2 Proforma tor !SlIbmisslon 
The following is a suggested proforma for submissions on the intent to prepare a State Planning 

Policy on land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. Interested 

individuals and representatives of organisations are encouraged to make a written submi ssion 

regarding the Discussion Paper. Written submissions close on Friday 9 November 2001. 

manage men t a ing , & supports 

of a St ate Plan n ing Policy 
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LIVINGSTONE 
SHIR E COUNCI L 
FROM THE B U SH TO THE BAYS 

AI COI1ITII.ricaIioos 10 be adO-essed 10 Ihe Chief ExacutiYe 0IIice! 

File Ref: 
Enquiries: 
Telephone: 

LH.II 40/006/0007; 10/044/0001 

 

2 November, 200 I 

Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 

Dept of Emergency Services 
PO BOl( 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Attention: MrF Smith 

Dear Sir 

,- 7 NOV -2001 

70 Anzac Parade Yeppooo 

PO Box 600 Yeppoon a 4703 

Phone: (07) 4939 33B8 

Fax: (07) 4939 3290 

RE: SUBMISSION FOR PROPOSED STATE PLANNING POLICY ON LAND USE 

PLANNING FOR NATURAL DISASTER MITIGATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

ASSESSMENT 

Thank you for the opportunity to attend the workshop and to comment on the above proposed State 

Planning Policy. Please find attached our completed profonna submission. 

I wish to highlight the issue on the lack of resources of Council's to identiry and map the hazards. Our 

Council is in the process of preparing the IPA Planning Scheme. It would greatly assist us if the State 

and Federal Governments can recognise our predicament and the fact that as a local government, we 

are very willing to have these hazards identified and mapped so that our land"use planning and 

management is responsive to these constraints/impacts. . 

We will be undertaking stonn surge mapping with funding assistance for the State Government. We 

will also be undertaking bushfire risk mapping and this is to be funded by Council 's own budget. 

I hope our submission and concerns will assist you in the policy fonnulation . Please do not hesitate to 

contact Linda Hime on 07-49399861 if you need further infonnation. 

Yours faithfull y 

MANAGER - DEVELOPMENT AND ENVrn.ONMENT 
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4.2 Proforma for submission 
The following is a suggested proforma for submissions on the intent to prepare a State Planning 

Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. Interested 

individuals and representatives of organisations are encouraged to make a written submission 

regarding the Discussion Paper. Written submissions close on Friday 9 November 2001 . 

DISCUSSion Paper only, nol Government pohcy 
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IT telephoning or calling. please ask for: 

NOOS-A Please quo.e File NOfll4S f1:.~ NOV -2001 
E.xSH: Ypf@noosaqld.gov.au ~ 

 -' ~cf .-£> 
~

5 November 2001 

DIRECTOR 
DISASTER MITIGATION UNIT _ 

COUNTER DISASTER AND RESCUE SERVICES 

DEPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY SERVICES 

GPO BOX 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

~ r 
'1

:.; Dear SirlMadam, 

• 

Re: Proposed SPP on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and 

Development Assessment 

Thank you for the opportunity to attend the recent workshop on the proposed State 

Planning Policy. Noosa Council has for some time now realised the importance of 

considering natural disaster threats when carrying out land use planning. This can be 

illustrated through the following planning studies prepared to inform the 1997 Strategic 

Plan: 

o Bushfire Hazard Planning in Noosa Shire (1995) 

o Climate of No os a Shire (1995) 

o Estimated Urban Flood Damage Along the Noosa River (1995) 

o Flooding in the Noosa River Catchment (originally 1995, then reviewed and 

amended in 200 I) , 

o Landslip Hazard in Noosa Shire (1996) 

The executive summaries of each of these reports are attached herewith as Appendixes 

I to 5. Full copies of the planning studies can be supplied if you are interested. 

The results of these studies were spatially mapped and were relied on when allocating 

preferred dominant land uses across the shire. These layers of information are still 

considered when assessing development applications, particularly those for lot 

reconfiguration (subdivision). 

Just this year Council has endorsed the Lake MacDonald Dam Break Flood Study, 

which determines the flood levels downstream of the water supply dam as a result of 

severe flooding combined with embankment failure. I understand DES has a copy of 

this study but another copy could be made available if necessary. 

NOOSA COUNCIL A8N97'''''41" 

9 Pelican Street Tewantin 
Phone: 07 5449 5200 

PO Box 141 Tewantin Q 4565 

Fa" 07 54471062 

Email: mailboX@noosa.qld.gov.au 

2=r-



Noosa Council generalIy supports the State's initiative to raise the profile of land use 

planning for natural disaster mitigation and development assessment. We appreciate that 

in general this issue has not been given the attention it deserves, and there are benefits 

in having a consistent approach throughout the state. 

The State is particularly welI placed to guide local governments in appropriate land use 

processes, ensuring all Councils carry out necessary disaster risk and mitigation studies, 

in accordance with best practice. I would suggest this should be a necessary part of 

preparing an IP A based planning scheme. This would seem more appropriate than 

setting across-the-board standards, such as stipulating a minimum flood line for 

development of Q 1 00 for all of Queensland. 

I look forward to learning what the State will decide to do on this matter and trust the 

outcome will guide Local Governments, but will not override the existing good work 

already undertaken by many Council's. . . 

.• Yours faithfully, 

 
SENIOR STRATEGIC PLANNER 

•• , 
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APPENDIX I 

BUSHFIRE HAZARD PLANNING IN NOOSA SHIRE 

Executive Summary 

This report comprises an analysis of bushfire hazard in Noosa Shire, based on 

parameters defined by the State Government in Bushfire Hazard Planning in 

Queensland. It finds that the recommendations within that document for the mapping of 

hazard ratings can be applied in Noosa Shire. 

A mapping assessment has been undertaken for the whole of the Shire, except in respect 

of vegetation, which excludes about 7764 ha. of the Great Sandy National Park. The 

mapping assessment is generally consistent with the approach of the State Government 

publication and uses criteria of:-

o Slope 

o Aspect 

o Fire history; and 

o Vegetation. 

Minor modification of the criteria has been necessary, as a consequence of more 

detailed mapping being available or due to a better understanding of the local 

circumstances, as compared to the generic Queensland-wide approach of Bushfire 

Hazard Planning in Queensland. Fire history information has not previously been 

available for the Shire and the project has generated a database and mapping which will 

not only assist the Planning Scheme Review process, but will assist the various fire 

brigades that have participated in its development. 

The mapping assessment concludes that:-

o 11.1 % of the study area falls within an extreme bushfire hazard area. Such areas are 

unsuitable for urban or rural residential development. 

o 22.2% of the study area falls within a bushfire prone area. Such (lfeas should only be 

developed by application of special design considerations on the subdivision and 

buildings. 

o 66.7% of the study area is not constrained by bushfire hazard. No special 

considerations are necessary in such locations and fire hazard provides no constraint 

to development. 

Guidelines for the development of and incorporation in the Planning Scheme are 

addressed in the study, based on the recommendations of the State Government 

publication and the mapping assessment. 
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APPENDIX 3 

ESTIMATED URBAN FLOOD DAMAGE ALONG THE NOOSA RIVER 

Executive Summary 

A computer model was used to estimate the number of flooded properties and flood 
damage in Urban areas along the Noosa River system. Both direct and indirect flood 
damages were assessed. Direct flood damage refers to loss in value of an object or the 
cost of its repair resulting from damage caused by direct contact with floodwaters, e.g. 
the need to have a flooded fridge replaced or repaired. Indirect flood damages refers to 
loss in production, revenue or wages, together with any additional accommodation, 
living expenses or other extra financial outlays, occasioned by the flood, e.g. the loss of 
wages because of time taken off work to clean up a house after floodwaters subside. 

Estimates were made of urban damage along the Noosa River system caused by a range 
of flood events, varying from the flood with an average recurrence interval of 2 years 
(the '2 year ARI event') up to the probable maximum flood. (The average recurrence 
interval is the average number of years that elapse before a flood as big as, or bigger 
than, the designated event occurs, e.g. on average, the 2 year ARI event will occur once 
every 2 years). The damage estimates for. the separate flood events were then 
amalgamated together statistically to provide an estimate of the 'average annual 
damage' to urban areas along the Noosa River system. The average annual damage 
represents the average cost of flood damage per year experienced by the community 
over a long period of time. In most years, no damage occurs because the floods are not 
large enough to cause damage. In some years, a modest amount of damage occurs 
because of medium sized floods. On rare occasions, a large amount of damage will 
occur because of infrequent, severe floods. 

The most recent significant flood along the Noosa River was the February 1992 event, 
which had an ARI of perhaps 300-400 years in Lake Cootharaba and Cooroibah, an ARI 
of about 70 years at Tewantin, and an ARI of 20 years around and downstream of 
Munna Point. An estimated 540 urban properties were inundated by the February 1992 
event; 385 properties were inundated below floor level, 155 properties above floor level. 
Most of the flooded properties were either residential (85% of the total) or commercial 
(11 % of the total). This flood caused an estimated total damage bill'of$1.3 M to urban 
areas along the Noosa River. Some 70% of this damage was in the form of direct 
damages and the remaining 30% in the form of indirect damages. 

Properties downstream from Tewantin are subject to flooding caused by elevated water 
levels in Laguna Bay (,storm surge') and by river flooding. Along this reach of river -
where most of the urban development In Noosa is concentrated - the 100-year ARI 
stonn surge levels are higher than the 100-year ARI river flood levels. The 100-year 
ARI storm surge event would inundate a.., estilnatcd 850 properties, 420 of them above 
floor level. The estimated total actual damage for this event is $3.3 M. For the 100 
year ARI river flood, some 700 properties would be flooded and the total actual damage 
bill would be $2.4 M. 

Ansp "·\r.nn.tllttntinn\state oeencie.Ildesl/ des sPD.doc 
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APENDIX4 

LANDSLIP HAZARD IN NOOS SHIRE 

Executive Summary 

1bis Planning Study documents the methodology and outcomes of a landslip hazard 
analysis undertaken for Noosa Shire. The study supplements the report Geology and 
Soils of Noosa Shire (Shields, 1995) which provided a preliminary coarse analysis of 
landslip hazard. Whilst more precise than the initial assessment undertaken by Shields 
(1995), the study remains a strategic exercise .addressing a wide variety of land and 
geological types. The outcomes are appropriate for comparing land suitability at a 
strategic planning scale and are not intended for use in detailed site planning. 

A mapping assessment has been undert!lken across the Shire (excluding about 7764 ha. 
comprising part of the Great Sandy National Park, for which geological data was not 
available). Based on an analysis of the relationship between slope and underlying 
geology, a four level comparative rating system, indicating potential landslip hazard 
across the study area has been developed . 

AOSP h:\consu/tation\staJe DJ!encles\des\l des spp_doc 
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D Considerable areas of the Noosa River floodplain being flooded to relatively low 

depths by generally slow moving floodwaters, ie. flood hazard or the risk to life and 

limb is generally low. 

D Relatively high flood levels persist for extended periods which increase 

inconvenience and nuisance. 

D A relatively long 'warning time' is available in which downstream residents can be 

,alerted to the severity and timing of in::ipending flooding and can undertake 

necessary actions to reduce damage to their goods and possessions. 

With respect to the consequences of flooding, the main issues along the Noosa River 

relate to the modest level of flood damage and the nuisance and inconvenience that 

flooding causes urban commUnities. As noted above, flood hazard and risk to life and 

limb are low along the Noosa River system. 

The Feb!1lllly'1992 flood event inundated some 540 lots, 156 of them above floor level, 

and caused some $1.3 million damage. The average damage bill for urban communities 

along the Noosa River system is $250,000 per annum. 

The report recommends:-

D A design flood event with a nominal severity of 100 years ARI (Average 

Recurrence Interval) be adopted for planning and development purposes. This 

design flood event is based on:-

o the 100 year ARI storm surge and the 20 year ARI rainfall flood for the 

lower reaches of the system; and 

o the 20 year ARI storm surge and the 100 year ARI rainfall flood for the 

upper reaches of the system. 

D A freeboard of 0.8 m above the design flood event be adopted as the minimum floor 

level for residential dwellings, in either urban or rural settings, and urban land uses 

along the Noosa River system. Other freeboard values may be appropriate for other 

uses. 

D Subject to environmental and aesthetic implications, the filling of those parts of the 

flood plain designated as Urban Area on the 1988-95 Strategic Plan is appropriate 

for both new development and'redevelopment. 1bis will have no significant adverse 

effect on river flood heights or storm surge flood heights, though a slightly more 

extensive non-urban area will be inundated. The impact of filling on local flood 

levels needs to be investigated on a case-by-case basis. 

D Prevention of filling in flood plain areas apart from those described above. 

D Council and the community be aware that floods larger than the 100 year ARI event 

will occur at some time in the future. The consequences of such floods should be 

considered when making future planning decisions. 

., .. "'.'. _____ I __ I,/ .. rl'rl ... .. n .. doc 
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4.2 Proforma for submission 

r'3 NOV tOOl 

SSN : 103/ 

The following is a suggested profonna for submissions on the intent to prepare a State Planning 

Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural DisasterMitigation and Development Assessment. Interested 

individuals and representatives of organisations are encouraged to make a written submission 

regarding the Discussion Paper. Written submissions close on Friday 9 November 2001. 

OisCU$Sion Paper onty. not Govemment policy 

.. -'-
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From: 
To: 
Date: 

 
9/11/0115:36:20 

Subject: Response on SPP discussion paper from Queensland Transport 

Thanks for your invitation to the Cairns Regional Workshop consultation, I have 

prepared a response from the Regional Transport Planning Branch, Queensland 

Transport (see attached), I am emamng this directly to you as backup to make 

sure the response is received by the Disaster Mitigation Unit. 

(See attached file: Emergency Services Review,doc) 

Thanks 

Opinions contained in this e-mail do not necessarily reflect 
the opinions of the Queensland Department of Main Roads, 
Queensland Transport or National Transport Secretariat, or 
endorsed organisations utilising the same infrastructure, 
If you have received this electronic mail message in error, 
please immediately notify the sender and delete the message 

from your computer, ' 
...... ,"" ..... 'h ........ "'. tot I ItA .... " t lA •• ,_~******"***-. 
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QT Review of Discussion Paper 
State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

and Development Assessment 

Comments prepared by Raelene Comer, Regional Transport Planning Branch 

What is your preferred option for land use planning for disaster 

management and mitigation within Queensland, or what alternative 

option would you prefei'? 

I prefer an agreed consistent approach be taken for the whole of Queensland. 

A SPP could set a common approach for land use planning for disaster 

management and mitigation, which could be adopted by Locai Governments 

when preparing their IPA planning schemes. Acting as an overall framework 

to guide decision-making, Local Governments could then establish land use 

planning measures to reflect local issues. 

My preferred approach is developing a State Planning Policy that focuses on 

land use planning to mitigate natural disasters. Local Governments should 

adopt the SPP consistently when preparing planning schemes and in 

development assessment processes. 

What natural hazards should be included in the State Planning Policy? 

I agree with including cyclones, floods, landslides, bushfires, severe storms 

and earthquakes. 

Cyclones cause flooding, storm surges and land slips. The discussion paper 

addresses flooding and land slips separately. I suggest that storm surges 

also be addressed separately. Tsunamis can cause tidal surges when there 

is blue sky, resulting from· a seismic disturbance out to sea. The discussion 

paper identifies that earthquakes can cause tidal waves. Cyclones, severe 

storms or earthquakes can cause higher than normal tides. The SPP can 

make reference to the State Coastal Management Plan, however should , 
address storm surges or tidal surges separately in the event that a higher than 

normal tide affects more than the State Coastal Management boundary. 

Drought stricken areas is another natural disaster that should be considered 

in the SPP. Sections of Queensland are prone to long dry seasons and land 

use planning should reflect and mitigate these impacts. Land use planning 

measures could include restricting the clearing of land, identifying drought risk 

areas (eg. areas of low rainfall), In relation to transport, drought can reduce 

freight movement and create a demand where people want to transport stock 

and food supply to alternative areas. 

There are a number of issues identified in Chapter 2 concerning natural 

disaster management and land use planning. Are there other issues, 

which are not identified? 

Transport infrastructure (eg. maritime, rail corridors and road corridors) is an 

important element of land use planning. The design of communities should 
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ensure multiple access, to provide alternate routes if some routes are non-

accessible. For example, a new local arterial network running parallel to the 

highway with appropriate cross-links provides greater accessibility with the 

regional transport corridor whilst increasing the overall traffic capacity 

(Shaping Up guidelines, 1998,26). 

Safe access to designated shelters in a counter-disaster management plan 

should be considered in land use planning. In particular, government 

buildings, such as schools, convention centres and universities could be 

designed and nominated as shelters for relief management use after or during 

a natural disaster (eg. flooding or cyclones). Schools are usually integrated 

into communities and in close proximity to many residential areas. 

SPP needs to encourage better practice principles in integrating transport 

efficiency and land use planning. For ~xample, development is guided to low 

risk locations that result in compact settlement patterns, which require fewer 

and shorter car trips and will enable the efficient provision of public transport 

(Shaping Up guidelines, 1998, 26). An efficient public transport system could 

be used to transport people quickly· away from natural disaster areas, instead 

of the road network becoming congested with sudden movement of mass 

numbers of private vehicles. Encouraging bus and train transport of people 

would enable emergency vehicles and transport of equipment to effectively 

move to natural disaster areas. Or transport stock away from natural disaster 

areas. 

Planning schemes and development assessment can ensure that new 

development be integrated with public transport services. For example, most 

residential development should be concentrated close to public transport (eg. 

within convenient walking distance to bus stops or train stations). Urban 

development should be situated near public transport nodes . 

Chapter 2 outlines land use planning measures to mitigate natural 

disasters. Do you support these measures? 

I support these land use planning measures to mitigate natural disasters. The 

regional transport planning issues (as outlined above) sh()uld also be 

integrated into the land use planning measures to mitigate natural disasters. 

Are there other measures, which could be adopted in a State Planning 

POlicy? 

Dam collapse impacts on the transport system. Does the State Counter-

Disaster Organisation Act enable the transport of excess mass and non-

registered vehicles to be transported for the purpose of naturai disaster 

management and relief? 

Native Title land is recognised in land use planning. In a natural disaster, 

under the State Counter - Disaster Organisation Act, can construction occur 

on Native Title land? (eg. construction of a drain channel to move flood water, 

resulting in the destruction of Indigenous culturally significant sites). 
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Are there basic principles, which should be the foundation of a State 

Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

and Development Assessment, which would ensure that future urban 

development is undertaken in a manner that minimises the potential for 

disastrous impacts from natural hazards? 

• Integrate land use and transport planning, 
• Ecologically sustainable land use planning, 
• Facilitate public safety and security, 
• Promote sustainable transport modes (eg. promoting cycling, 

pedestrian and public transport movement). 
• Be flexible, adaptable and responsive. 
• Implement, monitor and review 
• Minimise risk by avoiding threats as far as possible. 
• Where necessary, provide appropriate infrastructure (eg. 

emergency shelters and emergency routes that are progressively 
flood free). 

This question only relates to future urban development. The SPP should also 

address land use planning for mitigating impacts of natural disasters in rural 

areas, 

, 
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4.2 Proforma for submission 
The fpl\owlng Is a suggested proforma for submissions o~ the Intent to prapare a State Planning 

. PoUcyon L.and Use P~nnlngforNatural Disaster Mitigation and DevelopmentAssessme~t. InteTBSted 

inqividuaJs anI! representqtlves of organisations are encouraged to mal<e a written 5upmisslon 

regllrQing the Dlsc~sslon pqper. Wlftten $ullmlsslons close on Friday 9 November 2jl01, 

.:r. #tJ .,., ',-,- .-
N~me pf &lIPmltler If a:- U /I A. ..,.. u_ 
("-e. QIIl~nIsaUpn) ."/. y., /7 /'-/T • .... (TVrAvpr ,. r q 
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5 Broad Street 
Building & Planning Office 

Phone: (07) 4943 1466 
Fax: (07) 4956 1508 ;"rina Queensland 4737 

.~urRel: 

'mall: 

uurRef.: PJK:alj 

Sarina Shire Council 
ADDRESS ALL COMMUNICATIONS TO THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

PO Box 219 Sarina Queensland 4737 

18817 & C2304 

26 OCT 2001 8 ( 

,DI/.pI .. 

:or enqutrles please contact: 

24th October 2001 

Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster & Rescue Services 

Department of Emergency Services 

GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Dear Sir/Madam 

RE: SUBMISSION FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF A STATE PLANNING POLICY 
ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR NATURAL DISASTER MITIGATION 
& DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT 

I wish to advise that Council representatives attended a workshop in relation to the 

above on 12th October 2001 and Council has reviewed the discussion paper on this 

matter that was issued at the workshop. 

Council resolved at its meeting on 22nd October 2001 to make the following submission 

in relation to a proposed State Planning Policy: ' 

1. Sarina Shire Council believes that a State Planning Policy is unnecessary in this 

area as development control is already being proposed through other State 

Planning Policies such as the State Coastal Management Plan for development 

in storm surge and storm tide susceptible areas. Also the Federal requirement 

for the preparation of a risk management plan by 2002 will ensure that all 

Local Authl:)rities have strategies in place for the mitigation of natural disasters 

by controlling development !n susceptible areas. . 

H,\OFFICE\TP Letters\22 October Plan~lna Policy Sub.doc 
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2. In preference to a State Planning Policy, a Statewide Code be developed for 

the following areas: 

• Bush Fire Management; 
• Development In Flood Prone Areas; 

• Development In Storm Surge susceptible areas; and 

• Development in Landslide prone areas. 

3. If prescribed measurements such as RL's are included in Statewide Codes, an 

approved methodology should be adopted to allow Councils to deviate from 

-t~e prescribed measurements where-iHs 'opprop~iate -for-:lOcalizedsituations. 

4. That the Department ensure that recovery organisations are included as

stakeholders for future consultation. 

It is trusted that this advice is of assistance and Council appreciates being given the 

opportunity to participate in this process. 

Yours faithfully 

Acting Chief ive Officer 

H\OFFICE\TP leHers\22 October 2001\State Planning PoUcy Sub.doc 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

 

'16/09/01 21:33:29 
Probability !! 

;f ~Y\iv"- Sv<-bw1\rs/~f 32 

Dear J, in reply to the Public Notice placed in the Courier Mail sept' 15-2001, I wish to inform the Dept 

of my study into solar induced disasters, to be specific volcanoes ,earthquakes, cyclones, storms, 

droughts, 
in fact any natural excessive release of pent up energy 
on the sun. although incomplete (due to lack of resources) my 20 years experience may be of 

assistance as a probable curtailment to pending 
disasters, sincerely , 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

13/10/01 21:44:16 
Fw: "Solar Variations" 

- Original Message -
From: 

Sent: Saturday, October 13, 200112:09 AM 
Subject: "Solar Variations" 

Dear 
Thank you for your prompt reply, judging by the high sea surface temperatures 

flowing into the Timor Sea , early Cyclones are a distinct possibility, I envisage 

temperatures in excess of 31 deg which can supportkiller storms & if early 
could COincide with spring tides, ' 
my address = 19 Robinson place, Currumbin Waters, 4223 Queensland, 
ph Solar Variations) 

faithfully
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

6/1.1/0122:51:41 
Urgency, 

Att:-  
Dear  as stated in my submission my study 
is related to the Electrical angular separation between 
the sun the planets the buildup & release of Sunspots 
by inserting the dates of past disasters into a special 
computer program I am then able to see into the future 
with a fair amount of accuracy, due to an eleven year 
cycle tied in to Mnt St Helens 18May 1980 , 
Mnt Pinatobo 20March 1991 the next one is on the 
15July 2002, due to the particular Planets involved I am fearful of this particular alignment & the time it 
will . 

take in the lead-up to it, the Water temp' around the ·top end & down to the 20Deg,S,which is likely to 

reach 
27Deg before Xmas, for this month the new Moon 
is on the 15th with alignments on the 16-17-18, for 
dec the danger time is from the 3rd -to -10th, 
these dates should give you some idea as to the use 
of this system, 
in closing I hope my fears aren't realized , 
regards . 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

 

19/11/0111:39:41 
Fw: Urgency, 

may I draw your attention to my most 
likely dates for the month of Nov', N S W & VIC, have 
experienced adverse & damaging storms over this period, this energy can be delayed from the sun so 
the Earth can experience storms etc' for some days 
after these events. 
yours  
-- Original Message --
From:  
To:
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2001 11 :31 PM 
Subject: Urgency, 

Att:-  
Dea  J e, as stated in my submission my study 
is related to the Electrical angular separation between 
the sun the planets the buildup & release of Sunspots 
by inserting the dates of past disasters into a special 
computer program I am then able to see into the future 
with a fair amount of accuracy, due to an eleven year 
cycle tied in to Mnt St Helens 18May 1980 , 
Mnt Pinatobo 20March 1991 the next one is on the 
15July 2002, due to the particular Planets involved I am fearful of this particular alignment & the time it 
will 
take in the lead-up to it, the Water temp' around the top end & down to the 20Deg,S,which is likely to 
reach 
27Deg before Xmas, for this month the new Moon 
is on the 15th with alignments on the 16-17-18, for 
dec the danger time is from the 3rd --to ---10th , 
these dates should give you some idea as to the use 
of this system, 
in closing I hope my fears aren't realized, 
regards 
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30 October 2001 

Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Service 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Dear Sir/Madam 

ID'. &J 1+ 

;- 2 NOV 200t 

State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

and Development Assessment 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Discussion Paper on the above 

mentioned proposed State Planning Policy (SPP). Tourism Queensland 

representatives have attended two workshops on this topic, the first in July 2001 

and then again in October 200l. The Discussion Paper has also been reviewed. 

Tourism Queensland (TQ) generally supports the implementation of the proposed 

SPP. Natural disaster management and mitigation is equally important to the" 

tourism industry and to tourists as it is to a resident community. 

Tourism is Queensland's second largest industry in terms of its contribution to 

Gross State Product. As an export earner, it is second only to coal. Tourism is a 

major growth industry, contributing significantly to job creation, export eanrings 

and "regional development. Consequences of natural disasters such as cyclones 

and severe storms include not only destroyed infrastructure but also the 

" impression of unsafe holiday destinations. 

. • Based on information presented at the workshops and in the discussion paper, it is 

considered important to provide a formal and consistent framework for the State to 

deal with and plan for natural disasters. The proposed approacl1 tp minimise the 

impact of natural disasters through land-use planning is supported. 

Tourism issues to be considered as the SPP is developed include: 

• The need to include visitor numbers and seasonal visitation patterns when 

planning for the impact of any natural disasters. Certain regions of Queensland 

have very distinct tourist seasons with resident populations almost doubling 

(for example, Outback Queensland and Far North Queensland) during peak 

seasons. 

• The Department of Tourism, Racing and Fair Trading has recently completed 

the whole of government Growing Tourism Strategy. Under the strategy theme of 

'Infrastucture and Services' there are a number of health and safety initiatives 

that relate to the proposed SPP. A copy of the Strategy is enclosed. The 

Strategy can also pe accessed via the Tourism Queensland website from 

www.tq.com.aujhwchyjplanning.htm#tourismpolicy and following the link. 

Level 10. Tourism Queensland House, 30 Makerston Street Brisbane, Queensland, 4000 (GPO Box 328, Brisbane, Queensland, 4001) Australia 

Telephone (07) 3535 3535 International +617 3535 3535 FaCSimile (07) 3535 5496, Direct Telephone (07) 3535 5406 

Intemet Email: yvonne.go".drl"!<~t~~,,?~;~~_Website: www.tq.com.au 

38 
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• Careful consideration needs to be given to the cost of implementing the SPP and 

measuring where the cost burden will ultimately lie. It would be of concern to 

TQ if the ultimate cost of implementing the SPP fell to the development 

industry, as any costs to developers are simply passed onto the community. 

Should you wish to discuss the above comments please contact  

 Senior Tourism Advisor on telephon

Yours sincerely 

anager T

• 

Level 10, Tounsm Queensland House, 30 Makerston Stree~ Brisbane, Queensland, 4000 (GPO Box 328, Bnsbane,aueensland, 4001) Australia 

Telephone (07) 3535 3535 International +617 3535 3535 Facsimile (07) 3535 5496, Direct Telephone (07) 3535 5406 

Internet Email: yvonne.goodrick@tq.com.auWebsite:WYIW.tq.com.au 
60 ... 1 77 74~ 1!=1? ~fi!=l 
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The Director 
Disaster Mitigatkin Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 . 
BRISBANE OLD 4001 

Dear Sir I Madam, 

34 
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RE: Comment on Discussion Paper on Development of State Planning Policy 

on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development 
Assessment 

The Urban Development Institute of Australia (UDIA) - Queensland, has been 

pleased to have had the opportunity to participate with your department in both the 

initial stakeholder consultation leading up to the development of the discussion paper 

as well as the participation in the recent workshops. We have now had the 

opportunity to review the discussion paper and provide the following comments for 

your consideration. 

in, providing comment we acknowledge that the effects from natural disasters are 

indE matters which require a proactive approach and therefore should be matters 

of nsideration in the IPA planning schemes of the local authorities when 

nsi ~ng development. It is the experience of our members that many local 

au oriti~ are indeed doing this currenUy,and this number we believe will grow as 

new A s\s~emes are implemented over the next 12 .:- 18 months. 
, 

. urrent apPmacn s is the best option in order to ensure that the future IPA schemes, It is our nte~ion that in this instance that option 3.1.1, Maintain and support the 

, ~ be compl~Q b ~arch 2003 are able to embrace initiatives which go in some 

. a \ ' to achieving ao'<.eptable environmental outcomes in instances of natural 

. '\<'Z~is s ~ The reas6ni~~~ind this position is as follows : , 

\ 1\~e~are a numb~~vers which are already forcing local' authorities to 

\" \em~_c~anning f~r llie~~~as, being: 

. \\.\R~~~rn~'(,.!::Pf IPA . itself ~""'~'~ceptable environmental outcomes for an 

',)pA..,scl\eme in'tG achieve sustal-;'~lity.::::;,.. 
• N~ed'.fot-((OUnci~Qil!Ptect themselv~~he face of increasing liability and 

thu's..~~e!{ m~t ensurEM~~~~~s are addres~, 
" ",\ "-... ----......''''"";:;:-.. 

2. The time 't~rh~ te~uired to prel'l~ a Stl:lte-e@!lning PoliQ¥-.{Lnd have same 

implemented'wil~ rrte€ln that it will net be avaiiabre-tor-ir.lcorRgFanor.l..into IPA 

schemes by Mat6~>~DCI~. It is considered-iQat it would be more effecbvi@"put=.-.::-:::-...=:--

reso~rces into ?ev~Q h:!.~,policy d?cumenftha~'9_cal authorities could dire6tly-. __ , ... ,-

use In preparation of ttl It-llchtlmes In the next 12 - 1-S·months. ---, 
~'".~'" ...... , .......... _-----

. <::'" '" The Urban Develepro.~nl GPO Box 2279 

"::~" ". Institute of Austral18 ·an~bane Old 4001 

.- __ • QUEENSLAND Level f7- -_. _ 
' ........ ", 141 Queen Streei"--'~ .. ' 

.... "''-:~ ... ',._ . Brisbane Old 4000 
">' Telephone 073229 1589 

.... Facsimile 07 3229 7857 

, -. :>. _ '"" udla@udiaqld.com.au 

" .• _'. ~>",","":'.._~ www.udiaqld.com.au 



3. Following from point 2 above, it concerns our industry that this will mean that 

until 2010 when Local Authorities will again be required to review their IPA 

schemes that this State Planning Policy will in many instances duplicate 

systems Which exist in local authorities. It will therefore have potential to 

unnecessarily delay the approval process due to need to refer matters under 

the SPP to your Department. 

4. If a State Planning Policy is created it will mean that your department will then 

be involved in taking the role of a referral agency in the approval process. As 

such your department will have to potentially assess and provide comment on . 

any and every application, at least in the coastal strip of the state, due to 

proximity to flooding, fire and land slip issues. Our members would be 

concerned as to whether your department has the resources to devote to timely 

assessment of a large number of applications in view . of your other 

.. .. responsibilities. 

5. A guideline would achieve consistency across the state, because in the IPA 

scheme development process your department would be consulted by the 

Department of Local Government to comment on a new scheme being 

prepared. Your department in response could insist on your guideline being the 

basis on which natural disaster matters are handled in the scheme. which 

Department of Local Government could then support to the local authority. 

In general, we agree that the major areas which any guideline should consider are 

the areas of flooding, bush fire and landslide. In respect to the approach which 

should be adopted, we believe that the basic concept should be one of accepting 

that the major portion of our population choses to live in the coastal strip and as such 

their right and decision should be respected. Hence any approach should be. 

soundly based on achievement of acceptable and reasonable environmental 

outcomes through performance based planning and not prescription. 

. • Again, we confirm that the Institute supports your department's proactive approach 

to natural disaster planning and believes this is a responsible and accountable 

position. The development of a guideline is strongly supported but the creation of a 

. State Planning Policy. is not. 

Finally, thank you for the opportunity to participate in consultation and we would be 

happy to meet to discuss the above matters at your convenience. 

Yours sincerely 
Urban Development Institute of Australia (Queensland) 

Chief Executive 
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15 November, 2001 

Ms
AlDirector 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE Q 4001 

Dear  

20. NOW 2001 

Royal Australian Planning insiiiute 
RAPI Qld DMslan 
PO Box 223 
Brisbane, Albert Slree~ Old 4002 
A.S.N. 71 852 748 Q56 

Thlephona: (07) :mo 8764 
Faesimile: (07) 3870 4072 
Entall: raplqld@oZemaD.com.au 

The Queensland community expects all levels of government to take whatever steps are 

required to protect their lives and property against disasters and natural hazards. Your 

Department has been particularly diligent in this area and we offer our sincere 

congratulations for Disaster Risk Management' book and 'Disaster Risk Management 

Guide: A How-to Manual for Local Government' with national recognition as 'Overall 

Wmner' 2001 at the National RAP! Awards of Excellence. 

In the context of preparing a State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural 

Disaster Mitigation and Development assessment, the planning profession can contribute to 

an understanding of these implications of this initiative and accordingly we are pleased to . 

make this formal submission in response to the recently conducted workshops. 

The Royal Australian Planning Institute is the professional association of planners and those 

involved in community planning in Australia The Queensland Division (RAP!) is the 

second largest division within RAP! and sees as one of its primary roles that of influencing 

the development of planning policy at local, regional, state and national level. It seeks to 

influence and shape policy by, amongst other actions, reviewing government and industry 

planning documents and standards and submitting our opinions and suggestions for 

consideration. 

The proposed State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation 

and Development Assessment as a matter of State Interest should become a means to 

encourage City and Shire Councils to adopt a risk management approach and incorporate 

this into Planning Schemes and their development assessment. Unfortunately the way 

natural hazards are addressed by local councils varies widely across the State and the 

development of State Planning Policy is a very appropriate way to address this. 

The Handbook produced by the Department will assist local government in this regard, 

particularly in terms of encouraging a fundamental awareness of, and approach to land use 

planning and natural hazards and disaster mitigation. 

ROYAL AUSTRALIAN PLANNING INSTITUTE INC. A.R.B.N. 010 711 314 

(An association incorporated in South Australia with limited liabiKty for its members) 



The discussion paper presents a comprehensive overview of the important issues relevant to 

natural hazards and disasters. Planning schemes and development assessment are not the 

appropriate tools to address disasters, particUlarly in terms of emergency responses. 

~\ 
Planning schemes can serve very useful purposes in the risk management process, 

mitigation and deliver strategies which seek to minimise exposure to natural hazards. We 

therefore recommend that the proposed title of this SPP should be amended to reflect the 

limitations planning schemes have in this regard. 

Coastal Erosion 
One area oll'itted from the Discussion paper was coastal erosion. As a natural hazard it is 

different in terms of impact, temporal issues and spatial distribution to storm surge. The 

SPP would benefit from including this as well as the other significant natural hazards 

already identified. 

Data and interpretation 
The aVailability of data relating to natural hazards, the means to interpret and apply this 

data will vary according to the location, size and resources available to individual local 

governments. If the State Government is to require a particular level of data and analysis to 

recognised in planning schemes, then smaller local governments should be assisted to 

evelop data and skills in this area. Due to the importance of spatial data to planning and 

atural hazards RAPI strongly recommends any assistance to smaller councils must be in a 

atially accurate and preferably GIS form. It· may be beneficial for the State to provide 

ufficient resources for its Department to ensure such spatial information is available on a 

State-wide basis, thus providing a level playing field with all local governments in 

Queensland. 

A Natural hazard policy Framework 

One strategy to address the interpretation issues of natural hazard data would be for the 

§l'R.. to establish a policy framework which is to be addressed in the planning scheme. If it 

can be demonstrated that a draft planmng scheme has competently addressed this policy 

framework then this area of State Interest can be approved. The poliCY direction, within this 

policy framework in relation to planning scheme preparation and development assessment, 

which is sought by State Government should be clearly stated so as to facilitate the 

preparation and smooth approval process for planning schemes. ' 

Consistency 
The workshop presentation suggested that a consistency should be developed in the 

planning scheme response to natural hazards. The consistency RAPI would like to see is in 

the policy direction from State (]gl'_ment (WliIIDi ana across Departments) to natural 

hazards and the appropriate responses within planning schemes and through development 

assessment. 

DEOs in an SPP 
Recent experience with Desired Environmental Outcomes (DEOs) in draft planning 

schemes suggests that this may be too restrictive for an SPP to provide a standard set of 

wording. This is particularly the case as the number of DEOs deemed acceptable by the 

Department of Local Government and Planning appears to be decreasing while the number 

of SPPs under preparation or already in place has increased. RAP! does not recommend 

standard "one-size-fits-all" DEO in a SPP. 

2 
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The enduring nature of a SPP 
There appears to be options available fOf the relationship between a planning scheme and an 

SPP. One of the options is that once a\I the matters raised in a SPP have been incorporated 

into the planning scheme; the planning scheme is approved and this SPP no longer operates 

in this city or shire. This is in contrast with the process in place prior to the Integrated 

PlaDning Act, 1997. RAPI would prefer a situation where the SPP remains in place after a\I 

relevant matters have been incorporated into the planning scheme, to a\Iow for changes and 

developments in the research and understanding of natura1 hazards and their risk 

management. 

Some ower potential mechanisms appropriate for Planning schemes and 

Development assessment 
Some other mechanisms within planning schemes that may be able to address natural 

hazards could include / 

• Appropriate standard conditions attached to a development approval' v 
• . Defined precincts of natural hazards to be included in the planning scheme, particularly /" 

at the locai plan level 
• Infrastructure charges plans to reflect mitigation strategies to specific natura1 hazards eg / 

slip areas 
• Incorporation of appropriate local planning strategies such as floodplain management, ./ 

wildfireibushfire management, landslip strategies - the scOpe would, of course be 

related to the identified hazards in the city or shire /' 

• Local and regional hazard mapping database. 

On-going involvement ofRAPI 
It is still early days for the SPP, but RAPI wishes to have an active role in its formulation 

and eventual structure of this important State Govermnent initiative. 

RAPI supports the concept of a State Planning Policy for on Land Use Planning for Natura1 

Disaster Mitigation and Development assessment, but with wording to more accurately 

reflect the ability of planning to addre~s hazards no~_disasters . 

RAPI would like you to consider this letter as the beginning of a dialogue so that RAPI and 

DES can work together to protect our communities and their respective environments 

through integrated plan making and development assessment processes. RAPI seeks to 

have a continued proactive role in the .future formulation of the State Planning Policy 

should the Minister approve its preparation. 

If you desire any further input from RAP! please do not hesitate to contact the writer, or 

our Policy Coordinator, 
Yours truly, 

3 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Hi d 

20/11/0116:41:24 
Department of Families Response 

Dawn Juratowitch has asked me to forward you comments regarding the State
Planning Policy on Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. 
The document was supported and brief comments are attached for your 
consideration. 

Strategic Services 

(See attached file: DISASTER PLANNING TABLE.2.doc) 

============================================= 
The information contained in this e-mail is intended for the 
recipient( s) only. It may contain privileged or confidential 
information. If you are not the intended recipient of this 
e-mail, you must not copy, distribute or take any action 
that relies on it. 

If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the 
sender immediately and then delete the message. 

This footnote also confirms that this e-mail message has 
been checked for the presence of computer viruses. 
Department of Families provide no guarantee that all possible viruses 
have been detected and cleaned during this process. 

============================================= 

, 



AND SOUTH 
WEST 

I I 

• , right to know about local 

In relation to point 2: 

• That there seemed to be unanimous support for the notion of a State 
Planning policy on Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment 
and I can certainly see that this would be advantageous for the reasons 
outlined in the discussion paper 

• Irrespective of this, as a social planner I have be,en routinely suggesting, in 
our State Interest input to planning scheme preparation, that "development 
should not be allowed on areas vulnerable to natural disaster such as flood 
prone land, steep slopes etc', but 

• Most would agree that this is probably not a big issue - it is existing 
development that is the thomy issue and so we will probably always have 
our work. cut out (in disaster recovery terms) dealing with the victims of poor 
planning and development decisions from years ago. The only way around 
this would be for govemments and/or developers (with Local Government 
Authorities leading and facilitating this) to eventually buy up/resume such 
"high risk" land to use for purposes that are recreational or whatever (but not 

that were 
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Please quole: D7835 
Contact officer. G Mlszczak 
Ccntact telephone: 323 40585 

13 November 2001 

Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Queensland 
Government 

State Development 

state Planning Policy - Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and 

Development Assessment 

Thank you for the opportunity to attend a workshop held by the Department of 

Emergency Services on Tuesday 23 October 2001, on the development of the 

above State Planning Policy (SPP).  Principal Project Officer, 

attended in my place due to my absence on leave. 

. • The broad objectives of the SPP included in the Discussion Paper dated September 

2001, are supported. However, land use planning and planning schemes have , 
limited capacity to, and are not intended to address some of the natural hazards 

listed. Building legislation and codes (eg for cyclones, earthquakes and severe 

storms) may be more appropriate in these cases. 

It should also be recognised that local governments are required to prepare IPA 

compliant planning schemes by March 2003. Therefore, the provisions of the 

proposed SPP may not be able to be incorporated in many schemes. This SPP may 

have a greater impact on planning schemes at their next review. These 

circumstances point to the need to incorporate 'Development Assessment' 

guidelines in the proposed SPP, which would be recognised in IPA planning 

schemes, and would assist with the assessment of development applications. 

Level 5, Executive Building 
100 George Street 
PO Box 168 
Brisbane Albert Street Old 4002 

Telephone 3225 5499 
Facsimile 32297315 
Website www.statedevelopment.qld.gov.au 
ABN 97 406 359 732 



Furthennore, to assist local govemment staff to develop the expertise to undertake 

the required level of planning to mitigate natural disasters, it is recommended that 

detailed 'best planning practice' guidelines be incorporated in the SPP to provide 

step by step procedures for undertaking the required planning. This level of 

assistance and detail is considered necessary to provide a state-wide uniform 

approach, and certainty for local governments, developers and the community. It 

would be the most practical means of assisting local govemments to translate your 

agency's State Interest issues into their planning schemes. 

Over the past few years, the Department of State development and its predecessor 

Departments, have prepared 24 information papers and 'best practice' guidelines on 

industrial land planning, and planning for economic development. As you may be 

able to benefit from our past experience, I would be happy to discuss this matter at 

your convenience with you or your staff, as these 'pre-IPA' papers have been very 

successful in raising awareness in local govemment on the need for, and how to 

address economic development issues. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on your proposed SPP. Should 

you require clarification of any of the above issues, please contact  

Yours sincerely 

Manager 
Infrastructure Projects and Land iVlanagement 

Page 2 012 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

~~-= .... ~ 

23/11/01 16:16:14 
Electronic Proforma for SPP DP 

Below is the result of your feedback form, It was 
submitted by ) on Fri Nov 23 16:15:46 EST 2001 

Name of submitter: Australian Greenhouse Office 

Name of author:  

Work number: 

Contact address: Manager, Greenhouse Inventory and Science Team 

Australian Greenhouse Office 
Po Box 621 
Canberra, ACT 

Stakeholder Group: commonwealth government 

: .:-:,".:' ,,::., _ fa.9.8. 1J 
/D: i038 .39 

preferred land option: The AGO regards development of a coordinated approach such as the 

proposed planning policy, as a preferred 
option, This would enable a more cost effective integration of risk assessment and risk management 

for natural 
disasters in different regions along with other pressures on land use, including climate change, It 

would also 
enhance the capacity to make experience available to other regions of Australia, possibly as part of a 

national ' 
approach to natural disaster mitigation. 

What natural hazards should be included:, cyclones 

What natural hazards should be included: floods 

What natural hazards should be included: landslides 

What natural hazards should be included: bushfires 

What natural hazards should be included: severe storms 

What natural hazards should be included: earthquakes 

Include other natural hazards: Storm Surge 

Comments on what natural hazards should be included: It would be beneficial to ensure that 

treatment of storm surge in the Coastal Management Plan takes account 

of the full range of risks assessment and mitigation issues that may be addressed in the Land Use 
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Planning 
Policy. This may require some updating of the earlier Coastal Management Plan to include, for 

example, 
current climate change projections in assessment of risk from storm surge. 

Other issues not identified: Yes 

Details unidentified: 1. Climate change is mentioned only in general terms. There is now suffiCient 

confidence in climate change 
projections of increases intensity and frequency of extreme events for these to be included in risk 

assessment and mitigation options for natural disasters in a Land Use Planning Policy. 

2. The discussion paper does not address possible changes to the risk over time. Factors such as 

climate 
change, population changes etc can change the risk and this should be included in Land Use 

Planning. . 

Are there basic principles which should be the foundation of a State Planning Policy: See point 2 

above re the principle Of considering the potential 
future risk throughout the lifetime of the land use, particularly 
where long lived infrastructure is concerned. 

, , 



J. W. Mathews 
Chief Executive Officer 

PINE RIVERS 

2 2.N OV 20U{l-'U 
Pine Rivers 
Shire CO!lnc.iI 
220 Gympie Road 
SlIathpine Old 4500 
PO Box 5070 
SlIathpine Old 4500 
Ph: (07)32050555 
FAX: (07) 3205 0758 

Telephone:  

Our Rei: 116/5-1 (MP 0113392) KSey 

, Your Ref: -

.~ • 
Date: 19 November 2001 

Department of Emergency Services 
Emergency Services Complex 
Park Road (Cnr Kedron Park Road) 
KEDRON OLD 4031 

Dear Sir 

PROPOSED STATE PLANNING POLICY ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR NATURAL DISASTER 

MITIGATION AND DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT 

Council at its meeting held on Monday, 12 November 2001 gave consideration to a report 

concerning the above matter. 

I wish to advise that Council supports the proposal of the State Government to develop a State 

Planning Policy for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. 

Yours faithfully 

Chief Executive Officer 

Address all communications 
to the Chief Executive Officer 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 28/11/01 10:52:45 
Subject: State Planning Policy on Land use Planning for NaturalDisaster Mitigation and 

Development Assessmen 

Following our telephone contact this morning I would like to place on record this Departments interest 

in the development of this policy _ . 
The Department of Justice and Attorney-General may have a role in implementation of the proposed 

policy through identification and amelioration of the risks to the State ariSing out of the policy, and 

assisting in avoiding claims for compensation. In this regard Crown Law would be the appropriate 

agancy to contact. . 

, ., 
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Enquiries: John Pollock 
relephone: +617 3239 3180 

23 November 2001 

Director, Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 

Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Dear  

J;.Q. 
2 7 NOV lOot "+" 

Queensland 
Government 

Department of 
Primary Industries 

Submission on the State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster 

Mitigation and Development Assessment 

Thank you for providing the Department of Primary Industries (DPI) with the opportunity to 

input into the development of the Siate Planning Policy (SPP) on Land Use Planning for 

Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. 

DPI has the portfolio responsibilities in the areas of forestry, fisheries, animal and plant 

health and rural communities. ·Issues relating to these areas need to be incorporated within 

the SPP. For example, DPI has the responsibility of managing State owned forest 

plantations, to which bushfires are considered to be a significant natural disaster event. 

Development related alterations to stormwater in particular, flood flows into and out of State 

forests and fish habitats are also a major concern for DP.I. 

There are other issues that need to be considered such as the impact on animal and plant 

health following natural disaster events such as flooding, cyclones~ l?evere storms and 

landslide. While there is limited scope to protect these are~s from these events, it is 

important that land use planning issues are encompassed to minimise the after effects of 

such events. 

A detailed copy of issues from a DPI perspective has been enclosed for your information 

purposes (attachment A). Should you have any queries in relation to this matter, please do 

not hesitate to contact Principal Policy Officer on 

Policy Analysis & Industry Development 

level 6 
Primary Industries BtJilding 
80 Ann Slreet 
GPO Box 46 
Brisbane Queensland 4001 

Facsimile 
Email 
Mobile 
Website 
Call Centre 
RecFlnd 

.st 73221 4049 
ponocj@dpi.qld.gov.au 
0419667008 
www.dplqld.goY.au 
132523 
01115868 (JP:LR) 
1\ DM 7A: ":l;f? AR..t n-:).n 



This Department is supportive of the development of a SPP in relation to Natural Disaster 

Mitigation, and looks forward to inputting into the process through the Government Advisory 

Committee to which DPI is a party. 

Yours sincerely 

Executive Director 

Att 

.' 

DepiI:rtment of Prtmary Industries 
Page 2 of 2 
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Attachment A 

State Planning Policy on LAnd Use Planning/or Natural Disaster Mitigation and 
Development Assessment ' 

Key issues 
The Department of Primary Industry (DP!) has portfolio responsibility in the 

following areas: 
» Fisheries 
» Forestry 
» Animal and Plant Health 

As a result there are several key issues that need to be considered in the development 

of a State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and 

Development Assessment These are as follows: 

Fisheries 
» Land Use Planning should avoid the use of floodplains for development purposes. 

This reduces the impacts of flooding while at the same time, maintains the flood 

plains for fisheries purposes, such as spawning, juvenile development and 

migration of fish and other aquatic organisms. Appropriate planning would 

prevent or minimise the need for mitigating action. (include in section 2.6.2, 2.6.3 

and 2.7.2) 

» The impact of the natural disaster event needs to be balanced against the benefits 

of the event. For example, the impact of flooding needs to be assessed with, the 

benefits of flooding on inshore waters and lower estuaries. 

~ Just as bushfrres are considered as 'an integral component of ,the environment of 

Queensland' so to are floods (page 23). 

~ Attempts should be made through planning policies to minimise incompatible 

development being situated adjacent to fish habitat areas, which may be impacted 

further by natural disaster event. " 

~ Infrastructure should I» maintained appropriately to minimise the impact of a 

natural disaster effect. Eg. Removal of debris from stormwater outlets or drains to 

reduce the impact of flooding. 

Forestry 
» Inappropriate developments such as rural or urban residential areas near State 

owned plantations or native forests are seen as an increasing the risk potential and 

is likely to increase the impact resulting from a natural disaster event, in particular 

bushfires and flood flows into and out of a forestry estate. 

» Fire issues often cause conflict between DPI forestry and neighbouring 

communities. In order to minimise the potential conflict between communities 

neighbouring a plantation and DPI forestry, it is essential that community 

consultation in the development of mitigating strategies take place. 



» SPP should encourage the identification of State Plantations and native forests as 

distinctive land uses within land use planning. 

» Land use planning should not prejudice forestry activity, including plantation 

expansion, as a legitimate development activity where conflict between forestry 

and adjacent land development can be managed. 

» Land use planning should recognise the prior rights of DPI Forestry to practice 

plantation management where plantations are already established. 

Animal and Plant HeaUh 
» While there is limited scope to mitigate the impact of natural disaster events on 

animal and plant health there is a need to incorporate animal and plant health 

welfare issues into land use planning, particularly in rdation to post-event 

assessment. 

» Emergency responses for mitigating serious pest and plant diseases resulting from 

natural disaster events need to be developed. . 

General comments 
» DP! in general is concerned with the impact of natural disaster events such as 

floods, cyclones, storms, bushfires not only on the wildlife and plantations, but 

also the impact of rural and regional cornmunities. In this respect, the State 

Planning Policy should provide the es~ential guidance to local governments to 

developing and implementing appropriate cost-effective mitigation strategies to 

address these disaster events. 

» State Plmming Policy should include storm surges and wildfires as components of 

severe storms and bushfires. 

• » It is important that the State Planning Policy is developed having regard for other 

Agency State Planning Policies, to ensure consistency, minimise duplication, and 

any potential conflict. " 

» The State Planning Policy needs to incorporate the issues that are relevant within 

the context of natural disaster events. However, it should be flexible enough to 

allow the individual local governments to adopt mitigation or contingency plans 

for natural disaster events, which are relevant to their area Priorities should be 

established depending on the situation rather than a set standard. 

» Consideration must be given to the fact that local governments have to deal with 

other State Planning Policies, and where possible, linkages should be made to 

these policies as well as to regulation, programs and policies of the Queensland 

government. 

» From a Local government perspective, a risk identification analysis and strategies 

to minimise ·risk need to be undertaken. To ensure that appropriate risk 
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identification analyses are undertaken, guidance should be required either through 

the State Planning Policy or through guidelines and information packages. 

~ In order to assess the risk in relation to natural disaster events, it is necessary to 

provide Local Government with the spatial infonnation upon which to base their. 

decisions. 

~ If development is to be allowed in an area that is prone to natural disaster 

occurrences, ·then it is vital that contingency plans are developed in conjunction 

with the relevant State agencies and local government That is, appropriate plans 

should be developed to minimise the impact, whether it be through better 

engineering, technological advances or emergency response strategies. 

~ Incorporation of early warning systems is vital to minimise the 'human' impact 

from natural disaster events. Should include 'animal and plant' welfare strategies. 

» . State Planning Policy should include in its development and implementation; 

appropriate policies to address climate change issues effectively. That is, 

Greenhouse impacts are likely to increase the impact on the occurrence of natural 

disaster events. Plarining and mitigating for these events under such situation is 

critical. 

» Cross agency processes and State Planning policies should be better linked. For 

example, greenhouse/climate change ·issues and infrastructure development 

projects. 

~ While the focus is on the mitigation of impact from a natural disaster event, it is 

also important to incorporate how the emergency response after the event is 

undertaken. For example, emergency response, assistance to community, 

assessment of damage etc. ' 

» It is essential that any emergency response or contingency strategy developed take 

into account all aspects of cross agency issues and where possible, integrate under 

one emergency response. 

~ The Government Advisory Committee responsible for the development of the SPP 

on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development 

Assessment should look at the following issues: 

What are the current natural disaster events that have emergency response 

strategies? 
Who is responsible for their delivery? Is there multiple agency involvement? 

Can one process be established to represent the whole of government perspective? 

Current approach to no.tural disaster mitigation within DPI 
» Use of a Corporate Governance Risk Management'framework 

~ Representation on the State Disaster Mitigation Committee and State Disaster 

Coordination Group 
» Representation on Local Disaster Coordination groups reporting to State Counter 

Disaster Organisation 
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4.2 Proforma for submission' 
The following is a suggested profonna for submissions on the intent to prepare a State Planning 

Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment. Interested 

individuals and representatives of organisations are. encouraged to make a written submission 

regarding the Discussion Paper. Written submissions close on Friday 9 November 200t.. 

1'-1, 
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Our Ref: PSROOOOS RF:m01591 

Your Ref: CDSOO4898 

29 November 2001 

Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 

Department of Emergency Services 

GPO Box 1425 
BRlSBANE QLD 4001 

Dear SirlMadam 

CIL 

o [;;©[;;WIlO ~ 
- 5 DEC m 

:::I 

RE: Proposed State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for 

Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment 

I refer your letter of 20 September 2001 seeking comments on the Discussion Paper on the 

above matter. Cooloola Shire Council makes the following comments with respect to Section 

2.7.2 of the Discussion Paper. 

As provided for in Section 53 of the Queensland Standard Building Resuiation 1993 (SBR), 

Cooloola Shire Council, in 1997, resolved that parts of the Shire are lialile to flooding and 

adopted minimum floor levels to which floor levels of habitable rooms must be built. The 

adopted level for Gympie, is equivalent to a flood of 1:50 years Average Recurrence Interval 

(ARl) plus 0.3 metres. Should a significantly higher (say 1: 100 ARI) State-wide flood level 

be imposed, there may be impacts upon the amenity of existing residents due to infill 

development or redevelopment being constructed to the higher level. For example, residential 

buildings built to a higher level may overshadow adjoining properties or impact upon privacy 

by overlooking yards, entertainment or swimming pool areas. Where fill is used to achieve 

the required higher floor level, this may result in drainage problems or impediments to former 

overland flows. 

. . .12 
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Director-General 

Ref: 1/20#17/09/01 

3 0 NOV 2001 

Director-General 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE OLD 4001 

Dear 

,0: C;Olt 
o 5 DEC 2001 

Queensland 
Government 

Department of Public Works 

I refer to your letter dated 17 September 2001 inviting the Department of Public 

Works to be part of State-wide consultations relating to the development of the State 

Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and 

Development Assessment. 

Representatives from Project Services, OBuild and Building Division attended a 

number of the October 2001 workshops held across the State. In addition to our 

representation on your Govemment Advisory Committee for the State. Planning 

Policy,  Assistant General Manager, OBuild has held discussions 

with representatives of the Disaster Policy Unit within your Department. .. 
The development of a State Planning Policy for land use planning.for disaster 

management and mitigation, which addresses the natural hazards contained in the 

Discussion Paper, is considered the preferred option. The extent of land use 

measures to mitigate natural disasters appears to have achieved the right balance 

for State and Local Governments. The Policy provides State interests that are 

formally considered when Local Govemments are making decisions about the 

forward planning and detailed development assessment measures in planning 

schemes. 

The Department of Public Works is responsible for ensuring the protection and 

management of State building assets and the provision of policy direction and 

comments on matters of State interest. The Integrated Planning Act 1997 delegates 

the responsibility of assessing most development applications to Local Government. 

In cases where this responsibility falls on this Department, we will be committed to 

complying with any planning requirements associated with such a State Planning 

Policy. 
Level 7 80 George Street Brisbane 
GPO Box 2457 Brisbane 
Queensland 4001 Australia 
Telephone +61 7 3224 6507 
facsimile +61 7 3224 5616 
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Officers from the Department of Public Works will continue to actively 

participate on committees and workshops for the further development of the 

State Planning Policy_ 

Yours faithfully 

Dir

cc Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
PO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

For your information_ 

Director-General 
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- 5 DEC 2001 

L:I 
Department of the Environment and Heritage 

Ms l 
Acting Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Department of Emergency Services 

GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Dear

Office of the Secretary 

, ") 
.• I refer to my previous correspondence of 9 October regarding the possible development of a Policy 

on Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment in Queensland . 

. Representatives of Environment Australia and the Bureau of Meteorology (BoM) attended a 

consultation workshop in Brisbane on October 23. The Bureau of Meteorology subsequently 

prepared a written submission and lodged it with your office in early November. If you wish to 

discuss any elements of the Bureau of Meteorology's submission, please contact  

Queensland Regional Director, BoM on telephone: 

The Australian Greenhouse Office (AGO) also sent an electronic submission to your office on 

23 November 2001 in which the issue of climate change in the context of risk assessment and land 

use planning is discussed. If you wish to discuss any elements of the AGO's submission, please do 

. not hesitate to contact  Manager, Greenhouse Inventory and Science Team, AGO on 

telephone: ( or e-mail:

Tbank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the possible development of a Policy on 

Land Use Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation in Queensland. I would greatly appreciate being 

kept informed of progress if preparation of the Planning Policy does procee~ Il'nd, look forward to 

hearing from you in the future. ' 

Yo s sincerely 

GPO Box 787 Canberra ACT 2601 Telephone 02 6274 1550 Facsimile 02 6274 1552 

Internet: www.envfronment.gov.au EHYIROKl'fENtJI.L 
MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEM 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

 

1217/01 11:54am 
Proposed Natural Hazards SPP comments 

Here are my comments on the material discussed at yesterdays meeting. 

Regards 

Policy Advisor (Statutory Planning) 
Coasts Wetlands and Waterways 
Environmental Planning 
Environmental Protection Agency 

cc: 

__ .... i.C 

.• = -::.:~,:,. ,"Y:m] 
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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED STATE PLANNING POLICY FOR NATURAL 

HAZARD MITIGATION 

1'0: 4 

1. Shortened references to the State Coastal Management Plan should be 'State Coastal 

Plan' or 'SCMP'. 'Coastal management plan' is a generic reference under the Coastal 

Act to both the State and regional coastal management plans. 

2. Consistency and clarity is required regarding storm surge and the State Coastal Plan i.e. 

storm surge is addressed by the State Coastal Plan. 

3. The effects of climate change in relation to coastal management is addressed by policy 

'2.2.1 Adaptation to climate change' of the State Coastal Plan. Furthermore, sea level 

rise is specifically identified in policy '2.2.4 Coastal hazards'. If the SPP is to address 

clilnate change in some way, the relationship with t.l:!e State Coastal Plan win need to be 

considered. 
4. Clarity is required regarding the relationship between flooding and storm tide inundation. 

I believe that the focus should be on where a storm tide and catchment flooding occurs at 

the same time. This is where the overlap occurs and where the relationship between the 

SPP and State Coastal Plan needs to be discussed further. For inundation from a storm 

tide by itself, all that is required is a reference to the State Coastal Plan. 

5. The effects of cyclones are identified as a coastal hazard in the State Coastal Plan. If the 

SPP is to address cyclones in some way, the relationship with the State Coastal Plan will 

need to be considered. It is however acknowledged that the State Coastal Plan focuses on 

storm tide inundation and erosion rather than land slides, catchment flooding and severe . 

winds. 
6. The consultation report suggests the consideration of coastal or building setbacks with 

regard to cyclones. There is already erosion prone areas, coastal building lines and 

control districts under the Coastal legislation which require development to be 

appropriately setback from the coastal line as well as the State Coastal Plan which also 

addresses the location of development on the coast. These existing provisions should be 

recognised rather than raising the need for planning measures to address them. 

7. The consultation report (see 3.4.2) identifies storm surge mapping and storm surge 

information as 'necessary technical studies for inclusion of the SPP within planning 

schemes'. This would be best addressed between DES and EPA through the proposed 

Coastal hazards guideline rather than through the SPP. 

8. The State Coastal Plan and it's relevant policies need to be clearly rec€lgnised in the 

consultants briefto ensure that the consultant is aware of the relationship'between the 2 

documents. 
9. As discussed at the meeting, stakeholders such as UDIA and LGAQ should be consulted 

during the preparation process to ensure stakeholder support. 
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Corporate Services 
Property o 1lO©IlODVIlO ~ 

1 3 DEC z001 
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Our Ref: CPT(1) 

Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Attention:  

To Whom It May Concern: 

GPO Box 1429 
Brisbane Old 4001 
Floor 8 Oracle House 
300 Ann Street 
Brisbane Old 4000 
Telephone 
0732352069 
Facsimile 
0732352429 

E-Mail 
shane.spargo@qr.com.au 

STATE PLANNING POLICY ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR NATURAL DISASTER 
MITIGATION AND DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT 

I refer to a request for advice from Queensland Rail (QR), regarding the development of the 
above-mentioned State Planning Policy (SPP). QR Property Division, as lead agent and 
manager of QR's real property assets provides the following comments to the Department of 
Emergency Services regarding the proposed SPP. 

Property Division, on behalf of QR provides advice to Local Governments as part of the 
development and review of Local Government IPA Planning Schemes. In a similar role, 
advice is also given on other land use planning issues such as Regional Planning 
Frameworks, Regional Transport Planning, Shire Strategic Planning, Local Area Planning, 
and Environmental Impact Assessment Reports. Accordingly Property Division acts as QR's 
representative during consultation and the development of the proposed SPP where it may 
impact on land use planning and development assessment. 

Information and comments on the Discussion Paper for the SPP have been provided below 
in a similar format to the proforma provided on the Department of Emergency Services 
website: 

• QR supports the development of the SPP on Land Use Planning for Disaster 
Mitigation and Development Assessment, as the preferred option for directing land 
use planning for disaster management and mitigation within QueenSland. 

• QR provides no preference to the natural hazards to be included in the SPP, however 
would be able (through future consultation) to discuss and provide information on the 
potential impacts of natural hazards on rail transport infrastructure and operations in 
relation to land use planning and development. 

A.B.N. 47 S64 947 264 

• 'V ,.,. I 



• The issues identified in Chapter 2 of the Discussion Paper of September 2001 are 
considered adequate in establishing the potential links between land use planning 
and natural hazard mitigation. 

• . The land use planning measures outlined in Chapter 2 to mitigate natural disasters 
are supported, however future consultation with stakeholders such as QR may 
identify additional issues relevant to the development of major infrastructure, such as 
works undertaken by Railway Managers. 

QR Property Division would appreciate further involvement in the development of this State 
Planning Policy and requests any future consuitation be referred to the relevant contact 
officer below: 

General Manager 
Property Division 
Queensland Rail 
GPO Box 1429 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Attention: Senior Planning and Development Officer 

Should you have any queries regarding this response, please contact 
(Planning and Development Officer, Property Division) on or e-mail 

Sincerely 

.
Property Division 

11 December 2001 
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Contact: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 

Peter Chapman 
(07) 322 77792 
(07) 322 51266 
CHAPMANPF@housing.qld.gov.au 

4 December 2001 

 
Director 
Disaster Mitigation Unit 
Counter Disaster and Rescue Services 
Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Dear 

- ..... . 
~\". 
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Queensland 
Government 

Department of 
Housing 

Discussion Paper for the Intention to Prepare a State Planning Policy on Land Use 
Planning for Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments for consideration in relation to the 
proposed State Planning Policy (SPP). The Department of Housing supports the 
Department of Emergency Services (DES) in its preparation of the SPP to improve the 
planning and management for natural disaster mitigation. 

The Department of Housing is the lead agency for housing related issues in Queensland. On 
28 May 2001 Cabinet endorsed the following statement of the Government's Housing 
Policy: 

The Queensland Government will seek to ensure that all Queenslanders have access 
to ~, secure, appropriate and affordable housing in diverse, cohesive and 
sustainable communities. . 

Consistent with the Government's housing related interests, please find attached: 

• Detailed comments which define the Department's interests in land use planning 
relevant to the SPP and the recommendation to reflect these interests (Attachment 1). 

• The Affordable Housing in Sustainable Communities Strategic Action Plan (the 
"Affordable Housing Strategy"), which was endorsed by Cabinet on 4 June 2001. The 
Strategy contains 5 KeY,Strategies with associated Priority Actions, including the 
Department's involvement in the preparation of IPA planning schemes (Attachment 2). 

Office of the General Manager 
Public Housing and Housing System Initiatives 
Levell 
111 George Street 
GPO Box 690 Brisbane 
Queensland 4001 Australia 
Queensland Department of HousingfOueensland Housing Commission 

Telephone 07 3247 0438 
Facsimile 07 3235 9093 
Email Jennifer.Ctark.@housing.qld.gov.au 
Website www.housing.qrd.gov.au 

IVO, W 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Department of Housing's Comments 
Discussion Paper for State Planning Policy on 

Natural Disaster Mitigation and Development Assessment 

Department of Housing's interests 

Portfolio Stock 

The Department of Housing is responsible for public housing and vacant land stock 
located wit"in local govermnent authorities throughout Queensland. This housing and 
land stock is administered through the Department's Property Portfolio Management 
division, and is maintained through the Department's Public Housing, Community 
Housing and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Housing Programs. 

• IPA Plcmning Scheme Comments 

• 

The Department provides comments on housing related issues to local governments 
currently preparing their planning schemes under the Integrated Planning Act 1997. 
These comments pertain to the Department's State interests with regard to its core 
portfolio stock, as well as attempting to facilitate the maintenance and promotion of 
sustainable communities and affordable housing through the planning scheme generally. 
These comments are coordinated through the Department's Affordable Housing Unit. 

Integrated Planning Act 1997 provisions for public housing 

The Department is the lead agency for public housing development in Queensland. Under 
the Integrated Planning Act 1997 (IPA) the Department has specific provisions relating to 
"development" carried out for public housing (refer to section 5, Part 6 - Public Housing). 
Section 5.6.3 allows development carried out for public housing to proceed without 
~lopment approval from a local gove~lJ.~. dev:!~pment is "exempt" as defmed 
under th,. IPA._ - "-- _., , - -- , , , '-, ____ ~, ._y- _ 0 ~ 

However, section 5.6 of the IP A does require the chief executive of the Department of 
Housing to comply with a number of provisions before starting the development, these 
being: 

1. The chief executive lQust give the local govemm~nt ~Ilform~on (including plans 
and specifications) ab9.I!!\!l~,.P.rOP9$,~,d(\.velopment. 

2. The chief executive must detennine if a development is substantially inconsistent 
~e. 

3. The chief executive must publicly notify dev~ment that is considered to be 
substantially inconsistent _'>Y.ltl},.lLp'lan1!i..!l[ s~h!?!!l.!i-:-------'''-''''''-··-'-

4. The'chlefexecui:lve-must have re.$!!fti !,q.~.uj)Ipis~i,?~s!~~~i~~ f?!!.?Yiing the public 
notific,!iticmbe,fQre deciding w\:l~tIJ.~r()r_I!9!,t{) proceed with the proposed" "'. 
development."-

These provisions have been incorporated into the IP A to provide efficiencies in costs and 
time associated with development applications, thereby minimising costs to the public 
expense in providing public housing. 
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Future housing construction ~ siting and design 

Portfolio Stock 

The above provisions significantly reduce the Department's statutory reqUirements in 
public notification for planning and constructing public housing under the IP A. However, 
the Department is very conscious of its obligations to fulfil acceptable solutions in the 
siting and design of pubjjc.housi.!!gto rmrurmse poteiillilrimpactsthatma5'-bec"iiilsetl· 

1 throug"hnafiiialrusailteis. In its operations, theDepartirl6ltttherefore"seeks to be-
. consistent with State PlanningPolicies and local government planning schemes in the 

siting of I!~':Y ho~sing-stock, as·weIlaS-design·ancTmateriiifstiiiiaarasof'flmtmlltliltg-code. 
~ _ . __ "........ ......... "'''-.-......... d.·· ................... _ ....•.. __ ._ " .. , .. _. 

Planning Scheme Comments 

The Department's planning comments on housing related issues can be best interpreted 
and adapted by the local government authority as part of its IP A scheme preparation. This 
would include the consideration and incorporation of the SPP for Natural Disaster 
Mitigation. 

RECO~NDATIONS 

1. That the Department of Emergency Services note the roles and responsibilities of the 
Department of Housing under the IP A, including the relevant public notification 
provisions for development assessment prescribed for public housing. 

2. That the Department remained informed on the future preparation of an SPP, and that 
representatives from the Department can assist the DES in advancing a whole of 
government document in th~ preparation of this SPP. 
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Attachment 2: 

Affordable Housing in Sustainable Communities 
Strategic Action Plan 



Queensland 
Government 

Department of 
Housing 

Affordable Housing in Sustainable Communities 
Strategic Action Plan 

June 2001 

(the" Affordable Housing Strategy") 

is now available on the Department of Housing Internet site at 

http:/twww.housinq.qld.qov.au/org/audienceJcontentlaffordable.htm 

This key policy document, endorsed by State Cabinet in June 2001, 
can be accessed in both html and pdf versions. 

Also available from the same site are: 

Affordable Housing in Sustainable Communities: 
A Discussion Paper (November 2000) 

and 

Affordable Housing in Sustainable Communities 
Fact Sheet (October 2001) 

Your feedback on the site is welcome 

FUither information is available on the web 
or by contacting the Affordable Housing Unit 

at the address below 

Affordable Housing Telephone 07 3227 7792 
Facsimile 07 3225 1266 

Public Housing and Housing System Initiatives 
Level 1, 111 George Street 
GPO Box 690 
BRISBANE OLD 4001 AUSTRjlUA 

Email affordable@housing.qld.gov.au 
Website www.housing.qldgov.au 
O ......... 1and ~ .... I 01 Ho""~!fl11o O..-...IMd Ho..m; Camtnis.s/On 
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The Queensland Department of 
Housing Is providing leadership In 
encouraging the p/llYlslon of safe, 
secure, appropriate and affordable 
housing. This leadership seeks to 
ensure that families and households 
can successfully find and keep a 
home, and that housing provision 
contributes to the sustainabillty of 
Queensland communities. 

The Department's leadership role 
Is a response to the declining 
affordabillty of housing In many 
areas of the State, for both home 
buyers and renters. In high-growth 
areas such as Inner city and near-<:ity 
areas and coastal centres, stocks of 
low-<ost housing have fallen in 
recent years. Many families and 
Individuals struggle to meet rent or 
mortgage payments and cover the 
other costs of a reasonable standard 
of living in these localities, or are 
excluded from them altogether . 
Rural and remote areas also show 
evidence of a lack of affordable 
housing supply to meet changing 
demand. Our changing population 
-including the growing proportion 
of older people and single-person 
households-means there is 
changing demand for housing types 
in particular locations. 

Queensland 
Government 
Department of Housing 

The Department of Housing's role 
Tht Department of Housing h~lps 

Qutenslandm directly, by prOviding 
public housing and oth~r assistance, 

and indirectly, by supporting 

community housing providm. 

However, funding for direct housing 

prOvision is declining, and the nted 

for affordable housing is increasing. 

Tht costs of maintaining and servicing 

existing housing are also increasing. 

To achieve our goal of "improving 

people's lives through housing", and 1 

contributt to the government's broad 
strategic priorities, the Department ha 

initiated a number of measures to 

encouragt the wider housing systtm 

to provide more affordable housing. 

The Department's role is outlined in 

tht Affordable Housing in Sustainabl< 

Communities Strategic Action Plan, 

endorsed by Cabinet in June 2001. 



Affordable Housing 
in Sustainable Communities 
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• To ensure that new housing developments conform to current best practice in planning 
and design and do not encourage over reliance on private vehicle usage. 

Agencies Responsible 

Department of Housing, Queensland Transport, DCILGP and EPA. 

State Interest Advice 

Legislation, programs and Legislation, programs which Best practice advice 
policies requiring planning must not be adversely 
scheme measures affected by a planning 

scheme measure 
Policy: • Public Housing Program • Queensland Residential 
• To encourage and facilitate • Community Renewal Design GUidelines 

the provision of secure, Program (DCILGP) 
affordable and appropriate • Community Housing • Local Government 
housIng through the private Program Housing Need Profiles" 
and public sectors. • ATSI Housing Program (Needs Analysis Unit - D 

of H) 
• To develop and manage 

public assets in a 
responsible and 
accountable manner for the 
benefit of Queenslanders in 
housinQ need . 

•• The Department of Housing has some capacity to provide housing needs data by local 
government area, and some limited capacity to provide analysis and support. We are 
exploring our capacity to increase resources available for this work . 

9 
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Queensland Department of 
Communication and Information, 
local Government and Planning 

, -1 
I 

Office of the Director-General 

Mr  /) \ " 
Director-General J 

1 

Department of Emergency Services 
GPO Box 1425 
BRISBANE Q 4001 

Dear 

t .. toll. (,. .: - I --

DEPAFlTMErn '>1" 
Er.'IERGENCY SERVlel!$ 

1 7 DEC 1999 
EXiCUllVE SERVices 

STATE PLANNING POLICY ON LAND USE PLANNING FOR DISASTER 
MITIGATION 

Thank you for your letter requesting support for a proposed State Planning Policy 
(SPP) on land use planning for disaster mitigation, and the offer of funding to assist 
with preparation of the SPP. 

I agree that disaster mitigation is a significant State issue that needs to be addressed in 
local government planning schemes and in development assessment. The SPP will 
also support the Department's mission to create better co=unities through 
preventing, planning for, responding to and recovering from, emergencies and 
disasters. 

Therefore I support the proposed SPP. If your Minister agrees with the proposal, a /1 
formal request should be made to my Minister to undertake the notification of his 
intention to prepare the SPP. Once the Ministers have agreed, it will be desirable to I 
meet as soon as possible to scope out the work program and agree on the funding 
arrangements . 

I am aware your Department is considering a separate SPP on planning for hazardous 
industries. This proposal would also have my support. I suggest that should your 
Minister agree with this proposal, a similar formal request to my Minister be made to 
undertake the notification of his intention to prepare the SPP. Once the Ministers 
have agreed, it will again be desirable to meet to scope out the work program and 
agree on the funding arrangements. 

Yours sincerely 

16 December 1999 

13th Floor, 111 George Street, Brisbane, QLD, 4001 
PO Box 31 , Brisbane Albert Stree~ QLD, 4002 
Telephone: (07) 3235 4311 Facsimile: (07) 3235 4327 
http://www.dcilgp.qld.gav.au 
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Counter Disaster 
& Rescue Services 

Department of Emergency Services 

Incorporating' 
Aviation Services 
CHEMUnit 
Disaster Operations 
Disaster Policy & Research Unit 
SES & VMR Support Unit 
Business Services 

DEPARTMENT OF 
l'!MERGENCY SERVICES 

20 ocr 1999 
EXECUTive SERVICES 

Level 2, Warrian Wing 
Emergency Services Complex 
enr Park Rd & Kedron Park Rd 
KEDRON QLD 4031 
OPOBox 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Phone: (07)3247 8506 
Fax: (07)32478480 

Contact Officer; Pam Davis 
File U:lcation: R:1ESD\KEDRON\Dil'CCtoralc\MEMO\expilm dcilgp.doc 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Director-General 

Executive Director, CDRS 

18 October 1999 

State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Disaster 
Mitigation 

A Memorandum of Approval for the development of a State Planning Policy on Land Use 
Planning for Disaster Mitigation is attached for your signature. The development of this 
State Planning Policy will ensure that disaster mitigation is carried out through Local 
Govemment planning schemes. 

State Planing Policies are made and adopted by the Minister for Communication, 
Information, Local Govemment and Planning (CILGP). A formal consultation process is 
required by the Integrated Planning Act 1997 (the Act), thereby increasing public 
accountability and opportunity for community input. The requirements of the preparation, 
consultation and adoption stages are set out in Schedule 4 of the Act. 

As it is the Minister for CILGP who is responsible for State Planning Policies, approval must 
be obtained from that Department to proceed with the development of the State Planning 
Policy. The first stage involves gaining the support of the Director-General of that 
Department for the preparation of a State Planning Policy. 

A letter to requesting this support is also attached for your signature. 

Executiye Director 
Counter Disaster & Rescue Services 



I 

• 

• 

Counter Disaster 
&. Rescue Services 

Department of Emergency Services 

Incorporating: 
Aviation Services 
CHEMUnit 
Disaster Operations . 
Disaster Policy & Research Unit 
SES & VMR Support Unit 
Business Services 

Level 2, Warrian Wing 
Emergency Services Complex 
Cnr Park ReI & Kedron Park Rd 
KEDRON QLD 4031 
OPOBox 1425 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 

Phone: (07)32478506 
Fax: (07) 3247 8480 

~s· Con~ct Officer: Pam Davis 
O~ 0-" File Location: staffipamlspp\moa d-g.doc 
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MEMORANDUM OF APPROVAL 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

BACKGROUND 

Director-General 

Executive Director, Counter Disaster & Rescue Services 

18 October 1999 

State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Disaster 
Mitigation 

The Integrated Planning Act 1997 (IPA) requires that a Local Government reviews its 
planning scheme and either resolves that it is satisfactory or that it should be reviewed in line 
with the objectives of IP A. Irrespective of the decision made, a six-year rolling review of the 
Local Government's Planning Scheme is triggered. With 125 Local Governments this will 
present a continuous work load for the Department of Emergency Services in offering 
comments on the schemes. 

1P A requires that when a Local Government is preparing a planning scheme it should 
incorporate any applicable State Planning Policy into the scheme. By this means the 
Planning Scheme provides a single integrated basis for controlling development in the Local 
Government area. 

Local Government Planning Schemes provide. the main basis for development decisions. 
Currently there is no statutory obligation for development applications to be reviewed in 
relation to hazard mitigation. Only a small proportion of Local Governments exercise any 
form of disaster management through their planning schemes and this is generally limited to 
flood. management. 



• 

ISSUES 

Since the advent of IPA, the volume of requests from the Department of Communication, 
Information, Local Government and Planning for cornment on Local Government Planning 
Schemes, Development Control Plans and other related polices has increased considerably. 
These responses require considerable Departmental time and resources to respond to and are 
generally repetitive in nature as similar comments are often being made regarding the lack of 
an all hazard risk management perspective. 

A State Planning Policy would be a key support mechanism to advance mitigation within 
Local Government areas. This approach is also consistent with. the strategy of the State 
Mitigation Committee which is encouraging Local Governments to Wldertake an all hazard 
risk management approach to the development of disaster mitigation plans. These plans 
would be an input into COWlcil's Land Use and Corporate Plans and Capital Works 
Programs. 

A number of verbal and written requests have been received from Local Govemments 
regarding a State mechanism to assist Local Governments to rebut development proposals in 
hazard prone areas.' Discussions with the Local Government Association of Queensland have 
indicated in principle support pending consultation. . 

The development of a State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Disaster Mitigation 
would: 

,.,.' • provide support and advice to Local Governments in developing Pll!IU1ing Schemes; 
• ensure that Local Governments address the issues of public safety in the Planning 

Schemes; 
• ensure a level of uniformity of approach to public safety and disaster management; 
• . reduce the repetitive work involved in reviewing Planning Schemes; and 
• assist District staff to provide a consistent approach on disaster management issues from a 

planning aspect. 

RECOMMENDATION 

• That you support the attached Proposal for the development of a State Planning Policy on 
Land Use Planning for Disaster Mitigation. 

Counter Disaster & Rescue Services 

Gprov~ot Appro , edff'lease Diseuss 

DATE: 2.>.F/~ t::f9 



E DEPARTMENT OF 

mer~~!!£y 

MY  
Director-General 
Department of Co=unication, Information, Local Government and Plaoning 
GPO Box 31 

.RISB~~RT STREET QLD 4002 

 

Level 3, B Block 
Emergency Services Complex 
enr Park Rd & Kedron Park Rd 
KEDRON QLD 4031 

GPO Box 1425 
BRlSBANE QLD 4001 

Contact P Davis 
Phone: (07)32478506 

Re: State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Disaster Mitigation 

As you are aware, the Department of Emergency Services is committed to public safety and the well
being of Queensland co=unities. This is achieved through preventing, plaoning for, responding to, 
aiJ.d recovering from, emergencies and disasters. 

While loss of life from natural hazards has decreased this century (essentially due to increased warning 
systems and emergency service intervention), there has been a marked increase in loss of livelihood, 
property and infrastructure. This has been largely due to rapid urbanization and infrastructure 
development without due regard to certain natural hazards as planning constraints. 

Co=onwealth changes to the Natural Disaster Relief Arrangemen.ts (NORA) have linked evidence of 
mitigation to -continuing Commonwealth financial support through NDRA. Essentially Local 

. vermnents that have received financial assistance since 1 July 1996 may not receive further 
~o=onwealth NDRA support unless they can demonstrate that they have undertaken mitigation 
plaoning. 

An issue for the management of disaster mitigation is the location and characteristics of new 
development. In some cases, the risks associated with natural hazards obviously will justify severe 
constraints on development, while in others development can be undertaken with certain preventative 
measures. Hence, Local Governments are key players in disaster mitigation, as plaoning schemes 
provide the main basis for development decisions. Only a small proportion of Local Governments 
exercise any form of disaster management through their planning schemes and this is generally limited 
to flood management. 

Since the advent of the Integrated Planning Act 1997 (IPA), the volume of requests from your 
Department for co=ent on plaoning schemes and other related polices has increased considerably. It 
is noted that responses to these are generally repetitive in nature, as similar co=ents are being made 
regarding the lack of an all hazard (bushfire, flooding, earthquake etc) risk management perspective to 
the plans. There is no clear statutory obligation on Local Governments to incorporate disaster 

CDRS_DPRUlStafflPnmldgs to dcilgp dg 
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mitigation in their plans and hence no statutory obligation for development applications to be reviewed .; 
in relation to hazard mitigation. This places the community at considerable risk. 

A number of verbal and written requests have been received from Local Governments regarding a 
State mechanism to assist Local Governments to rebut development proposals in hazard prone areas. 
As well, discussions with the Local Government Association of Queensland have indicated in principle 
support pending consultation. 

As you are aware, IP A provides a number of mechanisms for the input of State interests into a 
planning scheme decision making process and a State planning policy is one of the main avenues for 
this input. State Planning Policies cover any subject which, in the opinion of your Minister, affects ail 
economic, social, or enviroumental interest of the State or Region and advances the purpose of IP A, -
i.e. ecological sustainability. A State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Disaster Mitigation 
fulfills these obligations and such a policy would be a key support mechanism to advance mitigation at . b 

a Local Government level. 

~s approach is also consistent with the strategy of the State Mitigation Committee, which is 
developing an all hazard risk management methodology to enable Local Governments to develop 
disaster mitigation plans. These plans would be an input into Councils' Land Use and Corporate Plans 
and Capital Works Programs. 

As an alternative to a State Planning Policy, guidelines have been considered. However, past 
experience with guidelines prepared for bushfire risk has been that these guidelines have frequently 

., been ignored. 

In summary, the development of a State Planning Policy on Land Use Planning for Disaster Mitigation 
would: 
• Provide support and advice to Local Governments in the development of Planning Schemes; 
• Ensure that Local Governments addressed the issues of public safety in the Planning Schemes; 
• Ensure a level of unifonnity of approach to public safety and disaster management; and 
• Provide an increased level of protection from disasters to the Queensland community. 

Abe project would be funded by the Departr.ne~t of Emerg~cy Services and jointly managed. by this 
~epartment and the Department ofCommumcation, Information, Local Government and Planrung .. 

I therefore request that you support the preparation of a State Planning Policy: Land Use Planning for 
Disaster Mitigation. 

A copy of the proposal is attached for your perusal. 

Yours sincerely 

CDRS_DPRU/StalTlPamldgs to dcilgp dg 




