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ATTENDANCE:

Councillors Present
e Cr Tanya Milligan (Mayor) (Chairperson)
e CrJason Cook (Deputy Mayor)
e Cr Brett Qualischefski
e Cr Chris Wilson
e Cr Michael Hagan
e CrRick Vela

Officers Present

e lan Church, Chief Executive Officer

e Craig Drew, Acting Group Manager People & Business
Performance

e Amanda Pugh, Group Manager Community & Regional
Prosperity

e Dan McPherson, Acting Group Manager Infrastructure

e Dee Stewart, Acting Chief Financial Officer

e Bella Greinke, Business Support Officer

e Susan Boland, Governance Officer

e Lacee Martell, Media and Communications Officer

e Stephen Hart, Senior Advisor Advocacy (part of meeting)

e Brendan Sippel, Manager Community Facilities (part of
meeting)

e Cailtan Natailer, Coordinator Governance and Property
(part of meeting)

e Erin Neumann, Govenanace Officer (part of meeting)

e Madonna Brennan, Audit, Risk and Corporate Planning
Advisor (part of meeting)

e Michelle Kocsis, Disaster Management Advisor (part of
meeting)

e Kim Calio, Manager Planning, Policy and Community
Wellbeing (part of meeting)

e Annette Doherty, Manager Community Activation (part of
meeting)

e Tammee Van Bael, Planning Officer (part of meeting)

e Julie Lyons, Property Officer (part of meeting)

e Howard Marshall, Manager Technical Services (part of
meeting)

e Tanya O’Brien, Planning Officer (part of meeting)

e Miriam Sharp, Senior Planner (part of meeting)

Apologies
e CrJanice Holstein

Media Present
e Ali Kuchel, Gatton Star
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1.0 MEETING OPENED
The meeting commenced at 8:59am.
The Mayor, Cr Milligan as the Chairperson opened the meeting, welcomed all present and
acknowledged the traditional owners of the land on which the meeting is to be held. Ps. Barry Benz led

the meeting in prayer, following a minute’s silence for those persons recently deceased.

2.0 LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Leave of Absence was granted to Cr Holstein for this meeting, at the meeting held on 19 May 2021.

3.0 CONDOLENCES/GET WELL WISHES

3.1 Condolences/Get Well Wishes
Author: Isabella Greinke, Business Support Officer
Responsible Officer: lan Church, Chief Executive Officer

Officer's Recommendation:

THAT letters of condolence be forwarded to the families of recently deceased persons from
within, or associated with, the Lockyer Valley region.

RESOLUTION

THAT letters of condolence be forwarded to the families of recently deceased persons from
within, or associated with, the Lockyer Valley region.

Moved By: Cr Hagan Seconded By: Cr Vela
Resolution Number: 20-24/0327

CARRIED
6/0
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4.0

4.1

4.2

5.0

DECLARATION OF ANY PRESCRIBED CONFLICTS OF INTERESTS/DECLARABLE CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
BY COUNCILLORS

Declaration of Prescribed Conflict of Interest on any Item of Business

Pursuant to Chapter 5B, Part 2 of the Local Government Act 2009, a councillor who has a prescribed
conflict of interest in an issue to be considered at a meeting of a local government, or any of its
committees must:

(a) inform the meeting of the prescribed conflict of interest in the matter, including the following
about the interest —
i if it arises because of a gift, loan or contract, the value of the gift, loan or contract
ii. if it arises because of an application or submission, the subject of the application or
submission
iii.  the name of any entity other than the councillor that has an interest in the matter
iv.  the nature of the councillor’s relationship with the entity that has an interest in a
matter
v.  details of the councillor’s and any other entity’s interest in the matter; and

(b) leave the meeting room, including any area set aside for the public, and stay out of the meeting
room while the matter is being discussed and voted on unless the subject councillor has written
notice from the Minister to participate in the matter.

Declaration of Declarable Conflict of Interest on any Item of Business

Pursuant to Chapter 5B, Part 3 of the Local Government Act 2009, a councillor who has a declarable
conflict of interest in a matter to be considered at a meeting of the local government or any of its
committees must inform the meeting about the personal interest in the matter, including the
following particulars about the interests:

(a) the nature of the interests
(b) if it arises because of the councillor’s relationship with a related party:
i.  the name of the related party to the councillor
ii.  the nature of the relationship of the related party to the councillor
iii.  the nature of the related party’s interest in the matter
(c) if it arises because of a gift or loan from another person to the councillor or a related party:
i.  the name of the other person
ii.  the nature of the relationship of the other person to the councillor or related party
iii.  the nature of the other person’s interest in the matter
iv.  the value of the gift or loan and the date the gift or loan was made.
(d) how the councillor intends to handle the matter i.e. leave the meeting or proposes to stay in a
meeting.

MAYORAL MINUTE

As Mayor, | would like to acknowledge the success of the Red Bench initiative and thank staff, school
students, the Local Government Association of Queensland and the Red Rose Foundation for coming
together to demonstrate their support. In addition, the inaugural Gatton Fun Run was held over the
weekend and was a great success with a large gathering in attendance. Congratulations should go to
the organisers of this event and all participants.

I would like to extend my sincere thanks to Councillors, staff and all involved in both events.
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6.0 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

6.1 Confirmation of Ordinary Meeting Minutes 19 May 2021

Author: Isabella Greinke, Business Support Officer
Responsible Officer: lan Church, Chief Executive Officer

Officer's Recommendation:

THAT the Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of Lockyer Valley Regional Council held on
Wednesday 19 May 2021 be taken as read and confirmed.

RESOLUTION

THAT the Minutes of the Ordinary Meeting of Lockyer Valley Regional Council held on
Wednesday 19 May 2021 be taken as read and confirmed.

Moved By: Cr Vela Seconded By: Cr Cook
Resolution Number: 20-24/0328

CARRIED
6/0

7.0 BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES
No Business Arising from Minutes.
8.0 COMMITTEE REPORTS
No Committee Reports.
9.0 DEPUTATIONS/PRESENTATIONS

No Deputations/Presentations.
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10.0 EXECUTIVE OFFICE REPORTS

10.1 Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31 May 2021
Date: 08 June 2021

Author: Dee Stewart, Acting Chief Financial Officer

Responsible Officer: lan Church, Chief Executive Officer

Purpose:

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with an update of Council’s financial performance against
budget for the financial year to 31 May 2021.

Officer’s Recommendation:
THAT Council receive and note the Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance versus
Budget to 31 May 2021.

RESOLUTION

THAT Council receive and note the Summary of Actual Financial Performance versus Budget to 31
May 2021, as attached to these Minutes.

Moved By: Cr Wilson Seconded By: Cr Cook
Resolution Number: 20-24/0329

CARRIED
6/0

Executive Summary
In accordance with Section 204 of the Local Government Regulation 2012, a financial report summarising the
progress of Council’s actual performance against budget is to be presented to Council. This report provides a

summary of Council’s financial performance against budget for the financial year to 31 May 2021.

At 31 May 2021 trends remain consistent with previous months, showing revenues are over target and
expenditures are under target.

Proposal

Overview

Monthly reporting of Council’s financial performance is a legislative requirement and reinforces sound
financial management practices throughout the organisation. The following report provides a summary of
Council’s financial performance against budget to 31 May 2021.

Operating Revenue - Year to date target $54.77 million actual $55.89 million or 102.05%

At 31 May 2021, overall operating revenue for the year to date is above target.
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Rates and Utility Charges (Gross) are over budget by $0.31 million

Rates are slightly above budget due to higher than expected growth. The cashflow receipts have been closely
monitored for any delays in rate payments. There have been no delays in the cashflows with 94.36% of rates
collected as at 4 June 2021 which is consistent with previous rating periods.

Fees and Charges over budget by $0.56 million

The favourable variances in fees and charges relates predominately to higher than expected income from
development fees $0.14 million, higher than expected income from plumbing and building fees, animal fees
and charges and waste fees.

Other Revenue over budget by $0.40 million
Other Revenue is above budget due to higher than expected income from reimbursements of costs from
Inland Rail, increased sales of recycled material and cemetery fees.

Operating Expenditure - Year to date target $49.73 million Actual $47.47 million or 95.45%
At 31 May 2021, overall operating expenditure for the year to date is slightly below expected spend.

Employee costs under budget by $0.20 million
Employee costs are on budget at this time of the year. However, this is dependent on the timing and delivery
of the capital works program over the remainder of the financial year.

Goods and Services under budget by $1.91 million

Goods and services are slightly under budget across several areas with the larger variances including fleet
materials and services $0.25 million, legal expenses $.09 million and regional development consultants $.22
million. These variances are mostly the result of timing differences and the final figures will be closer to budget
when the end of financial year accruals are finalised.

Capital Revenue — Year to date target $8.28 million Actual $7.56 million or 91.23%

Capital grants, subsidies and contributions are below budget at this time of the financial year due to the timing
of the capital works program, and in particular, the deferment of the Local Roads and Community
Infrastructure Phase 2 capital projects. The revenue for these projects will be recognised as the works are
completed. This revenue will be recognised in the 2021/2022 financial year when the works are completed.
Council is currently holding $1.84 million in unexpended grant funds as a Contract Liability on the Statement of
Financial Position which will be recognised in line with AASB 1058 as expenditure is incurred. Council continues
to receive additional grant funding from the Australian and Queensland Governments as part of the COVID
economic stimulus packages and the budget will be monitored and amended accordingly.

Capital Expenses — Actual $4.96 million

The amount shown against capital expenses relates to accounting adjustments associated with Council’s asset
capitalisation processes and loss on disposal of assets. The high value is attributed to assets being replaced or
upgraded prior to the end of their accounting useful life and the derecognition of assets. This line item was
reviewed following discussions with the internal audit committee and Council’s external auditor. Council’s
external auditor, William Buck, has confirmed these items are correctly treated as capital expenses.

Capital Project Expenditure — Year to date target $17.74 million Actual $14.93 million or 84.19%

At 31 May 2021, Council has expended $14.93 million on its capital works program with a further $4.64 million
in committed costs for works currently in progress.

Page 9



ORDINARY MEETING OF COUNCIL MEETING 16 JUNE 2021
MINUTES

The main expenditure is $14.14 million within Infrastructure Group with a significant amount being capital
expenditure on the renewal and upgrade of roads, bridges, parks, facilities and waste assets.

Additional detail is provided in the capital works program within the attachment.
Statement of Financial Position

The Statement of Financial Position provides information on the breakdown of Council’s assets and liabilities at
a point in time. At 31 May 2021, Council had $39.31 million in current assets compared to $11.45 million in
current liabilities with a ratio of 3.43:1. This means that for every dollar of current liability, there is $3.43 in
assets to cover it.

Statement of Cash Flows

The Statement of Cash Flows provides information on the amount of cash coming in and going out. As at 31
May 2021, there has been a net cash inflow of $7.12 million with $12.17 million inflow from operating
activities; and a net cash outflow of $3.93 million from investing activities including capital revenue and
expenditure.

The Statement of Cash Flows is important as it shows the real movement in Council’s cash balances, as
opposed to the accounting movements shown in the Statement of Income and Expenditure. To maintain
adequate working capital, it is estimated that Council needs around $11.00 million cash at any one time. As at
31 May, Council’s cash balance was $33.43 million. Unexpended grant funds which is restricted to be spent in
accordance with the terms of the grant is at $1.84 million.

Option 1
THAT Council receive and note the Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance versus Budget to 31 May
2021.

Or

Option 2
THAT Council do not receive the Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance versus Budget to 31 May
2021.

Previous Council Resolutions
Nil

Critical Dates
Nil

Strategic Implications

Corporate Plan
Leadership and Council

Outcome:

5.1 Undertake robust and accountable financial, resource and infrastructure planning and
management to ensure affordable and sustainable outcomes for our community.

5.7 Compliant with relevant legislation

Finance and Resource
Not applicable.
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Legislation and Policy
In accordance with section 204 of the Local Government Regulation 2012, a financial report summarising the
progress of Council’s actual performance against budgeted performance is to be provided to Council.

Risk Management
Key Corporate Risk Category: FE2
Reference and Risk Description: Finance and Economic
Decision making governance, due diligence, accountability and
sustainability.

Consultation
Internal Consultation

e Managers and Group Managers
e Finance Team

Attachments

10 Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021 18 Pages
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Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31
May 2021

Attachment 1
Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021

LOCKYER VALLEY REGIONAL COUNCIL
Operating Revenue and Expenditure Dashboard
For the Period Ending 31st May, 2021

Operating Revenue (Cumulative)

170,000,000}
160.000,000) T 106.36% 103135 102.01%
150,000,000}
140.000.000)
P 108.50% 108,50
" . 105.64%
(34,000,000) 100.11% 99.55% 100.51%
120,000,000)
110,000,000}
101.55;
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12020-21 sal  —a— 2020
Rates and Op g Operating -
REVENUE TO DATE  Utility Charges Charges and Grants and Contributions Contract/Reco Other Profit from
by Type {Graoss) Discount Fees Interest Subsidies and Donations verable Works Revenue  Investments Total
Actual 141,974,869 1,804,175 [5,722,345) 1,067,336 (5,657,244) (222,565) (782,385) (2,268,751) {55,891,321)
Budget (41,663,161} 1,680,000  (5,166,901) (900,314]  (5,658,645) (205,700) (883,186)  (1,871,038) {54,768,956)
Varignce 311,708 (124,173) 555,444 167,022 {1,461) 16,865 (200,807) 387,712 1,122,365
Target % 100.75% 107.39% 110.75% 118.55% 99.98% 108.20% 79.58% 121.26% - 102.05%
D o -

L O e [ L L J O e L
Movement to Prior = 2> ¥ 3 3 > W =5 =5 -
Manth Target %

Operating Expenditure (Cumulative)
July Aug Sept Ot Now Dec Jan Feb March apri May Jure
95.53%

EXPENDITURE TO

J2020-21 Budget

2015-20 Actual

DATE Goods and

by Type Employes Costs Services Finance Costs  Depreciation Total
Actual 21,856,786 13,373,551 949,746 11,230,795 47,466,877
Sudget 22,058,092 15,288,169 934,233 11,447,527 49,728,027
Variance 201,306 1,508,618 (15,507) 166,733 2,261,150
Target % 99.09% B1.52% 101.66% 98.50% 95.45%
Movement to Prior = <> =Y - -
Maonth Target %
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Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31

Attachment 1

May 2021 Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021
LOCKYER VALLEY REGIONAL COUNCIL
Capital Revenue and Expenditure Dashboard
For the Period Ending 31st May, 2021
Capital Revenue (Cumulative)
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Actual (7,559,563 17,559,569)
Budget (8,286,014) (8,286,014)
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DATE Business

by Group Performance Infrastructure
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Community
and Regional
Prosperity
89,125
380,339

23.43%

>

Total
14,931,121
17,735,292

84,19%

Attachment 1

10.1
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Lockyer Valley Regional Council (Whole Council)
Statement of Comprehensive Income
For the Period Ending May 2021

Current Annual Actuals Budget Variance Amount .
WV % YTD
Budget ¥TD ¥TD yrp ‘anance
Income
Revenue
Recurrent Revenue
Rates and Utility Charges {Gross) 41,662,744 41,574,869 41,663,161 [311,708) -0.75%
Discount {1,680,000) (1,804,175} (1,680,000) 124,179 -7.39%
Charges and Fees 5,617,757 5,722,345 5,166,501 (555,444) -10.75%
Interest 1,021,614 1,067,336 500,314 1167,022) -18.55%
Operating Grants and Subsidies 8,497,218 5,657,244 5,658,645 1,401 0.02%
Operating Contributions and Donations 205,700 232,565 205,700 (16,865) -8.20%
Revenue - Contract/Recoverable Works 1,153,949 782,389 983,196 200,807 20.42%
Other Revenue 2,148,525 2,268,751 1,871,039 (397,712) -21.26%
Profit from Investments 2,200,000 - - - 0.00%
Tatal Recurrent Revenue 60,828,508 55,891,321 54,768,956 {1,122,385) -2.05%
Capital Revenue
Capital Grants, Subsidies and Contributions 12,541,014 7,559,569 8,286,014 726,444 8.77%
Total Revenue 73,369,521 63,450,890 63,054,970 (395,920) -0.63%
Capital Income - - - - 0.00%
Total Income 73,369,521 63,150,890 63,054,970 (395,920) -0.63%
Expenses
Recurrent Expensas
Employee Costs 24,632,764 21,856,786 22,058,092 201,306 0.91%
Goods and Services 18,166,270 13,379,551 15,288,169 1,908,618 12.48%
Finance costs 1,208,650 949,746 934,239 {15,507) -1.66%
Depreciation 12,488,211 11,280,795 11,447,527 166,733 1.46%
Total Recurrent Expenses 56,485,856 47,466,877 49,728,027 2,261,151 4.55%
Capital Expenses - 4,961,534 - {4,961,534) 0.00%
Loss an Sale 224,000 252,542 224,000 (28,542) -12.74%
Total Expenses 56,719,896 52,680,953 49,952,027 (2,728,926) -5.46%
Net Recurrent Result/Operating Surplus/{Deficit) 4,332,612 8,424,444 5,040,929 (3,383,515) 67.12%
NET RESULT AFTER CAPITAL ITEMS 16,649,625 10,769,937 13,102,942 2,333,005 17.81%
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Lockyer Valley Regional Council (Executive Office)
Statement of Comprehensive Income
For Period Ending May 2021

Current Annual Actuals Budget Variance Amount

Vari % YTD
Budget ¥TD ¥TD YTo ariance

Income
Revenue
Recurrent Revenue

Rates and Utility Charges {Gross) 32,086,716 32,397,228 32,087,133 1310,095) {0.97)
Discount {1,500,000) (1,598,988) (1,500,000) 98,986 {6.60)
Charges and Fees 316,879 275,642 296,879 21,237 7.15
Interest 955,414 1,020,347 848,798 1171,549) (20.21)
Operating Grants and Subsidies 3,320,200 1,557,134 1,557,134 - -
Revenue - Contract/Recoverable Works - 113 - (113)
Other Revenue 1,075,000 969,901 905,500 (64,401) (7.11)
Prafit from Investments 2,200,000

Tatal Recurrent Revenue 38,464,209 34,621,378 34,195,443 (425,935) (1.25)

Capital Revenue

Total Revenue 38,464,209 34,621,378 34,195,443 (425,935) {125

Capital Income - - - - .

Total Income 38,464,209 34,621,378 34,195,443 (425,935) (1.25)

Expenses

Recurrent Expenses
Employee Casts 2,383,442 1,368,634 1,633,074 1235,560) (14.42)
Goods and Services 944,086 453,158 517,495 54,338 10.50
Finance costs 309418 274,132 252,247 121,886) 18.68)
Depreciation 10,841,534 9,815,143 9,938,128 118,985 120

Recurrent Expenses 14,478,541 12,425,067 12,340,845 (84,122} (0.68)

Capital Expenses - R .
Loss an Sale 224,000 252,542 224,000 (28,542) (12.74)

Total Expenses 14,702,541 12,677,609 12,564,945 (112,664) (0.90)
Met Recurrent Result/Operating Surplus/{Deficit) 23,985,668 22,196,312 21,854,499 (341,813) [1.56)
NET RESULT AFTER CAPITAL ITEMS 23,761,668 21,943,769 21,630,499 (313,271) (1.45)
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Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31 Attachment 1
May 2021 Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021

Lockyer Valley Regional Council (People and Business Performance)
Statement of Comprehensive Income
For Period Ending May 2021

Current Annual Actuals Budget Variance Amount

Vari % YTD
Budget ¥TD ¥TD YTo ariance

Income
Revenue
Recurrent Revenue

Rates and Utility Charges {Gross) 1,162,965 1,168,046 1,162,965 {5,081) (0.44)

Charges and Fees - 1,144 - {1,144}

Interest 13,200 11,293 12,100 &07 6.67

Operating Grants and Subsidies 370,818 119,015 160,000 40,985 2562

Operating Contributions and Donaticns 20,000 - 20,000 20,000 100.00

Revenue - Contract/Recoverable Works - - - -

Other Revenue 280,000 269,027 257,500 111,527) (4.48)
Total Recurrent Revenue 1,846,983 1,568,525 1,612,565 44,040 2 )

Capital Revenue
Capital Grants, Subsidies and Contributions 168,000 112,921 168,000 55,079 3279

Total Revenue 2,014,983 1,681,446 1,780,565 93,118 557
Capital Income - - - - -
Total Income 2,014,983 1,681,446 1,780,565 99,119 557

Expenses
Recurrent Expenses

Employee Costs 5,924 677 5,348,994 5,350,029 40,035 0.74
Goads and Services 4,505,085 3,618,739 4,005,744 387,005 9.66
Finance costs 136,525 103,307 103,220 (87) (0.08)
Depraciation 3,088 - 2,831 2,831 100.00
Total Recurrent Expenses 10,569,375 9,072,040 9,501,824 428,784 452
Capital Expenses - 40,000 - (40,000) -
Loss an Sale 224,000 252,542 224,000 (28,542) (12.74)
Total Expenses 10,793,375 9,364,582 9,754,366 361,242 370
MNet Recurrent Result/Operating Surplu (8,722,392) (7,503,515) (7,889,259) (385,744) 4.89
NET RESULT AFTER CAPITAL ITEMS (8,778,392) [7,683,136) (7,973,801) (262,123) 3.29
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Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31 Attachment 1
May 2021 Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021

Lockyer Valley Regional Council (Community and Regional Prosperity)
Statement of Comprehensive Income
For Period Ending May 2021

Current Annual Actuals Budget Variance Amount

Vari % YTD
Budget ¥TD ¥TD YTo ariance

Income
Revenue
Recurrent Revenue

Rates and Utility Charges {Gross) 305,928 304,532 305,928 1,396 0.45

Charges and Fees 4,485,108 4,615,128 4,144,883 (470,145) (11.34)

Interest - 1,355 - {1,355)

Operating Grants and Subsidies 2,101,582 1,862 582 1,820,893 {41,689) {2.17)

Operating Contributions and Donaticns 139,000 171,198 139,000 (32,198) (23.18)

Revenue - Contract/Recoverable Works - 4,908 - (4,908}

Other Revenue 171645 280,492 149,382 (130,510) (87.02)
Total Recurrent Revenue 7,203,263 7,340,195 6,660,785 (679,409) (10.20)

Capital Revenue
Capital Grants, Subsidies and Contributions - 42,780 - (42,780) -

Total Revenue 7,203,263 7,382,375 6,660,786 [722,189) (10.34)

Capital Income - - - - .

Total Income 7,203,263 1,382,975 6,660,786 (722,188) (10.84)
Expenses
Recurrent Expenses
Employee Costs 7,245,231 6,620,710 6,579,425 {41,285) (0.63)
Goods and Services 4,017,161 2,804,040 3,473,233 669,184 19.37
Finance costs 9,572 1,892 8,774 6,882 7843
Depreciation 39,588 36,344 36,289 (54} {0.15)
Total Recurrent Expanses 11,311,552 9,462,995 10,097,721 634,727 6.29

Capital Expenses - . - .
Loss on Sale 224,000 252,542 224,000 (28,542) (12.74)

Total Expenses 11,535,552 9,715,537 10,321,721 606,184 587

Net Recurrent Result/Operating Surplu (4,108,289) (2,122,799) (3,436,936) (1,314,136) 38.24

NET RESULT AFTER CAPITAL ITEMS (4,332,288) [2,332,562) (3,660,936) (1,328,374) 36.29
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Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31 Attachment 1
May 2021 Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021

Lockyer Valley Regional Council (Infrastructure)
Statement of Comprehensive Income
For Period Ending May 2021

Current Annual Actuals Budget Variance Amount

Vari % YTD
Budget ¥TD ¥TD YTo ariance

Income
Revenue
Recurrent Revenue

Rates and Utility Charges {Gross) 8,107,135 8,105,063 8,107,135 2,072 0.03
Discount (180,000) (205,193) (180,000) 25,193 (14.00)
Charges and Fees 815,770 830,432 725,039 (105,393) (14.54)
Interest 43,000 34,341 39,417 5076 12.88
Operating Grants and Subsidies 2,704,518 2,018,513 2,020,618 2,105 0.10
Operating Contributions and Donations 46,700 51,367 48,700 (4,667} (9.99)
Revenue - Contract/Recoverable Works 1,153,949 777,367 983,196 205,829 2093
Other Revenue 622,880 749,331 558,057 (191,274) (34.28)
Tatal Recurrent Revenue 13,314,052 12,361,222 12,300,162 (61,060) (0.50)

Capital Revenue
Capital Grants, Subsidies and Contributions 12,373,014 7,403,868 8,118,014 714,145 580

Total Revenue 25,687,066 18,765,090 20,418,176 653,085 3.20

Capital Income - - - - .

Total Income 25,687,066 19,765,090 20,418,176 653,085 320
Expenses
Recurrent Expenses
Employee Casts 5,075,413 8,016,227 2,455,564 435,337 5.20
Goods and Services 8,699,939 6,493,589 7,291,698 798,107 10.95
Finance costs 753,135 570,414 569,998 (415} {0.07)
Depreciation 1,603,341 1,425,308 1,470,279 44,971 308
Recurrent Expenses 20,136,428 16,505,538 17,787,537 1,281,989 721
Capital Expenses - 4,921,534 - {4,921,534) -
Loss an Sale 224,000 252,542 224,000 (28,542) (12.74)
Total Expenses 20,360,428 21,679,615 18,011,537 (3,668,078) (20.37)
Net Recurrent Result/Operating Surplus/{Deficit) (6,822,375) (4,144,317) (5,487,375) (1,343,059) 24.48
NET RESULT AFTER CAPITAL ITEMS 5,326,639 (1,914,524) 2,406,639 4,321,163 179.55
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Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31 Attachment 1
May 2021 Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021

LOCKYER VALLEY REGIONAL COUNCIL
STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL POSITION
As at 31 May, 2021

2020-2021 2020-2021
Annual Budget YTD Actual
Current Assets
Cash assets and cash equivalents 26,310,000 27,430,609
Cash investments - 6,000,000
Trade and other receivables 3,770,000 3,023,812
Inventories 300,000 362,339
Contract Receivable - 1,947,601
Non-current assets classified as held for sale - 549,000
Total Current Assets 30,370,000 39,313,361
Non Current Assets
Trade and other receivables 14,740,000 14,734,969
Equity investments 33,470,000 31,337,620
Investment properties 2,110,000 2,110,000
Property, plant and equipment 559,740,000 547,103,724
Intangible assets 6,220,000 4,212,711
Total Non Current Assets 616,290,000 599,499,024
TOTAL ASSETS 646,660,000 638,812,385
Current Liabilites
Trade and other payables 4,480,000 1,127,597
Provisions 8,620,000 8,101,118
Borrowings 1,580,000 383,914
Contract Liability Grants - 1,836,535
Total Current Liabilities 14,670,000 11,449,164
Non Current Liabilities
Provisions 30,220,000 29,852,338
Borrowings 19,980,000 21,570,167
Total Non Current Liabilities 50,200,000 51,422,505
TOTAL LIABILITIES 64,870,000 62,871,669
NET COMMUNITY ASSETS 581,790,000 575,940,716
Community Equity
Retained surplus (deficiency) 400,457,000 386,873,917
Asset revaluation surplus 176,990,000 176,990,877
Reserves - 1,305,984
Current Surplus/(Deficit) 4,333,000 10,769,937
TOTAL COMMUNITY EQUITY 581,790,000 575,940,716
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Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31
May 2021

Attachment 1
Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021

LOCKYER VALLEY REGIONAL COUNCIL
Statement of Cash Flows
For the Period Ending 31 May, 2021

Cash flows from operating activities:
Receipts

Receipts from customers

Dividend received

Interest received

Payments
Payments to suppliers and employees
Interest expense

Net cash inflow (outflow) from operating activities

Cash flows from investing activities:
Capital grants, subsidies and contributions
Payments for property, plant and equipment
Payments for investment property
Net transfer (to) from cash investments
Proceeds from sale of property plant and equipment

Net cash inflow (outflow) from investing activities

Cash flows from financing activities:
Repayment of borrowings
Proceeds from borrowings

Net cash inflow (outflow) from financing activities
Net increase (decrease) in cash and cash equivalents held

Cash and cash equivalents at beginning of the financial year
Cash and cash equivalents at end of the financial year

2020-2021
Annual Budget

60,060,000

1,030,000
(47,390,000)
(1,090,000)
12,610,000
12,500,000
(24,750,000)

790,000
370,000

(11,100,000)

(1,510,000

(1,510,000)

26,310,000
26,310,000

2020-2021
YTD Actuals

53,968,380

1,067,336
(42,038,664)
(824,124)
12,172,929

9,554,380
(14,000,986)

515,964

(3,930,643)
(1,121,692)

(1,121,692)
7,120,594

26,310,015
33,430,609
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Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31 Attachment 1
May 2021 Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021

LOCKYER VALLEY REGIONAL COUNCIL
For Period Ended May, 2021

CAPITAL WORKS PROGRAM SUMMARY

INFRASTRUCTURE
Capital Program Delivery 11,518,251 7,471,912 1,088,445 8,560,357 2,957,894
Cemetery 137,500 128,469 - 128,463 9,031
Civil Operations 80,000 81,198 - 81,198 (1,198)
Facilities 3,780,203 2,913,746 451,644 3,365,389 414,814
Fleet 1,971,520 62,509 1,203,781 1,266,290 705,230
Parks & Open Spaces 4,569,122 2,972,695 1,160,626 4,133,321 435,801
Technical Services 30,000 - - - 30,000
Transfer Stations 643,103 500,931 20,135 521,065 122,038
Waste Collection 14,000 6,717 - 6,717 7,283

Total for Group $ 22,743,699 $ 14,138,177 5 3,924,630 $ 18,062,807 $ 4,680,892

PEOPLE AND BUSINESS PERFORMANCE

Disaster Management 94,000 26,435 29,011 55,446 38,554

Information Cemmunication Technology 945,040 627,212 270,860 898,072 46,968

Public Order & Safety 73,000 50,173 14,998 65,171 7,829
Total for Group $ 1,112,040 § 703,820 & 314,868 S5 1,018,689 § 93,351

COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL PROSPERITY

Growth & Policy 849,242 82,035 387,408 469,442 379,800

Regional Development 50,000 7,090 15,637 22,727 27,273

Total for Group $ 809,242 § 89,125 § 403,045 5 492,170 $ 407,072

Total for Council $ 24,754,981 S 14,931,122 § 4,642,544 $ 19,573,665 $ 5,181,316
Page 1
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Attachment 1

Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021

Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31

May 2021

LOCKYER VALLEY REGIONAL COUNCIL
For Period Ended May, 2021

INFRASTRUCTURE

Program: Waste Collection Projects
Garbage Truck Turnarounds
Waste Collection Projects Projects Total

Program: Transfer Station Projects
Asbestos Bin Gatton Landfill
Construct liner against Cell 1 (W4QLD)
Gttn Landfill Fence Sth Boundary (W4QLD)
Laidley Transfer Station (URCS)
M/ Plan Gatton Long Haul Waste Facility
Ol Buildings Upgrade and Maintenance

Transfer Station Prafects Projects Total

Program: Technical Services Projects
Restoration of access L202 CP817791

Technical Services Projects Projects Total

Program: Other infrastructure Projects
Gatton CBD Disability Parking
Other Infrastructure Projects Projects Total

14,000 6,717 - 6,717
14,000 6,717 - 6,717
15,000 5 - 5

477,887 430,715 - 430,715
28,936 28936 - 28,936
41,280 41,274 - 41,274
55,000 - - .
25,000 . 20,135 20,135

643,103 500,931 20,135 521,065
30,000 - - -
30,000 B - .
67,500 17,866 - 17,866
67,500 17,866 - 17,866
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Attachment 1

Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021

Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31

May 2021

Program: Parks and Open Spaces Projects
Bugler Park Shade 5ail (DCP)
Forest Hill Skate Park Repairs (DCP)
Gatton CBD Upgrade (W4QLD)
Gatton Skate Park (DCP)
Hatton Vale/Fairways Park Stage1A (EBRF)
Hatton Vale/Fairways Park StagelC (URCS)
HWale/Fairways Park Stage 1B & 1D (URCS)
Lake Apex Playground Equipment (W4QLD)
Littleten Park Shade Sail (DCP)
Springbrock Park Fence Renewal (DCP)
Parks and Open Spoces Projects Projects Total

Program: Other infrastructure Projects
East Egypt Road, Mount Whitestone

Other Infrastructure Projects Projects Total

Program: Asphalt Resheet Programme
2020/2021 Asphalt Resheet Program (LRCI)

Asphalt Resheet Programme Prajects Total

Program: Bridge Renewal Programme
Connoles Bridge Rehabilitation (LRCI2)

Cran Bridge Deck Renewal (BRP)
Bridge Renewal Programme Prajects Total

Program: Culvert Renewal Programme
2020/2021 Culvert Renewal Program
summerholm Rd, Summerholm

Culvert Renewal Programme Profects Totel

23,700 23,700 - 23,700
38,095 328,085 - 38,095
46,448 47,495 484 47,978
14,701 14,701 - 14,701

1,600,000 990,236 532,514 1,522,750

1,000,000 796,008 185,146 981,154

1,740,000 1,006,609 442,483 1,449,002
15,000 14,307 - 14,307

4,948 4,948 - 4,948
18,730 18,730 - 18,730

4,501,622 2,954,829 1,160,626 4,115,454
80,000 81,198 - 81,198
80,000 81,198 - 81,198

310,079 54,269 796 55,065
310,079 54,269 786 55,065
300,000 1,300 - 1,300
245,000 151,227 72,730 223,957
545,000 152,527 72,730 225,257
41,000 17,490 25,613 43,103
6,052 6,052 - 6,052
47,052 23,542 25,613 49,155

I

=

I |

Commencemesnt of LRCIZ
funded works. This
praject will be carried
cver to 2021/2022.
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Attachment 1

Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021

Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31

May 2021

Program: Footpath Renewal Programme

Patrick 5t,Laidley Footpath Renswal(DCP)
Footpath Renewal Programme Projects Total

Program: Floodway Renewal Programme
2020/2021 Floodway Renewal Program
Floadway Renewal Programme Projects Tatal

Program: Gravel Resheet Programme
2020/2021 Gravel Resheet Pregram (RTR)
Gravel Resheet Pragramme Projects Total

Program: Kerb & Channel Renewal Programme
2020/2021 Kerb & Channel Renewal Program
Kerb & Channel Renewal Programme Projects Total

Program: Other infrastructure Projects
Bus Shelter Western Dr &Turner 5t (BSSP)
Cochrane Street, Gatton Footpath (URCS)
Cooper 5t, Laidley - Drainage Stage 1
Cycle Network Gatton (PCNP)
Digital Signage [LER)

Fairway Dr,Kensington Gr Footpath (DCP)

Flagstone Cr Rd/Hartz Rd/Carpend (HVSPP)

Flagstone Crflockyer Cr Rd (HVSPP)
Future Design Works 2021,/2022

Gatton Industrial Estate (HVSPP)
Gehrke/Rons Rd Lighting (supplement BS)
Granthamscrub Rd/GranthamWinwill [HVSPP)
Laidley Hospital Disability Improvement
Laidley LED Street Lighting (LGGSP)

Laidley LED Street Lighting (URCS)

Lake Apex Park, Gatton Footpath (W4QLD)
LDSHS Highview Av, Gatton Car Park{STIP)
Maroske Road, Plainalnd Turn Around
Murphys Creek Road - Footpath (LRCI)

287,000 284,542 - 284,542
287,000 284,542 - 284,542
10,000 4,482 - 4,482
10,000 4,482 - 4,482
300,000 827,306 31,522 858,828
900,000 827,306 31,522 858,828
50,000 . - .
50,000 - - -
42,000 1,557 22,500 24,056
40,000 30,555 - 30,555
55,000 40,176 6,479 46,654
50,000 19,642 366 20,008
5,000 875 - 975
290,000 271,545 - 271,545
56,000 2,580 52,449 55,029
10,000 - - -
90,000 1,572 - 1,572
15,000 32,141 1,576 33,717
12,595 12,595 - 12,595
40,000 5,561 8,118 13,679
20,000 10,724 - 10,724
255,000 45,740 211,147 256,887
105,000 44,285 43,458 87,747
55,000 53,146 - 53,146
336,000 336,326 - 336,326
27,000 26,127 - 26,127
200,000 51,145 75,903 127,047
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Attachment 1

Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021

Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31

May 2021

0Old College Road, Gatton Footpath(W4QLD)
Patrick 5t, Laidley Asphalt Overlay

Railway Crossings Safety Improvements
safeSchools Project KentvilleSchool TIDS
Spa Water Road, Blanchview (BS)

TSRC Haulage Roads Compensation

Vehicle Activated Signs Bases Various
Wandin Road, Withcott - Table Drains
William Street, Gatton Foothpath (W4QLD)

‘Woodlands Rd & Rangeview Drive (BS)
Other Infrastructure Projects Projects Total

Program: Pavement Renewal Programme
Brightview Road Rehabilitation
Flagstone Creek Rd Rehabilitation
Gehrke Road, Plainland - TIDS 21/22

Postmans Ridge Rd, Helidon 5Spa
Postmans RidgeRd, Pavement Renewal (TIDS
Railway Street, Gatton (LRCI2)

Summerholm Road Rehabilitation
Pavement Renewal Programme Projects Tatal

Program: Widening Prog
Grantham Scrub Road - TIDS 21/22

Lake Clarendon Way Widening (RTR)
Woodlands Rd Pavement Rehab (LRCIZ)

‘Woodlands Rd Rehabilitation Part 3 (TIDS
Pavement Widening Programme Projects Total

Program: Seal Renewaol Programme
2020/2021 Reseal Program (RTR)

42,000 30,958 - 30,958
88,000 1,117 - 1,117
20,000 - - -
75,000 9,608 - 9,608

350,000 292,983 27,553 320,536
331,000 275,446 - 275,446
17,995 . - .
60,000 - - .
126,000 104,396 166 104,562
345,000 127,049 121,433 248,482

3,158,590 1,827,953 571,147 2,399,100

80,000 39,579 6,008 45,587

120,000 53,228 836 54,063
5,000 6,559 448 7,007
140,000 96,147 - 96,147
300,000 391,411 259,481 650,893
250,000 - - .
17,403 25,263 95 25,358

1,512,403 612,186 266,868 879,055

30,000 6,995 19,904 26,899
340,000 275,602 80,179 355,780
350,000 - - -
510,000 453,851 5,730 459,581

1,230,000 736,448 105,813 842,261

1,485,000 1,405,398 4,820 1,410,217

| B

W

[

o

Commencement of LRCIZ
funded works. This
preject will be carried
over ta 2021/2022.

= of LRCIZ

L

funded werks. This
project will be carried
cver to 2021/2022.
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Attachment 1

Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021

Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31

May 2021

Seal Renewal Programme Prajects Tatal 1,485,000 1,405,398 4,820 1,410,217

Program: Seal Road Upgrade Programme

Amos Rd, Withcott Upgrade to Seal (BORT) 900,000 869,085 7,067 876,156

Beutels Road Seal Upgrade CHG00-800 69,127 68,832 - 68,832

Dolleys Road, Withcott - Upgrade to Seal 602,000 562,605 - 562,805
Seal Rood Upgrade Programme Projects Total 1,571,127 1,500,526 7,067 1,507,593
Program: Stormwater Renewal Programme

Railway 5t, Helidon - Stormwater 21722 2,000 2,046 417 2,463

Whittle Street, Gatton Drainage (URCS) 400,000 33,171 a1 33,261
Stormwater Renewal Programme Projects Total 402,000 35,216 508 35,725
Program: Traffic Management Renewal Programme

Traffic Management Renewal Program 10,000 7,518 1,560 9,078
Traffic g Projects Total 10,000 7,518 1,560 9,078
Program: Fleet Projects

Earthmoving Equipment 350,000 - 281,545 291,545

Light Commercial Vehicles 560,000 62,508 334,240 305,749

Passenger Vehicles 168,000 - 25,075 25,075

SES Vehicles & Plant (SES Support Grant) 40,000 - 39,989 39,989

Tractors 112,670 - - -

Trailers 100,000 - 85,972 85,972

Trucks 540,850 - 426,959 426,959
Fieet Projects Projects Total 1,971,520 62,505 1,203,781 1,266,290
Program: Cemetery Profects

Gatton Cemetery Bubbler & 5/Strip{w4QLD) 42,000 45,185 - 45,185

Gatton Cemetery Upgrades (URCS) 65,000 53,147 - 53,147

Ldley Cemetery Seam Strip | {W4aLD) 30,500 30,136 - 30,136
Cemetery Projects Projects Total 137,500 128,468 - 128,469
Program: Facilities Projects

Bore Assessments (DRFA) 90,000 70,182 - 70,182

Not Applicable Not Applicable
Not Not
Nat Not
Not Not
Not Applicabl Not Applicabl
Not Applicable Not Applicable
Not Apy Not

Cost overrun due to
additional seam strip
works undsrtaken
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Attachment 1

Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021

Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31

May 2021

Community Facilities Work Packages
Corrective Electrical Upgrades

Das Neumann Haus Stair Alteration Design
Gatton Depot W'Shop Building Alterations
Gatton 5/Hall Compliance Upgrade (BBRF)
Gatton 5'Grounds Horse Area (W4QLD)
Gatton 5'Grounds Masterplan Work {W4QLD)
Gatton 5'Hall Roof Restoration (W4aQLD)
Gatton Shire Hall Improvements (BoR}
Gatton Showgrounds Energy Reduction
Gatton Showgrounds Equestrian Centre

Laidley CC Acoustic Improvements [LRCI)

Laidley Cultural Centre PA System [URCS)
Laidley Pool Upgrade (URCS)
Laidley Rec Reserve Entry Upgrade (LRCI)

Lake Apex Amphitheatre

Lake Apex Youth Node Upgrade (LRCI)
Lake Clarendon Public Toilets Refurb

Ldley 5'Yard Awning Rectification [DCP)
Ldley 5'Yard Timber Pens & Posts (W4QLD)
LVCC HVAC Rect & Plant Rooms (W4QLD)

L\VCC Roof Rectification Works (W4aLD)
Nielsen's Place Shade Structure

Springbrook Park Entry Upgrade
Facilities Prajects Projects Total
Total for Group

PEOPLE AND BUSINESS PERFORMANCE

5,750
40,000
168,000
7,500
828,174
20,000
206,000
250,000
944,497
39,000
65,800
117,000

15,000
58,720
300,000

6,750

30,000
5,300
22,912
54,000
305,000

161,000
9,800

20,000
3,780,203

9,623
49,898
7,581
723,426
411
127,872
208,158
713,653
35,973
30,071
121,239

16,174
60,254
270,222

5,381

7,231
5218
22,912
57,802
229,057

139,454
1,031

720
2,913,746

31,606
35,808
88,792
17,273
14,414
105,550
723
25,261

5,864

3,170

94,672

20,450
7,860

162
451,644

41,229
85,806
7,581
812,218
17,684
127,972
222,572
819,203
36,696
55,332
121,239

16,174
60,254
276,086

8,551

7,231
5,218
22,912
57,802
323,729

159,944
8801

882
3,365,389

$ 22,743,699 § 14,138,177

$ 3,924,630 S 18,062,807 $

I I

- - I

r—
"

1

Project management
costs resulted in cost
evernan

Project management
costs and guantity
surveyer fees resulted in
cost overrun

Variation for replacement
of air can unitin the
comms room. Variation
fer raplacement ef the
evaporative cocler that
services the kitchen.
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Attachment 1

Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021

Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31

May 2021

Program: Disaster Management Projects

Flood Warning System Upgrade 50,000 26,435 - 26,435 Q
River Height Gauge Equipment Upgrade 34,000 - 27,243 27,243 o
River Height Gauge Signage 10,000 - 1,767 1,767 o
Disaster Management Projects Projects Total 94,000 26,435 29,011 55,446
Cost Centre: Information Communication Technology
Program: information Communication Technology Projects
Cyber Security 80,000 60,626 18,273 79,899
Flood Inform Advice Portal (QLD 1 & 1) 135,000 78,685 40,065 118,750
Intranet Renewal 5,000 10,098 529 10,626
LVCC Audio Visual 26,000 - 25,840 25,940
Network Cabinets & Cabling 20,000 18,055 - 18,055
Netwark Perimeter Security (Firewalls) 30,000 29,115 - 29,115
anline Bookings 22,300 2,325 7,282 9,607
SES Hardware 19,340 11,276 5,140 16,416
Switches Renewal 69,400 48,515 10,500 60,015
TechnologyOne 400,000 289,668 86,117 375,785
Unified Communications 40,000 - 40,538 40,538
Upgrade MS Office 50,000 57,642 11,177 68,819 (18,819)
UPS Renewal 18,000 14,507 - 14,507
Website Upgrade 30,000 5,700 24,300 30,000
ion Ci icati Projects Projects Toti 945,040 627,212 270,860 898,072
Cost Centre: public Order & Safety
Program: Public Order and Safety Projects
CCTV Cyber Security Improvements 25,000 14,680 - 14,680
Gatton and Laidley CCTV (CDG) 33,000 34,306 - 34,306
LVRC CCTV 15,000 1,187 14,998 16,185
Public Order and Safety Projects Projects Total 73,000 50,173 14,988 65,171
Total for Group $ 1,112,000 § 703,820 $ 314,868 $ 1,018,689 $ 93,351

COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL PROSPERITY
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Attachment 1

Monthly Financial Statements - May 2021

Summary of Council Actual Financial Performance vs Budget - 31

May 2021

Program: Regional Developments Projects

Lake Apex Desilting Early Design Works 50,000 7.080 15,657 22,727
Regional Developments Projects Projects Total 50,000 7,090 15,637 22,727
Cost Centre: Growth &policy
Program: Growth and Policy Projects
Cooper 5t Mitigation 7,730 - 7,728 7,728
Flood Mapping and Modelling L'ver Catchm 25,000 10,000 15,000 25,000
Laidley Reg Update Model & Mitigation 69,000 - - -
LGIP Prepare Infrastructure Plan 35,000 2,550 - 2,550
Planning Scheme Revision LVRC 15,050 - 8,333 8,333
Rectification Design Withcott 50,000 - - -
Tenthill DM Study 55,000 - - -
Growth and Palicy Projects Projects Total 256,780 12,550 31,060 43,610 213,170
Program: NRDP Projects
Evacuation Planning (NDRP) 91,284 - 81,284 91,284
Flood Modelling - Laidley Local (NDRP) 3,440 - 3,440 3,440
Flood Modelling - Laidley Reg Ph1 (NDRP) 128958 10,850 78,010 88,870
Floor Survey Contract (NDRP) 60,000 - - -
Landuse Planning (NDRP) 53,830 640 33,830 34,470
Local Floed Plain Mngmt Plan 2/2 (NDRP) 144,353 - 99,354 99,354
Lockyer Creek Hydrology P 1/2 (NDRP) 20,100 16,161 4,002 20,163
Lockyer Creek Hydrology PJ 2/2 (NDRP) 90,497 41,823 46,428 88,251
NRDP Projects Projects Total 592,462 59,485 356,348 425,832 166,630
Total for Group $ 899,242 § 89,125 § 403,045 5 492,170 § 407,072
Total for Council $ 24,754,981 § 14,931,122 § 4,642,544 § 19,573,665 $ 5,181,316
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Amendment to Register of Cost Recovery and Commercial Attachment 1
Fees and Charges 2021-2022 Updated and Amended Fees and Charges

10.2 Amendment to Register of Cost Recovery and Commercial Fees and
Charges 2021-2022

Author: Jodi Marchant, Chief Financial Officer; Kirsty Johnson, Coordinator
Revenue Services

Responsible Officer: lan Church, Chief Executive Officer

Purpose:

The purpose of this report is to seek Council’s endorsement to amend the 2021-22 Register of Fees
and Charges effective from 1 July 2021.

Officer’'s Recommendation:

THAT Council include within its Register of Cost Recovery and Commercial Fees and
Charges 2021-22 the additional and amended fees and charges as attached to this
report, with an effective date of 1 July 2021;

AND further;
THAT Council remove the following fees as they are no longer applicable:

2.13.2 — Camping Fees — Council Owned Camping Grounds
e Powered Site — Lake Dyer
e Unpowered Site — Lake Dyer
e Bond for key for facilities at Lake Dyer

RESOLUTION

THAT Council include within its Register of Cost Recovery and Commercial Fees and
Charges 2021-22, the additional and amended fees and charges as detailed in
Attachment 1 to these Minutes, titled “Updated and Amended Fees and Charges”, with
an effective date of 1 July 2021;

AND further;
THAT Council remove the following fees as they are no longer applicable:

2.13.2 — Camping Fees — Council Owned Camping Grounds
e Powered Site — Lake Dyer
e Unpowered Site — Lake Dyer
e Bond for key for facilities at Lake Dyer

Moved By: Cr Cook Seconded By: Cr Hagan
Resolution Number: 20-24/0330

CARRIED
6/0
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Amendment to Register of Cost Recovery and Commercial Attachment 1
Fees and Charges 2021-2022 Updated and Amended Fees and Charges

Executive Summary

Council is required as part of its annual budget process, to review its fees and charges each year to
ensure that:
e Cost recovery fees and charges continue to reflect the cost of providing the services
performed; and
e Commercial fees and charges are appropriate given the commercial nature of the services
provided.

The Register of Cost Recovery and Commercial Fees and Charges for 2021-2022 were originally
adopted on 19 May 2021 to take effect from 1 July 2021. Since adoption it has become apparent
that several fees need to be amended or removed.

Proposal

Since the adoption of the 2021-2022 Fees & Charges it has become apparent that a number of fees
need to be amended to suit Council’s new software program ‘Bookable’ to ensure that the booking
program can work efficiently. To compensate this fees that where adopted on the 19 May 2021 need
to be rounded to suit the new system.

Cemeteries
All fees have been slightly adjusted, rounding them to the nearest dollar.

Community Facilities
e Fees have been adjusted for rounding
e Additional fee added back in for half day bookings
e Half day booking fees have been increased because users are booking the half day rate
because it is cheaper than per hour and then not requiring the facility for more than an hour
or two. This is not allowing other potential customers to book the facility

Updated and amended fees shown in the attached table.

Lake Dyer Camping Fees
A new arrangement for the operation of the Lake Dyer facility will commence from 1 July 2021. A
clause will be placed in management agree to reflect the ability for the operators to set fees, hence
Council will not be required to include the fees associated with this site in the Register. It is proposed
that these fees are removed from the Register effective 1 July 2021:
2.13.2 — Camping Fees — Council Owned Camping Grounds

e Powered Site — Lake Dyer

e Unpowered Site — Lake Dyer

e Bond for key for facilities at Lake Dyer

Options
Option One:  Council adopt the amendments to the Register of Cost Recovery and Commercial

Fees and Charges for 2021-2022, as attached, with an effective date of 1 July 2021.

Option Two:  Council adopt the amendments to the Register of Cost Recovery and Commercial
Fees and Charges for 2021-2022, as attached, with an effective date of 1 July 2021 with adjustments
as proposed by Councillors at the Ordinary Council Meeting.
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Amendment to Register of Cost Recovery and Commercial Attachment 1
Fees and Charges 2021-2022 Updated and Amended Fees and Charges

Option Three: Council do not adopt the amendments to the Register of Cost Recovery and
Commercial Fees and Charges for 2021-2022, as attached.

Previous Council Resolutions
Resolution Number: 20-24/0307: THAT Council adopt the Cost Recovery and Commercial Fees and
Charges for 2021-2022, as attached, with an effective date of 1 July 2021.

Critical Dates
Adoption needed on or before 1 July 2021.

Strategic Implications

Corporate Plan
Leadership and Council

Finance and Resource
The amendments to Council’s 2021-22 Fees and Charges will ensure that the correct fee is charged
for each service either on a cost recovery or commercial basis.

Legislation and Policy
Section 97 of the Local Government Act 2009 provides for a local government to fix a cost recovery
fee and Section 98 provides for a Register of Cost Recovery Fees.

Section 262 (3)(c) of the Act also empowers a local government to charge for a service or facility,
other than a service or facility for which a cost-recovery fee may be fixed.

Council may amend its Fees and Charges by resolution at any time during the year.

Risk Management

Key Corporate Risk Category: FE1

Reference and Risk Description: Finance and Economic
Financial sustainability to support the achievement of
strategy, goals and objectives in the medium to long term

Consultation

Portfolio Councillor Consultation
Workshops were conducted with Council in regard to the preparation of the fees and charges
register.

Internal Consultation
The proposed fees and charges contained in the attachments have been reviewed by relevant Group
and Branch Managers.

External Consultation
N/A

Community Engagement
N/A
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Amendment to Register of Cost Recovery and Commercial Attachment 1

Fees and Charges 2021-2022 Updated and Amended Fees and Charges
Attachments
10 Updated and Amended Fees and Charges
Fee Name 2020/2021 Fee | 2021/2022 % S Increase
Fee Increase
(incl. GST) (incl. GST) (incl. (incl. GST)
GST)

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.9 - Showgrounds | 2.9 — Entire
Showgrounds — Show Ring, Grandstand, Camping Grounds & Carpark Booking Fee

Booking Fee $25.00 $25.00 0.00% $0.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.9 - Showgrounds | 2.9.1 - Entire
Showgrounds - Show Ring, Grandstand, Camping Ground and Carpark | Show Ring

Hire Fees per Hour $59.00 $61.00 3.39% $2.00
Hire Fees per Half Day $112.75 $150.00 33.03% $37.25
Hire Fees per Full Day $225.50 $232.00 2.88% $6.50

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.9 - Showgrounds | 2.9.1 - Entire
Showgrounds - Show Ring, Grandstand, Camping Ground and Carpark | Carpark

Hire Fees per Half Day $60.00 $75.00 25.0% $15.00
Hire Fees per Hour $36.00 $36.00 0.00% $0.00
Hire Fees per Full Day $120.00 $120.00 0.00% $0.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.9 - Showgrounds | 2.9.1 - Entire
Showgrounds - Show Ring, Grandstand, Camping Ground and Carpark | Lights

Light Fee per Hour $59.00 $61.00 3.39% $2.00
Light Fees per Half Day $113.00 $130.00 15.04% $17.00
Light Fees per Full Day $226.00 $232.00 2.65% $6.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.9 - Showgrounds | 2.9.1 - Entire
Showgrounds - Show Ring, Grandstand, Camping Ground and Carpark | Speedway

Speedway $655.00 $675.00 3.05% $20.00
Setting Up / Pack down Fee $115.75 $115.75 0.00% $0.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.9 - Showgrounds | 2.9.1 - Entire
Showgrounds - Show Ring, Grandstand, Camping Ground and Carpark | Circus

Bond $1025.00 $1051.00 2.54% $26.00

Hire Fee $655.00 $675.00 3.05% $20.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.9 - Showgrounds | 2.9.1 - Entire
Showgrounds - Show Ring, Grandstand, Camping Ground and Carpark | Caravans & Campers

Powered Site $20.00 $20.00 0.00% $0.00
Unpowered Site $20.00 $20.00 0.00% $0.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.9 - Showgrounds | 2.9.1 - Entire
Showgrounds - Show Ring, Grandstand, Camping Ground and Carpark | Grandstand | First Floor Function
Room

Hire Fees per Hour $28.00 $30.00 7.14% $2.00
Hire Fees per Half Day $57.00 $65.00 14.03% $8.00
Hire Fees per Full Day $112.75 $116.00 2.88% $3.25

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.9 - Showgrounds | 2.9.1 - Entire
Showgrounds - Show Ring, Grandstand, Camping Ground and Carpark | Grandstand | Can Bar

Hire Fees per Hour $28.00 $30.00 7.14% $2.00
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https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/749682e5-4320-4ffd-a763-112d00dd439c
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/93593e08-da6f-4f27-8829-0316f09b68c6
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/3ce90987-ff72-439c-b016-e2f0d3425cab
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/66c7bf98-0c7b-4c40-8320-3f0970c223e2
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/a0e823fa-a43b-4d74-8067-a49e5eba1fa7
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/8532414e-0945-4457-9cac-d8af43ae0aaf
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/482c21f2-79ab-42d0-82bd-cf4fb2b0e084
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/adcd57a9-f097-4ec5-aa0f-d4db69677819
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/fee85f85-534a-4a56-86bc-66d4223160ad
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/66dcc1a3-d092-4397-bfb5-65420ed007cb
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/0b753488-4171-4160-b1c5-038dcf134dce
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/8372ec18-7901-4ec2-a5c0-e46f46af43b9
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/598c35c2-c1d3-492b-bfea-0a8c73d45a80
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/fc6cb635-f74d-4a53-a300-a83188c37af3
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/596e0c9b-54ea-4972-bc41-1e94db96ab5f
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/b8e26b72-676b-4a4a-94f0-cda39ecb11e8
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/f63c3801-0213-413d-a159-1e76905c4455
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/454b184a-947a-4cc5-b239-613404c9f29d
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/43e95d20-13e8-4bb5-a181-59ce3419410b
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/17586a71-a70e-4271-8796-4823c3a901f0

Amendment to Register of Cost Recovery and Commercial

Fees and Charges 2021-2022

Attachment 1

Updated and Amended Fees and Charges

Hire Fees per Half Day $57.00 $65.00 14.03% $8.00
Hire Fees per Full Day $113.00 $116.00 2.65% $3.00
Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.9 - Showgrounds | 2.9.1 - Entire

Showgrounds - Show Ring, Grandstand, Camping Ground a

nd Carpark | Gra

ndstand | Kitchen & Dining

Hire Fees per Hour $28.00 $30.00 7.14% $2.00

Hire Fees per Half Day $57.00 $65.00 14.03% $8.00

Hire Fees per Full Day $113.00 $116.00 2.65% $3.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls & Function Rooms |
2.10 - Public Halls & Function Rooms Bonds

Bond Without Alcohol $250.00 $250.00 0.00% $0.00

Bond With Alcohol $500.00 $500.00 0.00% $0.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls & Function Rooms |
2.10 - Public Halls & Function Rooms Booking Fee

Booking Fee

$25.00

$25.00

0.00%

$0.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls & Function Rooms |

2.10.1 - Gatton Shire Hall

Hire Fees per Hour $43.00 $45.00 4.65% $2.00
Hire Fees per Half Day $82.00 $100.00 21.95% $18.00
Hire Fees per Full Day $164.00 $169.00 3.05% $5.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls & Function Rooms |
2.10.1 - Gatton Shire Hall | Rooms at Gatton Shire Hall

Pottery Club $390.00 $400.00 2.56% $10.00
Lapidary Club $390.00 $402.00 3.08% $12.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls &

2.10.2 - Laidley Cultural Centre

Function Rooms |

Bond Without Alcohol

$250.00

$250.00

0.00%

$0.00

Bond With Alcohol

$500.00

$500.00

0.00%

$0.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls &

2.10.2 - Laidley Cultural Centre | Whole of Complex

Function Rooms |

Hire Fees per Hour $43.00 $45.00 4.65% $2.00
Hire Fees per Half Day $82.00 $100.00 21.95% $18.00
Hire Fees per Full Day $164.00 $169.00 3.05% $5.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls & Function Rooms |
2.10.2 - Laidley Cultural Centre | Auditorium/Function Room

Hire Fees per Hour $33.00 $35.00 6.06% $2.00
Hire Fees per Half Day $57.00 $80.00 40.35% $23.00
Hire Fees per Full Day $113.00 $117.00 3.54% $4.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls &
2.10.2 - Laidley Cultural Centre | Squash Courts

Function Rooms |

Per Court $15.00 $15.50 3.33% $0.50
Entire Complex $31.00 $32.00 3.23% $1.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls &

Function Rooms |

2.10.2 - Laidley Cultural Centre | Squash Courts | Prepayment

Per Month $109.00 $113.00 3.67% $4.00
Per Quarter $215.00 $221.50 3.02% $6.50
Per Annum $545.00 $562.00 3.12% $17.00
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https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/97526fd3-fce1-47ca-96c3-a0584af54334
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/f798ac67-0097-4e8c-b6cf-e9a76b1d1cb8
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/8cfaebcd-1277-41fd-894f-4686461f0993
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/bdea4418-877e-4a2f-9158-b32dc272b004
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/f2d0ea2e-151e-47eb-b204-572c755a0a6d
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/32c6538b-6989-4c46-a29b-42292042ccc0
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/dedbd6af-7859-4d1c-b9ec-858dfa8265d0
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/32de2a6e-776b-4345-9b36-b8539ce7df6c
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/842d42d1-9bc0-4587-820e-aafb6803f956
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/1e433752-5910-4027-ba0f-f84a781b8db2
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/61361147-1a61-4dcc-9920-cd5656a6a9c8
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/0175137d-1649-43b9-9341-c43988d007a3
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/6a4d3268-746a-4b75-a07f-62ea9189ea4d
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/8baba26b-5053-4e15-8b0d-9febf601466c
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/649a80af-75a7-4e6e-97ec-8f62c18f0837
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/9888c208-92cc-4dc8-9f1f-4937bf9df31f
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/c4ebdd84-e054-4ed8-826b-d39691dbb8b4
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/c6f44635-7375-478c-807f-9f9cd0241e59
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/f3ff3ee5-850d-4115-a741-f3a6f20905bc
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/5fde97f9-f6a8-4cf6-9c56-6032f0452bb6
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/4cdf913d-b28c-4a20-b0fb-ec4db8c112ca
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/6d77c961-0e71-4cc8-89b4-7d80f205f2a6
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/925b98ab-4076-4fe0-a4da-558d6c7e81b0
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/6d210966-6231-4d85-9a8e-ba4e7803dfc7
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/9101dfa7-1f3f-496b-b5be-3dd2666fe41f
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/2f53ef63-b7a9-43cb-94fc-e6eb13c7205a

Amendment to Register of Cost Recovery and Commercial

Fees and Charges 2021-2022

Attachment 1

Updated and Amended Fees and Charges

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls & Function Rooms |

2.10.3 - Kensington Grove Hall

Bond without Alcohol $250.00 $250.00 0.00% $0.00
Bond with Alcohol $500.00 $500.00 0.00% $0.00
Hire Fees per Hour $10.00 $13.00 30.00% $3.00
Hire Fees per Half Day $30.00 $31.00 3.33% $1.00
Hire Fees per Full Day $60.00 $62.00 3.33% $2.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls &

2.10.4 - Helidon Community Centre

Function Rooms |

Bond without Alcohol $250.00 $250.00 0.00% $0.00
Bond with Alcohol $500.00 $500.00 0.00% $0.00
Hire Fees per Hour $33.00 $35.00 6.06% $2.00
Hire Fees per Half Day $57.00 $75.00 31.58% $18.00
Hire Fees per Full Day $113.00 $117.00 3.54% $4.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls &

2.10.5 - Murphys Creek Community Hall

Function Rooms |

Bond without Alcohol $250.00 $250.00 0.00% $0.00
Bond with Alcohol $500.00 $500.00 0.00% $0.00
Hire Fees Per Hour $33.00 $35.00 6.06% $2.00
Hire Fees per Half Day $57.00 $75.00 31.58% $18.00
Hire Fees per Full Day $113.00 $117.00 3.54% $4.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls &

2.10.6 - Grantham Butter Factory

Function Rooms |

Bond without Alcohol

$250.00

$250.00

0.00%

$0.00

Bond with Alcohol

$500.00

$500.00

0.00%

$0.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls &

2.10.6 - Grantham Butter Factory | Whole of Complex

Function Rooms |

Hire Fees per Hour $33.00 $35.00 6.06% $2.00
Hire Fees per Half Day $57.00 $75.00 31.58% $18.00
Hire Fee per Full Day $113.00 $117.00 3.54% $4.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls &
2.10.6 - Grantham Butter Factory | Jamieson Room

Function Rooms |

Hire Fees per Hour $15.00 $17.00 13.33% $2.00
Hire Fees per Half Day $31.00 $32.00 3.23% $1.00
Hire Fees per Full Day $62.00 $64.00 3.23% $2.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls &
2.10.6 - Grantham Butter Factory | Event Hire Larsen Room

Function Rooms |

Hire Fees per Hour $10.00 $12.00 20.00% $2.00
Hire Fees per Half Day $31.00 $32.00 3.23% $1.00
Hire Fees per Full Day $62.00 $64.00 3.23% $2.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls &
2.10.6 - Grantham Butter Factory | Grantham Butter Facto

Function Rooms |

ry Commercial Kitchen - Independent Use Only

Hire Fees per Hour $15.00 $17.00 13.33% $2.00
Hire Fees per Half Day $31.00 $40.00 29.03% $9.00
Hire Fees per Full Day $62.00 $64.00 3.23% $2.00
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https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/7f8379d6-2576-40eb-b8da-59434b0593c5
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/9e30829b-b3ca-4f37-8844-5828acfde714
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/775ef115-150a-4cf1-91a1-2c4ab6c28413
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/3ac7ea91-296f-43b9-a9e4-19a70d60c175
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/3e190ab1-9093-45c1-bdc0-e6a23f471502
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/43d4633c-eb44-4260-82a8-210d87d6ecc3
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/9e2a0fab-fddf-4f1f-8e86-8f43656db19a
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/da32bf40-b3bc-4c1e-8171-6d6c65ebd27c
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/cda0c840-8033-4d2a-9401-cdc28d4e3146
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/e0869ad6-40e3-4424-b4e8-ec2883150c42
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/0e30abc9-6d6c-4c1a-a30e-67d65da204a6
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/2d7de29c-8435-4d05-be36-772eace8061a
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/2bf005c7-3b58-4030-a458-6215a9c4b406
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/7a2c75ae-f94a-4f5c-b2dc-da37e028df5b
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/fb7889fb-9e8f-4177-a421-3b392635234a
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/ed5df060-e8ba-4508-973a-85f00305f776
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/38697075-d11d-4b23-89e2-aa232dd6f093
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/cb254887-2f67-4b1a-ac96-e5402c1348fb
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/90005f2a-2d42-4802-8830-ad927bca507d
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/adcf4eff-6ea9-49a3-88f4-726787786327
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/f1995164-613a-47ab-aaa6-a53ee4c203f3
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/6b6b643b-947e-417a-81e9-e8c8a72275c6
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/e2644400-8700-4a2a-b5b9-3807ee258062
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/c3ab8188-cdd7-4f46-b627-88056a5a97ed
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/f4fd5373-e468-4467-8ace-c9953f545b80
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/cb949ff6-b189-4aa8-8592-0c126044082b
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/4f304878-3b83-41c9-8cdc-cae777cb04a0
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/58b275df-741e-4138-8639-d946b966d2c7
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/1f0b6872-ff32-44f3-9a04-8c8c21c98e0b

Amendment to Register of Cost Recovery and Commercial

Fees and Charges 2021-2022

Attachment 1

Updated and Amended Fees and Charges

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls & Function Rooms |

2.10.7 - Withcott Sports Centre

Bond without Alcohol $250.00 $250.00 0.00% $0.00
Bond with Alcohol $500.00 $500.00 0.00% $0.00
Hire Fees per Hour $33.00 $35.00 6.06% $2.00
Hire Fees per Half Day $57.00 $75.00 31.58% $18.00
Hire Fees per Full Day $113.00 $117.00 3.54% $4.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls &

2.10.8 - Laidley Sports Complex | Event Hire

Function Rooms |

Hire Fees per Hour $33.00 $35.00 6.06% $2.00
Hire Fees per Half Day $57.00 $75.00 31.58% $18.00
Hire Fees per Full Day $113.00 $117.00 3.54% $4.00

Lockyer Valley Regional Council | 2 - Commercial Fees & Charges | 2.10 - Public Halls &

2.10.9 - Library Meeting Rooms

Function Rooms |

Gatton Library - Hub and Local History $10.00 $10.00 0.00% $0.00
Rooms
Laidley Library & Customer Service $21.00 $21.00 0.00% $0.00

Centre - Wyman Room
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https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/4e6c7e5a-540f-4e3e-9dd3-00bf7e42be1c
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/19862e25-f27d-480d-82f4-70bcf22ed7aa
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/0b408d8c-5a25-43f7-8a9b-227f2dd464c0
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/03fcea6d-9be3-4e8d-9845-198ee552081c
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/ad03562e-6c74-4b32-a3aa-cd1569eae16e
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/9f9a3a83-b4fc-413c-927c-73e313c02d96
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/6671e3be-5304-4cd1-bd35-c60bf79a8cc4
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/39756b83-8323-4add-9d54-86f8caa74eba
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/24e1acf7-7ee4-47ad-9f3d-d11a2f01e78c
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/24e1acf7-7ee4-47ad-9f3d-d11a2f01e78c
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/37cf3b9b-12a8-411e-9673-b4d14d82905a
https://portal.lgsolutions.net.au/Fees/FeeDetails/37cf3b9b-12a8-411e-9673-b4d14d82905a

ORDINARY MEETING OF COUNCIL MEETING 16 JUNE 2021
MINUTES

10.3 Council Submission on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Helidon to Calvert Section of Inland Rail.

Author: Stephen Hart, Senior Advisor Advocacy
Responsible Officer: lan Church, Chief Executive Officer
Purpose:

The Coordinator-General has released the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Helidon to
Calvert Section of the Inland Rail Project. This report seeks consideration of the Draft Council Submission to
the Coordinator-General which is to be finalised and submitted by 23 June 2021.

Officer’'s Recommendation:

THAT Council endorse the approach taken in the Draft Council Submission on the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Helidon to Calvert Section of Inland Rail and

Further,

THAT Council authorise the Chief Executive Officer to sign the covering letter to the Coordinator-
General and finalise the Submission to be submitted by 23 June 2021.

RESOLUTION

THAT Council endorse the approach taken in the Draft Council Submission on the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the Helidon to Calvert Section of Inland Rail and

Further,
THAT Council authorise the Chief Executive Officer to sign the covering letter to the Coordinator-
General and finalise the Submission to be submitted by 23 June 2021.

Moved By: Cr Hagan Seconded By: Cr Qualischefski
Resolution Number: 20-24/0331

CARRIED
6/0

Executive Summary

The Helidon to Calvert Inland Rail Project Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been released for public
notification with a response required to the Coordinator-General (CoG) by 23 June 2021. This is an extensive
technical document and Council officers and specialist consultants have identified a range of impacts that the
project will have on the Lockyer Valley. The Draft Submission raises a considerable number of concerns,
recommends conditions that the CoG may impose on any approval and recommends additional work that
needs to be undertaken by the proponents. The Submission also specifically recommends to the CoG that the
railway alignment be reconsidered particularly around the towns of Gatton and Forest Hill. The thrust of the
Submission is to mitigate as far as possible the impacts of the proposed railway.
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Proposal

The CoG has written to Council to request feedback on the Draft EIS for the Helidon to Calvert (H2C) Section of
the Inland Rail project. The proponent, Australian Rail Track Corporation (ARTC) proposes to develop a freight
railway from Melbourne to Brisbane. The H2C project is one of 13 sections of the Inland Rail Project.

The Inland Rail Project is arguably the biggest infrastructure project to be ever undertaken in the Lockyer
Valley. The H2C project is a new railway approximately 47 km in length with both greenfield and brownfield
corridors. It will extend from Helidon heading eastwards to the north of Grantham, through Gatton, Forest Hill
and the northern parts of Laidley to leave the Lockyer Valley via a tunnel through the Little Liverpool Range.
The impacts will be significant.

The EIS has been prepared to assess the impacts associated with construction of the project and is ARTC's
response to the Terms of Reference issued for the project by the CoG. Responses to the EIS are required by the
CoG by 23 June 2021.

The Environmental Impact Statement is approximately 9,000 pages of highly technical and specialised content.
It comprises an Introduction, 26 Chapters, 23 Appendixes as well as Civil Drawings.

As indicated, the impacts of this project will be significant, and this review has required substantial specialist
expertise and resourcing.

Key issues and findings can be grouped into:

e land use and Tenure

e Social Impacts

e lLand and Water Resources

e Traffic and Transport

e Infrastructure Impacts

e Flood issues

e Amenity (Noise, Air quality, Visual)
e Consultation

These issues are detailed in the attached covering letter (Attachment 1) and Draft Submission (Attachment 2).
These attachments provide significant details on these issues of concern and recommends to the CoG
conditions that she may wish to impose on any project approval.

In 2018 Council adopted a Position Paper that identified 5 key principles to be considered in the design of
Inland rail.

These principles are, that with respect to the proposed Inland Rail projects, there should be:
1. No loss of connectivity (where the proposed corridor severs existing access, alternate access should be
provided of comparable or better standard).
2. No flood impacts (from new rail corridors and where existing rail corridor is utilised the opportunity
should be taken to improve flood resilience).
3. Mitigated amenity impacts (noise, vibration, light, visual, dust, smell).
Limited (as far as possible) loss of good quality agricultural land.
5. Promotion of integrated transport planning (to allow for future passenger transport and the support
for active transport).

Ea
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It is considered that all of these principles have been compromised to varying degrees by the findings of the
EIS review.

It appears that nowhere else on the alighment between Melbourne and Brisbane are townships and
communities so directly affected by new railway line, with so little benefit, with such high frequency of trains.

Accordingly, the position adopted in the Submission is that the impacts to the communities, particular in the
towns of Gatton and Forest Hill are too significant for the project to be approved on the current alignment.
The EIS has now been produced which provides a statement of impacts of this freight railway. It is considered
that these impacts are impossible to appropriately mitigate in these locations. The Submission requests that
the CoG require ARTC to revisit the alignment and consider alternative alignments particularly around the
townships of Gatton and Forest Hill.

Passenger Rail

As pointed out in Councils Submission to the Senate Inquiry into the Management of Inland Rail, Lockyer Valley
Regional Council has been advocating for improved public transport for many years. This has included seeking
the introduction of passenger rail. Such services would be of substantial benefit to the broader region and the
transport network in SEQ.

On the basis of future passenger rail Council has been supportive of the protection of the Gowrie to
Grandchester Rail Corridor that was planned by the State Government in 2002/03. The associated Study at
that time envisaged both freight and passenger services.

It seems to Council that a fundamental flaw in the route planning for Inland Rail has been the requirement for
ARTC to utilise the Gowrie to Grandchester alignment- for an Inland Rail that is categorically a freight only
railway. As a general rule, freight railways seek to avoid communities to minimise impact. Correspondingly,
passenger rail corridors seek to connect and integrate with the communities that will utilise the passenger
services. It is understood that ARTC have been required by the State Government to make provision for future
passenger rail, but passenger rail is not ARTC’s core business and passenger rail is specifically excluded from
the EIS.

Accordingly, in the current EIS we have a concept design that has been generally constrained to the Gowrie to
Grandchester corridor and running directly through the communities of Helidon, Gatton, Forest Hill and
Laidley with rollingstock planned to transport double stacked containers, commodities and coal rather than
passengers.

This lends weight to the argument for the dual gauge alignments to bypass Gatton and Forest Hill with any
future passenger rail able to utilise the existing alignment through the towns.

Flood Panel

The Queensland and Australian Governments have jointly established the Independent International Panel of
Experts for Flood Studies of Inland Rail in Queensland (the Panel). The Terms of Reference for the Panel
provide that the Panel will review the flood modelling for Inland Rail against national/state standards as well
as industry best practice.

The Panel has now provided a Draft report on the flood modelling for the Helidon to Calvert (H2C) section of

Inland Rail. This report has reviewed the work undertaken by ARTC on the H2C flood models and the reference
design developed by ARTC.
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https://www.tmr.gld.gov.au/projects/inland-rail/independent-panel-of-experts-for-flood-studies-in-
queensland

It is critical that the best possible flood modelling is utilised in design as the flood model will be a key input to
setting the Inland rail horizontal and vertical alignments. If the model is flawed this will lead to poor design and
ultimately a railway line that will place communities along the alignment at risk.

Significantly, for the Lockyer Creek Models Review, the Panel has identified 21 issues they categorise from Low
through to Very High Importance. (Attachment 3). The Panel indicates that the issues “are capable of
resolution though this would be through either adjustment to the models developed to date or by
modification to the design” (of the railway).

This raises considerable concern for Council in that either the model that has been utilised for the reference
design is sub optimal or the ensuing reference design on which the EIS work is based requires change.
Some of the key issues raised by the Panel include that:
e Interaction between local and regional catchment are not effectively represented;
e  Further documentation is required to provide confidence in the calibration of the modelling;
e Additional justification is required in relation to flood level increases at Gatton and Forest Hill for
extreme events caused by the rail embankment directing more water to the south of the alignment;
e Flood frequency analysis was only performed at one stream gauge;
e Inconsistent approaches were adopted to apply inflows in the hydraulic model.

These are of fundamental concern to Council and the Submission to the CoG will seek conditions to address all
issues raised by the Panel and further specific conditions that have been identified as necessary.

Consultation

Concerns have been raised about the level of meaningful community engagement that has been achieved
throughout the Lockyer Valley. At an ARTC officer level there have been strong efforts made and there is
responsiveness and genuine concern for impacted communities. However, it appears that the community
engagement at a strategic level for the project has not been successful. There has been a lack of information
available at key times leading to poor community engagement outcomes. This has been acknowledged by the
CEO of ARTC Inland Rail.

A further concern to Council has been the application of the Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA) by ARTC during
concept design. It is understood this tool is used by ARTC to assist in selecting preferred alignments out of a
number of alternative concepts. The tool is used to try and quantify options based on a range of criteria with
assigned weightings. It is understood criteria utilised include technical viability, safety, operations,
constructability, environment and community impacts.

Concern is raised that respective weightings appeared to heavily emphasise technical aspects with a
corresponding small weighting to community impacts. There was no community input to these processes
although it is understood some community engagement session results were used as a proxy for community
impact. While some limited prior community engagement had been undertaken on the alternative options this
was far from representative. Accordingly, the utility of such input and of the MCA process is questioned.
Unfortunately, it appears that the MCA process prematurely dismissed alternative alignments around Gatton
and Forest Hill with no informed community input.
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Post 100% design

It should be noted that the EIS is based on the 100% reference design developed by ARTC some time ago. In
effect it assesses the impacts of that design at that point in time. Additional design work has continued to
address specific issues raised by Council and others. Some of these aspects have formed technical notes. It is
understood that these Technical Notes have been made available to the consortia bidders but do not form
part of the EIS. It is further understood that these technical notes will be considered at the detailed design
phase.

For example, Councillors will recall that the 100% design indicated a closure of Gaul Street level crossing and
the design at the western end of Gatton did not adequately address access and other issues. This was
complicated by the location of Davey’s bridge and the existing issues with Old College Road and Bevan Street.
A preferred option to resolve this issue has been developed after 100% design and has been incorporated into
a Technical Note. That Technical note does not form part of the EIS but can be brought to the attention of the
CoG as a potential solution to the loss of access described above.

While aware of these Technical Notes and the additional design work, Council at this time, can only really
make a Submission on the EIS as presented. Accordingly, the submission will reiterate our concern with the
100% design and recommend that the CoG consider alternate designs at this location to address this concern.

Options
If a response is not submitted to the CoG the issues may not be considered in the assessment of the project

approvals.

Previous Council Resolutions

Council have previously adopted a Position Paper on Inland Rail that identified 5 key principles to be applied in
the development of the Inland Rail project.

At the 21 April 2021 Meeting Council resolved to engage consultants to conduct a thorough technical review of
the EIS for the H2C Section of Inland Rail.

Critical Dates

The CoG requires feedback by 23 June 2021.

Strategic Implications

Corporate Plan

2.1 Encourage opportunities for the Lockyer Valley to drive economic and community outcomes.
2.2 Maximise opportunities through engagement and partnership with stakeholders to achieve a strong
resilient economy.

Finance and Resource

A budget of $96 000 (incl GST) was approved by Council to review the Helidon to Calvert Environmental Impact
Statement. Expenditure to date is within budget.
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Legislation and Policy

The EIS has been undertaken pursuant to the State Development and Public Works Organisation Act (1971)
and addresses matters identified pursuant to the Environmental Protection and Environmental Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999.

Council has previously adopted the Inland Rail Position Paper that specifies key policy principle in the project
consideration.

Risk Management

The H2C project will clearly impact on Council and Lockyer Valley communities. The recommendations in the
submission aim to address the risks identified and to mitigate the impacts as far as possible.

Consultation

Portfolio Councillor Consultation
Initial feedback from officers and the specialist consultants was provided to Councillors at a workshop on 12
May 2021 where preliminary findings and a proposed approach were outlined.

Internal Consultation
Relevant officers attended the workshop on 12 May 2021 and the views of a range of officers have been
sought in the development of the submission.

External Consultation
Social media and radio (River FM) advertising have been utilised seeking to increase community awareness of
the project and the necessity to lodge submissions with the COG at this time.

Attachments
10 H2C EIS Submission Covering Letter 5 Pages
20 H2C Draft EIS Submission Attachment Consolidated Table V2 79 Pages

30 Inland Rail Independent Panel H2C Draft Report May 2021 Extract of Issues 3 Pages
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Lockyer Lockyer Valley Regional Council
Valley ! '

26 Railway Street, PO Box 82, Gatton Qld 4343

All official correspondence to be addressed to the CEQ
Telephone 1300005 872 | Facsimile (07) 5462 3269

Email mailbox@Ivrc.qld.gov.au | www.lockyervalley.qld.gov.au

REGIONAL COUNCIL

D RA FT Enquiries: Stephen Hart

Contact: 5462 0613

21 June 2021

Ms Toni Power

Coordinator-General

C/-EIS Project Manager, Inland Rail — Helidon to Calvert Project
Project Evaluation and Facilitation

Office of the Coordinator General

PO Box 15517

CITY EAST QLD 4002

Dear Ms Power

SUBMISSION TO DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
INLAND RAIL- HELIDON TO CALVERT SECTION

Thank you for your invitation to Lockyer Valley Regional Council dated 30 March 2021 seeking
feedback on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Inland Rail Helidon to Calvert
Project. | trust the submission contained in this response (and including the detailed attachments)
will inform your evaluation of the project and of the adequacy of the Draft EIS.

Council and the Lockyer Valley community have been engaged now for several years on
preliminary design information and have conducted many discussions with Australian Rail Track
Corporation (ARTC) on early concepts and potential impacts. It is pleasing to finally have technical
material that evaluates the impacts of the project. Now Council, the community and decision
makers can properly review and understand the project.

Council’s concerns for H2C are not new - but the EIS provides for the first time a comprehensive
technical submission for Council to consider and assess. Council officers and technical advisors
have reviewed the available materials and provide a comprehensive submission in Attachment A.
We have also provided below some overarching issues of concern for Council. The attached
submission also contains a brief discussion of the impacts that will be felt by specific town
communities if the project retains its current alignment.

It is Council’s understanding that with respect to the Lockyer Valley, nowhere else on the entire
alignment between Melbourne and Brishane are townships so directly impacted by new railway
construction and operation, with so little benefit and with such a high frequency of trains. Further,
it is Council’s belief that the Lockyer Valley townships will have long term impacts that are so
extreme that these cannot be appropriately mitigated on the current alignment. This leads to
Council’s primary recommendation that, now that these impacts are known, further informed

Attachment 1
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consideration needs to be given to alternate alignments particularly around the towns of Gatton
and Forest Hill.

Context

This submission should not be considered in isolation. Council has consistently stated its position
regarding inland rail.

To provide background, and by way of example, in 2018 Council approved a Position Paper that
outlined (at a high level) the principles by which the project ought to be designed having regard to
concerns expressed from the community and the Council. These Policy Positions were supported
by both the Member for Lockyer Mr Jim McDonald and the Member for Wright the Hon Scott
Buchholz. The principles provided that there should be:
¢ No loss of connectivity (where the proposed corridor severs existing access, alternate
access should be provided of comparable or better standard)
o No flood impacts (from new rail corridors and where existing rail corridor is utilised the
opportunity should be taken to improve flood resilience)
¢ Mitigated amenity impacts (noise, vibration, light, visual, dust, smell)
e Limited (as far as possible) loss of good quality agricultural land
e Promotion of integrated transport planning (to allow for future passenger transport and
the support for active transport)

A copy of Council’s position paper is included at Attachment B.

Similarly, Council made a submission to the Senate inquiry into the Management of the Inland Rail
project by the Australian Rail Track Corporation (ARTC) and the Commonwealth Government. The
submission outlined Council’s ongoing issues regarding the financial arrangement of the project,
route planning and selection processes, connections with other freight infrastructure, the level of
meaningful engagement on the route alignment, and economic development opportunities. A copy
of Council’s submission is included at A. The Chief Executive and other officers expanded on these
concerns at a Senate Hearing in January 2020 (which is available in Hansard).

Council has always held serious concerns about the impacts the H2C project but has waited on the
EIS so as not to pre-empt your consideration of the project and to have some credible information
to assess. The EIS states “there is potential for project operations to have long-term effects on
amenity (primarily through rail noise) and connectivity near the rail corridor” and “with a design
life of 100 years, the project’s operational impacts... may be experienced for the long-term.” Of
even more concern is that Council’s consultants and officers believe the impacts are understated in
the EIS.

Route Alignment and Passenger Rail

As pointed out in Councils Submission to the Senate Inquiry, Lockyer Valley Regional Council has
been advocating for improved public transport for many years. This has included seeking the
introduction of passenger rail. Such services would be of substantial benefit to the broader region
and the transport network in SEQ.
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On the basis of future passenger rail Council has been supportive of the protection of the Gowrie
to Grandchester Rail Corridor that was planned by the State Government in 2002/03. The
associated Study at that time envisaged both freight and passenger services.

It seems to Council that a fundamental flaw in the route planning for Inland Rail has been the
requirement for ARTC to utilise the Gowrie to Grandchester alignment- for an Inland Rail that is
categorically a freight only railway. As a general rule, freight railways seek to avoid communities to
minimise impact. Correspondingly, passenger rail corridors seek to connect and integrate with the
communities that will utilise the passenger services. It is understood that ARTC have been required
by the State Government to make provision for future passenger rail, but passenger rail is not
ARTC’s core business and passenger rail is specifically excluded from the EIS.

Accordingly, in the current EIS we have a concept design that has been generally constrained to the
Gowrie to Grandchester corridor and running directly through the communities of Helidon, Gatton,
Forest Hill and Laidley with rollingstock planned to transport double stacked containers,
commodities and coal rather than passengers.

It should be noted that the alignment proposed in the current reference design does extend
outside the Gowrie to Grandchester alignment in both Gowrie to Helidon (G2H) and H2C sections.
Accordingly, this lends weight to the argument for the dual gauge Inland rail alignments to bypass
Gatton and Forest Hill with any future passenger rail able to utilise the existing alignment through
the towns.

Flood Panel

As you are aware, the Queensland and Australian Governments have jointly established the
Independent International Panel of Experts for Flood Studies of Inland Rail in Queensland (the
Panel). The Terms of Reference for the Panel provide that the Panel will review the flood modelling
for Inland Rail against national/state standards as well as industry best practice.

The Panel has now provided a Draft report on the flood modelling for the Helidon to Calvert (H2C)
section of Inland Rail. This repart has reviewed the work undertaken by ARTC on the H2C flood
models and the reference design developed by ARTC.

In Council’s view it is critical that the best possible flood modelling is utilised in design as the flood
model will be a key input to setting the Inland Rail horizontal and vertical alignments. If the model
is flawed this will lead to poor design and ultimately a railway line that will place communities
along the alignment at risk.

Significantly, for the Lockyer Creek Models Review, the Panel has identified 21 issues they
categorise from Low through to Very High Importance. The Panel indicates that the issues “are
capable of resolution though this would be through either adjustment to the models developed to
date or by modification to the design” (of the railway).
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This raises considerable concern for Council in that either the model that has been utilised for the
reference design is sub optimal or the ensuing reference design on which the EIS work is based
requires change.

Some of the key issues raised by the Panel include that:

s Interaction between local and regional catchment are not effectively represented;

e Further documentation is required to provide confidence in the calibration of the
modelling;

* Additional justification is required in relation to flood level increases at Gatton and Forest
Hill for extreme events caused by the rail embankment directing more water to the south
of the alignment;

s Flood frequency analysis was only performed at one stream gauge;

* |Inconsistent approaches were adopted to apply inflows in the hydraulic model.

These are of fundamental concern to Council and we ask that the report and recommendations of
the Panel be adopted, and you consider conditioning any approval of the project to address these
issues. Further flood related concerns and recommendations are made within Attachment A.

A critical submission we make is that you seek the scope and the duration of the Independent
Panel’s work to be extended to cover the duration of project detailed design. Quite a number of
the 21 concerns are identified as needing to be addressed prior to detailed design. It is
fundamental that a Public Private Partnership entity charged with detailed design has oversight
from a credible independent entity. Only that level of oversight will provide confidence in the
models and their utilisation in detailed design to effectively mitigate the impacts of flooding.

Consultation

Concerns have been raised about the level of meaningful community engagement that has been
achieved throughout the Lockyer Valley. At an ARTC officer level there have been strong efforts
made and there is responsiveness and genuine concern for impacted communities. However, it
appears that the community engagement at a strategic level for the project has not been
successful. There has been a lack of information available at key times leading to poor community
engagement outcomes. This has been acknowledged by the CEO of ARTC Inland Rail.

A further concern to Council has been the application of the Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA) by ARTC
during concept design. It is understood this tool is used by ARTC to assist in selecting preferred
alignments out of a number of alternative concepts. The tool is used to try and quantify options
based on a range of criteria with assigned weightings. It is understood criteria utilised include
technical viability, safety, operations, constructability, environment and community impacts.

Concern is raised that respective weightings appeared to heavily emphasise technical aspects with
a corresponding small weighting to community impacts. Clearly the MCA is not informed by the EIS
(which has only now been drafted). Further, there was no community input to these processes
although it is understood some community engagement session results were used as a proxy for
community impact. While some limited prior community engagement had been undertaken on the
alternative options this was far from representative. Accordingly, the utility of such input and of
the MCA process is guestioned.
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Unfortunately, it appears that the MCA process prematurely dismissed alternative alignments
around Gatton and Forest Hill with no informed community input.

Council has always recognised the national benefits that can potentially be achieved through

inland rail. However, national benefits should not come at the cost of Lockyer Valley residents. We
invite you and your team to visit the Lockyer Valley as we would welcome the opportunity to show
you first-hand the direct impacts a freight train service through the heart of our towns would have.

| trust the information contained in this submission will assist with your evaluation of the project. If
you require any additional information or clarification, please contact me or Stephen Hart who is

Council’s direct contact for this project.

Yours faithfully

lan Church
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER
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EIS section and Comment What is the issue or what is suitable within the EIS Recommendation What changes to the EIS or additional information is
topic required?

Draft EIS

H2C Draft EIS Submission Attachment

Draft EIS Inappropriate assessment of potential impacts —the draft EIS consistently | The draft EIS requires update to appropriately identify the significant and
states that the proposed rail corridor will be constructed to accommodate : adverse impacts which will be experienced by local communities through
up to 3,600 m (or 3.6 km) long trains in the future, with the potential for the proposed future increase in train length and frequency. It is not
substantial increase in train numbers and frequencies based on market acceptable to LVRC that the draft EIS only considers mitigation for 1.8 km
demand. However, the technical assessments, most of which require the : trains when the project will be designed and constructed to allow for the
input of train length and/or numbers to accurately determine actual doubling of train length to 3.6 km.

project impacts, only consider the proposed initial 1,800 m (or 1.8 km)

train length and projected rail traffic numbers. For example, with regards | To fail to appropriately assess proposed future train length results in:
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to train length:

Chapter 1, Table 1.2 states that the project will include ‘future
expansion to accommodate 3.6 km trains.’

Chapter 6, Section 6.2 states the project will be canstructed and
operated to ‘accommodate double-stack container freight trains up to
1,800 m long’ ... ‘the design does not preclude future accommodation
trains up to 3,600 m long.’

Chapter 12, Section 12.5.4.2 (Emissions inventory) states that ‘the
assessment has been conservatively undertaken for 1,800 m long train
sets.’

Chapter 15 is silent on train length, which is only stated in Appendix P
(thereby failing to meet the requirements of TOR 12.2). Section 1.2 of
Appendix P (Operational Noise and Vibration Technical Report) states
that the project design includes ‘infrastructure to accommodate
possible future augmentation and upgrades of the track, including a
possible future requirement for 3,600 m long trains. The impacts of
the increased train length have not been included in this study...”

The intensity of adverse and substantial impacts (such as noise levels
for just one example) to be even further underestimated, dismissed,
or ignored more than already done so by draft EIS.

An inability to identify and commit to appropriate mitigation
measures.

A lack of suitable commitments from the proponent.

Regulatory conditioning which does not consider the proposed future
use of the project.

Permanent adverse impacts to the surrounding environment and
communities.

As such, LVRC strongly recommend that the OCG require the proponent
to re-assess all impact assessments based on a 3.6 km train length and to
update the draft EIS to include the correct length and numbers of trains.

10.3

The purpose of the draft EIS's technical assessments is to appropriately
identify the potential impacts the proposed project will have on the
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surrounding environment (and local communities). This then enables the
development of appropriate mitigation measures and commitments to
manage these impacts in a way which ensures that there is no significant
residual impact.

Appropriate assessment also ensures the development of a response
which meets the requirements of the Office of the Coordinator-General’s
(OCG’s) Terms of Reference (TOR). The use of only the initial train length
for these assessments, and the dismissal of the potential and significant
increase to train lengths and numbers, results in the draft EIS failing to
meet the requirements of the OCG’s TOR. At the minimum, the draft EIS
fails to meet the following TOR for the project:

- TORS5.1 - "ensure that all relevant environmental, social and economic
impacts of the project are identified and assessed...".

- TOR 5.3 - "the detail at which the EIS deals with matters relevant to
the project should be proportional to the scale of the impacts on
environmental values...”

- TOR 6.2 = ‘caver both the short term and long term and state whether
any relevant impacts are likely to be irreversible...”.

- TOR 6.6 — ‘each matter assessed in the EIS .... should include a concise
summary and suitable assessment of the nature, magnitude and
duration of the potential direct and indirect and cumulative impacts of
the project...’.

The potential use of 3.6 km long trains is noted repeatedly by ARTC
throughout the draft EIS as well as there being numerous references to
future proofing the design by accommodating these significantly longer
train lengths into the project design. Therefore, it is reasonable to
assume that trains up to 3.6 km long are a viable prospect and will
potentially be used on the H2C section of the Inland Rail project. Trains
that are 3.6 km in length will have significantly greater impacts to the
community and environment. However, the impacts of 3.6 km trains are
not considered by the draft EIS which is misleading for the affected
community and does not meet the requirements of the TOR.
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Assessing only 1.8 km long trains has resulted in the failure to
appropriately identify adverse project impacts on the community and
surrounding environment. The wording used in the TOR listed above,
specifically ‘all relevant,’ ‘long term’ and ‘suitable assessment’ indicates
that any potential future expansion should have been assessed. Should
the draft EIS be approved based on impacts from only 1.8 km long trains,
this may result in the project receiving regulatory conditions which are
not appropriate to effectively manage the adverse impacts of longer and
more frequent trains.

The draft EIS clearly states that construction is proposed te include the
ability to expand what will then be pre-existing infrastructure. Itis not
clear what level of assessment this ‘expansion’ will require. Will it too be
subject to an EIS or some lesser form of assessment? What level of input
involvement would the community have in the assessment of greater
train lengths and frequencies?

If the project is approved and constructed based on 1.8 km long trains,
this will effectively allow any future increase to occur more easily as the
impacts from the shorter trains will distort the current baseline conditi
thereby making the impacts from the 3.6 km long trains seem more
acceptable. In short, ARTC’s draft EIS does not meet the TOR as it does
adequately assess the impacts of the project because it does not consider
future train lengths of 3.6 km (even though the draft EIS indicates that
trains of this length are a very real possibility). Therefore, the true
impacts of the project are not known, and the required mitigation
measures have not been determined.

ns

Draft EIS

Lack of quantifiable commitment — the draft EIS does not meet the
requirements of TOR 5.1 as it consistently fails to provide any specific
detail regarding mitigation measures and proponent commitments.
Rather, the document mostly either uses language which is open to
interpretation, such as ‘mitigation measures will be adopted,” which
provides no specific detail. In addition, the document also provides
commitments which are, for the main, like the ‘mitigation measures
provided’ is mostly unmeasurable and lacking in any real provision to

In its current form, the draft EIS leaves the determination of what, how
and when mitigation is required completely open to interpretation, and
as a result, poses a very real risk of the project being inappropriately
mitigated, conditioned, and regulated. The purpose of the OCG's EIS
process is to ensure the proponent has appropriately identified and
committed to minimising impacts to ensure there will be no significant
residual impact on the community or the environment. As such, the
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mitigate. The document consistently states that these matters will be
decided during ‘detailed design’. Stating that these matters will be
decided during ‘detailed design’ is not acceptable as this is effectively an
avoidance of the OCG’s EIS assessment process and subsequent
conditioning. Further, without any commitment by ARTC to mitigation
measures in the draft EIS and by making this a part of detailed design
means that the potential impacts of the project have not been adequately
assessed and understood. If the mitigation measures have not been
decided there is no way for the OCG or the community to understand
what is proposed and how effective any mitigation measures will be.

Also, without any detail on mitigation measures in the draft EIS, the
subseqguent impacts cannot be assessed. For example, how will the
acoustic, flooding, social and visual impacts of noise barriers be assessed if
the height, style, materials, length, location etc will not be known until
detailed design? Who will assess the adequacy of mitigation measures if
these commitments are allowed to be delayed until detailed design?

For example, on many occasions, the draft EIS provides wording such as
(from Table 8.31): ‘the overall disturbance of construction areas has been
limited where possible’ ... and... ‘intensive livestock operations, including
feedlots and poultry farms, have been avoided where possible’. However,
these are not definitive commitments and specific detail provided
regarding exactly how these statements have been or be achieved is
missing from the document. ‘Where possible’ is nat a commitment to
mitigate.

In short, ARTC's draft EIS has failed to meet the TOR as it does not
demonstrate a clear understanding of the potential impacts of the project
or of the required mitigation measures. There is no way for the OCG or
community to know if the impacts of the H2C project will be acceptable.
This is because fundamental elements of the environmental impact
assessment process such as impact identification and management are
absent from the draft EIS. This is very alarming given the scale and nature
of the project.

document should not state at any time that these decisions will be made
during detailed design (i.e., post approval).

As a result, the draft EIS is deficient and does not accurately assess the
impacts or mitigation measures required for the project. By providing
mitigation measures and commitments which are not measurable and
quantifiable, the draft EIS fails to meet the requirements of the OCG’s
TOR. As such, the document requires update to provide appropriate
mitigation measures and commitments.

The draft EIS requires updating to ensure that any commitment to
provide mitigation includes definitive wording and is addressed and
detailed in the draft EIS and not inappropriately delayed until detailed
design. All mitigation measures and proponent commitments should be
measurable and guantifiable. This should include the provision of specific
details to allow the mitigation measure or commitment to be
appropriately implemented, managed, and regulated. The draft EIS also
needs to consider how effective proposed mitigation measures will be
and what impacts the mitigation measures themselves may have.

Executive Summary
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Executive
Summary
(Justification)
(Assessment
Approach)
(Land Use and
Tenure)
(Economics)

Chapter 2
(Project
Rationale)
Section 2.4.1.1
(Improved access
to regional
markets)

Perceived community benefits — the draft EIS makes broad, and often
unsubstantiated claims regarding community benefits and yet manages to
remain silent on benefits specific to the LVRC region and its community.
For example, in the Executive Summary:

- The ‘Justification’ section states that the proposed project will
‘connect regional Australia to markets more effectively.’

- The ‘Assessment Approach’ section states that ‘opportunities to
maximise the economic and social benefits of the project have been
identified and include local employment, local industry participation,
and opportunities for complementary investment with continued
community benefits.”

- The ‘Land Use and Tenure’ section states that the project will ‘result in
a number of benefits to land use, including the support of future
industries, improved access to and from regional markets’... and that
the ‘project will act as a catalyst for development in the area, including
the Gatton West Industrial Zone (GWIZ)..."

- The Economics section states that the proposed project ‘may offer
opportunities to support local agricultural industry by driving savings
in freight costs, improving market access and redirecting the volume
of freight vehicles on the regions road networks.’

Section 2.4.1.1 of the draft EIS further cites benefits from the proposed

project such as ‘improved linkages to regional areas for inter-capital

freight’ and ‘agricultural areas and regions have improved access to key
local and international markets...” Wording of this nature is repeated
throughout the document.

In the case of the Helidon to Calvert (H2C) draft EIS and its impact on the

LVRC region, all of these statements are exceptionally misleading given

that the proposed project is a rail line which traverses the region and

provides no tangible commitment or ability to provide any regional
benefits as the project will not provide facilities to stop and load/unload in
the LVRC region and therefore cannot possibly provide any of these
opportunities to the local LVRC community.

The draft EIS should be updated to acknowledge that there are no
benefits for the local communities in the LVRC region. At the very least,
the draft EIS should remove all misleading references which allude to
benefits that simply will not occur. All claims to local benefits in the
LVRC region made in the draft EIS should be removed where they cannot
be justified as they are factually incorrect and misleading.

Executive
Summary

Inappropriate alignment assessment — the Assessment Approach section
of the Executive Summary states that Multi Criteria Analyses (MCA) were
‘undertaken as part of the EIS and design development processes to refine

The draft EIS requires update to include greater transparency on the
route and alignment selection process and to ensure there is balance
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(Assessment
Approach)

Chapter 2
(Project
Rationale)
Section 2.6.2.1
(Options
Identified)

Chapter 4
(Assessment
Methodology)

the alignment within the EIS investigation corridor and consider
refinements outside of the protected G2GFSDC, as well as optimise road-
rail interfaces and interfaces with the existing WMSRC. The analysis
included consideration of environmental and social impacts and
construction efficiencies. The resulting project design and disturbance
footprint was assessed in the EIS.

Inland Rail’s Route History 2006 — 2020 Report also notes that route
selection was determined using MCA to address a range of issues
including social and community impacts. Based on the findings of LVRC's
review of the draft EIS, the MCA did not give sufficient weighting to the
impact on local affected communities of the Lockyer Valley as the social
impacts to communities in the LVRC region from the proposed alignment
will be severe.

Given this, the process was not considered by the LVRC to be an
appropriate method for identification of the alignment, particularly as the
EIS investigation corridor was identified first, and then the MCA was
conducted to refine the corridor. As stated in the draft EIS, this EIS
investigation corridor was a pre-identified ‘approximate 2 km wide study
area, 1 km either side of the proposed rail alignment.” As a result, the
proponent has considered only a very narrow area for the location of the
proposed project, thereby denying the opportunity to identify potential
feasible alternate alignments which may allow a more appropriate
alignment with significantly less impact on the LVRC community to be
identified. Given this, the draft EIS fails to meet the requirements of TOR
6.7 which states ‘present feasible alternatives of the project’s
configuration...”

Further, Section 2.6.2.1 cites the findings of the Melbourne-Brisbane
Infand Rail Alignment Study (2010) was used to analyse route options. This
11-year-old study is not considered to be appropriate for such an analysis
given the changes which have since occurred in the LVRC area (including
housing developments which are significantly closer to the proposed
alignment). The section goes on to state that two alternate alignment
options from Moree to Brishane, one a greenfield route through Warwick
(which was dismissed due to cost) and ‘... a new alignment down the
Toowoomba range ... then proposed to use the protected G2GFSDC from

between social and amenity impacts on urban areas and impacts on
other matters such as agricultural land, project costs for example.

Given that the process used to ‘identify’ potential feasible alternatives to
the proposed alignment was limited to a very narrow tract in the vicinity
of this alignment, LVRC do not consider the alignment assessment, with
its exceptionally narrow and pre-determined study area to be
appropriate to safeguarding the communities in the region in a way
which ensures that there is no significant residual impact because of the
proposed rail alignment.

To meet the OCG’s TOR, LVRC strongly recommend and urge the OCG to
require the proponent to abandon the current alignment and to
undertake further and more comprehensive and accurate assessments of
alternate alignments that comply with the TOR to identify an alignment
that will adequately avoid, minimise and mitigate the potential project
impacts.

It also recommended that any further review of alternate alignments
allow the active participation and inclusion of Council and other relevant
parties who should not be limited to a role of ‘observer’.
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Gowrie through to Grandchester.” The document has clearly failed to
consider any alternatives to the pre-determined alignment which either
cuts townships in half or is located on the outskirts of townships (such as
Laidley).

Chapter 4 goes on to state that ‘during the alignment selection process,
MCAs and comparative cost estimates were used to assess the potential
impacts associated with a range of alignment options for the project.’
However, the Chapter fails to mention that the MCA process was limited
to a pre-determined EIS investigation corridor, as stated in the Executive
Summary, and as a result, a robust consideration of alternative alignments
has been completely dismissed. The MCA was conducted in the absence
of the EIS outputs and without meaningful community input given the
absence of information on likely impacts of alternative options.

Executive
Summary
(Assessment
Approach)

Chapter 5,
Section 5.5.1.1
(Community
consultation
commitments),
Section 5.8
(Consultation
Outcomes), Table
5.9

Ineffective community consultation — the Executive Summary
{Assessment Approach) states that the MCA were ‘undertaken as part of
the EIS and design development processes to refine the alignment within
the EIS investigation corridor and consider refinements outside of the
protected Gowrie to Grandchester Future State Rail Corridor (G2GFSDC).’
Section 5.5.1.1 states that community were ‘informed’ about the project
and that ‘views were heard and addressed,’ yet there is no tangible
evidence in the draft EIS that this occurred.

Table 5.9 of Section 5.8 states that in 2018 the EIS team developed and
tested options to bypass Gatton and Forest Hill, but these options were
rejected due to community feedback and preference to stay in rail
corridors. However, Section 5.8.1 goes on to state that the EIS project
team was committed to assessing options to bypass Gatton and Forest Hill
and to improve the alignment through Grandchester.

During a recent presentation by ARTC to LVRC (12 May 2021), and in
response to Council’s concerns regarding the proposed alignment,
representatives of the proponent stated to Council that ‘they have been
tasked to stay within the G2GFSDC’ and that they ‘aren’t allowed outside
it". A review of the draft EIS (including mapping) clearly indicates that this
is not the case with many examples of the proposed alignment being
located outside this corridor. In addition to this, the proponent’s
representatives also verbally stated incorrectly that Council ‘and others’

LVRC consider that community consultation has not meaningful or
appropriately managed, and this has resulted in a lack of understanding
by the proponent of the very real impacts of the project on the local
community, poor alignment selection and a lack of any real commitment
to minimise impacts to ensure that there will be no significant residual
impact to the community as a result of the proposed alignment.

To meet the OCG’s TOR, LVRC strongly recommend and urge the OCG to
require the proponent to abandon the current alignment and to
undertake further and more comprehensive and accurate assessments of
alternate alignments that comply with the TOR to identify an alignment
that will adequately avoid, minimise and mitigate the potential project
impacts. It also recommended that any further review of alternate
alignments allow the active participation and inclusion of Council and
other relevant parties who should not be limited to a role of ‘observer’.
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were involved in the MCA for route selection. The ARTC PowerPoint
presentation on the day however, disagreed with this claim by stating that
Council were ‘observers.” LVRC would like to confirm this is correct and
wish to make clear to the OCG that Council ‘involvement’ in the MCA
process was not an opportunity the proponent extended to the LVRC.
Council was only invited to ‘observe’ this process, which effectively
blocked Council from providing either input or feedback. This meant that
there was no opportunity for LVRC to inform or provide any input to the
alignment assessment process. No community engagement process was
utilised that specified the relative merits and disbenefits of alternatives as
this information was either not available at that time or was withheld.
LVRC have repeatedly communicated alignment concerns to the
proponent but these concerns have not been appropriately considered or
addressed by the draft EIS. As a result, the document fails to meet the
requirements of TOR 7.8 as it fails to describe ‘how the responses from the
community and agencies have been incorporated into the design and
outcomes of the project.’

Executive
Summary
(Community and
Stakeholder
Engagement)

Chapter 5
(Stakeholder
Engagement)
Tahle 5.12

Chapter 8 (Land
Use and Tenure)
Section 8.5
(Methodology)

Lack of Consideration of Community Consultation — TOR 7.8 requires the
draft EIS to ‘describe the consultation that has taken place and how the
responses from the community and agencies have been incorporated into
the design and outcomes of the project.’ Further, TOR 7.9 requires the
draft EIS to ‘include, as an appendix, a public consultation report detailing
how the public consultation plan was implemented, and the results of the
implementation.’

While the draft EIS makes broad, repetitive, and mostly unsubstantiated
claims regarding community and stakeholder engagement, actual
information provided by the document indicates that engagement was
very high level and has not been converted into changes to the project
which consider community concerns. The document fails to provide any
specific detail regarding how consultation was ‘incorporated into the
design and outcomes of the project’ or the ‘results of the
implementation’. Given this, the document has not met the requirements
of TOR7.8 or7.9.

Further to this, LVRC's experience and understanding of the consultation
undertaken with the community was that information regarding project

LVRC consider the lack of consideration of any community inputs by the
proponent, and how these inputs may affect mitigation, to be a
significant issue which should be discussed in the draft EIS. Until the
release of the draft EIS there has been no opportunity for the
community to understand the potential impacts of the project.
Furthermore, LYRC’s review of the draft EIS found that many impacts
have either not been identified, dismissed or grossly underestimated and
there is no detail regarding mitigation measures. Therefore, even with
the draft EIS it is not possible for the community to understand the true
impacts of the proposed alignment.

To meet the OCG’s TOR, LVRC strongly recommend and urge the OCG to
require the proponent to abandon the current alignment and to
undertake further and more comprehensive and accurate assessments of
alternate alignments that comply with the TOR to identify an alignment
that will adequately avoid, minimise and mitigate the potential project
impacts.
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details and impacts were extremely limited, as the advice from the

proponent was that this would be available in the draft EIS. The technical

studies in the draft EIS are clearly dated, suggesting that the proponent

would have understood project impacts well in advance of the draft EIS

being released. Itis not a fair, equitable and meaningful consultation

process to withhold details for several years and only release it in the

draft EIS. The draft EIS is highly technical and cumbersome document that

cannot be understood by the public in the timeframes allowed for

comment on the EIS.

The Community and Stakeholder Engagement section of the Executive

Summary makes numerous claims relating to community consultation.

Those that are of particular concern for LVRC (and remain

unsubstantiated) include, but are not necessarily limited to:

- ‘Stakeholders and members of the community have helped to shape
the scope of this EIS.”

- ‘Consultation allowed the project to:

- ldentify community values and local conditions in proximity to the
project.

- Appropriately assess potential impacts and identify key benefits of the
project’s construction and operation.

- Propose measures to minimise or avoid potential project impacts.

- Recommend strategies to maximise or enhance potential project
benefits.’

These statements may only be general comments, as the document

provides no detail to back up these claims, and the draft EIS provides no

clear commitment for the inclusion of appropriate mitigation in response

to community concerns. When reading certain parts of the draft EIS, the

impression given is that the community does not have any concerns

regarding the project, which is not the case.

In the case of Table 5.12 (LVRC Consultation Outcomes), regarding

impacts to populated communities, the table makes no real mention of

any community concerns (with the exception of two very general

statements, namely community concerns regarding the ‘removal of

vegetation’ and the ‘creation of new infrastructure’). The table then refers

to the visualisations provided in Chapter 10. The table is silent on

It also recommended that any further review of alternate alignments
allow the active participation and inclusion of Council and other relevant
parties who should not be limited to a role of ‘cbserver’. Further reviews
must also consider and incorporate community concerns and feedback
and this should be clearly demonstrated in any subsequent EIS.
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providing a response to the multiple concerns the LVRC have
communicated to the proponent throughout the consultation process on
many occasions, including locating the alignment either on the outskirts
or through the middle of townships.

Section 8.5 clearly illustrates a clear lack of concern regarding community
impacts, with the only reference relating to this to be a ‘review of
landowner and community consultation to understand their feedback on
the potential impacts and issues associated with the project’. Note, this is
not a commitment to consider any landholder or community concerns,
just to ‘review’ and ‘understand’ their concerns.

Executive
Summary
(Project
Description)

Chapter 8 (Land
use and tenure),
Section 8.1
(Summary)

Not a preferred alighment - the ‘preferred alignment’ identified in the

draft EIS fails to meet the requirements of the OCG’s TOR, as it does not

appropriately consider the adverse impacts on LVRC's communities. As a

result, LVRC do not consider this alignment to be a ‘preferred alignment’.

This is especially true given that the draft EIS only considers impacts from

assessments which have only addressed initial train lengths and numbers,

therefore failing to assess the true potential future impacts of the project.

In particular, in relation to the proposed alignment, the draft EIS fails to

meet TOR:

- 5.1 ‘the objectives of the EIS are to ensure that all relevant
environment, social and economic impacts of the project are
identified and assessed...’

- 7.8 ‘the EIS should describe the consultation that has taken place and
how the responses from the community and agencies have been
incorporated into the design and outcomes of the project.”

- 7.9 include, as an appendix, a public consultation report detailing how
the public consultation plan was implemented, and the results of the
implementation.’

Given the proposed location of the alignment either through or on the

outskirts of townships, the draft EIS also fails to meet the OCG’s objectives

for Land which states that the 'development should be designed and
operated to:

(a) Improve environmental outcomes

(b) Contribute to community wellbeing

(c) Contribute to social, economic and environmental sustainability

The adverse and permanent impacts the proposed alignment will have
on the townships of the Lockyer Valley region is completely
unacceptable to LVRC. The selected alignment does not demonstrate
any understanding or comprehension by the proponent of the severe
and permanent adverse impacts to safety, lifestyle, wellbeing and
function of these small urban communities. The social impacts from the
proposed alignment are exceptionally significant, and it is LVRC's
position that this alone should be enough for the OCG to require that the
route selection process be revisited by the proponent.

To meet the OCG’s TOR, LVRC strongly recommend and urge the OCG to
require the proponent to abandon the current alignment and to
undertake further and more comprehensive and accurate assessments of
alternate alignments that comply with the TOR to identify an alignment
that will adequately avoid, minimise and mitigate the potential project
impacts.

The OCG should also require the proponent to include assessing areas
which are outside the EIS investigation corridor (as previously
mentioned).
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(d) Minimise impacts to the natural landscape and visual amenity.’

The Project Description overview provided in the Executive Summary cites
that 50% of the current proposed alignment will run ‘parallel’ to existing
Queensland Rail (QR) West Moreton System Rail Corridor (WMSRC) or use
the Gowrie to Grandchester Future State Rail Corridor (G2GFSDC). The
text then goes on to state that this decision has been made by the
proponent to ‘minimise conflicts between local communities and the rail
network,’. The draft EIS fails to describe how this can occur when the
current proposal is to co-locate the alignment (including additional
infrastructure such as crossing loops and crossovers) next to a rail corridor
which already adversely impacts these communities. The proposed rail
alignment will significantly and permanently increase the scale and nature
of the adverse impacts already experienced by Lockyer Valley
communities, and therefore will also significantly increase the ‘conflicts
between local communities and the rail network.” As such, the current
proposed alignment cannot possibly be a positive outcome for the already
adversely affected communities.

The document fails to consider the significant increase in adverse impacts
from this co-location as the significant increase in total corridor width
(including additional infrastructure) is not adequately identified or
described and will only further increase the already existing divide these
communities currently experience. The adverse effects the proposed
alignment will have on the community will be permanent and significant
and should not be so easily dismissed by the proponent.

The document states that the corridor width will be 40 — 62.5m wide
however this figure is in addition to the existing corridor and does not
include additional infrastructure (such as crossing loops and crossovers).
As a result, the stated 40 — 62.5m wide is not considered to be an
accurate representation of the total corridor width and may only be a
minimum width.

Section 8.1 states that the project ‘traverses through, or near to, several
townships including...” in the Lockyer Valley...’Helidon, Grantham, Placid
Hills, Gatton, Forest Hill, Laidley.” This is six of the nine urban areas (i.e.,
towns or villages) in the LVRC region and is not acceptable to Council.
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Further, there is no real justification provided for why the proposed
alignment should permanently and adversely impact so many of the urban
areas in the LVRC region (other than cost saving, which is not considered
by LVRC to be an appropriate reason to adversely impact the region in
such manner). The document also repeatedly alludes to the community
preferring the current alignment, although this remains completely
unsubstantiated and is misleading at best.

scope

Chapter 1 - Introduction

Passenger rail and route selection concerns

As pointed out in Councils Submission to the Senate Inquiry, Lockyer
Valley Regional Council has been advocating for improved public transport
for many years. This has included seeking the introduction of passenger
rail. Such services would be of substantial benefit to the broader region
and the transport network in SEQ.

On the basis of future passenger rail Council has been supportive of the
protection of the Gowrie to Grandchester Rail Corridor that was planned
by the State Government in 2002/03. The associated Study at that time
envisaged both freight and passenger services.

It seems to Council that a fundamental flaw in the route planning for
Inland Rail has been the requirement for ARTC to utilise the Gowrie to
Grandchester alignment- for an Inland Rail that is categorically a freight
only railway. As a general rule, freight railways seek to avoid communities
to minimise impact. Correspondingly, passenger rail corridors seek to
connect and integrate with the communities that will utilise the passenger
services. It is understood that ARTC have been required by the State
Government to make provision for future passenger rail, but passenger
rail is not ARTC's core business and passenger rail is specifically excluded
from the EIS.

Accordingly, in the current EIS we have a concept design that has been
generally constrained to the Gowrie to Grandchester corridor and running
directly through the communities of Helidon, Gatton, Forest Hill and
Laidley with rollingstock planned to transport double stacked containers,
commodities and coal rather than passengers.

Recommend that the COG ask proponent to demonstrate how future
passenger rail has been catered for.///BBBzzz111
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It should be noted that the alignment proposed in the current reference
design does extend outside the Gowrie to Grandchester alignment in both
Gowrie to Helidon (G2H) and H2C sections. Accordingly, this lends weight
to the argument for the dual gauge Inland rail alignments to bypass
Gatton and Forest Hill with any future passenger rail able to utilise the
existing alignment through the towns.

Chapter 1
Section 1.2
(Proponent)

Environmental record - Section 1.2 notes that the proponent has incurred
penalties for the discharge of sediment-laden water and sediment and
erosion issues in NSW.

The section goes on to further state that the proponent has previously
entered into a Voluntary Enforceable Undertaking with the Department of
Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities (now
the Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment (DAWE))
under the EPBC Act in 2011.

The fact that the proponent has incurred penalties in the past as a result
of adverse impacts to the environment from their activities is concerning
for LVRC, particularly when combined with the lack of detailed mitigation
measures and/or commitments in the draft EIS.

In light of the proponent’s pre-existing environmental penalties, the
draft EIS should be updated to, at an absolute minimum, communicate
clearly how the proponent intends to ensure that the proposed project
will be constructed and operated to minimise environmental impacts.
Presently, most mitigation measures are of limited detail as the
proponent proposes to address impact mitigation during detailed design.

The draft EIS should also include detail regarding the Voluntary
Enforceable Undertaking.

Chapter 1
Section 1.3 (The
Project)

Section 1.5 (EIS
Objectives)

Chapter 6
(Project
Description)
Section 6.3
(Project
Objectives)

TOR Objectives not met — TOR 5.1 states that ‘the objectives of the EIS
are to ensure that alf relevant environmental, social and economic impacts
of the project are identified and assessed, and to recommend mitigation
measures to avoid or minimise adverse impacts. The EIS should
demonstrate that the project is based on sound environmental principles
and practices.”

The draft EIS provides numerous ‘objectives’ including Section 1.3, which

states that the objectives of the project are to:

- ‘Provide rail infrastructure that meets the Inland Rail Specifications, to
enable trains using the Inland Rail corridor to travel between Helidon
and Calvert, connecting with other sections of Inland Rail to the east
and west

- Minimise the potential for adverse environmental and social impacts.’

Section 1.3 also provides ‘Inland Rail Objectives’, none of which align with

the requirements of the OCG’s TOR as they completely fail to mention any

The draft EIS requires update to appropriately consider the requirements
of TOR 5.1 and the proponent’s own stated ‘EIS objectives.” This should
include, but should certainly not be limited to:

- The re-assessment of the adverse impacts the project to
appropriately consider 3.6 km long trains and the significant increase
in numbers.

The integration of community concerns regarding the current
proposed alignment.

The identification and commitment to an appropriate alternative
alignment which is away from all LVRC towns and strikes a fair
balance between impacts to all matters of concern.
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minimisation of adverse impacts. Section 1.5 provides further detail, citing

further objectives of the draft EIS including:

- ‘Provide information to stakeholders and the public on the need for
the project, alternatives to the project and proposed construction
methods.

- Document the potential impacts to the natural, social and economic
environment.

- Describe the expected benefits and opportunities associated with the
project.

- Demonstrate how adverse impacts can be avoided, mitigated and
managed...”

Interestingly, Section 6.3 provides a further list of different objectives for

both the project and Inland Rail. Again, those stated for Inland Rail fail to

mention the consideration of any environmental, social or economic
impacts. The closest the text comes is to state that Inland Rail will ‘act as
an enabler for regional economic development along the Inland Rail
corridor.’ This statement does not however apply to the LVRC region as
the project will not provide any tangible or real opportunities or benefits.

The EIS objectives quoted above at Section 1.5 appear to be in line with

the reguirements of TOR 5.1, however, the document has failed to meet

the requirements of this TOR as these objectives have not translated to

real, appropriate and effective impact assessments, or the development

of appropriate mitigation and/or commitments. As such, the draft EIS has

not met the requirements of TOR 5.1 because it has not:

- Identified and assessed all relevant impacts; nor

- Detailed mitigation measures to avoid or minimise impacts of the
project.

10

Chapter 1
Table 1.2 (Key
Features)

Chapter 6
(Project
Description)

Missing construction footprint — TOR 5.3 states ‘the detail at which the
EIS deals with matters relevant to the project should be proportional to
the scale of the impacts on environmental values...

The draft EIS fails to meet the requirements of TOR 5.3 as it is silent on
the subject of the proposed project’s total construction footprint. Further,
the operational footprint has been provided as a total area (488.4 ha)
without defining any of the elements used to identify how the operational

The lack of provision of a maximum construction footprint size combined
with the lack of information surrounding the details which determined
the stated operational footprint size raises concerns regarding the actual
impact the proposed project will have on the surrounding environment.
The draft EIS requires amendment to meet the requirements of TOR 5.3
by providing the appropriate level of detail regarding construction and
operation footprint sizes and to appropriately describe and illustrate the
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footprint was calculated. Instead, the draft EIS merely provides an
arbitrary number with no data which will enable the reader to identify
how the proponent arrived at the quoted figure. As a result, both
construction and operational footprint data have not been appropriately
addressed.

Further, Table 1.2 states that the rail corridor ‘is expected to comprise a
width of 40 m to 62.5 m and extending wider where earthworks,
structures and other associated infrastructure are required...” the table
provides some detail regarding footprint areas, however it consistently
fails to provide many of the maximum impact areas and is silent on an
actual total anticipated project construction footprint. The table also
remains silent on the footprint size of crossing loops and other
infrastructure currently proposed to be located in townships (namely
Helidon, Gatton, Laidley and Calvert), simply stating that this
infrastructure will be a ‘minimum of 2,200 m (or 2.2 km) in length’. There
is no mention of the total width of the corridor the proponent intends to
construct either through, or on the outskirts of townships.

Chapter 6 also remains mostly silent on the matter, with Figure 6.4 the
only indication provided of the potential footprint, showing the location
of the ‘project footprint’ (note, whether this is construction or operation
is not stated), before referring the reader to Volume 3: Drawings (an
appendix). TOR 10.1 requires Chapter 6 to '...describe and illustrate at
least the following specific information... (f) regional and local context of
the project’s footprint...” however as the document remains mostly silent
on the matter, the draft EIS fails to meet the requirements of TOR 10.1(f)
and TOR 12.2, which requires the document to include such information
in the main body of the text.

regional and local context of the project’s footprint (as required by TOR
10.1(f)). This should include the provision of the proposed width of all
infrastructure, and the total proposed width of the corridor (including
this infrastructure).

Itis further recommended that all technical studies be updated to
ensure that the proposed project footprint (including temporary and
permanent footprint areas) has been accurately assessed as it is not
possible for the regional and local context of the project’s footprint to be
determined if actual footprint areas (including maximum sizes) are not
provided in the draft EIS.

Chapter 2 - Project Rationale

11

Chapter 2

lll-considered alignment — Both the Melbourne — Brisbane Inland Rail
Alignment Study (July 2010) and Chapter 2 of the draft EIS state that the
co-location of the project alignment within the existing rail corridor has
been designed to minimise conflicts between local communities and the
rail network, minimise visual intrusion in the area and allow coordination

The current proposed alignment is unacceptable to LVRC. Given the lack
of a robust assessment for alignment options, LVRC request the OCG
require the proponent to appropriately consider alternate alighments
which are located outside the vicinity of local townships.
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of service lines with existing rail networks. One of the objectives of the
project design is to ‘'minimise the potential for adverse environmental and
social impacts.” The significant increase in both the volume and size of
trains as well as the considerably elevated embankments, noise barriers
etc associated with the line through small urban precincts such as Gatton
and Forest Hill will not achieve these design intents.

To meet the OCG’s TOR, LVRC strongly recommend and urge the OCG to
require the proponent to abandon the current alignment and to
undertake further and more comprehensive and accurate assessments of
alternate alignments that comply with the TOR to identify an alignment
that will adequately avoid, minimise and mitigate the potential project
impacts.

12

Chapter 2,
Section 2.7.3.2
(Gatton), Figure
2.4

Gatton Alignment Options - Section 2.7.3.2 states that the decision to co-

locate the proposed alignment beside the existing WMSRC, thereby

further and significantly increasing the already sterilised land which
currently divides Gatton in two, was made despite the fact that the
document acknowledges that ‘concerns over potential traffic impacts at
level crossings and noise, air quality and amenity issues associated with
the operation of the railway were raised during community and
stakeholder engagement.’

The section goes on to discuss three alternative options (shown on Figure

2.4), some of which had the potential to minimise the current proposed

adverse and substantial impacts to Gatton township. However, it is

impossible to determine whether these alternatives were appropriately
considered by the proponent before being dismissed. Further, as
previously stated, the analysis of the alighment in a narrow and pre-
determined study area is not considered to be an appropriate
consideration of alignment options. From the draft EIS, reasons for the
dismissal of the stated alternative options were:

- Option 1 - to the north of the township between the existing WMSRC
and the Warrego Highway ‘results in unnecessary severance to
community properties’ and ultimately discounted ‘mainly due to cost’.

- Option 2 — further north than Option 1, further away from Gatton and
close to the Warrego Highway, was considered to determine whether
a ‘reduced cost differential could be achieved...” but the option
crosses ‘major floodplains and is undesirable considering the possible
environmental impacts.’

- Option 3 —follows the preferred alignment but considers an elevated
rail bridge through Gatton. This was dismissed as it was considered to
! ant potential disruption to the local community during

The current proposed alignment is unacceptable to LVRC. Given the lack
of a robust assessment for alignment options, LVRC request the OCG
require the proponent to appropriately consider alternate alignments
which are located outside the vicinity of local townships.

To meet the OCG’s TOR, LVRC strongly recommend and urge the OCG to
require the proponent to abandon the current alignment at Gatton and
to undertake further and more comprehensive and accurate
assessments of alternate alignments that comply with the TOR to
identify an alignment that will adequately avoid, minimise and mitigate
the potential project impacts.
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construction and operation without adding addition value to the

alignment option.’
Given the inadequate identification of alternate alignments (having been
limited to a pre-determined narrow corridor), the draft EIS fails to meet
the OCG's objectives for Land which states that the ‘development should
be designed and operated to:

(e) Improve environmental outcomes

(f) Contribute to community wellbeing

(g) Contribute to social, economic and environmental sustainability

(h} Minimise impacts to the natural landscape and visual amenity.’

LVRC provide the following in regard to the stated options:

- Option 1 —the claim that this option should be dismissed as it ‘results
in unnecessary severance to community properties’ is not considered
to be a robust enough reason to dismiss this option given that this
option may be amended to limit property severance, and that the
‘preferred’ alignment will sterilise one side of Gatton from the other.

- Option 2 = the claim that the proponent considers the crossing of
major floodplains to be undesirable is dismissed by LVRC given that
the proponent has no issue, and in fact has been very insistent upon,
crossing the Condamine Floodplain in the Border to Gowrie (B2G)
section of Inland Rail, despite community concerns in that area which
are based on local knowledge gleaned over time. Further to this,
scrutiny of flood mapping provided in the draft EIS reveals that most
of the preferred alignment (with the exception of some 1 km length
which is located in town and on higher ground) is also located entirely
in areas which experience flooding, completely negates the validity of
this argument.

- Option 3 — given that Council do not accept the proposed alignment in
its current form, simply raising the alignment, which may also result in
a substantial increase to adverse impacts to these townships, is also
not considered an appropriate option by LVRC.

Chapter 2 Section 2.7.3.2 simply concludes that the proposed alignment
through Gatton was selected because it will require less earthworks, less

Page 64

10.3

Attachment 2



Attachment 2

H2C Draft EIS Submission Attachment

Council Submission on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for the Helidon to Calvert Section of Inland Rail.

Consolidated Table V2

structures, and less impact to agricultural land. It seems that despite the
community concerns about the proposed alignment which are clearly
documented in the draft EIS, the proposed alignment was selected
because it will be the cheapest to build. There appeared to be no
consideration of the community concerns or impacts associated with the
proposed alignment.

13

Chapter 2
Section 2.7.3.3
(Forest Hill) and
Figure 2.5

Forest Hill Alighment Options — As previously stated, the analysis of the
alignment in a narrow and pre-determined study area is not considered to
be an appropriate consideration of alignment options. Section 2.7.3.3
states that the ‘early alignment option’ runs straight through the town of
Forest Hill (Figure 2.5). Two alternatives were developed to ‘determine
the feasibility of bypassing the town... or elevating the track as it runs
parallel to the existing QR WMRSC through Forest Hill.” From the
document:

- Option 1 - located on the outskirts of the township (to the north-
west) was dismissed due to ‘an increase in required earthworks and
potential significant impact to farming and cropping land as it will
sever a number of existing fields.” The text goes on to state that this
option was ‘presented at a community engagement session with
feedback showing that the alignment was not preferred due to the
impact on farming land.’

- Option 2 — considered the construction of an elevated track as per
Gatton’s Option 3 and citing increased costs for the proponent and
increased environmental and social impacts.

Given the inadequate identification of alternate alignments (having been

limited to a pre-determined narrow corridor), the draft EIS fails to meet

the OCG’s objectives for Land which states that the ‘development should
be designed and operated to:
(i) Improve environmental outcomes
(j) Contribute to community wellbeing
(k) Contribute to social, economic and environmental sustainability
(I) Minimise impacts to the natural landscape and visual amenity.

LVRC provide the following response to these options:

The current proposed alignment is unacceptable to LVRC. Given the lack
of a robust assessment for alignment options, LVRC request the OCG
require the proponent to appropriately consider alternate alignments
which are located outside the vicinity of local townships.

To meet the OCG’s TOR, LVRC strongly recommend and urge the OCG to
require the proponent to abandon the current alignment at Forest Hill
and to undertake further and more comprehensive and accurate
assessments of alternate alignments that comply with the TOR to
identify an alignment that will adequately avoid, minimise and mitigate
the potential project impacts.
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- Option 1 —should be seriously considered rather than dismissed given
that this option may be amended to limit severance of properties, and
that the preferred alignment completely sterilises one side of Forest
Hill from the other.

Further, the text states that this option was only discussed at one
community engagement session. This is not considered effective or
robust consultation as this was discussed on one night and there is no
mention of how many community members attended. There is also no
detailed information provided regarding whether the community was
made aware of the sheer scale and nature of the proposed alignment
at the time of this one instance of consultation. LVRC's experience is
that the proponent has provided limited detail in the past, instead
preferring to wait for the release of the draft EIS.

Option 2 — given that Council do not accept the proposed alignment in
its current form, simply raising the alignment as it passes through
town is not considered an appropriate option as there is no proof that
doing so will effectively decrease adverse impacts and may very well
increase them in a significant and permanent way.

14

Chapter 2
Section 2.3
(Justification)
Section 2.4.1.1
(Improved Access
to and from
Regional
Markets)

Chapter 8 (Land
Use and Tenure)
Section 8.1
(Summary)
Section 8.7.5
(Opportunities to
support future

No Local Benefits —TOR 5.1 states that ‘the objectives of the EIS are to
ensure that all relevant environmental, social and economic impacts of
the project are identified and assessed...’

Section 2.3 of the draft EIS is thorough in its provision of perceived
benefits for capital cities but makes no mention of local benefits for the
LVRC region. As previously discussed, given that the draft EIS fails to
identify any benefits for the LVRC region, it is considered accurate to state
that the document fails to meet the requirements of TOR 5.1 in that it fails
to discuss all refevant environmental, social and economic impacts.
Benefits to capital cities are not considered to be relevant to the LVRC
region.

Further, TOR 7.6 states that the draft EIS should ‘describe the expected
benefits and opportunities associated with the project.’ Section 2.4.1.1
provides detail relating to benefits for ‘some regional markets’ including:
- Improved linkages.

Improved mine accessibility.

- Improved access to key local and international markets.

The draft EIS should be updated to meet the requirements of TOR 5.1
and 7.6 and to accurately and appropriately consider how the project
could provide any real or tangible opportunities and benefits to the local
communities and industries of the LVRC region. LVRC consider the
current claims made by the draft EIS to be factually incorrect and
misleading.
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industry
development)

- Improved drought resilience.

Improved ability to move greater volumes of grain via rail.

However, none of these presumed benefits will be available to the LVRC
region as the proposed project is simply traversing the region. There will
be no opportunity for any of these proposed ‘improvements’ to occur,
rather, the effect the project currently proposes for the LVRC region is a
significant and permanent adverse impact. As such, the draft EIS also fails
to meet the requirements of TOR 7.6 as there are no expected benefits
and opportunities for LVRC because of the proposed project.

Section 8.1 also claims a ‘potential for beneficial impacts, including
supporting future industries, improving access to and from regional
markets and acting as a catalyst for development in the region.’ The
section goes on to further state that ‘where impacts cannot be avoided,
the extent of impacts will be carefully managed through the
implementation of mitigation measures.’

Section 8.7.5 repeats Inland Rail's benefits for the more built-up areas
along the east coast, particularly capital cities. It then goes on to again
claim that it will ‘act as an enabler for regional economic development
along the Inland Rail corridor’, and then further claims that it “..may
support future industries, such as the GWIZ project at Gatton’ ... and will
‘likely be a catalyst for the construction of industrial uses and
development in the GWIZ (among other areas).” The section remains silent
on how this would happen given there will be no opportunity for any
industry at Gatton (or anywhere else in the LVRC region) to access the
railway.

Chapter 3 Project Approvals

Transport Infrastructure Act - refer to 5260 (c)
It is understood recent court proceedings have helped to clarify the
responsibilities of railway manger wrt neighbouring land.

Recommend that the COG require new rail corridor land to mitigate
neighbouring land impacts. This is in light of recent court proceedings
that found for railways the TIA term of neighbouring to be “lands lying
near”.

Chapter 5 — Stakeholder Engagement

Chapter 5

LVRC concerns over consultation at critical times.
Eg MCA

MCA .be reviewed in light of EIS and revised costings to better reflect
community views on alignment. Refer above.
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Concerns have been raised about the level of meaningful community
engagement that has been achieved throughout the Lockyer Valley. At an
ARTC officer level there have been strong efforts made and there is
responsiveness and genuine concern for impacted communities.
However, it appears that the community engagement at a strategic level
for the project has not been successful. There has been a lack of
information available at key times leading to poor community
engagement outcomes. This has been acknowledged by the CEO of ARTC
Inland Rail.

A further concern to Council has been the application of the Multi Criteria
Analysis (MCA) by ARTC during concept design. It is understood this tool is
used by ARTC to assist in selecting preferred alignments out of a number
of alternative concepts. The tool is used to try and quantify options based
on a range of criteria with assigned weightings. It is understood criteria
utilised include technical viability, safety, operations, constructability,
environment and community impacts.

Concern is raised that respective weightings appeared to heavily
emphasise technical aspects with a corresponding small weighting to
community impacts. Clearly the MCA is not informed by the EIS (which has
only now been drafted). Further, there was no community input to these
processes although it is understood some community engagement session
results were used as a proxy for community impact. While some limited
prior community engagement had been undertaken on the alternative
options this was far from representative. Accordingly, the utility of such
input and of the MCA process is questioned

Recommend that the proponent be required in future EIS work to
genuinely engage the community with appropriate information provided
to community prior to decision making.

15

Chapter 5
Section 5.4
(Method)

Two-way conversations — Section 5.4 establishes a commitment for ‘two-
way conversations’ but it is unclear how such conversations have resulted
in appropriate consultation occurring. Two-way conversations may only
lead to appropriate stakeholder consultation if there are real and
appropriate changes made to the proposed project as a result of such
engagement. If such conversations were effective for the proponent, then
the result should have been the re-alignment of the project well away
from all LVRC townships. However, this has not happened. LVRC's very

There is no evidence of effective consultation for the project and how
community concerns have been considered and incorporated by the
proponent.

The alignment requires appropriate reconsideration and the draft EIS
requires updating to meet the requirements of the OCG’s TOR 7.8. It is
recommended that the OCG require the proponent identify and assess a
more appropriate alignment for the project that includes appropriate
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real concerns regarding this project have been completely dismissed by
the proponent. The draft EIS is silent on making any real commitment to
appropriately mitigate the adverse community impacts the LVRC region
will experience as a result of the current alignment. As a result, the draft
EIS fails to meet the requirements of TOR 7.8 as it fails to describe ‘how
the responses from the community and agencies have been incorporated
into the design and outcomes of the project.’

mitigation measures to prevent significant residual impacts on the
receiving environment, businesses and communities.

16 : Chapter 5 MNoise and vibration — Table 5.14 states that for rail alignment noise in The draft EIS requires update to appropriately consider ultimate train
Table 5.14 Gatton and Forest Hill ‘reasonable and practicable (or feasible) measures  length and number and the World Health Organisation (WHO) (2018)
were ‘outlined’... and cites ‘a key component in reducing potential noise noise levels for sleep disturbance by rail which is stipulated in
impacts is expected to be at-property controls such as architectural Environmental Noise Guidelines for the European Region. This is to
property treatments and upgrades to property fencing.” However, the text | ensure the accurate assessment of impacts to sleep from rail noise and
provides no clear commitment to provide real mitigation for impacted the appropriate regulatory conditioning of the project, so the burden of
properties. In fact, the noise and vibration assessment has failed to mitigation is on the proponent, and not adversely affected residences.
appropriately identify the thousands of properties which will be adversely
and permanently impacted by rail noise emissions the current proposed
alignment (even at the initial proposed train length and numbers).
For properties which will be affected but have failed to be identified in the
draft EIS as adversely impacted by noise and vibration, the cost of the
stated proposed ‘architectural treatments’ and property fencing
‘upgrades’ to help mitigate the constant and intrusive noise from the
project will be at the property owners cost. This is unacceptable to LVRC.
Chapter 6 — Project Description
# i Chapter6 General chapter outline: consistent with other chapters in the draft EIS Amend the draft EIS to include a table demonstrating how this chapter
there is no assessment as to its compliance with the TOR document. complies with the TOR 10.0 and associated TOR items.
# Operational impacts: TOR 10.1 requires the draft EIS to provide a project : Amend the EIS so that the operational aspects of the project are
description. captured in the relevant sections, so these impacts are then able to be
considered by the reader when reviewing the remainder of the chapter.
17 : Chapter 6 Future Passenger Rail - TOR 10.9 requires the draft EIS ‘describe the The draft EIS requires amendment to meet the requirements of TOR 10.9
Section 6.2.1 ability and capacity of the propased rail corridor to support future and to provide information on future passenger train opportunities

(Capacity for

passenger rail services between Brishane and Toowoomba.’

between Brishane and Toowoomba.
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Future Passenger
Rail Services)

Section 6.2.1 states that ‘the alignment does not preclude either the
duplication of the Inland Rail freight line and/or passenger lines’ but fails
to provide any further information. In its current form, this statement is
vague at best and does not include any of the detail required by TOR 10.9.
The draft EIS explicitly describes the project as being for freight purposes
and provides no detail regarding future passenger train opportunities.

18

Chapter 6
Section 6.2.4
(Anticipated
Timing)

Commencement of construction prior to assessment completion and
project approval — Section 6.2.4 states that ‘a number of factors could
potentially impact the project and delay the start of construction to 2022,
such as successful procurement of contractor’. The section remains silent
regarding issues such as regulatory requirements post public notification
of the draft EIS, or the fact that the current Inland Flood Study findings
will not be released prior to the end of 2021. Rather, the timing for the
start of construction suggests that it will commence regardless of whether
or not all impact assessments have been completed to the satisfaction of
the assessment agencies. This is a misrepresentation of the requirements
of the OCG's EIS process. Further, it assumes there will be no issues with
the proposed alighment and fails to consider the proposed significant and
permanent impacts on the local LVRC region and its communities.

In addition to this, the proposed timing indicates that the proponent is
assuming that the draft EIS, which is considered inadequate by LVRC, will
be approved in its current form.

The draft EIS was issued for public consultation on 31 March 2021 with
responses due by 23 June 2021. In relation to the required Inland Flood
Study, the OCG's website states that the ‘findings of the Expert Panel
Inland Flood Study Group will be finalised by the end of 2021°. The draft
EIS further suggests that construction will commencing in Q4 2021, prior
to the finalisation of the Study Group findings.

The draft EIS does not address how construction is expected to commence
when the Flood Study findings have not been finalised, considered or
incorporated into proposed project activities. Further, the timeline
provided in the draft EIS is considered by LVRC to be unrealistic at best as
given the time which will be required to appropriately address draft EIS
submissions, complete any further investigations and reviews required,

The draft EIS requires updating to provide an appropriate and realistic

project timeframe to adequately meet the requirements of TOR 10.1(k).

This should include, but not be limited to, consideration of the following:

- The appropriate consideration and incorporation of the findings of
the Flood Panel review.

- The timeframes for approval of the draft EIS (assuming the OCG
allow the approvals process to proceed based on the current
standard of the draft EIS).

- The timing required for ancillary approvals.

- Any further studies or updates to existing studies required to
accurately assess the actual and potential impacts of the proposed
project.

- The development of appropriate mitigation measures (currently
missing from the draft EIS).

- The development of commitments which are appropriate to the scale
and impact of the proposed project in order to ensure there is no
significant residual impact for either the LVRC communities or
environment.

Page 70

10.3

Attachment 2



Attachment 2

H2C Draft EIS Submission Attachment

Council Submission on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for the Helidon to Calvert Section of Inland Rail.

Consolidated Table V2

gain subsequent regulatory approvals, finalise design in accordance with
those approvals etc.

Given this, the draft EIS does not adequately described the proposed
timing of the works, thereby not meeting the requirements of TOR
10.1(k).

#  Section6.7 Shared cycle path construction: TOR 10.11 (q) requires the draft EIS to Council requests clear direction from the proponent if the proponent will
(project location | provide information about proposed upgrades to other infrastructure. be constructing the shared pathway in the draft EIS.
and land use)

The proponent states in sections that the project design includes space for | In the first instance and at a minimum, Council suggests it is in the public
a ‘future’ shared cycle path between Placid Hills and Laidley, with a interest that the proponent construct this shared pathway between
‘dedicated’ shared path incorporated from Lockyer Creek to Forest Hill Gatton and Forest Hill (with connections to the University of Queensland
which runs parallel to the corridor. The proponent does not state if it will : campus) to connect the rural communities that this project will have

be constructing the ‘future’ or ‘dedicated’ shared path, and neither is it irreversible impacts on and recommends this as a condition on any
implicit from the design drawings if this is to be the case. approval.

#  Section6.8 The Draft EIS focuses heavily on the construction impacts of the project, Amend the EIS so that the operational aspects of the project are
(description of including in section 6.2 & section 6.8, however this section(s) and indeed captured in the relevant sections, so these impacts are then able to be
the project) this chapter does not outline the operational impacts of the project (ie. 47 : considered by the reader when reviewing the remainder of the chapter.

train services @ 1,800m long — potentially up to 3,600m long - per day in
2040) until section 6.12.

19 | Chapter 6 Impacts to townships — Section 6.8.1 specifies that the design criteria for | The draft EIS requires update to include further detailed investigation

Section 6.8.1 the line is to cater for an initial train length of 1.8 km and a maximum into the adverse social and amenity impacts of the proposed alignment

(Design Criteria)
Section 6.12.2
(Train
Operations)

train length of 3.6 km, double stacked (i.e., 7.1 m above rail height).
Section 6.12.2 (states that it is anticipated that an average of 33 trains per
day will travel through the Lockyer Valley, including urban communities
such as Gatton and Forest Hill, commencing in 2026. This will increase to
an average of 47 services per day in 2040.

Up to 47 double-stacked trains at 3.6 km long through urban areas such
Gatton and Forest Hill will have a significant impact on the environmental,
social and amenity values of these small urban precincts.

on urban areas such as Gatton and Forest Hill. In addition, greater
transparency on the route and alignment selection process is required to
ensure the balance between social and amenity impacts on urban areas
and impacts on agricultural land has been achieved.

LVRC do not consider the alignment assessment, with its narrow and pre-
determined study area to be appropriate to safeguarding the
communities in the region in a way which ensures that there is no
significant residual impact as a result of the proposed alignment.
Particularly given the (unassessed) significant increase in train size and
frequency.
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To meet the OCG TOR, LVRC strongly recommend and urge the OCG to
require the proponent to abandon the current alignment and to
undertake further and more comprehensive and accurate assessments of
alternate alignments that comply with the TOR to identify an alignment
that will adequately avoid, minimise and mitigate the potential project
impacts. The OCG should also require the proponent to include
assessing areas which are outside the pre-determined EIS investigation
corridor (as previously mentioned).

Section 6.8.2
(summary of key
components)

Gatton station foot bridge: TOR 10.11 (g) requires the draft EIS to provide
information about proposed upgrades to other infrastructure.

The proponent states in sections that the existing pedestrian foot bridge
at Gatton station is to be replaced.

Water treatment plants and concrete batching plants: TOR 9.5 requires
the draft EIS to identify the approvals to enable the project to be
constructed and operated.

The proponent states that the project will require environmentally
relevant activities including the potential establishment of water
treatment plant and concrete batching facilities however provides no
details on what further approvals (if any) are required for these facilities.
It is noted the location of these potential concrete batching plants is then
identified in section 6.13.15.1.

Laydown areas: Approximately 32 laydown areas are proposed across 47
km of railway track (in locations identified in figure 6.4 (a) — (h)).

This equates to a laydown area approximately every 1.5km. This is an
excessive number of laydown areas resulting in unnecessary
environmental disturbance.

This excessive number of proposed laydown areas fails to meet the
requirements of TOR 5.1, particularly “...to recommend mitigation
measures to avoid or minimise adverse impacts...”.

The proponent should clearly outline if further approvals are required to
operate the concrete batching plants and/ or water treatment plant/s.

Despite the proponent identifying potential locations for concrete
batching plants, and if the draft EIS is approved, Council notes that these
facilities may be subject to development approval and these locations
may not be suitable after a thorough and detailed assessment. Early
engagement with Council for any further required development
approvals is recommended.

The draft EIS should be amended to reduce the excessive amount of
laydown areas to mitigate environmental impacts.
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# Section 6.8.4 Tunnel ventilation: TOR 5.1 requires all relevant environmental and social : The draft EIS be amended to:
(tunnel impacts of the project are identified and assessed. 1. Confirm or otherwise if ventilation buildings/ structures/ outlets
infrastructure) are required by the project and confirm their placement and
setting within the landscape;
This section identifies the tunnel will have a ventilation building above
each tunnel portal to a height of 23m. The actual location of the 2. If they are: properly assess the impacts of the proposed tunnel
ventilation building is not identified (to confirm if it will protrude above infrastructure including the impacts of any proposed ventilation
the landscape) and similarly it does not appear the impacts of the infrastructure. In addition to the visual impacts on the broader
ventilation buildings have been assessed because chapter 16 (social) locality, the local impacts of residences along Range Crescent
states “no ventilation outlets are required”. requires careful consideration.

20 : Chapter 6 Crossing Loops, maintenance sidings, and Crossovers — Sections 6.8.5 and | To meet the OCG TOR, LVRC strongly recommend and urge the OCG to
Section 6.8.5 6.8.6 state that crossing loops, maintenance sidings and crossovers will be | require the proponent to abandon the current alignment and to
(Crossing Loops) | co-located in townships (namely Helidon, Gatton, Laidley and Calvert), undertake further and more comprehensive and accurate assessments of
Section 6.8.6 resulting in a significant increase in the width of sterilised land alternate alignments that comply with the TOR to identify an alignment
(Crossovers) experienced in these towns as a result of the current proposed alighment : that will adequately avoid, minimise and mitigate the potential project

(whether the alighment is on the vic
town).

The draft EIS states that crossing loops (including maintenance sidings and
turnarounds) are proposed to be ‘constructed as new sections of track
parallel with the new track’ ...and goes on to say that ... ‘the project will be
wide enough to accommodate the new crossing loops.” This second
statement is not clear enough for the reader to determine whether the
draft EIS is referring to the previously quoted 40 — 62.5 m width, or if this
infrastructure is in addition to this width. Further, the lack of definition
surrounding the provision of a total corridor width (including the existing
rail line) has not been provided in the document.

Given the fact that the current proposed alignment can only increase the
already significant amount of sterilised land which either cuts through or
skirts the townships of Helidon, Gatton, Laidley and Calvert, LVRC do not
consider that the draft EIS has appropriately considered the impacts the
current alignment will have an these communities and therefore does not
meet the requirements of TOR 5.1 or 7.8. The draft EIS is required by the
TOR to demonstrate how impacts to communities have been avoided and
minimised to ensure that there will be no significant residual impact to

ity of, or straight through, the

impacts. It is also recommended that additional infrastructure such as
crossing loops, maintenance sidings etc are not located in or near
townships.
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local communities, and to incorporate community concerns ‘into the
design and outcomes of the project’.

Co-locating the proposed alignment and its associated infrastructure in or
on the outskirts of six of the nine LVRC townships illustrates that the
appropriate consideration of these impacts has not occurred. If the
requirements of TOR 5.1 and 7.8 had been appropriately considered, the
proponent would have identified an alternative alignment which
minimises adverse and permanent impacts to Lockyer Valley townships.

# | Section6.8.9 Provision of level crossings: in addition to the Gatton station pedestrian Council requests this be included as a condition on any approval.

(level crossings) foot bridge discussed at item XX above, level crossings are proposed to be
provided by the proponent at Gaul Street, Dodt road, and Hunt Street.

# | Section6.9.3.1 Water source: TOR 11.55 - 11.57 requires detailed information about The draft EIS should be amended to meet the requirements of TOR 11.55
(construction water usage for the project. to 11.57 and account for a proper assessment of the impacts of the
water) project on the region’s water supplies.

Table 6.8 in the draft EIS outlines ‘potential sources’ for various parts of

the construction phase which includes priority town mains water, and Council requests a condition be imposed on any approval requiring the

dam water. proponent to reach agreement with relevant water users including local
government to water supply arrangements prior to commencement of

LVRC is concerned about the use of these water sources for the project construction activities.

particularly given the information provided in the draft EIS is

“approximate” and “subject to future updates”.

Water usage in time of drought is critical and agricultural producers do

not want additional competing uses for water.

21 i Chapter 6 Footprint and Co-location —Section 6.9.3.3 states that the permanent The draft EIS requires update to include correct footprint sizes for both
Section 6.9.3.3 operational disturbance footprint will be some 488.4 ha and that the construction and operation activities. Both should be clearly identified
(Corridor alignment has been chosen to reduce ‘potential property impacts’, having : and include all relevant areas (such as additional infrastructure, laydown

acquisition and
access)

been ‘deliberately designed to use the existing WMSRC for approximately
50% of the proposed alignment’.

The text further states that 86.7 ha of the operational footprint will be in
‘the existing corridor’. Using the stated operational footprint size of 488.4
ha, this is only 18% of the current alignment located in the WMSRC, not
50%. The text goes on to further state that the parts of the alignment

and other construction areas).
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which are not in the WMSRC predominately follow the greenfield
G2GFSDC, with approximately 80 ha (or only 16% of 488.4 ha) of the
permanent operational disturbance footprint proposed to be located in
this corridor.

The text further states that the project was ‘deliberately designed to use
these existing and protected rail corridors, minimising the extent of new
properties to be acquired.” However, using the draft EIS's stated areas,
there will only be some 34% of the operational corridor actually located in
these areas. These figures are clearly incorrect.

Further, the reference to a focus to reduce ‘potential property impacts’
results in the draft EIS not meeting the requirements of TOR 5.1, which
requires the document to ‘to ensure that all relevant environment, social
and economic impacts of the project are identified and assessed...”. The
draft EIS shows no regard for the significant and permanent adverse
impacts the proposed co-location of the project in areas which are either
on the outskirts of local townships, or completely and permanently divide
them in two.

# | Section 6.9.8 Local jobs: the draft EIS notes the estimated construction period is likely With the reduction in expected construction jobs, the requirements for
(Construction to generate 730-750 FTEs. This is less than half of what was originally local workforce participation and training pathways must be an emphasis
workforce and anticipated by the Initial Advice Statement in 2017 when up to 1,800 FTEs : for any successful contractor. It is recommended a condition of approval
hours) were estimated. The reduced number of FTEs anticipated across the require the construction contract to employ above 85% of locals.

project makes the provision of employment to locals even more

important as the scarcity of these jobs is now increased.

TOR 11.152 requires workforce management plans and a review of the

broader EIS identifies these management plans will include indigenous

training partnerships and employment pathways, and targets for local

employment.

Council requests this be included as a condition on any approval to

No work on Sundays or public holidays. ensure the community and Council has certainty on construction hours.

22 : Chapter6 Inconsistent train numbers — Section 6.12.1 states that ‘operation will be : The draft EIS requires updating to confirm actual train numbers and to

Section 6.12.1
(Land Use and
Workforce)

24 hours a day, seven days a week’. Section 6.12.2 goes on to cite an
‘annual average of ‘about’ 33 train services per day ... in 2026’ ... ‘which is

provide a justification as to why there are differences in train numbers
between different Inland Rail documentation.
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Section 6.12.2
(Train
Operations)

Appendix P
(Operational
Railway Noise
and Vibration
Report), Section
6.2.2

likely to increase to up to 47 train services per day ... in 2040 with current
proposed infrastructure’.
Based on the stated 24 hours a day, 7 days a week operation, this is one
train every 44 minutes in 2026 and one every 30 minutes in 2040. The
draft EIS does not indicate if the trains will run at this frequency or not.
Other areas of the draft EIS, and other Inland Rail documents quote
different train numbers and operations, for example:
Section 6.2.2 of Appendix P quote a 2026 projection of 22 day-time, 18
night-time (40 trains per day), and in 2040, 28 day-time, 21 night-time
(49 trains per day).
Border to Gowrie (B2G) Draft EIS — quotes an average of 14 trains/day
by 2026 and 20-25 by 2040.

- Narrabri to North Star (N2NS) EIS (NSW) — quotes an average of

‘about’ 10 trains per day in 2024 and 40 by 2040.

- Kagaru to Acacia Ridge (K2AR) Initial Advice Statement (IAS) — a ‘peak’

of 45 trains by 2040.
If there is a reason for these inconsistencies, the draft EIS should include
this information. If not, this issue needs to be addressed to ensure that
appropriate mitigation measures can be identified, and appropriate
commitments made. The lack of clarity regarding train numbers,
combined with the consistent differences in train numbers causes
confusion and indicates that such details are not considered of relevance
when considering impacts, mitigation and/or commitments.
With numbers unsubstantiated and unconfirmed, the draft EIS fails to
meet the requirements of TOR 5.1 as it does not ensure that ‘all relevant
environmental, sacial and economic impacts of the project are identified
and assessed...” as it remains unclear to the reader just how many trains
will be impacting the LVRC region on a daily basis.

Technical impact assessment studies used to inform the draft EIS require
updating to appropriately assess the maximum proposed train numbers,
not the minimum. LVRC request the OCG require the proponent to re-
assess the potential impacts and mitigation measures for the project
hased on the proposed maximum number of trains.

Section 6.13.3
(fencing)

Fencing: TOR 11.81 requires the draft EIS to identify mitigation measures
on land values.

A variety of fencing outcomes are discussed in the draft EIS including
three or four strand barbed wire fencing (for stock and people), acoustic
fencing, fauna friendly fencing. However, the draft EIS lacks clarity about
the physical location and extent of the varied type of fencing which

The draft EIS should be amended to include a detailed fencing plan for
the extent of the rail corridor to identify the fencing outcomes proposed
adjacent the corridor to provide certainty to landowners.

Page 76

10.3

Attachment 2



Attachment 2

H2C Draft EIS Submission Attachment

Council Submission on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for the Helidon to Calvert Section of Inland Rail.

Consolidated Table V2

provides no certainty to landowners about the outcomes anticipated
adjacent their properties.

Chapter 8 — Land Use and Tenure

Section 8.5
(methodology)

TOR 11.72 & 11.73 requires the draft EIS to outline existing land values
and then discuss the compatibility of the project with those land values.

The proponent has identified it has undertaken a land use assessment
based on desktop mapping (QLD Land Use Mapping Program) verified by a
‘project drive through’ combined with consultation feedback.

Council is in the process of preparing a new planning scheme which may
alter the zoning of certain premises, result in new or different
development approvals, and ultimately change the land use operating on
asite.

The proponent should be required to undertake a revised land use
assessment prior to detailed design and construction to ensure there are
no new or increased impacts as a result of any changed circumstances on
the ground or as a result of the new draft planning scheme.

Section 8.5
(methodology)

Section 8.5.2
(Impact
assessment
methodology)

TOR 11.79 requires the proposal to be discussed in the context of
applicable planning schemes.

The H2C draft EIS has identified a range of negative impacts that will be
experienced and for which, prior to release of the draft EIS, Council has
not had complete visibility over. The impacts identified pose the potential
for a fundamental rethink of Council’s planned growth and settlement
pattern.

Council is in the process of gaining approval to undertake public
consultation on its draft new planning scheme. The draft new planning
scheme has been being developed now for a number of years.

On this basis, the draft EIS should be amended to include:
e consideration of Council’s new draft planning scheme when
released and identify any new impacts as a result;
e acollaborative working approach with Council’s strategic

Section 8.6.3 planning unit to identify impacts to Council’s new draft planning

(Future land use scheme and strategies to address any required changes

intent and

development

activity)

Section 8.6.2 TOR 11.79 requires the proposal to be discussed in the context of The draft EIS should be amended to reflect these townships status and

(Land use) applicable Regional Plan. assess the impacts on the only Principal Rural Activity Centre and Major
Rural Activity Centre in the region.

Section 8.6.3 The South East Queensland Regional Plan identifies Gatton as a Principal

(Future land use Rural Activity Centre and Laidley as a Major Rural Activity Centre.

intent and
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development
activity)

The draft EIS has failed to adequately capture the important role these
townships play in accordance with their status in the Regional Plan.

Section 8.6.2.1
(Agricultural uses
and activities)

TOR 11.73 requires the proposal to be analysed having regard to the
Agricultural Land Audit in the project area.

Because the alignment seeks to utilise part of the Gowrie to Grandchester
future State transport corridor, the assessment has dismissed undertaking
an assessment of the agricultural land values within this corridor.

Example of area not analysed by draft EIS but which is mapped as
containing good quality agricultural land by the SPP:

The draft EIS should be amended to properly consider the impacts on
agricultural land uses or potential agricultural land uses within the future
State transport corridor because:

e This land is identified in the State Planning Policy as containing
Impartant agricultural areas and Agricultural land classification -
class A and B; and

* This land could be used for agricultural and farming practices
under the current planning scheme today without requiring any
development approvals.

Section 8.7
(Potential
impacts)

Section 8.8.2
(Change in land
use)

TOR 11.80 requires the draft EIS to discuss the potential impact of the
construction and operation of the project on existing land uses along the
preferred alighment and adjacent areas.

Amenity, a core principle of land use planning, has not been appropriately
discussed in chapter 8. Three (3) sentences in the 114 page chapter are
related to amenity.

Council considers the amenity impacts on existing land uses a priority area
of concern resulting from the impact of construction and operation of the

1. This chapter of the draft EIS should be amended to synthesise
the amenity impacts resulting particularly from the operation of
the project.

2. Council recommends that the alternative alignments be
thoroughly investigated and presented back to the community as
a part of a comprehensive revised draft EIS.
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preferred alignment. However, this chapter fails to critically analyse the
impacts of such.

It is understood the project may ultimately result in up to 47 train
movements where each train is 1.8km long. On average across a day this
could result in a train movement through Gatton and other townships
every 30 mins or so.

For example, as a Principal Rural Activity Centre the township of Gatton
can expect to be irreversibly affected by impacts associated with rail
noise, loss of connectivity between parts of the township, changes to the
location of community uses (ie. Caravan park, place of worship), etc.
Critical analysis of these aspects is likely to identify that this may result in
an inability to attract new resident and businesses (who may prefer other
townships), a loss of the free enjoyment of the central business area by
users, a loss of sense of identity and community cohesion amaongst the
town, and a potential for displacement of existing residents and
businesses. Collectively, these impacts are likely to fundamentally change
the identity and operation of Gatton. This has the potential to undermine
its status as a Principal Rural Activity Centre within the region. Amenity
impacts must be critically analysed in consideration of the impacts to
existing land uses.

Logically, potential mitigation options must then involve consideration of
an alternate alignment. TOR 6.7 requires the draft EIS to present feasible
alternatives to the project configuration. Chapter 2 — project rationale
briefly discussed alternative options for rail alignment which avoid the
townships of Gatton and Forest Hill by deviating around them. These
alternative alignments have been determined unsuitable due mainly to
the associated increased construction costs. Council suggests that for a
project of this size, scale, and operational impact the balance between
costs and community impacts weighs in favour of community impacts. In
this respect, it is grossly inadequate to dismiss alternate alignments due
to cost factors (especially considering the EIS regularly promotes the state
and national economic drivers which underpin the project).
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The revised alignments would go some way to ameliorating the majority
of impacts the townships will experience from the construction and
operation of this project.

Chapter 10 - Landscape and Vi

sual

23 : Chapter 10 Flawed Assessment — Chapter 10 and Appendix H are in general, an The draft EIS requires update to appropriately address and focus more
excellent ‘textbook’ significance-based visual impact assessment of a 47 on the visual and character impacts likely to be experienced by the
Appendix H km long linear infrastructure project. It is obviously a standard 'template’ communities most affected; and in that respect and remove the flaws in
(Landscape and approach, and necessarily so ... the Visual Impact Assessment chapters of : the study methodology.
Visual Impact all Inland Rail EIS documents need to have a consistent methodology and
Assessment fit the EIS impact assessment matrix 'model’. However, this ‘template’
Technical Report) | approach has flaws, as discussed in the comments below.
24 | Chapter 10 Viewpoints missing photomontages - TOR 7.2 states the ‘assessment and : The draft EIS requires update to include photomontages for additional
supporting information should be sufficient for the Coordinator-General key viewpoints to enable affected stakeholders to appreciate the
Appendix H and administering authorities to decide whether an approval ... should be : probable adverse and significant impacts from the proposed alignment,
(Landscape and granted’. particularly in potentially severely affected townships such as Gatton and
Visual Impact The project impacts on character (LCTs and LCAs), impacts on visual Forest Hill.
Assessment receptors, impacts of lighting and impacts during construction, and

Technical Report)

cumulative impacts and mitigation measures (those built-in to the project
plus additional recommendations) are all thoroughly addressed with
respect to a 20 km wide study area. However, some viewpoints are not
accompanied by photomontages, which makes it hard for some affected
stakeholders (and the reviewers) to appreciate the probable impacts on
their particular visual amenity.

Although Appendix H section 4.9.5 states "visualisations have been
selected on the basis of those illustrating key infrastructure elements
likely to be of interest to the community and/or the most sensitive
viewpoints, such as from regionally significant scenic lookouts,’, some

critical viewpoints have not been visualised.

Page 80

10.3

Attachment 2



Attachment 2

H2C Draft EIS Submission Attachment

Council Submission on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for the Helidon to Calvert Section of Inland Rail.

Consolidated Table V2

For example, Viewpoint 5 which is in the middle of Gatton, is most likely
to have one of the highest numbers of viewers and receptors impacted by
the proposed alignment, however a visualisation was not provided for this
viewpoint. As a result of these missing viewpoints, the draft EIS fails to
meet the requirements of TOR 7.2,

25

Chapter 10

Appendix H
(Landscape and
Visual Impact
Assessment
Technical Report)

Appendix P
(Operational
Railway Noise
and Vibration
Technical
Report), Section
15.4 (Review of
Noise Barrier
Options) and
Figures 37, 39; 40
Section 15.4.5
(Summary of the
Concept Noise
Barrier
Mitigations)

Inland Rail -
Helidon to
Calvert fly-

through -

YouTube

OCG’s Land Objectives not met — the ‘Land’ objectives provided in the
OCG’s TOR states that the proposed project should be designed and
operated to:

(a) Improve environmental outcomes; and

{b) Contribute to community wellbeing; and

(c) Contribute to social, economic and environmental sustainability; and
(d) Mitigate impacts to the natural landscape and visual amenity.

This implies that the visual impacts of the proposed alignment should be
comparable to the existing visual amenity. The draft EIS does not consider
the significantly greater visual impacts of the proposed alignment and its
trains and infrastructure such as noise barriers, compared to existing rail
corridor.

The visual impact assessment appropriately conveys the scale and
visibility of landscape change associated not only with the static
infrastructure but more importantly the impact of trains each up to 1.8
km long and 7.1 m high ... and future trains may be up to 3.6 km long and
significantly increased in numbers. The draft EIS states that approximately
50% of the proposed 47 km alignment is parallel to the existing railway
line, and the analysis of visual impacts at each viewpoint mentions
whether or not it will be within view of the existing rail (the visual
appearance and effects of the ‘new’ Inland Rail is generally considered to
have less impact where it is adjacent to the existing railway line). There is
however little transparency regarding this aspect of the assessment —
some viewpoints may be within view of the existing railway, but the
proposed alignment will cause significantly greater visual impacts (e.g.,
higher embankments, more trains per day, 7.1 m high stacked containers,
night-time train lights, extent of casting of shadows and moving shadows
due to combined train and embankment heights etc.). Importantly, the
visual impacts of probable noise barriers at least 4 m tall have not been
adequately addressed (and they have not been modelled in the ‘fly-

The visual impacts of the proposed alignment should be systematically
compared to those of the existing rail corridor. However, these
comparisons are currently not appropriately addressed or assessed by
the draft EIS. Importantly, the visual impacts of the proposed alignment
will be considerably exacerbated (especially though towns) if noise
barriers are installed; but these impacts do appear not to have been
addressed in detail. Further assessment is needed of the visual and
character impacts of the proposed noise barriers, including their
probable barrier obstruction of rural vistas which are likely to be
important to town character and sense of place.

Proposed heights and length extents of proposed noise barriers also
need to be provided by the proponent prior to the detailed design
process to enable stakeholders to understand the full extent of the
potential adverse impacts on landscape and visual amenity. For example,
some walls may need to be up to 6 m tall as identified in Appendix P.

Page 81

10.3

Attachment 2



Attachment 2

H2C Draft EIS Submission Attachment

Council Submission on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for the Helidon to Calvert Section of Inland Rail.

Consolidated Table V2

through’). Likewise, the extent of the length of the proposed noise walls
each side of the track are not shown in any visualisations for the regional
towns most affected.

In addition, Section 15.4.1 of Appendix P states that ‘whether noise
barriers would be a reasonable and practicable noise mitigation will be
determined by ARTC during the detailed design and construction of the
project... in particular will need to carefully consider aspects such as
...visual amenity..." The detailed design and construction phase of the
project is too late for those most affected by the potential noise barriers
to understand the potential impacts and to be able to be involved in
engagement on likely heights and extents of noise walls proposed as well
as potential acceptable solutions for these issues, as by this time project
budgets will have been finalised. Planning and costing for solutions that
address visual and character impacts and potential solutions potentially
more acceptable to the community needs to be completed early and in a
more appropriate manner.

As a result, the draft EIS therefore fails to achieve the requirements under
‘Land’ objectives (b) and (d) in the TOR and requires update to meet the
requirements of the OCG’s TOR.
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26 : Chapter 10 Dynamic Movement of Trains through the landscape — the methodology : The draft EIS needs to be updated to address the impacts of dynamic
used for this visual impact assessment does not adequately address the aspects of train movement frequency combined with length (1.8 km and
Appendix H dynamic aspect of train movement frequency. The draft EIS states that 3.6 km) and speed of trains. This should also include a definition of what
(Landscape and the proposed alignment will be used by 33 trains per day (and up to 47 is total time per day and when any part of the long trains will be visible
Visual Impact per day eventually). Although Figure 12 in Appendix H purports to within the full arc of view as seen from each viewpoint.
Assessment distinguish between static and dynamic visibility, it just shows the visibility
Technical of permanent fixed infrastructure compared to what is ‘moving through'.
Report), Figure The length of trains also needs to be appropriately assessed by the
12 document. A high proportion of the study area is a fairly flat landscape, so
there will be many viewpoints within view of at least one moving train for
a high proportion of the day and night. We note that 33 trains per day
represents (on average) one passing any one point every 44 minutes, and
in future 47 trains per day will equate to (on average) approximately one
every 30 minutes ... although Section 6.2.2 of Appendix P indicates that
trains may be evenly spaced in time but will be more frequent in daytime.
27 | Chapter 10 Impacted viewpoints — Viewpoints 5 and 7 to 10 will suffer the greatest The draft EIS requires update to demonstrate how viewpoints that will
visual impacts. These five viewpoints are rated as likely to suffer ‘High’ experience a high or major impact will be mitigated.
Appendix H visual impacts (or ‘Major’ if noise barriers are constructed in Gatton and
(Landscape and Forest Hill). Four of these viewpoints are within 20 — 80 m of houses. A
Visual Impact sixth viewpoint (VP12) is also assessed as likely to suffer ‘High’ visual
Assessment impact, but in terms of sensitive receptors likely to be affected, the ‘High’
Technical Report) : rating for VP12 is disputed.
LVRC do not consider the ratings of ‘High’ or ‘Major’ to be an appropriate
outcome for the community.
28 : Chapter 10 Visual Impact methodology - the ‘high’ visual impacts likely to be suffered : The draft EIS requires update to re-examine visual impact significance
by some residents in Gatton, Laidley and Forest Hill are highlighted by ratings for residential receptors.
Appendix H Chapter 10 and Appendix H, but the piecemeal approach tends to

(Landscape and

underestimate the severity of impacts.
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Visual Impact
Assessment
Technical Report)

Table 6 (Sensitivity) rates only the landscape being viewed, not the
receptor; and this flows through to the significance of impacts
provided in Table 8.

- The VAM is based on visual exposure i.e., strongly influenced by the
number of viewers. As a result, where a small group of houses is
within view of a development, the VAM tends to under-report
visibility.

- Section 4.9.2 (Visual Sensitivity) and Table 10 do not value the private

views of small numbers of residents.

29 | Chapter 10 Devaluation of rural vistas — the standard visual impact assessment The draft EIS requires update to re-examine visual impact significance
methodology used accords high ratings and sensitivity to forested ratings for residential receptors. The criteria for rating rural views should
Appendix H uplands, and low sensitivity to flat cropping land. Together with the be re-calibrated to recognise the value placed by residents on their
(Landscape and above-mentioned ‘underestimating’ flaws, the combined effect is to characteristic rural outlook.
Visual Impact devalue the views enjoyed by residents of the surrounding rural scenery ...
Assessment which in some cases may have been at least part of the reason for
Technical Report) : residents’ choice to live in towns like Laidley, Gatton and Forest Hill.
Note: Cropping land may also be recognised as part of the ‘iconic’
character of some areas.
30 : Chapter 10 Mitigation measures - the draft EIS make a number of recommendations | The draft EIS needs to be updated as it fails to address the significant and
for mitigation which are reasonable and should be supported, even adverse impacts on residents’ views outwards into rural scenery. This
Appendix H though these measures do not appear to make much difference to the needs to be considered by the assessment.
(Landscape and severity of visual impacts (see Table 67). It is clear that the construction of | Where high embankments are proposed in townships, the proponent
Visual Impact noise barriers (however well designed) may be at least 4 m tall which will needs to ensure the width at the top of the embankment is sufficiently
Assessment waorsen the visual impacts on townships ... especially if views outwards wide to enable a sufficient depth of tree screen planting for noise
Technical Report) : into rural scenery were considered (which the assessment fails to do). barriers at the top of embankment level; the draft EIS needs to be
Further, there is a potential issue where high steep compacted amended to take this design consideration into account across all impact
Appendix P embankments do not allow sufficient width for e.g., minimum 2 m wide assessments.
(Operational tree planting band to screen/ visually buffer the noise barriers - this is a
Railway Noise significant constraint on possible mitigation measures being able to be
and Vibration implemented.
Technical
Report), Table 41
31 . Chapter 10 Visual Impact of Noise Walls - location and height information — Section | The draft EIS requires updating to show the actual location of proposed

15.4.1 of Appendix P states that whether noise barriers would be a
reasonable and practicable noise mitigation will be determined by the

noise barriers and the proposed height in each location nominated to
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Appendix H
(Landscape and
Visual Impact
Assessment
Technical Report)
Figure 31
Viewpoint 7

Appendix P
(Operational
Railway Noise
and Vibration
Technical
Report), Section
15.4 (Review of
Noise barrier
aptions) and
Figures 37, 39;
40, Section
15.4.5 (Summary
of the Concept
Noise Barrier

proponent during the detailed design and construction of the project...
and in particular will need to carefully consider aspects such as ...visual
amenity...

Concept noise barrier options through areas such as Gatton, Forest Hill,
Valley Vista Estate at Laidley indicate proposals for very high (at least 4 m
metres to be effective) and very long (hundreds of metres long) barrier
wall on both sides of the tracks.

The location of the noise barriers shown in Appendix P Figure 39 is
inconsistent with the visualisations shown in Appendix H Figure 31 (Figure
39 shows noise barriers blocking/across the crossing point shown in the
visualisation, with a gap in the noise barrier further along the corridor
which would defeat the purpose of having a barrier each side).
Consideration of the effects of noise barriers on visual amenity should
include an assessment of views likely to be obstructed ... in particular
those views from residential areas ‘outwards’ to their rural surrounds and
setting.

enable affected stakeholders to appreciate the probable, significant and
adverse visual impacts.

Mitigations)
32 | Chapter 10 Cumulative Impacts - the landscape and visual amenity assessment fails The draft EIS needs to be updated to take into consideration the 550kV
to consider the 550kV Transmission Line planned to be constructed in the : Transmission Line planned to be constructed in the eastern part of the
Appendix H eastern part of the study area. study area as it might (in some viewsheds) add sufficient visible ‘mass’ of
(Landscape and As a result, the draft EIS fails to meet the requirements of TOR 7.3 linear infrastructure to that of the proposed alignment, existing rail and
Visual Impact regarding cumulative impact. highway and significantly change the local character.
Assessment
Technical Report)
33 | Chapter 10 SEQ Regional Plan Shaping SEQ goals not taken onto account —the TOR The visual impact assessment needs to be amended to include
Land objective (d) Mitigate impacts to the natural landscape and visual consideration of how and where views from towns and residences
Appendix H amenity and TOR 11.89 Describe any proposed measure to avoid, minimise | include vistas and long-distance views over rural land; and the extent to

(Landscape and
Visual Impact

or mitigate potential impacts on landscape character and visual amenity
have not been adequately addressed by the draft EIS.

which the proposed alignment (and associated noise barriers) will
permanently obstruct such views.
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Assessment
Technical
Report),

Section 3.2 Table
3

Appendix Q
(Social Impact
Assessment)
Section 7.1.5
(Town Centre
Amenity, Gatton)

Table 3 Queensland (regional level) identifies the Shaping SEQ regional
framework relevant to the project and includes:

Goal 4: Sustain (DILGP 2017b) is the most important in terms of
guiding the regional context for landscape and visual amenity values
stating "Our regional landscapes contain a wide range of values,
including biodiversity, rural production, natural economic resources,
scenic amenity, cultural landscapes and outdoor recreation. These
values contribute to SEQ being one of the most biodiverse and liveable
regions in Australia.’

Element 4 Regional Landscapes seeks to 'protect regional scenic
amenity areas from development that would compromise their
values.

Live Element 5 is identified in the EIS as being relevant in terms of
landscape and scenic amenity: e.g., Live Element 3: Inspiration from
local character requires that ‘the communities of SEQ demonstrate a
strong respect for their heritage, distinct context and local character’.
This includes identifying and conserving local landscape, heritage and
cuftural assets including indigenous landscape values; working with
natural topography to create development that contributes positively
to the environmental and visual experience of a place; using
appropriate building material; that add to a local area’s character and
diversity; and, working with the characteristics, traditions and values
of the local community to create a distinctive local character and
contributory community value.”

..."this subregion is characterised by features including ‘a
predominantly regional and rural lifestyle supported by spectacular
open space, hinterland and natural landscape settings.’

While the draft EIS states the above are relevant to the project, it fails to
adequately consider the impacts of the proposed alignment on the above
State level strategic goals and proposed permanent change to landscape
character especially where the proposed alignment passes through
regional towns. Furthermore, the draft EIS does not consider the
detrimental effect on existing local regional town landscape character
values with regards to the above points and proposed mitigation for very
high embankments and long and high noise walls through the towns.
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Section 7.1.5 of Appendix Q identifies that ‘rail overpasses would be
constructed... (which) would change the appearance of the town centre
from its approaches, and the addition of additional infrastructure (such as
fencing and signage) will intensify the appearance of the rail corridor as a
barrier through town.’

34 : Chapter 10 State Scenic Amenity Guideline influence not taken into account - TOR The draft EIS needs to be amended to include the broadscale SEQ scenic
11.88 states the draft EIS needs to ‘Address the findings, requirements and : amenity mapping for the study area as part of the baseline information.
Appendix H recommendations of the South East Queensland Regional Plan 2005-2026
(Landscape and Implementation Guideline No. 8 — Identifying and Protecting Scenic
Visual Impact Amenity Values (2007).’
Assessment The draft EIS identifies the above guideline as being relevant to this
Technical Report) | project, however the State Government SEQ's scenic amenity mapping
Section 3.2, Table : influence on ratings appears to have been dismissed as not relevant
3 because only part of the proposed alignment is in SEQ scenic amenity
mapping. This approach is inconsistent with the recognition and
incorporation of local government planning schemes (which are different
for each Council area) and the respect shown to various NSW transport
corridor urban design guidelines. The broadscale SEQ scenic amenity
mapping is relevant for the study area and should have been part of the
baseline information. As a result, the draft EIS does not adequately
address TOR 11.88 and the state scenic amenity influence on landscape
values.
35 : Chapter 10 Appropriate Landscape Character and Intent — there is considerable The visual impact assessment should be amended to compare the
subjectivity surrounding another important ‘big picture’ issue - are trains impacts of the proposed alignment relative to the existing situation, and
Appendix H of this size and frequency compatible or consistent with the existing and also relative to what would have occurred with the Gowrie to Granville

(Landscape and
Visual Impact
Assessment
Technical Report)

intended character of the study area? The viewpoint-by-viewpoint
analysis of impacts provides relevant context (e.g., whether or not there is
an existing railway line, HV transmission lines or other infrastructure in
the viewshed), and this implies that the proposed alignment will be more
compatible with existing character than in other places.

However, this also completely ignores the reasonable expectation of
residents and the local community that a new railway line would at some
stage be constructed in the Gowrie to Grandchester future public
transport corridor. Although this ‘reasonable expectation’ test is
somewhat peripheral to objective assessment of project-related visual

future public transport corridor, especially with respect to visual impacts
rated as ‘High’ and ‘Major.’
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impacts (comparing the future visual appearance of the study area with
the existing landscape values), it is nonetheless relevant to ask whether or
not the predicted ‘High’ and ‘Major’ visual impacts have been assessed
relative to the existing situation, or relative to what would have occurred
with the Gowrie to Grandchester future public transport corridor.

36 : Chapter 10 Loss of visual amenity unable to be mitigated for some residents —the The visual impact assessment should be amended to compare the
visual impact assessment is good with respect to rural and natural areas impacts of the proposed alignment relative to the existing situation, and
Chapter 16 (i.e., it appropriately identifies values and impacts) but has some flaws also relative to what would have occurred with the Gowrie to
(Social), Section with respect to residences close to the alignment. Some of these pockets | Grandchester future public transport corridor, especially with respect to
16.2 of housing will suffer major visual impacts and loss of amenity, which visual impacts rated as ‘High’ and ‘Major.’
cannot be addressed through mitigation measures. The image below is To meet the OCG TOR, LVRC strongly recommend and urge the OCG to
Appendix H from Appendix H (page 99) (viewpoint 9) and is provided as an example of | require the proponent to abandon the current alignment and to
(Landscape and a situation where visual amenity impacts cannot be addressed. It shows undertake further and more comprehensive and accurate assessments of
Visual Impact an existing house at Valley Vista estate at Laidley with the proposed alternate alignments that comply with the TOR to identify an alignment
Assessment Patrick Street underpass. This viewpoint is rated as experiencing a ‘High’ : that will adequately avoid, minimise and mitigate the potential project
Technical Report) | impact. The draft EIS does not suggest any means of mitigating impacts at | impacts.
this viewpoint.
Indhcative axtard of 75 fald of vew
37 | Chapter 10 TOR 11.87 requires description and illustration of the visual impact of The draft EIS requires update to meet the requirements of TOR 11.87

Sections 10.7.1
(Potential
Impacts), Section
10.7.3 (Visual
Impact), Section
10.7.4 (Lighting
Impact)

construction and operation, including major views — but also stipulating
that: ‘such views should be representative of public and private
viewpoints, including places of residence, work and recreation.’

In consideration of the impacts on visual amenity (view), there are
insufficient viewpoints in the draft EIS which have been selected from
private residences. Further, some road users that may be in the line-of-
sight of oncoming trains have also not been appropriately considered. As
such, the draft EIS fails to properly evaluate the impact of transient

and to include the assessment of impacts to critical residential and road
user viewpoints which are potentially in line-of-sight of operating train
headlights and include appropriate mitigation measures and
commitments in relation to same.
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Appendix H,
Sections 5.2, 5.3
and 7

lighting effects due to train headlights during operation and therefore has
not met the requirements of TOR 11.87
Transient lighting associated with train headlights during operation is
dismissed by the draft EIS as having no potential impact (from a landscape
amenity point of view). However, it can still be a potential source of
disabhility glare to road users and possible nuisance (i.e., obtrusive light)
for nearby residences in line of sight of oncoming trains (this is subject to
alignment and elevation of the track). There is no information in this
chapter regarding whether assessment has been conducted an these line-
of-sight issues particularly considering their frequency and duration.
The viewpoints used by the draft EIS for the lighting impact assessment
are the same as the visual amenity (view) impact assessment. This means
they are not generally selected to be coincident with the critical visual
receptor in this case (i.e., the nearby residents or road users with a
potential view of oncoming trains) and as such, they are unable to capture
issues related to glare or nuisance lighting.
Potential sensitive viewpoints which should be considered by the draft EIS
are likely to include:
- Any residences very close to active level crossing signalling.
- Any residences where rail alignment and local topography facili
interior incursion of light from rolling stock headlight.

ate

38

Chapter 10
Section 10.8
(Mitigation
Measures)

Chapter 23 (Draft
Qutline
Environmental
Management
Plan), Section
23133

Appendix H,
Section 11

TOR 11.89 requires a description of: ‘any proposed measures to avoid,
minimise or mitigate potential impacts on landscape character and visual
amenity.’

The draft EIS fails to provide any mitigation strategies for glare or
obtrusive light-related issues resulting from transient lighting during the
operational phase of the project.

The draft EIS requires update to include strategies to mitigate or manage
transient glare or obtrusive light during the operation phase of the
project in an appropriate manner and in order to meet the requirements
of TOR 11.89.
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39 : Chapter 10 TOR 11.89 requires a description of: ‘any proposed measures to avoid, The draft EIS requires update to meet the requirements of TOR 11.89
Section 10.8 minimise or mitigate potential impacts on landscape character and visual and appropriately include mitigation strategies for the impacts of
(Mitigation amenity.” The draft EIS fails to meet the requirements of TOR 11.89 as permanent new lighting and possible remediation strategies where
Measures) mitigation relating to lighting during the operational phase of the project design strategies are determined to be insufficient.

Chapter 23 (Draft : has not been considered. Mitigation strategies to reduce the impact of
Outline permanent lighting are described for the design stage only. This is not
Environmental acceptable and should be expanded to include remediation strategies
Management should design strategies be insufficient to reduce impacts.

Plan), Section

23.133

Appendix H,

Section 11

40 Chapter 10 TOR 5.4 requires that: the draft EIS be ‘generally in accordance with The draft EIS requires update to accurately reflect appropriate
Section 10.4 relevant policies, standards and guidelines.” consideration of the requirements of AS/NZS 4282:2019 as they are
(Legislation, The draft EIS fails to meet the requirements of TOR 5.4 as the impact highly relevant to assessment and discussion of lighting impacts for the
policies, assessment of temporary and permanent obtrusive lighting arising from proposed alignment. Further, a subsequent review of the lighting

standards and
guidelines), and
Table 10.2

Appendix H,
Section 3.1 and
Table 2

the proposed alignment references the significantly out-of-date standard

AS 4282:1997 Control of the obtrusive effects of outdoor lighting. Note

this version of the standard document has been superseded by AS/NZS

4282:2019 with significant changes in the updated version that are

relevant to the draft EIS, in particular:

- The 1997 edition is a guidance document whereas the 2019 edition
specifies requirements.

- Classification of environmental areas has been expanded to include
environmentally sensitive areas and better align the categories to
International Standards.

- Although in general the standard does not apply to public (road)
lighting, limits have been included in the 2019 edition that can be
applied when specified by the relevant authority. This was done so

that obtrusive light can be controlled in areas where it may be seen as

a problem without the need to calculate the impact of every
streetlight.

impacts described in Chapter 10 and Appendix H will also be required as
aresult of the reassessment of lighting impacts using the correct
standard.

Chapter 11 - Flora and Fauna
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41 : Chapter 11, TOR 5.4 requires ‘the EIS is to be generally in accordance with relevant The draft EIS requires update to include reference to the National Light
Section 11.4 policies, standards and guidelines.” However, the draft EIS contains no Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife (January 2020) (found
(Legislation, reference to existing national guidelines on light pollution and wildlife, at: https://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/publications/national-
policies, that would contribute to assessment of the impacts of lighting on wildlife : light-pollution-guidelines-wildlife ). This document provides detailed
standards and and as a result, does not meet the requirements of TOR 5.4. information on this topic, including strategies to mitigate the impacts of
guidelines) and light pollution on wildlife.

Table 11.2 The draft EIS should reference to this document and a review and update
of the mitigation and management measures provided in Chapter 11,
Chapter 23 and Appendix | should be completed as a result.

42 | Chapter1l TOR 11.98 requires the draft EIS to ‘describe any proposed measures to The draft EIS requires update to provide more detailed mitigation
Section 11.9.2 avoid, minimise or mitigate potential impacts on natural values, and measures to minimise the negative impacts of light at night on flora and
(Proposed enhance these values.” While the draft EIS acknowledges in detail the fauna and to meet the requirements of TOR 11.98.

Mitigation potential negative impacts of lighting on fauna (Section 11.8.2.9), the
Measures) and mitigation design strategies in Table 11.27 are incomplete and insufficient
Table 11.27 to best address these potential impacts.
For example, Table 11.27 provides a list of mitigation design measures
Chapter 23 (Draft | proposed, however the only measure listed for lighting is: ‘project design
Outline to incorporate minimum lighting requirements feasible for Project safety.’
Environmental This statement only relates to lighting for areas such as workplaces and
Management for safe movement and does not address spill or obtrusive lighting, which
Plan) it should. Also, minimum lighting requirements are not the only important
considerations: spectral content and directionality of obtrusive light are
Appendix | also highly significant factors for wildlife considerations. Review of the
(Terrestrial and relevant national guideline (as mentioned above) will provide further
Aquatic Ecology specific measures that will reduce impact to wildlife.
Technical
Report), Section
52

43 : Chapter 11 TOR 11.100 requires that the draft EIS: ‘describe how the achievement of : The draft EIS requires update to include lighting design strategies for
Section 11.9.3 the objectives would be monitored and audited, and how corrective mitigating impacts from operational lighting in order to meet the
(Management actions would be managed.’ The flora and fauna monitoring section of the | requirements of TOR 11.100.

and Maonitoring)

Appendix |
(Terrestrial and

draft EIS (Section 11.9.3) does not include any plan for post construction,
as-designed lighting assessment in identified sensitive areas. It would be
expected that the lighting design strategies for mitigating impacts from
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Aquatic Ecology
Technical
Report), Section
T

operational lighting would be assessed post-construction. This is not
tly addressed in this section.

Chapter 13 Surface Water and Hydrology

Chapter 13 The Independent International Panel of experts for Flood Studies of Inland : It is recommended that the Panels report be adopted and the areas of

Rail in Queensland has prepared a Draft Report on the Review of Helidon concern addressed through conditions.

to Calvert Section (May 12 2021)

This report identifies 21 issues areas of concern ranging .in significance A key recommendation from LVRC (that is not within the scope of the

from Low to Very High. Panel) is to strongly recommend that the scope and period of
engagement of the Panel be extended to cover the time frame of the

Detailed design will be undertaken by the preferred tenderer. Given they | detailed design. Given the extent of the issues raised and the number of

are a PPP driven by profit it is fundamental that there be independent issues that will need to be addressed at detailed design it is critical that

oversight of the modelling process through to detailed design. Given the there be independent oversight of the modelling work and in the review

issue identified by the Panel with ARTC’s modelling it would be of the detailed design.

inappropriate for ARTC to be conditioned to oversee this report. The

communities of the Lockyer Valley will demand independent oversight.

LVRC issues to be included LVRC specific recommendations to be included based on the findings of
the Flood Panel report and location specific concerns.

Chapter 14 - Groundwater

Concern over competing uses of water especially in tome of drought Require no use of water from Lakes Dyer, Clarendon and Atkinsons dam
No use of groundwater without consultation with Water Users and LVRC
All other potential water sources to be considered.
Identify water sources that may be unsuitable for agriculture use that
can be utilised for works such as dust suppression.

Chapter 15 — Noise and Vibration
44 : Chapter 15 Inappropriate noise criteria — The proponent has nominated noise criteria | The noise impact assessment needs to be revised to use recognised

that ensures the majority of the cost of rail noise mitigation, financial or
otherwise, is borne by the community. Costs to the community include
the direct noise mitigation costs, reduced amenity, reduced property

noise assessment criteria, so the noise impacts are accurately
understood. It must also include firm commitments by the proponent to
be wholly responsible for all noise mitigation measures. This is to ensure
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value, reduced ability to develop, and increased cost of future
development.
The LAmax trigger level chosen by the proponent for noise mitigation is 80
dB(A). To put that into perspective, acceptahle construction for a dwelling
in a rail noise corridor that experiences 80 dB(A) Lmax is:
- Minimum 10.38 mm laminated glass with acoustic seals for small
windows.
Minimum 14.38 mm laminated glass or double-glazing with acoustic
seals for large windows and sliding doors.
- Double brick walls.
Insulated roof with sarking.
This is an extremely onerous level of noise mitigation that Queensland
requires at 80 dB{A) Lmax, however the same noise level is only the point
at which the proponent will consider mitigation.
Queensland mandates acoustic construction requirements via the
Queensland Development Code (QDC) MP4.4 - buildings in a noise
corridor with rail noise levels over 69 dB(A) Lmax. The QDC MP4.4 does
not provide Leq criteria. Further, the WHO guidelines, recommend 44
dB(A) Lnight as the limit to mitigate sleep disturbance.
Therefore, it can be considered that any sensitive dwellings that are
predicted to experience noise over 44 dB(A) Lnight and 69 dB(A) Lmax and
below the proponent’s trigger levels are being overlooked by this
assessment. These dwellings will have varying noise impacts but will not
receive any mitigation. There are thousands of them.

TOR 5.1 states that "the objectives of the EIS are to ensure that all
relevant environmental, social and economic impacts of the project are
identified and assessed, and to recommend mitigation measures to avoid
or minimise adverse impacts.’ Based on the points raised here, it is
concluded that the draft EIS does not satisfy the fundamental objective
described in the OCG’s TOR and grossly underestimates the impacts of
noise.

that burden of responsibility for implementing noise mitigation
measures is not simply avoided by the proponent and passed on the
community.

45

Chapter 15

Inappropriate mitigation — The noise and vibration assessment completed
to inform the draft EIS concluded that there would be significant
exceedances of noise criteria during both the construction and operation

The draft EIS needs to be updated to meet the requirements of the
OCG’s TOR and to provide firm commitments to achieving noise and
vibration goals at sensitive receivers during the construction and
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Appendix E
(Proponent
Commitments),
Table E.3
(Commitments —
Detailed Design
Actions)

Table E.6
(Commitments —
Operations)

phases in communities adjacent to the proposed alighment. However,
there is little detail as to how such issues will be mitigated.

In addition, D19 in Table E.3 of Appendix E states that ‘'where reasonable
and practicable (or feasible), the project operational noise goals will be
applied at existing sensitive receptors (at the time of EIS public
notification) as shown in Table A1.3 and Table Al1.4." In addition, 02 in
Table E.6 states ‘the proponent will investigate reasonable and practicable
(or feasible) mitigation measures where monitored noise and/or vibration
levels at sensitive receptors are confirmed to be above the adopted
project operational noise design goals.’

As a result, the draft EIS fails to meet the OCG’s TOR Objective for Noise
and Vibration which requires the proposed project be ‘planned, designed,
constructed and operated to protect the environmental values of the
acoustic environment.” And also fails to meet the requirements of TOR 5.1,
which requires that ‘all relevant environmental, social and economic
impacts of the project are identified and assessed and to recommend
mitigation measures to avoid or minimise adverse impacts.’

operation phases. Investigating reasonable and practicable (or feasible)
mitigation measures is not sufficient, particularly given the significant
impact on urban areas impacted by the project.

As a result, the draft EIS requires update to include appropriate
assessment, appropriate mitigation and appropriate commitments
regarding noise levels at sensitive receptors.

The current alignment through and adjacent to towns means that it is
highly unlikely, if not practically impossible, that the proponent can
adequately mitigate the potential noise impacts of the project on the
residents of Lockyer Valley. Therefore, LVRC strongly recommend and
urge the OCG to require the proponent to abandon the current
alignment and to undertake further and more comprehensive and
accurate assessments of alternate alignments that comply with the TOR
to identify an alignment that will adequately avoid, minimise and
mitigate the potential project impacts.

46 | Chapter 15 Use of outdated guidance — With regard to the World Health The draft EIS requires update to meet the requirements of the OCG’s
Section 15.4 Organisation’s {WHQO) Night Noise Guidelines for Europe (2009), the TOR and to appropriately consider the latest guidelines from the WHO
(Legislation, proponent states that ‘the document has not been used to establish which represent the most comprehensive and current information on
Policies, criteria...but rather provides context on contemporary approaches to noise related sleep disturbance for railway projects and must be used to
Standards and considering potential night-time noise impacts’. The WHO published a establish night-time noise criteria for assessing sleep disturbance.
Guidelines) relevant and updated guideline in 2018 titled Environmental Noise
Tahble 15.2 Guidelines for the European Region which includes specific criteria of the

assessment of sleep disturbance by railway noise. The current WHO
guidance should have been used for the assessment and not the outdated
guidance that was referred to in the draft EIS but not actually used to
assess impacts.

The draft EIS fails to meet the requirements of TOR 5.4 which requires the
document to be ‘generally in accordance with relevant policies, standards
and guidelines.

47 : Chapter 15 Inappropriate vibration criteria — TOR 11.121 requires the draft EIS to The draft EIS requires update to:

Section 15.4 ‘describe the characteristics of the noise and vibration sources that would - Reflect ‘Guideline Targets’ rather than ‘Limits’.
(Legislation, be emitted when carrying out the activity’... ‘describe noise and vibration -  Use the more relevant AS 2187.2, rather than BS528.
Policies, emissions (including fugitive sources) that may occur during construction,
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Standards and
Guidelines),
Table 15.2
Section 15.8.2
(Construction
Vibration
Impacts), Table
15.22

commissioning and operation.’ Further, TOR 11.12 requires the draft EIS

to ‘describe how the proposed project would be managed to be

consistent with best practice environmental management for the
activity..." The following information provided in the draft EIS is not
considered to be consistent with best practice for environmental
management:

- Vibration criteria provided in Table 15.22 are expressed as ‘Limits’
rather than ‘Guideline Targets’. Many large-scale projects adopt the
latter, which potentially allows the opportunity for the construction
contractor to motivate for alternative, possibly elevated, criteria, to
develop the proposed project at a reduced cost and/or a quicker
schedule. ‘Guideline Targets’ may sometimes be considered
advantageous for construction contractors as they allow opportunities
for alternative construction techniques. However, ‘Guideline Targets’
are less rigid in terms of clearly identifying permissible values and
therefore offer less certainty for affected property owners.
Additionally, the ‘Limits’ approach offers increased assurance of
potential project impacts for LVRC and affected property owners.

- The proposed vibration limits for blasting are taken largely from the
British Standard BS528 rather than AS 2187.2, which more frequently
used for assessing blasting in Australia. As a result, the draft EIS fails to
meet the requirements of TOR 5.4 which requires the document to be
‘generally in accordance with relevant policies, standards and
guidelines.’

48 | Chapter 15 Significant number of impacted dwellings — Table 15.20 shows a The draft EIS requires update to meet the requirements of the OCG’s
Section 15.8.1.1 significant number of dwellings are predicted to receive construction TOR and to identify appropriate Queensland policies and make a firm
(Airborne noise levels above the limits. In relation to this, the proponent states that | commitment to compliance with these policies.

Construction ‘the assessment has identified that measures to reduce and control LVRC request that the OCG impose the following condition:
Noise Impact), construction noise will need to be developed and implemented...” The ‘The proponent is required to develop construction noise management
Table 15.20 document fails to provide any real commitment to mitigate significantly plans for the project for approval by LVRC at least six months prior to the
large numbers of impacted dwellings and as a result, fails to meet the commencement of construction.’
requirements of TOR 5.1, and the OCG’s TOR Objectives for Noise and
Vibration.
49 : Chapter 15 Incomplete vibration assessment — TOR 11.121 requires the draft EIS to The draft EIS requires update to include the assessment of vibration from

Section 15.8.2

‘describe the characteristics of the noise and vibration sources that would

hydraulic hammers, particularly in areas where rock excavation is
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(Construction
Vibration
Impacts), Table
15.23

be emitted when carrying out the activity’... ‘describe noise and vibration
emissions (including fugitive sources) that may occur during construction,
commissioning and operation.’ An assessment of the vibration from
hydraulic hammers has not been included in the assessment of impacts.
Should the proponent wish to use hydraulic hammers during construction
activities, an assessment would be required in order to meet TOR 11.121.
In addition to this, the potential impacts of flyrock caused by blasting for
the construction of cuttings and the tunnel through the Little Liverpool
Range has not been assessed.

required and drilling and blasting is not feasible. Further, the updated
document should also address the potential impacts of flyrock from
blasting to meet the requirements of the OCG’s TOR.

50

Chapter 15
Section 15.8.8.5
(Non-residential
Sensitive
Receptors), Table
15.29

Inappropriate consideration of mitigation — Section 15.8.8.5 discusses
using a 7dB(A) adjustment for external to internal noise levels through an
opened window for non-residential sensitive receivers. The text states
that 'in practice, many of the buildings listed in Table 15.29 will be a
modern building construction and/or have air-conditioning so windows do
not need to be opened or the fagade would provide more than 7 dBA
reduction to the intrusion of railway noise. This would result in lower
railway noise levels within the buildings greater likelihood of achieving the
criteria and potentially reduce the noise mitigation requirements.’

The proponent should not rely on the assumption of existing acoustic
improvements at a building to minimise their liability for mitigation. For
example: Grandchester School may have air-conditioning installed
already, but only use it for 2 months per year. If the proponent assesses
the mitigation requirements of the school based on windows closed and
air-conditioning running, the proponent takes advantage of the existing
improvements made by the school while forcing them to change their
normal use of the windows and air-conditioning. This may result in
reduced amenity at the school and increased electricity costs, while the
proponent benefits by showing that internal criteria are met.

This should be considered when at-property mitigation is negotiated.
Additionally, air-conditioning does not imply ventilation (i.e., access to
fresh air), and the proponent is not entitled to rely on an assumption that
buildings remaining liveable with windows and doors permanently closed
purely on the basis that the air in the building is heated or cooled. The
requirements of the Building Code of Australia set out access
requirements for fresh air and should be complied with.

The draft EIS requires update to meet the requirements of the OCG’s
TOR and to appropriately consider the adverse noise impacts non-
residential sensitive receivers will experience as a result of the proposed
alignment either through, or on the outskirts of, LVRC townships. This
should include, but not be limited to, identifying the most appropriate
mitigation required to minimise adverse noise impacts in a way in which
ensures there is no significant residual impact on any of LVRC's
communities. Furthermore, the proponent should commit to
appropriate noise mitigation measures and not place the burden of
mitigation on the affected parties.
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As a result, the draft EIS fails to meet the OCG’s TOR:

- Objective for Noise and Vibration which requires the proposed project
be ‘planned, designed, constructed and operated to protect the
environmental values of the acoustic environment.’

- TOR 5.1, which requires that ‘all relevant environmental, social and
economic impacts of the project are identified and assessed and to
recommend mitigation measures to avoid or minimise adverse
impacts.’

- TOR 5.4 which requires the document to be ‘generally in accordance
with relevant policies, standards and guidelines.’

51 ' Chapter 15 Underestimated sleep disturbance - Section 15.8.8 references the The draft EIS requires update to quantify the number of dwellings that
Section 15.8.8.7 | outdated WHO Night Noise Guidelines for Europe (2009) and accepts that i may experience sleep disturbance and appropriately consider the real
(Assessment of an external level of LAmax 49 dB(A) is the trigger for sleep disturbance, extent of those impacts.

Sleep assuming opened windows. The section goes on to say, that ‘based on The assessment should use criteria from the most recent WHO (2018)
Disturbance) g, the noise levels from rollingstock could be above LAmax : guidelines for sleep disturbance from railway noise and include real and
49 dBA within approximately 1km of the rail corridor’. effective mitigation measures for every sensitive receptor that is
Noise modelling in the draft EIS demonstrates that levels much higher predicted to experience noise levels which will cause sleep disturbance.
than 49dBA I max are predicted to be experienced at distances greater
than 1 km. For example, receiver 292929 appears to be approximately 1
km from the track and is predicted to experience 75 dBA Lmax.
The draft EIS suggests that 175 properties may experience noise that
causes sleep disturbance, however this a grossly misleading and
inaccurate claim. The number of houses where sleep disturbance may be
experience will be well above 4000 dwellings. The potential for sleep
disturbance appears to be significantly underestimated and ultimately
dismissed by the proponent.
52 | Chapter 15 Thousands of adversely affected properties not considered — Section The draft EIS suggests that 175 properties may experience noise that

Section 15.8.8.7
(Assessment of
Sleep
Disturbance)
Appendix P,
Figure 24

15.8.8 also states that ‘this guidance acknowledges the establishment of
relationships between single event noise indicators, such as LAmax, and
long-term health outcomes remains tentative’. The draft EIS did not
utilise the most current authoritative guidance on the topic of sleep
disturbance. The WHO released new guidelines in 2018 which strongly
recommend a night time outdoor noise limit of 44 dBA Leq,night (external

causes sleep disturbance, however this a grossly misleading and
inaccurate claim. The number of houses where sleep disturbance may
be experience will be well above 4000 dwellings. The WHO (2018) states
that sleeping satisfies a basic need and the absence of undisturbed sleep
can have serious effects on human health.
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facade level) for noise from a railway. The draft EIS does not reference
this current document.

The proponent has adopted trigger levels of 55 dBA Leq,night and 80dBA
Lmax, both of which appear to have no connection to any credible
guidance on the mitigation of sleep disturbance.

As it stands, there appear to be over 4000 sensitive receptors with
predicted night time noise levels of = 44 dB(A) Leq,night but below the
criteria adopted by the noise assessment. These 4000+ dwellings are not
triggered for mitigation but are well above the WHQO guidelines for sleep
disturbance. The result is that the financial and personal cost of the rail
noise impacts are borne by those residents without any form
compensation. See the example figure below (Figure 24 from Appendix P),
the red box encloses the dwellings that exceed WHO noise guidelines but
do not trigger the proponent’s mitigation process.

& Lheg,hr nalse leved - new rall infrastructure & Lieq9h nolse bevels - upgrading existing rall infrastructure.
= = Criterion for new rall infrastructure = = Criterion for

8

20 Helidan Gatton Farest Hil Laicley Grandchester  Calvert

Predicted Livea,9hr nolse level (dBA)
5 &2 2 &
5 & b

@

26 2% 30 32 3 3% 38 40 42 44 46 48 50 52 54 56 58 60 62 64 66 68 0 T
Project Chainage

The draft EIS requires update to accurately assess the noise impacts of
the project, appropriately identify adversely affected sensitive receptors,
meet the requirements of the OCG’'s TOR and demonstrate how the
assessment criteria that is currently adopted can possibly protect the
ability to sleep at sensitive dwellings. If this cannot be demonstrated, the
criteria and assessment need to be revised and the noise assessment
undertaken again with the adoption of more appropriate and justifiable
criteria for sleep disturbance.
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The section goes on to say that ‘the 1 km distance is a guide to where
night-time noise levels may have the potential to result in sleep
disturbance impacts. As previously discussed, the 1 km distance is a
grossly underestimated guide. The text then states that ‘individuals will
respond to noise differently, and just because railway noise can be
audible does not mean it will cause disturbance or annoyance impacts.’
This sentence is silent on the potentially very large proportion of the
population who will be disturbed and annoyed by audible train noise
where it has not existed before or has become significantly more intense
and/or frequent. These people will complain, and for those who
experience noise above credible guidelines, their complaints will be
justifiable.

The impacts of sleep disturbance are widely reported and are well
understood to have a major impact on health and quality of life. The
WHO (2018) states that sleeping satisfies a basic need and the absence of
undisturbed sleep can have serious effects on human health. Causal
pathways have been established between noise induced sleep
disturbance and health effects such as cardiovascular and metabolic
disease. Other effects include impaired cognitive function and
psychological impacts.

As a result, the draft EIS fails to meet the OCG’s TOR Objective for Noise
and Vibration which requires the proposed project be ‘planned, designed,
constructed and operated to protect the environmental values of the
acoustic environment.’ And also fails to meet the requirements of TOR 5.1,
which requires that ‘all relevant environmental, social end economic
impacts of the project are identified and assessed and to recommend
mitigation measures to avoid or minimise adverse impacts.’

53

Chapter 15
Section 15.9.1.2
(Operational
Noise Initial
Mitigation), Table
15.37

Unclear mitigation details — Section 15.9.1.2 states that 'the mitigation
measures...presented in Table 15.37...have been applied prior to the
prediction of operational railway noise...” however, it is unclear how any
of the mitigation measures in Table 15.37 are applicable to noise
prediction modelling.

The draft EIS requires update to revise this section and ensure the
intended meaning is effectively communicated.
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54 : Chapter 15 Dismissal of more appropriate alignments — Table 15.38 of Section 15.9.2 : Alternative alignments should be appropriately considered where large
Section 15.9.2 proposes the mitigation and management measure 'avoid / minimise numbers of receptors are affected. Whether or not this has occurred has
(Proposed impacts on nearby sensitive receptors during detailed design.’ It can be not been made clear by the content of the draft EIS and as a result, the
Mitigation demonstrated that the proponent has not followed this mitigation draft EIS fails to meet the requirements of the OCG’s TOR.

Measures), Table | measure in the design when comparing the preferred and alternate

15.38 alignments through the town of Gatton. The preferred alignment passes To meet the OCG TOR, LVRC strongly recommend and urge the OCG to
through the town, just 30 m from some dwellings. An alternative require the proponent to abandon the current alignment and to
alignment exists to the north of Gatton which appears to have undertake further and more comprehensive and accurate assessments of
approximately half the number of sensitive receptors within 1 km alternate alignments that comply with the TOR to identify an alignment
compared with the preferred alignment. that will adequately avoid, minimise and mitigate the potential project
As a result, the draft EIS fails to meet the OCG's TOR Objective for Noise impacts.
and Vibration which requires the proposed project be ‘planned, designed,
constructed and operated to protect the environmental values of the
acoustic environment.” And also fails to meet the requirements of TOR 5.1,
which requires that ‘all relevant environmental, social and economic
impacts of the project are identified and assessed and to recommend
mitigation measures to avoid or minimise adverse impacts.’

55 | Chapter 15 Unclear mitigation measures — Section 15.9.2.1 presents examples of at- The draft EIS requires update so that ‘or’ is not used as it implies that
Section 15.9.2.1 premises noise mitigation ‘such as increased glazing or fagade increased glazing AND fagade construction will not be offered together.
(Operational construction’. It is not expected that this is intended to limit possible Air-conditioning should also be mentioned here as any improvements to
Railway Noise mitigation options, but it is unclear, nonetheless. glazing and facades imply that windows are closed, and air-conditioning
and Vibration will be required.

Mitigation)

56 | Chapter 15 No assessment of outdoor impacts — Table 15.39 of Section 15.9.2.1 lists The draft EIS needs to be updated to appropriately consider the OCG’s
Section 15.9.2.1, | noise mitigation options. The options generally seem reasonable; TOR requirements and all adverse noise impacts to the LVRC community,
Table 15.39 however, they are all specific to internal habitable areas. Rail noise, including outdoor spaces. The proponent should consider private open

especially at close proximity, will affect a whole property including
outdoor spaces. The acoustic amenity of private open space does not
appear to have been considered in the draft EIS at all. Informally - imagine
trying to entertain in your BBQ area with 2 freight trains passing each
hour 50 m away.

As a result, the draft EIS fails to meet the OCG's TOR Objective for Noise
and Vibration which requires the proposed project be ‘planned, designed,
constructed and operated to protect the environmental values of the
acoustic environment.” And also fails to meet the requirements of TOR 5.1,

spaces as living areas and provide specific mitigation options for these
spaces.

Page 100

10.3

Attachment 2



Attachment 2

H2C Draft EIS Submission Attachment

Council Submission on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for the Helidon to Calvert Section of Inland Rail.

Consolidated Table V2

which requires that ‘all relevant environmental, social and economic
impacts of the project are identified and assessed and to recommend
mitigation measures to avoid or minimise adverse impacts.’

57 : Chapter 15 Dismissal of impacts to Gatton Caravan Park — Section 15.9.2.1 discusses : The draft EIS requires updating to ensure the requirements of the OCG’s

Section 15.9.2.1 four ‘concept railway noise barriers’ for the Gatton Caravan Park. The text | TOR Objective for Noise and Vibration is met and ensure that mitigation
further states that ‘caravans can potentially be moved within the site and : measures do not expect the adversely affected community to become
may not be permanently occupied, which can influence the potential responsible for managing noise levels and mitigation. The document
requirements for noise mitigation. This implies that the proponent is should remove any text which proposes to reduce the ability for a
willing to take advantage of the flexible nature of the site without regard | property to be used as it is currently and suggests that the onus of
for ensuring that the entire site remains useful and is not appropriate on mitigation is on the producer of the adverse noise impacts, which would
any level. be the proponent.
As a result, the draft EIS fails to meet the OCG’s TOR Objective for Noise
and Vibration which requires the proposed project be ‘planned, designed,
constructed and operated to protect the environmental values of the
acoustic environment.’

58 | Chapter 15 Underestimated distances for adverse noise impacts — Section 15.9.3.3 The draft EIS requires update to ensure the requirements of the OCG’s
Section 15.9.3.3 states that ‘external rail noise levels have the potential to be clearly TOR Objective for Noise and Vibration is met. To achieve this, the
(Operational audible above the ambient noise environment within relatively close document should accurately quantify the full spatial extent of the impact
Infrastructure) proximity of the project, such as the initial 400 m from the rail corridor’. of rail noise with relation to the exceedance of background noise levels.

This distance is grossly underestimated. Using receiver 292929 as an
example, which is approximately 1000 m from the rail line and is
predicted at 75dBA Lmax which is approximately 45dBA above the night
time rating background level in the area. This demonstrates the trains will
be clearly audible at distances FAR in excess of 400 m. As a result, the
draft EIS fails to meet the OCG’s TOR Objective for Noise and Vibration
which requires the proposed project be ‘planned, designed, constructed
and operated to protect the environmental values of the acoustic
environment.’
59 : Chapter 15 Underestimated distances for adverse noise impacts — Section 15.9.3.3 The draft EIS requires update to ensure the requirements of the OCG’s

Section 15.9.3.3
(Operational
Infrastructure)

goes on to state that ‘given the high level of noise that can be experienced
close to a rail corridor during train pass-bys, there can still be potential for
noise-related impacts, including sleep disturbance, where noise
mitigations and at-property treatments are implemented. Again, ‘close to
a rail corridor’ should be understood as meaning much further than 400
m. Additionally, as previously discussed, there are several thousand

TOR 5.1 are met and to provide a solution for when noise criteria cannot
be met with mitigation, e.g., compensation, purchasing of land /
property, etc.
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dwellings with noise levels over the WHO guidelines but will not receive
mitigation from the proponent. The draft EIS then states that proposed
mitigation measures may not be able to provide an amenable dwelling,
yet do not provide a solution for situations where that is the case.

As a result, the draft EIS fails to meet the requirements of TOR 5.1, which
requires that ‘all relevant environmental, social and economic impacts of
the project are identified and assessed and to recommend mitigation
measures to avoid or minimise adverse impacts.’

# Ch 15 Concerns over facilities within impact zone of corridor Refer conditions from facilities
Chapter 16 — Social
# | Chapter 16 Awaiting presentation from ARTC on SIA
60 : Chapter 16 Little regard for adverse community impacts — Chapter 16 of the draft EIS : The current alignment through and adjacent to towns means that it is

gives little regard to the impacts associated with the proposed alignment
on LVRC's urban communities and over-emphasises the benefits to local
communities. The Chapter does however acknowledge that residential
dwellings, businesses and community facilities closest to the project will
have the greatest potential to experience adverse amenity impacts and
that there is also potential for the project to harm community cohesion.
As a result, the draft EIS fails to meet the requirements of TOR 5.1, which
requires that ‘all relevant environmental, social and economic impacts of
the project are identified and assessed and to recommend mitigation
measures to avoid or minimise adverse impacts.’

highly unlikely, if not practically impossible, that the proponent can
adequately mitigate the social impacts of the project on the residents of
LVRC region. LVRC strongly recommend and urge the OCG to require the
proponent to abandon the current alignment and to undertake further
and more comprehensive and accurate assessments of alternate
alignments that comply with the TOR to identify an alignment that w
adequately avoid, minimise and mitigate the potential project impacts.

Section 16.12
(Impact
assessment)

TOR 11.141 requires the social impact assessment to describe the
potential impacts on affected communities.

The social impact assessment has identified “Significance of social impact
ratings” at Table 16.28 however there is no discussion or explanation
around what the different ratings mean. This discussion is required.

For example, the impact assessment summary identifies many residual
risks in the ‘Extreme’ social impact rating however it is not clear if an
‘Extreme’ residual risk is acceptable or unacceptable for the project to
continue.

Further consideration of mitigation. Further consideration of mitigation
options to reduce social impacts is required by the project (which may
involve a revised alighment).
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Section 16.12
{Impact
assessment)

Table 16.30

Section 16.1
(Summary) —
Project benefits
sub-heading

Section 16.11.3
Workforce
management

In the strongest terms, Council recommends any ‘Extreme’ residual risks
are inappropriate for this project and must be further mitigated to reduce
the residual impact (which may involve a revised alignment).

The TOR objectives for the Social chapter are to “avoid or mitigate/
manage adverse social impacts arising from the project”.

Council notes the Impact Assessment Summary results in 71 NEGATIVE
IMPACTS AND ONLY 8 POSITIVE IMPACTS. The positive impacts relate
mostly to the potential 20 ongoing operational jobs. This impact
assessment summary clearly demonstrates that the adverse social
impacts of the project outweigh any potential social benefits. On this
basis, the project should not be approved based on the current
information.

TOR 11.152 requires management plans addressing workforce
management.

The Workforce Management Plan states an objective is to “enable
residents of nearby communities to access the project’s construction and
operational employment benefits”.

Unfortunately, Council takes no assurance from this objective when other
parts of the Social Chapter specifically exclude the Lockyer Valley Regional
Council as where potential construction employment will be derived from:

The construction workforce is expected to be drawn
from within a safe daily (one-hour] driving distance,
including communities within the Brisbane, Beaudesert,
Logan, Ipswich and Toowoomba LGAs, with some
personnel sourced from nearby communities. On

For noting by the Coordinator-General.

Unambiguous and clear commitments that 85% of the construction
workforce of the H2C alignment will be sourced from Lockyer Valley is
required for the region to see any tangible benefit from this project.

Section 16.10.5
Business and
industry

TOR 11.152 requires management plans addressing local business and
industry content.

The draft EIS has identified potential local supply opportunities including
that the project “will likely be a catalyst for the construction and industrial
uses and development in the GWIZ2".

The draft EIS should be amended to remove this as a project benefit.

Page 103

10.3

Attachment 2



Attachment 2

H2C Draft EIS Submission Attachment

Council Submission on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for the Helidon to Calvert Section of Inland Rail.

Consolidated Table V2

Section 8.7.2.5
Development
activity

Council has undertaken separate, independent, investigations into
opportunities at the GWIZ which have confirmed that inland rail is not
likely to catalyse the precinct.

Section 16.11.2.8
Engagement
measures

TOR 11.152 requires management plans addressing community and
stakeholder engagement.

A Forest Hill local area planning process is identified to be undertaken
during detailed design to “identify challenges to the sustainability of
businesses and the amenity of community facilities, measures to support
town centre businesses, and measures to enhance the amenity of
community facilities during the construction phase”.

Undertaking this action at the detailed design phase is too late in the
process to yield any realistic outcomes or community support. The
impacts of inland rail will have already been set through approval of an EIS
and conditions that any local area planning benefits will ultimately fall to
the Council to implement {(which is grossly inadequate).

The Forest Hill local area planning process requires reconsideration to
undertake it prior to detailed design (ie. Start the process now with
outcomes then incorporated into the EIS). Alternatively, other mitigation
measures are required.

Chapter 16

The TOR objectives for the Social chapter are to “avoid or mitigate/
manage adverse social impacts arising from the project”.

This chapter has outlined in several instances that the project will result in
ongoing and long-term impacts to the communities of Lockyer Valley
including impacts to:

Residential amenity

Rural character

Tourism values

Community safety

Regional development
Health and wellbeing

Traffic safety and travel times
Agricultural movements

Further detailed consideration of alternate alignments which deviate
around the townships of Lockyer Valley is therefore required. This must
be undertaken in consultation with the local community where the
preferred alignment, and alternate alignments are identified
contemporaneously with all impacts and operational aspects of the
project clearly articulated.

Acceptance of the draft EIS in its present format will be devastating for
the communities of Lockyer Valley.
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¢ Connectivity

* Noise

¢ Sense of place
(Table 16.5 of the draft EIS)

It has further identified that these themes are valued by the community
members of Lockyer Valley, determined through the outcomes of the SIA
engagement process.

Council recognises some mitigation measures have been identified (ie.
Community Wellbeing Plan, Workforce Management Strategies).
However, even with the project specific strategies the residual risk
remains at “Extreme” thresholds for town centre amenity, construction
noise and rural residential amenity, and “Moderate” to “High” for
operational noise, sense of place, community cohesion.

The social impact assessment has identified the impacts to the townships
of Lockyer Valley will be profound, significantly adverse, and irreversible.

61

Chapter 16
Section 16.9.2.1
(Community
Survey)

Appendix Q:

Social Impact
Assessment
Technical Report,
Section 6.3.1
(Community
Survey) and
Section 8.6.6
(Action Plan),
Table 8.12

Disregarded Community Survey — Section 16.9.2.1 discusses the findings

of a community survey completed in 2018 regarding the project. The

section openly states that ‘the general tone of the survey comments

indicates mistrust, anger, fear and oppaosition to the project’ and that the

respondents anticipated negative effects for their community in relation

to many issues including, but not limited to, community fragmentation,

noise impacts, impacts to sleep and general health and wellbeing.’

Specifically, community concerns regarding anticipated negative affects

garnered from the survey included:

- Impacts on local property values and on quiet enjoyment of private
properties.

- Severance of farming land and impacts to agricultural productivity and
local business operations.

- Impacts to the scenic amenity and character of townships.

- Disruption of residents’ quiet way of life and enjoyment of public
spaces and townships, also affecting local visitor appeal.

LVRC consider that community consultation has not been appropriately
managed, and this is made clear through the lack of consideration of the
findings of the community survey in the document.

The draft EIS requires updating to show how the findings of the survey
have resulted in changes to the proposed project. The very real adverse
impacts the proposed alignment will have on the local community, and
the communication (through various means) of community concerns,
need to be considered by the proponent and addressed in a way which
will ensure that there will be no significant residual impact to the
community as a result of the project.
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- Community wellbeing, including:

- Fear of community fragmentation, harming cohesion.

- The potential for increased stress, anxiety and depression among
affected property owners and also nearby residents who fear or
oppose the project.

- Noise impacts causing nuisance, affecting sleep and general health
and wellbeing.

- Potential for pollution and coal dust to affect the drinking water of
nearby residents that rely on rainwater tanks.’

The Chapter provides no evidence that any community or stakeholder

inputs were actually integrated into mitigation measures. Rather the

reader is directed to Appendix Q. As a result, the draft EIS fails to meet the
requirements of TOR 12.2 which states that ‘ne significant issue or matter
should be mentioned for the first time in an appendix — it must be

addressed in the main text of the EIS.” These community concerns are a

significant issue and should be treated accordingly, rather than dismissed.

Section 6.3.1 (Community Survey) of Appendix Q also fails to address any

of these concerns, rather it instead cites key themes from respondents

including ‘changes to the project alignment to avoid impacts on towns,
and/or minimising agricultural land severance.’ Table 8.12, which claims
to provide commitments and management measures to support the
mitigation of impacts is silent on any and all community concerns and
completely fails to consider realignment.

As a result, the draft EIS fails to meet the requirements of TOR 7.8 as it

has not made clear how the findings of the community survey were

‘incorporated into the design and outcomes of the project.’

Chapter 17 Economics

Chapter 17

Has the additional cost already flagged ($5B) been factored into a revised
CBA? At what point do additional costs make the project unviable?

Consider condition requiring additional costs to be factored into impacts.

Additional cumulative costs now identified should be included.in a
revised assessment. Project has claimed a net economic benefit. This
needs to be tested given recently increased costs even before Covid 19
cost increases. Does this project really stack up economically?

Chapter 19 - Transport Traffic and Access
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EIS section and topic

Comment
What is the issue or what is suitable within the EIS

Recommendation
What changes to the EIS or additional information is required?

Chapter 19 TOR 11.111 Objectives not met. The project does not comply The option to alter the alignment to reduce the number of impacted level
Table 19.1 with QLD Level Crossing Safety Strategy 2012-2021. crossings and/or change the vertical alignment of the Inland Rail track in order
to facilitate grade separation at all crossings should be further explored to

Key strategy 9 identified in QLD Level Crossing Safety Strategy reduce the risk as far as is reasonably practical.

“Explare opportunities for grade separation or closing level

crossings and seek to minimise any proposals to construct a Options to consider include realignment away from towns where heavily utilised

public level crossing on a greenfield site, with a clear objective level crossings exist, utilisation of natural or existing road levels to construct rail

to add no further open level crossings to the network”. over road bridges and placement of the rail line on viaduct across the flood

plains allowing for clear grade separation at road crossings on top of the

The reference design includes the introduction of a new level reduction of flood impacts due to rail embankment.

crossing at Connors Road ch31400, relocating Hunt Streetto a

new location at Glenore Grove Road ch52500.

The existing Jamieson Road ch41500 crossing remains open.

The existing Dodt Road ch51000 crossing remains open.

The increased number of trains and length of delays due to

Inland Rail traffic increases the likelihood of incidents occurring

at these locations.
Chapter 19 Section 19.8 notes the potential for increased parking demand : All project workers shall be required to park both commuter and work vehicles
Section 19.8 due to project workers. Construction workers generally on dedicated sites provided by the project and be prohibited from using public

commence earlier than retail shops and if allowed to u parking spaces.

public parking space, this will significantly impact on available

parking in towns such as Helidon, Gatton, Forest Hill and

Laidley, having a detrimental impact on local businesses and

residents.
Chapter 19 Intersections listed for LVRC are underreported due to The Traffic Impact Assessment shall be amended using actual or agreed traffic
Table 19.21 erroneous traffic count data being used to evaluate volumes and turning movements and re-submitted for consideration by the

intersection impacts.

impacted road authorities.
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This impact is due to both incorrect low counts (e.g. eight (8)
on Railway Street, Laidley) and high assumed counts (e.g. 300
left turn movements in peak hour existing from Glenore Grove
Road to Hall Road). Hall Road is a gravel road servicing three (3)
properties and associated agricultural activities. An assumed
daily traffic count of 4000 is obviously incorrect. These types of
inaccuracies are found through the Traffic Impact Assessment.
With such poor quality data, conclusions drawn are equally
questionable.

The absence of actual count data is no excuse for not making
and educated assessment of likely traffic volumes, based on
recognised trip generation models commonly used for new
development work. Even simply counting the number of
houses/businesses on a road and applying a standard number
of daily trips would be an improved starting point.

Low counts underplay the number of turning movements and
even with increased construction traffic upgrade, warrants
aren’t triggered (e.g. Laidley-Plainland Road and Railway
Street) or the base count is so much higher than reality, that it
dilutes the real impact of construction traffic — making it easier
to stay under the 5 % hurdle for considering upgrade works.

Chapter 19
Section 19.11

Other Inland Rail projects forming part of the PPP (G2H and
C2K) are listed only as projects considered in cumulative
assessment.

These three (3) projects are being procured as one (1) contract
and to not consider specific impacts of all three (3) being
delivered concurrently is significantly understating cumulative
impacts.

The Traffic Impact Assessment should cover all three (3) Inland Rail projects in
combination in order that full traffic impacts can be assessed with specific
numbers available.

Appendix U
Traffic_P1 Sect
12.4.2

Jamiesons Road level crossing — not grade separated.

After completion of the reference design, LVRC and ARTC have identified a new
option on the western edge of the Gatton township. LVRC prefers an option
that involves the construction of a new bridge across Lockyer Creek to the south
of the existing rail line and reconstruction of Burgess Road to Jamiesons Road.
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The majority of traffic attracted to this point stays on the southern side of the

rail line and decreases the number of movements across the level crossing.

In the absence of a grade separation at this location, the newly agreed
treatment in Gatton also has safety benefits at Jamiesons Road. In lieu of a
grade separation at Jamiesons Road, a new bridge and associated road works
shall be provided across Lockyer Creek. It is understood ARTC would support this
option.

U_Traffic_P1 Sect
12.4.4

Traffic queues of 140-152m is a significant change in a small
town such as Forest Hill. Associated delays will cause locals to
avoid using the state-controlled roads, which will in turn
encourage more traffic onto lower standard local roads with
the resultant increased risks.

The Traffic Impact Assessment should include consideration of changing driver
behaviour as a result of new delays introduced into their regular trips. Changing
movement patterns could result in other locations on the road network
requiring upgrades that would otherwise not have been necessary. This could
include people using the unformed road parallel to the rail corridor between
Gatton and Forest Hill and increased usage of Woodlands Road.

A traffic model should be developed for the entire region in order to properly
consider the impact of changed driver behaviour as a result of delays introduced
to currently preferred routes. Results of this model should be used to consider
whether any upgrades to alternative routes should be included as part of project
mitigation treatments.

TOR 11.113 Not met

Traffic impacts only consider the H2C project. This does not
adequately consider the total transport task.

Cumulative impacts of the delivery of the three (3) Inland Rail projects under
one (1) contract shall be quantified in a consolidated Traffic Impact Assessment.

U_Traffic_P1 Sect
3.4

Council is supportive of no construction worker camps being
constructed.

No construction worker camps are to be built as a part of the project.

U_Traffic_P1 Sect
3.4

Chapter 19 — Table
19.3

The lack of rental accommodation in local and surrounding
regions is not adequately addressed. With the number and
type of workers required for this project, it is expected that a
significant number will require local accommodation for the
duration of the project. Current rental vacancies in
Toowoomba are significantly lower than reported in 16.8.5.3
and similarly low in the Lockyer Valley.

A significant quantity of spoil is generated by the project ~1.3
million cubic metres. It is noted that this will be transported
along the road network to a final re-use location. Appendix U
Part 1 Table 5.7 row 3 identifies the Gatton West Industrial
Zone as a receiving site for 1 million cubic metres of spoil. As

An updated assessment is required regarding accommodation supply and
demand based on current prevailing conditions as well as addressing the impact
on the small rental market in the Lockyer Valley for other participants in terms
of availability and affordability.

The spoil management plan makes a number of broad assumptions around
disposal sites that have not been resolved with the owners of these sites. The
Proponent should be required to produce a specific plan for spoil sites that have
been agreed with the owner of the land, the route proposed to be used for
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the owner of this land, LVRC has not requested, nor agreed to,
receiving this material. A significant amount of this site is
within the flood plain and consequences of adding 1 million
cubic metres of fill, which will therefore displace an equal
amount of water during flooding, have not been addressed.

haulage and how they intend to mitigate impact to the road network on an asset
and safety level.

ToR 11.113 - Table
19.3

Movement of greater than 1.3 million cubic metres of spoil on
the road network is of great concern to LVRC as the owner of
the local road network. The majority of council roads,
particularly lower order roads are not design to handle this
volume of heavy vehicle traffic. It can be expected that this will
result in significantly increased maintenance costs, reduction in
the remaining life of the pavement and seal, together with
increased safety risk on the network.

The Proponent and/or their contractor shall be required to enter into an
agreement with the road authority including, but not limited to, compensation
for maintenance of agreed haulage routes during the project, compensation for
accelerated deterioration of pavement and seal assets. Road safety audits shall
be conducted along all haulage routes with any identified required upgrades to
be funded by the project.

Appendix U Part 1
Table 5.12

The total number of trips estimated by activity is optimistically
low and understating the potential number of movements.

Eg. Spoil is 56,867 trips To move 1.3million cubic metres would
imply in excess of 22 cubic metres per load (even without
applying a bulking factor, which could increase the task by
30%).

A standard truck and dog carries 16 cubic metres legally. There
is no mention of larger vehicle being required for this task or
that the road authority would permit their use.

The total number of movements are potentially understated and/or the planned
use of oversize vehicles has not been disclosed.

The Proponent or their contractor shall be required to submit a detailed haulage
plan to the road authority for approval of routes and vehicle types. This shall
form a key part of the agreement between both the project and the road
authority for compensation of utilising the road network.

Appendix U Part 1
Table 5.7

Spoil for use in reclamation, quarry remediation and/or landfill
cover is not considered by the Traffic Impact Assessment.

Any proposal to use any alternative site for laydown or disposal shall include a
Traffic Impact Assessment encompassing safety, maintenance and asset
consumption considerations to the satisfaction of the road authority.

Appendix U Part 2
Appendix Q Gaul
Street Technical
Memo

The underlying growth assumption of 5% is based on a
potential development to the southeast of Gatton. There is no
guarantee that this will proceed and to do so over the next 20
years would by far more than double the current population of
the town.

There is no underlying economic driver expected to cause this level of demand
within this timeframe. This very optimistic growth estimate very likely overstates
the base case and therefore understates the projects relative impact on the road
network. There is no evidence to suggest a growth rate of anything beyond 2% is
appropriate in Gatton. The difference in base traffic over the 15 years in the
base case is 34% increase compared to 107% increase.

Traffic modelling to be undertaken with 2% growth rates and sensitivity analysis
undertaken for higher growth rates.
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Appendix U Part 2
Appendix Q Gaul
Street Technical
Memo

The base model shows that Eastern Drive Old College Road is
already a level of service F. It has since been shown that this
assessment was based on a traffic count taken when the
Gatton Bypass (Warrego Highway) was closed and all traffic
was diverted through Gatton. Effectively, this doubled the
count at this intersection. This error is carried through all
assumptions and models.

Scenario 2 — Closure of Gaul Street assumes that 100% of traffic
will utilise the underpass at the western edge of town via
Crescent and Old College Road with no traffic utilising Eastern
Drive. LVRC conducted its own traffic counts during a
temporary closure of Gaul Street and demonstrated this
assumption to be false.

In combination, errors and assumptions noted in sections 17 &
18 were used to justify excluding Eastern Drive and Old College
Road from the project scope.

The intersection of Eastern Drive and Old College Road will be impacted by the
project — a fact that has recently been acknowledged by ARTC. The EIS boundary
must include this impacted area. All Gatton traffic modelling should be
reconsidered from base assumptions onward and include a detailed traffic
model to properly consider changes in driver behaviour of any road closures,
and proposed intersection upgrades.

Eastern Drive and Old College Road intersection shall be upgraded as part of the
project. This upgrade should not reduce accessibility to any commercial
premises or existing roads.

Appendix U Part 2
Appendix Q Gaul
Street Technical
Memo

Gaul Street closure — flood access impacts.

The new proposed underpass at the western edge of Gatton (Crescent Street to
Old College Road) will have lower immunity than the existing underpass. During
times when Lockyer Creek is in flood, all traffic would have to utilise the Eastern
Drive and Old College Road intersection. This should be considered in the design
of this intersection. Additionally, the flood prone nature of the Eastern Drive and
Old College Road intersection is to be considered.

If this intersection was to be flooded concurrently with Lockyer Creek, there
would be no road access to the north of Gatton. This isolation of thousands of
people would result in a major issue and one which must be properly addressed
to ensure such a scenario does not occur. One obvious option to remove all of
these issues is to change alignment and take the Inland Rail alignment out of
Gatton, which would remove all of these negative traffic outcomes (not to
mention the social impacts which are also addressed in this submission).

Appendix U Part 2
Appendix Q Gaul
Street Technical

It is noted that 10 years after opening the Eastern
Drive/Crescent Street/Golf Links Drive intersection, that it
would operate within acceptable levels of service and delay in

The standard to be achieved for level of service and delay is “C". Therefore, D
does not meet these criteria.
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Memo - Table 6
Scenario 2
Commentary
Appendix U Part 2
Appendix Q Gaul
Street Technical
Memo - Table 6
Scenario 2
Commentary

an isolated state. Level of service D is to be considered
acceptable according to the Proponent.

It is noted in the commentary that the network impacts of
upstream and downstream queuing and lane blockage is not
accounted for.

The Proponent shall be required to undertake detailed traffic modelling for all of
Gatton in order to ensure full impacts of a closure of the Gaul Street level
crossing are understood. At an intersection already not meeting the required
Level of Service, impacts on other parts of the network must be considered.

Appendix U Part 2
Appendix Q Gaul
Street Technical
Memo

Emergency Vehicle Access is not adequately addressed as a
consequence of the proposed level crossing closure.

The proposed diversion route results in an additional 1.2km travel distance and
estimated 108 seconds of travel time from one side of the rail line to the other.
In emergency situations, delaying ambulance, fire and police responses by up to
two (2) minutes may have serious repercussions for the wellbeing of the
community.

In a major flood scenario, there would be no road access to north Gatton. This in
turn would result in placing this community at risk.

Appendix U Part 2
Appendix R

The Principal Cycle Network is not mapped and only shows bus
routes.

The Principal Cycle Network is an important part of the active transport network
and a current priority for provision by the state. Making space provisions and
not impeding future construction of this infrastructure shall be demonstrated as
part of the Inland Rail project. Provisioning for this infrastructure has major
impacts on the requirement for land acquisition, in particular between Gatton
and Forest Hill.

Appendix U Part 2
Appendix S

Appendix U Part 2
Appendix S

Provided graphs do not distinguish between light and heavy
vehicles.

The number of vehicle movements in various locations seem
optimistically low or segments omitted altogether, for
example, Crescent Street in Gatton is only considered between
William and East Street, not William and Eastern Drive.

For the segment graphed, a peak of 10 vehicles per day does
not align with major works required to construct new bridges
at Eastern Drive and new underpass at East Street/Crescent
St/0ld College Road.

Proponent required to provide detailed traffic forecasts prior to approval of any
local roads to be used as haulage roads and for the purposes of informing the
compensation agreements for maintenance and asset consumption between the
project company and the road authority.

The Traffic Impact Assessment must be developed again, with all assumptions
clearly justified and agreed to with the road authority or appropriate measures
agreed to in order to limit traffic for assumed numbers in the Traffic Impact
Assessment.

Page 112

10.3

Attachment 2



Attachment 2

H2C Draft EIS Submission Attachment

Council Submission on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for the Helidon to Calvert Section of Inland Rail.

Consolidated Table V2

The validity of underlying assumptions is brought into question
however, such low traffic numbers are being generated by
large construction activities.

Hickey Street peaks at <20 vehicle per day. The road needs to
be reconstructed with new drainage channel and footpaths.
This is another very low assumed traffic count.

Appendix U Part 2
Appendix D

The Pavement Impact Analysis has only been undertaken on
state controlled roads.

The impact of significant numbers of heavy vehicle movements on the local road
network must be accounted for and compensation agreements are required to
be in place between the Proponent, project company and local road authority.

Vol 3 Drawings

The intersection of Warrigal Road and new Seventeen Mile
Road is a priority.

Seventeen Mile Road is to be the priority road and Warrigal Road a minor leg of
this intersection.

Vol 3 Drawings
Vol 3 Drawings

Laydown area Ch35-36km
Laydown area Ch39km

LVRC has not agreed to the use of its land for a laydown area.
LVRC has not agreed to the use of its land for a laydown area.

Vol 3 Drawings

Proposed changes to the road network at the rail underpass
located at Old College Road / Crescent Street in Gatton are not
agreed to by LVRC.

Subsequent to the reference design being finalised, LVRC and ARTC have
reached agreement an and alternative solution at this location. This alternative
shall be included in the EIS as the minimum requirement and all EIS
documentation, including but not limited to, the Traffic Impact Assessment shall
be updated to reflect this change.

Vol 3 Drawings

The proposed changes to the road network at the Golf links
Drive / Woodlands Road intersection are not agreed to by
LVRC.

A 4-way intersection is not an acceptable solution at this location. LVRC and
ARTC have discussed alternatives but a final solution has not yet been agreed.
The final solution shall be developed to the satisfaction of LVRC.

Vol 3 Drawings

The proposed access road through the Gatton Showgrounds to
service the State Emergency Services building is not agreed to
by LVRC.

Vehicular access from the SES building to Golf Links Drive or Spencer Street must
be provided.

Chapter 20 - Hazard and Em.r

62

Chapter 20
(Hazard and Risk)

Failure to Appropriately Address Community Health and Safety Risks —
the OCG's TOR objective (b) for hazards, health and safety states:
‘developments are to be appropriately located, designed and constructed

The current alignment through and adjacent to towns means that it is
highly unlikely, if not practically impossible, that the proponent can
adequately mitigate the potential health and safety impacts of the
project on the residents of Lockyer Valley. Therefore, LVRC strongly
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Chapter 16
Section 16.9.2.4
(Community
Information
Sessions), Section
16.10.4 (Health
and Wellbeing)

to minimise health and safety risks to communities and individuals and
adverse effects on the environment.’

Rail Safety

The draft EIS fails to meet this objective as the proposed co-location in the
WMSRC corridor (which passes through and adjacent to urban areas)
significantly increases the risk to the community from potential rail
accidents such as derailments and at level crossings (which are proposed
even though these are not best practice or support by State or Federal
Government transport policy).

Rail safety and concerns over a catastrophic derailment have been raised
by members of the public and have been recorded in Section 16.9.2.4 and
discussed in Section 16.10.4. However, Chapter 20 of the draft EIS only
makes mention of the possibility of derailment, with Table 20.4 citing
‘0.423 per million freight km’, and Table 20.10 ‘outlining’ the
management of a derailment. At no time does the document discuss in
detail how derailments would be managed to ensure there is no
significant residual risk to communities.

Independent research reveals that train derailments occur guite
frequently, with many incidents and accidents on rail each year. The
Australian Transport Safety Bureau (ATSB) rail safety investigation
database shows that of the 282 recorded rail incidents between 1997 and
2021, 106 were incidents were derailments (equivalent to 4 derailments
per year). At capacity, and at speed, the possibility of an incident on
Inland Rail increases exponentially. Even conservatively, in the draft EIS
quoted train numbers calculate approximately four derailments a year on
the Inland Rail alignment. If such an incident occurred in a township such
as Gatton or Forest Hill, there would be catastrophic consequences.
Further, the draft EIS states that proposed ‘mitigation strategies’ would
only reduce the risk of these incidents from ‘high’ down to ‘medium’. This
level of risk post-mitigation is not acceptable to LVRC. The concern about
the very real possibility of a derailment in townships, is very real given
that the proponent fails to commit to trains slowing down to go through
built-up areas. A 1.8 km long train travelling at speeds between 80-115
km/hr and derailing in a town would be catastrophic and should be

recommend and urge the OCG to require the proponent to abandon the
current alignment.

To meet the OCG TOR, LVRC strongly recommend and urge the OCG to
require the proponent to undertake further and more comprehensive
and accurate assessments of alternate alignments that comply with the
TOR to identify an alignment that will adequately avoid, minimise and
mitigate the potential health and safety impacts to the residents of the
Lockyer Valley.
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considered so. Trains which are 3.6 km long and travelling at similar
speeds through townships are guaranteed to have even greater adverse
impacts on the safety of residents.

Health Risks

The project poses very significant potential health risks to the community
from noise and air emissions, but these lack any form of meaningful
assessment in the draft EIS.

LVRC’'s assessment found that sleep disturbance may be experienced at
more than 4000 dwellings, but the draft EIS suggests that only 175
dwellings may be impacted. The draft EIS grossly underestimates the
scale of sleep disturbance that will be experienced as it fails to use
recognised best practice guidance on this matter. The impacts of sleep
disturbance are widely reported and are well understood to have a major
impact on health and qguality of life. The WHO (2018) states that sleeping
satisfies a basic need and the absence of undisturbed sleep can have
serious effects on human health. Causal pathways have been established
between noise induced sleep disturbance and health effects such as
cardiovascular and metabolic disease. Other effects include impaired
cognitive function and psychological impacts. The draft EIS is silent on the
health impacts associated with sleep disturbance and makes no firm
commitment to addressing this profoundly serious and real risk.

Table 20.12 at Chapter 20 rates the residual risk of noise impact from rail
operations as low. LVRC vehemently oppose this finding as the
assessment of noise is seriously flawed (as demonstrated in earlier in this
response) and the proponent provides no detail or commitment to noise
mitigation. Therefore, how can the risk of noise impact be known given
the seriously flawed nature of the assessment and lack of detail around
mitigation. Sleep disturbance will occur from the project at a far greater
scale than predicted by the draft EIS and this will present profoundly
serious health risks to Lockyer Valley residents that the proponent has
failed to recognise or demonstrate how they will accept responsibility for
preventing these impacts.
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As demonstrated earlier in this response, the air quality assessment does
not give any consideration to microbiological contaminants in air
emissions during operations, namely Q-fever (Coxiella burnettii) in dust
from livestock trains. TOR 11.132 requires assessment of any
contaminants or materials that may be released from the project. Q-fever
is an infectious disease spread from animals (mainly cattle, sheep and
goats) to humans by a bacterial called (Coxiella burnettii). People become
infected with Q-fever by inhaling contaminated aerosols and dusts.
Sources of relevance to the project can include animal wastes (urine,
faeces etc) and contaminated machinery/equipment/vehicles. People
may be exposed to infected dusts even if located a kilometre or more
from the source. Much larger potential zones of infection are reported by
various studies, ranging from 5 km to more than 10 km. Stock transport
trucks are identified a source of infective dusts. Research by the
University of Queensland published in the BMC Infectious Diseases Journal
in 2018 noted that outbreaks of Q-fever had been reported previously in
Europe for residents living along roads where livestock were transported.
Table 20.12 at Chapter 20 rates the residual risk of air emission impacts
from rail operations as low. LVRC vehemently oppose this finding as the
assessment of air emissions is seriously flawed (as demonstrated in detail
later in this response) as the proponent has failed to meet the TOR and
identify all potential risks and impacts. The livestock trains present a real
and profound health risk to receptors with regards to Q-fever and this
needs to be assessed by the draft EIS. Given the potential dispersal
distance, the scale of impact and number of exposed receptors is
enormous but wholly unaccounted for in the draft EIS.

The draft EIS does not meet TOR objective (b) for hazards, health and
safety as it does not accurately identify, assess and mitigate the potential
significant health and safety risks associated with the project. The current
alignment through and adjacent to towns means that it is highly unlikely
that the proponent can adequately mitigate the potential health and
safety impacts of the project on the residents of Lockyer Valley.

Chapter 20

Risk of derailment -

Feedback from LDMG

Page 116

10.3

Attachment 2



Attachment 2

H2C Draft EIS Submission Attachment

Council Submission on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for the Helidon to Calvert Section of Inland Rail.

Consolidated Table V2

Escape routes flood and bushfire

Gaul st emergency crossing

Pass rail

Chapter 21 - Waste

Chapter 21

Refer input from LVRC waste

Chapter 22 — Cumulative Impacts

63

Chapter 22,
Section 22.6
(Potential
Impacts)

Dismissed and unassessed operational cumulative impacts — Cumulative
impacts can be defined as ‘successive, incremental and combined impacts
of activities on society, the economy and the environment’ (NSW Social
Impact Assessment Guideline, 2017).
Section 22.6 of the draft EIS states that ‘the initial phase (construction) is
typically more likely to have the most material impact’ ... and that ... ‘for
this reason, the Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA) has focused on the
construction phase of the project and its potential impacts.” The text goes
on to say that operational air and noise are the only impacts considered
during the completion of the CIA. This assumption of only considering the
cumulative operational impacts from air and noise is incorrect and fails to
address the substantive social, health and safety impacts on urban
communities throughout the Lockyer Valley. This is a serious shortcoming
of the draft EIS.
As a result, the draft EIS fails to meet the requirements of TOR:
- 5.1, particularly, ‘... ensure that all relevant environmental, social and
economic impacts of the project are identified and assessed.’
5.3, particularly, ‘...when determining the scale of an impact, consider
its intensity, duration, cumulative effect, irreversibility, the risk of
environmental harm, management strategies...”
7.3, particularly, ‘... cumulative impacts should be assessed over
time..."

To meet the requirements of the OCG’s TOR, the draft EIS requires
update to include a cumulative impact assessment of the operational
phase of the project over time

Appendix C — Consultation Report
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64

Appendix C
(Consultation
Report),

Section 4.5
{Communication
Tools), Table 4.9
and 4.10

Section 6
(Consultation
Outcomes), Table
6.1

Inland Rail —
Helidon to
Calvert fly-

through —
YouTube

Visual impact information not provided to communities — TOR 7.2 states
the ‘assessment and supporting information should be sufficient for the
Coordinator-General and administering authorities to decide whether an
approval ... should be granted’. Further, the TOR Land objective (d) states
‘mitigate impacts to the natural landscape and visual amenity and TOR
11.89. Describe any proposed measure to avoid, minimise or mitigate
potential impacts on landscape character and visual amenity’ TOR 7.2 and
Land Objective (d) have not been adequately considered or addressed by
the draft EIS. Appendix C (Consultation Report) fails to identify how the
Shaping SEQ goals have been considered and/ or addressed in track
alignment selection. Specifically:

- From Section 4.5 (Communication tools):

o Section 4.5.2 (Project display posters) — no visual amenity
information displayed.

o Section 4.5.3 (Fact sheets) — no visual amenity mentioned.

o The H2C webpage has visualisation images, but not all people may
have access to this/ internet literacy or speeds to support viewing
them; the visualisation information is difficult to find on the
website and there is no reference to the YouTube flythrough
available for this section of the Inland Rail project.

o Section 4.5.12 (visualisations and alignment fly through)- this
whole area of visual amenity is covered in one small paragraph
only.

o Itis noted stakeholders wanted more information so this i was
produced and "displayed at community information sessions,’
however the report does not state when in the process / how
many sessions/which, where or how many visualisations were
displayed.

- According to the information provided in Table 4.9 and 4.10, it
appears that none of the community information displays or
landowner engagement in 2017, 2018, 2019 specifically had topic of
Visual Amenity — there is a ‘social and economic’ topic covered but no
visuals are mentioned as having been presented.

- Section 6 references influence of consultation on outcomes and Table
6.1 also references ‘developed and tested options to bypass Gatton

Appendix C requires amendment to include evidence of what
visualisations were shown, and when in the process they were shown to
the community to ensure the community were given ample opportunity
and able to properly consider the comparative impacts of different track
alignment options from a landscape and visual amenity impacts
perspective.

If there is no evidence of this having occurred, then the draft EIS needs
to be amended to include these comparative different track alignment
landscape and visual impacts as well as visualisations for each alignment
options, and then to consult with the community on these comparative
options to ensure a community engagement process with all the
information available has been provided in order to meet the
requirements of TOR 7.2.
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and Forest Hill and tested with the community and landowners (not

accepted due to community feedback and preference to stay in rail

corridors).”
At the only presentation noted that was undertaken by the Visual Impact
Assessment experts in August 2019 in Gatton, there were only 8
attendees which brings into question the consultation notification
methods used to inform stakeholders of potential opportunities to better
understand potential impacts.
Appendix C fails to identify the process, timing of presentations, and
which, if any, visualisations were used to inform the community of the
potential landscape and visual amenity impacts of different potential
alignments and how the alignment through the regional towns came to be
decided. The Appendix also fails to identify that any visual representations
of the project were used in information sessions which would allow the
above state goals to be adequately considered by all parties.
The project fly-through (provided on YouTube) does not show the visual
impact of the proposed extent of noise barriers for the project,
particularly where they are proposed through town centres.
The draft EIS fails to provide evidence in Appendix C of consideration of a
landscape and visual impacts comparison of the proposed alignment with
other alignment options considered, as part of the evaluation process in
confirming the preferred track alignment option. Nor is there evidence in
Appendix C that the community had an opportunity to see and comment
on any visualisations comparing the proposed alignments from a
landscape and visual impact perspective, during the community
engagement process, to enable preferences for a particular track
alignment to be considered in these terms. As a result, LVRC do not
consider that the draft EIS meets the OCG’s TOR as provided above.

Appendix H — Landscape and Visual Amenity Technical Report

65

Appendix H
Section 4.9.2
(Visual
Sensitivity), Table
13

TOR 11.87 relates to the impact assessment on visual amenity. It requires
description and illustration of the visual impact of construction and
operation of the project, including that 'such views should be
representative of public and private viewpaints, including places of
residence, work and recreation.’

The draft EIS requires updating to meet the requirements of TOR 11.87
and to appropriately consider revising these attributes by removing the
typical distances or gqualify distances as examples for urban areas and
making clear reference to the significance of direct view of light sources
in dark rural environments.
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Table 13 defines viewpoint sensitivity using distance between viewers and
light source. This is particularly important for determining impact on
private viewpoints from residences. The viewpoint sensitivities described
in this table may be misleading in relation to dark rural environments
where the viewer’s dark adaptation increases their sensitivity to more
distant light sources, particularly if the light source is in direct view.

For Table 13, the ‘sensitivity of viewpoints’ and the ‘attributes of visual
sensitivity categories’ provide typical distances for viewers from a light
source for each sensitivity level. However, these will be misleading in
relation to dark rural environments where the viewer's dark adaptation
increases the viewer’s sensitivity to more distant light sources, particularly
if light source is in direct view.

66

Appendix K (Air
Quality)

Appendix K - Air Quality Technica

Microbiological emissions to air — the draft EIS does not meet TOR
11.132. This is because the air quality assessment does not give any
consideration to microbiological contaminants in air emissions during
operations, namely Q-fever (Coxiella burnettii) in dust from livestock
trains. TOR 11.132 requires assessment of any contaminants or materials
that may be released from the project.
Queensland Health provide extensive information about Q-fever which is
summarised here (https://www.worksafe.qld.gov.au/safety-and-
prevention/hazards/hazardous-exposures/biological-hazards/diseases-
from-animals/qg-fever). Q-fever is an infectious disease spread from
animals (mainly cattle, sheep and goats) to humans by a bacterial called
(Coxiella burnettii). People become infected with Q-fever by inhaling
contaminated aerosols and dusts. Sources of relevance to the project can
include animal wastes (urine, faeces etc) and contaminated
machinery/equipment/vehicles. The risk of infection is significant as:
- Qfever is very infectious, and people can become infected from
inhaling just a few bacteria.
- Large numbers of bacteria are shed by infected animals.
- The bacteria can survive in the environment for long periods, tolerate
harsh conditions and spread in the air.
Information from the Australian Q-fever Register website
(https://www.qfever.org/aboutgfever#tindirectExposure) states that

| Report

The draft EIS requires update to meet the requirements of the OCG’s
TOR 11.132. Specifically, the air quality assessment needs to be revised
and updated to include an assessment of the potential risks of Q-fever
from livestock trains to human health.

It is recommended that the proponent consult with Queensland Health
in relation to the further assessment of this matter. This is to ensure
that an appropriate method of assessment is used that an acceptable
zone of infection (i.e., study area) is applied to adequately assess the
hazards and risks to public health from the project with respect to Q-
fever and necessary mitigation measures.
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people may be exposed to infected dusts even if located a kilometre or
more from the source. Much larger potential zones of infection are
reported by various studies, ranging from 5 km to more than 10 km. Stock
transport trucks are identified a source of infective dusts. Research by the
University of Queensland published in the BMC Infectious Diseases Journal
in 2018 noted that outbreaks of Q-fever had been reported previously in
Europe for residents living along roads where livestock were transported.

Based on this information, the livestock trains present a health risk to
receptors with regards to Q-fever and this needs to be assessed by the
draft EIS. Given the potential dispersal distance, the scale of impact and
number of exposed receptors is enormous but wholly unaccounted for in
the draft EIS.

67

Appendix K (Air
Quality)

Coal Dust - Table 2.3, Section 2.3 states that the modelled coal trains
were 990 m long, however the project description says trains may be up
to 3.6 km long. It is not clear if coal trains will be limited to 990 m or if
they may be longer (i.e., up to 1.8 km or 3.6 km long). Table 6.2 in
Chapter 6 suggests longer trains could be used based on customer
requirements within the maximum train length which is potentially up to
3.6km. The draft EIS does not consider the effect of train lengths up to
3.6 km on air quality from coal dust emissions.

Table 4.17, Section 4.4.3.1 describes the release height above ground
level of 3.3 to 4.3 m, however the project description clearly states trains
will be double stacked and exceed heights of 7 m. It is not clear if coal
trains will be limit to single wagons or if they will be double stacked. The
draft EIS does not consider the effect of double stacked train heights on
air gquality from coal dust emissions.

Appendix K and Table 6.2 in Chapter 6 suggest that the maximum coal
train speed will be 80 km/hr based on 25 ton axle loads (TAL). The
modelling however did seem to include contributions to the effective
wind speed over the coal wagons by local winds which could contribute to
coal lift off. The Environmental Evaluation of Coal Dust Emissions (Connell
Hatch, 2008) suggests that on average, local wind could add 10-15 km/hr
to the air speed across the coal surface in the wagon. The graph below is
from Environmental Evaluation of Coal Dust Emissions (Connell Hatch,

The assessment of coal dust emissions does not meet 11.135 of the TOR

because the assessment does not accurately estimate the rate of coal

dust lift off and concentration at sensitive receptors. The OCG should

require the proponent to update the air quality impact assessment to

include the following to better estimate the potential impact of coal dust

emissions at sensitive receptors:

- Train lengths up to 3.6 km.

- Train heights of 7 m or more.

- Train speeds of 80 km/hr with an appropriate allowance for local
winds on coal dust lift off.

- Train speeds of 115 km/h with an appropriate allowance for local
winds on coal dust lift off.
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2008) (which is referred to by the draft EIS). It shows that if air speed
across the surface of the coal increased from 80 km/hr to 95 km/hr
(assuming an allowance for local winds) the coal dust emission rate would
increase by about 35%.

45
40 1 #

35 F

30 1
25 ¢
20 1 7

Dust Emission Rate Relative to 20 km/hr

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140
Air Speed (km/hr)

Also, Table 6.2 in Chapter 6 indicates that future proofing works will
include structures and formation that can allow higher speeds for heavier
axle loads (30 TAL). This suggests that coal trains may be able to travel at
higher speeds in the future, but this is not clearly defined in the EIS nor is
it assessed by the air quality assessment which limits coal train speed to
80 km/hr. Referring to the above graph, if air speed across the surface of
the coal increased from 80 km/hr to 115 km/hr (excluding an allowance
for local winds) the coal dust emission rate would increase by 100%.

The assessment of coal dust emissions does not meet 11.135 of the TOR
because the assessment does not accurately estimate the rate of coal dust
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lift off and emission and concentration at sensitive receptors. This is
because it fails to consider maximum train lengths and source heights and
wind speeds across the surface of coal wagons do not include the effect of
local winds or the effect of higher train speeds in the future.

68 : Chapter 12 (Air Coal Wagon Veneering — Veneering was assumed to be used as a The draft EIS needs to make a clear commitment to the use of veneering
Quality) and mitigation measure for controlling coal dust from wagons and is overly on coal wagons to meet 11.136 of the TOR. The veneering must be
Appendix E critical to the outcomes of the coal dust emission and modelling adequately specified and detailed in the EIS to ensure that it can achieve
(Proponent assessment. The model relies on a reduction in coal dust lift off from the a reduction in coal dust emissions by at least 75%.

Commitments) wagons of 75% due to veneering. Appendix K clearly states that there was
a predicted exceedance of air quality criteria when a scenario without The OCG should condition that the surface of all coal wagons shall be
veneering was analysed. veneered to minimise dust emissions. The veneering must be adequate
Veneering is currently used for trains on the West Moreton Rail System. to achieve a reduction in coal dust emissions of at least 75%.
However, the draft EIS makes no commitment to ensuring all trains using
the H2C alignment will apply veneering to coal wagons.
Therefore, the draft EIS does not meet 11.136 of the TOR as it makes no
clear commitment to any mitigation measures to control coal dust
emissions. This is important because the draft EIS has shown that if
veneering is not used the air quality criteria will not be met.

69 | Appendix K (Air Australian drinking water guidelines - Section 7.2 of the Air Quality The draft EIS requires update to appropriately revise the air quality

Quality) Assessment report refers to the Australian Drinking Water Guidelines cites : assessment and the consideration of tank water quality impacts to refer
the date of publication as 2011 and 2018. The guidelines were updated in : to the most recent update of the Australian Drinking Water Guidelines
May 2019. As a result, the document fails to meet the requirements of (May 2018). This should include ensuring that criteria used in the
TOR 5.4, which requires the document to be ‘generally in accordance with : assessment are updated accordingly to reflect the most current guidance
relevant policies, standards and guidelines.’ on drinking water quality.

70 | Appendix K (Air Train movements — Section 2.3 of the Air Quality Technical Report Part 1 Section 2.3 should be revised to include ad nal information on how
Quality) estimated a forecast peak train volume of 402 trains per week for the the peak weekly train movements for 2040 were estimated
Section 2.3 2040 year. However, there is no specific information provided in report
(Operation) which relates to how these volumes have been estimated. This estimated

train volume has a direct bearing on the emissions estimated.
71 : Appendix K (Air Selection of the 2013 meteorological modelling year — Meteorological It is recommended that the Air Quality Technical Report be updated to

Quality
Section 4.4.2.1
(Selection of
Meteorological
Year)

modelling was conducted for the 2013 calendar year and the justification
was that neutral conditions were observed during this year and for the
remaining years between 2007 and 2017 were either characterised by El
Nino or La Nina episodes. There is no information in the report on how
atmospheric stability and mixing height parameters varied between the

present CALMET mixing height and stability parameters for a typical El-
Nino / LA-Nina year for at least one (1) CALMET modelling domain in
order to provide a more robust model for assessment.
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chosen 2013 year and the remaining years which had either a El Nino or
La Nina episode.

72

73

Appendix K (Air
Quality)
Section 5.3
(Background Air
Quality)

Appendix K (Air
Quality)
Section 5.3.6
(Background Air
Quality)
Section 5.4

(Existing Emission

Sources)
Section 7.1.1
(Dispersion
Modelling
Results)

Selection of the 70'" percentile value to represent background
concentrations — Although the selection of the 70" percentile value to
determine background concentrations is agreeable, this approach tends at
times to underestimate the background concentrations of the study area
and a more conservative approach to estimate background
concentrations is warranted.

Assessment of cumulative impacts — Section 5.3.6 of the Air Quality
Technical Report Part 1 summarises the existing background
concentrations adopted for the assessment. Upon close observation of
Table 5.19 is it noted that with the exception of deposited dust,
background concentrations for the remaining pollutants are referenced
from the air gquality monitoring stations managed by DES at Mutdapilly,
Flinders View and Springwood. With respect to deposited dust,
background deposited dust levels are based on a 3-month monitoring
campaign conducted back in 2016 along the Yelarbon to Gowrie
alignment, which is now included in the Border to Gowrie alignment. As-
such, none of the background concentrations are specific to the study
darea.

However, Section 5.4 of the report excludes inclusion of emissions from
the Valley Beef meat production facility, which is at a distance of 4 km
from the alignment line, and the reason for non-inclusion is that the
emissions from that facility would be adequately represented in the
adopted background concentrations. This reasoning would hold strong
when there is a local air quality monitoring station which is measuring
background concentrations for the project and is also capturing emissions
from the meat production facility. However, the monitoring stations
which have been used to determine background concentrations are at a
physically separate location.

Furthermore, it is observed from Sections 5.3.2.2 and Sections 5.3.2.4 that
PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations have been recorded from the Inland Rail
air quality monitoring station between July 2018 and August 2019. This

It is recommended that the Air Quality Technical Report be revised to
use the 90" percentile value from the Inland Rail AQMS be used rather
than the 70" percentile for determining the background particulate
(PMyo and PM; 5) concentrations as it provides a conservative picture of
the local air quality levels. The use of 90™ percentile value would still
filter out the observations corresponding to the bush fire and dust storm
activities and is therefore not appropriate for use given the rural location
of the proposed project.

The draft EIS requires update to appropriately consider these issues and
provide an appropriate air quality assessment for the proposed
alignment. This should also include undertaking a revised cumulative
assessment which is also more appropriate to the air quality experienced
by the LVRC region.
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station is located at a residential dwelling off Draper Road, Charlton, west
of Gowrie. Data from this station has not been considered for the
background concentrations because it can be influenced by emissions
from existing rail traffic. On the same note, concentrations measured at
the Flinders View and Springwood station would also be influenced local
traffic in that area and moreover the location of the air quality manitoring
station is far more representative of the project setting than the stations
at Flinders View and Springwood. Upon closer observation, it is noted that
the particulate concentrations at the Inland Rail air quality monitoring
station are higher than the corresponding levels measured at the air
quality monitoring stations managed by DES. Therefore, at the very least,
for the assessment of particulate concentrations, reference is to be drawn
to the concentrations measured at the Inland Rail air quality monitoring
station.

74  Appendix K (Air Sensitive Receptors - Section 5.6 of the Air Quality Assessment notes that | The draft EIS requires update to include a discussion regarding future
Quality) existing sensitive receptors near the alignment and in the townships of residential development surrounding the alignment and the potential
Section 5.6 Gatton, Forest Hill, Helidon, Laidley, Grandchester and Calvert were impacts on those future developments.

(Sensitive selected. However, there is no discussion on identifying potential future
Receptors) sensitive receptors that could be developed in the identified areas of
interest.
75 | Appendix K (Air Agricultural train odour impacts — Section 7.4 identifies livestock trains as : The air quality assessment should be revised to meet TOR 11.135 and to

Quality)
Section 7.4
(Agricultural
Train Odour
Impacts)

presenting the greatest risk of nuisance related to odour emissions, when

compared to agriculture freight. The potential for offensive odours is

especially quite high when stopping at crossing loops. The draft EIS

described associated odours as strong to very strong and the

offensiveness of the odour would be unpleasant. The draft EIS identified

no significant impacts to amenity due to odour from livestock trains

because:

- The livestock train pass by events would only be 6 per week and would
beno more than 1-hour in duration.

- Residents and visitors would have a higher tolerance to intermittent
odour from agricultural sources because of the rural setting.

This assessment of odour impacts does not meet TOR 11.135 as the

assessment of amenity impacts does not:

more accurately assess the air quality amenity impacts and cumulative
impacts of the project. At present, the draft EIS does not adequately
consider the receptor types and their sensitivity to odours (urban areas
not rural areas) nor does it accurately assess the potential impacts of
odour from livestock trains.
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Acknowledge that Gatton, Laidley, Helidon and Forest Hill are urban
areas under the SEQ Regional Plan. These are not rural areas and
therefore the premise that such odours are expected by the
community is factually incorrect and baseless.

Adequately consider cumulative impacts of odour at receptors. If the
population is already exposed to similar (livestock) odour from local
agricultural activities, what impacts may occur to amenity from adding
an additional odour source? Furthermore, the assessment does not
take into consideration the assimilative capacity with regards to
livestock odours.

It is assumed that the 6 livestock trains would be spread over a 1-week
period, resulting in an average of less than 1 train per day. However,
there is no additional discussion regarding the likelihood of two (2)
trains turning up on the same day. This would worsen the odour
impacts at the sensitive receptors and the assessment does not
provide enough discussion on this matter.

The draft EIS fails to explain the estimated duration of a livestock train
pass-by which may be up to 1 hour and intensity of impact compared to
more common livestock transport methods such as a livestock truck. This
would seem like a considerably longer duration than, for example, a
livestock truck (which is understood given the length of the train). How
do the scale of livestock numbers on a livestock train compares to
livestock numbers on a cattle truck? Presumably, a livestock train will be
a substantially more significant odour source than existing modes of
livestack transport.
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Appendiz A: Lockyer Creek Models Review - Draft Report on Review of Helidon to Calvert Section
Independent Intemational Panel of Experts for Flood Studies of Inland Rail in Queensland

Table 10: Summary of ldentified Issues

L1

L3

L4

L5

50 | May 12, 2021

Interaction between local and
regional catchments does not seem
to be appropriately captured within

the models.

The BRCFS model has been used
with minimal alterations to account
for local features.

The joint hydrologic/hydraulic model
uses different hydrologic parametars.
to the hydrologic design modal,

The ARF does not appear to have

alignment. While the use of a single
ARF may be appropriate, the
provided information does not justify
its use in this manner.

Limited discussion regarding
hydrologic model loss parameters
and their impact on design flows.

The topographic setup is deemed
acceptable for the purposes of the
assessment undertaken However,
future stages of the project should
utilise the latest available LIDAR
data which includes, but is not
limited to, the Lockyer Vallay LGA
LIDAR dataset flow in 2018

Reference Section

35

23

24.4

25

254

33

Relevance to Assessment

Flood charactenstics of local and regional
catchments differs greatly

The model has not been revised to consider
the presence of the rail alignment or
optimised to best represent flooding in the
Lockyer Creek catchment.

This imples the hydrologic model and the
hydraulic model, using the same setup, do
not provide consistent results. As a joint
calibration approach is used to vahidate both
models, the need to vary the hydrologic
design paramaters batween the two models
to achieve reasonable flow rates (compared
to the FFA) raises questions on the validity of
the joint calibration approach.

The correct application of the ARF value (in

accordance with ARR) ensures the project

approach conforms o Industry standard and
guidance.

Limited loss variation was made from ARR
Data Hub loss values and it is unclear if
spatial variation was considered in the
approach. This should be included in the
reporting because the Lockyer Creek URBS
model covers an area of approximately 3000
km?

Future stages of the assessment should use
the most up-to-date available data

Impact on Design

The assessment does not appear to
giﬂﬁmﬂ&m.:ﬂn&&:ﬂ:

Zu.nﬂ.-ﬂneleE..&:nE;g:un:ms
and of the cross-drai can
result in the over or under-estimation of
discharge at a drainage structure.

This approach undermines the calibration
process and overall applicability of its
purpose. A failure to obtain consistent

parameters betwaen models indicates that

aither one model or bath models are
potentially incorrectly setup, which may
affect the results presented.

The use of a single gauge location

affects the design of hydraulic structures
and potential impacts.

There appears fo be a reasonable fit for
the URBS peak flows to the Glenore
Gauge FFA. However, this after
modification to the beta factor in the
design model and recognising that no
other comparisons at other gauge
locations have been provided

The use of the latest available topographic
data may improve model validity in areas

Level of Importance

Medium

Reason for Adopted Level of Importance

This issue is occurmng in populated areas

are met is required with respect to the
incorporation and assessment of flood

Further sub-division of sub-catchments and
adjustment of catchment boundaries to
reflect areas upstream and downstream of
the alignment is necessary in later stages of
the project. This may influence the modelled
hydraulic behaviour as well as the interaction
with the proposed design but is unlikely to
cause significant changes due to the
catchment area upstream of the alignment
(should only cause a minor impact to flow).

Confidence in a consistent modeliing
approach is important for both the dasign
team and the greater public. Sensitivity
madelling and further decumentation is
required to address this issue.

Although incorrect application of the ARF
may not cause significant change to the
modelling results, the lack of correct
application does not conform to industry
standards and may affect both the design of
culvertsbndges and impact outcomes of the
project.

This issue is linked to item L3 where both
items and limited documentation indicates
that limited changes were made (L2) to
ensure that the design flow estimates
provided agreement with recorded data.

At the inception of this stage of Inland Rail
the data was not available. As such, itis
recommended that this be sought for future
project stages and does not aflect the EIS
assessment stage.
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Inland Rail Independent Panel H2C Draft

Council Submission on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for the Helidon to Calvert Section of Inland Rail.

Report May 2021 Extract of Issues

L7

L8

Le

L10

L11

L12

L13

L14

Several issues with the model
calibration.

Justification for flood level impacts
and changes to ime of
submergence

Increase in level at Gatton and
Forest Hill area for extreme evenls

Patential for scour to accur given
generally poor soil conditions.

The adopted critical durations and
Rank-6 temporal pattems do not
always match what the Panel
determined to be the critical duration
or Rank-6 temporal pattemn.

Issues surrounding the application of
hydraulic roughness.

There are a number of 10/2D
connection issues that exist between
structures and channets within the
model.

The flood frequency analysis was
only performed at one stream gauge,
despite several other stream gauges

having data available.

Reference Section

354

54,5559

59

58

25

34

a5

Relevance to Assessment

The model parameter values are based on
the BRCFS model calibration. The BRCFS
model did not focus on the Lockyer Valley
area, noting in the study that local creek
flooding may dominate in this area
Additional issues with the calibration include
limited FFA documentation and verification,
poor flow correlation at Glenore Grove gauge
(TUFLOW compared to observed), poor
comelation with histonc gauge levels and
poor correlation with recorded flood levels
(especially between Helidon and Grantham)

Appendix A: Lockyer Creek Models Review - Draft Report on Review of Helidon to Calvert Section

Impact on Design Level of Importance Reason for Adopted Level of Importance

The joint « 1 informs the hy all
and hydraulic parameters adopted in the
modelling approach. The poor calibration
fit undermines the design event modelling
results and subsequently the flood
assessment of the rail alignment.

Application

Isolated increases above nominated flood
impacts are proposed. One impact at a
sensitive receptor is noted

The embankment directs more water to the
south of the alignment, resulting in greater
increases in level than would otherwise
occur.

Although the design to date results in
relatively low velocities, the nature of the
soils in the area could result in the proposed
drainage causing significant
geomorphological impacts

The selection of storm durations and
temporal patterns has a direct effect on
reported flood levels and velocities, and it
can have impacts on reported afflux results.

Limited documentation surmounding the use
of both default Manning's values and the use
of depth varying Manning's roughnass.
Furthermore, hydraulic roughness has not
been updated to incorporate the rail
alignment,

The connection issues, as delailed in Section
3.5, result in: over-connection of structures,
artificial lowering of cell elevations, artificial

blockages at the of y
and duplication of sforage areas.

A single FFA may not represent the design
event hydrology of the catchment well.

If an increase is deemed 10 be excessive
then the design will need to be modified.

May need to consider alternate drainage
configuration if change in flood nsk for
extreme events is fount to be too great.

Depending on the nature of the soils and
flow conditions in the vicinity of each
crossing, it may be necessary to alter the
drainage design.

The reported immunity, afflux or other
results may not be entirely comrect.

Unlikely to cause significant changes to
results but may cause minor changes

The issues were identified after a
preliminary review and further investigation
into the extent of the issue is required. It is

unlikely that the issues have widespread
impact on the model results. However, if
occurming in close proximity to the
alignment it may cause changes to
modelled impacts.

Without calculating the FFA at all stream
gauges of sufficient record, there is lower
certainty in the validity of design storm
event results.

Independent International Panel of Experts for Flond Studies of Inland Rail in Quesnsland

Confidence in the calibration approach
provides confidence in the design event
madelling. Currently, further documentation
regarding the cahbration modelling and
validation of design event flows is required to
provide confidence in the modeliing. This
may also require further sensitivity

of both the cali modelling
and design event modelling.

Although some justification has been
provided, additional justification 1s required in
redation to flood level increases and changes

in ToS. In particular the impact to one
residential sensitive receptor (1032), requires

further justification.

Embankment redirects flow south towards
Galtton and Forest Hill. Itis necessary 1o
ensure that the resulting change in flood risk
is acceplable.

The velocity and potential for the resulting
scour (due to the poor soil conditions) needs
to be reviewed and accounted for in the
detailed design.

Clanfication should be provided around the
critical duration and temporal pattern
selection to justify occasional use of

durations and temporal patterns that are not

critical or rank-6, respectivaly.

Unlikely to cause significant change to
current reporied levels but should be
corrected in future project stages

 Review, assessment of proximity o the

! and ity testing is req to
ensure that the associated issues do not
impact the flood impact objectives.

The adopted gauge does have a long siream
record, but its accuracy is limited by the
rating curve. Assessing multiple gauges

reduces the risk.

May 12, 2021 | 51
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Inland Rail Independent Panel H2C Draft

Council Submission on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for the Helidon to Calvert Section of Inland Rail.

Report May 2021 Extract of Issues

Appendiz A: Lockyer Creek Models Review - Draft Report on Review of Helidon 1o Calvert Section
Independent Intemational Panel of Experts for Flood Studies of Inland Rail in Queensland

L15

L16

L7

L18

L19

L20

L21

52 | May 12, 2021

Varied and inconsistent approaches
adopted to apply inflows within the
hydraulic model

Differing source area inflows used

between historic and design models

Downstream boundary extent and
application issues

Applied minimum nodal storage area
of 200 m? by default.

Missing hydraulic structures in
axisting model.

Existing and design structure flow
instabilities present in modelling.

Bridge losses are identical at all
bridges.

Reference Section

a5

a5

a5

36

ar

37,381

Relevance to Assessment

2D source area inflows are not applied in a
consistent manner (e.g. not at catchment
centroid) and 10 inflow region extents span

Level of Importance Reason for Adopted Level of Importance

Impact on Design

inflows are "double routed”, meaning inflow

Emlﬁ.:..-mnnﬂ!c&.:ﬁ
hydrologic and the hydraulic model which is
likely attributing to the use of a lower beta
value. It also appears that there has been an
atternpt to address this in the TUFLOW
boundary condition database.

The 2D source area inflow locations are also
slightly different the cali

Inconsistent application of inflow may
i particularly the 2D source area inflows and
_iﬁnggﬂgmﬂ A2 D o o
By a0 woll in mpace el High required. This issue may be linked o the use
alignment, A justified nv-nuﬂmmﬁ.smunuﬂn._ a varied beta value usad in the hydrologic
would provide rigor to the assessment, design mode! (compared o the joint

calibration model).

“This difference may undermine the joint Further justification is required to address

model and the design storm event models
(existing case and design case).

There is significant ponding at the
downstream boundary (both the 1D and 2D
boundary locations) in extrame event
modelling.

An applied minimum nodal storage area of
200 m has been adopled by defaull
Furthermore, several nodes have additional
nodal area applied.

A preliminary review has identified some
missing hydraulic structures within the model
extent.

Preliminary review by the panel have
identified both existing and design
(proposed) structures caused flow

instabilities in the model.

Bndge loss inaccuracies could result in
reported changes in water level (and other
flood impact objectives) being too low of too

high.

why these changes occurred and sensitivity
modelling may indicate if this difference
causes changes within the model.

Although unlikely to impact results &t the i unllly this & rpect atihe

o algnmen Qe o o Gstance downstra)

the public may undermine landholdars but should be addressed in future project
confidence in the model. 00

Further justification or sensitivity modelling is
required to ensure that the adopted approach
is not generating artificial storage which is
impacting the model results.

approach used to define the Medium
design model

This is regarded as a high value and may
be generating artificial storage in the Medium
model

The otsanca of thess stuciures In the It is recommended that an assessment of

missing existing structures is undertaken in

future project stages to ensure water is not

being artificially blocked within the model

ggs&sﬁgﬂﬂsﬁ&g.
events).

this will have significant impact on results
(once included) to events, such as the 1%
AEP, and may only influence frequent
events.

Identification and correction of culverts
presenting instability should be undertaken.

This has the potential to impact results in Furthermore, once this has occurred

the immediate vicinity of these structures, Sl t should be
ﬁm__.:m ﬂmnhm_wzﬂﬁns_«nﬂ_._w .om ﬂh_h:wam.__o_q Medium to ensure that these issues did not cause
therefore may be only causing isolated significant changes 1o the EIS results. If
differences significant changes are noted, a
reassessment of flood impact objectives may
be required.
Clarification should be provided g the
desig properly mitigate flood use of identical bridge losses and why
Ui RLTC, Medium losses, particularly at key structures, were

impacts at all locations. not calculated using Austroads or a similar

methad.
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11.0 PEOPLE & BUSINESS PERFORMANCE REPORTS

11.1 Policy for Adoption

Author: Erin Neumann, Governance Officer

Responsible Officer: Craig Drew, Acting Group Manager People & Business Performance
Purpose:

The purpose of this report is to seek Council’s adoption of the Confidentiality Policy.

Officer’'s Recommendation:
THAT Council adopt the Confidentiality Policy as attached to this report.

RESOLUTION
THAT Council adopt the Confidentiality Policy as attached to these Minutes.

Moved By: Cr Cook Seconded By: Cr Vela
Resolution Number: 20-24/0332

CARRIED
6/0

Executive Summary

The Confidentiality Policy has been drafted to assist Councillors and Council employees in determining what
might be considered confidential information and how this information is to be handled in accordance with
the Local Government Act 20089.

Proposal

The Confidentiality Policy applies to all Councillors, Council staff, contractors and others that act on Council’s
behalf to ensure they work in accordance with the principles contained in the Confidentiality Policy and in
accordance with the relevant legislation.

It is accepted that Councillors, Council staff, contractors and others that act on Council’s behalf will be in
receipt of confidential information. It is Council’s responsibility to ensure that such information is treated
confidentially, so as not to harm, prejudice or compromise the interests of Council or any individual or
organisation or enable any individual or organisation to gain a financial advantage.

Options
1. Council adopt the Confidentiality Policy without amendment as attached to this report.

2. Council request amendments to the Confidentiality Policy.
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Strategic Implications

Corporate Plan
Lockyer Leadership and Council; 5.7 — Compliance with relevant legislation.

Finance and Resource
Budget implications will continue to be addressed through existing allocations.

Legislation and Policy
The Confidentiality Policy outlines what might be considered confidential information and how this
information is to be handled in accordance with the Local Government Act 2009.

Risk Management
The adoption of these policies ensure Council is compliant with recent legislative amendments and its Policy
Framework.

Consultation

Internal Consultation
e Chief Executive Officer
e Group Manager People and Business Performance
e Coordinator Governance and Property

Attachments

10 Draft - Confidentiality Policy 3 Pages
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Draft - Confidentiality Policy

Lockyer
Valley

REGIONAL COUNCIL

STRATEGIC

CONFIDENTIALITY

Head of Power

Local Government Act 2009
Key Supporting Council Document

Lockyer Valley Regional Council Corporate Plan (2017-2022):
5.7 Compliant with relevant legislation.

Definitions

refers to any information or document that is considered to have a personal,

Confidential commercial or strategic sensitivity and for which the public discussion or disclosure of

information the information or document is considered to be prejudicial to a person, an entity or
Council. It can include anything that has been acquired by or made available to a
person, entity or Council during the relationship between the parties.

Commercial in generally, means sensitive information that an individual, entity or Council shares

Confidence with another party in confidence. Therefore, the party receiving this information is
obligated not to further disclose or use that information without consent or unless
required by law.

Disclosure The release of documents or information about a person, entity or Council.

Policy Objective

This palicy has been established to assist Councillors and Council employees in determining what might be
considered confidential information and how this information is to be handled in accordance with the Local

Government Act 2009.
Group: People and Business Performance Effective Date:
Unit: Governance & Property ersion:
Approved: Review Date: 30/05/2024
Superseded/Revoked: ECM:
Date Approved:
ECM: 4127725 Page1of3

Document Sel ID: 4127725
Version: 2, Version Date: 09/06/2021
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Policy Statement

This policy applies to all councillors, council staff, contractors and others that act on Council’s behalf to ensure
they work in accordance with the policy principles and in accordance with the relevant legislation.

Councillors and Council employees must use Council information in a way that promotes and maintains the
public’s trust and confidence in the integrity of the local government and complies with the use of information as
stated in the Local Government Act 2009.

Council operates in an environment of public accountability in which it seeks to inform the public of issues under
consideration and the nature of decisions made by Council. Therefore, information should ordinarily be released
to the public unless there are compelling reasons which indicate that this is not in the public interest.

It is accepted that Councillors and Council emplaoyees will be in receipt of confidential information. It is Council’s
responsibility to ensure that such information is treated confidentially, so as not to harm, prejudice or
compromise the interests of Council or any individual or organisation or enable any individual or organisation to
gain a financial advantage.

The following types of information may be deemed to be confidential by the Chief Executive Officer or by the
Council and shall remain so unless otherwise required by law or the originator or Council resolve to the contrary:
s Commercial in confidence information — including where the release of information would affect a
company's competitive advantage; this is particularly relevant in a competitive tender situation;
¢ Information derived from government departments or ministers that has been classified as confidential
by the department or a minister;
« Information of a personal nature or about personal affairs, for example the personal details of
councillors or council employees;
s Information to inform strategic decision-making processes of Council, including a property disposal or
acquisition process, where release of the information may prejudice Council;
e Financial and legal analysis where the disclosure of that information may prejudice Council or someone
else;
Information relating to clients of Council;
Information not owned or controlled by Council;
Information that could result in any action being taken in relation to defamation;
Information involving legal advice to Council, a commercial settlement or a legal issue or a matter
before the courts;
Information that is expressly given to Councillors in confidence;
e Information about:
o the appointment, dismissal or discipline of employees;

o industrial matters affecting employees;

o the local government’s budget;

o rating concessions;

o contracts proposed to be made by the local government;

o starting or defending legal proceedings involving the local government;

]

any action to be taken by the local government under the Sustainable Planning Act 2009,
including deciding applications made to it under that Act.

and Bu
nance & Pr

ECM: 4127
Document Set ID: 4127725
Version: 2, Version Date: 09/06/2021

Page2of 3
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Draft - Confidentiality Policy

It is acknowledged that some of the above types of information may need to be disclosed from time to time for
legal proceedings or in accordance with the Right to Information Act 2009 or Information Privacy Act 2009.

Related Documents

Right to Information Act 2009

Information Privacy Act 2009

Lockyer Valley Regional Council Code of Conduct for Employees
Councillor Code of Conduct

Council’s Complaints Management Framework

Council’s Complaints Management Policy

C Page30of3
Document Set ID: 4127725
Version: 2, Version Date: 09/06/2021
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11.2 Proposal to Make Amending Subordinate Local Law No. 1 (Animal
Management) 2021

Author: Susan Boland, Governance Officer
Responsible Officer: Craig Drew, Acting Group Manager People & Business Performance
Purpose:

The purpose of this report is to comply with the steps of the Subordinate Local Law Making Process previously
adopted by Council to propose making amendments to Council’'s Subordinate Local Law No.2 (Animal
Management) 2011 to establish a dog off-leash area at Fairways Park, Kensington Grove.

Officer’s Recommendation:

THAT Council propose to make the Amending Subordinate Local Law No.1 (Animal Management)
2021;

Further;

THAT Council note that no possible anti-competitive provisions in the proposed subordinate local
law have been identified.

Further;

THAT Council consult with the public about the proposed amending subordinate local law for at
least 21 days complying with the requirements of the public consultation process as outlined in
the local law making process adopted by Council.

And further;

THAT Council authorise the Chief Executive Officer to make any minor formatting amendments to
the proposed amending subordinate local law (if required) prior to the public consultation.

RESOLUTION

THAT Council propose to make the Amending Subordinate Local Law No.1 (Animal Management)
2021, as attached to these Minutes;

Further;

THAT Council note that no possible anti-competitive provisions in the proposed subordinate local
law have been identified.

Further;

THAT Council consult with the public about the proposed amending subordinate local law for at
least 21 days complying with the requirements of the public consultation process as outlined in
the local law making process adopted by Council.

And further;

THAT Council authorise the Chief Executive Officer to make any minor formatting amendments to
the proposed amending subordinate local law (if required) prior to the public consultation.

Moved By: Cr Hagan Seconded By: Cr Vela
Resolution Number: 20-24/0333

CARRIED
6/0
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Executive Summary

This report addresses the first relevant steps of the Subordinate Local Law Making Process adopted by Council
on 19 August 2015.

At Step 1, Council is obliged to propose, by resolution, to make the proposed amending subordinate local law.
The review of possible anti-competitive provisions at Step 3 has simultaneously been addressed. The next
relevant step to be taken (Step 4) is for public consultation to be undertaken.

Proposal

The proposed amending subordinate local law, Amending Subordinate Local Law No.1 (Animal Management)
2021 proposes to amend Schedule 7 of Subordinate Local Law No. 2 (Animal Management) 2011 to establish a
dog off-leash area at Fairways Park, Kensington Grove.

No possible anti-competitive provisions in the proposed subordinate local law have been identified.

At Step 1 of the Subordinate Local Law Making Process, Council is obliged to propose, by resolution, to make the
proposed amending subordinate local law. The recommendation made in this report also addresses step 3 of
the local law making process which is the review of possible anti-competitive provisions pursuant to Section 15
of the Local Government Regulation 2012. The next relevant step to be taken (Step 4) is for public consultation
to be undertaken.

The recommendation made proposes to adopt the Amending Subordinate Local Law No.1 (Animal Management)
2021 and delegate authority to the Chief Executive Officer to undertake the required public consultation
process.

Options

Option 1 Propose to make Amending Subordinate Local Law No. 1 (Animal Management) 2021.

Option 2 Make additional substantive changes to Subordinate Local Law No. 2 (Animal Management)
2011 and propose to make an updated amending subordinate local law at a future Council
meeting.

Option 3 Make no changes to Subordinate Local Law No. 2 (Animal Management) 2011.

Critical Dates

If Council adopt the recommendations in this report, it must then consult with the public for at least 21 days as
outlined in the local law making process.

Strategic Implications

Corporate Plan
5.3 Actively engage with the community to inform Council decision making processes.

5.7 Compliant with relevant legislation.
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Finance and Resource

The only foreseeable cost to Council in proposing to make the proposed amending subordinate local law is the
cost to advertise the public consultation process in the newspaper. All other work to complete the subordinate
local law making process will be undertaken by Council officers. If Council resolves to adopt the amended
subordinate local law in Step 6 of the process, Council will also incur gazettal fees.

The effect of the proposed amending subordinate local law, if adopted, will be the establishment of a dog off-
leash area at Fairways Park, Kensington Grove.

Legislation and Policy

The resolutions made in this report comply with the legislative and Subordinate Local Law Making Process
requirements set out to facilitate:

(a) the proposal for making the proposed amending subordinate local laws;

(b) the identification and review of possible anti-competitive provisions; and

(c) public consultation about the proposed amending subordinate local laws.

While Council is required by law to undertake a public consultation process in respect of the proposed amending
subordinate local law, the more onerous and time-consuming public interest testing review process can be
avoided as the no impacts to possible anti-competitive provisions have been assessed.

During the public consultation process, Council is obliged to accept and consider all submissions properly made
to Council about the proposed amending subordinate local law. Having considered all submissions, Council will
be obliged to decide whether to proceed with the making of the proposed amending subordinate local law either
as advertised, with amendments, or not at all.

As the amendment to Council’s animal management subordinate local law proposed in this report is an
amendment to subordinate local laws only, Council is not required to investigate State interest impacts of the
amendments. It is also no longer necessary to make an application to the Minister for Local Government
before any amendments can be made.

Proper consideration to human rights has been given before making a recommendation and no human rights
implications have been identified.

Risk Management
Key Corporate Risk Code and Category: FE2 — Finance and Economic.
Key Corporate Risk Descriptor: Decision making governance, due diligence, accountability and sustainability.

Consultation
Portfolio Councillor Consultation

All Councillors have been consulted in relation to the establishment and location of the dog park at Fairways
Park as part of the project planning and funding workshops held in relation to the construction of Fairways
Park which is currently underway.

Internal Consultation

The Fairways Park working group was established to investigate, plan and deliver the new Fairways Park. As
part of this process, consultation with the following stakeholders occurred in relation to the establishment and
location of the dog off-leash area:
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Executive Leadership team
Community Activation
Growth and Policy
Development Assessment
Building and Plumbing
Governance and Property
Community Facilities

AN N NN Y R

External Consultation

Notices advertising the public consultation period for the proposed amending subordinate local law will be
published in the newspaper, on Council’s website and in Council’s public offices in Gatton and Laidley. Copies
of the proposed amending subordinate local law and the consolidated version of Subordinate Local Law No. 2
(Animal Management) 2011 will be available for inspection on Council’s website and in hard copy from Council’s
public offices in Gatton and Laidley.

Community Engagement

The Senior Community Activation Officer undertook a significant community engagement project to identify the
types of facilities desired at Fairways Park, including the potential establishment and location of the dog off-
leash area. This included online surveys, pop up stalls in the local community and at community events and
social media engagement. The final design of Fairways Park was developed in response to the strong community
response received.

Attachments

10  Attach1l 4 Pages
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Amending Subordinate Local Law No. 1 (Animal Management)
2021
Contents
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2 Subordmate Local Law amended 2
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6 Amendment of Schedule 7 (Dog off-leash areas) 2

Attachment 1

11.2

Page 139



Proposal to Make Amending Subordinate Local Law No. 1 (Animal

Management) 2021

Attachment 1

Attach 1

Amending Subordinate Local Law No. I (Animal Management) 2021 2

Part 1

1 Short title

Preliminary

This subordinate local law may be cited as Amending Subordinate Local Law No. 1

(Animal Management) 2021.

2 Subordinate Local Law amended

This subordinate local law is made pursuant to Local Law No. 2 (Animal

Management) 2011.

3 Object

The object of this subordinate local law is to amend Subordinate Local Law No. 2
(Animal Management) 2011 to describe an additional dog off-leash area.

4 Commencement

This subordinate local law comimences on publication of the notice of the making
of the local law in the Gazette.

Part 2

(Animal Management) 2011

Subordinate local law amended

th

Amendment of Subordinate Local Law No. 2

This part amends Subordinate Local Lenv No. 2 (Animal Management) 2011,

6 Amendment of Schedule 7 (Dog off-leash areas)

(1) Schedule 7 —

omii, insert —

Public Area Description Off-leash times
Fairways Park Fairway Drive, Kensington | Off-leash at all times
Grove (fenced areaas shownm | unless sign posted
yellow on Map 1) otherwise

Laidley Recreation Reserve

Reserve 859, Edward Street,
Laidley (fenced area as shown
in yellow on Map 2)

Off-leash at all times
unless sign  posted
otherwise

Lake Apex Park

Lake Apex Drive. Gatton

Off-leash at all times

(fenced area as shown in | unless sign posted
yellow on Map 3) otherwise
Map 1
Attachment 1 11.2 Page 140



Proposal to Make Amending Subordinate Local Law No. 1 (Animal Attachment 1
Management) 2021 Attach 1

Amending Subordinate Local Law No. 1 (Animal Management) 2021 3

Map 3
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Amending Subordinate Local Law No. 1 (Animal Management) 2021 4
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11.3 Internal Audit Plan

Author: Madonna Brennan, Risk, Audit and Corporate Planning Advisor
Responsible Officer: Craig Drew, Acting Group Manager People & Business Performance
Purpose:

The purpose of this report is to seek Council’s adoption of the revised three-year Internal Audit Plan.

Officer’s Recommendation:
THAT Council adopt the revised three-year Internal Audit Plan, endorsed by the Audit and Risk
Management Committee, as attached to this report.

RESOLUTION

THAT Council adopt the revised three-year Internal Audit Plan, endorsed by the Audit and Risk
Management Committee, as attached to these Minutes.

Moved By: Cr Wilson Seconded By: Cr Hagan
Resolution Number: 20-24/0334

CARRIED
6/0

Executive Summary

Council has a statutory requirement to establish an efficient and effective internal audit function, prepare and
adopt an internal audit plan and carry out an internal audit each financial year. Council’s internal audit
function is delivered by an independent contractor, O’Connor Marsden and Associates in conjunction with
Council’s Business Performance branch. The role of internal audit is to provide independent, objective
assurance and consulting services to Council.

Internal audit assists Council to ensure it is compliant with its statutory obligations and also to assist Council
accomplish its strategic objectives by bringing a systematic, disciplined approach to evaluate and improve the
effectiveness of risk management, control and governance processes.

Proposal

Revised three-year Internal Audit Plan

The revised three-year Internal Audit Plan (the Plan) was prepared by Council’s internal audit provider
O’Connor Marsden and Associates (OCM). As part of the revision of the three-year audit plan OCM
considering several sources including:

e Review of the Council’s Community Plan 2017-2027, Corporate Plan 2017-2022 and the Operational Plan
2020-2021.

e Communication with key stakeholders (Committee members, Executive Leadership Team members,
external audit and key control owners)

o Review of key documents such as strategic plans, risk registers, previous annual reports, etc
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e Consideration of core business processes

e Consideration of key changes and trends occurring at the Council

e Legislative requirements facing the Council.

e Root causes of findings arising from external audit, internal audit and other assurance providers over the
last few years, and

e Trends in the local government industry.

This plan has been updated from the 2020-2021 Strategic Internal Audit Plan following consultation with the
Executive Leadership Team.

As a result of the planning process, the following audits have been recommended for the 2021-2022 financial
year:

Audit Topics Risk Addressed Business Unit

2021/2022 Financial Year

Property Management Asset Management & | Asset People & Business
Planning Management Performance

Community (On Ground) Business Continuity & | Disaster Infrastructure

Disaster Response Systems Recovery

Plant and Fleet Utilisation Financial Financial Infrastructure
Sustainability Sustainability

Asset Management for Asset Management & | Asset Infrastructure

Community Facilities Planning Management

Critical Dates

In order to affect the delivery of the Internal Audit Plan for the 2021-22 financial year, the Plan is required to
be adopted by Council either prior to or at the earliest opportunity after the commencement of the financial
year.

Previous Council Resolutions

Ordinary Meeting 15 July 2020 Resolution No 20-24/0084.

THAT Council receive and note the outcome of the review conducted by the Audit and Risk Management
Committee on the performance of Council’s internal audit function.

And further;

THAT Council adopt the revised three-year Internal Audit Plan and the Internal Audit Charter, as attached to
these Minutes.

Strategic Implications

Corporate Plan

Lockyer Leadership and Council - 5.4 Commit to open and accountable governance to ensure community
confidence and trust in council and our democratic values.

Finance and Resource
An allocation has been made in the 2021-22 budget to fund the delivery of the 2021-22 component of the
Internal Audit Plan.

Legislation and Policy

Section 105 of the Local Government Act 2009 requires Council to establish an efficient and effective internal
audit function. Section 207 of the Local Government Regulation 2012 determines the requirements of the
internal audit function.
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This report and recommendations align with the Internal Audit Charter and Internal Audit Policy.

Risk Management
Key Corporate Risk Code and Category: FE2 — Finance and Economic.
Key Corporate Risk Descriptor: Decision making governance, due diligence, accountability and sustainability.

Consultation

Portfolio Councillor Consultation

The appointed Councillors to the Audit and Risk Management Committee, Councillor Wilson and Councillor
Cook participated in the review of the three-year Internal Audit Plan.

Internal Consultation
Executive Leadership Team.

External Consultation

A review of the 3-year Internal Audit Plan was conducted by the Audit and Risk Management Committee which
includes three independent external members. The Plan was endorsed by the Committee at its meeting held
on 3 June 2021.

Attachments

10 Revised three-year Internal Audit Plan 12 Pages
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Internal Audit Plan
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Internal Audit Plan

1 Introduction

We are pleased to present the Lockyer Valley Regional Council’s (Council) Strategic Internal Audit Plan (1 July 2021 to 30 June 2024). This plan includes a detailed Annual Internal Audit
Plan for the financial year ending 30 June 2021.

Aim of Internal Audit

The aim of the Internal Audit activity is to promote awareness, and provide advice on policy, procedures, effective and efficient risk management and management control practices and

proper conduct. The Internal Audit Plan has been developed with the objective of:

* Responding to the need for advice and guidance to Council, its Audit and Risk Management Committee, and management in relation to areas of potential management control risk

e Providing assurance with respect to control systems and development, and

e Providing a development and education

approach in areas subject to review.

Methodology to Prepare Audit Plan

While this plan covers a three-year period, to ensure that it remains consistent with the Council’s needs, it will be reviewed and revised
each year. This plan has been constructed through the following activities to identify the right reviews at the right time:

s Review of the Council’s Community Plan 2017-2027, Corporate Plan 2017-2022 and the Operational Plan 2020-2021

s Communication with key stakeholders (Committee members, Executive Leadership Team members, external audit and key control
owners)

e Review of key documents such as strategic plans, risk registers, previous annual reports, etc

e Consideration of core business processes

e (Consideration of key changes and trends occurring at the Coun

o | lative requirements facing the Council

* Root causes of findings arising from external audit, internal audit and other assurance providers over the last few years, and
e Trends in the local government industry.

This plan has been updated from the 2020/2021 Strategic Internal Audit Plan following consultation with the Executive Leadership Team.

Key Themes

B ik

Information Security Governance

Asset Management Financial Sustainability

Page 3

Page 148

11.3

Attachment 1



Attachment 1

Revised three-year Internal Audit Plan

Internal Audit Plan

Strategic Internal Audit Plan

The purpose of the plan is to identify the proposed internal audit scope areas for the financial years 1 July 2021 to 30 June 2024. To ensure that the nominated Internal Audit scope areas remain
in-line with the Council’s strategic outlook and eperations, the plan is developed on a rolling three-year basis, reviewed and updated annually.

In developing the plan, we have taken a holistic approach to the Council’s control environment by working with key stakeholders throughout the Council to consider the key strategic

priorities, objectives, risks, prior reviews, trends, etc., with a view to identifying and nominating a three-year program of works.

Key Objectives and Strategies

Objectives

Lockyer Community

Strive to build on who we are and all that our
region has to offer

Lockyer Business, Farming &

Livelihood

Create opportunities and encourage

innovation. Work together to support famers.

Develop skills and generate jobs.

Lockyer Nature

Natural asset are valued and protected

Lockyer Planned

Services match community needs.
Infrastructure is accessible for all.

Lockyer Leadership &
Council

Visionary leadership and coordinated
outcomes. Well-managed, transparent,
accountable and financial sustainable
organisation.

Risk Categories
The Council's risk categories are summarised below:

1. Financial Sustainability
Governance

Asset Management and Planning
Project Management

ICT Capability

Core Service Delivery
Environment and Community

el L

Compliance Management

9. Stakeholder Management

10. Reputation Management

11. Workforce Planning and Management
12. Health and Safety

Page 4
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Internal Audit Plan

Strategic Internal Audit Plan Coverage

Business Unit Coverage

The plan’s coverage across the Council’s business units is summarised in the chart

Planned Audit Coverage 2022-2024

= Office of CEO

m People & Business

Performance

= Infrastructure

= Community & Regional

Prosperity

By comparison, the following chart identifies the previous audit coverage by
business unit for the financial years of 2011 to 2021:

B Office of CEO B People & Business Performance

B Infrastructure B Community & Regional Prosperity

Infrastru...

s Parformance Office of CEQ Commun...

Risk Considerations

The following chart identifies the previous internal audit coverage by risk
category.
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Strategic Internal Audit Plan Snapshot

Audit Topics Risk Addressed

Property Management Asset Management & Planning

Asset Management

Business Unit

People & Business Performance

Community (On Ground) Disaster Response Business Continuity & Systems Disaster Recovery Infrastructure

Plant and Fleet Utilisation Financial Sustainability Financial Sustainability Infrastructure

Asset Management for Community Facilities Asset Management & Planning Asset Management Infrastructure

Information Security ICT Capacity & Mgt Information Security People & Business Performance
Data Analytics Financial Sustainability Financial Sustainability Office of the CEQ (CFO)

Revenue Management Financial Sustainability

Financial Sustainability

People & Business Performance

Risk Management Framework Governance & Accountability

Governance

Governance

People & Business Performance

People & Business Performance

Financial sustainability

People & Business Performance

Financial Sustainability

People & Business Performance

Workforce Planning Workforce Planning & Mgt
Procurement Financial Sustainability
Data Analytics Financial Sustainability
User Access and Application Controls Review ICT Capacity & Mgt

Information Security

People & Business Performance

Page 6
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Internal Audit Plan

Annual Internal Audit Plan

The following table summarises the resource allocation and schedule for the FY 2022 Annual Internal Audit Plan.

Internal Audit Projects

1. Property Management 10

2. Community (On Ground) Disaster 10
Response

3. Plant and Fleet Utilisation 10

4. Asset Management for Community 14
Facilities

Administrative Support

5. Internal Audit Planning 1

6. Audit Committee Meetings & 4
Preparation

7. Data Analytics Support 3

. Internal Audit . Internal Audit Fieldwork Internal Audit Exit Meeting Internal Audit
Scoping and Management Responses Administration

Page 7
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Internal Audit Plan

2 Detailed Three Year Internal Audit Plans

2021/2022 Financial Year Audit Plan

Audit Name

Justification for Audit Topic

Objective

Property Management Maintenance, lease and use of To provide assurance that the Council manages it property management functions effectively, 10
Council properties, management  economically and efficiently and that the internal control framework governing property management is a1
of surplus Land and Buildings adequate.

Community (On Ground) Reputation risk is the Council is To identify if the processes and controls that Council has in place to operate its Community Disaster 10

Disaster Response unable respond to community Recovery functions operating effectively, economically and efficiently, and lessons learnt from the Q2
disasters in a timely and previous Community Disaster Recovery activations have been incorporated into continuity plans and
appropriate manner normal working practices.

Plant and Fleet Utilisation  Linkages to financial To provide assurance that Council evaluates the adequacy and effectiveness of its frameworks, related risk 10

ty, service delivery management strategies, processes and controls established and implemented to support the management a3
and community expectations. of Council’s plant and fleet.

Asset Management for Linkages to financial To provide assurance that the Council manages its community facility assets effectively, economically and 14

Community Facilities sustainability, service delivery efficiently and that the internal control framework governing community facility asset management is Q4
and nC_.j:.:.__.:._.{ nxUCn._.m_:C_._m. m&ﬁﬂ:m_.n.

TOTAL AUDIT DAYS a4

Annual Audit Planning 1

Audit Committee Meetings & Preparation 4

Data Analytics Development (Governance Related) 3

OTAL DAYS 52
Page 8
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2022/2023 Financial Year Internal Audit Plan

Audit Name Justification for Audit Topic Objective
Information Security High strategic and operational To provide assurance that the Council operates its information security functions effectively, economically 12
risks and efficiently and that the internal control framework governing information security is adequate, a1
particularly in relation
* Confidentiality
¢ Integrity, and
s Availability.
Data Analytics Request by Audit and Risk To develop an agreed range of data analytics to support the Council’s internal control framework and 10
Management Committee fraud risk management. Q2
Revenue Management High priority. No internal audit To provide assurance that the Council manages it revenue management functions effectively, economically 12
coverage of rates revenue and efficiently and that the internal control framework governing revenue management is adeguate. a3
management. Reviewed by
external auditors.
Risk Management Risk management framework has  The objective is to review Council’s Risk Management Framewark for implementation of key processes and 10
Framework been reviewed and updated. controls. Key focus areas include processes to identify, monitor and report on risks across Council, to Q1/2
Management request to review consider the Council’s current risk management maturity level and the application of better practice
progress of implementation. principles in the Framework.
TOTAL AUDIT DAYS a4
Annual Audit Planning 1
Audit Committee Meetings & Preparation 4
Data Analytics Maintenance 3
TOTAL DAYS 52
Page 9
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2022/2023 Financial Year Audit Plan

Audit Name Justification for Audit Topic Objective
Workforce Planning High risk To provide assurance that the Council manages it workforce planning functions effectively, 10
economically and efficiently and that the internal control framework governing workforce Q23
planning is adequate.
Procurement Recent issues with procurement and To provide assurance that the Council manages its procurement functions effectively, 12
tendering. Currently being reviewed by Peak  economically and efficiently and the internal control framework governing procurement is Q3/4
Services. adequate ”
Data Analytics Request by Audit and Risk Management To develop an agreed range of data analytics to support the Council’s internal control 10
Committee framework and fraud risk management. Q2
User Access and Application High strategic and operational risks To assess the user and application controls in place over TechnologyOne to ensure 12
Controls Review (TechnologyOne) appropriate controls are in place and operating to protect Council information and data. Q4
TOTAL AUDIT DAYS 44
Annual Audit Planning 1
Audit Committee Meetings & Preparation 4
Follow Up Audit Recommendations 3
TOTAL DAYS 52
Page 10
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Appendix A: Internal Audit Requirements for Planning

Definition of Internal Auditing

The Defi

ion of Internal Auditing, from the Institute of Internal Auditors, states the fundamental purpose, nature, and scope of internal auditing:

Internal auditing is an independent, objective assurance and consulting activity designed to add value and improve an organization's operations. it helps an organization accomplish its
objectives by bringing a systematic, disciplined approach to evaluate and improve the effectiveness of risk management, control, and governance processes.

Internal Auditing Standards for Planning

The Institute of Internal Auditors (II1A) International Professional Practices Framework establishes the standards for the attributes and performance of Internal Audit Units, Standard 2010
specifies that the Chief Audit Executive must establish risk-based plans, taking into account the organisation’s goals, risk management framework and risk appetite.

The Information Systems Audit & Control Association (ISACA) Standard 11 specifies that an appropriate risk assessment technigue or approach should be used to develop the overall 1S audit
plan and determine the priorities.

Legislative Basis

Section 15 of the Local Government Act 2009 requires that:

1) Each local government must establish an efficient and effective internal audit function.

2) Each large local government must also establish an audit committee.

3) Alarge local government is a local government that belongs to a class prescribed under a regulation.

4)  An audit committee is a committee that monitors and reviews the integrity of financial documents; the internal audit function; the effectiveness and objectivity of the local
government’s internal auditors; and makes recommendations to the local government about any matters that the gudit committee considers need action or improvement.

Section 207 of the Local Government Regulation 2012 requires that:

1) For each financial year, a local government must prepare an internal audit plan; carry out an internal audit; prepare a progress report for the internal audit; and assess compliance
with the internal audit plan.

2) A local government’s internal audit plan is a document that includes statements about the way in which the operational risks have been evaluated; the most significant operational
risks identified from the evaluation; and the control measures that the local government has adopted, or is to adopt, to manage the most significant operational risks.

Page 11
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Appendix B: Reserve/Alternative Audits

The following topics, identified through the audit planning process and ranked in priority order, are recommended as reserve/alternative audits:

Workplace health and safety

Justification

Medium priority. Strategic and operational risks. Legislative compliance requirements

Conflict of interest management

Medium priority. Follow up of CCC reports into Council matters.

Environmental Compliance Management

Medium priority. May be a follow up to the legislative compliance audit in 19/20.

Waste fees and levies

Medium priority. No internal audit coverage. Reviewed by external auditors

Infrastructure Works

Medium priority. Project management framework currently being rolled out across Council. Capital project planning audited in
2017/2018.

Quality Assurance Procedures & Processes

Medium priority. Lack of adequate procedures highlighted in interviews but an issue that can be addressed without an audit.

Development Applications

Medium priority. Key business process. Has not been previously audited.

Infrastructure Charges and Incentives

Low priority. Recently audited — 2018/2019.

Corporate Credit Card Management

Low priority. Previously audited in 2015/2016. Reviewed by external auditors.

Delegations Management

Low priority. Reviewed by external auditors.

Volunteer Management

Low priority. Small number of volunteers.

Asset Measurement and Valuation

Low priority — covered by external auditors.

Master File Changes

Low priority — will be consider in wider financial audits

Events Management

Low priority. May impact on revenue and cash management, insurances.

Knowledge Management

Low priority. Stable workforce. Records management reviewed in 2013/2014.

Mobility Processes

Low priority. Technology being introduced.
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12.0 COMMUNITY & REGIONAL PROSPERITY REPORTS

12.1 Signature Tourism Event

Author: Annette Doherty, Manager Community Activation

Responsible Officer: Amanda Pugh, Group Manager Community & Regional Prosperity
Purpose:

The purpose of this report it to have Council consider whether it wishes to proceed with a signature tourism
event at this time.

Officer’'s Recommendation:
THAT Council does not investigate opportunities for, or plan, a signature tourism event at this
time.

RESOLUTION

THAT Council does not investigate opportunities for, or plan, a signature tourism event at this
time.

Moved By: Cr Cook Seconded By: Cr Qualischefski
Resolution Number: 20-24/0335

CARRIED
6/0

Executive Summary
The deliverables of the 2020/21 Operational Plan including identifying opportunities and planning for an iconic
signature event for the Lockyer Valley. It is consider that such an event is premature at this time, and there
are other ways to grow the visitor economy.
Proposal
The 2020/21 Operational Plan includes the following deliverable:

1.5.2 Identify opportunities and plan for an iconic signature event of the Lockyer Valley.
A signature event (or hallmark event) was identified in both the Lockyer Valley Tourism Destination Plan 2018-
2023 and the Lockyer Valley Events Strategy 2019-2024 as a tourism/event opportunity to encourage visitation
to the Lockyer from a wider catchment.
While there would be benefits associated with conducting a signature event, there would also be considerable
challenges. These include the financial commitment required for such an event, the challenges of

accommodating a large number of visitors in the region, and the myriad of competing major events offered in
close proximity throughout the year.
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It is therefore considered conducting such an event at this time would be premature and it is appropriate to
look at other ways of growing the Lockyer Valley’s visitor economy. The recently adopted 2021-2026 Tourism
Strategy includes strategic priorities to achieve this, such as developing tourism product, marketing campaigns,
and building the capacity of tourism operators through industry development and networking opportunities.

The provision of a signature event may be reviewed in the future.
Options

1. Council resolves to not investigate opportunities for a signature event at this time.
2. Council resolves to investigate opportunities for a signature event.

Previous Council Resolutions

The 2021/22 Operational Plan was adopted by Council on 15 July 2020.
Critical Dates

There are no critical dates.

Strategic Implications

Corporate Plan

Lockyer Community 1.5 - Events and activities that bring together and support greater connectivity in the
community.

Finance and Resource

Council has not budgeted for scoping of a signature event.

Legislation and Policy

There are no implications in relation to legislation or policy.

Risk Management

Environment and Community (EC1) Environment and the community, including sustainable development,
social and community wellbeing, community relationships, public
health, recreation, regional profile and identity

Consultation

Internal Consultation
This matter has been discussed with the Group Manager and Acting Coordinator Community Activation.

Attachments

There are no attachments for this report.
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12.2 Community Environmental Grants

Author: Martin Bennett, Environmental Officer

Responsible Officer: Amanda Pugh, Group Manager Community & Regional Prosperity
Purpose:

The purpose of this report is to seek Council’s endorsement of the provision of Community Environmental
Grants to the three applications received.

Officer’'s Recommendation:
THAT Council endorse the provision of Community Environmental Grants for the following applications:
e Lockyer Citizens Action Inc — Wildlife Cameras and Workshops to enhance environmental
outcomes ($4,000.00)
e Withcott State School — Tree Replacement Project ($4,000.00)
e Lockyer Valley Fauna Sanctuary Inc — Animal Recovery Fencing ($4,000.00)

RESOLUTION
THAT Council endorse the provision of Community Environmental Grants for the following organisations:

o Lockyer Community Action Inc — Wildlife Cameras and Workshops to enhance environmental
outcomes ($4,000.00)

e Withcott State School — Tree Replacement Project ($4,000.00)

e Lockyer Valley Fauna Sanctuary Inc — Animal Recovery Fencing ($4,000.00)

Moved By: Cr Hagan Seconded By: Cr Vela
Resolution Number: 20-24/0336

CARRIED
6/0

Executive Summary

Applications for Council’s Community Environmental Grants were called for on 30 September 2020 and closed
on 30 October 2020. Three applications were received, requesting a total of $12,000.00. The applications
were reviewed by a panel comprising the Environment Portfolio Councillor, Group Manager Community and
Regional Planning, Senior Planner and the Environment Officer in accordance with the Community Grants and
Assistance Policy and Procedure. The panel recommended approval of the three grants as submitted.

Proposal

The Community Grants and Assistance Policy and Procedure were approved by Council on 13 December 2017.
This policy provides for the management and the distribution of public funds to ensure a fair and equitable
process is undertaken which is consistent across the organisation in accordance with legislation and policies.

Category 9 — Community Environment Grant is available once a year and in the 2020-21 financial year has a
budget of $12,000 available to community organisations who undertake projects which benefit the wider
environment and provide educational values to the community.
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As per the Community Grants and Assistance Policy and Procedure, Council is required to approve the
allocation of funding under Category 9 - Community Environment Grant.

In the 2020-21 round three applications for funding were received. These applications were assessed on 16
February 2021 by the panel as described above, against the assessment criteria, funding requirements and the
community group’s own capacity to finance their project.

The three applications received are recommended to receive all their adjusted funding. The applications
recommended to receive funding are:

Organisation Project Description Total Project | Amount Amount
Value Requested | Recommended

Lockyer Citizens Wildlife cameras and workshops to | $4,000.00 $4,000.00 $4.000.00
Action Inc enhance environmental outcomes

in the Lockyer Valley
Withcott State The school lost a number of $4,000.00 $4,000.00 $4.000.00
School - Tree established trees in the grounds
Replacement due to the recent drought; the
Project purchase and establishment of new

trees are to create shade for pupils

and habitat for fauna
Lockyer Valley This grant is to provide a soft $4,000.00 $4,000.00 | $4.000.00
Fauna Sanctuary | release pen large enough for
Inc - Animal rehabilitated fauna to get their
recovery fencing | strength up through exercise

before they are released

Options
1. Council endorse the recommendations to allocate the grant funds as described.

2. Council choose not to endorse the grant funding allocation as per the recommendation.
3. Council determine to provide a different value of grant allocation.

Previous Council Resolutions
None.

Critical Dates
None.

Corporate Plan

3.3 Community and private landholders’ stewardship of natural assets increases.
5.2 Excellence in customer service to our community.
1.3 Enhanced wellbeing and safety of the community.

Finance and Resource
Category 9 - Community Environment Grant has an allocation of $12,000 in the 2020-21 budget.
The recommended grants to the three applicants are within budget for the Community Environment Grants.
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Legislation and Policy

The applications received under the 2020-21 Community Environmental Grants Program have been assessed
in accordance with the Community Grants and Assistance Policy and Procedure.

According to the Guidelines for Local Government Administration of Community Grants (October 2009), “It
should be noted that while there is no right of appeal against a decision to approve or refuse to grant, decisions
in relation to grants are still subject to the Judicial Review Act”.

All appeals are otherwise treated in accordance with Council’s Complaints Management Process. To ensure
total transparency in the assessment process, the Guidelines for Local Government Administration of
Community Grants (October 2009), state the importance of a separation of responsibilities so that the persons
making the decision are different from the persons assessing the applications.

Risk Management

Key Corporate Risk Code and Category: EC1

Key Corporate Risk Descriptor: Environment and Community
Environment and the community, including sustainable development,
social and community wellbeing, relationships, public health,
recreation, regional profile and identity

Potential failure of applicants to correctly acquit the grant is mitigated by the fact that all successful grant
recipients are aware of their obligations and are required to submit evidence in their acquittal of the grant
upon completion of the grant funded project.

Consultation
Portfolio Councillor Consultation
Environment Portfolio Councillor.

Internal Consultation
An evaluation was conducted on 16/02/2021 by the Environment Portfolio Councillor, Group Manager
Community and Regional Prosperity, Senior Environmental Planner and Environment Officer.

External Consultation
None.

Community Engagement
Community Environmental Grants were advertised in the local paper, LVRC web page and LVRC Face Book

page.

Attachments

There are no attachments for this report.
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Author:
Responsible Officer:

Purpose:

16 JUNE 2021

Application for Development Permit for Material Change of Use for Dual
Occupancy at 31 Traverston Court, Preston

Tammee Van Bael, Planning Officer
Amanda Pugh, Group Manager Community & Regional Prosperity

The purpose of this report is to consider an application (MC2020/0068) for a Development Permit for Material
Change of Use for Dual Occupancy on Lot 1 RP902116 at 31 Traverston Court, Preston.

The application has been assessed in accordance with the requirements of the Planning Act 2016 and it is
recommended that the application be approved in accordance with the Officer’'s Recommendation.

Officer’s Recommendation:

conditions as follows.

THAT the application (MC2020/0068) for a Development Permit for Material Change of Use for
Dual Occupancy on Lot 1 RP902116 at 31 Traverston Court, Preston, be approved subject to

| APPROVED PLANS

Approved Plans

The following plans are Approved Plans for the development:

Plan No. Rev. | Plan Name Date

190613.01 1 Locality Plan, prepared by Arenkay Building 28.10.20
Designs (as amended by Council)

190613.02 1 Site Plan, prepared by Arenkay Building 28.10.20
Designs (as amended by Council)

190613.03 1 Proposed Floor Plan, prepared by Arenkay 28.10.20
Building Designs

190613.04 1 Elevation to East, Elevation to North, 28.10.20
Elevation to West & Elevation to South,
prepared by Arenkay Building Designs

190613.06 1 Existing Dwelling Floor Plan, prepared by 28.10.20
Arenkay Building Designs

190613.07 1 Elevation to South, Elevation to East, 28.10.20
Elevation to North & Elevation to West,
prepared by Arenkay Building Designs

- - Landscape Plan, prepared by Skyline 19/3/21
Surveyors

‘ REFERENCED DOCUMENTS

Not Applicable.

‘ PROPERTY NOTES

Not Applicable.
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‘ VARIATION APPROVAL

Not Applicable.

‘ FURTHER PERMITS REQUIRED

Works on Road Reserve Permit

CURRENCY PERIOD OF APPROVAL

The currency period for this development approval is six (6) years starting the day that this development
approval takes effect. (Refer to Section 85 “Lapsing of approval at end of currency period” of the Planning

Act 20

16.)

ASSESSMENT MANAGER CONDITIONS

NO. | CONDITION TIMING
1. | Undertake the development generally in accordance with the Within three (3) months of
approved plans. These plans will form part of the approval, unless the date of this approval
otherwise amended by conditions of this approval. and to be maintained
thereafter.
2. | Maintain the development in accordance with the approved At all times.
drawing(s) and/or document, and any relevant Council or other
approval required by conditions.
3. | The use must not commence until all conditions of this approval At all times.
have been complied with.
Alterations and/or Relocations
4. | Any alteration or relocation in connection with or arising from the At all times.
development to any service, installation, plant, equipment or other
item belonging to or under the control of the telecommunications
authority, electricity authority or Council or other person engaged in
the provision of public utility services is to be carried out with the
development and at no cost to Council.
5. | Replace existing Council infrastructure (including but not limited to At all times.
any street trees and footpaths) to a standard which is consistent
with Council’s standards should this infrastructure be damaged as
part of construction works.
Damages to Services and Assets
6. | Any damage caused to existing services and assets as a result of the | At all times.

development works must be repaired at no cost to the asset owner
at the following times:

a. Where the damage would cause a hazard to pedestrian or
vehicle safety, immediately; or

b. Where otherwise, upon completion of the works associated
with the development.

Any repair work which proposes to alter the alignment or level of
existing services and assets must first be referred to the relevant
service authority for approval.
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Advice Agency Conditions

7.

Undertake the development in accordance with the Advice Agency
Response, Reference No. HBD7118138, received from Ergon Energy
and dated 7 December 2020.

At all times.

Street Identification

8. | A numbered mailbox must be provided for each dwelling unit at the | Within three (3) months of
front of the allotment within the property boundary. the date of this approval
and to be maintained
thereafter.
Amenities
9. | External clothes drying facilities must be provided for each dwelling | Within three (3) months of
unit. the date of this approval
and to be maintained
thereafter.
Wastewater
10 | Provide an on-site effluent treatment and disposal system in Within three (3) months of

accordance with relevant Australian standards for each unit.

the date of this approval
and to be maintained
thereafter.

Landscaping

11

Provide landscaping generally in accordance with the Approved
Plans and as follows:

a. No plants within the Queensland Herbarium’s 200 most
invasive plants list are to be utilised within any landscaping
works;

b. All landscaping must have edging with suitable longevity
(treated soft and hardwood is not acceptable);

c. Plant stock 100 litres of greater are to be staked with four (4)
stakes; and

d. Provide soil and mulching to garden beds generally in
accordance with current Australian Standards.

Within three (3) months of
the date of this approval
and to be maintained
thereafter.

12 | Undertake fencing generally in accordance with the Approved Plans | Within three (3) months of
including: the date of this approval
a. Along the southern side boundary to a minimum length of and to be maintained
28.0m and a minimum height of 1.8m; and thereafter.
b. Along the southeastern retaining wall to Unit 2 for a minimum
of 8m long and a minimum height of 1.8m.
13 | All landscape works must be established and maintained for the life | At all times.
of the use. All plants must be allowed to grow to full form and any
plants that die must be replaced with a like species.
Outdoor Lighting
14 | All outdoor lighting must be directed inwards from the lighting At all times.
source and be hooded to ensure no spillage to adjoining properties.
15 | Design, installation and operation of outdoor lighting complies with | At all times.

the requirements of Australian Standard AS4282 — Control of

Obtrusive Effects of Outdoor Lighting.

Stormwater General
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16 | All works associated with this development must be undertaken At all times.
without resulting in stormwater damage, ponding or nuisance to
surrounding and/or downstream properties or infrastructure.
Vehicular Access

17 | Upgrade the existing vehicle crossover between the property Within three (3) months of
boundary and the bitumen edge of the Traverston Court road the date of this approval.
pavement to provide a residential crossover, having a minimum
width of 4 metres generally in accordance with IPEWA Standard
Drawing RS-49.
18 | Ensure that the crossover is constructed such that the edge of the At all times.
crossover is no closer than 1 metre to any existing or proposed
infrastructure including any stormwater gully pit, manhole, service
infrastructure (e.g. power pole, telecommunications pit), road
infrastructure (e.g. street sign, street tree, etc).

19 | Obtain a permit from Council to Undertake Works within a Road Prior to commencement
Reserve (for temporary traffic management and construction of works.
vehicular crossover) prior to the construction of vehicular access.
Earthworks
20 | Unless otherwise required by conditions of this approval, At all times.

earthworks associated with this development must be designed in
accordance with:
a. Gatton Shire Planning Scheme 2007 Earthworks Code;
b. Australian Standard AS3798 Guidelines for Earthworks for
Commercial and Residential Developments (Level 1 Supervision);
C. Australian/New Zealand Standard AS/NZS1170 Structure design
actions; and
d. Australian Standard AS4678 Earth-retaining structures and
include relevant drainage.
21 | Do not undertake any earthworks within the area impacted by Steep | At all times.
and Unstable Land Overlay mapped in the Councils Planning Scheme
without prior approval from the Council.

| ADVISORY NOTES \

(i) This use approval is for a Dual Occupancy only and does not approve any commercial business
operation from the property. Any commercial business operation may require further approvals from
Council prior to the commencement of use.

(i) Council will issue an Infrastructure Charges Notice. These charges are required to be paid prior to
the commencement of the use.

(iii) All works associated with this approval may not start until all subsequent approvals have been
obtained, and its conditions complied with.

(iv) Any additions or modifications to the approved use (not covered in this approval) may be subject to
further application for development approval.

(v) Fire ants
Biosecurity Queensland should be notified on 13 25 23 of proposed development(s) occurring in the
fire ant biosecurity zone before operational works commence. It should be noted that works involving
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fire ant carrier materials may be subject to movement controls and failure to obtain necessary
approvals from Biosecurity Queensland is an offence.

It is a legal obligation to report any sighting or suspicion of fire ants within 24 hours to Biosecurity
Queensland on 13 25 23.

The Fire Ant Restricted Area as well as general information can be viewed on the DAF website.

(vi) Biosecurity
Ensure all invasive pest weed species under the Biosecurity Act 2014 are removed appropriately prior to
removing trees on site.

Everyone is obligated under the Biosecurity Act 2014 to take all reasonable and practical steps to
minimise the risks associated with invasive plants under their control. More information on restricted
and invasive plants as well as your general biosecurity obligation (GBO) can be viewed on the Business
Queensland website.

(vii) Cultural heritage
The Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 requires anyone who carries out a land use activity to exercise
a duty of care. Further information on cultural heritage duty of care is available on the Department of
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Partnerships (DATSIP) website.

The DATSIP has established a register and database of recorded cultural heritage matters, which is also
available on the Department’s website.

Should any aboriginal, archaeological or historic sites, items or places be identified, located or exposed
during construction or operation of the development, the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003

requires all activities to cease. Please contact DATSIP for further information.
Advice for Urban Utilities
On 1 July 2014, Urban Utilities became the assessment manager for the water and wastewater aspects of

development applications. An application will need to be made directly to Urban Utilities for water supply
connections for the proposed development.

RESOLUTION

THAT the application (MC2020/0068) for a Development Permit for Material Change of Use for
Dual Occupancy on Lot 1 RP902116 at 31 Traverston Court, Preston, be approved subject to
conditions as follows.

| APPROVED PLANS

The following plans are Approved Plans for the development:

Approved Plans

Plan No. Rev. | Plan Name Date
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190613.01 1

Locality Plan, prepared by Arenkay Building
Designs (as amended by Council)

28.10.20

190613.02 1

Site Plan, prepared by Arenkay Building
Designs (as amended by Council)

28.10.20

190613.03 1

Proposed Floor Plan, prepared by Arenkay
Building Designs

28.10.20

190613.04 1

Elevation to East, Elevation to North,
Elevation to West & Elevation to South,
prepared by Arenkay Building Designs

28.10.20

190613.06 1

Existing Dwelling Floor Plan, prepared by
Arenkay Building Designs

28.10.20

190613.07 1

Elevation to South, Elevation to East,
Elevation to North & Elevation to West,
prepared by Arenkay Building Designs

28.10.20

Landscape Plan, prepared by Skyline
Surveyors

19/3/21

REFERENCED DOCUMENTS

Not Applicable.

PROPERTY NOTES

Not Applicable.

‘ VARIATION APPROVAL

Not Applicable.

‘ FURTHER PERMITS REQUIRED

. Works on Road Reserve Permit

CURRENCY PERIOD OF APPROVAL

The currency period for this development approval is six (6) years starting the day that this development
approval takes effect. (Refer to Section 85 “Lapsing of approval at end of currency period” of the Planning

Act 2016.)

ASSESSMENT MANAGER CONDITIONS

NO. | CONDITION

TIMING

1. | Undertake the development generally in accordance with the
approved plans. These plans will form part of the approval, unless
otherwise amended by conditions of this approval.

Within three (3) months of
the date of this approval
and to be maintained
thereafter.

approval required by conditions.

2. | Maintain the development in accordance with the approved
drawing(s) and/or document, and any relevant Council or other

At all times.
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The use must not commence until all conditions of this approval
have been complied with.

At all times.

Alter

ations and/or Relocations

4.

Any alteration or relocation in connection with or arising from the
development to any service, installation, plant, equipment or other
item belonging to or under the control of the telecommunications
authority, electricity authority or Council or other person engaged in
the provision of public utility services is to be carried out with the
development and at no cost to Council.

At all times.

Replace existing Council infrastructure (including but not limited to
any street trees and footpaths) to a standard which is consistent
with Council’s standards should this infrastructure be damaged as
part of construction works.

At all times.

Damages to Services and Assets

6.

Any damage caused to existing services and assets as a result of the
development works must be repaired at no cost to the asset owner
at the following times:

a. Where the damage would cause a hazard to pedestrian or
vehicle safety, immediately; or

b. Where otherwise, upon completion of the works associated
with the development.

Any repair work which proposes to alter the alignment or level of
existing services and assets must first be referred to the relevant
service authority for approval.

At all times.

Advice Agency Conditions

7.

Undertake the development in accordance with the Advice Agency
Response, Reference No. HBD7118138, received from Ergon Energy
and dated 7 December 2020.

At all times.

Street Identification

8. | A numbered mailbox must be provided for each dwelling unit at the | Within three (3) months of
front of the allotment within the property boundary. the date of this approval
and to be maintained
thereafter.
Amenities
9. | External clothes drying facilities must be provided for each dwelling | Within three (3) months of
unit. the date of this approval
and to be maintained
thereafter.
Wastewater
10 | Provide an on-site effluent treatment and disposal system in Within three (3) months of

accordance with relevant Australian standards for each unit.

the date of this approval
and to be maintained
thereafter.

Landscaping

11

Provide landscaping generally in accordance with the Approved
Plans and as follows:
a. No plants within the Queensland Herbarium’s 200 most
invasive plants list are to be utilised within any landscaping

works;

Within three (3) months of
the date of this approval
and to be maintained
thereafter.
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b. All landscaping must have edging with suitable longevity
(treated soft and hardwood is not acceptable);

c. Plant stock 100 litres of greater are to be staked with four (4)
stakes; and

d. Provide soil and mulching to garden beds generally in
accordance with current Australian Standards.

12 | Undertake fencing generally in accordance with the Approved Plans | Within three (3) months of

including: the date of this approval
a. Along the southern side boundary to a minimum length of and to be maintained
28.0m and a minimum height of 1.8m; and thereafter.

b. Along the southeastern retaining wall to Unit 2 for a minimum
of 8m long and a minimum height of 1.8m.

13 | All landscape works must be established and maintained for the life | At all times.
of the use. All plants must be allowed to grow to full form and any
plants that die must be replaced with a like species.

Outdoor Lighting

14 | All outdoor lighting must be directed inwards from the lighting At all times.
source and be hooded to ensure no spillage to adjoining properties.

15 | Design, installation and operation of outdoor lighting complies with | At all times.
the requirements of Australian Standard AS4282 — Control of
Obtrusive Effects of Outdoor Lighting.

Stormwater General

16 | All works associated with this development must be undertaken At all times.
without resulting in stormwater damage, ponding or nuisance to
surrounding and/or downstream properties or infrastructure.

Vehicular Access

17 | Upgrade the existing vehicle crossover between the property Within three (3) months of
boundary and the bitumen edge of the Traverston Court road the date of this approval.
pavement to provide a residential crossover, having a minimum
width of 4 metres generally in accordance with IPEWA Standard
Drawing RS-49.

18 | Ensure that the crossover is constructed such that the edge of the At all times.
crossover is no closer than 1 metre to any existing or proposed
infrastructure including any stormwater gully pit, manhole, service
infrastructure (e.g. power pole, telecommunications pit), road
infrastructure (e.g. street sign, street tree, etc).

19 | Obtain a permit from Council to Undertake Works within a Road Prior to commencement
Reserve (for temporary traffic management and construction of works.
vehicular crossover) prior to the construction of vehicular access.
Earthworks
20 | Unless otherwise required by conditions of this approval, At all times.

earthworks associated with this development must be designed in
accordance with:
a. Gatton Shire Planning Scheme 2007 Earthworks Code;
b. Australian Standard AS3798 Guidelines for Earthworks for
Commercial and Residential Developments (Level 1 Supervision);
C. Australian/New Zealand Standard AS/NZS1170 Structure design
actions; and
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d. Australian Standard AS4678 Earth-retaining structures and
include relevant drainage.

21 | Do not undertake any earthworks within the area impacted by Steep | At all times.

and Unstable Land Overlay mapped in the Councils Planning Scheme

without prior approval from the Council.

| ADVISORY NOTES |

(i) This use approval is for a Dual Occupancy only and does not approve any commercial business
operation from the property. Any commercial business operation may require further approvals from
Council prior to the commencement of use.

(ii) Council will issue an Infrastructure Charges Notice. These charges are required to be paid prior to
the commencement of the use.

(iii) All works associated with this approval may not start until all subsequent approvals have been
obtained, and its conditions complied with.

(iv) Any additions or modifications to the approved use (not covered in this approval) may be subject to
further application for development approval.

(v) Fire ants
Biosecurity Queensland should be notified on 13 25 23 of proposed development(s) occurring in the
fire ant biosecurity zone before operational works commence. It should be noted that works involving
fire ant carrier materials may be subject to movement controls and failure to obtain necessary
approvals from Biosecurity Queensland is an offence.

It is a legal obligation to report any sighting or suspicion of fire ants within 24 hours to Biosecurity
Queensland on 13 25 23.

The Fire Ant Restricted Area as well as general information can be viewed on the DAF website.

(vi) Biosecurity
Ensure all invasive pest weed species under the Biosecurity Act 2014 are removed appropriately prior to
removing trees on site.

Everyone is obligated under the Biosecurity Act 2014 to take all reasonable and practical steps to
minimise the risks associated with invasive plants under their control. More information on restricted
and invasive plants as well as your general biosecurity obligation (GBO) can be viewed on the Business
Queensland website.

(vii) Cultural heritage
The Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 requires anyone who carries out a land use activity to exercise
a duty of care. Further information on cultural heritage duty of care is available on the Department of
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Partnerships (DATSIP) website.

The DATSIP has established a register and database of recorded cultural heritage matters, which is also
available on the Department’s website.
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Should any aboriginal, archaeological or historic sites, items or places be identified, located or exposed
during construction or operation of the development, the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003
requires all activities to cease. Please contact DATSIP for further information.

Advice for Urban Utilities
On 1 July 2014, Urban Utilities became the assessment manager for the water and wastewater aspects of

development applications. An application will need to be made directly to Urban Utilities for water supply
connections for the proposed development.

Moved By: Cr Vela Seconded By: Cr Wilson
Resolution Number: 20-24/0337

CARRIED
6/0

Executive Summary

This report considers a development application (MC2020/0068) for a Development Permit for Material
Change of Use for Dual Occupancy at 31 Traverston Court, Preston. The following table summarises the
application details.

APPLICATION SUMMARY

Applicant: Harry Kim L’Estrange & Melissa McLeod L’Estrange C/- Adam
+ Sparkes Town Planning

Proposal: Development Permit for Material Change of Use for Dual

Occupancy

Properly Made Date:

16 November 2020

Street Address:

31 Traverston Court, PRESTON

RP Description:

Lot 1 RP902116

Assessment Type:

Impact

Number of Submissions:

Two (2) Properly Made Submissions

State Referral Agencies:

Ergon Energy — Electricity Infrastructure

Referred Internal Specialists:

e Development Engineer
e Plumbing Inspector
e Building Certifier

Prelodgement Meeting:

Yes — 14 October 2020

Information Request

Yes — 14 November 2020
Response received 26 March 2021

DA Stage:

Part 5 Decision

Decision Due Date:

30 June 2021

The application has been assessed in accordance with the requirements of the Planning Act 2016. The
development complies with the applicable assessment benchmarks, subject to reasonable and relevant
conditions.

Background / Site History
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The application was lodged in response to a complaint received regarding the construction of the second
dwelling without the relevant planning approvals. Neither a Show Cause or Enforcement Notice was issued in
relation to this matter.

A prelodgement meeting was held prior to lodgement of the application.

Site Details

SITE AND LOCALITY DESCRIPTION

Land Area: 2.179 Hectares
Existing Use of Land: Dwelling House
Road Frontage: Traverston Court: 35.9m
Wissemann Road: 14.1m
Significant Site Features: Sparsely vegetated, existing buildings on site
Topography: Varying slopes down towards east
Surrounding Land Uses: Residential
Proposal

The application seeks approval for a Development Permit for Material Change of Use for Dual Occupancy at 31
Traverston Court, Preston. The proposed development involves the use of the existing Dwelling House on site
as Unit 1 and the existing studio as Unit 2. Both units will obtain access from the existing access driveway
crossover on Traverston Court. Each unit will have their own car parking spaces with Unit 1 having two (2) car
parking spaces and Unit 2 having three (3) car parking spaces. A landscape buffer is proposed to the west of
Unit 2.

The following table describes the key development parameters for the proposal:

MATERIAL CHANGE OF USE DEVELOPMENT PARAMETERS
Required Proposed
Gross Floor Area - Unit 1: 252.2m?
Unit 2: 179.1m?
Number of Units 2 2
Building Height/ Storeys Maximum 8.5m 5.112m
Density Maximum 35 persons/ha 2.38 persons/ha
Setbacks Front, Side, Rear: 10m Front: 58m
Side: 10.15m (south), 32.652m
(west)
Rear: 84m
Site Cover - 2.8%
Parking 0.7 spaces/bedroom 5 spaces
Total 6 spaces

ASSESSMENT:
Framework for Assessment

Categorising Instruments for Statutory Assessment
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For the Planning Act 2016, the following Categorising Instruments may contain Assessment Benchmarks
applicable to development applications:
. the Planning Regulation 2017

. the Planning Scheme for the local government area
. any Temporary Local Planning Instrument
o any Variation Approval

Of these, the planning instruments relevant to this application are discussed in this report.
Assessment Benchmarks Pertaining to the Planning Regulation 2017

The following Assessment Benchmarks from the Planning Regulation 2017 are applicable to this application:

PLANNING REGULATION 2017 DETAILS

Assessment Benchmarks: e State Planning PO|ICV (Water Quality, and Natural
Hazards, Risk & Resilience)
e SEQ Regional Plan

SEQ Regional Plan Designation: Regional Landscape and Rural Production Area

State Planning Policy

Water Quality

The development will not result in six or more dwellings. Given the nature of the development, it is
considered that water quality is unlikely to be negatively impacted. Each dwelling unit will have their own on-
site effluent disposal system in accordance with the relevant plumbing legislation.

Natural Hazards, Risk & Resilience

The dwelling units are located within the Potential Impact Buffer area. Reticulated water supply is available
along Traverston Court. In addition, the site has direct access to both Traverston Court and Wissemann Road
thus allowing for alternative evacuation routes in the event of a bushfire. The subject site is also sparsely
vegetated thus reducing the bushfire risk. It is therefore considered that the bushfire risk is at a tolerable level
given the nature of the development.

The proposed development is not subject to flooding therefore no further assessment is required in relation to
the Flood Hazard Area.

South East Queensland Regional Plan

The subject site is located within the Regional Landscape and Rural Production Area (RLRPA). The
development is for two (2) dwelling units as a Dual Occupancy which is an allowable development with the
RLRPA.

Assessment Benchmarks Pertaining to the Planning Scheme

The applicable planning scheme for the application is Gatton Shire Planning Scheme 2007. The following
sections relate to the provisions of the Planning Scheme.
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Planning Scheme: Gatton Shire Planning Scheme 2007
Zone: Rural Uplands
Consistent/Inconsistent Use: Consistent

Assessment Benchmarks: Planning Scheme

Desired Environmental Outcomes

The Desired Environmental Outcomes (DEOs) are:
e Environment
e Character and Landscape Quality

e Settlement Pattern, Amenity and Safety

e Access to Services, Facilities and Employment Opportunities

e Cultural Heritage

e Economic Development and Natural Resource Management
Environment

The development will not impact upon any Biodiversity Overlay areas. The development is for two dwelling
units only on a 2.2ha property and is unlikely to negatively impact upon the natural environment. Disposal of
waste will be through Council’s kerbside waste collection service, with each unit to have their own general and
recycle bins. The site is not identified as being susceptible to land degradation.

Character and Landscape Quality

The area is generally characterised by dwelling houses and ancillary outbuildings. The proposal is for two
dwelling units. Both units are setback from the road and screened by existing vegetation thus maintaining the
appearance of the rural character of the area. Landscaping is proposed to the western side and screen fencing
is southern side of Unit 2 to assist with maintaining the rural residential amenity to surrounding properties.
Settlement Pattern, Amenity and Safety

The proposed development is for a Dual Occupancy within an existing residential area in Preston. This area is
generally characterised as a rural residential size and shape allotments. The development will provide an
alternative housing type being a dual occupancy. The development will not impact upon Gatton’s role as the
primary centre. The dwelling units are located within areas that are not impacted by bushfire, steep slope,
landslip or flooding.

Access to Services, Facilities and Employment Opportunities

The subject site is located in close proximity to Toowoomba which has a range of services, facilities and
employment opportunities.

Cultural Heritage

The subject site is not identified as a Place of Cultural Heritage, nor will it impact upon any areas of cultural
significance.
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Economic Development and Natural Resource Management
The development is for residential purposes and will not impact upon any industrial, employment or tourism
opportunities. The site is located within an existing developed area and does not require the extension of any

existing infrastructure.

The application has been assessed against each of the matters above and found to be generally consistent with
each DEO.

Assessment Benchmarks — Planning Scheme Codes

The application requires Impact Assessment and must be assessed against the Planning Scheme as a whole.
The following codes are most relevant to assessment of the application:

e Rural Uplands Zone Code

e Building Work Code

e Earthworks Code

e Landscaping Code

e Services and Infrastructure Code

e Vehicle Access, Parking and On-Site Movement Code

e Accommodation Unit and Dual Occupancy Code

The application has been assessed against each of the applicable codes and found to be compliant or can be
conditioned to comply. The pertinent issues arising out of assessment against the codes are discussed below:

Zone Code

Rural Uplands Zone Code

The proposed development is for two dwelling units each with their own approved on-site effluent disposal
system therefore downstream water quality is unlikely to be impacted. The dwelling units are located in close
proximity to each other and outside of the steep slopes and biodiversity areas thus ensuring impacts to

environmental values are minimised.

Access will be via the existing crossover to Traverston Court, which will be upgraded to a minimum 4m width
due to the development being for two dwelling units.

Fencing is proposed to the southern side and landscaping is proposed to the western side of unit 2 to provide
effective separation to adjoining residential dwellings and ensure the amenity of these dwellings is retained.

Development Codes

Building Work Code
The maximum building height in the Rural Uplands zone is 8.5m of which both dwelling units comply with
having a maximum building height of 5.112m. The setbacks required are a minimum of 10m from all property

boundaries. The dwelling units are setback a minimum of 10.15m from all property boundaries.

Earthworks Code
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Earthworks were undertaken as part of the construction of Unit 2 which was associated with the building
approval and therefore assessed as part of the building application. A number of retaining walls were also
constructed surrounding Unit 2. No earthworks were proposed within the land identified as Steep and
Unstable Land. No issues were raised by Council’s Development Engineer with respect to the earthworks
undertaken to facilitate the development. No further assessment against this Code is required.

Landscaping Code

The existing sparse vegetation on the subject site is to be retained to provide for buffering and separation of
the development to adjoining properties and roads. To further improve the buffering and ensure its adequacy,
landscaping to the west of Unit 2 is proposed. This landscaping includes 26 Red Robin trees, one ‘Aristocrat’
Ornamental Pear and one Tipuana. This will provide for effective buffering of the adjoining property to the
west. Further, fencing is proposed to the southern side boundary a minimum of 28.0m in length. Additional
fencing is proposed along the retaining wall in the southeast corner of Unit 2 with a length of 8m. The fencing
is proposed to be 1.8m high timber screen fencing.

Conditions have been recommended regarding the landscaping and fencing including the requirement for this
to be provided within three (3) months of the date of this development approval.

Services and Infrastructure Code

Reticulated water is available to Traverston Court and each unit has their own water supply with tanks a
minimum of 45kL. Both dwelling units have an existing approved on-site effluent disposal system, as the site is
not serviced by Urban Utilities sewerage network. Both units have an existing electricity and
telecommunications connection.

Any rainwater on the roof will be collected by the existing tanks, any overflow will run off to the east of the
property. Given the size of the property, there is no concern with stormwater causing impacts offsite.

Vehicle Access, Parking and On-Site Movement Code

There is an existing driveway crossover and internal driveway to service the two dwelling units. The internal
driveway is generally gravel sealed and a minimum width to cater for a single vehicle. The driveway crossover
is also a gravel crossover. It is recommended that the driveway crossover be upgraded to the relevant
standards a minimum of 4m in width due to the driveway catering for two dwelling units.

A minimum of six (6) car parking spaces are required calculated at a rate of 0.7 spaces per bedroom. The
applicant has proposed five (5) formal car parking spaces. Given the size of the subject site, there is sufficient
area available should any additional car parking be required.

Accommodation Unit and Dual Occupancy Code

The site is greater than the minimum 3000m?requirement specified. The development results in a site density
of 2.38 persons/ha which is less than the maximum 35 persons/ha requirement.

The site is greater than 500m from shops, open space and public transport facilities. However, the site is
within approximately three kilometres of Toowoomba which provides for a range of facilities and is located
within closer proximity to open space and public transport facilities. The site is considered to have easy and
safe access to community facilities given its close proximity to Toowoomba.
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The setbacks and height of the buildings are generally similar to that of surrounding properties. The setbacks
from the boundaries exceeds 10m and is generally buffered by existing vegetation thus reducing the building
bulk when viewed from the street.

Each dwelling unit has their own private open space. Given the size of the site (2.179ha), there is substantial
area that can be utilised as open space. The two units are separated by 33.858m thus providing sufficient
privacy to the residents of each unit.

Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution

Infrastructure charges are payable in accordance with the following table:

LOCKYER VALLEY REGIONAL COUNCIL

L Demand
Charge Type Description Units Rate TOTAL
PROPOSED DEMAND
Charge Dwelling or unit with 3 or more bedrooms 2 $12,500.00 $25,000.00
TOTAL PROPOSED DEMAND $25,000.00

EXISTING DEMAND

Existing Dwelling or unit with 3 or more
Credit bedrooms 1 -$12,500.00 -$12,500.00

TOTAL EXISTING DEMAND CREDIT -$12,500.00
TOTAL PAYABLE $12,500.00

Options

Option A: Approve the development subject to reasonable and relevant conditions
Option B: Approve the development in part subject to reasonable and relevant conditions
Option C: Refuse the development

Critical Dates
A decision on the application must be made by Council by 30 June 2021.

Strategic Implications

Corporate Plan
Lockyer Planned 4.3 — A development assessment process that delivers quality development that is consistent
with legislation, best practice and community expectations.

Finance and Resource
There could be a financial implication should the decision be contested in the Planning and Environment Court.

Legislation and Policy

The application has been assessed in accordance with the requirements of the Planning Act 2016. Legal
implications arising from the recommendation provided in this report are that the applicant and/or submitters
may appeal the decision to the Planning and Environment Court.
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Risk Management

Key Corporate Risk Code and Category: EC1

Key Corporate Risk Descriptor: Environment and Community Environment and the community,
including sustainable development, social and community wellbeing,
relationships, public health, recreation, regional profile and identity

The application has been assessed in accordance with the Planning Act 2016. Any risks have been mitigated
through reasonable and relevant conditions.

Consultation

Internal Consultation

The application was internally referred to Council’s Building, Plumbing and Development Engineering sections.
No issues were raised, and conditions of approval were recommended.

External Consultation

Referral Agencies

The application was referred to the following Referral Agencies in accordance with the Planning Act 2016 and
the Planning Regulation 2017

Referral Referral Agency and Referral Trigger Response

Status Address

Advice South West Queensland | schedule 10, Part 9, The agency provided its
Electricity Corporation Division 2, Table 2 of response on 7 December 2020
Limited T/A Ergon Energy | pjanning Regulation (Reference No. HBD 7118138).
PO Box 1090 2017 - Electricity A copy of the response is
Townsville QLD 4810 Infrastructure attached.

Ergon Energy

Ergon Energy provided their response on 7 December 2020, no issues were raised, and two conditions were
recommended including compliance with the site plan and compliance with all easement conditions.

Community Engagement

Public Notification

The application was publicly notified for 17 business days from 15 April 2021 to 11 May 2021 in accordance
with the requirements of the Planning Act 2016. Two (2) properly made submissions were received. Each

submission had two (2) submitters.

The following table provides a summary and assessment of the issues raised by submitters.

ISSUES COMMENTS

Council previously advised that Subdivision of the property cannot occur due to the SEQ
subdivision could not occur within this Regional Plan designating the site as Regional Landscape
area. and Rural Production Area which requires a minimum lot
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16 JUNE 2021

size of 100ha. The current lot size is less than this at
2.179ha. The proposed development is not for
subdivision but for two (2) dwelling units on a single
title, which is allowed under the SEQ Regional Plan.

The additional dwelling has impacted
upon privacy to adjoining neighbours and
resulted in views being impacted through
the removal of gum trees. The privacy to
adjoining neighbours has been
compromised and overlooking from the
unit which is a security issue.

It is requested that fence screening be
constructed along the shared property
boundaries a minimum of 1.8m high and
28m long as well as a privacy screen on
top of the retaining wall for Unit 2. There
should be a specific period of time to
implement this screening.

To ensure the privacy of adjoining residences is retained,
screening is proposed as part of the development. This
includes a landscaping buffer to the west of Unit 2
adjacent to the car parking area, that extends the full
width of Unit 2. A privacy screen a minimum of 1.8m in
height and 8m long is proposed along the retaining wall
in the southeast corner of Unit 2. In addition, a timber
screen fence is proposed along the shared boundary
with adjoining Lot 5 RP206535 a minimum of 28m long
and 1.8m in height. This screening will ensure the
privacy from adjoining properties is achieved.
Conditions will be imposed requiring this screening to be
provided within three (3) months of the date of this
approval.

The landowner is carrying out a business
from Unit 2 with individuals coming in
groups to the property generally during
the day but also residing overnight. There
are a variety of people coming and going
in different groups.

The individuals coming to the site are also
parking on the adjoining property without
permission

The approval being sought is for a Dual Occupancy
which does not approve any business use from the
property. Any use of the property for business purposes
is subject to further approvals from Council, where
required, in accordance with the Planning Scheme. Any
issue with the premises being used as a business
premises is a compliance matter. Council’s
Development Compliance Officer will investigate this
matter in accordance with Council’s Compliance Policy.

In addition, an advice condition has been recommended
to draw the owner’s attention to the fact the approval is
for a residential use only and any business activity is not
to establish without the necessary planning approval.

Any individual parking on an adjoining property is a civil
matter between the relevant landowner and individual
who is parking without permission.

No warning was given prior to the
construction of the new building and no
opportunity to lodge an objection to the
proposed development.

The building was constructed without the relevant
planning approvals. This current application has been
lodged for a retrospective approval and the public
notification period as part of the application was the
opportunity to lodge submissions.

If approved, the following conditions

should be imposed:

1. No approval for residential lease

2. Re-survey block and a green barrier
planted inside unit 2 boundary to
segregate the unit 2 from the
adjoining property to the satisfaction
of the adjoining landowners

Council cannot impose conditions requiring no
residential leasing of the Dwelling Units. There is no
requirement to condition a resurvey of the property as
the development does not change the property
boundaries. It is the responsibility of the individual
property owner to be aware of their property
boundaries. The existing gravel sealed driveway to each
unit will be retained as the traffic associated with each
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3. Dust free road to be sealed unit is generally limited. The residential activities will be
4. Noise restrictions to be in place subject to the provisions of the Environmental
Protection Act 1994. It is not considered reasonable and
relevant to impose additional restrictions for this type of
use.

Attachments

10 MC2020/0068 Proposal Plans 7 Pages
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12.4 Development Incentives - Infrastructure Charges Policy

Author: Tammee Van Bael, Planning Officer

Responsible Officer: Amanda Pugh, Group Manager Community & Regional Prosperity
Purpose:

The purpose of this report is to seek Council’s adoption of an amended Development Incentives —
Infrastructure Charges Policy. It is proposed to amend the Policy such that developments approved after 17
June 2021 will no longer be eligible for a discount to infrastructure charges.

Officer’'s Recommendation:
THAT Council adopt version 8 of the “Development Incentives — Infrastructure Charges Policy” as

attached.

RESOLUTION

THAT Council adopt version 8 of the “Development Incentives — Infrastructure Charges Policy” as
attached to these Minutes.

Moved By: Cr Vela Seconded By: Cr Hagan
Resolution Number: 20-24/0338

CARRIED
6/0

Executive Summary

This report provides an updated Development Incentives — Infrastructure Charges Policy, which seeks to cease
the effect of the policy in providing an opportunity for a discount to infrastructure charges for developments
approved after 17 June 2021.

Proposal

The current Development Incentives — Infrastructure Charges Policy was adopted by Council on 16 December
2020. The policy provides the opportunity for discounts in infrastructure charges payable to Council under the
Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (AICR) (No. 1) 2015, (No. 2) 2018, (No. 3) 2019 and
(No. 4) 2019.

The Policy was originally adopted by Council on 10 February 2016 and has been in effect for over five years.
The original intent of the Policy was to incentivise development within the Region with a targeted focus
through greater discounts for certain types of developments, including:

e accommodation for itinerant workers engaged in the agricultural industry of the Lockyer Valley;

e processes that add value to products produced by the agricultural sector of the Lockyer Valley; and

e accommodation for students attending a recognised tertiary institution.
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In 2020, Council also resolved to add a clause to the Policy in recognition of the impacts of the COVID-19
pandemic to provide a 25% discount to all material change of use applications approved between 17 June
2020 and 17 June 2021, subject to also meeting other eligibility criteria.

Since the adoption of the Policy, there have been 21 development approvals that have utilised the Policy to
provide a total discount to infrastructure charges of $493,429.00. The number of discounts to development
approvals per year is as follows:

e 2021:1*
e 2020:0
e 2019:4
e 2018:7
e 2017:4
e 2016:5

*as at 4 June 2021.

Infrastructure charges are collected for developments for the increased demand placed on Council’s trunk
infrastructure networks (roads, stormwater, parks/community facilities) to assist with maintaining these
infrastructure networks.

It is recommended that the Policy cease to apply for development approvals issued after 17 June 2021 for the
following reasons:

e The infrastructure charge rates under the current Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution are
generally well below the maximum adopted charge that Council could charge for infrastructure
charges.

e Development activity within the Region has substantially increased driven by the State and Federal
Government economic stimulus grants.

Specifically, in relation to the COVID-19 clause, it is noted the State Government is not continuing the COVID-
19 applicable event under the Planning Act 2016 and the impacts from COVID-19 appear to have somewhat
dissipated in terms of development activity.

Whilst new developments approved after 17 June 2021 will not be eligible for discounts to infrastructure
charges, it is recommended that the Policy be retained for all those developments approved prior to 17 June
2021. ltis considered necessary to retain the Policy to ensure that the discounts can be lawfully provided for
eligible development.

The developments approved prior to 17 June 2021 that would continue to be eligible for the discount need to
meet all other criteria under the Policy including:

e commencing development within two (2) years of the date of approval;

e compliance with all conditions of approval prior to commencement of use;

e payment of infrastructure charges in full; and

e not be subject to compliance or enforcement action.

There are 21 development approvals, issued in the past two years (up to 4 June 2021) that may be eligible for
a discount. This equates to a potential of approximately $850,000.00 in discounts, with one (1) development
approval accounting for approximately $620,000.00. Should Council resolve to adopt version 8 of the Policy a
letter will be sent to all eligible development approvals advising that the opportunity for a discount will
continue to apply subject to meeting all criteria in the Policy.
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It is recommended that Criteria 1 under the Application heading of the Policy be amended as follows:

A development permit for material change of use is issued prior to and including 17 June 2021 during

the periodinwhich-this policy-isin-effect.

A copy of the Development Incentives — Infrastructure Charges Policy, version 8.0, which will replace version
7.0, is provided as an attachment to this report.

Options
Option A: Council update the Policy to rescind the discount to infrastructure charges for all future

development approvals.

Option B: Council do not update the Policy and continue to provide for the discount.

Option C: Council rescind the Policy and do not provide a discount to infrastructure charges for all
development approvals.

Previous Council Resolutions
Ordinary Meeting 16 December 2020 (20-24/0204)
THAT Council adopt version 7 of the “Development Incentives — Infrastructure Charges Policy”, as attached.

Strategic Implications

Corporate Plan
Lockyer Planned 4.3 — A development assessment process that delivers quality development that is consistent

with legislation, best practice and community expectations.

Finance and Resource
Adoption of the updated Development Incentives — Infrastructure Charges Policy will remove the opportunity
for discounts to infrastructure charges for all approvals given after 17 June 2021.

Legislation and Policy
The adoption of the updated Development Incentives — Infrastructure Charges Policy will result in the policy
only being applicable to those eligible developments approved prior to 17 June 2021.

Risk Management
Key Corporate Risk Code and Category: FE1

Key Corporate Risk Descriptor: Finance and Economics Financial sustainability to support the
achievement of strategy, goals and objectives in the medium and
longer term

Key Corporate Risk Code and Category: 1Al

Key Corporate Risk Descriptor: Infrastructure and Assets Planning, managing and maintaining assets

for the future

The adoption of the updated Policy will ensure any risks associated with providing for a discount to
infrastructure charges are reduced.

Consultation
Portfolio Councillor Consultation

Consultation was undertaken with the Mayor and all Councillors at a Council Workshop 2 June 2021 regarding
provisions and continued application of the Development Incentives — Infrastructure Charges Policy.
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Internal Consultation
Governance

External Consultation

No external consultation has been undertaken, however, all applicants of development approvals eligible for a
discount under the Policy will advised in writing that the opportunity for a discount will continue apply subject
to meeting all criteria in the Policy.

Attachments

10 Development Incentives - Infrastructure Charges Policy, version 8.0 3 Pages
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Development Incentives - Infrastructure Charges Policy Attachment 1
Development Incentives - Infrastructure
Charges Policy, version 8.0

Lockyer
Valley

REGIONAL COUNCIL

STRATEGIC

DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVES —
INFRASTRUCTURE CHARGES

Head of Power

Local Government Act 2009

Key Supporting Coungcil Decument

Lockyer Valley Regional Council Corporate Plan (2017-2022):
Lockyer Business, Farming & Livelihood
2.4 Attract and support education and employment opportunities for the community.

Definitions

Locality  an area that is defined as a locality and which has a place name and boundaries gazetted in
accordance with the Place Names Act 1994.

Policy Objective

To provide guidance on the discounts provided by Council for infrastructure charges levied on development that
is encouraged and incentivised to establish in the Lockyer Valley Region.

Policy Statement

The Lockyer Valley Regional Council recognises the importance of a diversified commercial and industrial
development base and a range of housing types to support the growth of the region. To support investment by
the private sector, the Lockyer Valley Regional Council provides a discount for infrastructure charges levied
through an infrastructure charges notice. The discounts provided in this policy recognise the lower returns on
investment in the Lockyer Valley relative to major urban centres and the lesser demands on infrastructure
resulting from development, particularly that which is located outside of the main centres of Gatton, Laidley and

Plainland.
Group: Community & Regional Prosperity Effective Date: XX/06/2021
Unit: Planning, Policy & Community Wellbeing Version: 8.0

Approved: Ordinary Meeting (Resolution Number 20-24/XXXX) Review Date: 17/06/2023

Superseded/Revoked: Development Incentives — Infrastructure
Date Approved: XX/06/2021 Charges Palicy ECM:4047752
ECM: 4126375 Page 1of 3
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Development Incentives - Infrastructure Charges Policy

Attachment 1
Development Incentives - Infrastructure
Charges Policy, version 8.0

Application

This palicy only applies to infrastructure charges payable to Lockyer Valley Regional Council for material change of

use development where:

1. a development permit for material change of use is issued prior to and including 17 June 2021;
the development has commenced within two years from the date that the development permit took effect;
3. all conditions of the relevant development permit have been satisfied prior to the commencement of the

use;
4. the payment of infrastructure charges has been made, in full, prior to the commencement of the use;
5. the development is not subject to an infrastructure agreement for the supply of infrastructure or the

payment of infrastructure charges, other than in relation to Clause 2 of the Discounted Amount section of

this policy; and

6. the development has not been subject to compliance or enforcement action for a development offence
under Chapter 5 of the Planning Act 2016 for which the relevant development permit remedies the

offence.

The discount will be applied, on request, as a refund upon demonstration of satisfaction of criteria 1-6 above.

This policy does not apply to infrastructure charges payable for reconfiguring a lot.

This policy does not apply to any infrastructure contributions that are payable to Urban Utilities for water cycle
infrastructure, being water supply infrastructure and wastewater infrastructure.

Discounted Amount

1. The Discounted Amount which will be accepted by Council in satisfaction of an Infrastructure Charges
Notice is the amount shown in Table 1 or Table 2, whichever is greater:

Table 1. Discount amount based on charge category

q . Discount .
Charge Category Locality Amount Conditions
Residential uses Plainland 12.5% Not applicable
Long-term non-permanent accommaodation Gatton or Laidley 25%
Short-term non-permanent accommodation All other localities 50%
Commercial (bulk goods) Plainland 12.5% Gross Floor Area of
Commercial (office) Gatton or Laidley 25% the development is
Commercial (retail) All other localities 50% less than 1,200m?
High impact industry or special industry
Other industry
Educational facility Plainland 12.5% Not applicable
Entertainment Gatton or Laidley 25%
Essential services All other localities 50%
Indoor sport and recreation
Low impact rural
High impact rural
Place of assembly

1 The charge category is that applying to the specific land use as determined under Schedule 3 of the relevant infrastructure

charges resolution.

opment Incentives — Infrastructure
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Table 2. Discount amounts for specific developments

Discount
Amount
Development with a sole and primary All localities 50% Not applicable
function of:

1. provision of accommodation for itinerant
workers engaged in the agricultural
industry of the Lockyer Valley; or

2. carrying out processes that add value to
products produced by the agricultural
sector of the Lockyer Valley; or

3. provision of accommodation for students
attending a recognised tertiary institution.

Development Locality Conditions

2. In recognition of the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on the development industry, for material change
of use applications for which a development permit is issued between 17 June 2020 to 17 June 2021,
irrespective of its charge category or function, the discount amount is 25%.

3. Council may by resolution provide a discount greater than those specified above where in the opinion of
Council a particular development provides a substantial economic and/or community benefit to the
Lockyer Valley.

Related Documents

Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No.2) 2018
Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No.3) 2019
Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No.4) 2019

Infrastructure
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125 Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5) 2021

Author: Tammee Van Bael, Planning Officer

Responsible Officer: Amanda Pugh, Group Manager Community & Regional Prosperity
Purpose:

The purpose of this report is to present the Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5)
2021 to Council for adoption.

Officer's Recommendation:
THAT Council adopt the Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5) 2021,
to take effect from 1 July 2021, as attached.

RESOLUTION

THAT Council adopt the Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5) 2021,
to take effect from 1 October 2021, as attached to these Minutes.

Moved By: Cr Wilson Seconded By: Cr Vela
Resolution Number: 20-24/0339

CARRIED
6/0

Executive Summary

The Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5) 2021 has been prepared to replace the
current Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 4) 2019. The proposed Resolution
provides for an increase to the infrastructure charge rates for the 2021/22 financial year, remove components
relating to Urban Utilities and allow for the indexation of infrastructure charges.

Proposal

A charges resolution must be adopted by Council to enable levying of infrastructure charges on developments.
Infrastructure charges are currently levied on development approvals in accordance with the Lockyer Valley
Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 4) 2019. The Resolution sets out the rates for different types
of development and currently includes rates for Urban Utilities (UU) (water and sewer infrastructure).

The Planning Regulation 2017 sets out the maximum amount (MAC) for each rate for which Council can
charge. The MAC rate includes both Council and UU infrastructure networks. Council’s trunk infrastructure

networks include roads, stormwater and parks/land for community facilities.

The purpose of this report is for the adoption of the proposed Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges
Resolution (No. 5) 2021 which is attached.
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The main change proposed to the Resolution is to increase the infrastructure charge rates. The majority of the
infrastructure charge rates under the current Resolution have remained the same since July 2011, a period of
10 years. It is worth noting the Planning Regulation 2017 is amended each financial year to increase the MAC
in accordance with the Producer Price Index (PPI).

As Council has not undertaken an increase to the infrastructure charge rates for the majority of charges,

Council’s current infrastructure charges rates are between 6.7% and 20.9% below the MAC. ltis

recommended to increase infrastructure charge rates by five (5) percent. This increase, which equates to an
average increase of 0.5% over the last 10 years, while not taking the infrastructures to the MAC will assist with
the provision of trunk infrastructure in the region reducing the burden on the existing community to meet this

obligation.

A comparison was undertaken of the infrastructure charge rates for other Councils in surrounding regions for
the common infrastructure charge categories (refer to Table 1). Council’s infrastructure charge rates generally
sit in the mid range compared to other Councils.

TABLE 1: Comparison of Infrastructure Charge rates with other Councils for common charge categories

RC*

(impervious)
S70m2 (GFA)

(impervious)
$70m2 (GFA)

(impervious)
$50m2 (GFA)

ROL (per lot) | Commercial Commercial (office) | Other High Impact
(retail) industry Rural

Current LVRC $12,500.00 $10/m2 $10/m?2 $10/m?2 $10/m2 (GFA)
(impervious) (impervious) (impervious)
$109m2 (GFA) $69m2 (GFA) $21m2 (GFA)

Proposed LVRC $13,125.00 $10.50/m2 $10.50/m2 $10.50/m2 $10.50/m2

(5% increase) (impervious) (impervious) (impervious) | (GFA)
$114.45m?2 $72.45m2 (GFA) $22.05m2
(GFA) (GFA)

Somerset RC $7,826.00 $10.80/m?2 $10.80/m?2 $10.80/m2 $7.40/m2 (GFA)
(impervious) (impervious) (impervious)
$49m2 (GFA) $12m2 (GFA) $16.36m2

(GFA)

Scenic Rim RC $15,113.35 $10.80/m2 $10.80/m2 $10.80/m2 $21.55/m2
(impervious) (impervious) (impervious) | (GFA)
$161.92m?2 $118.75m2 (GFA) $21.60m2
(GFA) (GFA)

Toowoomba RC* Urban: $10.50/m2 $10.50/m2 $10.50/m2 $20.90/m2

$29,339.55 (impervious) (impervious) (impervious) | (GFA)
Township: $188.60m?2 $146.76m?2 (GFA) $52.40m2
$23,471.64 (GFA) (GFA)
Rural:
$7,850.14
Ipswich CC $15,113.35 Varies due to large number of charge areas
Southern Downs $10,000 S5/m2 S5/m2 S5/m2 No charge

*indicates Councils that have charging responsibilities for water and sewer
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UU have consulted Council and are proposing to increase their infrastructure charge rates by approximately
1.7% and further have requested Council remove UU rates from the Resolution and refer to their NetServ plan
for their charge rates, which is consistent with other UU member Councils. The Lockyer Valley Adopted
Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5) 2021 has been amended to reflect UU request to remove their rates
and refer to their NetServ Plan. With this, Council has also removed other components relating to Urban
Utilities within the Resolution under Part 2 Adopted Charges and Schedule 1 Dictionary.

Other changes recommended to be made in Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5) as follows:

e Itis recommended that Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5) take effect from 1 July 2021
as this the start of a new financial year.

e Inclusion of building work as development for which a levied charge may be levied under Part 3,
Section 13 of the Resolution. The inclusion of building work was previously included as a type of
development under the now superseded Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution
(No. 2) 2018. Building work as a type of development to be levied was incorrectly removed from the
superseded Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 3) 2019 and current
Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 4) 2019. The inclusion of building work
as development is necessary to ensure that Council can levy infrastructure charges for development
that changes the demand on trunk infrastructure but does not require a material change of use or
reconfiguring a lot approval.

e Under Part 3, Section 13 wording has been included which requires any applicant seeking a demand
credit for an existing lawful use to establish the extent of their claim by working out any demand credit
for the previous lawful use. This places the onus on the applicant to provide the information to
Council demonstrating the demand credit, as per advice received from Council’s external consultants
previously.

e Council does not currently undertake indexation of levied infrastructure charges on development
approvals. Indexation on development approvals will ensure that infrastructure charges paid, at the
time of payment will account for inflation in accordance with PPl which occurred after the
infrastructure charges notice was issued with the approval. It is recommended that the automatic
indexation be applied for all approvals from 1 July 2021.

e Removal of definitions from Schedule 1 that are no longer relevant.
e Minor editorial changes to improve the conciseness and legibility of the Resolution.

Options
Option A: adopt the Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5) 2021 as attached

Option B: adopt an amended version of the Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5)
2021
Option C: retain the current Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 4) 2019

Critical Dates

To have effect from 1 July 2021, Council must adopt the Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges
Resolution (No. 5) 2021 prior to 1 July 2021.
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Strategic Implications

Corporate Plan
Lockyer Planned 4.3 — A development assessment process that delivers quality development that is consistent
with legislation, best practice and community expectations.

Finance and Resource

The adoption of the Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5) 2021 will result in an
increase to the infrastructure charges for developments approved after 1 July 2021 and will assist with the
provision of trunk infrastructure.

Legislation and Policy

In accordance with Sections 112 to 118 of the Planning Act 2016, Council may adopt a charges resolution for
providing trunk infrastructure for development. Where changes are required to the resolution, a new
resolution must be adopted. The Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5) 2021 has
been prepared in accordance with the Planning Act 2016.

Risk Management

Key Corporate Risk Code and Category: EC1 Environment and Community

Key Corporate Risk Descriptor: Environment and the community, including sustainable development,
social and community wellbeing, relationships, public health,
recreation, regional profile and identity

The Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5) 2021 has been prepared and reviewed in
accordance with the requirements of the Planning Act 2016 and any risks have been appropriately managed.

Consultation

Portfolio Councillor Consultation
Councillors were consulted regarding the proposed changes to the Resolution.

Internal Consultation
Legal

External Consultation
Urban Utilities was consulted as part of the drafting process, including the proposed changes from Urban

Utilities.

If adopted, the Resolution will be uploaded to Council’s website prior to 1 July 2021.

Attachments

10 Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5) 2021 26 Pages
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Part 1 Introduction

1. Short title

This resolution may be cited as Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges
Resolution (No. 5) 2021.

2. Commencement
(1) This resolution has effect on and from 1 July 2021,
3. Planning Act 2016
(1) This resolution is made under the Planning Act 2016.
(2) This resolution is to be read in conjunction with the following:
(a) the Planning Regulation 2017;
(b) the Ministers Guidelines and Rules;
(c) the Gatton Shire planning scheme;
(d) the Laidley Shire planning scheme;
(3) This resolution is attached to, but does not form part of the Gatton Shire planning

scheme or the Laidley Shire planning scheme.

4, Purpose
(1) The purpose of this resolution is to state the following:

(a) the adopted charges for providing the local government trunk infrastructure
networks and distributor-retailer trunk infrastructure networks for
development;

(b) the levied charges to be levied by the local government for development for
the demand placed on the local government trunk infrastructure networks;

(c) matters relevant to the working out of an offset and refund for a trunk
infrastructure contribution for the local government trunk infrastructure
networks for development.

5. Interpretation
(1) The dictionary in schedule 1 defines words used in this resolution.
(2) A word not defined in this resolution which is defined in the Planning Act has the
meaning given in the Planning Act.
(3) A word not defined in this resolution or the Planning Act has the meaning given to it

by the edition of the Macquarie Dictionary that is current at the date this resolution
takes effect, subject to section 14A {Interpretation best achieving Act’s purpose) of
the Acts Interpretation Act 1954 and section 14 (Applicable provisions) of the
Statutory Instruments Act 1992,
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Part 2 Adopted charges

6. Purpose of part 2
(1) Part 2 states the following:

(a) the adopted infrastructure charges for providing trunk infrastructure
networks for development (adopted charge);

(b) the trunk infrastructure networks, which are the following:

(i) for the local government—the trunk infrastructure for the local
government's transport, stormwater, and public parks and community
facilities infrastructure networks (local government trunk
infrastructure networks);

(ii) for the distributor-retailer—the trunk infrastructure for the
distributor-retailer's water service and wastewater service
(distributor-retailer trunk infrastructure networks).

(e) the date the adopted charges take effect (applicable date);

(d) the part of the local government area to which the adopted charges apply
(applicable area);

(e) the uses to which the adopted charges apply (applicable use).

7. Adopted charges
(1) The local government has for the purpose of working out the adopted charges for the
local government trunk infrastructure networks under this resolution determined the
following:

(a) a charge for each trunk infrastructure network (including indexation) for
development which is included in schedule 2 (trunk infrastructure network
charges) that comprise the charge for each local government trunk
infrastructure network (local government trunk infrastructure network
charge or LNC);

8. Trunk infrastructure networks for adopted charges
(1) The local government trunk infrastructure networks are specified in the Local

Government Infrastructure Plan.

(2) The distributor-retailer trunk infrastructure networks are specified in the distributor-
retailer infrastructure planning instrument which means the following:

(a) the distributor-retailer's water netserv plan under the SEQ Water Act;

(b) the interim connections policy and schedule of works under the SEQ Water
Act adopted by the distributor-retailer if paragraph (a) is not applicable.

9, Applicable date for the adopted charges
The applicable date for the adopted charges is the day this resolution has effect.
10. Applicable area for the adopted charges

The applicable area for the adopted charges is all of the local government area.
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11. Applicable uses or activity for the adopted charges
(1) The applicable uses or activity under the Gatton Shire planning scheme and the
Laidley Shire planning scheme to which the adopted charges apply are stated in
schedule 3.
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Part 3 Levied charges

12, Purpose of part 3
(1) Part 3 states the following:

(a) the applicable development for which adopted charges may be levied by the
local government for development for the demand placed upon the local
government trunk infrastructure networks (levied charge);

(b) the method to be applied by the local government for working out the levied
charge including the following:

(i) the adopted charge to be applied (applied adopted charge);
(ii) the additional demand placed upon the local government trunk
infrastructure networks which will be generated by the development

(additional demand);

(iii)  the discount to be applied for a financial contribution {prescribed
financial contribution):

(A) provided for in relation to a local government trunk
infrastructure network under an infrastructure charging
instrument for a previous development approval;

(B) which has been paid to the local government or otherwise
satisfied under an infrastructure agreement between the
applicant for the previous development approval and the
local government for the provision of land, work or money for
the local government trunk infrastructure networks; and

() which has not been reimbursed or otherwise previously
applied against another financial contribution;

(c) the method to be applied by the local government for working out the
increase in the levied charge from the day the levied charge is levied to the
day the levied charge is paid (automatic increase).

13. Applicable development for the levied charge
(1) The levied charge may be levied for the following development:

(a) reconfiguring a lot;

(b) material change of use of premises;

(c) building work.

(2) The levied charge is not to be levied for the following:

(a) development in a priority development area under the Economic
Development Act 2012;

(b) work or use of land authorised under the Mineral Resources Act 1989, the

Petroleum Act 1923, the Petroleum and Gas (Production and Safety) Act 2004
or the Greenhouse Gas Storage Act 2009.
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14, Working out the levied charge
(1) The levied charge for the development is to be worked out by the local government as
follows:

LC = {(ACX AD) - D
Where:

LC is the levied charge for the development, which cannot be less than
zera.

AC is the applied adopted charge for the development.
AD is the additional demand for the development.

D is the discount for the prescribed financial contribution.

15. Working out the applied adopted charge
(1) The applied adopted charge for the development is to be worked out by the local
government by applying the following:
(a) the adopted charge worked out under section 7 [Adopted charges).
16. Working out the additional demand
(1) The additional demand for the development is to be worked out by the local

government as follows:
AD=DD - DC
Where:
AD is the additional demand.

DD is the demand placed upon the local government trunk infrastructure
networks which will be generated by the development (development
demand).

DCis the demand placed upon the local government trunk infrastructure
networks generated by existing or previous development if applicable
(demand credit).

(2) The development demand is worked out using the relevant unit of calculation for an
adopted charge for the development in schedule 2 (demand unit).

(3) The demand credit is to be worked out using the greater of the following:

(a) if the premises is subject to an existing use which is lawful and already taking
place on the premises (existing lawful use) that places demand upon the
local government trunk infrastructure networks, the demand generated for
the existing lawful use using the applicable demand units for the use;

(b) if the premises is subject to a previous use which was lawful at the time it
was carried out and is no longer taking place on the premises (previous
lawful use) that placed demand upon the local government trunk
infrastructure networks, the demand generated for the previous lawful use
using the applicable demand units for the use;

(c) if the premises is a vacant lot, the demand for one dwelling house (3
bedroom dwelling) in schedule 2.
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(4) The demand credit for an existing lawful use or previous lawful use under subsections
3(a) and 3(b) is to be worked out by the local government prior to the time for the
giving of the relevant approval to which the levied charge applies as follows:

(a) an applicant which is seeking the demand credit for an existing lawful use or
previous lawful use is to:

(i) give a notice to the local government which provides evidence of the
existing lawful use or the previous lawful use and the calculation of
the demand credit; and

(ii) work out the demand credit for the previous lawful use if applicable;

and
(iii)  pay the prescribed fee;
(b) the local government is to:
(i) determine if a demand credit for the existing lawful use or the

previous lawful use is applicable to the development;

(i) give a notice to the applicant stating the outcome of the local
government's determination.

(5) A demand credit is only to be provided to a maximum amount equal to the
development demand.
17. Working out the discount for the prescribed financial contribution
(1) The amount of the discount for the prescribed financial contribution is to be worked

out by the local government as follows:
D = PEC - (AC - DC)
Where:
D is the discount which cannot be less than zero.
PFC is the amount of the prescribed financial contribution.

ACis the applied adopted charge for the proposed development worked
out under section 15 (Working out the applied adopted charge).

DC is the demand credit if applicable worked out under section 16
(Working out the additional demand).

(2) The discount for the prescribed financial contribution is to be worked out by the local
government prior to the time for the giving of the relevant approval to which the
levied charge applies as follows:

(a) an applicant which is seeking the discount for the prescribed financial
contribution is to:

(i) give a notice in the prescribed form to the local government which
provides evidence of the prescribed financial contribution and the
calculation of the discount; and

(ii) pay the prescribed fee;
(b) The local government is to:

(i) determine if the discount for a prescribed financial contribution is
applicable to the development;

(ii) work out the discount for the prescribed financial contribution if
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applicable; and

(i)  give notice to the applicant stating the outcome of the local
government’s determination.

Editor's note— The notice may be given in an infrastructure charges notice.

18. Working out the automatic increase

(1) The automatic increase of the levied charge is to be worked out by the local
government as the amount which is equal to the increase calculated by using the
index stated in section 114 of the Planning Act.

(2) However, the amount of the automatic increase of the levied charge must not be
more than the amount of the increase prescribed by section 114 the Planning Act.

Editor’s note — The automatic increase is caleulated using a spreadsheet available on Council's
website.
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Part 4 Offset and refund for trunk infrastructure
19. Purpose of part 4

Part 4 states the following matters relevant to the working out of an offset or refund for the
provision of trunk infrastructure for the local government trunk infrastructure networks for
development:

(a) the criteria for trunk infrastructure to be applied by the local government in
deciding if development infrastructure is trunk infrastructure (identified
trunk infrastructure criteria);

(b) the method to be applied by the local government for working out the
establishment cost of trunk infrastructure for an offset or refund where an
applicant is required under a condition of a relevant approval to provide land
or work for the following trunk infrastructure for local government trunk
infrastructure networks (trunk infrastructure contribution):

(i) identified trunk infrastructure—development infrastructure which is
identified in the Local Government Infrastructure Plan;

(i) different trunk infrastructure—development infrastructure which:
(A) is an alternative to the identified trunk infrastructure; and

(B) delivers the same desired standards of service for the
network of development infrastructure stated in the Local
Government Infrastructure Plan;

(iii)  necessary trunk infrastructure—development infrastructure which is
not identified trunk infrastructure or different trunk infrastructure
that satisfies the identified trunk infrastructure criteria and is
necessary to service development;

{iv]  prescribed trunk infrastructure—development infrastructure which is
not identified trunk infrastructure, different trunk infrastructure or
necessary trunk infrastructure that becomes trunk infrastructure
under the Planning Act;

(c) whether an offset or refund applies and if so the details of the offset and
refund and the timing of the offset and refund.

20. Identified trunk infrastructure criteria (conversion criteria)

The identified trunk infrastructure criteria (conversion criteria) for deciding that
development infrastructure is trunk infrastructure are the following:

(a) that the development infrastructure is necessary to service development:

(i) consistent with the assumptions about the type, scale, location or
timing of future development stated in the Local Government
Infrastructure Plan;

(i) the premises must be completely inside the priority infrastructure
area in the Local Government Infrastructure Plan;

(i) facilitates development of other premises by enabling increased
development or overcoming deficiencies in service through its
provision; and
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(b)

(iv)  reduces or eliminates unnecessary and interim staged infrastructure;
and

(v) provides a critical shared link between multiple development sites and
the defined and mapped trunk network; and

(vi)  would have been identified as ‘trunk’ infrastructure had the ultimate
demand and development pattern been known in more detail at the
time of developing the Local Government Infrastructure Plan; and

(vii)  the type, size and location of the infrastructure is the most cost
effective option for servicing multiple users in the area. The most
effective option means the least cost option based upon the life cycle
cost of the infrastructure required to service existing and future
development in the area at the desired standards of service.

that the development infrastructure complies with the criteria in schedule 4

21. Working out the establishment cost

The establishment cost for a trunk infrastructure contribution is to be worked out by
the local government using the following:

(a)

(b)

(c)

for the calculation of the establishment cost—the method in section 22
(Calculation of the establishment cost);

for the recalculation of the establishment cost for work calculated under
paragraph (a)—the method in section 23 (Recalculation of the establishment
cost for work);

for the recalculation of the establishment cost for land calculated under
paragraph (a)—the method in section 24 (Recalculation of the establishment
cost for land).

22. Calculation of the establishment cost

(1) The establishment cost for a trunk infrastructure contribution is to be worked out by
the local government using any of the following:

(a)
(b)

(c)

the planned estimate of the trunk infrastructure contribution;

a cost-based estimate of the establishment cost for the trunk infrastructure
contribution determined by the local government using first principles
estimating;

an estimate of the establishment cost for the trunk infrastructure
contribution reasonably determined by the local government.

(2) The planned estimate of the trunk infrastructure contribution if:

(a)

(b)

the whole of an item of identified trunk infrastructure—is the planned cost
being the amount of the value of the item stated in schedule 8;

part of an item of identified trunk infrastructure—is the estimate of the
proportion of the planned cost of the item of identified trunk infrastructure
applicable to the trunk infrastructure contribution having regard to the
method used by the local government to work out the planned cost of the
item of identified trunk infrastructure stated in the extrinsic material to the
Local Government Infrastructure Plan; and

different trunk infrastructure, necessary trunk infrastructure or prescribed
trunk infrastructure—is the estimate of the planned cost of the infrastructure
having regard to the method used by the local government to work out the
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planned cost of the identified trunk infrastructure for the network of
development infrastructure stated in the extrinsic material to the Local
Government Infrastructure Plan.

23. Recalculation of the establishment cost for work
Moarket cost

(1) The establishment cost for a trunk infrastructure contribution for work may be
recalculated by the local government at the request of the applicant by using the
market cost for the work.

(2) The market cost for the work is the estimate of the cost of the design and construction
of the work:

(a) including the following:
(i) the construction cost for the work;

(ii) construction on costs for the work which do not exceed the maximum
construction on costs stated in schedule 9 for the following:

(A) the cost of survey for the work;

(B) the cost of geotechnical investigations for the work;

() the cost of only detailed design for the work;

(D) the cost of project management and contract administration;
(E) the cost of environmental investigations for the work;

(F) a portable long service leave payment for a construction

contract for the work;

(iii)  risk and contingencies which do not exceed 10% for the cost of that
part of the of the work in a construction contract which is subject to a
contingency.

Example—
A construction contract for a trunk road infrastructure network item may
state a contingency for pavement design and service relocation.

(b) excluding the following:
(i) the planning of the work;
(i) a cost of carrying out temporary infrastructure;

(iii)  a cost of carrying out other infrastructure which is not part of the
trunk infrastructure contribution;

(iv)  acostof the decommissioning, removal and rehabilitation of
infrastructure identified in paragraphs (ii) and (iii);

(v) a part of the trunk infrastructure contribution provided by:

(A) the local government; or
(B) a person, other than the applicant or a person engaged by the
applicant;

(vi)  a cost to the extent that GST is payable and an input tax credit can be
claimed for the work;

(vii)  a cost attributable directly or indirectly to the failure of an applicant
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or a person engaged by the applicant to perform and fulfil a relevant
approval for the work;

(viii) a cost caused or contributed to by a negligent or wilful act or omission
by the applicant or a person engaged by the applicant;

(ix)  a costof carrying out development infrastructure which is only made
necessary by the development and does not contribute to the
function of the trunk infrastructure item;

(x) a cost of carrying out trunk infrastructure which relates to another
development infrastructure network;

(xi)  a cost of carrying out development infrastructure which is replacing
existing infrastructure with different infrastructure in another
development infrastructure network;

(xii)  a cost of existing development infrastructure which services or is
planned to service existing or future demand that is replaced by the
trunk infrastructure contribution.

Determining the market cost

(3) The local government is to, prior to the applicant starting the construction of the
work, determine the market cost for the work as follows:

(a) the applicant is to undertake an open tender process for the work;
(b) the applicant is to:
(i) give to the local government a notice in the prescribed form which

states the following:

(A) an open tender process has been conducted;

(B) the tenders received;

(C) the applicant’s preferred tenderer;

(D) the applicant’s reason for the preferred tenderer;

(E) the terms of the construction contract for the work;

(F) a plan for each development infrastructure network clearly

showing the extent of the work for which an offset is sought;

(G) the applicant’s calculation of the market cost for the work;
and

{ii) pay the prescribed fee;

(c) the local government may, within 15 business days of the date the notice
under paragraph (b) is received by the local government, give a notice to the
applicant which states that the applicant is to provide to the local
government a document to enable the local government to determine the
market cost including without limitation the following:

(i) details in respect of a construction contract for the work;

(ii) a plan for each development infrastructure network clearly showing
the scope of the work for which an offset is sought;

(d) the applicant is to comply with a notice given by the local government to the
applicant under paragraph (c);
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(e) the local government is to as soon as reasonably practicable determine the
market cost acting reasonably having regard to the matters in paragraphs (a)
to (d);

(f) the local government after determining the market cost is to as soon as

reasonably practicable:

(i) give to the applicant a notice which states the following:

(A) the local government's calculation of the market cost for the
work and the reason for any difference from the applicant’s
calculation;

(B) the establishment cost for the work; and

(ii) issue an amended infrastructure charges notice.

Adjustment of the establishment cost

(4) The local government is to, after the completion of the construction of the work and
prior to the date for the payment of a levied charge, determine an adjustment to the
establishment cast as follows:

(a) this subsection only applies to a cost of work (prescribed cost) if the cost:

(i) would have formed part of the market cost used to work out the
establishment cost for the work; and

(ii) was not included in the market cost used to work out the
establishment cost or was included in the market cost used to work
out the establishment cost but was for an amount less than the
prescribed cost; and

(iii)  was included in the market cost used to work out the establishment
cost but was subject to a contingency stated in subsection (2)(a)(iii);

(b) the applicant may, prior to 15 business days after the applicant has
completed the work:

(i) give to the local government a single notice which is to state the
following:

(A) that the applicant requests that the local government adjust
the establishment cost to take account of the prescribed cost;

(B) all information reasonably necessary to establish the
calculation of the prescribed cost and that the cost is a
prescribed cost;

() the applicant’s calculation of the prescribed cost; and
(ii) pay the prescribed fee if paragraph (i) applies.

(c) the local government may, within 15 business days of the date the notice
under paragraph (b) is received by the local government, give a notice to the
applicant which states that the applicant is to provide to the local
government a document to enable the local government to determine the
value of an adjusted establishment cost;

(d) the applicant is to comply with a notice given by the local government to the
applicant under paragraph (c);

(e) the local government is to as soon as reasonably practicable determine
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whether the establishment cost Is to be adjusted acting reasonably having
regard to the matters in paragraphs (a) to (d);

(f) the local government after determining whether the establishment cost is to
be adjusted, is to as soon as reasonably practicable:

(i) give to the applicant a notice which states the following:

(A) the local government’s calculation of the adjusted
establishment cost for the work and the reason for any
difference from the applicant's calculation;

(B) the establishment cost for the work; and
(i) issue an amended infrastructure charges notice.
24. Recalculation of the establishment cost for land

(1) The establishment cost for a trunk infrastructure contribution for land may be
recalculated by the local government at the request of the applicant using the current
market value of the land.

(2) The current market value of the land is the difference, determined by using the
before and after method of valuation of the whole of the subject premises, between
the value of the subject premises including the land and the value of the subject
premises excluding the land.

(3) The local government is to, prior to the date of payment of the levied charge,
determine the market value of the land as follows:

(a) the applicant is to provide to the local government the following:

(i) a notice in the prescribed form requesting the recalculation of the
establishment cost for the land;

(ii) a valuation of the land undertaken by a certified practicing valuer;
(iii)  the prescribed fee;

(b) the local government may, if the matters in paragraph (a) are satisfied, refer
the valuation to a registered valuer to assess whether the valuation is
consistent with the current market value;

(c) the local government is to decide whether to:
(i) accept the valuation; or

(i) reject the valuation;

(d) the local government is to, if it accepts the valuation:
(i) give to the applicant a notice stating the establishment cost for the
land; and

(ii) index the establishment cost for the land using the CPI from the date
of the accepted valuation to the date stated in the amended
infrastructure charges notice;

(e) the local government is to, if it rejects the valuation, refer the valuation to an
independent certified practicing valuer to:

(i) assess whether the valuation is consistent with the current market
value; and

(ii) undertake a valuation of the land if the valuation is assessed as not
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consistent with the current market value;

(f) the local government is to, upon the determination of the independent
certified practicing valuer’s valuation:

(i) give to the applicant a notice stating the establishment cost for the
land;

(ii) index the establishment cost for the land using the CPI from the date
of the independent certified practicing valuer's valuation to the date
stated in the amended infrastructure charges notice; and

(iii)  issue an amended infrastructure charges notice;

(8) the local government however is not required to refer the valuation to the
registered valuer or the independent certified practising valuer if the
applicant has not paid to the Council the prescribed fee including the costs of
the registered valuer under paragraph (b) and the independent certified
practicing valuer under paragraph (e).

25, Application of an offset and refund

The following apply if a trunk infrastructure contribution services or is planned to service premises
other than premises the subject of the relevant approval and an adopted charge applies to the
development the subject of the relevant approval:

(a) an offset—where the establishment cost for the trunk infrastructure
contribution is equal to or less than the levied charge; and

(b) a refund—where the establishment cost for the trunk infrastructure
contribution is more than the levied charge.

26. Details of an offset and refund

(1) If an offset applies, the establishment cost for the trunk infrastructure contribution is
to be worked out by the local government in accordance with section 21 (Working out
the establishment cost).

(2) If a refund applies, the proportion of the establishment cost for the trunk
infrastructure contribution that may be apportioned reasonably to users of premises
other than the premises the subject of the relevant approval (prescribed proportion)
is to be worked out by the local government using an estimate of the prescribed
proportion reasonably determined by the local government.

27. Timing of an offset and refund

(1) An applicant entitled to seek an offset or refund for the trunk infrastructure
contribution is to:

(a) give to the local government a notice in the prescribed form which states the
following:

(i) the date the trunk infrastructure contribution the subject of an offset
or refund was lawfully completed;

(i) that the trunk infrastructure contribution has been provided in
accordance with the relevant approval for the trunk infrastructure
contribution; and

(b) pay the prescribed fee.

(2) The local government is to as soon as reasonably practicable after receiving a notice
under subsection (1):

Attachment 1 12.5 Page 214



Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5) 2021 Attachment 1
Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure
Charges Resolution (No. 5) 2021

16

Lockyer Valley Regional Council
Lockyer Valley Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution (No. 5) 2021

(a) determine whether the trunk infrastructure contribution has satisfied the
matters in subsection (1)(a); and

(b) give to the applicant a notice stating the outcome of the local government's
determination.

(3) The local government if satisfied of the matters in subsection (1)(a) is to, unless
otherwise provided for in an infrastructure agreement:

(a) for an offset—set off the establishment cost for the trunk infrastructure
contribution against the levied charge when the levied charge stated in the
infrastructure charges notice is payable under the Planning Act;

(b) for a refund—give the refund when stated in the infrastructure charges
notice.
(4) The local government has adopted a policy position in relation to the determination in

an infrastructure charges notice of when a refund is to be given by the local
government to achieve the following policy objectives:

(a) to seek to integrate the local government's land use and infrastructure plans;

(b) to implement the Local Government Infrastructure Plan as the basis for the
local government's trunk infrastructure funding;

(c) to implement infrastructure funding which is equitable, accountable and
financially sustainable for the local government.

(5) The local government's policy position in relation to the determination in an
infrastructure charges notice of when a refund is to be given by the local government
and related matters is as follows:

(a) for a trunk infrastructure contribution for identified trunk infrastructure
which is identified in the local government's capital works program at the
date of the relevant approval with a planned date that is consistent with the
Local Government Infrastructure Plan:

(i) the refund may be given in accordance with the payment triggers in
paragraph (ii) until the planned date, at which time the balance of the
refund is to be given by 31 December of the financial year following
the planned date;

(ii) the following payment triggers achieve the local government's policy
objectives:

(A) for a refund which is an amount that is less than $100,000—
the refund may be given by 31 December of the financial year
following the completion of the trunk infrastructure
contribution;

(B) for a refund which is an amount that is $100,000 or more but
not more than $500,000—the refund may be given annually
over 3 financial years in equal payments by 31 December in
each financial year commencing in the financial year following
the completion of the trunk infrastructure contribution;

) for a refund which is an amount that is $500,000 or more but
not more than 51 million—the refund may be given annually
over 5 financial years in equal payments by 31 December in
each financial year commencing in the financial year following
the completion of the trunk infrastructure contribution;
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(D) for a refund which is an amount that is $1 million or more—
the refund may be given annually in equal payments of
$250,000 by 31 December in each financial year commencing
in the financial year following the completion of the trunk
infrastructure contribution until the amount is paid;

(iii)  each amount to be paid under paragraph (ii) is to be increased by the
CPI from the date of the infrastructure charges notice for the refund
to the date that the amount is paid;

(b) for a trunk infrastructure contribution for identified trunk infrastructure (for
which subsection 28(5)(a) does not apply) or different trunk infrastructure
which is provided before or in the planned date or period for the trunk
infrastructure contribution stated in the Local Government Infrastructure
Plan:

(i) the following payment triggers achieve the local government's policy
objectives:

(A) for a refund which is an amount that is less than $100,000—
the refund may be given by 31 December of the financial year
following the end of the relevant planned date or period for
the trunk infrastructure contribution;

(B) for a refund which is an amount that is $100,000 or more but
not more than $500,000—the refund may be given annually
over 3 financial years in equal payments by 31 December in
each financial year commencing in the financial year following
the end of the relevant planned date or period for the trunk
infrastructure contribution;

(C) for a refund which is an amount that is $500,000 or more but
not more than $1 million—the refund may be given annually
over 5 financial years in equal payments by 31 December in
each financial year commencing in the financial year following
the end of the relevant planned date or period for the trunk
infrastructure contribution;

(D) for a refund which is an amount that is $1 million or more—
the refund may be given annually in equal payments of
$250,000 by 31 December in each financial year commencing
in the financial year following the end of the relevant planned
date or period for the trunk infrastructure contribution until
the amount is paid;

(ii) each amount to be paid under paragraph (i) is to be increased by the
CPI from the date of the infrastructure charges notice for the refund
to the date that the amount is paid;

(e) for a trunk infrastructure contribution for identified trunk infrastructure or
different trunk infrastructure which is provided after the planned date or
period for the trunk infrastructure contribution stated in the Local
Government Infrastructure Plan:

(i) the following payment triggers achieve the local government's policy
objectives:

(A) for a refund which is an amount that is less than $100,000—
the refund may be given by 31 December of the financial year
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following the completion of the trunk infrastructure
contribution;

(B) for a refund which is an amount that is $100,000 or more but
not more than $500,000—the refund may be given annually
over 3 financial years in equal payments by 31 December in
each financial year commencing in the financial year following
the completion of the trunk infrastructure contribution;

() for a refund which is an amount that is $500,000 or more but
not more than $1 million—the refund may be given annually
over 5 financial years in equal payments by 31 December in
each financial year commencing in the financial year following
the completion of the trunk infrastructure contribution;

(D) for a refund which is an amount that is $1 million or more—
the refund may be given annually in equal payments of
$250,000 by 31 December in each financial year commencing
in the financial year following the completion of the trunk
infrastructure contribution until the amount is paid;

{ii) each amount to be paid under paragraph (i) is to be increased by the
CPI from the date of the infrastructure charges notice for the refund
to the date that the amount is paid;

(d) for a trunk infrastructure contribution for necessary trunk infrastructure:

(i) the local government is to estimate the period in which the trunk
infrastructure contribution would have been planned to be provided
had it been included in the Local Government Infrastructure Plan
having regard to the method used by the local government to work
out the relevant planned date or period of items of identified trunk
infrastructure for the network of development infrastructure stated in
the extrinsic material to the Local Government Infrastructure Plan
(specified date or period);

(ii) the local government is to upon the completion of the trunk
infrastructure contribution include the trunk infrastructure as existing
trunk infrastructure in the Local Government Infrastructure Plan;

(iii)  the following payment triggers achieve the local government's policy
objectives:

(A) for a refund which is an amount that is less than $100,000—
the refund may be given by 31 December of the financial
year following the end of the specified date or period for the
trunk infrastructure contribution;

(B) for a refund which is an amount that is $100,000 or more but
not more than $500,000—the refund may be given annually
over 3 financial years in equal payments by 31 December in
each financial year commencing in the financial year following
the end of the specified date or period for the trunk
infrastructure contribution;

() for a refund which is an amount that is $500,000 or more but
not more than $1 million—the refund may be given annually
over 5 financial years in equal payments by 31 December in
each financial year commencing in the financial year following
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(e)

(iv)

(D)

the end of the specified date or period for the trunk
infrastructure contribution;

for a refund which is an amount that is $1 million or more—
the refund may be given annually in equal payments of
$250,000 by 31 December in each financial year commencing
in the financial year following the end of the specified date or
period for the trunk infrastructure contribution until the
amount is paid;

each amount to be paid under paragraph (iii) is to be increased by the
CPI from the date of the infrastructure charges notice for the refund
to the date that the amount is paid;

for a trunk infrastructure  contribution for prescribed trunk infrastructure:

(1)

(i)

(iif)

the local government is to upon the completion of the trunk
infrastructure contribution include the trunk infrastructure as existing
trunk infrastructure in the Local Government Infrastructure Plan;

the following payment triggers achieve the local government's policy
objectives:

(A)

(B)

(C)

(D)

for a refund which is an amount that is less than $100,000—
the refund may be given by 31 December 2036;

for a refund which is an amount that is $100,000 or more but
not more than $500,000—the refund may be given annually
over 3 financial years in equal payments between 31
December 2036 and 31 December 2038;

for a refund which is an amount that is $500,000 or more but
not more than 51 million—the refund may be given annually
over 5 financial years in equal payments between 31
December 2036 and 31 December 2040;

for a refund which is an amount that is $1 million or more—
the refund may be given annually in equal payments of
$250,000 from 31 December 2036 until the amount is paid;

each amount to be paid under paragraph (ii) is to be increased by the
CPI from the date of the infrastructure charges notice for the refund
to the date that the amount is paid.
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Schedule 1 Dictionary

additional demand see section 12(b){ii) (Purpose of part 3).
adopted charge see section 6(a) (Purpose of part 2).
applicable area see section 6(d) (Purpose of part 2).
applicable date see section 6(c) (Purpose of part 2).
applicable use see section 6(e) (Purpose of part 2).
applied adopted charge see section 12(b)(i) (Purpose of part 3).
aqutomatic increase see section 12(c) (Purpose of part 3).
bedroom means an area of a building or structure which:
{a)  isused, designed or intended for use for sleeping but excludes a lounge room,
dining room, living room, kitchen, water closet, bathroom, laundry, garage or plant

room; or

(b} can be used for sleeping such as a den, study, loft, media or home entertainment
room, library, family or rumpus room or other similar space.

completion means the stage in the provision of a trunk infrastructure contribution by an applicant
when the local government is satisfied that the trunk infrastructure contribution is complete other
than for a minor omission and a minor defect which:

(a)  is not essential;

(b)  does not prevent the matter from being reasonably capable of being used for its
intended purpose;

(¢) the local government determines the applicant has a reasonable basis for not
promptly rectifying; and

(d)  the rectification of which will not prejudice the convenient use of the matter.
CPI (an acronym for consumer price index) means the following:

the consumer price index 6401.0 All Groups Brisbane published by the Australian Bureau
of Statistics;

(a)  ifanindex described in paragraph (a) ceases to be published—another similar index
prescribed by the local government.

Editor's note—Where the CPI has not been published for a calculation date the change in the CPI is to
be determined by having regard to the index prior to the base date and the index prior to the
caleulation date.

current market value see section 24(2) (Recalculation of the establishment cost for land).
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demand credit see section 16(1) (Working out the additional demand).
demand unit see section 16(2) (Working out the additional demand).
development demand see section 16(1) (Working out the additional demand).
different trunk infrastructure see section 19(b)(ii) (Purpose of part 4).

distributor-retailer means the Central SEQ Distributor-Retailer Authority (trading as Urban Utilities)
under the SEQ Water Act.

distributor-retailer infrastructure planning instrument see section 8(2) (Trunk infrastructure
networks for adopted charges).

distributor-retailer trunk infrastructure networks see section 6(b)(ii) (Purpose of part 2).
dwelling has the meaning in the Planning Regulation 2017.

establishment cost see section 21 (Working out the establishment cost).

existing lawful use see section 16(3)(a) (Working out the additional demand).

financial year means a period of 1 year beginning on 1 July.

Gatton Shire planning scheme means the Gatton Shire Planning Scheme 2007.

GFA (an acronym for gross floor area) has the meaning in the Planning Regulation 2017.
identified trunk infrastructure criteria see section 19(a) (Purpose of part 4).

identified trunk infrastructure see section 19(b){i) (Purpose of part 4).

infrastructure charging instrument means any of the following:

(a)  a condition imposed under a planning scheme policy about infrastructure;

(b)  an adopted infrastructure charge levied under an adopted infrastructure charges
notice;

(c) a levied charge under an infrastructure charges notice.

Laidley Shire planning scheme means the Laidley Shire Planning Scheme 2003.
levied charge see section 12(a) (Purpose of part 3).
levied charge relief see section 12(b)(iii) (Purpose of part 3).

Local Government Infrastructure Plan means the Gatton Shire and the Laidley Shire Local
Government Infrastructure Plans.

local government trunk infrastructure networks see section 6(b)(i) (Purpose of part 2).

local government trunk infrastructure network charge or LNC see section 7(2)(a)(i) (Adopted
charges).
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market cost see section 23(2) (Recalculation of the establishment cost for work).
maximum adopted charge or MAC has the meaning in the Planning Act 2016.
necessary trunk infrastructure see section 19(b){iii) (Purpose of part 4).
offset see section 25(a) (Application of an offset and refund).
planned cost see section 22(2)(a) (Calculation of the establishment cost).
planned estimate see section 22(2) (Calculation of the establishment cost).
Planning Act means the Planning Act 2016.
Planning Regulation means the Planning Regulation 2017.
PPI (an acronym for producer price index) means the following:
(a) the producer price index for construction 6427.0 (ABS PPI) index number 3101—
Road and Bridge construction index for Queensland published by the Australian

Bureau of Statistics;

(b)  if anindex described in paragraph (a) ceases to be published —another similar index
prescribed by the local government.

prescribed cost see section 23(4)(a) (Recalculation of the establishment cost for work).
prescribed financial contribution see section 12(b)(iii) (Purpose of part 3).
prescribed fee means a cost recovery fee prescribed by the local government.
prescribed form means a form prescribed by the local government.

prescribed proportion see section 26(2) (Details of an offset and refund).

prescribed trunk infrastructure see section 19(b)(iv) (Purpose of part 4).

previous lawful use see section 16(3)(b) (Working out the additional demand).

refund see section 25(b) (Application of an offset and refund)

SEQ Water Act means the South-Last Queensland Water (Distribution and Retail Restructuring) Act
2009.

specified date or period see section 27(5)(c)(i) (Timing of an offset and refund).
trunk infrastructure contribution see section 19(b) (Purpose of part 4).

trunk infrastructure networks see section 6(b) (Purpose of part 2).
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-
Schedule 2 Trunk infrastructure network charges
Table A Material Change of Use — Residential and Accommodation (Long-Term)
LVRC uu uu uu Charges
DEMAND UNIT
All Networks Water Wastewater All Networks Breakup
Dwelling with 2 50%
bedrooms or less $10,625.97 L,
Refer to Urban Utilities” Water NetServ Plan for
Dwelling or unit details on adoptt?d charges for water and sewer 50%
. infrastructure.
with 3 or more 5$13,125.00
bedrooms
Table B Material Change of Use — Accommodation (Short-Term)
LVRC uu uu uu Charges
DEMAND UNIT
All Networks Water Wastewater All Networks Breakup
Suite with 2 50%
$5,312.97
bedrooms or less
Suite with 3 or 50%
$6,562.50
more bedrooms
Each bedroom 50%
that is not part of 5.312.97
a suite 55 Refer to Urban Utilities” Water NetServ Plan for
details on adopted charges for water and sewer
IGrDucD of 2 or infrastructure. 50%
€8s wamping $5,312.97
or caravan
site/s
Group of 3 50%
Camping or $6,562.50
caravan site/s
Table C Reconfiguring a Lot — All Lots
LVRC uu uu uu Charges
DEMAND UNIT
All Networks Water Wastewater All Networks Breakup
Lot $13,125.00 Refer to Urban Utilities” Water NetServ Plan for 50%
details on adopted charges for water and sewer
infrastructure.
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Table D Material Change of Use — Non-Residential
LVRC LVRC uu uu uu
Stormwater Other Water Wastewater All Networks Charges
DEMAND UNIT
Per m? Per m? Per m? Per m? Per m? Breakup
Impervious| Impervious | Impervious Impervious Impervious
Places of assembly $10.50 543.05 59%
C ial (bulk
ommercial (bu $10.50 $72.45 49%
goods)
Commercial (retail) $10.50 $114.45 61%
Commercial (office) | $10.50 §72.45 49%
Educational facility $10.50 §72.45 49%
Entertainment $10.50 $105.00 50%
Indoor sport and
recreation $10.50 $105.00 50%
(excluding court
areas)
Refer to Urban Utilities” Water NetServ Plan for

Indoor spart and details on adopted charges for water and sewer
recreation (court 510.50 515.75 infrastructure 75%
areas)
High impact
industry or special $10.50 $28.35 39%
industry
Other industry $10.50 $22.05 42%
Low impact rural 50.00 50.00 N/A
High impact rural 50.00 510.50 50%
Essential services 510.50 §116.55 79%
Minor uses $0.00 $0.00 N/A
Other uses Individual Individual NJA
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Schedule 3Applicable uses under the Gatton Shire planning scheme

and Laidley Shire planning scheme

Column 1
Charge category under the
Planning Regulations 2017
Refer to schedule 16, column 1 of
the Planning Regulation 2017

Column 2
Use under the Gatton Shire
Planning Scheme 2007
Refer to Gatton Shire Planning
Scheme 2007.

Column 3
Use under the Laidley Shire
Planning Scheme 2003
Refer to Laidley Shire Planning
Scheme 2003.

Residential uses and
Accommodation (long term)

Dwelling House, Accommodation
Unit, Caretaker’s Residence, Dual
Occupancy

Accommodation Units, Caretaker
Housing, Dwelling House, Multiple
Dwelling, Secondary Rural Dwelling

Accommodation (short term)

Caravan Park, Motel

Caravan Park, Motel

Places of assembly

Indoor Entertainment (Concert

Place of Assembly

hall, Exhibition, Meeting hall Place of Worship
Including places of worship),
Music hall, Theatre (indoor))

Commercial (bulk goods) Showroom Bulk Retail

Commercial (retail)

Arts, Crafts and Antiques, Catering
Shop, Service Station, Shop

Catering Room, General Store,
Refreshment Service, Service
Station, Shop

Commercial (office)

Commercial Premises, Health Care
Premises

Commercial Premises, Funeral
Parlour, Medical/Paramedical
Centre, Veterinary Hospital

Educational facility

Educational Establishment

Child Care Facility, Educational
Establishment

Entertainment

Hotel

Hotel

Indoor sport and recreation

Indoor Entertainment (where not
otherwise identified in the Places
of Assembly charge category)

Indoor Entertainment

High impact industry or special
industry

Industry — High Impact Industry

Noxious, Offensive and Hazardous
Industry

Other industry

Warehouse, Industry — Low Impact
Industry, Industry — Medium
Impact Industry, Service Trade,
Transport Depot

Warehouse, Car Repair Station,
Light Industry, Medium Industry,
Junk Yard, Liquid Fuel Depot, Road
Freight Depot, Transport Depot,
Truck Stop

Low impact rural

Agriculture, Animal Husbandry,
Natural Timber Harvesting,
Roadside Stall

Agriculture, Animal Husbandry,
Forestry, Roadside Stall

High impact rural

Animal Product Processing
Industry, Intensive Animal
Industries, Rural Service Industry

Rural Processing, Feedlot, Kennels,
Intensive Animal Industry

Essential services

Hospital, Emergency Services
Depot

Minor uses Annexed Unit, Eco Tourism Home Based Business, Home
Facility, Bed and Breakfast Occupation, Estate Sales Office,
Accommodation, Home Based Tourist Accommodation
Business

Other uses Off-street Car Park, Transport Aviation, Passenger Terminal,

Terminal, Extractive Industry,
Outdoor Entertainment, Local
Utility, Special Purpose

Sport and Recreation, Public
Facility, Public Infrastructure
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Schedule 4

Identified trunk infrastructure criteria

Column 1
Local government
trunk infrastructure
networks

Column 2
Identified trunk infrastructure criteria

Transport trunk
infrastructure network

Transport trunk infrastructure network comprises the following:
(a)
(b)
(c)

arterial roads;

sub-arterial roads;

within an arterial or a sub-arterial road land and works for, an
associated interchange, intersection, road drainage, kerb and
channel, culverts, bridges, pedestrian and cyclist pathways, lighting
and landscaping.

Transport trunk infrastructure network does not comprise the following:

(a) major collector, collector and access streets linking a development
area with an arterial or sub-arterial road;

land and works for an arterial road or a sub- arterial road that is
primarily related to providing access to and from a development
area such as an acceleration or deceleration lane, turn lanes, traffic

signals and roundabouts.

(b)

Trunk infrastructure for existing and future transport infrastructure is restricted to
the standard as set out below.

Public parks trunk
infrastructure
network

Public parks trunk infrastructure network comprises the following: land, works and
embellishments for recreation parks, linear parks and sport ground and courts;

Trunk infrastructure for existing and future parks is restricted to the standard as set
out below.

Community facilities
trunk infrastructure
network

Community facilities trunk infrastructure network comprises the following: land and
basic works associated with the clearing of land and connection to services for
community facilities.

Trunk infrastructure for existing and future community facilities land is restricted to
the standard as set out below.

Editor's note—The desired standards of service are located within Councils Local Government Infrastructure Plan for:

(a) Transport network; and
(b) Stormwater network; and
{c) Public parks and land for community facilities.
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13.0 INFRASTRUCTURE REPORTS

13.1 Request to extend maintenance network - Forbe Road, Forest Hill
Author: Clare Marsh, Technical Assistant

Responsible Officer: Dan McPherson, Acting Group Manager Infrastructure

Purpose:

The purpose of this report is to seek Council’s advice to extend the maintenance limits of Forbe Road, Forest
Hill to access to lot 36 RP7798.

Officer’'s Recommendation:
THAT the request to extend the maintenance limits on the road reserve on Forbe Road, Forest
Hill for access to lot 36 RP7798 is not approved.

RESOLUTION

THAT the request to extend the maintenance limits on the road reserve on Forbe Road, Forest
Hill, for access to lot 36 RP7798 is not approved.

Moved By: Cr Vela Seconded By: Cr Wilson
Resolution Number: 20-24/0340

CARRIED
6/0

Executive Summary

Council has received a request from the property owner of Lot 36 RP7798 to extend the existing maintenance
of Forbe Road, Forest Hill to allow access to their property, which they purchased in November 2019.

Proposal

The property owner of Lot 36 RP7798 (figure 1 hatched area) would like approximately 500m of road reserve
maintained up to their property access (figure 1 blue). Council currently maintain the first 300m allowing
access to, two existing lots with dwellings. Thereafter it is an unmaintained track for an approximately 1 km.
The property owner is able to access his property via this track. The property owner does not have a dwelling
on the lot, however he plans to build in the future. On the unmaintained length of road there is one existing
dwelling and another dwelling being built.

The request to extent the maintenance was declined by the Infrastructure Technical Services team in
accordance with Council’s Provision of Transport Network Policy,

The construction and maintenance of a property access is the responsibility of the property owner and Council
have no obligation to construct a road to allow access to a sole property.
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The property owner wishes for the matter to be presented to Council to consider extending its maintenance
network.

Figure 1 attached shows the existing network in orange and the road extension request in blue. Each property
with a dwelling has also been marked.

Options
The following options were provided to the property owner/s

1. Access Track — Works on Road Permit
The property owner can construct a typical “Farm Access” track within the existing road reserve. They will be
responsible for the construction and future maintenance of the track.

The property owners will need to:
e Submit an “Application to Undertake Works on a Road” for a permit to undertake the works
together with an Application Fee of $215.00. (current price) The application is to provide full
details of works to be undertaken along the road.

2. Extend Councils Maintenance Network — Operational Works Process
The property owner can undertake full construction including design by a suitably qualified Registered
Professional Engineer, Qld, (RPEQ), earthworks, drainage and gravelling to Council’s Rural Road Access
standard.

The owners would need to:

e Engage a cadastral surveyor to establish the correct location of the road reserve.

e Arrange a pre-design meeting to discuss the extent of the proposed works.

e Engage a suitably qualified Registered Professional Engineer, Qld, (RPEQ) to design the proposed
works.

e Submit an “Operational Works” application for approval to undertake the works together with the
appropriate application fee. The application fees are detailed in Councils 2020 Fees and Charges,
“Operational Works Approval — Not Associated with reconfiguration of lots”.

e Defect Liability period after practical completion and then the road would be handed over as a
Council Asset.

Council’s options are as follow:

1. That Council agrees to upgrade to a gravel standard and accept as a Council asset.

2. That Council agrees to the property owners upgrade to a gravel standard and accept as a Council
asset, that Council then continues to maintain.

3. That Council agrees it is the property owner’s responsibility to construct a property access track.
Construction and maintenance is the property owner’s responsibility under works on road process.

Council’s Provision of Transport Network Policy relates to this request in regard to the following details:

1. Council is not required to construct a road solely on the basis of there being a road reserve leading
to a property. The owner is entitled to legal access to their property within the road reserve;
however, Council has no obligation to form a road to provide this access

2. Capital Works are those works that create, renew, or upgrade transport assets. Council uses a
prioritisation system to determine programming of transport-related Capital Works. This system is
based on a number of factors including renewal and upgrade projects identified in the respective
Service Management Plans, and new projects identified in Council’s Local Government

Page 227



ORDINARY MEETING OF COUNCIL MEETING 16 JUNE 2021
MINUTES

Infrastructure Plan. A ten-year collation of transport projects is produced for planning purposes
and integrated with the Long Term Financial Plan.

Factors influencing the prioritisation process include the condition of the asset, legislative requirements,
safety improvements, community benefit, environmental impacts and financial cost.

Strategic Implications

Corporate Plan
Lockyer Planned

4.2 Provision of fit-for-purpose infrastructure which meets the current and future needs of the region

Finance and Resource

1. Council upgrade to a gravel standard and maintain
An estimate to upgrade the road reserve to a gravel standard would cost approximately $25,000-
$30,000, with ongoing maintenance costs, expected to be an approximately $600 per annum. If the
bin service is allowed to the property entrance, a turnaround point would next to be constructed at a
further cost.

2. Property owners to upgrade to a gravel standard — Council to maintain
After hand over of asset, Council would maintain expected to be approx. $600 per annum. Through
a Development approval process.

3. Property owner constructs access track
Council to install a “Council do not maintain past this point” sign to advise motorists. $2,000.

Legislation and Policy
Council’s Provision of Transport Network Policy relates to this request.

Risk Management

No greater implication then other unformed /unmade road reserves. If no action is taken it would be
recommended to install a “Council do not maintain past this point” sign to advise motorist of maintenance
extents.

Consultation
Councillor and Internal Consultation
Councillor Qualischefski and the Mayor have spoken with the property owner to discuss their request for

maintenance of the road reserve.

External Consultation
Telephone conversations with the property owner.

Attachments

10 Forbe Road, Forest Hill - Maintenance Request 1 Page
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Request to extend maintenance network - Forbe Road, Forest Hill

Request

Lockyer
Valley

REGIONAL COUNCIL

Size:

Projection: MGAS4 Zone 56

A4
1:7000

Date:  09/08/2021
PO Bou 82, 26 Ralwary Street. GATTON GLD 4343
Phone 1300005 872 Fax (07) 5452 3265

Maintenance Requested Maintenance Request

CAMBON Maltinitiod Forbe Road, Forest Hill
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13.2 Sub Regional Waste Alliance of Councils

Author: Christine Blanchard, Coordinator Waste

Responsible Officer: Dan McPherson, Acting Group Manager Infrastructure
Purpose:

The purpose of this report is to discuss Council’s continuing involvement in the Sub Regional Waste Alliance of
Councils.

Officer’'s Recommendation:
THAT Council does not continue with the Sub Regional Waste Alliance of Councils and that Logan
City Council be advised accordingly.

RESOLUTION

THAT Council does not continue with membership of the Sub Regional Waste Alliance of Councils
and that Logan City Council be advised accordingly.

Moved By: Cr Cook Seconded By: Cr Wilson
Resolution Number: 20-24/0341

CARRIED
6/0

Executive Summary

In 2018 Logan City Council, Ipswich City Council, Redland City Council, Lockyer Valley Regional Council and
Somerset Regional Council created a Sub Regional Waste Alliance of Councils. The purpose of the Alliance was
to identify and potentially procure medium to long term treatment and/or disposal solutions for waste. The
purpose was also to position the Alliance to benefit from and respond to developments in Queensland’s new
waste strategy and associated regulatory frameworks and local industry development. At that time, the waste
levy was due to be introduced and there was potentially an opportunity to provide direct or indirect incentives
for resource recovery projects.

In 2019 an expression of interest process began, and the waste industry was invited to submit interest in the
provision of resource recovery services and/or waste disposal services to manage the generated waste
streams across all, or some, of the council areas.

In late 2020 Logan City Council, Ipswich City Council, Redland City Council and Lockyer Valley Regional Council
(by this time Somerset Regional Council had formally withdrawn from the Alliance) resolved to shortlist a
number of potential sub-regional solution types for further evaluation to determine whether they would meet
a suite of acceptable operating parameters to warrant progression to a subsequent phase of the procurement
process. The options considered for further evaluation included the provision of a materials recovery facility
(MRF) within the Alliance area, management of organic waste and treatment of residual waste. The options
analysis recognised that investigation of the viability of a MRF was the only option worth pursuing at the
current time.
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As Council has an arrangement with Anuha to sort recyclables at a MRF in Gatton there is no financial benefit
to be gained from continuing with the Alliance if they are only pursuing an additional MRF in the sub-region. It
is therefore recommended that Council not continue with the Alliance at this time.

Proposal

Council already has a MRF which is operated by Anuha, a social enterprise providing assistance to workers with
a disability. This facility currently serves this region well and whilst it could be expanded some, it is not
capable, nor located conveniently, of serving the needs of the councils of Redland, Ipswich and Logan. The
Alliance process did allow for formal procurement arrangements between Council and Anuha for an ongoing
contract to operate the MRF to be prepared. This process is still underway and is expected to be completed
soon.

As the other two options of treatment of organic waste and residual waste are not currently being considered,
there is no reason seen at this time to continue involvement in the Alliance. There would be no benefit to
Council or residents in committing funding or time to this project as we already have a facility that suits our
needs.

Options
1 Continue as a member of the Alliance in which case some funding and officer time will be required
2. Do not continue as a member of the Alliance (recommended).

Previous Council Resolutions
The resolutions between 2018 and now which dealt with membership and benefits of the Alliance are listed
below.

Resolution Number Meeting Date
16-20/1185 12 December 2018
16-20/1255 13 February 2019
20-24/0001 14 October 2020

Strategic Implications

Corporate Plan
3.5 Council and the community actively reduce waste, recycle and reuse more.

Finance and Resource
If membership of the Alliance continues, there will be a funding requirement of up to $30,000 and officer time
to commit.

Legislation and Policy
Procurement for the contract for the operation of the MRF by Anuha was conducted through the Alliance and
met the formal procurement requirements of the Local Government Act 2009.

Risk Management

There is no risk to Council in withdrawing from the Alliance. If Council so chose, the Alliance could be re-joined
at any time in the future if it were thought to provide value at that time and the other Alliance Councils
agreed.

Consultation
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Portfolio Councillor Consultation
The Mayor and Deputy Mayor have been consulted and this matter was workshopped with the whole of
Council on Tuesday 25 May 2021.

Internal Consultation

1 March 2021 — the Mayor and Deputy Mayor and the Coordinator Waste attended an Alliance meeting at
Logan City Council with all Alliance Council Mayors and waste managers. A presentation was provided by the
officers from each council on the process to date and what was expected to happen from there.

Attachments

There are no attachments for this report.
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14.0 ITEMS FOR INFORMATION

GENERAL BUSINESS

THAT Council receive and note the following items for information:

14.1 - Acting Group Manager People and Business Performance Monthly Report - May 2021

14.2 - Group Manager Community and Regional Prosperity Monthly Report - May 2021

14.3 - Acting Group Manager Infrastructure Monthly Report - May 2021

14.4 - Urban Utilities Monthly Report - May 2021

14.5 - Minor Community Grant Program Recipients - May 2021

14.6 - 2021 External Audit Interim Report

14.7 - Outcome of Minor Facilities Grant Program for Public Halls

Moved By: Cr Wilson Seconded By: Cr Hagan

Resolution Number: 20-24/0342
CARRIED
6/0
14.1 Acting Group Manager People and Business Performance Monthly Report -
May 2021

Date: 07 June 2021
Author: Craig Drew, Acting Group Manager People & Business Performance
Responsible Officer: Craig Drew, Acting Group Manager People & Business Performance
Purpose:

This report provides Council with a summary of key operational activities undertaken by the People and
Business Performance Group during May 2021.

This document is for Council’s information only.

Executive Summary

This report provides Council with a summary of key operational activities undertaken by the People and
Business Performance Group during May 2021.

Proposal

That this report be received and noted.

Attachments

10 Monthly Group Report - People and Business Performance May 2021 8 Pages
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Acting Group Manager People and Business Performance Monthly
Report - May 2021

Peaple and Buginess Performance

MONTHLY GROUP MAY 2021

REPORT

PROJECT

DELIVERY FINALISATION

1.3.1- FLOOD MODELLING

PROJECT
FINALISATION

PROCUREMENT DELIVERY

1.3.2 - INSTALLATION OF FLOOD SOFTWARE AND EQUIPMENT

SCOPE PLAN ENGAGE EXECUTE CLOSE

1.3.3 - UPDATING CLOSED CIRCUIT TELEVISION (CCTV) DOCUMENTS

EXERCISE
DELIVERY

EVALUATION FINDINGS

1.6.1- LOCAL DISASTER MANAGEMENT GROUP EXERCISE

PLAN REVIEW APPROVE CLOSE

1.6.2 - REVIEW DISASTER MANAGEMENT PLAN

PLAMN AEM REVIEW
RESPORSES IMPLEMENT oy aeprarmaNeE

5.1.3 - PROCUREMENT REVIEW

REGIONAL COUNCIL

IMPLEMENT MEASURE COMPLETE

5.2.1-CUSTOMER SERVICE CHARTER

CONSULT

IMPLEMENT MEASURE COMPLETE

5.2.2 - BOOKABLE

SCOPE CONSULT IMPLEMENT MEASURE COMPLETE

5.3.1- COMMUNICATIONS STRATEGY

]

QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER
1 2 3 4

5.4.1- AUDIT AND RISK MANAGEMENT FUNCTION

<

CONSULT IMPLEMENT MEASURE COMPLETE

5.5.1- ENTERPRISE BARGAINING AGREEMENT (EBA)
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CONSULT

IMPLEMENT MEASURE COMPLETE

5.5.2 - PERFORMANCE LEADERSHIP FRAMEWORK

CONTROL/
REVIEW

ENGAGE EXECUTE

CLOSE

5.5.3- INTRANET PROJECT

COMNSULT IMPLEMERNT MEASURE COMPLETE

5.5.4 - INTEGRITY AWARENESS AND COMPLIANCE

SCOPE CONSULT IMPLEMENT MEASURE COMPLETE

5.6.1- ORGANISATIOMAL EFFECTIVENESS REVIEW (OER)

CONSULT

IMPLEMENT MEASURE COMPLETE

5.7.1- OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND SAFETY AUDIT

EXECUTE
LOCAL LAWS
MAKING
PROCESS

INITIAL
DRAFTING

ENGAGE IMPLEMENT

£.7.2 - LOCAL LAWS REVIEW

ENGAGE EXECUTE

CLOSE

5.8.1-CYBER SECURITY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

ENGAGE EXECUTE

CLOSE

5.8.2 - INFORMATION COMMURMNICATIONS AND TECHNOLOGY ROADMAP

BUSINESS PERFORMANCE

PROCUREMENT
MONTH HIGHLIGHTS

« A Buyer's Guide has been drafted for engaging Local Buy suppliers and a Handbook (quick reference guide) for undertaking

procurement activities,

«  Meetings were held with Infrastructure teams to discuss planning for new panel arrangements and with Planning, Policy and
Community Wellbeing to provide an insight to the local community of upcoming tender opportunities.

e LVRC Panel Arrangement categories are completed with procurement planning and drafting well underway.

«  Procurement is working with ICT to review and align a number of modules accessible through Technology One for better
contract application and management. This includes an opportunity to create supplier portals for suppliers to directly
update their profiles, WHS information, licenses and insurances.

= The Nex Gen project has commenced. The Nex Gen Ecosystem is about connecting council to local business, via our

procurement process.

PROCUREMENT REVIEW RECOMMENDATIONS STATUS

Recommendation Status

stanes TIMING INAicator  seaines
» o i Atenticn

Current Risk

Medium
%

High
L

Total Recommendations

Total Completed

Total Remaining

60
47

13
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DISASTER MANAGEMENT

PROJECT UPDATES

Disaster Management Flood Classifications Project

Work continues on the Disaster Management Flood Classifications project. This project has dependencies with the Flood
Modelling for the Lockyer Creek project, the Local Floodplain Management Plan and Flood Evacuation project. Council project
officers are working with consultants on these projects to reset delivery times, which will delay the Flood Classification project.
Completion is expected prior to the 2021 storm season.

Preparedness Activities

+ (Queensland Reconstruction Authority facilitated a Big Map Workshop attended by Councillors and Council officers and
representatives from Laidley Community Centre, Queensland Ambulance Service, NBNCo, State Emergency Services,
Queensland Fire & Emergency Service to map local resources in Laidley. The information gathered will inform future
planning for disasters.

» Healthy Land and Water and the Queensland Fire and Biodiversity Consortiums facilitated a community Fire and Native
Vegetation Management Information night at Laidley which was very well attended. The evening was supported by Council,
Queensland Fire & Emergency Services and Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service.

« Council's flood infrastructure including rainfall and river height gauges, flood monitoring cameras and the Grantham siren
were inspected for damage, following flood operations in March 2021, All required repairs have been completed to ensure
the system is operating as intended

* Council's Disaster Management Advisor attended the University of Queensland, Gatton Campus as a guest lecturer. A
presentation was held with the Leadership in Rural Communities students on Disaster Management in Local Government,
Most students were studying remotely from many locations around the world due to COVID restrictions.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT OFFICER - BUSHFIRE RECOVERY & RESILIENCE (CDO)

Project Updates

Discussions were held with Council staff regarding upcoming initiatives, including extensions to the Cultural Burning project,
Regenerative Farming workshops, QRA mapping workshop and Queensland Fire and Biodiversity Consartium information night
and workshop. This involved liaising between Disaster management, Senior Environmental Flanner and key stakeholders to
prepare for and deliver projects.

Collaboration with LVRC Community Activation team established a grant portal to assist with the delivery of funding attached

to the CDO role and funding community led inifiatives. Community funding attached to the CDO role is designed to specifically
support community led initiatives and existing projects to rebuild the social fabric as a result of Bushfire and Covid-19. A portal
has been created on Smarty Grants to allow community members, groups and key stakeholders to present their ideas for
community funding. This portal will also assist in managing the funds and the acquittal of the funding at the end of the contract.
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GOVERNANCE AND PROPERTY

COMPLAINTS MANAGEMENT
TYPES OF COMPLAINTS 2020-21 COMPLAINTS MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 2020-21

Total upheld
(inc. partial

= Staff Conduct upheld), 7
(received from a
third party)

= Investigation in
progress

= Total not
upheld/dismissed

= Total upheld (inc.
partial upheld)

= Administrative
Action

Total not
upheld/dismissed,
12

POLICY REGISTER STATUS MAY 2021

gorhey - ]
Guidelines

®mCurrent  ® Due for review within 4 months

RISK, AUDIT & CORPORATE PLANNING

CORPORATE RISK MANAGEMENT AND INTERNAL AUDIT

Audit Register

TOTAL NUMBER OF
INTERNAL AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS MADE IN PROGRESS COMPLETED

Tendered Contracts Review 17 10 7
Project Management Practices 11 10 1
Legislative Compliance Review 6 5 1
Payroll and Remunerations Processes 10 5 0

Internal Audit Plan

A draft report has been provided on the Lessons Learned on the Pandemic for review and management response.

The three-year Internal Audit Plan was endorsed by the Audit and Risk Management Committee at its meeting held on 3 June
2021. The Internal Audit Plan has been included in the Agenda for adoption by Council.

CORPORATE PLANNING

Operational Plan 2021-2022
In conjunction with the 2021-22 budget considerations, work is ongoing on the development of the 2021-2022 Operational Plan.
The Executive Leadership Team have undertaken a review of deliverables identified for inclusion in the Plan.

Attachment 1 14.1 Page 237



Acting Group Manager People and Business Performance Monthly Attachment 1

Report - May 2021 Monthly Group Report - People and
Business Performance May 2021

KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT AND BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT

PROJECT UPDATES

Disposal of Physical Records

Work is ongoing in the Gatton Archive Room to audit, dispose and identify records for digitisation. Approximately 400 boxes
of records have been identified to be disposed. Sign off is underway then the records will be collected ready for destruction.
Preliminary research is underway for digitisation of records with approved budget.

— *| received :
L e e ia e :

INFORMATION COMMUNICATION TECHNOLOGY
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PEOPLE, CUSTOMER CONTACT AND COMMUNICATIONS

ORGANISATIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND PAYROLL

Full Time 295

Equivalent g ri0ns

[ ]
IR 318 ‘e  RECRUITMENT /]
ﬁ Headcount 'r CAMPAIGNS ACTIVE
EMPLOYEES CAMPAIGNS
Senior Technical Officer
Early Childheod Educator

0] Assistant Edueator

A Time t - Early Turnover 0
t veraieimlme o 25 ﬁ ur 8.0/0

DAYS

°
[J
°

Senior Customer Contact Officer (Internal EQI)}

Lobourer
Waste Projects and Complionce Officer
Kindergarten Teacher

L ]

)

é{) Voluntary o Absenteeism o CORPORATE TRAINING
| Turnover Rate 0 ™ 9 /o Rate 4 ° 3 /o = ;l"[nrmal Cur:a!ﬁaﬂoe Training — Workplace Bullying and
arassmen;

* Internal Compliance Training - Employee Code of Conduct
*  Authorised Persons
*  Local Government Worker

s Toolbox Talk — Domestic and Family Vielence
I:I Training | I ] Traini *  Foundation Skilis for Your Future Program
L3 2 Participation 840/ 4\ P alh 10 - me’deFr‘rsrimd o
A o Events *  Prowide Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation
_I” f Rate »  Corporate Induction Day 1

COMMUNICATIONS

) : 1 2

IN-HOUSE

DESIGN . INTERNAL VIDEOS EXTERNAL VIDEOS
PROJECTS 1. Inland Rail - . Domestic Violence Red

13 s 1 3 60 00 Derailment Bench Launch
. J - . Lockyer Valley Merry Muster

DESIGNS : COUNCIL SAVED ON
CREATED * DESIGN PROJECTS

ONLINE ENGAGEMENT

CORPORATE
w 14 FACEBOOK POSTS

HIGHEST PERFORMING POST

Inland Rail Derailment

Reach: 44,712 Engagement: 7,706

Reactions: 134 Comments: 405 Shares: 45

INSTAGRAM
7 GRID POSTS

HIGHEST PERFORMING POST

COUNCIL'S CORPORATE WEBSITE
TOTAL WEBSITE NEW

10,135 users 71.3% weBsITE USERS
MOST VISITED PAGE [r—

6,309  CURRENT VACANCIES
VIEWS

Urban Utilities Helidon Sewerage Plant
Likes: 28

© 2 TwittERPOSTS

HIGHEST PERFORMING POST
Urban Utilities Helidon Sewerage Plant

Impressions: 12 Shares: 4

EXTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS e
MEDIA MEDIA
3 m RELEASES 41 EG: ENQUIRIES
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WORK HEALTH AND SAFETY
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ORDINARY MEETING OF COUNCIL MEETING 16 JUNE 2021
MINUTES

14.2 Group Manager, Community and Regional Prosperity Monthly Report - May
2021

Author: Amanda Pugh, Group Manager Community & Regional Prosperity

Responsible Officer: Amanda Pugh, Group Manager Community & Regional Prosperity

Purpose:

This report provides Council with a summary of key operational activities undertaken by the Community and
Regional Prosperity Group during May 2021.

This document is for Council’s information only.

Executive Summary

This report provides Council with a summary of key operational activities undertaken by the Community and
Regional Prosperity Group during May 2021.

Proposal

That this report be received and noted.

Attachments

11 Monthly Group Report - Community and Regional Prosperity May 2021 16 Pages
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Conumunity and Regional Prasperity

MONTHLY GROUP MAY 2021
REPORT

REGIONAL COUNCIL

=

PERFORMANCE REPORTING
COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL PROSPERITY

KEY GROUP PROJECTS
—

ADOPTION

COMPLETION
DATE
30/06/2021

START DATE
01/07/2018

SCOPING AND
ENGAGEMENT

FLODD
MODELLING

FINALISE FLODD
MODELLING

PEER REVIEW

FLOOD MODELLING

The Upper Lockyer to Gatton stage of Lockyer Creek is in the design stage. Design sets for this part of the model will undergo
an internal review in the coming weeks.

The lower Lockyer Creek model from Gatton to Glenore Grove is in the final stage of the calibration. Issues relating to the
Laidley Regional and Tenthill projects have been successfully managed by the consultants to allow this to be completed with
the design phase commenced.

Conversion of the balance of the Tenthill model to match other models has been commissioned. This work will feed directly
into the scheme mapping, Flood Information Portal (FIP) and our Environmental sections creek mitigation project presently
underway.

Input of this model data into the planning scheme Local Flood Plain Management Plan (LFMP), FIP projects and others now has
a completion timeline.

Laidley Creek regional modelling design events have been run and are undergoing review by Council and a peer reviewer.
Final checking of the design events is expected to be completed soon. The review of the 2021 event on Laidley Creek has
been commissioned to check and guide the validity of the model against the actual flood operations to inform any necessary
enhancements. Work has been requested to excise the Gatton East model to enable the developers a clearer understanding
on their proposed activities and catchment changes.

Consultants for the LFMP projects have been engaged pending completion of the modelling to reset the delivery timeframes
and a revised program has been established for consideration.
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KEY GROUP PROIJECTS
=z

COMPLETION
DATE
30,/09/2021

INVESTIGATION
AND PUBLIC
CONSULTATION

COMSULT WITH
COUNCIL

SCOPING AND
ENGAGEMENT

PREPARE DRAFT
PLAN

START DATE
28/02/2018

FINALISE PLAN

FLOOD EVACUATION

—a0

With the meodelling nearing finalisation the flood evacuation project has restarted. The modelling will provide the extent and
timing to inform the flood evaluation plan. A response to ARTC in relation to flooding is being considered. The flood report
information has not yet been released and Officers are considering options to manage this presently.

COMPLETION
DATE
30/09/2021

PREPARE AND
FINALISE PLAN

SCOPING AND
ENGAGEMENT

STAKEHOLDER
CONSULTATION

START DATE
28/02/2018

INVESTIGATION

ADOPTION

FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT PLAN

—a0

The local floodplain management project has now been able to expand activity of the list of modelling dependant tasks. The
modelling outputs will provide mapping with extent and engineering parameters to allow assessment of flood risk especially
in those areas for which we have had no data to date. Progress has been made on establishing floor heights for flood affected
dwellings task.

WE ARE HERE

BROADER MRM PLAN

START DATE AN N N
WORKING GROUP MR AN C C COMMUNITY ADOPTED BY COMPLETION

e L ‘
CRElETS) COLLABORATION : CONSULTATION coUNCIL parE

—a0

NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (NRM) PLAN

The Natural Resource Management (NRM) Strategy was adopted by Council in January 2020. The final stages of the more
detailed NEM Plan, including community consultation and adoption of the plan, have been paused in anticipation of the
completion of Councils Environment Strategy, associated Action Plan and supporting policies and procedures. Pausing this
project will ensure the NRM Strategy and Plan have more robust support mechanisms to fulfil the outcomes of the strategy.

COMPLETION
DATE

PERFORMANCE
MONITORING

PROJECT
CLOSEOUT

SCOPING AND
PLANNING

START DATE
28/03/2020

CONSULTATION

l

WATER COLLABORATIVE

The Lockyer Valley and Somerset Water Collaborative met on Tuesday, 11 May 2021 which was the first meeting under the
stewardship of newly appointed Chair, Graham Quirk. Items of business discussed included the adoption of the Advocacy/
Action Plan, briefing document, brochure and website updates. Updates were presented on the Council of Mayors ‘City
Deal’ project as well as the Southern Queensland Inland Water Alliance meeting. The Chair provided a verbal report on his
recent engagements included a briefing with SEQwater and with the Acting Director General of the Department of Regional
Development, Manufacturing and Water (DRDMW).

Jacobs Australia has commenced the process to establish the Local Water Management Entity (LWME) and discussed the
sequence of events with the Water Collaborative at the meeting on 11 May 2021. This was an opportunity for members to
put forward their thoughts and visions to allow the project to progress to the next stage.

Jacobs Australia has also completed the initial consultation with the DRDMW to ensure favourable alignment with
government on the structure and business model.

The next meeting of the Water Collaborative and LWME validation workshop has been scheduled for Friday, 18 lune 2021.
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SPECIAL PROJECTS
Merry Muster - 16 May 2021

The Merry Muster initiative was an incredibly successful
event, where Musterteers embraced spending. Our estimate
is that the Butter Factory Market had a direct spend of
approximately $15,000, producers and retail therapy $9,000,
and the luncheon $6,000, totalling $30,000. An excellent
result for a one-day event and the multiplier effect will
ensure these dollars circulate within our local economy.

Feedback from the organiser - “Just a note to say a huge
thank you to your amazing team for hosting us on Sunday!
Every single person had an absolute ball and have fallen in
love with the Lockyer Valley. Every stop had a charm of its
own and so many people have a different favourite spot
People loved that they learned on the farms and will take
that with them to make better food choices. | hope all the
stallholders, farms and shops had a profitable day too! | wish
that other regions were so dedicated and proactive with
their self-promotion. You guys nailed it on Sunday!”

Return visitation will ensure a flow-on effect for tourism.

Musterteers were welcomed to the Grantham community by
Wilma Baukema and paid their respects by laying flowers at
the memorial to acknowledge the 10-year anniversary.

The event was publicised via social media, print and radio
with coverage on ABC and Triple M. Food bloggers, Eat,
Drink and Be Kerry, and Beer and Croissants, attended the
pop-up market and luncheon and provided social media
coverage and blog posts of the event and producers

EQUINE COLLABORATIVE PRECINCT

The Equine Collaborative had two Working Group meetings
during May 2021 with the consultant, COHA Group,
attending to discuss and work
through potential governance
structures and business models.
The draft Community Engagement
Report has been submitted to the
Equine Collaborative for review/comments and the financial
modelling assumptions are currently being worked through
and considered. The Business Case is still on track to be
completed in July 2021.

Industry Support

* Stakeholder meetings were held with organisers of Grow
Expo around cancellation of the 2021 event and possible
rescheduling in 2022.

Officers met with Gatton Jubilee Golf Club regarding golf
tourism opportunities.

Tourism Guide 2021
« Editorial work is currently underway.

¢ Tenders for the design and print of the publication closed
on 31 May 2021.

SPORT AND RECREATION

Assisting sporting clubs to work through concerns regarding
infrastructure projects.

* laidley Soccer Club Irrigation

*  Withcott Soccer Club/Upper Lockyer Little Athletics
Irrigation

e (Cahill Park Lights
* Whites Road upgrade (Laidley)
* Springbrook Park Entry upgrade (Withcott)

Minor Facilities Grant Program

The following public hall committees have been awarded
funding under the Bushfire Recovery Exceptional Assistance
program. This funding is for minor improvements for
community halls to improve their readiness for community
recovery from local disasters.

Successful Applicants:

* Fordsdale Hall

e Forest Hill School of Arts

* Gatton Senior Citizens Centre
* Glenore Grove Hall

* |ngoldsby Recreation Centre
*  Mulgowie Hall

s Stockyard Creek Hall

The CA Team is liaising with John Helland Group which is
constructing the new Southern Queensland Correctional
Centre, with advice on needs and opportunities where they
can provide support to the local community.
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TOURISM

PARTNERSHIPS
Lockyer Valley Tourism

A successful networking event was held on 11 May 2021, with the Visitor Information Centre, Colonial Café and Southern
Queensland Country Tourism presenting on the evening.

Southern Queensland Country Tourism (RTO)

e Aregional round-up was held on 27 May 2021 with attendees from various local governments sharing information and
tourism challenges.

s The immediate focus is on capacity building in the region, marketing of key regional events, imagery and video libraries, and
filming for an upcoming episode of Creek to Coast.

The information comes from multiple data sources across mobility and accommodation data for the period of April 2021.
¢ Length of stay in April 2021 averaged 3 days (3.5 days in 2020).

e April 2021 presented a large jump of 31% in Average Daily Rate (ADR) —an increase in ADR means that people are willing to
pay more for accommodation.

¢ The most common days to visit are Friday through to Sunday at 48.2% of total visitation (in 2020 the most common days to
visit were Wednesday and Thursday).

e« Top visitor segments for April were ‘Flourishing Professionals’ and ‘Urban Affluence’ (53%).

—
HH

Lockyer Valleys occupancy level has seen Length of stay for Lockyer Valley is down The suburb that visited Lockyer Valley
@steady ncrease of19% over the past 3 year on year but has seen an increase the most in April, was Forest Lake which
mon! month an manth. had almost double the amount of other

suburbs.

Tourism Newsletter Statistics
March 2021 - 317 views

April 2021 - 347 views

May 2021 - 303 views

Volunteer Newsletter

March 2021 - 46 views
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National Volunteer Week

On 20 May, Council celebrated volunteer achievements during National Volunteer Week with an afternoon tea in the

parklands of Das Neumann Haus. High tea was provided by Amazing Grace Patisserie and Das Neumann Haus provided a
spectacular backdrop to acknowledge the ongoing commitment of volunteers in the Lockyer Valley Volunteering Program to

the Art Gallery, events, Das Neumann Haus, Lake Apex Visitor Information Centre and the Queensland Transport Museum. o
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TOURISM

7,612 Views on the Luvyal ockyer website for the month of May
Y i 0 ‘Visit Lockyer Valley’ Facebook: 4,012 likes up 66 17 posts
Share an afternoon with friends over delicious food curated by the

Porters P s f » isi :
teom at BoresBinn i e sosaters immwarscios - Visit Lockyer Valley Instagram: 2,093 followers up 19 16 posts
Food Ambassador, Alastair Mcleod. Includes 2x courses, welcome N N
dink.cash bar anc a pop-up preducer market at the historie The highest performing post:
Grantham Butter Factory.

Tickets hmited b beft " late! . .
Sunday 16 May from sapm Merry Muster - Grantham Butter Factory - reach of 3,164, with 105 reactions,
$B0pp and available for purchase through the .. See Mare

. comments and shares

VISITOR INFORMATION CENTRE (VIC)
é r A 736 Visitor
0 ) interactions
Overseas including 69 phone
calls and one email
j for May 2021
] Y

Annual Open Day, 10 July 2021 Free Entry
Museum open daily 9am - 4pm.

Highest performing post:
14 May 2021

Direct
Reach 2,788 and 56 reactions, comments i it rbopisrr i
and shares.

Discovery
Peogle who find your Business Profile searching
for a category, product, of senvice

Branded
Customers whe find your listing searching for 8
brand relsted 1o your business

210 people visited the QTM in May

QTM Facebook and Instagram pages:

sammﬁmg&uwmg o 4,406 likes 1 Up 13 for May
@ 16 Posts 4 Posts @ 30 for May

TOP 5 LUVYALOCKYER WEB SEARCHES FOR THE MONTH OF MAY 2021

@ HOME 1,007 Luvya

WHAT’S ON - MARKETS 347 l_e KYER
- T —.
]  WHAT’S ON - THIS MONTH 489 N_‘

34 LAKE APEX DRIVE,

a > WHAT'S ON- EVENTS/LOCKYERSWAP Luvya Lockyer Live Chat:
=T MEET Total Chats: 20
Eq WHAT’S ON - EVENTS 356
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COMMUNITY ACTIVATION o5,

COMMUNITY EVENTS

Support for the following community-led event and markets
delivered in the month of May 2021

Lockyer Valley Billy Cart Derby, Lake Apex Parklands, 2 May 2021

A very successful outcome for this inaugural event with 63
participants across six categories, and no injuries occurred.
There was much laughter and friendly competitiveness. A
request has been submitted for the event to be held annually on
the first Sunday in May at Lake Apex Parklands along with thanks
to Council for support provided.

COUNCIL LED EVENTS

Clydesdale and Heavy Horse Field Days held 1 & 2 May 2021 -
Gatton Showgrounds.

e 2,700 attendees
e First time attendees — 70%; returning visitors — 30%
* Facebook page followers up by 17%

* Advertising — Facebook 30%; roadside signs and banners
30%; word of mouth 10%; Loyal attendees 30%

* The organisers sent “thank you so much” to Council for
assistance in hosting and running the event

* New plough field was a hit

Planning is underway for the following Council-led events:
+  Official opening of the Gatton Shire Hall Refurbishment
+ Official opening of Fairways Park

¢ Council stand at Laidley and Gatton Shows, luly 2021

* laidley Spring Festival, 9 — 11 September 2021

e June/luly 2021 School Holiday Program

* Community Hip-Hop Dance Workshops (all ages), 28 - 30
June 2021

* Livestream of Queensland Symphony Orchestra - October
2021

Support was provided to the following community events
and markets:

* RPKO2 Foodie Night Markets, Thursday 6 May 2021,
Porters Plainland Hotel Grounds.

o Autumn Orchid Show, Friday 7 and Saturday 8 May 2021,
Anglican Church, Gatton.

* Music in the Park, Grantham, Saturday 8 May 2021,
Grantham Community Park.

* Bike for Burns, Bicycle event, 12-18 May 2021, travelling
through the Lockyer Valley on 17 May 2021.

* Lockyer Multicultural Festival, Sunday 23 May 2021,
Ferrari Park, Laidley.

e Blush Fundraiser, Saturday 29 May 2021, Grantham Butter
Factory.

¢ Charles Coin Memorial and Mardi Bartlett Classic Road
Race (cycling), Sunday 30 May 2021.

¢ Gatton Fun Run, Sunday 13 June 2021, Cahill Park.

* Chrome & Clutter Retro Festival, 25-27 June 2021, Laidley
Showgrounds.

Community Development

Five community group capacity-building workshops have been
developed and scheduled to assist local community groups,
and are:

Full First Aid — Wednesday 26 May 2021 — Lockyer Valley
Cultural Centre — 8am-4pm.

Full First Aid — Saturday 29 May 2021 — Lockyer Valley Cultural
Centre — 8am-4pm.

Introduction to Marketing — Tuesday 1 June 2021 — Lockyer
Valley Cultural Centre — 4pm—7pm.

Social Media Marketing — Saturday 5 June 2021 — Lockyer
Valley Cultural Centre — 9am-12pm.

Event Marketing — Wednesday 9 June 2021 — Lockyer Valley
Cultural Centre —9am—12pm.

COVID-19 impacts

The use of Lockyer Valley Tickets website to capture attendee
information is strong, giving another marketing platform for
events,

COVID Safe Event Equipment was booked out to the Heavy
Horse Field Days, The Merry Muster and the Lockyer Valley
Billy Cart Derby.
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COMMUNITY ACTIVATION g2y &

Community Group Support

There were 402 incidences of support in the May 2021 reporting
period including:

71 incidences of support across 20 different local community,
sporting, and school groups.

94 incidences of support were provided across 16 internal
business units and Councillor requests for Council projects.

74 incidences of support for 36 different community-led
events,

A further 163 incidences of support provided across other
categories including direct resident support.

This is additional to events and projects led by the
Community Activation Team.

102 Issues Managed

» Dilferemt Community Graugs « ity e Infhid s + Interral Banimeu Liais + Cosaciion

« Conmmanty Tt s Copmnines « Sparting [Rec Graups [ YT S——

Community Engagement

Community engagement advice, communications plans and
consultation support was provided on the following projects:

L]

Inland Rail project impacts on the community, particularly
on housing and accommodation

Capital projects 2020/21 Program

Gatton Shire Hall Refurbishment

Das Neumann Haus Renovations

Food Organics Garden Organics (FOGO) Trial

Whites Road, Laidley Recreational Reserve roadworks
Whittle Street Drainage Project

Connoles Bridge Deck Project

Laidley LED Lighting Project

Lake Apex Youth Precinct

Lake Apex Futures Project

Building Better Regions Fund application for Springbrook
Park, Withcott

Gatton Equine Precinct

Flying Fox Management Plan Funding Application
Sight-impaired Tactile project

Bookable system roll-out

Laidley Spring Festival - Laidley Businesses consultations
(proposed road closures for 2021)

Council delivered one outdoor community movie event and
has two mare requests to use Council’s inflatable movie
screen and projection equipment. These are:

¢ Valley Vibe Arts Festival (Saturday 22 May 2021)
* Mt Sylvia Twilight Family Fun event (TBC)

s Stockyard Creek Hall (November 2021)
Inflatable Soccer field bookings:

* Laidley District Cricket Club for end of season breakup
(Saturday 1 May 2021)

+ Laidley District State School for Under 8's Day (Thursday,
20 May 2021)

School Support - Under 8’s Days (20 May):

* Flagstone Creek and Laidley District State Schools - Get
Ready and Disaster Management resources and inflatable
soccer field.

402 Incidents of Support

« Revstents [ v = Wher ] B Uty Cowaors

= Commanty wpp

- Spesting et Greupn wppt e of mappon

Engagements in development include:
*  Planning Scheme

Forest Hill Silo Murals — in partnership with Forest Hill
Community Development Association

s Local Shows Council stand and engagement

The CA Team is involved in the following local and
regional community development, capacity-building and
community activation projects:

* Lockyer Youth Agency Network (representatives from 12
services)

* Lockyer Service Providers Interagency meeting
(representatives from 15 services)

* Strengthening Services Project (Ipswich City Council and
surrounding LGAs)

* My Community Directory Initiative (in partnership with
Lockyer and Laidley Community Centres)

*  Domestic and Family Violence Prevention - Red Bench
project / LGAQ ‘Not in our Backyard’ campaign and
domestic violence awareness month (May)

+ Talkin’ it Up! Regional Youth Mental Health Forum (in
partnership with adjacent councils, schools and support
agencies

* NDIS Access and Inclusion Strategy (with Carer’s QLD,
EACH and NDIS Partners in the Community)

+ Mental Health Outreach Services — Qld Health Recovery
Resource and Partnership Team
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Our centre continues to enjoy the full complement of meeting new friends on a weekly basis.

The occupancy rate at the Centre is increasing with three children on the waiting list and families increasing the number of
days children will be in attendance.

Kindergarten lunior Kindy Toddlers Nursery

Qver the next two weeks, we are looking at transitioning older children in the Nursery to the Toddlers’ room. This will allow us
to enrol new friends into our Nursery room. Families with siblings are given first priority before extending the vacancy to the
general community on our waiting list.

Celebration/Events in the Centre

The Junior Kindy children are learning about the Gurindji people’s struggle for land rights. They have
been singing and dancing to Paul Kelly and Kev Carmody's classic song - From Little Things Big Things
Grow.

The Nursery children explored Aboriginal culture through pictures, artwork and Boomerangs. They use
the process of play to learn more about their environment and show respect for diversity.

Outdoor Classroom Day - 20 May 2021

This is a global movement to make time outdoors a part of every child’s day. We celebrated by having a
BBQ in the park, as well as doing our own intentional planned experiences in each room.

The Nursery room explored with a variety of natural materials, painting on bark and exploring hard
and soft materials as we felt banksia tree pods. We also chased bubbles around the playground.

In the Toddler room the children explored with shells, stones and sand, as well as building with the
large boxes, kicking balls and building with lego.

Junior Kindy spent their time exploring the parklands, looking for koalas in the trees. They climbed
some low trees as well as danced with scarves in the cool breeze. They then went for a big walk to the
Lights on the Hill Memorial where staff spoke to us about the purpose of the memorial.

The Kindy children explored the surrounding parkland before heading to the playground at Lake Apex
for a play. They had their own BBQ picnic while at Lake Apex.

National Family week

Tim (Sasha’s Dad) who is a paramedic visited the centre on 17 May. Tim demonstrated to all the
children what Paramedics do by showing them how to use some of the equipment in the ambulance.
The children had a turn on the stretcher as well as exploring the inside of the ambulance.

We value our community and parent participation in children’s daily program. According to quality
area 6.1.1 Engagement with the service - families are supported from enrolment to be involved in the
service and contribute to service decisions.

In May, we have enjoyed exploring our physical environment and learning about different cultures/
events in our community. The children have responded to a sense of belonging as they explore various
indoor/outdoor experiences within their community. We also learn about risk management and safety
for ourselves and peers around us.

General News

Generally, the health of the Centre has been good over the last month. Some children were away due
to illness, but overall the children’s attendance has been great. Some staff members are stepping up
with their responsibilities and | have been impressed to see various acts of kindness from some of the
team.

Hand washing is a major aspect of children’s health and safety in all children services. Over the past
few days, we have observed staff being a positive role model to children and embedding action and
songs to encourage hand washing into their daily room routines.

Our garden is yielding more yummy herbs/fruits which the Kindy children have been learning to
harvest and helping staff choose the right spice using their five senses.
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LIBRARIES AND GALLERIES 2=

e The family fun day for the StoryPath at both Lake Apex and o i o oo o
Narda Lagoon was held. Both events were well attended. " 62 490 = 923 1,143 19
Wej partne.red wi.th several local groups including (?a’rton Girl % PROGRAMS  EVENT é POST TOTAL NEW
Guides, Laidley Lions Club, FOLA, Laidley Community Centre, 2 anD ATTENDEE O ENGAGEMENT ~ FACEBOOK FACEBOOK
Lockyer Community Centre and the Gatton Lapidary Club. EVENTS - LIKES  PAGE LIKES
Gatton had 110 attendees and Laidley had 93 attendees.

i i i PLATFORM APRIL MAY
Some online feedback recieved is below. i, i % Loans by type
w  eAudiobooks ! 1,011 948  74.8% of loans are
O (Borrowbox) Rk
& . physical loans (from
2 eBooks E 872 861 ithin the lib
Jasmin Hall This was so much fun. Thank you for putting this on £ [Borrowbox) within the library)
) 1 & )
_'-'“e Reply - Message - 2d © ¥ eAudiobooks 75 148 25.2% of loans are
(R8 Digital) - electronic (eBooks,
:":""-‘_PV_ i 12 19 eMagazines, eMovies,
{Maovies)
\Mavie ' o eAudiobooks)
a David W Smith Such a great activity. We had lots of fun. Very well eMagazines 220 198 4 ailable without
*"  organised. The live animals were our highlight The sugar glider was [RB Digital] = o
500 cute! ) = X having to visit the
Beamafilm 71 )
Like - Reply Message 23h  Edited [new product) library.
. Janella Cox It was a great morning, lots of fun
} £ (X
Like - Reply - Message - 1d PHYSICAL ITEMS
116,324 l“ 2 6,079 ISSUED
. . )
This month saw the er\d of the Tech Savvy Seniors Fund_et_i ITEMS IN OUR % 940 WITHORAWALS
tech program (State Library of Queensland). These training COLLECTION —
sessions were lowly attended this year despite promotions 2043 ELECTRONIC ITEMS
and a variety of topics. We were partnering with a provider EQ ’ ISSUED
“Stay In Touch” for these sessions to ensure we offered a
little bit more than basic computers. We are hoping that 9,505 L0 20,003 AcquisiTions
the State Library of Queensland offers this funding again in
2021/22 PHYSICAL & = g5 1y ITEMS ISSUED VIA
: ELOANS @ Mkl SELF-SERVICE
VISITORS TO OUR
LIBRARIES FOR
MAY 2021
15,347 3§3 NEW LIBRARY
ACTIVE LIBRARY 96 VIEMBERS FOR
MEMBERS e 3’ 227 GATTON LIBRARY
2'8 24 LADLEY LIBRARY
ART GALLERY

The exhibition, ‘Lockyer Lives’ by Christine Brassington, closed on Sunday 30 May 2021.
The gallery will be closed from 31 May 2021 until 4 June 2021 while the exhibition is changed over.

The next exhibition is ‘Artistic Endeavour: Contemporary botanical artists response to the legacy of Banks, Solander and
Parkinson’ and will open on 4 June 2021 and will be on display until 11 July 2021.

REGIONAL ARTS DEVELOPMENT FUND (RADF)
Round one of the 2020/21 RADF funding has been distributed.

Four Lockyer Valley residents attended various sessions of the Arts on Top 2021: Regional Arts Forum which was held at the
Bunya Mountains on 13-15 May 2021. These participants were funded through the RADF program.
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GROWTH AND POLICY

Floodplain Management Australia

Council's Senior Project Engineer recently
presented at the national Floodplain Management
Australia conference. The presentation detailed
the history of floods in the region, the severity
and characteristics of the flooding comparable to
todays events and historical data sources. This
conference is an excellent opportunity for experts
i