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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING
STANDING COMMITTEE
MINUTES

1.

COMMITTEE ATTENDANCE:
Crs A J Camm (Chairperson), K L May, J F Englert, F A Mann (nee Fordham) and
Mayor G R Williamson were in attendance at the commencement of the meeting.

2.

NON-COMMITTEE ATTENDANCE:
Also present were Cr M J Bella, Cr L G Bonaventura, Cr K J Casey, Cr A R Paton, Cr
R D Walker, Mr G Carlyon (Acting Chief Executive Officer), Mr P Owen (Acting
Director Development Services) and Mrs M Iliffe (Minute Secretary).
The meeting commenced at 1.00 pm.

3.

ABSENT ON COUNCIL BUSINESS:
Nil

4.

APOLOGIES:
Cr R C Gee

5.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST:
Nil
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CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES:
6.1

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING
COMMITTEE MINUTES - 8 MARCH 2017

STANDING

THAT the Economic Development and Planning Standing Committee
Meeting Minutes held on 8 March 2017 be adopted.
Moved Cr Mann (nee Fordham)

Seconded Cr Englert
CARRIED

7.

BUSINESS ARISING OUT OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING:
Nil

8.

CORRESPONDENCE AND OFFICERS’ REPORTS:
8.1

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES - MONTHLY REVIEW REPORT FOR
MARCH 2017

Author

Director Development Services

Purpose
To review the attached Development Services Monthly Review Report for the month of
March 2017.
Officer's Recommendation
THAT the attached report be received.

Acting Director Development Services (A/DDS) spoke to the report and provided a
brief overview of the Development Services Directorate for the month of March 2017.
Cr May congratulated staff on the clean-up work undertaken following Cyclone Debbie
and especially the Parks, Environment and Sustainability team who have been quick to
respond to the community.
Cr Camm agreed with Cr May's comments and advised the sentiment is not just from
this committee but of all the elected members and asked for these comments to be
passed on to the staff. She also noted there have been a number of meetings held with
the Economic Sub Recovery Group which the Economic Development Manager plays a
role to help coordinate small business and links with the Insurance Council and asked if
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thanks could be passed on to all of the departments and programs who played a role in
this recovery period.

Committee Resolution
THAT the Officer's Recommendation be adopted.
Moved Cr May

Seconded Cr Mann (nee Fordham)
CARRIED

8.2

MATERIAL CHANGE OF USE - INTENSIVE ANIMAL INDUSTRY
(CATTLE FEEDLOT) - 133 INNESTON ROAD AND LOT 1
INNESTON ROAD, KOUMALA QLD 4740 - LOT 1 ON RP731366
AND LOT 2 ON RP719070 (DA-2016-11)

Application Number:

DA-2016-11

Date Received:

9 February 2016

Action Officer:

Josephine McCann

Applicant’s Details:

Stewart and Sarah Borg

Proposal:

Intensive Animal Industry (Cattle Feedlot)

Site Address:

133 Inneston Road, Koumala QLD 4738 &
Lot 1 East Inneston Road, Koumala QLD
4738

Property Description:

Lot 1 on RP731366 & Lot 2 on RP719090

Owner’s Details:

Stewart and Sarah Borg

Area:

Lot 1 on RP731366 = 1,533.09ha
Lot 2 on RP719070 = 184.572ha

Planning Scheme:

Sarina Shire Planning Scheme - May 2005

Planning Scheme Designations:
Zone:

Rural

Assessment Level:

Impact

Submissions:

34 Properly Made
1 Petition (242 signature)
2 Not Properly Made
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Referral Agencies:

Department of Infrastructure, Local
Government and Planning

Attachments:

Attachment A:
Attachment B:
Attachment C:
Attachment D:

Recommendation:

Approved Subject to Conditions

Locality Plan
Proposal Plan
Nearby Dwellings
Referral Agency Response

ASSESSMENT OF APPLICATION
Purpose
The Material Change of Use application is for an Intensive Animal Industry (Cattle
Feedlot) at 133 Inneston Road and Lot 1 East Inneston Road, Koumala (refer
Attachment A – Locality Plan). The subject lots are zoned Rural. An application for
Intensive Animal Industry (Cattle Feedlot) in the Rural Zone triggers an impact
assessable application requiring public notification. Of the submissions received, 34
were properly made submissions and two submissions were not properly made. Also,
one petition was received, containing 424 signatures. 28 of the submitters and the
petition object to the proposal and eight submitters support the proposal.
The submitters in opposition have raised concerns broadly summarized as
environmental, economic, amenity and social. These matters have been addressed in
general within this report, and each submission has been addressed individually also.
Whilst noting the submitters’ concerns, the submissions did not raise any planning
grounds that cannot be appropriately justified or conditioned, therefore the application
is recommended for approval subject to conditions..
Background
The subject property, known as Marklands, currently accommodates both cane farming
and free range cattle grazing. The current owners of the property are third generation
farmers and ownership has been held within the family since 1992. In addition to the
cane farming activities the property currently accommodates at least 2,500 head of free
range grazing cattle. It is noted the owners have the ability to increase this number of
cattle under a free range grazing situation to any number of beasts the property can
accomodate without the requirement of any planning assessment.
Subject Site and Surrounds
The rural lots subject to the application are located in Koumala, approximately 13km
south from Sarina township and consists of one 1,553ha parcel, on which it is proposed
to house the cattle feedlot (a use area of approximately 6ha) and one 184.7ha parcel,
which will continue to provide access for the existing and proposed use of Marklands
(refer Attachment A – Locality Plan).
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Both lots are adjoined by other smaller rural zoned properties, which also accommodate
rural uses. The nearest dwelling houses to the proposed feedlot are the applicant’s
dwelling house and his mother’s house. The next closest dwelling house is located
approximately 1km from the proposed feedlot area, to the south of the proposed
location.
The subject land is currently set up as a ponded pasture, which is protected by multiple
levee banks preventing tidal water from entering the property. The nearest tidal water is
1.5km from the subject land. According to the planning report, aerial photographs
confirm the original levee bank was constructed pre-1957 and the remaining levee
banks were constructed during the 70's and 80's (refer Attachment B – Proposal Plan).
According to the planning report, contours obtained from the State government
demonstrate the top of the levee banks has a height of at least RL4.0m AHD, which is
above the height of the tidal water in the locality.
Proposal
The applicant proposes the construction of a cattle feedlot encompassing sixteen (16)
pens, with each able to accommodate 62.5 beasts. The area of each feedlot pen is
proposed at 756m2 (18m x 42m). Refer to Attachment B – Proposal Plan for site
layout. A 6m wide concrete apron will run along the western side of the pens for the
feed trough itself and associated vehicle access. A cattle lane will run along the eastern
side of the pens from the existing cattle yards for the handling of cattle. A catch drain
will run within this area also for the purpose of directing stormwater from the pens into
a sediment trap and sediment dam for stormwater quality management. The sediment
dam will incorporate a manure pad, an irrigation pad and have a capacity of 4Ml
(megalitres). Both the sediment and freshwater dams will be located on the eastern
edge of the catch drain. The freshwater dam will have capacity of 48-50Ml. The
applicant also proposes a staged roofing of the western third of the 16 pens. This
roofed area will capture and direct roof water to the freshwater dam.
Two silage bunks, 1,300m2 each, will be located to the west of the pens and a 900m2
future commodities shed is to be constructed to the south of these bunks. The silage
bunks will contain fermented, high-moisture fodder stored above ground, ensiled on a
gravel pad and covered to prevent it from drying and being blown away in high winds.
With an estimated capacity of 4,000 tonnes, the silage should last for approximately
twelve months. The bunks will however be compacted and kept at a height of 4-5m,
serving a dual purpose by providing buffering in the sense that the feedlot will not be
seen by nearby residences. The same principal applies to the 900m2 commodities shed;
it will be used for storage of feed but will also provide screening for any residences that
may have views towards the feedlot location.
The feedlot will be able to cater for a maximum of 999 standard cattle units at any one
time in accordance with Attachment B – Proposal Plans. The total proposed
development will be constructed over an area of approximately 6.0ha of the existing
farm located on Lot 1 on RP731366 of 1,553.09ha. The standard cattle unit concept
means the proposed feedlot can accommodate more or less than 999 head of cattle
depending on the weight of each beast (see table below):
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Up to 350
more than 350 to 400
more than 400 to 450
more than 450 to 500
more than 500 to 550
more than 550 to 600
more than 600 to 650
more than 650 to 700
more than 700
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No. of Standard Cattle Units
0.67
0.74
0.81
0.87
0.94
1.00
1.06
1.12
1.18

Access to the feedlot will be provided via Lot 2 on RP719070 on an existing access
being used for the current farming activities of both subject lots. The existing farm
driveway is compacted gravel, suitable for farm vehicles and machinery, and enters the
local road network east of a cane train level crossing near the intersection of North and
East Inneston Roads. The additional traffic to be generated by the feedlot is expected
to be 2-3 trucks per week for transporting cattle and 2-3 trucks per week for
transporting feed in addition to the existing farm traffic, which is seasonal.
It is expected the feedlot will require 2-3 fulltime staff members in addition to the
existing three seasonal staff. The existing free range cattle grazing and cane farming
operations will surround the proposed feedlot.
MACKAY ISAAC WHITSUNDAY REGIONAL PLAN
It is noted that the Mackay Isaac Whitsunday Regional Plan (MIWRP) is no longer a
statutory document for assessment of development applications.
The subject site is located within the Rural Footprint and the proposal is generally
consistent with the intent and outcomes of the MIWRP.
PLANNING SCHEME ASSESSMENT
The proposed development has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme
and Policies and is generally consistent with the intent of the scheme. The subject site
is zoned rural and the proposal has been assessed against the desired environmental
outcomes (DEOs), applicable overlays, and the relevant development codes as follows.
Desired Environmental Outcomes
The proposal is generally consistent with the desired environmental outcomes. Any
discrepancies or further justifications are provided below.
(a)

The overall biodiversity and coastal values of the Shire are
maintained, and natural ecological processes are protected and
enhanced;

It is noted the location of the feedlot does not accommodate any coastal ecosystems due
to the existing levee banks associated with the ponded pasture system onsite. The
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subject land and surrounds has been inspected by the Department of Agriculture and
Fisheries who confirmed there are no marine plants present.
(b)

The Shire's natural resources, including its agricultural soils,
fisheries, timber resources and construction materials, are protected
and utilised in a manner that ensures their ecological and economic
values are available for future generations;

The proposal includes an operational plan, which has been approved subject to
conditions by the Department of Infrastructure Local Government and Planning as a
Concurrence Agency, meaning the measures of the plan are considered appropriate to
comply with both elements of the desired environmental outcome. Sediment control
processes are also included within this operational plan.
(c)

Sarina Shire contains a prosperous community with a sustainable
industrial and rural base, with a wide range of employment
opportunities due to the diversity of local industries, including the
Port of Hay Point, the Plane Creek Sugar Mill and Distillery,
Jilalan QR maintenance yards, the cane industry and new rural
industries, home based business activities and tourism (particularly
at Sarina Beach and Salonika Beach), and through Sarina Township
performing a strong role as the main service centre for the Shire;

The proposal is considered a suitable use within the rural zone under the Sarina Shire
Planning Scheme. The subject site is appropriate given its size, which should
accommodate the proposed use in conjunction with the existing farming activities. Byproducts of the proposal such as manure shall be put to use on the cane fields of the
subject site. The scale and size of the proposal is considered to be quite small in
comparison to other existing feedlots in Queensland.
The feedlot shall access existing infrastructure such as existing bores and dams on the
subject sites and the existing road network. The construction of the cattle pens, shed,
sedimentation and fresh water dams will require material and labour which will be
sourced locally. Once constructed, the feedlot shall be completely self-sufficient. The
proposal does not rely on ongoing resources from Council or the community for its
operations.
(d)

Reconfiguration of lots and material changes of use for urban and
rural residential purposes are located where they increase the
efficient and sustainable use of existing infrastructure in terms of
water supply, stormwater management and waste disposal and
protects infrastructure (including transport corridors) from
inappropriate activities;

The proposal will be located on land zoned rural and therefore this element does not
apply to the proposal.
(e)

Places of cultural significance in the Shire (Indigenous and nonIndigenous settlement) are respected, the village character in the
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Shire settlements is maintained and the relationship of traditional
owners to the land and water resources is recognised;
No known places of cultural significance are on or proximate to the proposed
development.
(f)

Sarina Shire offers a high standard of living with a range of
different residential lifestyles and housing types. New residential
(both urban and rural residential) areas are developed in an
efficient and sustainable manner with regard to infrastructure, are
accessible to services provided in established settlements and
maintain amenity by avoiding the establishment of adjacent
incompatible land uses;

Some submitters have argued the amenity of their homes and lifestyle will be affected
by the proposal, however the feedlot will be surrounded by the areas of the two subject
sites and the other farming activities of these 1,553ha and 184ha properties. Refer to
Attachment A – Locality Plan.
The nearest dwelling house to the proposed feedlot is the applicant’s own dwelling
house, followed by a dwelling house inhabited by the applicant’s mother. A dwelling
house on the neighbouring property to the south of the proposed feedlot is
approximately 1km from the proposed feedlot. Refer Attachment C – Nearby
Dwellings.
The proposal complies with the Sarina Planning Scheme, which requires Intensive
Animal Industry to have a setback of 400m to any existing or approved residential use.
The proposed planning scheme specifies a 100m buffer to non-road frontage boundaries
of adjoining rural zoned properties and 300m to any sensitive land uses (i.e. dwelling
house). The feedlot location is approximately 550m to the nearest adjoining lot
boundary and 1km to the dwelling house to the south (on Lot 3 on RP866363).
Therefore, in terms of location, the proposal is compliant with the current and proposed
planning schemes.
(g)

Residents of the Shire and visitors have a high level of access to
community services and facilities, including public transport.

Not applicable to this proposal.
Rural Zone Code
The proposal is generally consistent with the overall and specific outcomes of this code.
Any discrepancies or further justifications are discussed below.
Overall Outcome (2a) Good quality agricultural land is protected from
fragmentation; unless otherwise demonstrated by overwhelming
community need;
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This proposal is not a reconfiguration of land; however it is considered a consistent and
suitable use within the rural zone under the current Sarina Planning Scheme and the
proposed planning scheme. The use will continue to use land for agricultural purposes.
Overall Outcome (2b) Existing rural activities are protected from
intrusion of incompatible uses, except for urban residential expansion
adjoining the northern part of Sarina Township between the Bruce
Highway and Sarina Beach Road; and;
The subject site has existing agricultural uses onsite and it is expected these will
continue alongside the proposed agricultural use. The feedlot use will not impact on
the continued use of the remainder of the properties for rural activities.
Overall Outcome (2c) A wide range of agricultural and animal husbandry
uses, and other compatible primary production uses occur in the Rural
Zone; and
This proposal complies with this outcome. The proposed operation will co-exist
alongside the existing cane farming operations and free range cattle grazing.
Overall Outcome (2d) The rural character of the Shire is retained; and
The rural character of this precinct will be retained. The proposal includes the
construction of a cattle feedlot which includes cattle pens, feeding alley, a commodity
shed, two silage bunkers, a sedimentation and freshwater dam. It is unlikely that the
feedlot will be visible to the adjoining neighbours given the silage bunks and the
commodity shed will provide effective buffering for the feedlot. The proposal will
generate a very low volume of additional traffic, estimated to be 2-3 trips per week for
cattle and 2-3 trips per week for transporting feed. This additional traffic should not
adversely affect the existing farm access, local roads or railway crossings.
The above use is consistent and suitable development within the rural zone and will not
adversely affect the character of the wider Sarina Shire.
Overall Outcome (2e) The productive capacity of land is maintained; and
The productive capacity of the rural land will be increased. Together with the
applicant’s operational plan, Council’s conditions, the State government’s conditions,
the scale of the proposal is within the carrying capacity of the land.
Overall Outcome (2f) Residential uses are primarily ancillary to other
uses in the Rural Zone; and
The proposal complies with this overall outcome.
Overall Outcome (2g) Non-agricultural uses, such as recreation, roadside
stall, home based business, host home accommodation, educational or
tourism related uses are of a low intensity and scale; and
The overall outcome is not applicable to this proposal.
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Overall Outcome (2h) Other uses are located in the Rural Zone if they
cannot practically be located in urban areas due to their:
i. nature; or
ii.
scale; or
iii. effects; or
iv. necessary relationship to a particular cultural heritage feature,
natural resource or feature, infrastructure or activity; and
The proposal is considered a consistent and suitable use in the rural zone under the
Sarina Planning Scheme and the proposed planning scheme.
Overall Outcome (2i) Uses and works are located, designed and managed
where they:

Are compatible with other uses and works; and
The proposal complies with this overall outcome.


Maintain the safety of people and works; and

The proposal complies with the setback requirements under the current Sarina Planning
Scheme and the proposed planning scheme.


Maintain the health and safety of residents and visitors in the rural area
and the amenity they enjoy; and

The proposal complies with the setback requirements under the current Sarina Planning
Scheme and the proposed planning scheme. The proposed feedlot has been designed
with the necessary processes in place to manage any health and safety risks of those
working onsite and any nearby residents. The operational plan prepared for the feedlot
has been assessed and approved with conditions by the State government as part of the
referral process.


Maintain the scenic values of the natural environment enjoyed by residents
and visitors in the rural area; and

In response to the environmental concerns of submitters, the applicant has raised the
height of the feedlot complex to RL7.0m AHD and the minimum height at the control
point for the sedimentation dam will now be RL 5.38mAHD. Despite this, the
proposed facility will not be readily visible from the Bruce Highway and is not
expected to negatively impact the scenic values of the area.


Avoid significant adverse effects on the natural and cultural heritage values
of the environment; and

No known places of cultural significance are located onsite or in close proximity to the
proposal. Furthermore, the feedlot has been designed with the necessary processes in
place to manage any environmental impact. The applicant has, in response to concerns
of submitters, raised the height of the feedlot complex to RL7.0m AHD and the
minimum height at the control point for the sediment dam will now be RL 5.38m AHD.
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The total capacity of the sedimentation dam has been increased to 40Ml and the
freshwater dam to 48-50Ml. The applicant will also do a staged roofing of the top third
of the feedlot pens that will capture and direct roof water to the freshwater dam. Further
detail on the management of any environmental impacts can be found in the
submissions discussion below.


Maximise the efficient use and extension and safe operation of
infrastructure; and

The proposal complies in that adequate infrastructure is provided for an efficient and
safe use.


Cause no adverse impact (due to site specific or cumulative effects) on
water quality (surface and ground);

The applicant has, in response to concerns of submitters, raised the height of the feedlot
complex to RL7.0m AHD and the minimum height at the control point for the sediment
dam will now be RL 5.38mAHD. The total capacity of the sedimentation dam has been
increased to 40Ml and the freshwater dam to 48-50Ml. The applicant will also do a
staged roofing of the top third of the feedlot pens that will capture and direct roof water
to the freshwater dam. Further detail on the management of any environmental impacts
can be found in the submissions discussion below.


Do not compromise the operation or expansion of the major port and
related facilities at Hay Point;

This proposal does not compromise the operations or expansion of the port and
facilities at Hay Point. The site is located more than 13km south of Sarina,
approximately 2km east of the north coast rail line, and 3km east of the Bruce
Highway. The train crossing on Inneston Road will continue to operate as is.


Do not compromise the efficiency and safety of any road and are connected
to the Shire road network and urban centres by roads capable of
accommodating the type and volume of traffic likely to be generated;

The road network will not be compromised. Access to the proposed development is via
North Inneston Road, which crosses the north coast rail line. Vehicle access is via the
existing access track traversing the adjacent parcel of land, as the gazetted road is not a
formed road. The current farm access within part of Lot 2 on RP719070 is a safe, well
maintained, all-weather accessible road.


Are provided with a water supply, liquid and solid waste disposal system
and electricity supply adequate for all on-site purposes; and

This is an existing working farm, which currently produces sugar cane and free grazing
beef. Both lots rely on bore water and rain tanks, utilise septic systems and overhead
electricity. The site drains to the north and east, internal causeways and levies are in
place to prevent flooding.
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Part of this proposal includes the construction of a 40Ml sediment dam and a 48-50Ml
freshwater dam that is intended to service the feedlot only. The proposal is considered
to have appropriate water supply, waste disposal, and electricity for the purpose of the
development.


Do not intrude into buffer areas around activities requiring separation from
incompatible uses (such as Extractive Industry, Intensive Animal Industry,
Stables, Kennels and Catteries).

The proposed development shall be wholly contained within Lot 3 on RP731366, which
has an area of 1,55ha. The proposal should be considered as an intensification of the
cattle operations with a proposed 999 head feedlot. This subject site is substantial and
the feedlot will be located more than 3km from Yakun to the north, more than 4km to
Rocky Dam Creek to the east, and more than 3km east of the Bruce Highway.
The proposed feedlot does not intrude into any buffer areas that require separation
distances. The nearest adjoining dwelling house is located nearly 1km to the south from
the proposed location for the facility. It is unlikely that the feedlot will be visible to the
adjoining neighbours given that the silage bunks and the commodity shed will provide
effective buffering for the feedlot if needed.
Effects of Uses
Specific Outcome (1c) Uses are located and designed to avoid significantly
polluting the air, water, or soil
The applicant’s stormwater management system, including the existing ponded pastures
setup and proposed dams, will ensure the operation of the feedlot will not adversely
impact the nearby coastal environment. The operations plan prepared by the applicant
includes details of the stormwater management of the property and feedlot facility; it
has been assessed by both the State government and Council and will form part of the
approval package, meaning the applicant will be bound by the information in the
document. The large scale ponded pastures arrangement will ensure any contaminants
reaching the coastal environments will be diluted to such a level they will not cause any
significant pollution.
Specific Outcome (1f) Watercourses and adjacent habitats are protected by
maintaining bank stability against erosion and slumping, maintaining water
quality by filtering sediment, nutrients, and other pollutants, and maintaining
aquatic and wildlife habitat.
As discussed above, the operations plan details the applicant’s stormwater management
system, which includes details of the ponded pastures and dam arrangements. This
document has been assessed by both State government and Council and the stormwater
arrangement will ensure the water quality of any discharge will not negatively impact
nearby watercourses or habitats.
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Provision and Effects of Works
Specific Outcome (1a) Filling or excavation:
i.
is of a suitable standard for the long term stability and performance of the
use;
ii.
maintains the visual amenity of the surrounding area;
iii. maintains the environmental values of receiving waterways;
iv. maintains existing drainage paths including overland flow paths; and
v.
ensures the site area and adjacent land is free from ponding unless this is
required as part of an approved use.
Earthworks are proposed to form the catch drains, sediment dam and the sediment trap.
The works, where not contained in the operational plan, will be conditioned by the
State government or Council to comply with the above specific outcome.
Specific Outcome (1c) The safe and efficient operation of roads are maintained
having regard to:
vi. the location and design of access points;
vii. the design of stormwater drainage;
viii. impacts on any new use, through the effects of noise and dust resulting from
the use of the road; and
ix. roads are upgraded to accommodate impacts from any new use.
The use will continue to utilise the existing road network and farm access. The increase
in additional traffic volume does not trigger any further upgrades or additional work. The
proposal is consistent with the specific outcome.
Specific Outcome (1d) On-site parking accommodates the number and nature of
vehicles required to service uses on the site.
The subject site is a large working rural property. Employees and visitors currently park
near the residence, which is fenced and gated, or outside of the existing cattle yards,
which also have a restricted gated access.
Specific Outcome (1e) Driveways, turning areas, parking and vehicle standing
areas designed, constructed and maintained such that:
i.
the gradient is suitable for vehicle parking;
ii.
it is effectively drained and sealed;
iii. spaces are clearly marked and signed as appropriate; and
iv. conflicts are minimised and public safety maximised.
Once constructed additional parking will also be available for employees and
transportation alongside the commodities shed. Given the size of the site there is ample
room to complete turning manoeuvres and exit the site in a forward gear. Trucks picking
up or delivering animals have more than sufficient room to manoeuvre once onsite.
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Intensive Animal Industry Code
The proposal is generally consistent with the overall and specific outcomes of this code.
Any discrepancies or further justifications are discussed below.
Overall Outcome (i) Maintain the amenity of the surrounding area.
Both lots are adjoined by other smaller rural zoned properties, which also accommodate
rural uses. The nearest dwelling houses to the proposed feedlot is the applicant’s
dwelling house and his mother’s house then the nearest dwelling house is located
approximately 1km from the proposed feedlot area, to the south of the proposed
location for this feedlot.
Furthermore, this site is vast in area and this feedlot will be located more than 3km
from Yakun to the north, more than 4km to Rocky Dam Creek to the east and more
than 3km east of the highway. It is considered that the proposal complies fully with the
requirements of this outcome.
Overall Outcome (ii) Maintain the existing water quality and air quality.
The applicant has, in response to concerns of submitters, raised the height of the feedlot
complex to RL7.0m AHD and the minimum height at the control point for the
sedimentation dam will now be RL 5.38mAHD. The total capacity of the
sedimentation dam has been increased to 40Ml and the freshwater dam to 48-50Ml.
The applicant will also do a staged roofing of the top third of the feedlot pens that will
capture and direct roof water to the freshwater dam. This will ensure less contaminant
runoff.
The operational management plan has been designed according to the stringent
requirements of State legislation and accepted feedlot management practices. This plan
ensures the removal, stockpiling and use of manure as fertiliser. Water quality will be
maintained via the proposed sediment dam and should any nutrients leak, the ponded
pastures and levee banks will ensure that such nutrients do not contaminate the
waterways.
The applicant submitted a water quality monitoring record with this application. The
subject site has three catchment areas with an area of over 2,810 hectares – refer to
Attachment B – Proposal Plans for catchment and levee bank information. Catchment 1
(Cab Creek) has an area of 1,670ha, Catchment 2 (Running Creek) an area of about
815ha and Catchment 3 has an area of 325ha. During flood events, Catchment 1
overflows the ponded pasture bank, which in turn drains into Catchment 2. The
assigned cane land in Catchment 1 to be fertilized and irrigated by the feedlot all drain
into farm dams before entering the ponded pasture/wetlands controlled by levee bank 1.
During major flood events, Catchment 2 overflows the ponded pasture bank and drains
into Catchment 3. The assigned cane land in Catchment 2 to be fertilized and irrigated
by the feedlot all drain into the ponded pasture/wetland controlled by levee bank 2.
The feedlot itself is located in Catchment 2 and any release of water from the sediment
dam during major flood events would drain into the ponded pasture/wetlands controlled
by the relevant levee bank. During major flood events, Catchment 3 overflows the
ponded pasture bank and drains into the natural wetland areas of Plumb Tree Creek and
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On this basis, the proposal ensures water quality will be

The operational plan also provides clear practices for dust and odour control,
incorporates cleaning practices, maintenance of equipment and using weather
conditions to reduce odour. Prevailing breezes in this area are south-easterlies, however
the operational plan shows how the installation of a wind vane ensures the site manager
can tell which neighbours may be affected and then take the necessary action to
minimise or mitigate the effect of any odour.
Specific Outcome SO1 - Intensive animal industries are located, designed and
operated to maintain the amenity of adjoining or nearby existing and potential
residential uses
The subject sites have a total area of 1,737 ha, which is sized and located appropriately
to cater for the proposed rural use. The corresponding Probable Solution specifies that
compliance with this Specific Outcome will be achieved if the feedlot is separated from
any existing or approved residential use or any community purposes that include
educational, health, religious or child minding facilities by at least 400m. The proposed
development exceeds this separation distance as the closest residential use is
approximately 1000m to the south and there are none of the other listed facilities in the
surrounding area. The proposal is therefore taken to comply with the Specific
Outcome.
Specific Outcome S02 - The amenity of the surrounding area is maintained.
As above, the proposal is not proximate to residences or other urban development. It is
within the rural zone, will facilitate the intensification of a rural use, and will not
negatively impact the amenity of the surrounding rural area. The corresponding
Probable Solution requires that all buildings, structures and confined areas involved in
intensive animal industries are set back from road frontages and all other boundaries by
a minimum of 100m. The feedlot and associated structures is located at least 250m
from the nearest boundary, which is to another property owned by the applicants. The
proposal is compliant with the Specific Outcome (refer to Attachment C – Nearby
Dwellings).
Specific Outcome S03 - Intensive animal industries are located and designed to
minimise impacts on air, water and soil quality
As discussed above at length, the proposal will not adversely affect water, air, or soil
quality as the Operational Plan will be required to be implemented which will ensure
that any impacts on air, water and soil quality are minimised. It is considered that the
Specific Outcome has been achieved.
Specific Outcome S04 - The topography of the site must be appropriate for the
intended development, having regard to the potential for erosion and visual
impact.
The proposed feedlot is on relatively flat land on high ground north of the existing
cattle yards. The proposed cattle pens will be located on higher ground whilst the
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sediment dam will be constructed on the lower ground. Further, the feedlot will be
located more than 2km from the residence on a prominent hill to the east and any visual
impact will be minimal from this distance.
The corresponding Probable Solution requires that the site area has a gradient of less
than one in five. The feedlot and area surrounding it has a gradient of much less than 1
in 5; therefore complying with the Specific Outcome.
Specific Outcome S05 - The site area has acceptable flood immunity.
The proposed location for the feedlot is some of the highest ground on this farm (about
RL5.5 AHD). The nearest causeway is approximately 2km from the feedlot site and is
further protected by the existing levee banks and ponded pasture system in place
throughout the site.
The Probable Solution for this Specific Outcome outlines that the location of the
intensive animal industry should be located above the one in 100 year flood event. The
subject property and surrounding land are large rural areas for which no detailed flood
modelling has been undertaken to establish the possible 1 in 100 year flood event. It is
considered that as the proposed feedlot is to be located at a similar level to the existing
dwellings on the properties which is some of the highest land on the property, this area
is unlikely to be inundated during large flood events.
Specific Outcome S06 - Intensive animal industries do not cause land
degradation.
The proposed feedlot is not expected to cause land degradation onsite or in the
surrounding rural locality. The implementation of the Operational Plan will ensure that
the feedlot is operated in a manner that does not create impacts to the land.
Specific Outcome S07 - Adequate water supply is available for the proposed use.
Currently the site and farming operations utilise bore water and tanks as their primary
water supply. As part of the proposed feedlot, additional rainwater tanks will be added
as part of the commodities shed.
Economic Resources Overlay Code
The subject site is marginally covered by the Good Quality Agricultural Land Overlay
mapping, which triggers assessment against the Economic Resources Overlay Code.
Specifically, the location of the proposed feedlot itself is not identified by the mapping
and therefore no Good Quality Agricultural Land will be removed from production as a
result of the proposed development. Other parts of the subject site will continue to be
used for cane farming, especially those areas considered to be Good Quality
Agricultural Land.
Major Transport and Energy Corridors Overlay Code
A small section of the subject site, far removed from the development area, is adjacent
the North Coast Railway corridor, which triggers assessment against the overlay code.
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The feedlot is located approximately 3km from this shared boundary with the corridor
and will not impact on the operations of the railway.
The subject site gains access via North Inneston Road, which has a formalised railway
crossing of this line. Any increased traffic will be using this formalised crossing, which
will not impact on the operations of the railway.
Further, this application was referred to the State government for assessment of the
impact on the rail corridor also. The Department of Infrastructure and Local
Government and Planning issued an approval for the proposal, subject to conditions.
This approval did not condition any further works with regards to the use accessing the
railway crossing. It is noted the following advice note was provided by the State:
“A B-Double permit will be likely be required to travel on North Inneston Road.
Consultation with the railway manager (Queensland Rail) should occur through
this application process”.
It is therefore considered that the proposal remains consistent with the overall outcomes
of the overlay code.
Natural Hazards Management Areas Overlay Code
The proposal is generally consistent with the overall outcomes and specific outcomes of
the code.
PLANNING MACKAY REGION PLANNING SCHEME
Under the proposed Mackay Region Planning Scheme (MRPS) the subject site is
included in the Rural Zone. Under the proposed zoning, a proposal for an Intensive
Animal Industry for 999 standard cattle units would be impact assessable development
requiring public notification.
Such an application would be assessed against the whole of the proposed planning
scheme but in particular against the following:










Rural Zone Code
Intensive Rural Activities Code
General development requirements code
Acid Sulfate Soils Overlay Code
Agricultural Land Overlay Code
Biodiversity Overlay Code
Flood and Coastal Hazards Overlay Code
Landscape Character and Image Corridor Overlay Code
Regional Infrastructure Overlay Code

Assessment against the proposed MRPS would utilise the same justifications as
discussed in length above in this report. On this basis, and given the proposal is
generally consistent with the relevant provisions of the codes above, it is considered the
proposal would be recommended for approval under the MRPS.
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For clarity, it is important to highlight that the proposed MRPS supports the
development of a feedlot in the Rural zone and that the location of the proposed activity
is appropriate under the relevant codes.
The Rural Zone Code specifically states that Intensive Animal Industries are
appropriate on rural zoned land. Further, the Intensive Rural Activities Code specifies
that activities such as feedlots should achieve the following setbacks:
(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

from road boundaries:
(i) 200 metres from road frontage boundaries where the road carries
more than 50 vehicles per day; and
(ii) 100 metres from road frontage boundaries where the road carries 50
or less vehicles per day; and
100 metres from all other non-road frontage boundaries adjoining a
property in the Rural zone; and
300 metres from sensitive land uses; and
300 metres from boundaries adjoining a residential zone; and
from watercourses:
(i) 50 metres from surveyed bank of intermittent water course; and
(ii) 100 metres from surveyed bank of a permanent water course water
supply well, bore and/or dam.

The feedlot location achieves these nominated setback requirements.
INFRASTRUCTURE CHARGES
Under Council’s current Infrastructure Charges Resolution, the proposal attracts an
infrastructure charge in line with the High Impact Rural (Intensive Animal Industries)
charge category for gross floor area only. An Infrastructure Charges Notice will be
issued in accordance with this resolution.
INFRASTRUCTURE CONSIDERATIONS
The proposed feedlot development is to be located on a large rural property that is
currently utilised for cattle grazing and cane farming.
All necessary infrastructure is supplied to the property and the development of the
proposed feedlot will not generate the need for the provision of any additional
infrastructure or services as the feedlot will utilise the services already provided to the
site.
REFERRAL AGENCIES
As per the Sustainable Planning Regulation 2009, the proposal was referred to the
Department of Infrastructure, Local Government and Planning for coastal management
district matters and land within 25m of railways. The department provided their
Concurrence Agency Response, approving the development subject to conditions, as
per Attachment D – Referral Agency Response.
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SUBMISSIONS
The application was publicly notified in accordance with the requirements of the
Sustainable Planning Act 2009. 32 properly made submissions, one petition and two
not properly made submissions were received. It is noted the petition and 23
submissions and one not properly made submission objected to the proposal. Nine
submissions and one not properly made submission support the proposal.
The concerns raised in the submissions have been addressed firstly as general issues
under the following headings:









Environment
Flood and drainage
Odour and dust amenity issues
Weeds and pest,
Traffic and B double route
Tourism
Devaluation of properties
Reduced subdivision potential

Discussion of the general issues is followed by individual responses to each of the
properly made objecting submissions.
Response to Submissions – General Issues
Environment
Submitters’ comments
‘Reef Catchments have been working extensively in this area to reduce farm runoff
pollution and a venture of this type would massively reverse these projects. The State
Governments efforts to manage our area are seeing great improvements in farm runoff
pollution.’
‘In the Koumala area we receive high rain downfalls that would not be able to be
managed successively on farm leading to large volumes of polluted waters entering
the greater Sarina Inlet.’
‘Australia is blessed with an incredible amount of land that is well away from the
delicate coastal tropical forests that would easily support cattle feedlots, such
operations should never, ever be approved by local governments to operate near
floodplains, or waterways where potential waste run off will be catastrophic on the
unique and delicate eco systems.’
‘As sugar cane farmers, we collaborate with Reef Catchments to implement Best
Management Practice to lower the impact that our farm has on the environment. We
feel that the Feedlot will go against best practices and largely increase the
environmental impact which will have a long term effect.’
‘A feedlot of this magnitude in the Mackay region (Koumala) is an environmental
hazard because of the proposed feedlot’s proposed size and location, particularly with
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Response to Submissions – General Issues
large volumes and concentrations of waste being produced. With cattle in feedlots
producing 1t to 2t of manure per head per year, the sudden and dramatic increase of
harmful gases including methane, hydrogen sulfide and ammonia being released into
Koumala is disturbing for locals. Furthermore with such a large quantity of cattle in
close proximity to each other, the use of antibiotics becomes necessary to control
disease, thus increasing the risk of antibiotic resistant bacteria. This poses a risk to
those in Koumala who will potentially have 999t – 1998t of excrement produced in
their community’s backyard.’
‘With flooding being an issue, a feedlot in this area could create environment damage
with water contamination escaping into the coastal wetlands including mangroves,
saltpans and saline grasslands, the Rocky Dam Creek Catchment, seagrass and
dugong habitat of Llewellyn Bay, dugong protection areas of the Ince Bay and the
Clairview Region, Great Barrier Reef, fishing, prawning and crabbing ecosystems
would be seriously at risk. There are also commercial and recreational fishermen who
fish in the Rocky Dam Creek Catchment area.’
‘Extremely sensitive ecosystems will suffer massive environmental devastation
especially after seasonal flooding events throughout the year. The below are just some
of the areas that will be impacted 
Coastal salt pans (within 1km radius)

Mangrove swamps (within 1km radius)

Rocky Dam Creek catchment area (within 1km radius).

Seagrass and dugong habitat of L1ewellyn and Ince Bays

Great Barrier Reef

Fishing, prawning and crabbing ecosystems’
‘When the contaminated runoff from the feedlot enters a waterway or creek this will
cause a detrimental effect on the ecosystems.’
‘As per the vegetation maps there is endangered vegetation that is known habitat for
species that are at risk e.g. the false water rat (mangrove mouse). We are also
concerned that the area for the proposal may have acid sulfate soils and if disturbed
this will affect the species and the habitat they live in.’
[on water quality testing]‘This testing appears to have been carried out by the owner.
As an active Landcare/Waterwatch member in the past, I know how tricky some of this
equipment can be to calibrate. Due to the proximity of the property to the coast, I
believe this work should be carried out by an accredited third party with the necessary
training and skills in the collection and analysis of data, to detect any positive or
adverse changes in water quality. It could be easy to manipulate the test results if left
in the hands of the feedlot staff.’
‘I believe the proposed location of the feedlot will affect the coastal environment and
surrounding habitats. The property is known to the local community as a floodplain,
the surrounding creeks flow onto the property then into the Rocky Dam catchment
area. There are five creeks in a 10 kilometre radius, making it a large catchment area
onto the location of the proposed feedlot. Any spillage from the operation of the
feedlot will be catastrophic to Rocky Dam Catchment area, Llewellyn and Ince Bay
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Response to Submissions – General Issues
dugong sanctuaries and the Great Barrier Reef.’
Applicant’s comments

The location, scale, design and management of the feedlot complex have been
planned to avoid significant adverse impacts on the environment. Further
improvements to the design of the feedlot complex are proposed in response to
submissions.

The State has made various environmental assessments of the proposed location,
design and management of the feedlot complex and approved it subject to
conditions, which are intended to ensure no significant adverse impacts on the
environment.

The State also requires the operator of the facility to hold a separate
Environmental Authority for a low-level ‘Environmentally Relevant Activity’.
Furthermore, Meat Livestock Australia (MLA) has stringent environmental
management requirements, which must be met by the operator.

The applicant will decide whether to refer the proposed feedlot complex to the
Federal Government for Matters of National Environmental Significance
assessment under the EPBC Act upon obtaining development approval. This is
a separate process, which is of no relevance to the development application.

The proposed feedlot complex site and surrounds are on ‘man-made’ land,
which has been formed and shaped for grazing purposes for over 60 years
(ponded pasture).

The Coastal Management District is the only relevant environmental constraint
mapped over the feedlot complex site (despite being separated from the nearest
tidal water by the extensive levee bank system associated with the ponded
pasture and a distance of over 1.5km).

The Department of Natural Resources & Mines has amended their mapping to
remove the subject land and immediate surrounds from regional ecosystem,
wetland and essential habitat following environmental assessment and
application by the applicant (Category X);

The State’s mapping of Matters of State Environmental Significance which
reflects the regional ecosystem and essential habitat mapping is out of date and
irrelevant as it hasn’t been updated to reflect DNRM’s amendments;

The subject land is over 2km from the nearest mapped ‘referrable wetlands/high
ecological significance wetlands’ within the same catchment area (The subject
land does not drain to the ‘referrable wetlands/high ecological significance
wetlands’ in Rocky Dam Creek, which are 800m to the east)

The subject land is over 3km from the nearest mapped downstream
‘watercourse’ within the same catchment area on the subject lot (The subject
land does not drain to nearer watercourses, the closest of which is 600m to the
south).

The Department of Agriculture & Fisheries has inspected the subject land and
immediate surrounds and confirmed there are no marine plants present;

The Federal Government’s mapping of Matters of National Environmental
Significance does not identify any areas on the subject land or immediate
surrounds. The nearest area is the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park World
Heritage Area, which is over 5km to the north, following the general movement
of water via the levee bank system Boundary Creek into Cherry Tree Creek,
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Response to Submissions – General Issues
which becomes Marklands Creek (the subject land does not drain to Rocky Dam
Creek). The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park being at the mouth of Marklands
Creek over 10km from the subject land; and

The feedlot complex site is outside the Federal Government’s mapping of the
Sarina Inlet – Ince Bay Aggregation Nationally Important Wetland, which
includes much of the man-made ponded pasture (Not listed as a Matter of
National Environmental Significance).

The proposed feedlot complex is actually small by industry standards. It is not
big enough to trigger the State as a referral agency on this application for the
‘Environmentally Relevant Activity’. A large feedlot would be expected to have
over 10,000 head.

The proposed feedlot complex has been designed so the whole complex is above
the predicted Q100 storm tide event and all stormwater runoff is managed by
sediment traps and dam, so there is no uncontrolled release of dirty water to the
environment, even during a Q100 event (see Flooding & Drainage Response).
However, in response to submissions, the applicant proposes to further mitigate
the risk of uncontrolled release to the environment by: o
raising the height of the feedlot complex by a further 0.7m;
o
increasing the capacity of the sediment dam by 10 Mega Litres; and
o
roofing the top third of the feedlot pens (see Flood & Drainage for further
details).

An operational management plan has been approved by the State, which sets out
how manure and the sediment dam must be managed, and water quality
monitored to ensure the feedlot complex has no adverse impacts on water
quality. The applicant, Stewart Borg advises:
“All Environmental aspects associated with the proposal have been accounted
for and covered by our State approved management plan submitted with the
proposal. These management plans comply with State and MLA guidelines.
There are significant protocols already enforced which we as feedlot
operators are obliged to comply with. Through proactive pen cleaning and
material management, I fail to see how there can be any environmental
impact whatsoever that is greater than the impact of the current stocking
numbers of free range cattle or the surrounding cane industry.
In the past we have been very proactive towards the environment and with the
help of reef catchments we have implemented numerous projects such as
water monitoring (salinity, pH, oxygen levels, temperature and chemical
residual) farm practices, grazing management and fish barriers.”

The Department of Infrastructure Local Government and Planning (DILGP)
together with the Department of Environment & Heritage (DEH) has approved
the development application subject to conditions following a full assessment of
the application against the relevant assessment criteria for Coastal
Management.

Conditions of the State’s approval aim to ensure:
o
the design of the feedlot prevents the release of any sediment or animal
waste into the High Ecological Significance wetlands, or the tidal waters
and the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park.
o
manure management practices are undertaken which remove the manure,
stock pile and dry it and then use it as fertiliser for the surrounding cane
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farms during dry periods;
o
The sediment dam is emptied during dry periods so that the potential of an
overflow during flood events is minimised; and
o
The current water quality monitoring regime is continued to provide a
comparison with pre-feedlot water quality in accordance with the
approved operational management plan and monitor any adverse impacts
on coastal environments.
o
any disturbance to acid sulfate soils is managed to prevent impacts to
coastal environments.
o
the feedlot keeps 999 standard units of cattle or less to minimise impacts
on coastal environments.
Officer’s comment
This proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and the
proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for approval. This
assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning assessment criteria
and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an approval subject to
conditions.
A detailed operational management plan has been designed to ensure water quality
and any other environmental matters are addressed and managed. This operational
plan has been assessed by state government agencies as a concurrence agency and has
been granted an approval subject to conditions. Furthermore, this officer concurs with
the applicant’s comments listed above.
Regarding water quality testing, the applicant’s report specifies this testing was carried
out by Catchment Solutions, accredited third party assessors providing water quality
management programs to rural landowners.
Flood and Drainage
Submitters’ comments
‘Furthermore, during a major rain event, the existing Cattle and Cane Farm
experiences flooding to a large area of the farm. With a Feedlot in operation during
these rain events, it has the potential to create unforeseen environmental damage with
water contamination leaching into coastal wetland vegetation including:

Mangrove communities

Saltpans and saline grasslands

Rocky Dam Creek Catchment

Seagrass and dugong habitat of Llewellyn Bay

Dugong protection areas of Ince Bay and the Clairview region

Great Barrier Reef

Fishing, prawning and crabbing ecosystems would all be gravely at risk.’
‘In the wet season, it has been noted that the property becomes a sea of water. As we
turn into north Inneston Road, we can see the water stretching back to the mangroves.
It is not only in the wet season that this happens, but also in unseasonal weather
events such as June and July this year, when we received unexpected rain.’
‘This site proposed goes underwater in flood times. You would think this would be the
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last place anyone would want to place a feedlot. This year we received unseasonal
rainfall in June/July and this property was flooded once again and full of water. Not
to mention gets flooded every rain fall event from January to March. I am not quite
sure how you can prove that you are going to stop the run off. No sediment ponds
good enough will be able to hold the amount of water that runs through this property.’
‘I have lived here all my life and have seen the area under water for weeks at a time.
As I have had the task of Boating in Supplies to the family that were managing the
property at the time…where the proposed feedlot is planned to go I have motored a
boat all around that area while surrounded by flood water.’
Applicant’s comment

The location and design of the feedlot complex have specifically been planned to
avoid flood/storm-tide inundation and drainage issues.

The State has approved the proposed height of the feedlot complex, which
exceeds the predicted 100 Year ARI storm tide inundation level of RL 4.6 AHD
(including 0.8m sea level rise to the year 2100). The State has also approved
the proposed stormwater management system, which includes sediment traps
and large sediment dam.

Further improvements to the design of the feedlot complex are proposed in
response to submissions. The applicant proposes to further manage flood risk
by: o
raising the height of the feedlot complex by a further 0.7m (Lowest Point
RL5.38AHD; Pens RL7.0AHD);
o
increasing the capacity of the sediment dam by 10 Mega Litres; and
o
roofing the top third of the feedlot pens (see Flood & Drainage for further
details)
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
‘Firstly, I would like to point out that flood and drainage issues go hand in hand with
environmental issues. If we are unable to contain the flood and drainage risks, the
environmental aspects would not comply. We have lived on “Marklands” since 1994,
and have experienced numerous flood events in that time. The feedlots lowest
elevation points are designed to be .7m higher than the 100 year projected sea level
rise. Sarina Beach (which is our closest recorded ARI site) has a 100 year ARI storm
tide level of RL3.86m AHD. Given that, the sea level is projected to raise a further
0.8m in the next 100 years, which makes the 100 year levels for the site at RL4.66
AHD. The control point at the sediment dam spill way is now proposed to be built at
RL5.38 AHD, and the feed road of the pens to be built at RL 7m AHD. RL 7m AHD is
over 3 meters higher than any recorded flood event and 4 metres higher than any
event we have endured in the 25 years we have owned the property, including the
2008 February floods that hit Mackay.
The Drainage issues associated with the feedlot will be also handled within the
management plan provided. The sediment dam is now designed to catch a 24 inch
flood event (or numerous smaller events). We have decided to increase the capacity
of the sediment dam by a further 10 mega litres to enable the feedlot to contend with
even more extreme flood events. Secondly we now propose to build a shed over the
top third of the pen area, allowing that water to be piped away from the sediment
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dam and back to fresh water storage. This will vastly reduce the volume of water
that the sediment dam is required to contend with. Also, this roofed section will half
the solids in the immediate run off prior to the initial sediment weir as it will allow
cattle to shelter from the rain and not be disturbing the pen surface during rain
events. Sediment dams are designed to remain empty, as water will be utilised on
farm as irrigation during dry periods, allowing for maximum capacity of storage.
Drainage via underground water is not a concern as the dams are built entirely out
of clay.’
Officer’s comment
The acceptable solution offered initially by the proposed use complied with the
assessment criteria in the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme. The applicant has now gone
further by raising the height of the feedlot complex by a further 0.7m (lowest point
RL5.38AHD; pens RL7.0AHD), increasing the capacity of the sediment dam to 40Ml
and will undertake a staged roofing of the top third of the pens that will drain and
direct this roof water to the fresh water dam.
These measures and the current ponded pastures together with the existing levee
system on the property and the way in which it operates shows compliance with both
the current and the proposed planning schemes.
Odour and Dust Amenity Issues
Submitters’ comments
‘We are concerned about dust emissions, effluent and manure odour and the many
flies it will attract, raising hygiene concerns.’
‘The pollution via feedlots can, and likely will emit strong odours and pollute surface
water and groundwater. Outbreaks of Pfiesteria are possible, which may poison fish.
Locals are fraught with fear of the impact of this development on themselves, but the
environment. With the Great Barrier Reef on the doorstep of this proposed
development, accepting this proposal is a risk that Mackay Regional Council should
not gamble on.’
‘We do not need smelly feedlots so close to the coast. I feel sorry for the residents who
live within a few kilometres of this proposal. I think that the odours will travel for
kilometres and negatively affect the amenity of their properties.’
‘We believe that we will be affect by flies, dust emissions, effluent, manure odour and
the water quality of the water table that will be created by the feedlot. This could
possibly be unhealthy for our wellbeing. It is also close to the community of Koumala.’
‘Coastal breezes will carry odour emissions, creating poor air quality and also
increasing noise levels from the cows and trucks. This will have a significant impact
on the residential properties surrounding the Feedlot and I cannot foresee how this
could be addressed.’
‘DAF Guidelines for Managing the Environmental Impacts of Cattle Feedlots, where
it states in the Effects of atmospheric conditions section, that when the atmosphere is
stable, "little dispersion (breaking up) of the odour occurs and odours remain at high
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intensity at some distance from the feedlots. These are the circumstances when odours
are sometimes reported several kilometres from the feedlots. These are particularly
undesirable conditions for generating odour, as high intensities can be carried to
neighbours.’
‘Also, during the dry winter months, the cattle jostling in their confined pens will
generate a dust problem. This dust would contain fine particles of manure, which
could pose a health risk to those with respiratory conditions.’
‘The dust emissions, effluent and manure odour and the many flies it will bring which
will be very unhygienic for our wellbeing. We have residing friends and neighbours
that reside less than lkm from the proposed feedlot.’
‘The proposal outlines the cattle pens will be cleaned out when cattle are removed
from the pens, every 45-120 days. Given that a beef cow defecates 37kg a day and
urinates 13.2 litres times that by 999 and I can assure you the odour will be smelt and
felt by neighbouring residents.’
Applicant’s comment

The location, scale, design and management of the Feedlot Complex have
specifically been planned to avoid significant adverse impacts on local amenity
taking into the location of existing houses, property boundaries, prevailing SE
winds and buffering provided by native vegetation.

The feedlot pen’s setback to the closest neighbouring:o
house (1km south) is over twice the distance recommended by the current
planning scheme and meets the State’s Eligibility Criteria for CattleFeedlotting (ERA 2); and
o
boundary (600m south) is six times the distance recommend by the current
planning scheme.

Furthermore, the Feedlot Complex is proposed to be managed in accordance
the State approved Feedlot Operations Plan (Managing Manure & Sediment
Dam for Water Quality) and must meet stringent Meat Livestock Australia
guidelines.

The proposed improvements to the design of the feedlot complex made in
response to submissions will also make it easier for the operator to manage
odour.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
‘Odour can only possibly become an issue under poorly managed operations. By
complying with the guidelines covered by MLA and our own management plans
Odour will not be an issue. As the closest neighbouring residence is over a
kilometre away we have well and truly complied with the setback distance
guidelines given by the state departments. Furthermore the closest residence in the
dominant wind direction is in fact approx. three kilometres away. There will be one
employee dedicated to maintaining and distributing effluent. Dust management is
one of the easiest aspects to control. Due to the high stocking rates of pens, the pen
floor is designed to remain continuously moist, preventing dust. In the event that
there is an extremely dry and wind period where dust may become an issue,
sprinklers are to be installed in the top rail of the pens allowing the water to settle
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the dust. This sprinkler system is also in place to safe guard against extreme heat
affecting the livestock. We also plan on planting rows of trees in-between the feedlot
and our own residences; after all we are the closest residence. I have found from
researching existing feedlots in Queensland that there are much larger feedlots
operating with much smaller setback distances to houses and towns.’
Officer’s comment
This proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and the
proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for approval. This
assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning assessment criteria
and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an approval subject to
conditions.
A detailed operational management plan has been designed to address the
management of odour and dust. This operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions. Furthermore, in this instance, this officer agrees with the
applicant’s comments specifically about existing feedlots in Queensland and setback
requirements.
The only dwellings within 1km of the actual feedlot development area are the
applicant’s own house, and the house of his mother. Every other dwelling is 1km or
more away from the development footprint. Refer to Attachment C – Nearby
Dwellings.
Weeds & Pests:
Submitters’ comments
‘Thirdly is the threat from pests, weeds and disease as a result of cattle being confined
in small areas and fed on grain. These risks re well publised and are a real threat for
Landowners concerned about BioSecurity of their own properties. The rodents and
vermin from the grain storage will open the opportunity for diseases such as Lepto. to
spread faster. An outbreak of a disease within the penned cattle will quickly spread to
neighbouring farms if not quickly addressed. Penned cattle require more antibotics in
their feed so there is more chance of antibotic resistant disesases to occur. In
traditional feedlotting out west, the dry eliminates these disesases in some way. The
high humidity on the coast will allow these viruses or bacteria to continue in the soil
for years.’
‘A Feedlot would increase vermin into the area like feral pigs, rats and wild birds ego
cockatoos that damage our crops and have an overall impact on the sugar cane
tonnage.’
‘The local families and their children (our future), should be able to enjoy their right
to live free from unbearable odours, flies, increased feral pigs, dust emissions, and
risks from disease and contamination.’
‘We are concerned that a feedlot in this area will be a large contributing factor to the
increase of pest to the sugar cane farming industry such as rats, feral pig and
cockatoos. These pests can have a huge impact on the tonnage of cane we produce.
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We also own part of a harvesting contract with other farmers in the area, and this
could impact on this business too.’
‘There are risks and threats to Rocky Dam wetlands and Reef Catchments have been
spraying the hymenachne to minimise the risks surrounding the wetlands. The ponded
pasture stated under 4.0Monitoring Water Quality in the proposal is hymenachne and
has been identified as a weed of national significance and recognised as restricted
and invasive plant outlined by Department of Agriculture and Fisheries Biosecurity.
Therefore, the ponded pasture on the feedlot property will be posing a risk to the
waterways increasing flooding by reducing the flow capacity of the drainage
networks. The hymenachne also poses as a risk to fish, reducing their breeding and
decreasing fish populations.’
‘A feedlot placed in this area is only going to increase the Vermin, rats, pigs and
cockatoos etc.’
‘The property at 133 Inneston Road, Koumala, doesn’t get involved with the Annual
Feral Pig Aerial Control shoot conducted by Sarina Landcare. Which means feral
pigs can never be fully eradicated from the area as most of the feral pigs reside at this
property, the increase of grain for the feedlot will only increase the feral pig
population. In recent years the Annual Feral Pig Aerial Control has proved very
successful in eradicating the feral pigs.’
‘As a resident of Koumala I have witnessed Reef Catchments spraying and trying to
control the weed of national significance hymenachne, on the Rocky Dam wetlands. As
a land owner I have seen the detrimental effects this weed can cause to waterways and
dams. Outlined in the development application is the wording ponded pasture which
should be corrected as hymenachne as this weed is the present ponded pasture. The
Department of Agriculture and Fisheries have listed this weed as an invasive plant in
waterways that can lower fish populations and decrease breeding.’
Applicant’s comment

Weeds & Pests associated with the Feedlot Complex are proposed to be
managed in accordance with the State approved Feedlot Operations Plan
(Managing Manure & Sediment Dam for Water Quality) and the stringent Meat
Livestock Australia guidelines; and

The applicant will continue to manage weeds & pests on the balance of his
grazing and cane farm land in accordance with industry best practice.

The only other statement of note is the reference of the Department of
Agriculture and Fisheries listing the ponded pasture species of hymenachne as
a weed. Even though this is a completely different subject to the feedlot
proposal, I would like to add that the Department of Agriculture and Fisheries
are also responsible for establishing the pasture on the property and it is of no
threat to anyone downstream of us.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
‘I’m not sure how weeds have become an issue, as we are the bottom of the
watercourse we are subject to all the weeds from above. Cattle from the feedlot are
generally destined for slaughter or live export and they are fed entirely on silage
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and grain products, I fail to see how weeds are a concern. We currently manage
weeds on property but feel it is a completely separate subject to the feedlot
proposal.
Cockatoos and feral pigs have been listed by submitters as potential pests that may
increase as a result of the feedlot operation. This is clearly not true, as the two
nominated pests are already in the area as a result of sugar cane production and
will not be present in close proximity to people. We currently conduct regular 1080
baiting programs to control wild dogs and feral pigs as a consequence. We do not
part take in the aerial chopper shot as we feel the cons of shooting in close
proximity to livestock outweighs the benefits of minimal pig damage. In our
opinion baiting programs are a much more economical and safer option.’
Officer’s comment
These matters have been assessed and reviewed by state government agencies, as a
concurrence agency, and the proposed development has been granted an approval
subject to conditions by such agencies.
Traffic and B Double Route
Submitters’ comments
‘Queensland Rail’s main coastal rail line and the Wilmar cane train line also cross
North Inneston Road. Currently there are no warning signals existing at either
crossing. Wilmar train lines and cane sidings are extremely busy during the crushing
season and can be congested at times. The extra volume of heavy transport generated
by the Feedlot development would compromise the safety of residents and existing
workers, causing an increase in Workplace Safety concerns.’
‘I have a number of concerns relating to road safety. Firstly, on the Bruce Highway
turning off into North Inneston, I believe there are safety concerns. There should be a
turning lane for southbound traffic to pass safely when B doubles are entering North
Inneston Road. Secondly, the existing farm driveway would not be suitable for access
to the feedlot during the wet season, as the property can be secluded for several days
until the water level drops below the cement causeway.’
‘The intersection at North Inneston Road and Bruce Highway, Koumala. Is not
currently suitable for Bdoubles to turn in. I feel that this intersection will need to be
upgraded to allow a turning lane for Bdouble trucks coming from either the south or
the north.’
‘Queensland Rail’s main corridor rail line is located on North Inneston Road close to
the entrance of the proposed property, there is currently no boom gates or signal
lights for the oncoming traffic. I believe the rail line crossing along with Wilmar cane
train line will require implementation of more signalling and safety gates to ensure
during the busy sugar cane season no one is at risk of injury or accident with the B
double and trucks accessing the property. A turning lane on the Bruce Highway onto
North Inneston Road would be required for safety reasons, and the oncoming traffic
can bypass the large B double and feed trucks.’
Applicant’s comment
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The increase in traffic associated the feedlot complex will not be significant;

North Inneston Road has been used by b-doubles for over 40 years. It is a safe
and well-constructed rural road with bitumen seal and appropriate intersection
with the Bruce Highway;

The State is a referral agency for railways. They have assessed the proposed
feedlot’s impact on the railway network and approved the development
application with no conditions about the railway or railway level crossing.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
‘The increase in traffic will be a minimal increase as the scale of the feedlot is
considered quite small. We are expecting to have approx. 1-2 truckloads of feed
products and a further 1-2 cattle entering or exiting the feedlot weekly. This is a
small increase as we already feed and sell 3 times the number of cattle in our current
operation. Light vehicles of staff and associated cliental will come and go on a daily
occurrence. The issue of the designated B-Double route is intended to be addressed at
the closure of the application period. B-Doubles have entered and exited the property
for over 40 years (exceeding our ownership of the property) without incident. North
Inneston Rd route is 1.3Kms of straight sealed road, with a sufficient intersection
exiting the highway. The rail crossing was initially viewed as a concern. But as there
is 36m in-between the east coast fright rail line and the Wilmar cane line and BDoubles are 26m in length there is sufficient room for B-Doubles to stop safely before
proceeding.’
Officer’s comment
This proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and the
proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for approval. This
assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning assessment criteria
and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an approval subject to
conditions. The increase in the volume of traffic that will be generated by the proposed
use is considered minimal and very low. Certainly no planning grounds exist in the
current or proposed scheme that provides justification for any further works to be
conditioned.
The State government has also assessed this application specifically from a viewpoint
of its impact on the railway corridor. Other than the conditions applied by the State, no
other requirements have been provided. It is not within Council’s jurisdiction to
condition an upgrade of any part of the railway corridor or its crossing as it is a State
government asset.
Tourism
Submitters’ comments
‘Ventures of this scale tend to decrease the tourism potential of an area and bring the
negative image of smelly, small holding yards with animal cruelty concerns. The
businesses of Koumala have actively been trying to promote Koumala as a lovely
place to stop for a short or long break. The building of a facility like this wold reverse
their efforts with little employment being brought to the town.’
‘As a tourist accommodation operator and active member of Mackay Tourism, I
encourage guests to visit our beaches for recreational fishing. This the third year of
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the Mackay Region’s promotion "Nature Reserved" . This new tourism brand positions
the Mackay Region as a destination where visitors can 1eel the quiet satisfaction of
discovering unspoilt nature on a road less travelled’. I was surprised to see that
someone is intending to locate a feedlot right near the coast with mangroves not far
away. I find the location of this feedlot unacceptable as cattle generate a huge amount
of nitrogen rich manure. It will be situated at the worst possible location, other than
right in the mangroves. The applicant may say that levees are in place etc. but it is
still too risky to take a gamble with this location. If approved, I believe that many
more coastal grazing companies will also lodge applications. If you approve this
development, it will create a dangerous precedent in our area.’
Applicant’s comment

The feedlot complex is unlikely to adversely impact on the tourism potential of
the locality given its location, scale, design and management have been planned
to specifically avoid significant adverse impacts on the environment and local
amenity;

The feedlot complex actually has greater potential to diversify tourism
opportunities in the locality.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
‘Due to the size of the feedlot and also the setback distances, so called potential
tourism will not affected in a negative way. We ourselves have a much higher
potential for increased visitation to the area either through clients and businessman
coming to and from the feedlot but also we to view our product as clean and
sustainable. We already have numerous oversea visitors coming to visit our
operation. This will increase greatly as our business plan develops further and
potentially becoming a tourism destination in itself. We believe “Marklands”
presents a high quality scenic backdrop to the locality which complements the
numerous cane holdings that have submitted against us.’
Officer’s comment
This proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and the
proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for approval. This
assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning assessment criteria
and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an approval subject to
conditions.
The proposal fully complies with all required setbacks to any other uses, will be
surrounded by other areas of the subject property and will not be visible from the road
network. Screening and buffering will also be provided by the silage bunks and the
future commodities shed. This officer cannot see how the proposed use would impact
negatively on tourism.
Devaluation of Properties:
Submitters’ comments
‘I am concerned about the health issues that my family may suffer due to the
emotional strain associated with the devaluation of their property. Within the MRC
boundary there is clear evidence, that when an area is deemed unattractive to
prospective buyers due to fugitive odour, dust emissions or noise, the property values
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decrease or homes may become unsaleable.’
‘We believe that due to this close proximity of this proposed feedlot, the value of our
property (and other neighbouring properties) will be greatly decreased. As a young
family trying to get ahead, this would cause us some financial hardship.’
Applicant’s comment

The location, scale, design and management of the Feedlot Complex have been
planned to specifically avoid significant adverse impacts on neighbouring
properties (see responses to the Environment, Odour, Dust, Weeds & Pests).

The feedlot complex will actually provide neighbouring properties with
opportunity to diversify their farm incomes, which could have a positive impact
on land values.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
‘The surrounding cane farms will not be devalued but actually increased in value
due to the close proximity to supply the feed lot with silage and grain products. I
would think that in the sugar industry’s current condition and marketing disputes, a
close and reliable alternative to sell crops other than sugar cane would be very
welcomed. Numerous growers in the area are already prepared to break the
monoculture of sugar cane and supply us with food sources in a break crop rotation
to their current operations. Those closest to the feedlot will gain the most benefits
via decreasing logistical costs, therefore actually increasing their farms in value,
not decreasing properties values like they tend to perceive. All setback distances
are complied with and odour and dust issues accounted for, as this is a rural area
and surrounded by farms the feedlot should be viewed as a positive influence on
surrounding properties.’
Officer’s comment
Property values are not a land use planning matter. Further, the proposed rural use is
suitable for the rural zone it is being proposed in. It should not be considered
unexpected that this type of rural development could occur in the rural zone.
Reduced Subdivision Potential:
Submitters’ comments
A number of submitters located close to the subject site expressed concern regarding
the potential for future subdivision of their lots.
Applicant’s comment

Neither the current nor the proposed planning scheme support further
subdivision of surrounding properties. The minimum lot size for rural lots is
currently 80ha. Most surrounding lots are already well less than 80ha and no
surrounding lots are 160ha or greater.

The Feedlot Complex actually has greater potential to assist neighbours to
obtain Council approval to realign the boundaries of their properties to
improve the existing situation.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
‘There are currently no submitted plans in place for any neighbouring properties to
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subdivide, and as the property in question is currently on the market as a whole, I
find the motives behind this submission questionable. The land in question is zoned
as rural and the likely hood of subdivision getting approval through the planning
department is very unlikely. Also the given “proposed” house sites are positioned
in either flood areas or soil types unsuited to build upon, we feel that they have
chosen the closest possible locations to the feedlot for reasons other than being a
viable house site.’
Officer’s comment
This assessment report shows the proposal complies with the relevant provisions
within the Sarina Planning Scheme.
Regarding potential for future subdivision of nearby sites, Council’s current position
on rural subdivisions is to protect rural land from further fragmentation so that it may
continue to serve its farming and agricultural purpose. Any proposed subdivision or
fragmentation of the rural land in this area would likely not be supported by Council
on this basis. Neither the current Sarina Planning Scheme nor the proposed Mackay
Region Planning Scheme support rural subdivision proposals.
It is the presence of smaller ‘lifestyle’ lots in the rural zone, where the use of the lot is
primarily residential rather than rural, that form some of the complaints raised in these
submissions. It is important to note this is a rural zoned area suitable for rural uses and
not for primarily residential uses. The proposed feedlot should not be considered
unexpected development in this area.
The applicant has provided a response to some individual submissions below. Most of
the below matters have been covered in the submissions discussion above.
RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS – INDIVIDUAL SUBMISSIONS
1 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about the environment, in particular the Great Barrier
Reef and the False Water Rat (Xeromys Myoides), have been addressed above
under the Submission Response – General Issues, Item A (The Environment).

2

Officer’s comment
This matter have been assessed and reviewed by State government agencies, as a
Concurrence Agency, and the proposed development has been granted an approval
subject to conditions by the State.
Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about why the application was not referred to EPBC
and other environmental matters have been addressed above under the Submission
Response – General Issues, Item A (The Environment).
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“This submitter states the levy banks are a “recent addition to the property and
have not yet proved to withstand water during large flood/cyclone events” (Neil
Bradford, pers. Comms.). This could not be further from the truth with the
initial levees, directly below proposed site, constructed prior to 1955 (aerial
imaging) and further levies constructed in the mid to late 70’s.”
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3

Officer’s comment
This matter have been assessed and reviewed by State government agencies, as a
Concurrence Agency, and the proposed development has been granted an approval
subject to conditions by the State. Further, State records shows that the levee bank
system is not a recent addition to the property.
Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about the Environment and Vermin have been
addressed above under the Submission Response – General Issues, Item A (The
Environment) and Item D (Weeds & Pests).
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“This submitter talks about Best Management Practices. No industry is under
as much scrutiny to comply with the best management practices implemented by
MLA than the feedlot industry. Also the submitter states that at least 7 families
are less than 1.4km from the proposed site. This is simply not true with only two
neighbouring residences falling inside the stated 1.4km distance and no
residence within 1km. Many of the state’s largest feedlots (in excess of 10,000
head) are located with residences at similar or closer distances.”
Officer’s comment
This proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Planning Scheme and the
proposed Mackay Region Planning Scheme. The assessment shows that the
proposal complies with all the planning assessment criteria and does not rely on
any discretion or variance to be granted an approval subject to conditions.

4

A detailed operational management plan has been designed that not only address
stringent ERA requirements but this operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions.
Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about flooding, setbacks and odour have been
addressed above under the Submission Response – General Issues, Item B
(Flooding & Drainage) and Item C (Odour & Dust Amenity Issue).
Officer’s comment
This proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme
and the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
The acceptable solution offered initially by the proposed use complied with the
assessment criteria in the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme. The applicant has now
gone one step further by raising the height of the feedlot complex by a further
0.7m (lowest point RL5.38AHD; pens RL7.0AHD), increasing the capacity of the
sediment dam to 40Ml and will undertake a staged roofing of the top third of the
pens that will drain and direct this roof water to the fresh water dam.
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These measures and the current ponded pastures together with the existing levee
system on the property and the way in which it operates shows compliance with
both the current and the proposed planning schemes.

5

A detailed operational management plan has been designed to address the
management of odour and dust.
Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about bird life have been addressed above under the
Submission Response – General Issues, Item A (The Environment).
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“I find it surprising that Bird Life Australia has taken an interest in this
proposal or how they feel that the feedlot can impact in any way on the birdlife
present on property any more than the existing 2500 head of cattle and other
farming practices. The feedlot operation is confined to a rather small area.
They also indicate a 10km distance as a trigger for the EPBC process which is
incorrect and irrelevant to assessment of this development application”.
Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This
assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning assessment
criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an approval
subject to conditions.

6

A detailed operational management plan has been designed that not only address
stringent ERA requirements but this operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions.
Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about Odour, Setbacks and the Environment have been
addressed above under the Submission Response – General Issues, Item A (The
Environment) and Item C (Odour & Dust Amenity Issue).
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“This submitter has implied that the dominant wind direction is from the north,
which is incorrect. The dominant winds are from the south-east”

7

Officer’s comment
Officer concurs with the applicant’s comment.
Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns are about matters which have been addressed under the
Submission – General Issues.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“This submitter appears to know very little of what the actual proposal entails.
They imply that excretion will be released directly into the water ways, as was
practice in the early days of the dairy industry, which is incorrect.”
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Officer’s comment
This proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme
and the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
The acceptable solution offered initially by the proposed use complied with the
assessment criteria in the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme. The applicant has now
gone one step further by raising the height of the feedlot complex by a further
0.7m (lowest point RL5.38AHD; pens RL7.0AHD), increasing the capacity of the
sediment dam to 40Ml and will undertake a staged roofing of the top third of the
pens that will drain and direct this roof water to the fresh water dam.

8

These measures and the current ponded pastures together with the existing levee
system on the property and the way in which it operates shows compliance with
both the current and the proposed planning schemes.
Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about setback distances, potential subdivision,
environment, vermin and odour have been addressed under the Submission –
General Issues.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“This submitter states the distance between the feedlot complex and the house
on their land (which I understand to be a rental property not their primary
residence as stated) is 984m. This is the distance to the fresh water storage
area, not the actual feed pens. The feedlot pens themselves are just over 1000m
from the house. The submitter also states that the “settlement ponds that go
under water in very minor flood events”. This is incorrect. The sediment pond
will actually have greater flood immunity than the submitter’s own rental
property. Please note, the distances submitted to so called ‘potential house
sites’ are measured from my own residence, not the proposed site.”

9

Officer’s comment
As per comments above.
Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about the Environment & Weeds have been addressed
above under the Submission Response – General Issues, Item A (The Environment)
and Item D (Weeds & Pests).
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“This submitter states “any spillage from the operation of the feedlot will have
catastrophic effects”. I ask how 999 head of cattle in a contained environment
will have a greater effect than the estimated 35 thousand head of cattle within
the catchment areas listed that have no containments whatsoever? The
submitter goes further to add that animal defecates 37kg a day. These stats are
far higher than those provided by the DAF. Given that a 650kg steer eats a 22kg
ration per day (largest size of cattle generally found in feedlots, cattle generally
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range from 300-650kg), I find the facts provided by the submitter to be
questionable at best. The only other statement of note is the reference of the
Department of Agriculture and Fisheries listing the ponded pasture species of
hymenachne as a weed. Even though this is a completely different subject to the
feedlot proposal, I would like to add that the Department of Agriculture and
Fisheries are also responsible for establishing the pasture on the property and
it is of no threat to anyone downstream of us.”
Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
A detailed operational management plan has been designed that not only address
stringent ERA requirements but this operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions.
10 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about the environment, flood and drainage, tourism and
pests have been addressed above under the Submission Response – General
Issues.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“This submitter states numerous facts about animal cruelty and also about feed
rations containing antibiotics. They also go on to say that feedlots are out west.
These are misguided statements. The feedlot complex will operate under Meat
Livestock Australia’s best management practices for animal welfare. At least 5
operational feedlots are located within a couple hours’ drive of the proposed
site. Three of which are also located in a coastal climate. Also of note is in the
event of farm run off being the blame for the loss of income of others
downstream, how does one determine the origin of the pollution? From 999
head in a contained and highly monitored operation or 35000 head of cattle
with no containment?”
Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
A detailed operational management plan has been designed that not only address
stringent ERA requirements but this operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions.
This officer also concurs with the applicant’s comments that there is a number of
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existing cattle feedlots located on the eastern side of Queensland for example the
Barmount feedlot located just south of Clairview along the Lotus Creek with a
capacity of 8000 standard cattle units.
11 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about Flood, Vermin, Environment, Odour and BDouble Access have been addressed above under the Submission Response –
General Issues.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“This submitter states they did not receive any written or verbal
correspondence concerning the proposal, yet they have found out about the
application and made a submission. All adjoining owners were sent notice of
the application as required to addresses provided by Council. Perhaps the
submitter is not an adjoining owner or didn’t read their mail.
Another concern raised is about us increasing numbers of stock outside the
feedlot. We have no plans to do so if the feedlot is approved. If it is not, we
intend to increase stock numbers twofold to a projected 5000 head of pasture
raised grain assisted cattle (which is allowable under extensive grazing and
common practice throughout Queensland).
Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
It is determined that all requirements under the legislation with regards to public
notification have been complied with. This means that all genuine adjoining
neighbours as determined by the Act were properly notified.
Furthermore, it should be noted that the applicant has the right to increase the
cattle numbers on his property to any amount if he so wish, if the practice is to
continue as a free grazing cattle operation, meaning that the applicant can treble or
increase the numbers four or five fold without any legislated requirement to have
such use subjected to planning instruments or any form of legislated assessment.
12 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about amenity, devaluation of the property and
drainage have been addressed above under the Submission Response – General
Issues.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“This submitter claims to be one of the closest houses to the proposal, stating
“the majority of the time the wind blows towards my property from the direction
of the proposed feed lot.” I understand the submitter’s house is actually located
1,540m to the south (upwind) of the proposed feedlot site. Wind direction in
the locality is dominated from the south south-east. The closest residences in
line with the prevailing wind direction are over 3km away.”
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Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
The acceptable solution offered initially by the proposed use complied with the
assessment criteria in the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme. The applicant has now
gone one step further by raising the height of the feedlot complex by a further
0.7m (lowest point RL5.38AHD; pens RL7.0AHD), increasing the capacity of the
sediment dam to 40Ml and will undertake a staged roofing of the top third of the
pens that will drain and direct this roof water to the fresh water dam.
These measures and the current ponded pastures together with the existing levee
system on the property and the way in which it operates shows compliance with
both the current and the proposed planning schemes.
13 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about Tourism have been addressed above under the
Submission Response – General Issues.
Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
14 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about the Environment, B-Double Access and devalued
properties have been addressed above under the Submission Response – General
Issues.
Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
A detailed operational management plan has been designed that not only address
stringent ERA requirements but this operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions.
Property values are not a planning assessment consideration.
15 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about vermin, flood, dust and odour have been
addressed above under the Submission Response – General Issues.

MIN/12.04.2017

FOLIO 43253

FINAL MINUTES
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING STANDING COMMITTEE

WEDNESDAY 12 APRIL 2017

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS – INDIVIDUAL SUBMISSIONS
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“Interesting to note that this particular submitter received no communication
from the developer (all neighbours received development application letters via
mail), yet recalls a conversation with me about 999 beast units being based on
size of the cattle not the number of head (conversation approx. January 2016).
Also the “sea of water” that people like to comment on is effectively dammed
water held within the ponded areas.”
Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
A detailed operational management plan has been designed that not only address
stringent ERA requirements but this operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions.
It has been determined that all requirements under the legislation with regards to
public notification have been complied with. This means that all genuine
adjoining neighbours as determined by the Act were properly notified.
16 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about Environment, Odour and devaluation of
surrounding properties have been addressed above under the Submission
Response – General Issues.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“The submitter goes on to make comparison between the feedlot application
and the disastrous event of the Japanese nuclear reactor. I do not see this as a
valid analogy, but see the submitter as trying to dramatize an unrealistic event.
We currently already run 2500 head of cattle and the feedlot can only
accommodate 999 standard cattle units.”
Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
A detailed operational management plan has been designed that not only address
stringent ERA requirements but this operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions.
17 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns are addressed above under the Submission Response –
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General Issues.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“The submitter’s statement about “feedlots of this magnitude” infers the
proposal is for a large feedlot, which is incorrect. A large feedlot would be
expected to have over 10,000 head. The proposed feedlot has less than 1000,
which is considered small by industry standards. For example, the scale of the
proposed feedlot is not even big enough to trigger referral of the application to
the State for an environmentally relevant activity.
The submitter also mentions the risks of manure being spread on farms in the
Koumala area. Yet many farms are already purchasing manure from existing
feedlots at $50 a tonne plus considerable transport costs to be used as organic
fertilizer. As to the use of Anti-biotics, the best management practices dictate
otherwise. The manure generated by the feedlot represents only a fraction of
the fertiliser required for my own cane farm operation.”
Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
A detailed operational management plan has been designed that not only address
stringent ERA requirements but this operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions.
18 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns are addressed about the environment have been
addressed above under the Submission Response – General Issues, Part A (The
Environment).
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“This submission is very long winded and drawn out. Errors have been made
in reading the State approved operations plans (e.g. 50mm and 50cm are two
different measurements). The submitter has not grasped that the calculations
included in the operations plan are calculated on absolute worse-case scenario
where it is not possible to irrigate from the sediment dam or fertilise from the
manure stockpile for an entire year with the maximum weight of cattle.
Stockpiles realistically are not expected to ever reach half the recorded size.”
Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
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A detailed operational management plan has been designed that not only address
stringent ERA requirements but this operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions.
19 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns are about flooding, drainage, dust, odour and
decreased property value have been addressed above under the Submission
Response – General Issues.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“This submitter mentions leakage into the underground water systems which is
not possible due to the sediment dam being clay lined. The submitter also states
that the property drains towards Rocky Dam Creek, which is incorrect. The
proposed feedlot is designed to be fully contained and only in the most extreme
events overflow into pond 2, 600 acres, which thereafter drains into pond 3,
1200 acres before potentially escaping into Boundary Creek, which flows into
Cherry Tree Creek to the north not Rocky Dam Creek. This is another assuming
but ill-informed submission.”
Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
A detailed operational management plan has been designed that not only address
stringent ERA requirements but this operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions.
20 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns about flooding and the environment are addressed
above under the Submission Response – General Issues.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“I feel the many of the claims made by this submitter are outright lies. The
majority of the issues raised by this particular submission have little to do with
the proposal itself but rather a personal attack to ourselves. At no point have
Reef Rescue ever contributed to repairing levy banks on Marklands but did
partially contribute to the construction of a fish ladder. Once again, this has
little to do with the application process and even less to with the prior owner of
one of my farms. The three houses mentioned within 500m metres are my own.
Our property has never been declared a wildlife sanctuary. Part of the property
was signed up by my late Father to the ‘Land for Wildlife’ program, as were
many other coastal cattle properties in that era.
The submitter mentions the flood water contributed from the unseasonal flood
occurring July 2016. It is hard to see from blurred pictures but seems to be
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pictures overlooking the pondage, which are actually designed to retain water.
While these ponds are clearly visible from the submitter’s house, little else of
our property can be seen. As to boating supplies in, the property has been in
our family since 1992 and I can assure that we have never been trapped via the
low creek crossing at the time (raised creek crossing built since) for a period
ever longer than three days. I personally worked in Paget for 3 consecutive wet
seasons and never missed a day due to wet weather. The submitter proves they
know little of the area when he states that run off from the proposed site runs
into Rocky Dam Creek when water from that area actually runs in a northerly
direction ultimately to Cherry Tree Creek.
Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
A detailed operational management plan has been designed that not only address
stringent ERA requirements but this operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions.
Furthermore, it should be noted that the applicant has the right to increase the
cattle numbers on his property to any amount if he so wish, if the practice is to
continue as a free grazing cattle operation, meaning that the applicant can treble or
increase the numbers four or five fold without any legislated requirement to have
such use subjected to planning instruments or any form of legislated assessment.
No comment has been made on the submitter details as these details has not
been factually proven except for a copy of a photograph included in the
submission which does not clearly identify the location or property.
21 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns are about vermin, dust and odour have been addressed
above under the Submission Response – General Issues.
Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
A detailed operational management plan has been designed that not only address
stringent ERA requirements but this operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions.
22 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns are about odour and the environment has been
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addressed above under the Submission Response – General Issues.
Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
A detailed operational management plan has been designed that not only address
stringent ERA requirements but this operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions.
23 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns are about Environment, Odour, vermin, B-Doubles and
devaluation of property have been addressed above under the Submission
Response – General Issues.
The applicant, Stewart Borg further advises
“This submission confirms the submitter knows little of the proposal. Firstly
Marklands Creek and Cherry Tree Creek are the one and the same creek.
(Cherry Tree is fresh and turns to Marklands Creek as it turns salt). Secondly
as stated before, no run off from the proposed area flows towards the Rocky
Dam catchment area. Thirdly they talk about retaining ground cover within the
feedlot pens, showing very little apprehension of what a feedlot entrails and
lastly the talk of North Inneston Road not being structurally sound enough or
wide enough to run B-Doubles when we have done so without incident for close
to forty years. The last point I would like to highlight is the purported lack of a
feasibility study on our part. Do they really think that we would have invested
greatly into this proposal if it were not viable to do so? With Australia’s
agriculture sector being seen as the food bowl of the world increase
productivity is the only option”.
Officer’s comment
The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
A detailed operational management plan has been designed that not only address
stringent ERA requirements but this operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions.
24 Applicant’s comment
This submitter’s concerns have been addressed above under the Submission
Response – General Issues.
Officer’s comment
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The proposed use has been assessed against the Sarina Shire Planning Scheme and
the proposed planning scheme currently submitted to state government for
approval. This assessment shows that the proposal complies with all the planning
assessment criteria and does not rely on any discretion or variance to be granted an
approval subject to conditions.
A detailed operational management plan has been designed that not only address
stringent ERA requirements but this operational plan has been assessed by state
government agencies as a concurrence agency and has been granted an approval
subject to conditions.
RESOURCES IMPLICATIONS
Nil.
RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS
Nil, other than if an appeal is lodged by the applicant or submitters to the application.
CONSULTATION
External
The application was publicly notified in accordance with the Sustainable Planning Act
2009 and it has been determined the requirements of the Act has been satisfied in this
respect.
Internal
The application has been tabled at Council’s internal development review meeting
where the proposal was considered appropriate rural development in the rural locality.
CONCLUSION
The proposed development defined as Intensive Animal Industry (Cattle Feedlot) under
the current Sarina Planning Scheme complies with the intent of the scheme and the
proposed Mackay Region Planning Scheme. The proposed development is
recommended for approval subject to the following conditions.
Officer's Recommendation
A.

THAT Council approve the application for a Material Change of Use Intensive Animal Industry (Cattle Feedlot), to be located at 133 Inneston
Road and Lot 1 East Inneston Road, Koumala or more formally known as
Lot 1 on RP731366 and Lot 2 on TP719070, by RPS East Australia Pty Ltd
on behalf of Mr Stewart and Mrs Sarah Borg, subject to the conditions
outlined below:
1.
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The approved Material Change of Use – Intensive Animal Industry
(Cattle Feedlot) development must be completed and maintained
generally in accordance with the Plan of Development (identified in
the Table below) and supporting documentation which forms part of
this application, except as otherwise specified by any condition of this
approval.

2.

Dwg No Title

Sheet Rev.

127729- Proposed
1-P02
Plan
of
Development
127729- Proposed
1-P02
Plan
of
Development
127729- Proposed
1-P02
Plan
of
Development
127729- Proposed
1-P02
Plan
of
Development
127729- Catchment
1-P04
Area Plan
Staged
Roofing Plan
127729 Marklands
Feedlot
Operation
Plan

1 of 4 B

Prepared Date
By
RPS Pty 24/02/2017
Ltd

2 of 4 B

RPS Pty 24/02/2017
Ltd

3 of 4 B

RPS Pty 24/02/2017
Ltd

4 of 4 B

RPS Pty 24/02/2017
Ltd

1 of 1 A

RPS Pty 12/10/2016
Ltd
24-022017
Version RPS Pty
4
Ltd

Compliance with Conditions
All conditions must be complied with prior to the occupancy of the
building for the approved use, unless specified in an individual
condition.

3.

Compliance with Operation Plan
The applicant must comply, at all times, with the recommendations
and measures set out in the Marklands Feedlot Operation Report No
127729-1, prepared by RPS Pty Ltd, Version 4.

4.

Maintenance of Development
The approved development (including landscaping, car parking,
driveways and other external spaces) must be maintained in
accordance with the approved drawing(s) and/or documents, and any
relevant Council engineering or other approval required by the
conditions.
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Conflict between plans and written conditions
Where a discrepancy or conflict exists between the written
condition(s) of the approval and the approved plans, the requirements
of the written condition(s) will prevail.

6.

Compliance with Council Standards
All design and construction for the development must be in
accordance with Council’s Policies, Engineering Design Guidelines,
Standard Drawings and Standard Construction Specifications.

7.

Damage
The developer is responsible for the repair of any damage that is
caused to Council’s infrastructure as a result of the construction
works associated with the proposed development. The developer must
make any damage safe and then notify Council immediately. Council
will make the decision as to who will carry out the rectification works
and the timing for the completion of those works.

8.

Feedlot Capacity
The feedlot capacity must not exceed a maximum of 999 standard
cattle units.

9.

Operational Works Compliance Permit
The applicant must provide design drawings of the civil works
required for the proposed feedlot as part of an Operational Works
Compliance Permit application. Drawings should at a minimum
provide the following information:
a) Detailed design of the required earthworks including cut and fill
amounts and dam formations.
b) Driveway and access details
c) Creek location and proposed surface flows
d) Capacity of the silage storage area

10.

Vehicle Manoeuvring
All car parking spaces must be designed to allow all vehicles to drive
forwards both when entering and leaving the property.

11.

Loading/Unloading
The loading and unloading of vehicles and the delivery of goods to
and from the premises must at all times be undertaken entirely within
the site and be so conducted as to cause minimum interference with
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other vehicular traffic.
12.

Use of Car Parking areas
The areas set aside for parking, vehicle manoeuvring, loading, and
unloading, must not be used for the storage or placement of goods or
materials.

13.

Stormwater Management
Design, construct and maintain stormwater drainage as per the
approved plans of development and in accordance with the Marklands
Feedlot Operation Plan by RPS Pty LTD Version 4.
Ponding of stormwater resulting from the development must not
occur on adjacent sites and stormwater formerly flowing onto the site
must not be diverted onto other sites. The site shall be graded so that
it is free draining.
The applicant must ensure that any proposed earthworks required for
the approved development do not cause any impact or worsening of
stormwater runoff on upstream properties.

14.

Waste
The location and design of the waste storage area must be located so
as not to cause a nuisance to neighbouring properties in accordance
with the relevant provisions of the Environmental Protection Act and
Regulations.
All waste generated from construction of the proposed development
shall be effectively controlled on-site before disposal. All waste must
be disposed of in accordance with the Environmental Protection Act
and Regulations.

15.

Lighting
External lighting must be designed, baffled and located to prevent any
adverse effect on adjoining land to the satisfaction of the responsible
authority.
Security lighting on the subject site must be turned off at 9pm and
then activated via movement sensors after that time.

16.

Land Management
The landowner must ensure compliance with the requirements of the
Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002 and
any successive legislation.
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Apart from declared weeds and pests, trees, shrubs and landscaped
areas currently existing on the subject land shall be retained where
possible and action to minimise disturbance during construction and
following the commencement of the use.
17.

Air Emissions
Air Emissions (odour and dust) from the development shall not cause
environmental harm or nuisance to adjoining properties or “Sensitive
Land Uses” in accordance with the Environmental Protection Act
1994 and Regulations.

18.

Wheel Wash
A vehicle wheel-wash must be installed and used, at an appropriate
location on the site, so that vehicles leaving the site do not deposit
mud or other waste materials on the roadways to the satisfaction of
Council.

19.

Sediment Dam
The sediment dam to be used for the collection of the generated
manure must be maintained to ensure that offensive odours do not
emanate from the site, causing an environmental nuisance.

B.

THAT the applicant be provided with the following Assessment Manager
Advice:
1.

Infrastructure Charges Notice
Pursuant to the Sustainable Planning Act 2009 and the State Planning
Regulatory Provision (adopted charges) an Infrastructure Charges
Notice relates to this Development Permit, and accompanies this
notice.

2.

Stormwater Management Advice
The applicant is advised to review and incorporate performance
measures identified in the “National Beef Cattle Feedlot
Environmental Code of Practice” to minimise adverse impacts on
surface waters external to the feedlot area and manure and effluent
utilisation areas.

3.

Local Laws
The approved development must also comply with Council’s current
Local Laws under the Local Government Act 2009.
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Hours of Work
It is the applicant/owner’s responsibility to ensure compliance with
Section 440R of the Environmental Protection Act 1994, which
prohibits any construction, building and earthworks activities likely to
cause audible noise (including the entry and departure of heavy
vehicles) between the hours of 6:30pm and 6:30am from Monday to
Saturday and at all times on Sundays or Public Holidays.

5.

Dust Control
It is the applicant/owner’s responsibility to ensure compliance with
Section 319 General Environmental Duty of the Environmental
Protection Act 1994, which prohibits unlawful environmental
nuisance caused by dust, ash, fumes, light, odour or smoke beyond
the boundaries of the property during all stages of the development
including earthworks and construction.

6.

Sedimentation Control
It is the applicant/owner’s responsibility to ensure compliance with
Chapter 8, Part 3C of the Environmental Protection Act 1994 to
prevent soil erosion and contamination of the stormwater drainage
system and waterways.

7.

Noise During Construction and Noise in General
It is the applicant/owner’s responsibility to ensure compliance with
Chapter 8, Part 3B of the Environmental Protection Act 1994.

8.

General Safety of Public During Construction
It is the principal contractor’s responsibility to ensure compliance
with Section 19 (2) of the Work Health and Safety Act 2011. Section
19 (2) states that a person conducting a business or undertaking must
ensure that the health and safety of other persons is not put at risk
from work carried out as part of the conduct of the business or
undertaking.
It is the responsibility of the person in control of the workplace to
ensure compliance with Section 20 (2) of the Work Health and Safety
Act 2011. Sections 20 (2) states that the person in control of the
workplace is obliged to ensure that the means of entering and exiting
the workplace and anything arising from the workplace are without
risks to the health and safety of any person.

9.

Contaminated Land
It is strictly the applicant/owner’s responsibility to source information
regarding contaminated land from the Department of Environment
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and Heritage Protection, Contaminated Land Section as Council has
not conducted detailed studies and does not hold detailed information
pertaining to contaminated land.

The Acting Director Development Services (A/DDS) spoke to the report.
The Mayor asked if the Acting CEO (A/CEO) could outline of the conditions around
which this application needs to be presented to Council and fact that there are no
substantive planning ground on which to refuse the application.
The A/CEO advised when Council considers a planning application they can only
effectively consider it based on the legislation the State Government sets for Local
Government. Council needs to go through and look at the planning merits of an
application, which largely comes down to what is the zone of the land and what should
it be used for. Essentially for this application what Council is considering is, is this
type of use an appropriate use in the rural zone. Officers looking at all the zone codes
have to make a determination of is this something that you would expect in that area
and can it be appropriately conditioned and Council is only allowed to refuse an
application if Council cannot successfully condition it. Given this application is about
intensive animal industry husbandry, the only appropriate zone for that is the rural
zone. This is the exact type of activity that when Council developed the planning
scheme and the State Government developed the zone codes that you would expect in
this location. In terms of is it an appropriate use in an appropriate area, the answer is
very clearly yes. Separate from that then, is how does Council ensure it operates in an
appropriate manner particularly with this application there are State Government
approvals which sit over the top of Council's approvals. The conditions are written in a
way to pick up all the issues around water and environmental impact that are
conditioned through DAF and EHP. That is the process Council has undertaken and
this application needs to be assessed against the planning scheme and the appropriate
codes. This application clearly meets that and would be clearly expected to happen in
the location and the management plans are quite robust and signed off by the State
Government.
Cr May queried if approval is approved today for 999 cattle if they wish to be increase
this number in the future would a further application have to come back to Council or
does this application get amended.
A/CEO advised if this was not an intensive feedlot operation Council would not need to
see any application. The carrying capacity of the land is likely in excess of the actual
feedlot which is a minor proportion of the land. Rural landowner have the ability to
have any number of stock on their land at any time, Council is only seeing this
application because it is for an intensive feedlot over the small part of the land. In
terms of whether the application can be amended it depends on the scale of the
difference. Council tends to take the community focused view where an application
has been applied for a specific number and if someone was looking to significantly
expand it Council would insist on a further application.
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Cr May queried given the comprehensive set of conditions that will come with an
approval of an application and the draft management plan how is the management plan
monitored in relation to compliance going forward if the application is approved.
A/CEO advised once the use commences Council conducts a site audit to ensure all of
the individual conditions are complied with. Beyond this there are several things that
will occur, Council will respond based on community complaints. This application has
an additional layer where the State Government will undertake their own monitoring of
their conditions as well.
Cr Bella queried if Marklands has a carrying capacity of 2,500 head of cattle and the
feedlot is proposed for 999 head of cattle could there be an alternative approach to
increase carrying capacity the landholder may undertake if this proposal was refused
and what mitigating factors would apply in that situation.
A/CEO advised there are no Council approvals required in the absence of the feedlot,
the landowner can increase his carrying capacity to whatever he feels the land can
actually hold.
The Chair advised there are residents in the Public Gallery who wish to discuss this
agenda item and invited them now to participate in the discussion.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Ms Sandra Steindl
Ms Sandra Steindl of North Inneston Road, Koumala advised hers and her families
concerns along with those of the 442 petition signatories opposing the feedlot proposal.
She was pleased to see the applicant had made some changes in response to
submissions but is still concerned about the following items:







location of the proposed feedlot based on high rainfall;
does not meet the proposed recommendations of Feedlots Australia;
ponded pastures;
weeds;
negative impact on property value; and
offensive odours.

The general feeling of the local community is that this proposal is totally unsuitable for
this location.
Ms Patricia Julien
Ms Patricia Julien of Kellys Road, Walkerson advised she was concerned about the
feedlot proposal because in the past State Government has not approved cattle feedlots
in high rainfall areas. If this proposal is approved it would set an example for the
whole coast. She has concerns with the levy heights, possible overflow from the
sediment dam during wet weather and offensive odours from the sediment dam during
the dry season.
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Mr Stewart Borg
Mr Stewart Borg of Inneston Road, Walkerston thanked Council for coming to inspect
the site. During the current weather event from Cyclone Debbie the water reached a
height of RL4.3 and with the walls proposed to be built to RL5.7 and the pens built at
RL7.0 which far exceeds any flood event expected in the near future. All conditions
requested by the State Departments have been complied with to ensure all legislation is
met. He advised the capacity of the dams are designed to withstand a 1 in 10 year event
for overflow and the dilution rate in events is large. The pondage pasture is the third
containment and is not actually needed in any form but have included it as a third
method of containment. No water flows in a south or east, everything that is contained
flows in the north direction. Currently there are 35,000 head of cattle already on the
Rocky Dam catchment area, in excess of 500,000 head of cattle in the Whitsunday
District and he fails to see how an extra 999 head of cattle can make an impact given
these numbers.
Mr Barwin Cooch
Mr Barwin Gooch as the Planning Consultant for the cattle feedlot thanked the
committee for the opportunity to speak on behalf of the applicant. He advised a lot of
planning had gone into the proposed feedlot to identify the best location for it and
extensive environmental study was undertaken in relation to vegetation. Located the
highest point of the site which was well separated from any adjoining neighbours and it
is the best site on Marklands for this development. A lot of detail has gone into the
design for the storm water management system for the feedlot and it is unlikely there
will be any escape for the system. The height of the feedlot is significantly higher than
the storm tide inundation projected to the year 2100. He advised this application
complies with the planning scheme and is approved by the State Government and
agrees with the Officer's recommendation.
The Chair thanked the public who contributed to the debate for this agenda item.
The Mayor queried one of the questions raised out of the public participation "that the
application does not meet the standards of feedlots in Australia" and asked for
comment through the Chair from the A/CEO.
A/CEO advised in terms around the guidelines on how a feedlot is operated and some
of those matters are purely business decisions and Council has no ability to regulate and
no business in regulating things around these guidelines. What Council has to
determine is does it meet the standards and does it meet all of Council's planning
controls in terms of the planning scheme and the zone codes and this application clearly
does. Also, particularly with an application which has joint State and Local approval
does it meet all of the State requirements and given DAF have provided their approval
it clearly meets the standards of what Council can assess it against.
The Mayor queried if the committee could be assured of the average RL height of the
land based on some the public participation comments.
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The Chair advised given the committee actually went on site and undertook a site visit
with both the planning officers who drafted the report and the A/DDS along with the
applicants planning advisor, under the design that is going to be submitted it was very
apparent the proposed construction site is the highest point on the property.
A/CEO confirmed the feedlot complex will be an RL7.0 and the minimum height at the
control for the sediment dams will be RL5.38 which significantly in excess of the
require heights.

Committee Resolution
THAT the Officer's Recommendation be adopted.
Moved Cr May

Seconded Cr Englert

Cr May advised it is a very comprehensive report that the officers have compiled and
took into account all of the concerns raised by the community and it was pleasing to see
the applicant made adjustments to his application to meet some of the concerns raised
by the submitters. Council does not have the ability to refuse an application on some of
the grounds raised by the submitters and can only assess the application against the
planning scheme and the State Government have given their approval for this
application. There is no right of refusal for this application as the operational
management plan for the site and the conditions that Council Officers have placed on
the application is going to ensure that the conditions will be met and going into the
future. This feedlot is a great opportunity in our local government area to increase rural
activities. Mackay is and has been for many years a rural based community and rural
based activities are something to be encouraged.
CARRIED

8.3

ADOPTION OF THE MACKAY REGION STORM TIDE STUDY

File No
Author

56024
Principal Engineer (Waterways), Strategic Planning

Purpose
To obtain endorsement;

of design storm tide inundation mapping for public release, and

to commence investigations on the process required to incorporate study
outcomes into the Mackay Region Planning Scheme, including liaison with State
Government and resources implications
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Background/Discussion
An understanding of a locations current and potential future exposure to risk from
naturally occurring and unavoidable events is critical to decisions about suitable uses
for the location. The planning scheme acknowledges this through the use of ‘planning
layers’, which identify areas potentially at risk from natural hazards and limits
developments to a degree according to its exposure to natural hazards. The proposed
Mackay planning scheme currently adopts coastal hazard maps developed by the State
Government which are high level. Given the aesthetic and economic value of coastal
developments it is critically important that Council have a detailed understanding of the
regions coastal hazards. To this end, a region specific study was commissioned to
provide a greater understanding of coastal hazards.
It is important to note that the mapping produced by the study details the probability of
a locations exposure to risk based on current and projected trends in climatic conditions
over a planning horizon to 2100. Maps produced are not suitable for emergency
management purposes.
The following section provides background information on coastal hazard mapping in
the Mackay Region, an overview of the impacts of the changes to the mapping on
Mackay residents is provided in the ‘Risk Management Implications’ section of this
brief.
The Mackay region has typically developed on coastal flood plains and large areas of
the community are exposed to coastal hazards. In 1918, an intense tropical cyclone
crossed the coast causing a storm tide level of approximately 5.4 m AHD which
ultimately claimed 22 lives. Projected sea level rise and an increase in cyclone intensity
as a result of climate change are predicted to progressively worsen coastal hazard risks.
Furthermore, the Productivity Commission’s natural disaster management report
recommends shifting the focus of funding towards mitigation, instead of postdisaster/recovery. This suggests that funds through programs, such as the Natural
Disaster Relief and Recovery Arrangements (NDRRA), will be even more limited in
the future, highlighting the need for Council to ensure that coastal hazard management
decisions are in line with short and long term risk minimisation and that this spending is
supported by planning decisions that reduce the need for expenditure in the long term.
Effective management of our coastal hazards requires identification and prioritising of
areas most at risk.
The State Government, through the Department of Environment and Heritage
Protection (DEHP) produced the Coastal Hazards Technical Guide – Determining
Coastal Hazard Areas (the guide) which provides an overview of coastal hazards and
methods for determining coastal hazard areas. The guide separates coastal hazards into
two categories, coastal erosion and storm tide inundation. Coastal erosion refers to the
shift in the beach profile landwards while storm tide inundation refers to an increase in
sea water level, generally associated with tropical cyclones, which when combined with
a high tide, can result in significant inundation of low lying areas. This brief refers only
to the storm tide inundation component of coastal hazards.
Council first commissioned a storm tide inundation study in 2011, which was
completed by WBM BMT in 2013. The methodology applied to the study was
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consistent with the recommendations of the guide and includes factors to account for
climate change to 2100. However the study used LiDAR (ground level) data collected
from an aerial survey completed in 2009. Revised LiDAR data was collected in 2015
and a revision of the storm tide study was commissioned to incorporate the 2015
LiDAR. The mapping completed as part of the study is the subject of this brief and
includes inundation water surface elevations for the following events;







1% AEP (Annual Exceedance Probability) existing conditions
1% AEP with climate change
0.5% AEP existing conditions
0.5% AEP with climate change
0.2% AEP existing conditions
0.2% AEP with climate change

In the absence of a comprehensive storm tide assessment the guideline recommends
that for the Mackay region land higher than 2m above the Highest Astronomical Tide
(HAT for Mackay is 3.64 m AHD) be adopted as the defined storm tide event (DSTE)
level. DEHP subsequently released storm tide inundation mapping for the entire
Queensland coastline which identified areas below this level. This mapping was
adopted by the State Government in the State Planning Policy and subsequently has
also been adopted in the draft Mackay Region Planning Scheme Flood and coastal
hazard overlay – coastal hazard areas. The State Government storm tide inundation
layer is high level and does not identify high and medium hazard zones, or design
levels for specific probabilities of exceedance. This information is critical to effective
development assessment and strategic planning as the vulnerability of developments to
storm tide inundation is largely dependent on the type of development, and wholesale
restriction of development in coastal areas is counterproductive to the economic goals
of the region. Therefore, it is proposed that Council investigate the process required to
incorporate study outcomes into the Mackay Region Planning Scheme, including
liaison with State Government and resources implications. A comparison of the
properties impacted by each of the mapping layers is provided in the risk management
implications of this report which shows a significant reduction in the number of
properties below the DSTE if Councils data is used.
Consultation and Communication
The Draft Flood and Stormwater Management Strategy was released for public
consultation and comment on 15 September 2016. Consultation closed on 28 October
2016 with 245 visitors to the website and 5 survey responses completed. Improved
flood mapping and improved availability of flood risk information to the community
were identified in survey responses as priorities to address the flood risk of the region.
The maps will be made available online as additional information above the proposed
planning scheme maps.
Resource Implications
Providing storm tide planning information to the public through MiMAPS will require
internal GIS resources for the initial data links. This process is anticipated to take
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approximately 1 week for 1 person. Additional resourcing will be considered following
negotiation with the State Government.
Risk Management Implications
The number of properties impacted by the 1% AEP storm tide event, including climate
change was compared to the state coastal hazard – storm tide inundation mapping. The
comparison shows a significant reduction in the number of properties below the DSTE.

Detached dwelling
Attached dwelling
Other Dwelling
Retail
Showroom
Commercial
Industry Light
Industry Heavy
Community
Child Care
School
Tertiary
TOTAL

DEHP Mapping (HAT
+ 2 m)
7627
2871
585
250
15
227
412
39
64
7
30
3
12130

1% AEP including climate
change (WBM BMT – 2015)
4044
1858
256
152
10
162
244
26
36
5
20
3
6816

As the revised mapping has identified fewer properties below the DSTE, public release
of the mapping layers is considered to be low risk.
Conclusion
The revised storm tide inundation study completed by WBM BMT complies with
industry best practice and state government recommendations to account for climate
change. The revised layers provide a more refined indication of storm tide inundation
risk and provide more detailed information for council officers to make informed
decisions about development assessment. As the revised layers remove a number of
properties from below the DSTE, making the mapping available online is unlikely to
have risk management implications.
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Officer's Recommendation
THAT the Economic Development and Planning Committee recommend that the
Council adopt the following recommendations at its meeting on 26 April 2017:
1. THAT Council endorse the storm time inundation study mapping for
public release;
2. THAT Council endorse the investigation of the process required to
incorporate study outcomes into the Mackay Region Planning Scheme.

The Acting Director Development Services (A/DDS) provided a brief overview of the
report.
The Chair advised this is a timely report given the recent flooding event and given the
recent debate in relation to mapping and zones. This information is critical to our
emergency planning and residents.
Cr May queried why does Council not want to update the emergency plans given the
significant difference of possible property inundation.
A/DDS advised the maps produced are not suitable for emergency management
purposes and it is agreed that the information should be used to inform those kinds of
preparation in mapping and definitely will be valuable but at this stage all that is
required is public release.
The Chair advised consideration for the emergency plans are through a different
directorate if the committee is to endorse the officers recommendation is perhaps and
action or an outcome to be investigated further through emergency management.
Cr May queried if the mapping has been completed and it is not suitable for emergency
management information what is required to make it suitable for emergency
management information.
A/DDS advised another piece of work would be required and there are a variety of
considerations when looking at the evacuation maps it is access to properties, road
networks and the like. Currently this mapping identifies properties that would be
subject to inundation from storm tide to allow the planning department to make more
informed decisions about risk to property and life when making planning decisions.
There is definitely another piece of work to make the mapping suitable for emergency
management use and will take this on notice and advise the committee the outcome.
The Chair advised that the context is used in planning but road networks and actual
evacuation process, that data is useful but requires an extra piece of work in relation to
the mapping.
The Mayor queried if the Officers Recommendation needed to include this and an
amended committee resolution was given.
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Committee Resolution
THAT the Economic Development and Planning Committee recommend that the
Council adopt the following recommendations at its meeting on 26 April 2017:
1. THAT Council endorse the storm time inundation study mapping for
public release;
2. THAT Council endorse the investigation of the process required to
incorporate study outcomes into the Mackay Region Planning Scheme
and inform the local disaster local mapping procedures.
Moved Cr Williamson

Seconded Cr Mann (nee Fordham)
CARRIED

8.4

FACILITATING DEVELOPMENT IN THE MACKAY REGION
POLICY - CEDAR GALLERY - EUNGELLA DAM ROAD,
BROKEN RIVER

Author

Principal Economic Development Officer

Purpose
To assess an application under the Facilitating Development in the Mackay Region
Policy.
Background/Discussion
The approved development is for a Material Change of Use – Undefined Use (Timber
and Art Gallery) and Reconfiguration of a Lot (1 Rural Lot into 2 Lots), located at Lot
5 Eungella Dam Road, Broken River (Lot 5 on RP745807).
The subject site which is currently used for cattle grazing purposes is 52.871 hectares in
size and is located approximately 500 metres to the north-west of the Broken River
Mountain Resort.
The Timber and Art Gallery (to be named Cedar Gallery) will operate as a gallery that
has a focus on timber products and will display high-end, locally made furniture, arts
and produce. The gallery will provide information and history displays about the region
and its heritage and will also cater for art classes, exhibitions, history tours and artists in
residence. The ancillary sale of food and produce will also be undertaken as part of the
galleries operations.
Cedar Gallery will be contained within a 5,000m 2 parcel of land located in the northeastern corner of the site. This parcel of land will be subdivided from the parent
property in accordance with the approved development permit (DA-201-26).
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Incentive Requests
The applicant has requested the following Specific Incentive under Schedule 4 of the
Facilitating Development in the Mackay Region Policy – Rural based and Nature
based tourism:






100% concession on infrastructure charges:
- Infrastructure Charges = $10,080 (infrastructure charges only relate to the
Material Change of Use component of the development approval)
- Requested concession = $10,080
Delayed payment of Infrastructure Charges
Development application fee refund ($7,365)
Reduction in Food License and Trade Waste Fees

As per Schedule 4, infrastructure charges may be reduced up to 75% based on the net
charge amount identified on the Infrastructure Charges Notice. Council may consider
reductions in infrastructure charges beyond 75%, for applications that can demonstrate
that they will generate significant long-term economic benefits, job creations and have
transformative outcomes that will diversify the existing economic base of the region.
General Eligibility Criteria
The Facilitating Development in the Mackay Region Policy seeks to attract investment
in qualifying development to stimulate growth, diversify and add value to the economy
of the Mackay region. The policy is discretionary and seeks to support projects that will
deliver the greatest economic benefits to the region.
Based on information provided by the applicant, the proposal does not satisfy the
timing requirements under the General Eligibility Criteria for consideration under
Schedule 4 of the Policy.
Criteria

Eligibility

Construction of Cedar Gallery commenced in June 2015
Timing of development
Estimated Commencement of and is expected to commence its use in June 2017.
Use within two (2) years
While the Policy does not support the approval of
concessions for development which has commenced
construction, it is considered that there are extenuating
grounds that should be considered to this regard.
Council’s Principal Economic Development Officer first
spoke to the applicant in May 2016 at which time
information regarding the Policy was provided and it was
conveyed that the development appeared to meet the
eligibility criteria of the Policy. At this stage the applicant
advised that they were hesitant to lodge an application
under the Policy as they were negotiating the application
of the infrastructure charges levied against the
development approval with Council.
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Eligibility
Construction of Cedar Gallery commenced in June 2016
while negotiations were still ongoing. Negotiations with
the applicant have since concluded and the infrastructure
charges as levied against the development application
have remained in place. The applicant has since submitted
an application under the Policy.
With regards to consideration of the timing criteria, it is
proposed that the application be accepted for
consideration of concessions in accordance with the
recommendations of this report. This approach is
proposed on the basis of the following grounds:











Non-Government
Development
Infrastructure capacity

MIN/12.04.2017

The development complies with all eligibility
criteria, excluding timing criteria;
The applicant entered in to discussions with
Council’s Principal Economic Development
Officer prior to the commencement of construction;
The applicant was advised at this time that the
development appeared to meet the general
eligibility criteria of the Policy;
The applicant did not lodge an application under the
Policy at this time as they were in negotiations with
Council regarding the levied infrastructure charges
and were of the belief that no infrastructure charges
should be required;
The amount of infrastructure charges to be
considered for concessions is minor, while the
approved development has the potential to be a
major contributor to the tourism offerings of the
Pioneer Valley and Eungella Hinterland;
The situation of this application is unique as it
would have complied with all eligibility
requirements had the applicant lodged an
application prior to construction and not entered in
to negotiations with Council.
The consideration of this application is undertaken
in good faith at the discretion of Council and does
not set a precedent given its unique circumstances
and history.

Yes
Based on the information provided by the applicant and
the approved Development Permit the proposed
development can be serviced without requiring trunk
infrastructure upgrades.

FOLIO 43275

FINAL MINUTES
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING STANDING COMMITTEE

WEDNESDAY 12 APRIL 2017

Location Specific Eligibility Criteria – Stage 2
Based on information provided by the applicant the proposal partly satisfies the
requirements under the Location Specific Eligibility Criteria of Schedule 4 – Rural
based and Nature based tourism of the Policy:
Criteria

Eligibility

Economic Investment
The applicant must demonstrate
that the minimum capital
investment in the development is
equal to or greater than $3M in
Paget and $1M in other
locations.





Estimated total capital investment: $450,000
Estimated construction cost $300,000
Based on economic modelling, from a direct
injection of $300,000 (construction costs), flow on
economic output would be $335,000 totalling
$635,000 economic impact.

The applicant has provided evidence demonstrating
that 90% of contractors and suppliers utilised in the
construction are local.
Employment Generation

Economic modelling projected that the project
would generate one direct and in-direct job.

The applicant has proposed that the development
will generate two full-time construction jobs and
will support two full-time jobs once operational.
Applicable
Area The development is located at Broken River in the Rural
Appropriately
zoned
land zone.
outside established urban areas
of Mackay, Marian, Walkerston
and Walkerston.
Applicable
Land
Uses The development is defined as an Undefined Use (Timber
The policy applies to material and Art Gallery including the ancillary preparation and
change of use (MCU) for uses provision of food and drink).
that are consistent with the
“applicable land uses” listed in Undefined Use is not listed as an applicable land use
the policy as defined by the under Schedule 4 of the Policy. Nevertheless, the
relevant planning schemes in proposed use is of a nature that is consistent with the type
effect at the time of application. of development to be supported by the Policy, as
identified below:

Low impact small scale tourism developments.
It is accordingly considered that the use is an appropriate
use for consideration under Schedule 4 of the Policy.
Business and Regional Benefits
The applicant has proposed that the development will deliver significant short and long
term business and regional benefits, including:


Cedar Gallery will be the first large-scale commercial gallery in Eungella/Broken
River and will provide a professional retail outlet for the applicant to showcase
and sell work;
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Cedar Gallery will provide an alternative income stream for local artisans and
producers and will enhance the diversity of the local tourism market;
More tourist destinations and activities will result in people staying longer in the
region which will provide an economic flow-on effect to other industries
(food/accommodation);
Cedar Gallery will provide information about the region’s local history and
contribute to the visitor experience to the Eungella/ Broken River area;
Cedar Gallery will have the ability to be used as a hub for other nature based
activities such as farm tours, history tours, art trails/workshops and small-scale
functions; and
Future plans may incorporate artist-in-residence programs which would result in
the running of workshops which would have positive flow on economic impacts
to other industries (i.e. food/accommodation).

Based on information provided by the applicant and Council’s economic modelling, the
development is considered to be value-adding to the regional economy and will achieve
the anticipated benefits of Schedule 4 of the Policy, as listed below:



Alternative income source and increased profitability of rural businesses; and
Increased tourism activity and expenditure in the region.

Consultation and Communication
Development Assessment, Development Engineering and Mackay Water were involved
during the assessment process of the development application. The Director
Development Services has considered this application and provided approval for the
expression of interest to proceed to a stage two application.
The Development Permit and Infrastructure Charge Notice have both been reviewed in
regards to infrastructure requirements.
Resource Implications
Under the Adopted Infrastructure Charges Resolution the proposed development has a
net infrastructure charge of $10,080 (+ annual adjustments). Concessions based on the
rates provided in Schedule 4 of the Policy would result in a 75% reduction which would
reduce the charges received by Council by $7,560.
The applicant has requested a 100% concession of infrastructure charges which would
reduce the charges received by Council by $10,080.
This requested concession is in excess of the 75% reduction prescribed in the Policy.
Council may consider reductions in infrastructure charges beyond 75%, for applications
that will fast track their development, can demonstrate that they will generate
significant long-term economic benefits, job creations and have transformative
outcomes that will diversify the existing economic base of the region.
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In consideration of the above, it not considered that the development warrants
infrastructure concessions in excess of 75%. Details regarding the concession scenarios
are provided below:
Component
General
Industry

Infrastructure
charge
$10,080

Concession
(%)
75%

Concessions
($)
$7,560

Charges
Payable
$2,520

$10,080

100%

$10,080

$0

The applicant has also requested the following additional concessions under Schedule 4
of the Policy:




Delayed payment of Infrastructure Charges
Development application fee refund ($7,365)
Reduction in Food License and Trade Waste Fees

Approval of these additional concessions is not considered warranted given the current
construction status and the level of discretion that has already been applied to accept
the application as a qualifying development.
Risk Management Implications
There is a risk that granting significant concessions can leave Council exposed to
similar claims in future and that a potential infrastructure funding gap could present.
There is also a risk that approving concessions for a development under construction
will set a precedent. These risks are sufficiently mitigated through the following
measures:








An existing development approval is in place and on-site infrastructure
requirements have been reviewed as part of the assessment process;
No trunk upgrades are required to service the development;
A condition has been included as part of the officer’s recommendation stating that
the approved concessions are dependent on Council not incurring any additional
infrastructure costs (including ‘bring forward costs’) to service the development;
Strict timeframes are placed on claiming approved concessions. If the
development is not completed and operational within the recommended
timeframe, the concessions will no longer be applicable and 100% of the
applicable Infrastructure Charges will be applicable to the development;
Council has the ability to review the application of the Policy at any time;
The consideration of this application, regardless of its construction status, is
undertaken in good faith given its unique circumstances and history and is at the
discretion of Council. The development does not set a precedent for other
development which has commenced construction given the development’s history
and previous dealings with the applicant.
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Conclusion
The Facilitating Development in the Mackay Region Policy provides incentives for
development that will deliver economic development and growth outcomes in
alignment with Council’s policy and planning objectives.
Given the regional economic benefits that the development will deliver, it is considered
that the provision of concessions will assist with the delivery of the project and deliver
an economic investment of $635,000 and one (1) construction job to the Mackay
Region.
As construction is currently underway the approval of concessions will not bring the
development to the market any quicker, however the applicant has advised that it will
assist with the level of finish that the gallery can achieve and support the on-going
successful operations of the rural business.
Cedar Gallery will also contribute to the Eungella/Broken River tourism industry by
supporting the diversification of rural uses to support new business opportunities. To
this regard, the proposed application supports the desired outcomes of Schedule 4 of the
Policy by targeting increased tourism activity and expenditure in the region.
Officer's Recommendation
THAT the following Specific Incentives are approved under the Facilitating
Development in the Mackay Region Policy for the Undefined Use (Timber and
Art Gallery including the ancillary preparation and provision of food and drink) at
Lot 5 Eungella Dam Road, Broken River:
a) Concessions of 75% ($7,560) on the gross charge amount ($10,080 +
annual adjustments) identified on the Infrastructure Charge Notice for
(DA-2014-26) at Lot 5 Eungella Dam Road, Broken Rover (Lot 5 on
RP745807).
FURTHER THAT the approval of the concession is dependent on:
b) The development must be completed and the use commenced by 12 June
2019; and
c) No additional infrastructure costs incurred to Council (including 'bring
forward costs').

Acting Director Development Services (A/DDS) spoke to the report.
Cr Mann (nee Fordham) queried if the infrastructure charges related to water and
sewerage connection for this application.
Acting Chief Executive Officer (A/CEO) advised infrastructure charges do not directly
relate to the provision of infrastructure for an individual development, they are
collected to support Council's overall infrastructure networks. He advised in this
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instance where water and sewer are not provided to the property the underlining rates
are lowered to take this into account.

Committee Resolution
THAT the Officer's Recommendation be adopted.
Moved Cr Mann (nee Fordham)

Seconded Cr Englert

Cr Mann (nee Fordham) advised the applicant is a long standing local of the Eungella
region and the economic and tourism benefits this project will attract to the visitors to
the region.

CARRIED

8.5

ABORIGINAL AND TORRES STRAIT ISLANDER TRAINEESHIPS
OPPORTUNITIES

Author

Natural Environment Coordinator

Purpose
To update Council on the potential options available to secure Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander trainee positions to work on natural environment sites in the region, with
the Natural Environment Field Teams.
Background/Discussion
Following an enquiry from Cr Gee at the Economic Development and Planning
Committee meeting on 12 October 2016, Council Officers were asked to prepare a
report to Council detailing opportunities for securing Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander trainees to work on natural environment sites in the region, with our Natural
Environment Field Teams.
The Natural Environment Field Teams work on a range of sites across the region
including coastal areas such as Blacks Beach, Blacks Beach Spit, Slade Point Reserve
and Bucasia Beach, and inland sites such as Demoleyns Lagoon near Mirani and
Woodlands Reserve, Andergrove. The team work in partnership with specialist
bushland services contractors, community groups, key stakeholders and community
volunteers. The teams regularly work with trainees, and host an average of two trainee
positions each year. Staff enjoy passing on their knowledge and mentoring trainees.
Many past trainees have gone on to gain full-time employment either with Council or
with other employers within the Environmental Sector.
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Council’s Reconciliation Action Plan outlines Council’s commitment to creating
innovative opportunities by building stronger relationships, mutual respect and
encouraging cultural practices that strengthen and support harmony between Mackay’s
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples and the broader community. Council
values the input from Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people into decision-making
processes at a local level and encourages their active participation. Council believes
creating opportunities for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people, will promote
and ensure equality and diversity within the community and our workforce. These
opportunities will contribute towards ‘closing the gap’ in education, employment,
health and social economic issues between Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
peoples and the broader Australian community. Building on this commitment,
opportunities exist to offer traineeships specifically to Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander people as part of Council’s annual Trainee and Apprenticeship Program.
As part of Council’s current Trainee and Apprenticeship Program, Council identifies
opportunities for key vulnerable or disadvantaged groups, including Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander people. Council currently has two Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander trainees. One trainee is currently working with the Horticulture Team, and the
other with Library Information Services. Other key target groups include youth, people
with disabilities, women re-entering the workforce, long-term unemployed, matureaged job seekers and immigrants from culturally or linguistically diverse backgrounds.
Opportunities exist to both increase the number of trainee positions available in the
Natural Environment Team (currently two) and to specifically increase the number of
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander trainees (currently two across the organisation).
The benefits of having trainees are many and include providing opportunities for
existing staff to work with and mentor new people, providing local training and
employment opportunities and building skill levels within our community. Trainees
develop skills during their traineeship that make them well placed to gain employment
with Council, should positions become available.
When positions become available in the Natural Environment Team, trainees often
make the most suitable candidates, as they are familiar with the worksites, work tasks
and the team environment. There is generally a high level of interest among Aboriginal
and Torres Strait Islander people in working in the environmental field and following a
traineeship with Council, suitable candidates would be highly likely to secure
permanent positions with Council or within the environmental sector, should positions
be available.
Trainee recruitment commences in August each year, with trainees commencing the
following January. The Strategic Leadership and Performance Team approve the
number of trainee positions available each year.
The Natural Environment Team could potentially accommodate five trainees each year,
utilising existing resources, without the need to purchase additional vehicles subject to
available budget and suitable candidates being able to be sourced.
A recent resignation of one of the Natural Environment Team’s 2017 trainees has
resulted in a trainee vacancy. This position will be readvertised as an Aboriginal and
Torres Strait identified position.
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Consultation and Communication
Staff members in the Natural Environment Team have been consulted about this
potential initiative. Guidance has been sought from the People and Culture Team.
Resource Implications
Additional trainees could easily be accommodated within the Natural Environment
Team with little additional financial cost beyond the direct cost of the trainee wages as
they could be placed with existing field teams, using the same vehicles, tools and
equipment. Some additional minor assets may need to be purchased, but it is
anticipated that these expenses could be covered by existing operational budgets.
The costs to Council for each trainee vary depending on a number of factors such as the
highest level of schooling obtained, the number of years the trainee has been out of
school and the allowances that may be relevant.
Depending on individual
circumstances, the weekly rate varies between $242.00 and $614.00. This represents an
annual salary of between $12,584.00 and $31,928.00. Additional costs for training are
a minimum of $880.00 per trainee. Current Government incentives available for
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander trainees are approximately $4,000.00 per
traineeship. Certificate II in Conservation and Land Management is a twelve month
traineeship, and Certificate III is a 24 month traineeship.
Risk Management Implications
Increasing the number of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Island traineeships available at
Council annually would be a good opportunity to actively implement key actions in
Council’s Reconciliation Action Plan.
There is a risk that insufficient Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people apply for
the available positions and no suitable applicants are able to be appointed. Should this
occur, non-Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander applicants will be considered. This
would have a cost implication, depending if applicants were eligible for any other
funding incentives.
Trainees will be supervised at all times.
Conclusion
There is generally a high level of interest among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
people in working in the environmental field and following a traineeship with Council
suitable candidates would possibly secure permanent positions. Opportunities exist to
increase the number of traineeships offered to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Island
people. The Natural Environment Team could accommodate some additional trainees
each year in addition to the recently advertised trainee role but any additional funding
allocation to allow such an increase would be best considered as part of the annual
budget cycle to ensure that this priority is considered against other priorities of the
organisation in a coordinated and consistent manner.
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The People and Culture Program support the concept of improving the number of
opportunities for ATSI people in the region. That concept is being integrated into the
broader review of the MRC traineeship program particularly about opportunities for
people with barriers to employment of which being of an ATSI background is
recognised as one barrier. The review will lead to changes in the approaches to the
identification of traineeship opportunities and the manner in which those opportunities
are satisfied within the Mackay region.
Officer's Recommendation
THAT consideration is given to the allocation of additional Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander trainee positions during the preparation of the 2017/18 budget and
the planned 2018 Trainee and Apprentice Program intake.

The Acting Director Development Services (A/DDS) provided a brief overview of the
report.
The Mayor queried if the Officers Recommendation could be more directive and
suggested an amendment and the Committee agreed to amend the Committee
Resolution.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Ms Bianca Ferquandie
Ms Ferqunadie acknowledged the traditional owners of the land on which we are
meeting today and also paid her respects to the Elders both past and present and to Mr
Philip Kemp who is the traditional owners representative with us here today.
Ms Bianca Ferquandie is a project officer for the Department of Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander Partnerships (DATSIP), State Government, 44 Nelson Street, Mackay
and is in attendance today on behalf of her Manager Julie Manaway and highlighted
DATSIP and Mackay Regional Council have a positive ongoing working relationship
around employment and training opportunities within Council. She advised Julie
Manaway is a representative on Council's Reconciliation Action Plan Working Group
and DATSIP is also playing an active role in recruitment around Council's identified
positions in the apprenticeship and traineeship program. Also that DATSIP is
definitely supportive of the potential traineeship opportunities put forward in this
agenda item as it is aligned with the Departments employment and trainee focus and
also around the Department encouraging Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in
the Mackay community to actively participate in the economy.
The Chair thanked Ms Ferquandie for her attendance and participation in today's
meeting.
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Committee Resolution
THAT Council allocate where possible additional Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander trainee positions during the preparation of the 2017/18 budget and the
planned 2018 Trainee and Apprentice Program intake.
Moved Cr May

Seconded Cr Englert

Cr May advised she thought it was a great incentive and with DATSIP working closing
with Council's Officers and the local high schools to give opportunities to the youth to
participate in Council's apprenticeship and traineeship program will be a great
community outcome.

CARRIED
9.

TENDERS:
9.1

MRC 2017-018 BUSHLAND REGENERATION

File No
Author

MRC 2017-018 Bushland Regeneration
Manager Parks, Environment and Sustainability

Purpose
To present for approval, tenders submitted for MRC 2017-018 Bushland Regeneration.
Background/Discussion
Mackay Regional Council (Council) issued tender documents seeking suitably qualified
contractors for the services of bushland regeneration, weed control, revegetation
planting with ongoing maintenance, flora and fauna studies including weed mapping
and management plan formulation in natural areas which included environmental
sensitive areas such as nature reserves.
The current contract expires on 16 April 2017. The proposed commencement date for
this panel is the 17 April 2017, for a twenty-four month term, with the provision for a
one year extension, at Council’s discretion.
The Request for Tender (RFT) outlined 3 separate categories, with Council reserving
the right to award the contract in whole or in part. These categories being:
a)
b)
c)

Category 1 - Bush Regeneration, revegetation & weed control
Category 2 - Flora and Surveys and weed mapping in areas; and
Category 3 - Management Plan Formation
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The categories above are broken up into the eight (8) areas that make up the Mackay
region. By assigning this work over the 8 areas it will now be in line with Council’s
preferred supplier arrangements and service agreements.
Tenders were invited on the 26 November 2016, via the Queensland Government
Qtender website and advertised in the Daily Mercury.
The following submissions were received by the closing time of 10:00am 20 December
2016.
Tenderer
Biodiversity Australia Pty Ltd T/As Naturecall Environmental
Catchment Solutions Pty Ltd
Conservation Volunteers Australia
CQ Environmental Pty Ltd T/As CQG Consulting
Ecosure Pty Ltd
Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
Ranges to Reef Environmental Services Pty Ltd
Seaforth Civil Pty Ltd

Location
Mackay
Mackay
Mackay
Rockhampton
Rockhampton
Mackay
Mackay
Mackay

An initial compliance check was conducted on the 12 January 2017 to identify
submissions that were non-conforming with the requirements of the RFT. This
included compliance with contractual requirements and provision of requested
information.
All submissions were progressed through to the qualitative criteria assessment on the
basis that all terms, conditions and mandatory requirements of the RFT had been met.
All applicants were assessed against the qualitative selection criteria, as published in
the RFT. The weighting attributed to each qualitative criteria was:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Relevant Experience
Key Personnel skills and experience
Value for Money
Work Processes
Knowledge of Local Area, weeds and species

25%
25%
20%
15%
15%

The qualitative criteria assessment was carried out by the evaluation panel on the 13
January 2017 with the evaluation panel scoring the tenders according to the evaluation
matrix.
Tender Information Requests (TIR) were issued to the following tenderers requesting
further clarification/breakdown to key criteria and pricing submitted:






Conservation Volunteers Australia
Ecosure
Kleinfelder
Ranges to Reef Environmental Services Pty Ltd
Seaforth Civil

MIN/12.04.2017

FOLIO 43285

FINAL MINUTES
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING STANDING COMMITTEE

WEDNESDAY 12 APRIL 2017

A TIR was also issued to Biodiversity Australia Pty Ltd T/As Naturecall Environmental
requesting information in relation to their registered local office.
All tenderers responded within the relevant timeframe with TIR responses being
reviewed by the evaluation panel.
During the evaluation, discussions were held by the evaluation panel regarding the
benefits to Council to separate the Category 1 - Bushland regeneration, revegetation &
weed control into two further subcategories. These benefits included the expertise
highlighted by respondents to different sections of this category. The subcategories are:



Water Sensitive Urban Design Assets (WSUD) – this subsection includes bio
retention basin, constructed wetlands and naturalised / vegetated waterways, and
Bushland/Coastal reserve and naturals areas – primarily along the coast, including
coastal wetlands, with a small number of inland sites.

The evaluation panel considered information received from submissions, responses to
TIR’s and based on the scores from the evaluation, the evaluation panel recommends
the following respondents:
a)

Bush Regeneration, revegetation & weed control
i.
Water Sensitive Urban Design Assets (WSUD)
A. Areas 1, 2, 3, 7
1.
Ranges to Reef Environmental Services Pty Ltd
2.
Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
B. Areas 4, 5, 6, 8
1.
Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
2.
Ranges to Reef Environmental Services Pty Ltd
ii.

Bushland/Coastal reserve and naturals areas
A. Areas 1, 2, 3, 7
1.
Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
2.
Ranges to Reef Environmental Services Pty Ltd
B. Areas 4, 5, 6, 8
1.
Ranges to Reef Environmental Services Pty Ltd
2.
Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd

b)

Flora and Surveys and weed mapping;
1.
Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
2.
Ecosure Pty Ltd

c)

Management Plan Formation
1.
Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
2.
Ecosure Pty Ltd

The above tenderers have been recommended for inclusions on the Panel due to their
experience, capacity and resources to complete the relevant work/services to the quality
as specified in the RFT and have all provided the demonstrated understanding for the
extent and nature of the works/services required
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The evaluation of the tender was conducted by:




Supervisor Natural Environment - Parks and Environment
Natural Environment Coordinator - Parks and Environment
Contracts Officer Administrator - Procurement and Plant

Consultation and Communication
Consultation was conducted between Parks & Environment and Procurement and Plant
prior to the Request for Tender being released.
Resource Implications
The works/services advertised for in this tender are key to the effective delivery of
priority Natural Environment Projects and Water Sensitive Urban Design asset
maintenance as well as other potential projects from a variety of other Council
departments.
The spend in 2016/17 on these services was approximately $825,000.00 (excluding
GST).
Based on budget allocations and projections for priority Natural Environment Projects
and Water Sensitive Urban Design asset maintenance over the next twenty four (24)
months, these services are estimated to be in the vicinity of approximately
$1,000,000.00 to $1,500,000.00 (excluding GST).
Risk Management Implications
The conditions of this contract provide sufficient remedies to Council based on the risk
profile of the services being provided.
The recommended tenderers are required to provide all relevant insurances, work health
and safety and other regulatory compliances prior to the executing of their contract.
This includes:




Public Liability - $20,000,000.00
WorkCover - As required by law
Plant and Equipment - Full Market Value

Conclusion
It is recommended that contract MRC 2017-018 Bushland Regeneration is awarded for
a twenty-four month term commencing 17 April 2017, with the provision of a one year
extension period, at Council’s discretion.
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Based on the scores from the evaluation panel, the following panel arrangement listed
in order represents the most advantageous outcome to Mackay Regional Council based
on the ability to perform the services requested and demonstrated value for money:
a) Bush Regeneration, revegetation & weed control
i. Water Sensitive Urban Design Assets (WSUD)
A. Areas 1, 2, 3, 7
1. Ranges to Reef Environmental Services Pty Ltd
2. Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
B. Areas 4, 5, 6, 8
1. Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
2. Ranges to Reef Environmental Services Pty Ltd
ii. Bushland/Coastal reserve and naturals areas
A. Areas 1, 2, 3, 7
1. Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
2. Ranges to Reef Environmental Services Pty Ltd
B. Areas 4, 5, 6, 8
1. Ranges to Reef Environmental Services Pty Ltd
2. Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
b) Flora and Surveys and weed mapping;
1. Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
2. Ecosure Pty Ltd
c) Management Plan Formation
1. Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
2. Ecosure Pty Ltd

Acting Director Development Services (A/DDS) spoke to the report.
The Mayor advised is was pleasing to see the predominance of Mackay based
companies being considered for this tender.
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Officer's Recommendation
THAT the schedule of rates contract MRC 2017-018 Bushland Regeneration
commencing 17 April 2017 for a twenty-four month term, with the provision for a
one year extension, at Council’s discretion, be awarded in the following order
under each category:
a)

Bush Regeneration, revegetation & weed control
i. Water Sensitive Urban Design Assets (WSUD)
A. Areas 1, 2, 3, 7
1.
Ranges to Reef Environmental Services Pty Ltd
2.
Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
B. Areas 4, 5, 6, 8
1.
Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
2.
Ranges to Reef Environmental Services Pty Ltd
ii. Bushland/Coastal reserve and naturals areas
A. Areas 1, 2, 3, 7
1.
Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
2.
Ranges to Reef Environmental Services Pty Ltd
B. Areas 4, 5, 6, 8
1.
Ranges to Reef Environmental Services Pty Ltd
2.
Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd

b)

Flora and Surveys and weed mapping;
1.
Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
2.
Ecosure Pty Ltd

c)

Management Plan Formation
1.
Kleinfelder Australia Pty Ltd
2.
Ecosure Pty Ltd

Council Resolution
Committee Resolution
THAT the Officer's Recommendation be adopted.
Moved Cr Englert

Seconded Cr Mann (nee Fordham)
CARRIED
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9.2

MRC 2017-030 DE-NUTTING OF COCONUT PALM TREES

File No
Author

MRC 201-030 De-nutting of Coconut Palm Trees
Manager Parks, Environment & Sustainability

Purpose
To present to Council for approval, tenders submitted for MRC 2017-030 De-nutting of
Coconut Palm Trees.
Background/Discussion
Mackay Regional Council (Council) issued tender documents seeking services of
suitably qualified contractors for the de-nutting of coconut palm trees within the
Mackay region.
There are various sizes of coconut palm trees, stretching from Armstrong’s Beach to
Midge Point. Trees are to be de-nutted twice yearly with the first de-nutting program to
commence on the 1 June and second on the 1 December and runs for three months at a
time.
The current contract expires on 31 March 2017. The proposed commencement date for
this contract is the 17 April 2017, for a twenty-four month term, with the provision for
a twelve month extension, at Council’s discretion.
Tenders were invited on the 12 November 2016, via Queensland Government Qtender
website advertised in the Daily Mercury.
The following submissions were received by the closing time of 10:00am 6 December
2016.
Tenderer

Location
Depot/Office
Diverse Asset Maintenance Services Pty Ltd
Mackay
Last Day Warriors
Mackay
LJR Holdings Pty Ltd T/As Complete Tree Management Mackay
Ramsamy Group Pty Ltd T/As Kerwin Land Mackay
Management
Woody’s Tree Services
Mackay
Coconut Kingz
Sarina

of

An initial compliance check was conducted on the 14 December 2016 to identify
submissions that were non-conforming with the immediate requirements of the Request
for Tender (RFT). This included compliance with contractual requirements and
provision of requested information.
All submissions were progressed through to the qualitative criteria assessment on the
basis that all terms, conditions and mandatory requirements of the RFT had been met.
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During the evaluation, tenderers were assessed against the nominated qualitative
criteria. Specific criteria were weighted according to their importance as perceived and
agreed by the evaluation panel. The weighting published within the RFT and attributed
to each qualitative criteria was:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Relevant Experience
Key Personnel skills and experience
Tenderers’ Resources
Demonstrated Understanding
Value for Money

20%
20%
20%
20%
20%

The qualitative criteria assessment was carried out by the Evaluation Panel on 14
December 2016 with the evaluation panel scoring the tenders according to the
evaluation matrix.
Council requested a price per coconut palm tree for the 2460 trees within the region that
need to be de-nutted and maintained annually.
Tender Information Requests (TIR) were issued to all tenderers requesting clarification
to their submitted rate per coconut palm tree.
Further TIR’s were issued to the following tenderers:
Diverse Asset Maintenance Services Pty Ltd requesting:




List of previous experience in this field of work
list of key personnel with the appropriate licencing
confirmation of contingency plans in regards to the resources listed.

Last Day Warriors requesting:



list of key personnel with the appropriate licencing
location of registered depot/office in the Mackay region

Coconut Kingz requesting:


supporting documentation to address the selection criteria

All tenderers responded within the relevant timeframe with TIR responses being
reviewed by the evaluation panel.
The evaluation panel conducted a final evaluation meeting on 16 March 2017 to
consider all information received from submissions and responses to TIR’s. Based on
the final scores from the evaluation, Last Day Warriors have demonstrated over 30
years' experience in undertaking and delivering services for de-nutting of coconut palm
trees with the capacity and local resources to complete the works to the quality as
specified in the RFT document. Their previous experience in working for local
governments throughout Queensland also offers an additional benefit when dealing
with this high risk activity in public places.
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The evaluation of the tender was conducted by:




Supervisor Arboriculture - Parks, Environment & Sustainability
Team Leader Arboriculture - Parks, Environment & Sustainability
Contracts Officer Administrator - Procurement & Plant

Consultation and Communication
Consultation was conducted between Park, Environment & Sustainability and
Procurement and Plant prior to the Request for Tender being released.
Resource Implications
Based on budget allocations and projections for the de-nutting of coconut palm trees
over the next twenty four (24) months, these services are estimated to be in the vicinity
of approximately $580,000.00 (excluding GST).
Risk Management Implications
Due diligence has been exercised in the selection of the preferred contractor. De-nutting
of coconut palm trees is essential to the public risk management function of Council.
Conclusion
That awarding the contract to Last Day Warriors represents the most advantageous
outcome and demonstrated value for money to Mackay Regional Council based on their
previous 30 years’ experience and demonstrated understanding of Council’s
requirements.
Officer's Recommendation
THAT Council award the fixed schedule of rates contract MRC 2017-030 Denutting of Coconut Palm Trees to Last Day Warriors commencing 17 April 2017
for a twenty-four month term, with the provision for a twelve month extension, at
Council's discretion.

Cr Camm queried the process of the feedback to the unsuccessful tenderers.
The Acting Director Development Services advised the tenderers are welcome to
contact the Procurement Team to discuss their submission and how they may improve.
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Committee Resolution
THAT the Officer's Recommendation be adopted.
Moved Cr Mann (nee Fordham)

Seconded Cr May
CARRIED

10.

CONSIDERATION OF NOTIFIED MOTIONS:
Nil

11.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION:
Nil

12.

LATE BUSINESS:
Cr Englert queried if an investigation could be undertaken in relation to reports there
has been some illegal clearing of trees following Cyclone Debbie and a report prepared
for consideration by the Committee.

13.

CONFIDENTIAL REPORTS:
13.1

APPROVED CONCESSIONS UNDER THE FACILITATING
DEVELOPMENT IN THE MACKAY REGION POLICY

Confidential
Committee Resolution
THAT the concessions approved under the Facilitating Development in the
Mackay Region Policy are noted.
Moved Cr May

Seconded Cr Mann (nee Fordham)
CARRIED
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DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MONTHLY LEGAL REPORT MARCH 2017

Confidential Legal Report - Subject to Legal Professional Privilege
Committee Resolution
THAT the report be received.
Moved Cr Mann (nee Fordham)

Seconded Cr Englert
CARRIED

14.

MEETING CLOSURE:
The meeting closed at 2.12 pm.

15.

FOR INFORMATION ONLY:
15.1

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION INFORMATION - 01.03.17 TO
31.03.17

For Council Information Only - No Decision Required.
Development Applications Received
App
No.

Code /
Impact

Address

Applicant

Description

Officer

DA2012184/A

Code

L 50 Kennedy Street,
WALKERSTON

NAAB Property
Investments (QLD)
Pty Ltd

Extension of Relevant Period (4 Years) 1 Rural Lot and 1 Rural Residential Lot
into 20 Lots

Darryl Bibay

DA201515/A

Code

220 Miran Khan
Drive, ARMSTRONG
BEACH

Corey H Carless

Extension to Relevant Period - 1 Rural
Residential Lot into 2 Lots

Josephine
McCann

DA201710

Code

42 Poinciana Avenue, Darryl Wesche
SEAFORTH

Dwelling House Extension (Verandah)
Kathryn
and Oversized Residential Storage Shed Goodman
Setback Relaxations (Flood & Inundation
Management Overlay)

DA201719

Code

75 R McClures Road, Mirani Solar Farm
MIRANI
Pty Ltd

Combined Application - Major Utility
(Solar Farm) & Long Term Leases
(Leases Greater than 10 Years)

Kathryn
Goodman

DA201720

Code

498 Gorge Road,
FINCH HATTON

Craig Scott and
Susan Adams

Undefined Use (Petting Zoo -Stage 1,
Cafe- Stage 2 and Farmstay - Stage 3)

Darryl Bibay

DA201721

Code

36 Friedmans Road,
HABANA

Steven A Moohin

Residential Storage Shed > 85M2 and
Steep Land Overlay

Helle
Jorgensen
Smith

DA201722

Code

158-160 Maggiolo
Drive, PAGET

TAG Property
Enterprises Pty Ltd

Machinery and Vehicle Sales Showroom
& Outdoor Sales Premises

Kathryn
Goodman

DA201723

Code

32 Digby Street,
EAST MACKAY

Holt Industries P/L
T/As Spanline
Home Additions

Carport (Airport Facilities Buffer Area)

Helle
Jorgensen
Smith
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App
No.

Code /
Impact

Address

Applicant

Description

Officer

DA201724

Code

L 3 Camilleris Road,
DEVEREUX CREEK

Colin B Joy

Oversized Shed

Darryl Bibay

DA201725

Code

7A Stony Creek
Road, ETON

Anthony S Pullen

1 Rural Residential Lot into 3 Lots

Helle
Jorgensen
Smith

DA201726

Code

7-9 Success Street,
PAGET

ISB Family
Company Pty Ltd

Caretakers Residence

Kathryn
Goodman

DA201727

Code

L 901 Botanical Drive, Benarid Pty Ltd
OORALEA

Boundary Realignment 2 Urban
Residential Lots into 2 Lots

Darryl Bibay

DA201728

Code

19 Carl Street,
RURAL VIEW

Veterinary Hospital (Extension to Existing Brogan
Clinic)
Jones

Horizons Projects
Mackay Pty Ltd

Development Applications Entering Decision Making Period
App No.

Code /
Impact

Address

Applicant

Description

Officer

MCUCCode
2012-421A

21 Streeter Avenue Johnny Thai
WEST MACKAY

Extension of Relevant Period Multiple Dwelling Units (5)

Darryl Bibay

MCUC2016-129

Code

26 Johnson Street
WEST MACKAY

Dwelling House (Flood &
Inundation Overlay)

Helle
Jorgensen
Smith

MCUC2017-22

Code

158 Maggiolo Drive TAG Property
PAGET
Enterprises Pty Ltd

Machinery and Vehicle Sales
Showroom & Outdoor Sales
Premises

Kathryn
Goodman

MCUC2017-26

Code

7 Success Street
PAGET

ISB Family Company
Pty Ltd

Caretakers Residence

Kathryn
Goodman

MCUI2016-11

Impact

133 Inneston Road
KOUMALA

Stewart J Borg and
Sarah J Borg

Intensive Animal Industry (Cattle Josephine
Feedlot)
McCann

MCUI2017-11

Impact

2 Mangrove Road
MACKAY

Lend Lease Property
Service Station (Car Wash)
Management (Australia)

ROLC2016-114

Code

767 Bruce Highway Paul A Schembri and
FARLEIGH
Elizabeth Schembri

6 Rural Lots into 3 Rural Lots

Helle
Jorgensen
Smith

ROLC2017-25

Code

7 Stony Creek Road Anthony S Pullen
ETON

1 Rural Residential Lot into 3
Lots

Helle
Jorgensen
Smith

Keith R Duffy and Kate
Duffy

Brogan Jones

Development Applications Finalised
App No.

Code / Address
Impact

Applicant

Description

Officer

BOMA Group

General Industry - Solar Farm

Leah Harris

Dwelling House Extension
(Verandah) and Oversized
Residential Storage Shed Setback
Relaxations (Flood & Inundation
Management Overlay)

Kathryn
Goodman

Approved Subject to Conditions
MCUCASPA2016/118

Code

53-63 Crichtons Road
PAGET QLD 4740

MCUCASPA2017/10

Code

42 Poinciana Avenue
Darryl Wesche
SEAFORTH QLD 4741

MCUCASPA2017/21

Code

36 Friedmans Road
HABANA QLD 4740

Steven A Moohin Residential Storage Shed > 85M2
and Steep Land Overlay

Helle
Jorgensen
Smith

MCUCASPA-

Code

32 Digby Street EAST
MACKAY QLD 4740

Holt Industries
Carport (Airport Facilities Buffer
P/L T/As Spanline Area)

Helle
Jorgensen

MIN/12.04.2017
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Impact

Applicant
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Description

Officer

Approved Subject to Conditions
2017/23

Home Additions

Smith

MCUCASPA2017/9

Code

154-156 Maggiolo Drive
PAGET QLD 4740

Simon R Andrew

General Industry

MCUCDIDAS2008/523D

Code

615 Mackay-Bucasia
Road RURAL VIEW
QLD 4740

Madec Ltd

Change to Development Approval - Helle
Change of Conditions (10) - Material Jorgensen
Change of Use for a Local
Smith
Community Facility (Respite Care
House & Life Skills Learning Centre)

MCUCOMASPA2017/16

Code

5 Willoughby Crescent
EAST MACKAY QLD
4740

Brandon J Ross

Multiple Dwelling Units (3)

MCUIASPA2016/106

Impact 34-38 Mulherin Drive
MACKAY HARBOUR
QLD 4740

Marina
International Pty
Ltd and Mackay
Marina Car

Hotel - (Extension to Existing Clarion Brogan
Hotel)
Jones

MCUIASPA2016/126

Impact 10 Canberra Street
NORTH MACKAY QLD
4740

The Roman
Catholic Trust
Corporation

Educational Establishment
(Kindergarten ancillary to existing
school)

Brogan
Jones

MCUIASPA2016/99

Impact L 10 R Watts Road
Mobile Crushing
BENHOLME QLD 4754 Co

Extractive Industry

Darryl
Bibay

MCUIASPA2017/3

Impact 404 Bridge Road WEST
MACKAY QLD 4740

Child Care Centre (Alterations and
Extensions)

Josephine
McCann

PTW-ASPA2016/4

The Roman
Catholic Trust
Corporation

Darryl
Bibay

Helle
Jorgensen
Smith

74 Illawong Drive
SOUTH MACKAY QLD
4740

Mackay Regional Excavation of Shellgrit Creek
Council

Khairul
Alam
Brogan
Jones

ROLCASPA2011/334A

Code

47-51 Golflinks Road
BEACONSFIELD QLD
4740

Lorna G
Shuttlewood and
Lawrence N
Shuttlewood and

Change to Development Approval Change of Conditions - 2 Urban
Expansion Lots into 75 Urban
Residential Lots, 2 Medium Density
Lots and 1 Balance Lot - Kerrisdale
Estate Stage 2

ROLCASPA2016/123

Code

MCEWANS BEACH
RESERVE Aura Street
MCEWENS BEACH
QLD 4740

Mackay Regional 1 Open Space lot into 11 Lots &
Council
Balance Lot

Brogan
Jones

ROLCASPA2016/128

Code

L 6 Maraju-Yakapari
Road BALNAGOWAN
QLD 4740

Charles S Agius
and Anne M
Agius

Boundary Realignment 2 Rural Lots
into 2 Lots

Leah Harris

ROLCASPA2017/1

Code

217 Wainai Road
FARLEIGH QLD 4741

Victor J Attard

1 Rural Residential Lot into 2 Lots

Leah Harris

ROLCASPA2017/15

Code

180 Shoal Point Road
SHOAL POINT QLD
4750

Charter Capital
Pty Ltd

3 Urban Residential Lots into 30 Lots Helle
Jorgensen
Smith

Relevant Period Extended
MCUCASPA2013/61A

Code

39 Holland Street WEST Chrometein Pty
MACKAY QLD 4740
Ltd

Extension to Relevant Period Multiple Dwelling Units (5)

Darryl
Bibay

MCUCASPA2015/15A

Code

220 Miran Khan Drive
ARMSTRONG BEACH
QLD 4737

Corey H Carless

Extension to Relevant Period - 1
Rural Residential Lot into 2 Lots

Josephine
McCann

Eimeo Surf Life
Saving Club Inc

Proposed Extension to Eimeo Surf
Life Saving Clubhouse

Trina
Saunders

Application Withdrawn
PTW-ASPA2017/1

MIN/12.04.2017

L 1 Edmond Street
EIMEO QLD 4740
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Confirmed on Wednesday 12 April 2017

………………………………………
CHAIRPERSON
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