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for a

NEW PLANNING SCHEME FOR THE SUNSHINE COAST

INTRODUCTION

Development Watch endorses the submission by the Sunshine Coast Environment Council on the Draft Biodiversity Strategy.  It comprehensively covers our group’s concerns about the draft document.  Our own submission emphasises our particular areas of interest where we believe the strategy can be strengthened.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Population Growth

In many of the draft policy documents released for public comment there is either an implied and/or apparent acceptance of the population growth targets required by the South East Queensland Regional Plan (SEQRP).  This is contrary to the Council’s asserted public position.  

In this draft Strategy the acceptance is implied.  The wording in Section 4.2
 does not bring to the reader’s attention the actual legal requirement under SEQRP for the Sunshine Coast Regional Council (SCRC) to plan for accommodating 497,000 people by 2031, or that the SCRC is opposed to that requirement.  It merely states, “The South East Queensland Regional Plan predicts that about by 2031 the Sunshine Coast population will be around 497,000.”   The Strategy response is only “Council considers that a more detailed planning assessment is required …”.  That does not indicate any effective opposition or what action needs be taken for Government to cede significant ground on this issue.

Publicly, the Council has expressed strong resistance to the SEQRP population growth requirement.  For example, on 10 December 2009 in the Sunshine Coast Daily under the headline “Bob prepares for war over Coast’s growth”, Mayor Bob Abbott was quoted as saying that the Government had “denied its planning responsibility to address a population imbalance which would have 80% of the state’s population living in the south-east corner within 10 to 15 years if nothing was done about it.”  Development Watch considers it is imperative that Council’s opposition to the SEQRP population growth targets are reflected in the draft policy documents.  

Sediment Run-off

Section 3.2 recognizes the serious impact of sediment runoff from construction sites on our waterways.  A large proportion of this runoff is the consequence of non-compliance by developers with the existing requirements for entrapment of silt at construction sites.  Council must make adequate provision for developer compliance with sediment mitigation rules.

Stormwater runoff is mentioned as a threat to biodiversity posed by population growth and development.  DW has made comment on this threat in our submission on the Waterways and Coastal Foreshores Management Discussion Paper.  The Biodiversity Strategy must give increased emphasis to prevention of run-off from development construction sites, a major contributor to the total sediment run-off.   This could be done by including “construction site runoff” as a separate theme in the list of themes for “Integrated Catchment Management Strategies and Actions”. 

Floodplain Infill

The Draft Biodiversity Strategy does not address the cumulative impacts on biodiversity of infill on floodplains due to development.  Although mention is made in Section 4.6 to “altered hydrological regimes” as a threat to biodiversity, there is no carry-through to a strategy for prevention of further degradation of the carrying capacity of the floodplain.  DW suggests that the Legal Mechanisms listed in Section 5.5 include the prohibition of further infill on floodplains.

“No net loss” and “offsets”

The Biodiversity Strategy does not include or make reference to a clear policy that ensures the replacement of vegetation lost due to development.  Was this an oversight or will there be an appropriate legal framework to prevent any development that involves loss of vegetation?  

The term “no net loss” is mentioned in Section 2 “Background” as a “key principle” in the Caloundra Biodiversity Strategy and as a “key objective” in the Maroochy Biodiversity Strategy.  However, its only other mention is in the glossary.  It has not been carried through as a principle of the SCRC Biodiversity Strategy.

The term “offset” is primarily used throughout the document as a counter to carbon emissions.  The two mentions of “vegetation offsets” are not linked with development, and the concept is not clarified. “Offset” is not defined in the glossary.  

As a minimum, reference should be made in Section 2.3 “Policy Context” to the Queensland Government’s “Policy for Vegetation Management Offsets”
.  Preferably, this Government policy should be enhanced by excluding development where irreversible loss of ecological values occurs.  Also, offsets should not be on a “hectare for hectare” basis but should take into account compensation for the replacement of mature ecosystems with embryo ones.

SUMMARY

Development Watch requests the following enhancements be made to the Draft Biodiversity Strategy:

1. Council’s opposition to the SEQRP population growth targets be clearly reflected in the Strategy;

2. sediment runoff from development construction sites be specifically addressed in the Strategy;

3. legal mechanisms for prohibiting infill of floodplains be proposed in the Strategy; and

4. a policy for vegetation management offsets be specifically addressed in the Strategy

Yours sincerely,
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Brian Raison

President

Development Watch Inc

� Sunshine Coast Regional Council DRAFT Biodiversity Strategy 2009, page 24


� Sunshine Coast Regional Council DRAFT Biodiversity Strategy 2009, page 43


� Policy for Vegetation Management Offsets (VEG/2006/2888 – Version 2.4), Queensland Government, Department of Environment and Resource Management, October 2009





