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Intro ductio n

This is the City of Casey’s submission to the Advisory Committee’s Discussion Paper on
Major Hazard Facilities (MHF).
Casey does not currently have any MHF registered under the Occupational Health and Safety
Regulations 2007 (OHS Regulations) within its bounds. However, Casey does have
reasonable experience and a good understanding of the planning issues associated with
separation distances or ‘buffers’ for Waste and Resource Recovery Facilities (WRRF) which
share many planning issues with MHF.
Establishing and maintaining buffers between uses with adverse amenity potential and
sensitive uses has been a planning issue of significant concern for Casey for many years.
Since 2009 Casey has made a number of submissions to the State government and its
Casey’s Submission
agencies on the subject, recommending changes to the planning system and planning
controls which generally align with those suggested in this Discussion Paper for MHF:
» In mid-2009 Casey made a submission to the Review of Waste Transfer and Recycling
Facility Provisions in Planning Schemes Advisory Committee. Casey’s submission
responded to and broadly supported proposed changes to the State Planning Policy
Framework (SPPF) for waste management to encapsulate resource recovery; the
development of a model local policy and standard conditions; and, updates to planning
scheme definitions to reflect changes in technology.
Casey’s submission also requested changes to Clause 52.10 of the Victoria Planning
Provisions (VPP) to broaden its scope to necessitate statutory referral of applications for
sensitive uses seeking to encroach into buffers of established uses with adverse amenity
potential; and, introduce measures to clarify and strengthen the role and responsibilities of
the referral authorities.
» In May 2011 Casey wrote to the then Minister for Planning, Matthew Guy MLC, and then
Minister for Environment and Climate Change, Ryan Smith MLC, regarding buffer
legislation. Casey requested that on-site buffers be applied to waste facilities through the
VPP to ensure that inappropriate activities could not establish in their vicinity and alternate
remote sites to be identified for waste facilities once current sites reached capacity.
Subsequently in August 2011, Council officers met with senior officers of the Department of
Planning and Community Development (DPCD) to recommend that the State government
investigate a suite of planning controls and retrospectively apply them to all activities that
required buffers to sensitive uses. The controls suggested were:
1.

Zoning or overlay controls to signal the existence of sites that require buffers to
users of the Planning Scheme;

2.

Clause 52.10 revised to consider sensitive uses as an encroachment. This
would provide buffers in the reverse as well to protect already established
facilities;
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3.

Statutory referral of planning permit applications triggered under points 1 and 2
above to the EPA and relevant authorities such as Workcover. These
authorities’ roles and responsibilities must also be clarified and strengthened;

4.

EPA’s Best Practice Environmental Management - Siting, Design, Operation and
Rehabilitation of Landfills guidelines (BPEM) made an incorporated document
and given effect via the mechanisms outlined above.

In October 2011 Casey received a response from the Minister for Planning, advising that
DPCD, on his behalf, had asked the Victorian Planning and Environment Law Association to
prepare a discussion paper identifying issues and possible principles for the application of
land use buffers and to consult with the City of Casey in the process. [Note: this did not
eventuate]
In November 2011 Casey made a submission to the Potentially Contaminated Land
Advisory Committee on its ‘Issues and Options Paper’ considering changes to planning
controls and systems to improve the way contaminated land is managed. Central to
Casey’s submission was concern with the role of the EPA in the regulation and
management of potentially contaminated land in Victoria. Casey again reiterated the need
for the EPA’s role as a statutory referral authority to be substantially expanded.
» In February 2012 Casey wrote to the Minister for Planning (Matthew Guy MLC) requesting a
planning scheme amendment to create a 1 kilometre radius, off-site reverse amenity buffer
around the Taylors Road landfill in Dandenong South that would necessitate a planning
permit being required for sensitive uses seeking to establish within the buffer.
» In May 2012 Casey again wrote to the Minister for Planning (Matthew Guy MLC) requesting
he impose a 500 metre radius reverse amenity buffer around the Hallam Road landfill in
Hampton Park in conjunction with the 1 kilometre radius one around the Taylors Road
landfill to protect the Hallam Road site from the encroachment of further sensitive uses.
» In November 2012 Casey made a submission to the EPA on the ‘Recommended Separation
Distanced for Industrial Residual Air Emissions’ guideline. Casey’s submission generally
supported the proposed guideline replacing the former one.
The new guideline was considered to be an improvement from both a structural and content
perspective. However, Casey was still concerned with the absence of mechanisms to
protect and preserve separation distances once in place, and the capacity to regulate interindustry separation distances; the role of the EPA in the planning process; and, the statutory
status of the guideline.
» Currently Casey is a participant in the Metropolitan Waste and Resource Recovery Group’s
(MWRRG) Landfill Buffer Support Program (LBSP) with representation on the LBSP
Action Group.
This Group is seeking to understand the needs of priority WRRF sites and their surrounding
land uses, and develop appropriate planning policies, tools and other control measures to
protect their operations from encroaching sensitive uses, as well as minimising the impact of
these facilities on the environment, public health and amenity.
The LBSP project and this Discussion Paper appear to be exploring a number of common
issues, including: the need to develop a consistent mechanism for defining buffer areas; the
need for a new planning scheme tool to control use and development both on site and within
any buffer areas; the need to clarify what is meant by sensitive use; and, the potential for
application of the Agent of Change principle in relation to buffer areas.
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Hazards, Risk and Consequence
» Does the planning system effectively address existing or greenfield MHF or other hazardous
industry that poses a risk to the safety of surrounding areas? [1]
» How should planning address areas surrounding existing or proposed MHF or other
hazardous industry that poses a risk to the safety of surrounding areas? [2]
» Should there be greater consultation when a new MHF is proposed or changes made that
would require changes to its safety assessment? Who should be involved in that
consultation? [3]
As outlined above, Casey has advocated over many years for changes to the planning system
as it relates to potentially hazardous land uses and their interface and interaction with
adjoining land uses.
In particular, Casey has sought mechanisms to better protect buffers surrounding potentially
hazardous land uses to prevent inappropriate encroachments, as well as an elevated role for
the relevant ‘expert’ government authorities.
As stated in Casey’s submission to the EPA on its Recommended separation distances for
industrial residual air emissions:
“Planning authorities can provide for ‘buffers’ in strategic plans and seek to avoid
rezoning land for sensitive purposes within proximity of industrial activities by
implementing the separation distances. Similarly, provisions for separation distances
are incorporated in the VPP to protect the amenity of sensitive uses from uses with
adverse amenity potential.
However, … where land is already zoned for sensitive purposes within proximity to
industrially zoned land there is no trigger in the current VPPs or universally recognised
planning mechanism to protect industries from encroaching sensitive uses. Until this
‘reverse buffer’ issue is addressed, there is the potential for land use conflict.”
[Submission by City of Casey, EPA Recommended separation distances for industrial
residual air emissions, November 2012]
Yet despite these approaches, no changes have been made, so the planning system still
does not effectively address these issues.
A planning permit is still required for the use and/or development of land associated with an
activity with adverse amenity potential. However a planning permit is generally not required
for a range of potentially conflicting uses encroaching into an established activity’s buffer due
to the zone controls.
Consequently, existing activities with adverse amenity potential are not protected from the
encroachment of other land uses that can ultimately threaten their ongoing operation.
Planning controls should be incorporated into the scheme to trigger permit requirements for a
range uses with the potential to conflict if they encroach unheeded into established buffers.
The objective being to ensure that any pertinent issues are appropriately addressed in the
assessment process, and subsequently through design requirements and/or permit conditions
imposed on the proposed use and/or development.
In addition, the expertise of the EPA and Worksafe should be captured, with both being made
statutory referral authorities for applications for potentially hazardous uses, as well as
applications for proposals within established separation distances.
The exhibition and advertising requirements currently provided for in the planning system in
relation to planning scheme amendments, planning permit applications and amendments to
permits are considered sufficient for consultation with surrounding landowners and occupiers.
In addition to these formal notification requirements, many local governments also engage
with stakeholders regarding significant planning proposals in other ways.
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Definition of a Hazard Facility
» Should a definition for MHF be included in planning schemes, and if so, what might a
definition include? [4]
The term selected to encapsulate the land uses subject of this Discussion Paper needs to be
carefully chosen and defined.
While ‘MHF’ is suggested, this definition has specific connotations under the Occupational
Health and Safety Act 2004 (OHS Act) and associated OHS Regulations which may not
sufficiently cover the scope of land use activities required for the purpose of the planning
system.
The OHS Regulations’ definition of MHF is principally applied to facilities that need to be
registered and licenced to ensure their internal environment is a healthy and safe place for
workers, with less emphasis on the potential impact of the facility on neighbouring properties.
Therefore, aligning with this definition may not be practical or useful as the planning system
has far broader objectives.
There are also other potentially hazardous land use activities that fall outside the scope of the
OHS Regulations’ MHF definition, which from a land use planning perspective could be
considered ‘major hazard facilities’, such as prescribed waste landfills and abattoirs.
The term ‘facility’ has connotations that would not cover land permanently designated for the
purpose of transporting hazardous materials, such as pipelines. If similar controls are to be
considered for pipelines, (which Casey supports) the scope of the definition should be
expanded, or a separate definition used specifically for that land use.
Alternative terms that could be considered, include ‘major hazard infrastructure’ ‘controlled
hazard facility and infrastructure’ or ‘potentially hazardous facilities and infrastructure’ to
encapsulate both facilities and pipelines or ‘potentially hazardous facility’ or ‘controlled hazard
facility’ for facilities and ‘potentially hazardous infrastructure’ for pipelines.
Whatever term is chosen, for clarity and transparency, the types of land use activities falling
within its scope should be defined within the planning scheme. The definition/s should include
reference to land use activities involving the storage, handling, processing, production or fixed
transport (ie. via pipeline) of large quantities of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials
and goods.
Land use activities that could potentially be included within the scope of the definition include
those referenced in the Discussion Paper being, oil refineries, chemical manufacturing sites,
gas processing plants, LPG facilities, some warehousing and transport depots and water
treatment plants, as well as abattoirs, prescribed and putrescible waste landfills (eg. Taylors
Road prescribed waste facility in Dandenong South) and waste processing plants (eg. tyre
recyclers).
Likewise, the term ‘sensitive use’ should also be defined in the planning scheme.
The term ‘sensitive use’ appears in the SPPF and in the Environmental Audit Overlay (EAO).
For the purposes of the current EAO ‘sensitive use’ is explained as “residential use, child care
centre, pre-school or primary school”. However, the term is not defined in either clause 72 or
74 of the planning scheme.
In its 2011 submission to the Potentially Contaminated Land Advisory Committee, Casey
recommended that the term ‘sensitive use’ be defined in the planning scheme, in addition to
its definition in Ministerial Direction No. 1 - Potentially Contaminated Land and the Potentially
Contaminated Land General Practice Note (June 2005) to avoid any confusion about exactly
what uses it encapsulates.
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Risk Assessment and Modelled Hazard Boundaries
» Should MHF emergency plans also are (sic) required to consider the affect a major incident
would have on property within the land use planning areas and provide this in information
given to the local community? [5]
Under OHS legislation, MHF emergency plans need to address risk to persons both on and
off site, however this does not necessarily mean they will address potential impacts on
‘property’ within any buffers established around the MHF.
Emergency plans should be required to consider the impact on property, as it would empower
people to make better informed decisions in relation to the current or future use or
development of their land and, if reverse buffers are established these would provide
guidance for decision makers on how to better address and minimise any potential risks.
» Should the WorkSafe methodology for Inner and Outer Planning Advisory Areas continue to
be the basis for identifying risk areas around MHF and be used for the land use planning
system? [6]
» Should risk areas around MHF, through Inner and Outer Planning Advisory Areas, be
identified in planning schemes? [7]
The Inner and Outer Planning Advisory Areas appear to have been beneficial to planning
decision-making to date in the absence of any other more formal planning tools. The
methodology has been developed by a body with relevant and specialist expertise so
theoretically should reflect ‘best practice’.
These two Advisory Areas should be formally reflected in new tools in the planning scheme,
such as individual schedules to an appropriate overlay. Each Area’s specific issues could be
reflected in a schedule containing restrictions and/or requirements relevant to each.
» Are there other more appropriate mechanisms other than the planning system that could be
used to identify risk areas around a MHF that would alert landowners, tenants, permit
applicants, facility operators and prospective purchasers and others about a MHF and the
risk potential? [8]
The planning system is publicly accessible and (in theory) ‘public friendly’. Most people are
also aware that land use is regulated by ‘planning’. Property owners and prospective
purchasers are provided with information on the zone/s and overlay/s applying to land when a
property is being sold. Others, such as tenants and facility operators, can also readily access
planning scheme information from public sources.
Conversely, other existing regulatory mechanisms, such as those provided under OHS and
EPA legislation are a bit more obscure, so public awareness is limited.
Therefore the planning system is probably the best mechanism for identifying risk areas.
Reflection in the Planning System
» Should modelled risk areas around MHF be translated into planning schemes, and if so,
how could this best be achieved? [9]
Modelled risk areas should be translated into planning schemes to protect both the
surrounding land and the potential risk generator. However, the mechanisms for achieving
this may vary depending on the situation.
Existing potentially hazardous facilities within an urban context, ie. inside the Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB), should be zoned appropriately to best reflect their use and context, such as
Special Use Zone (SUZ) or Industrial 2 Zone (IN2Z) with surrounding properties also zoned to
reflect their predominant land use (eg. residential, commercial, industrial). Overlays should
then be applied to control the use, development and subdivision of land within surrounding
buffer areas to protect the potentially hazardous land use from potentially conflicting
encroachments and control activities within the buffer.
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For land outside established urban areas, including land in the Urban Growth Zone (UGZ),
Green Wedge Zone (GWZ) or Farming Zone (FZ), existing or new facilities should not only be
appropriately zoned to best reflect their use, but the zoning of land within their buffers may
also need to be reconsidered.
When rezoning non-urban land for urban purposes, the zoning of land surrounding an existing
potentially hazardous use should be chosen to enable more compatible activities to establish
within defined buffers. Overlays could then be used to further control use, development or
subdivision within the buffer.
Policy
» Is the treatment of MHF in State policy adequate/appropriate? [10]
» Should policy more clearly prioritise the protection of human life in areas around MHF
similar to that provided under Bushfire policy? [11]
» Could local planning policy play a greater role in managing conflicting land uses and
sensitive land use near MHF and provide strategic guidance on how such areas are
developed? [12]
The current absence of State policy for MHF should be rectified.
In its submission to the SPPF Review Advisory Committee in May 2014, Casey supported the
inclusion of a new State policy for hazardous facilities. This would greatly assist planning and
responsible authorities with decision making and also potentially assist in dealing with
expectations from proponents, applicants and neighbours of these facilities.
Policy for MHF should provide a balance between protecting human life and recognising that
MHF do provide essential resources or infrastructure that people rely upon.
For municipalities with these types of facilities or infrastructure (ie. pipelines), a local planning
policy would assist in providing more specific guidance for decision-making and also provide
the local community with an understanding of the use and its operation and the context within
which any decisions would be made.
Zones
» Should a specific zone be considered and applied to all MHF such as the SUZ or a new
zone? [13]
» Could or should SUZ or other zone boundaries extend off-site from MHF and Schedules
used to allow certain use and development to occur? [14]
» Could any new or modified zone include purposes, permit requirements, decision guidelines
that identify and manage sensitive uses? [15]
» Should zones prohibit intensification of use or should they maintain a discretionary permit
process? [16]
If the scope of a MHF within the context of the planning scheme is expanded beyond its
current OHS definition, then the zone applied to each use should be considered on a case-bycase basis.
While the SUZ or the Comprehensive Development Zone (CDZ) may be the most appropriate
zone for larger standalone type facilities, other zones, such as the IN2Z, may be more
appropriate for a facility grouped with other potentially hazardous uses or surrounded by other
industrial land uses.
The extension of zone boundaries ‘off-site’ could be pursued, but should only be considered
where ‘off-site’ land is in the same ownership, there is the potential and strategic need for
other compatible uses to be established or the use is proposed in a greenfield situation.
Otherwise zones should only be used to cover the land associated with the potentially
hazardous facility or infrastructure.
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In a greenfield situation, the CDZ could be drafted to identify and manage sensitive uses
surrounding a potentially hazardous use. However, the use of the SUZ in this way is not
considered appropriate or consistent with established principles for its application.
While a zone could be used to prohibit intensification of any use (either the potentially
hazardous land use, or the potentially encroaching sensitive use), with changes and
advances in technology, it is considered more desirable to maintain the flexibility that
discretion provides.
Overlays
» Could or should an existing or new overlay be used to identify risk and manage
development on land surrounding a MHF? [17]
» Should both use and development of land around a MHF be managed in an overlay? [18]
» Could an overlay identify inner and outer hazards areas or be applied to identified areas
(whether default or modelled)? [19]
Overlays have been used in planning schemes to manage natural environmental risks, such
as bushfire, erosion and inundation. So precedent exists for the use of planning overlays for
risk management purposes.
There is also precedent in the use of overlays to manage off-site issues in the drafting of
existing overlays, such as the Airport Environs Overlay (AEO), Melbourne Airport Environs
Overlay (MEAO) and Incorporated Plan Overlay (IPO). So the application of an overlay rather
than a zone is considered a more consistent approach to dealing with off-site land uses.
As stated earlier in this submission, Casey has strongly advocated for a number of years for
an overlay control to manage buffers around landfills. There are strong similarities between
the on and off-site issues surrounding buffer management for both landfills and MHF.
Consequently, Casey supports the development of a new overlay that can be used to manage
potential encroachments into buffers around potentially hazardous man-made land uses.
Schedules attached to any overlay can be used to differentiate controls between inner and
outer areas. The boundaries of these would need to be determined at the time the overlay is
initially applied however, the drafting of the schedule could also provide flexibility for the
application of requirements to address changed circumstances over time (eg. to respond to
changes in technology which may enable greater intensification of off-site uses).
Notification of Risk
» Is notification of the risk status of land in proximity to a MHF important and how might it be
achieved? [20]
Notification of potential risk is important, but it should not be the prime driver for imposing
additional planning controls over land within MHF buffers.
The main reason for introducing additional planning controls over any land within a buffer
should be to ensure that the amenity of any encroaching land use is preserved at an expected
level and the ongoing operations of the MHF are not compromised by the encroaching uses.
A planning control such as a zone or overlay would be practical as this information appears in
planning certificates and/or Section 32 statements, so future landowners can make informed
decisions prior to purchasing any impacted property.
Of the two controls, a planning overlay would be preferable as this could be drafted to trigger
additional buildings and works requirements and potentially impose additional use controls on
top of the zone.
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Referral Authority Requirements
» Would it be appropriate or beneficial to include key agencies such as the EPA and
WorkSafe as referral authorities for permit applications lodged with identified risk areas
around MHF? [21]
» Would the use of a zone or overlay provide the mechanism for engaging the EPA and/or
WorkSafe as a referral authority for areas of risk around Major Hazard Facilities? [22]
As referenced earlier, Casey has previously advocated strongly for expansion of the EPA’s
role as a referral authority given its technical expertise.
However, the role and responsibilities of the EPA in the planning process still need to be
clarified and strengthened so its standing as the public expert in its field is acknowledged by
the authority itself and reinforced through appropriate means making it more accountable.
This was espoused by the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) in SITA
Australia Pty Ltd & PWM (Lyndhurst) Pty Ltd v Greater Dandenong City Council [2007] VCAT
156.
In the SITA case, heard before Helen Gibson, then Deputy President, and Dr Sylvia
Mainwaring, Member, the role of the EPA was described as:
“21 …a repository of expertise that enables it to undertake expert scientific and
engineering scrutiny of proposals to ensure that all reasonable steps are taken to reduce
risks to human health and the environment to acceptable levels. The EPA possesses a
level of expertise that is not possessed by planning and responsible authorities.
22 In general terms, the EPA is the pre-eminent, expert authority within the state on all
matters concerning the control of pollution and protection of the environment. In our
view, its assessment of matters related to these issues ought to be accepted as
authoritative and in preference to other assessments or opinions in the absence of an
established process whereby competing assessments or opinions can be tested and a
binding determination made…”
The same arguments would also apply to Worksafe in relation to MHF given their significant
technical knowledge and experience.
Elevation of the status of both agencies could be achieved through appropriate planning
controls establishing both the EPA and Worksafe as referral authorities under Section 55 of
the Planning & Environment Act 1987, in a similar fashion to that used in Section 52.29 which
establishes the Roads Corporation (VicRoads) as a statutory referral authority for applications
seeking access to a main road.

Adverse Amenity
Buffers/Separation Distances
» Should Clause 52.10 be reviewed to provide more than just an advisory role in determining
the need for permits for industrial and warehousing uses? [23] If so, what should such a
review seek? [24]
» Should the EPA IRAE Guidelines be better articulated in the VPP to accord greater weight
to separation distances for industry or sensitive use expansion? [25]
» Are the separation distances/buffer distances in Clause 52.10 and the IRAE Guidelines
clearly justified and appropriate? [26]
» Might a clearer articulation in the planning system of principles around the need for buffers
be useful? [27]
» Does the planning system currently allow and/or facilitate appropriate responses to the
provision of buffers whilst ensuring the most efficient land use and land value capture
outcomes around MHF and industry? [28]
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Casey has previously advocated for changes to Clause 52.10 of the VPP to broaden its scope
to necessitate statutory referral of applications for sensitive uses seeking to encroach into
buffers of established uses with adverse amenity potential; and, introduce measures to clarify
and strengthen the role and responsibilities of referral authorities, in particular the EPA.
In its submission on the EPA’s Recommended Separation Distances for Industrial Residual
Air Emissions in November 2012, Casey advocated that a ‘one stop shop’ document should
be prepared for all separation distances for industry covering noise, vibration and hazardous
air emissions, as well as residual odour and dust emissions, identifying the relevant
legislation, responsible authorities or agencies. This could then set the maximum separation
distances for all industry types and specify the component distances (ie. noise, dust, etc.) to
assist with assessing any requests for reductions in separation distances or encroachments.
Casey also recommended that additional permit triggers be developed to ensure separation
distances were protected; the EPA be made a statutory referral authority for applications for a
range of other uses with adverse amenity potential listed in Clause 52.10 that have no note or
a ‘Note 2’ irrespective of whether or not they comply with specified threshold distances; and
the EPA be made a statutory referral authority for sensitive uses that may encroach into
recommended separation distances (ie. reverse buffers).
A copy of Casey’s submission is attached for reference.
Reverse Amenity and Agent of Change
» Could the ‘agent of change’ principle be introduced to planning schemes for industry to
ensure that the onus on ensuring appropriate buffers rests with the encroaching sensitive
use? [29]
Introduction of the ‘agent of change’ principle would be beneficial to responsible authorities for
the management of MHF and other land uses with potential off-site impacts, such as landfills.
The principle would need to be supported in both State and local planning policy, ideally
incorporated into clause 52.10 and also reflected in the planning controls covering both the
potentially hazardous land use and surrounding land within its buffers.

Sensitive Uses
» Should sensitive uses be formally defined in the planning scheme? [30]
Casey advocated to the Potentially Contaminated Land Advisory Committee in 2011 on the
issue of defining sensitive uses in the planning scheme. As there have been no changes to
the planning scheme in this regard since then, Casey’s 2011 response remains relevant:
The planning scheme currently contains the term ‘sensitive use’ in the State Planning
Policy section and in the Environmental Audit Overlay (EAO). While a definition is not
found in the ‘definition’ section of the planning scheme, in the current EAO ‘sensitive use’
is explained as “residential use, child care centre, pre-school or primary school”.
Under the revised EAO the term ‘sensitive use’ has been avoided with the control
specifying the actual land use terms to which the controls applies.
While the Ministerial Direction and the Practice Note should explain the definition, the
term should also be explained in the planning scheme to avoid any confusion about
exactly what uses it encapsulates, as irrespective of its inclusion or otherwise in the EAO,
the term is used within the State Planning Policy for Environmental Risks (clause 13).
This can be addressed by including a definition of ‘sensitive use’ within the General
Terms in clause 72.
Within the revised EAO the term is not required as the way it is now drafted to trigger a
planning permit necessitates the use of VPP definitions.
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In conclusion Casey submitted that:
A combination of both options should be adopted – leaving definitions in the Ministerial
Direction and Practice Note, but also incorporating a definition within the General Terms in
clause 72 to clarify the scope of the State Planning Policy for environmental risks which also
uses the term.

Navigating the System
» Would a Planning Practice Note(s) for interface planning between industry and sensitive
uses be useful? [31]
A Planning Practice Note would be particularly useful as potentially hazardous uses are not
commonplace, so planners having to deal with these types of uses within the context of a
planning scheme amendment, planning permit application or planning compliance may not
have any expertise from which to draw from.

Pipelines
» Given there is already a legislative framework for pipeline protection, does the planning
system need to include additional provisions? [32]
» Could a risk based spatial overlay developed for MHF and industry with a specific schedule
for pipelines be a potential tool for use in identifying major pipelines in planning schemes?
[33]
It would be useful for the planning scheme to identify pipelines as a major infrastructure item.
This would ensure they were evident to the general public and developers, as well as
authorities and the use and development of land in their proximity could be appropriately
addressed.
The most practical means of identifying their existence would be through a spatial overlay.
This is considered an appropriate planning tool as it can be drafted to ensure uses within its
bounds are constructed of appropriate design standards.
The only apparent shortcoming would be associated with a responsible authority’s capacity to
refuse buildings and works proposals which may intensify otherwise as-of-right uses, such as
dwellings. However, the recent VCAT decisions cited in the Discussion Paper suggest this
may be less of a concern.
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Casey’s Submission on the EPA’s
Recommended Separation Distances for Industrial Residual Air Emissions
(November 2012)
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