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3 June 2025 
  
 
Hon Jarrod Bleijie MP 
Deputy Premier, Minister for State Development, Infrastructure and Planning and Minister 
for Industrial Relations 
Queensland Government  
Lodged online via the online consultation form 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Minister, 
 
Response to Queensland Government’s proposed changes to the planning framework 

The Clean Energy Investor Group (CEIG) welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback 
on the Queensland Government’s proposed changes to the planning framework published 
in May 2025.  
 
CEIG represents domestic and global renewable energy developers and investors, with 
more than 16GW of installed renewable energy capacity across more than 76 power 
stations and a combined portfolio value of around $38 billion. CEIG members’ project 
pipeline is estimated to be more than 46GW across Australia. CEIG strongly advocates 
for an efficient transition to a clean energy future on behalf of the investors who will 
provide the low-cost capital required for this transition. 
 

Key Points 
 
General comments 
• CEIG supports clear and consistent frameworks that build community trust and 

enable timely project delivery. 
• CEIG supports formalising social impact analysis and community benefit 

practices. 
• CEIG recognises that these reforms will add cost and complexity – the planning 

system must remain efficient, well-resourced and coordinated. 
• CEIG recommends the Queensland Government establish a dedicated, well-

resourced body – or expand an existing one (e.g. SARA or the Coordinator-

Generation) to coordinate planning and environmental assessments, ensure 
legislative alignment, and enforce clear timeframes.  

• CEIG is disappointed that industry was not consulted ahead of the reforms. 

• CEIG notes the absence of alignment with the yet-to-be-released 5-Year Energy 

Roadmap, creating uncertainty about how the reforms may impact its objectives. 

• CEIG cautions that higher project costs will raise the cost of capital and therefore 

https://haveyoursay.statedevelopment.qld.gov.au/renewable-energy-reforms
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power prices for consumers. 
• CEIG supports the exclusion of BESS from the planning regulation changes, 

recognising their critical role in delivering system security services as Queensland 
transitions its energy system. 

• CEIG highlights that BESS differ significantly from wind and solar projects, 
offering a compact footprint, recyclable design, and flexible siting—more akin to 
synchronous condensers than variable renewables. 
 

Planning (Social Impact and Community Benefit) and Other Legislation Regulation 2025 
• CEIG finds the 1MW threshold for large-scale solar farms too low and 

recommends a threshold of ≥5MW in line with AEMO’s definition. 
• CEIG supports limiting appeal rights for SIAs and CBAs to directly involved 

parties. 
• CEIG is concerned that broad third-party appeal rights allow anyone, regardless 

of whether they are impacted, to challenge approvals in the P&E Court.   
• CEIG recommends appeal rights be proportionate and limited to materially 

affected parties, with clearer guidance on how they will operate. 

• The lack of grandfathering arrangements forces lodged projects to restart under 

new rules, increasing costs, delaying approvals, and undermining investor 
confidence in Qld. 

• CEIG urges fair transition rules, clear requirements, and timely guidance to avoid 
project delays and protect Qld’s investment reputation. 

• CEIG believes that projects with DAs lodged before the announcement of the 

new regulatory changes (i.e. prior to the media release) should be exempt, or at 
minimum, supported by clear and equitable transitional arrangements. 
 

Social Impact Assessment Guideline 
• CEIG supports mandatory SIAs and CBAs to strengthen social licence and deliver 

meaningful community benefits, but the framework must avoid adding 

unreasonable costs, delays, and regulatory risk. 
• CEIG supports local government involvement in CBAs but cautions against 

assuming they always best represent the community; CBAs should allow flexible 

models that include both local governments and community groups in funding 
decisions where appropriate. 

• CEIG urges the new community benefit system to avoid worsening existing issues 

of inconsistent local government decisions and decision-making timeframes. 

• CEIG calls for further guidance on CBAs including standardised $/MW/year 

benchmarks to set mutual expectations between proponents and local 
governments. 

• CEIG cautions that requiring a CBA before DA lodgement raises legal risks, 

including anti-bribery obligations, and positions local governments as gatekeepers 
to development—clear exemptions and oversight are needed to avoid deterring 
international investment in Qld 

• CEIG insists transparency on CBA fund use is critical; mandatory reporting should 

link spending to agreed community outcomes to build trust and accountability. 

• CEIG is concerned that the proposed CBA model lacks a clear and flexible 

pathway to recognise regional or developer-led benefits. 
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• CEIG believes social licence is stronger when communities can clearly attribute 

benefits to the specific project and proponent. 

• CEIG recommends that the mediation process include binding timeframes and 

independent oversight to resolve disputes and ensure timely outcomes. 

• CEG believes First Nations engagement should be distinct from local 

government processes, with tailored guidance to ensure culturally appropriate, 
meaningful consultation. 
 

New State Code 26: Solar Farm Development 
• CEIG notes overlapping assessment matters between State Code 26 and the 

SIA process. 
• CEIG requests clear guidance on key provisions in State Code 26—such as 

definitions of “unacceptable adverse impacts,” “appropriate mitigation,” and “scenic 

amenity”—supported by consistent assessment tools. 
• CEIG emphasises the need for better alignment between State Code 23 & 26 and 

the EPBC Act to reduce duplication and delays. 

• CEIG highlights frequent delays and cost increases with OSOM vehicle 

movement and recommends implementing reforms from the OSOM Wind Farm 
Review. 

• CEIG supports decommissioning planning but advocates for flexible, risk-based 

financial assurance models that reward best practice, rather than one-size-fits-all 
approaches. 
 

Draft Development Assessment Rules 
• CEIG acknowledges the intent to improve notifications but doubts community 

notice boards will effectively boost awareness, especially in remote areas. 
• CEIG urges exploring more inclusive, accessible communication methods that 

reflect how people access local information today. 

 
GENERAL COMMENTS 
CEIG welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on the proposed changes to 
Queensland’s planning framework, including: 

• Planning (Social Impact and Community Benefit) and Other Legislation Regulation 
2025 

• Social Impact Assessment Guideline 
• New State Code 26: Solar farm development 
• Draft Development Assessment (DA) rules 

 
CEIG supports the development of clear and consistent planning frameworks that build 
community trust and enable the timely and efficient delivery of renewable energy projects. 
Conducting a Social Impact Assessment (SIA) early in project development to inform the 
design of a community benefit scheme is standard practice across the industry. As such, 
CEIG supports in principle the formalisation of these good development practices. 
 
It is, however, important to recognise that the proposed changes will add cost and 
complexity to renewable energy development. To manage these additional requirements 
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without delaying project delivery, Queensland’s planning system must remain efficient, 
well-resourced, and clearly coordinated. CEIG recommends the creation of a dedicated 
body – or the expansion of an existing body such as the State Assessment and Referral 
Agency (SARA) or the Coordinator-General – to oversee and coordinate planning and 
environmental assessments across relevant agencies. This body should also have a role 
in driving coordination earlier in the legislative and policy development stages, to ensure 
alignment across regulatory requirements. This coordination must be supported by clear 
and enforceable timeframes at each stage of the process. 
 
CEIG has previously supported the Queensland Government’s draft Renewables 
Regulatory Framework, which aimed to improve coordination across agencies and ensure 
consistent, streamlined engagement, regulation and approvals1. Many of the 
recommendations in this submission build on our earlier feedback to that framework. 
 
CEIG also supports the Queensland Renewable Energy Council’s (QREC) Queensland 
Renewable Energy Developer & Investor Toolkit and recommends it be used to help guide 
these planning reforms2. CEIG also supports in principle QREC’s submission to the 
proposed changes to the planning framework. 
 
Overview of CEIG’s concerns 
Despite supporting the intent of the reforms, CEIG has significant concerns about aspects 
of the proposed reforms which, if implemented in their current form, would introduce 
significant investor risk and reduce certainty within Queensland’s planning system. These 
concerns include: 

• The treatment of pre-existing applications 
• Lack of guidance on appropriate community benefit contributions 
• Local governments being positioned as gatekeepers to development assessment 

• Broad third-party appeal rights that may delay projects without delivering 
additional community value 
 

CEIG is also disappointed that the renewable energy industry was not consulted prior to 
the introduction of the Planning (Social Impact and Community Benefit) and Other 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2025 and release of the accompanying regulatory materials. 
We note that local government stakeholders were involved in the development of these 
reforms and question why renewable energy proponents—who are directly impacted by 
these changes—were not offered a similar opportunity to provide input. 
 
Additionally, CEIG notes the lack of recognition of the critical linkages between the yet-
to-be-released 5-Year Energy Roadmap and the proposed planning reforms. Without the 
Roadmap, there is limited understanding of how these reforms might affect its objectives 
and delivery. This underscores the need for stronger strategic alignment across 
Queensland Government agencies. 
 
We recognise that the proposed changes to Queensland’s planning framework will 
increase both costs and risks for renewable energy developers. It is critical to 
acknowledge that higher development costs increase investment risk and the cost of 

 
1 CEIG (Dec-24) Response to Queensland Government’s Draft Renewables Regulatory Framework 
2 QREC (Apr-25) Renewable Energy Developer & Investor Toolkit 

https://www.ceig.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/CEIG-Submission_QLD-Draft-Renewables-Regulatory-Framework.pdf
https://qrec.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/Queensland-Renewable-Energy-Developer-Investor-Toolkit_FINAL-1.pdf
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capital, as developers must recover those costs and repay lenders. These added costs 
are ultimately passed to Queensland consumers through higher electricity prices. To 
support both the energy transition and energy affordability, it is in the public interest that 
any additional regulatory costs and associated risks are carefully managed and minimised. 
 
Support for the exclusion of BESS 
Recognition as critical grid infrastructure 
CEIG supports the decisions to exclude battery energy storage systems (BESS) from the 
proposed changes to Queensland’s planning framework. BESS assets are increasingly 
considered as critical grid infrastructure.  
 
As Queensland advances its energy transition, including through the forthcoming Five-
Year Energy Roadmap, BESS assets will play an expanding role in delivering system 
security services. The Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) has identified the 
importance of grid-forming inverters – especially grid-forming BESS – in replacing 
essential services historically provided by synchronous generators3. 
 
Similarly, Powerlink Queensland has outlined the need for 2.15GW of grid-forming BESS 
at key locations across the State to deliver stable voltage waveform services and maintain 
grid security4. Powerlink is also assessing the role of BESS in supporting industrial 
demand growth in areas like Gladstone5. 
 
Unique characteristics of BESS 
As acknowledged by the Department of State Development, Infrastructure and Planning 
(DSDI) during stakeholder briefings, BESS projects differ significantly from utility-scale 
wind and solar developments. Their unique features, including compact spatial footprint, 
recyclability, and ability to provide critical grid services, make them more comparable to 
synchronous condensers than variable renewable energy projects. 

• Low spatial footprint: BESS installations are highly energy-dense and require 
minimal land. For example, the Waratah Super Battery in New South Wales  - 
(850MW/1660MWh - the largest BESS in the world) occupies approximately 1.5 
km², while the Alta Wind Energy Center (the largest operational windfarm in the 
world) in California spans more than 130 km² (1,550 MW). 

• Simple and recyclable construction: BESS sites are typically “plug-and-play”, 
involving concrete slabs or ground-mount systems with minimal disturbance to 
land. Additionally, most BESS original equipment manufacturers (OEMs) either 
operate in-house recycling or partner with third-party providers, ensuring that key 
materials such as lithium, nickel, cobalt, and copper can be recovered at end-of-
life. 

• Siting flexibility: Unlike wind or solar assets, BESS can be located independently of 
resource availability. They are commonly co-located with generation assets or 
sited near transmission infrastructure such as substations, or at decommissioned 
thermal plant sites. 

 
Given these factors, CEIG strongly supports the continued exclusion of BESS from the 

 
3 AEMO (Aug-21) Application of Advanced Grid-scale Inverters in the NEM 
4 Powerlink Queensland (Nov-25) Addressing System Strength Requirements in Queensland from December 
2025 
5 Powerlink Queensland (Jun-25) Priority Transmission Investment: Gladstone Project 

https://aemo.com.au/-/media/files/initiatives/engineering-framework/2021/application-of-advanced-grid-scale-inverters-in-the-nem.pdf
https://www.powerlink.com.au/sites/default/files/2025-03/Project%20Assessment%20Draft%20Report%20-%20Addressing%20System%20Strength%20Requirements%20in%20Queensland%20from%20December%202025%20.pdf
https://www.powerlink.com.au/sites/default/files/2025-03/Project%20Assessment%20Draft%20Report%20-%20Addressing%20System%20Strength%20Requirements%20in%20Queensland%20from%20December%202025%20.pdf
https://engage.powerlink.com.au/pti-gladstone-project
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changes to Queensland’s planning regulations. 
 

PLANNING (SOCIAL IMPACT AND COMMUNITY BENEFIT) AND OTHER 
LEGISLATION REGULATION 2025 

Impact assessable development 
Threshold for large-scale solar 
CEIG understands that the proposed amendments to the Planning Regulation 2017 would 
classify a material change of use for a renewable energy facility—specifically large-scale 
solar—as impact assessable development. We note that wind energy projects are 
explicitly excluded from this provision, as wind farms are already subject to a standalone 
definition and separate assessment process introduced on 3 February 20246. 
 
Under the proposed amendments, large-scale solar is defined as any facility with a 
capacity of ≥1MW or occupying ≥2 hectares. CEIG considers the proposed threshold for 
defining a "large-scale" solar farm as unreasonably low. As currently defined, the 
threshold risks unintentionally capturing small-scale installations, including some rooftop 
systems, that do not pose the same planning or community impacts as utility-scale 
projects.  
 
CEIG recommends aligning the threshold with Clause 2.2.7 of the National Electricity 
Rules (NER), under which intermittent generating units—such as solar farms—are only 
required to be classified as semi-scheduled if they have a nameplate rating of 30MW or 
more (or are part of a group of units at a common connection point with a combined rating 
of 30MW or more) s7.. Projects below this threshold may apply for exemption. Accordingly, 
CEIG suggests excluding solar farms below 30MW from the definition of “large-scale” for 
the purposes of this framework. 
 
CEIG suggests aligning the threshold with the Australian Energy Market Operator’s 
(AEMO) classification, under which solar generating systems below 30MW can apply for 
exemption from semi-scheduled status. excluding solar farms with a capacity of less than 
5MW when fully connected to a transmission or distribution system - consistent with the  
threshold for classifying generating unit8 
 
Appeal rights 
CEIG notes that ‘impact assessment’ is a rigorous process that typically takes up to 12 
months to complete. It involves public notification and enables any third party to make 
submissions on the proposed development and, if granted, to appeal the decision to the 
Queensland Planning and Environment (P&E) Court. 
 
Appeals typically take 12 to 18 months to resolve, during which time development 
approvals are not in effect—meaning proponents cannot proceed with their projects while 
an appeal is underway. 
 
Under the proposed framework, only applicants may appeal decisions related to SIAs or 
Community Benefit Agreements (CBAs). CEIG supports this approach, as it ensures SIAs 

 
6 Queensland Government (Jan-25) MEDIA STATEMENT: A Fresh Start for Queensland: Local community 

consultation rights made permanent on wind farm developments 
7 AEMO (Aug-22) Guide to Generator Exemptions and Classification of Generating Units 
8 AEMO (Aug-22) Guide to Generator Exemptions and Classification of Generating Units 

https://statements.qld.gov.au/statements/101924#:~:text=Effective%203%20February%202025%2C%20wind,and%20third%2Dparty%20appeal%20rights.
https://statements.qld.gov.au/statements/101924#:~:text=Effective%203%20February%202025%2C%20wind,and%20third%2Dparty%20appeal%20rights.
https://www.aemo.com.au/-/media/Files/Electricity/NEM/Participant_Information/New-Participants/Generator-Exemption-and-Classification-Guide.docx
https://www.aemo.com.au/-/media/Files/Electricity/NEM/Participant_Information/New-Participants/Generator-Exemption-and-Classification-Guide.docx
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and CBAs remain a matter between proponents, local governments, and directly involved 
stakeholders. Limiting appeal rights in this way helps avoid unnecessary disputes over 
what should be project-specific and negotiated outcomes. 
 
However, CEIG is concerned that the broader planning framework introduces overly 
expansive third-party appeal rights. Under the current definition of an eligible submitter in 
the Planning Act 2017, there are few limitations on standing—meaning anyone who makes 
a properly made submission, even if they are not materially affected, can appeal a 
development approval or its conditions to the P&E Court. This includes individuals or 
groups located far from the project area, including those in other states—raising 
questions about the relevance and legitimacy of such appeals. 
 
Given that the primary goal of these reforms is to provide tangible benefits for host 
communities, it would be most appropriate to focus appeal rights on those who are 
directly affected. Without a clear test for proximity or material interest, there is a risk that 
the process could be exploited by parties opposed to renewable energy projects 
regardless of their actual impact on the local community. This is particularly problematic 
given the broad discretion to consider “any relevant matter” beyond the State Codes, 
which could lead to delays without corresponding benefits to local communities. 
 
Without clear guidance and strong assessment criteria, there is a heightened risk of 
inconsistent decision-making, prolonged appeals, and increased development costs 
without delivering additional benefits to host communities. These factors could undermine 
investor confidence and Queensland’s ability to accelerate the delivery of large-scale 
sustainable and reliable infrastructure. 
 
CEIG recommends that third-party appeal rights be proportionate and limited to parties 
with a clear, material interest in the project. We urge the State to provide detailed 
guidance on how the new appeal provisions will operate in practice, including clarification 
around standing, to ensure a fair, balanced, and efficient planning system that supports 
both local communities and the energy transition. 
 

Development requiring social impact assessment – pre-existing applications 
CEIG is concerned that under the proposed changes, development or change 
applications already lodged but not yet determined (i.e. “pre-existing” applications) will not 
be appropriately protected from the new SIA and CBA requirements. 
 
Instead of being assessed under the rules in force at the time of lodgement, these 
applications would be treated as not properly made and returned to the confirmation 
stage with the chief executive. This approach means that projects already in the 
development assessment (DA) stage would be subject to new and unanticipated 
regulatory criteria, which effectively forces proponents to restart the assessment process 
under new regulatory requirements. For many of these projects, this could materially alter 
their risk profile, increase capital requirements, and compromise economic viability. 
 
CEIG sees a strong potential for transition risk to these projects and is particularly 
concerned at the lack of appropriate grandfathering arrangements. Applying new rules to 
projects already underway undermines investor confidence in the stability and 
predictability of Queensland’s planning system. Investors and assessment managers – 
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including local governments – have already invested considerable time and resources in 
progressing pre-existing applications. Requiring these to be revisited or reworked 
undermines confidence, disrupts project timelines, delays investment decisions and 
financial close, and interferes with grid connection planning. This risks damaging 
Queensland’s reputation as an investment destination and a predictable State to do 
business with. 
 
To preserve fairness, certainty, and investor confidence, CEIG urges the Queensland 
Government to: 

• Exempt projects with DAs lodged before the announcement of the new regulatory 
changes (i.e. prior to the media release announcing these changes), or at minimum 
provide clear and equitable transitional arrangements; 

• Ensure that assessment requirements are proportionate and transparent; and 
• Deliver timely guidance and work with industry to clarify how and when new rules 

will be applied. 
 
CEIG believes projects that submitted a DA after the formal announcement should be 
subject to the new requirements, while earlier projects should not be unfairly 
disadvantaged.  
A comparable example is when NSW introduced its new Renewable Energy Planning 
Framework, which included appropriate transitional arrangements to reflect the 
significant changes in planning policy9. 
 
SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT GUIDELINE 
CEIG supports the objective of strengthening community engagement by introducing a 
mandatory community benefit system for wind and large-scale solar farms, including the 
requirement for proponents to complete an SIA and enter into a legally binding CBA with 
relevant local governments. These measures have the potential to deliver more 
meaningful and lasting outcomes for host communities. 
 
While CEIG supports efforts to build social licence through better engagement and 
benefit sharing, we are concerned that, if not carefully implemented, the proposed 
framework could introduce additional costs, delays, and regulatory uncertainty for 
renewable energy projects. 
 
SIAs and CBAs should facilitate – not obstruct – the timely delivery of critical sustainable 
and reliable energy infrastructure. To achieve this, the system must be designed to 
support genuine engagement without increasing investment or regulatory risk. 
 
CEIG has previously identified several challenges in Queensland’s planning system, 
including inconsistencies in local government decision-making and a lack of data on 
development applications, assessment milestones, and decision-making timeframes10. 
The new mandatory community benefit system must avoid compounding these issues. 
 
To be effective and equitable, the framework must strike the right balance between 
supporting communities and maintaining project viability. CEIG recommends that it be 

 
9 NSW Government (Nov-24) Renewable Energy Planning Framework 
10 CEIG & HSF (Apr-24) Delivering Major Clean Energy Projects in Queensland and Victoria | A Review of 
Statutory Planning Approval Processes 

https://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/policy-and-legislation/renewable-energy/renewable-energy-planning-framework
https://www.ceig.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/HSF-_-CEIG-Report-Delivering-major-clean-energy-projects-in-QLD-and-VIC.pdf
https://www.ceig.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/HSF-_-CEIG-Report-Delivering-major-clean-energy-projects-in-QLD-and-VIC.pdf
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underpinned by: 
• Clear and consistent guidance on both SIA and CBA requirements; 

• Proportionate and streamlined processes that minimise duplication and avoid 
unnecessary delays; 

• Defined timeframes to provide procedural certainty, and 
• Flexibility to tailor CBAs to the needs of local communities while ensuring 

outcomes are realistic and aligned with broader energy transition goals. 
 

With the right design, a mandatory community benefit system can enhance outcomes for 
communities while preserving the investment certainty needed to deliver sustainable and 
reliable infrastructure at scale and on schedule. 
 
Department resourcing 
The introduction of mandatory SIAs and CBAs will place additional demands on DSDI, 
particularly in relation to assessment, oversight, and enforcement functions. It is essential 
that DSDI be adequately resourced to undertake this new responsibility effectively. Where 
current capacity is insufficient, additional funding should be secured to ensure DSDI can 
deliver timely and consistent assessments, maintain procedural integrity, and uphold 
community confidence in the new system. 
 

Community Benefit Agreement 
CEIG supports the principle of CBAs as a means to strengthen social licence and deliver 
tangible outcomes for host communities. However, the current framework presents 
several design risks that could undermine both project viability and public confidence.  
 
As drafted, the proposed requirements lack critical detail, create legal and procedural 
uncertainty, and shift disproportionate power to local governments without adequate 
oversight or safeguards. Without clearer guidance, stronger accountability, and a more 
balanced structure, CBAs risk becoming a source of regulatory delay, inconsistent 
application, and increased investment risk—ultimately threatening the successful delivery 
of Queensland’s renewable energy transition. 
 
Role of local government 
While CEIG supports the involvement of local governments in community benefit 
arrangements, we are concerned that the current framework assumes local councils are 
always the best proxy for the broader community. This assumption risks excluding other 
trusted and well-established community organisations that may be better placed to deliver 
local benefits.  
 
To ensure fair and meaningful outcomes, CBAs should allow for flexibility in how 
administration and distribution models are negotiated. Where appropriate, these 
arrangements should include both local councils and community advisory committees in 
decision-making about which projects receive funding and amount of funding allocated. 
 
Impacts on anti-bribery obligations 
Requiring proponents to reach a legally binding agreement with the relevant local 
government prior to lodging a DA also raises significant compliance risks and investment 
risks. Several CEIG members are subject to international anti-bribery obligations, which 
may be breached by any payment or benefit made to a decision-making body before a 
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project is approved. By positioning councils as gatekeepers to development—despite 
projects being assessed at the State level—this structure creates unnecessary legal and 
governance risks for investors. 
 
CEIG is aware of cases where this dynamic has led to delays and uncertainty. Although 
exemptions are provided for under the proposed regulations, there is insufficient clarity 
on the conditions under which they apply. Greater transparency and guidance are needed 
to ensure exemptions are applied consistently and fairly.  
 
Without appropriate clarity and safeguards, this approach risks undermining investor 
confidence in Queensland, particularly from international investors who account for 
around 70% of capital in Australia’s clean energy sector. If these concerns are not 
addressed, the requirement could deter global capital and jeopardise the State’s ability to 
attract timely investment for the energy transition. 
 
Need for clear guidance around CBA amounts  
CEIG is concerned about the absence of guidance on appropriate payment amounts 
within CBAs. There are currently no clear bounds or benchmarks, which leaves 
proponents at risk of inconsistent or unreasonable demands by local governments. 
Without such benchmarks, local governments may make excessive demands, creating 
uncertainty and unpredictability for project proponents. 
 
CEIG has previously identified a lack of transparency with respect to how Council rates 
for renewable energy projects are levied in Queensland11. CEIG recommends that the 
Queensland Government establish guidance on benefit-sharing rates—for example, a 
standard $/MW per year amount for solar, wind, and co-located projects—similar to those 
outlined in the NSW Benefit Sharing Guideline12. Mutual expectations between local 
government and proponents would help reduce disputes and support more predictable 
project planning. 
 
Clearer guidance would also benefit local governments, many of which may lack the 
resources or expertise to negotiate CBAs effectively. Without clearer parameters, local 
governments could face increased administrative burdens and inconsistent negotiation 
outcomes, exacerbating resource constraints. 
 
Providing clarity on CBA processes and payment expectations will help ensure the 
framework delivers genuine community benefits while maintaining investor confidence 
and regulatory integrity. 
 
Transparency on use of CBA funds 
CEIG supports requiring developers to contribute funds towards initiatives that deliver 
genuine community benefits—such as infrastructure upgrades, skills training, health and 
wellbeing programs, and environmental conservation—while ensuring meaningful 
community engagement throughout. However, it is important to avoid duplicating efforts 
or shifting responsibilities that rightly sit with other government agencies (such as the 
State Government).  

 
11 CEIG & HSF (Apr-24) Delivering Major Clean Energy Projects in Queensland and Victoria | A Review of 
Statutory Planning Approval Processes 
12 NSW Government (Nov-24) Benefit-Sharing Guideline 

https://www.ceig.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/HSF-_-CEIG-Report-Delivering-major-clean-energy-projects-in-QLD-and-VIC.pdf
https://www.ceig.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/HSF-_-CEIG-Report-Delivering-major-clean-energy-projects-in-QLD-and-VIC.pdf
https://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-11/benefit-sharing-guideline.pdf
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The State Government should provide clear guidance on the appropriate use of CBA 
funds, identify the parties responsible for managing them, and ensure clarity around who 
contributes and who benefits. Transparency in these areas is essential to maintain the 
integrity of the benefit-sharing process and to build and sustain community and investor 
trust. 
 
To support transparency and public confidence, CEIG recommends mandatory reporting 
of all CBA financial contributions in local governments’ annual reports, with a clear 
requirement to link expenditure to agreed community benefit outcomes. Consideration 
should also be given to allowing community members the opportunity to review and 
provide feedback on how CBA financial contributions are being used. This will help ensure 
accountability and that host communities receive the benefits they have been promised. 
 
Limited recognition of regional or developer-led benefits 
The proposed CBA model lacks a clear and flexible pathway for recognising regional 
initiatives and additional community-led or developer-led contributions outside of the 
council-administered process. If mandated benefit-sharing obligations crowd out other 
forms of locally valued investment, the overall impact may be diminished and opportunities 
to build lasting community support could be lost. 
 
Additionally, social licence is strengthened when communities can directly attribute 
benefits to the specific project and proponent—when it is clear who is making the 
contribution and why. When funding is filtered through councils or governments, 
communities often perceive the benefit as disconnected from the project itself. This not 
only undermines trust in the developer and the broader energy transition, but also risks 
reinforcing the view that industry delivers limited local value.  
 
Further define concepts 
The proposed framework introduces broad and ambiguous concepts—such as “positive 
legacy outcomes” and “acceptable mitigation”—without providing clear regulatory 
definitions or criteria. This lack of clarity leaves these terms open to subjective 
interpretation, increasing the risk of inconsistent regulatory expectations, delays, or 
inequitable outcomes. This is particularly concerning for projects that span multiple 
jurisdictions, where differing interpretations could further complicate approval processes 
and undermine investor confidence. 
 
CEIG recommends that the final guidelines include clear, consistent definitions and 
guidance for key terms. 
 
Mediation 
CEIG acknowledges that the proposed framework includes an option for mediation 
between local governments and proponents, facilitated by an independent mediator on 
request of both parties. However, this process is currently voluntary and lacks mandated 
timeframes for negotiation or resolution. 
 
The absence of binding timeframes creates a risk of indefinite delays—especially in 
situations where an agreement cannot be readily reached. This risk is compounded by the 
inconsistent capacity and varying approaches across local governments, which can result 
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in confusion and unpredictability around the negotiation process, scope of agreements, 
and expectations of all parties. 
 
To ensure procedural fairness and avoid protracted delays, CEIG recommends that the 
framework establish clear, binding timeframes for each stage of the CBA negotiation and 
mediation process. This would help maintain momentum, provide accountability, and 
support timely project delivery. 
 
In addition, CEIG is concerned that the current framework largely places the responsibility 
of managing complaints raised through the SIA and CBA process on proponents. CEIG 
believes there should be an independent, third-party mechanism in place to assess and 
manage complaints—particularly where disputes arise. In cases where agreement cannot 
be reached, there must be access to a credible, independent third party to facilitate 
resolution and provide a circuit breaker. 
 
CEIG also recommends that an independent moderator be empowered to assess whether 
both parties have acted in good faith during negotiations.  
 
First Nations 
CEIG notes limited substantial references or clear guidance regarding the engagement 
and inclusion of First Nations peoples within the SIA or CBA frameworks. 
 
In practice, consultation with First Nations communities is often conducted through 
separate, dedicated processes outside of broader community engagement initiatives. 
This reflects the distinct cultural, legal, and historical considerations that must be 
respected when engaging with First Nations peoples. 
 
Given the unique status and rights of First Nations communities, CEIG considers that local 
governments should not be positioned as the primary spokespersons or representatives 
for First Nations interests. First Nations groups require direct, meaningful engagement 
with proponents and relevant state agencies to ensure their voices are heard and their 
specific needs addressed. 
 
CEIG suggests that the regulatory framework explicitly recognises the distinct nature of 
First Nations engagement and provides tailored guidance for meaningful consultation and 
participation. 
 

NEW STATE CODE 26: SOLAR FARM DEVELOPMENT 
Further detail needed 
CEIG notes that State Code 23 (Wind Farm Development) was updated in February 2025 
to include additional requirements related to engagement, use of high-quality agricultural 
land, workforce accommodation and infrastructure and decommissioning bonds. It is 
assumed that the new requirements for community engagement and benefits will be 
replaced by the new SIA and CBA requirements, however, it remains unclear whether and 
when these changes will apply to wind farms under State Code 23. 
 
CEIG also observes that there appears to be overlap between the assessment matters 
covered in the SIA process and the new State Code 26 in relation to social and community 
impacts. This duplication risks creating unnecessary regulatory burden for proponents 
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and should be streamlined. 
 
The accompanying guideline for State Code 26 has not yet been released, meaning key 
implementation details remain unknown. CEIG requests further clarity and guidance on 
how the following provisions will be interpreted and applied in practice: 

• The meaning of “unacceptable adverse impacts on individuals, communities, the 
environment and infrastructure and services”; 

• What constitutes appropriate mitigation of “any adverse impacts” to the above; and 

• Expectations for protecting the “scenic amenity and landscape values”. 

 
To support transparent and consistent decision-making, CEIG recommends the 
development of clear criteria and assessment tools for these provisions. For example, 
CEIG would welcome the introduction of guidance similar to the NSW Renewable Energy 
Planning Framework13 to provide upfront expectations for how scenic amenity and 
landscape values should be assessed in the context of renewable energy development. 
 

Alignment with the EPBC Act process 
CEIG emphasises the importance of avoiding duplication or misalignment between 
Queensland’s environmental assessment processes and those required under the 
Commonwealth’s Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC 
Act). 
 
The introduction of State Code 26 presents an opportunity to improve coordination 
between State and Federal assessments for solar farms. CEIG members have previously 
experienced poor alignment between State Code 23 (wind farms) and the EPBC Act 
process, with wind projects in Queensland often triggering more onerous requirements at 
the Federal level14. 
 
This lack of alignment can lead to delays, additional costs, and increased uncertainty for 
project developers and for communities while they wait to hear which project(s) secure 
environmental approvals and under which conditions. CEIG recommends better 
integration of State and Commonwealth assessment processes to streamline approvals 
and provide a clearer, more efficient pathway for renewable energy projects. 
 
Oversize overmass vehicles 
CEIG notes that under the performance outcomes of State Code 26, proponents must 
demonstrate that a safe, viable, and practical haulage route is available to support the 
movement of oversize overmass (OSOM) vehicles during construction and ongoing 
maintenance activities. 
 
However, CEIG wishes to highlight ongoing challenges in this area. In particular, members 
have frequently experienced delays and cost increases due to last-minute cancellations 
of police escorts for OSOM vehicle movements, often caused by resourcing constraints 15. 
 

 
13 NSW Government (Nov-24) Renewable Energy Planning Framework 
14 CEIG & HSF (Apr-24) Delivering Major Clean Energy Projects in Queensland and Victoria | A Review of 

Statutory Planning Approval Processes 
15 CEIG & HSF (Apr-24) Delivering Major Clean Energy Projects in Queensland and Victoria | A Review of 
Statutory Planning Approval Processes 

https://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/policy-and-legislation/renewable-energy/renewable-energy-planning-framework
https://www.ceig.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/HSF-_-CEIG-Report-Delivering-major-clean-energy-projects-in-QLD-and-VIC.pdf
https://www.ceig.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/HSF-_-CEIG-Report-Delivering-major-clean-energy-projects-in-QLD-and-VIC.pdf
https://www.ceig.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/HSF-_-CEIG-Report-Delivering-major-clean-energy-projects-in-QLD-and-VIC.pdf
https://www.ceig.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/HSF-_-CEIG-Report-Delivering-major-clean-energy-projects-in-QLD-and-VIC.pdf
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To address this, CEIG recommends implementing the findings from the Review of 
Oversize Overmass Wind Farm Arrangements16, including consultation with the 
Department of Transport and Main Roads to enable the use of qualified private escorts 
and improve coordination across government. Further consideration should also be given 
to upgrading key transport corridors and exploring cost-sharing mechanisms among 
developers to ensure OSOM requirements can be met efficiently and reliably. 
 

Decommissioning 
CEIG understands that the Queensland Government is exploring models to provide 
financial assurance for managing end-of-life activities for renewable energy projects, 
secured by bonds, financial guarantees or other mechanisms to safeguard timely 
compliance to limit decommissioning risks for landowners.  
  
CEIG supports the enforcement of end-of-life planning but emphasises the need for an 
approach different from that used in the resources sector. Rather, we suggest that 
decommissioning policies and financial securities should focus on flexible, risk-based 
mechanisms that encourage and reward best practices within the renewable energy 
sector.  
  
CEIG advocates for frameworks that establish clear standards for responsible 
decommissioning while avoiding one-size-fits-all financial instruments. Policies should 
support and promote industry-led best practices for end-of-life planning and protections.   
  
We would welcome the opportunity to collaborate on a framework that promotes 
voluntary, industry-led stewardship aligned with Queensland’s environmental 
conservation goals and strengthens Queensland's investment attractiveness and 
economic competitiveness.  

 

DRAFT DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT RULES 
CEIG acknowledges that the proposed amendments aim to introduce more practical 
notification methods for large-scale projects, recognising the limitations of traditional 
signage—particularly for projects spanning large or remote areas. However, CEIG is not 
yet convinced that the proposed changes will lead to meaningful improvements in 
practice. 
 
While the draft rules move away from large on-site signs, they instead introduce new 
requirements to use community notice boards that meet detailed specifications. This 
approach may still pose logistical challenges, especially in regions where suitable notice 
boards are limited or underutilised by local communities. It is unclear whether this method 
will materially improve public awareness or participation. 
 
CEIG recommends that the Queensland Government explore more effective and inclusive 
communication channels to supplement traditional methods. Any reforms should prioritise 
genuine accessibility, especially for regional and remote communities, and reflect how 
people access local information today. 
 

 

 
16 Queensland Transport and Logistics Council (2023) Review of Oversize Overmass Wind Farm 
Arrangements 

https://www.qtlc.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/Pastin-Final-Report-OSOM-Windfarm.pdf
https://www.qtlc.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/Pastin-Final-Report-OSOM-Windfarm.pdf
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CEIG thanks the Queensland Government for the opportunity to provide feedback on its 
proposed changes to the planning framework and looks forward to continued 
engagement on those issues. Our Head of Policy and Advocacy can be contacted at 
marilyne.crestias@ceig.org.au if you would like to further discuss any elements of this 
submission.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Marilyne Crestias 
Head of Policy and Advocacy 
Clean Energy Investor Group Ltd  
w: www.ceig.org.au   

mailto:marilyne.crestias@ceig.org.au
http://www.ceig.org.au/

