
To the Public Works Committee, 

Common sense tells us that no child-focused facility, let alone a youth justice 
centre for highly vulnerable young people, should be built between Australia’s 
largest marijuana cultivation and medicinal processing facility and an active gun 
club. These are high-impact, high-risk land uses that produce odour, emissions, and 
gunfire noise. It is self-evidently an unsuitable environment for rehabilitation, safety, or 
wellbeing. 

This project has been rushed, poorly assessed, and pushed forward despite clear risks 
to children, the community, and the planning system itself. I ask the Committee to 
request a full, independent reassessment. 

1. Odour Impacts from Tas Botanics 

The development application contains no odour assessment, despite the facility being 
located next to Tas Botanics, a major cannabis cultivation and processing operation. 
(See photo attached of incineration at Tas Botanics) 

Scientific research shows that emissions from cannabis facilities can cause “burning 
eyes and throat, problems sleeping, nausea, and headache” (Appendix: Cannabis 
Cultivation Facilities: A Review of Their Air Quality Impacts). 

Brighton Council and the EPA have stated that odour impacts may have “major financial 
and political implications if a legitimate nuisance can be established, and legal action 
becomes necessary” (Appendix: EPA response to Tas Botanics). 

The From Harm to Healing joint statement also warns that “marijuana odours from a 
nearby medical marijuana production facility pose risks of adverse childhood events, 
traumatisation, re-traumatisation, and relapse for children.” 

Despite all this, the DA: 

 includes no odour modelling, 

 does not meet the planning scheme’s attenuation requirements. 

This alone should stop the project. 

2. Gun Club – Noise and Trauma Risks 

The site is also close to an active gun club. Gunfire is a known trauma trigger for many 
young people in detention. 

The planning scheme requires a 2km attenuation distance for this type of noise source. 
This requirement has not been met. 

Placing vulnerable children within earshot of gunfire is not trauma-informed care. 



 

3. Brighton Council Road Approvals Not in Place 

The required Brighton Council approvals for road access and upgrades are not yet in 
place. The project is being advanced without the basic infrastructure approvals that any 
ordinary development would be required to secure first. 

4. Lack of Accessibility and Essential Services 

The proposed site is not accessible. There is no public bus service to the site. Many 
families of young people in detention rely on public transport, and the absence of any 
bus route will severely limit their ability to maintain contact, a key factor in rehabilitation 
and stability. 

Essential services are also located at a significant distance: 

 The nearest hospital is too far away to provide timely emergency medical care. 

 The nearest police station is also distant, creating delays in response times for 
incidents or emergencies. 

A youth justice facility must be located where emergency services can respond rapidly 
and where families and support networks can maintain regular contact. This site fails 
both basic requirements. The lack of public transport and the distance to essential 
services make the location fundamentally unsuitable for a facility intended to support 
vulnerable young people. 

5. Government Pressure to Close Ashley Youth Detention Centre 

The closure of Ashley Youth Detention Centre has been repeatedly delayed, now 
pushed out to 2028. Under political pressure to show progress, the government has 
attempted to fast-track the Pontville facility. 

Minister Roger Jaensch publicly stated that legislation would be introduced to “ensure 
certainty for time frames for the approval process.” This is not independent planning, it 
is political intervention. 

The pressure placed on Southern Midlands Council compromised its ability to make a 
balanced, independent decision. Procedural fairness was undermined. 

“The government has historically weaponised delays to the closure of AYDC against any 
critiques of Pontville in ways which problematically seek to quash valid concerns. They 
also continue to cite advancement of planning processes for Pontville as a reason to 
proceed with a fundamentally flawed decision and project, as if resources already 
invested in planning are good enough a reason to perpetuate future harms against 
children.” (Appendix: From Harm to Healing joint statement) 



 

6. Marginal Council Vote Despite Overwhelming Objections 

The DA was approved by a narrow 4–3 vote (Southern Midlands Council Minutes, 10 
December 2025). 

This is despite: 

 43 written representations, plus 2 late submissions 

 A joint statement from 16 organisations 

 A petition with 57 signatories 

 100 written objections during the 2023 site selection process 

 The From Harm to Healing statement endorsed by 15 major organisations, 
including Anglicare Tasmania, Save the Children, and Laurel House 

Hundreds of community and expert objections were eƯectively overridden by a 
single-vote majority. This fails to give proper weight to community input, contrary to 
Section 57 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993. 

7. Community Consultation Was Misrepresented 

The Youth Justice Facility – Community Consultation and Feedback Summary Report 
(2023) presents a narrative that the consultation was “iterative,” balanced, and 
responsive to community concerns. This is simply not true. 

The report: 

 Does not meaningfully respond to any of the concerns raised 

 Frames objections as misunderstandings rather than legitimate issues 

 Presents the process as collaborative when it was one-way communication 

 Describes “engagement” that was, in reality, a series of briefings telling the 
community what would happen 

 Ignores the overwhelming opposition to the Pontville site 

The consultation was not a dialogue. It was a presentation. Community concerns were 
not addressed — they were documented and then disregarded. 

The Summary Report attempts to create the appearance of a fair, iterative process, but 
the substance shows the opposite: the site was predetermined, and the consultation 
was used to justify a decision already made. 

This is not genuine engagement. It is a procedural box-ticking exercise. 



8. Scale and Heritage Impacts 

The proposal includes: 

 An 8,200m² custodial compound 

 Buildings up to 11.8 metres high 

 A 6-metre security fence 

Surrounding rural homes will be dwarfed by this institutional complex eg all 
surrounding houses are lower than 6.4m high as a comparison. 

This proposal fails to respect the local context. Its bulk, height, and institutional form 
will dominate the landscape, destroy pastoral views, and diminish the heritage integrity 
of Pontville. 

9. Extensive Planning Scheme Non-Compliance Overlooked — Community 
Silenced Under Legal Pressure 

The proposal contains numerous and significant non-compliances with the 
Tasmanian Planning Scheme, the Attenuation Code, the Scenic Protection Code, the 
Rural Zone standards, and LUPAA Schedule 1. These issues were repeatedly raised by 
residents, experts, and community organisations — yet they were dismissed or 
minimised during assessment. 

Instead of addressing these legitimate planning concerns, the process became 
adversarial. Multiple lawyers acting for the proponent engaged directly to create an 
environment of pressure and intimidation. Ordinary residents attempting to participate 
in the statutory process felt silenced, overwhelmed, and discouraged from exercising 
their right to be heard. This is the opposite of transparent, community-centred planning. 

The following major non-compliances were raised but not resolved: 

 Heritage Precinct & Rural Cultural Landscape Impacts (20.3.1, LUPAA 
Schedule 1) The 6 m security fencing, floodlighting, and institutional built form 
are incompatible with the surrounding heritage precincts and rural cultural 
landscape. No heritage impact assessment was provided. 

 Attenuation Code Breaches — Organic Chemical Works (C9.0, Table C9.1) 
Tasmanian Botanics’ cannabis extraction and processing activities meet the 
definition of an “organic chemical works,” requiring a 500 m buƯer. The Youth 
Justice Facility is 149.18 m away — more than 350 m inside the required 
distance. 

 Failure to Demonstrate No Constraint on Existing Industry (C9.5.2) The 
application did not show that Tas Botanics’ lawful operations would not be 



constrained by the introduction of a sensitive use. This is a mandatory 
requirement. 

 Cannabis Odour & BVOC Exposure — No Modelling Provided (C9.0, C9.5.2) 
Peer-reviewed research confirms cannabis cultivation emits BVOCs that 
disperse well beyond site boundaries. No odour modelling, dispersion analysis, 
or cumulative impact assessment was undertaken. 

 Composting & Incineration Odours — Not Assessed (C9.0, Table C9.1) 
Composting and biomass incineration at Tas Botanics require attenuation. No 
assessment was provided. 

 Gunfire Noise — Trauma Impacts Ignored (C9.0) The Hobart Clay Target Club is 
within audible range. Council assessed only hearing damage, ignoring 
trauma-related impacts, despite extensive evidence. 

 Cumulative Impacts — Not Assessed (C9.0) Children would be exposed to 
cannabis odour, BVOCs, composting odours, incineration emissions, and 
gunfire. No cumulative assessment was undertaken. 

 Building Height & Bulk (20.4.1) The 11.8 m buildings and 6 m fences create an 
institutional presence inconsistent with rural character. 

 Setbacks & Visual Impact (20.4.2) The facility would be highly visible from the 
Midland Highway and Bagdad Rivulet. No visual impact assessment was 
provided. 

 Adjoining Landowner Impacts — Privacy, Amenity, Safety (20.3.1, LUPAA 
Schedule 1) The adjoining landowner’s privacy, amenity, and sense of safety 
would be significantly diminished. These impacts were not meaningfully 
assessed. 

 Carpark in Scenic Corridor (C8.6.2) The carpark sits within the Scenic Road 
Corridor. No assessment of visual intrusion was provided. 

 Lighting Impacts — No Lux Modelling (20.3.1) The 24-hour lighting and 6 m 
fence-mounted luminaires will create an institutional glow across the valley. No 
lighting assessment was provided. 

 Failure to Consider Social, Economic & Health Impacts (LUPAA Schedule 1) 
Trauma triggers, community wellbeing, emergency access delays, and property 
impacts were not considered. 

 Incomplete Application (Part 6.1) Essential information — including 
attenuation modelling, transport access, and signage — was missing. An 
incomplete application cannot be validly assessed. 



These are not minor technicalities. They are core planning requirements designed to 
protect public safety, community wellbeing, and the integrity of the planning system. 
The fact that so many unresolved non-compliances were overlooked, while community 
members faced legal pressure simply for participating, demonstrates a process that 
was neither fair nor lawful. 

Conclusion 

The proposed Pontville Youth Justice Facility is being advanced despite missing 
assessments, planning scheme breaches, political pressure, and a consultation 
process that did not genuinely consider community input. 

The combination of cannabis odour, gunfire noise, inadequate planning, and 
misrepresented consultation makes this site fundamentally unsuitable for vulnerable 
young people. 

I urge the Public Works Committee to stop this project and request a full, independent 
reassessment. 

 

Regards, 

Ross Tudor & Rebecca Wilkie 
 

 
 
 

Appendices: 

1. Cannabis Cultivation Facilities: A Review of Their Air Quality Impacts 

2. EPA Response to Tas Botanics 

3. From Harm to Healing Joint Statement 

4. Minister Roger Jaensch – Public Statement (2025) 

5. Southern Midlands Council Minutes – 10 December 2025 (DA2500106) 

6. Youth Justice Facility – Community Consultation and Feedback Summary Report 
(2023) 
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