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Introduction 
Continuum Group Pty Ltd has been engaged by Council of the City of Gold Coast to undertake a 
first compliance check of its proposed Local Government Infrastructure Plan (LGIP) or amendment 
to a current LGIP. 
 
Continuum Group Pty Ltd is required to: 
 
(1) evaluate whether a proposed LGIP or amendment complies with the requirements outlined 

under the Planning Act 2016 and the Minister’s Guidelines and Rules, including: 
(a) the SOW model requirements in Schedule 7 of the Guideline and Rules; 
(b) the LGIP template;  
(c) the approved form MGR5.1 – LGIP Review Checklist; and  

(2) comply with the fundamental ethical principles of integrity, objectivity, professional 
competence, due care and professional behaviour when reviewing the LGIP; and 

(3) provide a written statement and the completed checklist to the local government detailing the 
findings of the compliance check.   

Scope exclusions 
The following items are outside the scope of this review: 

• A verification of the accuracy of individual inputs used in the preparation of an LGIP. 
• A review of the local government’s Long Term Financial Forecast (LTFF) or asset 

management plan (AMP) other than to determine the extent of their alignment with the LGIP. 
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Compliance check process 
The process used for the compliance check is as follows: 

Stage Description 

Engaged 
 

• Documents and other information requested from Council of the City of 
Gold Coast on 03/12/2021 

• Documents and other information provided by Council of the City of Gold 
Coast on 08/12/2021 

Review • Review commenced on 10/12/2021 
• Additional information requested on 14/12/2021 
• Meeting held with local government on 16/12/2021 
• Meeting held with local government on 20/12/2021 
• Additional information provided to LGIP Reviewers on 23/12/2021 
• Additional information requested on 14/01/2022 in conjunction with draft 

checklist review 
• Meeting held with local government on 17/01/2022 
• Additional information provided to LGIP Reviewers on 23/12/2021 
• Additional information provided to LGIP Reviewers on 28/01/2022 
• Meeting held with local government on 31/01/2022 

Final report • Draft report issued on 03/02/2022 
• Final report issued on 25/02/2022 

 

The following local government personnel were involved in the compliance check: 
 

Name Title Date of 
discussion (s) 

Scope of discussion 

Trina Bristowe Executive 
Coordinator Strategic 
Infrastructure 

16/12/2021 
20/12/2021 
17/01/2022 
31/01/2022 

• PIA capacity 
• Service catchments and SOW 

model 
• Service catchments and PFTI 
• Planning horizon for networks 
• Alignment between PFTI, SOW 

model and Schedule 3 
• Apportionment of costs to service 

catchments 
• Identification and clarification of 

renewal costs and exclusion from 
LGIP 

• Clarification of contingency rates 
used for each network 

• Clarification on SOW model 
general financial inputs 

Rowena Michel Special Coordinator 
Strategic 
Infrastructure 

16/12/2021 
20/12/2021 
17/01/2022 
31/01/2022 

• PIA capacity 
• Service catchments and SOW 

model 
• Service catchments and PFTI 
• Planning horizon for networks 
• Alignment between PFTI, SOW 

model and Schedule 3 
• Apportionment of costs to service 

catchments 
• Identification and clarification of 

renewal costs and exclusion from 
LGIP 

• Clarification of contingency rates 
used for each network 

• Clarification on SOW model 
general financial inputs 

Paul Brookfield Coordinator Strategic 
Infrastructure 

16/12/2021 
20/12/2021 

• PIA capacity 
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17/01/2022 
31/01/2022 

• Service catchments and SOW 
model 

• Service catchments and PFTI 
• Planning horizon for networks 
• Alignment between PFTI, SOW 

model and Schedule 3 
• Apportionment of costs to service 

catchments 
• Identification and clarification of 

renewal costs and exclusion from 
LGIP 

• Clarification of contingency rates 
used for each network 

• Clarification on SOW model 
general financial inputs 

Andrew Saad Acting Coordinator 
Planning & Analytics 

16/12/2021 
20/12/2021 
17/01/2022 
31/01/2022 

• PIA capacity 
• Service catchments and SOW 

model 
• Service catchments and PFTI 
• Planning horizon for networks 
• Alignment between PFTI, SOW 

model and Schedule 3 
• Apportionment of costs to service 

catchments 
• Identification and clarification of 

renewal costs and exclusion from 
LGIP 

• Clarification of contingency rates 
used for each network 

• Clarification on SOW model 
general financial inputs 
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Compliance check findings 
Based on the information provided and available at the time of the compliance check, the proposed 
Gold Coast City Council LGIP amendment is substantially compliant with the Minister’s Guidelines 
and Rules and the relevant aspects of the Planning Act 2016. In particular, the proposed LGIP 
amendment: 
 

• Is consistent with the LGIP template and will integrate appropriately within the Gold Coast 
City Plan; 

• Has been prepared with appropriate consultation between Council and relevant State 
departments including relating to transport matters; 

• Improves the overall alignment between financial and budgeting instruments including the 
Long Term Financial Forecast, Asset Management Plans, and Capital Expenditure process 
as recommended in the previous LGIP; and 

• Is based on an updated set of planning assumptions (the Planning and Urban Growth 
model) that provide a comprehensive basis on which to forecast the extent and timing of 
additional demand on trunk infrastructure networks. 
 

However, the compliance review has identified areas of minor non-compliance which are discussed 
separately below. 
 
Capacity of the Priority Infrastructure Area (PIA)  
 
The Checklist requires that the PIA accommodate at least 10 years, but no more than 15 years, of 
growth. The PIA for the proposed LGIP amendment accommodates greater than 15 years of growth 
and so is technically non-compliant. 
 
This is due to the predominantly infill nature of expected future urban growth to achieve urban 
consolidation targets under Shaping SEQ.  
 
Based on the information provided in Schedule 3, total dwelling growth within the PIA is projected to 
be 103,729 dwellings, with 93,868 (approx. 90.5%) being attached dwellings.  However, ultimate 
capacity for attached dwellings within the PIA is approximately 467,000 dwellings, which indicates 
the intent to consolidate growth over time within existing urban areas. Given such a large capacity 
for infill and consolidation within the PIA, it is unclear how the PIA could be amended to only 
provide for 15 years of growth. 
 
Reduction in the extent of the PIA could only be achieved by removing greenfield areas. However, 
this would lead to potential issues with coordinating and funding of trunk infrastructure in the 
greenfield growth fronts which are still expected to experience significant growth.  
 
Further, the PIA is intended to assist with the sequencing and prioritising of the provision of trunk 
infrastructure. It is considered the proposed PIA meets this purpose, as most of the PIA and 
established urban areas are already serviced and will accommodate the majority of additional 
dwellings. 
 
In this regard, the proposed PIA is considered appropriate and meets the intended function of 
directing growth and supporting infrastructure into areas where it is most cost-effective. 
 
Inclusion of trunk infrastructure beyond the LGIP horizon 
 
The Checklist requires that the demand generated at Ultimate Development is considered when 
planning the trunk infrastructure required to be included in the SOW model. 
 
While the LGIP has a horizon of 20 years, the networks have been planned in consideration of 
ultimate development. 
 
It is noted that the Water Supply Network and Sewerage Network have included items in the SOW 
model (and Schedule 3 summary works tables and PFTI mapping) out to 2066 which is beyond the 
horizon of the LGIP which is based on a 20 year period (2021 to 2041). Council has advised this 
approach has been taken on the following basis: 
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• It is consistent with the current LGIP which includes trunk infrastructure for Water Supply 

Network and Sewerage Networks beyond the horizon of the LGIP; 
• Provides greater transparency on longer term network planning to the public and 

developers; 
• Assists in the managing, staging, and funding for out of sequence works; and 
• Is required to allow for conditioning of development approvals for ‘bring-forward’ 

development costs. 
 
The SOW model utilised for the proposed LGIP does not use the template model, and uses an 
alternative bespoke model. The MGR provides for alternative SOW models to be used, however 
requires at Chapter 5, Part 6, Section 37 that when using an alternative SOW model it: 
 

“…performs the same function and includes all the information contained in the standard 
SOW model available on the department’s website. It must not make it harder to be 
reviewed by other parties and must be prepared in accordance with the requirements of 
this part and Schedule 7.” 

 
Relevantly, Schedule 7, Section 6.28 of the MGR states: 
 

“The SOW model is limited to a time horizon of 30 years.” 
 
While network planning beyond the LGIP horizon is laudable and warranted, the function of the 
LGIP is to provide an analysis of service provision, cost of delivery, and projected revenue within a 
bounded timeframe.  
 
It is noted that including the Water Supply and Sewerage trunk infrastructure items in the SOW 
model beyond the LGIP horizon does not in this instance interfere with the modelling of costs, as 
the costs of the post 2041 trunk infrastructure have not been included in the calculations of 
cashflow over the LGIP period. On this basis, including water and wastewater infrastructure items 
out to 2066 does not diminish the functionality of the SOW model and is a technical non-compliance 
only.  
 
Use of service catchments in SOW model 
 
The Checklist requires that service catchments for each network cover at least the urban areas of 
the City and enable costs to be compared. 
 
The five (5) networks include service catchments in the proposed LGIP amendment that cover the 
urban areas, as well as other non-urban areas where population growth and development will 
generate demand on City-wide services. 
 
However, the service catchments for the stormwater network (both quality and quantity aspects) 
that are identified in the LGIP document, in the summary tables in Schedule 3, and the PFTI, are 
not included in the summary cost tables of the SOW model. By not including these catchments in 
the SOW model it is not possible to compare the costs of development for these networks across 
the service catchments.  
 
The LGIP 2 Extrinsic Material Report Stormwater Network notes that while the stormwater network 
has been planned and designed on a catchment basis, the DSS and performance of the network is 
considered and measured on a City-wide basis. Accordingly, the cost for the network is apportioned 
across a City-wide catchment for all development which increases demand on the stormwater 
network. On this basis, the adoption of a City-wide cost basis has been considered an appropriate 
response given that no comparison of catchment cost is necessary for this network. 
 
Departures in the alternative SOW model 
 
The SOW model utilised for the proposed LGIP does not use the template model, and instead uses 
an alternative bespoke model. The MGR provides for alternative SOW models to be used, however 
requires at Chapter 5, Part 6, Section 37 that when using an alternative SOW model it: 
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“…performs the same function and includes all the information contained in the standard 
SOW model available on the department’s website. It must not make it harder to be 
reviewed by other parties and must be prepared in accordance with the requirements of 
this part and Schedule 7.” 

 
The SOW model available on the department’s website at the time of this review is an Excel 
spreadsheet titled ‘Appendix C Schedule of Works Model, Version 11’, dated February 2016. In the 
worksheet where a local government identifies the future trunk assets for each network, the 
standard SOW model requires an input titled ‘Catchment Asset Allocation’. This functionality 
requires the local government to allocate the cost of an asset to a specific service catchment, or 
where an asset services multiple catchments, to allocate the cost proportionately across multiple 
relevant catchments. This also allows for the cost per demand unit for each catchment to be 
determined in the Summary Cost Schedule worksheet.  
 
The alternative SOW model in the proposed LGIP amendment does not include this functionality in 
the Future Trunk Asset worksheets. It is noted that the Water Supply Network, Sewerage Supply 
Network, Parks and Land for Community Facilities Network, and the Transport Network all break 
down the cost by service catchment in the Summary Cost Schedule worksheet. However, the 
Stormwater Network aggregates only to a Citywide level and does not provide costs for each 
catchment. As previously noted, while the stormwater network has been planned and designed on 
a catchment basis, the DSS and performance of the network is considered and measured on a 
City-wide basis. Accordingly, the cost for the network is apportioned across a City-wide catchment 
for all development which increases demand on the stormwater network. On this basis, the 
adoption of a City-wide cost basis has been considered an appropriate response given that no 
comparison of catchment cost is necessary for this network. 
 
While not technically compliant with the MGR, the approach taken by the alternative SOW model 
does not impact on the overall financial modelling in terms of calculating overall network costs, 
projected revenues, and cashflow position out to the LGIP horizon.  
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Conclusions 
Based on the information provided and available at the time of the compliance check, the proposed 
Gold Coast City Council LGIP amendment is substantially compliant with the Minister’s Guidelines 
and Rules and the relevant aspects of the Planning Act 2016. 

The aspects of the proposed LGIP amendment that are not compliant are limited and generally 
technical in nature. In particular: 

• The extent of the PIA provides excess capacity however does not cut across the intended 
settlement pattern for the City, and the provision of infrastructure within the PIA is aligned with 
the projected growth within the 15 year PIA horizon; 

• Not allocating the costs of future trunk infrastructure to specific catchments does not impact 
on the total cost calculations for each network which are used in the overall LGIP analysis of 
financial sustainability; and 

• Including trunk infrastructure items beyond the 30 year limit does not interfere with the cost 
and financial sustainability analysis of the LGIP in this instance, however does introduce 
internal inconsistency into the document. 
 

Recommendations 
Continuum Group Pty Ltd recommends to the Council of the City of Gold Coast that the LGIP should 
proceed subject to the review and endorsement of the Minister of the items identified as 
Predominately Compliant in the Appointed Reviewers Checklist 

Recommended conditions to be imposed 
1. NIL 

 
 

 


