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Draft for Ministerial approval to adopt

February 2018

City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B Submissions Report

Introduction
This report has been prepared by the Council of the City of Gold Coast (Council) in accordance with
Statutory Guideline 01/16 Making and amending local planning instruments (MALPI) under the Sustainable
Planning Act 2009 (SPA). This report considers submissions in relation to the proposed Major Update 1
and 1B to City Plan.
The consideration of submissions received in relation to Major Update to City Plan Policies (Schedule 6)
and Major Amendment 1 to the Local Government Infrastructure Plan is not included herein and will be
provided separately.

Update process under the Sustainable Planning Act 2009
In order to undertake updates to City Plan, Council must follow the steps outlined in MALPI under SPA.
This involves a five (5) stage process as presented in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1 Statutory update process

Consultation on Major Update 1 and 1B was undertaken from 4 October to 15 November 2017 to:



inform the community on the proposed changes to City Plan; and
provide the community with an opportunity to have their say on the proposed updates.

Figure 2 below details the critical dates for the Major Update 1 and 1B packages.

The report details how Council has undertaken public consultation activities, responded to submissions
and how submissions have informed changes to the proposed City Plan updates.

The Gold Coast
The Gold Coast is Australia’s largest non-capital city, and over the next 20 years the population is
expected to increase by 320,000. The Gold Coast must therefore build on its exceptional economic
opportunities, lifestyle and environment elements and use this growth as a lever to become a prosperous,
connected and liveable world-class city.
City Plan supports greater development intensity and smaller lot sizes in the city’s well-serviced and highly
urbanised areas while requiring lower development intensities and larger lot sizes in areas where services
and infrastructure are not as advanced. These areas also provide a transition to the city’s non-urban areas.
This means the Gold Coast, as a world-class city, will mature into a diverse yet sophisticated and globally
competitive economic powerhouse and lifestyle destination. It will have the benefits of all the economic
opportunities presented by a world-class city, while also retaining the excellent elements that make it a
great place to live.

Background
Council has committed to an ongoing program of updates to City Plan to ensure it continues to manage
and support long term growth and remains a crucial tool in shaping the Gold Coast into a mature, worldclass city. Major updates are planned to occur on a six-monthly basis.

Figure 2 Timeline and critical dates for Major Update 1 & 1B amendment packages.
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Consultation

Submission review process

The purpose of public consultation for Major Update 1 and 1B was to:

Council established a submission review process that:






raise awareness of Major Update 1 & 1B and make it easy for people to have a say;
inform and educate the community and stakeholders about the changes proposed within Major
Update 1 &1B;
provide opportunity for the community and stakeholders to provide feedback/submissions on the
proposed changes; and
build support for Council’s future implementation of the changes into City Plan.

The SPA states the minimum public consultation period must be undertaken for at least 30 business days.
The Council undertook public consultation for a period of 31 business days (6 weeks total) from 4 October
to 15 November 2017.
The endorsed Community Engagement and Communications Plan outlined a number of strategies to
create awareness across the city, including:
 notice in local newspaper;
 online/digital advertising;
 radio advertising;
 social media advertising; and
 Planning & Development Alerts.
This was supported with information to educate the community on the proposed updates and how to make
a submission. The following table summarises the outcomes from this consultation effort:




considered all properly made submissions in an objective, open and transparent manner; and
ensured adherence with the SPA public consultation requirements for updating a local planning
instrument.

The following steps detail how officers reviewed submissions on the proposed updates.

Step 1 – Registration of submissions
Council received submissions through the following avenues:




online survey;
email; and
post.

Upon receipt, each submission was registered in a database and Council’s record management system.
The following information was recorded for each submission:





date received;
method of delivery;
submitter’s name; and
submitter’s address and/or email address.

Activity

Reaction

A unique submission ID was assigned to each submission.

Website

7,500 visits
(4,556 referral from Facebook)

Where a duplicate submission was received, the submission was identified as a single submission. Where
a submitter provided additional information to support an original submission, this was attached and
reviewed along with the original submission.

Fact sheets and update packages

2,336 total downloads

Notification in water and sewer rates notice

69,465 notices

Letters to landowners
(who do not receive a water and sewer rates notice)

3,195 letters

6 community information events

total 137 attendees
(across all 6 events)

Industry briefing (3 October 2017)

130 attendees

Update hotline

total 40 phone calls
(across the 6 week period)

For a submission to be considered “properly made” under SPA, the following criteria was required:





be received on or before Wednesday 15 November 2017;
state the name and address of each person making the submission;
state the grounds of the submission, facts and circumstances; and
be made in writing, and either:
o submitted electronically; or
o signed by each person making the submission.

Any submissions which did not meet the requirements above were considered as ‘not properly made
submissions’. Despite this, all submissions have been considered and detailed in this response report.

Results of consultation
A total of 78 submissions were received over the 31 business days of consultation. This resulted in 189
points of submission being raised.
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Step 2 – Summary of submission review and responses



Figure 3 displays the submission review process at a high level.




Categorised to submission item







Item 11: Remove reference to Wave Break Island for the Integrated Resort Development at the
Broadwater
Item 12: Hours of operation for exempt commercial uses in district centres
Item 13: Categories of development and assessment for lease, access easement, community title
and volumetric subdivisions
Item 14: Emerging community zone setback/site cover provision
Item 15: Categories of development and assessment for Utility installations affected by overlays
Item 16: The Biggera Waters Centre and Surrounding Land Study
Item 17: Alignment of residential and lot size in the Low density residential zone, and
Not related to updates in the consultation package.

Point of submission created
Each point of submission was then summarised to ensure an objective analysis could be undertaken.

Suggested improvements reviewed

Response drafted

Figure 3: Submission review process

Upon receiving a submission, it was reviewed to identify how it related to the proposed update packages
and the items within the packages. Where the submission related to City Plan but did not relate to the
proposed updates on consultation, a separate submission item was created. These points of submission
were included in the ‘Not related to updates in consultation package’ item.
A detailed review was then undertaken to determine the individual ‘points of submission’, contained within
each submission. This enabled further classification into response categories associated with each of the
items included in the update packages.

In responding to submissions, each point of submission was reviewed in detail and any requested changes
to the update packages considered. Council’s subject matter experts were referred to throughout the
submission review process to determine the most appropriate response for each point of submission. For
example, submissions relating to flood were referred to Council’s Natural Hazards team for consideration
and response.
Responses were then drafted to each point of submission. Changes were made to the update packages
where it could be demonstrated the change would result in an improved outcome or public benefit.
Changes were then reviewed to determine whether they would be considered significantly different to what
was made available during public consultation. In accordance with MALPI, officers have concluded that the
proposed changes in response to the submissions received are not significantly different.

Step 3 – Next steps
To seek Ministerial approval to adopt the proposed City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B packages. Once
approval has been sought, the updates will be reflected in a new version of City Plan.

The following is the list of submission items contained within the Major 1 and 1B updated packages that
were subject to this consultation:











Item 1: Small lot housing review
Item 2: Party house land use controls
Item 3: Flood overlay
Item 4: Burleigh Heads Village character
Item 5: Tugun Village Character
Item 6: Transport definitions
Item 7: Gold Coast Cultural Precinct
Item 8: Building over or near Council infrastructure
Item 9: Social, community and public supporting uses
Item 10: Covered car parking setbacks in Medium and High density residential zones
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Item 1: Small lot housing review
1

2

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

95

Object to proposed item. Have the noise factors been considered for these small dwellings? Living
in close proximity to your neighbours may cause more noise disputes whether it is dogs barking,
kids playing or people arguing.

Objection noted.

No change to
update
package

95

Object to proposed item. The city can hardly cope with the current traffic congestion; will building
more houses not create more traffic congestion?

The proposed updates seek to improve the design outcomes for houses on small lots. City Plan
does not regulate occupants’ behaviour but seeks to improve amenity, visual appearance of
dwellings, and privacy between dwellings. Noise complaints are a civil matter that is outside of City
Plan's jurisdiction.
Objection noted.
City Plan initially introduced a Small lot housing (infill focus) code to support achieving the dwelling
targets as required by the State Government. The SEQ Regional Plan – Shaping SEQ identifies
the dwelling supply targets for the Gold Coast to 2041. Between 2016-2041, it is expected that an
additional 158,900 dwellings will be required to service the projected population growth.

No change to
update
package

The Small lot housing (infill focus) code provides design criteria for functional and compact dwelling
house forms on small lots within urban areas.
Council utilises a number of strategies to manage traffic congestion, including City Plan, Gold
Coast Transport Strategy 2031 and the Gold Coast Active Transport Plan 2017-2027. These
strategies reprioritise safety, mobility and public transport to create modal choice. As we grow, City
Plan seeks to support growth in the right locations to encourage modal shift away from the private
car.
3

95

Object to proposed item. Will any of these small dwellings be commission houses?

Objection noted.
The purpose of the Small lot housing (infill focus) code is to guide built form outcomes for dwelling
houses on lots less than 400m2. The update to this code is important because it clearly articulates
the design aspects that deliver good urban outcomes for the city.

No change to
update
package

City Plan provides direction on the appropriate development outcomes, it does not control or direct
market demand. The State Government Queensland Department of Housing and Public Works is
responsible for provision of social housing e.g. public housing, community housing and state
funded affordable housing.
4

5

102

106

It is vital more parking is required. Every house/unit should have a minimum of two carparks onsite, not on the road side.

Object to proposed item as reduces lot size and affects visual character.

Comment noted.
City Plan regulates parking requirements for development, throughout the city. In the Low density
residential zone and Medium density residential zone for dwelling houses on lots less than 400m2
the following car parking spaces are required to be provided onsite:


1 parking space per 1 bedroom dwelling; or



2 parking spaces per dwelling with 2 or more bedrooms.

Objection noted.
The proposed updates seek to improve the design outcomes for houses on lots less than 400m2.
The proposed changes to Small lot housing (infill focus) code do not alter the minimum lot size or
density provisions.

6

108

Object to proposed item.

Objection noted.
Specific details of the objection have not been provided.
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Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

7

119

Support proposed update. This proposal will allow more residents to live closer to shopping
precincts and public transport. Supports the option that property owners will have to divide blocks
of 800 sq. metres or more into two 400 sq. metre blocks.

Support noted.

No change to
update
package

8

111

Support proposed update.

Support noted.

No change to
update
package

Proposed RO1 and AO1 of the Small lot housing (infill focus) code have been written to regulate a
single storey dwelling. The outcomes do not seem to be relevant to a 2 storey dwelling.

Comment noted.

Yes – restrict
single car
width
openings to
single storey
dwellings only

113
9

COM122

It is suggested that this RO and AO allow a double car parking space on a lot less than 10m wide
where the dwelling is 2 storeys.

RO1 and AO1 require a single tandem car parking arrangement for dwellings where the street
frontage is 10 metres or less. This provision is included in the current code; however, as a result of
submissions, it is proposed that this provision be clarified to apply only to single storey dwellings.
A 2-bay wide car park is appropriate where the dwelling is 2 storeys in height due to the 2nd storey
offering visual relief and passive surveillance.
The intent of this provision is to ensure that vehicular access ways do not dominate the street
frontage, detract from pedestrian amenity or detract from streetscape character.

10

12

COM122

COM122

New Figure 9.4.10-6 of the Small lot housing (infill focus) code appears to be addressed by figure
9.4.10-5.

Comment noted.

Suggest a requirement be included to screen water tanks and electrical services from public view in
PO11 and AO11 of the Small lot housing (infill focus) code.

Comment noted.

It is acknowledged that screening of buildings is shown in both figures and duplication exists. As
such, Figure 9.4.10-6 is proposed to be deleted.

PO11 and AO11 relate to providing a designated area for bins, mechanical plant equipment and
drying courts which is also screened from public view. This was included so that these aspects
were considered at the design stage, rather than having to be located in people private open space
areas, or front setback area.

Yes – delete
figure 9.4.106
No change to
update
package

It is considered that the proposed update addresses this submission point.
13

COM144

Concerned with several design outcomes relating to the Small lot housing (infill focus) code,
including:
1.

the ability to produce all lots with access to north or east aspect, without significantly
increasing the cost of the dwelling and reducing housing affordability;

2.

with recommending 2 wall cladding materials and awnings/ hoods over windows increasing
costs and a fashion statement;

3.

minimum pitched roof is a unnecessary restriction;

4.

providing pedestrian entry from laneways;

5.

request more options for privacy provisions;

6.

about privacy image Figure 9.4.10-4; and

7.

RO14 being too specific as it requires garden beds which excludes opportunities for all turf
frontages.
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Comment noted. The following provides a specific response to each item raised:
1.

The orientation of lots is considered at the subdivision stage of a development. City Plan
provides envisaged outcomes regarding lot orientation within the Reconfiguring a lot code.
This code identifies the desired outcome of lots being responsive to local climatic conditions
e.g. maximising solar access and prevailing breezes.

2.

High quality built form outcomes are very important to this city, and having regard to the scale
and dimensions of small lots, it is critical that these built form outcomes are designed having
regard to various elements of good design including weather protection, environmentally
sensitive design, streetscape amenity, wayfinding and identity.

3.

Minimum pitched roof was a specific resolution of Council when preparing the Small lot code
in October 2016. Where a pitched roof is provided, a minimum pitch ensures the roof is a wellproportioned component of the building façade.

4.

Providing pedestrian access to private properties from a rear lane improves passive
surveillance and safety of the rear lane and is an improved built form outcome rather than a
series of garages fronting the rear lane. Performance outcome 6 (PO6) provides the
opportunity to present an alternative solution to the acceptable outcome (AO), subject to
demonstrating compliance with the requirements of this PO and the purpose of the code.

5.

The privacy acceptable outcome (AO) provides three mitigation options from habitable rooms.
The related performance outcome (PO) provides the opportunity to present an alternative
solution, subject to demonstrating compliance with the requirements of this PO and the

No change to
update
package
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Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

purpose of the code.

14

COM144

Concerned PO13 of the Reconfiguration of a lot code has no acceptable solution. To achieve an
appropriate variation in lot size, the submission proposed using a table which identified an
accepted distribution of lots as part of a subdivision e.g. 5% to 10% of new lots have a width
greater than 24m and an area greater than 700m².
An example has been provided:

6.

Images and figures are used as one option and are an example of how to meet the
acceptable outcomes (AO) only.

7.

The provision of garden beds along the primary frontage ensures built form and hardstand
areas are softened whilst enhancing the visual amenity of the area from the street. From
reviewing and monitoring established small lot houses, turfed frontages do not generally
achieve this desired design outcome.

Comment noted.
Residential subdivisions within the city vary from large-scale master plan communities to smallscale infill developments where there is the introduction of a single lot. In addition, subdivision must
take into account site specific characteristics such as constraints, topography and orientation. As a
result, it is difficult to provide a specific acceptable solution that appropriately considers site specific
characteristics and varying scales of residential subdivision.

No change to
update
package

Despite the absence of an acceptable outcome (AO), the performance outcome (PO) provided
requires an applicant to properly consider lot design, with a focus on lot width, to ensure the
desired outcomes are achieved i.e. space for on-street parking and landscaping.

15

COM144

The requirement for floor plans for all lots less than 250m² should be deleted from the
Reconfiguring a lot code as approved plans will often require a change to the existing approval
later on in the development. It produces an unnecessary cost burden.

Comment noted.
Please note that overall outcome in Part 9.4.8.2(2)(c)(ii) aligns with PO14. The provision requires
that to determine the appropriateness of lots less than 250m2 in size, detailed house plans
demonstrate that the design criteria of City Plan can be satisfied. However, this proposed provision
states the following:

No change to
update
package

(b) House plans provided as part of a Reconfiguring a lot application will not be conditioned as
part of an approval.
As such, the house plans can change following Reconfiguring a lot (ROL) approval, without
affecting the ROL approval or requiring a change application. Council believes the preparation of
house plans, for lots less than 250m2, to not be an ‘unnecessary cost burden’, but rather a
requirement to properly assess the appropriateness of new small lots.
16

17

COM144

COM144

Concerned the changes to setbacks or private open space are inconsistent with other codes,
particularly where public open space is provided adjoining a small lot.

Comment noted.

Supports the measures to increase diversity of housing across the region.

Support noted.
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The proposed updates are considered to assist in facilitating functional and compact dwelling
house forms. Public open space provisions are being reviewed and are proposed to be included as
part of Major Update 2.

No change to
update
package

No change to
update
package
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18

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

COM144

Suggests the original text for RO3 and AO3 of the Small lot housing code be retained as it is more
appropriate and the proposed text is more restrictive and unlikely to allow innovation.

Comment noted.

No change to
update
package

Concerned Figure 9.4.10-1 and Figure 9.4.10-3 of the Small lot housing code which depicts a 1 in
10 maximum gradient is in conflict with the Land Development Guidelines relating to wall
restrictions. The flat slope pictured in this figure increases retaining wall heights.
Concerned Figured 9.4.10-3 of the Small lot housing code which depicts a change to a dimension
of 5 metres restricts the concept of a mid-building open space and can cause the building form to
become separated in two parts which is problematic internally. The increase in perimeter walls also
has a flow on cost impact.

The proposed change is considered to provide a simplified interpretation in determining appropriate
design interventions relating to habitable room windows e.g. removing the terminology ‘directly
facing’. With fencing typically facilitating privacy, the proposed updates reduces the regulation of
ground storey habitable windows. Where the new required outcome (RO) or acceptable outcomes
(AO) cannot be achieved, Council can assess the alternative based on the related performance
outcome (PO) or overall outcome (OO).
Ground level for new lots should be considered at the subdivision stage. The Reconfiguring a lot
code sets an AO which requires allotments to have an average finished slope less than 10% i.e. 1
in 10. The Land development guidelines (LDG) provide guidance and advice about satisfying an
assessment benchmark. There is no conflict between the LDG and the Reconfiguring a lot code or
the figures depicting a slope of less than 1 in 10. Where a slope less than 1 in 10 cannot achieved,
compliance can be demonstrated by addressing the relevant PO or overall outcome.
The minimum 5 metre dimension for private open space is considered to be an appropriate
outcome as it allows for a range of uses typically associated with a house. Furthermore, the Small
lot housing (infill focus) code provides flexibility for applicants to achieve this outcome by
incorporating open space, decks, balconies; veranda’s and covered outdoor ground level
recreation areas as private open space. City Plan enables alternative design solutions to private
open space where compliance can be demonstrated with the relevant PO or overall outcome.

19

20

21

COM144

COM144

COM144

Concerned Photograph 9.4.10-1 of the Small lot housing (infill focus) code does not complement
the expectations of the code. Concerned it does not accurately represent the focus of the code of
compact housing on small lots.

Comment noted.

Suggests RO3 of the Small lot housing code provide a variety of outcomes as the universal change
to 5m x 5m is very unusual. It is considered this widens the gap between unit dwellings and
detached dwellings and does not respond to the "missing middle". Suggests more consideration
should be taken of the context of the lot.

Comment noted.

Suggests the purpose of the Small lot housing code be simplified as it is too detailed.

Comment noted.

Photographs are used as one option and an example only. The photograph was updated as part of
the advertised update, however we will endeavour to update when a more suitable example is
available.

The minimum 5 metre dimension is considered to be an acceptable outcome as it allows for a
range of recreational uses typically associated with a house. Furthermore, the Small lot housing
(infill focus) code provides flexibility for applicants to achieve this outcome by incorporating open
space, decks, balconies; veranda’s and covered outdoor ground level recreation areas as private
open space. City Plan enables alternative design solutions to private open space where
compliance can be demonstrated with the relevant performance outcome or overall outcome.

The purpose links to all other provisions within the code and must fully consider each aspect. It
provides a high level assessment criteria for developments that do not meet the required outcome
(RO), accepted outcome (AO) or performance outcomes (PO). The purpose has been drafted to
ensure the desired outcomes for dwelling houses on small lots are achieved.
22

COM149

Suggest various changes to the Low density residential zone code, RO1:

Comment noted. Responses to suggestions are provided below.

1.

suggests changes to the side and rear setback from 1m to 0.9m.

2.

suggests changes to the side and rear setback for the outermost project from 0.5m to 0.45m.

In relation to point (6), it is recommended as part of responding to submissions that point (d) ‘does
not exceed 3m’ be removed. This will provide greater flexibility for Class 10 buildings.

3.

suggests changes to the covered car parking setback from 6m to 5.5m.

4.

suggests changes to the side and rear setback for a class 10 building or non-habitable room
to remove (a) and amend (b) to say a maximum length of 12m where not on a southern or
western boundary or otherwise a maximum of 6m where no single part exceeds 6m in length.

5.

suggests changes to the side and rear setback for a class 10 building or non-habitable room
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In relation to point (7), it is also recommended that the maximum rear lane setback be clarified to
only apply to covered car accommodation. This will ensure undesirable parking does not occur in
front of garages within rear lanes e.g. cars overhanging the property boundary. The proposed
changes to the update package will be made to the relevant required outcome (RO), acceptable
outcome (AO) and Figure 6.2.1-3.

No change to
update
package

No change to
update
package

No change to
update
package

Yes – minor
changes to
setbacks
recommended
in Low density
residential
zone code

In relation to rear lot setbacks, the existing setbacks are considered appropriate as the orientation
of a rear lot home may vary based on lot design site context. As a result the existing 3m setbacks
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Response ID

Point of submission
to change (d) from 'does not exceed 3m in building height' to '4.5m'.
6.

suggests changes to the rear lane setbacks to specify to being to the wall only and remove
the 1m setback.

Suggests Low density residential zone code figures are amended to reflect the suggested setback
changes.
Suggest various changes to the Medium density residential zone code, RO1:

Comment noted. Responses to suggestions are provided below:

1.

suggests changes to the front setback from '4.5m to wall and balcony' to '4.5m to wall and
1.5m to balcony'.

1.

2.

suggests changes to the side and rear setback from 1m to 0.9m.

3.

suggests changes to the side and rear setback for the outermost project from 0.5m to 0.45m.

The 4.5m setback to wall and balcony is considered suitable to ensure deep planting is
provided within the frontage setback and built form is appropriately setback from the street.
Medium density residential zone includes parts of our Greenfield suburbs, including Coomera
and Pimpama, where the character of these areas is not appropriate for urbanised (1.5m)
frontage setbacks.

4.

suggests changes to the covered car parking setback from 6m to 5.5m.

2.

5.

suggests changes to the side and rear setback for a class 10 building or non-habitable room
to remove (a) and amend (b) to say a maximum length of 12m where not on a southern or
western boundary or otherwise a maximum of 6m where no single part exceeds 6m in length.

The 1m side setback is considered appropriate as it supports and encourages the
construction of eaves for weather protection when considered in context with the 0.5m side
setback to the outer-most projection.

3.

The 0.5m side setback to the outer-most projection provides a suitable setback when
considered in context of the 1m side setback to wall and balcony. Where these setbacks are
achieved it enables an eave depth up to 0.5m. This dimension is typical of most dwelling
houses. The proposed 0.05m increase is not considered to provide a significant increase.

4.

The 6m front setback for a covered car parking space supports the desired façade design
regarding and provides sufficient space for a parked car in front of the garage as well as
access to the rear of the car for everyday uses e.g. collecting groceries. This dimension will
ensure cars can be fully contained on-site and do not overhang pedestrian footpaths.

5.

Class 10 buildings and/or non-habitable rooms, where they have a 0m setback, are sought to
be located on the southern or western boundary. This is to ensure the private open space of
dwellings take full advantage of the eastern or northern aspect i.e. achieving the benefits of
access to the sun during winter months and avoiding the western sun in the afternoon of
summer months. The proposed length of a class 10 building and/or non-habitable room is
considered suitable. Extensive built to boundary walls can result in poor design outcomes
which significantly impact neighbouring properties.

6.

It is recommended as part of responding to submissions that point (d) ‘does not exceed 3m’
be removed. This will provide greater flexibility for Class 10 buildings.

7.

The maximum 1m rear lane setback is considered appropriate as it ensures undesirable
parking does not occur within rear lanes e.g. cars overhanging the property boundary.
Furthermore, we have clarified the maximum rear lane setback to be only applicable to
covered car parking spaces only. This proposed change to the update package will be made
to the relevant required outcome (RO), acceptable outcome (AO) and Figure 6.2.2-4.

8.

The existing setbacks are considered appropriate as the orientation of a rear lot home may
vary based on lot design site context. As a result the existing 3m setbacks ensure flexibility for
the design of new dwellings on a rear lot whilst providing some separation from neighbouring
properties.

9.

See above responses in relation to RO1. These also apply to AO1.

suggests changes to the rear lot setbacks from 3m to all boundaries.

Suggests changes to Low density residential zone code AO1 to reflect suggested RO1 changes.

COM149

6.

suggests changes to the side and rear setback for a class 10 building or non-habitable room
to change (d) from 'does not exceed 3m in building height' to '4.5m'.

7.

suggests changes to the rear lane setbacks to specify to being to the wall only and remove
the 1m setback.

8.

suggests changes to the rear lot setbacks from 3m to all boundaries.

Suggest various changes to the Medium density residential zone code, AO1:
9.

suggests changes to AO1 to reflect suggested RO1 changes.

10. suggests changes to allow for habitable rooms on the boundary.
Suggests figures are amended to reflect the suggested setback changes.
Suggest Medium density residential zone code PO7 be changed to:
11.

retain PO7 and keep the requirement to submit standard house plans with the Reconfiguring
a lot (ROL) and the need to do a combined Material change of use (MCU) and ROL.

Results in
change?

ensure flexibility for the design of new dwellings on a rear lot whilst providing some separation from
neighbouring properties.
In relation to all other points raised, the proposed setbacks for dwelling houses on small lots are
generally considered suitable for this zone. A key outcome of the Low density residential zone is to
provide low intensity, locally serviced suburban neighbourhoods that offer a high level of amenity
and sense of openness, with buildings that are set amongst generous landscaping. The purpose of
including these setbacks is to facilitate any existing or future outcomes where a dwelling house is
located on a small lot. It is noted that new lots less than 400m² are not envisaged within the Low
density residential zone.

7.

23

Response

Yes – minor
changes to
setbacks
recommended
in Medium
density
residential
zone code

10. Habitable rooms which have a 0m setback may result in undesirable outcomes which could
otherwise be avoided e.g. internal recreational space with minimal to nil access to natural light
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Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

and ventilation.
11. The Reconfiguring of a lot code requests applicants provide plans for dwelling houses on
small lots at the time of subdivision i.e. proposed performance outcome (PO) PO14.
Reference to the plans included in PO7 were removed given these performance outcomes
were duplicated.
24

COM149

Suggest various changes to the High density residential zone code, RO1:

Comment noted. Responses to suggestions are provided below:

1.

suggests changes to the front setback from '4.5m to wall and balcony' to '2m to wall and 0m to
balcony'.

1.

2.

suggests changes to second frontage setback from 3m to 1m.

3.

suggests changes to 'combine side boundary setbacks to be the same between 0 and 7.5m'
and 'side 0.9m to wall, unless built to the boundary'.

The 4.5m setback to wall and balcony is considered suitable as this supports the deep
planting within the frontage setback. Whilst it is acknowledged there may be instances where
a lesser setback in considered appropriate when considering site context, it is considered that
the proposed setback is an appropriate policy position given the variety of sites located within
the High density residential zone, including those fronting canals and higher order roads.

2.

4.

suggests to 'remove all restrictions on built to boundary wall lengths, but perhaps just limit the
overall percentage on all 'shared' boundaries to be no more than 60% of the total length of all
shared boundaries combined, distributed as required'.

The 3m secondary frontage setback is considered appropriate when considered in context
with the 1m setback for projections. This provision supports and encourages the construction
of balconies, decks and other forms of private open space along this frontage which provides
passive surveillance opportunities.

5.

suggests changes to the rear lane setbacks to specify to being to the wall only and remove
the 1m setback.

3.

The side setback provisions vary based on building height to ensure there is variation in built
form and to reduce building bulk. These setbacks are considered appropriate.

4.

The acceptable length of a class 10 building and/or non-habitable room is considered suitable.
Extensive built to boundary walls can result in poor design outcomes which can significantly
impact neighbouring properties.

5.

The maximum 1m rear lane setback is considered appropriate as it ensures undesirable
parking does not occur within rear lanes e.g. cars overhanging the property boundary.
Furthermore, it is recommended that the maximum rear lane setback provision be amended to
only apply to covered car parking spaces. The proposed changes to the update package have
been made to the relevant required outcome (RO), AO and Figure 6.2.3-3.

Suggests figures are amended to reflect the suggested setback changes.

25

COM149

Suggest changes to PO12 of the Reconfiguring a lot code. Suggest changing the requirement for a
rear lane for a series of lots to be provided where they are 10m or less as it is too restrictive and in
conflict with the Small lot housing (infill focus) code.

Comment noted.
The Small lot code restricts the number of narrow lots in a row to ensure on street car parking can
be provided between lots.

Yes – minor
changes to
setbacks
recommended
in High
density
residential
zone code

No change to
update
package

Where a series of narrow lots are proposed, rear lane access is required to ensure on-street
parking can be catered for. In addition, the use of a rear lane for lots with frontages of less than
10m allows greater space for street trees and public utilities within the road verge.
26

COM149

Suggest various changes to the Small lot housing (infill focus) code.

Comment noted. Responses to suggestions are provided below:

1.

RO1: suggests removing the word 'tandem'.

1.

2.

RO3: suggests leaving the Private Open Space items (a) and (b) unchanged and/or provide
another form of sliding scale for POS that relates to the lot size.

3.

RO7: suggests deleting the requirement and replacing with a multiple solution option, similar
to RO6.

RO1 and AO1 require a single tandem car parking arrangement for dwellings where the street
frontage is 10 metres or less. This provision is included in the current code, however as a
result of submissions; it is proposed that this provision be clarified to apply only to single
storey dwellings only. A 2-bay wide car park is appropriate where the dwelling is 2 storeys in
height due to the 2nd storey offering visual relief and passive surveillance.

2.

4.

RO8: suggests deleting this provision.

5.

RO14: suggests deleting the minimum width of 1m.

The use of a sliding scale has been considered as part of the proposed update. A sliding
scale has not been incorporated as it is considered too complex for interpretation and use.
The presence of higher order provisions will allow alternative solutions to be considered.

6.

suggest to amend any diagrams as per above suggestions.

3.

The need for eaves or projections is considered an acceptable outcome as it provides
dwelling houses with weather protection, shade and variation in building form.

4.

Minimum pitched roof was a specific resolution of Council when preparing the Small lot code
in October 2016. Where pitched rooves are provided, a minimum pitch ensures the roof is a
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Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

well-proportioned component of the building façade.
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5.

Based on advice from City officers the proposed 1m minimum width provides a suitable
dimension for a range of native species to grow. The presence of higher order provisions will
allow alternative solutions to be considered.

6.

See above responses. As a result, no diagrams require amendment.
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Item 2: Party house land use controls
1

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

101

Object to the Party house land use controls update as there should not be "any Party houses at all".

Objection noted.

Suggest people rent commercial premises to have large parties.

Historically, Council have received a number of complaints regarding Party houses. The current
Temporary Local Planning Instrument No. 4 (Party houses) 2018 (TLPI) assists in protecting
residential development from potential impacts from a party house. The TLPI identifies that the
whole of the city is a party house restriction area, unless identified within the Party house area
overlay.

Yes – party
house
restriction
area
clarified

Concerned residential amenity is "ruined by thoughtless and selfish people who can't have a party
with minimal disturbance".
Concerned the updates are "pandering" to Party house occupiers.

The Party house area overlay identifies properties within the Surfers Paradise core area only.
In response, the proposed update will be strengthened to emphasise that the whole of the city is a
party house restriction area, with the exception to the area identified in the Party house area
overlay.
2

102

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

Object to proposed update as Party house land use should not be approved.

Objection noted.

No change
to update
package

106
111
3

105

The proposed update seeks to integrate the provisions of the current Temporary Local Planning
Instrument No. 4 (Party houses) 2018 (TLPI) into City Plan to ensure that residential development is
protected from potential impacts from a party house. Reflecting the current TLPI provisions, the
proposed update identifies that the whole of the city is a party house restriction area, unless
identified within the Party house area overlay.
Any proposal for a Party house within the Party house overlay is required to lodge a development
application satisfying the assessment benchmarks within the Party house overlay code. The
category of development and assessment for the development application is impact assessment,
meaning public consultation is required, which affords third party appeal rights.
4

108

Objects to the Party house land use controls update.

Objection noted.
Historically, Council have received a number of complaints regarding Party houses. In response to
this community issue, the Council adopted a Temporary Local Planning Instrument (TLPI) to protect
residential development from potential impacts from a party house.

No change
to update
package

This TLPI has been in effect since 2015 and only has a statutory life of two (2) years under the
Planning Act 2016. To ensure that the potential impacts from a party house can continue to be
regulated, the proposed update simply seeks to integrate the TLPI into City Plan.
5

COM103

Concerned the updates will "ruin the family aspect of Surfers Paradise and encourage drug taking
and excessive use of alcohol by the participants".
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Objection noted.
Behavioural issues such as drug taking and excessive use of alcohol are matters that are outside of
City Plan's jurisdiction and therefore cannot be regulated. Notwithstanding this, the proposed
update reflects the current Temporary Local Planning Instrument No. 4 (Party houses) 2018 (TLPI),
which has been drafted to protect residential development from potential impacts from a party
house. To ensure that this is achieved, applicants will be required to satisfy the assessment
benchmarks within the Party house overlay code, which include benchmarks relating to:


Location of the party house



Streetscape presentation of the party house

Yes – party
house
restriction
area
clarified
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Response ID

6

COM105

Point of submission

Concerned a Party house in Banyan Court, Ashmore can continue to operate lawfully as it was
operating prior to the commencement of City Plan.
Suggests the update be retrospective.
Supports the Council's efforts to control the activity of those home owners who seek to profit from
Short term rental accommodation/Party houses.

Response



Establishment and operation (for example noise and rubbish collection) of the party house



Traffic generated by the party house



Management of party house

Support noted.
Pursuant to section 276(2) of the Planning Act 2016:

Results in
change?

No change
to update
package

"The use of a residence as a party house, in a part house restriction area, is not, and has never
been, a natural and ordinary consequence of a residential development."
Therefore regardless of the date of establishment of a party house, the proposed City Plan
provisions apply. The party house TLPI has been in effect since 2015 and this update seeks to
integrate these provisions into City Plan to allow the continued regulation of party houses to protect
residential development from potential impacts from a party house.
Should you believe a premise to be in breach of City Plan provisions, please contact Council's
Development Compliance section on 1300 465 326.

7

COM110

Object to proposed item.

Objection noted.

Concerned property owners and ratepayers have not had their opinions sought regarding the
proposed updates.

Historically, Council have received a number of complaints regarding Party houses. The
Temporary Local Planning Instrument (TLPI) assists in protecting residential development from
potential impacts from a party house. The TLPI has been in effect since 2015. The proposed
update simply integrates the TLPI into City Plan.

Concerned the updates have not been publicly released with all information, to ensure affected
ratepayers including those who reside in other parts of Australia, and overseas be given the
opportunity to comment.

No change
to update
package

The update package, which included an explanation of the changes as well as how the changes will
appear in City Plan, was made available on GC Have Your Say for the period of public consultation
from 4 October 2017 to 15 November 2017 (a total of 31 business days).
During this period, submissions were welcomed (online, email and post) and a hotline number was
provided. In addition, six public consultation events were held throughout the city during this period.
Furthermore, all information relating to the proposed City Plan update was available online for
interstate and international persons to access, review, and submit their views.
In summary, it is considered that sufficient public consultation has been undertaken for this update.
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Item 3: Flood overlay
1

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

95

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

Object to any mapping that is not evidence based and supported by historical records.

Objection noted. The proposed flood map is based on best practice principles, data collection,
scientific modelling, and is verified by historical records.

No change
to update
package

105
106
113
COM117
2

101

The proposed Flood overlay map was developed using the calibrated flood models to simulate the
riverine flooding for Gold Coast water catchments. One of the main flood model inputs is the
statistical rainfall information based on historical records. The methodology is based on Australian
Rainfall and Runoff (ARR) Guidelines prepared by relevant national authorities such as Bureau of
Meteorology and Engineers Australia.
Flood models which are used for mapping are informed by the following evidence:


available calibration data (flood models are calibrated to all the known historical Flood
events)



most recent hydrologic information



updated topographic data



latest technology (computer hardware & software)



recent policy positions

These models are continuously improved to reflect best practice as up to date data becomes
available.
It is considered the proposed Flood overlay map contains the best available data at the time of
development.
3

108

Object to proposed item.

Objection noted.
Specific details of the objection have not been provided.

4

115

Concerned that property and neighbouring property have been included in the proposed new flood
mapping. This area has never had any problem of road closure due to flash flooding. The recent
road works and developments on the Old Pacific Highway, Oxenford affects the water flow back to
the drains at the back of these properties. Is this the reason Council has classified these properties
as flood area? Is the reason for the works done on the Old Pony Club due to this proposed flood
mapping?

Comment noted.
The new flood models now encompass larger areas of the city. Previously, some flood prone
sections of the city did not have any flood information (neither historic nor modelled) and therefore,
were not shown as flood affected in the previous map. The new flood models have now produced
flood information for these areas and this information has informed the new flood map.

No change
to update
package
No change
to update
package

The proposed Flood overlay map in this area reflects backwater (water forced back) from Saltwater
Creek as a result of a regional flood in the Coomera catchment (due to 1 in 100 year rainfall) for the
year 2100, which considers possible changing climate impacts in that timeframe. The Flood overlay
mapping has also been developed with newer data and computer technology compared to the
previous mapping.
The Old Pony Club was previously subject to Flood hazard prior to the update of the Flood overlay
mapping.
The backwater will extend to the western side of M1 Pacific Motorway because of a number of
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Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

stormwater culverts in the area.
Consideration of backwater in planning has been one of the recommendations of the Queensland
Floods Commission of Inquiry.
5

6

117

COM104

Concerned Council has not included the earthworks which were undertaken during the subdivision
of Swanton Drive area. Therefore the maps are wrong and need to be updated.

Objection noted.

Suggest no increase in rainfall intensities should be applied. Increases to rainfall intensities are
unjustified.

Comment noted.

The proposed sea level rise parameter is too high and an increase in storm tide of 10% is
unwarranted. Revise position on climate variability.
State imposed 10% rainfall intensity qualifier is “irreverent, illogical, implausible and impertinent
imposition that defies logic and needs to be removed as a criteria as well as insulting the whole of
the Building Code regimen across Australia. It also double dips as storm tides and water is the
same as rainfall and water.”
Suggest canal setbacks should form part of the Flood hazard overlay.
Concerned house does not get affected during 1 in 100 year flood as owner has never experienced
any flooding at property. Suggest the flood maps are too extreme.
The flood map is wrong – “the new version is totally wrong in its title as it only states 1:100 and that
is not true - it is a 1:100 year plus 30% Palaszczuk margin.”

The proposed new Flood overlay map no longer shows this property to be within the Flood overlay
map. These maps are used to trigger assessment of development against the City Plan Flood
overlay code. It is considered the proposed Flood overlay map contains the best available data at
the time of development.

The Queensland State Government as part of the State Planning Policy (SPP) has incorporated
consideration of climate change including 0.8 metres for sea level rise and 10% increase in
stormtide intensity. Council is required to reflect the SPP State Interests in City Plan. Therefore, the
Flood overlay mapping has reflected this policy position.

No change
to update
package

No change
to update
package

The impact of climate change and sea level rise is reflected in the proposed new Flood overlay
maps based on the SPP. The issue of the impact of climate change on rainfall intensity has been
based on recommendations by industry representatives. This is also supported by the Australian
Rainfall and Runoff (ARR) Guidelines, developed by relevant national authorities such as Bureau of
Meteorology and Engineers Australia.
The ARR national guidelines have incorporated increased rainfall intensity into their standard.
Council has consulted with industry and incorporated 10% increase in rainfall intensity.
Canal and waterway building setbacks will be addressed as part of the Major Update to City Plan
for Coastal Hazards, which is currently progressing through the statutory process.
The proposed flood map reflects a flood, resulting from a rainfall with a 1% chance of occurring
every year, in year 2100 subject to the impacts of climate change and relevant State and Council
policies. Previous personal experiences cannot verify or disprove these maps.

7

COM106

Suggest Council data is wrong. There has been two events in 4 years, therefore, this does not
equate to 1 in 100 years.

Comment noted.
The term 1 in 100 year flood is a term that has been used in the past to define the 1% Annual
Exceedance Probability (AEP) statistical flood that can occur each year. It basically means that
there is 1% chance of such flood magnitude to occur in a given year. Rainfall data from historical
records are used to derive the 1 in 100 year flood.

No change
to update
package

Although similar, the 2013 floods and the 2017 floods may not equate to 1 in 100 year flood events.
8

COM106

Questions why a stable complex that has experienced a flood twice in the last four years was
approved.
Council has undertaken an inspection for the Coomera River and the associated flooding and “no
one wants to do anything”.
No notification of flood map changes.

Comment noted.
The proposed Flood overlay map reflects a flood with a 1% chance of occurring every year subject
to the inputs of climate change and relevant policies. Previous personal experiences do not on its
own verify or disprove these maps.

No change
to update
package

Flood overlay maps ensure future development is built to a certain standard and resilient to future
floods. These maps are used to trigger the assessment of development against the City Plan Flood
overlay code.
Landowners identified within the proposed Flood overlay mapping were alerted to the mapping via a
notice in the October water rates. Landowners who do not receive water rates were sent a letter.
The Existing Flood overlay maps and draft maps identify properties potentially affected by a
designated flood event (1% Annual Exceedance Probability.
Development can occur on land affected by the designated flood event where the development
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Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

satisfies the provisions of the City Plan Flood overlay code. The Flood overlay code details the
necessary performance criteria development should incorporate to ensure flood risks are effectively
mitigated and risks to the landowner and community are not increased.
9

10

COM109

COM118

The proposed update states that no flooding occurs along Oberon Way, Oxenford due to rain
events; however, a build-up of water occurs due to Council’s road culvert that dams water.

Information regarding how the flood map was compiled is not available to the public for scrutiny.
The public consultation is technically not valid due to lack of transparency.

Comment noted.
The previous floodmap extent did not include Oberon Way, as Council’s flood search data base did
not have any information pertaining to this location (either historic or modelled). The new flood
model extent now incorporates this area and the new flood map shows that this location could be
subject to backwater flooding.
Comment noted.
The policy position behind the proposed Flood overlay mapping is clearly articulated in the
resolutions within the Council report which is publically available on Council’s website. Furthermore,
during public consultation, subject matter experts within Council were available to provide
assistance with understanding the updates undergoing consultation.

No change
to update
package

No change
to update
package

Of relevance, the Flood models and updated maps were reviewed and endorsed by the Mayors
Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC). The Queensland State Government as part of the State
Planning Policy (SPP) has incorporated consideration of climate change including 0.8 metres for
sea level rise. Council is required to reflect the SPP State Interests in City Plan. Therefore, the
Flood overlay mapping has reflected this policy position.
The impact of climate change and sea level rise is reflected in the proposed new Flood overlay
maps based on the SPP. The issue of the impact of climate change and rainfall intensity has been
based on recommendations by industry representatives. This is also supported by the Australian
Rainfall and Runoff (ARR) Guidelines developed by the relevant national authorities such Bureau of
Meteorology and Engineers Australia.
Public consultation of City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B (incorporating the Flood overlay mapping)
was undertaken in line with statutory requirements.
11

COM120

Suggest the topography is incorrect for the Calypso Bay Estate, Jacobs Well. It is requested the
Designated Flood Level (DFL) is reviewed and updated for this site.

Comment noted.
The development was completed after Council prepared its updated Digital Terrain Model. Future
updates to the Flood overlay map will capture changes in the topography of the city.

No change
to update
package

Notwithstanding this, the finished ground level as approved by Council post earthworks will be
considered as part of any further development application.
12

COM126

WMFM is the best modelling tool. Impacts due to site filling needs only to consider rainfall and tidal
interactions of current conditions, not future projections. Compensatory cut and fill analyses are too
hard using the Designated Flood Level (DFL) parameters.

Comment noted.
The Queensland State Government as part of the State Planning Policy (SPP) has incorporated
consideration of climate change including 0.8 metres for sea level rise. Council is required to reflect
the SPP State Interests in City Plan. Therefore, the Flood overlay mapping has reflected this policy
position.

No change
to update
package

In relation to the balance cut and fill policy, City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B consists of proposed
new Flood overlay maps only. The Flood overlay code is envisaged to be updated in a future
update to City Plan.
13

COM126

Object to the amendment to the flood overlay mapping and code, based on the conservative
assumptions related to the 2100 climate planning horizon. This will have significant implications for
the development of the Goldmine Road site (97, 103, 121 and 153 Goldmine Road and 46
Greyhound Road, Gilberton), particularly if the compensatory cut and fill planning scheme policy is
enforced on this site.
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Objection noted.
The Queensland State Government as part of the State Planning Policy (SPP) has incorporated
consideration of climate change including 0.8 metres for sea level rise. Council is required to reflect
the SPP State Interests in City Plan. Therefore, the Flood overlay mapping has reflected this policy
position.

No change
to update
package
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Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

The impact of climate change and sea level rise is reflected in the proposed new Flood overlay
maps based on the SPP. The issue of the impact of climate change and rainfall intensity has been
based on recommendations by industry representatives. This is also supported by the Australian
Rainfall and Runoff (ARR) Guidelines developed by the relevant national authorities such Bureau of
Meteorology and Engineers Australia. In relation to the balance cut and fill policy, City Plan Major
Update 1 and 1B consists of proposed new Flood overlay maps only. The Flood overlay code is
envisaged to be updated in a future update to the City Plan.
14

15

COM126

COM126

Concerned the amended flood overlay and increased Designated Flood Level (DFL) has significant
impacts on the development of the Goldmine Road site (97, 103, 121 and 153 Goldmine Road and
46 Greyhound Road, Gilberton), including:

Comment noted.
The proposed Flood overlay maps reflect flood risk based on the latest knowledge and data. These
maps ensure future development is built to a certain standard and resilient to future floods. They
are used to trigger assessment of development against the City Plan Flood overlay code.



reduction of flood free area;



increase in required compensatory cut and fill to achieve ground levels at or above DFL.
Compensatory cut and fill would now be required for any filling between 2.45 mAHD and 2.78
mAHD. There is limited land above this elevation for such cut on the site;

The proposed Flood overlay maps were developed using the flood models to simulate the riverine
flooding for Gold Coast water catchments. In summary, the flood models utilised the following:


80cm projected sea level rise by 2100;



resulting significant increases in required fill imports; and



10% increase in storm tide intensity;



implications for locations of non-habitable and recreational uses at the development site,
based on increased flood levels for other more frequent flood events.



10% increase in rainfall intensity;



reducing the contribution of wave setup to total stormtide to 50% at the mouth of
Tallebudgera and Currumbin Creeks (catchments exposed to open ocean); and



the most up to date flood related topographic, land use, technological and hydrological data.

Concerned the Goldmine Road site (97, 103, 121 and 153 Goldmine Road and 46 Greyhound
Road, Gilberton) has reduced in the amount of developable land due to climate horizon parameters.

Comment noted.
The Queensland State Government as part of the State Planning Policy (SPP) has incorporated
consideration of climate change including 0.8 metres for sea level rise. Council is required to reflect
the SPP State Interests in City Plan. Therefore, the Flood overlay mapping has reflected this policy
position.

No change
to update
package

No change
to update
package

The impact of climate change and sea level rise is reflected in the proposed new Flood overlay
maps based on the SPP. The issue of the impact of climate change and rainfall intensity has been
based on recommendations by industry representatives. This is also supported by the Australian
Rainfall and Runoff (ARR) Guidelines.
City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B consists of proposed new Flood overlay maps only. The Flood
overlay code is envisaged to be updated in future City Plan updates.
16

COM127

Object to 80cm sea level rise (SLR) and 10% increase in storm tide intensity.

Objection noted.
The proposed Flood overlay map was developed using the flood models to simulate the riverine
flooding for Gold Coast water catchments. In summary, the flood models utilised the following:


80cm projected sea level rise by 2100;



10% increase in storm tide intensity;



10% increase in rainfall intensity;



reducing the contribution of wave setup to total stormtide to 50% at the mouth of
Tallebudgera and Currumbin Creeks (catchments exposed to open ocean); and



the most up to date flood related topographic, land use, technological and hydrological data.

No change
to update
package

The Queensland State Government as part of the State Planning Policy (SPP) has incorporated
consideration of climate change including 0.8 metres for sea level rise. Council is required to reflect
the SPP State Interests in City Plan. Therefore, the Flood overlay mapping has reflected this policy
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Results in
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position.
The impact of climate change and sea level rise is reflected in the proposed new Flood overlay
maps based on the SPP. The issue of the impact of climate change and rainfall intensity has been
based on recommendations by industry representatives. This is also supported by the Australian
Rainfall and Runoff (ARR) Guidelines.
Flood overlay maps ensure future development is built to a certain standard and resilient to future
floods. These maps are used to trigger assessment of development against the City Plan Flood
overlay code.
17

COM127,
COM128

Concerned the most up to date flood related data has not been used as there are inaccuracies
when compared to land that has been developed approximately three years ago.
The revised Flood overlay produced by Council appears not to have taken into account the
earthworks on the subject site (Grant Avenue, Hope Island), and the resulting levels.
This raises more serious concerns regarding the accuracy and basis of this flood mapping, given
the serious effect that perceived flood impacts can have on owners of property. Some of these
effects include:

Comment noted.
Flood overlay maps ensure future development is built to a certain standard and resilient to future
floods. These maps are used to trigger assessment of development against the City Plan Flood
overlay code.

No change
to update
package

The proposed new Flood overlay map is based on the latest survey data. Council’s flood maps are
continuously updated to reflect the best available information.



a loss of capital value or rental value, due to the stigma associated with flooded properties;

The Flood overlay map was developed using the flood models to simulate the riverine flooding for
Gold Coast water catchments. In summary, the flood models utilised the following:



increase in insurance premiums, or a risk of not being able to get insurance at all; and



80cm projected sea level rise by 2100;



major impacts or loss of future opportunities to renovate or redevelop land due to the
burden placed on the land by the flood overlay, and the onus of proof being put on the
landowner to prove the overlay is in fact incorrect.



10% increase in storm tide intensity;



10% increase in rainfall intensity;



adoption of 50% wave setup at the mouth of Tallebudgera and Currumbin Creeks
(catchments exposed to open ocean);



the most up to date flood related topographic, land use, technological and hydrological data;
and



the new flood map provides more realistic flood levels to enable land owners to achieve more
flood resilient outcomes for their properties.

Insurance companies use various means to determine flood risk for individual properties. Some
companies may have developed their own flood information while others may seek information from
the applicant, which may include the results of a flood search.
18

COM128

Suggest the base data used in the flood model is accurate and up-to-date; and provide a planning
regime that instils confidence in people and companies investing in the Gold Coast.

Comment noted.

No change
to update
package

19

COM128

Concerned there is no basis or evidence for the assumptions (80 cm sea level rise, 10% increase in
storm tide intensity, 10% increase in rainfall intensity) What relevance do they have for the
expected lifecycle of this City Plan?

Comment noted.

No change
to update
package

The highly arbitrary nature of these assumptions, and their cumulative effect, results in the unfair
burdening of land. Residents and businesses rely on historic flood events and historic flood
mapping created by Council’s to make major investments across the city.
The utilisation of such conservative and potentially inaccurate assumptions calls into serious
question Council’s ability to plan for the future with a clear and supportable set of assumptions.
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The Flood overlay map was developed using the flood models to simulate the riverine flooding for
Gold Coast water catchments. One of the main flood model inputs is the statistical rainfall
information based on historical records. The methodology is based on Australian Rainfall and
Runoff (ARR) Guidelines prepared by relevant national authorities such as Bureau of Meteorology
and Engineers Australia.
In summary, the flood models utilised the following:


80cm projected sea level rise by 2100;



10% increase in storm tide intensity;



10% increase in rainfall intensity;
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Response


reducing the contribution of wave setup to total stormtide to 50% at the mouth of
Tallebudgera and Currumbin Creeks (catchments exposed to open ocean); and



the most up to date flood related topographic, land use, technological and hydrological data.

Results in
change?

The Queensland State Government as part of the State Planning Policy (SPP) has incorporated
consideration of climate change including 0.8 metres for sea level rise. Council is required to reflect
the SPP State Interests in City Plan. Therefore, the Flood overlay mapping has reflected this policy
position.
The impact of climate change and sea level rise is reflected in the proposed new Flood overlay
maps based on the SPP. The issue of the impact of climate change and rainfall intensity has been
based on recommendations by industry representatives. This is also supported by the Australian
Rainfall and Runoff (ARR) Guidelines.
Historical flood events are used to calibrate Council’s flood models.
20

COM128

Suggests the sea level rise (SLR) parameter is too high and an increase in storm tide of 10% is
unwarranted. Revise position on climate variability.

Comment noted.
The Queensland State Government as part of the State Planning Policy (SPP) has incorporated
consideration of climate change including 0.8 metres for sea level rise. Council is required to reflect
the objectives of the SPP in City Plan. Therefore, the Flood overlay mapping has reflected this
policy position.

No change
to update
package

The impact of climate change and sea level rise is reflected in the proposed new Flood overlay
maps based on the SPP. The issue of the impact of climate change and rainfall intensity has been
based on recommendations by industry representatives. This number is supported by the
Australian Rainfall and Runoff (ARR) Guidelines.
The ARR national guidelines have incorporated increased rainfall intensity into their standard.
Council has consulted with industry and incorporated 10% increase in rainfall intensity.
21

COM129

Suggest the proposed flood mapping is incorrect as there has never been an experience of the
flood levels predicted in the Designated Flood Level (DFL) in the past 33 years.

Comment noted.
The Flood overlay map reflects a flood with 1% chance of occurring in year 2100. This map is
based on standard rainfall as advised by the Australian Rainfall and Runoff (ARR) Guidelines.
Personal past experience of flooding on its own cannot be used to prove or disprove these maps.

No change
to update
package

The ground level in this area can range from 1 to 15 metres above mean sea level and the
Designated Flood Level (DFL) is about 5.95m, therefore, the 12 metres and 33 metres mentioned in
the submission is unquantifiable.
The previous DFL for the property was 6.45mAHD. An increase in model accuracy has now
reduced the DFL to 5.95mAHD. The topography representing the property has also improved and
now shows the dwelling as outside of the flood applicable area. The property is elevated and sits
at 11.45mAHD, some 5 metres above the 1 in 100 year level for 2100.
22

COM132

Concerned the City Planning Committee resolution purports to adopt in secret an unqualified view
of 50% of total wave set up at the mouth of the Tallebudgera and Currumbin Creeks on a State
Government mandated 80 centimetre sea level rise.

Comment noted.
Based on best practice in flood mapping, stormtide should be considered in flood modelling. Wave
set up is one of the main contributors to a stormtide and it should be considered in full when
calculating the magnitude of stormtide. Based on data collection, the contribution of wave setup to
a stormtide can be reduced depending on the outflow of a river system. On this basis this
contribution was reduced to zero for all the rivers and creeks that flow into the Broadwater. The
amount of wave setup reduction for creeks that directly flow into the ocean is yet to be refined. At
this stage, based on recommendations by independent experts; available literature; and the data
set collected by Council, the magnitude of wave setup for the Tallebudgera and Currumbin Creeks
has been reduced to 50%.

No change
to update
package

Council will continue to research and collect data at the mouth of these creeks to further our
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change?

understanding on this matter. These values could be revised in future versions of the flood map,
once more data and evidence is available.
23

COM133

Concerns regarding the proposed new flood overlay mapping incorporating the 0.8m sea level rise
estimates established as the standard to be used by the State Government in 2015.
These are based on the Erosion Prone Area (EPA) and Storm Tide Inundation Area (STIA)
mapping. This mapping predicts the extent of impacts on our coastline at the year 2100, but fails to
provide an interim assessment of how these impacts will take effect at various stages between now
and then.

24

COM133

Supports the decision not to amend current design controls within the flood overlay. However, the
industry and community have not been provided with all the underlying topographic, land use,
technological and hydrological data which have informed Council’s overlay map expansion. As
such, further consultation is recommended with affected landowners on the assumptions
underpinning the proposed overlay mapping.

Comment noted.
Council awaits further more information from the State Government as to their interim climate
change impact parameters. In the meantime, climate change assumptions are based on the State
Planning Policy (SPP) and best practice. The Flood overlay maps are based on the best data
available. The Flood overlay map will be continuously updated as more information becomes
available.
Support noted.
The policy position behind the proposed Flood overlay mapping is clearly articulated in the
resolutions within the Council report which is publically available on Council’s website. Furthermore,
during public consultation, subject matter experts within Council were available to provide
assistance with understanding the updates undergoing consultation.

No change
to update
package

No change
to update
package

Public consultation was undertaken as per the requirements of the MALPI and the Sustainable
Planning Act 2009. Council also undertook actions in addition to the statutory requirements. It is
envisaged the proposed new Flood overlay map will lead to higher building standard and a more
flood resilient community.
25

COM143

Part 4 of Council’s 26 July 2016 resolution states:
“That officers continue investigations regarding wave setup at the mouth of the Tallebudgera
and Currumbin Creeks.”
As these investigations have presumably been occurring for the past 15 months since the resolution
was made, can Council advise of the result of those investigations, including the extent to which
they have changed the findings which have led to the recommendation to adopt the new Q100
levels shown in the City Plan amendment?

Comment noted.
Based on data collection, the contribution of wave setup to a stormtide can be reduced depending
on the outflow of a river system. On this basis this contribution was reduced to zero for all the rivers
and creeks that flow into the Broadwater. The amount of wave setup reduction for creeks that
directly flow into the ocean is yet to be refined. At this stage, based on recommendations by
independent experts; available literature; and the data set collected by Council, the magnitude of
wave setup for the Tallebudgera and Currumbin Creeks has been reduced to 50%.

No change
to update
package

Council will continue to research and collect data at the mouth of these creeks to further our
understanding on this matter. These values could be revised in future versions of the flood map,
once more data and evidence is available.
26

COM143

Questions AO3.1 and AO3.2 of the Flood overlay code that requires garages to be built at
approximately the same level attached to the main dwelling and above the Q100 level; or
alternately does not permit garages to be inundated to a depth which is greater than a medium
hazard.
A significant increase in the Q100 flood level will not practically allow the AO to be achieved for
smaller scale developments. Will Council provide leniency in relation to this issue and allow
garages to be inundated from the applicable ground level to the Q100 level?’

27

COM143

Concerned the Flood overlay code in A06.1 requires that a flood storage balance is achieved for all
forms of development in the city. Achieving a flood storage balance is a difficult and expensive thing
to do on smaller sites, of which there are many in the flood affected areas of Burleigh, Palm Beach,
Currumbin and elsewhere.
Has Council undertaken any analysis of what effect the new Q100 flood levels will have on the
ability to redevelop sites in terms of the practical ability to achieve a flood storage balance?

28

COM143

In light of increases in the Q100 level exceeding 75 cm in the Currumbin Creek and Tallebudgera
Creek catchments, it is likely that the depth of flood waters on development sites in flood affected
areas of Burleigh, Palm Beach and Currumbin will exceed a depth of 1 metre.
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Comment noted.
The proposed Flood overlay map identifies the extent of flood affected areas across the city. Site
specific Designated Flood Levels (DFL) will need to be determined for individual sites to determine
whether or not flood impacts can be sustainably managed in accordance with the Flood overlay
code. Development applications will continue to be assessed against the current Flood overlay
code. Flood overlay code provisions are being reviewed as part of Major Update 2.

Comment noted.
This is out of scope of this update item as it relates to policy contained within the Flood overlay
code.

No change
to update
package

No change
to update
package

Council is updating its flood policies as part of a future update package, and all matters will be
considered as part of this review.
Comment noted.
The current Flood overlay code and its provisions apply. The overall outcomes of the code currently
states: Development is to demonstrate that no extra burden is placed on the city’s counter disaster

No change
to update
package
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If flood depth exceeds 1 metre as a consequence of the changes, will Council require flood
evacuation management plans (FEMPs) to be undertaken by a nominated flood risk expert for
every form of affected development (for example a dwelling house)? Such reports are a significant
cost impost to applicants.

response efforts during a flood emergency. Flood free access is required to be demonstrated to the
criteria specified within the code, depending upon the level of hazard appropriate for each land use
type.

Results in
change?

Where intensification of development occurs, the risk to life and property is an important
consideration in demonstrating compliance with the relevant provisions of the Flood code.
The current Flood overlay code provisions do not require FEMP’s; however, there are instances
where FEMP’s have been accepted as an alternative solution to address flood free access.
City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B consists of proposed new Flood overlay maps only. The Flood
overlay code is envisaged to be reviewed and updated in future City Plan updates.

29

COM143

Questions whether Council has taken the new Q100 flood levels into account when determining the
maximum code assessable building heights under City Plan.
The 2 storey (9 metre)* height designation is commonly found in flood prone areas of the city. If the
flood level increases significantly and a 300mm freeboard is required to be added to that level, it is
highly likely that a standard 2 storey or partial third storey dwelling house will not physically fit within
9 metres and will hence be impact assessable.

Comment noted.
This is out of scope of this update item, and this relates to the city’s building heights.

No change
to update
package

Building height policy will be considered as part of a future City Plan update package.

Questions whether the 9 metre height limit is still appropriate in areas which are subject to
significant increases in the Q100 flood level.
30

COM143

Has Council taken into consideration the potential for the new Q100 level to prevent redevelopment
occurring on land affected by the new flood mapping, and the extent to which that may present
Council achieving the residential density targets identified in the City Plan and the SEQRP?

Comment noted.
It is acknowledged that Shaping SEQ provides dwelling supply benchmarks for the Gold Coast to
2041. Between 2016-2041 it is expected that an additional 158,900 dwellings will be required to
service the projected population growth.

No change
to update
package

City Plan is being monitored to ensure policy changes do not compromise the realistic dwelling
supply within the city over the next 25 years. However, infill capacity assessment is out of scope of
this update item.
31

COM143

Questions whether the insurance consequences associated with the new Q100 levels been taken
into consideration by Council.
Questions whether the insurance industry would deny flood insurance to existing property owners
who own dwellings in the nominated flood affected areas, where the new Q100 level exceeds the
floor levels for those existing dwellings.

Comment noted.
Flood overlay maps ensure future development is built to a certain standard and resilient to future
floods. These maps are used to trigger assessment of development against the City Plan Flood
overlay code.

No change
to update
package

Flood overlay map reflects flood hazards only (not flood risk).
The proposed new Flood overlay maps are not intended to be used to determine flood risk for
insurance purposes. It is anticipated that insurance companies have their own methodology and
data to determine premiums and flood insurance cover.

32

COM143

Questions whether Council will maintain the current interactive flooding mapping tool permanently
on the City of Gold Coast website or will it be removed following the public consultation period?
This is important public information that will have a significant bearing on the redevelopment
potential of many sites around the city. As such this information should be permanently displayed
on Council’s website.

33

COM143

Questions whether Council requires flood evacuation management plans (FEMPs) to be prepared
by a suitably qualified engineer for flood depths exceeding 1 metre based on the new Q100 flood
level.

Comment noted.
The interactive Flood overlay mapping tool was available during the public consultation process.

No change
to update
package

In response to feedback from community, Council has reinstated the mapping layers within the
online Interactive Mapping. http://cityplanmaps.goldcoast.qld.gov.au/CityPlan/index.html
Comment noted.
The current Flood overlay code is applicable. This consideration is out of scope of this update item.

No change
to update
package

City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B consists of proposed new Flood overlay maps only. The Flood
overlay code is envisaged to be reviewed and updated accordingly in future updates of City Plan.
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change?

COM143

Questions whether Council would advocate a ‘retreat’ or ‘defend’ strategy in relation to the
established parts of the city in the face of future sea level rise.

Comment noted.

No change
to update
package

This is out of scope of this update item.
Council’s policy relating to sea level rise (SLR) will be addressed as part of City Plan Major Update
Coastal Hazards, which is currently progressing through the statutory process. The changes
delivered as part of City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B only consider the impact of sea level rise on
riverine flooding.

35

COM143

Questions whether Council has information relating to the proportion of the new flood levels which
consist of ‘sea surge flooding’ relative to the component which consists of ‘riverine flooding’.
This is a relevant consideration in terms of compliance with AO1 of the Flood overlay code.

Comment noted.
This is out of scope of this update item.

No change
to update
package

City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B consists of proposed new Flood overlay maps only.
Council’s policy relating to sea level rise (SLR) will be addressed as part of City Plan Major Update
Coastal Hazards, which is currently progressing through the statutory process. The changes
delivered as part of City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B only consider the impact of sea level rise on
riverine flooding.

36

COM143

Suggests the public consultation process undertaken was inadequate and flawed.

Comment noted.
Public consultation was undertaken as per the requirements of the Sustainable Planning Act 2009.
Council undertook the following actions in addition to the statutory requirements:


notice in the local newspaper;



online/digital advertising;



radio advertising;



social media advertising;



planning and development alerts;



website content;



fact sheets;



notification in water and sewer rates notice;



letters to landowners (who do not receive a water and sewer rates notice);



community information events;



industry briefing;



telephone update hotline; and



GC Have Your Say website.

No change
to update
package

Should you have any suggestions to improve public consultation please contact Council via the GC
Have Your Say.
In summary, it is considered that sufficient public consultation has been undertaken for this update.
37

COM144

Concerned with the lack of information regarding the components which have been used to develop
the flood map. Latest maps do not included Australian Rainfall and Runoff 2016 which renders all
work out of date.

Comment noted.
The proposed Flood overlay maps were approved by Council in 2016 based on contemporary
Australian Rainfall and Runoff (ARR) Guideline recommendations. After adoption of the map, ARR
has updated its rainfall maps and recommended an increase in rainfall intensity due to climate
change.

No change
to update
package

Council will consider the new rainfall map in addition to new topographic information to be collected
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in 2018 and update the flood map for future City Plan updates. For the time being, Council
undertook a sensitivity analysis of its models based on the new ARR rainfall maps and found that
the impact has not been substantial and has been within the uncertainties associated with flood
modelling.
The new ARR recommendations regarding the impact of climate change and rainfall intensity is
covered by industry recommendations to Council of 10%. This estimation compares well with new
ARR recommendations.
38

COM144

It is noted that Council resolved to hold in reserve the mitigation benefits of Hinze Dam Stage 3 to
preserve and improve the city’s flood resilience. The lack of inclusion of the flood mitigation
measures in Stage 3 appears to be overly conservative. This decision has significant flow on effects
and is likely to increase household insurance premiums and flood exemptions to policies
unnecessarily in the shorter term.
Support appropriately considering the changes and increases in flood level that may occur, with
substantiation, during the life cycle of a development.

39

COM144

Requests the following is made publicly available and a separate round of public notification is
commenced relating to the flood mapping:


the methodology for the review and the brief of the peer review;



supporting and background information which informed the assumptions and models;



the basis for the 10% increase in rainfall intensity;



the basis for the adoption of 50% total wave setup at the mouth of the Tallebudgera and
Currumbin Creeks; and



a statement which clearly indicates the future date the flood levels are likely to occur.

Comment noted.
Public consultation during Hinze Dam study recommended that flood mitigation benefits of the
Hinze Dam must be preserved to maintain and enhance the city's flood resilience. In 2013, Council
resolved to protect mitigation benefits of the Hinze Dam. At the time this policy was consulted and
supported by Mayoral Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC). The mitigation benefits of the Hinze
Dam is mainly limited to upper reaches of the catchment that is less affected by 80cm sea level rise
and the mitigation benefit of the coast strip catchment where 80cm sea level rise is prevalent is
small.
Comment noted.
A 10% increase in rainfall intensity has been based on recommendations by industry
representatives. This estimation aligns with new Australian Rainfall and Runoff (ARR) Guideline
recommendations. Council models were peer reviewed by industry experts. The models and map
were further reviewed and approved by industry representatives forming part of the Mayoral
Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC).

No change
to update
package

No change
to update
package

Council models, which embed all of the assumptions, have been available to industry by request.
Flood models are developed based on standard methods widely available to national guidelines
and are informed by statutory policies.
Based on best practice in flood mapping, stormtide should be considered in flood modelling. Wave
set up is one of the main contributors to a stormtide and it should be considered in full when
calculating the magnitude of stormtide. The contribution of wave setup to a stormtide can be
reduced depending on the outflow of a river system. On this basis this contribution was reduced to
zero for all the rivers and creeks that flow into the Broadwater. The amount of wave setup reduction
for creeks that directly flow into the ocean is yet to be refined. At this stage, based on
recommendations by Council’s expert consultant; available literature; and the limited data set
collected by Council, the magnitude of wave setup for the Tallebudgera and Currumbin Creeks has
been reduced to 50%.

40

COM152

Concerned the draft mapping identifies the potential flooding will now encroach into our site (20
Oberon Way, Oxenford). This will cause negative issues regarding property values, insurance and
well-being. The mapping indicates a flood depth of between 0.25 metres to one (1) metre and a
Designated Flood Level (DFL) of 3.86, which seems like a substantial change from the current
mapping where no flood hazard is identified.

Comment noted.
The previous floodmap extent did not include Oberon Way, as Council’s flood search data base did
not have any information pertaining to this location (either historic or modelled). The new flood
model extent now incorporates this area and the new flood map shows that this location could be
subject to backwater flooding.

No change
to update
package

Flood overlay maps ensure future development is built to a certain standard and resilient to future
floods. These maps are used to trigger assessment of development against the City Plan Flood
overlay code.
The proposed new Flood overlay maps are not intended to be used to determine flood risk for
insurance purposes. It is anticipated that insurance companies have their own methodology and
data to determine premiums and flood insurance cover.
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Response ID
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COM152

Concerned the recent mapping has reduced our property value and with recent improvements to
the site, we have been left exposed through these mapping changes.

Comment noted.

No change
to update
package

Objects to proposed overlay mapping based on personal experience.

Objection noted.

Suggests considering local knowledge before making permanent changes to maps.

Flood overlay maps ensure future development is built to a certain standard and resilient to future
floods. These maps are used to trigger assessment of development against the City Plan Flood
overlay code and to enable land owners to achieve more flood resilient outcomes for their
properties.

COM101

Flood overlay maps ensure future development is built to a certain standard and resilient to future
floods. These maps are used to trigger assessment of development against the City Plan Flood
overlay code and to enable land owners to achieve more flood resilient outcomes for their
properties.

No change
to update
package

The Queensland State Government as part of the State Planning Policy (SPP) has incorporated
consideration of climate change including 0.8 metres for sea level rise. Council is required to reflect
the objectives of the SPP in City Plan. Therefore, the Flood overlay mapping has reflected this
policy position.
The impact of climate change and sea level rise is reflected in the proposed new Flood overlay
maps based on the SPP. The issue of the impact of climate change and rainfall intensity has been
based on recommendations by industry representatives. This number is supported by the
Australian Rainfall and Runoff (ARR) Guidelines.
The ARR national guidelines have incorporated increased rainfall intensity into their standard.
Council has consulted with industry and incorporated 10% increase in rainfall intensity.
In summary, personal past experience of flooding on its own cannot be used to prove or disprove
these maps.
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1
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95

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

Concerned that the light rail will ruin the character elements identified in the update.

Objection noted.

No change
to update
package

106
108
113
2

101, 102

It is considered that this City Plan update reinforces Council’s intent to retain and reinforce the
character of the Burleigh Heads Village area.
In this of this City Plan update, Council is currently undertaking work around Burleigh’s suitability to
accommodate light rail.
3

105

Beach character of Burleigh Heads must be maintained.

Comment noted.
This update aims to ensure the beach village character of Burleigh Heads is maintained. As part of
the advertised update, an additional overall outcome within the Centre zone code has been added
to this effect.

4

118

Support for Burleigh Heads as cultural icon of the Gold Coast, its character must be preserved.
Support the policy to retain and reinforce the character of the Burleigh Heads Village area.

5

6

COM102

COM102

Most residents want Burleigh Village to maintain its village atmosphere; however, this should not be
at the expense of aesthetic appeal.

When the light rail is constructed these points will take on extra importance with the increase in
pedestrian traffic.

Support noted.
This update aims to ensure the beach village character of Burleigh Heads is maintained. As part of
the advertised update, an additional overall outcome within the Centre zone code has been added
to this effect.
Comment noted.
Once the Major update 1 amendment package is adopted by Council, all future development
proposals will need to address the proposed Burleigh Heads Village character outcomes that are
proposed to be incorporated into City Plan.
Comment noted.
It is considered that this City Plan update reinforces Council’s intent to retain and reinforce the
character of the Burleigh Heads Village area.

No change
to update
package

No change
to update
package

No change
to update
package

No change
to update
package

In this of this City Plan update, Council is currently undertaking work around Burleigh’s suitability to
accommodate light rail.
7

COM102

Safety aspects of shop awnings are paramount and need to be addressed.

Comment noted.
There is an ongoing process for the re-inspection of building awnings located over permitted
roadside dining areas on public land, including Burleigh Heads. The re-inspection date is either
provided by the Registered Professional Engineer of Queensland (RPEQ) who carried out the
inspection or if a re-inspection date was not provided an inspection period of 12 months is applied.

No change
to update
package

Should you believe a premise to be in breach of City Plan provisions, please contact Council's
Development Compliance section on 1300 465 326.
8

COM102

The encroachment of shop advertising onto footpaths is becoming excessive and needs to be
policed.
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Comment noted.
This matter is not regulated by City Plan; it is governed by Subordinate Local Law No. 16.8
(Advertising Devices) 2016.

No change
to update
package

Page 26 of 58

City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B Submissions Report

Response ID
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Results in
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Council responds to all complaints regarding unlawful signage (including A-Frames) on public land.
The use of unlawful signage may result in Council issuing a compliance notice, a fine or the seizure
of the sign. Should you believe a premise to be in breach of these signage provisions, please
contact Council's Local Laws section on 1300 465 326.
9

10

COM102

COM133

The shop mix is unsatisfactory with a preponderance of dress shops. An increased variety of retail
outlets, such as a small hardware shop, would be welcomed by most residents.

Comment noted.

Support proposed City Plan updates to protect the character of Tugun Village and Burleigh Heads
Village.

Comment noted.

Respect the need to maintain the unique character of these villages; however additional policy
outcomes seeking to protect key views of Burleigh Heads have been identified as measures with
broad implications for future development. Suggest Council conduct a broader investigation and
consultation with affected landowners on this matter.
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City Plan encourages a mix of land uses in Centre zones, including shops, food and drink outlets
and hardware and trade supplies. However, it cannot specify the exact mix of land uses, which is
generally driven by market demand.

The outcomes relating to key views do not represent a new regulation on future development;
rather, this is a refinement of the existing outcome. The proposed updates as advertised recognise
the reasonable expectation that not all view lines can be maintained. The desired building height of
up to 20 metres (4 storeys) also remains unchanged.

No change
to update
package

No change
to update
package

Public consultation was undertaken as per the requirements of the Sustainable Planning Act 2009.
Council also undertook actions in addition to the statutory requirements.
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Item 5: Tugun Village Character
1

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

102

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

Support for proposed item and Council's general plan to protect the Tugun Village character.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

We should protect our history as its how we got to be so desirable.
2

106
108
COM133

3

113
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Item 6: Transport definitions
1

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

95

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

The city has already surpassed peak traffic capacity during peak hours.

Comment noted.

No change
to update
package

106
113
2

105

The Local Government Infrastructure Plan (LGIP) plans roads. The capacity of the city’s road
network is monitored by Council, with infrastructure planned to respond to future demand.
3

108

Object to proposed item.

Objection noted.
Specific details of the objection have not been provided.

4

5

COM149

COM144

Suggests introducing a "bike sharing" definition as it would be a good opportunity with the increase
in the required provisions of bikes.

Comment noted.

Suggest removing 'or suitably qualified person' from the proposed new transport definition for
'Traffic impact assessment'.

Comment noted.
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As there are currently no provisions in City Plan for ‘bike sharing’ it is considered the inclusion of
this definition is out of scope for this update package. If in the future, bike sharing provisions are
proposed to be in included in City Plan, a definition may be included at that time.

Council considered this matter when drafting the definition and determined what qualifications are
necessary to provide a traffic impact assessment. Maintaining this position is consistent with City
Plan’s requirements for the preparation of various technical reports.

No change
to update
package
No change
to update
package

No change
to update
package
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Item 7: Gold Coast Cultural Precinct
1

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

102

Object to proposed item. This is the biggest waste of money.

Objection noted.

No change
to update
package

Council has endorsed the Masterplan for this site to provide a central civic, artistic and cultural heart
for the Gold Coast. The development and need for the precinct dates back to the 1960s and has
evolved over time. There is a need for a centre of gravity for the Gold Coast’s thriving cultural and
artistic activity. The Gold Coast Cultural Precinct will include drama, music, dance, art, new media
and public sculpture, as well as creative educational opportunities and an extensive outdoor
program of activities for children, families, school groups and many others. It is considered that the
Gold Coast Cultural Precinct is vital social and cultural infrastructure.
2

106

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

Strongly object to the proposed update. The extent of residential and commercial buildings
allowable under the planning scheme provisions under RD5 and/or the proposed RD6 designation,
is substantially greater than what was foreshadowed by the publicised 2013 design competition
outcome.

Objection noted.

No change
to update
package

113
3

118
COM113
COM114
COM115

The number, height and density of such buildings which are not core to the operation of the cultural
precinct will diminish the image, appeal and viability of the precinct for its intended civic and cultural
purpose.

The proposed updates are to align the Council endorsed Masterplan with City Plan provisions.
The proposed change to the residential density overlay map is to correct a mapping error where two
(2) conflicting mapping layers were over each other. This proposed update removes the second
overlapping layer to correct this error and ensure City Plan is consistent with the endorsed
Masterplan.
The Masterplan has been endorsed by Council to provide a guide to site-wide uses, including
residential options and staging with these to be finalised as part of future stages for the precinct.
These future stages, to be delivered after 2018, will be subject to further design development and
public consultation.

4

COM111

Object to the proposed update as there is no documented evidence to support the constituents’
desire for the re-zoning of Evandale Parkland for "innovation" or evidence to support the
constituents desires to increase the residential density from RD5 to RD6.

Objection noted.
The change in zoning designation of the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct to Innovation zone was
undertaken as part of City Plan Version 1 and was advertised during public consultation of the draft
City Plan in 2014. Zone changes within the Cultural Precinct are not in scope for this update the
City Plan.

No change
to update
package

The residential density overlay map has been changed as part of this proposed update to align with
the Masterplan for the site. It has been updated to correctly identify those areas planned for
residential uses and remove those areas which are not.
5

6

COM111

COM111

Object to use of Evandale site for commercial uses as there is an abundance of suitably zoned,
vacant commercial land elsewhere in the city.

City Plan appears to lack credibility if Material change of use’s (MCU) such as MCU201601514
gains approval. Residential should be protected when there is available commercially zoned land in
the city.

Objection noted.
The proposed changes are to align the endorsed Masterplan with City Plan provisions. There has
been no change to the policy positions, zoning or intended uses for the site as part of this update.
In other words, the update aligns with the Masterplan and as such, does not result in an increase in
commercial uses.
Comment noted.
The proposed updates in scope for City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B do not include any outcomes
from development applications currently being assessed by Council.
On 8 December 2017 Council resolved to refuse MCU201601514 based on the following:
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the proposed land uses conflict with City Plan;

No change
to update
package

Yes –
strengthen
design
provisions
for street
frontage
treatment
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Response ID

Point of submission

Response


the proposal is out of character;



parking is insufficient, waste service arrangements are in appropriate and amenity caused
impacts;



safety issues; and



there are no sufficient grounds to approve the proposal.

Results in
change?

It is considered City Plan contains sufficient residential character and amenity provisions, which are
intended to reinforce the purpose of the various residential zones across the city.
Additional provisions will be included within the proposed update, to improve the visual quality of
the streetscape to protect the amenity of adjacent sensitive land uses along Crombie Avenue.
7

COM113

Object strongly to the foreboding presence and increased intensity of traffic that will adversely
impact on the amenity of Crombie Avenue.
Council should conduct a major review of the precinct masterplan to reintroduce underground and
off-site parking options.

Objection noted.
The proposed updates are aligning the Council endorsed Masterplan with City Plan. The proposed
updates relate to the residential density overlay map and the category of development and
assessment for parking station.
Over the next 10 to 15 years, future stages will continue to add new and expanded arts and cultural
facilities at the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct. This long term project will occur in multiple stages and
relies on a number of other factors, such as convenient transport options by foot, cycle, water and
public transport to be made available. As the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct develops over time the
transportation options will also improve.

Yes –
strengthen
design
provisions
for street
frontage
treatment

The Masterplan notes that in the short to medium term on-site car parking needs to be addressed.
City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B included proposed amendments to City Plan provisions for the
Gold Coast Cultural Precinct to enable flexible, responsive design and evolution as the Precinct
matures. The amendment to the Innovation zone (Gold Coast cultural precinct) tables of
assessment would make ‘Parking station if located below ground level’ accepted subject to
requirements and ‘Parking station if located above ground level’ code assessable, to align with the
current Masterplan concept for the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct.
This proposed update promotes car parking to be underground wherever feasible. Additional
provisions will be included within the proposed update to ensure façade treatments and pedestrian
facilities are provided along Bundall Road, Crombie Avenue and Ouyan Street.
Additional provisions will also be included in the proposed update to improve the visual quality of
the streetscape to protect the amenity of adjacent sensitive land uses along Crombie Avenue.
8

COM113

Object to the proposed updates.

Objection noted.

COM114

The amendments which reconfigure and increase residential density, and reduce the category of
development and assessment for an above ground car parking station, are designed to facilitate
types of use and development that are inappropriate for this site and contrary to principles and
proposals previously endorsed by Council.

The proposed updates are to align the Council endorsed Masterplan with City Plan provisions. The
residential density overlay has been updated to correctly identify those areas planned for residential
and remove those areas which are not.

COM115

Of greatest concern is the loss of vital, centrally-located community-owned and used open green
space.

It is understood that residential and commercial buildings were included as part of the Masterplan.
No changes to the number of these building are proposed as part of this update.

Yes –
strengthen
design
provisions
for street
frontage
treatment

Over the next 10 to 15 years, future stages will continue to add new and expanded arts and cultural
facilities at our Gold Coast Cultural Precinct. This long term project will occur in multiple stages and
relies on a number of other factors, such as convenient transport options by foot, cycle, water and
public transport to be made available. As the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct develops over time the
transportation options will also improve.
The Masterplan notes that in the short to medium term on-site car parking needs to be addressed.
City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B included proposed amendments to City Plan provisions for the
Gold Coast Cultural Precinct to enable flexible, responsive design and evolution as the Precinct
matures. The amendment to the Innovation zone (Gold Coast cultural precinct) tables of
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Response ID
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Response

Results in
change?

assessment would make ‘Parking station if located below ground level’ accepted subject to
requirements and ‘Parking station if located above ground level’ code assessable, to align with the
current Masterplan concept for the Precinct.
This proposed update promotes car parking to be underground wherever feasible. Additional
provisions will be included within the proposed update to ensure façade treatments and pedestrian
facilities are provided along Bundall Road, Crombie Avenue and Ouyan Street.
Additional provisions will also be included within the proposed update to improve the visual quality
of the streetscape to protect the amenity of adjacent sensitive land uses along Crombie Avenue.
9

COM113
COM114
COM115

Concerned much of the open greenspace will be filled with a multi-storey parking station and a
multitude of tall buildings that will crowd the cultural precinct.
There appears to be no sensible cultural, community, environmental, or other justification for the
change.

Comment noted.
The proposed updates are to align the Masterplan with City Plan provisions. No changes to the
Masterplan are proposed as part of this update. Council has endorsed the Masterplan for this site to
provide a central civic, artistic and cultural heart for the Gold Coast. The development and need for
the precinct dates back to the 1960s and has evolved over time.

No change
to update
package

The Masterplan notes that in the short to medium term on-site car parking needs to be addressed.
City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B included proposed amendments to City Plan provisions for the
Gold Coast Cultural Precinct to enable flexible, responsive design and evolution as the Precinct
matures.
According to the Masterplan, open space estimates indicate that the future completed Precinct will
result in additional usable open space to what is currently existing. At present the existing usable
open space is 111,000m² and the Masterplan proposes that there will be approximately 133,000m²
of usable open space.
The Masterplan has been endorsed by Council to provide a guide to site-wide uses, including
residential options and staging with these to be finalised as part of future stages for the precinct.
These future stages, to be delivered after 2018, will be subject to further design development and
public consultation.
10

COM113
COM114
COM115
COM130

Concerned the intended development and uses that will be enabled by the proposed amendment
disregard the intrinsic value of Evandale as a cultural precinct. This has been envisioned as a
cultural heart and central civic greenspace, and has been used for these purposes over the past
decades.
The inferred development intentions and corresponding City Plan amendments are short-sighted
and will diminish the opportunity for the cultural precinct to evolve into a grand, dignified public
space which this city needs.
They contradict good urban planning and design principles about the relationship of urban
development to public space.

Comment noted.
The proposed updates are to align the Masterplan with City Plan provisions.

No change
to update
package

The Masterplan is being delivered in stages on 16.9 hectares of land with Stage 1a – versatile
outdoor space (stage and concert lawn) recently completed. Council has also endorsed
development for Stage 1b, including:


a green bridge, connecting the precinct to Chevron Island; and



a purpose-built, international standard city gallery.

With the opening of Stage 1a, almost 1.5 hectares of greenspace has been returned for community
use and landscaped with a curatorial overlay.
The proposed updates are to align the council endorsed Masterplan with City Plan provisions. The
residential density overlay has been updated to correctly identify those areas planned for residential
and remove those areas which are not.

11

COM113
COM114

Object to the 2014 masterplan, the 2016 City Plan provisions, as premises for development of the
Gold Coast Cultural Precinct, and strongly object to the proposed amendments detailed in this
update.

COM114

The proposed updates are to align the Masterplan with City Plan provisions.

No change
to update
package

No changes to the Masterplan are proposed as part of this update.

COM115
12

Objection noted.

Object strongly to the foreboding presence and increased intensity of traffic that will adversely
impact on the amenity of Crombie Avenue.
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Objection noted.
The proposed updates are aligning the Council endorsed Masterplan with City Plan. The proposed

Yes –
strengthen
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Response ID
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Response

Results in
change?

COM115

Council should conduct a major review of the precinct masterplan to reintroduce underground and
off-site parking options.

updates relate to the Residential overlay map and the category of development and assessment for
parking station.

design
provisions
for street
frontage
treatment

Over the next 10 to 15 years, future stages will continue to add new and expanded arts and cultural
facilities at our Gold Coast Cultural Precinct. This long term project will occur in multiple stages and
relies on a number of other factors, such as convenient transport options by foot, cycle, water and
public transport to be made available. As the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct develops over time the
transportation options will also improve.
The Masterplan notes that in the short to medium term on-site car parking needs to be addressed.
City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B included proposed amendments to City Plan provisions for the
Gold Coast Cultural Precinct to enable flexible, responsive design and evolution as the Precinct
matures. The amendment to the Innovation zone (Gold Coast Cultural Precinct) tables of
assessment would make ‘Parking station if located below ground level’ accepted subject to
requirements and ‘Parking station if located above ground level’ code assessable, to align with the
current Masterplan concept for the Precinct.
In summary, this proposed update promotes car parking to be underground wherever feasible due
to it being subject to the lowest category of development and assessment. Additional provisions will
be included to ensure façade treatments and pedestrian facilities are provided along Bundall Road,
Crombie Avenue and Ouyan Street. Additional provisions will also be included to improve the visual
quality of the streetscape to protect the amenity of adjacent sensitive land uses along Crombie
Avenue.
13

COM124

Suggests a survey of the Gold Coast community needs to be conducted to determine the majority
view as to how the Evandale parklands are to be developed – as a residential/commercial/carparking space, or as open green parkland. Such a survey needs to be conducted professionally, so
that all parties accept its findings. Suggest Council listen to all residents, not just a few, and it
should act on the views/preferences of the majority not a narrow minority.

Comment noted.
Extensive public consultation has been undertaken prior to and during the Master planning phase of
the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct site. Public consultation has occurred since 2013 and is ongoing.
Community feedback avenues are available all year round via the project website with public
feedback added to the feedback register and key issues are raised through Council’s design team.

No change
to update
package

The proposed City Plan update was on public consultation from 4 October to 15 November 2017
(total of 31 business days). Public consultation was undertaken as per the requirements of the
Sustainable Planning Act 2009. Council undertook the following actions in addition to the statutory
requirements:
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notice in the local newspaper;



online/digital advertising;



radio advertising;



social media advertising;



planning and development alerts;



website content;



fact sheets;



notification in water and sewer rates notice;



letters to landowners (who do not receive a water and sewer rates notice);



community information events;



industry briefing;



telephone update hotline; and



GC Have Your Say website.
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Results in
change?

Should you have any suggestions to improve public consultation please contact Council via the GC
Have Your Say.
In summary, it is considered that sufficient public consultation has been undertaken for this update.
14

COM124

Oppose changes to Evandale parklands. Support retaining the Evandale as a public park. This has
been gained from data gathered over the past 2-3 months from a wide range of Gold Coast
residents about this issue. Nearly all residents expressed opposition to changes to Evandale
parklands. Opposes potential for any privatisation or commercialisation of the Evandale parklands.

Objection noted.
Extensive public consultation has been undertaken prior to and during the Master planning phase of
the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct site. Public consultation has occurred since 2013 and is ongoing.
Community feedback avenues are available all year round via the project website with public
feedback added to the feedback register and key issues are raised through Council’s design team.

No change
to update
package

The proposed City Plan update was on public consultation from 4 October to 15 November 2017
(total of 31 business days). Public consultation was undertaken as per the requirements of the
Sustainable Planning Act 2009. Council also undertook actions in addition to the statutory
requirements.
According to the Masterplan, open space estimates indicate that the future completed Precinct will
result in additional usable open space to what is currently existing. At present the existing usable
open space is 111,000m² and the Masterplan proposes that there will be approximately 133,000m²
of usable open space.
Various sites within the endorsed Masterplan are identified with a variety of allied uses including
residential, commercial, hotel and retail. The proposed change to the residential density overlay
map is to correct a mapping error which allowed two mapping layers to sit over each other. This
proposed update removes the second layer to correct this error. This results in a decrease of land
subject to residential density. The proposed changes are not intended to increase intensity of
residential or commercial land uses and are in line with the endorsed Masterplan. There has been
no change to zoning as a part of this amendment. The decision to divest allied sites is a decision for
future Councils.
In summary, it is considered that sufficient public consultation has been undertaken for this update.
15

COM124

Concerned the 'Have Your Say' program is limited. It draws responses from only small and
presumably non-representative numbers, its subject matter typically lacks focus, reporting/feedback
to respondents and residents is not always complete and consistent, and actions taken in response
to residents ‘having their say’ are often unknown or unclear. In short, more needs to be done to
solicit, ascertain, and act on community opinion as to the future of the Evandale site.

Comment noted.
GC Have Your Say is the platform for all Council public consultation. In addition, by utilising GC
Have Your Say extensive public consultation has been undertaken prior to and during the master
planning phase of the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct site. Public consultation has occurred since
2013 and is ongoing. Community feedback avenues are available all year round via the project
website with public feedback added to the feedback register and key issues are raised through
Council’s design team.

No change
to update
package

The proposed City Plan update was on public consultation from 4 October to 15 November 2017
(total of 31 business days). Public consultation was undertaken as per the requirements of the
Sustainable Planning Act 2009. Council also undertook actions in addition to the statutory
requirements.
Public consultation of the City Plan update was advertised through Facebook, on radio, online and
through print advertising. There were six community events and we communicated with residents
through various means including newsletter, website, rates notice and hotline.
In summary, your feedback regarding GC Have Your Say has been noted; however, it is considered
that sufficient public consultation has been undertaken for this update and efforts were taken to
reach a wide audience independent of the GC Have Your Say database.
16

COM124

The proposed changes, and indeed the succession of cultural precinct plans and amendments that
have been put forth over the past few years, are unacceptable on economic, cultural, community,
environmental, and aesthetic grounds.
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Comment noted.
Council has endorsed the Masterplan for the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct to provide a central civic,
artistic and cultural heart for the Gold Coast. The development and need for the Precinct dates

No change
to update
package
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back to the 1960s and has evolved over time. There is a need for a centre of gravity for the Gold
Coast’s thriving cultural and artistic activity. The Gold Coast Cultural Precinct will include drama,
music, dance, art, new media and public sculpture, as well as creative educational opportunities
and an extensive outdoor program of activities for children, families, school groups and many
others.
In summary, it is considered the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct is vital social and cultural
infrastructure.
17

COM124

Available evidence indicates that residents want this site retained as a park. Part of the evidence
comes from the findings of Council’s own Better Parks survey of attitudes to and usage of parks. A
similar conclusion can be drawn from a 2015 survey of 700 Gold Coast residents conducted at
Griffith University. This survey found that 91% of respondents were in favour of “more public green
spaces (e.g. parks) being created and/or retained”, whereas only 9% were in favour of “public
parkland being sold so this land can be built on.”

Comment noted.
According to the Masterplan, open space estimates indicate that the future completed Precinct will
result in additional usable open space to what is currently existing. At present the existing usable
open space is 111,000m² and the Masterplan proposes that there will be approximately 133,000m²
of usable open space upon completion.

No change
to update
package

Extensive public consultation has been undertaken prior to and during the Master planning phase of
the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct site. Public consultation has occurred since 2013 and is ongoing.
Community feedback avenues are available all year round via the project website with public
feedback added to the feedback register and key issues are raised through Council’s design team.
The proposed City Plan update was on public consultation from 4 October to 15 November 2017
(total of 31 business days) and was advertised through various media avenues.
In summary, it is considered that sufficient public consultation has been undertaken for this update.
18

COM130

Object to the argument that proposed and/or implemented changes to planning rules, zoning, put
forward particularly relating to the Evandale parklands site and the Arts Cultural Centre
have involved extensive public consultation.

Objection noted.
Extensive public consultation has been undertaken prior to and during the Master planning phase of
the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct site. Public consultation has occurred since 2013 and is ongoing.
Community feedback avenues are available all year round via the project website with public
feedback added to the feedback register and key issues are raised through Council’s design team.

No change
to update
package

The previous change to the zoning of the Evandale site was publically advertised during the public
consultation phase of draft City Plan in 2014. No further changes to the zoning are proposed as part
of these updates.
The proposed City Plan update was on public consultation from 4 October to 15 November 2017
(total of 31 business days). Public consultation was undertaken as per the requirements of the
Sustainable Planning Act 2009. Council also undertook actions in addition to the statutory
requirements.
Should you have any suggestions to improve public consultation please contact Council via the GC
Have Your Say.
In summary, it is considered that sufficient public consultation has been undertaken for this update.
19

COM130

Object to the proposed residential density provisions which are substantially greater than what was
publicised in the 2013 design competition outcome. Buildings which are not core to the operation of
the Cultural Precinct will diminish the image, appeal and viability of the Cultural Precinct for its
intended civic and cultural purpose.

Objection noted.
The proposed updates are to align the Council endorsed Masterplan with City Plan provisions. The
residential density overlay has been updated to correctly identify those areas planned for residential
and remove those areas which are not.

No change
to update
package

It is understood that residential and commercial buildings were included as part of the Masterplan.
No changes to the number of these building are proposed as part of this update.
20

COM130

Object to commercially selling public parklands to private interests as they are the property of the
Gold Coast residents.
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Objection noted.
Various sites within the endorsed Masterplan are identified with a variety of allied uses including
residential, commercial, hotel and retail. The proposed change to the residential density overlay

No change
to update
package
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map is to correct a mapping error which allowed two mapping layers to sit over each other. This
proposed update removes the second layer to correct this error. This results in a decrease of land
subject to residential density. The proposed changes are not intended to increase intensity of
residential or commercial land uses and are in line with the endorsed Masterplan. There has been
no change to zoning as a part of this amendment. The decision to divest allied sites is a decision for
future Councils.
21

COM130

Suggest a major review of the 2014 Gold Coast Cultural Precinct Masterplan is undertaken by
Council to reintroduce underground and off-site parking options.

Comment noted.
Over the next 10 to 15 years, future stages will continue to add new and expanded arts and cultural
facilities at our Gold Coast Cultural Precinct. This long term project will occur in multiple stages and
relies on a number of other factors, such as convenient transport options by foot, cycle, water and
public transport to be made available. As the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct develops over time the
transportation options will also improve.

No change
to update
package

The Masterplan notes that in the short to medium term on-site car parking needs to be addressed.
City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B included proposed amendments to City Plan provisions for the
Gold Coast Cultural Precinct to enable flexible, responsive design and evolution as the Precinct
matures. The amendment to the Innovation zone (Gold Coast Cultural Precinct) tables of
assessment would make ‘Parking station if located below ground level’ accepted subject to
requirements and ‘Parking station if located above ground level’ code assessable, to align with the
current Masterplan concept for the Precinct.
In summary, this proposed update promotes car parking to be underground wherever feasible due
to it being subject to the lowest category of development and assessment.
22

23

COM130

COM130

Object to the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct update.

Objection noted.

Object to the 2014 Gold Coast Cultural Precinct Masterplan and City Plan provisions which support
development in the Cultural Precinct.

The proposed updates are to align the Masterplan with City Plan provisions.

Concerned the planning laws and changes that have surrounded the Evandale Cultural Precinct
site are too confusing.

Comment noted.

No change
to update
package

No changes to the Masterplan are proposed as part of this update.

Council endeavours to ensure information is provided to the community in a transparent and
comprehensible manner. During the public consultation period, information and assistance was
made available through community information events and a telephone update hotline.

No change
to update
package

Should you require further assistance Council has a well-established Planning Enquiries Centre
which can assist with accessing and interpreting planning content.
24

COM138

Object to the presence of residential uses and above ground parking structures on the land
adjacent to Bundall Road the area must be left generously open to display the new jewel in the
city’s crown.

Objection noted.
The Masterplan notes that in the short to medium term on-site car parking needs to be addressed.
City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B included proposed amendments to City Plan provisions for the
Gold Coast Cultural Precinct to enable flexible, responsive design and evolution as the Precinct
matures. The amendment to the Innovation zone (Gold Coast Cultural Precinct) tables of
assessment would make ‘Parking station if located below ground level’ accepted subject to
requirements and ‘Parking station if located above ground level’ code assessable, to align with the
current Masterplan concept for the Precinct. This therefore promotes car parking to be underground
wherever feasible.

Yes –
strengthen
design
provisions
for street
frontage
treatment

The proposed updates also align the Council endorsed Masterplan with City Plan provisions. The
residential density overlay has been updated to correctly identify those areas planned for residential
and remove those areas which are not.
Additional provisions will be included to ensure façade treatments and pedestrian facilities are
provided along Bundall Road, Crombie Avenue and Ouyan Street. Additional provisions will also be
included to improve the visual quality of the streetscape to protect the amenity of adjacent sensitive
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Response ID
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Results in
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land uses along Crombie Avenue.

25

COM139

Object to the sale of public land surrounding the Cultural Centre for the purposes of residential or
any other form of development.

Objection noted.
The proposed updates are to align the Council endorsed Masterplan with City Plan provisions. The
residential density overlay has been updated to correctly identify those areas planned for residential
and remove those areas which are not.

No change
to update
package

It is understood that residential and commercial buildings were included as part of the Masterplan.
No changes to the number of these building are proposed as part of this update.
Various sites within the endorsed Masterplan are identified with a variety of allied uses including
residential, commercial, hotel and retail. Council at its meeting of 17 May 2017 considered it not
necessary, or appropriate, to progress with the proposition to divest with a number of sites as part
of any future funding plan for the Cultural Precinct.
26

COM139

Object to car parking being made code assessable. Suggest the removal of provisions for car
parks.

Objection noted.
Over the next 10 to 15 years, future stages will continue to add new and expanded arts and cultural
facilities at our Gold Coast Cultural Precinct. This long term project will occur in multiple stages and
relies on a number of other factors, such as convenient transport options by foot, cycle, water and
public transport to be made available. As the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct develops over time the
transportation options will also improve.

No change
to update
package

The Masterplan notes that in the short to medium term on-site car parking needs to be addressed.
City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B included proposed amendments to the planning scheme
provisions for the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct to enable flexible, responsive design and evolution
as the Precinct matures. The amendment to the Innovation zone (Gold Coast Cultural Precinct)
tables of assessment would make ‘Parking station if located below ground level’ accepted subject to
requirements and ‘Parking station if located above ground level’ code assessable, to align with the
current Masterplan concept for the Precinct.
This proposed update promotes car parking to be underground wherever feasible.
27

COM139

Object to residential and commercial development at Evandale parkland precinct. Urges Council to
prohibit residential and commercial development.

Objection noted.
The proposed updates are to align the Council endorsed Masterplan with City Plan provisions. It is
understood that residential and commercial buildings were envisaged as part of the Masterplan.

No change
to update
package

Section 43(5)(a) of the Planning Act 2016 stipulates that Local Government cannot prohibit
development unless stated as prohibited the Planning Regulation 2017.
In summary, no changes to the number of these building are proposed as part of this update.
28

29

COM139

COM148

Suggest retaining all of the public open space at Evandale for recreational uses to complement the
cultural centre when constructed.

Comment noted.

Object to the presence of residential uses and above ground parking structures on the land
adjacent to Bundall Road. The Cultural precinct should be preserved.

Objection noted.

According to the Masterplan, open space estimates indicate that the future completed Precinct will
result in additional usable open space to what is currently existing. At present the existing usable
open space is 111,000m² and the Masterplan proposes that there will be approximately 133,000m²
of usable open space upon completion.

The proposed updates are to align the Council endorsed Masterplan with City Plan provisions. The
residential density overlay has been updated to correctly identify those areas planned for residential
and remove those areas which are not.
Over the next 10 to 15 years, future stages will continue to add new and expanded arts and cultural
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Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

facilities at our Gold Coast Cultural Precinct. This long term project will occur in multiple stages and
relies on a number of other factors, such as convenient transport options by foot, cycle, water and
public transport to be made available. As the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct develops over time the
transportation options will also improve.

treatment

The Masterplan notes that in the short to medium term on-site car parking needs to be addressed.
City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B included proposed amendments to the planning scheme
provisions for the Gold Coast Cultural Precinct to enable flexible, responsive design and evolution
as the Precinct matures. The amendment to the Innovation zone (Gold Coast Cultural Precinct)
tables of assessment would make ‘Parking station if located below ground level’ accepted subject to
requirements and ‘Parking station if located above ground level’ code assessable, to align with the
current Masterplan concept for the precinct. This therefore promotes car parking to be underground
wherever feasible.
It is understood that residential and commercial buildings were included as part of the Masterplan.
No changes to the number of these building are proposed as part of this update.
In summary, this proposed update promotes car parking to be underground wherever feasible due
to it being subject to the lowest category of development and assessment. Additional provisions will
be included to ensure façade treatments and pedestrian facilities are provided along Bundall Road,
Crombie Avenue and Ouyan Street. Additional provisions will also be included to improve the visual
quality of the streetscape to protect the amenity of adjacent sensitive land uses along Crombie
Avenue.
30

COM148

Object to the increase in residential density.

Objection noted.
The proposed updates are to align the Council endorsed Masterplan with City Plan provisions. The
residential density overlay has been updated to correctly identify those areas planned for residential
and remove those areas which are not. The total area identified for residential density will decrease
as a result of this update.
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Item 8: Building over or near Council infrastructure
1

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

95

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

Council's current requirements for insisting that easements be taken over amenities when a new
development is contemplated is repressive.

Comment noted.

No change
to update
package

106
108
113
2

COM102

A three metre setback from services such as sewer lines is also excessive and severely impacts on
the building design of the new development, especially on smaller lots.

The new provisions aim to protect Council infrastructure from the potential impacts of development.
Previously, there were no such provisions in City Plan. These new provisions will ensure a
consistent approach is undertaken.
The proposed provisions have been aligned with the Queensland Development Code requirements.
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Item 9: Social, community and public supporting uses
1

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

102

Neutral opinion on the Social, community and public supporting uses update.

Comment noted.

No change
to update
package

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

Community consultation is needed and a balance of interests to make this sustainable.

It is considered that sufficient community consultation was undertaken in accordance with the
statutory requirements.

No change
to update
package

Object to proposed item.

Objection noted.

Object to the new definition of public land. It makes no difference whether land is under
management of council - it's still public land regardless and should be treated as such.

The inclusion of an administrative definition for 'public land' has been included to assist with the
interpretation of the Table of assessment changes as a part of this update. The administrative
definition will make no changes to physical public land.

The outcomes are hard to quantify.
2

106
108

3

4

113

118
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Item 10: Covered car parking setbacks in Medium and High density residential zones
1

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

95

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

Object to proposed item.

Objection noted.

No change
to update
package

102
106
2

108

Specific details of the objection have not been provided.
3

4

COM144

COM149

Concerned the proposed setbacks for the High density residential zone do not respect the density
of the land, i.e. the higher the density, the less the setback requirement should be. There is an
expectation that the higher the density, the more urbanised the environment should be. This
reduces land consumption for both public and private open space.

Comment noted.

Suggest a note is added to exclude small lot dwellings from these provisions.

Comment noted.

The proposed update relates only to front setbacks for covered car parking (excluding basement
parking), therefore should not adversely affect the ability to deliver high density outcomes. All other
setback provisions remain unchanged.

The proposed update is to ensure on-site car parking is provided for development, including small
lot dwellings (i.e. dwellings on lots less than 400sq.m). Excluding small lot dwellings from this
provision is not considered appropriate and does not support Council's policy position.
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Item 11: Remove reference to Wave Break Island for the Integrated Resort Development at the
Broadwater
1

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

95

Object to proposed item.

Objection noted.

No change
to update
package

Specific details of the objection have not been provided.
2

3

99

Object to proposed item.

Objection noted.

COM98

The following points of submission were received in objection for the item:

COM100



Questions the removal of "owned by the State Government" wording as it does not change the
fact that The Spit is owned by the State Government.

On 1 August 2017, the State Government terminated the proposed ASF Consortium proposal for
The Spit and committed to the preparation of a community-led masterplan in collaboration with City
of Gold Coast and Gold Coast Waterways Authority. This consultation has commenced. The State’s
decision did not rule out a future Integrated Resort Development on the Gold Coast.



Questions the remaining "proposed Integrated Resort Development" wording and whether this
means an IRD is still proposed.



Questions whether the Council still wants a casino and IRD on The Spit.



Questions whether the Council is still considering a casino being located at The Spit.

100

No change
to update
package

The decision to remove the wording "owned by the State Government" was recommended to
improve readability. It is acknowledgement that it does not change the fact that The Spit is owned
by the State Government.
In summary, as Council will continue to monitor any progress for an Integrated Resort
Development, it is considered appropriate to retain the statement in the strategic framework.

Object to proposed item.

Objection noted.

Opposed to an Integrated Resort Development being located on The Spit.

On 1 August 2017 the State Government terminated the proposed ASF Consortium proposal for the
Gold Coast Spit and committed to the preparation of a community-led masterplan in collaboration
with City of Gold Coast and Gold Coast Waterways Authority. This decision did not rule out a future
Integrated Resort Development on the Gold Coast.

No change
to update
package

In summary, as Council will continue to monitor any progress for an Integrated Resort
Development, it is considered appropriate to retain the statement in the strategic framework.
4

5

101

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

102

The following points of submission were received in support for the item:

COM139



Suggests the reference to an Integrated Resort Development on The Spit should be deleted.



Suggests Council stop selling public land to developers.

On 1 August 2017, the State Government terminated the proposed ASF Consortium proposal for
The Spit and committed to the preparation of a community-led masterplan in collaboration with City
of Gold Coast and Gold Coast Waterways Authority. This consultation has commenced. The State’s
decision did not rule out a future Integrated Resort Development on the Gold Coast.



Suggests the location of the Integrated Resort Development be located at the old hospital site
in Southport.



It reflects the wishes of the people of the Gold Coast and the decision of the State
Government in 2015.

No change
to update
package

The decision to remove the wording "owned by the State Government" was recommended to
improve readability. It is acknowledgement that it does not change the fact that The Spit is owned
by the State Government.
In summary, as Council will continue to monitor any progress for an Integrated Resort
Development, it is considered appropriate to retain the statement in the strategic framework.

105

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

COM139

Suggests the reference to an Integrated Resort Development and/or cruise ship terminal on The
Spit should be deleted.

On 1 August 2017, the State Government terminated the proposed ASF Consortium proposal for
The Spit and committed to the preparation of a community-led masterplan in collaboration with City
of Gold Coast and Gold Coast Waterways Authority. This consultation has commenced. The State’s
decision did not rule out a future Integrated Resort Development on the Gold Coast.

No change
to update
package

The decision to remove the wording "owned by the State Government" was recommended to
improve readability. It is acknowledgement that it does not change the fact that The Spit is owned
by the State Government.
In summary, as Council will continue to monitor any progress for an Integrated Resort
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change?

Development, it is considered appropriate to retain the statement in the strategic framework.
Furthermore, the opportunity to establish a Gold Coast Cruise Ship Terminal (CST) has long been
identified as having the potential to grow the region’s tourism offering. Council resolved to
investigate an ocean-side CST. Therefore, it is considered appropriate to retain the statement in the
strategic framework.
6

106

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

Suggests the reference to an Integrated Resort Development on the Spit should be deleted as the
State Government advised the ASF Consortium would not be permitted to develop on land south of
Sea World.

Comment noted.

No change
to update
package

108
113
7

COM139

On 1 August 2017, the State Government terminated the proposed ASF Consortium proposal for
The Spit and committed to the preparation of a community-led masterplan in collaboration with City
of Gold Coast and Gold Coast Waterways Authority. This consultation has commenced. The State’s
decision did not rule out a future Integrated Resort Development on the Gold Coast.
The decision to remove the wording "owned by the State Government" was recommended to
improve readability. It is acknowledgement that it does not change the fact that The Spit is owned
by the State Government.
In summary, as Council will continue to monitor any progress for an Integrated Resort
Development, it is considered appropriate to retain the statement in the strategic framework.
Furthermore, the opportunity to establish a Gold Coast Cruise Ship Terminal (CST) has long been
identified as having the potential to grow the region’s tourism offering. Council resolved to
investigate an ocean-side CST. Therefore, it is considered appropriate to retain the statement in the
strategic framework.
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Item 12: Hours of operation for exempt commercial uses in district centres
1

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

95

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

102
106
108
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Item 13: Categories of development and assessment for lease, access easement, community title and
volumetric subdivisions
1

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

106

Object to proposed item.

Objection noted.

Changes impact lot size and impact visual character.

It is considered the proposed updates will not impact lot size or visual character. It was Council's
intention that these reconfiguring a lot types were to be code assessable within the Medium density
and High density residential zones. During the preparation of City Plan, this was incorrectly omitted,
therefore triggering impact assessment.

No change
to update
package

In summary, these reconfiguring of lot types are proposed to be included to correct an anomaly.
2

108

Object to proposed item.

Objection noted.
Specific details of the objection have not been provided.

3

113

Suggest community consultation is needed and then a balance of the interests is required to make
this sustainable.

Comment noted.
The proposed update item was available for public comment as part of this public consultation
period (4 October to 15 November 2017). All the information regarding the proposed changes was
made available during this time. Public consultation was undertaken as per the requirements of the
Sustainable Planning Act 2009. Council undertook the following actions in addition to the statutory
requirements:


notice in the local newspaper;



online/digital advertising;



radio advertising;



social media advertising;



planning and development alerts;



website content;



fact sheets;



notification in water and sewer rates notice;



letters to landowners (who do not receive a water and sewer rates notice);



community information events;



industry briefing;



telephone update hotline; and



GC Have Your Say website.

No change
to update
package
No change
to update
package

Should you have any suggestions to improve public consultation please contact Council via the GC
Have Your Say.
In summary, it is considered that sufficient public consultation has been undertaken as part of this
update.
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Item 14: Emerging community zone setback/site cover provision
1

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

102

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

Object to the proposed item.

Objection noted.

No change
to update
package

106
2

108

Specific details of the objection have not been provided.
3

COM139

Object to the proposed update as it will reduce quality of life for the residents of homes built so
close together.
There is no reason given for this reduction. There are serious issues of loss of privacy, being
subjected to neighbour noise and loss of private open space and potential for car parking. In
addition, there is the issue of increased heat-island impact especially in an era of global warming.
With such small setbacks, this will increase radiated heat and result in serious health issues for
residents especially the elderly and very young.

Objection noted.
The proposed update relates only to those lots created through residential subdivisions, where
setback and site coverage provisions were not specified within an approval. The proposed changes
reflect the current setback and site cover provisions in the Low density residential zone code. Other
development within the Emerging community zone is not subject to these proposed provisions.
Further, private open space and car parking are appropriately addressed through other codes in
City Plan.

No change
to update
package

In summary, the proposed provisions are considered appropriate for residential/suburban sized lots
where created through subdivisions in the Emerging community zone.
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Item 15: Categories of development and assessment for Utility installations affected by overlays
Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

1

108

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

2

113

Object to the proposed changes as more information is clearly needed about the proposed
changes, especially in relation to the airport area.

Objection noted.

No change
to update
package

The Gold Coast Airport area is primarily regulated by the Airports Act 1996 and the master plan
created under this Act. The proposed update does not affect the airport area.
It is considered sufficient information about the proposed updates was made available throughout
the public consultation period.
The proposed update item was available for public comment as part of this public consultation
period (4 October to 15 November). All the information regarding the proposed changes was made
available during this time. Public consultation was undertaken as per the requirements of the
Sustainable Planning Act 2009. Council undertook the following actions in addition to the statutory
requirements:


notice in the local newspaper;



online/digital advertising;



radio advertising;



social media advertising;



planning and development alerts;



website content;



fact sheets;



notification in water and sewer rates notice;



letters to landowners (who do not receive a water and sewer rates notice);



community information events;



industry briefing;



telephone update hotline; and



GC Have Your Say website.

Should you have any suggestions to improve public consultation please contact Council via the GC
Have Your Say.
In summary, it is considered that sufficient public consultation has been undertaken for this update.
3

COM138,
COM148
COM139

Concerns were raised by multiple submitters regarding the proposed update, including:


Concerned there is no definition of "minor" local utility in relation to length, scale etc.



Concerned there may be opportunity for such infrastructure to compromise the public
interest especially in areas of impact on public open space, conservation and
environmental areas.



Request a more precise description of the word "minor" and that the exclusions reflect the
dimensions, length, footprint etc. of projects that would continue to trigger a Material
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Comment noted.
The definition of minor local utility was part of a condition from the Minister when endorsing Council
to commence public consultation of this update package. Utilities that are of larger scale and
significance are excluded from this definition.

No change
to update
package

The proposed changes do not include any changes to the tables of assessment for the areas
mentioned.
A minor local utility is usually undertaken by or on behalf of Council; as such Council is bound by
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Response ID

Point of submission
change of use (MCU) under the current City Plan.

Response

Results in
change?

the Local Government Act 2009 to act in the public interest.
In summary, it is considered that the definition of "minor" local utilities is sufficient.
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Item 16: The Biggera Waters Centre and Surrounding Land Study
1

2

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

95

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

106

Several points of submission were received in support of the proposed item, including:

No change
to update
package

COM136



Supports the change from Major centre to a Specialist centre.

122



Supports the reduction of building height within the Harbour Quays residential estate.

COM96



Supports the retention of car parking rates as it relates to Lot 714 SP122990.



Supports maintaining the code assessable building height of 39 metres for Lot 714 SP122990.



Supports maintaining the residential density as RD8 for Lot 714 SP122990.



Supports the proposed rezoning of the area.
Objection noted.

No change
to update
package

102

Object to proposed item. Suggests keeping provisions the same.

The proposed update addresses a Ministerial requirement to investigate the land surrounding the
Biggera Waters centre. As a result of the investigation, the proposed updates are recommended.
Specific details of the objection have not been provided.
3

108

Object to proposed item.

Objection noted.
Specific details of the objection have not been provided.

4

122

Supports the proposed change to a Specialist centre designation, only if the proposed 1,500m²
threshold trigger is removed in Table 5.5.4 - Centre zone by including Biggera Waters in (b), similar
to Surfers Paradise.

Support noted.
The proposed 1,500m² gross floor area (GFA) trigger for Shop is recommended to be changed to
7,000m². This reflects the current policy position for single shops within Major centres as detailed
within the Centre zone code.
This change is recommended to be reflected as a new trigger within Part 5, Table 5.5.4 – Centre
zone.

5

122

Suggests changes to proposed specific outcome (2) in the strategic framework to include additional
reference to Biggera Waters centre.
Suggests changes to proposed specific outcome (8) in the strategic framework to better reflect the
role, function and evolution of the centre as a Specialist centre.
Suggests new overall outcome (F) in the Centres zone code be amended as per proposed new
centre description.

6

COM133

Concerned there is a divergence of thinking between Council and asset owners about the
appropriateness of future development at the site. Suggests further consultation with relevant
stakeholders on these updates to ensure Council has a clear appreciation of the viability of
development opportunities within the precinct and the relevant factors affecting the growth of this
centre.
Concerned with the proposed threshold for the category of development and assessment trigger for
a shop development.
Concerned with the proposed change in zoning of sites surrounding Harbour Town centre.
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Comment noted.
The description for the Biggera Waters centre is proposed to be amended to ensure the policy
position is correctly expressed.
This change has been reflected in the strategic framework and the Centre zone code overall
outcomes.

Comment noted.
Further consultation has been undertaken with the major land owners. As a result of considering
submissions, changes have been made to the proposed update.
The proposed 1,500m² gross floor area (GFA) trigger for Shop is recommended to be changed to
7,000m². This reflects the current policy for single shops within Major centres as detailed within the
Centre zone code. This change will be reflected as a new trigger within Part 5, Table 5.5.4 – Centre
zone.

No change
to update
package
Yes –
recommend
change to
impact
assessable
trigger

Yes –
recommend
change to
centre
description

Yes –
recommend
change to
impact
assessable
trigger

The proposed zonings, heights and densities of the surrounding lands have been considered as
part of the submissions review and no additional changes have been recommended.
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7

8

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

COM136

Suggests the Specialist Centre (except Surfers Paradise) 1,500m² tenancy size limitation does not
apply to the Biggera Waters Centre.

Comment noted.

Yes –
recommend
change to
impact
assessable
trigger

Objects to the rezoning from the Low impact industry zone to the Mixed use zone (Fringe business
precinct) on the western part of Lot 1 SP235798.

Objection noted.

COM136

Suggests the western part of Lot 1 SP235798 be assigned a Medium density residential zone
designation as the highest and best use of land for the site is considered to be residential.
Suggests the western part of Lot 1 SP235798 be assigned a 26 metre building height designation
and a RD5 residential density designation.

The proposed 1,500m² gross floor area (GFA) trigger for Shop is recommended to be changed to
7,000m². This reflects the current policy for single shops within Major centres as detailed within the
Centre zone code. This change will be reflected as a new trigger within Part 5, Table 5.5.4 – Centre
zone.

The proposed zoning changes advertised as part of this update are considered appropriate.

No change
to update
package

As per the State Planning Policy (SPP) and City Plan, sensitive land uses should not be planned on
land immediately adjoining general industrial areas. The requested zoning of Medium density
residential zone contemplates sensitive land uses as code assessable.
It is considered that detailed design features are required, such as minimum buffer distance from
industrial activities to residential dwellings, acoustic barrier along boundary, maintenance of existing
vegetated bund along boundary and acoustic treatment of dwellings, and therefore a change in
zoning to residential cannot be contemplated. This includes the associated building height and
residential density changes requested. The recommended zoning of Mixed use zone (Fringe
business precinct) allows for a range of land uses to be established, with sensitive land uses
subject to detailed design and consideration of the amenity impacts.
In summary, no change is recommended to the western part of Lot 1 on SP235798.

9

COM136

Supports the removal of the Mixed use zone (Fringe business precinct) on the southern part of Lot
509 SP190851, however suggests the lot be assigned to the Centre zone designation.

Support noted.

Suggests the southern part of Lot 509 SP190851 be assigned a 54 metre building height
designation and a RD8 residential density designation.

Further expansion of the Centre zone is not supported at this stage given the significant land area
of Harbour Town in comparison to other centres within the city. Based on a review of the city’s
shopping centres, Harbour Town currently has the most land available within Centre zone at 22.3
hectares. In contrast, Pacific Fair has 16.6 hectares, Australia Fair has 4 hectares and Westfield
Helensvale has 18 hectares. Also, it is envisaged that the consolidation of the existing centre to
create a more urbanised design would be the preferable outcome.

The proposed changes advertised as part of this update are considered appropriate.

No change
to update
package

In summary, no change is recommended to the southern part of Lot 509 on SP190851.
10

COM136

Suggests the northern part of Lot 509 SP190851 retain a Medium density residential zone
designation.

Comment noted.

Suggests the northern part of Lot 509 SP190851 be assigned a 38 metre building height
designation and a RD7 residential density designation.

The requested changes to height and density are not considered appropriate due to:

The proposed changes advertised as part of this update are considered appropriate.


availability of existing and planned infrastructure;



endorsed city-wide building height principles; and



the proposed new hierarchy of the centre.

No change
to update
package

In summary, no change is recommended to the northern part of Lot 509 on SP190851.
11

COM136

Requests the eastern part of Lot 1 SP235798 be changed from Mixed use zone (Fringe business
precinct) to Centre zone to allow for the logical expansion of the Harbour Town Shopping Centre.

Comment noted.

Requests RD8 designation and a 54 metre building height designation for the eastern part of Lot 1
SP235798.

As per the State Planning Policy (SPP) and City Plan, sensitive land uses should not be planned on
land immediately adjoining general industrial areas. The requested zoning of Centre zone,
contemplates sensitive land uses as code assessable.

The proposed changes advertised as part of this update are considered appropriate.

No change
to update
package

Further expansion of the Centre zone is not supported at this stage given the significant land area
of Harbour Town in comparison to other centres within the city. Based on a review of the city’s
shopping centres, Harbour Town currently has the most land available within Centre zone at 22.3
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hectares. In contrast, Pacific Fair has 16.6 hectares, Australia Fair has 4 hectares and Westfield
Helensvale has 18 hectares.
In summary, no change is recommended to the eastern part of Lot 1 on SP235798, this includes
associated building height and residential density changes.
12

COM136

Requests a 54 metre building height designation on Lot 714 SP122990 and supports RD8
designation on Lot 714 SP122990.

Comment noted.
The proposed changes advertised as part of this update are considered appropriate.

No change
to update
package

Further expansion of the Centre zone is not supported at this stage given the significant land area
of Harbour Town in comparison to other centres within the city.
In summary, no change is recommended to Lot 714 on SP122990.
13

COM133

Concerned with the proposed decreased building height thresholds for code assessment.

Comment noted.
Insufficient information has been provided with regards to this point of submission. The only
decrease to building heights proposed as part of this update is over the Harbour Quays estate. This
decrease is to reflect the existing development that has occurred and established character.

No change
to update
package

In summary, the proposed decrease in building height over the Harbour Quays estate is considered
appropriate.
14

COM136

Supports increasing residential densities on Lot 701 RP22356 and Lot 31 SP269881 however
believes the proposed measures are not consistent with existing development and current
approvals in the precinct.
Suggests Lot 701 RP22356 be assigned a RD6 residential density designation and a 38 metre
height designation.
Suggests Lot 31 SP269881 be assigned a RD8 residential density designation and a 53 metre
height designation.

Support noted.
The proposed changes advertised as part of this update are considered appropriate.

No change
to update
package

The requested changes are not considered appropriate due to:


availability of existing and planned infrastructure;



endorsed city-wide building height principles; and



the proposed new hierarchy of the centre.

In summary, no change is recommended to Lot 701 on RP22356 and Lot 31 on SP269881.
15

COM136

Supports the reduction of residential density within the Harbour Quays residential estate.

Support noted.

Suggests the residential density is redistributed onto the master lot sites within the Harbour Town
precinct.

The proposed changes advertised as part of this update are considered appropriate.

No change
to update
package

The requested changes are not considered appropriate due to:


availability of existing and planned infrastructure;



endorsed city-wide building height principles; and



the proposed new hierarchy of the centre.

In summary, no change is recommended to residential densities across the Harbour Town precinct.
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Item 17: Alignment of residential and lot size in the Low density residential zone
1

Response ID

Point of submission

Response

Results in
change?

95

Object to proposed item.

Objection noted.

No change
to update
package

Specific details of the objection have not been provided.

108
2

97, 98

The 400m² should apply to all lots.

Objection noted.

There is a need to reduce minimum lot sizes in the Low density residential zone to 400m² to create
opportunities for new development, reduce the median house price and make it possible for young
families to purchase a property.

The policy intent for the Low density residential zone is for low intensity, low-rise, predominantly
detached housing. Generally, the lot size and density allows for 1 dwelling per 600m², with this
reducing to 1 dwelling per 400m² in low concentrations where they achieve a dispersed or gentlescattering effect.

The 400m² lot size/density should apply to all lots to reduce the median house price.

No change
to update
package

No new small lots are encouraged unless the lot design supports:


traditional urban residential living that is compatible with the intended character; or



an opportunity for lots less than 600m2, but no less than 400m2, where located on the
following:



o

lots with dual frontage; or

o

lots identified on the Minimum lot size overlay map; or

an existing Dual occupancy or Multiple dwelling.

A new administrative term has been included as part of this update to define dual frontage.
These specific requirements allows for an appropriate mix of housing development types to be
provided without compromising the policy intent for the Low density residential zone.
3

99

The Low density residential zone should be for low density. Lots sizes of 400m² are too small for
the zone.

Objection noted.
The policy intent for the Low density residential zone is for low intensity, low-rise, predominantly
detached housing.

No change
to update
package

Generally, the lot size and density allows for 1 dwelling per 600m², with this reducing to 1 dwelling
per 400m² in low concentrations where they achieve a dispersed or gentle-scattering effect. This is
achieved by limiting Dual occupancies and Multiple dwellings to:
1.

lots with dual frontage; or

2.

lots identified on the Residential density overlay map and have a designated residential
density of RD1 or greater.

Should 400m² be the predominant lot size within the Low density residential zone this would
undermine the policy intent of the zone.
A new administrative term has been included as part of this update to define dual frontage.
4

5

102

Support for proposed item.

COM149

Support for allowing density on corner lots.

106

Changes reduce lot size and change visual character.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

Objection noted.

No change
to update
package

The policy intent for the Low density residential zone is for low intensity, low-rise, predominantly
detached housing.
Generally, the lot size and density allows for 1 dwelling per 600m², with this reducing to 1 dwelling
per 400m² in low concentrations where they achieve a dispersed or gentle-scattering effect and the
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lot design supports:


traditional urban residential living that is compatible with the intended character; or



an opportunity for lots less than 600m2, but no less than 400m2, where located on the
following:



o

lots with dual frontage; or

o

lots identified on the Minimum lot size overlay map; or

an existing Dual occupancy or Multiple dwelling.

The character of Low density residential zone will not be compromised due to the limited
establishment of smaller lots that support a density outcome of 1 dwelling per 400m2.
A new administrative term has been included as part of this update to define dual frontage.
6

110

Suggest large lot precinct still remains as one dwelling per lot but that a minimum lot size of 1000m²
is introduced.
Currently the City Plan does not allow for any subdivision, and only permits one dwelling per block.
Most are around 1000m². The lot size is still in keeping with the large lot feel and character. It will
allow people with large blocks to split and still maintain the large lot character.

Support noted.
The Council endorsed policy was to maintain the current policy setting for the Large lot precinct in
the Low density residential zone.

No change
to update
package

The purpose of the Large lot precinct is to identify and protect larger lots that have particular
constraints or local character and amenity values and only consist of Dwelling houses. Subdivision
of land within the Large lot precinct is not envisaged.
Council will continue to review policy settings to ensure sufficient housing supply can be
accommodated for the future population projections.

7

113

Support for proposed item.

Support noted.

Community consultation needed and then a balance of interests to make this sustainable.

Adequate public consultation has been undertaken with regards to the proposed update.

No change
to update
package

Public consultation of the amendment package was undertaken in accordance with the
requirements of the Sustainable Planning Act 2009. In line with and in addition to the statutory
requirements, Council undertook the following consultation actions:


notice in the local newspaper;



online/digital advertising;



radio advertising;



social media advertising;



planning and development alerts;



website content;



fact sheets;



notification in water and sewer rates notice;



letters to landowners (who do not receive a water and sewer rates notice);



community information events;



industry briefing;



telephone update hotline; and



GC Have Your Say website.

Should you have any suggestions to improve public consultation please contact Council via the GC
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Have Your Say website.

8

COM102

Support the 400m² lot size, especially for lots with dual access. This will reduce urban sprawl.
Urban sprawl requires infrastructure and amenities to be constructed. It invariably falls back on the
ratepayer and taxpayer to provide the funding for this construction. Many properties of 800m² or
greater with a single dwelling, present a lot of unused space that could easily accommodate
another dwelling.

Support noted.

No change
to update
package

9

COM121

Object to the reduction in lot size as this will create issues with driveway locations and lack of onstreet car parking, spacing between buildings and fences for access for emergency services. This is
a concern particularly for lots with smaller frontages.

Objection noted.

No change
to update
package

Additional driveways also lead to complications with:

The development approval for 12 Bamboo Avenue, Benowa was approved under the Gold Coast
Planning Scheme 2003, prior to City Plan commencing on 2 February 2016.
Under City Plan, the proposed policy is to allow for a minimum lot size of 400m² in the Low density
residential zone as code assessable, where on a lot with dual frontage or as mapped on the
Residential density overlay map. Dual frontage means a lot which can be safely accessed from two
roads.

1.

Conflicts between footpath users and cars entering or leaving driveways.

2.

Driveways in steep terrain that are not constructed with appropriate grades at the footpath line
compromise access across them particularly for disabled people.

3.

Increased difficulty in installing and accessing underground services in the road verge, and
positioning water meters.

4.

Added difficulty for rubbish collection vehicles.

Generally, in the Low density residential zone, the lot size and density allows for 1 dwelling per
600m², with this reducing to 1 dwelling per 400m² in low concentrations where they achieve a
dispersed or gentle-scattering effect. This is achieved by ensuring the lot design supports:

5.

Street light and power pole locations may be compromised.



traditional urban residential living that is compatible with the intended character; or

6.

Street sign locations may be compromised.



7.

Bus stop locations may be compromised.

an opportunity for lots less than 600m2, but no less than 400m2, where located on the
following:

8.

Post box locations may be compromised.

o

lots with dual frontage; or

9.

Reduced space for street side trees or other landscaping.

o

lots identified on the Minimum lot size overlay map; or

10. Increased conflicts with vehicles (including cyclists) using the roads, due to entry or exit
manoeuvres of cars using driveways.

To support this submission, 12 Bamboo Avenue, Benowa has been used as an example.



an existing Dual occupancy or Multiple dwelling.

Please note that these provisions have been drafted so as to not support an outcome where whole
streets consist of 400m² lots within the Low density residential zone. There are also other
provisions within City Plan that address factors such as on-street and off-street car parking,
setbacks between buildings and boundaries as well as privacy treatments.
In response to concerns regarding additional driveways, the following responses have been
provided:
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1.

City Plan stipulates minimum distances between driveways and the number of driveways per
frontage of each lot.

2.

Driveway gradients are governed by the Australian Standards and are reflected in City Plan.

3.

City Plan policy, Land development guidelines addresses this matter.

4.

City Plan does not regulate the placement of dwelling house rubbish bins.

5.

City Plan policy, Land development guidelines addresses this matter.

6.

City Plan policy, Lands development guidelines addresses this matter.

7.

City Plan policy, Land development guidelines addresses this matter.

8.

City Plan policy, Land development guidelines addresses this matter.

9.

Within the overall outcomes for the Low density residential zone, additional provisions have
been included to address the allocation of space for on-street parking and street trees as part
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of this update.
10. City Plan does not regulate vehicle movements for low density residential development.
10

COM131

Request the update also include corner lots on the outer most border of the Large lot precinct of the
Low density residential zone, with the ability to achieve 400m² size lots as accepted subject to
requirements.
Request the Large lot precinct overlay be amended to exclude these lots.
This will achieve the intended alignment of density and lot size in the Low density residential zone
within the proposed update, thereby maintaining the existing policy position for and strengthening
the truer characteristics, landscape and amenities provided for and by the Large lot precinct.

11

COM133

Support proposed update. New provisions provide for a moderate increase in the number of
locations where subdivisions are allowed.
In order to achieve the Gold Coast’s 2040 urban consolidation target of 80% of new growth, further
initiatives to promote infill development opportunities will need to be undertaken.

12

COM153

Object to amendments proposed for numbers 21, 23, 25 and 28 Long Island Court, being a
reduction in minimum lot size to 400m².
It appears that the basis for this proposed change is proximity to Q Centre. However the parameter
applied is ‘by the way crow flies’:

Comment noted.
The requested change was not in scope for City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B.
The proposed policy was to maintain the current policy setting for the Large lot precinct of the Low
density residential zone.
The purpose of the Large lot precinct is to identify and protect larger lots that have particular
constraints or local character and amenity values and only consist of Dwelling houses. Subdivision
of land within the Large lot precinct is not envisaged. Furthermore, subdivision applications require
assessment by Council due to infrastructure and titling requirements.
Support noted.
Council will continue to review policy settings to ensure sufficient housing supply can be
accommodated for the future population projections and located in the right locations support by
appropriate infrastructure.
Objection noted.
The proposed changes to the overlay map have been made based on the Council endorsed
methodology which included a 400 metre radius and walkable catchment of 800 metres. Walkable
catchment was determined to be an 800 metre walking distance, which is the equivalent of a 10
minute walk.



this is not relevant whether walking or driving;



the application of ‘by the way the crow flies’ is not consistent with Council’s prior rulings on
this issue;

This was applied across the Low density residential zone. Some discretion was applied based on
individual circumstances; for example, if the area was of flat terrain and within a 900 metre walkable
catchment was considered appropriate.



the house numbers in question are at the end of the road and ‘by the way the crow flies’ is
definitely not an appropriate measurement;

All areas covered by the proposed updates were discussed with Local Area Councillors and
endorsed by Council to proceed to public consultation.



the appropriate measurement is measuring walking distance by road and if this is applied, the
homes in question do not meet the ‘proximity to a shopping centre’ test.

Further, City Plan includes existing provisions regarding minimum frontage requirements for
subdivisions which will be assessed at the time a development application is lodged.

Further, the properties are all located at the end of a cul-de-sac, each with very narrow street
frontages (8 metres). If the properties are subdivided in the future; their narrow frontages will result
in compromised and inappropriate development.
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In summary, it is considered the proposed updates are consistent with this methodology.
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COM112

Request for 121 Kerkin Road South, Coomera (Lot 11 RP156460) to be rezoned from Rural zone
and partly within the Rural zone (Rural landscape and environment precinct) to Emerging
community zone.

Comment noted.

No change to
update
package

The scope of City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B did not include any zone or precinct changes in
relation to 121 Kerkin Road South, Coomera (Lot 11 RP156460).
The superseded Gold Coast Planning Scheme 2003 included the subject site in the East Coomera
/Yawalpah Conservation Local Area Plan (LAP). The subject site was included in both the
Preferred Development Areas Precinct (EMU7) and the Moderate Terrestrial Conservation
Significance Areas Precinct (EMU4). These precincts were referred to as Environmental
Management Units (EMU) within the LAP.
The East Coomera /Yawalpah Conservation LAP identified limited residential development choices
for either tourist accommodation or rural living (i.e. rural residential large lot subdivision).
Residential development of a conventional suburban nature was not envisaged.
Further, the site was excluded from the State Government defined Urban Footprint, which was
introduced as part of the first South East Queensland (SEQ) Regional Plan in 2005. During
preparation of City Plan, new areas within the Emerging community zone were not proposed for
land outside the SEQ Regional Plan’s Urban Footprint.
Following submissions to the draft City Plan relating to land in the East Coomera /Yawalpah
Conservation LAP, the subject site was included in an investigation area (referred to as the
Greenridge and Intervening lands). The Strategic framework of City Plan states the investigation
area will be:
‘investigated for its suitability for urban development and potential to provide significant
conservation benefits for the city. Until this investigation is undertaken, and any amendments
to City Plan are completed, this area is to maintain its rural production and natural landscape
character and intent.’
A recent report to Council resolved the prioritisation and timing for commencing detailed
investigations of existing investigation areas outside the Urban Footprint. The East
Coomera/Yawalpah (Greenridge and Intervening lands) investigation area timing was identified as
‘long term’.
In summary, this item was not in scope for City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B and the current policy
position is considered appropriate. However, any potential updates to City Plan resulting from an
investigation into this area will form part of a future City Plan amendment.

2

COM118

Request to change the zoning of Lot 1000 on SP159254 at 480 Helensvale Road and Serenity
Boulevard, Helensvale from Low density residential zone and Rural residential zone (Rural
residential landscape and environment precinct) to Medium density residential zone and
Neighbourhood centre zone. This is to alleviate confusion amongst potential purchasers regarding
the incorrect zoning of the site

Comment noted.
The zoning, building height and residential density of this property were not in scope for City Plan
Major Update 1 and 1B and the current policy position is considered appropriate.

No change to
update
package

Existing lawful development approvals are not affected by City Plan.
Changes to City Plan that would provide new development potential would have the effect of
negating conditions of the development approval, which form a key component of the development
of the site.
In summary, no change is recommended as part of this update package.

3

COM134

Concerned that City Plan does not incorporate the actions of the City Wide Koala Plan.

Comment noted.
The incorporation of actions from the Koala Conservation Plan was not in scope of City Plan Major
Update 1 and 1B.

No change to
update
package

The Koala Conservation Plan is a non-statutory document that identifies various strategies and
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actions, one of which is the continual improvement of City Plan with regards to koalas and their
habitats. This work is underway.
In summary, any updates to City Plan resulting from other bodies of work will be part of a future
City Plan update.
4

COM135

Request to change the residential density to 1 bedroom per 5m² and building height to 25 storeys
(84 metres) for the following properties:


101 Musgrave Avenue, Coolangatta



10 Marine Parade, Coolangatta



14 Marine Parade, Coolangatta



16 Marine Parade, Coolangatta



18 Marine Parade, Coolangatta



3 Rutledge Street, Coolangatta



119 Musgrave Street, Coolangatta

Comment noted
The building height and residential density of these properties were not in scope for City Plan
Major Update 1 and 1B. Therefore the current policy position is considered appropriate.

No change to
update
package

However, any potential updates to City Plan resulting from an investigation into this area will form
part of a future City Plan amendment.

This request has been made for a number of reasons, including that City Plan has been overtaken
by recently approved development exceeding the planned building height and residential density.
The proposed changes will also support the role of Coolangatta as a Major centre and the centre's
ability to meet its population and employment goals.
5

6

7

COM137

COM142

COM150

Request a change to the zoning of 12 and 18 Nyholt Drive, Yatala to remove the Open space zone
and include the entire site within the Low impact industry zone.

Comment noted.

Request for exclusion of the following properties from the Future industry precinct (with no change
to underlying Low impact industry and Medium impact industry zoning designations):

Comment noted.



Lots 1, 2, 3, 701, 702, and 703 on SP264772;



Lots 4 to 22 on SP280838;



Lots 23 to 34 on SP280839;



Lot 501 on SP280838; and



Lot 1 on SP194851.

Request urgent reform to City Plan is required to 'unlock' opportunity within the
Coolangatta/Kirra/Rainbow Bay area. Concerned that the City Plan does not reflect historic
approvals or constructed buildings, it is inconsistent with the Shaping SEQ Regional Plan and
strategic framework intent.

The zoning changes for these sites were not in scope for City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B and as
such the current policy position is considered appropriate.

The zoning changes for these sites were not in scope for City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B and the
current policy position is considered appropriate.

No change to
update
package
No change to
update
package

Council has recently undertaken work to review the Future industry precinct and this will form part
of a future update to City Plan.

Comment noted.
These matters were not in scope for City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B and as such the current
policy position is considered appropriate. However, any potential updates to City Plan resulting
from an investigation into this area will form part of a future City Plan amendment.

No change to
update
package

ShapingSEQ relies on a range of other finer grain delivery mechanisms to advance its goals
including other plans, such as local government planning schemes. ShapingSEQ will be supported
by regulation to ensure development outcomes are consistent with the plan. ShapingSEQ is
primarily delivered by local government planning schemes, which must reflect and advance the
goals, elements and strategies of ShapingSEQ. The integration of Shaping SEQ into City Plan is
being undertaken.
8

COM150

Request building height changes to:

Comment noted.



The requested building height changes were not in the scope for City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B

23 storeys along the beach road spine from the roundabout at Musgrave and Winston
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Results in
change?

Streets and Pacific Parade to Rutledge Street, Kirra (21-40 storeys range)

and as such the current policy position is considered appropriate.

package



Up to 8 storeys along the frontage to Winston Street (from Coyne to Churchill Streets) (4-8
storeys)

However, any potential updates to City Plan resulting from an investigation into this area will form
part of a future City Plan amendment.



23 storeys along the Miles Street spine from Marine Parade to Winston Street (includes for
Future Light Rail Station) (21-40 storeys range)



15 storeys between Chalk Street, Lanham Street and Dixon Street. (9-20 storeys)



28 storeys between Marine Parade & Boundary Street bordered by Clarke and Hill Streets
Coolangatta (21-40 storeys)

Request City Plan acknowledge the future inclusion of the light rail into Coolangatta by providing
controls in consideration of development on smaller sites on the southern side of Griffith Street and
beyond.

Comment noted.
The changes to the Coolangatta area were not in scope for City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B and
as such the current policy position is considered appropriate.

No change to
update
package

However, any potential updates to City Plan resulting from an investigation into this area will form
part of a future City Plan amendment.
10

COM151

Concerned City Plan demonstrates a substantial conflict with the strategic framework and the
Shaping SEQ Regional Plan.

Comment noted.
City Plan has a planning horizon of 2031 and will be amended as required to remain relevant. It
should be noted that updates to City Plan may take approximately 18 months to complete and
requires State Government approval and public consultation.

No change to
update
package

ShapingSEQ relies on a range of other finer grain delivery mechanisms to advance its goals
including other plans, such as local government planning schemes. ShapingSEQ will be supported
by regulation to ensure development outcomes are consistent with the plan. ShapingSEQ is
primarily delivered by local government planning schemes, which must reflect and advance the
goals, elements and strategies of ShapingSEQ. The integration of Shaping SEQ into City Plan is
being undertaken.
This item was not in scope for City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B; however, any potential updates to
City Plan resulting from this work will be part of a future City Plan update package.
11

COM151

City Plan has not evolved to reflect historical approvals or constructed buildings within Kirra.

Comment noted.
The changes were not in scope for City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B and as such the current policy
position is considered appropriate.

No change to
update
package

However, any potential updates to City Plan resulting from an investigation into this area will form
part of a future City Plan amendment.
12

COM151

To achieve future population targets and designation of Coolangatta as a Major centre, urgent
reform to City Plan is necessary to unlock opportunities for key sites in the area.

Comment noted.
The changes were not in scope for City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B and as such the current policy
position is considered appropriate.

No change to
update
package

However, any potential updates to City Plan resulting from an investigation into this area will form
part of a future City Plan amendment.
13

COM97

Suggest west of Ferry Road (i.e. around Enid Avenue) be changed to an inner city style
neighbourhood with 4-6 storey high buildings with the ability to build shop fronts, similar to a Bondi
beach style suburb. This would build a vibrant area with a different style community and kick start
the rejuvenation of this tired area with redevelopment.

Comment noted.
The suggested changes were not in scope for City Plan Major Update 1 and 1B and as such the
current policy position is considered appropriate.

No change to
update
package

However, any potential updates to City Plan resulting from an investigation into this area will form
part of a future City Plan amendment.
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