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Request for further information – Major Update 2 & 3 - UPDATED WITH COUNCIL’S RESPONSES               

Part 1 

Item No. Summary of proposed change Scheme part Relevant State 
Interests Request for Further Information 

Item 3: New 
Low-medium 
density 
residential 
zone 
 

• A new Low-medium density residential 
zone is proposed to address height 
and density anomalies in the existing 
Low and Medium density residential 
zones. 
 

• It is understood the amendments to 
the City Plan to reflect the introduction 
of the new zone will include: 

o a new Low-medium density 
residential zone code and 
associated zone map 
changes 

o updates to the Strategic 
Framework to reflect the low-
medium building height and 
residential density outcomes 
expected in the new zone and 
to exclude the application of 
the building height ‘50% test’ 
for development located in the 
Low-medium density 
residential zone 

o updates to the Tables of 
Assessment for Material 
change of use, Reconfiguring 
a lot and Operational work to 
include the new zone’s 
Category of development and 
assessment 

o updates to the Schedule 1 - 
Administrative definitions to 
define anticipated housing 
typologies not currently 
reflected in City Plan 

o consequential updates to 
reflect these changes. 

 
Significantly different changes consulted 
during round 4 
 
The following significantly different 
changes have been made: 
• introduction of a new provision in the 

Multiple accommodation code to 
regulate roof form to ensure that the 
planned 3 storey outcome is achieved. 

 
• introduction of a new provision 

(Acceptable outcome) in the Multiple 
accommodation code to support an 
800m² minimum lot size for Multiple 
dwellings greater than 12 metres in 

Planning Scheme 

• Contents 

• Part 3 Strategic 
framework 

• Part 5.5 Categories 
of development and 
assessment – 
Material change of 
use, tables 

• Part 5.6 Categories 
of development and 
assessment – 
Reconfiguring a lot  

• Part 5.8 Categories 
of development and 
assessment – 
Operational work 

• Part 6.1 Preliminary 

• Part 6 Zones 

o 6.2.5 Low-
medium 
residential 
density zone 
code 

• Schedule 1 
Definitions 

Mapping 

• Schedule 2 
Mapping: 

o SC2.3 Strategic 
framework maps 

• Strategic framework 
map 2 – settlement 
pattern 

o SC2.4 Zone 
maps 

o SC2.6 Overlay 
maps 

 
 
• Part 9.3.13 Multiple 

Accommodation 
Code 

SPP 
• Guiding 

principles 
• Liveable 

communities 
and housing – 
Housing supply 
and diversity 

 

ShapingSEQ  
• Goal 1: Grow - 

Element 4: 
Housing 
diversity 

 

Department of State Development, Infrastructure Local Government and Planning (Department) Comments 
 
1. Matter 
a) Whilst the department notes the intent of the creation of the new zone, land in proximity of Stage 3 of the Gold coast light 

rail corridor is proposed to be included in this new zone. 
 
b) Local planning is being undertaken by council for the Broadbeach to Burleigh Heads light rail corridor as part of the 

Neighbourhood Framework process. It is understood the Neighbourhood Framework process is intended to guide future 
planning and growth in this corridor and support the renewal of neighbourhoods surrounding the light rail stations. 

 
c) It is understood the proposed amendment changes the zoning from the Medium density residential zone to the Low-

medium density residential zone for some parts of the corridor. Whilst limited changes to the building height is proposed 
(i.e. 50% ‘uplift’ test appears to have been removed and 15m building heights reduced to 12m), the Neighbourhood 
Framework process will likely result in further zoning and overlay mapping changes for some properties in this corridor. 
Some of these changes may involve uplifts from the proposed Low-medium density residential zone. 

 
d) Given the length of time it has taken to progress the proposed amendment, the department holds concerns about the 

potential for successive zoning, building height and residential density height changes along the corridor in potentially a 
short period of time for the light rail corridor, in particular if future planning supports increased residential yields from the 
proposed Low-medium density residential zone. These concerns are based on the guiding principles of the SPP. 

 
1. Action 
a) To further inform the department’s consideration, council’s feedback is sought on the implication of the Low-medium 

density residential zone changes on the planning currently being undertaken for the future light rail stage is sought (i.e. 
Neighbourhood Framework process). In particular, council’s feedback is sought on whether it is preferrable that zoning 
changes for this part of the corridor be deferred in light of the Neighbourhood Framework process. 

Council response 
Introduction 

The Low-medium density residential zone was introduced consistently across the city to provide a transitional zone 
between the existing Low density residential zone and Medium density residential zone. This change sought to provide a 
zone that better reflects the envisaged development intensity in these areas based on their existing building height and 
residential density designations. The Low-medium density residential zone has been applied to all residential zoned 
properties that currently have low-medium building height and density settings as shown in the table below: 

Current zone Current density Current height 

Low density residential RD2 (1 dwelling/300m²) 9m (2 storeys) 

Low density residential RD3 (1 dwelling/250m²) 9m (2 storeys) 

Low density residential RD4 (1 dwelling/200m²) 9m (2 storeys) 

Medium density residential RD1 (1 dwelling/400m²) 9m (2 storeys) 

Medium density residential  RD2 (1 dwelling/300m²) 9m (2 storeys) and 15m (3-4 storeys) 

Medium density residential  RD3 (1 dwelling/250m²) 9m (2 storeys) and 15m (3-4 storeys) 

Medium density residential  RD4 (1 dwelling/200m²) 9m (2 storeys) and 15m (3-4 storeys) 

Medium density residential  RD5 (1 bed/50m²) 9m (2 storeys) and 15m (3-4 storeys) 
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Item No. Summary of proposed change Scheme part Relevant State 
Interests Request for Further Information 

height in the Low-medium density 
residential zone. 

 
• refinements to ensure provisions in 

the Low-medium density residential 
zone code promote visually interesting 
and distinctive roof forms. 

 

It is important to note that the planned dwelling supply in these areas, as delivered by the Residential density overlay map, 
is unchanged. 
 
It is also important to note that the introduction of the Low-medium density residential zone has allowed the Medium density 
residential zone to be modified to narrow its focus to locations where medium density, medium rise outcomes are intended 
to occur. 

Response 
The City’s view is that the proposed changes have no implications on the Neighbourhood Framework Broadbeach to 
Burleigh Heads corridor project (the project) which is currently undertaking detailed concept investigations around four of 
the eight station neighbourhoods within Stage 3. The primary reason is that any City Plan amendments stemming from the 
concept planning work are a while away from taking effect, with no amendment drafting authorised by Council commenced 
at this time. For this reason, City officers are not concerned with the frequency of planning changes in this area.  
 
It is noted that four of the eight station neighbourhoods are currently being concept planned in the project. The City has not 
yet committed to the detailed investigation of the remaining four station neighbourhoods. It is intended that this will only be 
considered after the statutory plan making process for the first four station neighbourhoods is implemented. Any potential 
City Plan amendments for the final four station neighbourhoods are therefore longer propositions subject to future Council 
decisions. 
 
For the four station neighbourhoods currently being investigated, the project is in the early stages of the process. It is 
premature to pre-empt what outcomes will be recommended at the conclusion of this process. Whilst some of the 
properties within the Low-medium density residential zone may change zoning in the future, this is not yet known. It is also 
possible that many properties will remain in the Low-medium density residential zone, even if their designated heights and 
densities are increased. 

 
Regardless of the nature and extent of changes stemming from the project, any amendments to the City Plan for the first 
four station neighbourhoods will not be initiated until at least mid-2023, subject to receiving a decision of Council to proceed 
in 2022. This means commencement of those changes would not be likely to occur before early to mid-2024. That is at 
least a year and half after Major update 2 and 3 is anticipated to commence.  
 
The City has significant concerns with the potential impacts of reverting the zoning around Stage 3 to the current City Plan 
settings (i.e., do not apply the Low-medium density residential zone in this area). The reasons for this are:  
 

1. The outcomes introduced by Major update 2 and 3 have informed engagements with the CRG’s. Deferring this 
zoning change and reverting this area back to the current City Plan zonings would confuse the community and the 
consultation process undertaken for the project to date. Also, the balance of the corridor is not currently being 
concept planned and the community has a clear knowledge of the intent to establish the Low-medium density 
residential zone in this area. 
 

2. Reverting the Low-medium density residential zoned properties to the Medium density residential zone has 
significant negative consequences for the City Plan and the properties themselves. 

The new Low-medium density residential zone has only been applied to properties that best fit that zone due to 
their current Building height and Residential density overlay map settings. There are no significant impacts on the 
development potential for properties that have been included in this zone. It is important to note that no reductions 
have been made to planned dwelling supply as a result of this change. Planned densities, as shown on the 
Residential density overlay map, are the same as the current City Plan around Stage 3 of the light rail corridor. 

For the properties around Stage 3 of the light rail corridor, these currently have low building heights and a range of 
low to medium density designations that do not align with the revised Medium density residential zone introduced in 
the amendment. The current inclusion of the properties within that zone is actually misleading, as revised medium 
density residential outcomes are not intended on those properties and are not likely to be achievable under the 
current City Plan. 

 
As a result of the introduction of the Low-medium density residential zone, the focus of the Medium density 
residential zone has been narrowed to locations where medium-rise, medium density outcomes are sought. The 
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Item No. Summary of proposed change Scheme part Relevant State 
Interests Request for Further Information 

zone code provisions have also been modified to primarily promote those outcomes. Properties that do not have an 
intent for medium-rise, medium density outcomes due to their designated building heights and residential densities 
should therefore not be included in that zone (i.e. the Medium density residential zone under version 8 of City Plan 
is not the same as the revised Medium density residential zone under the amendment). Doing so will cause 
inconsistency within City Plan and cause confusion. It will also create risk, as this could be used to justify medium-
rise, medium density outcomes on properties that are not intended for that level of intensity. 

 
It is critical that the Low-medium density residential zone be implemented consistently across the city, including in 
the light-rail corridor, to retain the integrity and consistency of City Plan and ensure it delivers the intended 
development outcomes. 

 
In relation to the guiding principles of the State Planning Policy, the proposed changes relating to the introduction of the 
Low-medium density residential zone are considered to support these principles by ensuring the City Plan provides a 
clearer and more transparent policy position for the affected properties. The changes will ensure zoning is compatible with 
the Building height and Residential density overlay map designations that apply to these areas. These improvements 
contribute to the Efficiency, Integrated and Accountable guiding principles, rather than detract. 
 
For the above reasons, the City requests the changes be progressed as proposed.  
 
2. Matter 
a) It is understood that a change has been made since state interest review to Part 9.3.13 Multiple Accommodation Code 

to include an Acceptable Outcome that introduces a minimum lot size for Multiple dwellings (having a height greater than 
12 metres) of 800 square metres in the new Low-medium density residential zone. 

 
b) The department holds the following concerns about this provision: 

• Whilst an assessment of similar provisions in other planning schemes has been undertaken, it appears that no 
scenario testing or evidence has been submitted that these development types cannot be achieved on a lot less 
than 800 square metres in the proposed zone. 

• The provision appears to apply to both townhouse and apartment building forms and subsequently, may have 
implications of the delivery of townhouse development in the new zone. 

• The Acceptable Outcome refers to minimum lot size, where a minimum site area approach may afford more 
flexibility. 

 
2. Action 
a) To further inform the department’s consideration, Council’s review of the Acceptable Outcome in light of the above 

concerns is requested to ensure that the Housing supply and diversity state interest is met. 
 

Council response 
Introduction 
The subject provision has been introduced to encourage high-quality low rise apartment outcomes on suitably sized lots 
within the Low-medium density residential zone. The provision would not impact town house developments as these 
typologies are unlikely to exceed 12m and trigger this requirement. 
 
The provision is an Acceptable outcome only and as such is not mandatory.  It has been introduced to clearly communicate 
the City’s view on an appropriate lot size that achieves the intended low rise apartment building forms. 
 
This provision contributes to the achievement of housing diversity and does not negatively impact on the housing type as 
suggested.  
 

Response  
The recommended 800m2 minimum lot size was derived from reconciling all relevant site metrics that would facilitate the 
delivery of the intended ‘missing middle’ development outcomes for buildings 12m or higher in the Low-medium density 
residential zone. To facilitate the residential densities promoted by the zone, a minimum lot size that is large enough to 
accommodate the designated setbacks and site cover of 60% has been introduced. 
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To illustrate this outcome visually, Figure 1 shows the application of the intended setbacks and site cover on an 800m2 
sized lot for a multiple dwelling taller than 12m (as this is only applicable to this Multiple dwellings type). The illustration 
shows that a 800m2 lot provides adequate space to ensure the setback and site cover acceptable outcomes can be 
achieved. Whilst slightly smaller lots may achieve compliance, a 800m2 lot size represents the minimum area the City is 
confident will ensure appropriate outcomes occur. 
 
                       

 
Figure 1: Two varying examples of a minimum 800m2 sized lot demonstrating compliance with the setbacks and site cover provisions.  
 
This provision only applies to Multiple dwellings greater than 12m in height and has been tailored for low rise apartment 
development, where lot sizes of 800m2 are more common. This more intensive development form requires larger lots 
including a larger lot frontage and larger side and rear setbacks to achieve an appropriate level of amenity and ensure 
access to daylight, maintain visual privacy, allow for natural ventilation and areas for landscaping. Ultimately, these 
provisions are fundamental to shaping the scale, bulk and character of a neighbourhood and the City’s desire to support 
compact design outcomes that advance all design goals of ShapingSEQ.  The requirement for a minimum lot size of 800m2 
would not impact town house developments as these typologies are unlikely to exceed 12m and trigger this provision. 
 
A key element of the amendment is to signal to the development industry that not all housing typologies, envisaged in the 
zone, can be proposed on all sites. The subject provision contributes to this and also aims to encourage a range of 
development outcomes that support delivery of the ‘missing middle’ as identified in ShapingSEQ. This change emphasises 
to the community and industry, with greater clarity, the scale and intensity of future development intended for these areas 
and demonstrates the concept of ‘density and diversity done well’ promoted by the Queensland Government Architect. This 
is especially important considering the number of submissions received from the community regarding the amenity impacts 
of large buildings on small sites over all rounds of consultation for the amendment. 
 
Additionally, this provision signals to the development industry that retention of larger lots is required to maximise yields 
promoted in the zone and aims to discourage developers/landowners from subdividing valuable larger sites into smaller lots 
which are unable to achieve the planned development outcomes sought by City Plan. 
 
It is critical to note that this provision is an Acceptable outcome only and compliance with this provision is therefore not 
mandatory. Multiple dwelling development, exceeding 12m, can therefore be proposed on lots less than 800m2 in the Low-
medium density residential zone and be assessed against the related performance-based provisions.  
 
In relation to using ‘site area’ rather than ‘lot size’, the City has several concerns with this suggestion. Firstly, it is important 
to confirm what the term ‘site area’ means.  
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Item No. Summary of proposed change Scheme part Relevant State 
Interests Request for Further Information 

 
Although the term ‘site area’ is not specifically defined, ‘site’ is defined in City Plan (and similarly in the Planning Regulation 
2017) as: 
 

The land that the development is to be carried out on. 
  
Examples: 

1. If development is to be carried out on part of a lot, the site of the development is that part of the lot. 
2. If development is to be carried out on part of one lot and part of an adjoining lot, the site of the 

development is both of those parts. 
 
This essentially refers to the proposed development footprint and has no regard for the area of the lot/s the development is 
proposed over. It follows that ‘site area’ would be interpreted as the area of the ‘site’ (which is essentially the area of the 
development footprint). 
 
The City’s concerns with using ‘site area’ instead of ‘lot size’ are as follows: 
 

1. The term ‘site area’ is not a commonly used term in the Acceptable outcomes of the City Plan or in other 
Queensland planning schemes. Generally, ‘lot size’ is used as this is a clearer and easier concept to implement in 
quantitative provisions. It avoids the need to calculate ‘site area’ which may be complicated as it can be fluid and 
dependant on the development footprint proposed by the developer.  
 

2. In urban environments, such as the Low-medium density residential zone, ‘site area’ and ‘lot size’ will usually be 
the same as the entirety of each lot involved in the development is normally used by the development in some way 
(e.g. landscaping, open space areas, access and parking etc.). Changing to ‘site area’ will therefore be unlikely to 
make any tangible difference to the provision, nor provide any benefits. 

 
3. Changing to ‘site area’ raises risk of additional issues in scenarios where ‘site area’ is less than the ‘lot size’. Whilst 

this is unlikely in the Low-medium density residential zone, it may be possible where the lot is restricted from 
development, such as by an easement or other encumbrance. For example, an 800m2 lot may have 50m2 affected 
by an easement which restricts all development, resulting in a ‘site area’ of 750m2.  
 
This scenario would comply with the current provisions as it has an 800m2 lot size and would be acceptable to the 
City considering the 50m2 area would contribute to meeting the City Plan’s setback and site cover provisions. 
However, the development would not comply if the term was changed to ‘site area’ as that would only be 750m2 (or 
potentially less if some of the 750m2 area is not utilised by the development).  
 
Using ‘site area’ may therefore be more restrictive than the current provision (based on ‘lot size’), provide less 
flexibility and may not effectively deliver the intended policy position. 

Conclusion 
For the above reasons, the City’s preference is to progress the provision as currently proposed.  
 
The proposed change contributes to achievement of the Housing diversity and supply State interest by promoting a high-
quality low rise apartment typology that will contribute to the range of housing options available in the Low-medium density 
zone, in combination with other typologies such as traditional dwelling houses, small lot housing, dual occupancies and 
townhouses. 
 
As explained in other responses, the amendment does not reduce the planned dwelling supply of City Plan which already 
exceeds the benchmarks established within ShapingSEQ.  
 
This matter questioned by the Department will not impact on housing supply as it is intended to ensure good quality 
development that supports the aspirations of ShapingSEQ whilst also signalling to the community and development 
industry the practical land area requirements to realise this development outcome. 
 



6 
 

Item No. Summary of proposed change Scheme part Relevant State 
Interests Request for Further Information 

Item 8: 
Community 
Benefit Bonus 
Elements 
Policy 
Removal 
 
Item 9: Built 
form 
improvements 
 
Item 11: 
Existing Light 
rail urban 
renewal area 
overlay review 
 

• A review of architectural, built form 
and urban design outcomes has been 
undertaken, which has been informed 
by a number of interrelated projects, 
including: 

• Community benefit bonus element 
policy review 

• Setbacks and site cover review 

• Light rail built form review. 

 

Changes during public consultation 

Several urban design changes were 
publicly consulted during round 2 and 4 
such as: 

• Setback provisions for certain zones 
and overlays 

• Landscaping requirements including 
deep planting. 

 

Planning Scheme 

• Contents 

• Part 3 Strategic 
Framework 

• Part 5.5 Categories 
of development and 
assessment – 
Material change of 
use, Table 

• Part 6.2 Zone codes  

• Part 8.2 Overlay 
codes 

• 8.2.12 Light rail 
urban renewal area 
overlay code 

• Part 9 Development 
codes 

o 9.3.4 
Commercial 
design code 

o 9.3.10 High-rise 
accommodation 
design code 

o 9.3.14 Multiple 
accommodation 
design code 

o 9.4.4 General 
development 
provisions code 

• Schedule 6 City 
Plan policies 

o SC6.5 City Plan 
policy – 
Community 
benefit bonus 
elements 

Mapping 

• Schedule 2 
Mapping: 

o SC2.3 Strategic 
framework maps 
- Strategic 
framework map 
3 – light rail 
urban renewal 
area 

o SC2.6 Overlay 
maps - Light rail 

SPP 

• Guiding 
principles 

• Liveable 
communities 
and housing – 
Liveable 
communities 

• Liveable 
communities 
and housing – 
Housing supply 
and diversity 

ShapingSEQ 

• Goal 1: Grow – 
(Element 1, 2 
and 4) 

• Goal 5: Live – 
(Element 1) 

 

Department Comments 
 
Matter 
a) The department notes that built form policy improvements are a key part of the proposed amendment and has sought (in 

part) to address community concerns about achieving improved urban design outcomes. The department is supportive 
of policy that delivers improved urban design outcomes for communities and note that such policy uphold key state 
interests such as Liveable communities under the State Planning Policy 2017 (SPP). 

 
b) However, the department also needs to ensure that any urban design policy changes continues to support housing supply 

and diversity in the local government area (LGA). Given the accelerated population growth that has occurred in South 
East Queensland, any aspect of a planning scheme amendment that has the potential to impact housing supply and 
diversity needs to be reviewed for compliance with the Liveable communities and housing – Housing supply and diversity 
state interest of the SPP and be supported by evidence-based policy making. 

 
c) Accordingly, the department requires further information about the how urban design policy changes proposed under 

Item 9: Built form improvements and Item 11: Existing Light rail urban renewal area overlay review policy also meets the 
Housing supply and diversity state interest of the SPP and the relevant elements of Goal 1: Grow of the South East 
Queensland Regional Plan 2017 (ShapingSEQ).  

 
d) Whilst it is noted that other factors outside of the planning framework such as construction costs, land value, land titling 

arrangements etc also influence housing supply, it is critical every policy aspect that may have a bearing on the delivery 
of housing for the community is reviewed for its potential impact on supply and diversity of product. 

 
e) It is noted council undertook scenario testing of the proposed amendment, which sought (in part) to consider whether 

policy changes would affect feasibility and future growth in the LGA. Design parameters such as setbacks, site cover, 
landscaping, roof form, open space, Light rail urban renewal area overlay code policy and Neighbourhood elements 
overlay code policy were tested. 

 
f) It is understood from the scenario testing that 66% of the 38 developments reviewed were likely to comply or were able 

to be redesigned to achieve compliance with the new provisions, with the scenario testing outcomes resulting in further 
urban design policy changes such as some setbacks, landscaping requirements etc. However, it is unclear whether the 
proposed urban design changes will have any impacts on development feasibility and subsequently, in turn housing 
supply and diversity. 

 
g) Information that demonstrates that the proposed urban design changes meets the Housing supply and diversity state 

interest include: 
• confirmation of the outcomes of any additional scenario testing of amended urban design policy changes (i.e. 

current version of proposed amendment) 
• outcomes of any development feasibility assessments of Multiple dwelling scenarios across the residential zones, 

which has considered project costs and benefits based on the new provisions. 

Action 
a) To further inform the department’s consideration, further evidence is requested that demonstrates the urban design 

changes proposed under Items 8 and 11 of the proposed amendment meets the Housing supply and diversity state 
interest of the SPP and the relevant elements of Goal 1: Grow of ShapingSEQ. Supporting evidence such as that 
delivered via a combination of scenario testing and development feasibility assessment needs to demonstrate that the 
urban design changes continue to support housing supply and diversity. 

 
Any development feasibility assessment needs to be underpinned by the assumptions used within the scenario testing, 
which considers the most up to date planning parameters. 
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urban renewal 
area overlay 
map 

 

Council’s response 
Introduction 
The Major Update 2 and 3 amendment package (Items 8, 9 and 11) introduced a range of changes to respond to the 
community’s concern about the scale and intensity of development being approved in the city.  The changes include 
strengthened assessment benchmarks which have been designed to better regulate matters relating to character, 
setbacks, site cover, landscaping, communal open space and building design outcomes. These changes will provide the 
City with greater strength to promote improved development outcomes. 

Response 
The commentary provided by the State requests additional information be provided to confirm the Major Update 2 and 3 
amendment (amendment) supports both: 
 

• The housing supply and diversity state interest of the SPP, and  
• relevant elements of Goal 1: Grow of ShapingSEQ. 

 
City officers believe the amendment clearly supports these objectives and additional detailed evidence such as further 
scenario testing and feasibility analysis is not warranted. The reasoning to support this position is contained below: 
 
1. As the City Plan and the amendment clearly supports a diverse range of housing options, including enhanced 

promotion of the ‘missing middle’ in the amendment, it is assumed the concerns more specifically relate to dwelling 
supply. 
 

2. The City Plan currently provides sufficient planned dwelling supply to meet ShapingSEQ benchmarks. In fact, 
according to the Queensland Government’s Land Supply and Development Monitoring Report (2021), the City Plan 
provides for 25 years of supply, when 15 years supply is required.  

 
3. Despite the above, the amendment includes significant increases to planned dwelling supply as part of Item 15 – 

Targeted Growth Areas to assist in improving take up rates. Whilst it is noted this item is also of some concern to the 
State, the City is committed to progressing this initiative as quickly as possible to further extend the City’s dwelling 
supply capacity beyond the required benchmarks, and to support more housing supply, diversity & affordability.  

 
4. Further additional dwelling supply is being facilitated by Item 16 – Urban expansion: Upper Coomera investigation area.  

 
5. Disregarding the proposed increases to planned dwelling supply in Item 15 and 16, the planned dwelling supply under 

the amendment remains essentially the same. Only the form and general quality of development is expected to 
improve. Whilst the amendment intentionally strengthens a range of built form and urban design related provisions to 
respond to concerns relating to overdevelopment and insensitive (to their context) design outcomes (held by both the 
City and the general public), the planned building heights and residential densities sought have not changed.  

 
The only marginal reductions to these parameters are as follows: 
 

• The Low-medium density residential zone where properties currently have a 3 storey, 15 metre height. These 
areas have changed to 12 metres as a result of regulating height in metres only - the three storey component 
has been removed, so the designated heights in metres have been reduced from 15m to 12m to ensure 
outcomes are more consistent with the three storey intent for those areas (otherwise up to 5 storeys would be 
possible if the 15m designated was retained). Density settings remain unchanged. 
 

• In Jefferson Lane, Palm Beach, minor reductions to building height and residential density settings have been 
included to respond to community feedback (reference is made to the previous justification paper - Appendix 2 
– included in the Minister’s correspondence for supporting the Amendment). 

 
The above confirms that the amended City Plan continues to clearly support the state interests relating to housing diversity 
and supply.  
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In relation to concerns about the potential implications of developing individual properties, additional information has been 
compiled in the section below.  
 
Perceived implications for development potential of individual properties 
 
The results of the City’s scenario testing do not suggest any impact on planned dwelling supply, regardless of implications 
for the development potential of individual properties. The primary reason being that planned dwelling supply (driven mainly 
through the Residential density overlay map) has not reduced in the amendment. The same dwelling yields are planned to 
occur, however, this is intended to be provided through higher quality developments. 
 
The scenario testing confirmed that, in general, the draft provisions achieved the endorsed policy intent which is, in short, to 
improve built form and urban design outcomes, primarily in the city’s urban residential neighbourhoods. 
 
Whilst 66% of the 38 developments considered either complied with or were able to comply (via conditions) with the 
amended City Plan provisions, 34% were identified as being unlikely to comply. This is the type of result the City was 
seeking to achieve. The reason for this is many of the developments selected in the scenario testing are developments 
where concerns are held in relation to matters such as inadequate setbacks, unreasonable site cover, poor streetscape 
interfaces and landscaping outcomes, and substantially increased density. Many significantly exceed the City Plan’s 
planned dwelling supply as well as being in forms that are more intensive than were envisaged. These developments relied 
on performance-based outcomes that departed substantially from the current City Plan’s acceptable outcomes. For 
example: 
 

• Densities were often in the order of two to three times the planned density, with several examples four to more 
times. 

• Site covers in the 70-85% (or more) range when 30-50% is sought. 
• Setbacks are often well below those sought with many examples including zero setbacks to multiple boundaries 

when at least 1.5m is sought. 
• Many include little to no landscaping and poor streetscape interfaces. 

 
These facts indicate weaknesses exist in the current City Plan in relation to the performance-based provisions for these 
parameters, and this is why a key aspect of the amendment is to improve those provisions. Part of the aim of the 
amendment is to ensure the performance-based provisions promote development outcomes that are more consistent with 
the City Plan’s planned dwelling supply and the communities expectations, which are primarily driven by the Acceptable 
outcomes (as they are the clearest representation of the City Plan’s vision). 
 
Whilst the fact that 34% of the developments would not be supported may be viewed as impacting on development 
feasibility (in comparison to what is possible under the performance-based provisions of the current City Plan), it is actually 
more correctly interpreted to be about ensuring undesirable and unintended development outcomes are able to be 
prevented in future. 
 
It is also important to note that most of the quantifiable provisions for these matters (e.g. setbacks, site cover and 
landscaping) are acceptable outcomes and compliance with these provisions is not mandatory. Alternative outcomes can 
be, and usually are, proposed and must be assessed against the performance-based components of the planning scheme. 
 
Whilst the amendment includes significantly improved performance-based provisions, these still allow considerable 
flexibility for alternative outcomes to be supported. Those outcomes could potentially be very different to the proposed 
acceptable outcomes, yet still comply with the proposed codes. 
 
Many of the proposed Acceptable outcomes have been developed from analysis of contemporary best practice urban 
design and portray desirable development outcomes. Whilst compliance with these outcomes is generally desirable, site 
specific factors may mean significantly different approaches will still achieve the desired policy intent. These can be 
proposed and will be supported where they comply with the performance-based components of the City Plan. 
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The amendment will significantly improve development outcomes in comparison to recent developments of concern, 
however, the improvements are less significant when compared to what is sought under the current City Plan’s acceptable 
outcomes (i.e., strict compliance with the current acceptable outcomes would also achieve desirable outcomes, however 
that rarely occurs). 
 
The City intends to monitor the effectiveness of the new provisions once they have commenced. If the need for 
improvement is identified, further amendments will be progressed to refine and improve the suite of provisions as required.  

The City requests support to progress this aspect of the amendment package based on the above reasoning. Given the 
overdevelopment issues being created by the current City Plan provisions in relation to these matters, it is urgent that the 
amendment commence as quickly as possible. 

Item 11: 
Existing Light 
rail urban 
renewal area 
overlay review 
 

• Various provision and mapping 
amendments intent on facilitating high 
quality built-form and urban design 
outcomes in the Light rail urban 
renewal overlay area are proposed. 

 
• The below significantly different 

changes were made as a result of 
consideration of submissions. 

 
Significantly different changes consulted 
during round 2 

• Revisions to the Light rail urban 
renewal overlay code content and 
structure to improve its useability, 
remove any unnecessary duplication 
with the underlying zone code 
provisions and modify provisions to 
improve alignment 
 

• Modify the Light rail urban renewal 
overlay map to specifically reference 
the maximum height of tower bases in 
the relevant focus areas 

 
Significantly different changes consulted 
during round 4 

• Remove sites in the Mixed use zone, 
Neighbourhood centre zone, Low 
impact industry zone and Low-
medium density residential zone from 
the Light rail urban renewal area 
overlay, to allow for the underlying 
zones to guide development 
 

• Change the Light rail urban renewal 
area overlay map to move sites with a 
building height designation above 55 
metres from the ‘Transition area’ 
designation into the ‘Frame area’ 
designation. 

• Part 3 Strategic 
Framework 

• 8.2.12 Light rail 
urban renewal area 
overlay code 

Mapping 

• Schedule 2 
Mapping: 

o SC2.3 Strategic 
framework maps 
- Strategic 
framework map 
3 – light rail 
urban renewal 
area 

o SC2.6 Overlay 
maps - Light rail 
urban renewal 
area overlay 
map 

 

SPP 

• Guiding 
principles 

• Liveable 
communities 
and housing – 
Liveable 
communities 

• Liveable 
communities 
and housing – 
Housing supply 
and diversity 

ShapingSEQ  

• Goal 1: Grow – 
(Element 1, 2 
and 4) 

• Goal 5: Live – 
(Element 1) 

• Sub-regional 
narratives 

 

Department Comments 
 
Matter 
a) The Light rail urban renewal area code incorporates a range of design matters (including setback and site cover 

requirements), which applies in addition to a site’s underlying zoning. A number of changes have been made to the 
overlay since state interest review. 

 
b) As outlined above, whilst the department is supportive of policy that delivers improved urban design outcomes for 

communities, the department also needs to ensure that any urban design policy changes also continues to support 
housing supply and diversity in the LGA. 

 
Action 
a) To further inform the department’s consideration, the following information is requested: 

• whether the changes have any implications on the residential densities expected in the overlay area. Details of any 
analysis undertaken on the implications of the policy changes on the densities expected in the corridor would be of 
assistance. 

• explanation of the reasoning and implications of removing the development intent of the various ‘areas’ of the overlay 
from the overlay code to the strategic framework 

• demonstrates the changes to the overlay continues to support the relevant sub-regional policy of ShapingSEQ about 
focusing residential density in and around the light rail corridor. 

Council response 
Introduction  
 
The changes proposed to the Light rail urban renewal area (LRURA) overlay are being progressed to improve the quality 
and suitability of built form outcomes in the overlay area. More detailed guidance provided in the revised overlay code 
(through inclusion of performance outcomes and acceptable outcomes) will more clearly articulate the City’s expectations in 
relation to building form outcomes which will in turn reduce uncertainty and increase efficiency in the development 
assessment process. 
 
The changes will not impact on planned residential density in the overlay area. 
 
Response 
 
The Light rail urban renewal area (LRURA) overlay does not have any implications on planned dwelling supply in the 
overlay area. The overlay does not regulate land use, density or building height. The overlay primarily addresses aspects of 
building form (mainly via setback and site cover provisions, including specific outcomes for building bases), landscaping 
and streetscape interfaces.  
 
The City Plan communicates its planned dwelling supply primarily through the Residential density and Building height 
overlay maps, but also in combination with zoning. The amendment does not include any reductions to the planned 
densities around Stage 1 of the light rail corridor (from the current City Plan and as previously endorsed by the State as 
part of approval to progress the amendment to public consultation).  
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The only significant changes to planned densities are the substantial increases proposed through Item 15 – Targeted 
Growth Areas. This will result in a significant increase to planned dwelling supply around Stage 1 of the light rail network. 
 
Whilst the amendment includes some significant changes to the intended built form outcomes around Stage 1 of the light 
rail network, the changes do not impact on the ability to deliver the same planned residential densities. These changes are 
explained below: 
 

• Chevron Island: 
o For the central, Medium density residential zoned land: 

 the designated building height has changed from HX to 33m, and 
 an Impact assessment trigger has been introduced for development that exceeds the density 

shown on the Residential density overlay map. 
These settings still support the achievement of the planned RD6 residential density designation.  

o The Neighbourhood centre zoned land has been removed from the LRURA overlay, has a 33m building 
height instead of the current HX designation and retains the medium density, RD5 residential density 
designation. These settings still support the achievement of the planned RD5 residential density 
designation.  
 

• Main Beach: 
o The existing RD6 residential density area along the beach front has been retained, however, to better align 

with that density, the designated building height has been reduced from HX to 32m. The area remains 
within the Medium density residential zone which best reflects the intent for this area. 

 
The primary purpose of the proposed changes to the LRURA overlay code is to clarify the built form outcomes sought in 
these locations by introducing a new suite of assessment benchmarks. The code now includes a range of new performance 
outcomes and acceptable outcomes whereas the current version of the code only includes high level overall outcomes. 
 
Specific objectives of the new code provisions include: 
 

• Providing detailed guidance on the podium design outcomes the City considers appropriate in these locations. The 
provisions seek to ensure high quality streetscape interfaces to the public realm occur. The provisions also seek to 
reduce the scale of podiums in the Frame and Transition areas from the Primary and Secondary focus areas.  
 

• Providing clear guidance that above ground car parking is acceptable in these locations, where meeting the tests 
provided (e.g. high quality presentation to the street and active frontages). This provides additional flexibility for 
developers in this area and will assist in facilitating development. 

 
The City’s view is the proposed LRURA overlay code changes will significantly improve built form outcomes in the LRURA 
whilst still delivering the residential densities envisaged by City Plan. It should be noted that densities above those shown 
on the Residential density overlay map can continue to be proposed and will be supported where the relevant tests are 
met. 
 
It should also be noted that the City has previously undertaken, and is continuing to undertake, a range of other activities 
(i.e. separate to this amendment) in relation to promoting density around the light rail corridor. These include the following: 
 

• As part of the development of the draft City Plan, changes were made around Stage 1 to substantially increase 
planned dwelling supply (by more than 20,000 dwellings) around light rail stations in response to requests by the 
State Government. 
 

• Future planning for subsequent stages of the Light rail. 
 
Through these activities, the City will continue to deliver higher residential densities around the light rail corridor as sought 
by the sub-regional policy of ShapingSEQ – South East Queensland Regional Plan 2017. 
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In relation to the relocation of the Intent statements to the Strategic framework, these have been relocated to the Strategic 
framework as they provide additional guidance on the overall vision for the LRURA. This change was advertised in Round 2 
of public consultation. 
 
These Intent statements include descriptions on the envisaged land uses, densities and heights which are driven by the 
underlying zones and other overlays. These Intent statements are therefore only applicable for development that triggers 
Impact assessable development (i.e., non-envisaged land uses, heights exceeding the building height overlay etc).  
 
The City therefore requests the consideration of this item as submitted for the Minister’s approval in December 2021. 
 

Item 15: 
Targeted 
growth areas 
 

• Introduction of the Targeted Growth 
Areas (TGA) policy, which applies to 
the localities of Biggera Waters, 
Labrador and Southport West. 

 
• The policy involves various changes to 

the zoning, building height and 
residential designations of the TGA to 
increase the planned capacity for 
additional residential development. 
 

• The below significantly different 
changes were made as a result of 
consideration of submissions. 

 
Significantly different changes consulted 
during round 2 
• Changes to the Chirn Park 

Neighbourhood centre zone 
• Introduction of Neighbourhood 

elements overlay 
• Introduction of a traditional residential 

area for specific area of Southport 
West via the Neighbourhood elements 
overlay 

• Introduction of an Impact Assessment 
trigger for development within the 
Targeted growth areas (other than a 
Dwelling house) where exceeding the 
relevant site cover for the 
development (via Neighbourhood 
elements overlay) 

• Modifications to the Multiple 
accommodation development code, to 
improve the roof forms of new 
apartment buildings 

• Modifications to the Strategic 
framework so the 50% building height 
exceedance test cannot be applied to 
the Targeted growth areas 

• Refinements to zoning, building height 
and residential density in certain 
locations within Biggera Waters, 
Labrador and Southport West 

• Reinstating the Low density residential 
zone in a certain part of Labrador 

• Part 3 - Strategic 
Framework 

 
• 8.2.14 

Neighbourhood 
elements overlay 
code 

 
• Part 5.5 Categories 

of development 
and assessment – 
Material change of 
use, Table: 
• 5.10.17 Tables 

of Assessment 
– 
Neighbourhood 
elements 
overlay code 

 

Mapping 

• SC2.3 Strategic 
framework maps – 
Strategic framework 
map 2 – settlement 
pattern 

• SC 2.4 Zone maps 

• SC 2.6 Overlay 
maps – Building 
height overlay map 

• SC 2.6 Overlay 
maps – Residential 
density overlay map 

 

SPP 

• Guiding 
principles 

• Economic 
growth - 
Development 
and 
construction 

• Liveable 
communities 
and housing – 
Housing 
supply and 
diversity  

• Infrastructure 
– Transport 
Infrastructure 

• Safety and 
resilience to 
hazards – 
Natural 
hazards, risk 
and resilience. 

ShapingSEQ  

• Goal 1: Grow 
(Elements1 – 
4) 

• Goal 2: 
Prosper 
(Element 2) 

• Goal 3: 
Connect 
(Element 3) 

• Sub-regional 
narrative 

 

Department Comments 
 
Matter 
a) Whilst the department supports council in reflecting local planning outcomes that balance growth and reflect community 

aspirations, concerns are held about some of the policy changes. In particular, concerns are held about applying an 
impact assessment site cover trigger in the Neighbourhood elements overlay for certain residential activities, which are 
typically expected in the zone. 

 
b) The council notes that the site cover trigger may not significantly elevate assessment levels in light of underlying building 

heights. However, the department is unable to ascertain from the submitted material whether the proposed trigger will 
have implications on growth and subsequently, meet the Housing supply and diversity state interest of the SPP. 

 
c) Furthermore, the SPP guiding principles seek to ensure that planning schemes support the efficient determination of 

development consistent with the intent of zone, which is considered particularly important when the policy intent of the 
change is to support an increased growth.  

 
d) It is also understood assistance is sought to resolve a mapping issue in relation to the Residential density overlay density 

designation applied to 292 properties in Labrador. The properties were publicly consulted with a residential density 
designation of RD5 as opposed to a nil designation, which corresponds to the properties retention within a low density 
residential zoning. 

 
e) The Neighbourhood elements overlay was introduced following consideration of submissions received during public 

consultation and seeks to introduce neighbourhood planning outcomes for the TGAs. The Integrated guiding principle of 
the SPP notes that ‘overlays should be compatible with and not operate either individually or cumulatively to prevent or 
restrict land from being used for the purpose for which it has been zoned’. An example of a more integrated plan drafting 
approach could involve reflecting some of the overlay policy in a zone / precinct framework. 

 
f) Whilst the department is supportive of policy that facilitates redevelopment opportunities of areas that are accessible and 

well-connected to services, employment and infrastructure to deliver increased residential yields in an LGA, a review of 
some TGA policy matters are considered to be needed, including: 

• assessment levels more reflective of development expected to occur in the zone 
• correction of mapping error 
• the use of the neighbourhood elements overlay, and whether desired policy outcomes could instead be achieved 

via a more integrated approach 
• further targeted engagement with the community. 

 
Action 
a) Feedback is sought on the department’s concerns about the proposed TGA policy and a potential option that involves 

the deferment of the item from the proposed amendment for further consideration as part of a separate and targeted 
amendment package. 
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• Removing Southport West from the 
Light rail urban renewal overlay map, 
to avoid duplication with the new 
Neighbourhood elements overlay 

 
Significantly different changes consulted 
during round 4 
• Changes to exclude basements for the 

purposes of the impact assessment 
site cover trigger 

• Inclusion of an additional provision in 
the Strategic Framework to support 
the assessment of increased site 
cover 

• Further refinements of zoning, building 
heights and residential density in 
certain locations. 

 

Council response 
Introduction 
The identified Targeted Growth Areas (TGA), which include parts of Runaway Bay, Biggera Waters, Labrador and 
Southport West, are a key element in responding to the future growth targets set out in ShapingSEQ South East 
Queensland Regional Plan 2017. These areas were identified due to their central location, proximity to a wide range of 
services, amenity and employment options and the suitability of both existing and planned infrastructure.  
 
The identification of growth areas was one of the recommendations from a Council project which looked at how growth was 
allocated within the City’s Consolidation area and the rate at which this growth was being realised as on-ground built 
dwellings. This project concluded that whilst there is substantial capacity for additional dwellings within the City’s 
Consolidation area, these dwellings are being realised at a rate slower than anticipated by ShapingSEQ. 
 
The changes are intended to substantially boost housing supply and deliver a greater diversity of housing choice within the 
TGA. 
 

Response 
A number of concerns and questions have been raised by the Department in relation to proposed Item 15: Targeted Growth 
Ares (TGA) amendment. The Department has also sought feedback from Council officers on the option of deferring this 
item and progressing the changes through a future amendment package. City officers have addressed each matter raised 
in the Department’s Information Request (matters (a) – (e)) below: 
 
Impact Assessment Site Cover Trigger 
 
The Impact assessment site cover trigger (Impact trigger) applies to development involving a material change of use for 
Residential land uses (excluding Dwelling houses) in the Low-medium, Medium and High density residential zones within 
the Neighbourhood elements overlay area.  
 
This Impact trigger was introduced following consideration of submissions received during the first round of public 
consultation. The report presented to Council in December 2019 noted the following rationale for the proposed change: 
 

This is a distinct policy change, which is in response to the community feedback and reinforces the importance of 
achieving a balance between built form and landscaping as part of development, specifically in the TGA. 

 
The Council report in December 2019 also stated that the Impact trigger was intended to prevent building bulk dominating 
the site and to establish or maintain the ‘leafy’ landscaped neighbourhood character of the area: 
 

The Impact assessment trigger for site cover is to assist in achieving the leafy neighbourhood outcome [and the] 
Importance of achieving a balance between built form and landscaping… 

 
The Impact trigger was proposed as a method of ensuring developers/landowners did not over-develop their sites beyond 
the level of growth envisaged by the amendment, without community consultation (Impact assessment). This was 
introduced, as over-development of sites was a common concern raised in submissions to the amendment. Submitters 
requested that all development be made Impact assessment in the TGA, however City officers proposed the Impact trigger 
as an alternative, as this allowed planned densities and heights to be achieved without triggering Impact assessment and 
facilitating the State interest of Efficient determination of development.  
 
Scenario testing carried out by City officers, prior to the fourth round of consultation, found that residential development 
typically expected within these areas could be feasibly achieved, without triggering the Impact assessment thresholds. For 
this reason, the Impact trigger does not have any affect on development that is consistent with the built form provisions 
provided by the relevant zones.  
 
It is noted that the new Impact trigger for site cover for development between 9 metres and 12 metres, in the Low-medium 
density residential zone is set at a higher level of 60% (compared to 50% in the Acceptable outcomes of the zone code) to 
allow for development flexibility without triggering Impact assessment. This flexibility will facilitate more opportunities for low 
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rise ‘missing middle’ development typologies such as Dual occupancies and Multiple dwellings (townhouses), without 
triggering Impact assessment for exceeding site cover.  
 
A review of the TGA revealed that this flexibility will be available to 57% (2113 properties had a building height of 12 
metres) of properties within the Low-medium density residential zone. An additional sample of 12 existing Dual 
occupancies and/or townhouses across the TGA were tested for compliance with the site cover trigger. The results indicate 
that only 3 of these developments would trigger Impact assessment (Refer to Attachment 1 for examples). This also 
indicates the site cover settings are consistent with established Dual occupancies and townhouses in the area.  
 
In addition, as Dual occupancies can be established through Accepted subject to requirements development, there is 
already an incentive to comply with the Required outcome of 50% to avoid Code assessment.  
 
For the above reasons, the Impact trigger should not have a significant impact on Dual occupancies or townhouses 
compared to what can currently be achieved under City Plan.   
 
Dwelling houses are also excluded from the Impact trigger.  
 
It should also be noted that this Impact trigger has been applied to areas that have been designated with higher 
development potential under this amendment. The proposed Impact trigger is not intended to restrict development typically 
expected in the area, but rather facilitate good design outcomes in line with the new planned building heights and 
residential densities and more importantly community expectations.  
 
This change emphasises to the community and industry, with greater clarity, the scale and intensity of future development 
intended for these areas and demonstrates the concept of ‘density and diversity done well’ promoted by the Queensland 
Government Architect. This is especially important considering the number of submissions received from the community 
regarding the amenity impacts of large buildings on small sites. 
 
Implications on Growth 
 
City officers undertook scenario testing of the draft provisions introduced prior to Round 4, including the Impact trigger, to 
evaluate potential impacts of these provisions on development feasibility and future growth targets. Scenario testing for the 
Neighbourhood elements overlay area/TGA included: 
 

• a review of 13 development approvals in this area to identify the impacts of the new provisions (including the 
Impact trigger); 

• a review of two development approvals from other parts of the City that had similar height and density attributes, 
treated as hypothetical development proposals, for sites in the TGA; 

• the preparation of cross-sectional illustrations, for a number of streets, to outline the hypothetical built form that 
could be facilitated by the amendment; and 

• the preparation of detailed design plans by an external architect for three hypothetical developments to test how 
the built form outcomes would be implemented under the draft changes and to determine whether the proposed 
residential densities and building heights could be achieved.  

 
Scenario testing identified that 6 out of the 15 developments reviewed, including the two hypothetical development 
scenarios, would have been triggered to Impact assessment. However, it is important to note that the design of these 
proposals were based on the existing City Plan (Version 8) provisions and not designed with the new provisions in mind. 
The number of developments triggering Impact assessment could have been reduced if these proposals were designed 
having regard to the revised built form controls.  
 
As a result of the scenario testing, a number of improvements were introduced in Round 4 to reduce developments 
triggering Impact assessment due to site cover. This included refinements to the Impact trigger to ensure basements were 
excluded from the site cover calculations; and greater flexibility for landscaping in and around buildings to allow smaller lots 
to be developed more efficiently.   
 
In addition, detailed plans for three hypothetical developments prepared by the external architect, demonstrated that the 
planned residential densities and building heights could be achieved without triggering Impact assessment. A feasibility 
analysis was also undertaken by a qualified valuer for the three hypothetical developments which revealed that the ‘Return 
on Investment’ rates for all three developments were viable (achieving a ‘Return on Investment’ rate above 20%).  
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The amendment also includes a raft of measures which support increased growth in this area, including uplifts of zoning, 
building height and/or residential density for approximately 88% of the 7,336 existing residential properties within this area. 
The proposed changes are projected to provide an increase of approximately 7,100 dwellings above the number of 
dwellings expected by the current City Plan (27,000 dwellings), resulting in 34,100 dwellings in the TGA. 
 
The uplift correlates with Council’s endorsed methodology for the TGA, focusing greater levels of uplift in areas that are 
centrally located, in proximity to a wide range of services, amenity and employment options, and have suitable 
infrastructure. These align with State interest considerations.  
 
Growth in the TGA also has an opportunity to provide an additional supply of ’missing middle’ housing forms, which is a key 
objective of ShapingSEQ. While the proposed City Plan amendments for the TGA are intended to provide a greater range 
of housing types, single dwelling homes, including established character homes are expected to remain within the mix of 
compatible housing types planned for within the area. This range of development typologies will support the Housing supply 
and diversity State interest. 
 
Looking at city growth more broadly, reviews completed by the City have identified that there is a high amount of theoretical 
dwelling supply in the city, with an excess of 544,951 dwellings over the ShapingSEQ dwelling supply benchmarks. This 
has been confirmed by more recent work undertaken by the State Government, which shows that the city has 
approximately 25 years of supply. 
 
The City will continue to investigate how future dwelling growth can be accommodated in other Gold Coast 
neighbourhoods. Specifically, this will include ongoing monitoring of development, investigating the existing capacity in the 
city to accommodate future growth, and how this can be balanced with future City Plan amendments. 
 
In summary, City officers believe that the amendments, including the site cover Impact trigger, meet the Housing supply 
and diversity State interest of the SPP while responsibly balancing increased growth with community expectations. The 
changes will deliver good design outcomes that can be financially viable.  
 
Efficient determination of development 
 
As discussed above, the amendment introduces a suite of changes, including uplifts to zonings, building heights and/or 
residential densities to facilitate future growth. In balancing this growth, provisions such as the Impact trigger have been 
introduced to address community concerns and expectations about over-development of sites.  
 
The Impact trigger was proposed as a method of ensuring developers/landowners did not over-develop their sites beyond 
the scale and intensity envisaged by the amendment, without community consultation (Impact assessment).  
 
The planned building heights and residential densities can therefore be delivered efficiently through Accepted development 
and/or Code assessable development, without the need to trigger Impact assessment. For these reasons, City officers 
believe that the proposed amendment does not affect the efficient determination of development consistent with the intent 
of the zones.  
 
RD5 Mapping Error 

 
A letter was submitted to the Deputy Director-General, Planning and State Planner on 7 July 2021, alerting the Department 
to the mapping error for 292 properties in Labrador. The letter requested the Department’s assistance on this matter by 
imposing a Ministerial condition during the Minister’s consideration of the amendment.  
 
Council officers still seek the Minister’s assistance on this matter. 
 
The intent of the Low density residential zone is to predominantly provide for single detached housing, with Dual 
occupancies and Multiple dwellings permitted in limited circumstances (i.e. on corner lots or within walking distance to 
centres where a density of 1 dwelling per 400m2 or above is provided). 
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The proposed RD5 designation (1 bedroom per 50m2), was incorrectly advertised during Round 2 of consultation and would 
facilitate Multiple dwelling development as Code assessable development and Dual occupancies as Accepted subject to 
requirements. The RD5 development outcomes therefore do not align with the development intent for the advertised Low 
density residential zone. 
 
A review of properties in the area revealed that most properties had an area between 500-575m2, with eight lots in the area 
larger than 800m2. The RD5 designation will not facilitate further subdivision in this area but will support more intense 
development than what is intended for the zone. 

As requested in Council’s letter sent to the Deputy Director-General, Planning and State Planner on 7 July 2021, we 
respectfully request a Ministerial condition, to remove the RD5 residential designation over the area and revert the 
residential density to the underlying Low density residential zone code. 
 
If the Minister is unable to assist the City, the City will consider recommending to Council a tailored amendment process, in 
accordance with s18 of the Planning Act 2016, to rectify this error.  
 
Use of the overlay as the preferred planning instrument 
 
One of the key themes from the first round of consultation was the importance of retaining neighbourhood qualities and 
enhancing liveability in these communities in the long term. The Neighbourhood elements overlay (the Overlay) was 
introduced to reflect important neighbourhood qualities identified by the community through the consultation process. The 
Overlay received significant support during consultation.  
 
City officers believe that the overlay complies with the ‘Integrated’ guiding principle in the State Planning Policy (SPP) 
which states: 
 

‘Overlays should be compatible with and not operate either individually or cumulatively to prevent or restrict land from 
being used for the purpose for which it has been zoned’. 

 
The Overlay includes provisions that address local features; planned character; pedestrian connections; and create and 
maintain attractive, leafy, neighbourhoods. These provisions complement and do not conflict or contradict with provisions in 
the zone codes.    
 
Delivering these planning outcomes through zone precincts and/or zones was not considered efficient due to the range of 
zones in the TGA. Zone provisions/ precincts would result in significant duplication across multiple zone codes in City Plan 
and could potentially create future statutory processing problems if the precincts needed to be updated. In addition, to the 
submissions of support for the Overlay, Council received a number of submissions seeking to have a similar suite of 
provisions apply to other parts of the City. The Overlay therefore provides an efficient and integrated instrument for this to 
potentially occur in the future without duplicating City Plan content. 
 
In summary, City officers believe the Overlay is the most efficient and effective tool to use for this large area of the City and 
that the Overlay does not frustrate the zone codes and prevent or restrict the TGA land from being developed. The use of 
the Neighbourhood elements overlay to articulate design outcomes is the same approach already used for the Light rail 
urban renewal area overlay. 
 
Feedback on the deferment of the TGA amendment  
 
City officers hope that the justification provided above is sufficient to support a favourable decision from the Minister to 
advance the TGA amendment as submitted in December 2021. In the event the Minister is not supportive of the changes, 
we provide the following feedback regarding possible deferment of the TGA item:  
 

• The TGA amendment includes a likely short-term take up resulting in 7,100 additional dwellings above the current 
City Plan dwelling supply projection. Deferment of this package would delay development opportunities in this area 
and create further development pressures on other areas of the city less suited to growth. In particular deferment of 
the TGA amendment would delay opportunities to provide a greater supply of ‘missing middle’ housing forms, 
which promote affordable housing choice. Delaying this change would therefore be contrary to the Department’s 
interest in housing supply and diversity.  
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• The amendment includes a raft of measures which support increased growth in this area, including uplifts of 

zoning, building height and/or residential density for approximately 88% of the 7,336 existing residential properties 
within this area. The removal of this uplift would create uncertainty for development in this area.  
 

• Excising Item 15 from the amendment package would result in the need to reapply the Low-medium density 
residential zone in this area based on the building heights and residential densities provided under the current City 
Plan (Version 8). This requires extensive additional work and would be a significant change.  
 
It is critical that the Low-medium density residential zone be applied consistently across the city, including within 
the TGA, to retain the integrity and consistency of City Plan and ensure it delivers the intended development 
outcomes.  
 
As a result of the introduction of the Low-medium density residential zone, the focus of the Medium density 
residential zone has been narrowed to locations where medium-rise, medium density outcomes are sought. The 
zone code provisions have also been modified to primarily promote those outcomes. Properties that do not have an 
intent for medium-rise, medium density outcomes due to their designated building heights and residential densities 
should therefore not be included in that zone (i.e., the Medium density residential zone under version 8 of City Plan 
is not the same as the revised Medium density residential zone under the amendment). Doing so will cause 
inconsistency within City Plan and cause confusion. It will also create risk, as this could be used to justify medium-
rise, medium density outcomes on properties that are not intended for that level of intensity. 
 
Not applying the Low-medium density residential zone in the TGA would affect the calibration of zonings, building 
heights and residential densities introduced through the broader amendment and would result in the TGA being 
‘out of sync’ with other citywide changes (i.e. in particular the new Low-medium density residential zone has been 
applied to a large proportion of the TGA area).  
 

• Building heights would need to revert to the current version of City Plan (version 8) and then be converted to align 
with the revised approach taken in Our City Our Plan (through Item 1) which no longer uses storeys and applies the 
building height categories. This requires extensive additional work and would be a significant change. 
 
Reverting to align completely with the current City Plan height designations, which refers to building heights in 
metres and storeys, will create even greater issues. The TGA area would then be inconsistent with the rest of the 
City, which will be regulated in metres only. In addition, the building height classifications proposed under the 
amendment would need to be refined to deal with metres and storeys. A revised Overlay map, including the revised 
building height classifications would need to be introduced. 
 

• Consequential changes to the Strategic framework and Categories of development and assessment would need to 
be updated to remove references to the TGA and associated Neighbourhood elements overlay.  

 
• This item has undergone three specific rounds of consultation, which has enabled Council to refine the TGA 

amendment having regard to community and industry views and aspirations. Deferring this item may erode public 
confidence and undermine the statutory plan making process.  

 
• Further delaying this item will create uncertainty for multiple stakeholders including the community and the 

development industry.  
 

• Council has a pipeline of upcoming Major amendments which have been scheduled around this amendment 
package. Deferment of this item will have a range of consequences on future amendments (including resourcing 
and timing).  
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In summary, deferring this item will require further work to be undertaken to deal with potential gaps created by the 
withdrawal of this item. It is City officers view that this is considered unnecessary having regard to City officers’ justifications 
identified above.  
 
Before a decision is made on whether or not to withdraw this item, consideration should be given to whether this change 
could be removed without a subsequent round of consultation, having regard to the ‘Significantly different change’ test in 
the Minister’s Guidelines and Rules.  
 

 
2. Other Matters 
 
a. Regulated 
requirements 
 

• The revised purpose statements are 
intended to reflect the development 
outcomes expected in the zone and to 
assist in distinguishing the variants in 
each zone. The purpose statements 
only address intended built form, 
urban design and character, which 
expands upon the current land use 
focus. 

Zone purpose 
statements 

Regulated 
requirements 
(Planning 
Regulation 2017) 

Department Comments 
 
Matter 
a) A local planning instrument may change a purpose statement for a zone if the Minister considers the change is necessary 

or desirable having regard to the circumstances in the local government area to which the instrument will apply. 
 
b) The department is not satisfied that the proposed changes are necessary (excluding the changes to the Waterfront and 

Marine Industry Zone). This is because the locally contextualising elements can be provided within the detailed zone 
assessment benchmarks (e.g., overall outcomes, performance outcomes etc.) or by applying zone precincts to part of a 
zone. There are also miss-alignments between the proposed purpose statements and the proposed zone assessment 
benchmarks. For example, the low-density residential zone purpose seeks to only provide for Dwelling houses. However, 
the overall outcomes anticipate other forms of residential development. 

 
Further, the current planning framework states that the regulated requirements apply to the extent of any inconsistency 
(S16 of the Planning Act). The proposed purpose statements have utilised the existing planning scheme purpose 
statements as a base for the proposed changes, rather than the regulated requirements. 

 
Action 
a) It is strongly recommended that the proposed zone purpose statements are updated to align with the regulated 

requirements. 
 
b) The department will support minor changes to the Waterfront and Marine Industry Zone (once aligned with the regulated 

requirements) that clarifies the zone supports industry activities that do not compromise the future use of premise for 
marine industry activities. 

 

Council response 
Introduction 
Major update 2 and 3 amendment (Amendment) proposes modified purpose statements for the following zones: 

• Low density residential  

• Low-medium density residential  

• Medium density residential 

• High density residential 

• Centre 

• Neighbourhood centre 

• Waterfront and marine industry 

• Innovation 

• Mixed use. 
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The revised Purpose statements address intended built form, urban design and character outcomes, which expand upon 
the current land use focus.  
 
Reference is made to the previous justification paper (Appendix A – included in the Minister’s correspondence for 
supporting the Amendment) which further outlines the City’s justification for making these amendments. 

 
Response 
The City’s position is that the revised Zone Purpose statements better reflect the intended built form, urban design and 
character outcomes sought by the City in these zones. Having regard to section 6(3) of the Planning Regulation 2017, the 
City remains of the view our unique local circumstances warrant the exercising of the Ministers broad discretionary powers 
to approve our revised Zone Purpose statements.   
 
In the exercise of this discretion, attention is drawn to the detailed policy work forming the basis for these localised 
changes, which have been subject to considerable public consultation and community feedback. As articulated in the 
earlier justification paper, key changes to amenity, built form and character overall outcomes proposed in these zone codes 
have necessitated more locally refined Zone Purpose statements.  
 
There has been significant community input on these amendments as part of the consultation process. Reverting to the 
regulated Zone Purpose statements would potentially undermine the statutory consultation process and compromise 
community confidence in the City’s plan making process. 
 
It is understood there are concerns with potential misalignment between the Purpose statements and assessment 
benchmarks in these zones, and in particular the Low density residential zone. With respect to this concern, it is considered 
the focus upon Dwelling houses in this Zone Purpose statement more accurately reflects the limited type and scale of 
residential land uses contemplated in this zone for the Gold Coast. This Purpose statement will not preclude the opportunity 
for approval of other types of residential dwellings if meritorious. Notwithstanding, as an alternative, City officers would 
support further revision to this zone purpose statement, as follows:  
 

The purpose of the Low density residential zone code is to provide primarily for Dwelling houses, supported by 
community uses and small-scale services and facilities that serve local residents’ daily needs. 

 
This updated wording would align with the City Plan policy intent for a ‘low intensity residential environment’, whilst also 
recognising the limited circumstances in which other more intense residential dwelling types are able to establish in this 
zone across the city. 
 
Further to the above, it is important to note that at the time the Amendment was submitted for State interest review in May 
2018, the legislation did not apply the Regulated requirements to planning schemes created under the Sustainable 
Planning Act 2009 (SPA). The Amendment was therefore consistent with the legislative requirements that applied at the 
time the Amendment was initiated and underwent State interest review and approval to proceed to statutory consultation. 
 
The City would like to reiterate that there are 14 Zone Purpose statements that were not subject to change as part of this 
Amendment and these will remain in their original drafted form (consistent with the purpose statements set out in the 
Queensland Planning Provisions, not the current Regulated requirements).  
 

Conclusion 
Notwithstanding these representations, City officers acknowledge the position of the State in support of the legislative role 
of section 16(3) of the Planning Act 2016. In the event the Minister is not satisfied with these revised purpose statements, 
City officers respectfully request the imposition of a Ministerial condition. 
 
City officers welcome the State’s support for minor changes to the Waterfront and marine industry zone purpose statement. 
As a result, City officers have proposed a revised zone Purpose statement below for the Minister’s consideration.  The 
revised version uses the Regulated Requirements Zone Purpose statement as the base. 
 
 
 



19 
 

Item No. Summary of proposed change Scheme part Relevant State 
Interests Request for Further Information 

 
Waterfront and marine 
industry zone code  

Regulated requirements purpose statement  Proposed modified version  

The purpose of the waterfront and marine industry zone is 
to provide for— 

(a) marine industry; and  
(b) other uses and activities that—  

(i) need to be on or near water or a marine 
environment; or 

(ii) support industry activities and do not 
compromise the future use of premises for 
industry activities. 

 

 

The purpose of the waterfront and marine industry zone is to 
preserve scarce waterfront land for marine industry and to 
provide for other uses and activities that—  

(a) need to be on or near water or a marine 
environment; or 

(b) support industry activities that do not compromise 
the future use of premises for marine industry 
activities.  

 

 
 

b. Additional 
state interest 
matters 
 

- • Table 9.4.13-1: 
Transport code – 
for accepted 
development 
subject to 
requirements 

SPP 
• Transport 

infrastructure 
state interest 

Department Comments 
 
Action 
It is recommended the location of off-street, end-of-trip facilities from off street bicycle parking stated in RO5, comply with 
best practice identified in Austroads Bicycle Parking Facilities: Guide for Design and Installation and Austroads Guide to 
Traffic Engineering Practice, Part 14 – Bicycles (1999) and the Department of Transport and Main Roads guidance for End 
of trip facilities for bicycle riders. 
 
The department recommends that the wording of RO5 (a) be amended to ‘within 30m to the off-street bicycle parking’. 
 

Council response 
Response 
In consideration of the feedback from DSDILGP, City officers support the suggestion to update the wording of RO5(a) of 
the Transport code to change the location of off-street end-of-trip facilities from 50 metres to within 30 metres of off-street 
bicycle parking.  

In undertaking this review it has also been identified that the word ‘at’ was proposed to be removed from RO5(b) as a ‘not 
significantly’ different change (item 220 proposed in Attachment L of the Major Update 2 and 3 supporting documentation).  
This change would result in a grammatical error and inadvertently change the meaning of the provision. It is recommended 
that the proposed removal of the word ‘at’ be reinstated as part of this change.   

The following changes are therefore recommended to RO5 of the Transport code:  

RO5 

The location of off-street end-of-trip facilities are:  

(a) within 50m 30m to the off-street bicycle parking; and  

(b) clearly signed at off-street bicycle parking areas. 

It is also recommended that the corresponding Acceptable outcome (AO7.2) be amended to reflect the proposed change. 

Conclusion 
The revised provisions for the Transport Code (RO5 and AO7.2) are supported.  To expediate the Ministers consideration 
of the Major update 2 and 3 amendment package, it is requested that the above amendment be conditioned as part of the 
Ministers decision.  It is also requested the requirement to reinstate ‘at’ for RO5(b) be included with this condition. 
 

• AO1.1 of the 
Multiple 
Accommodation 
code 

Building 
assessment 
provisions 

Department Comments 
 
Action 
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AO1.1 of the Multiple Accommodation code includes reference to window openings. Despite there not being a direct conflict 
with this building assessment provisions, that the planning scheme may benefit of a notation referring to the National 
Construction Code Volume Two, Part 2.4 Health and Amenity to ensure this is considered. 
 

Council response 
Response 
The National Construction Code (NCC) would still apply and need to be considered. City officers support the suggestion to 
include an Editor’s note under the provision. The revised provision (noting this is AO1.2) will read as follows: 
 

AO1.2  
Habitable rooms have a minimum of one external opening.  
Editor’s note: The National Construction Code includes related provisions which must also be considered. 
 

Conclusion 
To expediate the Ministers consideration of the Major update 2 and 3 amendment package, it is requested that the above 
amendment be conditioned as part of the Ministers decision.   
 

• 9.4.5 Healthy 
Waters Code 

SPP 
• Water quality 

state interest 
 

Department Comments 
 
Action 
The Healthy Waters Code is identified as not appropriately integrating the Water quality state interest of SPP. It is 
recommended council consider the following: 
 
a) Adjust the form points to match that of the Erosion Hazard Assessment form contained within the Model Code of Practice 

– building sites (Appendix G) of the Best Practice Erosion and Sediment Control (IECA): 
• include Soil Disturbance measures in “Extent of site disturbance” controlling factor based off the Model Code of 

Practice – building sites (Appendix G) of the Best Practice Erosion and Sediment Control (IECA) 
• remove reference: Attachment 2 to the QDC Draft Part 16 Erosion and Sediment Control as it is no longer used. 

 
b) Amend erosion control design objectives to reflect SPP design objective for sediment control 

• Delete: 
Minimise exposure of disturbed soils at any time 
 

• Insert: 
1. Stage clearing and construction works to minimise the area of exposed soil at any one time. 
2. Effectively cover or stabilise exposed soils prior to predicted rainfall. 
3. Prior to completion of works for the development, and prior to removal of sediment controls, all site surfaces 

must be effectively stabilised using methods which will achieve effective short-term stabilisation. 
 

• Delete: 
1. Design storm for sediment control basins should be based on retaining the maximum sediment quantity for 

the maximum volume of water run-off. 
2. Site discharge during sediment basin dewatering should not exceed 50 mg/L TSS and pH between 6.5 - 8.5. 

Delete Note 2 for point 2, a commonly used design storm for basin sizing is 80th percentile five-day event. 
 

• Insert: 
1. SPP Appendix 2: Table A Construction phase requirements, including meeting the Desired Outcome for 

sediment control: 
a) Direct runoff from exposed site soils to sediment controls that are appropriate to the extent of disturbance 

and level of erosion risk. 
b) All exposed areas greater than 2500m² must be provided with sediment controls which are designed, 

implemented and maintained to a standard which would achieve at least 80% of the average annual 
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runoff volume of the contributing catchment treated (i.e. 80%hydrological effectiveness) to 50mg/L Total 
Suspended Solids (TSS) or less, and pH in the range (6.5–8.5). 

 
c) Amend to include Waterway stability and flood flow management objectives to reflect SPP Waterway stability and flood 

flow management desired outcomes. 
• Insert:  

2. Where measures are required to meet post-construction waterway stability objectives (specified in table B), 
these are either installed prior to land disturbance and are integrated with erosion and sediment controls, or 
equivalent alternative measures are implemented during construction. 

3. Earthworks and the implementation of erosion and sediment controls are undertaken in ways which ensure 
flooding characteristics (including stormwater quantity characteristics) external to the development site are 
not worsened during construction for all events up to and including the 1 in 100 year ARI (1% AEP). 

Council response 
Introduction 
Requirements of the State Planning Policy and recent industry feedback prompted a review of the Healthy Waters code. 
The update was undertaken to align the Healthy waters development code with the State Planning Policy.   

Response 
City officers have reviewed the Department’s suggestions and support the updates outlined in paragraphs (a) and (b). 
 
The changes proposed in paragraph (c) are not supported. Whilst City officers are supportive of the idea to update City 
Plan to achieve these outcomes, a substantial amount of further work would be required to ensure the outcomes are 
integrated efficiently and effectively in City Plan. Inclusion of the suggested amendments would create a range of issues 
e.g., creating duplicate assessment benchmarks (such as for earthworks within flood affected areas which is regulated in 
the Flood code) and inconsistency issues with the Land development guidelines (planning scheme policy). The suggested 
changes require a wider review of practices including the Land development guidelines which is not currently within the 
scope of the Major update 2 and 3 amendment package. 
 
It is requested that the Department support the City officers’ position to progress the suggestions in (c) as part of a 
separate amendment process. 

Conclusion 
To expediate the Ministers consideration of the Major update 2 and 3 amendment package, it is requested that the 
Department’s suggestions regarding updates outlined in paragraphs (a) and (b) be conditioned as part of the Ministers 
decision.   
 

c. Public 
consultation 
process 
 

- - Section 5 of the 
Planning Act 2016 

Department Comments 
 
Matter 
a) The department has received concerns about the public consultation process and whether the requirements of the 

Planning Act have been met.  
 
Action 
b) Council is requested to provide further information about how the proposed amendment advances the purpose of the 

Planning Act, specifically section 3(1). 
 

Council response 
Introduction  
 
The City has undertaken all four rounds of consultation consistent with the Major update 2 and 3: Our City Our Plan (the 
amendment) Communication Strategy reviewed and approved to proceed to public consultation by the former Minister for 
State development, Manufacturing, Infrastructure and Planning, the Hon. Cameron Dick MP. This includes the 
recommendation from State Officers to ensure clear and effective communication to community and stakeholders. To meet 
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this recommendation, the City engaged Articulous to assist in the development of a detailed Community Engagement and 
Marketing plan and consultation collateral.   
 
This ensured public consultation: 
 

• effectively communicated a higher-order narrative while explaining the finer-grain changes; 
• provided a clear explanation of the reasons for the proposed changes in a compelling narrative to engage and 

educate audience segments; 
• provided a range of opportunities for residents to discuss the changes with planning officers; 
• engaged the community and industry through a variety of traditional and digital approaches. 

 
The City has therefore advanced the purpose of the Planning Act 2016 (the Act), including Section 3 (1), as it has 
established an efficient, effective and transparent, integrated, coordinated, and accountable process to undertake 
engagement with the community and development industry on policy changes that facilitate the achievement of ecological 
sustainability for the Gold Coast. This process has allowed the City to also advance Section 5 (2) (b) of the Act which 
specifically seeks to provide opportunities for the community to be involved in the decision-making process.  
 
Response  
 
The amendment contains 34 items, many of which are relevant to all areas of the city. To ensure maximum reach, the City 
advertised the amendment package via local radio, websites, newspapers, and social media. Methods such as targeted 
letter box drops were not considered feasible due to the size of the area affected.  
 
Individual Community Engagement and Marketing Plans (refer below) were created for each round of public consultation. 
These plans were consistent with the Our City Our Plan Communication Strategy reviewed and approved to proceed to 
public consultation by the former Minister for State development, Manufacturing, Infrastructure and Planning, the Hon. 
Cameron Dick MP.  
 
Individual Community Engagement and Marketing Plans for each round of consultation: 
 

• Our City Our Plan Round 1 – https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/4082zqpkxuzjdhlhjvz1v/OUR-CITY-OUR-PLAN-
COMMUNITY-ENGAGEMENT-AND-MARKETING-PLAN-A57661123-
vA61071035.docx?dl=0&rlkey=w2lwbdb1ihzj3orq9i59w7wqa 

• Our City Our Plan Round 2 – https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/29i5c9ypy86c0w8hv6h55/OUR-CITY-OUR-PLAN-
ROUND-2-CE-AND-MARKETING-PLAN-A58361902-vA61794840.docx?dl=0&rlkey=7blbfiizqg28xypz42xf8fuzb 

• Our City Our Plan Round 3 (Jefferson Lane) - 
https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/11hynp7dwawgg9ote95ty/ENGAGEMENT-PLAN-OUR-CITY-OUR-PLAN-
JEFFERSON-LANE-A56504462.docx?dl=0&rlkey=4nwrr8n0yuh0z6mzeeetrj9lu 

• Our City Our Plan Round 4 –https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/0m5ubm3nvunw93h6gqaak/OUR-CITY-OUR-PLAN-
RD-4-MARKETING-COMMUNICATION-AND-ENGAGEMENT-PLAN-
A61859808.docx?dl=0&rlkey=zo19g0199f19defacj0gi58c7 

 
The community has been a central focus of this engagement process which has delivered transparent, integrated, 
coordinated, and meaningful engagement over the four rounds of public consultation. This includes the City holding sixteen 
public events and two ‘town hall’ meetings supported by the introduction of an online ‘Ask a Planner’ forum to ensure the 
community and development industry could always discuss, question, and seek clarification on the amendment and 
subsequent changes proposed by each round. During all rounds of consultation, a City Plan hotline was also manned by 
planners to answer queries and guide community through the amendment content.  
 
To meet COVID safe requirements for the fourth round of consultation, 216 individual one-on-one ‘Talk to a Planner' 
sessions were made available across three days to give the community the opportunity to discuss the changes in person 
with a Town Planner and other technical experts.  
 
Submitters for Rounds 1, 2 and 3 were sent emails to alert them to the additional rounds of public consultation. Submitters 
from all rounds were also sent a tailored response to their submissions at the completion of the fourth round of public 
consultation.  
 
 

https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/4082zqpkxuzjdhlhjvz1v/OUR-CITY-OUR-PLAN-COMMUNITY-ENGAGEMENT-AND-MARKETING-PLAN-A57661123-vA61071035.docx?dl=0&rlkey=w2lwbdb1ihzj3orq9i59w7wqa
https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/4082zqpkxuzjdhlhjvz1v/OUR-CITY-OUR-PLAN-COMMUNITY-ENGAGEMENT-AND-MARKETING-PLAN-A57661123-vA61071035.docx?dl=0&rlkey=w2lwbdb1ihzj3orq9i59w7wqa
https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/4082zqpkxuzjdhlhjvz1v/OUR-CITY-OUR-PLAN-COMMUNITY-ENGAGEMENT-AND-MARKETING-PLAN-A57661123-vA61071035.docx?dl=0&rlkey=w2lwbdb1ihzj3orq9i59w7wqa
https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/29i5c9ypy86c0w8hv6h55/OUR-CITY-OUR-PLAN-ROUND-2-CE-AND-MARKETING-PLAN-A58361902-vA61794840.docx?dl=0&rlkey=7blbfiizqg28xypz42xf8fuzb
https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/29i5c9ypy86c0w8hv6h55/OUR-CITY-OUR-PLAN-ROUND-2-CE-AND-MARKETING-PLAN-A58361902-vA61794840.docx?dl=0&rlkey=7blbfiizqg28xypz42xf8fuzb
https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/11hynp7dwawgg9ote95ty/ENGAGEMENT-PLAN-OUR-CITY-OUR-PLAN-JEFFERSON-LANE-A56504462.docx?dl=0&rlkey=4nwrr8n0yuh0z6mzeeetrj9lu
https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/11hynp7dwawgg9ote95ty/ENGAGEMENT-PLAN-OUR-CITY-OUR-PLAN-JEFFERSON-LANE-A56504462.docx?dl=0&rlkey=4nwrr8n0yuh0z6mzeeetrj9lu
https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/0m5ubm3nvunw93h6gqaak/OUR-CITY-OUR-PLAN-RD-4-MARKETING-COMMUNICATION-AND-ENGAGEMENT-PLAN-A61859808.docx?dl=0&rlkey=zo19g0199f19defacj0gi58c7
https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/0m5ubm3nvunw93h6gqaak/OUR-CITY-OUR-PLAN-RD-4-MARKETING-COMMUNICATION-AND-ENGAGEMENT-PLAN-A61859808.docx?dl=0&rlkey=zo19g0199f19defacj0gi58c7
https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/0m5ubm3nvunw93h6gqaak/OUR-CITY-OUR-PLAN-RD-4-MARKETING-COMMUNICATION-AND-ENGAGEMENT-PLAN-A61859808.docx?dl=0&rlkey=zo19g0199f19defacj0gi58c7
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Transparent and easy access to information   
 
GC Have Your Say website 
To ensure consistency of messaging in all advertising, collateral, newsletters and on webpages, the City's GC Have Your 
Say website (https://gchaveyoursay.com.au/ourcityourplan) was used as the primary portal for accessing the amendment 
and supporting engagement material such as fact sheets public consultation information.   
 
This URL was used for each round of consultation with the archived rounds moving to their own unique URL after the final 
day of public consultation as per below: 
 
Round 1 https://gchaveyoursay.com.au/ourcityourplanrd1 
 
Round 2 https://gchaveyoursay.com.au/ourcityourplanrd2 
 
Round 3 https://gchaveyoursay.com.au/ourcityourplan-jeffersonlane 
 
Round 4 https://gchaveyoursay.com.au/ourcityourplan 
 
Each project page on GC Have Your Say contained relevant information including: (these documents are housed on the 
City of Gold Coast website): 
 

• Link to track changed City Plan documents showing the changes  Our City Our Plan (Major Update 2 & 3) 
amendments  

• Link to background reports and supporting material for each item Our City Our Plan (Major Update 2 & 3) 
documents  

• Links to ARCGIS Online with the website hosting information for each item detailing the changes along with 
supporting mapping layers to visually show the changes (current and proposed) 

• ‘Ask a planner’ widget (Rounds 3 & 4) introduced during COVID lockdown 
• Video (how to make a submission) 
• Fact Sheets & FAQ’s  
• Link to City Plan submission portal 
• Details for ‘Talk to a Planner’ sessions  
• Hotline number 1300 151 267 

 
Information on each round of public consultation was also sent via email to the GC Have Your Say City Panel database. 
The City Panel has over 30,000 subscribed residents. 
  
City of Gold Coast website 
The City Plan amendments webpage on the City of Gold Coast website contains information about all City Plan 
amendments under the following categories: 
 

• In preparation  
• In progress 
• Completed  

 
https://www.goldcoast.qld.gov.au/Planning-building/Planning-our-city/City-Plan-amendments 
 
The amendment sits under the category - In progress 
 
During consultation, this webpage contained information for the amendment:  
 

• a timeline showing the amendment at the public consultation stage and step of the Minister’s Guidelines and 
Rules.   

• a brief overview of the current round of public consultation of the amendment. 
• Link to GC Have Your Say to the current round of consultation.  

 

https://gchaveyoursay.com.au/ourcityourplan
https://gchaveyoursay.com.au/ourcityourplanrd1
https://gchaveyoursay.com.au/ourcityourplanrd2
https://gchaveyoursay.com.au/ourcityourplan-jeffersonlane
https://gchaveyoursay.com.au/ourcityourplan
https://www.goldcoast.qld.gov.au/Planning-building/Planning-our-city/City-Plan-amendments/Our-City-Our-Plan-Major-Update-2-3-amendments
https://www.goldcoast.qld.gov.au/Planning-building/Planning-our-city/City-Plan-amendments/Our-City-Our-Plan-Major-Update-2-3-amendments
https://www.goldcoast.qld.gov.au/Planning-building/Planning-our-city/City-Plan-amendments/Our-City-Our-Plan-Major-Update-2-3-amendments/Our-City-Our-Plan-Major-Update-2-3-documents
https://www.goldcoast.qld.gov.au/Planning-building/Planning-our-city/City-Plan-amendments/Our-City-Our-Plan-Major-Update-2-3-amendments/Our-City-Our-Plan-Major-Update-2-3-documents
https://www.goldcoast.qld.gov.au/Planning-building/Planning-our-city/City-Plan-amendments
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Under the more information section, there were also links to a full suite of amendment documents for each round as well as 
background documents and justification papers. These pages were also linked to GC Have Your Say  

• GC Have Your Say 
• Our City Our Plan (Major Update 2 & 3) amendments 
• Our City Our Plan (Major Update 2 & 3) documents 

 
ARCGIS Online   
ARCGIS Story maps were used for Rounds 1, 2 and 4 to enable current and proposed mapping to be searched by address 
for items with mapping changes:  
Round 1: https://goldcoast.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=3a1c153b579349aa9c367d37891a4ec2 
 
Round 2: https://goldcoast.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=986d9eb90814476a9051c6f3cb3e6349 
Round 4: https://goldcoast.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=5ebcd4f86cc14d3fa3a7c3f5c7291948 
 
Each of these rounds was accessible via the GC Have Your Say pages.  
 
Submission process  
 
City Plan Submissions Portal (Isovist) 
 
A submissions portal was created to support the City’s management of submissions and correspondence with submitters. 
Access to the portal was via a graphically identified link on the Our City Our Plan GC Have Your Say pages. 
 
The City also welcomed submissions in the form of letters, emails and petitions outside of this Submissions portal.  
 
Conclusion  
 
The information outlined above confirms public consultation of the Major update 2 and 3: Our City Our amendment 
advances the purpose of the Act specifically Sections 3(1); and 5 (2) (b).  

d. Other Items • Changes to the building height 
categories administrative definitions 
are proposed to better reflect the 
range of building heights found across 
the LGA. 

• The proposed building height 
categories: 

• Low building height - up to nine 
metres above ground level and 
not exceeding a partial third storey 

• Low-medium building height - up 
to a maximum of 16 metres above 
ground level 

• Medium building height - a 
building up to a maximum of 33 
metres above ground level 

• Medium-high building height - up 
to a maximum of 55 metres above 
ground level 

• High building height - up to a 
maximum of 110 metres above 
ground level 

• Part 3 Strategic 
Framework 
 

• Part 6.2 Zone 
codes - 6.2.2 
Medium density 
residential zone 
code 
 

• Part 8.2 Overlay 
codes - 8.2.12 Light 
rail urban renewal 
overlay code 
 

• Schedule 1 
Definitions - SC 1.2 
Administrative 
definitions 

SPP 
• Guiding 

principles 
Department Comments 

Matter 

a) The proposed amendment seeks to introduce seven (7) building height ranges in the City Plan and corresponding 
administrative definitions for each building height category. It is understood changes have been made to the definitions 
following consideration of submissions received during public consultation, which are shown in red below. 
 

o High building height - The height as shown on the Building height overlay map and where in compliance with 
the designated height on the Building height overlay map. 
 

o Low building height - The height as shown on the Building height overlay map and where in compliance with 
the designated height on the Building height overlay map. 
 

o Low-medium building height - The height as shown on the Building height overlay map and where in 
compliance with the designated height on the Building height overlay map. 
 

o Medium building height - The height as shown on the Building height overlay map and where in compliance 
with the designated height on the Building height overlay map. 
 

o Medium-high building height -  The height as shown on the Building height overlay map and where in 
compliance with the designated height on the Building height overlay map. 
 

o Supertall building height - The height as shown on the Building height overlay map and where in compliance 
with the designated height on the Building height overlay map. 
 

https://gchaveyoursay.com.au/ourcityourplan
https://www.goldcoast.qld.gov.au/Planning-building/Planning-our-city/City-Plan-amendments/Our-City-Our-Plan-Major-Update-2-3-amendments
https://www.goldcoast.qld.gov.au/Planning-building/Planning-our-city/City-Plan-amendments/Our-City-Our-Plan-Major-Update-2-3-amendments/Our-City-Our-Plan-Major-Update-2-3-documents
https://goldcoast.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=3a1c153b579349aa9c367d37891a4ec2
https://goldcoast.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=986d9eb90814476a9051c6f3cb3e6349
https://goldcoast.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=5ebcd4f86cc14d3fa3a7c3f5c7291948
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Item No. Summary of proposed change Scheme part Relevant State 
Interests Request for Further Information 

• Tall building height - up to a 
maximum of 140 metres above 
ground level 

• Supertall building height - up to a 
maximum of 335 metres above 
ground level. 

 
Significantly different changes consulted 
during round 2 

• Further changes to the building height 
categories administrative definitions to 
further link building height to the 
heights shown on the Building height 
overlay mapping. 

 

o Tall building height - The height as shown on the Building height overlay map and where in compliance with 
the designated height on the Building height overlay map. 

 
b) The Building height overlay map includes a notation indicating that the ‘height categories are not the designated height 

for the purposes of assessment’. However, it appears that the above definitions are referenced in the strategic framework 
of the City Plan. Concerns are held whether the changes made to the administrative definitions are contrary to the Positive 
principle of the SPP. Specifically, whether the changes support a performance-based approach to development 
assessment. 

 

Action 
 

c) Further information is sought on how (or if) the above administrative definitions operate in the context of the strategic 
framework. Concerns are held whether the changes to the administrative definitions are contrary to the guiding principles 
of the SPP, which seek (in part) that plans adopt a performance-based approach to development assessment. 

 

Council response 
Introduction 
The objective of this amendment is to make it easier for the community and industry to understand the City Plan’s intent for 
heights across the city as well as simplifying the process for ascertaining the intended heights for each individual property 
in the city.  
 
The introduction of the building height categories to the Building height overlay map is intended to provide a high-level 
visual representation of the intended future city shape. It is not intended that the building height categories have a 
significant role in the assessment of development applications as this would create a significant issue where development 
may be able to achieve the tallest heights allowed in the category, regardless of the designated height in metres. This 
approach would compromise the City Plan’s building height policy which is expressed through the more refined metre 
heights shown on the Building height overlay map. This is consistent with the approach taken in relation to the current City 
Plan’s building height categories. 

Response 
In response to submissions, the Administrative definitions for the building height categories were modified to refer to the 
designated building height shown on the Building height overlay map. All seven definitions (which are identical) were 
changed in the same way and advertised in Round 2 of public consultation as follows (underline section added): 
 

The height as shown on the Building height overlay map and where in compliance with the designated height on 
the Building height overlay map. 

 
These changes were intended to further clarify the role of the definitions however it did not significantly alter the effect of 
the definitions from those shown in Round 1 of public consultation and as previously approved by the State (as part of the 
approval to progress to Round 1 of public consultation). As such the City’s view is there should be no requirement to 
consider further changes to these definitions. 
 
However, upon further review, improvement opportunities have been identified. These improvements may assist in 
addressing the State’s concerns. The objective of the improvements would be to: 
 

1. Reinstate the expected height ranges (as previously included in the original State interest review version of the 
amendment) within each of the seven administrative definitions to ensure each definition is unique and better 
describes the intended meaning of each of the seven terms. This will make the definitions more informative and 
ensure the generalised references to these terms in the City Plan are easier to interpret. 
 

2. Maintain the same mechanics and policy implications as currently proposed and previously endorsed by the State. 
 
To achieve the above, the definitions could be modified to focus on the height ranges in metres sought in each category 
and include a note that explains the role of the definitions as clearly as possible. This same note would need to be included 
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Item No. Summary of proposed change Scheme part Relevant State 
Interests Request for Further Information 

on the Building height overlay map (replacing the existing note which is of the same effect). An example change is shown 
below (‘Medium building height’ example used): 
 

Medium building height A building height greater than 16 metres and up to 32 metres above ground level. 
Note: The height categories provide a generalised representation of the range of building heights 
sought across the city. They do not influence the designated height for any individual property. The 
designated height for each property is provided in metres and labelled on the Building height overlay 
map. 
The height as shown on the Building height overlay map and where in compliance with the 
designated height on the building height overlay map. 

 
To expediate the Minister’s consideration of the Major update 2 and 3 amendment package, it is requested that the above 
amendment be conditioned as part of the Minister’s decision. 
 
If this is not supported, City officers request the Minister to support this item as submitted as this is a consistent approach 
to what was previously endorsed by the Minister as part of the approval to progress to Round 1 of public consultation. 
 

• A building base height for 
development outside the Light rail 
urban renewal area is proposed in the 
Strategic Framework, which proposes 
to read as follows: 

 
Design principle 3 – Engaged 
(22) Where incorporating a building 
base, not within the light rail urban 
renewal area or the neighbourhood 
element area, it is designed to ensure 
it: 
(a). … 
(b) does not exceed 5 metres in 
height; and 
(c). … 

 
• A ‘building base’ is defined in 

Schedule 1.2 ‘Administrative 
definitions’ as: 

 
“a horizontally projecting lower part of 
a building, between ground level and 
the point where the lower part is 
clearly distinguishable from the upper 
part of the building, having regard to 
elements such as, but not limited to, 
bulk and setbacks. Recreational areas 
located on top of the building base do 
not form part of the building base. A 
basement is not a building base”. 

 

• Part 3 Strategic 
Framework 

 

SPP 
• Guiding 

principles 
Department Comments 

Matter 
 
a) The proposed specific outcome (SO) is not considered to meet the positive principle of the SPP. Specifically, the SO: 

o is not written in a positive language 
o does not apply a performance-based approach to allow for innovation and flexibility in how development in a 

local area can be achieved. 
Action 
 
b) Feedback is sought on the department’s concerns about the policy change and a potential option that involves the 

deferment of the item from the proposed amendment for further consideration as part of a separate and targeted 
amendment package. 

 

Council response 
Introduction 
The Strategic framework for  Major update 2 and 3 amendment (the amendment) was amended for Round 2 of public 
consultation to include s3.4.2.1(22(b).  This provision sought to limit building bases to five metres to ensure building base 
heights outside the Light rail urban renewal area do not dominate the streetscape or unreasonably impact adjoining 
properties. 
 
The five-metre height designation was drawn from the building base height that is applied to the Transition area of the Light 
rail urban renewal area overlay (the lowest intensity area). This contributes to providing clear guidance on the City Plan’s 
preferred outcomes in relation to the height of building bases outside of the Light rail urban renewal area. There are 
however a range of more generalised urban design outcomes in the Strategic framework which also play a role.  

Response 
Upon further review, officers have identified a potential issue with the provision due to it applying to commercial 
development as well as residential development outside of the Light rail urban renewal area overlay and the 
Neighbourhood elements overlay. The intent of the provision was to address residential development only; however, the 
provision may also unintentionally restrict building bases within commercial areas (such as the Centre and Mixed use 
zones) where building bases taller than five metres are often desirable features. In such areas, greater flexibility in relation 
to the design of building bases is also required. 
 
Officers note that there are a range of other provisions within the Strategic framework that serve to regulate this matter. The 
key provision in relation to regulation of the height of building bases is: 
 

3.4.2.1(19)  Development achieves a human scale interface between buildings and the public realm.  
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Item No. Summary of proposed change Scheme part Relevant State 
Interests Request for Further Information 

 
This provision, in combination with the range of other urban design provisions within the Strategic framework and the 
relevant codes, are considered to provide an appropriate level of guidance for building base heights in areas outside of the 
Light rail urban renewal area overlay and the Neighbourhood elements overlay.  
 
City officers are therefore supportive of this provision (3.4.2.1(22)(b)) being removed from the amendment package, as 
suggested by the Department and as shown below: 
 

(22) Where incorporating a building base, not within the light rail urban renewal area or the neighbourhood element 
area, it is designed to ensure it: 

(a) is setback from the street relevant to its context; and 

(b) does not exceed 5 metres in height; and 

(c) (b) locates car parking and servicing underground, or: 

(i) at-grade where generous deep planting is provided to adjoining sites and there is an attractive 
built form interface to the street(s); or 

(ii) for mixed use centres, above ground parking only occurs if it is fully integrated into the built form, 
with high quality layered and permeable facades so it is not visible from the street and adjoining 
sites, and the building promotes street activation.  

 

Conclusion 
To expediate the Ministers consideration of the Major update 2 and 3 amendment package, it is requested that the above 
amendment be conditioned as part of the Ministers decision.   
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Part 2 - Not Significantly Different Changes of Concern 

 
# 

 
Section 

 
Detail / Explanation of Change 

Council Assessment of Whether 
Change Significantly Different 

(Under Schedule 2 of MGR) 

Assessment of 
Department of State Development, Infrastructure, Local Government and Planning 

66 in 
T1. 

Neighbourhood 
centre zone 
code 
 
Sections 
6.2.6.2(1)(b) 
Table 6.2.6-2: PO3 

Summary 
Following informal feedback from State 
officers, the wording within the purpose 
statement (1)(b) has been reviewed and 
changed to ensure it reads as a purpose 
statement, rather than including 
quantifiable metrics. The servicing of a 
catchment is best described as an 
outcome, rather than a purpose. 
 
PO3 has been updated to align with the 
changed catchments included in the 
Strategic framework as part of the 
second round of consultation. 

The assessment framework within the 
City Plan for the establishment of 
neighbourhood centres remains 
calibrated to achieve the policy intent. 
 
Specifically, PO’s will seek to define 
the appropriate catchments across the 
zoning whilst Impact assessment is 
typically triggered to enable a merits 
based assessment against the 
catchment size provisions within the 
Strategic Framework. 
 
This change better aligns the purpose 
statement with the intended policy 
intent and other provisions that will 
apply to future development 
applications. This reduces potential 
uncertainty in how the outcome is 
intended to be interpreted. 
 
The changes will have negligible 
impact on land use outcomes and 
assessment requirements. 
 
Having regard to the considerations 
provided in Schedule 2 of the 
Minister’s Guidelines and Rules, this 
change is not considered to be 
significantly different 
 

Department Comments 
 
The proposed change appears to include a new benchmark in the performance outcome (i.e. the LDR zone is now 
separated out and an additional 500 metres has been included). As a result, this change may be considered 
significantly different. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Further information is required from the council to demonstrate how is not a policy change. Otherwise, this change 
needs to be removed. 
 
Council response 
 
The Strategic framework (s3.4.5.1(6)) currently identifies that the establishment of new neighbourhood centres in 
Suburban neighbourhoods (typically the Low density residential zone or areas identified in a Conceptual land use 
map for the Emerging community zone) are determined by the needs of their immediate neighbourhood catchment, 
calculated as the planned population and/or jobs within a 1000-metre walk from the proposed centre. 

An earlier employment lands planning investigation, which informed the amendment, found that under this planning 
test it was potentially economically unviable for new neighbourhood centres to establish in Suburban 
neighbourhoods due to their low density environment and the potential population in a 1,000 metre radius. As such, 
the following amendment to the Strategic framework was proposed and advertised as part of the first round of 
consultation (referred to as Item 20 in the amendment package): 

3.5.5.1(7) 

The size of each neighbourhood centre will be determined by the needs of their immediate neighbourhood 
catchment – calculated as the planned population and/or jobs within a 1,000 metre walk from the centre or a similar 
planned population size in a demonstrated neighbourhood catchment area for Suburban neighbourhoods. 

No other parts of City Plan were proposed to be amended in relation to this matter.  

Submissions received during the first round of consultation, stated that the proposed changes did not clearly identify 
the catchment size required for new neighbourhood centres in a Suburban neighbourhood. Submissions requested 
that an alternative catchment size for Suburban neighbourhoods be clearly described as a quantitative measure. 

Following a review of these submissions, the catchment size for Suburban neighbourhoods was amended to reflect 
a measurable 1,500m walk from the proposed centre.  As a consequential amendment, the separation distance 
between existing centres was also expanded from 1,000m to 1,500m consistent with the catchment size expansion.  

These amendments to the Strategic framework were advertised during the second round of consultation. This 
updated amendment was well received, with approximately 170 submissions supporting the change.  

As a consequential change to address the revised differences in catchment sizes for Suburban neighbourhoods and 
the rest of the city, Performance outcome PO3 of the Neighbourhood centre zone code was updated.  This change is 
considered to have negligible impacts on land use outcomes as this revised provision will only apply to development 
within an established Neighbourhood centre. 

In summary, this proposed amendment to Performance outcome PO3: 

• reflects amended policy in the Strategic framework which was advertised during the first and second rounds of 
consultation; 

• provides consistency and mitigates the misalignment of only recognising one catchment size;  
• does not create a policy change; and 
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• is not considered to be significantly different having regard to the test in Schedule 2 of the Minister’s Guidelines 
and Rules.  

 

For these reasons it is requested that the Minister support and retain this non-significant change to the Neighbourhood 
centre zone.   

7 in T2 Part 5 Tables of 
assessment 
 
Sections 
Low density 
residential zone 
(Large lot 
precinct) 
Table 5.5.1(1) 
 
Low-medium 
density residential 
zone 
Table 5.5.2 
 
Medium density 
residential zone 
Table 5.5.3 
 
High density 
residential zone 
Table 5.5.4 

Summary 
An error was identified that the subject 
zones did not include the ‘on a lot with 
an area equal or greater to 400m2’ test 
to align with Accepted subject to 
requirement test. 

The current policy position for Dwelling 
houses will remain unchanged 
following these Table of Assessment 
updates. 
 
In this regard, under the current Table 
of Assessment if statements for these 
zones, a Dwelling house ‘if on a lot with 
an area equal to or greater that 400m2 
or not involving a Secondary dwelling’ 
currently triggers ‘Accepted’ 
development by virtue of the reference 
Dwelling House ‘n.e.i’ within current 
version 8. 
 
This Accepted level of assessment 
criteria is determined in the context of 
the criteria for the Accepted ‘subject to 
requirements’ criteria which is ‘if on a 
lot with an area less than 400m2 or 
involving a Secondary dwelling with a 
GFA not exceeding 80m2). 
 
This proposed refinement to the ‘if’ 
statement to better articulate this policy 
position is already captured within the 
Accepted row for Dwelling house of 
Table 5.5.1: Low density residential 
zone (where not in the Large lot 
precinct or Sovereign Island precinct) 
as included in the round 1 public 
consultation version of the City Plan 
 
This change to the Accepted 
development row in these Tables of 
assessment will build upon the 
incomplete ‘if’ statement currently 
included in these Tables of 
assessment: 

Dwelling house if not involving 
a Secondary dwelling 

 
Having regard to the considerations 
provided in Schedule 2 of the 
Minister’s Guidelines and Rules, this 
change is not considered to be 
significantly different. 
 

Department Comments 
 
Whilst the change is intent on an addressing an error in drafting and seeks consistency with other zones in the City 
Plan, the changes appears to be new policy and a matter that could generate public submission (alters an assessment 
level of a Dwelling house in these zones). As a result, this change may be considered significantly different. 
 
Recommendation 
Further information is required from the council to demonstrate how is not a policy change. Otherwise, this change 
needs to be removed. 
 
Council response 

Introduction 
A refinement was made to improve the readability/interpretation of the categories of development for a Dwelling house 
in the Low density residential (Large Lot precinct), Low-medium density residential, Medium density residential and 
High density residential zones Tables of assessment.  The change reflects the advertised and preferred ‘if statement’ 
used in the Low density residential zone and does not change the level of assessment for Dwelling houses in the 
above mentioned zones.  

Response 
In the residential zones of City Plan, a Dwelling house is either ‘Accepted’ or ‘Accepted, subject to requirements’ 
development.  This policy position was not changed as part of the Major update 2 and 3 amendment package 
(amendment).   

The determining factor in the levels of assessment is whether the Dwelling house is proposed on a small lot (i.e., less 
than 400m2) and/or whether it includes an associated Secondary dwelling that is less than 80m2.  

This policy position is accurately drafted in the Low density residential zone (where not in a precinct) Categories of 
development and assessment (Refer to provision below). The amended provision was advertised in Round 1 as a 
consequential change resulting from the removal of Impact assessable land uses from the Categories of development 
and assessment (i.e., a necessary change to avoid unnecessarily triggering Accepted development to Impact 
assessment). 

Round 1 Final version submitted to the Minister 
Accepted development 
 
Dwelling house n.e.iif: 

(a) on a lot with an area equal to or greater than 400m²; and 
(b) not involving a secondary dwelling. 

Accepted development 
 
Dwelling house if: 

(a) on a lot with an area equal to or greater than 400m²; and 
(b) not involving a secondary dwelling. 
 

Accepted subject to requirements 

Dwelling house if: 
(a) on a lot with an area less than 400m2; or 
(b) involving a secondary dwelling with a GFA not exceeding 

80m2 

Accepted subject to requirements 

Dwelling house if: 
(a) on a lot with an area less than 400m2; or 
(b) involving a secondary dwelling with a GFA not exceeding 

80m2 
 

During the finalisation of the amendment, City officers identified that the ‘if statements’ utilised in the other residential 
zones did not align/reflect the preferred drafting used in the Low density residential zone.  These zones used a 
different Accepted development ‘if statement’ that captured all other forms of Dwelling house that are not triggered to a 
higher level of assessment elsewhere in the Table of assessment (i.e. not on a lot less than 400m2 and/or involve an 
associated Secondary dwelling). It is important to note that this difference did not result in a change to the levels of 
assessment.   
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This drafting variation is shown below. 

As advertised in Round 1 
 

Summary of provision 

Accepted development 
 
Dwelling house n.e.i if not involving a secondary dwelling 
 

This ‘if statement’ makes all Dwelling 
houses (not including a Secondary 
dwelling) - Accepted development (as 
the Accepted subject to requirements 
assessment trigger details the 
exception)  

Accepted subject to requirements 
 
Dwelling house if:` 

(a) on a lot with an area less than 400m2; or 
(b) involving a secondary dwelling with a GFA not exceeding 80m2 

This ‘if statement’ therefore makes a 
Dwelling house on a lot less than 400m2 
– Accepted subject to requirements.  In 
addition, Accepted subject to 
requirements is also triggered for any 
Dwelling house including a Secondary 
dwelling.   

 

To make the levels of assessment clear and easy to use in the other residential zones, the subject ‘Not significantly 
different’ change was submitted for the Minister’s consideration (Refer to the highlighted text in the table below). 

As advertised in Round 1 
 

Version submitted to the Minister incorporating the ‘Not 
significantly different’ change 
 

Accepted development 
 
Dwelling house n.e.i if not involving a secondary dwelling 
 

Accepted development 
 
Dwelling house n.e.i if: 

(a) on a lot with an area equal to or greater than 400m²; and 
(b) not involving a secondary dwelling. 

 
Accepted subject to requirements 
 
Dwelling house if: 

(a) on a lot with an area less than 400m2; or 
(b) involving a secondary dwelling with a GFA not exceeding 

80m2 

Accepted subject to requirements 
 
Dwelling house if: 

(a) on a lot with an area less than 400m2; or 
(b) involving a secondary dwelling with a GFA not exceeding 

80m2 
 

The subject change to the Accepted development ‘if statement’ (as highlighted above) simply identifies the balance of 
Dwelling houses that are not captured by the Accepted subject to requirements trigger.  If this change is not 
implemented, there would be no resultant effect to the levels of assessment.  For this reason, we recommend that the 
proposed ‘Not significantly different’ change be supported by the Minister. 

 
16 Part 5 Tables of 

assessment 
Section 
Low density 
residential zone 
(including 
precincts) 
Table 5.5.1 
Table 5.5.1(1) 
Table 5.5.1(2) 
 
Low-medium 
density residential 
zone 
Table 5.5.2 
 
Medium density 
residential zones 

Summary 
Minor wording changes to the impact 
assessment building height trigger to 
improve readability and clarity as well as 
providing better consistency between 
tables of assessment for different 
zones. 
 
The changed wording does not result in 
an alteration to the level of assessment. 
 
 

This change is administrative and has 
no impact on land use outcomes or 
assessment requirements. 
 
Having regard to the considerations 
provided in Schedule 2 of the 
Minister’s Guidelines and Rules, this 
change is not considered to be 
significantly different. 

Department Comments 
 

The proposed changes appear to be change in policy (i.e. alters an assessment level of a Dwelling house in these 
zones from the building height overlay map to 9 metres). As a result, this change may be considered significantly 
different. 

 
Recommendation 
 
Further information is required from the council to demonstrate how is not a policy change. Otherwise, this change 
needs to be removed. 

 
Council response 

Introduction 
The documentation submitted with the City’s request for adoption of Major update 2 and 3 amendment package 
included Attachment L: Not significantly different changes. This attachment outlined a number of ‘not significantly 
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(including relevant 
precincts) 
Table 5.5.3 
 
 
High density 
residential zone 
Table 5.5.4 
 
Centre zone 
Table 5.5.5 
 
Emerging 
community zone 
Table 5.5.16 
 
Limited 
development 
(constrained land) 
zone  
Table 5.5.19 
Rural zone 
(including 
precinct) Table 
5.5.21 
 
Rural residential 
zone (including 
precinct) Table 
5.5.22 
 
Township zone 
(including 
precinct) 
Table 5.5.24 
Table 5.5.24(1) 
Table 5.5.24(2) 
 
Dwelling house 
overlay Table 
5.10.5 

different’ changes made to the amendment package, in accordance with Schedule 2 of the Minister’s Guidelines and 
Rules (MGR’s).  

Item 16 of Attachment L involved updates to the level of assessment ‘if’ statements for the Code and Impact level of 
assessment triggers for building height.  

Response 
The majority of the ‘if’ statement revisions involved minor formatting and wording changes for consistency. For the Low 
density residential zone, these updates introduced broader wording updates to confirm when the partial third storey 
building regulation in the City Plan was applicable. 

Upon review, City officers note the position raised by the Department on this matter and acknowledge the perceptions 
associated with the extent of drafting changes made across the Tables of Assessment. For this reason, City officers 
recommend that this item (16 of Attachment L) be withdrawn and the changes revert back to the version advertised in 
Round 1. 

 

17 Part 5 Tables of 
assessment 
 
Section 
Low-medium 
residential zone 
Table 5.5.2 
 

Summary 
The HX note has been removed from 
the Low-medium density residential 
zone to ensure there are no instances 
where HX would occur. 

This change is administrative and has 
no impact on land use outcomes or 
assessment requirements.  
 
Having regard to the considerations 
provided in Schedule 2 of the 
Minister’s Guidelines and Rules, this 
change is not considered to be 
significantly different. 

Department Comments 
 
The note for HX appears to be an error. However, given it was public consulted with reference to it, it could be 
considered a policy change. As a result, this change may be considered significantly different 
 
Recommendation 
 
Further information is required from the council to demonstrate how is not a policy change. Otherwise, this change 
needs to be removed. 
 
Council response 
Introduction 
In accordance with Section 19.1 of the Minsters Guidelines and Rules, this note from the Low-medium density 
residential zone within the Tables of assessment was removed as it was a factual matter incorrectly stated and a 
redundant term, as there are no instances of a HX Building height designation (unspecified height) applied to land in 
this zone. 
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Response 
City officers confirm that there are no instances in the Major update 2 and 3 amendment package or existing City 
Plan where a HX Building height designation has been applied to land with a Low-medium density residential zone. 
For this reason, the subject note has no relevance in this zone.  

In accordance with Schedule 2 of the Minister’s Guidelines and Rules, this constitutes a ‘not significantly different’ 
change, and therefore does not need to be readvertised.  

Retaining the note also does not pose any implications for development assessment.   

Conclusion 
City officers request that the State support the ‘not significantly different change’ as submitted to the Minister based 
on the justification matters as outlined above. 

 
18 Part 5 Tables of 

assessment 
 
Section  
Centre zone Table 
5.5.5 

Summary 
Minor reordering of the sentence and 
numbered list to improve readability and 
clarity of the provision. 
 
This ‘if’ statement revision articulates 
the current City Plan policy position, 
which current supports the 
interchangeability of commercial land 
uses in existing non- residential 
buildings within our Centre zoned land 
areas without the need for approval by 
Council. 
 
The change does not result in an 
alteration to the levels of assessment. 

This change is administrative and has 
no impact on land use outcomes or 
assessment requirements.  
 
Having regard to the considerations 
provided in Schedule 2 of the 
Minister’s Guidelines and Rules, this 
change is not considered to be 
significantly different. 

Department Comments 
 
It appears that the changes will result in an alteration to a level of assessment as new Accepted criteria is now 
applicable. As a result, this change may be considered significantly different. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Further information is required from the council to demonstrate how is not a policy change. Otherwise, this change 
needs to be removed. 
 
Council response 
Introduction 
In accordance with Section 19.1 of the Minsters Guidelines and Rules, this change was made to improve the 
readability/interpretation of the categories of development and assessment provisions for business activities 
establishing in existing non-residential premises in the Centre zone. 

Response 
City officers maintain that this change has no impact on land use outcomes or assessment requirements. This change 
was intended to improve the readability of a complex test relating to the levels of assessment for business activities 
establishing in existing non-residential premises in the Centre zone. 

Table 1 identifies how the subject provision has changed from Version 8 through to the final version of the 
amendment, submitted to the Minister. The subject provision, as shown in Version 8 and Round 1, involves a 3-tier 
test which creates a level of confusion.   

The content has been reordered to improve fluency and incorporates a minor grammatical change to improve 
sentence structure, being the removal of the word ‘following’ and replaced with the specific item descriptors (‘in (a) – 
(e) below’) within the lead-in paragraph. 

City officers believe this change does not have any effect on the existing interpretation or application of this provision. 
Therefore, this constitutes a ‘not-significantly’ different change in accordance with Schedule 2 of the Minister’s 
Guidelines and Rules.   
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Table 1 – Changes to the provision 

Existing City Plan- v8 Round 1 Ministerial Review 

Table 5.5.5: Material change of use – Centre zone – Business activities 

  

 

Conclusion 
City officers request that the State support the ‘not significantly different change’ as submitted to the Minister based on 
the readability and interpretation justification matters as outlined above. If the Minister is not satisfied with this 
justification, City officers propose that this item be removed for inclusion in a future Minor amendment package. 

 



Attachment 1: Examples of site cover for existing developments with building height up to approximately 9 to 12 metres 
 

Site details Existing or Approved 
development details 

Images MU2&3 Zoning and Building 
height details 

• Address:  127-129 
Pohlman St, 
Southport 

• Lot size: 2024m2 

• Land use: 8 town houses 
• Site cover: 49% (based 

upon MCU submission) 
• Height: 2 storeys 

 

 

• MDRZ 
• 33m 

• Address:  20 
Nevenia St, 
Labrador 

• Lot size: 516m2 

• Land use: Duplex pair 
• Site cover: 50% (DA 

submission/officer report) 
• Height: 2 storeys 

 

 

• LMDZ 
• 9m 

• Address:  31 
Imperial Parade, 
Labrador 

• Lot size: 567m2 

• Land use: Duplex pair 
• Site cover: 43.5% (DA 

officer report) 
• Height: 2 storeys 

 

 

• HDRZ 
• 44m 

• Address:  38 
Government Road, 
Labrador 

• Lot size: 884m2 

• Land use: 3 Townhouses 
• Site cover: 47.6% (DA 

officer report) 
• Height: 2 storeys 
 

 

• LMDRZ 
• 9m 



• Address:  13 Ray 
Street, Runaway 
Bay 

• Lot size: 516m2 

• Land use: 
• Site cover: Ground Floor 

footprint 53%, Roof 
footprint 60% 
(DA officer report) 

• Height: Partial 3rd storey 
 

 

• LMDRZ 
• 16m 

• Address: 131 
Falconer St, 
Southport 

• Lot size: 600m2 

• Land use: Dual 
occupancy 

• Site cover: 45% (based 
on approx. footprint of 
270m2) 

• Height: 2 storeys 
 

 

• MDRZ 
• 26m 

• Address: 111 
Pohlman St, 
Southport 

• Lot size:1017m2 

• Land use: 4 town houses 
• Site cover: 42% (based 

on approx. footprint of 
424m2) 

• Height: 2 storeys 
 

 

• MDRZ 
• 33m 

• Address: 18 Ewan 
St, Southport 

• Lot size: 516m2 

• Land use: Dual 
occupancy 

• Site cover: 52% (based 
on approx. footprint of 
270m2) 

• Height: 2 storeys 
 

 

• LMDRZ 
• 16m 



 

• Address: 6 
Vaggelas Cr, 
Biggera Waters 

• Lot size: 587m2 

• Land use: Dual 
occupancy (approved 
2021) 

• Site cover: 49.5% (based 
on approx. footprint of 
290m2) 

• Height: 2 storeys 
 

 

• LMDRZ 
• 12m 

• Address: 28 Loder 
St, Biggera Waters 
Lot size: 513m2 

• Land use: Dual 
occupancy (approved 
2013) 

• Site cover: 53% (based 
on approx. footprint of 
274m2) 

• Height: 2 storeys 
 

 

• MDRZ 
• 17m 

• Address: 78 
Falconer St, 
Southport 

• Lot size: 708m2 

• Land use: proposed Multi 
unit (4 x 4 bedroom 
townhouses) MCU lodged 
2022 

• Site cover: 49.5% (based 
on approx. footprint of 
350m2) 

• Height: 3 storeys 
 

 

• MDRZ 
• 26m 

• Address: 35 
Walton St, 
Southport 

• Lot size: 534m2 

• Land use: proposed Multi 
unit (3 townhouses) MCU 
approved 2021 

• Site cover: 53.8% (based 
on approx. footprint of 
283.4m2) 

• Height: Partial third 
 

 

• MDRZ 
• 26m 
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