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SUBMISSION to the SUNSHINE COAST COUNCIL

on the

DRAFT CALOUNDRA SOUTH STRUCTURE PLAN

Development Watch appreciates this opportunity to comment on the draft structure plan (DSP) for Caloundra South.  We understand the draft provided to us for comment is an amended version of a structure plan earlier submitted to the State for an interest check, these amendments being in accordance with directions given by the State. 

Council has provided information to submitters
 that indicate the significant changes that have been required by the State to the DSP.  This information also indicates Council’s rationale for having these required changes reversed.  In an endeavour to provide a coherent submission, we have divided our comments into two parts:

· Part 1 – Comments that align with sections of the DSP; and

· Part 2 – Comments on matters removed from the DSP as a consequence of State direction.

Our comments on the DSP do not indicate our acceptance of this development.  Council proposed this development to the State in a Sunshine Coast Growth Management Position Paper
 without consulting the regional community.  We object in the strongest terms to this development, with its proposed population greater than that of Gladstone, being imposed on us in such a manner. The cumulative impacts of the Palmview, Caloundra South and Maroochydore Structure Plan areas, as well as the approved but not yet developed sites throughout the region, have not been adequately assessed.  We strongly believe that the target dwelling numbers should not have been determined until a comprehensive environmental and social impact assessment on the entire region has been conducted.

We also note with concern that there are a number of aspects of the DSP that are not consistent with the vision and desired outcomes of Council’s Corporate Plan.  That deficiency must surely be addressed and resolved.

PART 1

13.1.4   Caloundra Structure Plan Definition of Terms

Affordable Housing

Development Watch believes the proposed definition of “affordable housing”, namely:

“Affordable housing means housing which is reasonably afforded by moderate to low income households …”

is vague and therefore not acceptable.

The State has required development of the Caloundra area to be “fast-tracked” under the guise of providing housing affordability.  The definition of “affordable housing” used for the State’s purpose is:

“Housing that is appropriate to the needs of low-income households in terms of design, location and access to facilities and services; and where rent paid by households in the lowest 40 per cent of income units does not exceed 30 per cent of gross household income after any applicable Commonwealth rent assistance [is] deducted.” 

This definition is more precise and, for consistency, should be used in the Structure Plan.

Affordable Living

The definition of ‘affordable living’ should include provision of affordable housing.

13.1.6   Relationship of Structure Plan to Other Documents

13.1.6.4  Planning Scheme Policy for the Caloundra Structure Plan.  Sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) contain the phrase “information that Council may request”.  We suggest the word “require” be substituted for “request” to remove any doubt that an applicant must provide the information.

12.1.6.5  Infrastructure Arrangements.  The term “Infrastructure Arrangement” is used throughout the DSP.  However, it is neither defined in the Sustainable Planning Act
 (the Act), the Guideline
 nor in the DSP.  If it has the same meaning as “Infrastructure Agreement’, which is defined in the Act, then that term should be used.  If it is different, it should be defined in the Structure Plan.

13.2.6  Strategic Outcome 3 – Land Use Structure

Development Watch is most concerned that the DSP proposes that flood prone land be filled and used for residential purposes.
  This is contrary to Council’s publicly stated policy.  In its Growth Management Position Paper, Council states:

“New urban development is avoided in flood prone areas and floodplains unless there is compelling justification that demonstrates overriding community benefits and that any negative impacts resulting from development can be appropriately and sustainably managed.  (Note: The SEQ Regional Plan 2005-2026 indicates that activities such as residential development and shopping centres do not establish an overriding need in the public interest)”.

In addition, State Planning Policy (SPP) 1/03, Mitigating the Adverse Impacts of Flood, Bushfire and Landslide, only allows development on flood plains if “there is an overriding need for the development in the public interest and no other site is suitable and reasonably available for the proposal.”
   To determine an overriding need in the public interest, SPP 1/03 prescribes:

“The proposal should result in a significant overall benefit to the whole or a significant part of the community in social, economic or environmental terms that outweighs the adverse impacts arising from the development’s exposure to natural hazards. Also, the development application should demonstrate that a similar benefit could not be achieved by developing other suitable and reasonably available sites.”
 

Development Watch believes that there is no overriding need that would justify the filling of flood prone land for residential purposes.  The DSP should be amended to prohibit residential development on flood prone land.

13.2.8   Strategic Outcome 5 – Character and Identity

Buffer to Bruce Highway

This section states the scenic amenity and highway acoustic buffer is specified on Map 13-4.  The term “Scenic amenity and highway acoustic buffer” is defined earlier in the DSP at Section 3.1.14, Definition of Terms, by reference to Map 13-15.  In fact, the buffer is shown on other maps as well, but none specifically define its width in metres.  Council’s Statement of Key Issues
 indicates that the buffer width is 80 metres, a figure insisted upon by the State over Council’s preferred 200 metres.

Development Watch believes that an 80 metre buffer width is grossly inadequate.  We understand this distance was specified by the State because it is the minimum distance a dwelling can be from the Bruce Highway without the need for an acoustic barrier.  There is great merit in providing a buffer of additional width.  These benefits include:

a) a further reduction in noise levels for residents;

b) enhanced visual amenity for Bruce Highway motorists;

c) a more defined inter-urban break;

d) a long-term opportunity for rehabilitation of a wider buffer with native vegetation to provide enhanced ecosystem services, habitat for wildlife and regional landscape values; and

e) future provision of land for public recreation if the need arises.

We believe the following changes must be made to the DSP

a) A buffer with a minimum width of 200 metres should be specified to provide the above-mentioned benefits.  This minimum should be extended if sight lines indicate that the Caloundra South development would intrude on the appearance of the natural landscape separation between the Sunshine Coast region and the greater Brisbane metropolitan area.
b) The DSP should specify the requirement that the developer of Caloundra South revegetate this buffer to an appropriate standard.

c) The buffer width should be specified in the text of the DSP.

13.2.9   Strategic Outcome 6 – Residential Development
This strategic outcome prescribes a minimum population of 46,250 persons.  DW is most concerned about this open-ended approach to population growth on the Sunshine Coast.  The Sustainable Planning Act (SPA) requires that development advances the purpose of the Act
.  Overpopulation of Caloundra could have adverse social, economic and/or environmental consequences, not only within that area but also in adjacent or other areas.

Council has not provided to the community any proper analysis or justification that this number of persons, or any other number, can be accommodated at Caloundra without adverse social, economic or environmental consequences.  

13.2.14   Strategic Outcome 11 – Ecological Sustainability and Environmental Management

Paragraph (2) (j) permits the creation of lakes, canals or other waterbodies unless they are likely to have a detrimental effect on downstream flows or impacts on water quality.  Development Watch strongly disagrees that such waterbodies should be permitted at all.  Council has much evidence that waterbodies previously constructed in the region have led to major problems that have become a burden to all ratepayers.  Waterbodies are normally only included in developments to increase the sale price of adjacent lots and to provide developers with a convenient source of fill.  This strategy has no place in a structure plan and the DSP should specifically exclude their construction.

Paragraph (2) should have its sub-paragraphs re-numbered to avoid duplication of (a) and (b)

12.3.5   Public Notification of Master Plans

The Master Plans specified in Column 1 of Table 13.3.5 (Public Notification Requirements) are to be publicly notified in accordance with Column 2 of Table 13.3.5, shown here:

Table 13.3.5 Public Notification Requirements

	Column 1

Master Plan
	Column 2

Public Notification Requirements

	District Strategy Master Plans


	20 Business Days


Note that this table does not provide for public consultation on Local Development Master Plans or on Site Development Master Plans.  Development Watch believes that all master plans, because of their very nature, should be subject to public scrutiny.  We therefore request that the table be amended to include the requirement for Local Development and Site Development Master Plans to be publicly notified.

PART 2

Information provided by Council
 indicates that many Council initiatives were removed from its draft Caloundra Structure Plan as a result of the State’s First Interest Check.  Development Watch believes that the removed initiatives would have advanced the purpose of the Act if they had been retained.  Also, their removal could thwart the legislative requirement for Council to implement its Corporate Plan vision.

“State interest” is defined in the Act
.  It could be argued that removal of many of these Council Initiatives is not only unrelated to State interest but also hinders Council’s legislative obligation to advance the purpose of the Act.  Council’s obligation under the Local Government Act to implement the vision and desired outcomes of its Corporate Plan could also be hindered by the State’s requirement for removal of these initiatives.  Development Watch suggests that Council seeks legal advice on these matters.

Our specific comments on initiatives removed by the State follow:

Housing Energy Efficiency

The State has required sustainability and energy efficiency standards for buildings be removed. For Council to implement its Corporate Plan vision, it must be permitted to specify standards that exceed the Building Code of Australia standards (as amended from time to time).  Development Watch requests that the requirement for Council’s higher standards to be met be reinstated.

Urban Development Area Map

We believe a map that clearly defines land identified for urban development is an essential part of any structure plan.  Such a map should be reinstated in the DSP.  It must also clearly show constrained areas, such as those subject to flooding and those with ecological values, so that no doubt remains as to the limits to urban development.  However, the term “urban development area” has a specific meaning in the Urban Land Development Authority Act 2007
.  We believe the use of this term for an unrelated purpose could cause confusion.  A more appropriate term should be chosen.

Supporting Documents for Master Plan Applications

As a consequence of a direction by the State, Council has relegated to a Planning Scheme Policy the requirement for certain supporting plans
 to be submitted with Master Plan applications.  We believe applicants must successfully demonstrate that they can meet Council’s standards.  If Council believes that such relegation weakens the requirement for an applicant to provide these supporting plans, Development Watch requests the requirement be reinstated in the Structure Plan.

SUMMARY

Development Watch does not support the planning for development of the Caloundra South Master Planned Area before a comprehensive assessment of the carrying capacity for the entire Sunshine Coast region is determined.  However, we fully support Council’s attempt to implement the vision and desired outcomes of its Corporate Plan in the drafting of the Caloundra South Structure Plan.  We certainly do not support State interference in matters that appear to us to be unrelated to the State’s interest.

Please examine the comments we have made in this submission carefully.  We believe the changes we have suggested, if incorporated, will enhance the Caloundra South Structure Plan.
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� http://www.sunshinecoast.qld.gov.au/addfiles/documents/calsouth/cs_key_issues.pdf [viewed 14/510]


� “Sunshine Coast Growth Management Position Paper”, Sunshine Coast Regional Council, 25 July 2008


� Caloundra Structure Plan, Section 13.1.4, page 13-1


� Implementation Guideline No. 5: Social infrastructure planning, Queensland Government, June 2007, page 78


� The Sustainable Planning Act 2009


� Statutory Guideline 03/09: Declared master planned area structure plans


� See Draft Caloundra Structure Plan (DSP) Section 13.2.6, paragraph (2) (a). See also DSP Map 13.2, which shows “Land inundated by the defined flood event which is suitable to be filled for inclusion as land for urban purposes”


� 


� State Planning Policy 1/03, Mitigating the Adverse Impacts of Flood, Bushfire and Landslide, Queensland Government, 2003, Outcome 1, page 6


� SPP 1/03, paragraph 6.11, page 7


� http://www.sunshinecoast.qld.gov.au/addfiles/documents/calsouth/cs_key_issues.pdf [viewed 14/510]





� Sustainable Planning Act 2009, Section 3, states the purpose of the Act is “to seek to achieve ecological sustainability”


� http://www.sunshinecoast.qld.gov.au/addfiles/documents/calsouth/cs_key_issues.pdf [viewed 14/5/10]


� Sustainable Planning Act 2009, Schedule 3 - Dictionary


� See Urban Development Authority Act 2007, Schedule


� See list at http://www.sunshinecoast.qld.gov.au/addfiles/documents/calsouth/cs_key_issues.pdf [viewed 14/5/10] and the Draft Caloundra Planning Scheme Policy





