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Design of planning regulation

The recommendations are supported.

Local government powers to regulate building matters under the NCC and QDC are
clearly prescribed in legislation and are not contentious.

The problem is that planning schemes, which also have a role in determining the siting,
form and appearance of buildings, do not provide consistent and clear guidance on
required standards and approval processes. State codes for detached housing have been
developed under building legislation to deal with this problem have been overridden in
planning schemes, subdivision approvals and even by the State government planning

agency which has developed its own codes.

Approval processes are also complex, with each local government having it own
interpretation of the type of application required. Sometimes the information required by

local governments is excessive.

In addition to QDC variations, all new planning scheme and amendments should be

subject to formal regulatory impact assessment.
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How planning regulation interacts with building regulation

The current regulatory framework for detached housing is incomprehensible to most

people and largely reflects a series of poorly made decisions by State planning and

building agencies, and subsequent inconsistent interpretations by local governments.

The Planning Act allows planning schemes to regulate detached housing subject to the

following:

1.

3.
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Section 8(5) of the Planning Act prohibits a planning scheme from including
building assessment provisions eg matters under the Building Act 1975 and the
NCC. This has been an effective tool in preventing planning schemes from
duplicating the NCC.

Despite this and while not widespread, there are some examples where planning
schemes have included building work provisions which the NCC does not cover
because they were not deemed as necessary,. Examples include requirements for
photovoltaic cells, internet connections and accessibility (prior to the recent NCC
amendments).

Building regulations have hitorically dealt with the design and siting of detached
housing through a “one stop shop”. With planning schemes stepping into this
space, the Building Regulation was amended to prescribe what building work
matters a local government planning scheme can address, being:

e Design and siting standards for single detached dwellings (see below); and

e Designation of areas subject to bushfire and flooding (see below).

The Building Regulation calls up the design and siting standards (namely siting
and site cover) contained in the QDC as a default standard across Queensland.
Local governments can adopt their own design and siting standards in their
planning schemes. Other QDC provisions relating to for example car parking and

private open space are optional for a local government to adopt.



4.

The QDC is a code for only building work’, with additional planning requirements
for material change of use’ & building work being determined by the planning
scheme.

Definitions in the Planning Act relating to building work and material change of use
impact on how housing is assessed. Directions from the Department of State
Development and Planning on how planning schemes should be drafted are
contrary to the intended use of definitions in the Act and have created

considerable uncertainty for the building industry (see below).

Planning schemes include housing standards in zoning codes, housing codes,
local area codes and overlay provisions. Planning schemes are enormous
documents overcrowded with planning acronyms and legalese, and even
practiced professionals argue about how they should be interpreted. If you don’t
know how to read a planning scheme you could easily make a mistake as
assessment triggers and standards for housing are scattered throughout a

scheme.

Where a proposed single detached dwelling does not comply with the QDC or
planning scheme standards, then approval of the local government is required
before building work approval can be given by a private certifier. Given the
complexity of the process, the certifier will generally make the application for the
applicant. The approval processes and costs vary greatly for each local
government.

Itis not unusual for the type of application to be contentious eg referral, material
change of use or building work or a combination thereof — each of which has their

owhn approval process and fees.

The Planning Act also allows new residential subdivisions to have their own design
and siting standards which override the planning scheme. These are colloquially
known as “covenants” or “Plan of Developments (PODs)”. Where a proposed
house does not comply with the “covenant” standards many local governments
such as Gold Coast City Council will request an application to amend the original

subdivision approval, which can then become a very complex exercise.

There are hundreds, if not thousands of PODs. They are generally poorly written

and ambiguous, and quite often their legal status is unclear with some PODs

" Defined terms in the Planning and Building Acts
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expiring, with questions about whether they override the planning scheme being
interpreted differently from local government to local government.

It is not uncommon for designers and private certifiers to consult the POD, QDC
and planning scheme when designing and assessing a house, and where there is
a conflict, a costly application to the local government is the only way in which the
uncertainty can be resolved.

8. Fillingdirectly associated with a house is considered to be building work. However
the legislation is unclear about how much land around a house can be filled ie
when it is no longer building work. For example, the Sunshine Coast Regional
Council requires a development application for more than 200 mm of fill within
1.5 metres of a boundary, so a private certifier is left in a quandary about whether
fillassociated with a house is building work or not.

9. The Planning Act contains other provisions which allow other design and siting
codes for 37 State Development Areas throughout the State, which includes major
residential growth areas such as Flagstone. These Areas contain their own design
and siting standards for housing.

10.The Department of State Development and Planning recently released a draft
Secondary Dwelling Code for public comment. This was to be a planning code
under a separate legislative framework to the QDC.

The regulatory framework for other forms of housing such as dual occupancy dwellings
and apartments is simpler as in most cases planning approval must be obtained prior to
building approval being given. However other issues relating to design standards,
timeliness, application costs, regulatory hurdles, performance based decisions and land
supply continue to impact on the ability of the market to supply affordable and well
located housing.

Bushfire and Flooding Overlays

Land subject to bushfire and flooding is shown in planning scheme maps, and this
informs designers and certifiers about what additional measures under the NCC applies.
This system works well though there have been many instances where land has been
wrongly mapped, partly because local authorities may not have complete information
and therefore map land as hazardous as a precaution.

Because land mapping is often incomplete, when land is subdivided for housing local
governments will require detailed bushfire and flood mapping to be provided with the
development application. Quite often the detailed mapping conflicts with the planning
scheme, which remains unaltered. The detailed mapping is not readily available and
often requires extensive and costly searches to locate. Then when found the mapping
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may be ambiguous. A development application for a new house to resolve the matter

then becomes an unwanted and unexpected cost.

Uncertainty about when a planning application is required for a building

Planning Schemes can regulate both material change of use and building work (excluding
matters under the Building Act). This is because a new building does not necessarily
involve a material change of use eg demolishing and rebuilding a house, minor works,
extensions, pools and the like. Explanatory Notes to the Planning Bill provide a detailed
explanation on what is building work and how it relates to material change of use. This is
consistent with planning legislation in New South Wales and Victoria which defines
development as both the use of land and the construction of a building. ie design and

siting of housing.

Despite the Planning Act, accepted planning practice is to classify the design and siting
of a house as a material change of use. As well as this being a nonsense it creates
considerable uncertainty as the trigger for when development is “material” is subjective
and an application required. Everyday examples of development considered to be a

material change of use include:

e Demolishing and building a new house;
e Extensions;
e Swimming pools; and

e Siting variations.

Local governments also consider that even a new house on a newly created lot in a
residential subdivision as a material change of use, which begs the question about why

the lot was created if not for a house.

The problem for builders and certifiers is that if the housing codes are not read correctly,
and there are many of them to check, a costly mistake can be made. As local
governments have the resources to take legal action, most applicants succumb and
lodge material change of use applications to avoid the costs and delays involved. There

are also cases where houses have been demolished as a result.
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Additional material

Attached to this submission is a presentation for a HIA breakfast about why a single
housing code is required. While the presentation is dated, the issues raised are still

current and includes numerous examples the Commission is looking for.

Also attached is an article about how the terms for building work and material change of
use are causing considerable confusion which was recently published in the Planning

Institute’s Agenda magazine.

How the current regulatory framework for housing has evolved

Design and siting standards for detached dwellings have traditionally been included in
building regulations as this provided a “one stop shop” for approvals. However new
planning schemes and State planning legislation have also included additional design
and siting standards for housing complicating the approval process, creating
unnecessary delays and adding approval costs. Despite these problems being well
known in the building industry, State building and planning agencies have failed to
address these. They have mostly worked independently of each other eg writing their own
housing codes; and sometimes their actions have often exacerbated these problems eg
allowing matters such as building height to be included in planning schemes.

Further, successive governments have preferred not to undermine the autonomy of local
governments. This is despite considerable benefits to the community and homeowners
of a single housing code having been recognised and accepted in other Australian States.

The Commission is also seeking stakeholder views on the reform directions outlined above, including:

« if there are other reforms that would help to reduce regulatory complexity or inconsistency

» the extent to which developers and residents could be provided the flexibility to negotiate variations to existing
regulation to reach mutual agreement on development in a neighbourhood, and what frameworks need to be
established to make this work

« what other mechanisms could help to better align regulatory outcomes with community preferences

» any unintended consequences, implementation issues or other issues that should be considered.

Codes will streamline building approvals for housing

“Deemed approved” design and siting codes such as those contained in the Queensland
Development Code, Priority Development Areas, local government planning schemes
and preliminary approvals (better known as Plan of Developments (PODs)) are written
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where the impact of a building is known. This means owners, designers, certifiers and
builders can design, approve and construct buildings where they comply with relevant
codes without any planning approvals being required from local governments. Such

deemed approved codes for houses and associated structures are commonplace.

The current problem in Queensland is that there are too many of these codes, they are

too complex, are poorly written and overlap.

NSW has mandatory Statewide complying codes for houses, secondary dwellings, dual

occupancies and townhouses, as well as codes for some apartments.

Design codes can also be written for more larger buildings such as apartments however
these, like other buildings, almost always require development approval. This is because
local governments use the development approval process to assess off site impacts and

negotiate specific outcomes with the developer.

Reduce the number of separate codes

There is no justification in having a regulatory system which has hundreds of housing

codes, particularly where variations in these codes are minor.

Therefore the QDC should become a mandatory code which permits local variations only
in circumstances where environmental conditions are critical. These should be

referenced in the QDC so prospective owners, builders and certifiers can find them.

Further it is an absolute nonsense that the Department of State Development and

Planning has its own detached housing codes for Priority Development Areas.

In respect of the unknown number of Plan of Developments, these should be all made
redundant with any specific issues being managed by overlays or indexed variations to
the QDC.

In other States regulatory impact assessment have identified considerable benefits in
reducing the number of housing codes. For example, project home builders will be able
reduce costs as housing designs offered to consumers will be compliant throughout the
State, instead of the current situation where designs have to be amended to deal with

minor and mostly non-sensical variations in local design and siting standards.
Overlays

Overlays identify potential environmental constraints but are never updated when
detailed studies undertaken as part of land subdivision approvals identify site specific

information. In these situations the local government should be required and allowed
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amend its overlays immediately so prospective owners, buildings and certifiers can find

them.
Complexity of Planning Schemes

Even professionals argue about how to interpret planning schemes. They have become
unnecessarily wordy and full of jargon, complex and difficult to interpret correctly. A well

written planning scheme should be accessible to the public.
Housing Diversity

There is a lack of suitable housing in many communities, particularly for older persons
downsizing their homes who still wish to retain connection with their communities and
families. Instead those seeking other forms of housing are offered little choice except
high rise apartments mainly located in the inner city or larger suburban centres. Other
housing types such as secondary dwellings, dual occupancies, townhouses and low rise
apartments should be facilitated throughout our towns and cities through the
development of Statewide zoning directions to local governments. For example, each
local government should be required to demonstrate benchmarks for zoned land which

permit these housing forms.
Performance Based Planning

Performance based planning provides flexibility and encourages innovation as
applicants are able to apply for buildings which do not meet “deemed to comply”
standards. There are however three issues with performance based planning as it:

leads to inconsistent outcomes for similar housing types;

2. means those with knowledge and resources are the primary beneficiaries as they
are able to engage consultants to argue their proposals. Smaller designers and
builders find it difficult to compete in this space and as a result distrust the
system.

3. isopentobeing misused and potential corruption.

A review of how the current performance based system is operating could improve
housing outcomes by making it more accessible. For example, where a local government
accepts performance based solution for less car parking or private open space, the

reasons should be published so that other applicants can utilise the solutions.
Amending applications

Where the design and siting of housing is being changed, the practice of many local
governments is to require any underlying approvals to be changed. This is because
section 73 of the Planning Act states that an approval attaches to the land. This is a

nonsense as once a building is finished, only conditions relating to its use should attach
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to the land. Further building work should be assessed as new work under the current
rules, and not involve a re-assessment of the original application. It has led to the
ludicrous situation on the Gold Coast where a minor application to vary the setback of a
house requires the owner to lodge a more complex and costly application to amend the

subdivision application, which in many cases involves hundreds of lots.

In Brisbane, owners wishing to enclose townhouse and apartment balconies have been
required to lodge complex material change of use applications amending the original
approval, instead of a minor building work application. As the application process was
too complex, many owners have enclosed their balconies without the necessary
approvals. As a result appropriate fire protection measures are not in place, and many
apartments pose a fire risk and do not comply with the fire protection measures of the
NCC.

A Single State Agency Responsible for Housing

There are two different agencies responsible construction and planning standards for
housing. Neither of these agencies work together to resolve regulatory issues and
conflicts between building and planning requirements for housing. The Commission
should recommend combining responsibilities into a single agency tasked with
developing streamlined housing codes, land supply and removing unnecessary red tape.
To lobby for better housing outcomes this agency should be separate from the agency
responsible for the Planning Act, which is inherently conflicted in the services it provides

as itis dealing with the whole planning system.

The recommendation is supported as numerous studies undertaken by industry bodies
have identified infrastructure charges as adding significant costs to a new dwelling, that
such charges are being used to complement general taxes and rates, and that such

charges are inequitable as they impose higher costs on new housing.
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Approval processes

The recommendations are supported.

There is considerable research and evidence to support separating policy development
and regulatory processes. Similarly, the planning system would benefit from separating
planning processes and development control as it would improve the quality and
transparency of decision making. Development assessment panels are successfully

used in NSW and other States to improve and speed up decision making.

Private certifiers already undertake this role for detached housing where it requires
referral to local government or a planning application. While the Planning Act places the
obligation on applicants to make such applications, the process is too complex for most
owners and home builders, and the application does not warrant engaging a planning

consultant.

However, the scope of a private certifiers’ role should be limited to relevant issues such
as design, siting, flooding and bushfire matters. More complex applications will require

the third party with broader skills and experience.
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The recommendations are supported with the following qualifications:

1. Statutory Timeframes

The issue is not the timeframes but the complex procedures themselves. Requests
for further information by public authorities stop the clock and where such requests
are unreasonable they cause further delays while solutions are negotiated. The

calculation of timelines is in itself very complex.

Timelines for building applications are regulated under the Planning Act and are not
followed as they are not realistic and in any case the commercial arrangement
between a Certifier and their client ensures work is completed within a reasonable
time.

2. Performance Information

Local government performance information must be carried out independently as
local governments will not want to publish information which highlights poor
performance.
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o REQUEST FOR INFORMATION - PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL PROCESSES

To assist the Commission to better understand how planning and development approval processes can be
improved, we are seeking further evidence on where development approvals work well and where they do not, as
well as examples that have been used successfully in other jurisdictions.

The Commission is seeking evidence and views on:

« on what types of development and what criteria should be set for assessing whether a development is
sufficiently significant to qualify for an alternative development assessment pathway, and which body should be
responsible for coordinating and making assessments

« whether there are opportunities to engage third parties such as building certifiers to take more of a role in the
planning and building approval process, including whether this would help to streamline approvals and whether
it would introduce unintended consequences, and how these could be mitigated

» what performance information would be useful to collect and make public
+ the merit of a 'service guarantee’ and what form it might take

» possible housing designs or services where pre-approval could be given or the need for approval could be
removed

» whether and how technology could be used to help improve approval processes.

Criteria for Alternate Development Pathway

Local government should be responsible for making most development decisions in their
areas unless matters are of State interest. If a local governmentfails to meetits legislative
obligations to assess development proposals on time, particularly for housing, then it
does become a matter of State interest. Therefore the alternate assessment pathway
could be requested by the applicant where:

e legislated timelines and processes are not followed; and
e information requests are unreasonable.

The decision about whether the criteria are met should be made by an independent
expert body. Building and Development Tribunals have an excellent reputation for dealing
with disputes quickly and cost effectively. Their jurisdiction could be expanded to include
deciding whether the criteria are met, and also appointing an independent panel to
assess the application.

A key benefit of this proposal is that it will improve accountability and transparency of
local governments in decision making, as the responsibility for making the development
will be taken from them where they fail to comply with legislated requirements.

The Use of Third Parties to make Development Decisions

Private certifiers already undertake this role for detached housing where it requires
referral to local government or a planning application. While the Planning Act places the
obligation on applicants to make such applications, the process is too complex for most
owners and home builders, and the application does not warrant the costs of engaging a
planning consultant.
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However the scope of a private certifiers’ role should be limited to relevant issues such
as design, siting, flooding and bushfire matters. More complex applications will require
the third party to have broader planning expertise. Therefore an approved pool of suitable
experts should be used. Building and Development Tribunals provide a model for how
this can work, and their role could be broadened to include a experts appointed to make

development decisions.
Pre approval of housing

Every site is different, each having their own encumbrances with soils, wind, easements,
drainage, slopes and external threats such as flooding and bushfire. Pre approval is
therefore not likely to be possible.

However having well written and Statewide compliance codes will streamline the
process so that building designers and housing companies can prepare designs which

require only minimal checking.
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Zoning regulations and land supply

“F" PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATION 9 - ZONING REGULATIONS AND LAND SUPPLY

To increase the supply of housing and improve housing construction productivity and affordability, the
Queensland Government should introduce measures to ease zoning restrictions in well-located areas. To do this
it should:

« identify well located areas near activity centres and surrounding transport hubs in South East Queensland and
regional cities where housing densities could be increased

« institute a rigorous process that includes open consultation on how and where greater densities should be
achieved to improve housing affordability and maximise net benefits to the broader community

 increase the allowable densities in appropriate areas by amending local planning schemes or setting rules for
locations that local governments must implement in their planning schemes.

The recommendations are supported however the Commission also needs to consider
whether the land supply market is competitive.

The complexity of the development approval system means that only those individuals
and companies with sufficient resources and skills can successfully subdivide land into
housing lots. In addition, public bodies, especially at the State level, prefer to deal with
large scale proposals which are able to fund required infrastructure and provide a more
acceptable integrated development. Small land owners and developers are becoming
less evident in this market.

As aresult, broad hectare land suitable for development is tied up with a handful of land
development companies and there have been suggestions that supply is deliberately
withheld to maximise returns. Broad hectare land monitoring must also include
information about ownership patterns to ensure that the market is competitive.

Within urban areas, the information required to make a development application is
extensive and requires numerous environmental, traffic and other reports.

Even where land is zoned for a specific purpose such as medium density housing,
applicants are asked to undertake various assessments even though such investigations
should have been undertaken by the local government before the land was rezoned. For
example, traffic impact assessments are always required even though the ability of the
local roads to carry additional traffic should have been undertaken before the local
government zoned the land.

Land that is zoned for a particular purpose should be able to be developed without the
need for costly studies.
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The recommendations are supported with the following qualifications.
Housing Targets

The proposed targets should go beyond zoned land. Local governments should identify
targets for specific housing types and locations based on the demographics of their
community. As well, local governments must have appropriate development codes
which allow such housing to be built. These provisions should be signed off by an

independent panel comprising of housing experts and local representatives.
Reporting

The danger of performance reporting is that it can become an “end” rather than a
“means”, absorbing resources which could otherwise be utilised for more productive
purposes. Further it would need to be carried out independently as local governments
will not want to publish information which highlights poor performance.

If there are good state wide housing codes, streamlined decision making processes,
adequate supplies of appropriately zoned land and measures to deal with poor decision
making (eg third party panels and more accessible appeal mechanisms), then extensive

reporting should not be necessary.
Planning Schemes

Planning schemes should be subject to robust regulatory impact analysis to test whether

they will achieve net community benefits, especially in regard to housing targets.
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Land Supply Reporting

Land supply reporting should also include land ownership patterns to ensure land supply

initiatives are not compromised by poor market competition.
Zoning Reforms

These should be targeted across the board as most areas of Queensland are suffering

from housing issues, and if not should be ensuring it does not become an issue.
Housing Targets and Local Control

Local governments should identify targets for specific housing types and locations based
on the demographics of their community. As well, local governments must have
appropriate development codes which allow such housing to be built. These provisions
should be signed off by an independent panel comprising of housing experts and local
representatives. This would also address the Commission’s question about enabling

more local control over land use while aligning local and broader community interests.
Reporting

The danger of performance reporting is that it can become an “end” rather than a
“means”, absorbing resources which could otherwise be utilised for more productive

purposes.

If there are good state wide housing codes, streamlined decision making processes,

adequate supplies of appropriately zoned land and measures to deal with poor decision
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making (eg third party panels and more accessible appeal mechanisms), then extensive

reporting should not be necessary.
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Increasing support for zoning reforms

Community concerns about housing have changed and there is much greater
acceptance of increased density and housing types within established areas.

In established urban areas large multi-story developments which overshadow existing
urban areas and generate significant traffic attract community objection because of their
scale. Increasing density does not have to always involve twenty story buildings. Higher
densities can also be achieved with buildings of a lesser height having a more respectful
interface with existing housing. In Brisbane for example, most housing comprises
detached housing or multi story apartments. Other forms of housing ie the missing
middle are not as evident.

Developing land on the urban fringe is more complex as removal of native habitats for
housing also impacts on the amenity of nearby residents. Expert consultation is required

in these circumstances to deal with real and perceived issues, as well as political ones.

No comments offered.
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Building regulations

Each of the provisions should be reviewed as some of them are necessary eg width of
accessways, while others are not practical eg reinforced bathroom walls in case fittings

are added in the future.

Energy efficiency standards deserve closer scrutiny as Queensland’s milder climate
means that the benefits of some measures are minimal. The utility of previous increases
in star ratings across climate zones in the NCC appears inequitable as for example star

rating increases for heating in Queensland have less benefit than in Victoria.

The recommendations are supported. Itis noted that the NCC has been subject to robust

regulatory impact analysis in the past.

This is agreed.
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Energy efficiency and accessibility requirements warrant review. Other standards are in

the main well accepted by industry.

The structure of the NCC is complex and rewriting it would make it more accessible for

users.

Implementation of changes to the NCC are always contentious. While the ABCB provides
information sessions these are primarily directed at certifiers. The State building agency
does provides minimal information and training to builders and this is left to industry

bodies and certifiers.
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Our Credentials

Based in Chermside and Kingscliff (NSW)
Largest domestic Certifier in Queensland
Issued over 6,000 building approvalsin 2015
4,000 were for new homes in Queensland

Renowned for our professionalism and infegrity
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Employ 41 staff including 14 Certifiers and 3 Cadefs
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“The Infegrated Planning BIll delivers fo Queensland state-of-the-art
planning legislation. It will provide our State with the best performing
development assessment system of any State in Australia-best

performing Iin terms of ifs efficiency and the quality of the decisions it

delivers.”

Integrated Planning Bill Second Reading
Hon. D.E. McCauley, 30 October 1997
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“An efficient planning system will help the sfate’s economy fo

respond to the global financial crisis, achieved through ...

... sfreamlining at plan-making and development assessment levels
leading fo simpler, clearer and better integrated planning fhat
produces more certain development assessment, and this results in
greater certainty, faster processing, and reduced costs for both

applicant and council, improving housing affordability”

Sustainable Planning Bill Second Reading

Hon. SJ Hinchliffe, 19 June 2009
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Government

“The governme mework that

is good for th re certainty
means more in achieve this

the bill provide ent process,

which will trar and reduce

unnecessary re | process.”

Planning Bill Seconc
Hon. J.A.Trad, 11T M
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Why do we need a single housing code®e

1. Hundreds of housing codes across Queensland
2. Most are poorly writtfen and inflexible
3. Can add wasted thousands fo the cost of a new home
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Why do we need a single housing code®e

1. Hundreds of housing codes across Queensiand
2. Most are poorly written and inflexible
3. Can add wasted thousands fo the cost of d new home
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Each Local Government has residential zones,
often containing numerous precincts
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b General residential 2cne: | n‘v[v
&l
i Cosstal communifies precint - Table 9 2 1.3 ‘Setbacks'
i Suburban neighbourhood precinct - Table 3.3.1.4 "Setbacks' L1
ii.  Next generetion neighoourhood precinct - Table 8.3.1.5 'Seibacks'
iv.  Urban reighbourhood precinet - Teble 8.3.1.6 p I
| | ides
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9 Development codes

¢, Caboolture West lccal plan-
i Urben living precinct - Next generation sub-precinct - Table 9.3.1.5 'Setbacks'

d Redeliffe Kippa-Ring local plan

i Interim residential precinct - Takle ©.3.1.3 "Setbacks’

Notz - T35 (€ 3 QUaANE0sE 39030 13! IS 2n 3R2MAVE provision to the QOC, £3n MPT.1, A1), (maw[c).Az‘m (b) 3n3
(g} and part MP1 2, A1 (3), (&) and (). A2 (3], (b)and {a men;htwemvtsptwsnnfaammlng

3cencurence zgencyresporse from Council Notz - Graater setbacks ifhe kot
o ea (Refer © ¥aies and constraints for datads).

Note - Tae sbore setbacks apply orly to Ciass 13 and Ciszs 103 buldnpsstuctures.

Built to boundary wals are:

& providzd on lots with 3 frontage less than 18m. in accordance with 3 plan of developrient sporoved
by council s pari of 3 to the land or as subsequently
‘amended by ccuncil in writing:

OR

. forall other built to beundary wals refer to Takle ©.3.1.7 ‘Builito wals
€. ofalength and Neight 7 Takle £.3,1.7 'Sullt t0 Doundary walls’;
d.  setback from the eide boundary:
L not more than 20mm; or
ii. g;oplan of developmant shows only one built te bouncdary wall on the bourdary, not more than
mm,

e onthe low side of s sloping lot.

Editors nole - L«s wnamq buitta boum:ywdk should aln noudazs :pprupnn sazemant n faciitats Mwnmm
with b High D

¥ Y

Eazament’ n-alvﬁerhﬂh ¥ 3’ p.lrpcx:"

hote - The abore setbacks agply orly 1o Class 13 and Ciass 10a buldngsiseuctures.

Note - Tais 15 3 quantifisble S:3sdand that is 2n akemative provision tothe QDC, gan MP1.1, A1 (z), (bl anc (¢), AZ‘H; (h):nd

(chand part MP12, A1 (3), (£) and &). A2 (3], {b)and (di. Nen-comoiance with this provision for 2 Dveeling hou:
3 concumencs agancy response fiom Counci

Editora note - A wall iz not1o be buit 1 the boundary F & haza window cr 2 vall of a building on an adipising lot

a  Iswihin 200mm of Na boundary,

b iswihin 1.5m of tha bouncary and 235 2n opering/Nindow to 2 habeabie ooy

& is not sonsricted fram masonry or other material firz r3tad in secordance with fe Building Cads of Austraiz.

3724 Commenced 1 February 2016
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9 Development codes

Site cover (excluding eaves. sun shading cevices. patios, balconies and other unenciosed sinctures) does
not exceead:

8.  Emerging community zone:

. ition precinct (s ped fof) -in with the table below

b Genersl residential zone:

*  Coasialcommunties precinct - 0%

«  Suburbzn neighbourhood precinct - 50%
- Next generation neighbeurhood precinct — in atcordance with the tsbls below

. Urkban neighbourhood precinct — in accordance with the table below

¢,  Caboolture wes: focal plan:
*  Urban living precinct - Next generation sub-precinct - in accordance with the table below

d  Redeliffe Kippa-Ring local plan:
. Interim residartisl precinct - 50%

I [ 50w “IW

83morless 80%

>8.5m-12.0m 0% 0% 0% 50% 0%

>120m N& A NA 50% 4%

Noe-ThisiE3 matis 30 3itemany e QCC, pan MF1.1 A3 3nd gan M= 1.2, A3 Non-compiance

it tis provisicn for a Dwesirg house22 requres 3 concurrance 2gency response from Cownall.

Caor parking spaccs ore provided in a:cordance with the teble below.

=

General residential zone:
. Cozstal communites precinct
. Suburtan neigtbourhoed grecinct

Redcliffz Kippa-Rirg local par:
®  Intesimresidenial precinct

Energing communay zoe: 1 per Dwelling housef??!

Commenced 1 February 2016 3725
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9 Development codes

Transitien praciret [devsiopsd loth

General resdentisl zone:
+  Nextgenerstion neighbourbood precingt
. Urban naighboutheod pracinct

Catociture west bocal glan code:
*  Utban living precinct - Next genesation sus-precingt

Mote - Doss not mClLde the paning of Fesvy Venices of Heawy Machinery.

MNote - Th tatigen ionto the QDC, pert P14, AB and per MP1.2, A2 Non-complince
mmsprwsonhrameinqnouse mnumawm&wrﬁmﬁemm

SAO7

Garage and carport openings zre in accordance with the table below.

[ |
Orester than 15m ot specifed
Greater than 12 Zm 10 18m £m wide naemum
2,907 of less Single siorey. smm&manmmomrey 0.0m widz maximen and recessed 1.0m
tehndthe fom wall or baicony of
Eators o havee c4ce o
OR
For = lsnewsy iot (Sigle o tvo storey}. no maximum

Hotz -*For 3 laneway lot, vehice aceess must via

Hots -Refer to Planning scheme policy - Resdentisl cesign for detals and eanpes

Mots - Thiz iz 3 qeartifasic that iz an Samative provizien to e QDC, gartMP1.1, A1(b)NuLoan\plnmwlhlh=
provison for 8 Dwsiing on.2 lot under 450" reguires 2 concur=nce agency respanse from Councl
Hote - Thiz i aquanifizbke standard of habuildr < No

with s prosson for a Dweling house hﬂ ma)ormmmamwﬁmageﬂqmwsemmcwm

ars s i f40% of the g
lSl'E lesser, of for @ lznaway lot no maximum.

btsinzd from, or 4.8m

MNotz -This is aquaniifizble sandard that relates to matters iestifiedin section 28. table 1 schedule 7 cf the Sustainable Planning
icn. N with thi Gion for 3 Dwalling h 3 councl.

3726 Commenced 1 February 2016
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Each zone has a set of standards, usually a

nouse code

9 Development codes

SAO9 \Vhere there Is & plan of development, driveway CrosSsovers are lotaied In accordanie with & pian of
development approved by Countil as part of s development spproval or as othenwvise amended by Council
in writng

=:andard that relaws to maters able Flarning
npliance Wit s ¢ 1 Br 3 Dwe ase from council

SAO10 | Driveways do not include a reversing bay, manosuvring area or visitor parking spaces (other than tandem
spaces) in the front setback

Nete -This i a quantifisble stas S 10 mats 28 tabiz 1 schedu Sustainable Flarning
Regulsticn. Nos-compliancs wi ion for 3 Dwe SqUITES 3 CONCUITENDE SQency re! se from Counci
SAOf1 | Site access and d vays ars designed and locatad in accordance with

a where for & Council-conirofled road, ASINZS2390.1, section 3

b where for 2 State-controlled mad, the Safe Intersection Sight Distance requirements in AustReads
and the approprate IPWEAQ standard drawings, or 3 copy of a Transport Infrastructure Act, section
62 approval

Nete-Ths i
Requisticn

tifatle standard that relases to maters
-compliancs with this growsicn for 3 D

ction 28, tadle 1 schedula 7 of
EJUIES 3 CONCUrTE: ency reso

3i3bie Flarning
onse from council

Casual surveillance

SAO12

SAO13

The Cwelling house (or the primary dwelling  including a secondary dwelling) must address priimary
frontages (excluding motorway and arterial roads) with @ minimum of a front door. window(s) and pedestrian
entrance

Nets - if 2 acoustio
frontsga

nes his bean condtionsd 35 part of 2

Figuring 3 et 30 2pply tothat

Sandiard thet rata = 7  Flarning
hoszel

th this o fram counzil

A minimum of one habitable room window having an arsa of stleset 1m*on sach level overiooks sach
adjoining public space (street, publc open space or laneway)

b= standard that relates
It this pro

Ncte -Ths is & quantifi
Regulsticn. -complianc

stairabie Flarning
Se from council

Waste

SAO14

Each dweling (primary and 2econdary) includes a bin storags srea that
a B notvisibie rom public areas or screened from publlc areas

b. is not located in the primary frontage setback. unless the dwelling is built fo boundary on both sides
of ‘with only onz frontage:

c. iz not located in an enclosed garage

ning
et

pring
=

2

3]

ng
il

i
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Table 9.3.1.3 Setbacks

PROFESSIONAL
CERTIFCATION GROLP

Why do we need a single housing code?  luilting partnsrships




Table 9.3.1.4 Setbacks

Less
than
4.5m

5m

® &
3

0]
L]
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Each zone has a set of standards, usually a
house code

Table 9.3.1.5 Setbacks

Emerging community zone - Transition precinct (developed lot), General residential zone - Next generation neighbourhood precinct
and Caboolture West local plan - Urban living precinct (Next generation neighbourhood sub-precinct)
Height of Frontage Primary Frontage Secondary to street Frontage Side Rear To | Canal To
wall Secondary | Non-built | OMP and | OMP and
to lane to wall wall
boundary
To wall To OMP To To wall To OMP To To OMP, wall To
covered covered | walland | OMP and
car car covered wall
parking parking car
space space parking
space
Note - Thesg
requirements
apply to all
Class 10s ol Thes;
buiidings ang SREmEaEn
structures ag Snply o 3l
defined by Gl
the Building Dulidngs end
Code of :Z:zg.:y“
Gl the Building
Code of
Australian.
Lessthan | Min 3m Min 2m Min 5.4m | Min2m Min 1m Min 5.4m | Min 0.5 As per As per Min 4.5m
4.5m QDC QbDC
4.5mto Min 3m Min 2m N/A Min 2m Min 1m N/A Min 0.5 As per As per Min 4.5m
8.5m abpc QDC
Greater Min 6m Min Sm N/A Min 3m Min 2m N/A Min 0.5 As per As per Min 4.5m
than 8.5m QabDc QDC

Why do we need a single housing code?
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Table 9.3.1.6 Setbacks

General residential zone - Urban neighbourhood precinct, and Emerging community zone - Transition precinct (developed lot) and
identified in the Morayfield South urban area on Figure 9.3.1.1

Height Frontage Primary Frontage Secondary to street Frontage Side Rear To Canal To
of wall Secondary | Non-built | OMP and | OMP and
to lane to wall wall
Less Min 1m Min 1m Min 5.4m Min 1m Min 1m Min54m | Min0.5 As per As per Min 4.5m
than QDC QDC
4.5m
45to Min 1m Min 1m N/A Min 1m Min 1m N/A Min 0.5 As per As per Min 4.5m
8.5m QDC QDC
Greater | Min 5m Min 3m N/A Min 2m Min 1m N/A Min 0.5 As per As per Min 4.5m
than QDC QDC
8.5m

Why do we need a single housing code?¢
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e

7.5m or less

Table 9.3.1.7 Buiit to boundary walis

Max Length 80% of the length of

Not permitted” Max Length: 80% of the iength
bath sides of ihe 1he boundary
uniess a comer Max Hesght: 7.5m Max Height: 8.5m
ot
More than 7.5m | Mandatory - one | Not permifted” Max Length: 60% of the length | Max Length: 70% of the length of
to 12.5m Side of the he
Max Height: 7.5m Max Height: 10.5m
More than Optional. Not permitted” Max Length: the lesser of 15m | Max Length: the lesser of 15mor
12,5m to 18m or 50% of the length of the 60% of ihe fength of the boundary
i on1 boundary Max Height: 10.5m
boundary Max Height' 7.5m
only;
il where
the buit
1o
boundary
wail
adjoins a
ot with a
frontage
less than
18m
Not permitted -
Otherwise
Greater than Not permitted™ | Not permitieg” Not permitted” Not permitted”
18m

Why do we need a single housing code?
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Priority Development Areas

hitp://www.dilgp.gld.gov.au/

Priority Development Areas (PDAs) are parcels of land within Queensland,
identified for specific accelerated development with a focus on economic
growth.

Declared PDAs

Andergrove PDA, Mackay Parklands PDA

Blackwater PDA Queen’s Wharf Brisbane PDA

Blackwater East PDA Ripley Valley PDA

Bowen Hills PDA, Brisbane Roma PDA

Caloundra South PDA Southport PDA

Central Queensland University (CQU)  Tannum Sands PDA

Rockhampton PDA The Mill at Moreton Bay PDA

Clinfon PDA, Gladstone Toolooa PDA

Greater Flagstone PDA Toondah Harbour PDA

Fitzgiblbon PDA, Brisbane Toowoomba Railway Parklands PDA
Maroochydore City Centre PDA Townville City Waterfront PDA

Moranbah PDA Weinam Creek PDA I
Northshore Hamilton PDA, Brisbane Woolloongabba PDA, Brisbane ‘I
Oonoonba PDA, Townsville Yarrabilba PDA PR[]FESSH]NM

CERTIFGATION GROLP
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Then special POD’'s that override the Planning

Scheme

¥ MBRC Planning Scheme - Zones and Overlays Efiectve from 1 February 2016
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BRISBANE

Bridgeman Downs — Aston Grove
Bridgeman Downs — The Hideaway
Brighton — Brighton Landing
Carindale — Astenbrook

Carindale — Hilltop

Carseldine - Carseldine Chase
Carseldine — Limestone Park
Carseldine — Somerset
Doolandella — Forest Park
Doolandella — Outlook on Forest
Doolandella - Treeline

Durack — The Village

Ferny Grove — Outlook Estate

Fig Tree Pocket — Serene Place
Fitzgibbon — Fitzgibbon Chase
Gaythorne — Botanic

Gumdale — Nichols St

Heathwood — Heathwood Avenues
Heathwood — Parkwood
Heathwood — River Quarter

Inala — Eugenia Street

Inala — Eugenia Street

Inala — Richlands Tafe

Kuraby — Pioneer Valley
Mackenzie — Mackenzie Gardens
Mackenzie — Oak St

Moggill - The Sanctuary

Oxley — Douglas St

Oxley — Douglas St

Oxley — Park Vue

Pallara - Broadbent Road
Rochedale - Arise

Rochedale — Gardiner Rd
Rochedale — Rochedale Estates
The Gap —Kilbowie Rise

The Gap - Vinter Place

Upper Kedron — Jarrah

Upper Kedron — Parksedge
Upper Kedron - The Palisades
Wakerley — Baychester

|

GERTIFICATION GROUP
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GOLD COAST CITY COUNCIL

Biggera Waters — Harbour Quays
Carrara — Aqua Vista

Carrara — Boonaroo Views
Coomera - Big Sky

Coomera — Coomera Springs
Coomera - Coomera Waters
Coomera - Ferndale

Coomera — Genesis

Elanora — Palm Beach Heights
Gilston — Banksia Ridge

Gilston — Gilston Green

Gilston — Longhill Parks
Helensvale — River Links

Hope Island — Cova

Jacobs Well — Calypso Bay
Kingsholme — Montego Hills
Maudsland — Huntington Downs
Maudsland — Huntington Rise
Maudsland — Huntington Rise
Ormeau — Jacobs Ridge

Ormeau — Ormeau Ridge

Ormeau — Pimpama Rivers

Ormeau - Stewarts Road

Oxenford — Park Cenftral

Pacific Pines — Pacific Pines
Pimpama — Arcadia Woods
Pimpama — Gainsborough Greens
Pimpama — Oakwood Rise
Pimpama — Pacific Cove

Pimpama — Ridgeline

Pimpama — The Meadows

Pimpama — Watersun Rise

Reedy Creek — Kingsmore

Reedy Creek — The Observatory
Upper Coomera — Coomera Retreat
Upper Coomera — Highland Reserve
Upper Coomera — Riverstone Crossing
Upper Coomera - Stone Creek
Varsity Lakes — Varsity Lakes

Willow Vale — Waverley Park

|

GERTIFICATION GROUP
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IPSWICH

Augustine Heights — Augustine Heights
Augustine Heights — Brentwood Rise
Augustine Heights — Parkway Green
Augustine Heights — The Springs
Bellbird Park — Brentwood Forest
Bellbird Park — Brentwood Rise

Black soil — Blue Star Park

Chuwar — Dan St

Chuwar - Rivendell

Chuwar - Stanton Park

Deebing Heights — Deebing Gardens
Deebing Heights — Sovereign Pocket
Goodna — Cunningham Rise

Karalee — Park Village

Leichardt — Heritage Links

North Booval — Riverwoods

Pine Mountain — Crestwood
Raceview — Parklands

Redbank Plains — Cedar View
Redbank Plains — Edens Crossing

Redbank Plains — Fernbrook Bridge
Redbank Plains — Mountainview
Ripley — Providence

Silkstone — Thompson St

Springfield — Springfield Lakes

|

GERTIFICATION GROUP
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LOGAN CITY COUNCIL

Bahrs Scrub — Windaroo Outlook
Buccan — Aspect

Cornubia — California Creek
Cornubia — Cornubia Heights
Daisy Hill - Sanctuary Park
Greenbank — Teviot Downs
Hillcrest — Yogananda

Holmview — The Ridge

Holmview - The Vale
Jimboomba - Flagstone

Logan Reserve — Stoneleigh Reserve
Logan Village — Gaylehaven

Logan Village - My Home & The River
Loganlea — South Quarter

Mount Warren Park — The Heights
Mundoolun — The Mundoolun Estate
Park Ridge — The Rise

Underwood - Arrivia

Underwood — Cascade Green
Underwood - The Grove
Underwood — The Rise

Waterford — Woodland

Yarrabilba - Yarrabilba

|

GERTIFICATION GROUP
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MORETON BAY REGIONAL COUNCIL

Banksia Beach - Dux Creek
Banksia Beach — Pacific Harbour
Bongaree — Bribie Lakes
Burpengary — North Harbour
Burpengary — The Village
Burpengary — Woodvale
Caboolture — Central Lakes
Caboolture — Pumicestone Park
Caboolture — Riverbank
Caboolture - The Reserve
Cashmere — Hacker Rd
Dakabin — Alma Heights
Dakabin — Alma Park Rd
Dakabin — Essencia

Dakabin — Hughes Road East
Dayboro — Homestead Cct
Everton Hills — Creekside
Ferny Hills — Woolshed Grove
Griffin — Freshwater

Griffin — Griffin Heights

Griffin — Griffin Quest

Griffin — Pine Rivers

Griffin — River Breeze

Joyner — Riva Estate
Kallangur — Applewood Ct
Kallangur — Bridgeway
Kallangur — Glenwood

Mango Hill - Capestone

Mango Hill - Crest

Mango Hill - Halpine Lakes

Mango Hill - Mariana Court
Mango Hill - Park Vista

Morayfield — Allyra

Morayfield — Anderson Grove
Morayfield — North Harbour
Murrumba Downs — Castle Hill
Murrumba Downs — Murrumba Rise
Murrumba Downs — Northquarter
Murrumba Downs — Pine River Cove
Narangba — Creekside

Narangba — Forest Ridge
Narangba — Narangba Heights
Narangba — Panorama

Narangba - Stone Ridge

Newport — Isle of Newport

Ningi — Sandstone Lakes

North Lakes — Bridgehaven North
North Lakes — North Lakes

North Lakes — The Niche

Ocean View — Ocean Vista
Samford — Samford Skies

Warner — Defence Housing Australia
Warner — Warner Lakes

Why do we need a single housing code?¢
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NOOSA

Noosa — Doonella
Noosa — Elysium
Noosa — North Rise

REDLAND CITY COUNCIL

Capalaba - Era

Mount Cotton — Cotton Ridge
Mount Cotton — Treeline
Mount Nathan — Nathanvale
Thornlands — Kinross
Thornlands — Langdon Chase

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

Birtinya — Under Kawana Masterplan
Bli Bli — Cutters Ridge

Caloundra — Bellvista

Caloundra — Creekwood
Caloundra — Pelican Waters
Caloundra West — Bells Reach
Forest Glen — Forest Pines

Kawana — Oceanside

Litfle Mountain — Ivadale Lakes
Maroochydore — Sunshine Cove
Mountain Creek — Brightwater
Palmview — Palmview Forest
Peregian Beach - Peregian Springs
Yaroomba — Palmer Coolum

|

L.
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SETBACKS CONTROLS

Gnd Fir Street Frontage: Frontage Bdy (3-4-5:7+9-10):
= === +Habitable Rooms within Buliding Envelope Type 3=1.2M Standard Metal Tube+

+Aataining Waks=1.0M or 10 Bidg Envelops, UNO Type 4=1.5M Mancary Pars with
. Motal Tube andior Masorney infits.
e o e sy v e
------- » 1 10 Gtroots
e ‘monew 1";9- M STD mm' ’M
Shared Bou . 1
— e g::’.:gruormzf-;dw ’ w.'»'m'."'."."'v""'""”'— ,“...9
~SOMmOCK Wit D6 JEC0s0d by 20% </w 25.0M Park Frontage Bdy (3+6):
First Floor: Ym:‘tﬁ%‘.‘mm
——— Fir « 0.0M dock O y
: o ""‘m&""“w""‘"""‘....wa Perimeter Bdy (26+9):
to rear of Lot 1652 E Petl:neeer.l;r&nugu: ,m&#&m,m
— = — “Retning Wals « 1 OM, UNO m‘:ﬁnllﬂdll'y(&ﬂ:
General Siting notes: o sein. (i
*Buiidung Envelope oxtent & aroa i
Bidg Footprnt & maimum area Site Coverage:
+NO Butld Arons (Construction prohieod) Max 40% of Sae Aroa UNO+
Landscape ZoneNo Buidd Butters (consiruction smited) Exchudes oaves of <=0 60
*Ates ol fiCovenant EXchidas non-00ted SHucturss
+Eaves of 0.45M of less may oncroach
st in%o all nomnated nomacks Private Open Space (POS):
= /// Z +Othwr Setbacks decided by ARC on merit Locaton 10 Bo a3 Inacated:
,'f//’ +2.0M sothack 10 oxissng Wails Must bo visible & accessed fom Living aeas
g’ // ‘mm“m Bt the . Imu" mm.g
/’4’ final location 1 10 be determined by the wcaind .
/% Architectural Review Commitioo, :
N +Existing Treos i¢ be rotained, UOA Must B 10Cased in POSIBON Nomingtod:
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Orientation, Building envelope and Setback Requirements
Pimpama Rivers - Stages 13a - 15.
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The Quality of Codes
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The Quality of Codes

The prnposed development does not comply with the require ments to address the
primary frontage and will require a Generally In Accordance application to council.
Alternatively address the Northern road boundary in accordance with the MBRC
planning scheme and provide a minimum of a front door, window(s) and pedestrian
entrance. For a GIA Additional fees of $753 plus a $125 referral fee will apply. Please

advise how you wish to proceed. Please note Council fees are subject to change as at
1 July.
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Why do we need a single housing code<

1. Hundreds of housing codes across Queensland
2. Most are poorly written and inflexible
3. Can add wasted thousands to the cost of a new home
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New Home Approval Costs — QLD Example

® September 2016 - 322 new homes approved by PCG

® 104 required Council approval as house did not meet design &
siting standards

® The average cost of each Council approval was $1014,
with the total cost of compliance being much higher

® /0 to 80 percent of fime taken by a certifier goes into checking
whether the house complies with one or more codes

® Of those that did not require Counclil approval, the builder in
many cases had to re-design the house

® All were approved by Councill I-I

|
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New Home Approval Costs - QLD

Building Approval* $ 183k
Certification Component (30%) $ 55k
Design and Siting (assessing house plans - 70%) $ 128k

Administration Fees

(cost of preparing and submitting applications to Council) T
Inspections $ 107k
Sub Total $ 342k
Design and Siting Approvals $ 82
Driveway Approvals $ 1%
Plumbing Approvals $ 266k
Document Archiving $ 50k
Sub Total $417k
Total S 759k

Why do we need a single housing code?



New Home Approval Costs - QLD

Building
Approval &
Inspection
22%

Council Plumbing
Approval

397 Other Council

Charges
(driveways,
document
archiving)
10%
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New Home Approval Costs - QLD
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New Home Approval Costs - QLD

Building
Approval &

Inspection
Council $503

Plumbing
Approval

5876 Other Council

charges
(driveways,
document
archiving)
$213

]
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Council Assessment Times

Brisbane 4 weeks

Moreton Bay 4-6 weeks

Gold Coast
Logan
Redland

lpswich 4 WS

/DELAYED)|

]
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Administration Issues

To lodge an application, Council requires the DA amendments, Master Plan,
Area Codes and Setback tables to be sent with the usual paperwork. We also
need fo provide Council’s Property Number as the GIA wont be processed by

Council without It.

Council’s assessment time is at least 4 weeks - usually we

have to call fo check on the progress, wait for call backs, then wait a week or
fwo more for the approval.

NN RN N N EN EN EN U AN N N N I U RN RN N N N N I I BN N N N

AttG-Precinct-5.2-5.5-Building-Controls-v1.1,pdf

. Current DA Decision Notice,pdf

DA approved Lot Type Plan.pdf

DA Approved Reconfig Plan.pdf

PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens

. PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens

- Acoustics report.pdf

- As constructed stormwater.pdf

- As contructed sewer.pdf

- BLE (precinct 2).pdf

- BLE.pdf

- Building lot type plan (precinct 2).pdf

- Built form code (cottage and patio lots).pdf

- Built form code (courtyard and cottage lots).pdf

- Built form code (courtyard, cottage, patio - superseded).pdf
- Built form code (premium villa and courtyard lots).pdf
- Built form code (tradition and duplex lots).pdf

- Built form code (tradition, duplex - superseded).pdf

- Built form code (villa and premium villa lots).pdf

- Built form code (villa, premium villa - superseded).pdf
- Bushfire report, landscape plan, stormwater report.pdf
- DA amended.pdf

- DA decision notice (superseded).pdf

- DA decision notice 6-5-13.pdf

- DA decision notice 8-12-10.pdf

- DA decision notice amended,pdf

- GIA letter (lot 385 & 399).pdf

- Master plan incl setback plans.pdf

- Plan of development.pdf

Why do we need a single housing code?
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. PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
. PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
- PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
- PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
- PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -
PIMPAMA - Gainsborough Greens -

POD Part 1 - Masterplan.pdf
POD Part 2 building controls.pdf
POD Part 3 building controls.pdf
POD Part 4 building controls.pdf
POD Part 5 Setback Table.pdf

. POD Part 6 Setback Table and BLE.pdf
. POD Part 7 BLE Plans.pdf
. Precinct 1.2 Bushfire estate report.pdf

Staging and lot type plan (superseded).pdf
Stormwater report addendum, acid sulphate soil report.pdf
Town area code 10 specific house plans.pdf
Town area code Pt 3.pdf

Town area code Pt 4,pdf

Town area code Pt 5.pdf

Town area code Pt 6 specific house plans.pdf
Town area code Pt 7 specific house plans.pdf
Town area code Pt 8 specific house plans.pdf
Town area code Pt 9 specific house plans.pdf
Town area code Pt 11 specific house plans.pdf
Town area code Pt 12 specific house plans.pdf
Town area code Pt 13 specific house plans.pdf
Town area code Pt 14.pdf

Townhouse area code Pt 1.pdf

Townhouse area code Pt 2.pdf

Zero lot wall plan (stage 1-2).pdf

Zero lot wall plan (stage 5).pdf

Wj?ﬁ

PROFESSIONAL
CERTIFICATION GROUP

buliting partnerships




Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

Jimna

Nanango
Tarong =
Yarraman
Maidenwell
Blackbutt [A17 ]
=
Cooyar
cs) =
A3 ]
Esk
Crows Nest
154
54
Toowoomba Gatton
A39
Laidley
Nobby X1
Pilton
Clifton
Goomburra
Allora

m

Sunshige Coast
@a
Caloundra
y i i
Kilcoy m
Bribie Island
| M1
60
Caboolture Moreton
58] Morayfieid Island
M1 |
/""{,
A17 ] 22} ‘
D
Brisbane
Nc
[A17 ] (37) Strad
Isl:
54
Ipswich
[15] ©
59 Q
95
® @
15 33
D
Boonah Beaudesert Southesr
Gold Coas
Google
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Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

Example |
O Carbrook

O Warner

[{Li’r’rle Mountain

o o gﬂ;""?'f .‘
gl m.li.x....

i
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[}[RTIFI[}MIUN GRUUP

Why do we need a single housing code? lilding partnershiy



Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

¥

a1

rded Tce, Little Moun’rai
QDC Referral to Council

5 day delay

Application Fee $854
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Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

dBeerwoh
O Springfield

O Ripley

|
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Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

17 Bilenda Close, Beerwah
RAP Application to Councill

7 day delay

A li fi F 588
pplication Fee
. it N
3
¥ ™ » ’ 2D L g T e z % R X $ : 2 =y v
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Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

g Ii(Bongoree

O Camp Mountain

O Redland Bay

]
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Case Study Examples from

s
,
- b
_‘7‘11\;
- . ey
% A2 S b 2o . . _‘!‘\ "y o , ‘.' cfluw.
A ¢ ..;,-“:,. By "‘ S TR Ry ) ~ ]
B o 3. %
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QDC Referral to Councill

5 day delay

4 Brake Sr’r, Bongorée )

/

Application Fee $585

Why do we need a single housing code?¢
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Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

O Ormeau Hills

I!(Ku raby

O Mango Hill

m
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Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

14 Adverturer Street, Kuraby
QDC Referral to Council

16 day delay

Application Fee $798

1 N N 1 l u f_.l ;| w A |
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Case S’rudy Examples from 15 October 2015

Example 5

O Yarrabilba
O Redbank Plains

E(Heo’rhwood

I,
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Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

? Regal Close, Heathwood
QDC Referral to Council

12 day delay

Application Fee $798

T M’ ‘é.'." ¢
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Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

O Underwood
Ii(RedIond Bay

O Mango Hill

]
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Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

3 Europa Court, Redland Bay
QDC Referral to Council

28 day delay

Application Fee $649
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Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

Ii(S’rre’r’ron
O Bellbird Park

O Augustine Heights
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Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

60 Elderbury Place, Stretton
QDC Referral to Council

16 day delay

Applicaﬁon Fee $798

!

2 i, L KA

L
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Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

Example

O Flinders View
O Springfield Lakes

: IfUpper Coomera

m
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Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

22 Butcher Bird Circuit, Upper Coomera
GIA Application to Councill

23 day delay

PROFESOIONAL
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Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

O Rochedale

O Regents Park

- & Oxenford

m
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Case Study Examples from 15 October 2015

Example 9

/ Bass Court, Oxenord
GIA Application to Councill

11 day delay

Application 779

L
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® Govermen’rdnddevelopmen’r planners across all levels
of government have filled the space left by the QDC

® As aresult new homes are more costly
Also nofte...
® Victoria and New South Wales have State Codes

® New South Wales code reported fo have stimulated
housing industry

PROFESSIONAL
CERTIFICATION GROLP
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Conclusion
Why have a State Housing Code?

® Housing is more affordable
® New home owners have to borrow less

® Convert that money into bricks and mortar, and readl
industry jobs
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Is it really a material change or just plain building work?
MCU vs Building Work in Qld Planning

Ain Kuru MPIA

There is potential for confusion about the meanings of Material Change of Use (MCU) and
Building Work (BW) under the Planning Act 2016. The uncertainty has caused costly
disputes and litigation in development assessment. Efforts by the State Government to

clarify the respective meanings of these terms has exacerbated the situation.

When the Integrated Planning Act 1997 introduced the concepts of MCU and BW, it was
accepted practice that BW was also regulated by planning schemes provided it did not
conflict with the Building Act 1975. However more recent State guidelines have narrowed
the use of BW in planning schemes to demolition and heritage, and some overlays. Not
all construction involves MCU, and therefore local governments are faced with a hiatus
in their planning schemes if there are insufficient assessment triggers for BW. To address
this gap, many are wrongly interpreting MCU to ensure development applications are
made. As local governments have the resources to take legal action, most applicants

succumb and lodge MCU applications to avoid the costs and delays involved.

Meaning of MCU and BW

The definition of BW in the Planning Act includes:

(i) building, repairing, altering, underpinning ... moving or demolishing a
building or other structure; or

(i) works regulated under the building assessment provisions; or ...

BW may be assessable under a planning scheme or building codes referenced by the
Building Assessment Provisions under the Building Act. These comprise the Queensland

Development Code and the National Construction Code.

A MCU is defined as:

(a) the start of a new use of the premises;

(b) the re-establishment on the premises of a use that has been abandoned;



(c) a material increase in the intensity or scale of the use of the premises.

Explanatory Notes to the Planning Bill 2016 provide a detailed explanation of what

constitutes an MCU including the relationship with Building Work including:

e A change in building set- back for a residential allotment, a change in building
height, or an extension to a residential dwelling is building work, not a material
change of use. The use was and remains residential with no material change
in the intensity of the use ...

e Alawn bowls club erects a shade structure over its bowling greens. There is no
associated change in the intensity or scale of the use. The development is

building work only.

Misuse of MCU

The Explanatory Notes explain how MCU is to be applied:

Characterising building work under a planning scheme as a material change of
use does not turn the building work into a material change of use. The test of
whether something is a material change of use is an objective test under the Bill,

and cannot be changed under a planning scheme.

Most construction includes BW and is only an MCU if the above test is satisfied, despite
what might be written in a planning scheme. Where there is doubt about whether there is

an MCU it becomes a subjective argument with the local government.

Because many BW triggers have been removed from planning schemes, the following are

common examples of development which local governments trigger MCU assessment:

e Demolishing and rebuilding a house;
e House extensions including increased height, pools etc;

e Enclosing a unit balcony; and

Extensions to commercial and industrial premises for replacement equipment or

amenities.



While the Planning Regulation 2017 prohibits schemes from making some residential
work MCU assessable, the State Government has turned a blind eye to local governments

placing MCU triggers in overlays.

There are two arguments used by practitioners to justify MCU applications:

1. Alarger building increases the scale of the use - this is not correct unless the use
of the premises also changes; and
2. Because an overlay applies there is a material impact - this is inconsistent with

the Explanatory Notes as itis BW and not MCU which is impacting the overlay.

Why did this happen?

Early Integrated Planning Act planning schemes included extensive assessment triggers
for both MCU and BW. This made sense as construction of a new building always includes
BW and may include an MCU. In addition code provisions relating to building form,

aesthetics, overlooking, privacy and the like are firstly BW matters.

Consequently there was never any doubt as to whether BW was assessable under the

planning scheme if there was no MCU.

However it appeared that practitioners did not fully understand the respective meaning
of MCU and BW. To clarify these meanings, guidelines advise planning schemes should
apply BW triggers by exception. Current advice in Drafting a planning scheme — Guidance

for local governments (Queensland Government, March 2022) states:

.. a planning scheme is not to include provisions about building work unless

permitted and justified.

These changes received support from industry bodies as they also thought it would

provide greater clarity and certainty for practitioners.

What Happens in Other States?



Legislationin New South Wales and Victoria defines development as both the use of land
and the construction of a building. All development is assessable unless listed
otherwise, with complying codes used to streamline common forms of development

such as housing.

Queensland planning schemes prescribe what is assessable and as a result, poorly
drafted planning schemes will contain gaps and cause uncertainty. Notincluding triggers

for BW exacerbates this.

Where to from here?

The State Government should review its advice about how BW is addressed in planning

schemes or review the definitions of MCU to bring it into line with current practice.





