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Transparency, accountability and community involvement
Do not delete this return as it gives space between the box and what precedes it.
	Key Points  

	· Accountability in planning decisions is promoted by: 

· the availability of applicant appeals and limited third party appeals

· access to rules and regulations such as zones — all state councils and territory agencies publish these but Queensland’s and New South Wales’ rules are the most difficult to find and use, while the councils in Victoria and South Australia format this information consistently and clearly so that it is easier to find 
· public meetings and transparent processes for significant rezoning decisions — the Tasmanian Planning Commission holds open meetings for rezoning

· publishing comparable data on council outcomes — only New South Wales, Victoria and Queensland publish comprehensive data and the ACT publishes some aggregate figures.
· All jurisdictions have measures in place to promote probity in planning decisions, including whistle blowing protection, although only New South Wales, Queensland, Western Australia and Tasmania have dedicated anti-corruption commissions. All jurisdictions, except Tasmania, have provisions in their planning Acts to address conflict of interest. In South Australia and the Northern Territory, the minister can investigate and discharge planning officers; and the key planning agencies in Victoria, Tasmania and the ACT have statutory powers to promote integrity in planning and zoning systems.

· While active community engagement motivates some state agencies in New South Wales, Victoria and Tasmania, most state agencies tend to use more limited forms of community interaction by way of information dissemination and consultation. 

· Local governments generally appear to place more emphasis on ensuring that community concerns are considered and less emphasis on simply minimising the potential for community opposition. City councils in South Australia are most likely to be motivated to encourage active community participation.

· Consultation during the development of state level planning instruments is legislated (consistent with the Local Government and Planning Ministers’ agreed leading practices) only in Queensland and, to some extent, in the ACT.

	

	


Planning systems can significantly impact on the rights, investments, lifestyle and general wellbeing of individuals and communities. Accordingly, local government and planning ministers across Australia have agreed that transparency, accountability and accessibility are important principles for the way in which planning systems should operate (LGPMC 2009). This chapter compares the extent to which planning systems across Australia are open and comprehensible to stakeholders (transparency) and provide clear and appropriate lines of accountability for key planning structures and decisions. It then describes the ways in which governments engage with communities and business and the views of these groups as to the success of community interaction and accessibility of planning systems in each jurisdiction. While interactions of governments with proponents of developments were discussed in chapters 6 and 7, the current discussion focuses on government involvement with the broader community and business groups throughout the planning process. Where possible, leading practices for transparency, accountability and community interaction are noted, as are those practices which are likely to be deficient. 
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Transparency and accountability

The transparency and accountability of regulators is important not only to provide clarity around the way particular laws are enforced but also to ensure businesses do not consider that enforcement decisions are arbitrary and without recourse. Where administrators have incorrectly penalised a business, appeal mechanisms increase the likelihood that businesses can avoid costs that should not be imposed on them.

Access to planning rules and information

An effective and efficient system needs to be accessible to the public, open and transparent. Many users and interest groups have a stake in the state and territory planning systems, and some are more informed than others. For example, developers deal with the system on a daily basis, whereas members of the community or owner-builders might have significant dealings with it once in a lifetime. Full and accessible information creates a level playing field at least initially, such that anyone who is sufficiently motivated can navigate the system, know their responsibilities and defend their rights. Full information includes rules, processes and information about current happenings (for example, development applications lodged). Access to planning rules and information to facilitate developer interaction with governments is discussed in chapter 7. Methods used to engage the broader community are detailed in section 10.2.
A widely accessible medium to make information accessible is the internet, but other sources also enhance availability. The information provided is more readily understood by people who are not planning professionals when documents are clear, language is straightforward and jargon is minimised.

Tables 10.1 and 10.2 indicate the accessibility of some of the planning, zoning and development assessment information made available by state and territory regulators and local councils. The states and territories (table 10.1) are divided between those that are very open and others that are much less so. In particular, Victoria, South Australia and the ACT provide full access to information on state-level strategic planning including submissions from the community and business, while New South Wales, Queensland, Western Australia and the Northern Territory do not provide all of this information.

Table 10.
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Information made available on the internet by state and territory agenciesa
	
	NSWb
	Vicc
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	Tasd
	ACTe
	NT

	Supporting commissioned research
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	-
	(
	(

	Advice of expert advisory panels
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	-
	(
	(

	Submissions received from local government
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	-
	 f
	(

	Submissions received from residents
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	-
	(
	(

	Submissions received from the business sector
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	-
	(
	(

	Assumptions and results of modelling exercises
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	-
	(
	(


a  Information relates to the development of strategic or spatial plans by state agencies.  b Individual submissions are not published but reports on the submissions are available on request.  c This information relates to both the Melbourne 2030 Plan and the Precinct Structure Plans administered by the Growth Areas Authority. Information relevant to the Melbourne 2030 plan is available on the internet and hard copy in bookshops; the GAA publishes information on its website. This information is not made public in regard to the Geelong Regional Plan or the Hume Strategy.  d Tasmania does not have a strategic plan.  e This information was made available on the ACTPLA website, public information displays, as booklets, and written publications were mailed out to anyone who had expressed an interest and also made available at the Government Shopfronts.  f The ACT does not have local councils.
Source: PC State and Territory Planning Agency Surveys 2010 (unpublished, question 19).

In relation to DA data (table 10.2, from council and territory websites), the Northern Territory and New South Wales provide information on the internet in six out of eight items assessed, Queensland, the ACT and Victoria being not far behind (average of five items). Tasmanian councils provide the least information to the public via the internet.
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Information made available on the internet by local councilsa

Per cent
	
	NSW
	Vic
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	Tas
	ACT
	NT

	Planning scheme
	100
	100
	70
	85
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Fees and charges
	94
	100
	80
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Infrastructure levies
	78
	13
	70
	23
	31
	0
	0
	100

	Electronic development application
	28
	50
	30
	31
	8
	33
	100
	100

	DA proposals
	78
	58
	70
	54
	38
	33
	100
	100

	DA submissions
	50
	17
	50
	31
	8
	0
	100
	0

	DA progress
	64
	42
	60
	31
	8
	0
	0
	0

	DA decisions
	89
	75
	80
	62
	85
	0
	0
	100


a Response rate (per cent) based on number of councils that have answered this survey question compared to the total number who responded to the survey. Local councils in the Northern Territory and ACT do not have planning functions, so responses here are in relation to the territory agencies.
Source: PC Local Government Survey 2010 (unpublished, question 31).

The lists of information that stakeholders might need are subjective and the above tables assesses only certain key elements of the total information that might be required to navigate the planning system.  

However, the state and territory planning department or agency websites are a good source of planning information, which is generally easy to find and simply explained. The Tasmanian Planning Commission website at July 2010 was part of the Department of Justice website and was significantly less reliable and user friendly than websites of other jurisdictions.
 

Council websites, on the other hand, are of much more varied quality and it is sometimes challenging to find information such as local planning schemes, which are essential to determining what can be developed and where. Examples of poor practices and leading practices are noted in box 10.1.
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Examples of difficulties accessing local planning schemes and zones

	Queensland council plans were often difficult to find and more difficult to download because they are uploaded in dozens of parts. Furthermore, some councils have not updated their plans since amalgamation in 2007, so they have multiple plans in force. For example, Scenic Rim has three planning schemes (Beaudesert, Boonah and Scenic Rim), each available on the internet not as one document to download but in many parts, and the parts do not incorporate subsequent amendments which must also be taken into account.

The New South Wales LEPs were also very difficult to negotiate. They are slowly being updated to a standard instrument, but in the meantime many councils have multiple planning schemes, making it difficult to assess which zones and controls apply in different areas.

Western Australian planning schemes are all available on the Planning Department website, which makes them easier to find, however the Department uploads them in a format such that the text cannot be copied or printed. They are therefore not very user-friendly.

Local councils in South Australia, Victoria and Tasmania have only one planning scheme each, and they follow the same outline, making them much easier to navigate, although many plans in Tasmania are quite old and not as consistent.

The Territories have only one (Northern Territory) or two (ACT) plans containing zones and are therefore also relatively user-friendly.

	Source: PC research.

	

	


Access to decision-making processes

Meetings of public bodies — where contentious and discretionary decisions are being made — are more transparent when open to the public. Table 10.3 shows that most bodies listed have public meetings when considering development applications. The Tasmanian Planning Commission also holds open meetings for rezoning, and all jurisdictions have consultation processes for various policy decisions (see table 10.9). The Commission considers that public meetings are a leading practice approach to providing community access to rezoning decision processes. 
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Open meetings

	
	Planning / assessment body
	Use of open meetings

	NSW
	Joint Regional Planning Panels
	(

	 
	Independent Planning Assessment and Review Panels
	(

	
	Planning Assessment Commission
	(

	Vic
	Planning Panels and Committees
	(

	
	Growth Areas Authority
	( a

	Qld
	Board for Urban Places
	( a

	
	Regional Committees
	( a

	
	Urban Land Development Agency
	( b

	WA
	Western Australian Planning Commission
	(

	
	Regional Development Authorities
	(

	SA
	Development Assessment Commission
	( c

	
	Council Development Assessment Panels
	( d

	Tas
	Tasmanian Planning Commission
	( e

	ACT
	ACT Planning and Land Authority
	( f

	NT
	Development Consent Authority
	( g

	
	Urban Design Advisory Panel
	(


a Body does not do development assessments.  b Public consultation processes involve meetings with the community.  c Parts of Development Assessment Commission meetings are held in public.  d At the discretion of the Council.  e Only hearings held by the Commission (as part of determination of zonings etc) are open to the public.  f Not internal meetings, but normal consultation processes are followed with respect to policy, projects and development applications.  g Evidentiary sessions of all meetings are open to the public; deliberations are a closed session.

Source: PC State and Territory Planning Agency Surveys 2010 (unpublished).

Public provision of information on performance 

An important aspect of planning and zoning systems which facilitates transparency and accountability in processes and decisions is the provision of information about performance to the public. While all jurisdictions provide some information, there is considerable variability in the scope, form and clarity of what is provided. 

Examples of comparable, publicly available data on council outcomes are provided by New South Wales, Victoria and Queensland. Planning bodies in these states compile and publicly release measures on many local government development assessment activities (time and costs) in their jurisdictions — providing high transparency and enabling an evidentiary analysis to be undertaken more easily by interested parties. The ACT provides some data which is considerably less detailed. Other states and territories do not publish this data.

Appeals

The ability to appeal a decision promotes accountability and enables courts to create a benchmark for future decisions. Consistency of outcome and confidence in the system are just two of the benefits.

As discussed in chapter 3, all jurisdictions allow an applicant to appeal the merits of a development assessment decision, and most allow the conditions imposed on development approval to be appealed. These are heard by an independent court or tribunal. Many planning decisions are not appealable. Rezoning decisions cannot be appealed in any jurisdiction, nor can other planning scheme amendments.

Some stakeholders have raised concerns about the lack of transparency in rezoning decisions.

We submit that for a fair, transparent and legal system of obtaining zoning approval it is absolutely necessary for the opportunity to obtain a legal qualification of the merits of a re-zoning application based on strategic justification under the Act. (sub. 71, Climate Specific Architects)

Rezonings currently cannot be appealed because there is no application process for rezoning – rezoning is initiated at the discretion of the council or the state, although it may be requested by a developer or other proponent. Given the wide discretion exercised with development assessment and spot rezoning, there is a case to allow appeals but to limit the scope for them being used to unnecessarily slow down or prevent developments. To introduce rezoning appeals, both a decision to rezone and a decision not to rezone must be appealable. 

The most difficult aspect of creating such a system is to do so in a way that firstly does not bog the process down in lengthy and uncertain appeals, and secondly does not provide business competitors another avenue to game the system by appealing. Formal judicial review is an expensive and time consuming process for both parties, which means that courts are much more heavily used as recourse to an unpopular decision by companies than by individuals and community groups.

Also appeals are a normal part of the Australian legal system and play an important role in reducing the scope for corruption. It would appear that to get the balance right, appeal rights against rezoning should be accompanied with disincentives for using them for anti-competitive purposes. Chapter 8 on competition suggests some disincentives to reduce the abuse of proponent and third party appeals and these could be applied in this area.
Victoria has a system in relation to rezoning that is very close to an appeal system, though not to a formal judicial body. When there are submissions made to a planning scheme amendment (that is a rezoning) which are not accepted, a panel is appointed by the Planning Minister to consider the submissions. Panel hearings are open to the public and able to hear both sides before making a final report to the council, which the council must consider. The Minister must sign off on the council’s final decision. This system does not allow any recourse if the council chooses not to go ahead with the rezoning at any stage of the process. However it does provide a degree of access for members of the community to have their say on development that affects them. New South Wales also allows rejected rezoning applications to proceed to the Minister if the project has a capital value of more than $100 million. In this case, the council has to accept the Minister’s decision.

While review mechanisms can be time consuming, rezoning can greatly increase the value of land and land use changes can alter the character and amenity of a neighbourhood. Therefore sound scrutiny is necessary where large impacts may be involved. As well as having disincentives for those who abuse these provisions, public meetings and other forms of community engagement may reduce recourse to appeals and reviews.
Integrity

Allegations or perceptions of corruption destroy community and business confidence that decisions are being made according to the rules and in the best interests of society. Lack of confidence can lead to increased litigation, reduced compliance, higher cost of finance and unhappy communities. Transparent and accountable public decisions help to maintain confidence in the system.

There are investigated and proven examples of corruption in planning and development. While these problems are inherently difficult to measure, risk factors arise because planning decisions can confer huge significant gains for those involved, and there is a large amount of discretion in development decision making.

The Wollongong corruption scandal provides an illustration involving alleged bribes, sexual relations between developers and the town planner, and blackmail. The case was investigated by the Independent Commission Against Corruption (ICAC) and findings of corruption were made in relation to 10 individuals in October 2008 (ICAC 2008).
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	Box 10.2
Adverse media attention

	When a planning law was changed to close a loophole, the media suggested it was because the New South Wales Environment Minister objected to a neighbouring development.

The Opposition has referred [the then Environment Minister] to ICAC over the change to the law. The change resulted in plans for a four-storey building — to have been built behind his home — being dumped (Daily Telegraph 2010).

Adelaide City Council says major project call-in criteria are too broad; and political donations need more parameters.

There has also been commentary in the local media over the last one to two years regarding the lack of transparency of developers payments to political parties, and how this may or may not influence the approval process for development projects, particularly when linked to subsequent major projects and rezoning for large projects. (sub 23 p 11)

A perceived ``grease the wheels'' culture in the state, whereby developers are linked to the planning process through political donations and high profile lobbyists, is exacerbating concerns about unfettered population growth in the state's regional centres. (The Advertiser 2010)

In Victoria, in February 2010, an internal memo was inadvertently sent to the media suggesting that public consultation should be held to provide a reason to turn down a development application.

The Government yesterday accidentally released an internal strategy document to the ABC. It included plans to engage in a sham consultation process for a major development in central Melbourne. (ABC 2010)

	

	


Perceptions of influence

All states and territories have measures in place to reduce the risk of corruption, however suggestions of conflicts of interest (often unsubstantiated) are frequently aired in the media, especially in New South Wales. While there may prove to be no substance to such allegations, the coverage inevitably creates undesirable perceptions (box 10.2). ICAC suggested in a recent report on the system of assessing Part 3A projects in New South Wales that, “…the loose criteria for calling in projects via Ministerial Order create a broad discretion that is potentially open to perceptions of undue influence.” (ICAC, 2010b p. 27).

Figure 10.1 shows community perceptions of undue developer influence, for all the cities covered by the study and for capital cities specifically. Over 60 per cent of residents in New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland and the Northern Territory (excluding Alice Springs) felt that developers had too much influence over their developments being approved. In the ACT, three quarters of residents felt this way, whereas in Western Australia, South Australian and Tasmania, less than 50 per cent considered that developers had too much influence.
Residents of capital cities are more likely than other residents to think developers have too much influence, which could be a result of more development pressures in capital cities — especially the larger ones — than elsewhere. However it is interesting that the fastest growing states (Western Australia and Queensland) do not stand out.
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Perception that developers have too much influence over getting their development approved
Per cent of residents surveyed 
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Data source: PC Community Survey 2011 (unpublished, question 19).
Measures to promote integrity

The states and territories aim to promote probity of official conduct in a variety of ways. Specifically these include whistle blowing provisions; legislative provisions on conflict of interest in public decision making and special agencies with investigative powers, such as anti-corruption commissions.

Whistle blowing or public interest disclosure legislation allows individuals to report activities which may be corrupt or negligent, without fear of reprisal. All jurisdictions have legislated whistle blower protection (table 10.4). South Australia was the first to introduce it, in 1993, and Northern Territory the last, in 2010. 

In addition, all jurisdictions have legislative provisions — usually in their planning Acts — to prevent decisions being made by a person with a private interest in the outcome of the decision.
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Public interest disclosure legislation

	Commonwealth
	Public Service Act 1999 a

	New South Wales
	Protected Disclosures Act 1994

	Victoria
	Whistleblowers Protection Act 2001

	Queensland
	Whistleblowers Protection Act 1994

	Western Australia
	Public Interest Disclosure Act 2003

	South Australia
	Whistleblowers Protection Act 1993

	Tasmania
	Public Interest Disclosures Act 2002

	Australian Capital Territory
	Public Interest Disclosure Act 1994

	Northern Territory
	Public Interest Disclosure Act 2010


a Section 16 ‘Protection for whistleblowers’.

Sources:  Commonwealth, State and territory legislation.

All states and territories have agencies to investigate and deal with public integrity (table 10.5). Since 2009, four states have dedicated anti-corruption commissions (New South Wales, Queensland, Western Australia and Tasmania) while the other jurisdictions do not, although the Victorian government has made a public commitment to create one. Dedicated and independent corruption commissions have more powers and resources to conduct investigations. 
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State and territory anti-corruption bodies

	New South Wales
	Independent Commission Against Corruption

	Victoria
	Ombudsman

Office of Police Integrity

	Queensland
	Crime and Misconduct Commission

Integrity Commissioner

	Western Australia
	Corruption and Crime Commission

	South Australia
	Police Anti-Corruption Branch

Police Complaints Authority

Ombudsman

	Tasmania
	Integrity Commission

	ACT
	Australian Federal Police

	Northern Territory
	Office of the Information Commissioner 
(who is also appointed as the Commissioner for Public Disclosures)


Sources: State and Territory planning agency and commission websites.

Other measures to improve integrity

As well as the three measures described above, the states and territories also use codes of conduct (New South Wales and South Australia), powers of the minister to investigate or discharge planning officers (South Australia and Northern Territory) and similar powers of the state or territory agency (Victoria, Tasmania and ACT) to improve or maintain the integrity of planning and zoning systems (table 10.6). A particular measure favoured by the Urban Taskforce (sub DR92, p. 25) is a ban on political donations. New South Wales now has a ban on political donations by property developers (among others).
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Provisions to reduce corruption

	NSW
	Body: Independent Commission Against Corruption (ICAC) 

Role: investigate corrupt conduct; advice and education to prevents corruption; recommendations to Director of Public Prosecutions regarding prosecution

Reports: ICAC’s report Investigation into Corruption Risks involved in Lobbying (2010a) endorsed the Department of Planning’s Code of Practice for Meeting and Telephone Communications as a useful guide for the public sector as a whole. ICAC found that a lack of transparency in the current lobbying regulatory system in NSW is a major corruption risk, and contributes significantly to public distrust. The report recommended a new lobbying regulatory scheme for New South Wales to improve transparency.

ICAC’s report The Exercise of Discretion Under Part 3A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 and the State Environmental Planning Policy (Major Development) 2005 (2010b) found no examples of inappropriate use of Part 3A but called for the powers of the Independent Planning Assessment Commission to be widened (PAC handled fewer than 10 per cent of Part 3A cases in 2009‑10).

Processes and policies: 
The Planning Assessment Commission has authority to assess Major Projects:

· with reportable political donations; or 

· within the Minister’s electorate; or 

· where the Minister has a pecuniary interest.

Joint Regional Planning Panels assess developments over $5 million where council has a conflict of interest

Department of Planning Code of Conduct, including conflict of interest, acceptance of gift or benefits and reporting corrupt conduct

Gifts and Benefits Policy

Meetings and Telephone Communications Code of Practice (under the Lobbyist Code of Conduct)

	Vic
	Body: Local Government Investigations and Compliance Inspectorate

Role: focuses on compliance with the Local Government Act by investigating alleged breaches of the Act and conducting spot audits of councils.

Processes and policies: 
The Public Administration Act 2004 and regulations set out procedures for dealing with unsatisfactory performance and misconduct by public service employees.

The Local Government Act 1989 has provisions for the disclosure and conduct of councillors and council staff when performing duties which involve conflicts of interest; and procedures for investigating and deciding on the conduct of councillors and council staff.

	Qld
	Body: Crime and Misconduct Commission

Role: investigate public sector misconduct, including fraud, bribery, misuse of powers and corruption.

	WA
	Body: Corruption and Crime Commission

Role: undertake a 'misconduct function' to ensure that an allegation about, or information or matter involving, misconduct is dealt with in an appropriate way.


(continued next page)
Table 
10.6
(continued)
	SA
	Body: Anti-Corruption Branch of the South Australian Police

Role: receives and investigates complaints regarding corruption

Processes and processes: 
State agencies and local government must appoint ‘responsible officers’ ensures that there is an safe avenue for whistleblowers to have their concerns acted upon (Whistleblowers Protection Act 1993)

Minister has the power to appoint an investigator or to investigate should he or she have reason to believe that a council has failed to efficiently or effectively discharge its responsibilities regarding the amendment of a Development Plan or a Strategic Directions Report or execution of development assessment functions, or other misconduct or irregularity (Development Act and Local Government Act 1999).

Code of Ethics (Public Sector Act 2009)

Code of Conduct (Local Government Act 1999) applies to local government employees

	Tas
	Body: Integrity Commission

Processes and policies: the Tasmanian Planning Commission can investigate local governments for procedural matters for rezoning, and can investigate councils and whether they are complying.

	ACT
	Processes and policies: 
The ACT Integrity Policy imposes obligations on ACTPLA to protect its organisational assets, its reputation and interests; to detect acts of fraud and corruption where preventative strategies have failed; to investigate and try to recover property that has been dishonestly acquired; to put in place protective measures to prevent the undesirable consequences of fraud and corruption and to ensure that reporting obligations are met.

To ensure staff are aware of fraud and fraud prevention, ACTPLA conducts an internal risk assessment and prepares a Fraud and Corruption Prevention Plan every two years.  Such measures allow it to continually assess its vulnerability as an organisation and to put in place the necessary changes to help prevent, detect, report, escalate and manage any incidences of fraud and corruption.

ACTPLA is subject to external audit by the Auditor General, and internal audit by the Internal Audit committee: both routinely review ACTPLA’s risk management and fraud prevention activities.

	NT
	Body: the Ombudsman NT receives and considers complaints from members of the public about Northern Territory Government departments and statutory authorities such as the Development Consent Authority.

Processes and policies: Minister can remove members of the Development Consent Authority for misbehaviour (Planning Act 2009 s. 100).


Source: PC State and Territory Planning Agency Surveys 2010 (unpublished, question 29).

In New South Wales, major projects are decided by the Planning Assessment Commission rather than the Minister if reportable political donations are involved, the project is in the Minister’s electorate, or the Minister has a pecuniary interest. This would seem to be a practice likely to enhance the transparency and accountability of planning system outcomes.

Other measures primarily aimed at increasing transparency as discussed above also work to increase accountability and integrity.  
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Government involvement with communities
Interaction with community, including business, in the various stages of planning through to development assessment is a major challenge facing all governments. Planning authorities have attempted to address this challenge by creating opportunities (to varying extent at the different stages of the planning processes) for stakeholder involvement. This section reports on the key motivations — as reported by the jurisdictions — for community and business involvement, notes the stages at which this occurs and the approaches taken in different jurisdictions. The success of this involvement is considered in light of community and business perceptions of government efforts to interact with them. In particular, the Commission has drawn on its survey of communities across Australia to inform the discussion of government success in, and outcomes from, community involvement in planning processes. Finally, the relative expenditure on consultation and engagement in each jurisdiction is used as a benchmark for involvement. For the purposes of this report, it is assumed that where the community and business are involved effectively, it provides net benefits to the planning processes. 

What are governments trying to achieve with community involvement?

Community involvement can mean something different to each government and stakeholder involved, depending on perceptions of influence or control in the planning process and the purpose of the interaction. There are typically gradations of interaction with the community possible and significant differences for planning outcomes are likely to result from these. For example, a government planning agency which views its primary community interaction approach to be education of the community could expect considerably less community ownership of its plans than an agency which provides for its community to negotiate outcomes with planners. Furthermore, some of these approaches to community interaction may be more useful at some stages than others in achieving desired outcomes. For example, discovering community preferences may be more appropriately undertaken early in the planning process in order to seek consensus and obtain community ‘buy-in’, rather than finding out at the development assessment stage that there is active resistance to an underlying planning concept.

While most planning systems around Australia provide ‘information’ on planning and development processes and proposals (see for example, tables 10.1 and 10.2), this form of community interaction (on its own) suggests a passive or reactive role for the community. ‘Consultation’ with communities is indicative of greater community involvement but does not necessarily imply acceptance or support for the process or its outcomes. Most models of government-community interaction have some form of active participation as the highest level of interaction (figure 10.2). Interaction between governments and the community which is based on active participation provides scope for greater community engagement and input into the shaping of planning options and development outcomes. 
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Levels of community interactiona
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a(Arnstein (1969) describes a similar structure of citizen participation with a ladder of eight steps that cover the spectrum from non-participation of citizens to token consultation to citizen power. 

Data sources: Based on OECD (2001) and Queensland Department of Communities (2005).

The Local Government and Planning Ministers’ Council (LGPMC 2009) reported that planning systems should seek to promote a process of community engagement that involves not only participation, but also an understanding of, and support for, planning processes (notwithstanding that widespread community agreement on all outcomes is unlikely). Accordingly, the following principles were agreed by governments to represent best practice on community interaction:

· legislative and governance arrangements facilitate community engagement — not merely consultation or passive participation

· there are legislative guarantees of community engagement in planning processes

· community engagement commences as early as practicable in the relevant planning process

· strategic outcomes in planning instruments are expressed in positive and aspirational terms designed to engage stakeholders in achieving them.

The reported motivations for seeking community interaction by state/territory agencies and city local governments within each state/territory are detailed in table 10.7. Interestingly, the state planning agencies in New South Wales, Victoria, Western Australia and Tasmania denoted every one of the five motivations listed to be ‘major’ motivations, suggesting really broad approaches to their community interaction. 

Of the motivations for community interaction provided in table 10.7, the first (to minimise potential for community opposition) potentially involves the least amount of active community participation. This less participatory approach is adopted in all jurisdictions, but agencies reported mixed success:

· In New South Wales, to the extent that community consultation can provide accurate information to the community to facilitate informed discussion and result in better site selection, it can lead to less local opposition (NSW Department of Planning survey response).

· Victoria noted that ‘community expectations can be such that no amount of consultation or information will deliver an acceptable development outcome — though this can be mitigated post-completion, when initial community concerns are not realised’ (VicUrban survey response).

· In Queensland, despite being motivated to help the community understand the implications of proposed DAs, the Department reported that ‘broader understanding and dialogue does not always translate to an understanding or appreciation of site level development or impacts’ (Queensland Department of Infrastructure and Planning survey response).

· In the ACT, community interaction ‘allows us to let the community know about proposed policies and actions…’ but ACTPLA consider that ‘public consultation at the strategic planning level only mitigates community opposition to individual development proposals to a limited extent’ (ACTPLA survey response).

· In the Northern Territory, ‘public consultation in the Darwin Region has not mitigated community opposition to development proposals at the site level to any great extent because the connection between the two is not readily apparent to the general public’ (NT Department of Planning survey response).

Table 10.
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Motivations of governments for community interaction

Importance of each factor, as nominated by governments


	Motivations of state planning departments a
	NSW
	Vic
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	Tas
	ACT b
	NT b

	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays
	[image: image3.emf]

	To help the community understand the implications of proposed developments
	

	To ensure community concerns are considered
	

	To discover community preferences 
	

	To empower the community in the decision ‑making process 
	

	Motivations of local councils (proportion of councils in each state which reported factor) motivation)
	NSW
	Vic
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	Tas
	
	
	

	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays
	[image: image4.emf]

	To help the community understand the implications of proposed developments
	

	To ensure community concerns are considered
	

	To discover community preferences 
	

	To empower the community in the decision ‑making process 
	


a In some states, there are multiple agencies with planning functions. Accordingly, the Commission received responses to its survey questions which reflected differences in agency roles and obligations to engage with communities and business. b ACT and NT do not have councils with a planning role and are therefore not represented in the lower half of the table.
Sources: PC State and Territory Planning Agency Survey 2010 (unpublished, question 37); PC Local Government Survey 2010 (unpublished, question 46).

Across the jurisdictions, the most commonly reported motivation for community interaction was ‘to ensure community concerns are considered’. Agencies in all jurisdictions reported this as being a moderate or major motivation for their community interaction.

Empowering the community in the decision making process has the potential for the most active engagement of the community in planning processes. Only South Australia reported empowering the community in state planning processes as not relevant to their community interaction. 

Local governments broadly appear to place more relevance on ensuring community concerns are considered and less relevance on simply minimising the potential for community opposition (table 10.7). In general, city councils in South Australia appear to be most likely to have community interaction which is motivated by a desire for active participation of the community. Combined with the state agency results reported above, this would suggest that empowering the community is practiced at the DA rather than strategic planning stage in South Australia (more so than other jurisdictions).

In reporting on these survey results, the Commission recognises the substantial challenges in achieving effective community consultation — in part, because of wide divergences in views in most communities but also because of the difficulties in getting community groups to focus on broad or strategic planning issues.

When does the community get involved?

Stages at which interaction occurs

For governments, there is underlying tension between easing the regulatory path for businesses to undertake development and ensuring an open and transparent opportunity for the community to have its say on these developments. From a review of city governance in eight cities in North America and Europe, Kelly (2010) concluded that community engagement must:

… start early, before decisions have been made; genuinely engage a significant proportion of the population; be focussed on real choices and be clear about their consequences; there should be no promotion of a ‘favoured approach’; and there must be a commitment to follow through. 

At the strategic planning end of the process, there is potentially much to be gained and few downsides from governments engaging with community and business. Time spent on early community input into a strategic plan may sustain community support for that plan through later changes to the government or economic environment. Lower levels of community participation are less resource intensive and lessen ‘interference’ with political or bureaucratic goals, but may weaken a plan in the face of community protest. 

However, despite often considerable consultation undertaken at the planning stage, most governments seem to find that it is only once a development is proposed for a particular site that communities are interested in engaging and that conflicts arise. At that point, attitudes to development tend to become polarised.  

The stages of planning processes at which each state/territory interacts with their communities are listed in table 10.8. To some extent, such interaction is a function of the range of planning activities undertaken at a state/territory level — it could be expected that the state/territory government would interact most often with communities on state/regional plan formulation and on developments which are of state significance, major, or otherwise assessed at a state/territory level. However, there is also considerable variation as to whether consultation is mandated or discretionary in each case. For example, consultation during the development of state level planning instruments is legislated (consistent with the LGPMC agreed best practices discussed earlier) only in Queensland and to some extent, the ACT, but at the discretion of the Minister and/or planning department in other jurisdictions. 

Consultation requirements embedded in legislation provide support to Queensland’s reforms of recent years. Specifically (in an attempt to streamline approval processes), Queensland is striving to refocus planning and consultation at the state and regional levels (Queensland Department of Infrastructure and Planning 2009). In practice, this would mean, for example, that a regional plan would identify those areas where the state government expects to see particular activities (such as higher density housing) and then councils determine how to give effect to this. While this is the practice in most states, the extent and nature of community consultation at this strategic planning stage can have important consequences for plan implementation and planning issues which can then be queried again by communities at the development assessment stage. Thus, community engagement on a regional plan should focus on the location and broad nature of activities proposed. At the local level, the issue for community consultation (where it is undertaken) is not whether those activities are desirable in those locations (as this has been determined by the regional plan) but, rather, what particular form those activities might take. 

Such an approach potentially avoids the situation common in many jurisdictions whereby strategic plans are amended ‘on-the-fly’ at the project approval stage, with all the consequent uncertainties, inconsistencies and delays. The Commission was advised during visits that not all Queensland governments have, as yet, transitioned to the new approach for planning and consultation. Nevertheless, this new approach has the potential to be a leading practice for government interaction with communities on planning issues. 

Table 10.

 SEQ Table \* ARABIC 8
Stages at which community interaction occurs

( interaction required by legislation and/or agency guidelines 
~ interaction is optional/discretionary or occurs only in some cases
Blank cells reflect a lack of information on community interaction requirements
	
	State planning instruments
	Metropolitan
/Regional Plans
	Local
/Precinct Plans
	Rezonings
/Plan amendments
	State significant sites
	Major projects
	Other DAs

	NSWa
	~
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Vic b
	~
	(
	(
	(
	~
	(
	(

	Qld c
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	(
	~

	WA d
	
	~
	~
	~
	
	
	

	SA e
	
	
	~
	(
	
	(
	~

	Tas f
	
	(
	
	
	
	(
	

	ACT g
	(
	~
	~
	~
	
	
	~

	NT 
	~
	(
	(
	(
	~
	~
	(


a Consultation for state level planning instruments is at the discretion of the Minister. Recent practice has been to provide a discussion paper and/or draft SEPP for public comment. Councils set their own consultation guidelines which apply to majority of DAs. b DAs and related information must be available for free public inspection. Panel reports must be available for public inspection within 28 days of receipt by government. GAA has provided guidelines for engaging the public and private sectors in the preparation of precinct structure plans. VicUrban does not currently have any formal guidelines for community consultation. Under the proposed changes to the Planning and Environment Act (Vic) 1987 it will be compulsory to consult with the community on sites of state significance. c Queensland legislates both the requirement for consultation and its duration. d Changes to state planning policy in WA require consultation with affected local governments, otherwise with WALGA. For changes to local planning policy, local government must make ‘reasonable endeavours’ to consult public authorites and persons likely to be affected. e In South Australia, the category of a development determines consultation requirements (see note ‘c’ to table 10.9 for further detail).. f For DAs and rezoning, requirements for community interaction are specified under Act. DEDTA‘s role in planning, zoning and DA issues does not directly involve community interaction by the agency. DIER conducts extensive community consultation in regard to its major infrastructure planning and projects. This consultation is not mandated in legislation but specified in its Corporate Plan. g Variations to the Territory Plan require consultation with the National Capital Authority, conservator of flora and fauna, the environment protection authority, the heritage council and each custodian of affected land. While the ACT is required to consult on both policy and development matters, the National Capital Authority is obliged to consult only on policy matters. Development of the National Capital Plan and variations to policies of the National Capital Development Commission necessitate an invitation for public submissions under the ACT Planning and Land Management Act 1988.
Sources: PC State and Territory Planning Agency Survey 2010 (unpublished, questions 36, 39, 43); state and territory planning legislation.

At a local government level, the majority of city councils in each state reported having a formal community consultation strategy, although councils in NSW and South Australia were most likely to report such a strategy (PC local government survey 2010). Most councils also reported undertaking consultation during the development of the council’s strategic plan, with those in NSW, Victoria and Queensland the most likely to report consultation at this stage of the planning process (PC local government survey 2010). The City of West Torrens reported that ‘as a minimum, councils undertake the normal statutory requirements for public consultation, which see the opinions of the public and business after policy has been drafted. There is a case to suggest that increased community engagement, including the business community, should occur much earlier in the policy formulation process’ (sub. DR101, p.5). A number of city councils noted that consultation occurred at multiple points throughout the planning process. In contrast, a small but significant number of councils reported that first consultation with the community did not occur until either a rezoning occurred or a DA was being processed. 
Methods of community interaction

While every jurisdiction interacts with communities at most key stages, the approaches taken to this interaction (including the amount of time allowed for community responses) will affect outcomes.

Usually the first approach to interacting with the community in a planning process is notification of the proposed plan amendment, rezoning or development. Each jurisdiction provides different notification requirements and notification periods — either in legislation or state agency guidelines — which are to apply for different types of planning activities (table 10.9). What is an appropriate amount of notification given to communities of a proposed development or suitable period for plan inspection will be related to the complexity of the proposal and the likely costs and benefits associated with its quick progression through planning processes. While short notification periods may be advantageous to developers and project progression in the short term, there may also be forgone benefits from missed opportunities for greater community input into developments that will have community impact.  

There is a huge variation in the minimum notification times required in each jurisdiction and to some extent, the notification times reflect the significance of planning changes involved and the likely impacts. For example, notification times are shortest (14 days) for low impact Local Environment Plan variations in NSW and for DAs which require notification in the Northern Territory. Variations to the Territory Plan in the ACT could potentially have a substantial impact on the community, but the minimum notification period for these is also very short at 15 business days. In most other jurisdictions, a variation to a local plan or rezoning is accompanied by a notification and plan inspection period of around one month. Notification times are longest (60 days) for changes to state planning policy in Western Australia and changes to regional plans in Queensland. 

Table 10.9
Public notification, consultation and inspection duration requirementsa
	
	Required consultation at various planning steps
	Minimum period

	NSW
	SEPPs (any consultation considered necessary)
LEPs (consultation required)
Planning agreements (voluntary agreements/arrangement between planning authority and developers)

Major projects (part 3A)
DA for designated development

Examination of environmental impact statements
	28 days

14 days (low impact proposals)

28 days (other proposals)

28 days

30 days (concept plan)

30 days (environmental assessments)

30 days

30 days

	Vic
	Panel reports (available within 28 days of receipt)

Submissions on planning scheme amendments & rezonings

Planning permit application (DA)
	2 months
1 month

14 days

	Qld
	Structure plan

State planning regulatory provision

Regional plan

Other state planning instrument

Master plan

Local planning instruments (new scheme and amendments)

Impact assessable DAs
	30 business days

30 business days

60 business days

40 business days

20 business days

30 business days

15-30 business days

	WA
	State planning policy: consultation with affected local governments or otherwise, WALGA.

Local planning policyb 

Town planning scheme amendment

Application for planning approval
	60 days


21 days
42 days
14 days

	SAc
	Category 1 development — consultation not permitted

Category 2 and 2A developments — notification to owners of adjoining land required

Category 3 development — public notification required

Development plan amendment — public consultation required

Environmental impact statements & public environmental reports

Development report
Development Assessment Commission matter
	10 business days

10 business days

28 days

30 days

15 days

15 days

	Tas
	Projects of regional significance (representation to Development Assessment Panel)
Interim planning scheme / draft planning scheme

Discretionary permits (representations on applications)
	28 days

2 months

14 days
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Table 
10.9
(continued)
	
	Required consultation at various planning steps
	Minimum period

	ACT
	Variations to territory plan

Merit track DAs

Code track DAs — no public notification requirement

Draft environmental impact statement
	15 working days

10 working days

20 working days

	NT
	Rezoning or planning scheme amendment — must be exhibited publicly; published in newspaper and Gazette

DAs which require notificationd
	28 days

14 days


a Time limits for requests to review decisions and for the lodgement of appeals are covered separately in chapter 7. b Local government required to make reasonable endeavours to consult public authorities and persons likely to be affected by the scheme or amendment. c A category 1 development is any development listed as a complying development in the relevant development plan – that is, it usually relates to uses that might be expected within a zone and which are not on a zone boundary where conflicts can arise. Examples might include detached dwellings in residential zones; development of a shop within a centre zone. A category 2 development is one which requires limited public notification but does not give rise to third party appeal rights. Examples may include development on land which abuts a different zone. Category 3 developments are all developments not listed as category 1 or 2. These developments have the most requirements for public notification and are the most open to appeals. d DAs not requiring public notification in the Northern Territory include those for consolidation of land; establishment of, or a change in, use of land for accommodation and developments that will not have a significant impact on the existing and future amenity of the relevant area.
Sources: Environmental Planning and Assessment Act (NSW) 1979; Planning and Environment Act (Vic) 1987; Sustainable Planning Act (Qld) 2009; Planning and Development Act (WA) 2005; Development Act (SA) 1993; Planning and Development Act (ACT) 2007; Planning Act (NT) 2009; NSW Department of Planning Guideline for Major Project Community Consultation, 200; SA Department of Planning and Local Government website 2011; PC State and Territory Planning Agency Surveys 2010 (unpublished).

For development proposals, notification policies of the states and territories were evaluated recently against agreed leading practices (box 10.3). Broadly, this evaluation concluded that based on policies (that is, not considering the on-the-ground implementation of these), no jurisdiction fully meets leading practice criteria. Notification policies in Queensland and South Australia were assessed to be the closest to leading practice while, based on measures in place during 2009, Western Australia was assessed to be furthest from leading practice on notification.

The Commission considers that notification of proposed changes to land owners and other stakeholders is a minimum obligation that all governments should undertake.

Do not delete this return as it gives space between the box and what precedes it.
	Box 10.3
DAF leading practice on notification

	The DAF leading practice model provided that where assessment involves evaluating a proposal against competing policy objectives, opportunities for third-party involvement may be provided (leading practice 6). In particular:

· The extent of public notification should reflect the zoning policies, encouraging development in the appropriate zones by having less notification.

· The lists of public notification requirements for different forms of development should be uniform between council areas while enabling minor local variations on justified planning grounds. Such lists should be located in the same document for ease of reference by applicants and the community.

· The public notification requirements and procedures should be consistent within each jurisdiction and clearly understood by applicants, neighbours and the community.

· Applicants should have the right to provide a response within a short specified period to the public submissions so that the decision making body is informed and to enable a variation to an application to be made to address any submissions.

In evaluating the states and territories on notification, the Property Council found that no jurisdiction fully met best practice criteria, but Queensland and South Australia were the closest and Western Australia was assessed to have practices furthest from ideal. 

	Sources: DAF 2005; Property Council 2010.

	

	


Most state and territory agencies use as methods of notification and interaction: newsletters and/or fact sheets; notices in the public media such as newspapers; notices on the planning authority’s website; and stakeholder meetings and/or public forums (table 10.10). Signage on property was reported to be used only by Victoria and the territories and notification direct to neighbours and key stakeholders by state-level bodies was an approach adopted only by agencies in Victoria and the ACT. 

Table 10.10
Notification and interaction approaches used by state level planning agencies

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Newsletters/ Fact sheets
	Notice(s) in newspaper
	Notice in authority’s office/website
	Sign on property
	Letter to neighbours
/stakeholders
	Stakeholder/public forum/meeting

	NSW a
	(
	(
	(
	
	
	(

	Vic
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Qld
	(
	(
	(
	
	
	(

	WA 
	(
	
	(
	
	
	(

	SA
	(
	(
	(
	
	
	(

	Tas b
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ACT c
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	NT
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	(


a NSW Department of Planning decides on a case by case basis whether or not to send letters to neighbours/stakeholders for part 3A assessments. The Department is currently developing a policy that will specify the extent of notification required in different situation. b Tasmania did not identify specific approaches to its interaction. c In recent years, he National Capital Authority has increased its commitment to consultation through the adoption and publication of its Consultation Protocol and its conduct of an annual public forum. 
Sources: PC State and Territory Planning Agency Survey 2010 (unpublished, question 40); Department of Lands and Planning (NT) 2010; Sustainable Planning Act 2009 (Qld); Planning and Environment Act (Vic) 1987.
There is a plethora of approaches that have been adopted by city councils around Australia in an attempt to engage their communities in planning processes (table 10.11). The most widely used (and some of the lower cost) approaches are advertisements in local newspapers, signage on sites of relevance and provision of information on council websites. However, city councils reported mixed experiences in effectiveness of these commonly used approaches. A Tasmanian council reported to the Commission that ‘few people appear to use the internet to look for advertised development applications. Most rely on notices to adjacent owners, site notices, and newspaper notices (in that order)’ (PC Local government survey 2010).

Approaches which were widely used by city councils and considered to be effective were: letter box drops; council use of ‘plain English’ in its documentation; display of plans for the proposal and community access to plans; council written responses to community questions and community information forums. For example, one NSW council reported an effective town hall style meeting for a key planning project; a Victorian council reported successfully holding planning consultation meetings with an applicant and objectors, chaired by councillors; and a Western Australian council reported having convened community workshops and forums to discuss the town’s future development path (sub. no. 2). 

Approaches which were not widely used but were largely found to be effective where they had been adopted included: direct contact with interested groups and requiring developers to describe their proposals in ‘plain English’. 

Table 10.11
Extent to which forms of notification and interaction are used by local government

Per cent

	
	NSW
	Vic
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	Tas
	ACT
	NT

	Forms of notification/interaction & their effectiveness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Local newspaper advertising
	70
	
	64
	
	54
	
	38
	
	56
	
	55
	
	100
	a 
	100
	

	Letter box drops
	50
	
	55
	
	23
	
	38
	
	41
	
	9
	
	100
	
	0
	

	Signage erected at site
	65
	
	67
	
	46
	
	41
	
	4
	
	55
	a 
	100
	
	100
	

	Contact with interested community groups
	48
	
	48
	
	15
	
	34
	
	19
	
	9
	
	100
	
	0
	

	Information on council website
	65
	
	61
	
	54
	
	38
	
	44
	
	27
	a 
	100
	
	100
	

	Dedicated shopfront setup
	15
	a 
	6
	
	0
	
	9
	
	11
	
	9
	a 
	0
	
	0
	

	Community information forums
	52
	
	52
	
	15
	
	31
	
	26
	
	18
	
	100
	
	0
	

	Nature & effectiveness of measures to assist community understanding of projects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Council descriptions of project to be in ‘plain English’
	63
	
	58
	
	31
	
	34
	
	48
	
	45
	
	100
	
	100
	

	Developer descriptions of project to be in ‘plain English’
	22
	
	15
	
	15
	
	13
	
	4
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	

	Council written responses to community questions
	56
	
	55
	
	54
	
	34
	
	41
	
	18
	
	100
	
	0
	

	Community access to plans for proposal
	63
	
	67
	
	69
	
	34
	
	56
	
	45
	
	100
	
	100
	

	Plans for proposal displayed
	61
	
	52
	
	69
	
	38
	
	41
	
	45
	
	100
	
	100
	

	Plans and artist impression for proposal displayed
	57
	
	33
	
	54
	
	34
	
	22
	
	36
	
	100
	
	0
	

	Model for proposal displayed
	41
	
	21
	
	8
	
	0
	
	7
	a 
	18
	
	100
	
	0
	

	Presentations by council officials at community forums
	50
	
	45
	
	38
	
	28
	
	26
	
	9
	
	100
	
	0
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


a Approach was found to be effective by fewer than 75 per cent of those councils which used it.

Sources: PC Local Government Survey 2010 (unpublished, questions 48 and 49).

It should be noted that even where several jurisdictions report using particular approaches to community interaction, the effectiveness of these can vary substantially with factors such as: the manner in which a proposal is described; the openness of questions posed to the community; and the context of a proposal. For example, the ACT government’s recent community survey (Canberra 2030 Time to Talk) — contained loaded questions, blended together multiple complex topics and could have conveyed an impression to participants that some key decisions had already been made prior to the consultation. In contrast, one Queensland council informed the Commission that interaction with their community included use of zoning maps on which members of the community could pin comments related to particular sites; another noted extensive analysis done on the issues raised in thousands of submissions. 

The Commission’s survey of communities indicates that across all jurisdictions, communities were most aware of planning and zoning changes when notified by: newspaper advertisements (57 per cent), letterbox drops (43 per cent) and signage on sites (36 per cent). Newspaper advertisements were identified by communities in all cities except Canberra to be the primary means by which community members became aware of developments (in Canberra, the primary means was considered to be on-site signage). To some extent, this outcome may reflect the extent to which different approaches are adopted by governments. Nevertheless, the Commission considers that given the community’s reported awareness of planning and zoning changes through each approach, newspaper advertisements, letter box drops and signage on sites could be considered the most effective means of community notification for most types of developments. Subsequent to this survey, in providing comments on the draft report, some have proposed a direct email to registered stakeholders is also an effective way to gain the attention of communities.
How successful is interaction seen to be?

The success of community interaction in strategic planning processes is typically very difficult to gauge. Agreement by community groups to a strategic plan can be very different to agreement by neighbours to a proposed development that is a consequence of the plan. Furthermore, with most plans set for a horizon of several decades, even consultation which is thought to be successful at the time the plan is developed may prove deficient over time with changing community structures and attitudes. These tensions are common throughout Australia to the point that attitudes to development in some communities are variously categorised, pejoratively, by the development industry and media as NIMBYs (not in my backyard), NOTEs (not over there either) and at the most extreme, BANANAs (build absolutely nothing anywhere near anything).

State agencies with planning responsibilities generally consider that the quality of their interaction with community and business is reasonably good (table 10.12). In particular, most state and territory agencies agreed that officials adopt a collaborative approach to interaction (the exception to this was ACT). Views of interaction which were least endorsed by state and territory agencies were that officials have a good understanding of community preferences and that interaction with business engenders a sense of trust.

Table 10.12
Views of state planning agencies on the quality of interaction with communities
	
	NSW a
	Vic b
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	Tas c
	ACT
	NT

	Officials have good understanding of commercial realities 
	
[image: image5.emf]

	Officials have good understanding of community preference
	

	Officials are outcome focussed
	

	Officials try to minimise regulatory compliance burden
	

	Officials adopt collaborative approach
	

	Officials readily share knowledge and information
	

	Engagement with businesses engenders trust
	

	Quality of engagement influences govt ability to bring about change
	


a In contrast to the views of NSW Department of Planning, NSW Heritage Office, Landcom and NSW Housing, the Rural Fire Service neither agreed nor disagreed that officials understand community preferences, are outcome focussed and that engagement engenders trust. b In contrast to the views of the Victorian Department of Planning and Community Development, the Growth Areas Authority and VicUrban agreed that officials understand community preferences and VicUrban agreed that engagement engenders trust. c In contrast to the views of the Tasmanian Planning Commission, the Tasmanian Department of Economic Development, Tourism and the Arts agreed that officials understand commercial realities of business and neither agreed nor disagreed that officials understand community preferences, are outcome focussed and try to minimise compliance burdens. The Tasmanian Department of Infrastructure, Energy and Resources neither agreed nor disagreed that engagement engenders trust and disagreed that the quality of engagement influences government ability to bring about change.
Source: Productivity Commission State and Territory Planning Agency Survey 2010 (unpublished, question 44).

The Commission was informed during consultations that in some jurisdictions, projects are increasingly assessed at state rather than local government level in an attempt to speed up the assessment processes (the extent of assessment at state level was detailed in chapter 7). While this does not necessarily mean that interaction with affected communities is reduced, there is at least a widespread perception that such processes are not providing adequate opportunity for communities to ‘have their say’ on proposed developments. Such perceptions may be amplified in some jurisdictions because of a lack of clarity on the operation of assessment panels and other state-level bodies and timing/means by which it may be possible to make a public submission. 
Countering these perceptions, the ACT noted that: 

Invariably it is difficult to get the community to engage in the strategic planning exercise and more often than not, when development proposals occur in accordance with agreed/approved strategy, elements within the community who oppose such outcomes will question the extent to which community consultation has occurred. It is also common place that those who have participated in community interaction at the strategic planning stage, but don't support the outcomes, will claim that consultation has not occurred (ACT response to PC surveys of state and territory agencies, 2010).

The Commission considers that the extent of community engagement should be related to the nature of the proposed development rather than the level of government undertaking the assessment. That is, proposed developments which require land rezoning or which are likely to have a major impact on the community should provide opportunity for community interaction in the early stages of assessment. In contrast, proposals which are largely compliant with published requirements for the area in which they are to be located may require no/minimal community interaction during development assessment.
Particular planning issues which have involved community interaction of varying degrees and/or have elicited community concerns during 2010 are noted in box 10.4. Community concerns with planning system operation and development proposals are not confined to any one jurisdiction but are widespread. Importantly though, these reported cases are perhaps more indicative of planning areas that have attracted a lot of community attention rather than of instances in which government interaction with communities has been either problematic or successful. 

To further inform discussion on the success of government interaction with communities on planning issues, the Commission has drawn on its extensive survey of communities in each of the cities in this study.
The vast majority of communities report that they feel their local governments are not concerned with community preferences on planning issues (figure 10.3). This response was particularly marked in Alice Springs, Geelong, Gold Coast and in the NSW regional coastal cities. Local governments were most seen to care about community preferences in Wodonga, Albury and the Sunshine Coast. These views of communities may, in part, reflect the substantial gulf that exists between community views of what is important in planning and government planning priorities (as discussed in chapter 9).
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	Box 10.4
Community interaction examples during 2010

	New South Wales

A council plan to put apartment towers on Sydney's northern fringe has been dropped after ‘a strong local backlash.’ Hornsby Shire Council received thousands of submissions on a draft housing strategy that proposed 20-storey high-rise towers in Hornsby town centre and five-storey apartment blocks in three precincts.’ (Tovey 2010b)

Councillors from three councils joined a residents action group to stop a $6 billion Barangaroo urban renewal project. The Barangaroo Authority has begun a new round of public meetings to discuss the project but councillors have ‘dismissed this consultation as meaningless and criticised the way approvals for the development have been granted.’ One ‘complained of a “secret process” … By the time it comes to the community it is already a fait accompli … It's not a process where you can make submissions and have public debates to hammer out better outcomes.’ (Moore 2010c)

Following a court appeal which failed to stop Stockland's McCauleys Beach subdivision, the company has launched a campaign to ‘build better relationships with the local community’. The campaign includes newsletters in letterboxes, a local office to ‘provide information to the community about what the development actually is’ and the appointment of community consultation experts ‘to develop and implement best practice community relationships.’ (Arnold 2010)

In Sydney’s eastern suburbs, plans to add more than 2000 higher-density dwellings in order to meet growth targets have caused considerable community concern. Woollahra council mayor reported receiving over 300 submissions on the draft plan in the past month with ‘… considerable opposition, as much as I’ve seen on any given subject … We are going through the process required of us, we are consulting to death.’ (Chandler and Hurley 2010)

A public consultation process on the NSW planning system in 2009-10 resulted in only 84 people attending the six workshops held across the state and a further 36 people completing an online survey. The resulting report Planning in NSW: Reconnecting the Community with the Planning System, concluded ‘that people were "deeply cynical about whether it is worthwhile to engage, and extremely frustrated about the current system". Consultation had come to mean a community being told what was going to happen to it, rather than being listened to, despite - on paper - opportunities to have a say…’ (McCarthy 2010b) The NSW Department of Planning released an action plan in December 2010 to address the issues raised.

Victoria

Moreland Council has approved a 185-apartment complex in Brunswick but locals have no rights to appeal under a 1994 development plan overlay for the area. The overlay recognised the site's ‘strategic importance’ and thereby removed the right of third parties to appeal, even though few residents would have been involved in the initial consultation in 1994 (Cooke 2010c).

The fast tracking of projects in Victoria (for example, social housing initiatives, and a number of Aldi stores and Woolworths home improvement stores in 2010) has led to concerns that communities are not being adequately consulted on developments which they must live with for decades (The Age 110310).

Queensland

The Organisation Sunshine Coast Association of Residents reported that ‘Plans can be and are changed after the public consultation process, more often than not to remove the incentives added to get the agreement of the community. This is perhaps the other side of “gaming”.’ (sub. no. 21, p.9)

Tingalpa residents are reported to be making a fifth attempt to stop development of a land parcel: ‘residents had been fending off advances of developers … for more than 10 years. Brisbane City Council had refused each application until May’. A community spokesman said that their ‘pleas had fallen on deaf ears’ and residents were ‘scrambling to find the funds to launch an appeal.’ (Vogler 2010b)

	(continued next page)
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	Box 10.
4
(continued)

	Western Australia

Residents of Perth suburbs have successfully stopped their State Government from removing 100-year-old covenants which protect the low-density character of their neighbourhoods. After the council re-advertised its planning scheme with the removal of an exclusion zone that covered three older suburbs, the affected residents responded to the draft scheme ‘first with irate phone calls, petitions, a Save the Covenants Action Group and finally with threats of legal action.’ (Saunders 2010) 

A proposal for a hotel in the Town of Vincent Council was recommended for approval by town planners (despite around 30 points of non-compliance) and after protests from nearby residents, was rejected by councillors. The protesting adjacent residents, who live in an eight storey tower have been termed NIMBYs and the council has been criticised as being shortsighted, given the need for increased short stay accommodation and increased density in inner city areas. (Thomas 2010)

South Australia

‘The eastern suburbs are rising up against State Government plans for high-density housing, fearing apartment buildings would overshadow leafy streets and rob residents of privacy … Under the State Government's planning strategy there is no guarantee that nearby residents will even be consulted when these towers are built.’ (Holderhead 2010)

Mt Barker residents are reported as saying that ‘public consultation on the area’s expansion has been a ‘farce’ after the state government barely changed its plans despite overwhelming opposition.’ Around 98 per cent of the 600 submissions on the proposed plan were in opposition to it. In response, the government removed 29ha from the 1265ha of rural land to be rezoned and deferred development on 200ha while current intensive agricultural production remains operational. (Todd 2010)

Tasmania

In a Hobart suburb, neighbours of a proposed public housing complex are ‘simply unhappy because they feel the development has been rammed through without consultation ... State Government, local council and private sectors were celebrating this development and concreting a sign into the footpath about its forecast success six months before the planning approval was even applied for … At best it's an obnoxious way for governments to treat ratepayers, at worst it was a pre-signed deal.’ (Killick 2010)

ACT

Narrabundah and Griffith residents have formed the South Canberra Community Association to fight plans to turn a golf course and oval into high density residential development sites. A spokesman said ACTPLA does not have the staff to do ‘talk to the people and discuss residents' concerns.’ (Thistleton 2010a) It was also report that ‘ACTPLA's staff don't have the expertise to appreciate the damage their proposals would do to suburban areas in older parts of the city … residents were not opposed to urban intensification, but wanted a clearer picture, such as where it should occur, and three dimensional models…. the draft variation's language was so vague it made a mockery of public consultation and so misleading it hid the fact protection of residential amenity would be swept away.’ (Thistleton 2010a and 2010b)

An ACT resident receiving notification of a proposed development in the mail was told by ACTPLA that he ‘needed to study the Territory Plan and if the application didn't fit within those guidelines let them know.’ The resident claimed ‘The rights and interests of the existing residents are substandard to the developers … There is not someone to advocate on behalf of the community interest’ (The Chronicle 2010)

Northern Territory

‘Alice needs planning autonomy; that the CBD plans had been talked about for years and nothing has happened. … the lack of local planning controls makes our leading town planner … a lame duck … not seen any solid evidence to support a subdivision on AZRI land … the subdivision had become a fait accompli within the first 10 minutes of the 2008 forum ...’ (Finnane 2010)
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Community views on local government concern for community preferences in planning
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Data source: Productivity Commission Community Survey 2011 (unpublished, question 16).
Figure 10.

 SEQ Figure \* ARABIC 4
Community views on extent of local government consultation over planning
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Data source: Productivity Commission Community Survey 2011 (unpublished, question 17). 

Further, only a minority of communities feel that local government consultation on planning issues happens ‘often’ (figure 10.4) — most communities consider that consultation occurs only sometimes or not at all. To some extent, community views on the frequency of government interaction may correspond to how long it is since the government last undertook a major consultation exercise on planning — those communities which have recently been consulted on planning issues may be more likely to report that such interaction occurs ‘sometimes’ or ‘often’. Communities which considered their local governments to be least likely to consult with them were Geelong, Alice Springs and Cairns. Communities which considered their local governments most likely to consult with them were Wodonga, Tweed, Canberra, Mt Gambier and the Sunshine Coast. 

Figure 10.

 SEQ Figure \* ARABIC 5
Community awareness of developments
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Data source: Productivity Commission Community Survey 2011 (unpublished, question 21).

One indicator of the success of government interaction with communities on planning issues is community awareness of proposed developments. In general, the Commission’s survey of communities suggests that communities are most aware during the planning stages of greenfield, retail and industrial developments (figure 10.5). These types of developments typically represent a land use change, involve rezoning and may be subject to more extensive notification provisions. In contrast, communities reported that they generally do not become aware of increased density in existing areas until construction begins — a lack of awareness until construction stage of (largely residential) infill development was evident for communities in all jurisdictions, with the exception of those in Northern Territory (which largely became aware of infill during the rezoning or development assessment stage). 

How much expenditure goes into involving the community?

To the extent that community involvement is considered to be an important part of planning processes, expenditure on community involvement by the relevant government agencies can be a useful indicator in some circumstances of the scale of interaction. However, it is important to note that expenditure on consultation will reflect not simply the importance placed on it by the government agency, but other factors such as the particular methods of interaction adopted as well as the proportion of significant/controversial projects in the jurisdiction which necessitate higher levels of community engagement. 

At a state/territory level, little comparable information was available from government agencies for expenditure on involving the community (table 10.13). Reported information variously included expenditure on factors such as advertising, costs associated with consultation staff and other administrative costs associated with public notification of DAs. Generally, reported expenditure on community interaction forms a higher proportion of total expenditure on planning, zoning and development assessment activities in those jurisdictions with fewer developments (Tasmania, the ACT and the Northern Territory) than in those jurisdictions with a greater number of developments (New South Wales and South Australia). 

Expenditure by local governments on community involvement varied considerably between jurisdictions (table 10.14). The majority of local governments reported expenditure on community interaction of no more than 5 per cent of total expenditure on planning, zoning and DA activities. However, almost one quarter of NSW city councils reported expenditure on community interaction in excess of 10 per cent of total council planning expenditure. 

Table 10.13
State planning agency expenditure on community consultation
2009-10

	
	
	

	
	
	

	NSW
	Statutory advertising budget: $1.1 million (1% of the Dept expenditure on planning, zoning and DA activities)

Department of Planning Community and Stakeholder Relations Directorate expenditure: $1.056 million (1% of the Dept’s total expenditure on planning, zoning and DA activities).
Parramatta based community liaison & precinct-specific consultation team $400 000
	

	Vic
	Not available
	

	Qld
	Not available
	

	WA
	WAPC: Community consultation is not separately costed. 
Redevelopment authorities for specific areas spend an estimated $326 000 on community consultation
	

	SA
	$242 000 in operating expenses plus staff time and resources (approx 1.5% of state expenditure on planning, zoning and DA activities)
	

	Tas
	Tasmanian Planning Commission: $41 238 for advertising hearings, calling for public comment in relation to Planning Directives and Projects of State Significance (approx 4.5% of expenditure on planning, zoning and DA activities)
	

	ACT
	ACTPLA figures not available.a
	

	NT
	Department of Lands and Planning: $101 740 (approx 1.5% of Dept expenditure on planning, zoning and DA activities).
Development Consent Authority: community consultation consists of statutory notification of DAs only, at a cost of $141 000 (65% of DCA expenditure on planning, zoning and DA activities)
	

	
	
	


a ACT’s LDA expends an estimated $50 000 to $100 000 per annum (approx 4.5% of LDA expenditure on planning, zoning and DA activities)
Source: PC State and Territory Planning Agency Survey 2010 (unpublished, question 38).

Table 10.14
Council expenditure on involving the community

Per cent of councils in each state which responded to this survey question

	
	
	Per cent of total council planning expenditure

	
	Response rate %
	<1%
	2–5%
	6–10%
	>10%

	NSW
	61
	9
	58
	9
	24

	Vic
	58
	21
	58
	5
	16

	Qld
	85
	27
	55
	9
	9

	WA
	41
	23
	54
	15
	8

	SA
	59
	19
	69
	6
	6

	Tas
	36
	50
	25
	25
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	


Data source: PC Local Government Survey 2010 (unpublished, question 50).
Not                 Minor                 Moderate          Major


Relevant         Motivation         Motivation        Motivation





Strongly agree / agree with statement


Neither agree nor disagree with statement


Disagree / strongly disagree with statement








� The TPC is in the process of developing a new website (February 2011).


�	Western Australia advises that they are developing a Local Government performance management system which is expected to be operational from 2010�11.


�	New South Wales has announced a decision to repeal Part 3A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, which provides the Minister with the planning powers to consider these proposals (O’Farrell 2011).


�	Changes are currently underway to abolish Part 3A (O’Farrell, 2011).


�	Australian Capital Territory (Planning and Land Management) Act 1988 (Cwlth) s 42; Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW) s 147 and Local Government Act 1993; Planning and Environment Act 1987 (Vic) Part 4AA div 5 subdiv 4; Sustainable Planning Act 2009 (Qld) s 505; Development Act 1993 (SA) s 20; Planning and Development Act 2005 (WA) s 266 and the Public Sector Management Act 1994; Local Government Act 1993 (Tas) part 5, Tasmanian Planning Commission Act 1997 (Tas) schedule 2 clause  7; Planning Act 2009 (NT) s 97, Planning and Development Act 2007 (ACT) s 426.


�	New South Wales advises that the Major Projects Panel determines the appropriate assessment pathway for some Part 3A proposals. (pers. coms. Department of Planning and Infrastructure)
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AllData_260111

		Delivery Type		IP Address/From		Received /EndDate		Council name		State/Territory		How many planning instruments related to planning, zoning and development assessments did council have in 2009-2010?		How many full-time equivalent staff (including permanent and casual staff) did council directly employ in planning, zoning and development assessment roles as at 30 June 2010?		For those staff directly employed by council with planning, zoning and development assessment responsibilities, what percentage of their time was devoted to the following activities?														What minimum qualifications are required  before council employs staff as Strategic/Statutory Planners?																										What was the total remuneration package ($) for the Head of Planning and for entry level planners employed by council in 2009-2010?				What was council's planning, zoning and development assessment expenditure ($) on staff salaries, consultancies and other expenses in 2009-2010 (see definitions above)?								Please indicate the extent of influence on council's capacity to effectively manage the planning, zoning and development assessment process of each of the listed factors?																										Please comment on any other issues relevant to resourcing? For example, have the resources devoted to planning, zoning and development assessment changed in recent years and, if so, for what reasons?		What was the total number of rezonings (and, if known, a breakdown by council-initiated and proponent-initiated rezonings) in 2009-2010?						For those rezonings which were finalised/gazetted in 2009-2010, what was the average time taken in whole months (and, if known, a breakdown by council-initiated and proponent-initiated rezonings) to reach finalisation/gazettal?						What was the total number of development assessments (and, if known, the number of residential, commercial/business, industrial and other development assessments) determined by council in 2009-2010?										What was the mean gross determination time (in days) for total development assessments (and, if known, the mean gross days to determination for residential, commercial/business, industrial and other development assessments) determined by council in 2009-2010?				  					  										Did council use a track-based system (eg. complying development, prohibited, self assessable, code assessable, merit assessable, impact assessable etc) to assess  development proposals in 2009-2010? 		If yes to Question 15, please estimate the number of development proposal determinations in each category in 2009-2010. 																								Additional information on Question 16.		If known, what was the total number of development proposals approved by council in 2009-2010 that have not yet proceeded beyond approval stage?		If known, what was the total number of development proposals approved by council in 2009-2010 that have not yet led to commencement of construction or change of use phases?		For how many development applications were there pre-lodgement meetings held in 2009-2010? 		What impact did the listed features have on expediting development assessment processes in 2009-2010?																Additional comments on activity indicators.		Were development proposal applicants able to apply for a review (other than by a court/tribunal) of a council development assessment decision in 2009-2010?		If yes to Question 23, please indicate the nature of the review option (eg. S82A in NSW).		If yes to Question 23, how many reviews of council development assessment decisions were held in 2009-2010?		What was the total number of proponent appeals against development assessment decisions by council that were lodged with, and upheld by, the relevant appeals court/tribunal in your state/territory during 2009-2010?				What was the total number of third party appeals against development assessment decisions by council that were lodged with, and upheld by, the relevant appeals court/tribunal in your state/territory during 2009-2010?				Please comment on the nature and extent of appeals by potential business competitors on development proposals in 2009-2010?		Did council have a strategy to deal with frivolous or vexatious appeals by business competitors and, if so, how in 2009-2010?		Which of the following practices does your council employ to facilitate accountability and transparency in the planning, zoning and development assessment system? (Please rank according to importance with 1 being the most important and so on. Equal rankings are allowed. Leave blank if practice not employed).																						Please indicate which of the listed planning, zoning and development assessment information was available on the internet in 2009-2010?																		What was the total value of development proposal assessment fees ($) collected by council in 2009-2010?		What was the total value of infrastructure charges/developer contributions ($) collected by council (on its own account) and the value provided by developers in-kind or through a transfer of land in 2009-2010?						What was the total value of infrastructure charges/developer contributions ($) collected by council on behalf of the state government and other agencies in 2009-2010? (Please provide detail on other agency collections in Question 35 below.)				Additional detail on other agencies infrastructure charges/developer contributions from Question 34.		Did council provide infrastructure charge/developer contribution relief or other incentives to encourage certain developments in 2009-2010? If yes, please provide detail in the comments box below.				What was the extent of cost recovery (%) from total infrastructure charges/developer contributions in 2009-2010?		What percentage of total council revenue was accounted for by infrastructure charges/developer contributions in 2009-2010?		For each of the following development examples, what would the total infrastructure charges/developer contributions ($) have been in 2009-2010 for a typical location?						Does council impose restrictions on the use of particular retail, commercial or industrial sites that are additional to state/regional planning and zoning guidelines? If yes, please provide additional information in the comment box below.				If yes to Question 40, do these council-imposed restrictions vary according to business size (floor area, turnover or other size aspect), business type product mix or other business characteristic? If yes, please provide additional information in the comment box below.				Does council consider or take account of any of the listed impacts of a rezoning or development proposal on competition?												Does council implement an Activity Centres policy approach to the assessment of retail and commercial development proposals?		If yes to Question 43, how many development applications for retail, commercial and industrial developments within and outside activity centres were refused on the basis of being inconsistent with the Activity Centres policy in 2009-2010?				Does council have a formal community consultation strategy?		How important to council are the following reasons for engaging with the community on planning, zoning and development assessment issues?														Typically, at what stage in the planning, zoning and development assessment process does community consultation first occur? (Please select one.)		In 2009-10, which of the following forms of community engagement did your council use in relation to small and large scale development proposals. Please also indicate if you regard these as an effective way of engaging with the community.																																																																		In 2009-10, which of the following practices did your council use to assist the community understand the nature, scale and implications of small and large scale development proposals. Please also indicate if you regard these as an effective way of helping the community understand the implications of development proposals.																																																																										What percentage of the council’s planning, zoning and DA assessment expenditure was spent on community consultation/engagement in 2009-10?		Please indicate the extent to which you feel the following statements reflect the engagement between officials from your council and state government officials.														Please comment on council's priorities for local development (eg. environmentally sustainable development, urban consolidation, employment generation, creating liveable communities etc).		Of the following list of challenges, what are the five highest and lowest priorities in your local council area.																																																						Please provide the details of a person who can be contacted to seek clarification on the information provided in this survey. 

								Question1		Question2[1]		Question3		Question4		Question5A		Question5B		Question5C		Question5D		Question5E		Question5F		Question5G		Q6_BAofTownPlanning_Strategic		Q6_BAofTownPlanning_Statutory		Q6_BAOther_Strategic		Q6_BAOther_Statutory		Q6_DipofTownPlanning_Strategic		Q6_DipofTownPlanning_Statutory		Q6_Certificate_Strategic		Q6_Certificate_Statutory		Q6_Year12_Strategic		Q6_Year12_Statutory		Q6_Other_type		Q6_Other_Strategic		Q6_Other_Statutory		Question7_HOP		Question7_ELP		Question8_SS		Question8_Consult		Question8_LegalExp		Question8_OtherExp		Q9_Incomplete		Q9_WorkloadPressures		Q9_HighStaffTurnOver		Q9_DifficultyEmploying		Q9_Legislative		Q9_ConflictingState		Q9_InsufficientGuidance		Q9_DelaysObjections		Q9_DelaysConsultation		Q9 - Missing		Q9_PoliticalInterference		Q9_Other		Q9_Other		Question10		Question11_CI		Question11_PI		Question11_Total		Question12_CI		Question12_PI		Question12_Total		Question13_Residential		Question13_Commercial		Question13_Industrial		Question13_Other		Question13_Total		Question14_Residential		Question14_Commercial		Question14_Industrial		Question14_Other		Question14_Total		Question15_Answer		Q16_total		Q16_ComplyingDev		Q16_NonCompDev		Q16_ProhibDev		Q16_SelfAss		Q16_CodeAss		Q16_MeritAss		Q16_ImpactAss		Q16_Other1		Q16_Other2		Q16_Other3		Q16_Other4		Question17		Question18		Question19		Question20		Electronic applications - No effect		ePlanning - No effect		Track-based assessment - No effect		Limited/prohibited third party appeals - No effect		Private certification - No effect		Appeal fees/costs - No effect		Other (please specify)		Other answer		Question22		Question23_Answer		Question24		Question25		Q26_AppLodged		Q26_AppUpheld		Q27_AppLodged		Q27_AppUpheld		Question28		Question29		Q30_RofPI		Q30_PDoD		Q30_DoI		Q30_WP		Q30_PAtMD		Q30_EAoAD		Q30_MDDM		Q30_SS		Q30_PR		Q30_Other		Q30_details		Q31_CheckBox1		Q31_CheckBox2		Q31_CheckBox3		Q31_CheckBox4		Q31_CheckBox5		Q31_CheckBox6		Q31_CheckBox7		Q31_CheckBox8		Q31_Other		Question32		Q33_MP		Q33_IK		Q33_ToL		Q34_SG		Q34_SG[1]		Question35		Question36_Answer		Question36_Comments		Question37		Question38		Q38_LDRB		Q38_RDev		Q38_IDev		Question40_Answer		Question40_Comments		Question41_Answer		Question41_Comments		Answer		Answer		Answer		Answer		TextField1		Answer		Question43_Answer		Q44_IAC		Q45_OAC		Question45_Answer		Answer		Answer		Answer		Answer		Answer		TextField1		Answer		Question47_Answer		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		Q48_Other		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		Q49_Other		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		Question50_Answer		Answer		Answer		Answer		Answer		Answer		Answer		Answer		Question52		Maintaining the viability of local retail and commercial centres - Five highest priorities		Integrating new medium or high density housing developments into existing suburbs - Five highest priorities		Addressing regional or metropolitan level development challenges (such as gaps in essential regional or metropolitan transport links) - Five highest priorities		Promoting healthy lifestyles - Five highest priorities		Enhancing economic and social integration with neighbouring local council areas - Five highest priorities		Maintaining existing parks, gardens and green spaces - Five highest priorities		Re-developing unused industrial, retail or commercial sites - Five highest priorities		Reducing traffic congestion - Five highest priorities		Promoting water conservation and/or recycling - Five highest priorities		Addressing problems of crime and violence - Five highest priorities		Protecting local business - Five highest priorities		Providing new economic and social infrastructure - Five highest priorities		Accommodating population growth - Five highest priorities		Ensuring efficient waste management and/or recycling - Five highest priorities		Adapting to climate change - Five highest priorities		Providing more and/or different local government services as a result of changing demographics - Five highest priorities		Improving the accessibility of local government services for an ageing population - Five highest priorities		Maintaining existing roads and water and sewerage infrastructure - Five highest priorities		Providing affordable housing - Five highest priorities		Improving the aesthetics of local retail and commercial centres - Five highest priorities		Providing the amenities and infrastructure needed to support a growing tourism industry - Five highest priorities		Protecting biodiversity - Five highest priorities		Providing diverse and appropriate housing - Five highest priorities		Providing new parks, gardens and green space - Five highest priorities		Redeveloping land along key transport corridors - Five highest priorities		Fostering a stronger sense of community - Five highest priorities		Attracting new businesses - Five highest priorities		Q54_Name		PhoneNum		email

														Open-Ended Response		Strategic planning		General planning advice		Assessment of development applications		Post development application work		Enforcement		Administration		Other		Bachelor of Science/Arts (Town/Urban Planning) - Strategic Planner		Bachelor of Science/Arts (Town/Urban Planning) - Statutory Planner		Bachelor of Science/Arts (Other) - Strategic Planner		Bachelor of Science/Arts (Other) - Statutory Planner		Diploma in Town Planning - Strategic Planner		Diploma in Town Planning - Statutory Planner		Certificate - Strategic Planner		Certificate - Statutory Planner		Year 12 - Strategic Planner		Year 12 - Statutory Planner		Other (please specify)		Q6_Other_Strategic		Q6_Other_Statutory		Head of planning		Entry level planner		Staff salaries		Consultancies		Legal expenses		Other expenses		Incomplete/poor quality applications		Workload pressures		High staff turnover		Difficulty employing suitably qualified staff		Legislative complexity		Conflicting state objectives		Insufficient guidance		Delays from objections/appeals		Delays from consultation		Delays from referrals		Political interference - No impact		Other (please specify)				Open-Ended Response		Council-initiated		Proponent-initiated		Total		Council-initiated		Proponent-initiated		Total		Residential		Commercial/business		Industrial		Other		Total		Residential		Commercial/business		Industrial		Other		Total		Yes		Total		Complying development (eg. CDCs)		Non-complying development		Prohibited development		Self assessable		Code assessable		Merit assessable		Impact assessable		Other 1 (please specify in the text box in Q17 below)		Other 2 (please specify in the text box in Q17 below)		Other 3 (please specify in the text box in Q17 below)		Other 4 (please specify in the text box in Q17 below)		Open-Ended Response		Number		Number		Number		Electronic applications - No effect		ePlanning - No effect		Track-based assessment - No effect		Limited/prohibited third party appeals - No effect		Private certification - No effect		Appeal fees/costs - No effect		Other (please specify)				Open-Ended Response		Yes		Open-Ended Response		Number		Appeals lodged		Appeals upheld		Appeals lodged		Appeals upheld		Open-Ended Response		Open-Ended Response		Register of pecuniary interests		Public disclosure of donations		Declaration of independence		Whistleblowing policy		Public access to meetings/decisions		External auditing of assessment decisions		Non-discretionary decision-making		Structured supervision		Performance reporting		Other (please specify)				Planning scheme/LEP information		Fees and charges		Infrastructure levies		Electronic DA application		DA proposals		DA submissions		DA progress		DA decisions		Other (please specify)		Total assessment fees		Monetary payments		In-kind		Transfer of land		State Government		Other agencies		Open-Ended Response		Yes		Comments		Per cent		Per cent		Low density residential block		Retail development (up to 1,000 sqm floorspace)		Industrial development (up to 5,000 sqm floorspace on a 1 Hectare site)		Yes		Comments		Yes		Comments		Costs and benefits to existing businesses - No		Impact on viability of town centre - No		Transport impacts & infrastructure capacity - No		Community and lifestyle impacts - No		Other (please specify)				Yes		Inside activity centre		Outside activity centre		Yes		To discover community preferences - Not relevant		To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant		To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant		To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant		To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant		Other (please specify)				During the development of council's strategic plan		Advertising in the local newspaper - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Advertising in the local newspaper - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Advertising in the local newspaper - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Advertising in the local newspaper - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Letter box drops - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Letter box drops - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Letter box drops - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Letter box drops - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Erecting signage at the site - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Erecting signage at the site - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Erecting signage at the site - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Erecting signage at the site - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Contacting local community groups that are likely to have an interest in the development - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Contacting local community groups that are likely to have an interest in the development - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Contacting local community groups that are likely to have an interest in the development - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Contacting local community groups that are likely to have an interest in the development - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Posting information on the council’s website - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Posting information on the council’s website - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Posting information on the council’s website - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Posting information on the council’s website - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Setting up a dedicated shopfront - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Setting up a dedicated shopfront - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Setting up a dedicated shopfront - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Setting up a dedicated shopfront - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Holding community information forums - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Holding community information forums - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Holding community information forums - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Holding community information forums - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Other (please specify)										The council providing a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development in information provided directly to the public (e.g. posted on the council’s website or in letters sent to residents) - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		The council providing a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development in information provided directly to the public (e.g. posted on the council’s website or in letters sent to residents) - Was this an effective form of engagement?		The council providing a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development in information provided directly to the public (e.g. posted on the council’s website or in letters sent to residents) - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		The council providing a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development in information provided directly to the public (e.g. posted on the council’s website or in letters sent to residents) - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Requiring developers to provide a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development to those in the community who are directly affected by it - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Requiring developers to provide a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development to those in the community who are directly affected by it - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Requiring developers to provide a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development to those in the community who are directly affected by it - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Requiring developers to provide a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development to those in the community who are directly affected by it - Was this an effective form of engagement?		The council responding in writing to questions received from the community - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		The council responding in writing to questions received from the community - Was this an effective form of engagement?		The council responding in writing to questions received from the community - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		The council responding in writing to questions received from the community - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Allowing the community to access plans of the proposed development on request - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Allowing the community to access plans of the proposed development on request - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Allowing the community to access plans of the proposed development on request - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Allowing the community to access plans of the proposed development on request - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying plans of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Displaying plans of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying plans of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Displaying plans of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying plans and an artist’s impression of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Displaying plans and an artist’s impression of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying plans and an artist’s impression of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Displaying plans and an artist’s impression of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying a model of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Displaying a model of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying a model of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Displaying a model of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Presentations by council officials at community information forums - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Presentations by council officials at community information forums - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Presentations by council officials at community information forums - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Presentations by council officials at community information forums - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Other (please specify)										Less than 1 per cent		Engagement is based on a good understanding of the challenges facing your local area - Strongly agree		Engagement is based on a common view about broader regional or metropolitan planning objectives and priorities - Strongly agree		Engagement is collaborative - Strongly agree		Engagement is outcome focussed - Strongly agree		Engagement involves the two way flow of knowledge and information - Strongly agree		Engagement engenders a sense of trust - Strongly agree		Engagement exerts a strong influence on your council’s ability to effectively manage the planning, zoning and permit assessment process - Strongly agree		Open-Ended Response		Maintaining the viability of local retail and commercial centres - Five highest priorities		Integrating new medium or high density housing developments into existing suburbs - Five highest priorities		Addressing regional or metropolitan level development challenges (such as gaps in essential regional or metropolitan transport links) - Five highest priorities		Promoting healthy lifestyles - Five highest priorities		Enhancing economic and social integration with neighbouring local council areas - Five highest priorities		Maintaining existing parks, gardens and green spaces - Five highest priorities		Re-developing unused industrial, retail or commercial sites - Five highest priorities		Reducing traffic congestion - Five highest priorities		Promoting water conservation and/or recycling - Five highest priorities		Addressing problems of crime and violence - Five highest priorities		Protecting local business - Five highest priorities		Providing new economic and social infrastructure - Five highest priorities		Accommodating population growth - Five highest priorities		Ensuring efficient waste management and/or recycling - Five highest priorities		Adapting to climate change - Five highest priorities		Providing more and/or different local government services as a result of changing demographics - Five highest priorities		Improving the accessibility of local government services for an ageing population - Five highest priorities		Maintaining existing roads and water and sewerage infrastructure - Five highest priorities		Providing affordable housing - Five highest priorities		Improving the aesthetics of local retail and commercial centres - Five highest priorities		Providing the amenities and infrastructure needed to support a growing tourism industry - Five highest priorities		Protecting biodiversity - Five highest priorities		Providing diverse and appropriate housing - Five highest priorities

		Redland.pdf		Martin Hunt		11/26/10 15:09		Redland City Council		QLD		18		66		25		10		35		5		5		20		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		Environmental Planner (LUPG) - Environmental Qualification.		0		0		160000		58712		4888770		387605		1860036		0		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		4		3				4				1		Since GFC 2007-08, the resource pool of senior planners (5 Years +_ has increased.  Significantly greater interest in Council planning positions advertised. Due to economic pressure however staff levels have remained constant while demands from all levels of government to carry out additional responsibilities have increased.		3		2		5		36				36		549		55		15		91		710		25		35		40		24		124		Yes		755		0		5		0		0		576		0		55		119		0		0		0		Compliance applications as per the Queensland Sustainable Planning Act.						17		3		2		1		1		1		2								No						16		0		0		0		N/A		Inactive role. 		6		6		2		3		1		5		4		3		3						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1				2350947		1900000		20130000		0		0		0		Nil. 		Yes		Not taken up. 		38		3.6		40200		59105		265228		Yes		The Regional Plan is interpreted into local planning provisions at local government level through the Planning Scheme. 		Yes		Relate to different zoning and applicable hierarchy of centre in the network of centres in the City.  Planning provisions relate to building heights, building form, public spaces, car parking and relative impacts of the proposed development. etc. 		3		3		3		3						Yes				1		Yes		4		4		2		4		4						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		Presentatoin by Council officers are undertaken in response to community concerns - not regularly 		0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		StronglyAgree		Agree		Agree		StronglyAgree		A Community Plan - Redlands 2030 was endorsed in 2009/2010 and has informed council's preparation of its Corporate Plan 2010-2015, Operational Plan 2010 and Organisational Development Plan.  

These documents together with the Redlands Planning Scheme (2006), Local Growth Management Strategy (2008) and Structure Plans for Emerging Urban communities, Master Plans for City principal activity centres (2009/10) all embrace the delivery of principles of a compact city,  esd, local job sufficiency,  strong integrated communities, housing choice, diversity and affordability, infrastructure provision efficiency, ecosystem conservation, mobility/modal choice with land use integration and the like.  However it is appropriate to advise that comuts priorities from the environment and the creation/liveable community over economic development and population expansion.
		1		1						2				2				2		2						1				1		2												1												Martin Hunt		738298700		martin.hunt@redland.qld.gov.au
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Recent introduction of a ResCode through  our Development Act Regulations resulted in certain forms of residential development being complying or not requiring any planning assessment by council.  While this apparently reduces the number of applications formally requiring planning consent, it introduces an assessment by the planners against the Regulation requirements rather than Council's development plan. 		0		2		2		0		12		12		669		80		19		258		1026		0		0		0		0		0		Yes		1026		7		4		6		0		114		687		0		204								
Other 1 = Building Rules Consent Only		0		0		50		1		1		1		3		2		1						
Data not available for Question 18 and 19.		No						0		0		2		0		
Nil		
Not required		1								2						3		4						1		1		1		1		0		0		0		1		Only decisions made by council's Development Assessment panel are available online.  Delegated decisions are contained in public register (paper copy). 		346682		49000				45000		14249		712				No				100				4000		0		0		Yes		Control over fast food outlets  and limits to extent of pure retail uses in commercial zones. 		Yes		
Limits to floor area of 150m2 for fast food outlets and other pure retail uses.		1		2		3		2						Yes		0		1		Yes		4		4		4		4		3						When re-zoning is being considered		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		Radio Announcements		1		0		1		1		2-5 per cent		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Maintain unique local character, culture, and heritage values by adopting appropriate strategies and implementing policies that support this - in contrast to state's metro-centric code approach of one-size fits all.

Promote spatial planning, landscape assessment, and infrastructure capacity analysis to inform growth potential prior to earmarking growth areas.

Heavy vehicle transport traffic through townships continues to be an issue while such uses remain located in and around residential areas.

Continue to examine the options for more effective rural area and rural landuse policies (eg dwellings vs lot size and scale of industry and commercial expansion of winery development in scenic landscape areas. 				2		1								2		2								1		2										1						1				2				2						Louis Monteduro		885638492		lmonteduro@barossa.sa.gov.au
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Attracting new business
improving the quality of new development
protecting rural areas from inappropriate development																2				2				1		1						2								2		2		1		1								1		Bob Baggio		9747 7168		bobb@melton.vic.gov.au

		Moonee Valley.pdf		Coral Young		12/3/10 14:59		Moonee Valley City Council		VIC		1		20		20				80										0		0		1		0		0		1		0		0		0		0				0		0		130000		51969		1782000		365680		120611				3		4		3		3		3		2		2		4		4				4								5		1		6		10		6		16										0										0		No																																		2		2		1		2		1		2								No						37		34		8		1						1		1						1		1				1		1						1		1		0		1		1		0		0		1				745378		988364										The amount quoted in 33 above, relates to money paid to Council for Cash-In-Lieu of Public Open Space.  (Example - Subdivision of Unit/dwellign development of 20 lots, would require a payment of 5% of the value of the undeveloped land, in lieu of the provision of land for open space purposes).  This money is used by Council to upgrade and/or develop public open space within the municipality.		No														No								2		3		3		2						Yes						No		4		4		4		4		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		Less than 1 per cent		StronglyAgree		StronglyAgree		StronglyAgree		StronglyAgree		StronglyAgree		StronglyAgree		StronglyAgree						1		2										1				2						1		2		2																1				1						Coral Young		392438779		cyoung@mvcc.vic.gov.au
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		Lockyer Valley.pdf		Tracy Ryan		12/7/10 15:47		Lockyer Valley Regional Council		QLD		2		6		5%		20%		65%		5%		1%		3%		1%		1		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		Council utilises a "cadet" system where by a staff member who has been employed within the  Planning Dept may progress to a  "cadet" level and Council supports the training and study.  In a learn as you go situation.		0		1				42253		659998		5000		25000		132400		4		4		2		3		3		2		2		3		3				3						Fifty percent of Council's professional staff are cadets at various stages in undertaking their qualifications.  Council chose to employ cadets due to a shortage of qualified applicants it was receiving for vacant positions.  The Lockyer is a rural Council situated approximately 100km's from Brisbane and in the past has has trouble recruiting planners with appropriate qualifications and/or experience.  						0						0										151										0		No																																60		1		1		1		1		1		3								Yes		Request for Negotiated Decision Section 320 Sustainable Planning Act 2009		13		7				0		0		N/A		No		1		1		1				1						2		2						1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1				947334		1794393				60000								No				?		?		10880		0		0		Yes		Level of assessment for uses is determined by Planning Scheme and zoning location.		Yes		Level of assessment may be determined by Gross Floor Area (GFA).  Requirements for the development will also be determined based on GFA and the mix of uses proposed in a development.		2		3		3		3						Yes		0		0		No		4		4		3		3		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent		Neither		Neither		Agree		Neither		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Council's mission statement - "To be the Region of Choice for vibrant Rural Living".

Council's planning schemes are based on the concept of "ecological stainability" as defined by the Integrated Planning Act 1997.

South East Queensland Regional Plan Priorities of the "Western Corridor" - growth and development management.						1																		1		1						1														1										Tracy Ryan - Manager Planning and Environment		5462 0340		tryan@lvrc.qld.gov.au
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Protection of heritage buildings;
Urban consolidation;
Protection of the neighbourhood character and leafy nature of the muncipality;
Affordable housing;
Protection of public open space;
Public transport capacity
Economic development
Environmental protection
		1				2				2				2		1										1																2				1		1						2		Jo Liu		392784990		jo.liu@boroondara.vic.gov.au

		Cambridge.pdf		Heidi Taylor		12/20/10 18:05		Town of Cambridge		WA		3		5		20%		10%		60%		5%				5%				0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0				0		0		130000		53850		400650		150000		40000		10000		3		2		2		3		2		2		2		3		3				4				2		December 2008, created new planning position to undertake strategic planning projects (i.e. review of Town Planning Scheme, preparing Local Planning Strategy).  Increasing need for local governments to invest more time into strategic planning		2		0		2				12		12		446		56				10		512		51		93				14		52		No																																25		1		1		1		1		1		1		Delegated Authority		3				No						4		4		0		0		No third party appeal rights in WA		N/A		1		2						1						2		3						1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				361000		591500						0		0				No				N/A		N/A		0		0		0		No								1		3		3		3						Yes		0		0		Yes		3		4		3		4		4						During the development of council's strategic plan		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		6-10 per cent		Disagree		Agree		Neither		Agree		Neither		Disagree		Neither		1. Focus increased residential density in and around commercial centres and transport hubs; 2. Increase housing choice as part of new housing developments; 3. Enhance character of existing residential areas; 4. Facilitate development of sustainable housing design; 5. Enhance the functionality and appearance of existing commercial centres with emphasis on: sustainable urban design, main street design principles, increasing land use mix, increased employment opportunities, commercial viability; 6. Promote transit oriented development; 7. Maintain and enhance the ecological values of existing natural assets; 8. Integrate high-quality public places into Town's centres and major developments.		1																		2		2						1										2		1		2				1		2		1						Heidi Taylor		893476045		htaylor@cambridge.wa.gov.au
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1.  Urban consolidation and associated quality of infill development;
2.  Development of Activity Centres (i.e. Canning Regional Centre, Queens Park railway Precinct, Brownlie Towers Precinct in Bentley); and
3.  Industrial Development within the Welshpool and Canning Vale industrial areas.				1				2										2				2				1		1										2				2								1		1				Christian Buttle		892310687		cbuttle@canning.wa.gov.au
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Change of Gold Coast Water to Allconnex
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		0		12		12		0		9		9		2393		140		120		162		2815										13		Yes												724				242		1682		167						OPW = Other 1
Self Assessable is unknown
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						147		1		1		3		3		2		3								No						110		29		7		1		In relation to Q26. 73 Appeals still open (ie. 29 out of 37 Appeals upheld) and Q 27. 5 Appeals still open (ie. 1 out of 2 appeals upheld).

Q28.  Several commercial competitor appeals based on economic need (e.g. P&E Appeals 2143 of 2009 and 2352 of 2010; Lewani Springs Resort Pty Ltd v Gold Coast City Council which commenced in the Planning & Environment Court and resulted in a High Court determination.  Commercial competitor sought appeal being struck out on the basis of the applicant not complying with the public notification requirements of IDAS (IPA 1997 application) which was dismissed by the Court of Appeal and High Court, however, conditions appeal remains on foot.  Other appeals between Westfield, Rayjon Properties (Trading as Tree Tops Pty Ltd), Aldi Stores Pty Ltd, Driftsail Pty Ltd and Rix Super Developments in 2009-2010 period.		Pursuant to 457 (2)(b) Council has been successful in being awarded costs to a Planning & Environment Court Proceeding (Littleford and Moon v GCCC & Ors P&E Appeals 70, 71, 186 and 187 of 2008) being found to be frivolous or vexatious. 

Due to legal professional privilege Council cannot comment on the strategy to deal with appeals of this nature.  		4		7				7		2		2		1		2		2						1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1				21000000		57123778		5145334		2422658		4329831				State Government Transport Charge		Yes		Infrastructure Charges Economic Stimulus Initiative - Subsidy for developments that would stimulate construction activity. Rebates - Not-for-profit community groups.  Deferral of infrastructure charges		11		5.2		29099		247200		1250000		No								1		3		3		3		Social impact are also considered		3		Yes				6		Yes		4		4		3		3		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		0		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		Industry Briefing and newsletter also distributed		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Agree		Neither		Agree		Council's current priorities are described in full in the Corporate Plan accessible via the Council's web site. The priorities are described under 1internally facing Key focus area;
- Corporate Governance, organisational capability and Customer Contact, and
6 external facing Key focus areas;
- A city leading by example,
- A city loved for its green gold and blue,
- A city connecting people and places,
- A safe city where everyone belongs,
- A city shaped by clever design,
- A city with a thriving economy.
		1		1		1		2		2		1		2		1		1		2		2		1		1		2		1		2		2		1		1		2		2		1		1		1		1		1		2		Matthew Hulse		755828866		mhulse@goldcoast.qld.gov.au

		Hurstville.pdf		Angelina Aversa-Morassut		12/20/10 18:06		Hurstville City Council		NSW		1		31		13		3		36		22		3		20		3		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		Depends on the level of expertise required by the Position		0		0		212005		61000		2000000		520184		264653		396241		4		2		3		3		1		1		3		1		2				1						Salaries are one of Councils biggest expenditures.  Due to the impact of the Global Financial Crisis, and the need to improve the bottom line, a number of staff vacancies have not been filled across the organisation.  Council's motto has been to 'work smarter' 'not harder' with existing resources.  This has increased the workload of existing staff.  To ensure that efficiencies, productivity and customer service remain adequate, staff have been working overtime.

						0						0										0										0		Yes																																		1		1		3		2		3		2						E-planning initiatives improve transparency and information available to the public but require significant internal modifications to business process to facilitate 		Yes		Section 82A Review, S96 modification								0		0				Council's assessment of development applications is limited to the considerations under Section 79C(1) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (As amended). 
The commercial viability of proposed commercial development is not a matter that may be taken into consideration by a consent authority for the purposes of determining a development application under Part 4 of the Act to carry out the proposed development.
		1		1						1								1						1		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		Electronic tracking of applications via Masterview																														Yes		The zoning of land under the Hurstville LEP dictates the range of permissible uses in each zone and therefore by default is able regulates 'permissible uses' in each zone.  For example, retail uses are prohibited in an Industrial Zone unless they are associated with a permissible industrial use.  Another example is by regulating floor space, in the Zone 3(a) zone, sales areas' are limited to 400sqm.  This limitation then influences the types of uses which would be suitable and permissible in the zone (e.g. Refer to Clause 13A of the Hurstville LEP)		Yes		Usually business type, size of floor area etc		1		1		2		2		There is a draft Competition SEPP which states“The commercial viability of proposed commercial development is not a matter that may be taken into consideration by a consent authority for the purposes of determining a development application under Part 4 of the Act to carry out the proposed development		1		No						No		3		4		3		4		1						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0				Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Preparation of the Comprehensive LEP 2011, Review of Section 94 Contributions Plan, Hurstville City Centre Project, Storm water & Drainage Policy										2						1										1				2				1				1		2		2								2		1				Angelina Aversa-Morassut		9330 6160		aaversa-morassut@hurstville.nsw.gov.au
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		Lane Cove.pdf		anonymous user		12/20/10 18:07		LANE COVE 		NSW		1		10		15		20		45		5		5		5		5		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		155555		63238		1011555		30000		4000		144900		2		4		1		3		3		4		2		2		2				2		Excessive communication of trivia		3		Resources are stable, but demands placed on local service provision by State policy and legislative changes are unpredictable, and are introduced without adequate supporting infrastructure.		175		75		250		18		18		36		341		62		8		6		417										46		Yes		484		15								52		417																		12						3		2		2		1								Yes		S.82A		5		8		2		0		0						1		1				5		1		3				2		2						1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1				163000		163000												No								15000		92000		185000		No						NA		1		1		1		1				1		No						Yes		4		4		4		4		4				4		During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		1		1		2-5 per cent		Disagree		Agree		Neither		Agree		Neither		Neither		Disagree		All of the above.		1		1		1										1																																1								Stephanie Bashford		299113612		sbashford@lanecove.nsw.gov.au 

		Maitland.pdf		Stephen Punch		12/20/10 18:07		Maitland City		NSW		1		15		35		10		35		5		5		10				1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0				0		0		170976		62756		1033817		71737		71308		154680		3		3		2		3		3		2		2		3		3				2						The period 2009-2010 has seen the Council focus an increase in resources in the strategic planning area in order to prepare the new citywide template LEP and associated development control plan.  Development application numbers were lower over this period compared with previous years (consequence of GFC) and statutory planning positions which became vacant due to staff exits were not replaced over this period - these vacancies will be brought back on line when development application numbers increase.		2		9		11		21		6		27		1063		144		14		175		1396										21.35		Yes		1396		57		1339																										110		1		1		3		1		2		2								Yes		S82A		0		1		1		0		0		Nil.
		No.		1		2						5						3		4						1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0				742795		4876348		152480		0		0		0				No				100		7.3		12091		9300		42500		No								2		3		3		3						Yes		0		0		Yes		3		4		3		4		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		StronglyAgree		The Maitland Local Government Area has been identified within the Hunter Regional Plan as being a key player in accommodating a significant component of the Hunter Regions Population Growth to the year 2025.  Ensuring that Council's urban settlement strategy properly recognises physical constraints, environmental attributes and infrastructure provision and manages/coordinates these factors in a responsible and sustainable way is the major challenge for the Council.  At the same time the Council is attempting to ensure that the LGA is provided with the necessary retail, industrial, social/community and recreational infrastructure appropriate to the existing and future population and a number of studies eg: Maitland Activity Centres and Employment Clusters Strategy have been prepared to inform the development of more formal policies.		1								2		1		2		1						2		2		1										1						2														Stephen Punch		249349821		stephenp@maitland.nsw.gov.au

		Moreton Bay.pdf		anonymous user		12/20/10 18:07		MORETON BAY REGIONAL COUNCIL 		QLD		4		83														100		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0				0		0						1224000		1283000		0		42600		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		2		2				3				3		Significant disruption and loss of experienced staff due to amalgamation;  limited recruitment.

Restructuring as a result of amalgamation.

Difficulty in recruitment - particularly in Engineering Field for Development Assessment.						0						0										1110										0		Yes												946				164										Council does not track or have a role in Self-Assessable development as no contact / application is required with Council.						379		3				3		1		1								Only doing a pilot at this time on electronic lodgement so improvements to DA processes yet to be fully determined.		No						15		2						A small number of submitter appeals would appear to be instituted by potential competitors to the proposed new development.				1		1				3		1						2		3						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1				9506314		42362214.98		39799000		0		0		0				Yes		(Q33) monetary payments for all contributions - $42,362,214.98 - less discounts / capping / remissions / write-offs.  (Q36)  This amount was then reduced by $9,158,807,97 in incentives (via Council's capping regime) to residential development.		24%		7.8		92636.81		427268.99		4365857		Yes		Local Planning Schemes contain provisions that regulate retail, commercial and industrial uses.		Yes		Local Planning Schemes address many aspects of development including site cover, gross floor area, setbacks, landscaping, use type, car parking, amenity impacts.		3		3		3		3		Main consideration relates to centre hierarchy in the Local Planning Schemes and potential economic impacts on existing businesses 		3		Yes						Yes		3		4		3		4		4						During the development of council's strategic plan		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		Councillors may contact the community in regard to proposed developments in their respective Divisions		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		6-10 per cent		Disagree		Disagree		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		1.  Growth management that delivers development adequately serviced by infrastructure and community services and that maintains environmental values.  This includes - well designed and affordable new residential developments:
- a larger and more diversified local economy that provides more jobs and services in the region;
- more innovative and flexible transport systems with greater emphasis on public transport;
- improved infrastructure / asset management;
- better designed urban places;
- protection of natural assets including coast line, waterways and terrestrial ecosystems;
- community development with respects a diversity of places across the region;
- more streamlined regulatory processes.
2.  Develop partnerships with other levels of government, community organisations and peak industry bodies.
3. Respond to emerging issues such as climate change (sea level rise, severe climate events), long term financial sustainability, ageing population, population growth associated with diverse, increasing needs.

						1								2						2		2				1								2				1												1		2		1		Peter Rawlinson		754332380		Peter.Rawlinson@moretonbay.qld.gov.au

		Subiaco.pdf		anonymous user		12/20/10 18:07		City of Subiaco		WA		54		7		10%		20%		50%		5%		5%		10%				1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		113000		58000		474000		64000		55239				3		2		3		2		3		1		3		2		2				1										1		1				19		19										306										0		No																																																		None of the above matters are applicable within the City of Subiaco		No		Application for review under the State Administrative Tribunal Act 2005		13		13		8						With respect to Questions 27-29, third party appeal rights do not exist in Western Australia				3						2		1														1		1		0		0		1		0		0		0				177550																												No				No				2		3		3		3				3		No						Yes		3		3		2		4		2						During the development of council's strategic plan		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		Less than 1 per cent		Agree		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		The City has recently commenced the review of its Town Planning Scheme No.4 and Local Planning Strategy, and it is though this process that these priorities will be accurately determined.  				1								1		1						2						1												2		2				2		1		2								Jeremy Hofland		892379268		jeremyh@subiaco.wa.gov.au

		Wollondilly.pdf		Michael Anthony Kelly		12/20/10 18:07		Wollondilly Shire		NSW		1		16		15		20		40		10		5		10		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		0		0				0		0		180000		46000		1445000		70000		170000		201000		4		3		2		2		4		4		3		3		3				4		Constant changes to State policies/legislation		4		The cost of environmental studies associated with rezoning proposals is substantial and beyond Council's financial means. Council relies on this cost being recovered from proponents.
Development Application fees are set by State Regulation and cannot be exceeded. These fees have not been increased since 2002.
In NSW Council rates are restricted by rate pegging. As such Council is unable to charge rates commensurate with the cost of Council's legislated responsibilities and providing services to the community. Significant cost shifting has also occurred from State to Local Government in regard to the provision of services previously the responsibility of the State without providing sufficient resources. All of this impacts negatively on the resources available for the conduct of Council's planning responsibilities.		4		1		5		0		0		0		818		33		17		292		1160										69		Yes		1161		41		1		0		0		0		1119		0		0		0		0		0								74		1		1		2		1		2		4		Concurrence from State Authorities		4		Substantial delays are experienced in having to obtain concurrence from State Authorities for certain development types, most notably from NSW Department of Planning whose required processes with regard to referrals do not comply with the State planning legislation. The imposition by the State Government of Joint Regional Planning Panels to determine certain development types has increased determination times as most of these applications were previously determined by Council staff under delegation from Council.		Yes		S82A of the NSW EP&A Act		4		4		3		0		0		Third party appeals are restricted by planning legislation in NSW to "Designated Development" i.e. development types that may have a significant environmental impact. Business competition is also not a valid ground for appeal under NSW legislation.		N/A.		1		2				5		1				4		1		3						1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1				711778.42		1802000		160000		0		238798.5		0				No				60		4		16900		21000		8150		No								1		2		3		2						No						Yes		4		4		3		3		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent		Disagree		Disagree		StronglyDisagree		Disagree		StronglyDisagree		StronglyDisagree		StronglyAgree		Wollondilly Shire Council's priorities are detailed in the then Draft Community Strategic Plan and current Draft Growth Management Strategy. The Shire has a strong rural living focus and aims to maintain a balance between the agricultural and industrial economy whilst protecting the natural environment. Sustainability in new development is a key concern along with maintaining and enhancing biodiversity.		1				1								2										1		2				2		2												1				2						1		Michael Kelly		246771175		michael.kelly@wollondilly.nsw.gov.au

		Wanneroo.pdf		Pas Bracone		1/25/11 17:02		City of Wanneroo		WA		2		13		5		10		80		2		1		2				1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		140000		65000		764000		32000		52000				2		3		2		2		3		4		2		2		2				2				2		There has been a slight increase due to growth in the city.		2		15		17		0		12		12		1455								1455										0		No																																		1		1		1		1		1		1								Yes		Request reconsideration under provisions of District Planning Scheme		9		8		1		0		0						1								1														1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0				839080		6861493		36149		1083213		0		0		NA		No				100		17		25449				244440		Yes		See attachment for comments
		Yes		See attachment for comments		2		3		3		3						Yes				1		Yes		3		4		1		4		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		Engagement is undertaken when required as a statutory requirement.		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0				Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Neither		Neither		Disagree		See attachment for comments						1				2				2								2		1		1														2		2		1										1		Pas Bracone		894055512		pas.bracone@wanneroo.wa.gov.au

		Townsville.pdf		Kathryn Shore		1/25/11 17:01		Townsville City Council		QLD		2		73		41		3		45		5		1		5		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		Demonstrated experience		1		1		260328		63423.52		4198582		874632		260206				4		3		3		4		3		3		3		2		2				2						Need to increase the number of senior planners in strategic planning based on the new planning reform in Queensland and requirement for new planning scheme.
Infrastructure Planning, DA Planners need to be more astute to deal with complex process		9				9		0				0		322		29		41		70		462		102		185		166		163		122		Yes												408				55																		1		1		1		1		1		1								No						16		1		4		0						1		1						4		6		3		2		5		1		Integrity Act 2009 & Local Government Act		1		1		1		0		1		0		0		0				3200000		17500000						2900000				N/A		Yes		33% waiver of road infrastructure contributions for development approval that financial year						26000		307000		189000		Yes		Council has a retail hierarchy upon which new retail and commercial proposals are assessed. Development that is contrary to this hierarchy is not generally supported unless there is a demonstrated need for the development.
Different types of industry are restricted to certain locations depending on the likely impacts of the use.		Yes		The floor area can trigger different levels of assessment, i.e. Code Assessment for small scale developments, more rigorous Impact Assessment for larger scale developments		2		3		3		3						Yes		1				Yes		4		1		2		4		4				1		During the development of council's strategic plan		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		Consultation undertaken in accordance with the legislation.		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		Consultation undertaken in accordance with the legislation.		1		1		1		1		Less than 1 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Assess applications in accordance with planning scheme which includes these aspects.		1		1												2		2								1						2		2				1		2														1		Paul Johnston		747279546		paul.johnston@townsville.qld.gov.au

		Holroyd.pdf		Adam Davis		1/25/11 17:01		Holroyd City Council		NSW		1		20		30		10		35		5		0		10		10		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		Planning Asst - must be completing degree		0		0		186400		61900		1584182		230755		138960		102888		4		3		3		2		3		3		2		2		2				4				3		Insufficient &outdated regulated fees make resourcing difficult.		29		25		54		0		0		0		664								664		80								80		Yes		706		42				0						664																				1		1		3		1		3		3				1				Yes		S82A Review		8		2		2		0		0		Nil received		No. Nil received		3		2				7		6				5		8		1						1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1				603136		849000		308000				0		0				Yes		Deferred payment of contributions for larger development.		0		0.8		3900		457600		0		Yes		Local development controls (eg. FSR)		No				2		3		3		2		Not for development proposals but for rezoning proposals.ng 				Yes		0		0		Yes		4		4		3		4		4						During the development of council's strategic plan		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		more than 10 per cent		Neither		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Neither		Disagree		StronglyAgree								1				2								2								1		2		2						1						2						1						1		Adam Davis		298409803		adam.davis@holroyd.nsw.gov.au

		Hawkesbury.pdf		Richard Nej		1/25/11 17:01		Hawkesbury City Council		NSW		2		14																1		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		189375				845708		137200		286560		140050		3		3		2		4		3		2		2		2		2				2						Standard instrument Local Environmental Plan implementation has required significant  resources from Council. Provisions of standard Instrument have changed a number of times as well as advice from Department of Planning. Some other Government Authorities have not appreciated Councils "conversion" approach for new LEP  and requested matters to be added /deleted. All of the Department of Planning changes in the Standard Instrument and advices as well as other Government agencies has required significant re-drafting of the LEP and /or responses to DOP/other agencies.		2		7		9						0										903										37105		No																														289				1		1		1		1		1		2								Yes		S82A		2		10		4										5		4						1						3		2						1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1				386655.12		378145						50471						No														No																Question was not understood				No						Yes		4		4		4		4		2						When re-zoning is being considered		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		1.Investigating and        
planning the City’s
future in consultation
with our community,
and co-ordinating
human and financial
resources to achieve
this future.
2. An informed community
working together
through strong local
and regional
connections.
3.A network of towns,
villages and rural
localities connected by
well-maintained public
and private
infrastructure, which
supports the social and
economic development
of the City.
4.A prosperous
community
sustained by a
diverse local
economy that
encourages
innovation and
enterprise to attract
people to live, work
and invest in the city.
5.Sustainable and
liveable communities
that respect,
preserve and
manage the heritage,
cultural and natural
assets of the City.						1								2		1				2						1										1		2		2										2				1		Richard Nej		245604574		council@hawkesbury.nsw.gov.au

		Gosnells.pdf		anonymous user		1/25/11 17:01		City of Gosnells		WA				18																1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		The City has previously employed  people who were studying towards their degree.		0		0		108000		54796		1232275		36360		129235		447		4		4		3		3		3		2		2		4		4				2						The resources devoted to planning have remained relatively stable in recent years. There has been some staff turnover however, most of which is due to the staff leaving the City to work in private consultancies or accepting higher positions at other Local Governments.		2		4		6		16		20		18										581										50		No																																												2						Appeals greatly impact on the time available for DA assessment / sign off. Other categories are largely not applicable to the City. 		Yes		Town Planning Scheme provides for reconsideration by Council.				7		1										3		3		3		3		2				3		1		3						1		1		0		0		1		0		0		1		Policies, Structure Plans, Information on major planning projects, Development Guidelines and the City's Geographic Information System (GIS)		339198		4610928												No						5								Yes		Town Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS 6) requirements		Yes		Car parking requirements based on land use and building size.		1		3		3		3						Yes		0		0		Yes		4		4		1		4		1						When a development application is being assessed		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		StronglyAgree		Neither		Disagree		All of the above, in addition to water management.																																																								Luke Gibson		893973170		lgibson@gosnells.wa.gov.au
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Environmental Sensitive Design
Protection of Vegetation				1		2				1						2										1				1		2												1				2		2						Matthew Cripps		397841905		matthew.cripps@frankston.vic.gov.au

		Charles sturt.pdf		Adam Mrotek		1/25/11 17:01		City of Charles Sturt		SA		1		18		8		5		70		5		5		7		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		Graduate Diploma		1		1		150000		57147		2670649		163518		249624		474945		4		3		3		3		4		3		2		2		2				2		policy complexity		3		Due to high development activity levels over the past 7-10 years resources have been increased. only a minor downturn was experienced during the global financial crisis.

Relatively new assessment issues like contamination, significant trees and flood mitigation have increased the complexity of assessment.		2		4		6		39				39		3156		350		42		0		3548		25		41		50		0		116		Yes		3548		904		26		0		0		0		2618		0		0		0		0		0								90		2		2		3		2		1		1		Trapeze		4		Trapeze - allows electronic assessment, single handling of application documentation.
		No						4		0		2		1		Nil		NA		2						4		1		3		5										1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1				1103174		0		0		0		0		0				No				0		0		0		0		0		No								2		3		3		3						No						Yes		3		3		3		3		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent		Agree		StronglyAgree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		There are a number of major development areas within the Council area where all of these issues have taken a high priority with particular focus on urban consolidation				1				2										1								1				1		2								2				2				1						2		Adam Mrotek		884081189		amrotek@charlessturt.sa.gov.au

		Cardinia.pdf		Phil Walton		1/25/11 17:00		Cardinia Shire Council		VIC		1		29.3		25		10		40		5		10		10				1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0				0		0		170000		58000		1855000		621000		217000		265000		4		4		3		4		4		4		2		2		2				2						Increasing strategic planning focus has lead to employment of additional staff and consultant resources to prepare detailed structure plans.

Increasing complexity of legislation and state requirements to be met in stategic and development assessment processes.		3		11		14		15.8		17				541		54		41		317		953										129		No																																		2		3		1		3		1		1						E-planning will have a significant impact over the next couple of years with the expansion of current systems		No														None specifically that Council was aware of.		n/a		1						1		1						1		1						1		1		0		1		0		0		0		0				410000		6579000		17094000		7333000		0		0		n/a		No				n/a										Yes		Structure Plans, Urban Design Frameworks, Local Policies		No				2		3		3		3						No						No		3		4		1		4		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent		Neither		Agree		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Provision of physical and community infrastructure
Creation of local employment
Access to services and facilities
Creating livable communities
Environmental sustainability				2						2				2										1		1										2						2		1				1				1				Phil Walton		359454261		p.walton@cardinia.vic.gov.au

		Blacktown City.pdf		anonymous user		1/25/11 17:00		Blacktown City Council		WA		1		28		20		15		20		20		15		10				1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		207000				1599882		205000		219061				4		4		4		4		4		3		3		3		4				4						Increased demand for planners by State Government to assess Part 3A DAs. This has depleted Local Government Planners.		4		9		13		44				44										0										0		Yes																										See Local Government Performance Monitoring Report due out from the Department of Planning NSW.						100		1		1		1		1		2		2								Yes		S82A of the EP&A Act 1979.		3		5		1								No		1		1						1						1		1						1		1		1		0		0		0		1		0				1740872		15739419		585113		7034233		0		0				No				22		7.5		35000		8600		120000		No						N/A		1		3		3		2						Yes		0		0		Yes		4		4		3		4		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Neither		StronglyAgree		All of the above.				1		1														2		2				1		2				2										2				1								1		Judith Portelli		298396000		judith.portelli@blacktown.nsw.gov.au

		Bankstown.pdf		Scott Pedder		1/25/11 17:00		Bankstown City Council		NSW		1		21		20		10		50		5		10		5				1		1		0		0		0		1		0		1		0		0				0		0		122000		70000		2528000		19000		109000		341000		3		3		3		3		2		1		1		2		2				2				2				3				3		36				36										1215										41		No																										NA								2		2				2		3		2								Yes		Section 82A Review				4		1		0		0		na		"Dealing with difficult customers"		5		4						3		2						1						1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		S94A Developer Contribution Plan		1001567		3385355		0		0		0		0				No						2.5								Yes		Condition imposed via Development Consents to control noise, water, odour, car parking and other amenity compacts.		Yes		Based on type and scale of business and associated impacts.														No						Yes		3		3		3		3		1						During the development of council's strategic plan		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		more than 10 per cent		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Neither		Disagree		To have local development contribute to a more sustainable urban environment, which has:
-  Liveable neighbourhoods
-  Green spaces and corridors
-  Jobs closer to home
-  Integrated transport
-  Community infrastructure		1								2				2										1		1				1				2								2										1		2		Scott Pedder		297079472		scott.pedder@bankstown.nsw.gov.au

		Auburn.pdf		Alia Karaman		1/25/11 17:00		Auburn City Council		NSW		1		22		42		0		50		0		0		8		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		180000		55000		1500000		170000		120000						3				2		1		1		2				1				1				2		NSW Government reform has resulted in Councils having to allocate significant resources to preparing submissions (eg, 2010 = 15 Submissions)						1						42		230		107		65				402		74		75		100				249		No																																		1		1		1		2		3		2								Yes		Section 82A Review		8		0		0		0		0		NIL		NIL																								1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1				336873		3700000												No				7.4				2880000		820000				No								3		3		3		2						No						Yes		4		4		4		4		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent		Agree		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Attractive, vibrant town centre, public domain.		1		2		1		2		2		1		2		1		2		1		2		1		1		2		2		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		Alia Karaman		406381645		alia.karaman@auburn.nsw.gov.au

		Yarra Ranges.pdf		Jacqui Hansen		1/25/11 17:00		Yarra Ranges Council		VIC				23		50		10		35		5		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0				0		0														3		2		3		2		1		1		2		1		2				3						The community are more aware of the planning process and are therefore more involved  this takes greater resources to manage.						0						0		2500								2500		60								60		No																																		1		1		1				3		3								No						180				180				Planning scheme amendments involving commercial proposals, ie. supermarkets, generally have existing operator challenging proposals.		VCAT makes the determination whether an appeal is frivolous or vexatious.		1		1				1		1		1				1		1						1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1																																No						NA		2		3		3		3						Yes						No		4		4		4		4		2						During the development of council's strategic plan		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0				Agree		Neither		Agree		Neither		Neither		Neither		Agree		Council priorities are outlined in the Council Plan and Planning assessments. they are also based on policies within the Planning Scheme.  Key areas include:
*  ESD
*  Urban consolidation , activity centre planning
*  Local employment/local economy
*  Protection of environment, agricultural land and landscapes.
																																																								Jacqui Hansen/D Closs		392946169		j.hansen@yarraranges.vic.gov.au

		Randwick.pdf		Karen Armstrong		1/25/11 17:01		City of Randwick		NSW		1		33.6		20		15		30		5		10		20		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		230000		68000		3180300		400000		460000				4		4		3		3		2		2		3		3		3				3						As a result of the reduction in the number of DAs, council reduced the number of staff involved in DA assessment y 3. During 08-09 and 09-10, Council experienced 20% reduction in DAs. Since July 2010, the situation has reversed.						0		1		1		2		910								910		74								74		Yes				260										910												All DAs are assessed in accordance with Council's LEP + DCPs. Council's DCPs are performance based and each DA goes through a merit assessment under the provision of NSW EPA Act, Council's plans, policies and codes. 

*  We are not sure what the survey means by non-complying DA.						20		2				2		1		3		3								Yes		82A Review under EPA Act, NSW		5		11		3		0		0		NA		NA		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Council's DCPs, notification policies		1055400		2130000		0		0				0				No				13		2								No		DCPs provide additional guidance but do not restrict use.						2		3		3		3						No						Yes		4		4		4		4		4						During the development of council's strategic plan		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		6-10 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Council in the assessment of the applications gives equal consideration to all the above issues. In addition, traffic, transport, parking and environmental impacts associated with a development receives a high level of consideration.		1		1		2		2						2				1				1																				2		1				2								Karen Armstrong		293990895		karen.armstrong@randwick.nsw.gov.au
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		Newcastle.pdf		Shannon Turkington		1/25/11 17:01		City of Newcastle		NSW		2		7		60		40												1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		Bachelor Urban and Regional Planning		1		1				67000										3		3		3		2		3		3		2		3		2				3						Additional resources (within Strategic Planning) and funding from the Department of Planning has been required during the preparation of the Standard LEP and also to implement planning reforms.		3		7		10		12		12		24										0										0																																																																																														1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		Councillor business papers and resolutions				1996070		0		0		0		0		NIL charged in Newcastle LGA		No						1.2								No								2		3		3		3						No						Yes		3		3		3		3		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0				Agree		Neither		Neither		Neither		Agree		Neither		Agree		Council priorities for local development are outlined within Council's strategic policies such as the draft 2030 strategy and Newcastle Urban Strategy.  Council's policies include environmentally sustainable development, urban consolidation, employment generation, creating livable communities (eg walkable, safe, close to public transport and community infrastructure), protecting the historic element of the city.				2				1										1								1				1										1		1		1		1				1						Shannon Turkington		249742869		sturkington@ncc.nsw.gov.au

		Mornington Peninsula.pdf		anonymous user		1/25/11 17:01		MORNINGTON PENINSULA SHIRE		VIC		10		39.1		10		10		30		3.3		6.8		6.9		33		1		1		1		1		0		1		0		0		0		0				0		0		274095		51605		4369935		559626		1255023				3		4				4		4		3		3		3						3				3				23		3		26		13		14		27										2520										74		No																																82		2						2		1										No						29		29		59		1				NO		1						1		1						1		1						1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1				2992512																												No				No				1		3		3		3						Yes						Yes		4		4				3		4				3		During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		more than 10 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Neither		Agree		* Develop a housing and sustainable settlement strategy to direct demand t housing to locations with appropriate infrastructure.
* Developing a Green Wedge (rural) Strategy 
* Activity Centre Planning
* Coastal Management
* Preparation of a biodiversity Action Plan
* Preparation of a Municipal Housing Strategy				1		1						2				2										1				1		2												1						2				2		Kylie Traeger		5950 1148		kylie.traeger@mornpen.vic.gov.au

		Melbourne 1.pdf		Martin Williams		1/25/11 17:01		City of Melbourne		VIC		1		28				5		60		20		15						0		1		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		120000		50000		2083000		169431				70786		2		3		2		2		3		2		2		2		2				2						No Change						0						0										1029										42		No																																214		2		2				3				1								No														Do not keep separate figures on proponent vs third part appeals
appeals lodges on 8% of applications
Council decision upheld in 88% cases

Business competitor appeals not an issue.		Not an issue.		1		1				1		1		1				1		1						1		1		0		1		1		0		1		0				570776																												No				No																								1		3		3		3		1						During the development of council's strategic plan		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0				Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither																																																										Martin Williams		396588414		martin.williams@melbourne.vic.gov.au

		Melbourne2.pdf		Robyn Hellman		1/25/11 17:01		City of Melbourne		VIC		1		15		98		2												1		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0				62254		1000000		300000						2		3		3		2		2		1		2		3		3				2								1				1				21		21										0										0																																																																								1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0																																No																				No						Yes		3		4		4		4		2						During the development of council's strategic plan		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0				Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		The City of Melbourne has numerous policies and structure plans which provide direction for future growth of the city, employment and creating sustainable communities.		2		1		1		2		2		1		1		1		1		2		2		1		2		2		2		1		1		1		2		2		2		1		1		1		1		1		1		Robyn Hellman		396588696		robyn.hellman@melbourne.vic.gov.au

		Maribyrnong.pdf		Kirstin Gaschk		1/25/11 17:01		Maribyrnong City Council		VIC		1606		27		20		15		45		5		5		10				0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0				0		0						1187274.8		97246.78				443126.31		3		3		1		1		2		1		1		2		3				2				1		Changes to planning systems
training
technical difficulties		5		0		5				24		24										1606										89		No																												332				207		1		1		1		1		1		1								No						99		73		23		7		NA		NA		1		3				6		5						2		2						1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0				430883.84		1045630												No								450						No								1		3		2		2		Consideration given in accordance with the SPPF & LPPF				Yes						Yes		4		4		4		4		4				4				0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		consultation meetings & planning forums for development applicants that have received objections in accordance with the councils instrument of delegation.		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				0		0		0		0		Less than 1 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Encourage and tolerate sustainable development & the practice of a high standard of urban design in new developments. Urban consideration has also become a priority for local development having regard to Stat Planning Policy objectives including Melbourne 2030 and Melbourne at 5 million. In addition council aims to ensure the preservation of our heritage areas, assist renovations of local building industry & promote social objectives & infrastructure objectives as detailed in councils Municipality strategic statement.				2				2												1						1										1								2		1						1				Irene Plakidis		96880488		irene.plakidis@maribyrnong.vic.gov.au

		Light.pdf		Tara Kneebone		1/25/11 17:01		Light Regional Council		SA		1		11		30		10		40		5		5		5		5		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		120000		65000		945000		100000		80000				3		3		1		1		2		2		2		2		3				2						Increased number of development applications has necessitated an increase in both professional and administrative staffing numbers.  The recently released 30 Year Plan for Greater Adelaide proposes significant growth within our Council region and as such additional resources will need to be brought on board to accommodate the expected growth.		1		2		3		36				36		545		62		9		28		644										0		Yes		697		14		13								670																				3						2		3		2								No						5		1		0		0				No		2		5		5		6		1		8		7		4		3						1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0				127920		381250		62805				0		0				Yes														No								1		2		3		3						No						Yes		4		4		4		4		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree								1																		1		1										1																		1		James Miller		885253200		jmiller@light.sa.gov.au

		Survey Monkey		203.38.106.19		11/29/2010		Hawkesbury City Council		NSW		2																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				rnej@hawkesbury.nsw.gov.au		Richard		Nej		Hawkesbury

		Survey Monkey		203.38.197.42		11/26/2010		City of Victor Harbor		SA		1																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				gpathuis@victor.sa.gov.au		Graham		Pathuis		Victor Harbor

		Survey Monkey		150.101.236.78		11/18/2010		City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters		SA		1		11		15		15		45		0		15		5		5		1		1																		n/a						150000		45000		1300000		115000		72000		0		3		2		1		1		4		4		2		2		2		2		2		n/a				please note that the figures given above in relation to staff numbers, remuneration etc. include policy planning staff and building rules assessment staff.																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																		matkinson@npsp.sa.gov.au		Matt		Atkinson		Norwood

		Survey Monkey		203.94.155.211		10/29/2010		Moreland		VIC		1		37.6		10		20		30		20		5		15		0		1		1		1				1		1										Environmental/Social Studies						150000		51811		2303144		409199		150000		571056		4		4		4		4		2		3		3		3		3		3		4		Inadequate planning fees effecting resourcing of the service				30% increase in applications in the last 12 months - difficult for local government to respond to resources pressures when fees meet less than 50% of costs and politically not an area that is perceived well by the community due to negative press on planning and political call-ins at state level    Ministerial interventions impacts community satisfaction and perception of planning    Inexperienced applicants and porr quality of submissions  Staff turnover						10						24								208		1509												No		1509																								Does PPARS help with this and Question  13?						620		2		2		2		1		1		1		Appeal system delays resulting in more resolution at Council level  e-planning has benefit for subdivision only at this time.  Removal of double handling - integration between systems will have greatest benefit.				Private Certifications has not been pursued on the basis of likihood of take up (additional cost) by the community.    Victorian Planning fees under review - well overdue.						149										These represent a minor proportion of appeals.      VCAT produceds annual data in respect to 26 & 27.  Overall Council won or successfully mediated > 85% of appeals		No - this is not a major issue and is probably more of an issue for the VCAT to address holistically		1						3		3		1				1		2						1		1						1		1		1		1				930173														No														No																				Yes		1				Yes		4		3		3		4		4						During the development of council's strategic plan		1				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1				1		1										1		1		1		1		Holding Planning Consultation meetings with the applicant and objectors chaired by Councillors										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1												2-5 per cent		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		ESD, affordable housing, positive urban design outcomes, accessibility housing and communities, local job creation.  U*rban Villages, live work and play locally with the need for a car or high income.														1								1				1				1																								1		Phillip Priest/Zoran Jovanovski		03 9240 1149		ppriest@moreland.vic.gov.au		ppriest@moreland.vic.gov.au		Phillip		Priest		Moreland

		Survey Monkey		203.52.130.141		10/08/2010		Clarence		TAS		1		11		20		20		20		10		10		10		10		1		1																		none						300000		85000		1700000		125000		100000		20000		3		3		3		3		2		1		1		1		1		1		1		lack of regional/ state planning - moderate impact				Increasing resources into planning assessment and enforcement		4		10		14		7		7		7										436										37		No																												450						1		1		1		1		1		1						Pre-lodgement meetings and face-to-face lodgement found to speed up assessment as they quickly identify further information needs, correct fees, etc allowing the applicant to deal with those without undue delay.		Yes						37		4		3		0		Competition is not a valid town planning ground.  There have been no appeals in Clarence relating to this ground.		The Tribunal would award full costs against the appellant in such cases.		1								1								1						1		1						1								All relevant strategy reports, codes, by-laws, policies etc		180000		0		0		0		0		0		Developer contributions are levied by Southern Water for sewerage and water.		Yes		Rates exemption for first year of rates in repect of industrial or retail developments.		100		0		0		0		0		Yes		There is no regional planning in Tasmania. State guideleines are minimal.  Planning Schemes and associated policies are developed by local government		Yes		car parking requirements are based on total floor space or particular use - expressed as a ratio.		1		2		3		2						Yes		0		0		Yes		3		3		3		4		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1										1				1																				Few people appear to use the internet to look for advertised development applications.  Most rely on notices to adjacent owners, site notices, and newspaper notices (in that order).																																										1		1		1		1		1				1		1																												6-10 per cent		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Disagree		All these issues are important but priorities change from time to time.  Currently the impact of climate change on sustainable coastal development is a core focus as is promoting further retail growth in expanding satellite villages and low density communities.				1																										1						1								1		1										Ross Lovell		36245840		rlovell@ccc.tas.gov.au		rlovell@ccc.tas.gov.au		Ross		Lovell		Clarence

		Survey Monkey		202.167.244.17		10/06/2010		District Council of Mallala		SA				5																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																		rose@mallala.sa.gov.au		Henri		Mueller		Mallala

		Survey Monkey		203.58.26.2		10/18/2010		Mosman		NSW		3		14		5		5		70		5		5		5		5										1		1																200000		50000		1196949		61698		182734		6763		2		4		3		3		4		3		3		3		3		3		1												0																259										107		No																																10		1		1		2		2		2		2								Yes		S.82A		6						0		0				No		3		2						1														1		1		1				1		1		1		1				752387		1042000												No						3		5000		0		0		No								1		2		3		2						No						Yes		4		4		4		4		4						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1																																																				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																				2-5 per cent		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Providing well designed sustainable development in appropriate locations				1		1																				1				1						1																				joe vertel		02 9978 4214		j.vertel@mosman.nsw.gov.au		j.vertel@mosman.nsw.gov.au		Joe		Vertel		Mosman

		Survey Monkey		139.130.0.122		10/04/2010		wyndham		VIC																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																						peter.vantil@wyndham.vic.gov.au		Peter		Van Til		Wyndham

		Survey Monkey		203.39.120.162		11/08/2010		City of Casey		VIC																				1																																																																		4		1		5		12		6		11		358		52		40		334		784		68		79		62		79		73																																																																																																																		9171000		2041000		1676900		656000				VicRoads and Rail		No				10		5				37500		75000		Yes		Council has a Retail Policy within Clause 22.07 of the Planning Scheme that has Activity Centres hiarachy that development should adhere to.		Yes		Council's activity centres strategy (retail policy) defies on Activity Centre hiarchy that retail development must consider.														Yes						Yes		4		4		3		4		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		1				1		1						1		1						1				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1														1														1				1												1				1				1				1								1																																								Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree																																																																adminplanning@casey.vic.gov.au		Michael		Pollard		Casey

		Survey Monkey		117.120.16.132		09/24/2010		Hornsby Shire Council		NSW		34		41		25		5		30		15		15		10		0		1		1																								185000		57000		4200000		380000		545000		3725000		2		3		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						Ever increasing complexity in the planning process.		3		1		4						18		946		60		60		436		1502										74		Yes		1614		112																												200		1		1		3		1		3		2								Yes		s82A		16		6		1		0		0		Nil		N/A		1		2						3		4				5		6						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1				2600000		1850000		0		0		0		0				No				0		1		1500000		0		0		Yes		DCP controls		Yes		DCP controls		1		3		3		3						Yes		0		0		Yes		4		4		4		4		2						When a development application is being assessed		1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																												1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1																												2-5 per cent		Disagree				Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Environmentally sustainable development				1		1		2						2																														1												Scott Phillips		298476751		sphillips@hornsby.nsw.gov.au		sphillips@hornsby.nsw.gov.au		Scott		Phillips		Hornsby

		Survey Monkey		117.120.16.131		09/23/2010		Charles Sturt		SA																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																												Disagree																																																																										kwundersitz@charlessturt.sa.gov.au		Kym		Wundersitz		Charles Sturt

		Survey Monkey		203.41.174.82		12/13/2010		Alexandrina		SA				5																1		1																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																sally.roberts@alexandrina.sa.gov.au		Sally		Roberts		Alexandrina

		Survey Monkey		203.37.232.178		10/27/2010		Cessnock City Council		NSW		2		12		15		15		40		5		10		10		5		1										1																120000		46000		678000		210000		260180		56000		4		4		3		3		4		3		2		2		2		4		4						The number of resources allocated to planning have not changed in recent years but the allocation of resources between statutory and strategic planning have been changed, with staff being moved from statutory assessment team into strategic planning, which has traditionally been under-resourced.          Other areas of Council are often not resourced to provide an efficient referral service which imapcts upon assessment times  (environmental staff are an example and difficulty in recruiting these types of skills has an impact on planning).		21		4		25				2		2																																																																																																																		1		1																		744000												No				1		1		3242						No				No				3		3		3		3		Protect, enhance and promote the natural, developed and cultural environment				No						Yes		4		4		4		4		1						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1														1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1												1		1		1		1																																																																						Disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree																																																																council@cessnock.nsw.gov.au		Mr Mortomore		Mortomore		Cessnock

		Survey Monkey		203.100.58.40		11/04/2010		City of Swan		WA		153																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				scott.hollingworth@swan.wa.gov.au		Scott		Hollingworth		Swan

		Survey Monkey		203.144.29.5		10/28/2010		Scenic Rim Regional Council		QLD		3		22		15		5		40		5		5		25		5										1		1																		30000																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																						john.c@scenicrim.qld.gov.au		John		Creagan		Scenic Rim

		Survey Monkey		203.41.58.6		11/22/2010		Nillumbik Shire Council		VIC		10		20		20		20		40		5		5		10		0										1		1																120000		50000		1150000		10000		35000		150000		3		2		2		2		2		1		2		1		3		2		1						Increased burden placed on local government to deliver and administer State Government policy,  In Victoria, an example of this is teh Victorian Native Vegetation Management Framework where the resourcing to ensure compliance with this framework is now burdened on Councils.																																93		No																																30		1		1		1		1		1		1								No						30		21		12		11						4		5				6		3						1		2		7				1		1						1						1						150000		38000																								No				No				1		1		1		1						Yes				1		No		1		4		4		4		3						When a development application is being assessed						1				1		1		1		1		1		1		1				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																												1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																												2-5 per cent		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree				Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree																																																																barry.green@nillumbik.vic.gov.au		Barry		Green		Nillumbik

		Survey Monkey		203.52.130.141		09/22/2010		Hobart City Council		TAS		2		8		0		10		75		10		0		5		0				1								1																110000		50000		650000		130000		150000		20000		3		2		2		2		3		2		2		2		2		2		2						Complexity of applications seems to have increased resulting in longer assessment times or challenges (throught Tribunal) of Council decisions		2		1		3						5		750		125		10				885		36		36		36				36		No																																		2		2								2								No						25		23		5		2		None		The RMPAT Act provides for costs to be awarded against persons who make frivolous or vexatious appeals therefore they do not tend to happen that often										1														1		1				1		1										400000						75000																						No								1		1		1		1						No						No		3						3		3						When a development application is being assessed		1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1																												1		1		1		1																		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1																				2-5 per cent																Council does not have a specific priority in this regard however it has identified "Future Directions"  within its strategic plan and these embrace such things as sustainable development, liveable communities and the like.		1																		1		1						1				1																								Ian Stanley		362382179		stanleyi@hobartcity.com.au		stanleyi@hobartcity.com.au		Ian		Stanley		Hobart City

		Survey Monkey		165.228.174.69		09/22/2010		Kogarah City Council		NSW		1																										1		1																												3		2		1		1		1		1		1		3		2		2		2												0																																																																																Yes		Section 82A Review								0		0						2		3						1														1		1		1				1				1		1																																No								2		2		3		3		When assessing a DA, Council is required in NSW to take into account the Heads of Consideration under s79C of the EPA Act. With respect to rezonings, Council will take into account the impact of the viability on existing commercial centres when it is proposed to undertake a rezoning on the periphery of an existing commercial centre.				No						No		3		4		3		4		4						When a development application is being assessed						1				1		1										1																																1		1		Council policy is to mediate with objectors in relation to DAs.										1																																																																												Neither agree or disagree		Agree		Disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree																																																																george.andonoski@kogarah.nsw.gov.au		George		Andonoski		Kogarah

		Survey Monkey		202.65.77.250		09/21/2010		Shire of Mundaring		WA		505																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				johndevereux@mundaring.wa.gov.au

		Survey Monkey		203.25.97.13		10/14/2010		Hume City Council		VIC																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																						michaels@hume.vic.gov.au		Michael		Sharp		Hume

		Survey Monkey		203.36.198.29		10/19/2010		Somerset Regional Council		QLD		3		5		10		15		50		10		10		5						1																		We also have a planning cadet who is studing part-time for a degree.						75132		33127		365139		20000		94650				3		3		2		3		3		3		2		3		2		3		2																																																																										3		3		1		1		1		2																						Nil		Each considered on merit, no frivilous or vexaqtious during year in question.																								1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1				940910		6350000																										Yes		Planning Scheme Codes		Yes		Code requirements vary depending on location, nature of activity and seek to control footprint, setbacks, height etc.		2		3		3		2						No						No		4		3		3		3		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1																												1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																												2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Council has recently commenced the preparation of a new planning scheme for the entire Somerset Region.Environmentally sustainable development, urban consolidation, employment generation, creating liveable communities etc are all important..		1				1																		1																		1										1				Brad Sully		07-54244000		bsully@somerset.qld.gov.au		bsully@somerset.qld.gov.au		Brad		Sully		Somerset

		Survey Monkey		203.102.177.3		10/26/2010		Campbelltown City Council		NSW		15		15		25		15		30		10		0		15		5		1		1		1		1																				205300		67900		2459100		243250		248000		285600		4		4		3		2		4		4		4		4		2		3		4						very little increase in resources to match increasing complexity of applications and rising applicant and community expectations in terms of timeliness and quality of outcomes. we are constantly asked to do more with less, quicker. DA fees don't cover costs and rates are also pegged so the budget is shrinking in real terms but everything has to be done quicker to better standard. Another big problem is the poor quality of applications we recieve and the incompetence and inexperience of may consultants who rely upon Council to spoonfeed them through the process. It should be legislated that you need an accredited  town planning consultant to prepare any application where the capital value exceeds $500,000. Better prepared applications would flow through the system faster.		1		5		6		18		0		1										925										82		No																																50		1		2		1		1		2		1								Yes		s82a		3		4		2		0		0		nil		not a specific strategy as such. If a submission of objection was lodged by a deemed competitor, Council would consider engaging the services of an external expert for the purposes of a peer review of the application and merit basis of the objection.		1		1				2		1		2				1		1						1		1		1				1						1				564758		671672		460003		693277								No				100		0		42982						Yes		- proximity of sex releated industries to churches, schools, etc  - places of worship in industrial areas  - separation distance between discount retail shops within the main street		No				2		3		3		3						No						Yes		4		4		4		4		4						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1														1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1														2-5 per cent		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		1 Development is supported by an appropriate level of infrastructure.  2 Ecologicall sustanable design principles.  3 Creating sustainable vibrant and well connected communities.  4 Grow and widen the local/regional employment base.  5Growing Campbelltown and Macarthur as aregional centre.				1		1						1														1																										1				james baldwin		246454616		jbaldwin@campbelltown.nsw.gov.au		jeff.lawrence@campbelltown.nsw.gov.au		Jeff		Lawrence		Campbelltown

		Survey Monkey		203.100.58.40		10/18/2010		Manningham City Council		VIC				27		30		2		50				10		8				1		1																																				4		4		2		2		3		2		2		4		2		2		2						Recent experiences of not finding staff in the early 2000's has not continued.																						861																																						I am not sure what a "track-based" system is?																										No														We received approximately 40 appeals but I am not sure of the breakdown as to from whom. The biggest issue at the moment is time delays at VCAT.		No.																								1		1																																												No																				Yes		0		0		Yes		4		4		4		4		2						During the development of council's strategic plan						1		1		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1														1		1																1		1										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																														Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree																																																																amy.harper@manningham.vic.gov.au		Natasha		Swan		Manningham

		Survey Monkey		203.58.21.66		11/19/2010		Queanbeyan City Council		NSW		3		16.8																		1				1				1																												4		3		4		4		3		3		2		2		2		3		2																				307		51		28		22		408												Yes		408		29										378		1																																				Yes		S82A		0		0		0		0		0						3		4				6		1						2		5						1		1						1				1		1																																								1		3		3		3												Yes		2		3		3		4		2																																																																																																																																																																																																																																		david.carswell@qcc.nsw.gov.au		David		Carswell		Queanbeyan

		Survey Monkey		203.220.11.114		09/17/2010		City of Canada Bay Council		NSW		3																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				tony.mcnamara@canadabay.nsw.gov.au		Tony		McNamara		Canada Bay

		Survey Monkey		203.220.10.195		09/17/2010		PORT STEPHENS		NSW																																																										4		4		3		4		4				3		3		3		4		4																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								david.broyd@portstephens.nsw.gov.au		David		Broyd		Port Stephens

		Survey Monkey		203.94.135.38		10/04/2010		Glen Eira City Council		VIC		1136		13		15		5		70		2		1		3		4						1						1																130		50		1682829		130000		70000		20000		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		3		2		2		2						Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal - Recent changes to procedures (major cases) coupled with VCAT's inefficiency has led to  significant cost shifting.    The forthcoming new Residential Zones and changes to the Planning and Environment Act are likely to place a greater load on resources																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																		anewton@gleneira.vic.gov.au		Andrew		Newton		Glen Eira

		Survey Monkey		203.108.177.162		11/07/2010		Pittwater Council		NSW		2		23		29		12		46						13				1		1																		or equivalent degree						210116		84183		1826885		274736		711629		299788		3		3		2		2		4		3		2		4		4		3		2						Significant budgetary constraints including statutory fees being for less than costs incurred significantly limits performance and innovation investment.    Reduction in Council's ability to charge S94 levies.		2		3		5						8		554				53		37		644										93		Yes				77										609														230		96		30		2		4		4		1		2		4								Yes		S82A Review - note that this doesn't apply to Integrated Development (		3		9		5		0				N/A		N/A		5		6						2						3		4		1				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		RE: Q30 - all DA information is available on Council's website.		715792		546954		0		0		0		0				No						1								Yes		hours of operation, acoustic impacts, traffic impacts etc.		No				1		3		3		3						No						Yes		4		4		4		4		2						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1														1		1												1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1												more than 10 per cent		Strongly disagree		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		1. creating livable communities  2. sustainable development  3. employment generation  4. urban consolidation				1																										1						1								1								1				Andrew Pigott		9970 1163		andrew_pigott@pittwater.nsw.gov.au		andrew_pigott@pittwater.nsw.gov.au		Andrew		Pigott		Pittwater

		Survey Monkey		116.212.211.106		09/16/2010		Town of Cambridge		WA		3		5		20		20		40		5		5		5		5		1		1		1		1		1		1																												3		3		3		3		2		1		2		2		3		4		3						Increased emphasis on strategic planning, requiring increased resources for both additinal planning staff and to engage planning consultants to undertake this work																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																		htaylor@cambridge.wa.gov.au

		Survey Monkey		203.45.112.133		09/15/2010		The Hills Shire		NSW		1																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				rjohnston@thehills.nsw.gov.au		Rebecca		Johnston		The Hills Shire

		Survey Monkey		210.8.2.177		11/17/2010		Leichhardt Municipal Council		NSW		7		21		33		6		55						6				1		1						1		1																		72000		3478000		94000		513000				2		3		2		1		3		3		2		3		3		3		3								2		2		4		0		0		0										507										110		Yes				38																												190		1		1		3		1		3		2								Yes		Section 82A		10		9		4		0		0		Nil		No		1						5		2						3		4						1		1		1				1		1		1		1				578388		1355000		0		0		0		0				No						2		80000		43000		57000		No								1		3		3		3						No						Yes		4		4		3		4		3						During the development of council's strategic plan		1		1		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1		mail outs to residents notifying of nearby developments										1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1		All of Council's development applciation plans and supporting information is available on an on-line DA tracking system.										Less than 1 per cent		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		- ESD   - Heritage   - Traffic and parking Impacts   - creating liveable communities																1						2								1												2				1										Elizabeth Richardson		02 9367 9377		elizabethr@lmc.nsw.gov.au		elizabethr@lmc.nsw.gov.au		Elizabeth		Richardson		Leichhardt

		Survey Monkey		203.45.126.246		10/05/2010		Gosford City		NSW		4																		1																																								2		2		3		3		3		3				2		2		2								1		2		3						0		1114		50		39		288		1491		66		84		90		83		71		No																																52		1		1		1		1		1		1								Yes		Section 82A Review		21				2				2																												1		1		1				1				1		1		DA progress tracking contains only limited information.		955962														No														Yes		LEP & DCP		Yes		LEP & DCP		1		3		3		3		Rezoning consideration (above) is from perspective that its prohibted now & they wish to make it permissible, which probably will likely conflcit with stratgies, whereas development applciation is from opposite ie that it is permissible				No						No		4		4		4		4		1						During the development of council's strategic plan																																																																																																																																																Neither agree or disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		all the above, plan for concentrated urban growth, around primary centres, variety of housing, providing necessary infrastructure, fostering local employment & agriulture & preserving environmental quatities		1		1						2				2																1																																michael.bowman@gosford.nsw.gov.au		Michael		Bowman		Gosford

		Survey Monkey		203.122.238.153		09/28/2010		Adelaide		SA																				1																																																																		2				2						0		361		592		10		215		1178		188		93		66		119		126																				929		20		167				Other 1 = Merit Development  Other 2 = Non-complying Development  Other 3= Complying Development																																7		1																																																		397062																												No		Council's desired planning controls have to be agreed with the State before implementation, therefore no additional						2				2		2						No						Yes		3		3		2		3		3						During the development of council's strategic plan																																																																																																																																																														Council seeks growth in workers and residents to occur in a sustainable manner and with a liveable community outcomes.												1		2												1										2		1																		Michele Williams		08 8203 7710		m.williams@adelaidecitycouncil.com		m.williams@adelaidecitycouncil.com		Michele		Williams		Adelaide City

		Survey Monkey		203.62.205.179		09/14/2010		Cairns Regional Council		QLD		2		25		20		0		56		0		0		24		0		1		1								1																1		1		1		1		1		1		4		3		2		3		3		3		2		2		2		3		2																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								p.boyd@cairns.qld.gov.au		Peter		Boyd		Cairns

		Survey Monkey		124.186.234.203		09/16/2010		Ipswich City Council		QLD				127																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																		lbradby@ipswich.qld.gov.au		Linda		Bradby		Ipswich

		Survey Monkey		203.3.65.1		09/14/2010		Gold Coast City		QLD		1																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				wrowe@goldcoast.qld.gov.au		Warren		Rowe		Gold Coast

		Survey Monkey		165.228.6.87		09/13/2010		Kingborough		TAS		1		6		5		20		50		10		5		10				1		1																								100000		45000		350000		25000		90000		20000		3						3		4		4		3		3		2		3		2						Statutory time frames and inaquate resources redirect staff time away from strategic planning toward statutoryy assessments																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																		dmasters@kingborough.tas.gov.au		David		Masters		Kingborough

		Survey Monkey		203.122.216.213		09/13/2010		District Council of  Mount Barker		SA		16		11																																																																																																						464												Yes		464																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																														rrichards@dcmtbarker.sa.gov.au		Randall		Richards		Mount Barker

		Survey Monkey		117.120.16.132		09/14/2010		City of Marion		SA		2																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				steve.hooper@marion.sa.gov.au		Steve		Hooper		Marion

		Survey Monkey		203.122.243.86		09/10/2010		City of Unley		SA																																																																																																																																																																																																																								1																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																														pweymouth@unley.sa.gov.au		Paul		Weymouth		Unley

		Survey Monkey		203.122.243.119		09/15/2010		City of Prospect		SA		1																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				alex@prospect.sa.gov.au		Alexander		McKenzie		Prospect

		Survey Monkey		150.101.237.167		09/09/2010		City of Holdfast Bay		SA		1275		10		10		35		30		7		8		10		0		1						1				1				1												120340		68460		722528		12890		274720		34639		4		3		2		2		1		2		2		3		2		2		3						Resources have not increased despite the increase in the level of demand for local government planning services.  Planners are required to provide free advice to speculative developers and other non-fee paying customers, in addition to the statutory functions.		0		0		0		0		0		0		1195		214		7		11		1427		13		17		22		5		16		No																												154				645		1		1		1		4		3		2								No						18		15		0		0				No.  Costs are rerely awarded in the Environment, Resources and Development Court, so ther was no mens by whch Council could discourage appeals.		5						4		3				1		2										1						1		1		1		1				130476		0		0		0		0		0				No				0		0		0		0		0		No								3		3		3		2						No						Yes		3		4		3		4		4						When a development application is being assessed						1				1		1		1		1																																																								1		1										1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1														1		1												6-10 per cent		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Creating liveable cities first and foremost.										1																												1				1		2		2										Anthony Marroncelli		(08) 8229 9904		amarroncelli@holdfast.sa.gov.au		amarroncelli@holdfast.sa.gov.au		Anthony		Marroncelli		Holdfast Bay

		Survey Monkey		203.63.61.105		09/09/2010		City of West Torrens		SA																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																						glane@wtcc.sa.gov.au		Graeme		Lane		West Torrens

		Survey Monkey		203.59.9.54		09/08/2010		Shire of Kalamunda		WA																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																						david.tomlinson@kalamunda.wa.gov.au

		Survey Monkey		202.65.77.66		10/18/2010		City of Mandurah		WA																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																						fiona.mullen@mandurah.wa.gov.au		Fiona		Mullen		Mandurah

		Survey Monkey		203.161.14.21		09/08/2010		South Perth		WA		27		14		20		20		30		10		10		10				1		1																								105000		48000		160000		5000		60000				3		3		4		4		3		3		3		4		3		3		3																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								rajivk@southperth.wa.gov.au		Rajiv		Kapur		South Perth

		Survey Monkey		165.228.109.78		10/19/2010		City of Rockingham		WA		309		13		50		5		25		3		7		10				1		1																								189000		47000		1060000		333000		68000		30000		4		3		4		3		2		3		3		3		2		3		2						Three Planning Assistant's completing their Planning Degree has required flexible study time has impacted upon staff resources.		2		8		10						12										453										39		No																																150														The City doesn't keep record numbers of pre-lodgement meetings but they are likely to be very minor in proportion to the total number of applications				Re Q18, the City is aware of some major developments not proceeding beyound approval stage, but it doesnt keep detiled records to answer this question.   Electronic Applications are being investigated by the City as part of the WALGA eDA Project  ePlanning is being investigated by the City as part of the WALGA eDA Project  Track-based assessment is not undertaken  Third Party Appeals do not apply under the Planning and Development Act 2005 for WA  Private Certification does not apply under the Planning and Development Act 2005 for WA		Yes		Amend the Planning Approval not Review the Decision		3		2								No legal ability exists for third party planning appeals in WA		as above'		1		1		1				1		2		2		2		3						1		1																316401		608999										Some of the questions relating to Infrastructure / Developer Charges are difficult to respond to as the City of Rockingham Development Contribution Plan does not charge per lot, rather it charges according to the overall area of land being developed.  It should also be noted that the City currently has Development Contributions for only one of its Development Areas (Anstey Park) and the majority of Development Areas are currently not subject to development contributions (although they are likely to in the future).		No						1								Yes		Local Commercial Strategy		Yes		The Strategy designates each centre within the retail centre hierarchy and provides recommendations on retail floorspace allocation between centres depending on their role and function.		2		3		3		3		New unplanned centre must undergo an Economic Impact Assessment and Retail Sustainability Assessment to ensure its effects don't undermine existing planned centres and have adverse impacts on the local community.  The Council must also have due regard to the WAPC Activitiy Centres for Perth and Peel - State Planning Policy 4.2				Yes		0		0		No		4		3		2		4		1		The Council has a Community Consultation Policy that outlines its approach to engaging the community on planning proposals.				During the development of council's strategic plan						1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1														1		1												1		1		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1														1		1		models are 'old school' - technology allows perspective rendered drawings and potentially 3D rendered images which are powerful graphics the community understands rather than a coloured in plan.										6-10 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		City Centre development is focused on urban villages being created - urban consolidation (apartments), employment generation, public transport, education precinct.  Waterfront Village - creating a lifestyle and tourism precinct for restuarants, shops, markets and diverse housing types.  New Liveable Communities along the coast and the hinterland areas.  Council buildings and facilities being based on energy and water efficiency approach.  District Centres supporting commerce/retail and employment using a main street type approach.  Industrial Areas - supporting industry/ research/ technology/ employment and where possible link with educational institutions.  Environment Team focus on a range of environmental, educational and research programs.  Health Team focus on creating healthy lifestyles.												1								1				1		1										1																				Mike Ross		895280334		mross@rockingham.wa.gov.au		mross@rockingham.wa.gov.au		Mike		Ross		Rockingham

		Survey Monkey		117.120.18.131		09/07/2010		City of Fremantle		WA		100																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				nataliemg@fremantle.wa.gov.au

		Survey Monkey		165.228.132.150		09/06/2010		Bayswater		WA		2		10		10		20		60		2		5		2		1		1										1																90000		58000		1046000		100000		60000		180000		4		4		4		4		1		1		1		3		3		2		3								3		2		5		12		18		14		900		60		20				1000										49		No																																100		1		1		1		4		1		1								Yes		SAT		5		5		4										2		4						1				3										1		1																550000		150000												No				0		0								No				No				1		2		3		3						Yes						No		4		3		3		4		2						When a development application is being assessed		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1		1				1		1														1		1												1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1														1		1												2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree						1																						1										2				1				2												Damien Martin				damien.martin@bayswater.wa.gov.au		damien.martin@bayswater.wa.gov.au

		Survey Monkey		165.228.157.198		09/07/2010		Armadale		WA		967																		1		1																																																																4		22		26																596												No																																50																				Yes		Refusal decision		3		3		1		0		0		No third party appeal rights in WA.		None received		3		4		5		9		1		8		7		6		2		10				1		1		1				1						1																		No														No								1		2		1		1						No						Yes		3		3		3		3		2												1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1														1		1												1		1		1																1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1																												2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Quality urban form  investment opportunities  environmentally sustainable  variety of housing types		1				1																		1		1																												1		P Sanders		93990137		psanders@armadale.wa.gov.au		psanders@armadale.wa.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Ashfield		NSW		2		10		20		10		30		20		10		10				1		1		0				1		1																150,000		50,000		1,730,000		85,000		150,000				3		3		2		3		4		4		3		4		3		2		1						Resources devoted to DA assessment have increased in the last 2 years. More assessment staff and improved procedures implemented.		0		0		0								289		36		18		18		361												No																																36		1		1		1		1		1		1						Civica software modules will be activated.		Yes		Section 82A Review		4		4		3		0		0						1		1						1						1		1						1		1		1				1						1				335,931		139,243		0		0								No				Note		0.46		9,201		Note		Note		No								1		2		1		3						No						Yes		4		4		4		4		4						1		1				3				1				3				1				3				1		2		3				1		2		3												1		2		3														1		2		3		4						3		4		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1												2-5 per cent		Strongly Disagree		Neither		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Note				1																										1										1						1				1						Ron Sim		02 9716 1971		rons@ashfield.nsw.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Tweed		NSW		1		42		20		10		55		5		5		5				1		1		0																						180,000		70,000		4,096,712		150,000		242,637		217,385		4		2		2		2		4		3		3		4		3		4		3						Planning issues becoming more complex, need for additional technical specialists, creating greater costs for Council and applicants.		1		5		6		0		0		0		728		104		52		157		1,041		89		166		0		0		110		No		174		174																														1		1		1		1		2		2								Yes		Section 82A		0		1		1		2		1				Not needed - no frivolous or vexatious appeals		2		1		0		0		3		6		0		5		4		0				1		1		1				1				1		1				1,199,087		5,482,000		14,511,000		0								No				0		12.57		32,585		Note		297582.79		No								3		3		3		3						Yes				1		Yes		4		4		2		4		1						1				2		3		4														3		4										1		2		3		4														3		4														2		3		4				2		3		4				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1				1		1		1				1		1		1				1		1		1												Less then 1 per cent		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Note		1		2						2														2		1				1		2				1										1				2						Vince Connell		02 6670 2423		vconnell@tweed.nsw.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Sutherland		NSW		4		40.5		25		15		55				5						1		1		0																						140,000		50,000		9,200,000		45,000		1,000,000				3		2		2		2		3		3		2		2		3		3		2						New levels of assessment/determination eg PAC + JRAP have added to the cost of assessing applications for Council. More input is required for less $ income.		3		2		1		12		12		12		1670		237		2		311		2,220		37.82		35.02		37.6		36.09		39.98		Yes		2,220		492																								Note		Note		31				3		4				3		2								Yes		Section 82A EPAAs		36		7		6										1		2				2		3		5		3		5		4						1		1		1				1		1		1		1				814,940		3,092,315												No				50		1.5		14,500		Note		Note		No				No				1		1		1		1		The above are taken into account in determining an application but not in terms of impact on competition.				Yes		1				Yes		4		4		4		4		3						1						3		4		1		2										3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4														3		4																3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1												more then 10 per cent		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Neither		Agree		Note				1		2				2																2								1				2		1				1		1				2						Beth Morris		02 9710 0376		bmorris@ssc.nsw.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Canada Bay		NSW		3		17		20		8		60		8		0		3		1		0		0		1		1		1		1																		43,187		1,638,887		152,359		180,000		7,179		3		2		1		1		4		4		2		3		3		3		3						Resourcing applied to zoning have been constant for 5 years. Similar for development assmt. Building compliance resourcing has increased over last couple of years.		1				1						0		?		?		?		?		610		72		77		?		?		90		No																																12		1		1		1		1		2		2								Yes		Section 82A		4		4		1		0						No 		4		6						2						3		5		1				1		1		1				1		1		1		1		Property details		889,442		5,904,223		2,080,000		0								No				100		8.025		3,000		13950		31500		No								1		3		3		1						No						Yes		4		4		1		4		2						1						3				1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4														3		4												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1												6-10 per cent		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Note						1						1				1												1								1						2		2		2		2				2				Tony McNamara		02 9911 6400		tony.mcnamara@canadabay.nsw.gov,au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Glen Eira		VIC		1136		13		15		5		70		2		1		3		4		0		0		1						1																130,000		50,000		1,682,829		130,000		70,000		20,000		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		3		2		2		2						Victorian Civil & Administrative Tribunal - Recent changes to procedures governing 'Major Cases' coupled with VCAT's inefficiency has led to significant cost shifting. The forthcoming new Residential Zones and changes to the Planning and Environment Act will also have resource implications.		0		9		9						18		Note		Note		Note		Note		Note		Note		Note		Note		Note		Note		No																																Note		3		1		1		3		4		2								No						60				5				No information available. Section 57 (2A) enables consideration and rejection of objections of this nature.		No		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1		1				1				1		1				572,000		1,663,975												No														No		Except for what is contained in the Local Planning Policy Framework in the Glen Eira Planning Scheme.						3		3		3		3		This consideration is greater for a 'rezoning'. A 'development' must be assessed against policy which would have been tested against the above when inserted in the scheme.				Yes		Note		Note		Yes		4		4		4		4		2						1						3		4										1		2		3		4						3		4						3		4																		Notifying all adjoining owners and occupiers of a proposal (if it causes detriment) is a minimum requirement of a Planning and Environment Act.																																		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																				Less then 1 per cent		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Note				1												1										1																				1				1						Ron Torres		03 9524 3354		rtorres@gleneira.vic.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Manly		NSW		10		15.5		70		20		90		10		100		10				0		0		0				1																		200,000		65,000		1,654,070		125,000		300,000				4		4		3		4		3		3		2		4		3		4		1						Emphasis on retaining built fabric and heritage items has required specialist advice. Also sustainability issues.		1		0		1		24		31		27										542										74.15		Yes																																250		1		1		2		1		3		3								Yes		Section 82A		7		10		7		0								1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1		1				1		1		1		1				388,000														No								20,000		31000		0		Yes		Council limits residential development to an FSR that is less than the FSR for commercial development in the business zone to provide for the viability of business zones and encourage the development, expansion and diversity of business activities contributing to economic growth, retentions of local services and employment opportunities.		No				3		3		3		3		Environmental impacts				No						Yes		3		3		3		4		4		To draw on community knowledge and experience of local area.				Note		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1												more then 10 per cent		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Agree		Neither		Disagree		Agree		Note				2		1				2				2						1						2				1										1				1										2		Jennie Minifie		02 9976 1590		Jennie.Minifie@manly.nsw.gov.au 

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Marrickville		NSW		20		21		41		12.5		40		1.5		0		5				1		1		1		1																																3		4		3		1		2		2		2		3		2		3		2						NSW planning and development framework has become increasingly complex with frequent changes (often conflicting) which require time to review and stay abreast of and also explain to the community/customer.		1		1		2		12		48												Note												Yes		Note																																1		1		1		1		2		2								Yes		Section 82A		25		6		1										2		3						1						4		5						1								1								Council business papers and decisions on development applications.		581,000		1,490,549		45,000		0		0		0				No				Note										No								1		3		3		3		S79c of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 enables Council to consider the economic and social impacts of development on the locality. The extent of this is influenced by case law eg. Kentucky Fried Chicken Pty v Gantidis.				No						Yes		3		4		4		4		4						Note		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1										Providing translators and information in 5 other core languages.												Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree				1						2		2				1		1										1						2						1				2								1				2		Colette Goodwin/Harjeet Atwall		02 9335 2247		epp3@marrickville.nsw.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Glenorchy		TAS		1		88		18		10		36		5		11		20				0		0		1		1																				92,950		60,800		800,365		25,378		45,420				4		3		2		2		3		3		2		2		2		2		2										4		4																395										31.4		No																																																				No						16		9		6		3				Consider representation against planning scheme provisions		1		4						2						3								1		1																134,000														No														No								1		3		3		3						No						Yes		3		3		4		4		2						4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																																												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																				Less then 1 per cent		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Note								1										2								2		2		1						1		1				2		2								1				Jeremy Hopkins		03 6216 6423		jhopkins@gcc.tas.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Vincent		WA		588		14																1		1		0																						93,887		54,202		1,260,180		30,000		30,000				2		4		3		4		2		2		2		3		2		2		3						Yes. Staff shortages; more public queries; requirement to reduce processing time or applications; appeals.		1		1		2		8		10		9		140		160						300										52		No																																Note																				No						23		4										4		5						1				3		2		1						1		1						1						1				500,000																												No				No				2		3		3		3						Yes						Yes		4		4		4		4		4						Note						3																3								3								3																3														1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1														1		1												2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Strongly agree		Note		1		1												2		2		1				2		2																2				1				1						Helen Smith		08 9273 6045		helen.smith@vincent.wa.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Bayswater		WA		57		9		15		15		50				12		8				1		1		0																						115,000		40,000		864,000		20,000		40,000		264,000		4		4		2		2		2		2		1		3		2		3		3						More development generally - 30% increase in applications from 2008/09 to 2009/10 but no extra staff. Developers/consultants not submitting required information.						5						18										1,985										40		No																																																				Yes		State Administrative Tribunal or Council reconsideration		6		4		2										1		2		7		8		3		9		6		4		5						1		1																350,000						15,000								No						0								Yes		Special control areas negotiated in consultation with the landowner		Yes		See above. Special control areas concentrate on the built form more so than the use of land.		2		3		3		3						Yes						No		4		4		4		4		4						Note		1				3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4														3		4												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1														1		1														1		1												2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Neither		Note		1		1																				1				1						1								2		2												Dean Cracknell		08 9272 0643		dean.cracknell@bayswater.wa.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Wodonga		VIC		250		6		2				4				1						0		0		0				1		1										Note						90,000		70,000										4		4		1		3		4		3		3		2		2		3		3																		9										250												No																												63		100		25		1		1		1		1		1		1								Yes		Amendment to Planning Permit - S72 of P+E Act 1987		63		0				0								2		3				5		4						2		1						1		1				1																										No														Yes		Design and development only, local planning policies		No				1		1		1		1						Yes		0		0		Yes		2		4		3		4		2						Note										1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4																		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																				Less then 1 per cent		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Neither						1				1				1				2				2				1										2				1												2						Not supplied on survey

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Botany Bay		NSW		36		15		25		10		25		25		5		10				1		1		0																						110,000		65,000		1,710,000		300,000		400,000		4		4		3		4		3		3		3		4		4		4		1								More resources need to be devoted to strategic work.		1		1		2								156		63		72		21		312												No																																		1		1		1				3		3						Private certification may result in more compliable work. Appeals take time/resources away from DA work.		No		Section 82A																1		1						1						1								1				1																												No														No								2		3		3		3						No						Yes		4		4		3		4		4						Note		1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4						3		4																												1		2														1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																												more then 10 per cent		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Neither		Agree				2		1		1				2						1		2								2												2								1		1								C McMahon		02 9366 3520		mcmahonc@botanybay.nsw.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Warringah		NSW		2		60.6		14		6		38				12		22		8		1		1		1				1																		250,000		61,000		4,866,457		168,411		561,848		875,245		4		3		2		3		4		4		2		1		2		3		3						Cost shifting of NSW government putting more requirements on Council eg JRPPs.		0		0		0								974		107		5		773		1,859		71		84		145		22		52		Yes				58																												114		1		2														No third party appeals allowed in NSW for DAs.		Yes		Section 82A		24		7		3		0		0				No, it doesn't happen.		2		3						1						4		5						1		1		1				1		1		1		1				1,271,322		2,256,000		0		0		0		0				No				100		1.69		Note						Yes		Development Control Plan		No				3		3		3		1		There is a state planning policy that requires this to be considered				No						Yes		3		3		2		4		3						1		1				3		4		1				3				1		2		3		4		1				3		4		1		2		3		4														3		4		Major consultation event, Talk of the Town meeting (town hall style) for a key planning project.										1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1												2-5 per cent		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Neither		Note		2				1										1		2		2		2				1				1						1														2				2		Malcolm Ryan				malcolm.ryan@warringah.nsw.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				South Perth		WA		30		12		16		18		37		8		4		4		13		1		1		0																Note						105,000		58,000		950,000		180,000		45,000				3		4		2		2		3		2		2		2		3		2		2								2		2		4		0		2		2										630										80		No																												6		9		90		1		1		3		1		1		2								No						9		1												4						2						1		3						1		1		1										1				533,000		Note		Note		Note		Note		Note		Note		Note		Note		Note		Note		Note		Note		Note		No								3		2		2		3						Yes		1				Yes		4		3		4		4		3						3						3		4		1		2		3		4						3		4						3								3																3																																																																																								2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Note				1										2												1		2		1						2						2				1		2		1						Rod Bercov		08 9474 0770		rodb@southperth.wa.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Launceston		TAS		1		11		25		175		30				20						0		0		1		1																				100,000		55,000		1,154,496		13,779		18,341				4		3		2		3		1		2		2		2		2		2		2								1		10		11						Note										591										42		Yes																										Permitted 153 and Discretionary 437								1		1		2		1		1		1						Not used/implemented		No														Not a significant issue in Launceston		Not necessary		1		2				2		1				2		2		2						1		1																351,090														No		Council does not have a structured programme of charging developers for infrastructure												Yes		We have a retail hierarchy as per councils adopted retail strategy		Yes		Dependent on location we have both product mix and floor area restrictions		2		3		3		3		We try not to oversupply market sectors to avoid eroding the viability or current investment and to promote infrastructure efficiency.				Yes						Yes		3		3		3		3		3						1		1		2		3		4														3		4						3		4						3		4						3								3		4												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1														Agree		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Note		1		1										1												1														1																Richard Jamieson 		03 6323 3350		richard.jamieson@launceston.tas.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Banyule		VIC		1		18		20		15		35		10		10		10				1		1		0																Note						100,000		55,000		1,650,000		420,000		120,000		100,000		3		3		4		4		4		3		3		2		2		3		3						Significant increase in resources has been required over last 10 years to deal with increased complexity and expectations of the planning system.		1		0		2		30				20		530		50		20		300		900										130		No																																80		2		2		3		2		1		1								No						160		60		10		2				No, however there are some ??criteria?? in the XXXX although limited.		1		9		7		5		6		2		8		3		4						1		1																380,000														No														No								2		3		3		3						Yes		0		10		No		4		3		3		3		3						1						3								3		4		1		2		3		4						3		4						3		4						3		4		1		2		3		4																3		4														1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1										1		1		1		1												2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Neither		Agree		Note				1		1								2						2				1						2																		2		1		1		2		Scott Walker		03 9457 9862		scott.walker@banyule.vic.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Sunshine Coast		QLD		3		127.5		Note														1		1		0				1		1																		52,361		108,000,000		1,000,000		3,300,000		1,800,000		4		4		3		3		3		3				2		1		2		1												Note								Note		Note		Note		Note		1160										30		Yes		1,160										9,994				166										Material change of use - 324; Reconfiguring of a lot - 231; Operational works - 587; Other - 18; Total 1160						110				2		4						3						No system (currently) for electronic applications lodgement. No private certification of planning applications.		Yes		Sustainable Planning Act - Sec 361		255		40		2		3		All 3 still in progress				No strategy or position by Council		2		3						4						6		5		1				1		1						1				1		1		Submissions were displayed but since the commencement of the Information Privacy Act, they have been withdrawn from the Internet.		6,350,000		3,640,000		Unable to supply breakdown		Unable to supply breakdown		0		0		Note								6		27,000		40000		780000		Yes		See Attachment 1		Yes		See Attachment 1		1		3		3		3						Yes		1		1		Yes		4		3		1		4		2		Strategic planning and policy				1		1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4																		This response pertains to DA (statutory planning) and is a separate response to earlier Q46 + 47.																																		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																												2-5 per cent		Strongly agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Neither		Disagree		Disagree		See Attachment 1						1				2				2						2		2				1				1		2												1		1										Paul Lucy		07 5475 8774		paul.lucy@sunshinecoast.qld.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Mt Barker		SA		15		11		35		8		35		1		1		20				1		1		0				1		1																157,000		59,000		1,068,025		42,700		91,000		143,324		4		3		3		3		2		4		3		3		3		2		4						Sched 1A - BRQ & Shed 4 - Complying: faster approval times, less demand on staff resources. Stronger emphasis is being placed on strategic planning as a result compliance has been reduced.		1		1		2		0		0		0		987		14		6		185		1,192										14		Yes				63		43								1,404																				1		1		4		2		3		2								No						3				1						No, dealt with by SA ERD Court.		3		7		2		9		1		4		8		5		6						1		1		1				1		1								387,584		1,888,775		4,104,678		268,000						Note		No						5								No								3		3		3		3						Yes		0		1		Yes		3		4		4		4		2						3		1		2		3		4						3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4														3		4												1		2		3		4										1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																		1		1		1		1												more then 10 per cent		Disagree		Neither		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Note				1		2				2				2								2		1		1				2		1				1														2						Caroline Stone		08 8391 7230		cstone@dcmtbarker.sa.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Hunters Hill		NSW		1		4		40		20		20		20								0		0		0				1		1																100,000		70,000		461,304		35,000		203,753				4		3		3		3		2		2		2		4		4		4		4												1																135										935		No																																																				Yes		S82A related to DA		3		7		4										1		2		2				3								4						1		1						1		1		1		1				163,122		54,144												No						0.46		46,988		7156				No								2		3		3		2						No						Yes		2		4		4		3		1						4				2		3		4		1		2		3		4				2		3								3		4		1		2		3		4												2		3		4																																																																																						Less then 1 per cent																										2		1				1				2				2		1										1		2		1		2														Steve Kourepis		02 9879 9400		KourepisS@huntershill.nsw.gov.au 

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Brisbane		QLD		284.4																		1		1		0																																		3		3		2		2		4		3		2		3		4		3		2						Greater public expectations regarding development and consultation on planning and growth matters						8071						24		2185		76		94		412		2,767		129		200		192		154		137		Yes								0				1,705		0		1,062																412		2		2		4		2		1		2								No						69		0		65		0		Council is unaware of appeals lodged of a competitive nature. Council's system of regulation eliminates the possibility for such appeals where uses are appropriately located. 		Council has no role to play in this process. Frivolous appeals are determined  by the Planning and Environments Court. It is the responsibility of the proponent to prove the appeal is frivolous.		1								1		2		1		1								1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1				19,700,000		137,923,000		42,141,000		na		Note				Note		Yes		$44.467m Infrastructure contributions subsidy/discount for infill planning scheme policy contributions paid within 2 financial years. $0.178m affordable housing subsidy against infrastructure contributions.		76		6.2								Yes		Planning schemes rather than State planning tools contain provisions for retail and industry development.		No				1		3		3		2						Yes		5		2		Yes		3		3		4		4		3						2																																																										Consultation on individual proposals is applicant led.																										1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1																										Undertaking largely by the applicant										more then 10 per cent		Agree		Agree		Neither		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree						1		1										1		2				2				1				2				2								2		1												Sharon Nicol		07 3178 3071		sharon.nicol@brisbane.qld.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				West Tamar		TAS		1		4		0.5		40		50		0.5		0.5		8		0.5		1		1		0						1										Masters in Town Planning						96,700		51,400		287,500		48,000		5,100				3		4		2		4		4		4		4		2		2		2		2						Yes' new simplified' planning scheme. 150% increase in applications complexity of assessment volume of processing and administration.		6		4		10						8		428		21				46		495										18		No																																300		1		1		1		1		1		2						Most criteria above not relevant to Tasmania		No						2		0		1		0		Not known		Mediation through Resource Management and Planning Appeals Tribunal .		1						1		1				1		1		1						1		1																262,380														No														No		No state/regional basis/facility to do so.						2		3		3		2						No						No		4		2		2		3		1						1+2		1				3		4										1				3																																				Process controlled by statute										1		2		3		4																		1																																																		Less then 1 per cent		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Neither		Liveability; recreation; growth; employment.		1				2		1						2												1						2		2																2		1		1		Mick Purves		03 6323 9321		michael.purves@wtc.tas.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Camden		NSW		2		14.5		30		10		30		10		10		5		5		1		1		0																						130,000		60,000		1,450,000		30,000		80,000				4		4		2		3		4		4		3		2		2		3		1								0		4		4				41		41										1,500										32		No																												40				100		1		1		1		1		1		2								Yes		S82A    		2		2		1		0		0				No		1								1						1		2						1		1						1				1						2,800,000								0				Note		No														Yes		Retail, Caps., FSR, car parking		Yes				3		3		3		3						No						Yes		4		4		4		4		1						1		1		2		3		4						3		4										1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																												more then 10 per cent		Agree		Disagree		Neither		Disagree		Agree		Neither		Disagree				1				1				2						1										1				2				2						2								1		2

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Scenic Rim Regional Council		QLD		4		24		15		10		44		5		5		20		1		0		0		0				1		1																185,000		35,000		729,738		40,000		750,000				2		3		2		2		4		3		2		4		3		2		2						Amalgamations in March 2008. Water and Sewerage separation 1 July 2010. Parts of 3 council areas in to 1 new local government (SRRC)		0		30		30		0		8		8		221		65		12		2		300		30		160		190				90		Yes		300								Note		270				30										In QLD code and impact. Self assessable do not report to council.		20 per cent		30 per cent		65		1		1		2		4		2		4						Large appeals chew up dollars that could be spent on more staff/resources. Active community groups - lots of submissions.		Yes		Negotiated decision notice if approved.		48		14		5		4		1		Yes, shopping centres and fast food. Coles, woolsworths against Aldi. McDonald's vs Hungry Jacks.		Identify issues but they use professional valuers and economic studies to determine appeal.		1		2		5		6		3		4		9		8		7		1						1		1										1				600,010		2,400,000		Note		0		0		0		Note		No				Note		Note		23,824		60430		604300		Yes		In QLD each Local Govt Planning Scheme - zones sites and has codes.		Yes		eg. Retail; fast food; service station; corner store; reception centre.		3		3		3		3						Yes		1				Yes		4		4		4		4		4		Currently new regional library by council on community consultation.				4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																																		Only for Council project. In Qld application carries out public notification.																										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1												Less then 1 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Yes, yes, yes, yes. A large part is rural agricutlure, Bromelton - proposed inland port. Existing towns are planned to grow. 				2								1				1				2						1		2		2		2				1																		1		John Creagan		07 5540 5173		john.c@scenicrim.qld.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Adelaide		SA		1		13		5		3		4		0.5				0.5				1		1		0																						157,000		68,000		2,250,000		285,000		184,000		192,000		3								2						2				2								In 2006, zoning changes were introduced with a larger range of qualitative policies, concurrent with these polices, two additonal staff were employed in assessment.						1								361		592		10		215		1,178		189		92		66		119		126		Yes		558		84		10								464												In SA, applications fall into one of the three categories of complying, merit of non-complying.								1				3		1		2		1								No						7		0		0				Re Q.26, of the 7 appeals, 2 were resolved at compulsory conference via amended plans, 2 overturned at hearing, and 3 remain undetermined.		No. Addressed in State legislation.		1						1		1														1		1						1				1		1				396,808		0		0		0		0		0				Yes		Refer to Q.12 of submission re strategic property program.				0		6,000		0		0		No								3		3		3		3		All taken into account.				Yes		0		0		Yes		3		3		3		3		3						1+2+3+4		1				3				1				3																				1				3																				Consultation for development applications prescribed by Development Act. It is 'notification', not consultation or engagment.										1				3												1				1				1				1				1				1				1				1				1				1												Small and large proposals able to be embedded within councils on line 30 model.										2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Urban consolidation and employment generation are priorities for the residential and workforce growth of the CBD. 'Sustainable' building design and compatible design to heritage stock, and noise management in mixed use areas are important.		Note																																																						David Bailey		08 8203 7547		d.bailey@adelaidecitycouncil.com

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Ku-ring-gai		NSW		2		39		40		10		40						10				1		1		0																						115,000		37,500		3,216,086		398,965		1,101,302		207,496		4		3		3		3		3		2		2		3		3		2		2						NSW is in a permanent state of planning reforms that constantly requires additional resources, training and education.		2		1		3		12		12		24										880										58		No																												240				200		3		1		1		1		3		1								Yes		S82A    		30		54		9		0		0		There were no instances of appeals by parties perceived to be potential business competitors on development proposals.		No		3		1		4		5		2		8		7		9		6						1						1		1		1				1				735,533										Note				No				Note		12		28,000						Yes		Ku-ring-gai town centres LEP 2010, and KPSO & DCP includes provisions on the preferred location and number of retail premises (eg supermarkets) in terms of competition issues.				Includes provisions on preferred location and number of supermarkets.		3		3		3		3						Yes						Yes		4		4		4		4		4						1						3		4						3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4						3								3		4		- Surveys - online survey monkey; - Use of randomly selected resident feedback register.										1		2		3		4										1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1												more then 10 per cent		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Ecological sustainable development; Affordabe housing; Urban design excellence												1								2						1		2								2		1				2				1				1				2		Anthony Fabbro		02 9424 0854		afabbro@kmc.nsw.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Swan		WA		153		20.58				10		78		2								1		1		0																						152,000		62,000		1,823,859		57,266		306,804		129,268		3		3		4		4		2		2		2		3		3		3		1						Difficult to recruit and retain trained staff in WA		8		9		17		0		15		15		557		44		113		165		879												Yes																		1								System based on 'fast track' applications and non 'fast track' applications with ratios of 20% and 80% of total development applications received.						176		1		1		4		1		1		1								No						4		2		Note				None		no		5		6		8		7		1		9		2		3		4						1		1																796,197														No				0		0		0		0		0		No								2		3		3		2						Yes		0		0		Yes		2		3		2		4		3						1		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																																				1		2		3		4																										1		1		1		1						1		1														1		1												2-5 per cent		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Neither		Disagree		1. Employment generation; 2. Urban greenfield development; 3. CBD regeneration; 4. Urban consolidation.				1		1		2		2		1												1		1				2										2										2						Paul Trotman		08 9267 9281		Paul.Trotman@swan.wa.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Prospect		SA		1		3.5		30		5		50		5		10						1		1		0				1		1		1		1												77,000		53,500		483,621		63,885		25,298		20,748		2		3		3		2		2		2		2		2		2		3		2						Additional appointment of planning staff to counter the implications of workload pressures.						1						6		526		43				29		598		72		95				74		70		Yes		577		184		1								392												21 yet to be determined Total 577+21 = 598						10		1		1		3				2		2								No								1						No appeals on competition grounds made by business competitors.		During notification of development when required by Development Act 1993, council seeks that representations be limited to relevant land use planning concerns. Representations that raise 'competition' as a reason for objecting are considered irrelevant for planning purposes. Council cannot deter a representor to appeal a decision where they have that right, and hence the court would be responsible for further assessing such reason for appeal.				3				3		1						2										1				1												130,602								0		0				No														No		Council does not impose competition related measures. Further, a consistent approach to assessment of such applications is necessary.						2		2		3		3						Yes		0		0		No		3		4		3		3		3						3+4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																																																				1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																												Less then 1 per cent		Neither		Agree		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree						1										1										1																1										1						Alex Mackenzie		08 8342 8085		alex@prospect.sa.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Derwent Valley		TAS		1		1		5		10		80		0		0		5		0		0		0		0																No minimum requirement. Degree in planning desirable. Present XXXX has a Masters degree in Environmental Planning.						74,000				74,000				15,000				3		4		1		1		3		2		4		3		3		3		3						Staffing levels have risen from a part time (3 days/wk) to 9 day fortnight, however planner how fills rolls of Manager of Department, some GIS work, solid recycling waste management also. Planner fills in for other part-time technical officers eg. EHO when they are not in the office, responds to complaints/emergencies.				2		2				6		6								15		230												No																																		1						3		1		1								No																										1				2										1		1				1												61,000														No														No								1		2		3		3												No		4		4		4		4		2						1		1		2		3		4										1				3																																3		4												1		2		3		4																		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																														Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Neither		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Urban consolidation in filling of vacant service lands and the protection of our natural environment. 						1				1		2		2		2		2																		1		2						1		1										Martin McCance		03 6261 8505		planner@dvc.tas.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Shellharbour		NSW		3		15		48		4		16		4		0		24		5		1		1		1		1														B.APP.SC										1,100,000		140,000		10,000		0		4		3		2		2		4		4		3		3		3		3		2		Currently no council										Note						Note										844										48		No																																173		3		2		3		2		2		1								Yes		S.82A Review		1		1		1		0		0						1		1						1		1						1						1		1		1		1		1		1				1				560,000		1,357,000				402,500								No				1.2		2.8		7,960		266.57/unit		266.57/unit		No								1		3		3		2						Note						Yes		3		3		2		4		3						1+2+3+4		1		2		3		4														3		4										1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4						3		4		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																												2-5 per cent		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Neither		All of the above		Note																																																						Grant Meredith (Development)/Geoff Hoynes (Strategy)				grant.meredith@shellharbour.nsw.gov.au / geoff.hoynes@shellharbour.nsw.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Port Phillip		VIC		1		24		6		18		18		18		6		12				1		1		0																						110,000		57,000		2,000,000		230,000		250,000		48,000		4		4		2		3		3		3		2		2		2		2		2						Dependence by DPCD (state authority) to be on various advisory committees/submissions - but no outcomes and no advice re XXX; uncertainty/difficulty in allocating resources and staff as a consequence; any release of new 'tools' impacts on workload.		6		1		7		16				16		1017		252		16		104		1,389										32		Yes		1,389												1,389																		240		2		2		2		3		1		1						Only subdivision applications can be lodged electronically		No		178				127				44						No		1						1		1						1		1						1		1				1		1				1		1				550,000		3,500,000												No														Yes		Footpath trading through local laws		No				1		3		3		3						Yes						Yes		3		3		1		4		2						1						3		4						3				1		2		3		4																														3		4												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1												more then 10 per cent		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Agree		Neither		Neither		Council plan; community plan				1								1																		1								1														1		2		George Borg		03 9209 6463		gborg@portphillip.vic.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Salisbury		SA		3175		24		25		5		40		5		2		2		21		1		0		0						1																150,000		45,000		1,440,000		100,000		160,000		140,000		3		3		2		2		2		2		1		2		2		2		1								2				2						24		2925		190		60				3,175										7		Yes		3,175		150		3						22		3,000																		226		1		1		1		2		1		1								No						4				0								1				1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1		1		1				780,000														No														Yes		By way of condition of approval		No				2		3		3		3						No						Yes		4		4		4		4		1						1+2+3+4				2																																		3		4														3		4																		4												1										1		1																																												2-5 per cent		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Agree		Agree				1				2				1						2		1		2								1								2						2								1						Alan Taylor		08 8406 8279 		ajtaylor@salisbury.sa.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Nillumbik		VIC		10		20		20		20		40		5		5		10		0		0		0		0				1		1																120,000		50,000		1,150,000		10,000		35,000		150,000		3		2		2		2		2		1		2		1		3		2		1						Increased burden placed on local government to deliver and administer State Govt Policy. In Victoria, an example of this is the Victorian Native Vegetation Management Framework where the resourcing to ensure compliance with this framework is now burdened on Councils. 		9		49		58		2		2		2										1,242										93		No																																30		1		1		1		1		1		1								No						30		21		12		11						4		5				6		3						1		2		7				1		1						1						1				170,000		150,000		38,000										No														No				No				1		1		1		1						Yes				1		No		1		4		4		4		3						4						3				1		2		3		4		1		2		3				1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																												2-5 per cent		Neither		Neither				Agree		Neither		Neither		Neither						1		2		2				1								2												2										2		1		1						1				Jeremy Livingstone		03 9433 3111		nillumbik@nillumbik.vic.gov.au 

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Yarra		VIC		22				5		70		20				5						0		1		0																										2,274,231		226,699		332,801				4		3		3		3		2		2		3		2		3		2		1																												1,336										144		Note		Note																														307		1		1						1		1								No						Unable to attain		Unable to attain		Unable to attain		Unable to attain						1								2		3				1		1						1		1				1		1				1		1				2,665,082,227		2,371,625						0						No								100						Yes		Schedule to zones/overlays. Conditions on permit.		Yes		Dependent on site characteristics and interfaces.		1		2		2		3						Yes		0		0		Yes		4		4		3		4		2						4						3				1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4														3		4														3		4												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1												2-5 per cent		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Environmental sustainable design; creating liveable communities; good urban design; urban construction; employment; environment.

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Victor Harbor		SA		1		5		20		20		40		2.5		2.5		10		5		0		0		0				1		1																125,000		60,000		473,000		45,000		25,000		50,000		3		3		2		2		3		4		2		3		2		2		4								0		0		0								561		52		11		75		699										Note		Yes		120										120														Answer to Q16 referes to determinations made under the SA residential development code.						0		1		1		2		2		3		2								No						2		0		0		0		Nil		No		4						3		1						2								1		1																160,525		414,000		214,000		0		0		0				No				70		2.64								No								2		3		3		3						No						Yes		4		4		3		4		2						1		1				3																								3		4																						3		4																												1				1				1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1																												2-5 per cent		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		1. Establishment of local retail hierarchy; 2. Enterprise zone policy work; 3. Urban growth development plan amendments; 4. Climate change development plan amendments; 5. Rural area policy work.		1		2								2								2						1								1		1						2				1		2								Graham Pathuis 		08 8551 0533		gpathuis@victor.sa.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Burnside		SA		1		16.4		15		30		40				5		10				1		1		0																						123,000		61,000		1,164,998		152,367		221,600		731,119		3		4		2		2		3		3		2		3		3		3		1						Customers expect shorter assessment times						0						0										1,235										35		Yes		1,035		46		7								801				215		58						Other 1: Schedule A; Other 2: Development Assessment Commission Concurrence/Approval								1		1		2		4		2		3								No						23		22		2		2						1		1				1		1						1		1						1		1						1								DAP reports and minutes		364,000														No														No								2		2		3		3						No						Yes		4		4		4		4		4						2+3						3		4						3		4																		1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																				Less then 1 per cent		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Neither		Creating liveable communities; Housing choice for an ageing population; Heritage; Sustainable development.														2		2						2				1						1		1		1						2						1						2		Anthony Rowe		08 8366 4136		arowe@burnside.sa.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Monash		NSW		18.5																		0		0		0				1		1																												4		4		3		4		3		2		2		2		2		2		2								4		1		5		20		13		31		564		95		33		501		1,193												No																																		1		1		1		1		1		1								No						71		41		19		2						1						1		1						1		1						1		1														Rezoning applications proposals/progress & decisions										0		0				No														No				No				3		3		3		3						No						Yes		4		4		4		4		4						1+2+3+4						3		4										1		2		3		4						3		4						3		4														3		4												1		2		3		4						3		4		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1														1		1												2-5 per cent		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Neither		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Creating & maintaining liveable communities; urban consolidation; employment generation; sustainability; neighbourhood character.		1		1		2						2								2						1		2										1		2		2				1										Brian Goyen		03 9515 3520 		briang@monash.vic.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Knox		VIC				29.4		10		10		50		10		5		10		5		1		1		1		1		1		1																145,000		66,000		1,787,157		108,557		67,709		86,330		3		4		2		1		3		3		4		3		2		2		1		Resources have increased due to new regulations and increased emphasis on landscaping and enforcement.						14		7		21						22		850		150		36		65		1,101										70		No																																131		1		1		1		2		1		2								No						36								Not applicable to any appeal lodged in 09/10.		no		1		1				1		1						1		1						1		1						1										523,563		1,900,000						0		0				No														No								2		3		3		2						Yes						Yes		3		4		3		4		1						1+2+3+4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4						3		4														3		4						3		4												1		2		3		4																		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1												6-10 per cent		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Agree		Neither		Strongly agree				1				1						1								2				2		2												1				2				1		2								Greg Kent		03 9298 8125

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Peppermint Grove		WA		2		1		5		25		25		10		10		20		5		0		0		1		1																				112,000				112,000		10,000		20,000		60,000		4		3		3		3		3		2		3		3		2		2		2								0		2		2		0		4		4										80												No																																		1		1		1		1		1		2								Yes		Local Govt Act - review decisions of council				2		1										2								1														1		1												1				70,642														No						0		0		0		0		No				No				1		1		2		2						No						Yes		4		4		3		4		4						1+2+3+4										1		2		3		4																																																																				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																				Less then 1 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Preservation of heritage and residential amenity - note - 95% of the shire is residential.												1		2		1				2												1						2								1		2				1		2		David Chidlow		08 9286 8600  		david@peppermintgrove.wa.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Whittlesea		VIC		1		40		20		5		50		5		5		15				1		1		0																						190,000		60,000		3,464,498		292,247		315,433		497,670		4		4		3		3		2		2		2		2		2		2		1						Cost recovery from permit fees vs actual costs to provide service needs to be addressed.		4				4		8				8		676		75						751										89		No																																		2		2		1		2		1		1								No						6		3		0		0		0		No		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1				1												5,616,421		10,000,000												No				70		9.32		90		10		0		No								2		2		3		3						Yes		4		0		Yes		4		4		4		4		1						1+2+3+4								4												2				4				2				4								4																4														2				4												1				1				1				1				1				1								1								1								1												2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Strongly agree		Agree		Employment generation planning for long term growth protection of environmental assets.														2		1				2				1		1				1				2								2								2				1		Stuart Calswell		03 9212 2354 		stuart.caldwell@whittlesea.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Tea Tree Gully		SA		2476		12		100		40		40				10		10				0		0		0				1		1																107,000		53,568		520,992		144,649		186,129		133,467		3		3		2		2		2		1		2		2		2		2		2						Increase in resources devoted to Development Assessment with the intent of providing improved assessment timeframes.		1				1		22				22		1869		89		6		396		2,360												Yes		2,360		198		1								2,161																		Note		2		1		1		2		1		1								No						10		0		0		0		Majority of appeals that were lodged were in an effort to obtain additional time to provide outstanding information. The majority of those appeals were dealt with without proceeding to trial.		no		1		1		8		8		1		8		8		1		8		10				1		1														Information guides		349,553		0		0		0		Note						No				0		0								No								3		3		3		3						Yes						Yes		3		3		3		3		3						1		1		2		3		4																		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																		1		1		1		1												2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		ESD Urban Consolidation to assist with the achievement of the States 30 year plan Economic Development.								2				1						1		2								1						1				2		2		2												1		Robert Gagetti		08 8397 7200		robert.gagetti@cttg.sa.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Greater Geelong		VIC		1		25		Note														1		0		0						1																		52,708						115,000				4		4		4		4		3		3		3		3		2		4		2						Need for greater resourcing due to more complex system and growing municipality														9993		194		103		265		1,555										115		No																																		1		1		1		2		1		1								No						91										Council does not have a strategy, VCAT can award costs due to frivolous nature - rarely costs awarded at VCAT.		3		3		3				2						1		4						1		1																602,088														No														Yes		Retail policy relating to distribution of centres		Yes						2										Yes						Yes		4		4		3		4		2						1						3		4										1				3												1				3																3														1				3																				1				1				1				1																								1														2-5 per cent		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Neither		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree				1		1						2				2								2		1		1				1		2										2														Joanne van Slageren		03 5272 4464		jvanslageren@geelongcity.vic.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Hobsons Bay		VIC				22		20		10		60		2.5		5		2.5				1		1		0																								53,000		1,620,000		1,610,000						4		3		1		1		4		3		1		4		2		2		1								2		10				18		24												900												Note																																450		3		4		1		1		1		1								Yes		Special planning committee (instrument of delegation)		10		120								Not significant		No										1						1								1		1				1		1		1		1		1		VCAT decisions + planning scheme amendments																														Yes		Local policies: industrial land management strategy; heritage policy		No				1		2		3		3						Yes						Yes		4		4		4		4		4						1+3+4						3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4														3		4		Internet access to all live applications through greenlight.										1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1												more then 10 per cent		Strongly Disagree		Neither		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		ESD, access, urban consolidation heritage.				1						2				1																1																1						1				Brendan Murphy		03 9932 1034		bmurphy@hobsonsbay.vic.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				ACTPLA		ACT																				0		0		0																						303,253		65,412		27,633,000		10,805,138						4		3		2		3		2				2		3		2		3		2		Duplication				There have been significant changes to staff numbers and roles and responsibilities in recent years arising out of budget reviews and changes to administrative arrangements orders.		0		1		1				6		6										1,469										Refer survey form		Refer survey form		1,469												1,451		18																		4		4		4		2		3		2								Yes						39		37		20		18						1				1				1				1		2		1		Public interest disclosure act 1994				1		1				1		1		1								3,978,874																																				1		1		3		3		2												2		3		3		4		2						1+2+3						3				1		2		3		4						3		4										1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																																								1				2				2								2										1		2						1						1						2		1				Brooke Yates		02 6207 5613		Brooke.Yates@act.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Dept of Lands & Planning		NT		1		50		Note														1		0		0						1																												3		2		2		2		1		1		1		2		1		2		1																																								Yes																																388		4		4		2		2		1		1								No						5		0		2		0				Section 117(3) of the Planning Act prohibits appeals for reasons of commercial competition.		3						4		1								2						1		1				1		1						1				563,279		0												No				0										No								1		1		3		3						No						No		3		4		4		4		1						1		1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4																		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																				6-10 per cent																Redevelopment of activity centres in Darwin and Palmerston urban areas that promotes mixed-uses of residental and commercial is a key policy inititiative.										2								2		2				1		1		2		1								1						1								2				Steven Popple		08 8999 6045		Steve.popple@nt.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Strathfield		NSW		6		6		30		10		20		10		10		10		10		1		1		0																								56,000		1,139,000		195,000		200,000				2		2		4		3		2		2		3		2		2		2		2						Development Planners in local government generally have a high turnover.		1		3		4		46		20		32		221		50		40		27		338										74		Yes				54																								60				59		2		1		3		1		2		2								Yes		S82A		16		1		1		0		0						1		1						1														1		1		1		1								1				240,000		1,252,035												No						4.8		16,753		115.75				Yes		Restrict retail and office floorspace for industrial development		No				3		3		3		3						No						Yes		4		3		3		4		3						1+3+4		1												3																				1		2		3		4												2		3		4																3		4										1		1		1		1												1		1		1																						1		1												2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Neither		Agree		Councils local development priorities include: heritage; quality of life; resource efficiency; impact on surrounding environment; infrastrcutre meets community needs (from Council's Management Plan)		1										1												1																				1								1				Roger Brook		02 9748 9932		roger.brook@strathfield.nsw.gov.au

		Manual SM entry		cunderwood				Mount Gambier		SA		2.3				10		30		50		10								1		1		0																						82000		55,000		186,500		10,000		40,000		23,000		3		3		2		2		2		2		2		3		3		3		3								1		3		3				36		36		25		11		74		524		414		5		5		5		5		2		Yes		524		170		4												350								Other 1: Developments applications considered in its merits.		3		3		0		1		1		1		2		1		1								No						3				0						No		5		4		3		2		1		9		6		7		8						1		1						1						1				188000														No														No								2		3		2		3						Yes						No		3		4		4		4		1						1+2		1		2		3		4																										1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																												2-5 per cent		Agree		Agree		Neither		Agree		Disagree		Neither		Disagree		Improving the quality of life of the community, creating liveable communities.		1		2						2				2		2										1				1						1														2		1				Tracy Tzioutziouklaris		08 8721 2530		tracy@mountgambier.sa.gov.au
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CConsult

		Community consultation questions: 20,31,45,46,47,48,49,50



		Council name		State/Territory		For how many development applications were there pre-lodgement meetings held in 2009-2010? 		Does council have a formal community consultation strategy?		How important to council are the following reasons for engaging with the community on planning, zoning and development assessment issues?														Typically, at what stage in the planning, zoning and development assessment process does community consultation first occur? (Please select one.)		In 2009-10, which of the following forms of community engagement did your council use in relation to small and large scale development proposals. Please also indicate if you regard these as an effective way of engaging with the community.																																																																		In 2009-10, which of the following practices did your council use to assist the community understand the nature, scale and implications of small and large scale development proposals. Please also indicate if you regard these as an effective way of helping the community understand the implications of development proposals.																																																																										What percentage of the council’s planning, zoning and DA assessment expenditure was spent on community consultation/engagement in 2009-10?

		Question1		Question2[1]		Question20		Question45_Answer		Answer

rbell: rbell:
1= not relevant
2=minor importance
3=moderate importance
4=major importance
		Answer		Answer		Answer		Answer		TextField1		Answer		Question47_Answer		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		Q48_Other		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		Q49_Other		SmallProposal		EffectiveForm1		LargeProposal		EffectiveForm2		Question50_Answer

		Council name		State/Territory		Number		Yes		To discover community preferences - Not relevant		To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant		To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant		To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant		To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant		Other (please specify)				During the development of council's strategic plan		Advertising in the local newspaper - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Advertising in the local newspaper - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Advertising in the local newspaper - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Advertising in the local newspaper - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Letter box drops - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Letter box drops - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Letter box drops - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Letter box drops - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Erecting signage at the site - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Erecting signage at the site - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Erecting signage at the site - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Erecting signage at the site - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Contacting local community groups that are likely to have an interest in the development - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Contacting local community groups that are likely to have an interest in the development - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Contacting local community groups that are likely to have an interest in the development - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Contacting local community groups that are likely to have an interest in the development - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Posting information on the council’s website - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Posting information on the council’s website - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Posting information on the council’s website - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Posting information on the council’s website - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Setting up a dedicated shopfront - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Setting up a dedicated shopfront - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Setting up a dedicated shopfront - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Setting up a dedicated shopfront - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Holding community information forums - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Holding community information forums - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Holding community information forums - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Holding community information forums - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Other (please specify)										The council providing a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development in information provided directly to the public (e.g. posted on the council’s website or in letters sent to residents) - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		The council providing a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development in information provided directly to the public (e.g. posted on the council’s website or in letters sent to residents) - Was this an effective form of engagement?		The council providing a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development in information provided directly to the public (e.g. posted on the council’s website or in letters sent to residents) - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		The council providing a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development in information provided directly to the public (e.g. posted on the council’s website or in letters sent to residents) - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Requiring developers to provide a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development to those in the community who are directly affected by it - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Requiring developers to provide a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development to those in the community who are directly affected by it - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Requiring developers to provide a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development to those in the community who are directly affected by it - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Requiring developers to provide a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development to those in the community who are directly affected by it - Was this an effective form of engagement?		The council responding in writing to questions received from the community - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		The council responding in writing to questions received from the community - Was this an effective form of engagement?		The council responding in writing to questions received from the community - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		The council responding in writing to questions received from the community - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Allowing the community to access plans of the proposed development on request - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Allowing the community to access plans of the proposed development on request - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Allowing the community to access plans of the proposed development on request - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Allowing the community to access plans of the proposed development on request - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying plans of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Displaying plans of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying plans of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Displaying plans of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying plans and an artist’s impression of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Displaying plans and an artist’s impression of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying plans and an artist’s impression of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Displaying plans and an artist’s impression of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying a model of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Displaying a model of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying a model of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Displaying a model of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Presentations by council officials at community information forums - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Presentations by council officials at community information forums - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Presentations by council officials at community information forums - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Presentations by council officials at community information forums - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Other (please specify)										Less than 1 per cent

		ACTPLA		ACT				Yes		2		3		3		4		2						+1+2+3						3				1		2		3		4						3		4										1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Albury City Council		NSW				Yes		4		4		3		4		4						1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		Ashfield		NSW		36		Yes		4		4		4		4		4						1		1				3				1				3				1				3				1		2		3				1		2		3												1		2		3														1		2		3		4						3		4		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1												2-5 per cent

		Auburn City Council		NSW				Yes		4		4		4		4		3						1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		Bankstown City Council		NSW				Yes		3		3		3		3		1						1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		more than 10 per cent

		Blacktown City Council		NSW		100		Yes		4		4		3		4		3						1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		Botany Bay		NSW				Yes		4		4		3		4		4						1		1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4						3		4																												1		2														1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																												more than 10 per cent

		Camden		NSW		100		Yes		4		4		4		4		1						1		1		2		3		4						3		4										1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																												more than 10 per cent

		Campbelltown City Council		NSW		50		Yes		4		4		4		4		4						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1														1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1														2-5 per cent

		Canada Bay		NSW		12		Yes		4		4		1		4		2						1						3				1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4														3		4												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1												6-10 per cent

		Cessnock City Council		NSW				Yes		4		4		4		4		1						1		1		1		1		1														1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1												1		1		1		1

		City of Newcastle		NSW				Yes		3		3		3		3		3						1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0

		City of Randwick		NSW		20		Yes		4		4		4		4		4						1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		6-10 per cent

		Gosford City		NSW		52		No		4		4		4		4		1						1

		Hawkesbury City Council		NSW				Yes		4		4		4		4		2						3		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		Holroyd City Council		NSW				Yes		4		4		3		4		4						1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		more than 10 per cent

		Hornsby Shire Council		NSW		200		Yes		4		4		4		4		2						4		1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																												1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1																												2-5 per cent

		Hunters Hill		NSW				Yes		2		4		4		3		1						4				2		3		4		1		2		3		4				2		3								3		4		1		2		3		4												2		3		4																																																																																						Less than 1 per cent

		Hurstville City Council		NSW				No		3		4		3		4		1						1		1		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0

		Kogarah City Council		NSW				No		3		4		3		4		4						4						1				1		1										1																																1		1		Council policy is to mediate with objectors in relation to DAs.										1

		Ku-ring-gai		NSW		200		Yes		4		4		4		4		4						1						3		4						3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4						3								3		4		- Surveys - online survey monkey; - Use of randomly selected resident feedback register.										1		2		3		4										1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1												more than 10 per cent

		Lake Macquarie City Council		NSW		48		Yes		3		3		3		3		3						1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		LANE COVE 		NSW		12		Yes		4		4		4		4		4				4		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		1		1		2-5 per cent

		Leichhardt Municipal Council		NSW		190		Yes		4		4		3		4		3						1		1		1		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1		mail outs to residents notifying of nearby developments										1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1		All of Council's development applciation plans and supporting information is available on an on-line DA tracking system.										Less than 1 per cent

		Maitland City		NSW		110		Yes		3		4		3		4		3						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		Manly		NSW		250		Yes		3		3		3		4		4		To draw on community knowledge and experience of local area.				+1+2+3		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1												more than 10 per cent

		Marrickville		NSW				Yes		3		4		4		4		4						+1+2+3+4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1										Providing translators and information in 5 other core languages.

		Monash		NSW				Yes		4		4		4		4		4						1						3		4										1		2		3		4						3		4						3		4														3		4												1		2		3		4						3		4		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1														1		1												2-5 per cent

		Mosman		NSW		10		Yes		4		4		4		4		4						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1																																																				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																				2-5 per cent

		Parramatta City Council		NSW		81		Yes		4		4		4		4		3						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		6-10 per cent

		Pittwater Council		NSW		30		Yes		4		4		4		4		2						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1														1		1												1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1												more than 10 per cent

		Queanbeyan City Council		NSW				Yes		2		3		3		4		2

		Shellharbour		NSW		173		Yes		3		3		2		4		3						+1+2+3+4		1		2		3		4														3		4										1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4						3		4		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																												2-5 per cent

		Strathfield		NSW		59		Yes		4		3		3		4		3						0		1												3																				1		2		3		4												2		3		4																3		4										1		1		1		1												1		1		1																						1		1												2-5 per cent

		Sutherland		NSW		31		Yes		4		4		4		4		3						1						3		4		1		2										3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4														3		4																3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1												more than 10 per cent

		Tweed		NSW				Yes		4		4		2		4		1						1				2		3		4														3		4										1		2		3		4														3		4														2		3		4				2		3		4				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1				1		1		1				1		1		1				1		1		1												Less than 1 per cent

		Warringah		NSW		114		Yes		3		3		2		4		3						1		1				3		4		1				3				1		2		3		4		1				3		4		1		2		3		4														3		4		Major consultation event, Talk of the Town meeting (town hall style) for a key planning project.										1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1												2-5 per cent

		Wollondilly Shire		NSW		74		Yes		4		4		3		3		3						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		Alice Springs Town Council		NT		10		Yes		3		3		2		4		2						3		1		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		Dept of Lands & Planning		NT		388		No		3		4		4		4		1						1		1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4																		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																				6-10 per cent

		Brisbane		QLD		412		Yes		3		3		4		4		3						2																																																										Consultation on individual proposals is applicant led.																										1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1																										Undertaking largely by the applicant										more than 10 per cent

		Gold Coast City Council		QLD		147		Yes		4		4		3		3		3						1		0		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		Industry Briefing and newsletter also distributed		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		Lockyer Valley Regional Council		QLD		60		No		4		4		3		3		3						1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		Logan		QLD		220		Yes		3		3		3		4		1						1		1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4																																																				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																				2-5 per cent

		MORETON BAY REGIONAL COUNCIL 		QLD		379		Yes		3		4		3		4		4						1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		Councillors may contact the community in regard to proposed developments in their respective Divisions		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		6-10 per cent

		Redland City Council		QLD		17		Yes		4		4		2		4		4						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		Presentatoin by Council officers are undertaken in response to community concerns - not regularly 		0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		Scenic Rim Regional Council		QLD		65		Yes		4		4		4		4		4		Currently new regional library by council on community consultation.				4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																																		Only for Council project. In Qld application carries out public notification.																										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1												Less than 1 per cent

		Somerset Regional Council		QLD				No		4		3		3		3		3						1		1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1																												1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																												2-5 per cent

		Sunshine Coast		QLD		110		Yes		4		3		1		4		2		Strategic planning and policy				1		1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4																		This response pertains to DA (statutory planning) and is a separate response to earlier Q46 + 47.																																		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																												2-5 per cent

		Townsville City Council		QLD				Yes		4		1		2		4		4				1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		Consultation undertaken in accordance with the legislation.		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		Consultation undertaken in accordance with the legislation.		1		1		1		1		Less than 1 per cent

		Adelaide		SA				Yes		3		3		3		3		3						+1+2+3+4		1				3				1				3																				1				3																				Consultation for development applications prescribed by Development Act. It is 'notification', not consultation or engagment.										1				3												1				1				1				1				1				1				1				1				1				1												Small and large proposals able to be embedded within councils on line 30 model.										2-5 per cent

		Burnside		SA				Yes		4		4		4		4		4						+2+3						3		4						3		4																		1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																				Less than 1 per cent

		City of Charles Sturt		SA		90		Yes		3		3		3		3		3						1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		City of Holdfast Bay		SA		645		Yes		3		4		3		4		4						4						1				1		1		1		1																																																								1		1										1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1														1		1												6-10 per cent

		City of Playford		SA		150		Yes		4		3		4		4		3						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		City of Prospect		SA

		Light Regional Council		SA				Yes		4		4		4		4		3						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		Mount Gambier		SA		0		No		3		4		4		4		1						+1+2		1		2		3		4																										1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																												2-5 per cent

		Mt Barker		SA				Yes		3		4		4		4		2						3		1		2		3		4						3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4														3		4												1		2		3		4										1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																		1		1		1		1												more than 10 per cent

		Prospect		SA		10		No		3		4		3		3		3						+3+4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																																																				1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																												Less than 1 per cent

		Salisbury		SA		226		Yes		4		4		4		4		1						+1+2+3+4				2																																		3		4														3		4																		4												1										1		1																																												2-5 per cent

		Tea Tree Gully		SA		Note		Yes		3		3		3		3		3						1		1		2		3		4																		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																		1		1		1		1												2-5 per cent

		The Barossa Council		SA		50		Yes		4		4		4		4		3						3		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		1		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		Radio Announcements		1		0		1		1		2-5 per cent

		Victor Harbor		SA		0		Yes		4		4		3		4		2						1		1				3																								3		4																						3		4																												1				1				1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1																												2-5 per cent

		Clarence		TAS				Yes		3		3		3		4		3						1		1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1										1				1																				Few people appear to use the internet to look for advertised development applications.  Most rely on notices to adjacent owners, site notices, and newspaper notices (in that order).																																										1		1		1		1		1				1		1																												6-10 per cent

		Derwent Valley		TAS				No		4		4		4		4		2						1		1		2		3		4										1				3																																3		4												1		2		3		4																		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Glenorchy		TAS				Yes		3		3		4		4		2						4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																																												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																				Less than 1 per cent

		Hobart City Council		TAS				No		3						3		3						4		1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1										1		1		1		1																												1		1		1		1																		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1																				2-5 per cent

		Launceston		TAS				Yes		3		3		3		3		3						1		1		2		3		4														3		4						3		4						3		4						3								3		4												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1

		West Tamar		TAS		300		No		4		2		2		3		1						+1+2		1				3		4										1				3																																				Process controlled by statute										1		2		3		4																		1																																																		Less than 1 per cent

		Banyule		VIC		80		No		4		3		3		3		3						1						3								3		4		1		2		3		4						3		4						3		4						3		4		1		2		3		4																3		4														1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1										1		1		1		1												2-5 per cent

		Boroondara City Council		VIC		844		Yes		4		4		4		4		1				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		Consultation meetings		1		1		1		1		2-5 per cent

		Cardinia Shire Council		VIC				No		3		4		1		4		3						1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		City of Casey		VIC				Yes		4		4		3		4		3						1		1				1		1						1		1						1				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1														1														1				1												1				1				1				1								1

		City of Melbourne		VIC		214				1		3		3		3		1						1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0

		City of Melbourne		VIC				Yes		3		4		4		4		2						1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0

		Frankston City Council		VIC		86		No		2		3		2		4		2						4		0		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		Glen Eira		VIC		Note		Yes		4		4		4		4		2						1						3		4										1		2		3		4						3		4						3		4																		Notifying all adjoining owners and occupiers of a proposal (if it causes detriment) is a minimum requirement of a Planning and Environment Act.																																		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																				Less than 1 per cent

		Greater Dandenong		VIC		254		Yes		4		4		4		4		4						4		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		Greater Geelong		VIC				Yes		4		4		3		4		2						1						3		4										1				3												1				3																3														1				3																				1				1				1				1																								1														2-5 per cent

		Hobsons Bay		VIC		450		Yes		4		4		4		4		4						+1+3+4						3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4														3		4		Internet access to all live applications through greenlight.										1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1												more than 10 per cent

		Knox		VIC		131		Yes		3		4		3		4		1						0		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4						3		4														3		4						3		4												1		2		3		4																		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1												6-10 per cent

		Manningham City Council		VIC				Yes		4		4		4		4		2						1						1		1		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1														1		1																1		1										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Maribyrnong City Council		VIC		207		Yes		4		4		4		4		4				4				0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		consultation meetings & planning forums for development applicants that have received objections in accordance with the councils instrument of delegation.		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0				0		0		0		0		Less than 1 per cent

		Melton Shire Council		VIC		134		No		3		4		4		4		3						1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		Moonee Valley City Council		VIC				No		4		4		4		4		3						1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		Less than 1 per cent

		Moreland		VIC		620		Yes		4		3		3		4		4						1		1				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1				1		1										1		1		1		1		Holding Planning Consultation meetings with the applicant and objectors chaired by Councillors										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1												2-5 per cent

		MORNINGTON PENINSULA SHIRE		VIC		82		Yes		4		4				3		4				3		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		more than 10 per cent

		Nillumbik		VIC		30		No		1		4		4		4		3						4						3				1		2		3		4		1		2		3				1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																												2-5 per cent

		Port Phillip		VIC		240		Yes		3		3		1		4		2						1						3		4						3				1		2		3		4																														3		4												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1												more than 10 per cent

		Whittlesea		VIC				Yes		4		4		4		4		1						1								4												2				4				2				4								4																4														2				4												1				1				1				1				1				1								1								1								1												2-5 per cent

		Wodonga		VIC		25		Yes		2		4		3		4		2						1										1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4										1		2		3		4																												1		2		3		4																		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																				Less than 1 per cent

		Yarra		VIC		307		Yes		4		4		3		4		2						4						3				1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4														3		4														3		4												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1												2-5 per cent

		Yarra Ranges Council		VIC				No		4		4		4		4		2						1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1				0		0		0		0

		Armadale		WA		50		Yes		3		3		3		3		2												1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1														1		1												1		1		1																1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1																												2-5 per cent

		Bayswater		WA		100		No		4		4		4		4		4						+1+2+3+4		1		1		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4														3		4												1		2		3		4										1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1														1		1														1		1												2-5 per cent

		City of Canning		WA		100		Yes		4		4		4		4		4						4		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		Less than 1 per cent

		City of Gosnells		WA				Yes		4		4		1		4		1						4		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		City of Rockingham		WA		150		No		4		3		2		4		1		The Council has a Community Consultation Policy that outlines its approach to engaging the community on planning proposals.				1						1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1						1		1														1		1												1		1		1		1						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1						1		1						1		1														1		1		models are 'old school' - technology allows perspective rendered drawings and potentially 3D rendered images which are powerful graphics the community understands rather than a coloured in plan.										6-10 per cent

		City of Subiaco		WA				Yes		3		3		2		4		2						1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		Less than 1 per cent

		City of Wanneroo		WA				Yes		3		4		1		4		3						1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		Engagement is undertaken when required as a statutory requirement.		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0

		Peppermint Grove		WA				Yes		4		4		3		4		4						1										1		2		3		4																																																																				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1																																				Less than 1 per cent

		Shire of Kalamunda		WA				No		2		3		3		3		1						3		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		2-5 per cent

		South Perth		WA		90		Yes		4		3		4		4		3						3						3		4		1		2		3		4						3		4						3								3																3																																																																																								2-5 per cent

		Swan		WA		176		Yes		2		3		2		4		3						1		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4																																				1		2		3		4																										1		1		1		1						1		1														1		1												2-5 per cent

		Town of Cambridge		WA		25		Yes		3		4		3		4		4						1		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1				0		0		0		0		6-10 per cent

		Vincent		WA		Note		Yes		4		4		4		4		4						+1+2+3+4						3																3								3								3																3														1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1														1		1												2-5 per cent

		Responses				Q20		Q45		Q46														Q47		Q48

		Number surveyed

		NSW		54

		Vic		33

		Qld		13

		WA		32

		SA		27

		Tas		11

		ACT		1

		NT		2

		Total check		173



		Response count		107		66		105		106		105		104		106		106		4						95		83						69		63						82		75						61		60						85		81						16		13						64		58																81		78						23		23						76		74						92		89						84		82						66		66						32		32						61		59						2		4								90

		NSW		37		22		37		37		37		37		37		37		1				36		35		30						25		22						32		29						25		25						32		32						7		5						26		24																31		30						12		12						28		28						31		31						30		30						28		28						20		20						25		24						0		1								30

		Vic		24		16		23		24		24		23		24		24		0				23		21		18						18		16						22		21						16		17						20		20						2		2						17		15																19		17						5		5						18		18						22		21						17		16						11		13						7		8						15		14						1		1								19

		Qld		10		8		10		10		10		10		10		10		2				10		7		7						3		3						6		6						2		2						7		7						0		0						2		2																4		4						2		2						6		6						8		8						9		9						7		7						1		1						4		4						1		1								10

		WA		13		8		13		13		13		13		13		13		1				12		11		10						12		12						12		11						11		9						11		9						3		3						10		8																10		10						4		4						10		9						10		10						11		11						10		9						0		0						9		9						0		0								12

		SA		14		9		13		13		13		13		13		13		0				13		12		10						9		8						1		1						5		5						10		9						3		3						6		6																10		10						0		0						10		9						13		12						9		8						5		4						2		1						6		6						0		1								13

		Tas		6		1		6		6		5		5		6		6		0				6		6		6						1		1						6		4						1		1						3		2						1		0						2		2																5		5						0		0						2		2						5		4						5		5						4		4						2		2						1		1						0		0								4

		ACT		1		0		1		1		1		1		1		1		0				1		1		0						1		1						1		1						0		0						1		1						0		0						0		0																1		1						0		0						1		1						1		1						1		1						0		0						0		0						0		0						0		0								0

		NT		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		0				2		2		2						0		0						2		2						1		1						1		1						0		0						1		1																1		1						0		0						1		1						2		2						2		2						1		1						0		0						1		1						0		0								2

		Total check		107		66		105		106		105		104		106		106		4				103		95		83						69		63						82		75						61		60						85		81						16		13						64		58																81		78						23		23						76		74						92		89						84		82						66		66						32		32						61		59						2		4								90

		Response rate (%)

		NSW		69		41		69		69		69		69		69		69		2				67		65		86						46		88						59		91						46		100						59		100						13		71						48		92																57		97						22		100						52		100						57		100						56		100						52		100						37		100						46		96						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!								56

		Vic		73		48		70		73		73		70		73		73		0				70		64		86						55		89						67		95						48		106						61		100						6		100						52		88																58		89						15		100						55		100						67		95						52		94						33		118						21		114						45		93						3		100								58

		Qld		77		62		77		77		77		77		77		77		15				77		54		100						23		100						46		100						15		100						54		100						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!						15		100																31		100						15		100						46		100						62		100						69		100						54		100						8		100						31		100						8		100								77

		WA		41		25		41		41		41		41		41		41		3				38		34		91						38		100						38		92						34		82						34		82						9		100						31		80																31		100						13		100						31		90						31		100						34		100						31		90						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!						28		100						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!								38

		SA		52		33		48		48		48		48		48		48		0				48		44		83						33		89						4		100						19		100						37		90						11		100						22		100																37		100						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!						37		90						48		92						33		89						19		80						7		50						22		100						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!								48

		Tas		55		9		55		55		45		45		55		55		0				55		55		100						9		100						55		67						9		100						27		67						9		0						18		100																45		100						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!						18		100						45		80						45		100						36		100						18		100						9		100						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!								36

		ACT		100		0		100		100		100		100		100		100		0				100		100		0						100		100						100		100						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!						100		100						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!																100		100						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!						100		100						100		100						100		100						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!								0

		NT		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		100		0				100		100		100						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!						100		100						50		100						50		100						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!						50		100																50		100						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!						50		100						100		100						100		100						50		100						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!						50		100						0		ERROR:#DIV/0!								100

				62		38		61		61		61		60		61		61		2				60		55		87						40		91						47		91						35		98						49		95						9		81						37		91																47		96						13		100						44		97						53		97						49		98						38		100						18		100						35		97						1		200								52

		Response = 1 (%)				Num		yes		1		1		1		1		1						1																																																																																																																																														less than 1 per cent

		NSW				1952		92		0		0		3		0		19						78																																																																																																																																														10

		Vic				3704		70		8		0		9		0		17						74																																																																																																																																														21

		Qld				1410		80		0		10		10		0		10						80																																																																																																																																														20

		WA				691		77		0		0		15		0		23						50																																																																																																																																														25

		SA				1171		85		0		0		0		0		15						38																																																																																																																																														15

		Tas				300		50		0		0		0		0		17						50																																																																																																																																														50

		ACT				0		100		0

rbell: rbell:
Council answers need to be overwritten by territory response, which for this row would be:
0, 0, 0, 0, 0		0		0		0		0						0																																																																																																																																														ERROR:#DIV/0!

		NT				398		50		0

rbell: rbell:
Council answers need to be overwritten by territory response, which for this row would be:
0, 0, 0, 0, 100		0		0		0		50						50																																																																																																																																														0

		Response = 2 (%)						no		2		2		2		2		2						2																																																																																																																																														2-5 per cent

		NSW						8		5		0		8		0		14						0																																																																																																																																														53

		Vic						30		8		0		4		0		38						0																																																																																																																																														58

		Qld						20		0		0		20		0		10						10																																																																																																																																														60

		WA						23		15		0		23		0		15						0																																																																																																																																														58

		SA						15		0		0		0		0		15						0																																																																																																																																														69

		Tas						50		0		20		20		0		33						0																																																																																																																																														25

		ACT						0		100

rbell: rbell:
Council answers need to be overwritten by territory response, which for this row would be:
0, 0, 0, 0, 0		0		0		0		100						0																																																																																																																																														ERROR:#DIV/0!

		NT						50		0

rbell: rbell:
Council answers need to be overwritten by territory response, which for this row would be:
0, 0, 0, 0, 0		0		50		0		50						0																																																																																																																																														50

		Response = 3 (%)								3		3		3		3		3						3																																																																																																																																														6-10 per cent

		NSW								27		22		41		14		32						3																																																																																																																																														10

		Vic								21		21		35		13		25						0																																																																																																																																														5

		Qld								30		40		50		30		40						0																																																																																																																																														10

		WA								31		46		31		15		23						17																																																																																																																																														17

		SA								54		31		46		31		54						15																																																																																																																																														8

		Tas								67		60		40		50		50						0																																																																																																																																														25

		ACT								0

rbell: rbell:
Council answers need to be overwritten by territory response, which for this row would be:
0,0, 100, 0,100		100		100		0		0						0																																																																																																																																														ERROR:#DIV/0!

		NT								100

rbell: rbell:
Council answers need to be overwritten by territory response, which for this row would be:
100, 100, 100, 100, 0		50		0		0		0						50																																																																																																																																														50

		Response = 4 (%)								4		4		4		4		4						4																																																																																																																																														more than 10 per cent

		NSW								68		78		49		86		35						8																																																																																																																																														27

		Vic								63		79		52		88		21						17																																																																																																																																														16

		Qld								70		50		20		70		40						10																																																																																																																																														10

		WA								54		54		31		85		38						17																																																																																																																																														0

		SA								46		69		54		69		15						8																																																																																																																																														8

		Tas								33		20		40		50		0						33																																																																																																																																														0

		ACT								0

rbell: rbell:
Council answers need to be overwritten by territory response, which for this row would be:
100, 100, 0, 100, 0		

rbell: rbell:
1= not relevant
2=minor importance
3=moderate importance
4=major importance
		0		0		100		0						0																																																																																																																																														ERROR:#DIV/0!

		NT								0

rbell: rbell:
Council answers need to be overwritten by territory response, which for this row would be:
0, 0, 0, 0, 0		

rbell: rbell:
Council answers need to be overwritten by territory response, which for this row would be:
0, 0, 0, 0, 0		

rbell: rbell:
Council answers need to be overwritten by territory response, which for this row would be:
0, 0, 0, 0, 100		

rbell: rbell:
Council answers need to be overwritten by territory response, which for this row would be:
0,0, 100, 0,100		

rbell: rbell:
Council answers need to be overwritten by territory response, which for this row would be:
100, 100, 100, 100, 0		50		50		100		0						0																																																																																																																																														0

		Response = 5 (%)																						+

		NSW																						11

		Vic																						9

		Qld																						0

		WA																						17

		SA																						38

		Tas																						17

		ACT																						100

		NT																						0





Govern

		Governance questions: 51,52,53



		Council name		State/Territory		Please indicate the extent to which you feel the following statements reflect the engagement between officials from your council and state government officials.														Please comment on council's priorities for local development (eg. environmentally sustainable development, urban consolidation, employment generation, creating liveable communities etc).		Of the following list of challenges, what are the five highest and lowest priorities in your local council area.

		Question1		Question2[1]		Answer		Answer		Answer		Answer		Answer		Answer		Answer		Question52		Maintaining the viability of local retail and commercial centres - Five highest priorities		Integrating new medium or high density housing developments into existing suburbs - Five highest priorities		Addressing regional or metropolitan level development challenges (such as gaps in essential regional or metropolitan transport links) - Five highest priorities		Promoting healthy lifestyles - Five highest priorities		Enhancing economic and social integration with neighbouring local council areas - Five highest priorities		Maintaining existing parks, gardens and green spaces - Five highest priorities		Re-developing unused industrial, retail or commercial sites - Five highest priorities		Reducing traffic congestion - Five highest priorities		Promoting water conservation and/or recycling - Five highest priorities		Addressing problems of crime and violence - Five highest priorities		Protecting local business - Five highest priorities		Providing new economic and social infrastructure - Five highest priorities		Accommodating population growth - Five highest priorities		Ensuring efficient waste management and/or recycling - Five highest priorities		Adapting to climate change - Five highest priorities		Providing more and/or different local government services as a result of changing demographics - Five highest priorities		Improving the accessibility of local government services for an ageing population - Five highest priorities		Maintaining existing roads and water and sewerage infrastructure - Five highest priorities		Providing affordable housing - Five highest priorities		Improving the aesthetics of local retail and commercial centres - Five highest priorities		Providing the amenities and infrastructure needed to support a growing tourism industry - Five highest priorities		Protecting biodiversity - Five highest priorities		Providing diverse and appropriate housing - Five highest priorities		Providing new parks, gardens and green space - Five highest priorities		Redeveloping land along key transport corridors - Five highest priorities		Fostering a stronger sense of community - Five highest priorities		Attracting new businesses - Five highest priorities		Blank (<10)		Excess (>10)

		Council name		State/Territory		Engagement is based on a good understanding of the challenges facing your local area - Strongly agree		Engagement is based on a common view about broader regional or metropolitan planning objectives and priorities - Strongly agree		Engagement is collaborative - Strongly agree		Engagement is outcome focussed - Strongly agree		Engagement involves the two way flow of knowledge and information - Strongly agree		Engagement engenders a sense of trust - Strongly agree		Engagement exerts a strong influence on your council’s ability to effectively manage the planning, zoning and permit assessment process - Strongly agree		Open-Ended Response		Maintaining the viability of local retail and commercial centres - Five highest priorities		Integrating new medium or high density housing developments into existing suburbs - Five highest priorities		Addressing regional or metropolitan level development challenges (such as gaps in essential regional or metropolitan transport links) - Five highest priorities		Promoting healthy lifestyles - Five highest priorities		Enhancing economic and social integration with neighbouring local council areas - Five highest priorities		Maintaining existing parks, gardens and green spaces - Five highest priorities		Re-developing unused industrial, retail or commercial sites - Five highest priorities		Reducing traffic congestion - Five highest priorities		Promoting water conservation and/or recycling - Five highest priorities		Addressing problems of crime and violence - Five highest priorities		Protecting local business - Five highest priorities		Providing new economic and social infrastructure - Five highest priorities		Accommodating population growth - Five highest priorities		Ensuring efficient waste management and/or recycling - Five highest priorities		Adapting to climate change - Five highest priorities		Providing more and/or different local government services as a result of changing demographics - Five highest priorities		Improving the accessibility of local government services for an ageing population - Five highest priorities		Maintaining existing roads and water and sewerage infrastructure - Five highest priorities		Providing affordable housing - Five highest priorities		Improving the aesthetics of local retail and commercial centres - Five highest priorities		Providing the amenities and infrastructure needed to support a growing tourism industry - Five highest priorities		Protecting biodiversity - Five highest priorities		Providing diverse and appropriate housing - Five highest priorities

		ACTPLA		ACT																				1				2				2								2										1		2						1						1						2		1				17

		Albury City Council		NSW		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Disagree				Creating liveable communities that grow and develop in a sustainable manner		1		2						2						2						2		1		1										1								1								2				17

		Ashfield		NSW		Strongly Disagree		Neither		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Note				1																										1										1						1				1						22

		Auburn City Council		NSW		Agree		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Attractive, vibrant town centre, public domain.		1		2		1		2		2		1		2		1		2		1		2		1		1		2		2		2		2		1		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		0

		Bankstown City Council		NSW		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Neither		Disagree		To have local development contribute to a more sustainable urban environment, which has:
-  Liveable neighbourhoods
-  Green spaces and corridors
-  Jobs closer to home
-  Integrated transport
-  Community infrastructure		1								2				2										1		1				1				2								2										1		2		17

		Blacktown City Council		NSW		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Neither		Strongly Agree		All of the above.				1		1														2		2				1		2				2										2				1								1		17

		Botany Bay		NSW		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Neither		Agree				2		1		1				2						1		2								2												2								1		1								17

		Camden		NSW		Agree		Disagree		Neither		Disagree		Agree		Neither		Disagree				1				1				2						1										1				2				2						2								1		2						17

		Campbelltown City Council		NSW		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		1 Development is supported by an appropriate level of infrastructure.  2 Ecologicall sustanable design principles.  3 Creating sustainable vibrant and well connected communities.  4 Grow and widen the local/regional employment base.  5Growing Campbelltown and Macarthur as aregional centre.				1		1						1														1																										1				22

		Canada Bay		NSW		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Note						1						1				1												1								1						2		2		2		2				2				17

		Cessnock City Council		NSW		Disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree																																																										27

		City of Newcastle		NSW		Agree		Neither		Neither		Neither		Agree		Neither		Agree		Council priorities for local development are outlined within Council's strategic policies such as the draft 2030 strategy and Newcastle Urban Strategy.  Council's policies include environmentally sustainable development, urban consolidation, employment generation, creating livable communities (eg walkable, safe, close to public transport and community infrastructure), protecting the historic element of the city.				2				1										1								1				1										1		1		1		1				1						17

		City of Randwick		NSW		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Council in the assessment of the applications gives equal consideration to all the above issues. In addition, traffic, transport, parking and environmental impacts associated with a development receives a high level of consideration.		1		1		2		2						2				1				1																				2		1				2								17

		Gosford City		NSW		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		all the above, plan for concentrated urban growth, around primary centres, variety of housing, providing necessary infrastructure, fostering local employment & agriulture & preserving environmental quatities		1		1						2				2																1																										22

		Hawkesbury City Council		NSW		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		1.Investigating and        
planning the City’s
future in consultation
with our community,
and co-ordinating
human and financial
resources to achieve
this future.
2. An informed community
working together
through strong local
and regional
connections.
3.A network of towns,
villages and rural
localities connected by
well-maintained public
and private
infrastructure, which
supports the social and
economic development
of the City.
4.A prosperous
community
sustained by a
diverse local
economy that
encourages
innovation and
enterprise to attract
people to live, work
and invest in the city.
5.Sustainable and
liveable communities
that respect,
preserve and
manage the heritage,
cultural and natural
assets of the City.						1								2		1				2						1										1		2		2										2				1		17

		Holroyd City Council		NSW		Neither		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Neither		Disagree		Strongly Agree								1				2								2								1		2		2						1						2						1						1		17

		Hornsby Shire Council		NSW		Disagree				Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Environmentally sustainable development				1		1		2						2																														1												22

		Hunters Hill		NSW																										2		1				1				2				2		1										1		2		1		2														17

		Hurstville City Council		NSW		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Preparation of the Comprehensive LEP 2011, Review of Section 94 Contributions Plan, Hurstville City Centre Project, Storm water & Drainage Policy										2						1										1				2				1				1		2		2								2		1				17

		Kogarah City Council		NSW		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		Disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree																																																										27

		Ku-ring-gai		NSW		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Strongly agree		Ecological sustainable development; Affordabe housing; Urban design excellence												1								2						1		2								2		1				2				1				1				2		17

		Lake Macquarie City Council		NSW		Disagree		Agree		Neither		Agree		Neither		Disagree		Agree		Core Values - Sustainability, Equity, Efficiency and Liveability		1		1				2												2						1										2		2				2								1		1				17

		LANE COVE 		NSW		Disagree		Agree		Neither		Agree		Neither		Neither		Disagree		All of the above.		1		1		1										1																																1								22

		Leichhardt Municipal Council		NSW		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		- ESD   - Heritage   - Traffic and parking Impacts   - creating liveable communities																1						2								1												2				1										22

		Maitland City		NSW		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		The Maitland Local Government Area has been identified within the Hunter Regional Plan as being a key player in accommodating a significant component of the Hunter Regions Population Growth to the year 2025.  Ensuring that Council's urban settlement strategy properly recognises physical constraints, environmental attributes and infrastructure provision and manages/coordinates these factors in a responsible and sustainable way is the major challenge for the Council.  At the same time the Council is attempting to ensure that the LGA is provided with the necessary retail, industrial, social/community and recreational infrastructure appropriate to the existing and future population and a number of studies eg: Maitland Activity Centres and Employment Clusters Strategy have been prepared to inform the development of more formal policies.		1								2		1		2		1						2		2		1										1						2														17

		Manly		NSW		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Agree		Neither		Disagree		Agree		The Maitland Local Government Area has been identified within the Hunter Regional Plan as being a key player in accommodating a significant component of the Hunter Regions Population Growth to the year 2025.  Ensuring that Council's urban settlement strategy properly recognises physical constraints, environmental attributes and infrastructure provision and manages/coordinates these factors in a responsible and sustainable way is the major challenge for the Council.  At the same time the Council is attempting to ensure that the LGA is provided with the necessary retail, industrial, social/community and recreational infrastructure appropriate to the existing and future population and a number of studies eg: Maitland Activity Centres and Employment Clusters Strategy have been prepared to inform the development of more formal policies.				2		1				2				2						1						2				1										1				1										2		17

		Marrickville		NSW		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree				1						2		2				1		1										1						2						1				2								1				2		16

		Monash		NSW		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Neither		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Creating & maintaining liveable communities; urban consolidation; employment generation; sustainability; neighbourhood character.		1		1		2						2								2						1		2										1		2		2				1										16

		Mosman		NSW		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Agree		Providing well designed sustainable development in appropriate locations				1		1																				1				1						1																				22

		Parramatta City Council		NSW		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Employment generation 
Environmental sustainable development
Sustainable redevelopment of key precincts in LGA 		1				1		2				2						2		1										2								1						2						1						17

		Pittwater Council		NSW		Strongly disagree		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Strongly disagree		Disagree		1. creating livable communities  2. sustainable development  3. employment generation  4. urban consolidation				1																										1						1								1								1				22

		Shellharbour		NSW		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Neither		All of the above		Note																																																						26

		Strathfield		NSW		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Neither		Agree		Councils local development priorities include: heritage; quality of life; resource efficiency; impact on surrounding environment; infrastrcutre meets community needs (from Council's Management Plan)		1										1												1																				1								1				22

		Sutherland		NSW		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Neither		Agree		Note				1		2				2																2								1				2		1				1		1				2						17

		Tweed		NSW		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		ERROR:#REF!		1		2						2														2		1				1		2				1										1				2						17

		Warringah		NSW		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Neither		Note		2				1										1		2		2		2				1				1						1														2				2		16

		Wollondilly Shire		NSW		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Agree		Wollondilly Shire Council's priorities are detailed in the then Draft Community Strategic Plan and current Draft Growth Management Strategy. The Shire has a strong rural living focus and aims to maintain a balance between the agricultural and industrial economy whilst protecting the natural environment. Sustainability in new development is a key concern along with maintaining and enhancing biodiversity.		1				1								2										1		2				2		2												1				2						1		17

		Alice Springs Town Council		NT		Agree		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		sustainable (affordable) housing				1										2		2																		2		1		1		1		2						1		2						17

		Dept of Lands & Planning		NT																Redevelopment of activity centres in Darwin and Palmerston urban areas that promotes mixed-uses of residental and commercial is a key policy inititiative.										2								2		2				1		1		2		1								1						1								2				17

		Brisbane		QLD		Agree		Agree		Neither		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree						1		1										1		2				2				1				2				2								2		1												17

		Gold Coast City Council		QLD		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Agree		Neither		Agree		Council's current priorities are described in full in the Corporate Plan accessible via the Council's web site. The priorities are described under 1internally facing Key focus area;
- Corporate Governance, organisational capability and Customer Contact, and
6 external facing Key focus areas;
- A city leading by example,
- A city loved for its green gold and blue,
- A city connecting people and places,
- A safe city where everyone belongs,
- A city shaped by clever design,
- A city with a thriving economy.
		1		1		1		2		2		1		2		1		1		2		2		1		1		2		1		2		2		1		1		2		2		1		1		1		1		1		2		0

		Lockyer Valley Regional Council		QLD		Neither		Neither		Agree		Neither		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Council's mission statement - "To be the Region of Choice for vibrant Rural Living".

Council's planning schemes are based on the concept of "ecological stainability" as defined by the Integrated Planning Act 1997.

South East Queensland Regional Plan Priorities of the "Western Corridor" - growth and development management.						1																		1		1						1														1										22

		Logan		QLD		Neither		Agree		Agree		Neither		Disagree		Neither		Agree		twp priorities noted in survey return

		MORETON BAY REGIONAL COUNCIL 		QLD		Disagree		Disagree		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		1.  Growth management that delivers development adequately serviced by infrastructure and community services and that maintains environmental values.  This includes - well designed and affordable new residential developments:
- a larger and more diversified local economy that provides more jobs and services in the region;
- more innovative and flexible transport systems with greater emphasis on public transport;
- improved infrastructure / asset management;
- better designed urban places;
- protection of natural assets including coast line, waterways and terrestrial ecosystems;
- community development with respects a diversity of places across the region;
- more streamlined regulatory processes.
2.  Develop partnerships with other levels of government, community organisations and peak industry bodies.
3. Respond to emerging issues such as climate change (sea level rise, severe climate events), long term financial sustainability, ageing population, population growth associated with diverse, increasing needs.

						1								2						2		2				1								2				1												1		2		1		17

		Redland City Council		QLD		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		A Community Plan - Redlands 2030 was endorsed in 2009/2010 and has informed council's preparation of its Corporate Plan 2010-2015, Operational Plan 2010 and Organisational Development Plan.  

These documents together with the Redlands Planning Scheme (2006), Local Growth Management Strategy (2008) and Structure Plans for Emerging Urban communities, Master Plans for City principal activity centres (2009/10) all embrace the delivery of principles of a compact city,  esd, local job sufficiency,  strong integrated communities, housing choice, diversity and affordability, infrastructure provision efficiency, ecosystem conservation, mobility/modal choice with land use integration and the like.  However it is appropriate to advise that comuts priorities from the environment and the creation/liveable community over economic development and population expansion.
		1		1						2				2				2		2						1				1		2												1												17

		Scenic Rim Regional Council		QLD		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Yes, yes, yes, yes. A large part is rural agricutlure, Bromelton - proposed inland port. Existing towns are planned to grow. 				2								1				1				2						1		2		2		2				1																		1		17

		Somerset Regional Council		QLD		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Council has recently commenced the preparation of a new planning scheme for the entire Somerset Region.Environmentally sustainable development, urban consolidation, employment generation, creating liveable communities etc are all important..		1				1																		1																		1										1				22

		Sunshine Coast		QLD		Strongly agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Neither		Disagree		Disagree		See Attachment 1						1				2				2						2		2				1				1		2												1		1										17

		Townsville City Council		QLD		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Assess applications in accordance with planning scheme which includes these aspects.		1		1												2		2								1						2		2				1		2														1		17

		Adelaide		SA		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Urban consolidation and employment generation are priorities for the residential and workforce growth of the CBD. 'Sustainable' building design and compatible design to heritage stock, and noise management in mixed use areas are important.		Note										1		2												1										2		1																		21

		Burnside		SA		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Neither		Creating liveable communities; Housing choice for an ageing population; Heritage; Sustainable development.														2		2						2				1						1		1		1						2						1						2		17

		City of Charles Sturt		SA		Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		There are a number of major development areas within the Council area where all of these issues have taken a high priority with particular focus on urban consolidation				1				2										1								1				1		2								2				2				1						2		17

		City of Holdfast Bay		SA		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Creating liveable cities first and foremost.										1																												1				1		2		2										22

		City of Playford		SA		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Agree		Urban Consolidation, Employment Generation, Greenfields Residential, Creating Living Communities.		1		1						2				2										1		1												2				2		2						1						17

		Light Regional Council		SA		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree								1																		1		1										1																		1		22

		Mount Gambier		SA		Agree		Agree		Neither		Agree		Disagree		Neither		Disagree		Improving the quality of life of the community, creating liveable communities.		1		2						2				2		2										1				1						1														2		1				17

		Mt Barker		SA		Disagree		Neither		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Note				1		2				2				2								2		1		1				2		1				1														2						16

		Prospect		SA		Neither		Agree		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree						1										1										1																1										1						22

		Salisbury		SA		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Agree		Agree				1				2				1						2		1		2								1								2						2								1						17

		Tea Tree Gully		SA		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		ESD Urban Consolidation to assist with the achievement of the States 30 year plan Economic Development.								2				1						1		2								1						1				2		2		2												1		17

		The Barossa Council		SA		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Maintain unique local character, culture, and heritage values by adopting appropriate strategies and implementing policies that support this - in contrast to state's metro-centric code approach of one-size fits all.

Promote spatial planning, landscape assessment, and infrastructure capacity analysis to inform growth potential prior to earmarking growth areas.

Heavy vehicle transport traffic through townships continues to be an issue while such uses remain located in and around residential areas.

Continue to examine the options for more effective rural area and rural landuse policies (eg dwellings vs lot size and scale of industry and commercial expansion of winery development in scenic landscape areas. 				2		1								2		2								1		2										1						1				2				2						17

		Victor Harbor		SA		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		1. Establishment of local retail hierarchy; 2. Enterprise zone policy work; 3. Urban growth development plan amendments; 4. Climate change development plan amendments; 5. Rural area policy work.		1		2								2								2						1								1		1						2				1		2								17

		Clarence		TAS		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Disagree		All these issues are important but priorities change from time to time.  Currently the impact of climate change on sustainable coastal development is a core focus as is promoting further retail growth in expanding satellite villages and low density communities.				1																										1						1								1		1										22

		Derwent Valley		TAS		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Neither		Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Urban consolidation in filling of vacant service lands and the protection of our natural environment. 						1				1		2		2		2		2																		1		2						1		1										17

		Glenorchy		TAS		Agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Strongly agree		Agree		Agree		Note								1										2								2		2		1						1		1				2		2								1				17

		Hobart City Council		TAS																Council does not have a specific priority in this regard however it has identified "Future Directions"  within its strategic plan and these embrace such things as sustainable development, liveable communities and the like.		1																		1		1						1				1																								22

		Launceston		TAS		Agree		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Note		1		1										1												1														1																22

		West Tamar		TAS		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly agree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Neither		Liveability; recreation; growth; employment.		1				2		1						2												1						2		2																2		1		1		17

		Banyule		VIC		Agree		Agree		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Neither		Agree		Liveability; recreation; growth; employment.				1		1								2						2				1						2																		2		1		1		2		17

		Boroondara City Council		VIC		Disagree		Neither		Disagree		Neither		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Sustainable development;
Protection of heritage buildings;
Urban consolidation;
Protection of the neighbourhood character and leafy nature of the muncipality;
Affordable housing;
Protection of public open space;
Public transport capacity
Economic development
Environmental protection
		1				2				2				2		1										1																2				1		1						2		17

		Cardinia Shire Council		VIC		Neither		Agree		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Provision of physical and community infrastructure
Creation of local employment
Access to services and facilities
Creating livable communities
Environmental sustainability				2						2				2										1		1										2						2		1				1				1				17

		City of Casey		VIC		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree																																																										27

		City of Melbourne		VIC		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither																																																										27

		City of Melbourne		VIC		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		The City of Melbourne has numerous policies and structure plans which provide direction for future growth of the city, employment and creating sustainable communities.		2		1		1		2		2		1		1		1		1		2		2		1		2		2		2		1		1		1		2		2		2		1		1		1		1		1		1		0

		Frankston City Council		VIC		Agree		Neither		Neither		Neither		Agree		Neither		Neither		Neighbourhood Character
Environmental Sensitive Design
Protection of Vegetation				1		2				1						2										1				1		2												1				2		2						17

		Glen Eira		VIC		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Note				1												1										1																				1				1						22

		Greater Dandenong		VIC		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Neither		Council's priorities for local development are environmentally sustainable development, urban consolidation, employment generation and creating liveable communities.		1		1		2				1				2																2								1				2						1		2						17

		Greater Geelong		VIC		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Neither		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree				1		1						2				2								2		1		1				1		2										2														17

		Hobsons Bay		VIC		Strongly Disagree		Neither		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		Strongly Disagree		ESD, access, urban consolidation heritage.				1						2				1																1																1						1				21

		Knox		VIC		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Agree		Neither		Strongly agree				1				1						1								2				2		2												1				2				1		2								17

		Manningham City Council		VIC		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree																																																										27

		Maribyrnong City Council		VIC		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Encourage and tolerate sustainable development & the practice of a high standard of urban design in new developments. Urban consideration has also become a priority for local development having regard to Stat Planning Policy objectives including Melbourne 2030 and Melbourne at 5 million. In addition council aims to ensure the preservation of our heritage areas, assist renovations of local building industry & promote social objectives & infrastructure objectives as detailed in councils Municipality strategic statement.				2				2												1						1										1								2		1						1				19

		Melton Shire Council		VIC		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Agree		Managing rapid urban growth
Attracting new business
improving the quality of new development
protecting rural areas from inappropriate development																2				2				1		1						2								2		2		1		1								1		17

		Moonee Valley City Council		VIC		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree		Strongly Agree						1		2										1				2						1		2		2																1				1						18

		Moreland		VIC		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		Neither agree or disagree		Agree		ESD, affordable housing, positive urban design outcomes, accessibility housing and communities, local job creation.  U*rban Villages, live work and play locally with the need for a car or high income.														1								1				1				1																								1		22

		MORNINGTON PENINSULA SHIRE		VIC		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Neither		Agree		* Develop a housing and sustainable settlement strategy to direct demand t housing to locations with appropriate infrastructure.
* Developing a Green Wedge (rural) Strategy 
* Activity Centre Planning
* Coastal Management
* Preparation of a biodiversity Action Plan
* Preparation of a Municipal Housing Strategy				1		1						2				2										1				1		2												1						2				2		17

		Nillumbik		VIC		Neither		Neither				Agree		Neither		Neither		Neither						1		2		2				1								2												2										2		1		1						1				17

		Port Phillip		VIC		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Agree		Neither		Neither		Council plan; community plan				1								1																		1								1														1		2		21

		Whittlesea		VIC		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Strongly agree		Agree		Employment generation planning for long term growth protection of environmental assets.														2		1				2				1		1				1				2								2								2				1		17

		Wodonga		VIC		Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Neither						1				1				1				2				2				1										2				1												2						18

		Yarra		VIC		Disagree		Agree		Disagree		Strongly agree		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Environmental sustainable design; creating liveable communities; good urban design; urban construction; employment; environment.																																																								27

		Yarra Ranges Council		VIC		Agree		Neither		Agree		Neither		Neither		Neither		Agree		Council priorities are outlined in the Council Plan and Planning assessments. they are also based on policies within the Planning Scheme.  Key areas include:
*  ESD
*  Urban consolidation , activity centre planning
*  Local employment/local economy
*  Protection of environment, agricultural land and landscapes.
																																																								27

		Armadale		WA		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Quality urban form  investment opportunities  environmentally sustainable  variety of housing types		1				1																		1		1																												1		22

		Bayswater		WA		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Neither		Note		1		1																				1				1						1								2		2												20

		City of Canning		WA		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Priorities in order of importance are:
1.  Urban consolidation and associated quality of infill development;
2.  Development of Activity Centres (i.e. Canning Regional Centre, Queens Park railway Precinct, Brownlie Towers Precinct in Bentley); and
3.  Industrial Development within the Welshpool and Canning Vale industrial areas.				1				2										2				2				1		1										2				2								1		1				17

		City of Gosnells		WA		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Agree		Neither		Disagree		All of the above, in addition to water management.																																																								27

		City of Rockingham		WA		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither agree or disagree		City Centre development is focused on urban villages being created - urban consolidation (apartments), employment generation, public transport, education precinct.  Waterfront Village - creating a lifestyle and tourism precinct for restuarants, shops, markets and diverse housing types.  New Liveable Communities along the coast and the hinterland areas.  Council buildings and facilities being based on energy and water efficiency approach.  District Centres supporting commerce/retail and employment using a main street type approach.  Industrial Areas - supporting industry/ research/ technology/ employment and where possible link with educational institutions.  Environment Team focus on a range of environmental, educational and research programs.  Health Team focus on creating healthy lifestyles.												1								1				1		1										1																				22

		City of Subiaco		WA		Agree		Neither		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		The City has recently commenced the review of its Town Planning Scheme No.4 and Local Planning Strategy, and it is though this process that these priorities will be accurately determined.  				1								1		1						2						1												2		2				2		1		2								17

		City of Wanneroo		WA		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Disagree		Neither		Neither		Disagree		See attachment for comments						1				2				2								2		1		1														2		2		1										1		17

		Peppermint Grove		WA		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Preservation of heritage and residential amenity - note - 95% of the shire is residential.												1		2		1				2												1						2								1		2				1		2		17

		Shire of Kalamunda		WA		Agree		Agree		Neither		Neither		Disagree		Neither		Strongly Agree		The Shire is on the outskirts of the metropolitan region and is relatively conservative. The intentions of state government strategic planning, such as population increase targets do not always sit well with the community. Sustainable development is always promoted, particularly retention of the natural environment.												1				2		2								1				2				1				2		1				1		2										17

		South Perth		WA		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Note				1										2												1		2		1						2						2				1		2		1						17

		Swan		WA		Disagree		Agree		Agree		Strongly Disagree		Agree		Neither		Disagree		1. Employment generation; 2. Urban greenfield development; 3. CBD regeneration; 4. Urban consolidation.				1		1		2		2		1												1		1				2										2										2						17

		Town of Cambridge		WA		Disagree		Agree		Neither		Agree		Neither		Disagree		Neither		1. Focus increased residential density in and around commercial centres and transport hubs; 2. Increase housing choice as part of new housing developments; 3. Enhance character of existing residential areas; 4. Facilitate development of sustainable housing design; 5. Enhance the functionality and appearance of existing commercial centres with emphasis on: sustainable urban design, main street design principles, increasing land use mix, increased employment opportunities, commercial viability; 6. Promote transit oriented development; 7. Maintain and enhance the ecological values of existing natural assets; 8. Integrate high-quality public places into Town's centres and major developments.		1																		2		2						1										2		1		2				1		2		1						17

		Vincent		WA		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Agree		Neither		Strongly agree		ERROR:#REF!		1		1												2		2		1				2		2																2				1				1						17



		Responses				Q51														Q52		Q53

		Number surveyed

		NSW		54

		Vic		33

		Qld		13

		WA		32

		SA		27

		Tas		11

		ACT		1

		NT		2

		Total check		173



		Response count		105																		Response high																																																						Didn't pick enough		Picked too many

		NSW		36		35		34		35		35		35		35		34		29		15		13		15		1		0		7		1		12		2		3		1		5		19		1		10		0		2		11		5		6		1		9		9		4		6		6		4		12		4
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		WA		13		13		13		13		13		13		13		13		13		4		6		3		0		0		5		1		1		0		2		0		5		8		3		1		1		2		1		0		2		0		2		5		0		4		2		2		4		0

		SA		13		13		13		13		13		13		13		13		10		4		4		2		0		2		2		1		0		3		0		0		5		8		2		2		2		3		6		2		1		2		0		1		2		3		1		2		4		1

		Tas		6		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		6		3		2		1		2		1		0		1		0		0		1		1		0		2		1		2		1		0		3		1		1		0		2		2		0		0		2		1		3		0

		ACT		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		0

		NT		2		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		2		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		1		0		0		1		2		1		0		1		0		1		0		0		0		0		0

		Total check		105		101		100		100		101		101		101		100		85		34		43		31		4		5		21		7		21		7		7		3		26		57		7		27		6		8		26		18		11		4		25		29		12		19		21		16		37		7

																																																																												0.3523809524		0.0666666667

		Response count																				Response low

		NSW																				2		5		3		6		14		2		9		1		5		7		6		3		4		5		6		5		3		2		6		4		14		3		2		4		7		3		6

		Vic																				1		2		5		3		5		1		6		4		0		8		2		1		2		2		4		5		2		1		1		2		9		1		0		3		5		0		4

		Qld																				0		1		0		1		3		0		4		1		3		5		4		0		0		2		2		5		4		0		0		2		2		0		0		0		0		1		1

		WA																				0		0		0		2		2		0		3		2		3		3		3		1		1		1		2		0		0		1		5		3		6		2		1		4		1		0		1

		SA																				0		3		2		2		3		1		6		4		0		3		2		0		1		0		1		1		0		2		2		2		5		3		2		1		3		0		2

		Tas																				0		0		1		0		0		1		2		1		2		0		0		0		1		1		0		1		1		0		1		0		1		1		0		0		1		0		0

		ACT																				0		0		0		1		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0

		NT																				0		0		0		0		1		0		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		1		0

		Total check																				3		11		11		15		28		6		31		14		14		28		17		5		9		12		15		18		11		6		15		13		38		10		5		12		19		5		14

		Response rate (%)																				Response high all		Response low all

		NSW		67		65		63		65		65		65		65		63		54		0.93		0.76

		Vic		73		73		73		70		73		73		73		73		48		0.88		0.66

		Qld		77		77		77		77		77		77		77		77		69		1.12		0.82

		WA		41		41		41		41		41		41		41		41		41		0.92		0.72

		SA		48		48		48		48		48		48		48		48		37		0.92		0.78

		Tas		55		45		45		45		45		45		45		45		55		1.00		0.50

		ACT		100		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1.00		1.00

		NT		100		50		50		50		50		50		50		50		100		1.00		1.00

		Aust		61		58		58		58		58		58		58		58		49		495		385

		Response = 1 (%)				agree		agree		agree		agree		agree		agree		agree				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		NSW				29		50		31		49		37		26		62				42		36		42		3		0		19		3		33		6		8		3		14		53		3		28		0		6		31		14		17		3		25		25		11		17		17		11

		Vic				63		63		48		46		46		29		46				17		50		17		4		8		21		13		21		4		4		4		29		46		0		29		4		4		8		17		0		0		25		38		17		17		29		17

		Qld				70		80		60		60		50		40		70				40		40		60		0		0		20		0		30		10		0		0		30		80		0		30		10		0		20		30		0		10		40		30		10		20		20		30

		WA				62		77		69		69		62		38		31				31		46		23		0		0		38		8		8		0		15		0		38		62		23		8		8		15		8		0		15		0		15		38		0		31		15		15

		SA				46		62		54		77		54		38		46				31		31		15		0		15		15		8		0		23		0		0		38		62		15		15		15		23		46		15		8		15		0		8		15		23		8		15

		Tas				60		20		40		80		40		40		20				50		33		17		33		17		0		17		0		0		17		17		0		33		17		33		17		0		50		17		17		0		33		33		0		0		33		17

		ACT				ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!				0		100		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		100		0		0		0		100		0		0		100		0		0		0		100		0

		NT				100		0		100		100		100		100		100				0		50		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		50		50		0		50		0		0		50		100		50		0		50		0		50		0		0		0

		Aust				50		59		47		57		47		33		51				32		41		30		4		5		20		7		20		7		7		3		25		54		7		26		6		8		25		17		10		4		24		28		11		18		20		15

		Response = 2 (%)				Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither		Neither				2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2

		NSW				26		26		29		23		20		31		9				6		14		8		17		39		6		25		3		14		19		17		8		11		14		17		14		8		6		17		11		39		8		6		11		19		8		17

		Vic				13		29		26		50		42		63		38				4		8		21		13		21		4		25		17		0		33		8		4		8		8		17		21		8		4		4		8		38		4		0		13		21		0		17

		Qld				20		10		30		40		10		20		0				0		10		0		10		30		0		40		10		30		50		40		0		0		20		20		50		40		0		0		20		20		0		0		0		0		10		10

		WA				8		15		23		15		31		54		46				0		0		0		15		15		0		23		15		23		23		23		8		8		8		15		0		0		8		38		23		46		15		8		31		8		0		8

		SA				31		23		23		8		15		31		23				0		23		15		15		23		8		46		31		0		23		15		0		8		0		8		8		0		15		15		15		38		23		15		8		23		0		15

		Tas				0		40		20		20		20		20		40				0		0		17		0		0		17		33		17		33		0		0		0		17		17		0		17		17		0		17		0		17		17		0		0		17		0		0

		ACT				ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!				0		0		0		100		0		100		0		0		0		100		0		0		0		0		0		100		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		100		0		0

		NT				0		100		0		0		0		0		0				0		0		0		0		50		0		50		50		50		50		0		0		0		50		0		0		50		0		0		0		50		0		0		0		50		50		0

																																																						10

		Response = 3 (%)				disagree		disagree		disagree		disagree		disagree		disagree		disagree

		NSW				46		24		40		29		43		43		29

		Vic				25		8		26		4		13		8		17

		Qld				10		10		10		0		40		40		30

		WA				31		8		8		15		8		8		23

		SA				23		15		23		15		31		31		31

		Tas				40		40		40		0		40		40		40

		ACT				ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!

		NT				0		0		0		0		0		0		0

		Response = 4 (%)

		NSW

		Vic

		Qld

		WA

		SA

		Tas

		ACT

		NT

						check

		NSW				100		100		100		100		100		100		100

		Vic				100		100		100		100		100		100		100

		Qld				100		100		100		100		100		100		100

		WA				100		100		100		100		100		100		100

		SA				100		100		100		100		100		100		100

		Tas				100		100		100		100		100		100		100

		ACT				ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!		ERROR:#DIV/0!

		NT				100		100		100		100		100		100		100
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Compet

		Competition questions: 40,41,42,43,44



		Council name		State/Territory		Does council impose restrictions on the use of particular retail, commercial or industrial sites that are additional to state/regional planning and zoning guidelines? If yes, please provide additional information in the comment box below.				If yes to Question 40, do these council-imposed restrictions vary according to business size (floor area, turnover or other size aspect), business type product mix or other business characteristic? If yes, please provide additional information in the comment box below.				Does council consider or take account of any of the listed impacts of a rezoning or development proposal on competition?												Does council implement an Activity Centres policy approach to the assessment of retail and commercial development proposals?		If yes to Question 43, how many development applications for retail, commercial and industrial developments within and outside activity centres were refused on the basis of being inconsistent with the Activity Centres policy in 2009-2010?

		Question1		Question2[1]		Question40_Answer		Question40_Comments		Question41_Answer		Question41_Comments		Answer		Answer		Answer		Answer		TextField1		Answer		Question43_Answer		Q44_IAC		Q45_OAC

		Council name		State/Territory		Yes		Comments		Yes		Comments		Costs and benefits to existing businesses - No		Impact on viability of town centre - No		Transport impacts & infrastructure capacity - No		Community and lifestyle impacts - No		Other (please specify)				Yes		Inside activity centre		Outside activity centre

		ACTPLA		ACT										1		1		3		3		2

		Albury City Council		NSW		No								1		3		3		2						No

		Ashfield		NSW		No								1		2		1		3						No

		Auburn City Council		NSW		No								3		3		3		2						No

		Bankstown City Council		NSW		Yes		Condition imposed via Development Consents to control noise, water, odour, car parking and other amenity compacts.		Yes		Based on type and scale of business and associated impacts.														No

		Blacktown City Council		NSW		No						N/A		1		3		3		2						Yes		0		0

		Botany Bay		NSW		No								2		3		3		3						No

		Camden		NSW		Yes		Retail, Caps., FSR, car parking		Yes				3		3		3		3						No

		Campbelltown City Council		NSW		Yes		- proximity of sex releated industries to churches, schools, etc  - places of worship in industrial areas  - separation distance between discount retail shops within the main street		No				2		3		3		3						No

		Canada Bay		NSW		No								1		3		3		1						No

		Cessnock City Council		NSW		No				No				3		3		3		3		Protect, enhance and promote the natural, developed and cultural environment				No

		City of Newcastle		NSW		No								2		3		3		3						No

		City of Randwick		NSW		No		DCPs provide additional guidance but do not restrict use.						2		3		3		3						No

		Gosford City		NSW		Yes		LEP & DCP		Yes		LEP & DCP		1		3		3		3		Rezoning consideration (above) is from perspective that its prohibted now & they wish to make it permissible, which probably will likely conflcit with stratgies, whereas development applciation is from opposite ie that it is permissible				No

		Hawkesbury City Council		NSW		No																Question was not understood				No

		Holroyd City Council		NSW		Yes		Local development controls (eg. FSR)		No				2		3		3		2		Not for development proposals but for rezoning proposals.ng 				Yes		0		0

		Hornsby Shire Council		NSW		Yes		DCP controls		Yes		DCP controls		1		3		3		3						Yes		0		0

		Hunters Hill		NSW		No								2		3		3		2						No

		Hurstville City Council		NSW		Yes		The zoning of land under the Hurstville LEP dictates the range of permissible uses in each zone and therefore by default is able regulates 'permissible uses' in each zone.  For example, retail uses are prohibited in an Industrial Zone unless they are associated with a permissible industrial use.  Another example is by regulating floor space, in the Zone 3(a) zone, sales areas' are limited to 400sqm.  This limitation then influences the types of uses which would be suitable and permissible in the zone (e.g. Refer to Clause 13A of the Hurstville LEP)		Yes		Usually business type, size of floor area etc		1		1		2		2		There is a draft Competition SEPP which states“The commercial viability of proposed commercial development is not a matter that may be taken into consideration by a consent authority for the purposes of determining a development application under Part 4 of the Act to carry out the proposed development		1		No

		Kogarah City Council		NSW		No								2		2		3		3		When assessing a DA, Council is required in NSW to take into account the Heads of Consideration under s79C of the EPA Act. With respect to rezonings, Council will take into account the impact of the viability on existing commercial centres when it is proposed to undertake a rezoning on the periphery of an existing commercial centre.				No

		Ku-ring-gai		NSW		Yes		Ku-ring-gai town centres LEP 2010, and KPSO & DCP includes provisions on the preferred location and number of retail premises (eg supermarkets) in terms of competition issues.				Includes provisions on preferred location and number of supermarkets.		3		3		3		3						Yes

		Lake Macquarie City Council		NSW		No								2		3		3		3				3		Yes

		LANE COVE 		NSW		No						NA		1		1		1		1				1		No

		Leichhardt Municipal Council		NSW		No								1		3		3		3						No

		Maitland City		NSW		No								2		3		3		3						Yes		0		0

		Manly		NSW		Yes		Council limits residential development to an FSR that is less than the FSR for commercial development in the business zone to provide for the viability of business zones and encourage the development, expansion and diversity of business activities contributing to economic growth, retentions of local services and employment opportunities.		No				3		3		3		3		Environmental impacts				No

		Marrickville		NSW		No								1		3		3		3		S79c of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 enables Council to consider the economic and social impacts of development on the locality. The extent of this is influenced by case law eg. Kentucky Fried Chicken Pty v Gantidis.				No

		Monash		NSW		No				No				3		3		3		3						No

		Mosman		NSW		No								1		2		3		2						No

		Parramatta City Council		NSW		Yes		Site specific controls contained within our planning instruments and conditions on development consent.		Yes		In the CBD the achievable FSR often increases with site size		2		2		2		2		Adherence to draft competition SEPP  and S117 directions for rezoning applications		2		No

		Pittwater Council		NSW		Yes		hours of operation, acoustic impacts, traffic impacts etc.		No				1		3		3		3						No

		Queanbeyan City Council		NSW										1		3		3		3

		Shellharbour		NSW		No								1		3		3		2						Note

		Strathfield		NSW		Yes		Restrict retail and office floorspace for industrial development		No				3		3		3		3						No

		Sutherland		NSW		No				No				1		1		1		1		The above are taken into account in determining an application but not in terms of impact on competition.				Yes		1

		Tweed		NSW		No								3		3		3		3						Yes				1

		Warringah		NSW		Yes		Development Control Plan		No				3		3		3		1		There is a state planning policy that requires this to be considered				No

		Wollondilly Shire		NSW		No								1		2		3		2						No

		Alice Springs Town Council		NT		Yes		Developer required to obtain engineering advice for upgrade of public infrastructure, as required.		Yes		dependent upon traffic volumes generally, sometimes stormwater upgrades required		1		2		3		2						No

		Dept of Lands & Planning		NT		No								1		1		3		3						No

		Brisbane		QLD		Yes		Planning schemes rather than State planning tools contain provisions for retail and industry development.		No				1		3		3		2						Yes		5		2

		Gold Coast City Council		QLD		No								1		3		3		3		Social impact are also considered		3		Yes				6

		Lockyer Valley Regional Council		QLD		Yes		Level of assessment for uses is determined by Planning Scheme and zoning location.		Yes		Level of assessment may be determined by Gross Floor Area (GFA).  Requirements for the development will also be determined based on GFA and the mix of uses proposed in a development.		2		3		3		3						Yes		0		0

		Logan		QLD		Yes		Restrictions are outlined in planning schemes - incl centre hierachy and intended retail floor limits for centres		Yes		comment in survey response		1		3		3		3						Yes				2

		MORETON BAY REGIONAL COUNCIL 		QLD		Yes		Local Planning Schemes contain provisions that regulate retail, commercial and industrial uses.		Yes		Local Planning Schemes address many aspects of development including site cover, gross floor area, setbacks, landscaping, use type, car parking, amenity impacts.		3		3		3		3		Main consideration relates to centre hierarchy in the Local Planning Schemes and potential economic impacts on existing businesses 		3		Yes

		Redland City Council		QLD		Yes		The Regional Plan is interpreted into local planning provisions at local government level through the Planning Scheme. 		Yes		Relate to different zoning and applicable hierarchy of centre in the network of centres in the City.  Planning provisions relate to building heights, building form, public spaces, car parking and relative impacts of the proposed development. etc. 		3		3		3		3						Yes				1

		Scenic Rim Regional Council		QLD		Yes		In QLD each Local Govt Planning Scheme - zones sites and has codes.		Yes		eg. Retail; fast food; service station; corner store; reception centre.		3		3		3		3						Yes		1

		Somerset Regional Council		QLD		Yes		Planning Scheme Codes		Yes		Code requirements vary depending on location, nature of activity and seek to control footprint, setbacks, height etc.		2		3		3		2						No

		Sunshine Coast		QLD		Yes		See Attachment 1		Yes		See Attachment 1		1		3		3		3						Yes		1		1

		Townsville City Council		QLD		Yes		Council has a retail hierarchy upon which new retail and commercial proposals are assessed. Development that is contrary to this hierarchy is not generally supported unless there is a demonstrated need for the development.
Different types of industry are restricted to certain locations depending on the likely impacts of the use.		Yes		The floor area can trigger different levels of assessment, i.e. Code Assessment for small scale developments, more rigorous Impact Assessment for larger scale developments		2		3		3		3						Yes		1

		Adelaide		SA		No								3		3		3		3		All taken into account.				Yes		0		0

		Burnside		SA		No								2		2		3		3						No

		City of Charles Sturt		SA		No								2		3		3		3						No

		City of Holdfast Bay		SA		No								3		3		3		2						No

		City of Playford		SA		No								2		3		3		3						Yes

		Light Regional Council		SA		No								1		2		3		3						No

		Mount Gambier		SA		No								2		3		2		3						Yes

		Mt Barker		SA		No								3		3		3		3						Yes		0		1

		Prospect		SA		No		Council does not impose competition related measures. Further, a consistent approach to assessment of such applications is necessary.						2		2		3		3						Yes		0		0

		Salisbury		SA		Yes		By way of condition of approval		No				2		3		3		3						No

		Tea Tree Gully		SA		No								3		3		3		3						Yes

		The Barossa Council		SA		Yes		Control over fast food outlets  and limits to extent of pure retail uses in commercial zones. 		Yes		
Limits to floor area of 150m2 for fast food outlets and other pure retail uses.		1		2		3		2						Yes		0		1

		Victor Harbor		SA		No								2		3		3		3						No

		Clarence		TAS		Yes		There is no regional planning in Tasmania. State guideleines are minimal.  Planning Schemes and associated policies are developed by local government		Yes		car parking requirements are based on total floor space or particular use - expressed as a ratio.		1		2		3		2						Yes		0		0

		Derwent Valley		TAS		No								1		2		3		3

		Glenorchy		TAS		No								1		3		3		3						No

		Hobart City Council		TAS		No								1		1		1		1						No

		Launceston		TAS		Yes		We have a retail hierarchy as per councils adopted retail strategy		Yes		Dependent on location we have both product mix and floor area restrictions		2		3		3		3		We try not to oversupply market sectors to avoid eroding the viability or current investment and to promote infrastructure efficiency.				Yes

		West Tamar		TAS		No		No state/regional basis/facility to do so.						2		3		3		2						No

		Banyule		VIC		No								2		3		3		3						Yes		0		10

		Boroondara City Council		VIC		No								1		2		2		2		amenity, character, environment, heritage		3		Yes

		Cardinia Shire Council		VIC		Yes		Structure Plans, Urban Design Frameworks, Local Policies		No				2		3		3		3						No

		City of Casey		VIC		Yes		Council has a Retail Policy within Clause 22.07 of the Planning Scheme that has Activity Centres hiarachy that development should adhere to.		Yes		Council's activity centres strategy (retail policy) defies on Activity Centre hiarchy that retail development must consider.														Yes

		City of Melbourne		VIC		No				No																No

		Frankston City Council		VIC		No								1		2		2		2						Yes		0		0

		Glen Eira		VIC		No		Except for what is contained in the Local Planning Policy Framework in the Glen Eira Planning Scheme.						3		3		3		3		This consideration is greater for a 'rezoning'. A 'development' must be assessed against policy which would have been tested against the above when inserted in the scheme.				Yes		Note		Note

		Greater Dandenong		VIC		No				No				3		3		3		3						Yes		0		0

		Greater Geelong		VIC		Yes		Retail policy relating to distribution of centres		Yes						2										Yes

		Hobsons Bay		VIC		Yes		Local policies: industrial land management strategy; heritage policy		No				1		2		3		3						Yes

		Knox		VIC		No								2		3		3		2						Yes

		Manningham City Council		VIC		No																				Yes		0		0

		Maribyrnong City Council		VIC		No								1		3		2		2		Consideration given in accordance with the SPPF & LPPF				Yes

		Melton Shire Council		VIC		No								1		3		3		2						Yes

		Moonee Valley City Council		VIC		No								2		3		3		2						Yes

		Moreland		VIC		No																				Yes		1

		MORNINGTON PENINSULA SHIRE		VIC		No				No				1		3		3		3						Yes

		Nillumbik		VIC		No				No				1		1		1		1						Yes				1

		Port Phillip		VIC		Yes		Footpath trading through local laws		No				1		3		3		3						Yes

		Whittlesea		VIC		No								2		2		3		3						Yes		4		0

		Wodonga		VIC		Yes		Design and development only, local planning policies		No				1		1		1		1						Yes		0		0

		Yarra		VIC		Yes		Schedule to zones/overlays. Conditions on permit.		Yes		Dependent on site characteristics and interfaces.		1		2		2		3						Yes		0		0

		Yarra Ranges Council		VIC		No						NA		2		3		3		3						Yes

		Armadale		WA		No								1		2		1		1						No

		Bayswater		WA		Yes		Special control areas negotiated in consultation with the landowner		Yes		See above. Special control areas concentrate on the built form more so than the use of land.		2		3		3		3						Yes

		City of Canning		WA		No								1		3		3		3						Yes		0		0

		City of Gosnells		WA		Yes		Town Planning Scheme No. 6 (TPS 6) requirements		Yes		Car parking requirements based on land use and building size.		1		3		3		3						Yes		0		0

		City of Rockingham		WA		Yes		Local Commercial Strategy		Yes		The Strategy designates each centre within the retail centre hierarchy and provides recommendations on retail floorspace allocation between centres depending on their role and function.		2		3		3		3		New unplanned centre must undergo an Economic Impact Assessment and Retail Sustainability Assessment to ensure its effects don't undermine existing planned centres and have adverse impacts on the local community.  The Council must also have due regard to the WAPC Activitiy Centres for Perth and Peel - State Planning Policy 4.2				Yes		0		0

		City of Subiaco		WA		No				No				2		3		3		3				3		No

		City of Wanneroo		WA		Yes		See attachment for comments
		Yes		See attachment for comments		2		3		3		3						Yes				1

		Peppermint Grove		WA		No				No				1		1		2		2						No

		Shire of Kalamunda		WA		No								1		2		3		3						Yes		0		1

		South Perth		WA		No								3		2		2		3						Yes		1

		Swan		WA		No								2		3		3		2						Yes		0		0

		Town of Cambridge		WA		No								1		3		3		3						Yes		0		0

		Vincent		WA		No				No				2		3		3		3						Yes





















































































		Responses				Q40				Q41				Q42												Q43		Q44(in)		Q44(out)

		Number surveyed				StartRow		EndRow

		NSW		54		8		43

		Vic		33		75		98

		Qld		13		46		54

		WA		32		99		113

		SA		27		55		68

		Tas		11		69		74

		ACT		1		7		7

		NT		2		44		45

		Total check		173



		Response count		105		103		42		47		27		98		99		98		98		20		8		102		31		32

		NSW		37		36		14		15		8		35		35		35		35		11		4		36		5		5

		Vic		23		23		8		11		3		18		19		18		18		3		1		23		9		9

		Qld		10		10		9		9		8		10		10		10		10		2		2		10		5		6

		WA		13		13		4		7		4		13		13		13		13		1		1		13		7		7

		SA		13		13		3		2		1		13		13		13		13		1		0		13		4		4

		Tas		6		6		3		2		2		6		6		6		6		1		0		5		1		1

		ACT		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		1		0		0		0		0

		NT		2		2		1		1		1		2		2		2		2		0		0		2		0		0

		Total check		105		103		42		47		27		98		99		98		98		20		8		102		31		32



		Response rate (%)																										Num		Num

		NSW		69		67				28				65												67		1		1

		Vic		70		70				33				55												70		5		11

		Qld		77		77				69				77												77		8		12

		WA		41		41				22				41												41		1		2

		SA		48		48				7				48												48		0		2

		Tas		55		55				18				55												45		0		0

		ACT		100		0				0				100												0		0		0

		NT		100		100				50				100												100		0		0

				61		60				27				57												59

		Response = 1 (%)				yes				yes				1		1		1		1						yes

		NSW				36				40				46		9		9		11						22

		Vic				30				27				56		11		11		11						91

		Qld				90				89				40		0		0		0						90

		WA				31				57				46		8		8		8						77

		SA				15				50				15		0		0		0						54

		Tas				33				100				67		17		17		17						40

		ACT				ERROR:#DIV/0!				ERROR:#DIV/0!				100		100

rbell: rbell:
This needs to be over-written with a zero because of their response in 'other' category - that they consider impacts on 'viability of existing centres'		0		0						ERROR:#DIV/0!

		NT				50				100				100		50		0		0						0



		Response = 2 (%)				no				no				2		2		2		2						no

		NSW				64				60				29		14		6		29						75

		Vic				70				73				33		32		22		33						9

		Qld				10				11				30		0		0		20						10

		WA				69				43				46		23		15		15						23

		SA				85				50				54		31		8		15						46

		Tas				67				0				33		33		0		33						60

		ACT				ERROR:#DIV/0!				ERROR:#DIV/0!				0		0

rbell: rbell:
This needs to overwritten with a 100 - since ACT place minor consideration on impacts on viability of existing centres		

rbell: rbell:
This needs to be over-written with a zero because of their response in 'other' category - that they consider impacts on 'viability of existing centres'		0		0						ERROR:#DIV/0!

		NT				50				0				0		50		0		50						100

		Response = 3 (%)												3		3		3		3

		NSW												26		77		86		60

		Vic												11		58		67		56

		Qld												30		100		100		80

		WA												8		69		77		77

		SA												31		69		92		85

		Tas												0		50		83		50

		ACT												0		0		100		100

		NT												0		0		100		50





figures

		Competition

		pi		r		area		d								Impact on existing business								Impact on existing centre

		3.1428571429		1.26		5		2.52								Not considered		Minor consideratin		Major consideration		Some consideration		Not considered		Minor consideratin		Major consideration		Some consideration

				1.78		10		3.57						NSW		46		29		26		54		9		14		77		91

				2.18		15		4.37						Vic		56		33		11		44		11		32		58		89

				2.52		20		5.05						Qld		40		30		30		60		0		0		100		100

				2.82		25		5.64						WA		46		46		8		54		8		23		69		92

				3.09		30		6.18						SA		15		54		31		85		0		31		69		100

				3.34		35		6.67						Tas		67		33		0		33		17		33		50		83

				3.57		40		7.14						ACT		100		0		0		0		0

rbell: rbell:
Response overwritten because ACT said they place minor consideration on impacts on viability of existing centres (just not 'town centres')		100		0		100

				3.78		45		7.57						NT		100		0		0		0		50		50		0		50

				3.99		50		7.98

				4.18		55		8.37

				4.37		60		8.74

				4.55		65		9.10

				4.72		70		9.44

				4.89		75		9.77

				5.05		80		10.09

				5.20		85		10.40

				5.35		90		10.70

				5.50		95		11.00

				5.64		100		11.28





		Q42		Costs and benefits to existing businesses

		Q42		Viability of nearby centre

		Community consultation

		Councils Q46 %				To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant		To discover community preferences - Not relevant		To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant		To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant		To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant										States Q37 %		To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant		To discover community preferences - Not relevant		To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant		To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant		To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant

		Not relevant		NSW		3		0		0		0		19										NSW		4		4		4		4		4

		Minor		NSW		8		5		0		0		14										Vic		4		4		4		4		4

		Moderate		NSW		41		27		14		22		32										Qld		4		4		4		3		3

		Major		NSW		49		68		86		78		35										WA		4		4		4		4		4

																								SA		4		3		4		1		1

		Not relevant		Vic		9		8		0		0		17										Tas		4		4		4		4		4

		Minor		Vic		4		8		0		0		38										ACT		2		3		4		2		3

		Moderate		Vic		35		21		13		21		25										NT		1		3		3		3		3

		Major		Vic		52		63		88		79		21

																										NSW		Vic				Qld		WA				SA		TAS				ACT		NT

		Not relevant		Qld		10		0		0		10		10

		Minor		Qld		20		0		0		0		10										To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays

		Moderate		Qld		50		30		30		40		40										To keep the community informed about developments in their local area 

		Major		Qld		20		70		70		50		40										To ensure community concerns are considered

																								To discover community preferences

		Not relevant		WA		15		0		0		0		23										To empower the community in the decision‑making process

		Minor		WA		23		15		0		0		15

		Moderate		WA		31		31		15		46		23

		Major		WA		31		54		85		54		38																														Note - territory responses over-ride council responses for ACT and NT - on advice from their planning agencies

		Not relevant		SA		0		0		0		0		15

		Minor		SA		0		0		0		0		15

		Moderate		SA		46		54		31		31		54

		Major		SA		54		46		69		69		15

		Not relevant		Tas		0		0		0		0		17

		Minor		Tas		20		0		0		20		33

		Moderate		Tas		40		67		50		60		50										State views on quality of interaction with community/business

		Major		Tas		40		33		50		20		0

																																														NSW		Vic		Qld		WA		SA		Tas		ACT		NT

		Not relevant		ACT		0		0		0		0		0																																1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Minor		ACT		0		100		0		0		100																																1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Moderate		ACT		100		0		0		100		0																																1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Major		ACT		0		0		100		0		0																																1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

																																														1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Not relevant		NT		0		0		0		0		50																																1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Minor		NT		50		0		0		0		50																																1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Moderate		NT		0		100		0		50		0																																1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1

		Major		NT		50		0		100		50		0

		Governance

		Q 53 Local council planning priorities

		Q 51 Council perceptions of engagement with state govt

																						NSW				Vic				Qld		WA				SA		TAS

						Engagement is based on a good understanding of the challenges facing your local area - Strongly agree		Engagement is based on a common view about broader regional or metropolitan planning objectives and priorities - Strongly agree		Engagement is collaborative - Strongly agree		Engagement is outcome focussed - Strongly agree		Engagement involves the two way flow of knowledge and information - Strongly agree		Engagement engenders a sense of trust - Strongly agree		Engagement exerts a strong influence on your council’s ability to effectively manage the planning, zoning and permit assessment process - Strongly agree

		NSW		Agree		29		50		31		49		37		26		62

				Neither		26		26		29		23		20		31		9

				Disagree		46		24		40		29		43		43		29

		Vic		Agree		63		63		48		46		46		29		46

				Neither		13		29		26		50		42		63		38

				Disagree		25		8		26		4		13		8		17

		Qld		Agree		70		80		60		60		50		40		70

				Neither		20		10		30		40		10		20		0

				Disagree		10		10		10		0		40		40		30

		WA		Agree		62		77		69		69		62		38		31

				Neither		8		15		23		15		31		54		46

				Disagree		31		8		8		15		8		8		23

		SA		Agree		46		62		54		77		54		38		46

				Neither		31		23		23		8		15		31		23

				Disagree		23		15		23		15		31		31		31

		Tas		Agree		60		20		40		80		40		40		20

				Neither		0		40		20		20		20		20		40

				Disagree		40		40		40		0		40		40		40

		ACT		Agree

				Neither

				Disagree

		NT		Agree

				Neither

				Disagree



NSW	Vic	Qld	WA	SA	Tas	ACT	NT	NSW	Vic	Qld	WA	SA	Tas	ACT	NT	



NT	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	0	0	0	0	50	NT	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	50	0	0	0	50	NT	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	0	100	0	50	0	NT	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	50	0	100	50	0	

NSW	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	4	4	4	4	4	NSW	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	4	4	4	4	4	NSW	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	4	4	4	4	4	NSW	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	4	4	4	4	4	NSW	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	4	4	4	4	4	NSW	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	4	4	4	4	4	NSW	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	4	4	4	4	4	NSW	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	4	4	4	4	4	NSW	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	Vic	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	Qld	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	WA	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	SA	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	Tas	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	ACT	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	NT	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	NSW	Vic	Qld	WA	SA	Tas	ACT	NT	



Agree	28.571428571428569	50	31.428571428571427	48.571428571428569	37.142857142857146	25.714285714285712	61.764705882352942	Neither	25.714285714285712	26.47058823529412	28.571428571428569	22.857142857142858	20	31.428571428571427	8.8235294117647065	Disagree	45.714285714285715	23.52941176470588	40	28.571428571428569	42.857142857142854	42.857142857142854	29.411764705882355	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Agree	28.571428571428569	50	31.428571428571427	48.571428571428569	37.142857142857146	25.714285714285712	61.764705882352942	Neither	25.714285714285712	26.47058823529412	28.571428571428569	22.857142857142858	20	31.428571428571427	8.8235294117647065	Disagree	45.714285714285715	23.52941176470588	40	28.571428571428569	42.857142857142854	42.857142857142854	29.411764705882355	Agree	62.5	62.5	47.826086956521742	45.833333333333329	45.833333333333329	29.166666666666668	45.833333333333329	Neither	12.5	29.166666666666668	26.086956521739129	50	41.666666666666671	62.5	37.5	Disagree	25	8.3333333333333321	26.086956521739129	4.1666666666666661	12.5	8.3333333333333321	16.666666666666664	Agree	70	80	60	60	50	40	70	Neither	20	10	30	40	10	20	0	Disagree	10	10	10	0	40	40	30	Agree	61.53846153846154	76.923076923076934	69.230769230769226	69.230769230769226	61.53846153846154	38.461538461538467	30.76923076923077	Neither	7.6923076923076925	15.384615384615385	23.076923076923077	15.384615384615385	30.76923076923077	53.846153846153847	46.153846153846153	Disagree	30.76923076923077	7.6923076923076925	7.6923076923076925	15.384615384615385	7.6923076923076925	7.6923076923076925	23.076923076923077	Agree	46.153846153846153	61.53846153846154	53.846153846153847	76.923076923076934	53.846153846153847	38.461538461538467	46.153846153846153	Neither	30.76923076923077	23.076923076923077	23.076923076923077	7.6923076923076925	15.384615384615385	30.76923076923077	23.076923076923077	Disagree	23.076923076923077	15.384615384615385	23.076923076923077	15.384615384615385	30.76923076923077	30.76923076923077	30.76923076923077	Agree	60	20	40	80	40	40	20	Neither	0	40	20	20	20	20	40	Disagree	40	40	40	0	40	40	40	NSW	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	2.7027027027027026	0	0	0	18.918918918918919	NSW	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	8.1081081081081088	5.4054054054054053	0	0	13.513513513513514	NSW	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	40.54054054054054	27.027027027027028	13.513513513513514	21.621621621621621	32.432432432432435	NSW	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	48.648648648648653	67.567567567567565	86.486486486486484	78.378378378378372	35.135135135135137	

Vic	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	8.695652173913043	8.3333333333333321	0	0	16.666666666666664	Vic	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	4.3478260869565215	8.3333333333333321	0	0	37.5	Vic	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	34.782608695652172	20.833333333333336	12.5	20.833333333333336	25	Vic	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	52.173913043478258	62.5	87.5	79.166666666666657	20.833333333333336	

Qld	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	10	0	0	10	10	Qld	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	20	0	0	0	10	Qld	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	50	30	30	40	40	Qld	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	20	70	70	50	40	

WA	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	15.384615384615385	0	0	0	23.076923076923077	WA	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	23.076923076923077	15.384615384615385	0	0	15.384615384615385	WA	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	30.76923076923077	30.76923076923077	15.384615384615385	46.153846153846153	23.076923076923077	WA	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	30.76923076923077	53.846153846153847	84.615384615384613	53.846153846153847	38.461538461538467	

SA	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	0	0	0	0	15.384615384615385	SA	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	0	0	0	0	15.384615384615385	SA	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	46.153846153846153	53.846153846153847	30.76923076923077	30.76923076923077	53.846153846153847	SA	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	53.846153846153847	46.153846153846153	69.230769230769226	69.230769230769226	15.384615384615385	

Tas	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	0	0	0	0	16.666666666666664	Tas	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	20	0	0	20	33.333333333333329	Tas	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	40	66.666666666666657	50	60	50	Tas	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	40	33.333333333333329	50	20	0	

ACT	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	0	0	0	0	0	ACT	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	0	100	0	0	100	ACT	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	100	0	0	100	0	ACT	To empower the community in the decision‑making process - Not relevant	To discover community preferences - Not relevant	To ensure community concerns are considered - Not relevant	To keep the community informed about developments in their local area - Not relevant	To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays - Not relevant	0	0	100	0	0	

100%

100%

54%

56%

46%

40%
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		Councils removed because of duplicates/all blanks

		City of Canada Bay Council		NSW

		Hawkesbury City Council		NSW

		PORT STEPHENS		NSW

		The Hills Shire		NSW

		Cairns Regional Council		QLD

		Gold Coast City		QLD

		Ipswich City Council		QLD

		Scenic Rim Regional Council		QLD

		Adelaide		SA

		Charles Sturt		SA

		City of Marion		SA

		City of Unley		SA

		City of Prospect		SA

		City of West Torrens		SA

		District Council of  Mount Barker		SA

		District Council of Mallala		SA

		City of Victor Harbor		SA

		City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters		SA

		Alexandrina		SA

		Kingborough		TAS

		City of Melbourne		VIC

		Glen Eira City Council		VIC

		Hume City Council		VIC

		wyndham		VIC

		Nillumbik		VIC

		City of Fremantle		WA

		City of Mandurah		WA

		City of Swan		WA

		Shire of Kalamunda		WA

		Shire of Mundaring		WA

		South Perth		WA

		Town of Cambridge		WA

		Bayswater		WA		use manual entry version rather than SM where there is conflict





































































































































































































notesManualEntries

		Q.1 Council name		Q.2 State/Territory		Q.3 How many planning instruments related to planning, zoning and development assessments did council have in 2009-2010?		Q.4 How many full-time equivalent staff (including permanent and casual staff) did council directly employ in planning, zoning and development assessment roles as at 30 June 2010?		Q.5 For those staff directly employed by council with planning, zoning and development assessment responsibilities, what percentage of their time was devoted to the following activities?														Q.6 What minimum qualifications are required  before council employs staff as Strategic/Statutory Planners?																						Q.7 What was the total remuneration package ($) for the Head of Planning and for entry level planners employed by council in 2009-2010?				Q.8 What was council's planning, zoning and development assessment expenditure ($) on staff salaries, consultancies and other expenses in 2009-2010 (see definitions above)?								Q.9 Please indicate the extent of influence on council's capacity to effectively manage the planning, zoning and development assessment process of each of the listed factors?																								Q.10 Please comment on any other issues relevant to resourcing? For example, have the resources devoted to planning, zoning and development assessment changed in recent years and, if so, for what reasons?		Q.11 What was the total number of rezonings (and, if known, a breakdown by council-initiated and proponent-initiated rezonings) in 2009-2010?						Q.12 For those rezonings which were finalised/gazetted in 2009-2010, what was the average time taken in whole months (and, if known, a breakdown by council-initiated and proponent-initiated rezonings) to reach finalisation/gazettal?						Q.13 What was the total number of development assessments (and, if known, the number of residential, commercial/business, industrial and other development assessments) determined by council in 2009-2010?										Q.14 What was the mean gross determination time (in days) for total development assessments (and, if known, the mean gross days to determination for residential, commercial/business, industrial and other development assessments) determined by council in 2009-2010?				  					  										Q.15 Did council use a track-based system (eg. complying development, prohibited, self assessable, code assessable, merit assessable, impact assessable etc) to assess  development proposals in 2009-2010? 		Q.16 If yes to Question 15, please estimate the number of development proposal determinations in each category in 2009-2010. 																								Q.17 Additional information on Question 16.		Q.18 If known, what was the total number of development proposals approved by council in 2009-2010 that have not yet proceeded beyond approval stage?		Q.19 If known, what was the total number of development proposals approved by council in 2009-2010 that have not yet led to commencement of construction or change of use phases?		Q.20 For how many development applications were there pre-lodgement meetings held in 2009-2010? 		Q.21 What impact did the listed features have on expediting development assessment processes in 2009-2010?														Q.22 Additional comments on activity indicators.		Q.23 Were development proposal applicants able to apply for a review (other than by a court/tribunal) of a council development assessment decision in 2009-2010?		Q.24 If yes to Question 23, please indicate the nature of the review option (eg. S82A in NSW).		Q.25 If yes to Question 23, how many reviews of council development assessment decisions were held in 2009-2010?		Q.26 What was the total number of proponent appeals against development assessment decisions by council that were lodged with, and upheld by, the relevant appeals court/tribunal in your state/territory during 2009-2010?				Q.27 What was the total number of third party appeals against development assessment decisions by council that were lodged with, and upheld by, the relevant appeals court/tribunal in your state/territory during 2009-2010?				Q.28 Please comment on the nature and extent of appeals by potential business competitors on development proposals in 2009-2010?		Q.29 Did council have a strategy to deal with frivolous or vexatious appeals by business competitors and, if so, how in 2009-2010?		Q.30 Which of the following practices does your council employ to facilitate accountability and transparency in the planning, zoning and development assessment system? (Please rank according to importance with 1 being the most important and so on. Equal rankings are allowed. Leave blank if practice not employed).																				Q.31 Please indicate which of the listed planning, zoning and development assessment information was available on the internet in 2009-2010?																		Q.32 What was the total value of development proposal assessment fees ($) collected by council in 2009-2010?		Q.33 What was the total value of infrastructure charges/developer contributions ($) collected by council (on its own account) and the value provided by developers in-kind or through a transfer of land in 2009-2010?						Q.34 What was the total value of infrastructure charges/developer contributions ($) collected by council on behalf of the state government and other agencies in 2009-2010? (Please provide detail on other agency collections in Question 35 below.)				Q.35 Additional detail on other agencies infrastructure charges/developer contributions from Question 34.		Q.36 Did council provide infrastructure charge/developer contribution relief or other incentives to encourage certain developments in 2009-2010? If yes, please provide detail in the comments box below.				Q.37 What was the extent of cost recovery (%) from total infrastructure charges/developer contributions in 2009-2010?		Q.38 What percentage of total council revenue was accounted for by infrastructure charges/developer contributions in 2009-2010?		Q.39 For each of the following development examples, what would the total infrastructure charges/developer contributions ($) have been in 2009-2010 for a typical location?						Q.40 Does council impose restrictions on the use of particular retail, commercial or industrial sites that are additional to state/regional planning and zoning guidelines? If yes, please provide additional information in the comment box below.				Q.41 If yes to Question 40, do these council-imposed restrictions vary according to business size (floor area, turnover or other size aspect), business type product mix or other business characteristic? If yes, please provide additional information in the comment box below.				Q.42 Does council consider or take account of any of the listed impacts of a rezoning or development proposal on competition?										Q.43 Does council implement an Activity Centres policy approach to the assessment of retail and commercial development proposals?		Q.44 If yes to Question 43, how many development applications for retail, commercial and industrial developments within and outside activity centres were refused on the basis of being inconsistent with the Activity Centres policy in 2009-2010?				Q.45 Does council have a formal community consultation strategy?		Q.46 How important to council are the following reasons for engaging with the community on planning, zoning and development assessment issues?												Q.47 Typically, at what stage in the planning, zoning and development assessment process does community consultation first occur? (Please select one.)		Q.48 In 2009-10, which of the following forms of community engagement did your council use in relation to small and large scale development proposals. Please also indicate if you regard these as an effective way of engaging with the community.																																																										Q.49 In 2009-10, which of the following practices did your council use to assist the community understand the nature, scale and implications of small and large scale development proposals. Please also indicate if you regard these as an effective way of helping the community understand the implications of development proposals.																																																																		Q.50 What percentage of the council’s planning, zoning and DA assessment expenditure was spent on community consultation/engagement in 2009-10?		Q.51 Please indicate the extent to which you feel the following statements reflect the engagement between officials from your council and state government officials.														Q.52 Please comment on council's priorities for local development (eg. environmentally sustainable development, urban consolidation, employment generation, creating liveable communities etc).		Q.53 Of the following list of challenges, what are the five highest and lowest priorities in your local council area.																																																						Q.54 Please provide the details of a person who can be contacted to seek clarification on the information provided in this survey. 

		Open-Ended Response		Response		Number		Open-Ended Response		Strategic planning		General planning advice		Assessment of development applications		Post development application work		Enforcement		Administration		Other		Bachelor of Science/Arts (Town/Urban Planning) - Strategic Planner		Bachelor of Science/Arts (Town/Urban Planning) - Statutory Planner		Bachelor of Science/Arts (Other) - Strategic Planner		Bachelor of Science/Arts (Other) - Statutory Planner		Diploma in Town Planning - Strategic Planner		Diploma in Town Planning - Statutory Planner		Certificate - Strategic Planner		Certificate - Statutory Planner		Year 12 - Strategic Planner		Year 12 - Statutory Planner		Other (please specify)		Head of planning		Entry level planner		Staff salaries		Consultancies		Legal expenses		Other expenses		Incomplete/poor quality applications		Workload pressures		High staff turnover		Difficulty employing suitably qualified staff		Legislative complexity		Conflicting state objectives		Insufficient guidance		Delays from objections/appeals		Delays from consultation		Delays from referrals		Political interference		Other (please specify)		Open-Ended Response		Total		Council-initiated		Proponent-initiated		Total		Council-initiated		Proponent-initiated		Total		Residential		Commercial/business		Industrial		Other		Total		Residential		Commercial/business		Industrial		Other		Response		Total		Complying development (eg. CDCs)		Non-complying development		Prohibited development		Self assessable		Code assessable		Merit assessable		Impact assessable		Other 1 (please specify in the text box in Q17 below)		Other 2 (please specify in the text box in Q17 below)		Other 3 (please specify in the text box in Q17 below)		Other 4 (please specify in the text box in Q17 below)		Open-Ended Response		Number		Number		Number		Electronic applications		ePlanning		Track-based assessment		Limited/prohibited third party appeals		Private certification		Appeal fees/costs		Other (please specify)		Open-Ended Response		Response		Open-Ended Response		Number		Appeals lodged		Appeals upheld		Appeals lodged		Appeals upheld		Open-Ended Response		Open-Ended Response		Register of pecuniary interests		Public disclosure of donations		Declaration of independence		Whistleblowing policy		Public access to meetings/decisions		External auditing of assessment decisions		Non-discretionary decision-making		Structured supervision		Performance reporting		Other (please specify)		Planning scheme/LEP information		Fees and charges		Infrastructure levies		Electronic DA application		DA proposals		DA submissions		DA progress		DA decisions		Other (please specify)		Total assessment fees		Monetary payments		In-kind		Transfer of land		State Government		Other agencies		Open-Ended Response		Response		Comments		Per cent		Per cent		Low density residential block		Retail development (up to 1,000 sqm floorspace)		Industrial development (up to 5,000 sqm floorspace on a 1 Hectare site)		Response		Comments		Response		Comments		Costs and benefits to existing businesses		Impact on viability of town centre		Transport impacts & infrastructure capacity		Community and lifestyle impacts		Other (please specify)		Response		Inside activity centre		Outside activity centre		Response		To discover community preferences		To keep the community informed about developments in their local area		To empower the community in the decision‑making process		To ensure community concerns are considered		To minimise the potential for community opposition and avoid delays		Other (please specify)		Response		Advertising in the local newspaper - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Advertising in the local newspaper - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Advertising in the local newspaper - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Advertising in the local newspaper - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Letter box drops - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Letter box drops - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Letter box drops - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Letter box drops - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Erecting signage at the site - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Erecting signage at the site - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Erecting signage at the site - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Erecting signage at the site - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Contacting local community groups that are likely to have an interest in the development - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Contacting local community groups that are likely to have an interest in the development - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Contacting local community groups that are likely to have an interest in the development - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Contacting local community groups that are likely to have an interest in the development - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Posting information on the council’s website - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Posting information on the council’s website - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Posting information on the council’s website - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Posting information on the council’s website - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Setting up a dedicated shopfront - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Setting up a dedicated shopfront - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Setting up a dedicated shopfront - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Setting up a dedicated shopfront - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Holding community information forums - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Holding community information forums - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Holding community information forums - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Holding community information forums - Was this an effective means of engagement?		Other (please specify)		The council providing a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development in information provided directly to the public (e.g. posted on the council’s website or in letters sent to residents) - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		The council providing a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development in information provided directly to the public (e.g. posted on the council’s website or in letters sent to residents) - Was this an effective form of engagement?		The council providing a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development in information provided directly to the public (e.g. posted on the council’s website or in letters sent to residents) - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		The council providing a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development in information provided directly to the public (e.g. posted on the council’s website or in letters sent to residents) - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Requiring developers to provide a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development to those in the community who are directly affected by it - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Requiring developers to provide a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development to those in the community who are directly affected by it - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Requiring developers to provide a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development to those in the community who are directly affected by it - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Requiring developers to provide a ‘plain English’ description of the nature and scale of the proposed development to those in the community who are directly affected by it - Was this an effective form of engagement?		The council responding in writing to questions received from the community - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		The council responding in writing to questions received from the community - Was this an effective form of engagement?		The council responding in writing to questions received from the community - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		The council responding in writing to questions received from the community - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Allowing the community to access plans of the proposed development on request - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Allowing the community to access plans of the proposed development on request - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Allowing the community to access plans of the proposed development on request - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Allowing the community to access plans of the proposed development on request - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying plans of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Displaying plans of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying plans of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Displaying plans of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying plans and an artist’s impression of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Displaying plans and an artist’s impression of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying plans and an artist’s impression of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Displaying plans and an artist’s impression of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying a model of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Displaying a model of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Displaying a model of the proposed development - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Displaying a model of the proposed development - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Presentations by council officials at community information forums - Was this form of engagement used for a small proposal?		Presentations by council officials at community information forums - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Presentations by council officials at community information forums - Was this form of engagement used for a large proposal?		Presentations by council officials at community information forums - Was this an effective form of engagement?		Other (please specify)		Response		Engagement is based on a good understanding of the challenges facing your local area		Engagement is based on a common view about broader regional or metropolitan planning objectives and priorities		Engagement is collaborative		Engagement is outcome focussed		Engagement involves the two way flow of knowledge and information		Engagement engenders a sense of trust		Engagement exerts a strong influence on your council’s ability to effectively manage the planning, zoning and permit assessment process		Open-Ended Response		Maintaining the viability of local retail and commercial centres		Integrating new medium or high density housing developments into existing suburbs		Addressing regional or metropolitan level development challenges (such as gaps in essential regional or metropolitan transport links)		Promoting healthy lifestyles		Enhancing economic and social integration with neighbouring local council areas		Maintaining existing parks, gardens and green spaces		Re-developing unused industrial, retail or commercial sites		Reducing traffic congestion		Promoting water conservation and/or recycling		Addressing problems of crime and violence		Protecting local business		Providing new economic and social infrastructure		Accommodating population growth		Ensuring efficient waste management and/or recycling		Adapting to climate change		Providing more and/or different local government services as a result of changing demographics		Improving the accessibility of local government services for an ageing population		Maintaining existing roads and water and sewerage infrastructure		Providing affordable housing		Improving the aesthetics of local retail and commercial centres		Providing the amenities and infrastructure needed to support a growing tourism industry		Protecting biodiversity		Providing diverse and appropriate housing		Providing new parks, gardens and green space		Redeveloping land along key transport corridors		Fostering a stronger sense of community		Attracting new businesses		Name		Phone number		Email address

		Ashfield																																																																																																																																																																																																																		Council report placed on website includes DAs						Minutes of meeting placed on website																						S.94 contribution is a flat rate (see attached table). Cost recovery not known but likely to be minimal. SA 94 Plan will shortly be amended so there is no overlap with new Section 94 Plan, which proposes to apportion contributions fairly so that everyone pays their 'fair share'. New plan currently on exhibition at www.ashfield.nsw.gov.au.  						Refers to attached table for charges relating to retail development and industrial development. These data are not provided, presumably because no dollar values are assigned in the question.																												Yes. DCP plus guidelines.																																																																																																																																																												(a) Heritage is a priority. We have many fine examples of older homes. 
(b) We want to rejuvenate our town centre by creating a mixed use zone and encouraging residential/commercial development. 
(c) Propose to create an enterprise zone along our section of Parramatta Road (will increase employment). 
(d) Addressing issues of climate change (see attached memo). We are preparing an Adaptation Plan Report. 
(e) Urban consolidation is a sensitive issue. Council wishes to focus additional development primarily in and near the vicinity of the town centre. 
(f) We also have some major sites that will be developed for mixed uses (Flour Mills site in Summer Hill). See also our Urban Planning Strategy (attached).  

		Tweed				Tweed local environmental plan 2000																																																																																										Please note: for questions 13 to 16, Council has drawn from the Department of Planning Report 2008/09, as the 2009/10 Report is not yet available.		Please note: for questions 13 to 16, Council has drawn from the Department of Planning Report 2008/09, as the 2009/10 Report is not yet available.		Please note: for questions 13 to 16, Council has drawn from the Department of Planning Report 2008/09, as the 2009/10 Report is not yet available.		Please note: for questions 13 to 16, Council has drawn from the Department of Planning Report 2008/09, as the 2009/10 Report is not yet available.		Please note: for questions 13 to 16, Council has drawn from the Department of Planning Report 2008/09, as the 2009/10 Report is not yet available.		Please note: for questions 13 to 16, Council has drawn from the Department of Planning Report 2008/09, as the 2009/10 Report is not yet available.		Please note: for questions 13 to 16, Council has drawn from the Department of Planning Report 2008/09, as the 2009/10 Report is not yet available.		Please note: for questions 13 to 16, Council has drawn from the Department of Planning Report 2008/09, as the 2009/10 Report is not yet available.		Not available in DoP Report		Not available in DoP Report		Please note: for questions 13 to 16, Council has drawn from the Department of Planning Report 2008/09, as the 2009/10 Report is not yet available.		Please note: for questions 13 to 16, Council has drawn from the Department of Planning Report 2008/09, as the 2009/10 Report is not yet available.																																																Please note: 2008/9 stats used						Please Note: in respect of Q26, there were a series of appeals that were carried over from previous years without resolution.		Section 34 Mediation																																																																						Pottsville		Tweed Heads: Different scenarios: Bulky goods ret: 110007.53; Mixed retail shXXX: 390870.53; Retail mkt: 203607.53; Shopping ctr: 952407.53.		South Tweed																																																																																																																																																																																						(a) ESD;
(b) Good urban design & amenity; 
(c) Public infrastructure provision; 
(d) Employment generation; 
(e) Rural lands. 

		Sutherland																																																(+compliance $1.5 million)				(includes compliance)																														One comprehensive LEP amendment rezoned 5 parcels and made a number of changes to clauses.												DAs 1373; CACs 4972; S.96 355 (modification of DA)		DAs 1090; CACs -; S.96 265 (modification of DA)		DAs 147; CACs -; S.96 42 (modification of DA)		DAs -; CACs -; S.96 2 (modification of DA)		DAs 136; CACs -; S.96 46 (modification of DA)		All (except CDCs) Das 42.98; s.96 27.16		All (except CDCs) Das 43.92; s.96 27.05		All (except CDCs) Das 35.07; s.96 30.43		All (except CDCs) Das -; s.96 37.6		All (except CDCs) Das 42.47; s.96 27.45																														Don't know		Don't know																																																																																														Average - depends on project						1% levy on cost of development		1% levy on cost of development																				If you mean a retail hierarchy for centres.		See NSW LtECt case 1267 which was partly refused due to impacts on retail hierarchy but also had lots of other issues.																																																																																																																																																																(a) Urban consolidation/housing; 
(b) Protecting natural environment; 
(c) Transport; 
(d) Employment.

		Canada Bay																																																Including A/L																																																																																																																																																								Code of conduct																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				See community strategic plan attached - FP20.

		Glen Eira																																																																																														The Victorian Government's "Planning Permit Activity Report" can provide this data. To date, it has not been released for 2009-10.		The Victorian Government's "Planning Permit Activity Report" can provide this data. To date, it has not been released for 2009-10.		The Victorian Government's "Planning Permit Activity Report" can provide this data. To date, it has not been released for 2009-10.		The Victorian Government's "Planning Permit Activity Report" can provide this data. To date, it has not been released for 2009-10.		The Victorian Government's "Planning Permit Activity Report" can provide this data. To date, it has not been released for 2009-10.		Data not available		Data not available		Data not available		Data not available		Data not available																																		Approx 75 or 15% of applications. I can't tell if a 1 or 7.				Not used.		Not used.																																																																																																																				Whilst Council has a 'Commerical Cetnres Policy', its Housing Policy has the greatest impact on the development of its Activity Centres, together with its Urban Villages Policy.																		Selected 3 categories																																																																																																																														Costs associated with notifying the community of a proposal are borne by the permit applicant.																These priorities are contained in Council's "Community Plan" (otherwise known as a corporate plan by other Councils). These priorities are then reinforced in Council's Municipal Strategies Statement and Local Planning Policies contained in the Planning Scheme.

		Manly																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																												Council' key strategies (Management Plan 2010-2013) maintain and promote social and environmental amenity in the built environment and natural environment by conserving the natural and built heritage and minimising the negative impacts of development. Design excellence and environmetally sustainable practices we promoted.

		Marrickville								Enforcement is done by the monitoring team and is not included in the staffing numbers.		Enforcement is done by the monitoring team and is not included in the staffing numbers.		Enforcement is done by the monitoring team and is not included in the staffing numbers.		Enforcement is done by the monitoring team and is not included in the staffing numbers.		Enforcement is done by the monitoring team and is not included in the staffing numbers.		Enforcement is done by the monitoring team and is not included in the staffing numbers.																																																																										Opposed by State Government for many years.		See attached data provided for 2009-2010 to the Department of Planning (NSW) who reports yearly on DA statistics for councils in NSW.																						See also NSW Govt's Local Development Performance Monitoring Reps.																																																																																																																										Question not clear.																																																It occurs at the beginning of each of these separate processes.

		Glenorchy																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																												Consistent with Planning Scheme objectives.

		Vincent																																																																																																																																																		20% of what?																																																																						Council decisions and delegated decisions																																																		Policy gazetted/adopted on 31/8/10																				Selected all 4 categories																																																																																																																																														1) Create appropriate high density development in town centres and along main raods that complement the existing streetscaps, setbacks and scale
2) To ensure that character and heritabe of the town is valued through preservaton of streetscape
3) To promote best practice in environmental and sustainable building design
4) To facilitate the provision of affordable housing for the town's present and future populations.
5) Climate change strategy.
6) Town planning scheme review.
7) Carpark strategy.
8) Rejuvenation of town centres.		To promote best practice in environmental and sustainable building designs.
4) 

		Bayswater				2 town planning schemes, 53 policies, 2 activity centre plans																																																																																										DAs & subdivisions																																																																																																																																																																																																Selected all 4 categories																																																																																																																																														Promoting development and a mix of uses in city and town centres.

		Wodonga																																										Depending on role and whether person is currently studying																																																																																																				This was given as percent - not number - so converted to a number based on answer to Q.13		This was given as percent - not number - so converted to a number based on answer to Q.13		This was given as percent - not number - so converted to a number based on answer to Q.13																																																																																																						Comments indecipherable																																						Select 3 + 4										Mailouts, not letterbox drops		Mailouts, not letterbox drops		Mailouts, not letterbox drops		Mailouts, not letterbox drops

		Botany Bay																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																DCP No. 24 - Notification of Das.														Selected 3 categories

		Warringah																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																		1% of development value																																																																																																																																																																																										Financial sustainability; e-services/delivery; population growth; sustainability; infrastructure capacity

		South Perth																																										Eligibility for PIA membership		ce16		None other than the State Administrative Tribunal																																																																																																																																																																																Q33-39: no info available as our Town Planning Scheme does not have related provisions. However refer to document SPP 3.6 Development Contributions for Infrastructure on WAPC website		Q33-39: no info available as our Town Planning Scheme does not have related provisions. However refer to document SPP 3.6 Development Contributions for Infrastructure on WAPC website		Q33-39: no info available as our Town Planning Scheme does not have related provisions. However refer to document SPP 3.6 Development Contributions for Infrastructure on WAPC website		Q33-39: no info available as our Town Planning Scheme does not have related provisions. However refer to document SPP 3.6 Development Contributions for Infrastructure on WAPC website		Q33-39: no info available as our Town Planning Scheme does not have related provisions. However refer to document SPP 3.6 Development Contributions for Infrastructure on WAPC website		Q33-39: no info available as our Town Planning Scheme does not have related provisions. However refer to document SPP 3.6 Development Contributions for Infrastructure on WAPC website		Q33-39: no info available as our Town Planning Scheme does not have related provisions. However refer to document SPP 3.6 Development Contributions for Infrastructure on WAPC website		Q33-39: no info available as our Town Planning Scheme does not have related provisions. However refer to document SPP 3.6 Development Contributions for Infrastructure on WAPC website		Q33-39: no info available as our Town Planning Scheme does not have related provisions. However refer to document SPP 3.6 Development Contributions for Infrastructure on WAPC website		Q33-39: no info available as our Town Planning Scheme does not have related provisions. However refer to document SPP 3.6 Development Contributions for Infrastructure on WAPC website		Q33-39: no info available as our Town Planning Scheme does not have related provisions. However refer to document SPP 3.6 Development Contributions for Infrastructure on WAPC website		Q33-39: no info available as our Town Planning Scheme does not have related provisions. However refer to document SPP 3.6 Development Contributions for Infrastructure on WAPC website		Q33-39: no info available as our Town Planning Scheme does not have related provisions. However refer to document SPP 3.6 Development Contributions for Infrastructure on WAPC website																																																																																																																																																																																						All of the above, with highest priority given to preservation of amenity				1

		Launceston		The survey is provided 'In confidence'																																																																																						Information not readily available						Breakdown not readily available										Breakdown not readily available										Only info 'permitted' and 'discretionary' as required by Tasmanian Legislation																																		Not used/implemented																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								1) Maintaining primacy of Launceston in the northern region; 2) Managing growth for a changing population;  3)Maintaining Launceston as the business heart of the region; 4) Promoting a nationally important heritage city; 5) Recognising the special character of Launceston; 6) Promoting social inclusion; 7) Maximising the effectiveness of transport networks; 8) Maximising the efficiency of infrastructure; 9) Maintaining and improving he quality of the natural environment; 10) Managing national hazards; 11) Managing climate change

		Banyule														Focusing development (larger scale) towards activity centres and minimising inspection on local neighbourhoods.																												However, some straight forward applications undertaken/completed by unqualified staff.																																																																																																																																										No, however there are some criteria in the (unclear word), although limited.

		Sunshine Coast								For Development Assessment staff only: our estimate of staff time (including admin staff) based on survey work (2007/08) is: 65% XXX assessment work; 35% community service obligations and corporate work.																						In conjunction with another qualification		In conjunction with another qualification																																																		No longer have rezonings		No longer have rezonings		No longer have rezonings		No longer have rezonings		No longer have rezonings		No longer have rezonings				Unable to supply this breakdown		Unable to supply this breakdown		Unable to supply this breakdown		Unable to supply this breakdown		Business days in decision period (not gross determination time.										Given the Qld legislation, we effectively have a track-based assessment system.																																																																																																																								Assistance only provided to not-for-profit organisations. This amounted to $3.1 mill in 2009/10.				Unable to supply this information.																																		For policy and planning scheme documents. Development Assessment applications which require Public Notification are subject to the requirements of the Act. ie interested parties can view proposed developments and make written submissions.

		Mt Barker																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								Council collects levy (via rates notice) for State Govt NRM Board.																																																																																																																																																																																																				Council supports managed growth. It is not opposed to growth but will only support growth which is financially, socially, and ecologically sustainable.

		Hunters Hill																																																																																		Hunter's Hill Village Centre

		Brisbane		Please note the Qld system does not require rezonings. This figure represents a change to the underlying zone following an approval or local plan preparation																																																																																																																																																																																																																																		Bulk water contributions were transferred to State Government SEQ Water and Link Water in 2009-10.				Bulk water contributions were transferred to State Government SEQ Water and Link Water in 2009-10.						76% = $180.044 (cash and in kind) divided by $235.471 est trunk expenditure. However, 59% if $137.923m (cash only collected) divided by $235.471m est trunk expenditure.expenditure.		3.8% cash only; 5% (cash only + in kind); 5.1% (revenue + cash + subsidy recognition); 6.2% (cash + subsidy + in kind)																																																																																																																																																																												(for planning and zoning eg local plans, planning scheme, infrastructure plans, etc)

		West Tamar

		Camden																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								Collected by State agencies

		Scenic Rim Regional Council																																																Only DA - not strategic planning nor op works nor building and plumbing. MCV+RAL - not director fees - 11 staff.																																		In QLD MCU (material change of use)						In QLD no gazettals																(Averages) (see attached spreadsheets)																				We would not know																																														Others still not decided.																																														Only applications that went to a council meeting.								Not sure, will check with asset section.				From 1 July 2010 water and sewerage authority QVV.				New computer system will let us calculate from 1/7/10. For 2009/10 not 1 system and no total.						Not sure as not in that area and do not know dollars received. I would say less than 25%.		Not sure - have sought advice.																																														Selected all 4, but chose 4 when pressed in follow up for the most common.																																																																																																																														If includes counter, mail, phone, emails, meeting - could be 10%.																																																				Includes bridges.

		Adelaide																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																														Filled out on line.

		Ku-ring-gai								different for both team - strategic/assessment																																																																																																																																																																																																																														Govt growth area								Varies between 18% (apportioned to total population) to 100% (wholly apportioned to new population)

		Swan																																																																																																																																																																														No third party appeal rights in WA

		Prospect																																												Level 7 under EB agreement		Ave of 51-56k - Level 3-4 under EB agreement																																				Ministerial development plan amendment																																																																																										Only matter to proceed to full hearing																																				Only land division on XXXX through DAC (Planning SA)																																																																Consultation for policy/development plan amendments is mandated by state govt. Public notification of applications is statutory function prescribed by the Development Act 1993 (SA).

		Derwent Valley																																										No minimum requirement. Degree in planning desirable. Present incumbent has a Master's degree in Environmental Planning.																																																														2-4 weeks so averaged 15 work days																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																						Council maintains an excellent working relationship with some state government agencies and extremely poor non-productive relationships with other state government agencies. The difference in relationships stems from some of the state agencies taking a heavy-handed approach and not considering local issues nor move from their original position of total resistance.

		Shellharbour																																																																																		N/A - Focus on preparation of comprehensive LEP. Actively discouraged rezones.						N/A - Focus on preparation of comprehensive LEP. Actively discouraged rezones.																No STC																																																																																																																																																																		Unsure of definition 'activity centres policy'																				All are relevant																																																																																																																																																Cannot answer this on behalf of Council. Council is currently going through this process through integrated planning and reporting.

		Port Phillip

		Salisbury

		Nillumbik

		Yarra																																																																																																																		don't understand what a track based system is. If you need a response to this question, please contact us.		Not answered. Please refer to Q.15

		Victor Harbor																																																																																																								Unable to extract information																																										Service not formally offered beyond general counter enquiry service.																																																																																												Estimate only. Difficult to quantify as most funds are held for many years before accrual is adequate to deliver infrastructure.

		Burnside

		Monash

		Knox
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		Peppermint Grove

		Whittlesea

		Tea Tree Gully																																																																																																																																																		Records not kept																																																																																		Not recorded as open spcce fees are paid directly to the development assessment commission.		e56		We have dedicated staff in each role/area

		Greater Geelong

		Hobsons Bay																																																																																																																		Greenlight - available on internet

		ACTPLA																																																																																														ACTPLA does not collect its data on DAs by use, rather the data is collected to reflect the track-based assessments. To this end, 1,451 merit track DAs were assessed and 18 impact track DAs.

		Dept of Lands & Planning								Separate positions exist for Strategic Planners, Development Assessment Planners, Enforcement and Compliance Officers and Admin Officers. % split of time is not applicable to these roles.

		Strathfield

		Mount Gambier
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		Improving the accessibility of local government services for an ageing population

		Response		Councils answering question		High priority		Low priority

				Number		% of respondents		% of respondents

		NSW		36		5.6		8.3

		Vic		24		4.2		8.3

		Qld		10		0.0		40.0

		WA		13		15.4		0.0

		SA		13		23.1		0.0

		Tas		6		0.0		16.7

		ACT		1		0.0		0.0

		NT		2		0.0		50.0

		Aust		105		7.6		10.5
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