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1 Introduction
This Infrastructure Contribution Planning Scheme Policy (PSP) for Fig Tree Pocket
contains information and data relating to the expected rate of development and
infrastructure required to service the area. This PSP is to be read in conjunction with:
(a) IPA Section 6.1.20 (Planning Scheme Policies for Infrastructure).
(b) IPA Section 6.1.31 (Conditions about infrastructure for applications).
(c) Brisbane City Plan 2000.
(d) All adopted Infill and High Growth PSPs.
Infrastructure networks for which contributions have been determined are
Waterways, Transport, and Community Purposes (parks and improvements). A
schedule of works is provided for each infrastructure network along with the
methodology used to determine the infrastructure contribution.
This PSP does not contain any contributions for water supply and sewerage
infrastructure. Contributions for water supply and sewerage infrastructure will be
levied through the Water Supply Infrastructure Contributions Planning Scheme Policy
and the Sewerage Infrastructure Contributions Planning Scheme Policy.

1.1 Purpose
The Integrated Planning Act 1997 requires integration of land use and infrastructure
planning that allows infrastructure to be supplied in a coordinated, efficient and
orderly manner. Infrastructure coordination encourages development in areas where
infrastructure already exists or can be efficiently provided and has a major influence
on achieving sustainable development.

1.2 Authorising Legislation
This PSP is made pursuant to IPA Section 6.1.20.
IPA allows for the imposition of conditions on development approvals requiring
contribution of land, works or money towards the cost of supplying infrastructure in
accordance with planning scheme policies, until 30 June 2008 or a later date
determined by the Minister. Infill and High Growth Infrastructure Contributions
Planning Scheme Policies 1 to 14 identify the infrastructure contribution mechanisms
for transport, community purposes, water supply, sewerage and waterways for High
Growth and Infill Areas throughout the City.
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Pursuant to Section 6.1.20 (2) this policy states each of the following –
Table 1-1: Compliance to Section 6.1.20 of the Integrated Planning Act
Requirement

Reference

A contribution for each development
infrastructure network identified in the policy
The estimated proportion of the establishment
cost of each network to be funded by the
contribution
When it is estimated the infrastructure
forming part of the network will be provided

The estimated establishment cost of the
infrastructure
Each area in which the contribution applies
Each type of lot or use for which the
contribution applies
How the contribution must be calculated for
each area in which the contribution applies
and each type of lot or use for which the
contribution applies

Section 10
Section 7.7
Section 8.6
Section 9.7
Section 7.7, Table 7.2
Section 8.5, Table 8.7
Section 8.5, Table 8.8
Section 9.6, Table 9.3
Section 9.6, Table 9.4
Section 7.7, Table 7.2
Section 8.5, Table 8.7
Section 8.5, Table 8.8
Section 9.6, Table 9.3
Section 9.6, Table 9.4
Section 4.4, Figure 4
Section 10

Section 10

1.3 Definition of Trunk Infrastructure
IPA differentiates between trunk and non trunk infrastructure. Trunk infrastructure is
the infrastructure for which Council will levy infrastructure contributions under this
PSP.

1.3.1 The Definition of Non Trunk Infrastructure
Non trunk infrastructure is development infrastructure that is not trunk infrastructure.

1.3.2 The Definition of Trunk Infrastructure
Trunk infrastructure is higher order development infrastructure supplied by the local
government or State infrastructure provider and primarily intended to provide network
distribution and collection functions or provide services shared by a number of
developments.
Infrastructure is required as a result of increased development. The networks that are
funded through High Growth PSPs are identified in the table below. Examples of
infrastructure items that comprise these networks, and for which contributions have
been set, are provided for illustrative purposes.
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Table 1-2 Trunk Infrastructure Networks, Systems and Items
Infrastructure Network
Waterways Network

Typical Range of Items
drainage, road culverts, structural stormwater quality
improvement devices, detention basins, sedimentation
ponds, wetlands, natural channels and revegetation

Transport Network
Road System

council owned roads, district access level and above,
including intersections, interchanges, bridges and
culverts
Pedestrian and Bicycle Path off road commuter and strategic recreational paths
System
Public Transport System
ferry terminals and associated facilities, public
transport interchanges (BCC provided), bus stops and
shelters, public transport information facilities and bus
only lanes
Community
Purposes
Network
Public
Recreation
Land land and basic works to bring land to a standard
System
appropriate to its desired use
Improvements to the Public earthworks and irrigation, lighting, picnic shelters,
Recreation Land System
seating, shade shelters, playground and sports
equipment, tree planting, access ways and toilets
Land for Other Community land and basic works to bring land to developable
Purposes System
standard
Plan
Preparation
and preparation of plans for infrastructure and the
preparation, implementation and maintenance of
Maintenance
Infrastructure Planning Scheme Policies

1.3.3 Items Excluded from Infrastructure Planing Scheme Policies
In addition to paying an infrastructure contribution, developers must also demonstrate
that all infrastructure requirements have been satisfied.
In general, there will be elements of local infrastructure required to connect a site or
development area to the trunk infrastructure networks. This work is attributable to the
development and is over and above the infrastructure contribution defined through a
PSP. It is also the responsibility of the developer to provide services to the property
boundary of land for community purposes near any planned buildings or facilities.
In certain circumstances, a development may need special types of infrastructure,
which were not considered in the PSP. For example, industrial development may
require grease traps to prevent pollutants from escaping into local waterways.
A development may also require temporary work if the regional infrastructure has not
yet been constructed. This is most likely to occur when the proposed development is
outside the assumed sequence of development. Many of these items can be
removed once the regional infrastructure has been provided. For example, a local
detention pond may be required where a regional corridor has not yet been acquired.
The site of the local detention basin could be developed for other purposes once the
corridor has been acquired and associated work undertaken.
18/06/2007
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The cost of these types of infrastructure will not be offset against the contributions set
in the PSP.

1.3.4 Plan Density and Cost Impact Assessment
Assumptions have been made about the likely sequence of development and the
staging of infrastructure. Contributions are based upon these assumptions.
Development that is inconsistent with the type, scale, location and timing of
development as set out in the City Plan is considered to be inconsistent with the
planning assumptions underlying the infrastructure contributions and will be subject
to cost impact assessments. If development does not achieve the planned densities
as set out in the City Plan, the infrastructure contributions will still be assessed in
accordance with planned densities.

1.4

Infrastructure Contribution Triggers

Infrastructure contributions for trunk infrastructure arising from:
• Reconfiguring a Lot,
• A Material Change of Use,
• A combined reconfiguring and material change of use,
• A building application,
• Any other assessable development that increases the demand for trunk
infrastructure.
• Preliminary approval to which IPA Section 3.1.6 (Preliminary Approval may
Override Local Planning Instrument) applies; where the development which is
the subject of the preliminary approval is stated to be self assessable
development.

1.5 Overview of Calculating Infrastructure Contributions
The infrastructure contributions for each infrastructure network are expressed in
infrastructure contribution units (ICUs). To calculate the contributions for the
individual infrastructure networks refer to Section 7 Waterways, Section 8 Transport,
and Section 9 Community Facilities. A summary contribution table and calculation
formulae are contained in Section 10.

1.5.1 Measures of Development and Demand for Network Capacity
Land use is defined in terms of development units. In established areas, these units
are dwellings in the case of residential development and gross floor area in the case
of non-residential development. In greenfield areas development units are
developable hectares for both residential and non-residential development.
Development units are converted into units of demand for specific infrastructure
networks by using a land use and network specific conversion rate.
By expressing demand in relative terms across land uses, a range of different uses
can have their demand defined through a single index, the Unit of Demand. In
established areas, this relative unit of demand is the Equivalent Tenement or ET, and
is the consumption of capacity of a network by one low-density dwelling. In greenfield
18/06/2007
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areas Equivalent Hectare or EH, and is the consumption of the capacity of a network
by one developable hectare of low-density residential development. The relationship
is expressed in the following equation:
Units of Demand (ETs or EHs) = (conversion rate) x No. of Development Units.
The demand measure relevant for this PSP is stipulated in relevant parts of the
document.

1.5.2 Infrastructure Credits
An infrastructure credit represents the value of infrastructure contributions or
payments imputed to have previously been made over the site by:
•
Any existing lawful use(s) that exists or existed on the land which is the subject
of an infrastructure contribution assessment, at the time the assessment (or the
application being lodged with Council) is made, where a contribution has been
made which accords with the requirement for the relevant network.
•
A self assessable residential use on that land permitted at the time of the
assessment.
Existing lawful development will be credited at infrastructure credit rates specified
and expressed as ICUs. In some High Growth Contribution Areas, it is explicitly
stated that no credits are included in the PSP and no credit will be calculated.

1.5.3 Infrastructure Offsets
An offset may be allowed where a developer will undertake trunk infrastructure works
that are part of the PSP. The amount of this offset is to be determined by Council,
deducted from the calculated infrastructure contributions and expressed as ICUs.
A development may be conditioned or agreement reached (via an Infrastructure
Agreement) to supply certain items of trunk infrastructure as part of a development.
In such instances, the value of that infrastructure identified in the relevant PSP, less
the amount of any contingencies, will be offset against the contribution for the
relevant network. For example, where Council has approved the construction of
works or dedication of land in fee simple, the value of these works or land will be
offset against the assessed infrastructure contribution where an agreement is
reached with Council to do this.

1.6 Conditioning of Infrastructure Contributions
IPA allows for the imposition of conditions on development approvals requiring
contribution of land, works or money towards the cost of supplying infrastructure in
accordance with IPA Section 6.1.31(c).
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1.7 Payment of Infrastructure Contributions
1.7.1 Timing of Payment
The infrastructure contributions must be paid as follows:
a.
b.
c.

Reconfiguration of a lot – before Council approves the plan of subdivision.
Building application – before the certification of classification for the building
work is issued.
Material change of use – before the change happens.

If a), b) and c) do not apply – as stated in the development approval.

1.7.2 Methods of Payment
Monetary payment can by paid by cash, credit card, EFTPOS or cheque at Council
Customer Service Centres.

1.7.3 Infrastructure Agreements
An Infrastructure Agreement (IA) is an agreement about payment for, or supply of,
infrastructure. Council may consider entering into an IA in certain situations, for
example to:
a)

b)

Vary the amount, the timing or the form of payment of an infrastructure
contribution (e.g. to allow the applicant to supply works or land in lieu of part or
all of the contribution).
Provide the terms on which a refund would be provided.

IAs may be used in High Growth or Infill Areas when future growth is associated with
a single or limited number of developers and the planning for infrastructure, costing
and cost apportionment can be clearly associated with the development in question.

18/06/2007

9

2 Study Area
The PSP area is based on the Fig Tree Pocket Local Plan. Fig Tree Pocket covers
some 384 hectares in Brisbane’s western suburbs and falls within the Council Ward
of Walter Taylor.
The PSP boundary is defined by the Brisbane River to the south, south-west and
east, the Centenary Highway to the west and Cubberla Creek parklands to the north
(refer Figure 1 – Locality Plan).

2.1 Existing Land Uses
Fig Tree Pocket has a strong semi-rural landscape character featuring large lots and
rural style roads. Vegetated ridges, creek banks and gullies and the strong presence
of the Brisbane River define the character of this area.
The majority of properties are conventional residential allotments ranging from 600m2
to 2,000m2. Over 150 hectares of the area comprise large residential lots. The
residential market trend in the area has predominantly been the development of
detached dwellings on lots over 1,000m2.
Lone Pine Koala Sanctuary on Jesmond Road plays an important economic and
tourism role that extends beyond the Plan area. The redevelopment of part of the
Sanctuary’s land and other key sites in the suburb will occur over time.
The steep slopes in the northern and north-western part of the suburb call for
sensitive design solutions in the context of highly erodable soils in the area. Well
designed dwellings on steep slopes are beginning to appear on isolated parcels
however, in the majority of cases, house construction has involved considerable
earthworks. Flooding along Cubberla Creek has prevented further subdivision of
larger allotments in that part of the Plan area.
Sites of ecological significance are contained within the area. Of these sites, the
corridors of Cubberla Creek and its tributaries are of great significance. The riparian
corridors along the Brisbane River have also been identified as having ecological and
open space value.
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3 Forecast development
Forecasts about the character and amount of development provide the basis for
Plans for Infrastructure and cost apportionment. This section explains and presents
these forecasts.

3.1 Method of forecasting
The future development has been based on an assessment of existing development
in the area and estimated growth. The assessment of existing development has been
based on:
 Fig Tree Pocket Local Plan and other City Plan designations
 Census data (ABS 1998a) and other estimates by the Australian Bureau of
Statistics (2000)
 1999 Aerial photography analysis.
The method for calculating the likely future growth varied between the land uses
being considered.
Future growth in low density areas is based upon the area available for development
within the Land Uses contained within the Fig Tree Pocket Local Plan. These areas
are shown on Figure 2 – Local Plan Land Uses. Upon the basis of assumptions
about the character of development (i.e. developable area, proportion of minor roads,
and number of dwellings per hectare) estimates were made about the likely number
of dwellings and residents.
An examination of existing low density sites in the study area provided insight into
these characteristics. Appendix A contains characteristics about development that
have been used to calculate the forecast development for low density housing.
For Bushland housing the estimated future growth and potential for subdivision was
based on a site by site assessment of existing bushland housing lots. This analysis
was informed by consultation with the community. No assumptions about the
character of semi-rural areas were needed because no further subdivision of these
sites will occur due to flooding constraints.
Two types of forecasts have been compiled, namely:
(a) Future development, which is the total number of expected dwellings including
those that are already existing (existing plus growth);
(b) New growth development, which is the calculated amount of the difference
between the number of existing and future development, taking account of the
amount of existing development that is replaced.
These two categories of forecast development have been used for cost
apportionment. The timeframe for the forecast development is 15 years; however, it
is likely that not all of the forecast development will occur within this time.
It should be noted that changes in the factors affecting growth could alter the timing
or nature of particular projects or the amount of development as a whole.
18/06/2007
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For the purposes of estimating demands for infrastructure, 6 Planning Units have
been defined (refer Figure 3 – Planning Units). Appendix B contains development
forecasts for each of these units.

3.2 City Plan Provisions
The intent for the development of this area is fixed by the Fig Tree Pocket Local Plan.
The Local Plan states that Fig Tree Pocket is close to urban services and facilities
and has land suitable for residential purposes. A balance is needed to achieve
moderate population increases in these areas, while in other areas, ecological,
riparian and bushland landscape character values will be retained. This balance is
largely achieved through the designation of Land Uses in the Local Plan.
Low density Housing Land Use identifies areas suitable for low density residential
development. The major form of development will be detached housing; however,
this designation allows for a variety in housing types in keeping with the housing
needs of the community. Some multi-unit dwellings, in the form of duplexes, will
therefore be permitted in this area. The minimum allotment size will be 450m2 with an
average of at least 600m2.
Bushland Housing Land Use identifies areas where ecological and bushland
landscape character values are predominant. Accordingly, the Local Plan contains
provisions to protect, retain and enhance these values. Such provisions include
limiting residential development to a low density (5 dwellings per hectare), limiting
development to 30% of the site, clustering dwellings to reduce development
footprints, and allowing different lot sizes and titling. More detail is contained within
the Fig Tree Pocket Local Plan.
The semi rural setting is an important aspect of the character of Fig Tree Pocket that
must be retained. This will be achieved through Semi-rural Housing Land Use, which
comprises existing large allotments occupied by houses. No further subdivision is
intended for this Land Use. Other land uses featured in the Fig Tree Pocket Local
Plan include:
 Parks, which will contribute to a local and citywide greenspace system and
provide a range of settings and recreation opportunities;
 Schools, namely Fig Tree Pocket State School, Montessori School and
Glenleighdon School;
 A neighbourhood centre, to cater for the local convenience shopping needs of the
existing and future community;
 Lone Pine Koala Sanctuary, which will be retained as an eco tourism facility; and
 Sport and Recreation facilities, such as the Fig Tree Pocket Equestrian Club land
and the Marist Brothers College Rosalie Lavalla Sports Fields.

3.3 Future development
To simplify the application of contributions, the PSP specifies a number of broadly
specified types of development, namely:
 Bushland housing;
 Semi-rural housing;
 Low density residential; and
 Commercial.
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Estimates have been made about the characteristics of each of these uses as a
means of generating the future planning data. Section 3.1 outlines the methods used
to develop the estimates. This section outlines some of the key characteristics of
each of these types of development.
Proposed Land Uses are shown in Table 3.1. These land uses are based on the
Local Plan.
Table 3.1: Fig Tree Pocket Land Uses
Proposed Land Use
Bushland housing
Semi-rural housing
Low density housing
Schools
Lone Pine Koala Sanctuary
Total

Individual Area (Ha)*
94.7
31.5
137.9
10.8
84.2
359.1

* Represents areas exclusive of major roads.

3.3.1 Residential development
The plan area contains three predominant types of existing residential development,
being bushland housing, semi-rural housing, and low density housing. As the area
develops, an increasing amount of bushland housing and low density houses will be
established. No semi-rural areas in the plan area will be subdivided.
The bushland housing preferred land use contains areas of high scenic and bushland
landscape character value, ecological corridors and locations with ecological value.
These areas of land are expected to accommodate an additional 115 dwellings to
year 2015. Based on a dwelling occupancy rate of three (3) per household, the likely
future population in the bushland housing area is about 864 persons.
Areas of land contained within the Semi-rural Housing Land Use are characterised by
existing large allotments with houses. As these areas are an important part of the
Fig Tree Pocket landscape, it is envisaged that they are retained; however, as noted
above, no further subdivision is intended in this designation. No increase in
dwellings and population in these areas is therefore expected.
The Local Plan states that Low Density Housing Land Use are areas of land suitable
for low density residential development. The areas of low density land contained
within Table 3.1 and Appendix B excludes land that is already publicly owned or that
will be acquired under the PSP. In order to apply the development characteristics
contained in Appendix A to predict future development, developable area must also
take account of land for local roads. For this PSP, these items represent about 20%
of the low density housing area, based on the proportion of local roads in existing low
density sites in the study area.
An examination of existing low density housing sites within the study area also
revealed that the average lot size for low density housing is approximately 800m2.
Furthermore, a report by John Wood and Associates (2001) shoes that there is a
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continuing trend in the market for allotments around 800m2 in the low density
residential areas in Fig Tree Pocket.
Assuming minor roads represent 20% of the developable area, a hectare of low
density housing yields 10 dwellings. By applying this rate to the amount of land
contained within the low density area designation, the likely number of new dwellings
has been calculated.
Low Density Housing Land Use will accommodate an additional 446 dwellings, taking
the total number of future dwellings in year 2015 to approximately 1385 dwellings.
The estimated future population in this Land Use is 3601 persons, based on a
dwelling occupancy rate of 2.6 persons per household.
An examination of census data for the Fig Tree Pocket SLA reveals that there was a
3% decrease in dwelling occupancy rate between 1986 and 1991 (3.23 people per
household to 3.13 people per household), and a 5% decrease between 1991 and
1996 (3.13 people per household to 2.96 people per household). Whilst household
sizes will reduce further over the life of the plan, the actual rates of decline is likely to
slow. A dwelling occupancy rate of 2.6 is considered to be a realistic estimation of
future low density household sizes, taking into account slowing rates of decline as
new families move into the area.
The forecast rates of new residential development are contained in Table 3.2. Table
3.3 identifies the total amount of future development (cumulative) at the end of each
development period.
Table 3.2: New Growth Development (dwellings)
Period
Existing
2001 to 2005
2006 to 2010
2011 to 2015
2016+

Bushland
housing
173
35
40
40
31

Semi-rural
housing
29
0
0
0
0

Low density
housing
939
89
205
152
0

Semi-rural
housing
29
29
29
29
29

Low density
housing
939
1028
1233
1385
1385

Table 3.3: Future Development (dwellings)
Period
Existing
2001 to 2005
2006 to 2010
2011 to 2015
2016+

Bushland
housing
173
208
248
288
319

These rates of development were devised in conjunction with John Wood (et. al.,
2001) who envisage an average rate of sale in the vicinity of 32 lots per year for the
first five years, rising to an average of 45-50 in the next five year period.
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Overall, the forecast development to year 2015 provides for an estimated growth in
population of approximately 1505 persons or 561 dwellings. This takes the estimated
total population in 2015 to approximately 4,552 persons or 1702 dwellings. The
majority of this population growth will occur in the Low Density Housing Land Use.

3.3.2 Non-residential development
The approximate location of a neighbourhood centre planned for the study area is
shown on Figure 2 – Local Plan Land Uses. The local plan contains specific
requirements for any proposed neighbourhood centre in Fig Tree Pocket. One of the
performance criteria states that ‘the size of the neighbourhood centre must reflect the
anticipated size of the future population’. This has been addressed in the acceptable
solutions where the scale of the centre is to be limited to 600m2 of gross floor area
(GFA).
The assumed ratio of employees to Gross Floor Area (GFA) for the neighbourhood
centre is 1 per 35 square metres. Assuming that the centre has the maximum
allowable GFA (600m2), then the number of employees expected is estimated to be
17. The neighbourhood centre is likely to be developed within the next five years.
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4 Overview of Cost Apportionment
This section explains the basis of cost apportionment, including the scope and
valuation of items, the way in which demand from different types of development has
been assessed and the methods of cost apportionment. Sections 5 to 7 contain more
detail about how these principles have been applied.

4.1 Plans for infrastructure
Plans for Infrastructure are an essential element of identifying future infrastructure
needs, timing, and costs. Key elements of the plans for infrastructure are outlined
below.

4.1.1 Scope
Table 4.1 identifies the general items that are contained in the Fig Tree Pocket PSP.
Other types of infrastructure may be required on individual sites, such as Water
Sensitive Urban Design.
Table 4.1: Scope of Infrastructure
Network
Waterways
Transport

Community Facilities

Items
• Relief drainage
• Major roads
• Minor roads
• Public transport facilities
• Off-road pedestrian paths
• Acquisition of new public recreation land
• Improvements to existing public recreation land

The costs of preparing the PSP and financing the provision of infrastructure have
also been included as recoverable items. Accounting standards and the draft version
of the State Government guidelines on infrastructure contributions (QDLGP 1998)
support the inclusion of these items (KPMG Consulting 2001).

4.1.2 Timing of Infrastructure
Plans for infrastructure (PFI) specify the time at which planned items are likely to be
provided. For most items, the PSP identifies the 5 year period within which an item is
most likely to be provided. For the purposes of discounting and cost apportionment, it
has been assumed that these items will be provided in the middle year of the
specified period. More accurate estimates have been used where they are available.

4.1.3 Costing Infrastructure
Existing and planned infrastructure has been valued in the following ways:
 Planned infrastructure is costed on preliminary designs and standard construction
rates. Standard construction rates have been inflated for indirect costs, including
contingencies and the cost of project and construction management.
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Infrastructure that was provided with the expectation that part of the funding
would be sourced from infrastructure contributions has been valued at the actual
cost. To maintain contributions at the same rate over the life of the plan, the
present value of infrastructure is used.
Infrastructure that was provided without the expectation of funding from
infrastructure contributions was valued at depreciated replacement cost.
Planned land acquisitions has been valued at current cost.

The costs of infrastructure stated in this document are real values. Real discount
rates will be used where required in the cost apportionment process.

4.2 Measures of Development and Demand for Network Capacity
4.2.1 General Provisions
Development creates a demand for infrastructure capacity which differs by land use
type and infrastructure network being considered. It is important therefore to be able
to describe how land use generates these different demands and to express this
demand in generally understood and accepted units. The structure of infrastructure
contributions will also generally be expressed in terms of these same units.
Land use is defined in terms of Development Units. In established areas, these units
are dwellings in the case of residential development and gross floor area (GFA) in
the case of non-residential development. In green field areas, development units are
‘developable hectares’ for both residential and non-residential development. The
developable hectare excludes land in public ownership or required in a PSP or a Plan
for Infrastructure, or areas of land removed through the development assessment
process.
Development units are converted into units of demand for specific infrastructure
networks by using a land use and network specific conversion rate. The conversion
rate defines the usage made of a network by different types of development. The
conversion rate adopts generally accepted measures of demand within its calculation
and these are shown in Table 4.2.
Table 4.2: Measures of Demand for Creating Conversion Rates
Infrastructure Network
Waterways
Transport
Community purposes

Measures of Demand
Impervious area in square metres
Daily trip ends
Square metres of parkland

Table 4.2 identifies that waterways are treated differently to other networks, in that
the impervious developed area is used as a surrogate for stormwater run-off. By
expressing this demand in relative terms across land uses, a range of different uses
can have their demand defined through a single index, the Unit of Demand. In
established areas, this relative Unit of Demand is the Equivalent Tenement or ET,
and is the consumption of capacity of a network by one low density dwelling. In
green field areas the measure is the Equivalent Hectare or EH, and is the
consumption of the capacity of a network by one developable hectare of low density
residential development.
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The relationship is expressed in the following equation:
Units of Demand (ETs or EHs) = (conversion rate) * No. of Development Units

4.2.2

Specific provisions of this PSP

For the purpose of this PSP, the Development Unit is dwellings, in the case of
residential development, and gross floor area (GFA) for commercial development.
These are the amounts of development against which measures of demand are
assessed for each infrastructure network being considered. The Unit of Demand is
the Equivalent Tenement (ET). The measures used to create the conversion rates in
this PSP are shown in Table 4.2. The actual conversion rates are defined within
each infrastructure section of this report.

4.3 Methods of Cost Apportionment
Cost apportionment is undertaken in three steps, namely:
 Determination of the proportion of the cost of an infrastructure item that should be
paid for by future development within the plan area,
 Calculation of the contribution, based on the Net Present Value of the cost of the
item and the Net Present Value of future development,
 Calculation of infrastructure contribution units.
This section explains each stage of this process.

4.3.1 Step 1 - Assessment of Apportioned Costs
A variety of methods have been used to determine the proportion of the cost of an
item that should be paid by future development within the plan area. The approaches
used may include:
 Average cost apportionment, where the total cost of existing and planned
infrastructure is apportioned across the combined amount of existing and forecast
development. This approach is generally used in circumstances where the
planned infrastructure will increase the existing standard of service, or where
patterns of use change as development or investment occurs.
 Marginal cost apportionment, where the total cost of planned infrastructure is
apportioned across the amount of new development. This approach is
appropriate when the combination of additional development and new
development will not increase the standard of service.
 The cost of preparing the PSP has been apportioned across the amount of new
development.
 Fair apportionment based upon the cost of financing for the generic Unit of
Demand.
Regardless of which approach is used, part of the cost of an existing or planned item
could be apportioned to users from outside the plan area. New development will not
contribute the proportion of the cost of an item that is apportioned to existing
development
or
to
development
outside
the
plan
area.
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4.3.2 Step 2 - Assessment of Contribution
Contributions have been calculated for each planned item by inputting the result from
step 1 into the following formula:
Infrastructure Contribution = Present value of the capital cost of apportioned infrastructure
Present value of forecast development

Use of this formula effectively ensures that the Net Present Value of forecast
infrastructure revenue over the timeframe of the plan equates to the Net Present
Value of the planned costs (KPMG Consulting 2001). The State Government has
produced draft guidelines on infrastructure charging (QDLGP 1998) that illustrate
how the formula should be applied. In New South Wales, the Independent Pricing
and Regulatory Tribunal (1995) has recommended the use of a similar formula.
A 6% real discount rate has been used for this calculation. A process defined by
Christensen (2001) was used to determine this rate. Factors that were taken into
account include risk and the Weighted Average Cost of Capital.
The total contribution rate for a Development Unit for a network is the sum of
contributions for items of that type. The contribution rate for each of the specified
types of development is then calculated by multiplying the contribution rate for a
Development Unit by the relevant conversion rate. The total Infrastructure
Contribution Rate for each type of development is the sum of the contributions for
each network.

4.3.3 Step 3 – Calculation of Infrastructure Contribution Units
The purpose behind relating an infrastructure contribution (as expressed in current
dollars) to an Infrastructure Contribution Unit (ICU) is to enable dollar values of future
contributions to take account of inflationary factors affecting the future cost of trunk
infrastructure. Calculation of contributions and ICUs for the individual infrastructure
networks are contained in Section 7 Waterways, Section 8 Transport, and Section 9
Community Facilities. A summary contribution table and calculation formulae are
contained in Section 10.

4.4 Contribution Areas
The infrastructure contribution rates developed in this PSP apply to all of the Fig Tree
Pocket Plan area. A variation in the demand placed on the planned infrastructure
reflects differences in land use type, rather than the location of the different land uses
within the plan area. Coupled with the fact that the Fig Tree Pocket Plan area is
relatively small, meant that it was possible to establish one contribution area only
(refer Figure 4).
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5 Water Supply
The Fig Tree Pocket PSP does not include water supply contributions.
Infrastructure Contributions for water supply infrastructure will be levied through the
Water Supply Infrastructure Contributions Planning Scheme Policy.
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6 Sewerage
The Fig Tree Pocket PSP does not include sewerage contributions.
Infrastructure Contributions for sewerage infrastructure will be levied through the
Sewerage Infrastructure Contributions Planning Scheme Policy.
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7 Waterways
7.1 Background
The Fig Tree Pocket Planning Scheme Policy area covers the entire suburb of Fig
Tree Pocket as illustrated in Figure 1 – Locality Plan. The lower end of Cubberla
Creek flows through the north-east portion of the study area before discharging into
the Brisbane River. Approximately 50% of the study area discharges into Cubberla
Creek. The balance of the study area discharges directly into the Brisbane River.
The study area is predominantly made up of bushland housing and semi-rural
housing, with pockets of low density residential in the northern and southern portions
of the area.

7.2 Desired Standard of Service
The desired standards of service (DSS) for pipe drainage and overland flow in
Brisbane City Council is based on the Queensland Urban Drainage Manual (QUDM)
Supplement which came into effect in 1994. The QDUM supplement requires the
pipe and overland flow to cater for a Q50 Average Recurrence Interval (ARI) flood
event. From 1974 and 1994 the drainage standard was referred to as the “Blue Book”
standard and is generally equivalent to QUDM’s Q10 ARI flood immunity level.
Drainage constructed prior to 1974 was known as “Pre-Blue Book.”

7.3 Units of Demand
The majority of the demand for additional waterway infrastructure in Fig Tree Pocket
can be attributed to growth in low density housing. Commercial and retail
development also generate demand for waterway infrastructure, but at a lower rate.
The calculated ET conversion rates are contained in Table 7.1.
Table 7.1: Waterway ET Conversion Rates
Type of development
Semi rural housing
Bushland housing
Low density housing
Commercial floor area (m2)

ET conversion rate
0.0000
0.0000
1.0000
0.0023

7.4 Existing Infrastructure
Existing drainage infrastructure within the Fig Tree Pocket Plan area includes a
number of defined waterways, wetlands, pipe drainage systems and road culvert
crossings. Refer Figure 5 – Existing Drainage Infrastructure.
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Defined waterways include:
 The Brisbane River, which flows along the south-western boundary, around the
southern boundary and then to the north along the eastern boundary of the study
area.
 Cubberla Creek, which enters Fig Tree Pocket at the northern boundary of the
study area. It flows a distance of two kilometres in a south-easterly direction
before discharging into the Brisbane River.
 A major unnamed tributary that flows in a northerly direction parallel to the
Western Freeway before discharging into Cubberla Creek under the Fig Tree
Pocket Road underpass.
 A number of ephemeral gullies emanating in the higher parts of the Plan area.
Some of these discharge directly into Cubberla Creek whilst others discharge
directly to the Brisbane River.
Defined wetlands include:
 A wetland in Biambi Yumba Park at the centre of the residential community at the
southern end of the study area.
 A minor wetland / farm dam on private property in Karella Street.
Piped stormwater drainage lines are located at the following locations:
 Throughout the residential area surrounding Biambi Yumba Park. Five of these
systems discharge directly into the Brisbane River, whilst the other five discharge
directly into Biambi Yumba Park.
 A number of small stormwater pipe systems in the north western portion of the
study area.
These systems predominantly pick up road surface flows,
discharging them into local gullies that flow either directly into the Brisbane River
or Cubberla Creek.
 A waterway through Lone Pine, which has been enclosed using large pipes
approximately 1500 mm in diameter.
Road culvert crossings exist at:
 Fig Tree Pocket Road at the intersection with Ormsby Street (1/375 mm diameter
pipe culvert).
 Ormsby Street at the intersection with Fig Tree Pocket Road (1/675 mm diameter
pipe culvert).
 Ormsby Street near the intersection with Kenny Street (1/600 mm diameter pipe
culvert).
 Fig Tree Pocket Road near number 728 (small pipe culvert).
 Fig Tree Pocket Road near number 690 (1/1050 mm diameter pipe culvert).
 Jesmond Road at entrance to Sevenoaks (2/900 mm diameter pipe culverts).
 Cubberla Street 100 metres west of the intersection with Jesmond Road (2/900
mm diameter pipe culvert).
 Theisfield Street near number 42 (1/300 mm diameter pipe culvert).
 Karella Street near number 34A (small pipe culvert).
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7.5 Future Demand
Urban development can increase demand for stormwater infrastructure by:
 Increasing the volume of stormwater runoff;
 Modifying the position and nature of overland flow paths; and
 Increasing pollutant loads on downstream receiving waters.
The ultimate land use within the Fig Tree Pocket PSP is shown on Figure 2 – Local
Plan Land Uses. This plan illustrates that future development of the catchment will
predominantly consist of Bushland Housing and Low Density Housing with pockets of
Semi-rural Housing.
The Semi-rural Housing Land Use consists of large lots subject to flooding. Further
subdivision of this Land Use will not be supported. Therefore there will be no
increase in stormwater runoff and no need for additional drainage infrastructure.
Development of the Bushland Housing will result in a small net increase in
impervious surface area. Housing footprints will be limited to a maximum of 30% of
each new allotment. Due to the large number of waterway corridors and steep
topography, runoff volumes are expected to increase by 7%. Appropriate water
sensitive urban design is to be incorporated into any Bushland Housing. This will
help to negate the impacts of any changes in runoff volume, thus minimising any
incremental environmental and flooding risks associated with this Land Use.
The quality of stormwater runoff from Bushland Housing is also to be managed using
water sensitive urban design practices.
Development of the Low Density Housing will result in a more significant increase in
impervious surface areas and consequently stormwater runoff will be increased.
These additional flows will increase the demand on road culverts and piped drainage
structures. Upgrading of road culverts is therefore required to facilitate future
development of the Low Density Housing.
The management of water quality issues associated with Low Density Housing will
be best achieved by the revegetation of the Cubberla Creek waterway corridor within
Cliveden Park. The revegetation works are to enhance the stability and capacity of
Cubberla Creek.
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7.6 Required Infrastructure
The previous section of this report discussed the types of existing stormwater
infrastructure within the Fig Tree Pocket study area. This section of the report
discusses the upgrading works proposed for each of the infrastructure types and
provides an estimated cost of the proposed works.

7.6.1 Proposed Waterway Works
The Cubberla Creek Water Quantity Assessment Report recommends revegetation
works within Cliveden Park, immediately downstream of the Western Freeway. This
revegetation works is recommended to enhance the degraded values along the
Cubberla Creek Waterway corridor.
The level of in-stream modification works proposed for Cubberla Creek is illustrated
on the Cliveden Park Landscape Concept Plan (Refer Appendix C). Proposed works
include realignment of the creek, incorporating the principles of natural channel
design.
Based upon similar works undertaken in the Norman Creek catchment, it is estimated
that the Cliveden Park works will cost approximately $200 000.
Additional land will be also acquired along the waterway corridor to strengthen the
values of the waterway. The primary function of this additional land will be for
parkland and its costs have been included in the PRL component of the PSP.

7.6.2 Proposed Stormwater Pipe Works
Due to the steep nature of the study area and the subsequent high number of
ephemeral waterways, which will act as Lawful Points of Discharge for future
development, only one piped drainage system is proposed along Ormsby Street to
the Brisbane River. All other potential development sites are within 200 metres of a
lawful point of discharge, and no other pipe works have been deemed necessary as
part of the PSP.
The proposed Ormsby Street stormwater pipe system illustrated in Figure 6 –
Planned Drainage Infrastructure, is estimated to cost $150,000. Details of the pipe
sizing is also shown in Figure 6 – Planned Drainage Infrastructure.
For the purposes of this PSP, the Ormsby Street stormwater pipe system is
considered local infrastructure that will be provided by the two properties that will
benefit from this infrastructure. This infrastructure is to be provided at the
development application stage.
A portion of the Lone Pine Koala Sanctuary has been constructed over the waterway
immediately downstream of culvert 6. Development of the catchment upstream of the
sanctuary will result in an increase in flows through this piped section of creek.
Consequently, overland flows would be increased as a result of development. This
PSP has not included any analysis of the impact of these increases in flows because
the ultimate use of the land is not known. It is therefore not reasonable that plans be
made for drainage works within the waterway corridor through the Sanctuary.
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It is anticipated that issues related to impacts of development on overland flow
volumes through the Sanctuary will need to be negotiated between upstream
developers and the owners/operators of Lone Pine. If the sanctuary area was to be
redeveloped then the stormwater pipes within the waterway need to be removed and
the waterway rehabilitated to restore original waterway values.

7.6.3 Proposed Road Culvert Works
Figure 5 and 6 illustrates the road culvert crossings within the study area. Three of
these culverts do not need to be upgraded because they flow into Biambi Yumba
Park, which has a limited outlet capacity. Additional flows resulting from development
will be conveyed to the Brisbane River via the Ormsby Street pipe system discussed
above.
The remaining road culverts will either be new culverts, upgraded culverts or will
require the augmentation of existing culverts. The estimated cost of this work is
$405,000 as detailed in Table 7.2 and shown on Figure 6 – Planned Drainage
Infrastructure.
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7.7 Waterways Cost Apportionment
The following table presents a summary of costs associated with the waterway
requirements in the Fig Tree Pocket as illustrated on Figure 5 and 6.
Table 7.2: Future Infrastructure Items
Infrastructure Item
Costs
Timing
Culvert Construction*
$405,000
2001-2005
Stormwater Pipe Construction#
$150,000
2001-2005
Cliveden Park Revegetation
$200,000
2006-2010
Report Preparation
$36,000
2001-2005
Total
$739,500
* Refer Appendix D for timing, sizing and costs of culverts
#
Local infrastructure to be provided at the development application stage
One contribution rate is specified in the PSP for a low density residential dwelling. As
indicated in the above sections, growth in this type of development will require the
existing system to be upgraded. For this reason the marginal cost apportionment
method has been applied. Refer Table 7.3 for a breakdown of the components of the
contribution.
Appendix D contains a summary of the components of the contribution for waterway
infrastructure.
Table 7.3: Components of the Waterway Infrastructure Contribution
Component
Culvert Construction
Cliveden Park revegetation
PSP preparation
Total

Contribution ($/ET)
1,490
40
140
1,670

7.8 Waterways Infrastructure Contribution
Table 7.4 contains the infrastructure contributions and infrastructure credits for
waterway infrastructure. The total waterway contribution for an ET for a low density
residential dwelling is $1,670 (2000/01 financial year) and is shown below.
Table 7.4: Waterway Infrastructure Contributions
Bushland housing (per dwelling)
Semi-rural housing (per dwelling)
Low
density
housing
(per
dwelling)
Commercial floor area (m2)

Contribution (ICUs)
0
0
1,670

Credit (ICUs)
0
0
1,530

3.76

3.44
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8 Transport
Four transport infrastructure networks have been considered in preparing the PSP,
namely:
 The road network
 Local intersection improvements
 The public transport network
 Cycle and footpath network

8.1 Desired Standards of Service
The desired standards of service for transport infrastructure is defined in terms of
planning criteria, design criteria, user benefit and environmental effect in the Infill
Transport Infrastructure Contributions PSP.

8.2 Units of Demand
The demand for transport infrastructure varies between different land use types
within Fig Tree Pocket. Car ownership, and therefore trip generation, is higher for
Semi-rural Housing and Bushland Housing. Commercial and retail development also
generate demand for transport infrastructure at a higher rate than low density
housing. The ET conversion rates used for alternative types of development are
contained in Table 8.1
Table 8.1: Transport ET Conversion Rates
Type of development
Semi rural housing
Bushland housing
Low density housing
Commercial floor area (m2)

ET conversion rate
1.3846
1.3846
1.0000
0.0154

The use of paths and public transport facilities follows different relationships to roads
and these are identified in Section 8.6 dealing with cost apportionment.

8.3 Existing Infrastructure
The existing transport network for Fig Tree Pocket comprises:
 A State controlled road and a hierarchy of Brisbane City Council roads.
 Cityxpress and Citybus(local feeder) services to Kenmore, Indooroopilly and the
City.
 A partially complete network of off-street and on-street cycle and footpaths, and
 A ferry service between the City and Lone Pine.

8.3.1 Existing Road Network
The existing road hierarchy for Fig Tree Pocket is shown in Figure 7. The Centenary
Highway functions as a Motorway and forms the north-eastern boundary of Fig Tree
Pocket. It is the main traffic corridor passing through the south-western suburbs.
18/06/2007

34

The Centenary Highway is controlled by the State Department of Main Roads and
carries over 60,000 vehicles per day.
A fully directional interchange is located at Fig Tree Pocket Road. Approximately
1500 vehicles per day use the southern oriented ramps with a further 7000 vehicles
per day using the northern oriented ramps. These ramps are also used by Kenmore
and Chapel Hill residents to access their suburb.
The section of Fig Tree Pocket Road north of Kenmore Road provides access to the
Centenary Highway and therefore has the highest traffic function in the suburb. It is
classified as a suburban route in the road hierarchy.
District access functions are provided by the southern section of Fig Tree Pocket
Road, Kenmore Road and Jesmond Road.
All other roads in Fig Tree Pocket are defined as local roads where daily traffic
volumes should desirably be maintained at below 3000 vehicles per day for amenity
purposes.
Table 8.2 provides a complete description of the functional road hierarchy adopted by
Council.
Table 8.2: Road Classification and Function
Volumes
(vehicles
/ day)

Speed
s

Examples

> 30000

100 or
110
km/h

Centenary
Hwy,
Ipswich Mwy

> 20000

60 to
100
km/h

Moggill
Rd,
Gympie Rd

SUBURBAN
ROUTE

Connect arterial routes in and around
suburbs and carry moderate traffic volumes.
They are important links for public transport
and inter-suburban freight.

> 10000

60 to
80
km/h

Fig
Tree
Pocket Rd
(btw Moggill &
Kenmore
Roads)

DISTRICT
ACCESS

Carry local traffic into a suburb or district
at lower speeds. They often access
community facilities such as schools and
shops and are usually ideal for bike
lanes, footpaths, pedestrian crossings,
on-street parking and bus stops.

Up
to
10000

50 or
60
km/h

Fig
Tree
Pocket
Rd,
Kenmore Rd,
Jesmond Rd

< 3000

40
km/h

Cubberla St,
Norman
St,
Sprenger St

< 1000

40
km/h

Errogie
Pl,
Needham St

Classification

MOTORWAY

ARTERIAL
ROUTE

NEIGHBOUR
-HOOD
ACCESS
LOCAL
ACCESS

Function
Major inter-city and regional linkages which
carry high volumes of vehicles at high
speeds with no property access. Usually
controlled by the State Government.
Link major centres of the city and carry high
volumes of traffic. They form the major links
in the city’s bus and freight network.
Preferably no direct property access.

Comprise the bulk of streets within
residential areas and are important for
access to individual properties and may be
used for a local community bus service. No
through traffic.
Provide individual property access and are
pedestrian and cyclist friendly.
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Figure 7:

Existing road hierarchy
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8.3.2 Existing Public Transport
Three bus services travel into and have multiple stops within Fig Tree Pocket when
travelling to and from the City and are shown in Figure 8. These services all travel
along Fig Tree Pocket Road and take approximately 45 minutes to travel in one
direction to/from the City. In addition, another eight bus services travel past Fig Tree
Pocket (i.e., they do not go into the suburb) and stop at the interchange along the
Centenary Highway. These services originate in various Centenary suburbs and
take about 25 minutes to reach the City.
There are no rail services within Fig Tree Pocket. The nearest railway station is
located at Indooroopilly.

8.3.3 Existing Path Network
Fig Tree Pocket has very few formal (concrete) footpaths. Existing footpaths are
generally located at the school sites, bus stops and along frontages of developed
sites and are shown in Figure 9. There are two pedestrian links in the area
constructed as part of subdivisional layouts to improve pedestrian connectivity.
Other pedestrian facilities in the area include:
 a small footbridge over Cubberla Creek in Clivedon Park
 a small footbridge over the wetlands in Biambi Yumba Park
 a board walk at the edge of the Brisbane River in Mandalay Park
 a footpath from Ivy Street to the Brisbane River (along the western side of Fig
Tree Pocket)
 steps extending from Botticelli Street to the Brisbane River; and
 a pedestrian refuge to assist pedestrians in crossing the Centenary Highway on
ramp to the Fig Tree Pocket, highway bus stop.
 one pedestrian crossing, a supervised school crossing, located on Cubberla
Street at Fig Tree Pocket State School.
A bikeway has been constructed by the Queensland Department of Main Roads to
the north and south of the Fig Tree Pocket study area, along the Centenary Highway.
However, there is no bikeway along the highway connecting these two sections.
No on-road or off-road bikeways traverse the suburb, or exist along the Fig Tree
Pocket stretch of the Centenary Highway.

8.3.4 Existing Ferry Services
There are no Council operated ferry services to and from the Fig Tree Pocket area.
A private ferry provides a once a day service between the City and The Lone Pine
Koala Sanctuary.
A public boat ramp is located at Mandalay Park Other jetties and ramps are privately
owned and generally are only accessed privately.
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Figure 8:

Existing Bus Routes
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Figure 9:

Existing Paths
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8.4 Performance of the Existing Transport Network
8.4.1 Road Network
The interchange between Fig Tree Pocket Road and Centenary Highway exhibits
constrained peak period operating conditions. The configuration of the southbound
off ramp contributes to this.
The constrained nature of the cross section of a number of the higher order roads
through the suburb and the continuity provided between Kenmore Road and Fig Tree
Pocket Road creates a degree of illegibility in the local road network. The
discontinuity of Jesmond Road at the Lone Pine Koala Sanctuary and the physical
arrangements at the intersection of Kenmore and Fig Tree Pocket Roads also leads
to a sense of illegibility.
Other roads perform within their environmental capacity and deliver the appropriate
level of amenity consistent with their function and adjacent land use.

8.4.2 Existing Travel Characteristics
Whilst residents generate the majority of traffic in Fig Tree Pocket, other major non
residential traffic generators are:
 Lone Pine Koala Sanctuary (Traffic generated varies depending on the time of
year)
 Fig Tree Pocket State School (440 students)
 The Montessori School (207 students)
 Marist Brothers College, Rosalie Sports Fields (Fronting Sprenger and Terrigal
Streets)
 Early Childhood Centre (corner of Fig Tree Pocket Rd & Centenary Hwy)
 Fig Tree Pocket Pony Club (Fig Tree Pocket Road)
 Adult Day Services Centre - ‘Seven Oaks’ (Opposite the Pony Club)
Part of the reason for high resident traffic generation is very high private vehicle
ownership, which is demonstrated by the average of 1.9 vehicles per household,
compared to 1.1 vehicles per household elsewhere in Brisbane City. Only 2 percent
of Fig Tree Pocket households do not own a vehicle compared to 15 percent for
Brisbane City. Table 8.3 shows that three-quarters of Fig Tree Pocket households
own two or more vehicles.
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Table 8.3: Vehicle ownership in Fig Tree Pocket and Brisbane City

60
50
40
30
20
10
0
0

1

2

3

4

NO. VEHICLES PER HOUSEHOLD

Fig Tree Pocket

Brisbane City

Fig Tree Pocket residents most commonly travel to work by private vehicle. Table
8.4 lists the transport modes used to get to work by Brisbane City and Fig Tree
Pocket residents. Compared to Brisbane, proportionally fewer Fig Tree Pocket
residents use public or non-motorised transport when travelling to work but,
importantly, proportionally more work from home.
Table 8.4: Mode of Travel to Work
Brisbane
City (%)
64.3
8.2
74.5
0.9
1.1
7.8
7.1
15.8
0.2
0.7
1.1
3.7
9.5
4.8

Fig Tree
Pocket (%)
76.7
6.6
84.6
0.7
0.6
4.7
4.2
9.2
0.0
0.3
0.3
0.5
9.3
8.3

Driver
Passenger
Motorised
Motorcycle
Other
Bus
Train
Public
Transport
Ferry
Taxi
Bicycle
NonFoot
Motorised
Work
from
home
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics Census Data, 1996

The majority of Fig Tree Pocket residents work in either Brisbane’s central suburbs or
the surrounding southern suburbs. Of the Fig Tree Pocket working population, five
percent work within the suburb. Refer Table 8.5.
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Other Areas

Brisbane

Table 8.5: Employment Locations of Fig Tree Pocket Residents
Employment
Location
Fig
Tree
Pocket
Central
Suburbs
Southern
Suburbs
Eastern
Suburbs
Northern
Suburbs
Western
Suburbs

Example

(%)
5.2%

City, South Brisbane

54.3%

Indooroopilly, Rocklea,
Wacol

21.2%

Coorparoo, Mt. Gravatt

4.7%

Bowen Hills, Chermside

4.0%

Kenmore, Mt Ommaney

4.6%

Logan City

Browns Plains,
Springwood

0.9%

Ipswich City

Ipswich, Redbank

3.8%

Redlands, Gold Coast

1.5%

Other

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1996 Census

8.4.3 Existing Traffic Operations
The daily traffic flows observed in the local road system are shown in Figure 10.
Generally through the suburb, the higher order roads are operating with a daily
volume/capacity (V/C) ratio of between 0.5 and 0.75. The balance of neighbourhood
and local roads, currently operate within their environmental capacities.
Existing flows, delays and crash data indicate the need to upgrade the intersection of
Fig Tree Pocket Road and the ramps connecting with the Centenary Highway.
In addition, the width and local alignment of Fig Tree Pocket Road between Kenmore
Road and Gunnin Street is inconsistent with its function and needs upgrading.
The intersection of Jesmond Road and Jerrang Street is exhibiting peak period
difficulties and is in need of being controlled, as is that between Jesmond Road and
Gunnin Street at the Lone Pine entrance. The intersections between Fig Tree Pocket
Road and Aylesbury and Ormsby Streets also need to be controlled due to delays
being experienced.
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Figure 10:

Existing Daily Traffic Flow
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8.4.4 Safety
Between 1994 and 1999, 25 crashes occurred in Fig Tree Pocket which were
reported to the police (an average of five per year). Although none was fatal, six
people required over-night hospitalisation, seven people required medical treatment
and a further 15 people needed first aid for minor injuries. Police reported that the
major contributing circumstance to these crashes were inexperience (25%), undue
care and attention (19%), under the influence of alcohol/drugs (14%), wet or slippery
road (14%) and failing to give way (11%).
The social cost of these crashes was estimated at $1.37 million. These costs include
vehicle damage, medical treatment, time off work, rehabilitation, bereavement,
emergency vehicle deployment, associated traffic congestion, towing and
infrastructure repair and are shown in Table 8.6.
Eleven mid-block crashes occurred along Fig Tree Pocket Road, most of which
occurred between Kenmore Road and Gunnin Street. Five crashes along this
section of road were caused by the loss of traction in wet weather, which is higher
than the citywide average. This could be attributed to improper drainage around its
curves.
Five crashes occurred at the southern intersection of the Centenary Highway and Fig
Tree Pocket Road. This intersection warrants improvement with the construction of
either a roundabout or traffic signals. These crashes were a result of failing to give
way to approaching traffic.
Table 8.6: Crash Profile (1996-2001)
Total
Crashes

Location
Fig Tree Pocket Road (mid-block)

Social
Costs

11

$733000

Centenary Hwy & Fig Tree Pocket
Rd

5

$170000

Aylesbury St & Fig Tree Pocket Rd

3

$164000

Kenmore Road (mid-block)

3

$151000

Cubberla St & Jesmond Rd

1

$72000

Donatello St & Fig Tree Pocket
Road

1

$42000

Fig Tree Pocket Rd & Mactier St

1

$35000

25

$1,370,000

TOTAL

Source: Queensland Transport Data Analysis Unit
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8.4.5 Public Transport
Bus stops generally exist through the suburb, although some exist without shelters.
The Lone Pine bus stop needs to be upgraded for wheel chair access.
In terms of bus services, the existing routes through the suburb are linked with
services for Kenmore and Chapel Hill and are as important for these suburbs as they
are for Fig Tree Pocket and Lone Pine.

8.4.6 Path Network
The existing path network through the suburb generally suffers from a lack of
connectivity as a consequence of the absence of paths, either for pedestrians or
cyclists. This extends to both the commuter and recreation functions.
Major pedestrian and cycle activity nodes such as schools and Lone Pine also suffer
from the absence of existing paths.
The absence of kerbing on the higher order roads such as Fig Tree Pocket Road,
creates an operational problem for both pedestrians and cyclists.
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8.5 Future Needs
8.5.1 Future Traffic Generation
New growth is anticipated to generate about 5,000 more vehicles per day. At the
same time, daily traffic is expected to grow from the adjacent western suburbs. This
will continue to add to the traffic using Fig Tree Pocket and Kenmore Roads as
congestion continues to build up on Moggill Road.
About 75% of the locally generated increase in traffic will be destined for the central
City and the north and will be expected to access the Centenary Highway. 1000
vehicles per day will remain within Fig Tree Pocket. At the same time further growth
will continue in the western suburbs of Kenmore, Pullenvale etc. This will exacerbate
the peak traffic conditions on Moggill Road and further encourage diversion of
Kenmore traffic through Fig Tree Pocket.
This growth in traffic could be expected to increase the daily traffic flows on the
northern section of Fig Tree Pocket Road by about 3000 vehicles per day, taking its
long terms volume/capacity ratio to about 90%. Functional and operational
weaknesses on this and Kenmore Road will not be addressed until the Kenmore
Bypass is constructed by the State.
The southern section of Kenmore Road through Fig Tree Pocket will also increase its
long term volume/capacity ratio to about 40%, but this is quite acceptable.
Bus patronage is also expected to increase due to local growth but this can be
accommodated through the existing structure of bus services.

8.5.2 Road Network
The existing functional (hierarchy) weaknesses that exist in Kenmore and Fig Tree
Pocket Roads will be most successfully addressed through the provision of the
Kenmore Bypass (or its equivalent) by the State. The appropriate function that will
then be reflected in these roads allow desired operational and amenity objectives to
be achieved within existing physical constraints.
Local access also needs to be provided to the proposed local centre on Fig Tree
Pocket Road. This is best achieved through the extension of Jesmond Road to Fig
Tree Pocket Road.
No further new road links are needed to achieve the functional hierarchy
requirements, but additional works are required to achieve operational objectives.
These require the provision of additional mid block and intersection capacity together
with the rationalisation of the Kenmore/Fig Tree Pocket Road intersection. Road
network upgrades are identified in Table 8.7 and shown on Figure 11 – Future
Transport Infrastructure.
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Table 8.7: Future Road Network
Infrastructure Item
Jesmond Road extension (Gunnin Rd – Fig Tree Pocket
Rd)
Fig Tree Pocket Rd – Kenmore Rd (signals)
Fig Tree Pocket Rd (Kenmore Rd - Gunnin St) (kerb and
channel)
Jerrang St – Jainba St (roundabout)

Cost
$1,800,000
$1,000,000
$150,000
$60,000

Jerrang St – Jesmond Rd (roundabout)

$60,000

Gunnin St – Jesmond Rd (roundabout)

$60,000

Cubberla St – Jesmond Rd (roundabout)

$60,000

Aylesbury Rd intersection

$20,000

Total

Timing
20062010
20062010
20012005
20012005
20062010
20062010
20062010
20062010

$3,210,000

8.5.3 Path Network
The existing path system is characterised by being incomplete, in terms of both off
road and on-road facilities and redressing this is a major thrust of the future strategy.
Fig Tree Pocket is located to the south of the Centenary Highway that either contains
or is planned to contain a metropolitan path on its southern side. This is a major
opportunity for fulfilling both the commuter and recreational needs to which high
order local path connections need to be made. In addition Fig Tree Pocket contains
an important, albeit incomplete, path facility on the river edge.
The supporting internal path network needs to address commuters; including school
and recreational requirements. This means it has to link to and focus on both
external commuters and internal facilities such as schools and recreational activities.
External links need to be made to:
 The existing and planned elements of the Centenary Highway path, and
 A path developed in Jesmond Road that provides the link to the Indooroopilly
centre.
The internal focus for paths are:
 Schools
 Proposed local centre
 Equestrian centre (Pony Club)
 District and local sporting facilities
 Lone Pine, and
 The river edge path system.
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The community supports the pedestrian function of the river edge system, and this is
reinforced by the physical feasibility assessment surrounding the path. This needs to
be taken into account in defining the various functions in the future strategy.
Figure 11 defines the future path strategy taking the above planning requirements
into account. New elements of path are identified in Table 8.8.
Table 8.8: Future Path Requirements
Infrastructure Item
Shared path, Cubberla Creek Reserve

Function
Cycle and
pedestrian
Shared path, Qld Equestrian Centre
Cycle and
pedestrian
Shared path (Ormsby St – Cubberla St)
Cycle and
pedestrian
Footpath Fig Tree Pocket Road (Kenmore Rd Pedestrian
– Gunnin St)
Upgrade pedestrian path Mandalay Park Pedestrian
(Equestrian Centre – Lone Pine)
Pedestrian safety zone (Kenmore Rd – Pedestrian
Gunnin St)
Pedestrian refuse/slitter island Musgrave Rd
Pedestrian

Cost
$410,000
$290,000

Timing
20112015
2020

$610,000

2020

$125,000

20012005
2020

$198,000
$25,000
$10,000

Pedestrian refuse/slitter island Norman St

Pedestrian

$10,000

Pedestrian path (Centenary Hwy – Mactier
St)
Bike lanes Fig Tree Pocket Rd (Kenmore RdGunnin St)
Bike lanes Fig Tree Pocket Rd (Centenary
Hwy – Kenmore Rd)
Bike lanes Kenmore Rd (Centenary Hwy –
Fig Tree Pocket Rd)
Bicycle awareness zone Cubberla St

Pedestrian

$675,000

Cycle

$100,000

Cycle

$80,000

Cycle

$80,000

Cycle

$56,000

Bicycle awareness zone Jesmond Rd

Cycle

$140,000

Bicycle awareness zone Sprenger St

Cycle

$46,000

Bicycle awareness zone Ormsby St

Cycle

$48,000

Bicycle awareness zone Spinkbrae St

Cycle

$20,000

Total

20062010
20062010
20062010
2020
20062010
20062010
20062010
20112015
20112015
20112015
20112015
20112015

$2,923,000

8.5.4 Public Transport
New bus stops and shelters will be provided and existing stops will be upgraded
progressively throughout the duration of the Plan.
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8.6 Transport Cost Apportionment
The PSP sets a single contribution rate for transport infrastructure, which is a
combination of the contributions for Council roads, local intersection improvements
and public transport facilities.
New development will be required to contribute towards its fair share use of Council
roads, including road improvements.
Brisbane City Council’s road network model has been used to identify the amount of
travel that takes place from Fig Tree Pocket development on its roads. This has
been found to be 7 kilometres out of a total trip length of 12 kilometres. The cost of
providing roads in this part of Brisbane has been found to be $90 per daily vehicle
kilometre.

8.6.1

Road Contributions

Based on the travel characteristics for Fig Tree Pocket, the cost for each daily trip
generated can be calculated by the following formula:
cost = 1 (trip) x a link length x cost of a vehicle km of road capacity
The actual cost apportioned to the Fig Tree Pocket development is half the above
cost as each trip has two trip ends (and a land use average each end).
Approximately 2.5 kilometres of these trips occur on roads within the Fig Tree
Pocket. Roads in Fig Tree Pocket have been provided with a capacity of around 15
000 vehicles per day.
In preparing the Fig Tree Pocket Local Plan, the community supported the provision
of lesser development yields than the road system would have sustained. As a
consequence of this, the cost of road infrastructure must be borne by the local
development in exchange for the additional (low traffic flow) benefits it receives.
The cost of providing local roads is therefore proportioned to the ratio of the
operating capacity to the environmental capacity. In the case of Fig Tree Pocket the
value of providing environmental capacity is taken to be $400 per daily vehicle
kilometre and has been assessed as follows:
Value of roads constrained to environmental capacity = (15 000/3000) x 90 = $450
A conservative value of $400 has been adopted for this PSP.
Taking account of the travel on Council roads above, but due account of roads
constrained to environmental capacity the contribution for roads is as follows:
Major road contribution/ET = (8 x 4.5 x 90)/2 = $1620
Minor road contribution/ET = (8 x 2.5 x 400)/2 = $4000
Total road contribution/ET = $5620
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8.6.2 Local Intersection Improvements
The general road contribution provided above does not include the specific local
intersection improvements identified in the Needs Assessment and Local Plan.
The proportion of these works associated with the needs of Fig Tree Pocket
development has firstly been identified and then apportioned over the whole of Fig
Tree Pocket to determine the appropriate level of contribution, taking into account
existing operating deficiencies. Appendix E identifies the intersection improvements,
the cost and timing requirements. The calculated contribution for local intersection
improvements is $631/ET.

8.6.3 Path Contributions
Appendix D also identifies the capital costs of pedestrian related facilities in Fig Tree
Pocket as $2.35M and the capital cost of cycle related facilities as $570,000. Cost
apportionment for these two networks identifies contributions of $665 and $262 per
ET respectively.

8.6.4 Bus Stop Contributions
Bus stops and shelters are the only public transport infrastructure included in the
transport contribution. Because they will be used by both existing and future
development, the cost apportionment is based upon the catchment supported by a
bus stop. A bus stop and shelter costs $8,000 to provide.
The catchment of a bus stop is taken to be 400 metres in radius. This supports 50
hectares of development, or about 500 dwellings. The bus stop cost per household
is therefore $16. Each trip has two ends (and uses) and the cost of the trip needs to
be shared equally to each end (use). An average 10% mode split to bus and 10
person trips per day per household results in a contribution of $16 per household for
bus stops.

8.6.5 Components of Transport Infrastructure Contribution
The following table summarises the components of the transport infrastructure
contribution for Fig Tree Pocket.
Table 8.9: Components of Transport Infrastructure Contributions
Component
Road network
Intersection improvements
Pedestrian projects
Cyclist projects
Public transport
PSP preparation
Total

Contribution
($/ET)
5620
631
665
262
16
12
7,206
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8.7 Transport Infrastructure Contribution
Table 8.10 contains the infrastructure contributions and infrastructure credits for
transport infrastructure.
The total transport contribution for an ET of low density residential development is
$7,206 (200/01 financial year) and is shown below.
Table 8.10: Transport Infrastructure Contributions
Contribution
(ICUs)
9,978
9,978
7,206
110.9

Bushland housing (per dwelling)
Semi-rural housing (per dwelling)
Low density housing (per dwelling)
Commercial floor area (m2)
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9,961
9,961
7,194
110.7
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9 Community Facilities (PRL & Improvements)
Parkland provides a range of recreation settings and opportunities for the community
including informal uses such as picnicking and children’s play, organised sport,
exercise, casual walking and places to enjoy the natural environment.
In Fig Tree Pocket, District and Local parks primarily service the needs of the
residents. Due to the area's proximity to the Brisbane River – an important
landscape element that defines the identity of the City – the existing and proposed
Parkland on the River is considered to have broader City wide significance.

9.1 Desired Standards of Service
The “Desired Standards of Service (DSS) for Public Recreation Land” are consistent
with Council policy and are defined in terms of “Planning Criteria, User Benefit and
Environmental Effect” in the Infill Community Purpose Infrastructure Contributions
PSP. Council’s “Park Network Planning Guidelines and Public Recreation Land in
Planning Scheme Policies, November 2001”(the Guidelines) complement the DSS
and indicate, in greater detail, what Council believes to be desirable Public
Recreation Land.
The DSS has been varied for Fig Tree Pocket. The rate of provision of District
Parkland exceeds current standards. The additional supply of Parkland above the
DSS was an outcome sought by the community during the Local Plan process.
The proposed rate of provision of future District Parkland equates to the amount of
District Parkland supplied by existing residents. The supply rate is considered
equitable for existing and future residents.

9.2 Units of Demand
The demand for community purpose infrastructure from different types of
development cannot be determined easily. For the PSP, ET conversion rates have
been calculated upon the basis of the DSS.
For the PSP, it has been assumed that all housing types generate the same demand
for parks. Commercial and retail development also generates demand for community
facilities, but at a lower rate than residences. The calculated ET conversion rates are
contained in Table 9.1.
Table 9.1: Community Purpose ET Conversion Rates
Type of development
Semi rural housing
Bushland housing
Low density housing
Commercial floor area (m2)

ET conversion
rate
1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
0.0010
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9.3 Assumptions
John Wood (et.al., 2001) has assessed the land acquisition values for the Fig Tree
Pocket area. For the purposes of this PSP, the land values that have been adopted
are:
 Non riverfront land adopt $45m2
 Land within a Waterway Corridor adopt $15m2
For cost apportionment purposes, the acquisition and embellishment of existing and
future district public recreation land will be based on a catchment of 2km with
adjustments for natural boundaries (i.e. Brisbane River and Centenary Highway).
A Metropolitan and Regional parks infrastructure contribution will apply to the Fig
Tree Pocket PSP area on adoption of the Low Growth Parks PSP. The Low Growth
Parks PSP will examine city-wide priorities.

9.4 Exceptions
The DSS and Guidelines identify Sports parks containing playing fields as an
important part of an area’s park network. The Fig Tree Pocket Local Plan noted that
community access to playing fields will be partly achieved by negotiated access to
the Marist Brothers Rosalie’s fields and sports facilities proposed by the Montessori
School.
About 40% of the Area’s parkland will be above Q100. Although this figure does not
meet the DSS, it is not detrimental to the Area’s proposed public open space system.
The percentage is low because many existing parks abut Cubberla Creek and the
Brisbane River. However, good access to these major waterways is desirable
because of their recreation values.

9.5 Existing Infrastructure
The Fig Tree Pocket Area contains 16 Council parks with a total area of 70.7
hectares (refer to Figure 12 – Existing and Proposed Public Recreation Land and
Table 9.2). Many parks in the area are linear in shape and function as public open
space corridors along the Brisbane River or Cubberla Creek. Cliveden and Rainbow
Forest Parks, Fig Tree Pocket Riverside Reserve and the large riverside park west of
Fig Tree Pocket Road (D No. 1323), are key activity nodes along these corridors.
These nodes also provide opportunities to meet the community’s district level
recreation needs. Biami Yumba Park is local parkland that serves Fig Tree Pocket’s
southern residential area. The function of this park will be upgraded to a district park
following completion of the path network identified in the Local Plan. This is not
anticipated until post 2015.
Equestrian clubs lease 17.2 hectares of the park west of Fig Tree Pocket Road
(D01323) and intend to develop it as a metropolitan equestrian facility.
Fig Tree Common, a local park, serves the residential area to the north-west of Fig
Tree Pocket.
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Existing parks have been assessed against Council’s DSS and Guidelines to
determine the current supply rate. This is noted in Table 9.2 below. The table also
identifies park type, park use and dominant values, as described in the Guidelines,
for each park.
Table 9.2: Existing Parks and their Contribution to Supply Rate
Park

Park
size (ha)

Cliveden Park
Dobell St
D No. 0255
Rainbow
Forest
Park
Moorfields St
D No. 0256
Unnamed park
Jesmond Rd
D No. 0617
Unnamed park
Karella St
D No.0697
Unnamed park
Jesmond Rd
D No.0618
Fig Tree Common
Errogie St
D No.1018
Unnamed park
Gabwina St
D No.0773
Unnamed park
Robertson St
D No.0258
Unnamed park
Brisbane River
D No.1027
Unnamed park
Mactier St
D No. 1323

7.128

Supply rate
contribution
(ha)
4.194

7.469

1.412

4.182

2.013

District Corridor Water cycle
Natural
Link

3.789

0.774

Local
Use

0.449

0.314

0.391

0.391

Local
Use

Informal Recreation

0.064

0

Local
Use

Informal Landscape
Recreation

2.430

2.430

0.457

0.457

28.782

11.429

2.733

0.273

2.031

2.031

1.494

0.149

Regional
Corridor Link

0.621

0.062

Regional

Unnamed park
Botticelli St
D No.0619
Fig Tree Pocket
Riverside Reserve
Kenny St
D No.0260
Unnamed park
Ormsby St
D No.0688
Unnamed park
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Park Type and
Use

Dominant
values

District Informal Recreation
Water cycle
Use
Natural
District Informal Recreation
Water cycle
Use
Natural

Informal Natural
Recreation
Water cycle
District
Water cycle
Corridor Link
Natural

District Corridor Natural
Link
Landscape
Mobility link
Regional
Natural
Corridor Link
Landscape
Mobility link
Sporting
Metropolitan
sporting
Recreation
Community
Regional
focus
Informal Use
Regional
Natural
Landscape
Corridor Link
Mobility link
Regional
Recreation
Landscape
Corridor Link
Natural
Natural
Landscape
Mobility link
Natural
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Park

Thesfield St
D No. 1344
Manaton Park
Jesmond Rd
D No.0257
Biami Yumba Park
Ormsby St
D No.0259
TOTAL

Park
size (ha)

Supply rate
contribution
(ha)

Park Type and
Use
Corridor Link

0.744

0.074

Local Nature

7.892

6.906

Local
Use

70.656

32.909

Dominant
values
Landscape
Mobility link
Natural
Landscape

Informal Recreation
Aboriginal
Water cycle

From Table 9.2, approximately 33 hectares within existing parks is counted towards
supply rate calculations, in accordance with the DSS and Guidelines. The following
areas are excluded:
 50% of area of wetland in Biami Yumba Park (D0259)
 90% of land below the Q5 in parks on Cubberla Creek
 Park leased to and exclusively used by the Fig Tree Pocket Pony Club and
Gangani Kindergarten
 90% of Manaton Park because of grades greater than 1:6
 The triangular section of park to the west of Cliveden Park (D0255) that functions
as a buffer to the Centenary Highway
 An unnamed park on Gabwina Street (D0773) that is very small, steep and does
not meet guidelines for Local parks.
 90% of riverbank with slope 1:6 or greater in riverside parks

9.6 Planned Infrastructure
9.6.1 Future Demand
The population forecast for the Fig Tree Pocket PSP is 4,552 residents. Employment
forecasts predict 17 additional employees. If these figures are used in calculating the
supply rate identified in the DSS and Guidelines, the plan area can be shown to
exceed the supply rate guideline.
However, as mentioned in Section 9.1, the DSS for Fig Tree Pocket has been
amended to reflect outcomes of the Local Plan process and the quantity of District
Parkland contributed by existing residents.
Therefore, this PSP requires approximately 12 hectares of PRL to be acquired. (refer
Figure 12 – Future and Existing Public Recreation Land). Reasons for acquisition of
particular parcels are identified in the following section.

9.6.2 Land Acquisition
Figure 12 – Future and Existing Public Recreation Land and the table below, show
lands to be acquired as PRL.
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Table 9.3: Land Acquisition and Preparation Costs
Item
no.
from
map
2-5

6-7

8-10

TOTAL

Location

Part of four lots on
Cubberla Creek west of
Jesmond Rd
Part of two lots between
Marist Brothers’ fields
and Cubberla Creek
near east end of
Sprenger St
Most of three lots
between Cubberla Ck
and D0255 at east end
of Terrigal St.

Area
(ha)

Cost
Land
Preparation
Acquisition

Timing

6.777

$1,016,550

$220,254

20062010

0.905

$135,750

$18,093

20112015

3.666

$549,900

$119,150

20112015

11.348

$1,702,200

$357,497

The following provides rationale for acquisition of Item Nos. 2-10:
2-5)

6.777 ha on Cubberla Creek west of and Jesmond Rd to be developed as
part of District Informal Use park and Corridor Link. This will provide a
continuous public open space corridor along a section of Cubberla Creek,
commuter and recreational routes and enhanced natural values. It provides
access from Jesmond Rd to the open space corridor.

6-7)

0.905 ha between Marist Brothers’ fields and Cubberla Creek near east end
of Sprenger St to be developed as part of District Corridor Link. This will
provide a continuous public open space corridor along Cubberla Creek and
allow development of commuter and recreational routes and enhancement
of natural values. The parcel is narrow but would be complemented by the
Marist fields’ open landscape character. This linear parcel will link larger
parks upstream (Cliveden—Rainbow Forest Parks) with the existing park on
Karella Street (D0697).

8-10) 3.666 ha between Cubberla Ck and D0255 at east end of Terrigal St to be
developed as part of District Informal Use and Corridor Link park. The parcel
will complement and be integrated with existing parkland to the north, east
and west. It will provide a continuous public open space corridor along
Cubberla Creek and allow development of commuter and recreational path
routes and enhancement of natural values. A future bridge would connect the
parcel to existing park to the east, allowing better access for residents on
Jesmond Rd.
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9.6.3 Land Preparation for Park Purposes
Land preparation costs are detailed in Table 9.3. Land preparation or remedial works
may include the following:
 demolition and removal of rubbish;
 remediation of contaminated land;
 earthworks, including grading for recreation areas;
 resurfacing top dressing;
 clearing for firebreaks adjacent to private properties;
 installation of vehicle barriers, bollards or basic fencing;
 removal of environmental weeds;
 provision of services, including electricity and water
 drainage works

9.6.4 Park Embellishments
This section identifies where additional park improvements (or embellishments) are
required.
To meet future community needs, embellishments will be required in most future PRL
and existing parks that will service new development in the area. Embellishments
costs are based on average costs for park facilities that would typically be provided
within the various “park use” and “type” categories, as noted in the Guidelines.
Actual embellishments to each park will be determined in the future, in consultation
with new residents likely to use that park. Refer Table 9.4.
Where necessary, costs for each park include detailed park design and planning,
consultation, project management fees, and establishment and maintenance costs
(eg. watering, replacement planting and making good any construction faults) for
twelve months.
Table 9.4 outlines the type of facilities expected in each park in the future park
network.
The timing for embellishments is indicative and may vary depending on the rate at
which residential and commercial development proceeds in each precinct.
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Table 9.4: Embellishments to Parks
Item
PRL Location
Embellishments
no.
Future PRL
1
Pony Club (1Ha Local picnic facilities
children’s play area
Park)
kickabout space
park signs
landscaping
2-5
Land on Cubberla picnic facilities
Creek
west
of small car park
creek
access
Jesmond Rd
infrastructure
signs
tree planting
6-7
Land between Marist Seats
Brothers’ fields and tree planting
Cubberla Creek near
east end of Sprenger
St
8-10 Land
between creek
access
Cubberla
Ck
and infrastructure
D0255 at east end of picnic facilities
signs
Terrigal St.
tree planting
Sub-total
Existing Parks
Unnamed park
children’s play area
Karella St
picnic facilities
D No.0697
landscaping
Biami Yumba Park
Water
access
Ormsby St
infrastructure
D No.0259
Toilet
Landscaping
Additional picnic facilities
Upgrade play area
Signs
Sub-total
Total
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Cost

Timing

$87,192

20012005

$197,064

20062010

$31,752

20112015

$187,866
$503,874

$126,504

$749,322
$875,826
$1,379,700

20112015

20012005

20062010
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9.7 Community Purposes Cost Apportionment
One contribution rate is specified in the PSP for all forms of residential development.
Refer to Table 9.5 for a breakdown of the components of the contribution. The
planned Park acquisition and embellishments will be apportioned to new
development for reasons specified in Section 9.1. For this reason, the marginal cost
apportionment method is applied.
The Brisbane River and Centenary Highway bound Fig Tree Pocket. These features
define a large portion of the District Park Catchment and limit external use. Therefore
the majority of the costs associated with the District Parkland are apportioned to Fig
Tree Pocket. The proportion of the District Parkland that is apportioned to external
use has local access points over the Centenary Highway.
All Local Parkland embellishments have been apportioned to Fig Tree Pocket as
there is no assumed external use.
Appendix F contains a summary of the components of the contribution for community
purposes.
Table 9.5: Components of the Community Purpose Infrastructure Contributions
Component
Planned land acquisition
Embellishment to existing parks
Embellishment to planned parks
PSP preparation
Total

Contribution ($/ET)
2,905
1,727
819
13
5,464

9.8 Community Purposes Infrastructure Contribution
Table 9.6 contains the infrastructure contributions and infrastructure credits for
community purpose infrastructure.
The total community purpose infrastructure contribution for an ET of low density
housing is $5,464 (2000/01 financial year) and is shown below.
Table 9.6: Community Purpose Infrastructure Contributions
Bushland housing (per dwelling)
Semi-rural
housing
(per
dwelling)
Low density housing (per
dwelling)
Commercial floor area (per m2)

Contribution (ICUs)
5,464
5,464

Credit (ICUs)
5,450
5,450

5,464

5,450

5.70

5.69
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10 Summary of Infrastructure Contributions
10.1 Summary of Infrastructure
Infrastructure Network

Contributions

for

Each

Table 10.1 provides a summary of the infrastructure contributions for each
infrastructure network.
Table 10.1: Infrastructure Contributions (ICUs/Development Unit)

Infrastructure
Network

Bushland
Housing
(ICUs/ET)

Waterways
Transport
Community Purposes
Total

0
9,978
5,464
15,442

Contribution Area 1
Low
Semi-rural
Density
Housing
Housing
(ICUs/ET)
(ICUs/ET)
0
1,670
9,978
7,206
5,464
5,464
15,442
14,340

Commercial
Floor Area
(ICUs/m2)
3.76
110.9
5.70
120.36

10.2 Calculation of the value of an ICU
The value of an ICU will be indexed on an annual basis applying increase for the
prior calendar year to the Australian Bureau of Statistics 6427.0 Producer Price
Indexes, Australia, Index Number 4121, Road & Bridge Construction Queensland.
The value of an ICU for the 2007/2008 financial year is $1.55.

10.3 Calculation of Infrastructure Contributions’
To calculate the infrastructure contribution for Waterways, the following formula
applies:
Waterways
Infrastructure
Contribution
($)

=

No. o f ETs

X

No of ICUs for Relevant
Waterways Contribution
Area

X

Value of
an ICU

To calculate the infrastructure contribution for Transport, the following formula
applies:
Transport
Infrastructure
Contribution
($)

=

No. o f ETs

X

No of ICUs for Relevant
Transport Contribution
Area
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To calculate the infrastructure contribution for Community Purposes, the following
formula applies:
Community
Purposes
Infrastructure
Contribution
($)

=

No. o f ETs

X

No of ICUs for Relevant
Community Purposes
Contribution Area

X

Value of
an ICU

To calculate the infrastructure contributions for water supply and sewerage refer to
the Water Supply Infrastructure Contributions Planning Scheme Policy and the
Sewerage Infrastructure Contributions Planning Scheme Policy.
To calculate the total infrastructure contribution, the following formula applies:
Total
Infrastructure
Contribution
($)

=

Transport
Contribution
($)

+

Waterways
Contribution
($)

+

Community
Purposes
Contribution
($)

+

Water
Supply
Contribution
($)

+

Sewerage
Contribution
($)

Calculation of infrastructure contributions are to be calculated with applicable credits
and offsets.
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