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 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

This submission has been prepared by Development Watch Inc, a community group based in 

Coolum.  We provide input to the State and to Sunshine Coast Council on legislation that controls 

development.  We also monitor applications for development applications in the Coolum area that 

the community we represent considers inappropriate. The subject of this submission is such an 

application. 

SH Coolum Pty Ltd has submitted combined applications to construct a tourist resort on land it 

owns at David Low Way, Yaroomba.  This company is wholly owned by Sekisui House Australia Pty 

[ǘŘΦ Lƴ ŜŀǊƭȅ нлмт {Ŝƪƛǎǳƛ IƻǳǎŜ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƴŀƳŜΣ Ψ¸ŀǊƻƻƳōŀ .ŜŀŎƘΩ ŀƴŘ ǇǳǊƎŜŘ 

ǘƘŜ ƴŀƳŜ Ψ{ŜƪƛǎǳƛΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ {Ŝƪƛǎǳƛ ƭƻƎƻ ŦǊƻƳ ƛǘǎ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎƛƴƎΦ  Lƴ ƻǳǊ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΣ ǿŜ ǊŜŦŜǊ 

ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘ ŀǎ Ψ{ŜƪƛǎǳƛΩ or SH. 

In 2014, Council made an agreement with Sekisui to consider an amendment to the Sunshine 

Coast Planning Scheme 2014 (SCPS2014).  The purpose of this proposed amendment (the Sekisui 

Amendment) was to facilitate approval of a future development application by Sekisui on its 19ha 

site at David Low Way, Yaroomba. The proposed amendment would have allowed the 

construction of a hotel and 1,350 apartments, housed in 17 buildings between four and ten 

storeys high.  Primarily as a consequence of a huge public outcry by the affected community, and 

by a thorough analysis leading to the recommendation by Council staff not to amend the SCPS, 

Council decided in 2015 not to proceed with the amendment 

{ŜƪƛǎǳƛΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ннл-room hotel and around 1,000 

dwellings on the subject site.  The hotel and two serviced apartment blocks are proposed to be 7 

storeys high and the balance of dwellings will be housed in 2, 3 and 4-storey buildings.  This is the 

ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ άintegrated tourist reǎƻǊǘέ ŜǾŜǊ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ {ǳƴǎƘƛƴŜ /ƻŀǎǘΦ 

This application is seriously in conflict with the Strategic Framework of SCPS2014.  These conflicts 

are amplified when the application is assessed against the Coolum Local Plan Code.  The major 

areas of conflict are detailed in our submission and relate to: 

 

1. Excessive Building Height.  SCPS2014 requires assessment against a height limit of 8.5m.  

Most of the proposed buildings are well over this limit with three buildings exceeding 23m.  

The Strategic framework dictates that buildings of this scale must be confined to the 

Enterprise Corridor.  Such heights, and the expanse of three and four storey apartment 

blocks have serious consequences for visual amenity and ecological protection. 
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2. Degradation of Visual Amenity.  Over 50,000 visitors per year appreciate the view of the 

Coolum coastline from vantage points atop Mount Coolum.  The Strategic Framework 

requires such views to be protected.  The subject site, filled with buildings to seven storeys 

would introduce severe and permanent degradation of this experience.  In addition, the 

development would be a blight on the views of a very large number of residents who 

ǊŜǎƛŘŜ ƻƴ ƴŜŀǊōȅ ΨǾŀƴǘŀƎŜΩ ǇƻƛƴǘǎΦ 

 

3. Ecological Damage.  Nesting loggerhead turtles (endangered) and green turtles 

(vulnerable) are frequent visitors to the beach adjacent to the subject site.  There is 

compelling evidence that light from the proposed development would deter nesting turtles 

from coming ashore. This same light would also disorientate hatchlings and greatly 

increase morbidity.  We believe Sekisui has not complied with Federal legislation that 

requires proponents of such a development to refer its proposal to the Federal 

Government for assessment. 

 

4. Unacceptable Dwelling Density.  Sekisui proposes to house around 2.000 permanent 

residents on the subject site.  In addition the hotel and associated facilities could easily 

attract over 1,000 people on any given day.  Such density would swamp not only Yaroomba 

but also Coolum Beach.  The Strategic Framework requires such high-density developments 

to be located in the Enterprise Corridor and also requires development to the north to be 

much less intense. 

 

5. Resort Viability Threatened.  There is credible evidence available that the viability of a 

resort development is severely compromised when it is integrated with large-scale 

residential development.    We believe the viability of the proposed resort would be 

severely compromised, primarily because of the high probability of conflict between resort 

guests and permanent residents.  In addition, Sekisui has provided information that 

indicates the hotel will be in the midst of a construction site for 10 years after it opens.  It 

will not be a desirable destination for guests seeking a 5-star experience. 

 

6. bh CƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ¢ƻǳǊƛǎƳΦ ¢ƘŜ {/t{ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ŀǎ ŀ άǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŦƻŎǳǎέ ǎƛǘŜΦ {ŜƪƛǎǳƛΩǎ 

extensive advertising has promoted this and the proposed hotel and associated facilities. 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ {ŜƪƛǎǳƛΩǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛal compound 

of over 1,000 dwellings with a hotel in the northeast corner. The opportunity to capitalise 

ƻƴ άǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŦƻŎǳǎέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ р ƻǊ с ǎǘŀǊ ŜŎƻ - resort complex utilising the 
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whole site would be lost forever if this inappropriate, largely residential development was 

approved. 

 

7. Traffic Impacts Underestimated.  Development Watch has examined the material  provided 

by Sekisui regarding traffic flows and intersection performance.  We believe the traffic 

volumes have been underestimated because of poor-quality base data and because some 

traffic-generating inputs have not been considered.  In addition, we believe that no 

satisfactory solutions to the redesign of two major intersections has been presented.  

 

8. 5ŜƎǊŀŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜΩΦ  ²Ŝ Ŏŀƴ Řƻ ƴƻ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǉǳƻǘŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 

ŀƎŜƴŘŀ ǇŀǇŜǊ ŦƻǊ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ {ǇŜŎƛŀƭ aŜŜǘƛƴƎ ƻƴ нр !ǇǊƛƭ нлмрΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǎŜŀƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǘŜ 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ψ{Ŝƪƛǎǳƛ !ƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘΩΦ  ¢ƘŜ {ǘŀŦŦ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀǘŜŘΣ ά! ƪŜȅ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

attractiveness of the Sunshine Coasǘ ŀǎ ŀ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƛǘǎ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜΩ 

which is its point of difference to other regions in South East Queensland and elsewhere. 

Any proposal to develop large scale international tourist hotels and facilities should also 

have regard to this branding and image aspect. Indeed, the predominant form of coastal 

development north of the Maroochy River is characterised by development that is 

subservient to the natural landscape in which it is located. This has been based on a long 

held and consistenǘƭȅ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΦέ 

 

9. Transfer of wealth from local residents and other tourism operators to the developer, 

Sekisui. The degradation of the views currently available to well positioned residential 

dwellings and tourist facilities in the vicinity of the Yaroomba Beach site has implications 

ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǾŀƭǳŜǎΦ  Lǘ ƛǎ 5²Ωǎ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘΣ {Ŝƪƛǎǳƛ 

would be the beneficiary and local residents, visitors and tourism operators the losers. 

 

10. Flawed Analysis of Economic Benefits; The economic benefit analysis fails to take account 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ άǇǊŜƳƛǳƳέ ƘƻǘŜƭ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ōǳƛƭǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ 

Maroochydore CBD and the impact on patronage. Other inadequacies include 

overestimation of the economic benefits of construction of residential dwellings given 

those same benefits would accrue if these were constructed in more appropriate locations. 

 

11.  ! 5ŀƴƎŜǊƻǳǎ tǊŜŎŜŘŜƴǘΦ  !ǇǇǊƻǾŀƭ ƻŦ {ŜƪƛǎǳƛΩǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ǘǳǊƴƛƴƎ ŀ ōƭƛƴŘ 

eye to a large number of policy provisions laid out in the Strategic Framework.  It would 

clearly illustrate that Council is unable to maintain a policy position on development on the 

Sunshine Coast.  If this application succeeds, communities throughout the Sunshine Coast 
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could rightly conclude that SCPS2014 provides no certainty for the future and other more 

intense high rise developments approved.  

 

12. Public Interest not Served.  The public interest will not be served by approving a high-

density housing estate and a high-rise hotel on the subject site. The community has made 

its concerns well known to Council with rallies, signs and public meetings. Submissions 

against this proposal will number in the thousands. Local residents of the Coolum Local 

Area (which includes Yaroomba) have consistently told Council that they want to maintain 

a low rise environment.  The public interest is not served if the interests of those who have 

already invested in the area are overridden to meet the interests of a development 

company. Nor is it served if a prime tourism focus site becomes mainly a residential 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΤ ƻǊ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŘŜƎǊŀŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘΩǎ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜΤ ƻǊ 

degrades the views from key vantage points thereby diminishing the tourism value of this 

part of the coast. 

 

13. Community EngŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ CƭŀǿŜŘΦ  {ŜƪƛǎǳƛΩǎ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ŀǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ 

the lead-up to and during the public Notification Stage were designed to support the 

outcome it wanted.  No credibility can be ascribed to the results it has published.  

Saturation advertising to promote the hotel concept ensured the general public was 

unaware that the proposed development was primarily a high-density housing estate. 

 

Conclusion 

Development Watch has presented evidence of serious conflicts with SCPS2014. The application 

minimises the significance and extent of these conflicts which would undermine the character of 

ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ aŀǊƻƻŎƘȅŘƻǊŜΣ ŘŜƎǊŀŘŜ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘΩǎ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƎǊŀŘŜ ǘƘŜ 

lifestyle of both Coolum residents and visitors.  There is no pressing need for the hotel and 

convention centre nor for the huge number of apartments proposed. Economic benefits would be 

modest at best and in our view the hotel will fail. 

Sekisui has not presented sufficient grounds to justify approval of its application despite these 

serious conflicts. We urge Council to refuse the application in the long term interests of the 

Sunshine Coast. 
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 INTRODUCTION 

The Applicant, Sekisui House (SH), has lodged an Application to build a residential development of 

over 1000 dwellings.  Added to this, the SH Application includes three high rise towers, one of 

which is proposed to be a 5 star hotel and the others, serviced apartments. 

Clearly this is a totally inappropriate proposal. The proposed density, the three high rise towers 

and the mix of 2, 3 and 4 storey structures is totally out of character for the area. 

The proposal significantly conflicts with multiple aspects of the Sunshine Coast Planning Scheme 

2014 (SCPS) ς the relevant Local Plan (Coolum), the Strategic Framework and various codes. 

SH put forward a similar proposal in 2015 seeking major amendments to the SCPS 2014. Council 

rejected the proposal. In assessing the proposed amendments Council staff (even after considering 

a scaled down version of the then SH proposal) concluded that : 

 άΧ ǘƘŜ {Ŝƪƛǎǳƛ IƻǳǎŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƛǎ ƻŦ ŀ scale and intensity that is incompatible 

with the existing character of the local area as it would introduce built form elements of 

a significant scale (height and width) that are at odds with the prevailing built form of 

Yaroomba and would be more appropriate to establish in an Activity centre within the 

Enterprise Corridor;   

Whilst the Applicant claims that the proposal now before Council is different and addresses 

CounŎƛƭΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎΣ ƛƴ ŜǎǎŜƴŎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ƛǎ still incompatible with the existing character of the 

local area and would still introduce built form elements of a significant scale (height and width) 

that are at odds with the prevailing built form of Yaroomba Χ and should be rejected for the 

same reasons. There are no compelling public interest reasons to override the SCPS 2014. 

This submission outlines the significant issues of concern to the community and the conflicts with 

the SCPS 2014 and other relevant documents. The views expressed are the strongly held views of 

DW. 

Major issues are addressed below. 

 



 
 
 

 

10 

 A. BUILDING HEIGHT 

1.  BUILDING HEIGHTS EXCEED THE LIMIT AND ARE INAPPROPRIATE  

 

The Coolum Local Area Height Overlay Map (Map OV11H) indicates the site is subject to a building 

height limit of 8.5 metres.  This was the height limit recommended by Council when the SCPS 2014 

was formulated. 

The Applicant proposes an extensive number of buildings up to 24.5 metres in height.  

 

Other than the two storey buildings, all the proposed buildings significantly exceed the 8.5 metre 

height limit. 

¢ƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άfinished ground levelέ ǿŀǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ƭŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ 

flooding due to climate change. An additional metre of fill may be required on the site.  However, 

this means that some or all of the proposed buildings would effectively be a metre higher than 

anticipated.  We note that a previous approval in 2007 required fill to 5.5m and that the 

AǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘΩǎ ŦƭƻƻŘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǳǎŜǎ w[ олΦр όōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ƘŜƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ нпΦрƳ Ǉƭǳǎ рΦрƳύ. 

 

Currently, development in the area generally does not exceed a height of 8.5 metres. 

2.  BUILDING HEIGHTS CONFLICT WITH THE COOLUM LOCAL PLAN  

 

The SCPS Strategic Framework1 states:  

 

 ά¢ƘŜ {ǳƴǎƘƛƴŜ /ƻŀǎǘ ƛǎ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ 

and identity of each community is recognised and protected in accordance with a local 

plan. 

 

The SCPS 2014 anticipates development consistent with the established low-key coastal 

residential area and includes the following statements of planning intent: 

 

From the Coolum Local Plan Code overall outcomes - 

7.2.8.3 (2)(a) The Coolum local plan area remains a low key coastal community Χ 

7.2.8.3 (2ύόŎύ ΧǳǎŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ enhance the beachside characterΧ ŀǊŜ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘ Χ 

                                                           
1 SCPS Strategic Framework,Theme 1, Element 8. S3.3.9.1(a) 

 



 
 
 

 

11 

7.2.8.3 (2)(j) [Development on the site] is configured in a series of beachside villages and 

other precincts that sit lightly on the landscape... 

 and 

 the Height of Buildings and Structures Overlay Code (8.2.8) anticipates 

   (c ) development does not result in a significant loss of amenity for surrounding  

  development, having regard to ς 

  (iv) building character and appearance;  and 

  (v) building massing and scale relative to its surroundings. 

The SH proposed high-rise and intensive development conflicts with each of these requirements.  

Not only is the scale and density of this development directly and comprehensively in conflict with 

the expectations outlined as low key and sitting lightly on the landscape but, in our view, will 

detract rather than enhance the beachside character of the area. 

The Code for building heights in the Coolum Local Plan2 states ς 

 Χόн)  The purpose of the Height of Buildings and Structures Overlay Code will be achieved 

 through the following overall outcomes:- 

 

 Χ(b) the height of buildings and structures is consistent with the reasonable 

 expectations of the local community; 

3. HEIGHTS ARE NOT CONSISTENT WITH LOCAL COMMUNITY EXPECTATIONS 
 

The Height of Buildings and Structures Overlay Code states at 8.2.8.2 ς 

 Χ(2) The purpose of the Height of Buildings and Structures Overlay Code will be achieved 

through the following overall outcomes:- 

  Χόōύ   the height of buildings and structures is consistent with the   

   reasonable expectations of the local community. 

The proposed height of this development is a major concern to the local residents. 

¶ In 2005 when Lend Lease proposed to build a residential development over the then 

beachside golf course holes of the former Hyatt Regency Coolum, there were thousands 

of objections to it; 

                                                           
2
 SCPS 8.2.8 Height of Buildings and Structures Overlay Code 
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¶ When SH purchased the land in 2010 they committed to build in accordance with the 

Master Plan over the site3; 

¶ In the development of the SCPS 2014 the community was very vocal about their desire to 

maintain the low level character of the area; 

¶ When SH proposed amending the SCPS 2014 soon after it was gazetted, in order to 

accommodate multiple high-rise towers, the community made their views clear with 

rallies, protests, signs on their properties, public meetings etc. 

The current SH proposal fails to meet this outcome ς clearly and consistently the community 

expectations for low level, low key developments have been expressed. 

Given that the SCPS 2014 reflects that expectation, and that this has been a Council planning 

policy for some considerable time, the community expectations fit the requirement to be 

άǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎέΦ 

The SH development proposal is totally inappropriate for the site at Yaroomba. 

 

  
                                                           
3
 Sunshine Coast Daily, ñResidential community gets boostò  22 September 2010 
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 B. CHARACTER 

1. CONTRARY TO THE DESIRED CHARACTER OF THE LOCAL AREA 
 

Development around the site is primarily low-rise housing and of course the former Hyatt Regency 

Coolum is a low-rise, low-key resort.        

The proposed building heights in this proposal are grossly out of character with the Yaroomba 

ŀǊŜŀΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǾŜǊȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ƛǎ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŜȄǘǊŀŎǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ {IΩǎ 

Application of the hotel and one of the serviced apartment buildings.                 

Extract from the Development Application showing the proposed hotel and one of the serviced apartment buildings.  (NB..  These 

have been reduced in size for the purposes of this document, so scale may not be exact). 

 

 

                                              

/ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ 2015 staff report when Council voted not to amend the SCPS 2014 stated : 

 

(i) the Sekisui House development concept is of a scale and intensity that is incompatible 

with the existing character of the local area as it would introduce built form elements 

of a significant scale (height and width) that are at odds with the prevailing built 

form of Yaroomba and would be more appropriate to establish in an Activity centre 

within the Enterprise Corridor, or other Major development areas as identified in the 

Sunshine Coast Planning Scheme 2014Τ ŀƴŘ Χ 

(iii) a review of the Sekisui House development concept by the Urban Design Advisory 

Panel has identified a number of significant concerns about the configuration and 

design of the proposal which Χ due to the scale and height of buildings, also results 

in adverse impacts on character and identity, and regionally significant viewsΧ 
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Whilst this proposal is a slightly scaled down version of what was previously proposed in 2015 

when SH sought an amendment to the SCPS 2014, this Development Application seeks approval 

for buildings that are nearly three times the permissible height so the above comments are still 

applicable. 

2. CONFLICTS WITH THE SCPS 2014 

 

The proposed scale and height of this development is totally out of character with Yaroomba and 

the Coolum Local Plan area.  The SCPS 2014 seeks development consistent with the established 

low-key coastal residential area.   

 

The SCPS Strategic Framework4 recognises the need to protect the Sunshine Coast as a community 

of communities where the character of each community is protected in accordance with a local 

plan.   It states ς 

 

The Coolum Local Plan Code overall outcomes state ς 

7.2.8.3 (2)(a) The Coolum local plan area remains a low key coastal community Χ 

тΦнΦуΦо όнύόŎύ ΧǳǎŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ enhance the beachside characterΧ ŀǊŜ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘ Χ 

7.2.8.3 (2)(j) [Development on the site] is configured in a series of beachside villages and 

other precincts that sit lightly on the landscape... 

The SCPS Strategic Framework also anticipates that: 

 

In 2031, the Sunshine Coast has a strong sense of community identity based upon the 

retention of its character, lifestyle and environment attributes. 

 

The character and scale of this proposed development fundamentally conflicts with the character 

and scale of development intended for the site under the SCPS 2014.   

 

 

  

                                                           
4
 SCPS Strategic Framework, Theme 1,Element 8, S3.3.9.1(a) 
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 C.     SCENIC/VISUAL AMENITY 

1. SCENIC AND VISUAL AMENITY WILL BE IMPEDED/COMPROMISED 
 

A. YAROOMBA HAS A HIGH LEVEL OF VISUAL, SCENIC AND CULTURAL VALUE 

 

COOLUM LOCAL PLAN AREA Figure 7.2.8A (Coolum Local Plan Elements)  

                             

                                 

As can be seen from the above Figure Map, there are many significant views, mountains/hills, 
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headlands in and around the subject site.   

 

The Extract from SFM6 (below) further confirms the area is scenically significant. 

EXTRACT FROM SFM6 

              

           
  

                        

{ƻƳŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŀǊŜ Χ 

 

оΦуΦнΧ (a) The landscape elements identified conceptually on SFM6 (Community identity, 

character and social inclusion elements) which include regional and sub-regional inter-

urban breaks, high value scenic areas, regional gateways and scenic routes are 

ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜŘ Χ 

 

This is a proposal for an increase in building height up to 3 times that allowed under the SCPS 2014 

and is in stark contract to the density and character indicated for this area under the SCPS 2014. 
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B. PROMINENT LANDSCAPE FEATURES 
 
 3.8.2 of the Strategic Framework provides ς 

 

όŎύ ά¢ƘŜ prominent landscape features which contribute to the diversity and richness of the 

Sunshine Coast landscape, including beaches, headlands, high dune systems, creeks and 

rivers, islands, mountains, ridgelines, foothills and escarpments remain intact and 

undiminished. In 2031 these features are clearly identifiable in the landscape and retain a 

high level of visual, scenic and cultural value.  Χ 

 

(d)  The Sunshine Coast continues to be renowned for the many important views and vistas 

which contribute to the identity and attractiveness of the region.  Local views of 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘŜŘΦέ 
 
 

Prominent landscape features (See Table 3.8.2.1 below) Χ important views to these features are 

to be protected from intrusion from buildings and other aspects of urban development.    

 

Mount Coolum, a regionally significant landscape feature, forms a backdrop to the subject site.   

Views from Mount Coolum, beaches, parabolic high dunes, coastal headlands (Point 

Arkwright/Lows Lookout) and the ocean, and vistas from Mount Ninderry and the Buderim 

Escarpment are all regionally significant landscape features and should be protected. 
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C. VIEWS, VISTAS AND VANTAGE POINTS 
 
 

This area is seen from many vantage points, not just the key vantage points of Mount Coolum, 

Point Arkwright, the beach and the ocean but also would be viewed from Mount Ninderry, several 

lookouts as well as parts of Buderim and the hinterland. 

 

The tops of buildings above 8.5 metres in height will impede on the scenic amenity of Mount 

Coolum.  These buildings accompanied by a massive sea of roofs will dominate site lines not only 

for the locals who live on the hills and ridges around the site but from atop Mount Coolum, the 

ocean, the coastal headlands and lookouts. 

The proposed small resort site containing a 220 room hotel accompanied by a high-density 

residential development will significantly impact on the area's scenic amenity.  The estate will be 

visible from key viewpoints and will create a precedent for further over-development of the 

coastal corridor in conflict with its low-key character. 

Construction of approx. 1,000 dwellings on the site will have a detrimental affect on the scenic 

amenity of the surrounding area. In particular, construction of four, five, six and seven storey 

buildings that intrude above the tree line will alter forever the vistas that are presently enjoyed 

from many key vantage points.  Local residents and tourists should not be [inflicted] with this 

intrusion. 

 

This expanse of buildings would draw the eye from the natural beauty of the coastline.   

 

The visual amenity of Yaroomba Beach and its environs, be it from the vantage points of private 

homes or public viewing locations such as Point Arkwright Headland and Mount Coolum National 

Park, contribute to the liveability and sense of place for residents. These key vantage points are 

also an attraction for visitors.  In particular, the view from atop Mount Coolum is the one of the 

most significant natural attractions on the Sunshine Coast. This amenity should not be severely 

degraded. 

 

Lƴ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ 2015 Staff Report it indicates at page 21, when one of the moderated versions of the 

then proposal was considered, that if buildings up to 8 storeys were located, such buildings would 

need to be focused on the centre of the site rather than adjacent to the dune esplanadŜ Χ  
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2. LOCALS  VISUAL AMENITY DEGRADED 
 

The Code for Building Heights in the Coolum Local Plan states ς 

 

(c)  development does not result in a significant loss of amenity for surrounding 

development, having regard to:- 

 

  (i)  the extent and duration of any overshadowing; 

(ii)   privacy and overlooking impacts; 

(iii)  impacts upon views; 

(iv)  building character and appearance; and 

(v) building massing and scale relative to its surroundings. 

 

The Coolum Local Plan overall outcomes provides -- 

7.2.8.3 (2)(k) Development is designed and sited to proǘŜŎǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ Χ ǾƛŜǿǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƻ ƻǊ 

from important landscape features   

Council must protect important vistas such as the former Hyatt beachside green space and the 

Yaroomba beachside from intrusive development. The siting of such a prominent development in 

this area would destroy this outstanding coastal seascape and its inherent scenic beauty for which 

it is fondly regarded. 

 

The purpose and overall outcomes of the Scenic Amenity Overlay Code states -- 

 

(1) The purpose of the Scenic amenity overlay code is to ensure that development does not 

adversely affect scenic amenity and landscape values within the Sunshine Coast. 

 

(2)  The purpose of the Scenic amenity overlay code will be achieved through the following 

overall outcomes:- 

 

(a) development  protects the significant landscape elements and features which 

contribute to the unique character and identity of the Sunshine Coast, including:- Χ 

 

  (iv)  significant views and vistas. 
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Table 8.2.12.3.2 Significant views include é 
 

  
 

/ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ 2015 Staff Report also confirms the following viewpoints in the surrounding residential 

area could be affected ς 

¶ Immediately north of Neurum Road 

¶ West of DLW; 

¶ Eurungunder Lane; 

¶ Junction of Warrack Street and Valerie Avenue; 

¶ Wunnunga Crescent; 

¶ Yinneburra Street; 

¶ Toolga Street. 

DW believes buildings higher than the tree line and/or a mass of roofs will affect these viewpoints. 
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3. DW STUDY SHOWS VIEWS FROM VANTAGE POINTS WILL BE DEGRADED  
 

In 2005 Lendlease attempted to gain approval for buildings up to 20.8 metres in height.  In a 

report by Paul Summers, Planner, commissioned by DW in 2005, it states ς 

 Χ CƛƎǳǊŜ о ƻƴ ǇŀƎŜ р ǎƘƻǿǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭ Řƻminance of the building scale in the 

ŀǊŜŀΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǳǎŜǎ ƻƴŜ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ƻƴƭȅΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ Χ

  

 Figure 4 on page 5 provides a long-ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘΩǎ ŘƛŀƎǊŀƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

approximate height and location of Mt Coolum.  Normally vertical exaggeration is used to 

highlight differences in such diagrams;  however here the natural scale has been used.  It 

can be seen that the physical distance between Mt Coolum and the proposed buildings is 

such as to create a stark contrast between the two. 

 

And further -  

ά.ǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǳǇ ǘƻ нлΦуƳ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜŀ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǇǊƻƳƛƴŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ ƴƻǘ 

ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎƛƴƎ aǘ /ƻƻƭǳƳΩǎ ǇǊƻƳƛƴŜƴŎŜ ǿƛƭƭ ŘǊŀǿ ǘƘŜ ŜȅŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŦƻŎŀƭ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎΧέ  

Whilst the 3 x 7 storey buildings in this proposal are proposed to be located at the northern end of 

the site, there are several 4, 5 and 6 storey buildings which will all visually dominate the area and 

ƛǘ ƛǎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ όƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳent history) that a future Application to 

construct additional 7 storey buildings or higher on other parts of the site will be sought at a later 

date. 
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4. /h¦b/L[Ω{ {¢!CC w9thw¢ w9C9w{ ¢h PUBLIC VIEWING POINTS 

 

/ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ 2015 staff report stated : 

 

 ά¢ƘŜ ¸ŀǊƻƻƳōŀ ǎƛǘŜ Ƙŀǎ ŀ high degree of visibility from a broad array of public viewing 

points, most significantly, from Point Arkwright and Mount Coolum.  Any development of 

the site would ideally manage these impacts through the height, location and massing of 

buildings, to ensure that the landscape is the dominant form when viewed from key public 

view points.  A key issue therefore is the visual impact of any proposed built form and 

ǊŜǎǳƭǘŀƴǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭƛǘȅΦέ 

 

5. REGISTER OF NATIONAL ESTATES ς MOUNT COOLUM 

 

Listing of Mount Coolum on National Estate Register 1998 (online details):  

https://dmzapp17p.ris.environment.gov.au/ahpi/action/search/heritage-search/record/RNE17737 

(see extract below) (Additional information from website links):  "Protection of places in the 

Register.  The existence of an entry for a place in the RNE does not in itself create a requirement 

to protect the place under Commonwealth law. Nevertheless, information in the register may 

continue to be current and may be relevant to statutory decisions about protection. RNE places 

can be protected under the EPBC Act if they are also included in another Commonwealth statutory 

heritage list or are owned or leased by the Commonwealth. For example, RNE places owned or 

leased by the Commonwealth are protected from any action likely to have a significant impact on 

the environment.  In addition, places in the RNE may be protected under appropriate state, 

territory or local government heritage legislation."  

 

 

This confirms the significance and uniqueness of Mount Coolum and the importance of protecting 

it and the area around it from inappropriate development. 

  

https://dmzapp17p.ris.environment.gov.au/ahpi/action/search/heritage-search/record/RNE17737
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 D. DENSITY 

1. HIGH-RISE, HIGH DENSITY TOTALLY INAPPROPRIATE FOR THE  AREA 
 

This development proposal fundamentally conflicts with the density of development planned for 

the site under the SCPS 2014.  The Applicant seeks to develop a high-density residential estate in a 

location clearly planned for low-density development consistent with the established low-key 

coastal character of Coolum and Yaroomba. 

 

The proposed density of approx. 1,000 dwellings (in addition to a 220 room hotel) including 

residential lots of only 200m2Σ ƎǊƻǎǎƭȅ ŜȄŎŜŜŘǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ aŀǎǘŜǊ 

Plan, which allows only a further 315 dwellings.  The SCPS 2014 seeks development in line with the 

density of The Coolum Residences on the adjacent land and the developed character of Yaroomba 

more broadly.  The proposed density represents a significant over-development of the site and 

cannot be justified. 

 

The approval of DA MCU17/0096 for Stage 1 is dependent on the preliminary approval of the 

Yaroomba Beach Master Plan (MCU17/0095) contained in the S242 Application.   

 

This Master Plan seeks to vary the effect of the SCPS 2014 from low density residential to very 

high density residential:  the equivalent of approx. 1,163 x 2 bedroom dwellings. 

 

In 2015 when Council voted against SHΩǎ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ǘƻ ŀƳŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ {/t{ нлмпΣ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎƛŘƛƴƎ 

factors was the negative impact high density population would have on the Sunshine Coast. 

Further, CounciƭΩǎ Information Request questioned the architectural standards of the high density 

residential proposal. SH has responded to this question by decreasing the actual number of 

dwellings but these dwellings still equate to approx. 1,163 x 2 bedroom apartments. They have 

not decreased the population impact of the proposal.   

 

The proposed building heights should only be supportable in primary centres identified under the 

SCPS 2014, such as Mooloolaba and Maroochydore.   

 

 

 




































































