


	[bookmark: _Ref387052246][bookmark: _Toc387142519]LGIP review checklist  
Approved form MGR5.1 under the Planning Act 2016


	Review principles: 
· A reference in the checklist to the LGIP is taken to include a relevant reference to the Planning Act 2016 and chapter 5 of the Minister’s Guidelines and Rules.
· Terms in this checklist that are defined in the Planning Act 2016 or the Minister’s Guidelines and Rules. 
The checklist must not be taken to cover all requirements of the Planning Act 2016 and the Minister’s Guidelines and Rules. Local governments must still have regard to the requirements as set out in the Planning Act 2016 and the Minister’s Guidelines and Rules when preparing or amending an LGIP.

	Local government infrastructure plan (LGIP) checklist
	To be completed by local government
	To be completed by appointed reviewer

	LGIP outcome
	LGIP component
	Number
	Requirement
	Require-ment met (yes/no)
	Local government comments
	Compliant (yes/no)
	Justification
	Corrective action description
	Recommendation

	The LGIP is consistent with the legislation for LGIPs and the Minister’s Guidelines and Rules 
	All

	1. 
	The LGIP sections are ordered in accordance with the LGIP template.
	Yes 
	The LGIP has been developed in accordance with the Ministers Guidelines and Rules (MGR) LGIP template  
	Yes
	The LGIP sections are in the same order as those provided in the LGIP Template
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed.

	
	
	2. 
	The LGIP sections are correctly located in the planning scheme.
	Yes 
	No additional comments 
	Yes
	An LGIP is already contained within the Planning scheme and the proposed LGIP Amendment is consistently drafted as Part 4 and Schedule 3.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed.

	
	
	3. 
	The content and text complies with the mandatory components of the LGIP template.
	Yes 
	The LGIP has been developed in accordance with the MGR LGIP template  
	Yes
	The content and text are consistent with the mandatory components of the LGIP template.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed.

	
	
	4. 
	Text references to numbered paragraphs, tables and maps are correct.
	Yes 
	
	Yes
	Text references to numbered paragraphs, tables and maps are correct.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed.

	
	Definitions
	5. 
	Additional definitions do not conflict with statutory requirements.
	Yes 
	The LGIP does not include any additional or conflicting definitions 
	Yes
	No additional definitions have been proposed
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed.

	
	Preliminary section
	6. 
	The drafting of the Preliminary section is consistent with the LGIP template.  
	Yes 
	The LGIP has been developed in accordance with the MGR LGIP template  
	Yes
	The drafting of the Preliminary section is consistent with the LGIP template.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed.

	
	
	7. 
	All five trunk networks are included in the LGIP. (If not, which of the networks are excluded and why have they been excluded?)
	Yes 
	No additional comments 
	Yes
	All five trunk infrastructure networks are addressed in accordance with planning requirements.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed.

	
	Planning assumptions - structure
	8. 
	The drafting of the Planning assumptions section is consistent with the LGIP template.
	Yes 
	The LGIP has been developed in accordance with the MGR LGIP template  
	Yes
	The drafting of the Planning assumptions section is consistent with the LGIP template. 
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed.

	
	
	9. 
	All the projection areas listed in the tables of projections are shown on the relevant maps and vice versa.
	Yes
	Consistent with the template
	Yes
	All projection areas listed in the tables are shown on maps and vice versa.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed.

	
	
	10. 
	All the service catchments listed in the tables of projected infrastructure demand are identified on the relevant plans for trunk infrastructure (PFTI) maps and vice versa.
	 Yes 
	Consistent with the template 
	Yes
	All service catchments are identified on specific catchment maps and present on the PFTI mapping. 
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed.

	
	Planning assumptions - methodology
	11. 
	The population and dwelling projections are based on those prepared by the Queensland Government Statistician (as available at the time of preparation) and refined to reflect development trends in the local government area. 
	Yes 
	The Planning Assumption Report (PAR) outlines the data sources and assumptions for population and dwelling forecasts. 

Work is underway on a new growth model which is aligned to the 2023 QGSO projections. This new model will inform future versions of the LGIP.  
	Yes
	The PAR provides commentary on the alignment of the LGIP residential planning assumptions against the latest updated QGSO projections. This identifies that although the 2021 base populations are approximately 2% lower under the LGIP assumptions, the 2041 projections fall within the range set by the QGSO.

Importantly, the rate of growth identified under both the scenarios are generally aligned, remaining within 3% variances of the QGSO medium series by 2041.

Council has identified that these projections were discussed and agreed with Queensland Treasury in 2022 during the initial development of the LGIP and therefore considered to be the best available information at the time the LGIP was being prepared.

Council has used these planning assumptions to inform the latest network planning, with lead-times required in setting the base assumptions and prior to finalising the network planning being considerable.  
It is not unreasonable for there to be some discrepancies between the most up-to-date statistics versus those available at the outset of the LGIP update programme.

Notwithstanding the above, these variations are considered minor and will have little impact upon the veracity of the LGIP outcomes.

Council has indicated that future updates to the MGAM are currently underway and that these will inform future LGIP Amendments. 
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed.

	
	
	12. 
	The employment and non-residential development projections align with the available economic development studies, other reports about employment or historical rates for the area.
	Yes 
	The PAR outlines the data sources and assumptions for employment and non-residential development forecasts.
	Yes
	[bookmark: _Hlk216168452]The employment and non-residential developments projections based on available economic development studies (PIE Solutions – MGAM 2020 Planning Assumptions MAY 2021 FINAL) as stated in Population Assumption Report.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	13. 
	The developable area excludes all areas affected by absolute constraints such as steep slopes, conservation and flooding.
	Yes 
	The Developable area mapping has been established in accordance with the guidance contained in the MGR.  
	Yes
	The MGAM and PAR identify that developable area excludes areas affected by absolute development constraints which are identified in the extrinsic material as being:
· GQAL (plus buffers);
· Q100 Flood inundation;
· Buffers to high impact activity areas
· Key Resource Area and buffers
· Landslide Areas
· Railways and buffers
· Regional Infrastructure Corridors (Energy)
· Storm Tide inundation (including Climate Change)
· Waterways (inc buffers); and
· Wetlands (inc buffers)

Further, Council has identified that yields have also been informed through assessment of development applications and known master plans to reflect a more realistic developable outcome.

	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	14. 
	The planned densities reflect realistic levels and types of development having regard to the planning scheme provisions and current development trends. 
	Yes 
	Planned densities have been determined based on current and future trends and the process used for the draft planning scheme.

The PAR and MGAM 2020 Planning Assumptions Report elaborate about the planned densities and explain how allowances have been made for roads and other infrastructure.
	Yes
	A review of the Planned Densities against the Planning Scheme requirements and the recent developments indicates that these assumptions are realistic.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	15. 
	The planned densities account for land required for local roads and other infrastructure.
	Yes 
	
	Yes
	The Planning Assumptions Report states that land required for roads and parks have been considered in the calculation of the lot yields. 
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed.

	
	
	16. 
	The population and employment projection tables identify “ultimate development” in accordance with the defined term.
	Yes 
	As per the MGR.
	Yes
	"Ultimate development" has been identified correctly in the population and employment projection tables.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed.

	
	
	17. 
	Based on the information in the projection tables and other available material, it is possible to verify the remaining capacity to accommodate growth, for each projection area.
	Yes 
	Remaining capacity can be broadly derived from the relevant tables. 
	Yes
	The projections have been prepared for each projection year and ‘ultimate’ development for each projection area. Given this information, it is possible to determine the remaining capacity after each period.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed.

	
	
	18. 
	The determination of planning assumptions about the type, scale, timing and location of development, reflect an efficient, sequential pattern of development.
	Yes 
	Planning assumptions and pattern of development have been established through comprehensive discussion within Council and with industry. These assumptions are consistent with the draft scheme. 
	Yes
	The planning assumptions reflect the planning scheme provisions and associated land use pattern, extent of growth area, propensity to develop and align with the adopted growth forecasts.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed. 

	
	
	19. 
	The relevant state agency for transport matters and the distributor-retailer responsible for providing water and wastewater services for the area (if applicable), has been consulted in the preparation of the LGIP 
(What was the outcome of the consultation?)
	Yes  
	Council has engaged with DTMR both formally and informally. TMRs email of 31/3/25 states that ”TMR has reviewed the LGPI documents and has no additional comments/matters to raise”

There are no distributor-retailers for water and wastewater services in the Mackay area. No other state agencies were considered to be affected by the amendment.
	Yes
	DTMR have been consulted in accordance with the checklist requirements.  There are no Distributor Retailers applicable in the Mackay Region.

[bookmark: _Hlk216337282]Council has provided a copy of this letter, received from DTMR on the 31/03/2025.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed. 

	
	Planning assumptions - demand
	20. 
	The infrastructure demand projections are based on the projections of population and employment growth.
	Yes 
	Projections of Infrastructure demand are aligned with the Res and Non-Res Projections and estimates of demand contained in the LGIP.  The PAR broadly outlines how the demand for trunk infrastructure has been derived from the LGIP tables
	Yes
	A cursory review of the growth in Infrastructure Demand across all infrastructure networks shows general correlation with the growth in dwellings and gross floor space.  

Growth in Transport Demand (i.e. trips) is higher than the growth forecasted across the remainder of the network Demands and other Planning Assumption metrics in the LGIP (approx. 2% to 4% additional growth per reporting cohort).  This is understood to be due to minor misalignments between the Mackay Area Transport Model (MATM) and the MGAM.

Council has indicated as further refinements to the MATM in the future, these will be used to update the Transport Demands in the LGIP.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	21. 
	The infrastructure units of demand align with those identified in the Minister’s Guidelines and Rules, or where alternative demand units are used, their numerical relationship to the standard units of demand is identified and explained.
	Yes 
	Units of demand are consistent with MGR requirements
	Yes
	The infrastructure demand units are consistent with those identified in the Ministers Guidelines and Rules.

The units utilised can be converted to achieve the relevant demand generation rate for each networks, having regard to the plot ratio and dwelling density for the relevant UOM stated in the table.  
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	22. 
	The demand generation rates align with accepted rates and/or historical data. 
	Yes 
	The PAR explains the link with the demand generation (Table SC 3.1.3) 
	Yes
	According to Planning Assumption Report, the demand generation assumptions for residential are consistent with other regional areas. Non-Residential demand generations are stated as aligning to the available economic studies.

	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	23. 
	The service catchments used for infrastructure demand projections are identified on relevant PFTI maps and demand tables.
	Yes
	No additional comment 
	Yes
	Service catchments are clearly defined and appropriately represented in relevant PFTI maps.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	24. 
	The service catchments for each network cover, at a minimum, the urban areas, and enable urban development costs to be compared.
	Yes 
	Service areas are shown on the PFTIs and discussed in the PAR.  
	Yes
	Service catchments across all networks cover at least the PIA, representing that urban development within the PIA boundary is planned to be service by all trunk infrastructure networks.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	25. 
	The Asset Management Plans (AMP) and Long-Term Financial Forecast (LTFF) align with the LGIP projections of growth and demand.
(If not, what process is underway to achieve this?)
	Yes 
	Council has undertaken a process of aligning its Growth Strategy (LGIP), Financial Strategy (LTFF) and Service/Asset Management Strategy (LTAMP). The outcome from this process is a consolidated strategy for Council that balances the (at time competing) objectives to maximise value for the Region. 
	Yes
	Council has stated that the future capital works within the LGIP in the near term are reflective of the works set out in the LTFF.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed.

	
	Priority infrastructure area (PIA)
	26. 
	The drafting of the PIA section is consistent with the LGIP template. 
	 Yes 
	Consistent with the template 
	Yes
	The drafting of the PIA section is consistent with the LGIP template.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	27. 
	Text references to PIA map(s) are correct.
	 Yes 
	 No additional comments 
	Yes
	Text references to the PIA maps in the LGIP document are correct.
	N/A
	 LGIP may proceed

	
	
	28. 
	The PIA boundary shown on the PIA map is legible at a lot level and the planning scheme zoning is also shown on the map.
	 Yes
	 Consistent with the requirements of the MGR
	Yes
	The PIA boundary is sufficiently identified but is difficult to discern the boundary at a Lot level on the PDF maps.  Council has confirmed that there will be online interactive GIS version of the maps to allow for absolute clarity on the PIA demarcation.

	N/A
	 LGIP may proceed

	
	
	29. 
	The PIA includes all areas of existing urban development serviced by all relevant trunk infrastructure networks at the time the LGIP was prepared.
	Yes
	The PIA accommodates more than enough land for 10-15 years growth. 

The PAR and MGAM 2020 Planning Assumptions Report elaborate about the planned densities and explain how allowances have been made for roads and other infrastructure.
	Yes
	The PIA includes all areas of existing urban development serviced by all relevant trunk infrastructure network in the LGIP.
	N/A
	 LGIP may proceed

	
	
	30. 
	The PIA accommodates growth for at least 10 years but no more than 15 years.
	Yes 
	
	Yes
	The PIA accommodates for growth up to at least 2041, which equates to 15-years of growth from the time at which the LGIP is intended to be adopted into the Planning Scheme.  

This is reasonable given the forecasts and trends for growth in population and residency demands within existing urban development.
	N/A
	 LGIP may proceed

	
	
	31. 
	The PIA achieves an efficient, sequential pattern of development. 
	Yes 
	 No additional comments 
	Yes
	Based on the modelling and information provided for review there is sufficient areas available to allow for logical expansion of the urban areas being serviced from the existing networks.
	N/A
	 LGIP may proceed

	
	
	32. 
	If there is an area outside the PIA that the planning assumptions show is needed for urban growth in the next 10 to 15 years, why has the area been excluded from the PIA?
	N/A 
	Not applicable
	Yes
	The Planning Assumptions show little urban growth outside the PIA during the PIA period.
	N/A
	 LGIP may proceed

	
	Desired standards of service (DSS)
	33. 
	The drafting of the DSS section is consistent with the LGIP template.
	Yes 
	Consistent with the requirements of the MGR
	Yes
	The DSS section is consistent with LGIP template.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	34. 
	The DSS section states the key planning and design standards for each network.
	Yes 
	Planning and Design standards are identified for each infrastructure network and reflect industry practice and local standards. 
	Yes
	The drafting of the DSS section includes the key planning and design standards for each network and refence to the Design and Construction Codes.
	N/A
	 LGIP may proceed

	
	
	35. 
	The DSS reflects the key, high level industry standards, regulations and codes, and planning scheme policies about infrastructure.
	Yes
	 As above  
Several items in the DSS refer to regional, state or national standards, regulations and Codes
	Yes
	The DSS section identifies design criteria in accordance with several relevant industry standards. 
	N/A
	 LGIP may proceed

	
	
	36. 
	There is alignment between the relevant levels of service stated in the local government’s AMP and the LGIP. (If not, what process is underway to achieve this?)
	Yes 
	As per item 25, Council has undertaken a process of alignment of its LGIP with its AMPs 
	Yes 
	Council described their process to ensure align and improvement of these processes overtime as each LTFF is produced.
 
	N/A
	 LGIP may proceed

	
	Plans for trunk infrastructure (PFTI) – structure and text
	37. 
	The drafting of the PFTI section is consistent with the LGIP template.
	Yes 
	 No additional comments 
	Yes
	The drafting of the PFTI section is consistent with the LGIP template.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	38. 
	PFTI maps are identified for all networks listed in the Preliminary section.
	Yes 
	All networks are represented. 
	Yes
	PFTI maps have been provided for all networks included in the LGIP.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	39. 
	PFTI schedule of works summary tables for future infrastructure are included for all networks listed in the Preliminary section.
	Yes 
	No additional comments. 
	Yes
	Relevant trunk infrastructure networks are addressed in accordance with planning requirements.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	PFTI – Maps

	40. 
	The maps clearly differentiate between existing and future trunk infrastructure networks.
	Yes 
	No additional comments. 
	Yes
	Existing and future trunk infrastructure has been mapped to enable distinction between the two.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	41. 
	The service catchments referenced in the schedule of works (SOW) model and infrastructure demand summary tables are shown clearly on the maps.
	Yes 
	As above at 23 and 24
	Yes
	Service catchments identified in the SoW Model and infrastructure demand summary tables are shown on all PFTI maps and service catchment maps for all networks.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	42. 
	Future trunk infrastructure components are identified (at summary project level) clearly on the maps including a legible map reference.
	Yes 
	No additional comments 
	Yes
	Future trunk infrastructure components have been identified on the PFTI mapping including reference.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	43. 
	The infrastructure map reference is shown in the SOW model and summary schedule of works table in the LGIP.
	Yes 
	No additional comments 
	Yes
	The future PFTI labels (map references) are provided within the SoW model and LGIP schedule of works tables to accurately cross-reference infrastructure items.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	Schedules of works
	44. 
	The schedule of works tables in the LGIP comply with the LGIP template.
	Yes 
	Consistent with the requirements of the MGR
	Yes
	The SOW tables in the LGIP are structured to align with the standard MGR template.

The Establishment Cost presented for each future infrastructure item in the tables has been populated with the ‘Gross Value’ from the SoW model, which are aligned to the Base Year of the LGIP.  
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	45. 
	The identified trunk infrastructure is consistent with the Planning Act 2016 and the Minister’s Guidelines and Rules.
	Yes
	Consistent with the requirements of the MGR
	Yes
	The identified trunk infrastructure appears to be consistent with the Planning Act 2016 and MGR. 
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	46. 
	The existing and future trunk infrastructure identified in the LGIP is adequate to service at least the area of the PIA.
	Yes 
	Existing/Future trunk infrastructure meets MRCs need with regard to growth, Council’s financial forecasting and trunk infrastructure prioritisation. 
	Yes
	Council’s network planning has been reported to extend to 2041, which coincides with the Planned horizon of the PIA. 


	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	47. 
	Future urban areas outside the PIA and the demand that will be generated at ultimate development for the relevant network catchments have been considered when determining the trunk infrastructure included in the SOW model.
	Yes 
	Identified trunk infrastructure has been planned having regard to service catchments, growth for the next 10-15 years and planning priorities.

The MGAM 2020 considered growth outside the PIA at ultimate and this information informed the planning for the infrastructure networks. The water strategy considers planning for the ultimate network. The sewer strategy is still in draft format, but is considering the ultimate scenario. Ultimate development was a consideration in the recreational open space strategy although the strategy focuses on the years to 2041. Likewise, stormwater network planning considers ultimate development beyond the PIA. 

Roads are only modelled to 2036. Ultimate was considered but not modelled. A new road model (MATM) (received September 2025) goes to 2056 and considers councils works to 2041 so future LGIP iterations can better consider this.
	Yes
	Council has confirmed that for most infrastructure networks, ultimate development has been considered in future planning for the network.  It has identified that new modelling underway will extend consideration of ultimate development further and this will inform future revisions of the LGIP.



	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	48. 
	There is alignment of the scope, estimated cost and planned timing of proposed trunk capital works contained in the SOW model and the relevant inputs of the AMP and LTFF. 
(If not, what process is underway to achieve this?)
	Yes 
	As per item, 25, Council has undertaken a review of its service objectives, financial capability and growth ambitions. The outcome from this assessment aligns the LGIP with Councils LTFP and LTAMP
	Yes
	Council has indicated that the is alignment between the LGIP and the LTFF / SAMPs, noting that these documents are under constant review and will require updates in future LGIP amendments (i.e. interims).
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	49. 
	The cost of trunk infrastructure identified in the SOW model and schedule of work tables is consistent with legislative requirements.
	Yes 
	No additional comments  Costing and pricing determinants are explained further in the Planning Assumptions Report.  
	Yes
	All existing costs have been populated using Current Replacement Cost from Council’s Asset Register. 

The PAR states that all future costs presented in the SoW have been derived from the Capital Works Program / LTFF.

These approaches are therefore considered consistent with the requirements of the LGIP guideline and SoW user manual. 
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	SOW model
	50. 
	The submitted SOW model is consistent with the SOW model included in the Minister’s Guidelines and Rules. 
	Yes 
	The states standard Schedule of Works model has been used.

All standard formulas have been retained other than removal of contingency % for future projects as contingency % are included in the baseline valuations used. 

Details of the inputs used for the SOW model are included in the PAR report.
	Yes
	The Schedule of Works model is consistent with and prepared in accordance with the MGR.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	51. 
	The SOW model has been prepared and populated consistent with the Minister’s Guidelines and Rules.
	Yes 
	Consistent with the MGR and feedback from the State. 

Details of the financial assumptions and inputs used for the SOW model are included in the PAR report.
	Yes
	The Schedule of Works model has been prepared and populated in a manner consistent with the MGR requirements.

Assumptions regarding the financial inputs and cashflow assessments have been included within the PAR.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	52. 
	Project owner’s cost and contingency values in the SOW model do not exceed the ranges outlined in the Minister’s Guidelines and Rules.
	Yes 
	Council’s LTFP includes project owner’s costs and contingency values so additional percentages have not been applied by the SOW model. 

The contingency values used within the LTFP are generally in accordance with the ranges outlined in the MGR.
	Yes
	Council has undertaken detailed cost estimations for all LGIP infrastructure projects and confirmed that the contingencies and on-costs have been included in the ‘Baseline Values’ adopted in the SoW Model.

The PAR states that with respect to contingencies, they are generally within the ranges identified in the MGR, with some exceptions where these projects provide a high range of uncertainty at an early concept stage. Given the net impact of discrete projects on the overall LGIP Establishment Cost will be highly marginal this is considered acceptable in isolation.

As project identification matures, Council has indicated that these assumptions will be refined in the future.
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	53. 
	Infrastructure items included in the SOW model, SOW tables and the PFTI maps are consistent.
	Yes 
	No additional comments 
	Yes
	All items within the SoW model, SoW tables, and the PFTI are consistently identified. No missing or duplicate ID’s were identified across any table/map
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	Extrinsic material

	54. 
	All relevant material including background studies, reports and supporting information that informed the preparation of the proposed LGIP is available and identified in the list of extrinsic material.
	 Yes 
	Information is contained within the Planning Assumptions Report. 
	Yes
	Background studies and reports which have informed the preparation of the LGIP have been provided and listed in the LGIP document extrinsic material. 

	N/A
	LGIP may proceed

	
	
	55. 
	The extrinsic material explains the methodology and inter-relationships between the components and assumptions of the LGIP.
	Yes 
	Within the PAR. 
	Yes
	The extrinsic material provides further information explaining the methodology and inter-relationships for planning assumptions and network planning.  
	N/A
	LGIP may proceed
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