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5 October 2021 

Enquiries: Daniel Lamond 
Our Ref: MCUI 2020_3711/1 (1039662) 
Your Ref: 12526901-55512-2 

 

Chiodo Corporation 
C/- GHD 
PO Box 930 
TOWNSVILLE  QLD  4810 

 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Development Application for Material Change of Use (Resort Complex) 
At 71-85 Port Douglas Road PORT DOUGLAS 

On Land Described as LOT: 1 SP: 150468 

Please find attached the Decision Notice for the above-mentioned development application. 

Please quote Council’s application number: MCUI 2020_3711/1 in all subsequent 
correspondence relating to this development application.   

Should you require any clarification regarding this, please contact Daniel Lamond on telephone 
07 4099 9444. 

Yours faithfully 
 

 
Paul Hoye 
Manager Environment & Planning 
 

 

cc. State Assessment and Referral Agency (SARA) E: CairnsSARA@dsdmip.qld.gov.au  

encl. 

• Decision Notice 
o Reasons for refusal 
o Submissions 
o Concurrence agency response 

• Advice for making representations and appeals (Decision Notice) 

mailto:CairnsSARA@dsdmip.qld.gov.au
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Decision Notice 
Refusal 

Given under section 63 of the Planning Act 2016 

Applicant Details 

Name: Chiodo Corporation 

Postal Address: C/- GHD 
PO Box 930 
TOWNSVILLE  QLD  4810 

Email: Erin.Campbell@ghd.com 

Property Details 

Street Address: 71-85 Port Douglas Road PORT DOUGLAS 

Real Property Description: LOT: 1 SP: 150468 

Local Government Area: Douglas Shire Council 

Details of Proposed Development 

Development permit- Material Change of Use (Resort complex) 

Decision 

Date of Decision: 28 September 2021 

Decision Details: Refused 

 

Reasons for Refusal 

1. The proposal conflicts with Strategic Intent 3.2.2.2 Reinforcing Douglas Shire’s 
Sense of Place and Identity as the Development represents an over-scaled and over 
development of the site that has little local context or character. 

 
2. The proposal conflicts with Theme 4- Strong Communities and Identity from the 

Strategic Framework, in particular the proposal does not maintain the distinctive 
character and unique sense of place that represents Port Douglas.  

 

 
 

 



Doc ID: 1039662 MCUI 2020_3711/1 Page 3 of 35 

 

3. The proposal conflicts with the Overall Outcomes of the Tourist Accommodation 
Zone Code; 

 
a. The proposal is not of an appropriate scale; and 

 
b. Does not achieve an attractive built form which incorporates the character of 

the site and surrounding area. 
 

4. The proposal Conflicts with Performance Criteria P01 (Height) of the Tourist 
Accommodation Zone; 

 
a. The height of the building and structures is not in keeping with the residential 

character of the area. 
 

5. The proposal conflicts with the Performance Criteria P01 (Setbacks) of the Tourist 
Accommodation Zone; 

 
a. The setbacks of the proposal do not maintain the character and amenity of 

the area; 
 

6. The proposal conflicts with the Performance Criteria P02 (Site Coverage) of the 
Tourist Accommodation Zone; 

 
a. The proportions and scale of the development are not in character with the 

area and local streetscape. 
 

7. The proposal conflicts with the Performance Criteria P03 (Building proportions and 
scale) of the Tourist Accommodation Zone; 

 
a. The proportions and scale of the development are not in character with the 

area and local streetscape.  
 

8. The proposal conflicts with the Performance Criteria P07 of the Tourist 
Accommodation Zone; 

 
a. The proposal adversely affects the tropical, tourist and residential character 

and amenity of the area in terms of traffic. 
  

9. The proposal conflicts with the Performance Criteria P09 of the Tourist 
Accommodation Zone; 

 
a. The tourist development does not include adequate ancillary services and 

facilities for the enjoyment of guests in terms of on-site car parking provision.  
 

10. The proposal conflicts with the overall outcomes of the Landscape Values Overlay 
Code; 

a. The development is not consistent with the prevailing landscape character of 
its setting as it is visually dominant and visually intrusive. 

 
11. The proposal conflicts with the Performance Criteria P03 of the Landscape Values 

Overlay Code; 
 

a. The proposal within a scenic route buffer and view corridor area does not 
minimise visual impacts on the setting and views in terms of the scale, height 
and setback of buildings.  
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12. The proposal conflicts with the overall outcomes of the Access, Parking and Service 
Code; 

 
a. The proposal provides insufficient car parking onsite. 

 
b. The proposal conflicts with the preferred ultimate streetscape character and 

local character of the area. 
 

13. The proposal conflicts with Performance Criteria PO1 of the Vehicle Parking 
and Access Code; 

 
a. The proposal provides insufficient car parking onsite. 
 

14. The proposal conflicts with PO4 of the Transport Network Overlay Code; 
  

a. The application does not demonstrate that the development does not 
compromise the intended role and function or safety and efficiency of major 
transport corridors.  

 
15. The proposal conflicts with the Performance Criteria P03 of the Multiple Dwelling, 

Short Term Accommodation and Retirement Facility Code; 
 

a.  The proposal is not in keeping with the intended form and character of the 
local area and immediate streetscape and does not contribute to the 
modulation of built form. 

 
16.  The proposal conflicts with the Performance Criteria P014 of the Multiple Dwelling, 

Short Term Accommodation and Retirement Facility Code; 
 

a. The retaining wall does not facilitate casual surveillance to the street and 
public space enabling use of private open space and does not provide a 
positive interface to the streetscape. 

 
17. The proposal conflicts with the overall outcomes of the Multiple Dwelling, Short Term 

Accommodation and Retirement Facility Code; 
 

a.  The development is not compatible with and complementary to surrounding 
development, with regard to scale, bulk and streetscape patterns. 
 

18. The development cannot be appropriately conditioned to overcome the non-
compliance with the Strategic Framework or assessment benchmarks of the 
applicable codes.  

Concurrence Agency Response 

 

Concurrence Response Reference Date 

SARA Response- Fairmont 
Resort Complex, Port Douglas 

2101-20652 SRA 21 May 2021 

 

Note – Concurrence Agency Response is attached.  
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Rights to make Representations & Rights of Appeal 

The rights of applicants to make representations and rights to appeal to a Tribunal or the 
Planning and Environment Court against decisions about a development application are set out 
in Chapter 6, Part 1 of the Planning Act 2016. A copy of the relevant appeal provisions are 
attached.
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Submissions 

There was 3 submissions made for this development application. No submissions received were 
properly made submissions.  
 

Submitter Residential or Business 

Address 

Electronic Address 

Douglas Shire Sustainability 

Group Inc 

President – Didge McDonald 

Not provided sustainabilitydouglas@gmail.com 

Steven DS King 

 

Not provided hayman_and_king@hotmail.com 

Lyndon Ferry Not provided dorlynf@gmail.com 

The submissions received were all not properly made due to non-compliance with the statutory 
requirements for making a submission, however, the grounds for submission are summarised 
below. 

Building height was the primary theme of concern across the submissions with the acceptable 
outcome of 13.5 metres and three (3) storeys being the main issue. The acceptable outcome itself 
does not represent the code requirement in its entirety, however it is considered that the proposal 
is non-compliant with the higher order code requirements such as the relevant performance 
outcomes and overall outcomes detailed in the report to Council for the 28 September 2021 
Ordinary Council Meeting where the application was decided.  

Concerns were also raised regarding the demand on Council’s water and sewer network that the 
proposal will create. A development of this size is not unserviceable and an approval would include 
infrastructure charges levied to facilitate ongoing serviceability. Further, there was a particular 
concern raised with the amount of water needed to maintain the large scale landscaping 
component of the development. The development includes large stormwater retention tanks which 
store roof water for re-use in this application. 

Greenhouse gas emissions associated with the construction processes for the development were 
raised as a concern, however, these are not planning considerations as planning schemes do not 
regulate construction materials to that end. There are components of the design which contribute 
to sustainable outcomes such as increased greenspace on the building to limit the need for 
mechanical cooling and the retention of stormwater falling on the site for re-use in gardens. 

A concern with the oversupply of tourism development was also raised. The site is within the 
Tourist accommodation zone and the planning intent for the site and Port Douglas in general is for 
tourism development reflected within the strategic framework of the planning scheme and in the 
zone code. 

 

mailto:sustainabilitydouglas@gmail.com
mailto:hayman_and_king@hotmail.com
mailto:dorlynf@gmail.com
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Concurrence Agency Response 
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Extracts from the Planning Act 2016 - Making Representations During Applicant’s Appeal 

Period   
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Extracts from the Planning Act 2016 – Appeal Rights  
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