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KURILPA FUTURES SUBMISSION TO DILGP ON COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT TOOLKIT 

INTRODUCTION: STATE GOVERNMENT ROLE IN PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN PLANNING. 

Kurilpa Futures commends the Queensland Government and the Minister for Infrastructure, Local 
Government & Planning on this initiative. Effective methods of public participation are technically 
essential to achieve the debate, communication and inclusion of local knowledge required for well 
informed and comprehensive policy and plan making. They are also democratically necessary to 
ensure that the voices of those who will be much affected by proposed plans and policies are heard 
at the formative stages, acknowledged and demonstrably incorporated in publicly enforceable 
planning proposals. 
 
However these good intentions are frustrated. Near the outset of the Toolkit (on Page 6) there is the 
assertion that: 

“It is not the state’s role to mandate community engagement approaches that will be used by 
local government in a particular situation”. 

This permissive approach is reiterated later on Page 7, where the Toolkit states: 

“The development assessment process can also require public notification and the tools in this 
toolkit can also be applied to development assessment processes.” (Italics added) Public 
participation should not be an optional extra but a basic requirement of large-scale development 
proposals. not a cosmetic possibility.  

Kurilpa Futures believes the Queensland Government to be responsible for controlling Land Use 
Planning at the urban and regional scales throughout the state. The Act and its accompanying 
Regulations and Toolkit should, therefore, require what they advocate. Those local governments 
and commercial developers most needing guidance about inclusion measures are those who are 
least likely to observe good advice unless this is linked to statutory requirements. 

EFFECTIVENESS & APPLICABILITY  

It is therefore necessary for this Toolkit to be linked to Regulations requiring fulfilment of basic 
consultation requirements for whole affected communities and specific groups within them. These 
should include, as well as community organisations, those with acknowledged special interests both 
cultural and environmental, the old, the young, the disadvantaged and the minority groups in the 
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area. These are not Utopian provisions but are already incorporated in such familiar jurisdictions as 
the United Kingdom, British Columbia and Oregon, USA. 

LEVEL OF INCLUSION 

The Toolkit is at its best in the width of its research into leading practice and available approaches 
elsewhere. It needs further development, however, in the detail and level of imagination 
demonstrated in its “Content” Section dealing with particular target groups. The ones on “Older 
People “ and “Young People” on pages 39 and 40, for instance, consist of half a page each and are 
very general and imprecise, referring readers to best practice in South Australia.  

This perfunctory treatment of target groups and individuals is reflected throughout the Toolkit in the 
reliance on the word use of “stakeholders” in community engagement instead of “partners in 
community participation”. The dictionary definition of “stakeholder” is accurate in identifying its 
everyday use and meaning: 

1. the holder of the stakes of a wager.  

2. a person or group that has an investment, share, or interest in something, as a business 
or industry.  

3.  (In) Law. a person holding money or property to which two or more persons make rival 
claims.  

This terminology is at odds with the inherently inclusive and communicative requirements of public 
and community engagement. The word “stakeholder” should be replaced throughout the Toolkit by 
the more open and democratic “participant” reflecting concern and involvement rather than financial 
interest. We do not want the best political system that money can buy. The possible claim that 
“Stakeholders “ does in fact mean “everyone concerned” is a hollow one, since the repeated use of 
the word automatically directs the attention of operational officials to those groups and individuals 
with financial interests as in the common use of the dictionary definition above. 

CONTENT 

Guidance on truly collaborative methods of plan preparation should also be provided, including, for 
example, reference to such well established examples as Goal Number 1, Citizen Participation, of 
the State Wide Planning Goals of the USA’s State of Oregon 
(https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/docs/goals/goal1.pdf) which states: 

The citizen involvement program shall involve a cross-section of affected citizens in all 
phases of the planning process. As a component, the program for citizen involvement shall 
include an officially recognized committee for citizen involvement (CCI) broadly 
representative of geographic areas and interests related to land use and land-use decisions. 
Committee members shall be selected by an open, well-publicized public process. 
 

These mandatory requirements for collaborative planning have resulted in outstanding outcomes for 
urban form, environmental conservation and progressive and egalitarian economic development 
that have made such cities as Portland, Eugene and Salem the cynosure of attention for quality and 
prosperity throughout North America and beyond. 
 
Specific examples of actual success stories in Queensland would also be helpful. These could 
include, for instance, the role of public participation in such ultimately enlightened and successful 
cases as Brisbane City’s South Bank Gardens and Norman Creek Waterway Common; the work of 
SEQ’s Healthy Waterways in improving levels of aquatic quality throughout South East Queensland; 
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those of Landcare and Watercare groups throughout the entire state and nation; and the 
increasingly important role of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Councils in collaborative and 
enlightened land management and community development. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
There is much that is valid, useful and well researched in this Toolkit. However, as it stands, it will 
have little effect where it is most needed in requiring local governments and developers to consult 
widely and integrate participants concerns sincerely and demonstrably in plans and permitted 
proposals. This can best be achieved by linking the Toolkit to effective Regulations stipulating 
necessary activities for plans to be developed, adopted and accepted by the Queensland State 
Government, and by expanding the range of guidance offered to include actual examples of  
successful best practice. It is not too late to make these additional reforms, which would be greeted 
by widespread support and applause by community groups and politically alert people throughout 
the state. 

 

 

	

	

	


