
Dear EV Dann, 

Thank you for inviting SSSI Qld Members to respond to your proposed amendments to Land Title 

Regulation 2015. 

We have had an overwhelming response from our Land Surveying Commission Members, please find 

below the feedback received. 

If you have any questions please contact Roy, Ewen or I. 

Kind regards, 

Kelly 
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Consultation on Proposed amendments to Land Title Regulation 2015 

Comments Received: 

Under the current system we still have a need to manually erase and draft text onto survey plans. 
We tried going down to 160gsm and found it too thin for erasing, so have gone back to 200gsm. 
This also helps stop the urge by others to fold the plan (clients and solicitors and council). 
Having said that there is no objection to the minimum being lowered, just don’t want a maximum 
below 200gsm being imposed. 

 

Kelly, 
 
Some comments from my Draftsman re. thinner paper. 
 
Cheers, 
 
Wayne 
 
Wayne 
Would this make it easier for me to print plans and save on postage. Yes, and sheet 2 is a separate 
sheet nowadays, so no problems with ink showing through on the reverse side. 
It just becomes like any other document one might sign, and will need a little extra care to keep 
the original separate from any photocopies. 
Perhaps a code in the margin of any copies might help distinguish copy from original while it is still 
in your possession? 
Maybe an A3 plastic sleeve with suitable warning label about care of the original. 
 
I would still prefer the thicker card for amendments and removal/refitting the barcode etc. 
In any case, as long as the option to use thicker is still maintained, it makes no difference to 
present method we use. 
Regards, 
Geoff 

 

We receive our sealed survey plans from Council and then most of our clients collect them from 
our office to lodge with DNRME for registration, or they take them to their solicitors to lodge. I 
consider it an advantage to have the original survey plan printed on thicker paper than ordinary 
photocopy paper as it differentiates the original from copies. If originals were prepared on 
ordinary paper I can foresee them being folded, ripped, damaged or lost amongst other copies. 
Also the survey plans are passed through numerous hands at Council, are lodged for resealing, 
sometimes numerous times, and passed around between solicitors, banks, DNRME, surveyor and 
clients, and normal paper is not strong enough for this treatment. Additionally, if hand 
amendments are required, which I have done from time to time, or if amendments need to be 
made after lodgement, 80gsm paper is not as good as the currently used thicker paper. In 
summary, I see changing the paper thickness to be a retrograde step and to no advantage. 

 

 

 



Whilst it might sound like we are stuck in the past, the surveyors in this office are all of the 
opinion that the denser 130gm paper should be retained. 
 
The principal reason is the ability of the denser paper to withstand some rough treatment.  
Typically a Survey Plan is sent to the clients legal representative, from there to the client, back to 
the lawyer, then returned to the surveyor.  The surveyor then lodges the plan with council from 
whose depths, and who knows what treatment, it surfaces after a number of weeks to be picked 
up by the surveyor. 
 
The surveyor then sends I to the lawyer for them to then lodge it at titles.  This is a long journey 
and better for the paper to be able to withstand it. 
 
Further to that we believe that the denser paper garners more respect and may be treated better 
by those outside the survey fraternity who may be handling it.  Lastly, In this office,, a plan on 
dense paper is the real deal.  Not to be confused with earlier iterations. 
 
Hope this all helps your decision 
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Thanks for including me in the circulation of the notification by the Registrar of Titles of his  
proposed amendment regarding the density of paper required for a plan of survey.  For 
presentation, and for hard copy record purposes, I generally prefer the heavier density.  I have 
read the notification and observe that the density proposed is “at least 80 gm to a square metre”.   
“Such” would not appear to  preclude any authorised person from making plans and copies for 
themselves or others at a greater density should that suit their purpose.    On these grounds I 
have no objection to the proposal. 

 

I don’t have a problem with going down to 80gm, however as a company, we won’t be reducing 
the density of our paper. Some of the reasons being: 
 
• The higher density helps delineate the original from a photo copy. 



• Minor changes can be made by erasure without putting a hole in the paper (on occasions 
when the client or council has sealed the plan and minor changes are required we can make them 
without having to use cross outs and “Changes made by me” statements) 
• The plan is less likely to crease, tear, fold etc., and when it is sent to others to get signed 
etc. the greater density of paper just makes others more careful with the original.   

 

I don’t hold a strong view on this but provide a description of the process we follow to finalise a 
survey plan (SP). 
 
Our surveyors will finalise a survey plan and provide the final plan to me for signing.  I sign the 
plan, take a copy and undertake an accreditation process.  I often find small amendments are 
necessary.  I make these amendments by eraser and hand annotation.  The reason for this is that I 
remove any chance of accidental changes being made in electronically amending the plan and 
reprinting the necessary sheet or sheets.   
 
If we go to thinner sheets, then eraser will not be an option.  I can avoid reprinting by making 
changes by strikeout, but that requires an amendment certificate which I would continue to avoid.   
 
We can handle this change, but I am simply providing information that we will need to make a 
slight change in our current process to align with the proposed amendment to the LT Regs 2015. 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 

 

Sorry 
Also should have mentioned that my intention was to suggest that perhaps at the least the 
legislation should make allowance for the possibility of future imaging? 
As an aside, I have the specific imaging software; I think 600dpi was the minimum image quality. 
 
Regards Tim 
 
Just putting this up for discussion. 
 
I haven’t read the enclosed as much to do, however from the gist, perhaps it is time for a scanned 
image with surveyors digital signature (Department issued code) as in NSW or Vic. 
The Departments in each of these jurisdictions have software specifically to amend the scanned 
image in examination if necessary (NSW = .TIF). 
In our case, perhaps placing a DP on the bar code for survey info. 
Any survey amendments require a new image to be lodged; but as these are only at the 
examination stage it doesn’t require a full recert if minor & doesn’t affect. A few things to explore 
there as well! 
The NSW lodgment process takes 15min. 
 
The lodging procedure includes site specific details for registration into their data base, even a list 
of search used or perused in conducting the survey. 
If we are going to 80gsm, it is obviously recognized that the scanned image in now more 
important than the life expectancy of a paper copy. 
See sample NSW. 
The Vic product is used in the planning and Sealing process as well. Although it has been a lot of 
years since I worked in the system in Vic. 
 



Seems to me that the NSW option is most closely aligned or most capable of adaption. Any 
dealings can catch up as the final part of the process, but the plan image can be lodged in the 
interim and still remain in the system for the survey content (RED Cat, DP) until the dealings catch 
up.  

 

The heavier grade, more durable quality of the Plan Form was important when these documents 
were stored in perpetuity. Currently, with the immediate scanning and shredding of the original 
Survey Plan when it is lodged at DNRME for registration, I can see how this has diminished the 
(perception for the) need of this higher grade of paper at the Bureaucratic level. However, I still 
feel the heavier grade paper plays an important role in impressing upon the users of the original 
document as it passes through the hands of the client, other Consultants and Statutory 
Authorities, that it is in fact, a unique and  important document, and should be treated as more 
than “just a piece of paper”. 

 

I do not see any reason why they should be reducing the paper density.  But I can see plenty of 
reasons why to keep it the way it is: 
- It is not a cost thing 
- It is easier to print on with quality ink 
- We are not perfect and there is sometimes a need to rub out something on a plan that 
has all the signatures on it and prior to registration. 
- The plan is more durable and sometimes the clients can be a bit rough with them 
- The barcode can more easily be removed as is sometimes required 
- A quick search of Google has revealed the following on paper density – Low grade 
photocopier paper is around 80gsm; letterheads 100-120gsm with good quality letterhead around 
120gsm 
- 130gsm does not appear to be overly thick given that good quality letterhead is around 
120gsm. 
- 80gsm is “low grade photocopier paper” 

 

Thanks for your email and my thoughts on the matter are:  
This issue of 80/130gsm paper is of minimal significance to our work operations. 
There’s been talk of digital/electronic plan submission for the past ten years or more.  
I’d like to think that we could instead focus attention on the future and implementation of digital 
plans/titling and moving away from paper. 

 

My thoughts on this: 
 
1. Section 2 has very clear instructions on paper specifications for ordinary forms that are 
not a plan of survey, but these seem very relevant to the plan of survey as well, especially the part 
about colour and blemishes on paper. My suggestion would be to have a section on paper 
specifications e.g. Section2 (a, b, c,..), and Section 3 (a) could say (2 a, b) apply to a plan of survey 
and Section3 (b) could say (2 b, c) applies to other forms; 
2. For Section 3(b) there is no issue in my view for reducing the density of paper, but careful 
consideration should be given to storage life of the plans and if the scan of these plans would take 
on the form of a legal document if the original is destroyed because of shorter shelf life; 
3. The intent in Section 1 seems to indicate an acceptance for pdf versions. If that is so then 
it should specifically state pdf version, otherwise leaving the wording at “electronically” will open 
up all kinds of plan formats to ensure that the wording is watertight. 



 

 

I am opposed to reducing the density of paper required for survey plans. Cardboard is the best 
medium and more widely recognised for original plans. Reducing the quality would devalue the 
concept of “original plan”.  
 
If the density was reduced, the general public would not be able to differentiate between a copy 
and the original. 

 

The problem we see with going to just 80gsm is that how do you differentiate the SP from a 
general photocopy.  
We believe the layman will not recognize the SP as an original Survey plan and look after it (ie not 
fold it ect) if  they are reduced to 80gsm. Is the registar will accept a Sp with fold lines through it 
this may not be a problem. 

 

My thoughts are that although we are heading toward electronic/digital plans, we are not there 
yet. Currently the original plan of survey may go through numerous hand for 
signing/sealing/titling etc and must be durable. Is 80gsm going to last the rigours of being rolled, 
stuffed, filed, posted ? I suggest it won’t and therefore a heavier paper is still required until all 
signing/sealing can be done electronically. 
 
Where a plan of survey (Administrative/Mining Plan) does not require so much handling, yes there 
is a case for lighter paper weight. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide my comments in relation to the proposed amendment. 
At first glance the proposal appears attractive however given our work in relation to having plans 
of survey sealed by local authorities and being signed by other entities my concern is that the 
lighter paper could easily be mistaken for a copy or a draft. The possibility of tearing damage and 
folding would also increase. Whilst we continue to use a heavy “card” type paper it is clear that 
the plan of survey is not just another piece of paper. It is an important legal document and 
accordingly I would prefer that the amendment was not made at this time.  
 
Given we are “soon” to be proceeding to electronic plans and lodgement it may really be a moot 
point.  
 
I also  note that whilst the proposal is to reduce the minimum paper density to 80 GSM it would 
not preclude our current practice of using a heavy grade paper like 160 GSM. 

 

 

I think it is still of value to use a thicker paper. Until we do go fully digital we still live in a world 
where our original Survey Plans are passed around, couriered, signed by multiple parties etc. This 
process provides many opportunities for damage to occur to to the originals. The thicker paper 
does give some protection for reduced damage but also alerts people to the fact that this "piece 
of paper" is special and should be handled with care. 
 
That was my only thought. 



 

Our thoughts on the change to thinner paper would remove the current ability to make minor 
changes by scratching out and amending by pen. 
 
Thinner paper would make any amendments by this method at high risk of destroying the survey 
plan and we would be in favour if retaining the current policy. 

 

I have read the EV Dann letter and offer the following thoughts: 
 
- Theory of the digital age is fair and sound 
- Agreed fairly much every plan now days would be produced  via a printer or plotter 
 
Points to consider 
 
- Plans require the signature of the registered owner and sometimes we need to post or 
courier these to and fro as well as to various overseas countries 
- Given plans traditionally must not be creased or bent etc, the heavier paper would be 
more robust to withstand transport stress 
- Similar to above – the plans are submitted to Council for sealing & eventually are signed & 
stamped by Council – do you feel the lighter paper will be sufficient 
- Is there an option to allow digital owners signatures and digital Council plan sealing to 
both speed up these processes and eliminate the two associated aspects above 
- In respect to the lighter paper – would it be considered acceptable to fold and envelope 
post & transport for the required owners signature & Council sealing & then scan the end result 
(assuming the scan of the lighter paper shows no crease) to then be submitted for registration & 
issue of the new digital title. 

 

Yes, it’s definitely long overdue and this section 5(3)(b) of the Land Title Regulation should be 
amended to allow for a “of a density at least 80 gm to a square metre.”  
 
We are well and truly into the digital world and moving towards complete digital lodgement of 
survey plans hopefully very soon. 

 

I agree that the requirement should be reduced to 80gm. 

 

 


