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City Futures Research Centre 
Established in 2005, City Futures Research Centre at UNSW (hereafter City Futures) is Australia’s 

leading urban policy research centre. Spanning the interrelated areas of urban planning, housing, 

design, development and social policy, our work aims to advance the understanding of Australia’s 

cities, their people, the policies that manage their growth, and their impacts on our environment and 

economy. The Centre occupies a premium position in the Australian academic research community in 

the area of urban research.   

City Futures (together with UNSW Planning Program colleagues) is the only university research 

grouping rated as Level 5 – well above world standard – in the field of urban and regional planning in 

both the 2013 and 2015 national university research assessment exercises.  Our acknowledged 

expertise across a range of urban policy, planning and housing topics, means that CFRC staff members 

are often consulted by policymakers, by private developers and by not-for-profit organisations 

working in these realms. We are also regularly cited in the local and national media. 

City Futures works closely with several other UNSW research groups as well as with research centres 

at other universities in Australia, Asia and Europe. The applied focus of City Futures’ research also 

involves strong partnerships with local, state and federal government agencies as well as industry 

stakeholders and community groups. 

 

This submission 

This submission comments on the draft Greater Sydney Region Plan and associated documents, 

notably the revised Information Note on Affordable Rental Housing. Where relevant, some content 

from our April 2017 submission on the Draft District Plans has been retained.  
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Summary of recommendations 

A Metropolis of Three Cities  

➢ As the long term strategic planning framework evolves, we envisage that the most effective 

and coherent subregional planning scale should align with the Three Cities.  We recommend 

that the Plan could foreshadow this development as part of any future review process. 

Affordable housing 

In principle justifications for inclusionary zoning 

➢ We recommend that a firm justification for the use of these measures is set out clearly and 

unambiguously in the substantive Greater Sydney Region Plan  

Regime remit  

➢ We recommend that the wording of the relevant Information Note is clarified to make plain 

that any rezoned site is subject to affordable rental housing obligations 

➢ We recommend that the GSC and/or the Department of Planning commission research that 

disaggregates recently completed housing provision according to whether originating on 

rezoned sites 

Project viability assessment 

➢ We recommend a review of the rules on the duration of un-exploited development approval 

to discourage the speculative holding of land 

➢ We therefore recommend that the NSW Department of Planning develops an active 

capacity-building strategy for relevant local council staff Affordable housing products and 

housing diversity 

Affordable housing percentage obligation 

➢ We recommend that the ‘5-10%’ Inclusionary Zoning formulation is replaced by ‘10% subject 

to viability’ 

➢ We recommend that the standard 10% affordable rental housing obligation as defined 

above (low to very low income) is complemented by additional 10% of affordable housing 

provided for low to middle income groups and key or essential workers through either 

discounted rental or shared ownership products. 

➢ We recommend that for projects on publicly owned land the standard affordable housing 

target be set to at least 25%, to include at least 10% affordable rental housing within the 

means of low and very low income households and 15% for low to moderate income key and 

essential workers 

Delivering affordable housing  

➢ For the benefit of developers, CHPs and LGAs, we recommend that the Commission procure 

practical guidance on the possible affordable rental housing delivery options under the IZ 

provisions.  
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Collaborative approaches to drive implementation  

Collaborating with local communities  

➢ We recommend that consideration is given to how staff and other stakeholders who are 

involved in collaborative arrangements associated with place-based planning are skilled up 

for the task of collaboration. 

➢ We recommend that the proposals developed for Collaboration Areas, Priority Precinct and 

other targeted renewal locations include a clear requirement for effective community 

engagement that encourage local involvement and trust in the planning process.   

 

An integrated local urban renewal delivery model 

➢ We recommend consideration is given to the development of local governance model that 

would take the form of local renewal agencies tasked with the delivery local housing and 

renewal strategies, but inclusive of local community and business interests as well as those 

of the various levels of government. 

 

➢ We recommend that serious consideration is given to establishing special purpose funding 

mechanisms to support the renewal process in targeted areas that would allow local 

renewal agencies to consolidate sites in order to manage the land delivery process.  
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1. Introduction 

The City Futures Research Centre at UNSW is pleased to make this submission in response to the 

Draft Greater Sydney Region Plan and the accompanying Draft Revised District Plans.  We would like 

to express an overall support for the vision of the Draft Plan and many of its detailed proposals and 

those of the Draft District Plans.  In many ways, these documents offer major step change in the way 

Sydney will be planned over the next thirty years. The Plan is therefore to be welcomed. 

We nevertheless have comments on aspects of the Draft Plan that fall within our sphere of 

expertise.  These are set out below.  

2.  A Metropolis of Three Cities: engaging with the structure of the city 

This is metropolitan Sydney’s first strategic spatial plan in a number of decades to present a 

proactive rather than simply market-led planning response to the long-term drivers and challenges 

facing the city. Rearticulating the metropolis as Three Cities not only acts as an important aspiration 

structuring device, but it also offers a framework which acknowledges the need for a fundamental 

rebalancing of the city. Rebalancing signals a commitment - or at least provides Government with a 

platform to demonstrate commitment – across all domains (social, economic, environmental), to all 

parts of the city 

Having a 20-year plan – as part of a 40-year vision – has opened up a space to acknowledge the need 

for a meaningful temporal as well as a spatial dimension within the strategic planning process. This 

space enables the guiding principles of preceding plans to be constructively challenged.  

As an emergent global city, and recognition of the importance of the Global Economic Corridor to 

the city’s (and indeed country’s) economic productivity, the most recent series of metropolitan 

strategies from City of Cities (2005) until the draft GSRP essentially acted to accentuate existing 

strengths, and in so doing exacerbate polarisation in an increasingly social and spatially divided city. 

They were – in effect – plans that both protected and reinforced the inherent advantages of the 

‘haves’ while offering little to the ‘have nots’.  

As with all strategic plans, it could be criticised for having limited teeth to actually redress those 

imbalances. What it does do is acknowledge that there is a need to break out from existing policy 

settings. While the draft Greater Sydney Region Plan does not explicitly address in detail or take on 

responsibility for tackling the inequities which have exacerbated over the last 2-3 decades, the 

‘Three Cities’ framework recasts the discussion by presenting a narrative whereby all agencies, 

stakeholders and communities can more effectively respond in creating a more balanced city.  

2.1 Western Parkland City  

Within the Three Cities Structure, the directions indicated for the future Western Parkland City are 

the most challenging. Essentially since the review of the 1968 Sydney Region Outline Plan in the late 

1980s, the wider narrative regarding Sydney’s growth management has been shifting towards 

brownfield/infill/urban consolidation as the primary focus of new supply. Greenfield development 

has remained an important part of the mix – including establishing the NW and SW Growth Centres 

– but it has been framed very much in the guise of ordered and contained growth, minimising the 
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necessarily land take rather than a more strategically progressive engagement with a growing 

Metropolitan area.  

If the Western Parkland City is to emerge as envisaged, ‘business as usual’ is going to fall far short. 

What is going to be required in making it liveable is also the basis for creativity, innovation and 

showing some leadership. Using the water catchment as the central organising principle offers this – 

it will demand that debate moves beyond simple roll out of lower density sprawl. South Creek 

provides the foundation upon which the WPC can be developed as world’s best practice on many 

levels – a new city which leads in terms of managing growth in areas where heat is extreme in 

summer, flooding is an issue and bushfires an ever-present concern.  

In the case of the Western Parkland City, the structural story – the city’s shape – is fundamental, and 

the north-south axis of the potential new rail link, South Creek, and the Western Sydney Parklands 

offer a key organising principle for multiple layers of the strategic planning process. The structure 

plan captures this axis, with shaded elements and components stretching from Camden to 

Riverstone. However, it ultimately decides not to bring these together as an integrated whole. The 

axis passes through recent and future greenfield areas, but it also passes through existing, often 

socially disadvantaged communities – perhaps most importantly, Mount Druitt.  

The way in which the ‘metropolitan cluster’ will relate to the new airport is also limited in detail at 

this stage, but importantly the approach reflects the need to ensure that growth tied to the airport 

and associated activities is inclusive growth – crucial to rebalancing the city not only in terms of the 

housing/labour market mismatch but also presenting a framework whereby wider policy and 

strategy can more effectively respond to both the opportunities and needs found in those cities 

which find themselves on the ‘wrong side of the Latte Line’. Much hope is placed on the new 

Western Sydney Airport to act as a ‘game changer’ in terms of employment, and inevitably there is 

the risk that this might not materialise as much as desired. 

Urban renewal debates within the Sydney context have remained resolutely in the realm of ‘density 

uplift, economic viability = increased supply’ narratives. However, integrating the objectives of 

growth and renewal along the north-south axis of the Western Parkland City has to be undertaken in 

an area with strong housing affordability constraints. These constraints offer an opportunity to 

regroup and reframe principles where inclusive methods of renewal and growth to go hand in 

hand.  This has to be recognised as a key matter the Plan will need to address. 

2.2 One metropolis, three cities, five districts 

Given the evolution of the spatial narrative for the wider city as now presented in the GRSP, the 

Districts as envisaged now sit a little awkwardly within the overall guiding geography: metropolitan 

space is now very much framed by the Three Cities as the organising principle.  

In their very formation, the Districts were necessarily a spatial fix. Initially having six – and now five - 

Districts was ‘about right’ in terms of the subregional scale envisaged, and presented a generally 

logical territorial breakdown of the wider metropolitan area. They reflected in large part a legacy 

from previous definitions of strategic planning subregions which appeared as top-down attempts at 

subregional translation from City of Cities onward. Inevitably, they follow existing administrative 

lines, with each LGA firmly placed (fully) within one of the Districts.  
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In terms of performing the administrative task for translating broader metropolitan strategy to the 

local level, how the Districts are carved out does not really matter. Indeed, it makes sense to align 

with prevailing local governance geographies as the translation process should play a key role in 

making citywide issues and directions of relevance to LGAs, and reflective of the interests and alert 

to the concerns of, local communities.  

However, the insertion of a ‘mezzanine’ strategic structuring device in the form of the Three Cities 

inevitably opens up potential confusion. Where the need to put forward a long-term vision for the 

Three Cities structure is most required – as is the case with the Western Parkland City – the solution 

has been to bring the Western and SW Districts together to enable a more coherent overview in this 

part of the city. It means that the relative weight of the District Plans feels a little unequal, and the 

north and south districts risk seeming more peripheral players, somewhat outside the heart of the 

Three Cities narrative. As such, as these long term strategic planning frameworks evolve, it might 

be appropriate for the most effective and coherent subregional planning scale to align with the 

Three Cities.  The Plan could foreshadow this development as part of any future review process.  
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3. Affordable housing 
Given City Futures’ interests in affordable housing we have prepared more detailed comments on this 

component of the draft GSR Plan and associated documents.   

3.1 Affordable housing targets 

City Futures strongly supports the principle embodied in the draft Greater Sydney Region Plan that 

new housing developments should be subject to affordable rental housing targets. In a city which 

contains only a tiny stock of social rental property, and where housing market processes are 

progressively pushing lower income households further and further towards the remote urban fringe, 

this proposed policy is an important and long overdue measure. As the Commission has rightly 

acknowledged, policies of this kind are long-established standard practice in many of Sydney’s 

comparator cities internationally. In helping to control currently untrammelled processes of social 

polarisation, the proposed regime could form a critical contribution to a more equitable metropolitan 

future not only in Sydney but – should they opt to emulate Sydney’s lead – also in Australia’s other 

major cities.  

Targets for affordable rental housing to be generated as a proportion of relevant private development 

projects – inclusionary zoning – form a crucial component of the Commission’s entire strategic vision. 

While this is entirely commendable, there is also a need for numerical affordable rental housing supply 

targets at the District and LGA level so that the aggregate new provision generated through the IZ 

framework can be related to gross needs. This should help to focus the attention of both LGAs and the 

NSW Government on the need to develop complementary measures to bridge the inevitably large gap 

between the scale of affordable rental housing that can realistically be generated through the landuse 

planning system and the overall need of a District or council area. 

Setting aggregate affordable housing targets of the kind advocated above of course needs to be 

underpinned by credible evidence. The research required to generate such evidence needs to be 

undertaken or commissioned by the Department of Planning. In the meantime, however, the 

Commission has helpfully included in the draft GSR plan an estimate that ‘4,000-8,000 additional 

affordable dwellings per anum [are required] to meet the needs of lower income groups’. To enable a 

more informed appraisal of this estimate it would be useful if the underlying analysis could be 

published. 

3.2 In principle justifications for inclusionary zoning 

Because ‘inclusionary zoning’ affects underlying land values, the policy proposed by the Commission 

is inherently controversial. However, requiring that new developments include a proportion of 

housing within the means of low and very low income households can be justified on a number of 

principled grounds. Firstly, there is the scenario where a new development impacts on the demand 

for public services. Requiring a developer to make an affordable housing contribution is justifiable if 

their scheme will create a new demand for affordable housing for employees, or will result in loss of 

existing low cost housing stock (‘gentrification’). 

https://gsc-public-1.s3.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/gsc_information_note_4_-_affordable_rental_housing_targets_-_revised_october_2017.pdf
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Secondly, in circumstances where planners relax restrictions on a site’s allowable use (‘up-zoning’), 

the community, and indeed city more widely, has a fair call on sharing in the ‘windfall gain’ which 

results. This reflects an understanding that land values are not inherent, but socially determined. 

Therefore, in re-designating a site from, say, light industrial to medium or high density residential use, 

the site’s value can be massively increased. Since, in making such a designation, planners are acting 

on behalf of the community, the community should share ‘windfall gain’ (or ‘betterment’) – otherwise 

unjustifiably accruing solely to the landowner. 

Thirdly, and related to the second point, the community has an in principle right to share the benefit 

of local land value increase resulting from public investment. Development of transport infrastructure 

– e.g. siting of a new station – would be the most obvious example. However, as demonstrated by 

AHURI research, the argument can also apply to the renewal of public housing estates. Moreover, 

without the deployment of planning interventions to protect the existing stock of lower priced 

housing, places benefiting from enhanced accessibility due to publicly funded transport improvements 

will experience ‘social cleansing’. 

Given the importance of the Inclusionary Zoning proposals, and the challenges to their legitimacy 

mounted by critics, we recommend that a firm justification for the use of these measures is set out 

clearly and unambiguously in the substantive Greater Sydney Region Plan.  

3.3 Regime remit  

The Commission proposes that eligible development projects will be required to include a quantified 

component of ‘affordable housing’ within the means of low and very low income households. 

Importantly, the proposed regime will apply specifically to new residential developments on re-zoned 

land. As such, the approach can be justified in terms of the second of the three rationales set out 

above.  

Currently, when land has been re-zoned to enable higher-density development, landholders reap 

windfall profits without actually delivering any new housing or infrastructure. For example, the site of 

a recently completed development in Sydney’s inner west was first purchased by a property company 

as industrial land for around A$8.5 million. Having been re-zoned to higher-density residential, the 

site was re-sold for A$48.5 million. In this case, the first buyer made a 471% windfall profit without 

building anything on the site.   

If a fixed percentage of affordable housing becomes a condition of rezoning such sites, this will only 

affect the size of the landholder’s windfall gain. Developers will offer lower prices for the land, based 

on the mandated requirements for affordable housing. This is why, with the scheme’s remit restricted 

to up-zoned sites as proposed, property developer opposition to such a regime is in fact far from 

universal. Indeed, to their credit, some developers have been part of the push for the policy, through 

their membership of the Committee for Sydney. They recognise that so long as the ‘playing field’ is 

level for all, mandatory targets for affordable housing can be achieved without making development 

unprofitable or housing more expensive. 

http://www.ahuri.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0013/2038/AHURI_Final_Report_No198_Cost-effective-methods-for-evaluation-of-Neighbourhood-Renewal-programs.pdf
http://www.propertyobserver.com.au/finding/residential-investment/17465-unsubbed-triguboff.html
http://www.sydney.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/CfS-Issues-Paper-8-A-City-for-All-Five-Game-Changers-for-Affordable-Housing-in-Sydney.pdf
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Consistent with its justification for the policy, the Commission reasonably stipulates that it will not 

apply retrospectively to rezoning that has already occurred. Importantly, however, this exemption 

should not apply to land purchased by a private company in expectation of a future up-zoning 

announcement – i.e. for any land bought in order to speculate on future up-zoning. This refers to the 

scenario where a buyer has gambled on an, as yet, unannounced administrative event delivering them 

a windfall. If the anticipated change of land-use decision in fact comes with IZ strings attached they 

may find that projected development profit margins are squeezed. What this means is that a reformed 

planning regime linking IZ with re-zoning would discourage land speculation and speculative holding. 

In wider public policy terms, surely this is a long-term goal of an effective and efficient planning 

system? 

Notwithstanding all of the above observations, we think it important to emphasise that in restricting 

the policy’s scope to re-zoned sites, the Commission’s proposed approach is a modest one. We are 

also concerned that the slightly ambiguous wording of the Commission’s revised Information Note 

could imply further limitation on the applicability of the proposed IZ regime beyond this. In its 

reference to ‘land within new urban renewal or land release areas’ (p2) the Note could be interpreted 

as imposing a further restriction on the scheme’s remit.  

We therefore recommend that this wording should be revised to clarify that any rezoned site is 

covered. 

A substantial – albeit unquantified – proportion of new housing development in Sydney involves ‘infill’ 

sites where no recent re-zoning has been involved. None of these will fall within the policy’s remit. On 

the basis of recently undertaken residual land value analysis, a respected NSW planning consultant, 

Dr Judith Stubbs, argues that limiting the applicability of inclusionary zoning in this way is unjustified 

and unnecessary.  

Therefore, while recognising the logical case for linking IZ to rezoning, we recommend that the GSC 

and/or the Department of Planning commission research for publication that disaggregates recently 

completed housing provision according to whether originating on rezoned sites 

3.4 Project viability assessment 

Closely linked with the above issue is the Commission’s proposed ‘viability test’. This will, in the words 

of the revised Information Note, ‘ensure that the Target does not impede the economic viability of 

projects delivering new housing’. While this sounds reasonable, it is of paramount importance that 

the viability test rules – as yet unpublished – do not open a loophole that fatally weakens the policy 

overall.  

In this respect it is vital to be aware of the lessons learned from the way that 2012 changes to the 

land use planning system in England enhanced the significance of development viability testing, in 

the process seriously degrading the capacity of the UK’s ‘Section 106’ regime to deliver affordable 

housing. 

As explained above, land economics suggests that the introduction of an IZ regime should have a 

dampening effect on site values in places where there is an expectation of future rezoning. Provided 

http://blogs.unsw.edu.au/cityfutures/blog/2016/11/too-littlebut-not-too-late/
https://gsc-public-1.s3.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/gsc_information_note_4_-_affordable_rental_housing_targets_-_revised_october_2017.pdf
https://www.rau.ac.uk/sites/files/rau/field/field_document/Viability%20and%20the%20Planning%20System%20Research%20January%202017.pdf
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that they are convinced that such changes in a site’s planning designation will always be 

accompanied by the imposition of affordable housing obligations, potential buyers will be 

discouraged from ‘over-paying’ for land as a speculative purchase.  

From such a purist perspective, therefore, the claim that the cost of meeting IZ obligations falls 

squarely on developers is invalid. However, as things stand in Sydney today, there will be many 

developable parcels of land in places liable to experience future rezoning held by developers who 

have paid a price predicated on no such obligations being introduced in tandem with that rezoning. 

In our view it is to accommodate these situations that there could be a defensible case for the 

Commission’s proposed viability test. Arguably, however, no viability test should apply to 

developments being put forward on sites which have changed ownership after the introduction of 

the new regime. In this view, therefore, the viability component of the regime should be seen as a 

transitional rather than long term provision. Within the medium term future, therefore, the regime 

would evolve to a form consistent with the North American IZ norm where viability testing is 

unknown. 

We also recommend a review of the rules on the duration of un-exploited development approval 

to discourage the speculative holding of land.  

Another concern about viability tests that must be addressed if the Commission’s proposed 

framework is to be effective relates to LGA capacity. An important part of the recent London planning 

story has concerned the highly unequal contest between developers and planning authorities. The 

former have often enjoyed a huge advantage over the latter in terms of internal capacity and the 

resources to buy in professional expertise. In this context we welcome the Commission’s unqualified 

declaration that ‘The viability test will be transparent and robust’.  

However, we remain very concerned that in the Sydney context even more than in the UK scenario 

discussed above, LGA capacity to secure appropriate affordable rental housing contributions from 

developers will be extremely limited. We therefore recommend that the NSW Department of 

Planning develops an active capacity-building strategy for relevant local council staff. Such a strategy 

should be developed in collaboration with the Planning Institute of Australia and with the Regional 

Organisations of Councils. 

3.5 Affordable housing percentage obligation  

The very specific definition of the affordable housing product to be generated through the 

Commission’s proposed inclusionary zoning system is welcomed. We particularly endorse the linking 

of affordable housing to the broader issue of delivering housing diversity. Specifically, we need a 

planning system that understands affordable housing not simply as a small, poorly located product, 

but one that is delivered to contemporary standards of amenity and location across the city at a price 

appropriate to a wide range of households on low to moderate incomes, especially to encompass low 

income, essential and key worker groups. As recent research has shown, low income workers in 

Sydney play an essential role in city labour market but at present face substantial housing affordability 

pressures across the city. 

https://gsc-public-1.s3.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/gsc_information_note_4_-_affordable_rental_housing_targets_-_revised_october_2017.pdf
http://www.ahuri.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0019/2098/AHURI_Final_Report_No91_Housing_affordability_occupation_and_location_in_Australian_cities_and_regions.pdf
http://www.ahuri.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0015/7431/AHURI_Final_Report_No261_Housing-affordability-central-city-economic-productivity-and-the-lower-income-labour-market.pdf
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Much debate has surrounded the question of what percentage targets should be appropriately set for 

affordable housing to be generated through inclusionary zoning powers. In proposing an obligation 

amounting to 5-10% of the extra floorspace resulting from up-zoning, the Commission appears to be 

envisaging a regime only marginally more ambitious than that applicable in certain designated areas 

of the City of Sydney under SEPP70 (e.g. as in Green Square where the equivalent figure for residential 

developments is 3%). It is also acknowledged that such figures are not directly comparable with the 

affordable housing percentage targets cited in cities such as London. Here, as the Commission rightly 

notes, the specification of ‘affordable housing’ has – especially in recent years – been broader than 

the GSC’s own tightly-defined proposed designation. Similarly, in the UK government grant-funding 

programs have also helped to ‘top up’ the effective support provided through the planning system per 

se.  

Nevertheless, the Commission’s stipulation that the target applies only to the ‘extra floorspace’ 

resulting from rezoning is another respect in which the policy is arguably unambitious. Again, 

supported by residual land value analysis undertaken for Inner West Council, Dr Judith Stubbs argues 

that:  

‘…affordable rental housing targets of 15% of total GFA would be reasonable without unduly 

affecting development feasibility in most precincts [of the Inner West], including those associated 

with the government renewal areas. The situation is similar in many other areas of the Central 

and South Districts’. 

Judging whether the Commission’s ‘5-10%’ formulation is sufficiently ambitious also depends on a 

number of other considerations. First, it needs to be made clear in what circumstances the target for 

eligible sites will be 10% and in what circumstances a lower figure will be applicable. Since the policy 

in any case implies that viability considerations could result in the figure being set at zero, we 

recommend that the ‘5-10%’ IZ formulation is replaced by ‘10% subject to viability’. This would be a 

clearer and more straightforward position.   

Second, there is the question of what, if any, ‘affordable housing’ – over and above that provided as 

rental accommodation within the means of low and very low income tenants – might be included 

within a development project budget. We therefore recommend that the standard 10% affordable 

rental housing obligation as defined above (low to very low income) is complemented by additional 

10% of affordable housing provided for middle income groups and key or essential workers through 

either discounted rental or shared ownership products.  This is consistent with the Commission’s 

advocacy of a continuum of affordable housing as depicted in Figure 17 in the draft GSR plan.  

A modification to this scenario should apply to the redevelopment of government-owned land – e.g. 

within the context of large scale urban renewal. We recommend that for projects on publicly owned 

land the standard affordable housing target be set to at least 25%, to include at least 10% affordable 

rental housing within the means of low and very low income households and 15% for low to 

moderate income key and essential workers. Since the associated moderation of land values will not 

affect private developers, there can be no objection to such a rule on the grounds that it is an 

unreasonable impost on residential property development. 

 

http://blogs.unsw.edu.au/cityfutures/blog/2016/11/too-littlebut-not-too-late/
http://blogs.unsw.edu.au/cityfutures/blog/2016/11/too-littlebut-not-too-late/
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3.6 Delivering affordable housing  

It remains unclear exactly how required affordable rental housing will be delivered through the 

proposed IZ regime. There are several broad scenarios: 

a) Part of a development site in developer ownership is gifted or transferred at low cost to a 

community housing provider (CHP) which, through layering-in other funding, then develops 

the requisite homes 

b) A commuted sum equating the value of the developer’s obligation is paid into a central fund 

or direct to a CHP, enabling the provider to independently buy and build out a site 

c) The requisite affordable rental housing units are built by the developer as part of the overall 

project, before being passed into the ownership of a CHP. 

All of these options pose challenges. Scenarios (a) and (c) have the potential advantage of creating a 

mixed tenure community. Scenario (a) has worked well in the UK but in the Australian context where 

there is no tradition of social housing grant funding, raises questions about the feasibility of accessing 

top-up funding from other sources, albeit that perhaps 30% of social housing procurement cost could 

be raised by a CHP through debt secured against rental income. Scenario (b) resembles the model that 

has been familiar in Sydney as the standard approach utilised by CityWest Housing in investing 

developer contributions levied by the City of Sydney under SEPP70. Open market land purchase, 

however, poses significant challenges in hot urban markets. From a CHP scenario (c) has possible 

attractions as a low risk route. At the same time, control over design and construction quality is likely 

to be limited. 

For the benefit of developers, CHPs and LGAs, we recommend that the Commission procure practical 

guidance on the possible options for delivering affordable rental housing under the IZ provisions. 

3.7 Build to rent housing 

Even in the short period since the publication of the draft District Plans, Australia has seen the 

emergence of strong interest in a residential product novel to this country, build to rent (BTR). This 

refers to apartment blocks or larger developments purpose-built for rental occupation (usually at 

market price) and held in single ownership as long-term revenue-generating assets. As such, BTR 

represents a major departure from current models of housing development and ownership. However, 

while the product is briefly mentioned in the draft GSR (at p60), nothing is said about how it might be 

treated within the planning system. Importantly, although BTR schemes might possible include a 

proportion of affordable (sub-market) rental housing, the standard BTR product does not meet that 

description. Therefore, it cannot be presented as fulfilling a developer’s IZ affordable rental housing 

obligations. This should be made explicit in the next edition of the relevant Information Note.  

In finalising the IZ framework, consideration will also need to be given to the status of BTR 

developments regarding the affordable rental housing obligations for the developers concerned. As 

the model has been emerging in the UK context, planning authorities have been requiring the inclusion 

of an often-substantial ‘affordable housing’ component as a development approval condition. In many 
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cases, however, this takes the form of rental properties made available at a discounted market rent – 

DMR (say 80% of market rate) for a limited period (e.g. 10-15 years), after which the units concerned 

revert to market rents. Regarding affordable rental housing obligations in the Sydney context we 

believe that BTR projects should be treated in exactly the same way as traditional ‘build to sell’ 

projects, albeit that viability considerations may result in different outcomes. 
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4 Collaborative approaches to drive implementation  

4.1 Collaborating with local communities  

The Draft Plan places a heavy emphasis on collaboration across governmental levels and associated 

agencies in the development of implementation strategies and policies (Objective 5).  This is a very 

welcome development and addresses much of what previous Plans had failed to articulate.  

Collaboration is the key to getting the plan’s high-level vision delivered on the ground in multiple 

contexts and with multiple and divergent stakeholders.  However, this will not be an easy task, 

especially in a planning context which has, to date, poorly performed in terms of collaborative 

arrangements.   

Nevertheless, the intent is that all agencies involved should work together through a newly defined 

‘place-based’ planning approach to deliver outcomes on the ground.  For this to be effective, this 

involved will need to learn how to be effective team players in an environment where, to date, 

siloed delivery of services, infrastructure and policy have been the norm.  We therefore strongly 

recommend that consideration is given to how those who are involved in these new collaborative 

arrangements are skilled up for this task of collaboration. 

However, a glaring gap in the strategy surrounding this otherwise positive emphasis on collaboration 

is how those local communities who will be impacted by the Plan’s vision are to be effectively 

brought into the discussion. Recognising cultural diversity (Objective 8) or supporting artistic 

expression (Objective 9) is no substitute for effective inclusionary consultation processes for local 

communities.  The Commission will need to develop approaches for collaboration that do not 

exclude the very people that are subject to the development that is going to change their 

community and built environment.  In many cases, local populations and businesses are likely to be 

displaced – a fact that the Plan recognises.     The need to integrate effective participatory planning 

process into renewal collaboration is not just a fanciful ‘nice to have’ notion.  The one thing that any 

discussion about planning in Sydney will reveal is the lack of trust that the community has in the 

planning system.  Moreover, recent opinion in Sydney against over development appears to be 

strengthening and poses a real and present threat to the delivery of the planned housing targets 

through renewal and infill development – the very heart of the Plan’s Vision.  This Draft Plan does 

not appear to hold any solutions to countering the lack of trust or offer mechanisms to build trust 

though effective community involvement in collaboration proposals.  We strongly recommend, 

therefore, that the proposals developed for Collaboration Areas, Priority Precinct and other targeted 

renewal locations include a clear requirement for effective community engagement that encourage 

local involvement in the planning process.  Without it, community opposition is likely to become a 

major barrier to implementation.  In this context, the use of new technology, including innovative 

use of social media, geo-design tools, co-design principles and other technologically facilitated 

approaches to participatory planning should be invested in to bring the planning consultation 

process into the 21st century.   

4.2 An integrated local urban renewal delivery model 

In our previous submission to the Draft Sub-District Plans in April 2017, we argued that Collaboration 

Areas and other targeted renewal precincts should be constituted formally around what we termed 

‘Urban Renewal Corporations or Trusts’, charged with bringing forward the integrated housing and 
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renewal strategies for the area.  These would be a locally constituted and arms-length from 

government, but suitably regulated and publicly accountable.  They would be act at the local level to 

deliver local outcomes, working with local community housing providers, local and State government 

and the private sector to implement renewal masterplans. Importantly, we proposed that they 

would need appropriate powers to allow strategic site assembly and other strategic interventions in 

line with the local masterplan, as well as the capacity to hold land in trust for public benefit.  The 

Community Land Trust model, now common in both the USA and the UK in comparable contexts, 

offers a formal and well understood publicly accountable mechanism for this.   

To support the work of the Urban Renewal Corporations, we recommended consideration is given to 

developing appropriate funding mechanisms, such as a revolving loan or grant facility provided in 

the form of a Local Strategic Renewal Fund which might draw on a loan aggregator model or a 

similar publicly supported long-term debt vehicle, or indeed, value sharing approaches.  This would 

act to leverage other investment and, in effect, share the risk with the private and non-government 

sectors.  Importantly, these Corporations would be charged with implementing the housing diversity 

and affordability outcomes identified through the Local Housing Strategy process.   We strongly 

recommend consideration is given to the development of such a local governance model that would 

take the role of local renewal agency but be inclusive of local community and business interests as 

well as those of the various levels of government. 

5. Conclusion  
 

In conclusion, City Futures supports many of the key strategic directions the Draft District Plans have 

outlined.  As we noted in our previous submission, we would be pleased to engage with the 

Commission in the future development of the proposals noted in these Plans and those suggested 

above. 

 

City Futures Research Centre  

December 2017 
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