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15 December 2017  
 
 
 
 
Ms Sarah Hill 
CEO, Greater Sydney Commission 
Greater Sydney Commission 
PO Box 257 
PARAMATTA NSW 2124 

Ms Lucy Turnbull AO 
Chief Commissioner 
Greater Sydney Commission 
PO Box 257 
PARAMATTA NSW 2124 

 
 
 
 
Dear Ms Turnbull and Ms Hill 
 
RE:  Feedback on the draft Greater Sydney Region Plan and revised draft District Plans 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the revised draft Greater Sydney Region Plan and 
revised draft District Plans (the Plans).  
 
We first want to compliment the Greater Sydney Commission (GSC) on the outstanding work that has 
been done.  We are encouraged by the clear vision and themes that are emerging, as well as the 
evident coordination across all levels of Government.    The statutory recognition of the importance of 
Metropolitan and District strategic plans is a significant and appreciated differentiator between these 
and previous strategies. 
 
We are highly supportive of the GSC’s ambition to integrate transport and land use planning, set clear 
targets for jobs and housing delivery and ultimately improve the quality of life and opportunities for all 
Sydney residents.  The clearly demonstrated link between government investment and growth as well 
as the strong pathway to better integration of service and infrastructure delivery is to be commended. 
 
While we have some specific feedback on individual district plans (see Attachment A), we want to 
highlight five key issues that we believe will further improve the GSC’s work.  We summarise them in 
the table below and then explore them in greater detail: 
 
 

Issue Recommended Action 

The risk that the Plans will 
limit employment outcomes 
through lack of recognition 
of ‘mixed use’ zonings.  This 
is most obviously 
manifested in the shift from 
‘precaution’ to ‘protection’ of 
employment and urban 
services lands  

 Greater emphasis and utilisation of mixed use zoning that can meet 
employment/commercial targets and be financially viable 

 Review  and change the proposed restrictive approach to industrial 
and employment land that  prohibits rezoning of urban services land 
and does not accurately reflect the frequent need to allow for mixed 
land use to achieve employment outcomes 

 

A fixed approach to 
metropolitan rural areas that 
will prevent appropriate 
careful transition to more 
urban uses  

 Establish criteria to enable rezoning proposals in Metropolitan Rural 
Areas that demonstrate strategic merit over the longer term. 
Considerations of merit could include the ability to provide utility 
infrastructure, proximity to urban services and integration of land uses. 
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Issue Recommended Action 

The need for clear guidance 
and targets beyond 0-5 
years to meet the housing 
supply challenge, 
particularly at the Council 
level  

 Provide clearer direction and targets beyond 0-5 years by requiring 
Councils  to prepare Housing Strategies and Local Strategic Planning 
Statements and Instruments that will guide growth to appropriate 
locations that reflect metropolitan and district priorities and 
opportunities over that time period. 

 Hold Councils accountable for the delivery of housing targets 
  

A lack of clarity about the 
framework of infrastructure 
and affordable housing 
levies and obligations could 
diminish investor certainty, 
and impact investment  

 Provide certainty by setting reasonable and equitable infrastructure 
contributions and development levies as soon as possible.These 
should cover all Council and State government agencies’ funding 
requirements 

 Apply more broad-based cost sharing mechanisms that distribute 
costs more broadly, and have less potential to geographically distort 
the market.  
 

A lack of accountability to 
deliver the Plans  

 Establish responsibilities and accountabilities to implement and 
ultimately deliver the plans at all levels of Government 
 

 
 
We explore these further below. 
 
1. Limiting employment outcomes through inappropriate zoning  
 
As noted above, we commend the GSC’s approach to setting employment targets.  Delivering on these 
targets will be crucial to Sydney’s long-term viability.  However we believe the GSC’s occasional 
exclusive approach to zoning employment lands may end up being counterproductive. 
 
While some areas zoned as employment areas can clearly be commercially delivered, there are other 
areas where this will not be possible, where the commercial viability of an ‘employment only’ 
development will not be demonstrated and therefore will not occur. 
 
The shift from “precaution” to “protection” of industrial and employment lands in the Plans is therefore a 
major concern. The designation of large areas of land as ‘protect and manage’ will effectively preclude 
merit-based consideration of proposals for other land uses, even when the market for employment, 
industrial or service type uses cannot be sustained on its own.  Such areas could include precincts 
where mere commercial or industrial rents will not facilitate redevelopment, or precincts where there is 
insufficient commercial demand for extensive commercial or industrial development. 
 
Mirvac believes that the evidence base used to justify the proposed restrictions on rezoning of 
employment and urban services land to residential and mixed-use zones and the proposed segregation 
of land uses runs counter to how employment hubs thrive. For example, the use of the ACT as a 
benchmark for the provision of urban services land is not directly applicable to the metropolitan Sydney 
context due to the fundamentally different cities that each represent.  Further, we believe that an 
effective prohibition on rezoning to residential or mixed uses is contrary to other initiatives and priorities 
identified in the Plans, for example integrating transport and land use, meeting housing supply targets 
and improving the amenity and quality of life for residents.  
 
We strongly believe that, in order to achieve its employment objectives, the Government should 
demonstrate greater flexibility in its zoning.   In particular, rather than taking an ‘exclusive’ approach to 
commercial or other uses, we believe that the Government should embrace more ‘mixed-use’ zoning 
and a more flexible, evolving zoning approach.  Not only will this reflect commercial and market 
realities, but also the often-transitional nature of industrial land uses, different employment typologies 
and the evolving function of employment lands. For example, we believe that there are several 
suburban commercial centres where residential and retail development (as part of a mixed use offering) 
could facilitate the commercial developments desired by Councils, that are otherwise unlikely to occur.  
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Zoning that prevents such mixed-use will also inhibit commercial development and desired employment 
outcomes. 
 
At a process level, the maps that identify employment and urban services land need further refinement 
due to a current lack of specificity.  Transitional arrangements also need to be clarified.   
There are areas identified that either contain existing larger scale industries that are not population 
serving, and other areas where planning is underway through the Department’s planned precincts.  
Mapping of existing industrial land in these locations creates confusion and uncertainty as to how the 
‘protect and manage’ policy is to be applied to specific sites or precincts.  Furthermore, there is little 
clarity as to whether planning proposals to rezone industrial land to residential or mixed uses that are 
already underway will be subject to the “protect and manage” actions in the Plans. Clear transitional 
arrangements are particularly important given the Region Plan and District Plans are statutory 
considerations when local plans are prepared. 
 
2. A more flexible approach to Metropolitan Rural Areas is required 
 
While the importance of metropolitan rural areas to the character, amenity, sustainability and 
productivity of Sydney is acknowledged, it is also important to provide a pathway for rural land in 
suitable locations to transition to urban uses, especially given the housing requirements for Sydney over 
the next 20 years. Rather than permanently prohibit urban rezoning in the metropolitan rural area, the 
Plans should provide clear criteria and a defined pathway for projects that have merit to proceed 
through a rezoning process, particularly for 5-15 year targets subject to Council-driven land use 
strategies. 
 
We would also suggest that the accuracy of the Metropolitan Rural Area boundary requires further 
delineation beyond what is presented in the draft Plans. Provisions should be included for land use 
proposals on the fringe of these areas to be considered for urban purposes where it can be 
demonstrated that the proposal has strategic merit. We also note that land subject to current planning 
proposals within the rural areas should be shown as ‘investigation areas’ to more accurately reflect their 
current transitional nature.  
 
3. Housing targets should be managed by the GSC but driven to council level 
 
Clearly, ensuring that sufficient housing is delivered will continue to be one of the greatest challenges 
for the city. The five-year housing targets identified in the draft Plans reflect the existing development 
pipeline, and it is positive that the District Plans provide this short-term direction to Councils.   
 
The draft Plans propose that local housing targets beyond the first five years be set through the 
preparation of local housing strategies. As the focus of local housing strategies will be on the following 
years, the Plans need to be clearer in identifying priority locations for growth, so that Councils can set 
targets and then implement these priorities at the local level with strong accountability to the GSC.  
 
The GSC should identify the key locations for growth to ensure housing supply targets are met in a 
sustainable and equitable way, and to maximise the integration of transport and land use.  This is 
particularly important to guide local planning decisions – experience suggests that reliance on local 
council-based housing strategies and targets alone beyond the next five years has the potential to 
distort and delay the delivery of new homes because local area planning is too fragmented to capture 
the best opportunities at a District or Metropolitan scale. 
 
As they stand, the Plans delegate substantial responsibility to Councils for setting and delivering on 
housing supply targets which is appropriate.  However, they lack significant substantive mechanisms to 
hold Councils accountable for that delivery beyond the next five years. Without such accountability, 
there is a real chance the targets will not be met.   
 
We urge the GSC to develop accountability metrics and frameworks for Councils to ensure that 
sufficient housing is delivered beyond the next five years.  While Councils will necessarily play a crucial 
role in meeting the housing supply challenge, the delivery of sufficient housing is an issue that requires 
clear direction and enforcement to guide growth to appropriate locations on a metropolitan-wide scale, 
as well as accountability for delivery to be assigned to the Councils that need to deliver them. 
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4. A lack of clarity around infrastructure contributions and affordable housing mechanisms 
 
Mirvac acknowledges that infrastructure costs must be shared between the Government and private 
sector.  However, greater certainty of what infrastructure charges will apply is required to enable 
informed investment decisions. The Plans provide a lack of sufficient guidance on the scope of 
infrastructure investments that are to be funded by the various contributions mechanisms proposed.  
 
A lack of certainty around such infrastructure, and the mechanisms to pay for it, may constrain 
development activity, further exacerbating housing supply and affordability issues.  Simply put, it is 
imperative that a clear framework for infrastructure funding is developed which provides certainty in 
relation to infrastructure funding.  
 
Mirvac also supports the greater codification and development of affordable housing in Sydney, and notes 
that the Plans retain the proposed 5-10% target for affordable rental housing in locations that achieve an 
uplift in development potential. The revised Plans clarify the application of this policy to the amount of 
development uplift, but do not prescribe the implementation mechanisms required. Experience over the 
last twelve months indicates different Councils are adopting different mechanisms, in some cases with 
little regard or understanding of the implications on the financial viability of projects.  
 
Furthermore, if affordable rental housing targets are to apply only to selected geographic areas (such as 
priority growth areas and planned precincts) the implications of this additional development cost on the 
financial viability of development in these priority areas needs to be better considered, relative to 
development costs and feasibility outside these locations.  Better clarity is required around the application 
of affordable rental housing targets for land subdivision in greenfield release areas. 
 
Attachment B provides a more detailed response regarding affordable rental housing targets and their 
implementation. 
 
Overall, the combination of affordable rental housing targets, developer charges and levies (both state and 
local) has the potential to substantially increase development costs in priority growth areas and may lead 
to distortion of development investment, with a potential preference for development outside these priority 
areas due to lower costs.  This outcome could significantly undermine efforts to promote vibrant urban 
communities in locations close to transport and other services.  
 
Finally, as the GSC seeks to balance infrastructure, affordable housing and appropriate levies on industry, 
we believe that more broad-based cost sharing mechanisms would lead to more equitable distribution of 
infrastructure costs, and would recognise the fact that both existing and new residents will benefit from 
new infrastructure. Such broad-based mechanisms are less likely to influence the spatial distribution of 
development than charges that apply specifically to locations like planned precincts and growth areas. 
 
5. Establishing implementation responsibilities and accountabilities are crucial 
 
Mirvac again commends and supports the whole-of-government approach proposed by the GSC and 
the importance of cross-agency alignment to realise the actions identified in the draft Plans.  However, it 
is essential that the leadership roles of the GSC and Department of Planning and Environment be 
clearly established to ensure delivery of the Plans as well as offer a consistent approach to the 
provision of affordable housing, infrastructure funding and delivery, and planned precincts and growth 
areas. 
 
We note that many key deliverables are the responsibility of Councils, and while Councils will be critical 
to implementation, it is important that the GSC takes the lead role and responsibility for the monitoring, 
holding to account and subsequent evaluation and review of the effectiveness of the implementation of 
Plans. It is also crucial that Councils have sufficient resources to deliver their identified responsibilities. 
 
We acknowledge the metrics already proposed, and understand there will be opportunities to further 
refine these, which will be crucial to ensure proper implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the 
Plans.    
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While these metrics are important for the Plans, it is accountability – who is responsible for delivering 
which parts of the Plans – that will be critical to their eventual success. At this stage, the draft plans do 
not clearly allocate accountability, demonstrate how accountability will be established nor the 
consequences for not meeting targets.  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft Greater Sydney Region Plan and revised 
draft District Plans. Mirvac again commends the Commission for the significant and impressive work to 
date. 
 
We trust that our feedback is taken in the spirit with which it was intended – to build on the strong 
foundation already laid, in order to make the Plans even stronger and to deliver a better city for all our 
citizens. 
 
Mirvac would welcome the opportunity to work with the GSC to assist in the finalisation of the Plans. 
Mirvac looks forward to the plans being finalised, and to helping to redefine urban life within a robust 
strategic framework for local planning, infrastructure delivery and development in Sydney. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Susan Lloyd-Hurwitz 
CEO & Managing Director 
 
 



NOTE: Committed projects of: Western Harbour Tunnel & Beaches Link, F6 – WestConnex to President Avenue Kogarah, Parramatta Light Rail Stage 2 and Sydney 
Metro West are subject to final business case, no investment decision yet. Routes and stops for some transport corridors/projects are indicative only.
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ISSUE:
The exclusion of mixed use in the 
Chatswood town centre is likely 
to inhibit Council’s desired level of 
commercial development.

ACTION:
The Plan should be amended to 
show a minimum commercial or 
retail component within a mixed-
use outcome.

REFER: NORTH DISTRICT PLAN, 
PG. 66

ISSUE:
Retaining foreshore areas in private ownership 
will not allow for the passive recreation and 
connectivity promoted by the Plans.  

ACTION:
Amend existing development contributions 
legislation to enable acquisition and ongoing 
management of foreshore land by Council or the 
State Governments.

REFER: CENTRAL DISTRICT PLAN, PRIORITY C3

ISSUE: 
Uncertain frameworks are 
hindering development.

ACTION: 
Need to maximise State 
Government Investment in 
Metro Rail via the provision 
of framework to allow for 
development opportunities.

REFER: NORTH DISTRICT PLAN, 
PG. 54

ISSUE:
Marsden Park has been included within 
the 0-5 year dwelling supply however 
significant sections of Marsden Park North 
Precinct are still the subject of unresolved 
land use constraints. 

ACTION:
Prioritise strategic investigations and 
infrastructure investment in Marsden Park 
in close collaboration with the DP&E.

REFER: CENTRAL DISTRICT PLAN

ISSUE: 
Expected growth between Sydenham and 
Bankstown and inequitable distribution of 
housing targets across the District.

ACTION: 
Reinforce the Sydenham to Bankstown 
corridor strategy and Priority Precincts 
within the corridor. Housing targets and 
required infrastructure should be set at a 
precinct level.

REFER: SOUTH DISTRICT PLAN

ISSUE:
The accuracy of Metropolitan Rural Area boundary 
needs to be improved considering the position that 
no urban development is permitted within these 
areas.

ACTION: 
Rural land shall be considered for rezoning when 
a clearly defined strategic merit test has been 
satisfied.

REFER: CENTRAL, NORTH, WEST DISTRICT PLANS

Source: Draft Greater Sydney Region Plan, October 2017, GSC

ISSUE:
Current timelines for provision of essential 
infrastructure, such as water and sewer 
services, is not in line with  rezoning of land.

ACTION:
The Ingleside Precinct should be a 
Collaboration Area. Acceleration of 
infrastructure provision and planning is 
required with Sydney Water, DPE and 
Northern Beaches Council.

REFER: NORTH DISTRICT PLAN, FIGURE 21

ATTACHMENT A: MIRVAC COMMENTS ON DISTRICT PLANS



Attachment B 

GREATER SYDNEY COMMISSION – AFFORDABLE RENTAL HOUSING TARGETS (ARHT) 

Mirvac acknowledges the acute need for affordable housing across Sydney noting many individuals 

and families are currently facing significant pressures in securing housing that suits their needs. As 

documented in the GSC Information Note 4 (version 2) there are a number of factors which are 

exacerbating this situation including: 

 Rapid price growth 

 Limited availability of smaller dwellings to meet growing proportion of small households 

 A relatively poor choice of rental housing options, with short and insecure rental agreements 

for tenants against a back drop of an increasing trend to rent rather than buy 

 The growing distance between areas where housing is affordable and the location of 

employment and education opportunities  

Mirvac recognises that the above factors require a multi-faceted solution and supports a number of 

aims of the Draft District Plans. While Mirvac supports the concept of ARHT, there are significant 

concerns with the implementation of the target as described in Information Note 4 (version 2). Further, 

there is a significant shortcoming in terms of the detail required for both industry and other 

stakeholders. These concerns include: 

Conditions under which the target would apply: 

Information Note 4 (version 2) states that the ARHT should be announced prior to rezoning. 

This would  provide certainty regarding  the amount of affordable housing to be provided, 

allowing the cost to  be factored in underlying land prices. 

Mirvac has concerns that if a target is announced AFTER a rezoning investigation area is 

announced, the ARHT will have the unintended consequence of putting pressure on 

affordability. Developers often begin purchasing land after an investigation area is announced 

following signals from government and ensuring supply is provided to appropriate locations in 

a timely manner. If the ARHT is announced after this point it cannot be factored into the 

underlying land price and will likely be passed on to the consumer of the remaining properties. 

Alternatively,  developers may wait to purchase and develop land resulting in unintended 

delays in the supply of ARH. 

Ownership of AH 

Information Note 4 (version 2) states that dwellings will be secured by the relevant planning 

authority and may be passed onto a registered Community Housing Provider. 

By having the relevant planning authority secure all ARHT dwellings the GSC is missing a 

significant opportunity for such dwellings to be owned by individuals and the creation of an 

asset class which promotes further sustainable affordable housing. 

In the 2017 budget the Federal Government provided tax incentives for individuals and 

Managed Investment Trusts who have invested in affordable rental housing managed by a 

CHP. Mirvac would like to discuss potential models where a percentage of the AHRT for a 

given development is able to be sold with long term leases in place to a CHP. Mirvac would 

welcome an opportunity to discuss this further with the GSC.     

Viability Testing 

Mirvac would welcome the provision of further detail regarding viability testing. There are 

concerns that if the testing is completed on a rezoning by rezoning basis, idiosyncrasies in 

individual projects may not be fairly assessed. An example of this can be seen in the initial 

projects that are developed in a rezoning which often having a greater burden of providing 

lead-in services that later developments benefit from.    



 

Lack of detail 

Mirvac is concerned by the lack of detail throughout the information note, particularly in 

regards to land only developments. The information note discusses the AHRT in terms of 

dwellings, however a number of release areas on the fringe of metropolitan Sydney will see 

mainly land lots developed with dwellings, generally built by individual (owners or investors). 

Mirvac asks that the treatment of land only developments be clarified by the GSC. There is 

significant confusion in the development industry on how the AHRT will be applied, this is 

leading to stagnation with developers unable to effectively price opportunities of supply with 

such uncertainty in the marketplace. 

Furthermore, in the vacuum caused by the ambiguity of Information note 4 (version 1) a 

number of Council’s have undertaken their own community consultation regarding an AHRT 

and formulated their own policies. Unfortunately, many of these policies are not in alignment 

with the GSC revised draft note (version 2). Mirvac asks that GSC provide clear direction to 

these Councils to ensure a consistent approach is provided across Sydney. 

 

Mirvac is of the view that a ARHT presents a significant opportunity to provide affordable rental 

housing across Sydney and would welcome an opportunity to discuss the implementation and detail 

with the GSC.  
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