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Submission to the Greater Sydney Commission 
 

1 Introduction 

I welcome the opportunity to make a submission on the draft District Plans and Towards Our Greater 
Sydney 2056. At the outset, I wish to commend the Commission on their substantial community 
consultation and engagement process.  

The integrated draft District Plans provide a valuable starting point for planning for the Greater 
Sydney and an important step towards addressing the challenges and capturing the opportunities 
that Sydney presents. The objectives and approach of the plans are broadly supported. The 
principles of the draft plans relating to improved transport connectedness, enhancing housing 
opportunities in accessible locations, enhancing employment and business opportunities and 
promoting environmental sustainability are all important to improving outcomes. 

Our planning mechanisms, if they are to bring about an equitable Sydney, must originate from the 
recognition that affordable housing and high quality public transport are foundational elements of 
building a fair, functioning and future-oriented city. 

The primary focus of this submission is about housing supply, diversity, choice and affordability. The 
comments and recommendations centre on: 

• the failure of Sydney’s housing market to adequately assist those on the lowest incomes 
• further clarifying the mechanisms for realising better, more inclusive communities in a 

market economy that is currently failing to provide secure, affordable housing for a large 
segment of the population that includes both key workers and pensioners on fixed incomes 

• the diversity of dwelling types needed by a growing diverse population 
• the supply and provision of affordable rental housing 

o the Commission’s proposed ‘rental affordable housing’ target scheme;  
o the potential local government inclusionary zoning schemes under the EPA Act 

• the growing role of community housing in delivering social and affordable housing. 

Many of the recommendations reflect recommendations also being made by other stakeholders like 
the Sydney Alliance and NSW Shelter. This indicates an emerging consensus that much more needs 
to be done to turn the aspirations of the Commission’s Strategic Plans into results and outcomes for 
the people of Sydney on the ground. 

A pivotal starting point is the found in the UK Housing White Paper (2017) ‘Fixing our Broken 
Housing Market’. ‘Our broken housing market is one of the greatest barriers to progress in Britain 
today. Whether buying or renting, the fact is that housing is increasingly unaffordable – particularly 
for ordinary working class people who are struggling to get by.’ Theresa May, British Prime Minister 
(White Paper Foreword).  

As a global city, Sydney is also experiencing many of the same symptoms. While each country and 
city will need to find its own mix of solutions, acknowledging that we too have a broken housing 
market is a very helpful place to start. A clear understanding of the dimensions of market failure is 
needed to understand where effective government interventions are required around affordable 
housing provision to complement the existing market based solutions. 
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2 Market failure for some segments of the population 

The Commonwealth Treasury’s Affordable Housing Working Party Issues Paper (January 2016) 
suggests two reasons why the market has failed to supply sufficient affordable housing. 

‘Where demand for housing exceeds supply, this would generally lead to an increase in the supply of 
housing stock provided by the private market. However, in the context of affordable housing, this has 
not occurred largely for two key reasons.  

The first is that restrictive planning, zoning and land release policies have the effect of limiting the 
available supply of development sites for new housing. As a result, developers invariably have more 
attractive development options for the limited number of available sites. Recent significant increases 
in dwelling approvals, commencements and completions has done little to increase the supply of 
affordable rental housing, as the majority of new housing construction has been at the less 
affordable end of the market.  

The second is the risk return profile of affordable housing. Tenants accessing affordable housing 
generally have lower levels of income, or potentially fixed levels of income. This reduces the ability of 
property owners to increase the income streams they can generate by raising rents, increasing the 
risk that has to be borne by the property owner. The low income of affordable housing tenants can 
also reduce the attractiveness of the yield that can be generated from affordable housing assets, 
especially in periods of low capital growth.i’  

General prescriptions to increase housing supply therefore cannot be expected to generate a market 
response that will meet all the needs Sydney’s households. Other measures are now urgently 
required that pay close attention to the distributional effects across the population’s middle and 
lower income bands.  

Housing developers or investors can’t be expected to voluntarily sacrifice profits, nor take 
unacceptable risks to produce housing that is affordable to very low and low income earners with 
such low returns.  

However, with market failure for large sections of the population, there is a clear responsibility for 
the planning settings not to reduce the existing amount of affordable housing and make matters 
worse, but rather assist developers capturing value from planning decisions to share some of this 
value with the actual community and government that gave rise to much of that value. 

As land use planning laws and activities are essentially a government intervention in the market, 
new planning measures are now needed that will go to the heart of the problem, learn from the past 
failures and better understand the current barriers to achieving more effective solutions. This will 
undoubtedly require some policy reforms to existing planning settings across all levels of 
government. 

3 Strengthening inclusive communities 

Creating a denser, more compact Sydney will inevitably require both land rezoning and more infill 
redevelopment. One immediate effect of newer, modern housing is higher housing prices and higher 
rents. While urban renewal and redevelopment brings many benefits, in the first instance, they are 
mostly captured by landowners, investors and developers as well as the NSW Government through 
stamp duty receipts.  
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One strand of the argument for a greater affordable housing response is the need to assist key 
workers to ensure we have a more productive and efficient economy. 
 
PWC’s report, A Place for Everyone, Tackling Sydney’s affordable housing crisis (March 2017) notes 
that there are currently an estimated 120,000 key workers (nurses, police officers, firefighters, 
teachers and early childhood educators, social workers) living in Greater Sydney, and they account 
for six percent of the total Sydney workforce. Sixty percent of the key workers earn below the New 
South Wales annual average income of $59,960. 
 
This submission concurs with the Commission views about a gap in provision for this important 
group and strongly supports measures that will address this need. However, it also seeks to highlight 
the pressing needs of other private renters on fixed incomes, who will never gain access to social 
housing due to its finite supply. Their unmet needs for stable housing form another key driver for 
providing a greater affordable rental housing response. 
 
It is encouraging that the Government is also turning its attention to how to better assist these 
forgotten households. 
 

‘The NSW Government is undertaking work to explore, facilitate and promote…. the supply of 
affordable rental housing, housing for seniors and people with disabilitiesii.’ Minister 
Anthony Roberts, March 2017. 

 
 

3.1 Protecting vulnerable renting households 
 
Sustained widespread redevelopment, as Sydney is currently experiencing, will displace renters to 
lower cost areas with poorer amenity.  
 
The elderly and people with disability who are living on fixed incomes will have the least capacity to 
resist this trend. Its impact is often hidden and incremental. The pain of those affected is private and 
falls on those who practically have had little opportunity, capability or capacity to engage in the 
decision-making that set the redevelopment processes of their housing in-train.  
 
For renters, this process dramatically undercuts pensioners’ ability to age in place in the 
communities that they have made and contributed to during their working lives.  
 
Moving often means relocating to somewhere unfamiliar. Their new neighbourhoods can feel unsafe 
and can prove to be difficult for those seniors with reduced mobility to navigate. Displacement can 
diminish their health and life prospects, by removing their critical supports while increasing their 
vulnerability and isolation. 
 
This part of the urban transformation process corrodes the social fabric of Sydney. It has become the 
unsung villain of redevelopment. It is the antithesis of diverse, inclusive communities.  

The report No Place Like Home: The impact of declining homeownership on retirement, (March 2017) 
found that a declining proportion of people aged 65 and over living in accommodation rented from 
State or Territory housing authorities, and conversely, an increasing proportion of people aged 65 
and over living in private rental accommodation, for whom housing costs represent a higher-than-
average, and rising, proportion of total incomeiii.  
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According to SGS Report Rental Affordability Index, November 2016iv Greater Sydney remains at 
crisis levels for most low-income households.  

Rental Affordability Index scores relate to the severity of housing unaffordability. Scores of 100 and 
less indicate that households spend 30% or more of their income on rent. Extremely unaffordable 
rents occur when the index score is 50 or less, and households spend 60% of their income or more 
on housing. 

RAI scores for households (June 2016) in the lower income quintiles are as follows, with a 
comparison with December 2015 results:  

Quintile 1 (lowest) families: 46 (same as last release) 
Quintile 1 non-families: 24 (same as last release)  

Quintile 2 families: 74 (same as last release) 
Quintile 2 non-families: 43 (up from 42)  

Professor Alan Morris’ book, The Australian Dream: Housing Experiences of Older Australians notes 
that one in 10 (9.5 per cent) of lone person households aged 65 and over are private renters with 
that proportion increasing to one in five (20.7 per cent) for lone households aged 55 to 64 years. 
When it comes to coupled households, about one in 11 (8.4 per cent) of 55- to 64-year-olds are 
renters. In the 65-plus age group, the proportion is about 4.8 per cent. 

The Productivity Commission report, Housing Decisions of Older Australians (December 2015), notes 
that older Australians in the private rental market have substantially higher housing costs as a 
proportion of income than any other group in the population. 

The Disability Housing Futures Working Group Final Report, (February 2016) found that there is an 
estimated 35,000-50,000 NDIS participants nationally with an unmet need for affordable housing, 
translating to around 9,000 to 12,500 participants living precariously in Sydneyv. 
 
The NSW Government (and its adopted planning mechanisms) has a special responsibility to mitigate 
the negative impacts of these socio and economic changes that are driven by the redevelopment 
process, especially those associated with Government led transport infrastructure investments and 
urban renewal. 
 
Neglecting this priority will only impose higher costs on taxpayers as the displaced population no 
longer can access their family supports and will need to make greater use of ambulance services, 
hospitals and aged and disability care. It is likely these ‘avoidable’ costs to Government will also 
show up for the individual as social isolation, increased falls, poorer health outcomes and earlier 
onset of dementia. If treated after the fact, it will require remedial State and Commonwealth 
expenditure to meet the higher demand for hospital beds, increased residential care payments and 
longer stays in respite care.  
 
Clearly the most vulnerable are renters on fixed pensions. This group comprises seniors and those 
people with profound disability, such as NDIS participants, who are both asset and income poor.  
 
‘Over the next 40 years, Greater Sydney is predicted to grow from having a population of 4.8 
million to around 8 million people – that’s the size of London. So, an increase in density isn’t 
optional – it’s unavoidable.’ vi  
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So too is the growth in numbers of low and very low income households’ in dire housing need. 
Predictably Sydney’s affordability problems will soon eliminate those locations where pockets of 
affordable rental dwellings persist.  
 
An important conclusion is that the adoption of the District Plans should be accompanied by the 
naming of all local government areas in Greater Sydney as having a need for affordable housing 
under SEPP70. This will helpfully acknowledge not just the current but also the forecast needs of 8 
million population that will be living in Sydney over the next generation. (See recommendation 4.) 
 
4 Diversifying housing supply 
 
83% of new apartments in buildings built in the last few years have been 2 or 1 bedroomsvii. This is 
not helpful for the diverse household types and demographics of Sydney, especially those 
households with children.  
 
Consideration needs to be given to mechanisms to ensure there is sufficient housing for people at 
different stages of their lives – for families and individuals. That said there seems to be no 
compelling case to allow more compact dwellings smaller than the floor areas currently allowed in 
SEPP 65 and the Affordable Rental SEPP 70. 
 
Helpfully the draft plans promote the idea of universal housing and nominate Livable Housing 
Australia’s guidelines as the preferred means of implementing this. It is recommended that the plans 
also adopt:  

o the draft Medium density design guide proposal for all medium-density 
development to meet the Livable Housing Australia silver level criteria  

o Support an updating (amendment) of SEPP65 so that all dwellings in new apartment 
buildings meet the Livable Housing Australia silver level criteria  

o Support an amendment of the ‘General Housing Code’ of the SEPP (Exempt and 
Complying Codes) 2008 to establish a development standard for new single-storey 
and 2-storey dwelling houses to meet the Livable Housing Australia silver level 
criteria  

o Encouraging councils to include in their DCPs a requirement that at least 10 percent 
of units in new apartment buildings comply with the Standards Australia adaptable 
housing standard. (See recommendation 1). 

In support of government led NDIS reforms, development requirements for universal units should be 
Silver Livable Housing standard and specified adaptable units should be developed to platinum 
standard. Measures should be encouraged to best utilise universal housing through targeted letting 
arrangements to households who need them. Community housing Providers could readily assist with 
this task. 

Good design and environmental sustainability features are also important in reducing running costs 
and contribute to improved affordability. 

5 Delivering more affordable rental housing supply 
 
Securing the provision of adequate affordable rental housing in each community is a key part of the 
solution to the failure of the housing market. If ageing in place is to be supported for renters, the 
planning implication is that the affordable rental housing needs to be widespread, across all Councils 
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and within communities. The affordable rental housing that is provided needs to be secure, able to 
be modified it as needed and will minimise and contain housing costs in retirement.  
 
As planning decisions create value, it is appropriate that a substantial proportion of this value uplift 
be directed towards offsetting negative impacts and supporting public benefits. As housing is critical 
infrastructure it needs to take priority over other areas which could be funded through value 
capture. Priority needs to be given to ameliorate the negative housing impacts of displacement of 
lower income households, to satisfy a ‘no harm’ test for those that the housing market is not 
adequately providing for. 
 
Planning mechanisms need to be broader than the land subject to up-zoning with the proposed 
‘affordable rental housing target’.  
 
Local Governments should be given responsibility to achieve affordable housing outcomes as part of 
broader housing supply outcomes and targets set out is their district plans and interpreted in their 
local housing strategies. To manage this enlarged role, they will need to be given access to a broader 
range of locally appropriate options and powers to facilitate better housing outcomes.  
 
These include: 

o An amended SEPP70 to provide a framework to enable councils with identified affordable 
housing needs to use the provisions of section 94F and 94G of the Environmental Planning 
and Assessment Act 1979 to seek contributions for affordable housing as a condition of 
development approval. 

o Specific complying development standards tailored for affordable rental housing projects to 
minimise delays in planning approvals. 

o Capacity to combine and layer incentives to facilitate affordable rental housing projects. 
These could include fast-tracking of applications, density bonuses, land contributions, linking 
community services planning with housing provision, reduced development fees and more 
flexible standards, and rate concessions. 

 
Numerical Affordable Housing Targets for Districts 
 
Setting numerical targets for affordable housing supply planned to be delivered in 5 and 20 year 
timeframes are required to guide and drive responses. Integrated planning requires them to clearly 
sit within the broader numerical housing targets set by District Housing Strategies to integrate 
government responses and link with planning reforms so that our housing crisis is addressed and the 
Commission’s vision of a sustainable, productive, livable and community based city is realised.  
 
As the Commission notes, at least 4,000 to 8,000 additional affordable dwellings per annum are 
needed to meet the needs of low and very low income householdsviii, formalising targets should not 
be too onerous technically, but will require careful explanation to communities needing to 
understand that this is primarily about better accommodating existing residents and neighbours. 
 
“The Greater Sydney housing market is commonly recognised as one of the least affordable in the 
world.”ix Critically the preparation of a Sydney Housing Strategy, as a priority activity, will enable 
housing research to demonstrate that Sydney has a universal need for affordable housing now and 
into the future. This finding will simplify planning decisions and limit the need for expensive and 
duplicative reports for specific locations and projects.  
 
Inclusionary zoning, however, is only one piece of the puzzle needed to solve the housing crisis in 
Sydney. Numerical targets of affordable housing across the whole city that are carefully connected 



 8 

to a high quality public transport will go a long way to ensuring everyone enjoys the benefits of the 
unprecedented growth. 
 
A consistent approach across all parts of Sydney will help to avoid creating market and price 
distortions in housing and minimise development pressures on adjoining land that may otherwise 
not have had an affordable requirement. It will avoid inadvertently sterilising land with affordable 
housing requirements, when neighbouring sites don’t carry this obligation. 
 
A Sydney-wide framework for inclusionary zoning to better define which rules apply where, and in 
what circumstances is recommended. It will enable the consistent prioritisation and layering of both 
voluntary and mandatory statutory affordable housing requirements to specific developments. The 
framework would provide the NSW Government, local councils, developers, landowners, and their 
communities consistent, clear and predictable arrangements that are harmonious with the system of 
planning controls. (See Recommendation 4).  
 
While this is still likely to lead to a range of contribution levels based on capacity and opportunity, it 
will provide a consistent decision-making framework that applies equally to mega sites, LEPs, control 
plans and voluntary planning agreements (with incentives or density bonuses). 
 
While the proposed district plans will need to prescribe affordable housing outcomes and 
mechanisms, it is important that local councils take ownership of the needs of their residents and 
help to find the necessary housing solutions particularly for their elderly and those with disability. 
 
As these affordable housing needs are universal for a vulnerable segment of the population, and 
more or less common to all communities, it will be essential that each local government area shape 
their own plans for their most vulnerable residents and avoid inadequate haphazard responses that 
might shift the housing problem elsewhere.  
 
A common set of measures and planning provisions across the districts is recommended. These 
include: 
 

• developing a local housing strategy that plans for a target of affordable rental housing 
appropriate to the needs of the lower and moderate income renters living in the LGA. The 
strategies and targets will be underpinned by robust local government housing needs 
assessment studies. While authored and adopted by councils, they will need to be broadly 
consistent with Greater Sydney Commission data projections and research. 

• adopting a suite of planning mechanisms to fund/deliver the affordable rental housing  
• ensuring that affordable rental housing is accessible, adaptable and located close to services, 

and built to universal design standards to facilitate people aging in place 
• providing easy, equitable and access to the new below-market affordable rental housing. 

These arrangements will help to provide a transparent means for applicants to apply for the 
available housing as well as demonstrate accountability and performance to Councils on 
behalf of developers and ratepayers. 

• ensuring sanctions are in place for non-performance. 

6 Addressing the limitations of the proposed affordable rental housing targets  

Inclusionary zoning linked to up-zoning is an important and potentially very effective means of 
encouraging a diversity of households within a community. However, the 5% to 10% contribution as 
currently defined is too modest. 
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The Commission’s proposed scheme 

A key feature of the proposed ‘affordable rental housing target’ scheme is that it would apply to 
land where there is up-zoning; and it would seek 5 to 10 percent of the extra floor area permitted 
after the up-zoning to be provided in the form of dwellings to be used for affordable-rental housing.  

The actual proportion within that 5-10 percent would be determined on an area by-area basis for 
each new area where an up-zoning is to take place.  

A factor in setting any target would be the impact of a requirement to contribute affordable-housing 
dwellings on the economic feasibility of a new private-housing estate in the area, and specifically 
whether any target could make supply of market housing unviable.  

The planning authority could require those dwellings only if the development is in a local 
government area identified as having a need for affordable housing, and only if it does not adversely 
affect the feasibility of development in the precinct where the development is proposed to take 
place. It also would not be required if it hindered delivery of a critical or major component of ‘city- 
making infrastructure’.  

There are several serious limitations to the proposed affordable rental housing target; it would apply 
to both privately-owned and government-owned land affected by these changes; it would apply at 
the time there is an up-zoning (involving either change of permitted uses of land or new planning 
controls). 

The Commission’s proposed mandatory requirement of a 5-10% affordable inclusion is too low to be 
meaningful in any strategic sense. x There is a real risk that the provisions may be applied in such a 
restrictive manner that the number of dwellings produced on the ground is either very small or 
negligible as a proportion of overall supply. 

6.1 Enhancing the proposal 

An inclusion rate only on the uplift has the danger of resulting in a very small number of affordable 
homes being built. To have a long-term and significant effect on the housing crisis in Sydney, the 
Plans need to lift the target to at least 15% of all new developments on private land, and at least 
30% on government land. 

The affordability benefit should be retained in perpetuity. This does not mean the specific affordable 
housing properties should never be disposed of or redeveloped, but that the value should be kept in 
the local area.  

Use of government land 

Federal, state and local government have sizable land holdings in prime locations in Sydney. There is 
a strong case for government to use these assets as a catalyst for affordable housing provision in key 
locations. Any less will begin to undercut arguments for affordable housing provision being made to 
the private landowners.  

Where government land is earmarked for sale for residential or mixed use, a substantial component 
(at least 30%) should be allocated for affordable rental housing. 
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Calculation of targets 

There should be no minimum threshold below which contributions are not required. 

Inclusionary zoning requirements should apply to all land being up-zoned or rezoned for more 
intensive use. 

The contribution should apply to the full development, not just additional floor-space. 

The inclusionary targets should not only be applied to the ‘uplift’ or ‘new floor space’ of a 
development. The people of Sydney deserve and have a right to expect that inclusionary targets be 
applied to the whole development.  

These targets are widely accepted as the standard by the sector in NSW and are in line with if not 
below the standard used around the world.  

While the commercial viability of developments will be crucial, the proposed 15% contribution will 
not be too large a hurdle, once the planning obligations are reflected in the land prices paid by 
developers.  

Modelling by Judith Stubbs and Associates for the Inner West Council indicated that a levy of 15% on 
gross floor area would be economically sustainable for developments 6 storeys and above. 

Implementation Timetable  

When contributions are fully factored into land and sale prices paid by developers, inclusionary 
zoning requirements should not unduly inhibit development feasibilities. It is simplistic to argue that 
asking developers to contribute 15% of new houses to councils will just increase the cost of the 
other 90% of homes once the scheme has been established. 
 
Accordingly, viability tests for exceptions to meeting the targets should therefore only be 
transitional, applied at the introduction of the scheme, and relate to development and approval 
decisions made prior to the adoption of the District Plans.  
 
Cases where the inclusion of affordable housing is not found to be viable should be the exception 
and carry a reasonable burden of proof before being granted. Where whole units of affordable 
housing can’t be provided cash payments should be collected to an affordable housing fund for 
aggregation and investment in affordable rental housing by councils. 
 
A four-year phasing out of a viability test will encourage developers who have factored in no 
affordable housing requirement to expedite new supply and curtail speculative land banking. 
 
The introduction of inclusionary zoning requirements must be timely. 
 
 With the backdrop of Sydney’s affordability crisis, an early implementation date must be set now to 
avoid the loss of opportunities: 

o 1 July 2017 for urban uplift and rezoning 
o 1 January 2018 for greenfield sites. 

 

 



 11 

7 Access for moderate income earners 

The Commission’s proposed ‘targeting’ is limited to very-low and low income households. Other 
schemes branded as affordable housing under the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act allow 
allocations to moderate income households (defined as 80 to 120% of median income) as well as to 
the very low and low income households. The District Plans and Local Housing Strategies should 
recognise the housing needs of moderate income households, who are increasingly locked out of 
much of the Sydney market and embrace strategies to address their needs. 

The inclusion of moderate income households is important for a range of reasons: 

o Private rents are becoming unaffordable for a growing number of households on moderate 
incomes. Rents in the Greater Sydney Area have increased by more than 73%. Access to 
affordable rental housing for this group of people is an essential part of alleviating housing 
stress in Sydney. 

o Moderate income earners add to diversity of household types and critically include many 
key service workers who are in housing stress. The housing market in Sydney is such that 
private rental, and certainly home ownership, for these workers is increasingly out of reach 
and usually comes with the added burden of being located far from workplaces. 

o Over the longer term, moderate income earners have the greatest potential to move out of 
affordable housing, particularly into shared equity and home ownership after saving a 
deposit.  

o It will help to build inclusive aspirational communities, and avoid creating barriers for low 
income working people to improve their financial circumstances. It will also help to prevent 
stigmatising people who will live in affordable housing. 

o Higher income limits create more flexibility for higher income households with more 
dependents who may be in just as much, if not more, housing stress than a qualifying 
income household with fewer dependents. People should not be penalised for taking care 
of their families.  

o It avoids a source of confusion with existing affordable rental housing schemes. 

It is recommended that the Commission: 

o extend the income eligibility criteria to include moderate income earners earning up to the 
median household income, or preferably 120% of median income; and,  

o limiting the allocation of affordable rental housing to moderate income households to no 
more than one third of the households assisted to maintain an equitable targeting strategy. 

8 Securing long-term benefits through CHPs 

Registered community housing providers (CHPs) can play several critical roles in achieving the 
District Plans’ affordable housing objectives.  

In keeping with their not-for-profit objectives, CHPs are very adept at working with the tight 
business margins and the risk return profile of affordable housing.  

CHPs can add value by combining planning contributions with other resources and debt financing to 
increase the overall supply response.  To support increasing supply councils should have discretion 
to transfer affordable housing cash incentives, land and properties to CHPs, where clear supply 
benefits are secured in perpetuity (See recommendation 6). Similar transfers of ownership already 
occur for City West Housing. 
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Many of the matters contained in the District Plans require responses well beyond the planning 
framework. Uniquely CHPs can harness and deliver on some of these opportunities. CHPs’ objectives 
mission and regulatory framework help to ensure ongoing outcomes are achieved by sensitively 
allocating, managing and maintaining the affordable housing in an accountable, transparent manner.  
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Key Recommendations 

It is recommended that the Greater Sydney Commission: 

1. Adopt District Plans that include measures requiring and promoting universal housing and 
adaptable housing design, by:  

o Supporting the draft Medium density design guide proposal for all medium-density 
development to meet the Livable Housing Australia silver level criteria  

o Supporting an updating (amendment) of SEPP65 so that all dwellings in new 
apartment buildings meet the Livable Housing Australia silver level criteria  

o Supporting an amendment of the ‘General Housing Code’ of the SEPP (Exempt and 
Complying Codes) 2008 to establish a development standard for new single-storey 
and 2-storey dwelling houses to meet the Livable Housing Australia silver level 
criteria  

o Encouraging councils to include in their DCPs a requirement that at least 10 percent 
of units in new apartment buildings comply with the Standards Australia adaptable 
housing standard.  

 
2. Adopt a Sydney-wide framework for inclusionary zoning to extend its application (see 

recommendation 4) and to better define which rules apply where, and in what 
circumstances. This would enable the layering of both voluntary and mandatory statutory 
affordable housing requirements to specific developments. The framework would provide 
the NSW Government, local councils, developers, landowners, and their communities clear 
and predictable arrangements that were harmonious with the planning controls. 

 

3. Amend the ‘Affordable rental housing target’ scheme by:  
o applying the target to the total floor area of the development after up-zoning or 

rezoning for a more intensive use 
o Increasing the target to 15 percent of the total floor area, in the case of privately-

owned land. Apply phase-in provisions over four years to enable contribution costs 
to be absorbed. 

o Increasing the target to 30 percent of the total floor area, in the case of 
government- owned land 

o extending eligibility for housing provided under the scheme to moderate-income 
households  

o requiring rents to tenants to be charged below a rate above which their household 
would be in housing stress.  

 

4. Give strong, unequivocal backing to local government inclusionary housing schemes, by:  
o the naming of all local government areas in Greater Sydney as having a need for 

affordable housing in SEPP70  
o requiring all local councils in Greater Sydney to prepare local inclusionary-housing 

schemes in response to local housing strategies and to amend their local 
environmental plans to operationalize such schemes (consistent with section 94F of 
the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act).  
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5. Work with the Land and Housing Corporation and community-housing providers to develop 
social and affordable housing dwellings (particularly apartment buildings) that exhibit and 
showcase design excellence within available planning controls and align with new proposed 
complying development standards.  

 

6. Promote the transfer of title of affordable rental housing assets from Councils to registered 
community housing providers, whereby the housing provider contracts in return to 
substantially increase the supply of affordable rental housing in the LGA for use by eligible 
households, by raising additional private finance and other resources while meeting ‘good 
stewardship’ terms and conditions. 

 

 

 

i Viewed at 
https://www.treasury.gov.au/~/media/Treasury/Consultations%20and%20Reviews/Consultations/2016/CFFR%20Affordab
le%20Housing%20Working%20Group/Key%20Documents/PDF/Issues_Paper.ashx  page 4 
ii Around the House: Shelter Newsletter article March 2017, The view from the new housing minister. 
iii Australian Institute of Superannuation Trustees, Saul Eslake, March 2017 http://www.aist.asn.au/media/20734  
iv Viewed at https://www.sgsep.com.au/application/files/1014/7978/8235/RAI_report_-_FINAL.pdf 
v Disability Housing Futures Final Report, February 2016  

viViewed at http://www.pwc.com.au/publications/affordable-housing-initiative.html 

vii J Douglas, ‘Population trends and housing needs’, presentation to Department of Planning and Environment stakeholder briefing, 

Sydney, 16 August 2016; data from 2013-14 and 2014-15: 64 percent of new apartments were 2-bedroom and 19 percent were 1-

bedroom or studio. 

viii Draft District Plan Information Note 4, Affordable Rental Housing Targets, page 2 
ix Draft District Plan Information Note 4, Affordable Rental Housing Targets 

x Troy Laurence, Rogers Dallas, Power Emma, Pawson Hal, Iveson Kurt, Crabtree Louise, Darcy Michael, Phibbs Peter, 2016, Sydney needs 

higher affordable housing targets, The Conversation, November 24, 201  
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