
 

Sarah, Heather, Rod: 

  

The attached submission is work-in-progress. I am working on a paper on 

strategic planning.  I would appreciate feedback, especially regarding 

corrections and omissions. 

  

It is longer than I intended, and more abstract.  Please treat it as a draft. 

  

I would welcome the opportunity to partake in any workshops or seminars you 

might have that are concerned with the fundamental issues covered.   

 

  



Introduction 

  

This submission is part of a review of metropolitan planning intended for 

publication. Would you please assist by identifying any errors, or by providing 

guidance about additional materials, or in any other way you see fit. 

  

These comments are respond to the recent Draft Central District Plan. There is 

no implication that the Commission is not addressing matters raised elsewhere 

(if on the public record please indicate where).  

 

The basic position is that the DCDP plan does not demonstrate the Commission 

is fulfilling some key objectives of the Act.  For example, they do not 

demonstrate that the Commission is leading metropolitan planning. This 

inference is based on the assumption that such planning is part of a strategic 

planning process within the whole of government. This metropolitan plan and 

related district plans are not strategic regarding outcomes, or about the process 

of strategic planning within government, of which it is a key component. 

While this position is critical, this submission recognises the positive role of the 

plans in informing and encouraging debate on important issues. This is 

especially so with the discussion of the emergent economic and employment 

concerns. No doubt the members of the Commission are aware of issues 

commented on in this submission; the intention is to assist debate about what 

we can do to improve strategic planning.  

 

 

This submission moves from points of criticism to constructive suggestions, 

  

 

  

  



 

Points of criticism 

  

The DCDP does not demonstrate resources are available for implementing the 

plans, or that government has appropriate implementation arrangements for 

producing ongoing good outcomes through time.  

  

The lack of attention to the means by which ends can be achieved throws doubt 

on the rationality of the process and the justification for proposals.  (Rationality 

here is concerned with working out what outcome ought to be implemented, 

given resource and other constraints, and then acting strategically to implement 

the sought outcome; and justification is based on evidence and reasoning.)  

 

The report is very selective about which problems gain attention. While it is 

strong on housing supply little is said about other significant issues. For 

example: 

  

There is no discussion of how public transport, especially bus services, is 

going to be improved to cope with the growth of workers and residents in 

the next ten years. 

  

Similarly, there are no stories indicating how issues which are already of 

concern are going to be addressed, such as energy, schools and hospitals. 

  

Another point regarding selectivity is that the draft plans focus on problems 

with available measures. This creates a bias which neglects the need for 

complementary measures. It also means that responses are partial, and may 

neglect what is essential for good outcomes. Again this inhibits learning and 

reform. This is so for complex issues such as congestion management, 

promoting productivity, and providing adequate housing.   

  



Strategic analysis underpinning the discussion of strategies typically consider 

weaknesses and threats (as part of SWOT), before moving to clarification of 

aims and strategies for achieving them. Funding and implementation are basic 

issues (if they weren’t would metropolitan planning be an important issue?). 

Neglecting current weaknesses and threats means the drafts present no serious 

strategic analysis to justify any so-called strategy.   

 

Error correction is important in public policy, with remedying deficiencies and 

making adjustment to fit revised criteria or policies. Not addressing current 

problems reduces the scope for learning, and thus for gaining improvements. 

  

Without credible stories the credibility of the plan is brought into question, 

which leads and to scepticism about metropolitan planning, and potentially 

opposition to plans. There is no credible story moving from our current situation 

to a programme of actions (with resources) and then to a sought outcome. As 

stories are basic to comprehension the best we can say is that the drafts plans 

are not comprehensible as a strategy for getting from where we are now to 

where we want to be.  

  

In addition, stories assist comprehension of what a plan means for a reader. 

Coherent stories enable comprehension and informed debate. The lack of 

credible stories detracts from democracy, besides properly informed debate and 

decision making.  Ideally we want the materials which support  coherent stories.  

  

The DCDP does not demonstrate leadership in addressing key issues. For 

example, there is no serious discussion of congestion and its effects on 

productivity; and there is no signalling of the potential merits of congestion 

pricing and related constraint measures.  

  

A second example relates to the resources needed for implementation, which 

has been already been mentioned.  The draft plan provides no leadership in 

encouraging debate about funding, and allows the impression that current 

arrangements are adequate, without demonstrating this is valid. Value capture is 

mentioned, but this is not in the context of a wider discussion of costs and 



funding, and especially with regard to whether, and if so to what extent, 

additional funding is required.  This avoids debate on what may be important 

issues, such as the need for taxation reforms (eg. special rates, congestion 

taxes).  

  

By not raising important current problems the plan inhibits learning; it tends to 

promote the illusion that current policies are adequate. Again this undermines 

credibility. It will also detract from building the support needed for important 

reforms. In so doing the draft plan could detract from achieving good outcomes. 

This form of plan may act against a sound strategy requiring reforms.  

  

A related point is these omissions on important issues do not promote 

democracy in the sense of informed public debate and decision making. If 

productivity, congestion, accessibility etc. are fundamental concerns of 

government, and thus central to strategic planning, then  these should be 

discussed.  

  

There is no discussion about the relevant system of governance and how it can 

be enabled so all agencies have the potential (power, resources, context etc.) to 

deliver desirable outcomes. It is as though being concerned and having a vision 

were sufficient. Ideally there should be some reference to what is being done to 

enable the various agencies responsible for implementation to do so. (This is 

especially relevant to over-coming “silo effects”.) 

 

Another fundamental omission concerns the governance of markets. Several of 

the central concerns of metropolitan plans relate to externalities rather than 

directly to infrastructure, goods or services, such as with productivity, 

congestion, and accessibility. Ideally, these complex issues require integrated 

policies, with tax, pricing, subsidies, regulation, funding, education etc. While 

metropolitan planning initiatives are necessary they are insufficient; to be 

effective they need to be in packages of measures addressing these issues.  

  

A metropolitan plan requires background government strategy to be coherent. 

For example, the efficient management of congestion will involve pricing and 



regulation besides visions for centres; effective provision of transit oriented 

centres may require innovative funding arrangements besides regulations to 

restrict parking and provide local infrastructure; and effective policies to get 

jobs into outer areas may involve removing payroll taxes.  Sadly the draft plans 

say little about coherent government strategy. As a consequence the reader 

cannot feel confident these issues are being properly addressed. 

  

Much of what is in the draft district plan is not strategic; for example, with 

providing background information and lists of projects. We are invited to 

comment on a document which does not present a strategy. Furthermore it 

focusses attention on outcomes, especially longer term visions. Little is said 

about the processes, resources, the responsibilities of key actors etc. To be 

confident about the plan requires confidence in the processes by which it was 

prepared and will be implemented. Sadly, little is said about these processes.  

  

Good metropolitan outcomes require good governance. It would be strategic to 

give greater attention to creating the conditions which enable the 

implementation good outcomes, and to demonstrating the capability to do so.  

The suggestions below emphasise the enhancement of enabling processes.  

  

Suggestions (Conjectures for discussion. It is recognised some will be 

demanding owing to “silo-effects”, but they are not unrealistic on technical 

grounds. The major challenge would be with gaining cooperation.) 

  

These suggestions give priority to gaining and demonstrating integration 

between metropolitan and infrastructure planning, budgeting, and the 

implementation of plans. The aim is to provide better information for public 

debate. 

 

  

A set of related documents. 

  



Ideally, a coherent metropolitan planning process would entail a set of related 

documents relating to metropolitan and district plans, including: 

  

A glossy document, with easy-to-read text and simple graphics, 

indicating visions, with lists of relevant policies and recent achievements.  

While such a document lacks detailed information and serious strategic 

analysis it would refer to other documents that do; for example, ones on 

demographics, funding, provision of schools, public transport, energy etc.  

  

Besides serious documents on the parts, there should also be ones on the 

whole-of-governance. Besides issues of funding there should be short 

statements about key issues, such as productivity, congestion 

management, and access to jobs. In essence these should indicate 

packages of measures, some of which are basic to the metropolitan plan.  

  

Such documents would be integrated with metropolitan planning, and 

complement each metropolitan plan or updates. These documents would 

relate to the NSW budget process so progress can be monitored, reported 

on, and debated.   

  

As indicate above, there should be annual reporting on progress with 

implementation. 

  

Funding and implementation reports 

  

This is a key member of the set of documents outlined above. It would: 

 

Reveal cost and sought expenditure information, and provide a basis for 

monitoring and reporting on plan implementation.   

  



Start with a section indicating it has been prepared by a competent 

person, with adequate information made available to them by all the 

relevant agencies, and has been sanctioned by the Premier. 

  

Ideally this would be prepared to fit with the NSW budget process, (with 

annual updates integrated with other reports relating to the NSW budget). 

  

With a short section on each relevant agency, outlining cost items, 

estimated costs and expenditure flows for items entailed in the plan. 

  

Estimates of the total capital costs (and thus implicit liabilities for 

government) with providing infrastructure (direct and in JVs) entailed by 

the plan, with indicative expenditure flows to complete the planned 

infrastructure according to the sought schedule.  

  

A closure indicating that the above schedule of sought expenditures can 

be funded, using loans, special rates, and potential charges (such as could 

arise from congestion pricing) or by other means (such as with private 

sector JVs). 

  

Besides the above points relating to the NSW budget, reporting is also 

required on corporatized and private agencies (for example with water 

supply and sewerage, and with electricity and gas). Here the concern is to 

ensure there are no deficiencies with infrastructure provision that may 

detract from the implementation of the plan. 

  

There is no presumption about long-term comprehensive planning here. 

The intention is to provide better management information, where 

proposals can be revised as new circumstances and priorities arise. But 

central to this concern is that government and the public are properly 

informed about what is required to achieve good outcomes.  

  



  

Closure 

  

The notion of “design-led planning” deserves to be extended to planning 

processes and related governance. We need to design and implement a 

system that enables the preparation and implementation of sound 

metropolitan plans. This entails working from our purposes, so we can 

say out plans are properly prepared and implementable. Basic to this is 

reconceptualising metropolitan planning and how it fits within wider 

governance, and working toward creating sound instances of sound 

concepts, and thus achieving better outcomes. 

 


