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INTRODUCTION 
The Urban Development Institute of Australia (UDIA) NSW is the leading property industry group 

promoting the responsible growth of this State. We have around 500 company members and more 

than 3,000 of their employees attend our events, sit on our committees, undertake training or are 

involved in the activities of the organisation on an annual basis. Our organisation is the oldest 

property development advocacy group in the country, having been established in 1962. Our policy 

agenda seeks to establish a roadmap for the creation of more liveable, affordable and connected 

cities in NSW. 

UDIA NSW has championed the Greater Sydney Commission and the crucial role it must play in 

leading strategic planning for the Greater Sydney Region. The alignment of Government 

infrastructure decision-making with land use planning and the promotion of the supply of housing as 

a core its objective has been the missing link for Sydney to responsibly manage its growth.  

For Sydney to be a productive, liveable and sustainable city of the future, it is crucial that the District 

Plans prepare the right foundations. 

This submission will provide general commentary about all the draft District Plans as well as 

exploring common themes. 

GOVERNANCE 
The concept of District Plans is a good idea. However, the current draft Plans are overly long and lack 

real focus. Each of the District Plans has as an action for implementation to “Align land use planning 

and infrastructure planning”. UDIA NSW contends that this cannot be an action or outcome of the 

Plans it must be the Plans. The Plans need to be staying true to the objectives of the Commission by 

drilling down into the core issue of what are the fundamental land use and transport planning 

drivers for a district. 

Once the district drivers are established, there needs to be a structure in place to coordinate a whole 

of government approach to deliver these strategic planning outcomes with the supporting 

infrastructure and services. To date, Sydney has been unable to achieve this. Should Sydney achieve 

its expected growth rate, it is critical that the government has a coordinated approach to deliver the 

supporting infrastructure and facilitating infrastructure – i.e. aligning schools, water and sewer, 

power, roads, transport and health. 

The Plans tend to identify wish lists of forthcoming works and initiatives that need to be complete 

prior to the preparation of a district planning framework. They are generally motherhood 

statements that are broad in nature and generic in application. 

Clear targets for housing and jobs need to be established and a transparent mechanism for 

monitoring progress needs to be maintained, including industry involvement in forecasting. 

Planning frameworks around key infrastructure initiatives need to be unashamedly ambitious. There 

is significant investment currently underway with infrastructure projects throughout Greater Sydney 

and the land use response must be commensurate with this. Sydney cannot afford to be timid with 

its land use response on this wave of infrastructure investment. If it is, a generational opportunity to 



 

 

reshape Sydney in a way which accommodates 8 million people in just over 30 years’ time will have 

been missed.  

A PRODUCTIVE CITY 
The commentary around a productive city in the Plans is full of goals and objectives that UDIA NSW 

fully endorses. They are well known and commonly appear in strategic planning documents and 

frameworks. However, in many instances the planning outcome cannot be confirmed until 

significant infrastructure and transport initiatives are confirmed. In several of the Plans, it is stated  

“to deliver on this vision, we will need coordination across the three tiers of Government and 

engagement with the community and will need to provide clear direction for the private 

sector”.  

Instead of this being a separate exercise to be undertaken at a later date, UDIA NSW contends that 

this should be the fundamental role of the Plans. The community, local government and the private 

sector have been crying out for integration and coordination of planning and infrastructure 

initiatives. The call for such coordination has been made for the last decade, if not longer. The 

District Plans and the significant process of public consultation and government agency coordination 

that have been involved (and will be involved in their finalisation) should represent this process. The 

“private sector” that needs “clear direction” is already investing and is ready to continue to do so, 

but it needs genuinely coordinated land use and infrastructure planning and an ambitious and 

unambiguous mandate to be set out in the District Plans to drive local government’s planning 

response. 

String of Pearls 
The notion of a string of pearls for centres in Western Sydney fails to provide any definition of 

commentary to support the term. Furthermore, there is no apparent link between the philosophy 

and the centres hierarchy presented in the Plans. 

City Deal 
The draft Plans emphasise the role of the Western Sydney City Deal. It is noted that the City Deal will 

be delivered by mid-2017. It is now the end of March and there is genuine concern that the City Deal 

will be ready for implementation within 12 weeks. The lack of appreciation of the issues and 

complexities confronting Western Sydney erodes the credibility of the document and further 

questions its contribution to planning in Greater Sydney. 

The Commonwealth Government has stated that it will work together with the NSW Government 

and local governments towards the City Deal that will unlock public and private investment in key 

infrastructure, support jobs and economic growth and help improve the liveability of Sydney’s outer 

west. UDIA NSW notes that the current level of consultation with the private sector has been 

minimal. The presumption by the Commonwealth Government is that the private sector will be a 

significant investor in Western Sydney yet the consideration given to the private sector’s thoughts, 

ideas and vision for Western Sydney has been disproportionate to its expected level of investment. 

UDIA NSW remains supportive of the City Deal process and seeks greater involvement given our 

industry’s role in delivering planning and development outcomes. We have a track record of 



 

 

contributing in a responsible manner to major Government policy initiatives and seek a role on this 

basis. Our key objective is to see a genuinely coordinated outcome across all the planning processes 

underway in Western Sydney, including the City Deal, the District Plans, the planning processes for 

the key infrastructure projects and any new policy initiatives that are being considered. 

Strategic Centres 
The draft Plans identify Strategic Centres as having one or more of the following characteristics:  

• A higher proportion of knowledge economy jobs, principally relating to the presence of 

major hospitals, tertiary education institutions, standalone office development or a 

combination of these; 

• The presence of existing or proposed major transport gateways 

• A major role in supporting the increased economic activity of the Eastern, Central or 

Western Cities.  

Additionally, the draft Plans note that Strategic Centres also tend to have over 20,000 jobs.  

The use of this criteria has led to the classification of 23 Strategic Centres. It is well established that 

business wants to be concentrated with other businesses to benefit from economies of 

agglomeration. It is questionable as to whether this can be achieved by the draft Plans with the 

spread of knowledge economy jobs throughout 23 centres.  

While centres such as Blacktown, Eastgardens-Maroubra Junction and Brookvale-Dee Why will 

provide substantial jobs to service their respective districts in the short to medium term, such 

centres are unlikely to compete with other ‘primary’ Strategic Centres like Macquarie Park and 

Liverpool to deliver knowledge economy jobs for the region. It is acknowledged however that some 

‘secondary’ Strategic Centres may do so in the long term whereas others such as Rhodes are likely 

near to fulfilling their development capacity.  

UDIA NSW recommends that the definition of Strategic Centre be reviewed and have included two 

categories:  

1. Primary Strategic Centre; and  

2. Secondary Strategic Centre.  

Primary Strategic Centres:  

• are located where they connect with adjoining regions (i.e. Blue Mountains, Central Coast, 

South Coast); 

• have existing major transport gateways; 

• have potential to be a satellite CBD with office development at its core; and 

• currently support a higher proportion of knowledge-economy jobs.  

Some of the Secondary Strategic Centres have the potential to grow into Primary Strategic Centres in 

the long term, have a growing proportion of knowledge-economy jobs, and the presence of existing 

or proposed major transport gateways. 



 

 

The identification of job targets for each of the Strategic and District Centres is supported. However, 

the development industry would benefit greatly from the job target being provided in 10 year 

periods, providing a clearer picture of where jobs are to be located and when. This is particularly 

important given the Western Sydney Airport due to open in 2026 will influence a dramatic shift in 

development activity tied to job creation. This would assist organisations to better plan their space 

and location requirements and support the delivery of the Plans. 

JOBS 
To understand what future demand might look like, it is instructive to look at the changing nature of 

Sydney’s workforce. Western Sydney is poised to shoulder much of the load for new employment 

lands and centres. According to the NSW Department of Planning & Environment:  

“The NSW Government established the Western Sydney Employment Area (WSEA) to provide 

businesses in the region with land for industry and employment, including transport and logistics, 

warehousing and office space. Located about 50 kilometres from the Sydney CBD, WSEA will give 

these businesses access to roads and utility services and is close to the planned new airport at 

Badgerys Creek. This will also provide people living in Western Sydney the chance to work locally 

so they can spend less time commuting and more time with their families.” 

From 2016, the area around WSEA, namely the LGAs of Blacktown, Camden, Campbelltown, 

Fairfield, Liverpool and Penrith is forecast to have an increase in population of over 400,000 people 

by 2031. This population growth will need to provide access to a ready and skilled labour force as a 

well as create new demand for products and services generated in WSEA. 

WSEA is a logical expansion of industrial uses with a large cohort of local workers coming from the 

surrounding 6 local government areas. There is a need to strategically reposition this area (and many 

other centres in Western Sydney given the scale of the task) to cater for a wider range of jobs, 

including white-collar workers, to drive higher levels of self- containment. Presently out of the 

53,000 white collar workers that live in this catchment 70% (36,000 workers) of them travel outside 

of their district each day to work. 

In the period 2006-2011 we have seen significant changes in job composition across the 

manufacturing, transport and wholesale sectors. The manufacturing sector has seen a decline of 

more than 10,500 jobs, with only 5 out of 16 sub-industries recording employment growth in this 

time. Over 5,100 new jobs have been created in the transport sector with the 3 largest contributors 

to this being in road transport, rail transport and warehousing and storage services. While wholesale 

has seen an increase of more than 2,200 jobs with continued growth expected with the provision of 

supporting infrastructure. From 2016-2041 transport, postal & warehousing and professional 

services are projected to provide the bulk of the more than 30,000 new jobs in WSEA. To plan for 

this demand, government needs to understand the new industrial property trends and innovations 

redefining built form and floor space requirements. 

Key employment land use innovations re-defining WSEA demand include: 

Upsizing of distribution centres and warehouse facilities – This has become a defining feature of 

the modern industrial market. Some estimates suggest that the average floor space of new large 

format industrial facilities has increased by around 30% in recent years. 



 

 

Consolidation of industrial facilities – Through an increase in shared services and reduced 

overheads via centralization of stock control transport flows, consolidation works to maintain profit 

margins as well as boost property management efficiencies through a reduction in the numbers of 

facilities. WSEA represents an ideal consolidation location. 

Modern design and construction – Examples are higher internal clearances (10+ metres), concrete 

tilt panel construction, fully early suppression fast response sprinkler systems, all weather awning 

spaces, A grade office areas with complete amenities, multiple container height roller doors and 

loading docks, B-Double access with heavy and light duty pavement, large hardstand areas for truck 

turning and container handling. 

Communication Technology – Consumer expectations to rise due to improvements in information 

and communication technology (ICT). An increase of ICT CAPEX is required to promote improved 

productivity and competitiveness. The digital revolution is also enabling an increasing preference 

towards automation of industrial processes. Applicable to advanced manufacturing and warehousing 

and storage services in WSEA. 

Strategic Site Selection – selecting the location of a site has become central to the efficient working 

of distribution centres at the centre of supply chains. Transport infrastructure facilitating access to 

markets and labour boost demand for WSEA locations. 

Outsourcing of logistic functions – Outsourcing provides the dual benefits of devolving 

responsibilities to external third party logistics (3PL) experts whilst freeing up occupiers’ resources to 

focus on their core business. With large industrial lots available and strong locational attributes 

WSEA demand from 3PLs can be expected to intensify. 

It is important that land use is not too prescriptive as it tends to bring about limitations and a focus 

on what cannot be done with land. Norwest Business Park is a case study which should be followed 

when planning for employment lands in Western Sydney. The flexibility in Norwest Business Park’s 

zoning allowed for the evolving market demands and the impact global trends have had on land use 

and density requirements to be accommodated. Updating and renewal of Norwest Business Park 

would have been considerably more difficult had it been subject to a rigid, traditional zoning control. 

UDIA NSW recommends that land in and around WSEA should be subject to a flexible zoning 

arrangement to allow for multiple and mixed uses, to maximise land use and increase efficiencies. 

The ultimate planning objective of more jobs in Western Sydney should be the over-riding driver of 

the statutory planning framework, rather than having to specifically work within the formal 

structures of existing Standard Instrument approach to zoning land. 

Based on an analysis of the Employment Land Development Program by the UDIA NSW 

Employments Lands Task Force there is approximately 2,370 ha of real zoned employment land in 

suitable industrial estates is available, comprising: 

• 1,081ha located within WSEA. 

• 383ha in the North West Priority Growth Area (NWPGA), including Marsden Park Industrial, 

Box Hill, Riverstone and Riverstone West precincts. 

• 170ha in the South West Priority Growth Area (SWPGA), including Turner Road, Oran Park, 

Leppington, Austral precincts. 



 

 

• 706ha remaining in the existing estates listed in Tables 1 and 2 (but excluding WSEA, 

NWPGA, SWPGA precincts). 

• 30ha in new estates such as Casula Cross Roads (17ha) and Warwick Farm Racecourse 

(13ha). 

 

Of the actual 2,370ha of zoned employment lands, a large amount is located within new estates, 

including the WSEA and the precincts of NWGC and SWGC. A large amount of potential employment 

land within these precincts will be lost to constraints (in particular vegetation and flooding in 

Western Sydney), services, utilities and infrastructure. The 1,250ha of employment lands located 

within WSEA and SWPGA are likely to be significantly eroded by constraints, utilities, services and 

infrastructure. 

 

In addition to the physical and infrastructure constraints that might apply to the land, there are 

planning constraints that reflects the time it takes for a development site to obtain planning 

approval to the point where servicing required to support development can progress. Planning 

issues that impact on the timely and efficient development of zoned but un-serviced employment 

land, include: 

Negotiation of access arrangements – often requiring liaison with both the local Roads Authority 

(normally the local council) and the State Roads Authority (Roads and Maritime Services). In WSEA, 

the Broader WSEA and the Priority Growth Areas, there is often a complex layering of State and local 

road infrastructure requirements. 

Boundary issues – development of new industrial estates will generally create a new interface 

between existing residential or rural-residential properties and the new industrial land uses. This can 

create complex assessment issues and a further erosion of the development potential for the land 

via the need for additional set-backs and/or boundary treatments (such as noise walls and 

landscaped buffers). 

Major infrastructure uncertainty – delays in the delivery of major infrastructure projects can impact 

on the ability for a developer to progress through the planning approvals system until the major 

infrastructure projects can be defined or corridors preserved. In this context, rezoning of 

employment land without previously (or concurrently) identifying and providing for the major 

infrastructure within or through a precinct can lead to the temporary quasi-sterilisation of zoned 

land. 

The current land release process is unclear and lacks certainty. This makes it difficult for the private 

sector to invest and government agencies and infrastructure providers to arrange their capital works 

programs to effectively provide, prioritise and fund required infrastructure to release and unlock 

land. UDIA NSW recommends that the Government should release a Land Release Policy to provide 

clarity, transparency and investment certainty for industry and delivery agencies. 

Infrastructure is the key to unlocking new employment lands. As is often the case there is a “chicken 

and the egg” conflict between infrastructure provision and land release. UDIA NSW believes that 

long term strategic planning which considers land use, infrastructure provision and transport 

servicing in a holistic approach will account for the strategy identified land. It is the short to middle 

term supply that needs immediate attention. The creation of the Housing Acceleration Fund by the 



 

 

NSW Government has played a critical role in boosting the delivery of new homes. UDIA NSW 

believes that a similar fund targeting employment lands could have the same type of impact on 

supply. 

UDIA NSW recommends an Employment Lands Acceleration Fund be established that finances 

catalyst infrastructure aimed at unlocking land. 

A LIVEABLE CITY 
The draft Plans rightly recognise affordability as a critical issue and seeks to address it by: 

1. Supply – making housing more affordable in terms of increasing dwelling numbers and 

diversity of product types; and 

2. Affordable Housing – increasing the amount of affordable rental housing stock. 

Supply 

Despite a 300% increase in housing supply over the past 10 years, Sydney requires an additional 

100,000 dwellings now and at least 725,000 new homes to accommodate 2.1 million people by 

2036. That is 825,000 homes to be delivered in 20 years, or 41,250 annually. Greater Sydney has 

never achieved this level of dwelling completions. 

There are several factors limiting supply, these include: 

• Time lag in project start and completion for land and housing (UDIA research shows that it 

takes on average 7-10 years for land and house packages to reach the market); 

• Timing and delivery of the facilitating infrastructure; 

• Lack of housing diversity; 

• Uncertain statutory and strategic planning regimes and approval processes; 

• Cost of development, including fees, charges and infrastructure cost; and 

• Difficulty in amalgamating fragmented sites. 

 

To ensure Sydney can deliver the necessary housing production and address affordability, significant 

changes are required to the housing supply chain. 

 

Annexure 1 maps the residential land development process in NSW. On average, it takes between 7-

10 years for a land development project to go from start to finish with the only consistent party 

throughout the process in a proponent led development being the proponent. 

 

The housing supply chain is currently constrained and limited in its ability to meet ongoing supply 

and create scope for housing that is more affordable. The process requires: 

1) better coordination to deliver housing and its associated infrastructure in a timely and 

efficient manner;  

2) the ability to deliver more housing diversity; and  

3) more certainty, less significant delays and a more predictable regulatory framework. 

In recognition that housing supply was an increasing issue for Australia, the Council of Australian 

Government (COAG) in 2010 asked for a report on the housing supply pipeline and government 



 

 

policy that may act as barriers to supply or that stimulate demand for housing. The Housing Supply 

and Affordability Reform (HSAR) Working Party was established and handed down a report in 2011 

which noted  

“Coordination between the mix of infrastructure providers, between strategic land use 

planning and infrastructure provision, and between strategic land use planning and the 

associated budget is essential.” 

UDIA NSW contends that Government should as a priority establish an Urban Development 

Programme (UDP) that is empowered to direct funding and take responsibility to lead and 

coordinate housing and the necessary supporting infrastructure. This would report directly to the 

Premier and the Housing Delivery Unit. The UDP would: 

• coordinate and monitor housing supply and targets in urban renewal areas, infill and new 

communities in land release areas,  

• coordinate and prioritise the delivery of the necessary supporting infrastructure,  

• integrate social and affordable housing targets and ensure their programming,  

• be responsible for the early identification of blockages, and  

• be reported quarterly.  

This structure would provide more certainty to the market, more efficiency in the supply chain, and 

clear prioritisation of government funding. Importantly with a clear programme that identifies 

timing, it may remove some speculation and uncertainty in the market. The programming of release 

should also incentivise the vendor to sell into the development pipeline within designated 

timeframes so as to reduce speculation and further delay.  

Importantly the UDP would integrate the various housing targets of the District Plans – social 

housing, urban renewal areas and infill – with the timing and delivery of the supporting 

infrastructure. Critical to the success is to ensure that the infrastructure service agencies are funded 

and directed to deliver the UDP. A Housing Delivery Unit that reports to the Premier and oversees 

the UDP should be established immediately. 

Diversity 
The draft Plans identify three growth areas for housing delivery; urban renewal, medium density 

infill and new communities in the land release areas. Figure 1 below identifies building approvals 

(2002 – 2016) for apartments, medium density and detached housing. This graph indicates a strong 

increase in the approvals of apartments, a minor increase in detached housing, whilst little change in 

the approvals for medium density housing over that timeframe. 



 

 

Figure 1 – Greater Sydney Building Approvals by housing type 

The graph shows that the current housing approvals are delivering approximately 10% medium 

density, 30% detached housing and 60% as higher density development. To meet Sydney’s 

anticipated growth, accommodate the current under-supply and deliver affordability all three 

sectors need to be efficiently and productively supplied.  

Medium density is an important component in supplying housing diversity and meeting the various 

changing housing needs of the population. The Commonwealth Treasurer, Scott Morrison has said: 

“This supply not only relates to the volume of supply but also the responsiveness, flexibility, 

diversity and composition of that supply, as housing needs become more complex.” 

Infill development (medium density) can meet a variety of housing needs and price points, including 

the lone person household, those looking to downsize and ‘ageing in place’ whilst remaining in their 

community, first home buyer and key worker housing. 

The Department of Planning and Environment ‘Missing Middle – Medium Density Guidelines’ 

suggests more diverse housing options to increase the supply and quality of medium density 

housing. Figure 2 shows the opportunity for these more diverse housing typologies to transition 

between low and high density development. 

Figure 2 – Housing Density Continuum 



 

 

The draft Plans identify the importance of housing diversity and requires Councils to prepare local 

housing strategies and increase diversity of housing choice. UDIA NSW notes that this process will 

take considerable time. The full resolution of this strategic planning process will not provide supply 

and affordability in the short term. 

All the draft Plans contain the following actions: 

• Action L2: Identify the opportunities to create the capacity to deliver 20-year strategic 

housing supply targets; 

• Action L3: Councils to increase housing capacity across the District; and 

• Action L4: Encourage housing diversity 

UDIA NSW recommends that the way to meet these actions is to utilise an existing State 

Environmental Planning Policy and add sections dealing with low scale density in R2 zoned land, and 

provide certainty for other R1 and R3 residential zones. The State Environmental Planning Policy 

(Affordable Rental Housing) 2009 currently provides a planning regime for granny flats and targets 

for other housing typologies like group homes, boarding houses and affordable rental housing. The 

State Environmental Planning Policy (Sydney Region Growth Centres) 2006 also permits innovative 

housing typologies in R2 and R3 residential zones within the South West and North West Growth 

Centres, and nominates certain development standards for dwelling types. However, this approach 

needs to be expanded if we are truly going to address ‘the missing middle’. While the Department of 

Planning’s initiative in releasing the missing middle discussion paper and proposed amendments to 

the Codes SEPP for medium density infill is acknowledged, it is only part of the solution and in the 

Institute’s view does not go far enough to enable redevelopment in the low density residential 

zones. While promoting better design standards and streamlining approval processes for 

development in the medium density zones is supported, we also need to: 

• Broaden the range of permissible dwelling types to include more compact and diverse 

dwellings in low density residential zones. 

• Enable subdivision to achieve smaller lot sizes in low density residential zones, consistent 

with contemporary subdivision patterns and project home designs that are being delivered 

in new release areas. 

• Ensure more consistency in the permissibility and development standards for low density 

infill development across outer middle ring metropolitan Councils. 

 

A suite of statutory planning actions is required to address these priorities and deliver meaningful 

reform. 

 

UDIA NSW recommends that housing diversity development, including minimum lot sizes for 

subdivision/dwelling types and mandated housing types should be specified as permissible with 

development consent within prescribed zones, similar to what has been adopted in the State 

Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007.  

 

New definitions, like those created for manor homes and studio dwellings should be included in the 

standard instrument and mandated as permissible in low density and medium density residential 

zones. This would address existing gaps in permissibility between Local Government Areas and in 



 

 

doing so remove a substantial barrier and provide greater certainty. This approach would enable 

development that cannot meet all standards prescribed for complying development to be 

considered on a merit basis rather than being outright prohibited. This could form an amendment to 

the Affordable Housing SEPP and specify development standards and guidelines for low scale 

residential density, to guide good built form outcomes. Semi-detached dwellings, dual occupancies, 

studio dwellings and secondary dwellings and manor homes should be mandated as a permissible 

use in the standard instrument. As a short-term solution (until LEPs are amended), the SEPP 

(affordable rental housing) could be amended to mandate permissibility of these dwelling types in 

low density residential zones. 

 

UDIA NSW recommends that definitions for secondary dwellings and dual occupancies should be 

amended in the standard instrument to enable these dwelling types to be strata subdivided, or new 

definitions included in the Standard Instrument to enable secondary dwellings and dual occupancies 

to be subdivided. 

 

Mandated minimum lot sizes for subdivision and dwelling types in the low density residential zones 

would assist with the delivery of more cost-effective small lot housing.  As has been done in the 

Growth Centres, minimum lot sizes could be generally set at 300 square metres, with exceptions to 

allow smaller lot housing where locational criteria can be met or where additional house 

design/building envelope information is provided with the subdivision DA. 

 

UDIA NSW recognises that the SEPP (Affordable Rental Housing) is focused on increasing and then 

maintaining a supply of affordable rental accommodation. While those objectives are supported, the 

Institute contends that the housing affordability issue must be tackled regardless of tenure. The 

amendments suggested above are intended to improve currently operating planning instruments to 

deliver short term mechanisms to address housing supply and diversity issues in established 

suburbs.  

 

Policies on housing affordability need to be more wide-reaching to focus on increasing supply and 

diversity. To this end, current statutory planning instruments like the affordable housing SEPP and 

the Codes SEPP only go part of the way to achieving these outcomes. A “housing affordability and 

diversity SEPP”, coupled with clear directions in the District Plans and new Metropolitan Strategy for 

Sydney, are needed to provide both a policy framework and statutory planning mechanisms to 

deliver real change in a coordinated and consistent way. 

Affordable Housing 
The draft Plans have proposed applying affordable rental housing targets to urban transformation 

precincts within the draft District Plans. These Affordable Rental Housing Targets of 5% to 10% 

(subject to viability), will apply in urban renewal and land release areas. UDIA NSW contends that 

the correct incentives are not in place with the cost of land making it increasingly difficult to prevent 

the balance of a development absorbing these costs. 

The draft Plans appear to have missed the largely separate nature of the land development and 

housing industries. While some companies operate in both sectors, most do not. How is a land 

developer who is seeking zoning of their land for urban development supposed to commit to 



 

 

affordable rental housing outcomes when they wo not be building any of the homes and may not 

even be developing the entirety of their site for ten years or even longer? 

A greenfield rezoning seeks a change of use, and does not itself trigger new floor space. This is a 

subsequent action. The only development, following rezoning, is civil work – roads, drainage basins, 

parks etc. It is these actions that trigger future floor space. No floor space is constructed following 

rezoning. This takes place with subsequent development proposals by subsequent parties. 

Furthermore, it is unclear how the advice  

“The affordable rental housing dwellings will be secured by the relevant planning authority 

and passed onto a registered community housing provider” 

can be implemented. A greenfield rezoning action is not asking the planning authority (i.e. the 

Minister) to approve the construction of floor space, merely to approve a change in use to urban.  

The delivery of affordable rental housing units in residential development requires a large housing 

project to deliver it. These types of projects will not characterise greenfield development. Once land 

is created, each lot is generally sold individually to a mum/dad household or investor who selects a 

builder to build their home. Alternatively, an individual lot is purchased by a builder directly who 

offers a house and land package. The home building industry in this environment is generally 

comprised of small (often family) businesses that do not operate with high dwelling volumes (unlike 

the apartment building industry).  Being comprised of small businesses, the industry is also highly 

competitive, with little fat to absorb affordable rental housing obligations, particularly if such 

obligations are not equitably applied across all businesses in the industry (that is, all businesses need 

to be subject to the same obligations to remain competitive, or they will not be able to offer a 

commercially viable product). 

The HSAR Working Party report noted that those cities in the USA that adopted Inclusionary Zoning 

had prices rise 2-3% faster than the cities that did not. Requiring a percentage of development for 

the supply of affordable housing will link it to the cyclical nature of development. Rather a long term 

continuous and sustainable supply is required to meet the needs of our communities. 

Without leadership, innovation, incentives, partnerships and financial initiatives it will be 

increasingly difficult to provide an affordable housing supply in Sydney. 

Rather than place the responsibility on the private sector to deliver new affordable housing stock 

through the burden of a tax, UDIA NSW encourages the State Government to take the lead. With 

potential access to the Federal Affordable Housing Finance Corporation, the NSW Government is 

well placed to coordinate the delivery of both affordable housing and the transition space of social 

to market housing suitable for private/public delivery. A State led “Affordable Housing Program” 

that reports back to Housing Delivery Unit of Premiers and Cabinet would: 

• program the ongoing delivery of affordable housing; 

• coordinate the required planning regimes and incentives to deliver; 

• extend the ‘Communities Plus’ program;  

• explore the use of Local Government land for delivery of affordable housing; and  



 

 

• explore innovative models like the Western Australian Key Start Scheme, UK Shared equity 

opportunities with Local Government assets and new ‘build to rent’ products and phase 

these into the supply chain. 

 

The Affordable Housing Program needs to review the existing planning regimes and detail the 

changes to ensure the necessary incentives for delivery by the private sector. Policies like 

Inclusionary Zoning fail to adequately address affordability or the continued supply of housing. The 

development industry can contribute meaningfully to the supply of affordable housing but needs the 

appropriate products and incentives to deliver. 

 

The Affordable Housing Program must be extended to provide housing for shared ownership too. 

Government led initiatives like Western Australian Key Start and various community housing 

programs in the United Kingdom utilise government land to support these housing outcomes. The 

HSAR Working Party report identified principles for  

 

“….assessing land holdings to identify government land available for housing….”  

 

Local Government has considerable land holdings and is well placed to work with the State 

Government and the development industry to find better utilisation of their assets for housing. 

 

This is an emerging market segment that if executed with a clear vision and led by one level of 

government has the potential to innovate and incentivise the delivery of new forms of affordable 

housing both for rental accommodation and ownership. 

A SUSTAINABLE CITY 
Much of the discussion in the draft Plans around creating sustainable cities is admirable. Although, it 

is not clear what the role of the District Plans are in relation to other pieces of planning related 

legislation. The sustainable actions within the District Plans are valuable but it is not clear how they 

interrelate with: 

• Rural Fires Act 1997; 

• National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974; 

• Water Management Act 2000; 

• Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995; and 

• Several other environmental related pieces of legislation 

There is a compelling need for assessment processes to be streamlined. Currently environmental 

approvals (and the duplicity of approvals required between the Threatened Species Conservation Act 

(TSC Act – as soon to be reformed 1st July 2017) and the Commonwealth Environmental protection 

and Biodiversity Conservation Act (EPBC Act)) introduce significant delays to the supply of housing. 

Furthermore, the Actions in this section of the Plans (that range from addressing urban heat island 

effects to greater attention to noise and air quality have the potential to introduce significant new 

requirements in assessment processes that will only further exacerbate the inefficiency in the 

approval times for new development. This in turn will further exacerbate the housing supply crisis in 

Sydney. 



 

 

The District Plans must show leadership, encourage efficiencies and how affordability as a driving 

factor. 

Conclusion 
The idea of having District Plans chart the course for the growth of metropolitan Sydney is sensible. 

However, the draft Plans as they stand are overly long and lack focus – the District Plans must 

address Sydney’s core issue of what are the fundamental land use and transport planning drivers for 

each district. 

Once these fundamentals are identified the next step must be establishing governance structures to 

coordinate a whole of government approach to planning across all aspects of infrastructure and 

services delivery. The District Plans are Sydney’s chance to get this right once and for all. 

Planning frameworks around key infrastructure initiatives must be bold. There is a record amount of 

investment in infrastructure by government and the land use response must match. In the next 30 

years, Western Sydney is expected to grow to be a city the size of Adelaide, while Greater Sydney 

will be home to more than 8 million people. To responsibly manage this growth the District Plans 

need to take a transparent and consistent approach to land use planning and infrastructure 

coordination. 
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