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A recent episode of Radio National's Background Briefing program https://goo.gl/5sQUvI
featured the problems that have arisen as a result of false assumptions about human behaviour
upon which land use decisions have been made.

The need to provide schools for the children living or expected to be living in a particular area
must be a fundamental requirement of any land use study and determination. Errors in
demographic projections have serious and costly implications if no allowance is made for land
use requirements arising from a particular demography. In the case illustrated in the episode,
the Queensland Planning Department through the minister has been repeating the apparently
unresearched theory that apartment dwellers do not have children. Consequently, inadequate
provision has been made for schools which will require inconvenience to residents and costly
remedial action.

The Epping Urban Action Precinct land use plans seem to have fallen into the same errors as
those featured in the program. This experience also highlights the errors that can occur when
planning for one suburb is studied in isolation from adjoining suburbs. In the case of Epping’s
UAP, copious apartment construction is also taking place in adjoining suburbs Beecroft and
Carlingford. Of the three adjoining suburbs, Epping is the best connected by public transport so
it would make sense for schools to be provided near the excellent transport interchange in
Epping, yet no provision has been made.

I submit that the Greater Sydney Commission should take care to avoid this problem.

Another false assumption planners seem to make is that people who live near public transport
interchanges use public transport for their commuting requirements. Has this been empirically
tested when 59,000 vehicles pass Epping station daily and don’t use the train despite the
excellent service? The dedicated bus ramp from the M2 to Epping station was demolished
through lack of use without a murmur of protest.

Intuitively, residential development near transport interchanges would seem to be the best way
to limit commuting by public transport—but is it?

The attraction of private transport for commuting to the inconvenience of those who do use
public transport is demonstrable given the burden on our roads in peak hours. Drivers do not
abandon their car by persuasion. Macquarie Business Park shows how large carparks attached
to work places attract car use even when the area is served by rail transport.

The experience of the Sydney CBD and the Sydney Olympics is that severely restricted or
expensive parking at workers' or spectators' destination is the only effective way to encourage
mass public transport use thereby reducing congestion for others. The number of people using
Redfern and Central station’s proximity to three tertiary education institutes is further evidence.
It also shows how more people can use the area within walking distance of stations for daytime
uses than for residential uses. It will never be viable to restrict parking to the extent necessary
to change behaviour in residential dwellings.

Consequently I submit that wherever possible educational and commercial uses (with limited
parking) rather than residential uses should be considered when planning for land use around
transport hubs.
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