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The efficient and effective functioning of cities
Do not delete this return as it gives space between the box and what precedes it.
	Key Points

	· To ensure the effective and efficient functioning of cities, governments need to balance environmental and liveability needs with economic and business objectives and manage the dynamics of cities that accompany factors such as population growth and climate change. This is challenging. State and territory governments consider that planning can most influence greenfield development, the accommodation of population growth, the transition to higher densities, the provision of diverse/appropriate housing and the protection of biodiversity. 

· High growth puts heavy demands on land planning systems. The areas with the fastest growth rates in population, between 2001 and 2009, were the Gold Coast, the Sunshine Coast, Cairns and Townsville. Of the capital cities, Brisbane and Perth populations grew at the highest rates of about 20 per cent. 

· Population density is an important way of achieving efficiencies such as lower infrastructure costs, smaller urban footprints and a stronger base for businesses. However, increased density can also worsen congestion, crowding and may reduce the availability of the large blocks of land valued by many Australians. In 2009, the highest median population densities (by Local Government Area) were in Sydney, Melbourne, Perth and Adelaide. In contrast, the lowest densities were recorded in Toowoomba, Geraldton-Greenough and Launceston.

· Recent estimates of international housing affordability have reported that Australian homes are amongst the least affordable in the world. The median multiple (median house price divided by median household income) for Australia was measured as 6.1 (severely unaffordable) compared with 3.0 (affordable) in the United States and 3.4 (moderately unaffordable) in Canada.

· Housing affordability in Australia has deteriorated markedly in recent years. Bankwest key worker housing data found that Hobart and Adelaide are the most affordable capital cities for key worker groups. Sydney and Melbourne are the least affordable capital cities. And over the last five years, affordability has deteriorated most significantly in Melbourne and Darwin.
· Between 2007-08 and 2009-10, over 106 000 dwellings or 36 per cent of all dwellings approved in Australian capital cities were approved in Melbourne. In comparison, over the same period Sydney approved 52 000 dwellings or 18 per cent of all dwellings in capital cities.

· Another indicator of city functioning is the ease of doing business. In a World Bank international comparison, Australia rates tenth overall of 183 countries, but relatively lowly on dealing with construction permits (ranked 63) which is pertinent to land planning systems.

· Both Infrastructure Australia and the World Economic Forum find Australia could improve the quality of its infrastructure when compared internationally. The costs of city congestion are forecast to rise substantially, emphasising the importance of well planned transport infrastructure.


The terms of reference ask the Commission to report on the operations of the states and territories' planning and zoning systems, particularly as they ‘impact on the overall efficiency and effectiveness of the functioning of cities’.

While efficiency and effectiveness is an issue when planning new communities and developments such as those on the edge of cities, it is equally important when rezoning existing developments. Zoning and planning impact on the efficiency and effectiveness of cities by determining how land is allocated across diverse needs and demands. Land use planning is about understanding and then integrating a range of land preferences and potentially competing social, cultural, economic and environmental objectives. It is about accounting for preferences as well as costs. Planning involves trading-off these preferences and costs to reach a balance which ideally reflects a collective social optimum but rarely is any one individual’s ideal outcome.

While good planning and zoning can create the environment for efficient and effective cities, outcomes are also dependent on a myriad of other influences and policies including taxation settings, housing, environment and population policies.

In responding to the terms of reference, this chapter looks at the functioning of cities, the challenges faced by governments in achieving urban efficiency and effectiveness and presents some snapshot indicators of city functioning. The indicators chosen are based on the availability of data and the extent to which they may be influenced by planning and zoning.
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The functioning of cities

Cities serve a range of economic, social and cultural functions — they are centres of population, government, industry, trade, finance, education, tourism, storage, innovation, global transport and communications. The needs and wants of city residents are vast. Housing occupies the majority of land in cities and the remainder is taken up with a wide range of uses including road and rail networks, airports, schools and universities, hospitals, parks, factories, offices, shops and religious buildings. How city land is allocated and used is fundamental to creating and maintaining an efficient and effectively functioning city and is discussed further in chapter 4.

Efficiency and effectiveness

Efficiency in urban planning broadly includes not only business interests but the wellbeing of all city residents. An efficiently functioning city would achieve an optimum allocation of urban land between alternative possible uses, achieving a balance between household and business preferences for different ways of using land (including infrastructure) taking account of the costs and benefits involved (including social and environmental impacts). Achieving this ideal would involve complex tradeoffs. It would require knowledge of the value of every site in alternative possible uses which, in turn, necessitates a consideration of the complete range of land sites within the city, alternative land uses and availability of supporting infrastructure and other services, both now and into the future, as well as accurate knowledge of the real preferences of all stakeholders, some of which may engage in strategic rather than preference-revealing behaviour. Obviously, complete knowledge to achieve such an ideal is not available to any planner.

There is a wide range of transaction costs associated with land allocation whether by the market or with government involvement. These include the significant information and financial advantage of property developers over individual stakeholders. Other factors which inhibit efficient market allocation of land include the disadvantage of future generations in not being part of decisions that impact on them, and insufficient and asymmetric information. These factors make the balancing of competing demands for land allocation extremely challenging.

Another challenge is the ‘third-party’ effects that owners of a property can have on their neighbours or wider community. Markets often do not cater for these well, as there is no direct price incentive to discourage negative external effects, such as pollution, or encourage positive effects, such as neighbours feeling better about their street character. In these cases, consumer preferences may not be well served due to the difficulty of organising like-minded consumers to ensure community preferences are met. If residents want to preserve the character of their area — for example, by lobbying for undesirable uses, such as factories or noisy nightclubs to locate elsewhere — then they face not only large legal fees but significant time and effort costs in getting their community members to contribute to solutions, rather than just benefiting from the outcomes of the efforts of others. Furthermore, it may be difficult to reach community consensus on what the socially optimal outcome would be.

Complementing the notion of an efficiently functioning city, an effectively functioning city may be considered to be a city for which the core functions, goals or objectives of all residents (including business) are facilitated. In practice, a planning, zoning and development assessment system may be considered to be supporting the effective functioning of a city if it engenders a significant improvement in the functioning beyond what would have happened anyway. Planning, zoning and development assessment systems should aim to improve the effectiveness of a city by, for example, reducing the costs of production, facilitating the supply of goods and services provided to the community, and removing barriers to innovation and flexibility.

It is impossible to be prescriptive about what an efficient and effective city should look like. Different governments and communities have different objectives. Cities also differ significantly in terms of demography, historical development, climate and geography. 

However, what can be identified are cities where good planning is evident. For example, well planned cities would have:

· sufficient quantity of a range of housing types to meet the needs of city residents

· schools in the locations where they are needed the most 

· hospitals in readily-accessible locations

· efficient transportation networks

· industrial clusters with shared infrastructure

· community facilities, ample green space and clean air 

· a planning system that allows for growth, for example, by anticipating how future growth will impact on traffic flow and the need for expansion in activity centres.

Equally, poor land planning may be evident in cities with a lack of suitable housing, inadequate infrastructure, congestion, overcrowding, inadequate transport networks, a limited range of consumer services, inadequate community facilities, a lack of green space and few business and employment opportunities. The Western Australian Local Government Association (sub. 41, p. 27) commented:

Poor planning can adversely impact on the functioning of cities by creating car dependency, urban sprawl and a lack of necessary infrastructure for newly developed areas. The provision of social and economic infrastructure, such as public transport, arterial road improvements, schools, health services and shops are important for residents’ amenity. Delays in provision of such infrastructure can delay the release of land, increase car dependence and congestion.

Inappropriate zoning of land for business and resistance to infill development, higher densities and innovative dwelling designs can reduce the provision of a variety of housing types and affect housing affordability. Within the Perth context, this can place more pressure on urban fringe locations to provide the bulk of new housing in the form of single detached housing.

The efficient and effective use of city land through land planning is essential to maintaining or improving the functioning of cities.

Liveability and ease of doing business

A well functioning city caters for the needs of residents and businesses. These social and business needs are often referred to as liveability and ease of doing business and are aspects of a city’s functioning. 

Liveability and ease of doing business are important not only from the point of view of the quality of life of a city’s residents, but because they may also impact on the competitiveness and future prosperity of a city. For example, liveability considerations may be pivotal to attracting new investment and skilled labour into a city. In assessing the links between quality of life and the economic success of cities, McNulty et al (1985) concluded that cities that are not liveable places are not likely to perform important economic functions in the future.

The liveability context

The liveability of a city is generally bounded by its environmental quality, neighbourhood amenity and by the wellbeing of its individuals (Yuen and Ling Ooi 2008). The Victorian Competition and Efficiency Commission (2008, p. XXI) stated:

Liveability reflects the wellbeing of a community and represents the many characteristics that make a location a place where people want to live now and in the future.

Liveability, however, cannot be defined precisely. There will be diverse drivers for liveability within a community including resident characteristics such as income levels, education levels, cultural interests, religious beliefs and age profile, as well as commercial characteristics such as retail businesses serving the requirements of the residents and the structure of industry in the area.

For some, liveability is related to the provision of physical amenities such as public transport, libraries and community centres, footpaths, fresh air, parks and other green spaces. For others, liveability relates to career, business and economic opportunities, to cultural offerings or sporting facilities, or to the safety of raising a family.

Many of the participants in this benchmarking study provided observations on what makes a city liveable.

The Planning Institute of Australia, ACT branch (sub. 13, p. 4) commented that liveability is linked with the promotion of a healthy lifestyle.

Healthy and sustainable communities are those that are well-designed and safe, with local facilities (including school, corner store, childcare facilities, medical practice, recreation facilities, community services); streets designed for active transport, walking and cycling; with cycle facilities and public transport. These are all attributes of a built environment that promotes increased liveability and a healthier lifestyle…

The Prospect Residents (sub. 34, p. 6) commented that children are central to liveability concerns:

When thinking about liveability we need to think about how we raise our children. Forcing children to be raised in high rise apartments where there is nowhere for them to go outside and play is a significant problem for the future of our cities and our children.

Brisbane City Council (sub. 18, p. 4) stated:

A key aspect of liveability in a city is conditioned by accessibility by residents to a range of needs. At the top of the hierarchy of needs, but often overlooked, is the need to access a job. Council’s commissioned research indicates that in a successful city economy, working residents are able to get to their place of work within 45 minutes.

Infrastructure Australia (2010a, p. 93) in a report on the State of Australian Cities, listed a number of physical features and social factors (including political stability, social cohesion, safety, social inclusiveness, aesthetics, diversity, and heritage) that contribute to liveability and concluded:

While opinions vary about the precise characteristics of liveability, liveable cities are widely perceived to be healthy, attractive and enjoyable places for people of all ages, physical abilities and backgrounds.

In an urban efficiency and effectiveness context, liveability (and the wants and preferences of individuals and communities) needs to be considered in addition to the wider economic and development objectives of businesses and governments. 

Ease of doing business

Ease of doing business is an indicator of whether the business environment is conducive to the ongoing viability of business as well as encouraging new business, job creation, innovation and economic growth. Factors directly related to planning and development include any constraints on the use of property imposed by the planning system; transport and communications networks; and the time and costs involved in processing development proposals. 

For example, the City of Marion (sub. 3, p. 5) stated that Southern Adelaide has identified some ‘urgent initiatives for the region’ related to ease of doing business. These include:
· Workforce development

· Employment land supply

· Transport linkages

· Broadband

· Regional marketing/investment attraction

These initiatives driven by the Southern Adelaide Economic Development Board seek to create an environment within the south that focuses on making it a highly desirable place in which to live, work and run a successful business. One that is serviced by fast, efficient transport links allowing easy access to other parts of metropolitan Adelaide. Planning, zoning and DA systems need to support these economic development goals which endeavour to ensure accessibility to employment opportunities.
Some participants noted overlaps in factors which contribute to liveability and ease of doing business. For example, the Planning Institute of Australia (New South Wales division) (sub. 1, p. 11) commented:

The key characteristics of a city that enhance liveability and ease of business are:

· Quality of the public domain;

· Good infrastructure (open space; utilities; community services);

· A stable political/decision making framework that is transparent, consistent, collaborative and firmly based on strategic planning to inform decisions and anticipate future directions in land use demand;

· Adequate funding mechanisms for infrastructure and maintenance;

· Good access to public transport;

· An approvals process that is appropriate to the level of complexity for the proposal for which consent is being sought;

· A regulatory framework that minimises red tape and bureaucracy.

The Adelaide City Council (sub. 23, p. 18) also listed a number of characteristics that make a city liveable and easy for businesses to operate. Some of these are:

· A well resourced public and private transport system to reduce car dependency, maintain efficient traffic flows and improve long term household sustainability

· Accessibility and ease of parking

· Adequate industrial land supply (The State Government has an Industrial Land Strategy)

· Increased housing diversity (including affordable housing for low to moderate income key city workers)

· Existing networks (suppliers/customers etc)

· Business assistance and services programs

· A good quality public realm, that is clean, safe, well maintained and signed

· Well integrated design of the public and private realm

While the ease of doing business will be affected by a range of factors, one focus of this review is on the aspects of a city which both impact on the ease of doing business and can be affected by planning, zoning and development assessments.
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Challenges to urban efficiency and effectiveness

Participants to the study drew attention to a range of challenges associated with maintaining and increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of cities. For example, the Council of Capital City Lord Mayors (sub. 31, pp. 22–23) listed the following as challenges faced by governments and communities in pursuit of liveability goals in Perth, which could equally apply in other cities:

· Provision of affordable housing for people of all ages, incomes and needs. Part of the affordability challenge relates to the lack of diversity in the Perth housing market, which is dominated by single detached housing.

· Management of significant population and economic growth as experienced in Western Australia during the last decade and the resultant pressure on existing utility and social infrastructure, transport systems and land supply.

· Addressing changes in the natural environment and the impacts of climate change on infrastructure and community. The mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions, the reservation of significant areas of landscape value and the protection of surface and groundwater supplies are just some of the issues that need to be addressed.

· Tackling increasing urban congestion and the need to better integrate planning and transport.

· The coordinated planning, management and delivery of projects between all levels of Government.

Balance in catering for different needs

To achieve the efficient and effective functioning of cities, governments need to balance a broad range of environmental and liveability needs with economic and business objectives. Some considerations are listed below.

· Housing considerations include total supply, density, diversity, affordability and the close proximity of housing to services and amenities (such as shops, schools, offices, parks, libraries and restaurants). 

· Infrastructure includes the urban transport system (roads, rail, ferry and bus networks as well as bicycle paths, footpaths and walking tracks), telecommunications, energy and water, human services (including educational and health services, aged care and community centres) and waste disposal.

· Environment includes green space, parks and waterways and the sustainable use of resources.

· Ease of doing business includes transport and communications networks, any constraints on the use of property imposed by the planning system (including how these constraints may affect the marketability of properties) and the time and costs involved in processing development proposals.

· Economic strength includes efficient markets and regulation, diversity, innovation, employment and career and business opportunities.

· Governance relates to how elected officials represent and lead within the community and make land planning decisions which account for both costs and community preferences; and the ways in which these decisions are implemented.

· Social and community connectivity includes places of interaction, opportunity and creativity as well as strong leadership within the community, the participation of citizens in planning and delivery of services and equity in decision making across all ages and interest groups.

· Sustainability relates to addressing the economy, environment and society to ensure the long term viability of cities and communities. The primary goal of sustainability is to maintain a reasonable level of economic wellbeing for many generations.

A range of different policies impact on these objectives and more broadly on the efficiency and effectiveness of cities. Figure 2.1 illustrates the link between the objectives of a city, the land planning system and other policy drivers. It provides an illustrative (rather than definitive) list of objectives and policies. 

The ring of objectives in figure 2.1 represents some typical liveability, economic and development goals of a city. At the centre, the land planning system seeks to establish the conditions needed to maintain and increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the urban environment. 

While markets will go a long way towards delivering an allocation of land to ensure community access to a balanced range of goods and services, including a range of housing and shopping choices, almost all cities in developed economies provide for a significant role by governments in controlling how land is allocated, used and developed. In making their planning decisions, governments attempt to balance a diverse (and changing) range of community needs and preferences on factors such as transport, shopping facilities, housing options, education, recreation, waste disposal, heritage and the natural environment. In Australia, town planning has been part of the political landscape since before Federation. At its best, planning is 

… respectful of the built and natural environments, encompassing people and the interactions they have with these surroundings. Good planning respects current and evolving Australian ways of life, meeting the needs of diverse communities by acknowledging their histories and the challenges facing them as they grow and change. It facilitates appropriate and good development, ensuring that economic, social and cultural prosperity is in balance with environmental and species protection. (Thompson 2007, p. 1)

Figure 2.
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Some objectives and policy drivers of urban efficiency

	[image: image1.emf]LAND PLANNING

Greenfields & established areas

ZONING & REZONING

Residential, retail/commercial, 

industrial, primary production &

other (greenbelts, waterways, 

coastal strips)

DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENTS

Natural disaster 

risk management 

(fires, floods)

Environment 

(water, air 

quality, green 

space & noise)

Tourism

Sport & 

recreation

Culture & 

heritage

Social 

inclusion

Immigration

Population

density 

(closeness 

to services)

Environment 

policies

Transport & 

communication 

policies

Industry & 

competition 

policies

Macro-

economic

policies

Public health, 

welfare & 

safety 

policies

Education 

policies

Housing 

policies

Population 

policies

Traditional 

ownership

Housing 

affordability

Urban 

transport 

networks

Energy 

and water 

resources

Waste 

management

Amenity & lifestyle objectives / liveability

Employment 

opportunities

Business 

opportunities

Built infrastructure 

(hospitals, schools, 

community centres)

Economic growth & development objectives / ease of doing business

Public safety

LAND PLANNING

Greenfields & established areas

ZONING & REZONING

Residential, retail/commercial, 

industrial, primary production &

other (greenbelts, waterways, 

coastal strips)

DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENTS

LAND PLANNING

Greenfields & established areas

ZONING & REZONING

Residential, retail/commercial, 

industrial, primary production &

other (greenbelts, waterways, 

coastal strips)

LAND PLANNING

Greenfields & established areas

LAND PLANNING

Greenfields & established areas

ZONING & REZONING

Residential, retail/commercial, 

industrial, primary production &

other (greenbelts, waterways, 

coastal strips)

DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENTS

Natural disaster 

risk management 

(fires, floods)

Environment 

(water, air 

quality, green 

space & noise)

Tourism

Sport & 

recreation

Culture & 

heritage

Social 

inclusion

Immigration

Population

density 

(closeness 

to services)

Environment 

policies

Transport & 

communication 

policies

Industry & 

competition 

policies

Macro-

economic

policies

Public health, 

welfare & 

safety 

policies

Education 

policies

Housing 

policies

Population 

policies

Traditional 

ownership

Housing 

affordability

Urban 

transport 

networks

Energy 

and water 

resources

Waste 

management

Amenity & lifestyle objectives / liveability Amenity & lifestyle objectives / liveability

Employment 

opportunities

Business 

opportunities

Built infrastructure 

(hospitals, schools, 

community centres)

Economic growth & development objectives / ease of doing business Economic growth & development objectives / ease of doing business

Public safety




Figure 
2.1 also illustrates that there is a raft of other policies (including housing, environment and population policies) which can also impact on the efficiency and effectiveness of cities. With this in mind, the Commission asked each state and territory government to what extent can the planning, zoning and DA system be used to positively influence the functioning of cities. Overall, most state and territory governments considered that the land planning system could have a major impact on managing greenfield development, accommodating population growth, managing the transition to higher population densities, providing diverse/appropriate housing and protecting biodiversity (table 2.1). 

However, there are not many aspects of city functioning for which any government thinks planning has no impact. For example, most jurisdictions consider planning has a moderate (or in one case major) impact on reducing traffic congestion and on the provision of new infrastructure; and all consider that planning has an impact on housing affordability though views differ over the extent of the influence (table 2.1).

Essentially, figure 2.1 looks at the demands or the needs of a city as well as the policy drivers. On the other side of any analysis of efficiency and effectiveness are the costs and trade offs that must be taken into account. For example, there may be competition between land needs, conflicts between collective needs and individual needs and conflicts between the three levels of governments. 

The Planning Institute of Australia, New South Wales Branch (sub. 1, p. 10) commented:

There will always be some tension between different levels of planning policy and implementation; planning is a complex political process. Similarly there is often tension between different government departments (ie transport and planning) and between government and the development industry — the important thing is that there is an agreed, consistent, transparent process and a negotiating process. 

The need for coordination is particularly important as the implications of land use decisions are potentially long-lasting, with current decisions impacting on the nature of a city and surrounding region for many years into the future. Some decisions (such as the use of agricultural land for development) may be, for all practical purposes, irreversible. Governance and the coordination of the land planning system are examined in chapters 9–12.

Managing growth and change

In order to achieve the efficient and effective functioning of cities governments are required to manage the dynamics of cities that accompany factors such as population growth and climate change.

Table 2.

 SEQ Table \* ARABIC 1
The effect of the planning system on city functioning

No effect   SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


    minor effect   SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


     moderate effect   SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 


     major effect   SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



	Challenge
	NSW
	Vic
	Qld
	WA
	SA
	Tas
	ACT
	NT

	City housing and population growth
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Accommodating population growth
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Providing affordable housing
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Transition to higher pop. densities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Providing diverse/appropriate housing
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Managing ‘greenfield’ development
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City structure and services
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Maintaining a vibrant city centre
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Securing adequate urban water
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Improving mobility within the city
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Attracting skilled labour
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reducing traffic congestion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Providing new infrastructure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Maintaining existing infrastructure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Attracting new industries
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City environment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Protecting biodiversity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Improving air quality
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adapting to climate change
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Efficient waste management
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City lifestyle and community 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Maintaining social cohesion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Promoting healthy lifestyles
	
	
	
	
	
	b
	
	

	Reduce socio‑economic disparities
	
	
	
	
	
	b
	
	

	Addressing crime and violence
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Connectedness with regional centres
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Improving services for an ageing pop.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


a Jurisdictions were asked: “To what extent can government use the planning, zoning and DA system to positively influence the following challenges?” b The question was not answered.

Source: PC State and Territory Planning Agency Survey 2010 (unpublished).

Population growth

Planning for population growth is a challenge for governments (box 2.1). 

Do not delete this return as it gives space between the box and what precedes it.
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Population planning

	The increase in Australia’s resident population from year to year, as shown in the figure below, is made up of two components:

· net overseas migration (the number of people arriving in Australia who intend to stay for 12 months or more, less the number of people departing from Australia)

· natural increase (the number of births less the number of deaths).

Population growth: June 2000–June 2009
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The number of people within Australia at any time affects the demand for different land uses (chapter 4). Recognising this, population projections have been an important consideration in the strategic land use plans drawn up for Australia’s capital cities.

The Commonwealth has the primary influence over Australian population policy stemming from its responsibility for matters of immigration and emigration and from policies that affect the birth rate of Australians — for example, Family Tax Benefit, Baby Bonus/Maternity Payment and workplace legislation (such as paid parental leave). State, territory and local governments make their land use plans by factoring in estimates of population growth based on Commonwealth policy settings. However, where those policy settings change with little notice, the states and territories are confronted with scenarios that are possibly significantly different to those anticipated in their plans. Aligning planning to population forecasts is further complicated by intrastate and interstate population movements. For example, between 2001 and 2006, 40–60 per cent of people (depending on jurisdiction) changed address (ABS 2010c). 

	Source: ABS (Australian Demographic Statistics, Jun 2009, Cat. No. 3101.0); ABS (Australian Historical Population Statistics, 2008 , Cat. No. 3105.0.65.001); Productivity Commission estimates.


Australia's population is projected by the ABS to grow from over 22 million today to between 30.9 million and 42.5 million in 2056 (ABS 2008). Similarly, the Commonwealth Government’s Intergenerational Report forecasts a population of 35.9 million by 2050 (Treasury 2010). 

The ABS estimates that over 70 per cent of this growth will be in Australia’s capital cities. However, disparate trends will be observed across cities. In Perth and Brisbane, population is projected (under the ABS medium growth scenario) to more than double between 2006 and 2056. In Melbourne and Sydney, while growth is expected to be slower, by 2056 population is projected to grow to nearly seven million people in each of these cities (under the ABS medium growth scenario). In Adelaide and Hobart population growth is likely to be less significant (figure 2.2).

Figure 2.
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ABS population projections for capital cities
2006 (actual), medium growth scenario for 2026 and 2056
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Data source: ABS (2008). 

Within Australia, there are some rapidly growing cities. Brisbane and South East Queensland is one of the fastest growing regions in Australia. Brisbane City Council (sub. 18, p. 1) commented:

The greatest challenge for Council has been managing the unprecedented growth of the city and the South East Queensland (SEQ) Region more generally. In the decade to 2006, the Brisbane Statistical Division population increased by 21%, from 1.47 million to 1.78 million. Employment increased by 31%, over the same period from 656,000 to 859,000 jobs. In percentage terms, this has been the fastest growth recorded among Australia’s capital cities.

Table 2.2 reports the change in population between 2001 and 2009 for the 24 cities selected for this review (chapter 1). Tables in appendix C list the population data by Local Government Area (LGA) in each city. City boundaries are consistent with city areas defined in state and territory strategic plans. 

Population growth between 2001 and 2009 was highest in the Gold Coast and Sunshine Coast (exceeding 30 per cent). In contrast, in Alice Springs, Launceston, Wollongong, Hobart, Adelaide, Sydney and Newcastle, population grew less than 10 per cent over the same period. By LGA, the highest growth areas were Perth City and Melton Shire. Further, in Sydney, Adelaide and Perth the highest growing LGAs were in the city centre.

Table 2.
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Population growth for selected cities, 2001 and 2009a
	Highest growth
	
	Lowest growth

	City
	Population
2001
	Population
2009
	Change 
%
	  City

	Population
2001
	Population
2009
	Change%

	Gold Coast
	387 102
	515 157
	33
	Geelong 
	194 478
	216 330
	11

	Sunshine Coast
	247 167
	323 423
	31
	Albury
	45 621
	50 522
	11

	Cairns
	128 095
	164 356
	28
	Canberra
	318 939
	351 868
	10

	Townsville 
	144 789
	181 743
	26
	Wodonga
	32 456
	35 733
	10

	Brisbane
	1 740 337
	2 098 922
	21
	Newcastle 
	492 549
	540 796
	10

	Queanbeyan 
	33 765
	40 661
	20
	Sydney
	4 128 272
	4 504 469
	9

	Perth
	1 438 731
	1 727 516
	20
	Adelaide
	1 217 721
	1 319 474
	8

	Tweed 
	74 577
	88 993
	19
	Hobart
	203 714
	219 089
	8

	Darwin 
	106 403
	124 101
	17
	Mount Gambier
	23 503
	25 216
	7

	Geraldton-Greenough
	32 764
	37 895
	16
	Wollongong 
	271 598
	288 984
	6

	Toowoomba
	137 593
	159 098
	16
	Launceston
	101 042
	107 203
	6

	Melbourne
	3 472 207
	3 996 160
	15
	Alice Springs
	26 520
	27 877
	5


a The LGAs included in each city are consistent with the areas defined by the capital city’s strategic plan. However, because of differences in the way the city boundaries have been defined the aggregate city data in this table data do not generally equal the ABS city totals based on Statistical Local Areas.

Source: ABS (2010c).

Population growth presents challenges as well as opportunities for the Australian economy. The Western Australian Local Government Association (sub. 41, p. 9) commented:

All spheres of government have a role in ensuring that this profound population expansion and structure change is achieved without compromising the environmental, social and economic aspirations of the community. Where will these people live and how will existing cities cope with expansion? Where and how will the public infrastructure be provided? Will the footprints of our cities expand accordingly?

Some challenges associated with population growth, raised by participants, include housing choice and affordability, the cost of infrastructure, congestion, encroachment and environmental sustainability. For example, the Organisation Sunshine Coast Association of Residents (sub. 21, pp. 7–8) stated:

Population growth brings direct economic benefit to the development and housing construction industries. However these benefits are outweighed by the enormous public costs of infrastructure that must be provided for this growth. Small changes in population growth require large changes in infrastructure needs…

Similarly, the Business Council of Australia (sub. 38, p. 2) commented:

Gaining support for economic and population growth from citizens concerned about clogged roads, strained services, pollution and social cohesion means governments across the country have to do a better job of explaining the importance of growth and planning for it. Governments need to better integrate planning of urban centres and infrastructure, including roads, public transport, water and electricity supply, as well as schools and hospitals. 

Population growth may also be associated with urban encroachment. Fremantle Ports (sub. 14, p. 3) stated that urban encroachment is a ‘lose – lose situation’:

With increasing urbanisation, transport corridors and intermodal activities such as ports face growing pressure from sensitive uses such as dwellings locating in close proximity. This is a national and international trend which has competitive and operational impacts on transport corridors and ports…

Similarly, the Australian Logistics Council (sub. 46, p. 4) said:

The transport and logistics industry requires access to freight corridors. Moreover, either too much residential intrusion near logistics infrastructure or congestion around the infrastructure causes inefficiency.

Environmental concerns

Population growth in cities also has implications for environmental sustainability. Environmental sustainability is a prominent issue in land planning. It is about maintaining the qualities that are valued in the physical environment over the long term such as clean air and water, green space and bio-diversity. 

In March 2010, the Australian Conservation Foundation (2010) nominated population to be included as a ‘key threatening process’ to biodiversity under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act stating that:

The bigger our population gets, the harder it is for us to reduce greenhouse pollution, protect natural habitats near urban and coastal areas and ensure a good quality of life for all Australians.

More people means more roads, more urban sprawl, more dams, more transmission lines, more energy and water use, more pollutants in our air and natural environment and more pressure on Australia’s animals, plants, rivers, reefs and bushland.

We need to improve urban and coastal planning and management of environmental issues, but we can’t rely on better planning alone to protect our environment. Rapid population growth makes sustainable planning nearly impossible, so stabilising Australia’s population by mid-century should be a national policy goal. (ACF 2010)

A further aspect to environmental sustainability is the need for cities to adapt to climate change. The 2010 Intergenerational Report stated:

Climate change is the largest threat to Australia’s environment and represents one of the most significant challenges to our economic sustainability. Failure to address this threat would have severe consequences for weather patterns, water availability in cities, towns and rural communities, agricultural production, tourism, infrastructure, health and Australia’s unique biodiversity. The social and economic consequences of failing to act would be severe. (Treasury 2010, p. 71)

Community attitudes to population growth and development
In order to gauge community opinions related to population growth and whether there are any differences in opinions between cities, the Commission, in its community survey asked, ‘How would you feel about having more people living in your suburb or community and the increase in housing required for this?’

Overall, of all those surveyed across the 24 selected cities (table 2.3):

· few respondents, 12 per cent, indicated that they would like an increase in population

· the majority, 51 per cent of all respondents, indicated that they would not like the population in their community to increase

· respondents in capital cities were less in favour of increases in population (52 per cent of respondents in capital cities indicated that they would dislike a population increase, compared with 45 per cent of respondents in other cities) 

· surprisingly, a large number of respondents (29 per cent) said they did not care about population change in their community
· respondents in cities other than state capitals (35 per cent) were more likely not to care about an increasing population
· respondents in Sydney, the Sunshine Coast and Geelong were the most likely to indicate that they would not like population to increase (64 per cent, 59 per cent and 57 per cent respectively)
· while, in some of the less populated cities, (Mount Gambier, Alice Springs and Launceston) respondents were more likely to favour an increase in population. 
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Community attitudes to increased population

2011, selected citiesa (percentage of respondents)
	
	Would not like it
	Would like it
	Don't care
	Other/don’t know

	Capital cities
	
	
	
	

	Sydney
	64
	9
	20
	7

	Brisbane
	53
	10
	32
	5

	Melbourne
	52
	11
	29
	8

	Canberra
	46
	11
	35
	8

	Adelaide
	46
	13
	33
	9

	Darwin
	45
	10
	34
	11

	Perth
	43
	14
	34
	8

	Hobart
	38
	17
	37
	8

	All capitals
	52
	11
	28
	8

	Other cities
	
	
	
	

	Sunshine Coast 
	59
	9
	23
	9

	Geelong
	57
	10
	25
	8

	Wollongong
	54
	10
	30
	6

	Gold Coast
	52
	13
	29
	6

	Cairns
	50
	13
	29
	8

	Newcastle
	50
	11
	31
	7

	Tweed 
	49
	9
	40
	3

	Albury
	45
	15
	33
	7

	Queanbeyan
	44
	14
	33
	10

	Toowoomba 
	43
	14
	39
	4

	Alice Springs
	41
	22
	30
	6

	Wodonga
	36
	9
	46
	9

	Geraldton/Greenough
	36
	14
	40
	10

	Townsville
	35
	11
	47
	8

	Launceston
	34
	20
	41
	6

	Mount Gambier
	14
	28
	53
	5

	All other cities
	45
	13
	35
	7

	All cities
	51
	12
	29
	8


a The LGAs included in each city are consistent with the areas defined by the capital city’s strategic plan. 

Source: PC Community Survey 2011 (unpublished, q. 7).

Respondents were also asked to nominate a reason for being either in favour of or against an increase in population in their community. Of those respondents who indicated that they would not like more people living in their suburb, 84 per cent said it was because of ‘increased congestion’, 58 per cent said ‘increased noise’ and 44 per cent said ‘loss of street appeal’. In capital cities, response rates for each reason were usually significantly higher than those in other cities. Most notably, in Sydney 89 per cent of respondents stated that ‘congestion’ and 46 per cent said ‘more crowded public transport’ were reasons for not being in favour of increased population. In comparison, in cities other than state capitals, 79 per cent and 12 per cent of respondents said that ‘congestion’ and ‘more crowded public transport’ (respectively), were reasons for not being in favour of a population increase (table 2.4)
Table 2.
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Reasons for not wanting a population increase

2011, selected citiesa (percentage of respondents)b
	
	Increased traffic congestion
	More crowded public transport
	Loss of street appeal
	Loss 
of amenity
	Shadows cast by tall buildings
	Don't want existing mix of people to change
	Increased noise
	Decreased property values

	Capital cities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sydney
	89
	46
	43
	26
	34
	17
	60
	29

	Melbourne
	86
	37
	48
	28
	35
	15
	56
	27

	Brisbane
	80
	24
	36
	20
	17
	17
	55
	23

	Perth
	78
	25
	47
	22
	22
	19
	62
	33

	Adelaide
	81
	26
	45
	26
	24
	16
	58
	27

	Canberra
	80
	11
	54
	22
	39
	7
	63
	35

	Hobart
	78
	15
	38
	17
	15
	13
	56
	19

	Darwin
	82
	16
	44
	18
	19
	18
	69
	34

	All capitals
	85
	35
	45
	25
	29
	17
	59
	28

	Other cities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Newcastle
	77
	9
	38
	21
	17
	17
	58
	23

	Gold Coast
	80
	22
	31
	15
	22
	19
	61
	22

	Sunshine Coast 
	85
	22
	28
	18
	12
	17
	45
	20

	Wollongong
	82
	19
	40
	17
	27
	11
	55
	18

	Geelong
	84
	14
	34
	34
	16
	14
	59
	22

	Townsville
	83
	6
	49
	6
	23
	14
	54
	31

	Cairns
	73
	8
	51
	18
	14
	22
	55
	29

	Toowoomba 
	80
	9
	32
	16
	30
	16
	52
	27

	Launceston
	74
	8
	32
	16
	9
	18
	52
	26

	Tweed 
	80
	6
	22
	27
	18
	10
	47
	14

	Albury
	78
	11
	51
	24
	27
	16
	58
	24

	Queanbeyan
	84
	14
	32
	25
	18
	20
	45
	27

	Geraldton/ Greenough
	69
	6
	33
	6
	14
	22
	72
	19

	Wodonga
	83
	14
	39
	25
	19
	19
	67
	14

	Alice Springs
	65
	4
	46
	19
	31
	15
	50
	42

	Mount Gambier
	79
	36
	57
	14
	29
	21
	71
	29

	All other cities
	79
	12
	37
	20
	19
	17
	56
	23

	All cities
	84
	33
	44
	24
	28
	17
	58
	28


a The LGAs included in each city are consistent with the areas defined by the capital city’s strategic plan. b Respondents were able to choose multiple reasons and as a result the data does not sum to 100.
Source: PC Community Survey 2011 (unpublished, q. 9).
Of those respondents who said they would like more people living in their suburb 58 per cent said it was because it would bring increased services, 45 per cent said they would enjoy a more vibrant suburb and 43 per cent said it would increase property values. In the capital cities respondents rated increased vibrancy and public transport at higher rates than respondents in other cities. While, in these non-capital cities, respondents rated attracting more services and retailers as reasons for being in favour of increased population, at higher rates than respondents in capital cities. (table 2.5).
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Reasons for being in favour of a population increase

2011, selected citiesa (percentage of respondents)b
	
	A more vibrant suburb
	Attract more retailers
	Bring in more services
	Bring more public transport
	It's too quiet here now
	Increased property values

	Capital cities
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sydney
	46
	40
	56
	43
	9
	43

	Melbourne
	52
	40
	56
	39
	5
	47

	Brisbane
	34
	48
	68
	50
	7
	45

	Perth
	52
	40
	56
	37
	6
	43

	Adelaide
	43
	40
	54
	40
	2
	41

	Canberra
	55
	27
	45
	64
	9
	18

	Hobart
	41
	47
	67
	44
	3
	45

	Darwin
	40
	30
	50
	20
	0
	35

	All capitals
	47
	41
	57
	40
	6
	43

	Other cities
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Newcastle
	23
	39
	61
	23
	5
	42

	Gold Coast
	43
	21
	64
	21
	0
	36

	Sunshine Coast 
	33
	33
	33
	33
	11
	22

	Wollongong
	43
	61
	57
	35
	9
	30

	Geelong
	20
	30
	60
	20
	0
	50

	Townsville
	18
	45
	45
	27
	9
	27

	Cairns
	23
	46
	69
	31
	0
	15

	Toowoomba 
	29
	36
	57
	21
	7
	43

	Launceston
	41
	57
	69
	35
	8
	57

	Tweed 
	11
	78
	67
	33
	0
	78

	Albury
	40
	53
	53
	40
	0
	53

	Queanbeyan
	29
	43
	57
	14
	7
	71

	Geraldton/Greenough
	36
	50
	50
	36
	21
	43

	Wodonga
	44
	33
	67
	0
	0
	22

	Alice Springs
	21
	43
	71
	14
	0
	29

	Mount Gambier
	43
	68
	89
	29
	11
	29

	All other cities
	32
	48
	63
	27
	6
	42

	All cities
	45
	42
	58
	38
	6
	43


a The LGAs included in each city are consistent with the areas defined by the capital city’s strategic plan. Respondents were able to choose multiple reasons and as a result the data does not sum to 100.

Source: PC Community Survey 2011 (unpublished, q. 8).
Somewhat related, the Commission asked respondents for their attitudes regarding new development in their area. About a half of all respondents stated that they did not like multiple dwellings replacing single dwellings in their area, with respondents in Geelong, Cairns and Sydney more likely to indicate a dislike. The majority of respondents in all cities either did not care or liked changes in the use of residential land, residential development in a new area, changes in shopping arrangements and alterations to an existing house or apartment block (table 2.6).
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Community attitudes to development in selected cities

2011, percentage of respondents who did not like development in their areaa
	
	Multiple dwellings replacing single dwellings
	Changes in the use of industrial land
	Residential development in a new area
	Changes in shopping arrangements
	Alterations to an existing house or apartment block

	Geelong
	62
	27
	38
	21
	23

	Cairns
	59
	31
	30
	15
	8

	Sydney
	56
	36
	34
	25
	17

	Melbourne
	53
	35
	29
	24
	19

	Sunshine Coast 
	53
	36
	31
	33
	21

	Newcastle
	51
	28
	25
	24
	11

	Brisbane
	49
	28
	33
	16
	14

	Gold Coast
	48
	24
	39
	17
	9

	Albury
	47
	19
	18
	10
	10

	Tweed 
	45
	25
	42
	18
	13

	Canberra
	45
	17
	33
	19
	15

	Hobart
	45
	19
	20
	14
	9

	Adelaide
	44
	35
	31
	19
	15

	Mount Gambier
	44
	18
	6
	11
	4

	Darwin
	40
	20
	18
	22
	8

	Townsville
	40
	0
	12
	10
	5

	Perth
	39
	24
	20
	14
	14

	Queanbeyan
	39
	37
	12
	22
	10

	Wollongong
	38
	27
	35
	8
	10

	Toowoomba 
	35
	45
	12
	18
	0

	Wodonga
	33
	36
	12
	14
	4

	Geraldton
	32
	18
	19
	30
	6

	Launceston
	28
	17
	16
	15
	13

	Alice Springs
	27
	0
	20
	11
	18

	All cities
	49
	31
	28
	20
	16


a Remaining respondents either indicated they liked the development or did not care. 

Source: PC Community Survey 2011 (unpublished, q. 22).
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Broad indicators of the functioning of cities

Governments and researchers look toward outcome indicators to provide measures of how well cities are meeting the challenges faced in maintaining and improving their functioning. Many studies have attempted to compare the functioning and liveability aspects of cities by using broad aggregate indicators of various aspects of performance. Aggregate indicators suffer from data measurement, consistency issues and a range of other problems (box 2.2).

Selective or partial indicators that are related to government objectives are often more useful than broader aggregate liveability, wellbeing and performance indices for the purposes of identifying particular aspects in the functioning of cities which can be specifically addressed by government policies.

For example, as part of the Review of Capital City Planning Systems, KPMG used some ‘external indicators’ to quantitatively assess the ability of each capital city to deliver on strategic planning objectives (table 2.7). However, data limitations restricted the analysis to four indicators (key worker housing affordability, congestion, budget alignment and population management). KPMG noted that there is a lack of publicly available data for greenhouse gas emissions, water availability, biodiversity, housing supply and liveability (KPMG 2010, p. 2).

Table 2.7 presents a summary of KPMG indicators. Adelaide was ranked the highest overall, achieving high levels of performance in population management and key worker housing affordability. Sydney had the lowest overall relative performance with particularly poor performance indicators for key worker housing affordability and congestion.
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Limitations of outcome indicators

	Outcome indicators are tools for measuring progress toward objectives and can include single measures as well as composite indexes. In a planning context, outcome indicators measure the liveability and functionality of the urban area. Measuring outcomes can show not only where policy is being successful but also where objectives are not being met. However, outcomes do not reliably indicate (on their own) how well planning and zoning systems are working, as many other factors that impact on outcomes lie beyond the planning system.

There are a host of problems that must be considered when using liveability/wellbeing and performance indicators generally and as outcome indicators of planning and zoning. Selecting appropriate indicators for comparing cities against each other is challenging. Different communities and people consider different factors important and much will vary according to an individual’s age and circumstance. 

In addition, measurement issues may be associated with the indicators. While it is difficult to accurately measure intangible wellbeing factors, even for material measures such as income and cost of living there may still be problems in accurately comparing data across cities. Of greater significance to this study, it is problematic to use global and Australian liveability/wellbeing indices as outcome indicators for planning and zoning. In particular, many of the indicators included in indexes — such as climate — cannot be influenced by planning and zoning systems and are therefore not useful as policy indicators. That said, some individual indicators such as housing affordability and congestion which are included in , for example, the ACF’s Sustainable Cities Index may be useful from a planning perspective. However, they compare particular aspects rather than measure the overall efficiency and effectiveness of land planning systems.

Moreover, global and Australian city performance measures are generally not intended to be used as outcome measures of planning and zoning. The ACF states that the Sustainable Cities Index is produced ‘with the aim of encouraging healthy competition, stimulating discussion and suggesting new ways of thinking about our cities’ (ACF 2010b). Composite, global measures of city performance are also typically used for tourism or attracting migrants and investment to a city, or for use by transnational companies in locating their expatriate staff.

Aside from data issues, when considering appropriate indicators to assess outcomes, it is important to recognize the multiplicity of influences on any individual indicator. For example, housing affordability is influenced by a broad range of influences including planning and zoning systems, interest rates, average incomes, demography and community preferences. 

Overall, the relationship between outcome indicators and planning and zoning is not straightforward. Even if the impacts of current planning and zoning decisions could be isolated from other influences, it may reflect planning practices of previous decades and provide limited insight into the efficiency and effectiveness of the contemporary planning system. However, as with other benchmark indicators, differences between cities leads planners and others to ask “Why is it so?” and finding the answer can lead to important insights.

	


Table 2.
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KPMG performance indicators, 2010a,b
Score out of ten and overall ranking

	
	Budget alignment
	Population management
	Key worker housing affordability
	Congestion
	Total score
(%)
	Overall ranking

	Adelaide
	6
	9
	8
	6
	73
	1

	Canberra
	7
	8
	5
	7
	68
	2

	Hobart
	3
	3
	9
	8
	58
	3

	Brisbane
	8
	4
	6
	4
	55
	4

	Darwin
	2
	naa
	5
	9
	53
	5

	Melbourne
	7
	6
	3
	3
	48
	6

	Perth
	4
	5
	4
	5
	45
	7

	Sydney
	5
	7
	2
	2
	40
	8

	Average
	5
	6
	5
	6
	55
	


a KPMG note that there is no population growth planning target for Darwin. b The KPMG report did not include any qualitative assessment of performances. As a result, a city setting a low goal and achieving it received a high mark while one that set an ambitious goal and fell short received a low mark.

Source: KPMG (2010).

Aggregate indicators of liveability and sustainability

A number of global city indices have been published to assess and rank the liveability of cities throughout the world. Two widely known international measures are the Economist Intelligence Unit's quality-of-life index and Mercer's Quality of Living Reports.

Most global measures are a weighted index of locational characteristics which are thought to contribute towards the liveability of a city. They compare the characteristics of cities through a combination of economic data and life-satisfaction surveys. The Economist Intelligence Unit’s quality-of-life index, for example, is based on nine quality of life factors (health, family life, community life, income per person, political stability, climate and geography, job security, political freedom and gender equality). Mercer’s 2010 Quality of Living Report included 39 indicators in a broad range of areas including political and social, health, public services, consumer goods, economy, education, recreation, housing, culture and environment.

Infrastructure Australia (2010a, p. 12), comparing a number of global city indicators, found:

Australian cities rank highly on an international comparison, particularly on indices that measure quality of life and global connectivity, and measures related to the social condition of people. There is evidence to suggest that Australian cities suffer with respect to infrastructure. Of concern is the evidence that suggests a decline in international relative performance and perception in the past five years. 

In Australia, a number of indices are also compiled to compare liveability and sustainability including the Australian Unity Wellbeing Index, the ACF’s Sustainable Cities Index, The Property Council of Australia’s liveability index and Community Indicators Victoria. 

Australian Unity, in partnership with the Australian Centre on Quality of Life at Deakin University, regularly publishes personal and national wellbeing indices which measure how satisfied Australians are with their own lives and life in general in Australia. For example, between 2005 and 2009, the Australian Unity personal wellbeing index reported an increase in standard of living, community connectiveness and safety (Australian Unity 2010). The data, however, are not available on a LGA or city basis.

The Australian Conservation Foundation compiles the Sustainable Cities Index which also provides snapshot indicators of city performance. The index combines quality of life indicators with indicators of environmental performance and resilience to produce a comparative performance snapshot of Australia’s largest 20 cities. The index is based on the following 15 indicators: 
· environmental performance — air quality, ecological footprint, green building, water and biodiversity

· quality of life — health, density, subjective wellbeing, transport and employment

· resilience — climate change, public participation, education, household repayments and food production.

Table 2.8 summarises the 2010 index. 
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ACF Sustainable Cities Index, 2010

	Top five performing cities

	Overall
	Environment
	Quality of life
	Resilience

	Darwin
	Brisbane
	Townsville
	Canberra-Queanbeyan

	Sunshine Coast
	Sunshine Coast
	Darwin
	Ballarat

	Brisbane
	Wollongong
	Gold Coast-Tweed
	Darwin

	Townsville
	Cairns
	Sunshine Coast
	Townsville

	Canberra-Queanbeyan
	Bendigo
	Canberra-Queanbeyan
	Adelaide and Brisbane

	Bottom five performing cities

	Overall
	Environment
	Quality of life
	Resilience

	Perth
	Perth
	Ballarat
	Wollongong

	Geelong
	Adelaide
	Bendigo
	Newcastle

	Newcastle
	Geelong
	Adelaide
	Geelong

	Wollongong
	Townsville
	Wollongong
	Gold Coast-Tweed

	Albury-Wodonga
	Canberra-Queanbeyan
	Albury-Wodonga
	Sydney


Source: ACF (2010b).

The Australian Conservation Foundation (2010b, p. 3) stated:

No city has done well across all 15 indicators, with each having its own unique strengths and weaknesses often reflective of their individual character, context and history. In 2010 Darwin has emerged as Australia’s most sustainable city, followed closely by Sunshine Coast and Brisbane. In contrast, under this comparative analysis, Newcastle, Geelong and finally Perth are Australia’s least sustainable cities…

A liveability index for each of Australia’s capital cities was presented in the Property Council of Australia’s My City: The People’s Verdict, released in January 2011. The indexes are based on 17 liveability measures which were compiled using data from a survey of over 4000 Australian residents, conducted by Auspoll. Adelaide and Canberra were rated the most liveable cities while Sydney and Darwin were considered significantly less liveable (table 2.9).
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Liveability index, 2011
Percentage of respondents who agree with each attribute in their city

	
	Adel
	Can
	Mel
	Per
	Hob
	Bris
	Dar
	Syd
	Average

	Wide range of recreational environments
	80
	81
	83
	82
	76
	80
	77
	76
	79

	Attractive natural environment
	75
	85
	71
	79
	85
	70
	78
	63
	76

	Wide range of cultural/entertainment activities
	75
	74
	88
	63
	58
	78
	76
	80
	74

	Good schools and educational facilities
	70
	78
	72
	72
	65
	69
	57
	68
	69

	Good climate
	73
	46
	53
	83
	58
	83
	70
	74
	68

	Good housing diversity
	68
	64
	67
	64
	62
	64
	57
	52
	62

	Good employment/economic opportunities
	50
	73
	67
	65
	28
	58
	78
	60
	60

	Clean, unpolluted and well maintained city
	63
	72
	50
	62
	64
	52
	60
	34
	57

	A diverse range of people who get along well
	53
	63
	55
	48
	56
	54
	68
	46
	55

	The city design is attractive
	57
	58
	64
	50
	50
	49
	39
	47
	52

	Good healthcare
	55
	57
	58
	51
	41
	52
	36
	48
	50

	Safe for people and property
	52
	62
	44
	38
	63
	51
	32
	33
	47

	Affordable/good living standard
	73
	37
	50
	39
	62
	44
	15
	20
	42

	Good road infrastructure/minimal congestion
	44
	64
	22
	30
	44
	21
	72
	13
	39

	Good public transport
	42
	24
	37
	42
	29
	45
	36
	32
	36

	Good approach to environmental sustainability/climate change
	42
	41
	35
	28
	32
	37
	28
	24
	33

	Quality/affordable housing
	57
	21
	31
	32
	48
	32
	9
	17
	31

	Overall liveability index
	63
	62
	61
	61
	61
	60
	56
	55
	60


Source: Auspoll (2011).
Over 70 per cent of respondents agreed that their city of residence had a wide range of recreational environments, an attractive natural environment and a wide range of cultural and entertainment activities. In contrast, only 31 per cent of respondents considered their city to have good quality affordable housing. In Darwin (9 per cent), Sydney (17 per cent) and Canberra (21 per cent), the percentage of respondents which viewed housing quality and affordability favourably was considerably lower than the average for all capital cities. 

Also of significance to planning and zoning, respondents rated road infrastructure and public transport in cities relatively poorly. For example, only 13 per cent of respondents in Sydney, 21 per cent in Brisbane and 22 per cent in Melbourne agreed the city has good road infrastructure with minimal congestion compared with an average of 39 per cent for all capital cities (table 2.9).

At the local level, one of the most comprehensive data collections relating to wellbeing and liveability is Community Indicators Victoria (CIV). CIV is intended as a starting point for local governments and local communities in Victoria to identify the issues and indicators which are most important to them (box 2.3).
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Community Indicators Victoria (CIV) wellbeing data

	CIV is a collaborative project, funded by VicHealth, and hosted by the McCaughey Centre (University of Melbourne). CIV provides a wide range of local community data for Victorians in the form of wellbeing reports for each Local Government Area (LGA). The indicators cover a broad range of topics including social, economic, environmental, democratic and cultural indicators. 

The CIV framework is based on a set of approximately 80 community wellbeing indicators. The data come from a range of sources including the Australian Bureau of Statistics, Victorian Government departments and a state wide CIV Survey (conducted in 2007). Below are some selected wellbeing indicators for the Melbourne and Ballarat LGAs generated using the CIV web based system.

Selected community indicators for Melbourne and Ballarat LGAs
Indicator
Ballarat
Melbourne
Victoria

Personal wellbeing (Index)
77
75
76

Feel part of the community (Index)
72
65
71
Volunteers  (% of adult population)
39
26
41
Safe walking alone at night (% of adult pop.)
61
67
67
Recorded crimes against people (per 100 000 pop.)
1 221
3 342
773

Unemployment (% of labour force)
9
5
5
Households with housing costs 30 per cent
or more of gross income (% of all households)
17
36
18
Opportunity to participate in cultural activities (% of pop.)
75
73
73

Acceptance of diverse cultures (% of adult pop.)
89
93
89

People have a say in important issues (% of adult pop.)
50
41
46


	Source: Community Indicators Victoria, live report created on August 17 at:
http://www.communityindicators.net.au/node/add/report.
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Partial indicators of city functioning

In order to provide a statistical picture of the functioning of cities, in this section the Commission presents some indicators related to various aspects of the functioning of Australian cities. Indicators relate to both liveability for residents and ease of doing business, noting that some indicators apply to both, such as the ease with which people can move around a city. Broadly, the following indicators have been included:

· population growth and population densities of local government areas (LGAs) (derived from ABS data) — indicate areas of high growth and increasing population density within cities 
· housing affordability in cities using Bankwest affordability estimates and median house prices by LGA — indicative of how well land release and rezoning is delivering a core objective of most governments

· new residential building by LGA — indicative of how well population growth is being addressed by cities and local councils

· international comparisons of ease of doing business (such as dealing with construction permits, registering property, enforcing contracts, getting credit and employing workers) to indicate whether Australia’s regulatory environment is conducive to the operation of business

· differences in the time it takes to get to work — reflective of infrastructure and transport planning

· community sense of security and connectedness — a subjective indicator of how well planning might be contributing to the creation of a sense of community within Australia’s cities.

It is important to note that this is not a comprehensive list of city functioning indicators but selected indicators that provide some useful comparisons at either the international, Australian city or LGA level. The choice of the outcome has been guided by the extent to which planning can affect it; that it is an outcome being addressed through national reform agendas; as well as the availability of robust data (in particular, by LGA). Further, because of the multiplicity of influences (in addition to planning and zoning) on any individual indicator, the Commission does not attempt to attribute causation for any differences in indicators between cities.

Population density

In cities throughout the world (including Australian cities), one of the solutions to the challenges created by an increasing population is urban containment or increasing population density. Population density is measured as the number of people in an urban area per square kilometre.

Urban containment is an important principle in the efficiency of city land planning. In this context, urban efficiency may be measured in terms of the affordability of infrastructure and services, travel times, energy and water use and social and environmental benefits. For example, it is less costly to establish road networks and utilities in developments which are contained rather than dispersed. And communities which consume less land for purposes such as housing and industry are likely to need fewer roads, use infrastructure (such as public transport) more efficiently and be located closer to services. 

However, as with almost every issue in planning, urban containment is a balancing act. For example, if land releases are constrained too much, restrictions on the availability of land are likely to make land less affordable and urban containment opposes the high value that Australian culture generally places on relatively large blocks of land. Moreover, although efficiency gains may be associated with urban containment, increased density is linked with social and environmental costs, such as congestion and over crowding.

Internationally, Australia’s major capital cities are some of the least dense in the world. Only cities in the United States and North American regions are recorded as having lower population densities (Demographia 2010).

Density within Australian cities

A summary of population density for the 24 selected Australian cities based on areas defined in the state/territory strategic plans (data by LGA are in appendix C) is provided in table 2.10. In 2009, the highest population densities were recorded in Mount Gambier, Melbourne, Canberra, the Gold Coast and Sydney, in that order. However, as suggested by somewhat surprising results for Mount Gambier and Canberra, density measures are highly sensitive to how urban area is defined. See appendix C for further information on measurement difficulties for this indicator.

There is extreme diversity in density between LGAs, particularly in Sydney and Melbourne. In Sydney, density ranges from over 7000 people per square kilometre in Waverley to 2600 people per square kilometre in Strathfield to less than 200 people per square kilometre in Gosford, the Blue Mountains, Hawkesbury and Wollondilly. In Melbourne, density ranges from 4600 people per square kilometre in Port Phillip City to 2000 people per square kilometre in Banyule City to 50 people per square kilometre in Cardinia Shire. Because the outer areas in capital cities are lightly populated yet relatively large in area, they lower the average density of capital cities quite substantially and so the measures of median density (table 2.10) provide a better indicator of density in capital cities. 

Table 2.
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Population density in selected cities, 2009a
	Highest density
	
	Lowest density

	City

	Area
(km2)
	Density
	Density
median
	City

	Area 
(km2)
	Density
	Density
median

	Mount Gambier
	27
	942
	942
	Brisbane
	17 859
	118
	166

	Melbourne
	8 824
	453
	1 612
	Sunshine Coast
	3 126
	103
	103

	Canberra
	808
	436
	436
	Alice Springs
	328
	85
	85

	Gold Coast
	1 334
	386
	386
	Wodonga
	433
	83
	83

	Sydney
	12 138
	371
	2 535
	Tweed 
	1 309
	68
	68

	Wollongong 
	1 089
	265
	294
	Townsville 
	3 739
	49
	49

	Perth
	7 261
	238
	1 348
	Darwin 
	3 079
	40
	555

	Queanbeyan 
	172
	236
	236
	Cairns
	4 129
	40
	40

	Geelong 
	1 247
	173
	173
	Hobart
	6 149
	36
	93

	Albury
	306
	165
	165
	Geraldton-Greenough
	1 781
	21
	21

	Adelaide
	9 050
	146
	958
	Launceston
	7 883
	14
	21

	Newcastle 
	4 052
	133
	177
	Toowoomba
	12 973
	12
	12


a The LGAs included in each city are consistent with the areas defined the capital city’s strategic plan. However, because of differences in the way the city boundaries have been defined, the aggregate city data in this table data does not generally equal the ABS city totals based on Statistical Local Areas.

Source: Population from ABS (2010c); and area, unpublished data provided by the ABS.

Population densities in some LGAs increased substantially between 2001 and 2009, particularly in inner city areas — by 122 per cent in Perth City, 67 per cent in Melbourne city, 45 per cent in Adelaide city and 37 per cent in Sydney city (appendix C).

Housing affordability and availability

Housing affordability is a key component of city liveability.
 Housing affordability is a prominent issue amongst participants to this study. For example, the Housing Industry Association (sub. 42, p. 1) said:

During the 2000s the price of established houses in real terms increased by nearly 6 per cent a year, much faster than increases in the stock of dwellings, indicating that new housing supply was unresponsive to increases in existing house prices. Revised population projections suggest that the scale of the housing supply challenge is set to accelerate over coming decades.

Master Builders Australia (sub. 32, p. 2) added:

A lack of affordable housing adds to social dislocation and threatens Australia’s economic growth and productivity. The family home has increasingly become unattainable as a confluence of circumstances have mitigated against an average Australian household realising the goal of affordable home ownership. Home ownership is one of the cornerstones of Australia’s social fabric and wellbeing and it is imperative that affordable housing remains within reach of all Australians.

The National Housing Supply Council has estimated the cumulative shortfall in new housing at around 180,000 dwellings. The shortfall in new housing is not due to industry incapacity but rather supply constraints that prevent the industry from supplying not only the required quantum but also affordable new housing.

Further, the Urban Taskforce Australia (sub. 56, p. 10), observing the relationship between housing supply and housing affordability, said:

The lack of building activity carries high social costs. In the last financial year, work started on 52,000 new Victorian private sector homes, while in NSW work only started on 26,000 homes. The housing undersupply is the main reason why rents in the inner suburbs of Sydney have been increasing at nine times the rate of inflation. Rents for three bedroom homes in outer suburban Sydney have increased by 30 per cent in the last three years. In fact, rents for three bedroom homes across NSW have been increasing by an average of 9 per cent a year over the last three years.

Housing affordability is a significant challenge for governments. The 2009 Review of Australia’s Tax System (‘Henry review’) stated:

Housing supply can be restricted through a range of policies, such as planning and zoning regulations, as well as the approvals processes that govern them. However, such policies are designed to achieve a range of policy objectives, against which their impact on the price of housing should be assessed. The use of infrastructure charges has the potential to improve the allocation of infrastructure. However, where they are not set appropriately, infrastructure charges can reduce the supply of new housing, which can increase overall house prices.

This is not a straightforward area of policy because while reforms to increase supply may promote housing affordability, they can also reduce existing home values and change the shape of Australian cities in ways that many existing residents do not desire… (Henry, K., Harmer, J., Piggott, J., Ridout, H., and Smith, G., 2009, volume 2, section E4)

While zoning and planning contributes to the affordability of housing, it is difficult to isolate the effect that planning and zoning has from a broad range of other factors which impact on the supply and demand for housing such as interest rates, average incomes, demography, and community preferences (figure 2.3). 
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Factors influencing housing affordability
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Source: National Housing Supply Council State of Supply Report 2008, p. 6 (based on PC 2004).

There is no single indicator of housing affordability. Housing affordability can be measured in a number of ways. Some typical measures include ratio comparisons of the cost of housing to income, residual estimates or remaining income of households after deducting the cost of appropriate housing and the cost of servicing a mortgage based on average income. Presented below are a range of snapshot indicators of housing affordability including Demographia international housing affordability estimates, BankWest housing affordability reports and median house and unit prices by LGA sourced from RPdata. ABS estimates of residential building activity by LGA are also presented as an indicator of new dwelling supply.

International estimates of housing affordability

Compared with other countries, housing in Australia has been estimated to be some of the least affordable. Of the seven nations surveyed by Demographia (2011) only homes in China (Hong Kong) were estimated as less affordable. The national median multiple (median house price divided by gross annual median household income) for Australia was 6.1 (severely unaffordable) compared with 11.4 (severely unaffordable) in China (Hong Kong), 3.0 (affordable) in the United States and 3.4 (moderately unaffordable) in Canada (figure 2.4). 

Figure 2.
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International housing affordability, 2010

National median multiple,ab Demographia nations surveyed
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a( The median multiple is calculated as the median house price divided by gross annual median household income. b The data does not take into account international differences which may explain differences in affordability such as construction costs, financial systems, community preferences, land area, liveability and household cost of living.

Data source: Demographia (2011).
By selected Australian city, Sydney was ranked as the most unaffordable with a median multiple of 9.6. In contrast, of the selected Australian cities housing was most affordable in Launceston and Albury-Wodonga, both with a median multiple of 4.5. However, even in these cities homes are classified as ‘seriously unaffordable’ based on Demographia benchmarks (figure 2.5).

Figure 2.
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Housing affordability for selected Australian cities, 2010

Median multiplea
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a( The median multiple is calculated as the median house price divided by gross annual median household income.

Data source: Demographia (2011).
Demographia also presented a mortgage stress indicator case study between Sydney, Melbourne, Dallas-Fort Worth and Atlanta. Demographia reported that although the populations of Atlanta and Dallas-Fort Worth have grown at significantly faster rates than Sydney and Melbourne in recent years, the Australian cities have substantially larger levels of mortgage stress. The share of median household income required to pay a mortgage on a median price house was estimated at over 50 per cent in Sydney and Melbourne compared with under 20 per cent in Atlanta and Dallas-Fort Worth (Demographia 2011).

Bankwest housing affordability estimates

In Australia, a number of housing affordability estimates are reported including the Real Estate Institute of Australia (REIA) Deposit Power Housing Affordability Report, the Commonwealth Bank of Australia–Housing Industry Association (CBA–HIA) Housing Affordability Index, the BIS Shrapnel Home Loan Affordability Index and Bankwest housing affordability reports. Bankwest data are particularly relevant to this study as they are reported by LGA.

Bankwest publishes two reports related to housing affordability by LGA:

· The Key Worker Housing Affordability Report (2011 being the most recent) measures affordability as the ratio of house prices to earnings. Earnings are average earnings by state of nurses, teachers, police officers, fire fighters and ambulance officers from the 2008 ABS Employee Earnings and Hours survey. House prices are annual median house price sourced from Residex.

· The Annual First Time Buyer Deposit Report (2010 being the most recent) measures the time it takes for a first time buyer (represented by 25-34 year olds) to save a deposit for a house or unit. In calculating the time taken to save a conservative (20 per cent) home deposit, potential first time buyers are estimated to save 20 per cent of their gross income annually. Income is the average income of 25 to 34 year olds from the 2006 ABS census, indexed to 2010 using the ABS wage cost index in each state. Median house and unit prices have been sourced from Residex.

Bankwest in its 2011 key worker housing affordability report concluded:

· Hobart and Adelaide are the most affordable capital cities for key workers.

· Sydney and Melbourne are the least affordable capital cities for key workers. The median house price to earnings in 2010 was 8.3 in Sydney and 7.5 in Melbourne, compared with 4.8 in Hobart, the most affordable capital city.

· Over five years the largest deterioration has been in Melbourne and Darwin (table 2.11).

Table 2.12 summarises the capital city results from the BankWest Annual First Time Buyer Deposit Report report. These data indicate continuing deterioration in affordability for first home buyers in the year 2009-10, and a city ranking similar to that based on key worker affordability. Both measures confirm substantial deterioration in housing affordability in all the major cities over the past five years, with the exception of Sydney where affordability improved marginally for first home buyers. 

Table 2.
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Bankwest key worker housing affordability

Summary statistics

	Capital city
	House price to earnings ratio, 2010
	Change 
2009-2010
	Change 
2005-2010

	Sydney
	8.3
	0.8
	0.1

	Melbourne
	7.5
	0.4
	2.4

	Canberra
	6.6
	0.3
	1.1

	Darwin
	6.4
	-0.1
	1.7

	Perth 
	6.0
	-0.2
	0.1

	Brisbane
	5.7
	-0.4
	0.5

	Adelaide
	5.1
	-0.0
	0.7

	Hobart
	4.8
	0.1
	0.4


Source: Bankwest (2011).
Table 2.
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Bankwest first home buyer affordability, 2010

Years for a first time home buyer to save for a house deposit.

	Capital city
	2010
	Change 2009-2010
	Change 2005-2010

	Sydney
	6.2
	1.0
	-0.1

	Melbourne
	5.7
	1.3
	1.4

	Perth 
	4.9
	0.6
	0.8

	Darwin
	4.8
	0.8
	1.6

	Brisbane
	4.7
	0.6
	0.5

	Canberra
	4.4
	0.7
	0.6

	Hobart
	4.3
	0.6
	0.4

	Adelaide
	4.2
	0.7
	0.6


Source: Bankwest (2010).
Median house and unit prices

One measure available at the local government level is the change in median dwelling prices over time. While this is not a measure of affordability (as it does not take into account income and interest rates), it does provide a snapshot of recent changes in house and unit prices which are a significant determinant of housing affordability.

Tables 2.13 and 2.14 present a summary of median house and unit prices in 2001, 2006 and 2010 for the 24 selected cities, based on areas defined in the state/territory strategic plans. Data by LGA are in appendix C. In 2010:

· of the 24 selected cities, median house prices were highest in Sydney, Canberra, Darwin and the Gold Coast. 

· median unit prices were highest in Sydney, Melbourne, Perth and Canberra. 

· the lowest median house prices were observed in Mount Gambier, Launceston and Toowoomba. 

· the lowest median unit prices were in Mount Gambier, Albury and Wodonga.

· among the capital cities, median house and unit prices were the lowest in Hobart and Adelaide.

Table 2.
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Median house prices 2001, 2006 and 2010ab

Selected cities

	
	Median house prices
	
	Sales

	
	2001
($’000)
	2006
($’000)
	2010
($’000)
	Increase (%) 2006 to 2010
	Increase (%) 2001 to 2010
	
	2010
(no.)

	Geraldton-Greenough
	113
	254
	410
	61
	262
	
	437

	Hobart
	107
	260
	348
	34
	227
	
	3 143

	Launceston
	85
	215
	275
	28
	224
	
	1 668

	Perth
	155
	378
	495
	31
	220
	
	20 264

	Darwin
	170
	309
	525
	70
	209
	
	1 536

	Brisbane
	156
	330
	460
	39
	195
	
	29 570

	Townsville
	132
	280
	383
	37
	190
	
	2 561

	Queanbeyan
	160
	329
	459
	40
	187
	
	281

	Sunshine Coast
	175
	400
	489
	22
	179
	
	4 599

	Alice Springs
	156
	292
	424
	45
	172
	
	444

	Tweed
	174
	381
	470
	23
	170
	
	781

	Toowoomba
	116
	248
	309
	25
	166
	
	2 617

	Canberra
	208
	395
	545
	38
	162
	
	3 881

	Cairns
	146
	309
	375
	21
	157
	
	2 028

	Adelaide
	149
	280
	380
	36
	155
	
	20 114

	Gold Coast
	208
	425
	525
	24
	152
	
	5 563

	Geelong
	140
	260
	335
	29
	139
	
	3 614

	Newcastle
	150
	300
	355
	18
	137
	
	7 418

	Albury
	118
	248
	268
	8
	128
	
	598

	Melbourne
	215
	340
	485
	43
	126
	
	50 943

	Mount Gambier
	114
	190
	240
	26
	111
	
	408

	Wodonga 
	128
	255
	269
	5
	110
	
	499

	Wollongong
	208
	370
	422
	14
	103
	
	3 082

	Sydney
	315
	485
	590
	22
	88
	
	45 580


a Data are 12 months to September in each year. b The LGAs included in each city are consistent with the areas defined by the capital city’s strategic plan.

Source: RPdata 2011 (unpublished).

Table 2.
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Median unit prices 2001, 2006 and 2010ab

Selected cities

	
	Median unit prices
	
	Sales

	
	2001
($’000)
	2006
($’000)
	2010
($’000)
	Increase (%) 2006 to 2010
	Increase (%) 2001 to 2010
	
	2010
(no.)

	Queanbeyan
	65
	190
	270
	42
	319
	
	348

	Geraldton-Greenough
	66
	184
	268
	46
	309
	
	79

	Perth
	125
	300
	415
	38
	232
	
	6 494

	Hobart
	90
	220
	275
	25
	206
	
	851

	Launceston
	75
	190
	227
	19
	202
	
	291

	Darwin
	140
	235
	390
	66
	179
	
	887

	Adelaide
	115
	222
	315
	42
	174
	
	6 387

	Tweed
	137
	306
	370
	21
	170
	
	770

	Canberra
	155
	314
	415
	32
	168
	
	2 467

	Alice Springs
	125
	197
	330
	67
	164
	
	246

	Townsville
	124
	254
	320
	26
	159
	
	596

	Toowoomba
	95
	208
	237
	14
	149
	
	396

	Gold Coast
	165
	322
	378
	17
	129
	
	7 281

	Sunshine Coast
	165
	347
	375
	8
	127
	
	2 562

	Brisbane
	168
	285
	375
	32
	124
	
	10 624

	Albury
	82
	168
	180
	7
	120
	
	191

	Geelong
	125
	225
	261
	16
	110
	
	1 021

	Cairns
	127
	225
	265
	18
	108
	
	1 360

	Mount Gambier
	80
	145
	165
	14
	106
	
	101

	Wodonga 
	93
	182
	188
	3
	102
	
	106

	Wollongong
	171
	304
	340
	12
	99
	
	1 524

	Melbourne
	220
	300
	420
	40
	91
	
	25 476

	Newcastle
	166
	293
	315
	7
	90
	
	1 875

	Sydney
	298
	380
	445
	17
	49
	
	34 887


a Data are 12 months to September in each year. b The LGAs included in each city are consistent with the areas defined by the capital city’s strategic plan.

Source: RPdata 2011 (unpublished).

There is considerable diversity in median dwelling prices within cities. For example, across different LGAs in Perth, median house prices ranged from $330 000 to nearly $5 million while median unit prices in Perth ranged from $299 000 to $790 000. Similarly, in Sydney, median house prices by LGA ranged from $330 000 to over $2 million and median unit prices ranged from $240 000 to $693 000 (appendix C).

Between 2001 and 2010, the largest increases in median house prices were observed in Geraldton-Greenough, Hobart, Launceston, Perth and Darwin, with median house prices over 3 times higher in 2010 than in 2001. These cities also experienced relatively high growth in median unit prices over the same period. However, it was Queanbeyan where median unit prices increased the most, valued over four times higher in 2010 than in 2001.

In contrast, in Sydney, despite having the highest median house and unit prices in 2010, between 2001 and 2010 median house and unit prices grew the least of the 24 selected cities. Other cities with relatively low house price increases over this period include Wollongong, Wodonga and Mount Gambier. And other cities with relatively low growth in unit prices include Newcastle, Melbourne and Wollongong.
However, even in these cities, median house and unit prices grew significantly faster than average income levels. For example, the labour price index for Australia (total hourly rate, including bonuses) increased 40 per cent between 2001 and 2010 (ABS 2010b). This compares with an 88 per cent increase in median house prices and a 49 per cent increase in median unit prices in the slowest growing city, Sydney.

Residential building activity

ABS compiles a number of measures related to building activity. Residential building approvals measure the number and value of new houses and other buildings approved in an area and provide an indication of the change in the supply of dwellings.

In 2009-10, ABS data reported that over 110 000 residential dwellings were approved in Australia’s capital cities. Of these, 60 per cent were houses and the remaining 40 per cent were other dwellings such as semidetached terrace houses, town houses, flats and apartments. The highest proportion of houses (relative to other dwellings) approved in 2009-10 was in Perth (almost 80 per cent of residential buildings approved were houses) while Sydney approved the highest proportion of other dwellings in 2009-10 (just under 60 per cent).

Residential building activity has been increasing in capital cities in recent years. Between 2007-08 and 2009-10, the number of approvals for new residential buildings increased 10 per cent in capital cities, from 100 000 approvals in 2007-08 to over 110 000 approvals in 2009-10. The largest percentage increase was in Canberra where approvals nearly doubled from 2300 in 2007-08 to 4500 in 
2009-10.

In the last three years, Melbourne has approved the most residential buildings. Between 2007-08 and 2009-10, over 106 000 dwellings or 36 per cent of all dwellings approved in Australian capital cities were approved in Melbourne. In comparison, over the same period Sydney approved 52 000 dwellings or 18 per cent of dwellings in capital cities (figure 2.6).

Figure 2.
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Residential building approvals capital citiesab
2007-08, 2008-09 and 2009-10
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a(Cities boundaries are defined by ABS statistical subdivision, not by LGAs and therefore differ to the city estimates in appendix C. b Approvals data are indicative rather than conclusive measures of building activity as some approvals do not proceed to the construction stage.
Data source: ABS (2010a).

In order to compare differences in building activity between the 24 selected cities from a planning perspective, the Commission has used LGAs which align with city strategic plans. Table 2.15 provides a summary of residential building approvals for the 24 selected cities. Appendix C provides the data by LGA. However, the city boundaries in these tables differ to those in figure 2.6, which are defined by ABS statistical subdivision. As a result, figure 2.6 is not directly comparable with the data in table 2.15 and appendix C.

Table 2.15 shows that in 2009-10 residential building approvals were largest in Melbourne where nearly 42 000 dwellings, valued at over $11 billion, were approved. In Perth and Sydney residential building approvals were also significant, valued at over $5 billion in each city. In the smaller populated cities such as Albury, Wodonga, Tweed and Geraldton-Greenough, building approvals were less significant, valued at less than $150 million in each city.

However, when population is taken into account, the value of residential building approvals per person was largest in Geraldton-Greenough, Wodonga, Canberra, Darwin and Perth (over $3 000 per person). In comparison, the value of residential building approvals per person was the lowest in Wollongong, Queanbeyan and Mount Gambier. Of the capital cities, the value of residential building approvals per person was the lowest in Sydney (table 2.10). 

Table 2.
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Residential building approvals in selected cities,ab 2009-10 

	
	Number of dwellings
	
	Value of dwellings

	
	

Houses
	Other dwellings
	Totalc
	
	
Houses
($m)
	Other dwellings
($m)
	Alterations/ additions
($m)
	
Total
($m)
	Total 
($ per person)

	Geraldton-Greenough
	436
	78
	516
	
	118
	18
	9
	145
	3 827

	Wodonga
	463
	70
	533
	
	100
	12
	5
	118
	3 309

	Canberra
	2 187
	2 329
	4 518
	
	565
	458
	101
	1 124
	3 194

	Darwin
	638
	433
	1 095
	
	216
	115
	56
	386
	3 111

	Perth
	15 336
	3 933
	19 299
	
	3 719
	947
	558
	5 224
	3 024

	Melbourne
	26 061
	15 497
	41 787
	
	6 462
	3 347
	1 461
	11 270
	2 820

	Townsville
	1 361
	436
	1 797
	
	361
	96
	51
	508
	2 795

	Sunshine Coast
	2 168
	648
	2 826
	
	607
	138
	122
	867
	2 681

	Geelong
	1 784
	360
	2 151
	
	405
	62
	60
	527
	2 438

	Gold Coast
	2 318
	1 263
	3 585
	
	735
	283
	116
	1 134
	2 202

	Brisbane
	9 944
	6 788
	16 765
	
	2 532
	1 339
	716
	4 587
	2 185

	Toowoomba
	933
	266
	1 199
	
	225
	44
	39
	308
	1 933

	Cairns
	767
	269
	1 038
	
	211
	59
	41
	311
	1 891

	Albury
	245
	105
	350
	
	60
	22
	12
	94
	1 866

	Adelaide
	8 055
	2 458
	10 525
	
	1 525
	416
	302
	2 243
	1 700

	Hobart
	1 129
	314
	1 445
	
	246
	53
	66
	366
	1 669

	Alice Springs
	57
	65
	124
	
	18
	16
	11
	45
	1 602

	Newcastle
	1 947
	1 225
	3 201
	
	464
	230
	123
	817
	1 510

	Sydney
	8 082
	11 215
	19 616
	
	2 524
	2 616
	1 419
	6 559
	1 456

	Launceston
	437
	159
	599
	
	101
	26
	29
	155
	1 449

	Tweed
	326
	99
	429
	
	87
	25
	16
	129
	1 448

	Mount Gambier
	145
	5
	150
	
	30
	1
	4
	36
	1 419

	Queanbeyan
	36
	197
	233
	
	12
	36
	10
	57
	1 410

	Wollongong
	570
	508
	1 079
	
	158
	105
	43
	307
	1 062


a The LGAs included in each city are consistent with the areas defined by the capital city’s strategic plan. However, because of differences in the way the city boundaries have been defined the aggregate city data in this table does not generally equal the ABS city totals based on Statistical Local Areas. b Approvals data are indicative rather than conclusive measures of building activity as some approvals do not proceed to the construction stage. c includes alterations and additions to buildings.

Sources: Population from ABS (2010c) and building activity from ABS (2010a).

There is significant variation in building approvals by LGA. In 2009-10, residential building approvals were the largest in the Brisbane City Council area where approvals were valued over $2.5 billion. However, when population is taken into account, the value of building approvals was largest in the City of Perth ($9 000 per person, appendix C).

Ease of doing business, international indicators

The World Bank Doing Business 2011 report measures ease of doing business based on regulations affecting nine stages of the life of a business including starting a business, dealing with construction permits, registering property, getting credit, protecting investors, paying taxes, trading across borders, enforcing contracts and closing a business. Over 180 economies are ranked. An early ranking on the index means the regulatory environment is conducive to the operation of business. 

The World Bank Doing Business 2011 report judged Singapore and Hong Kong as the easiest countries in which to conduct business while Australia was ranked tenth. Table 2.16 presents some selected individual indicators. Australia performed relatively well on getting credit. However, of particular significance to this study, Australia’s worst ranking was 63 out of 183 countries on dealing with construction permits (including procedures and the time and cost to obtain construction permits, inspections and utility connections).

More information on ease of doing business such as the time and costs involved in processing development approvals is presented in chapter 7.

Table 2.
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Selected ease of doing business indicators, 2010ab
Top ten ranked countries out of 183 total countries ranked

	
	Ease of Doing Business
	Dealing with Construction Permits
	Registering Property
	Enforcing Contracts
	Getting Credit

	Singapore
	1
	2
	15
	13
	6

	Hong Kong
	2
	1
	56
	2
	2

	New Zealand
	3
	5
	3
	9
	2

	United Kingdom
	4
	16
	22
	23
	2

	United States
	5
	27
	12
	8
	6

	Denmark
	6
	10
	30
	30
	15

	Canada
	7
	29
	37
	58
	32

	Norway
	8
	65
	8
	4
	46

	Ireland
	9
	38
	78
	37
	15

	Australia
	10
	63
	35
	16
	6


a Dealing with construction permits includes procedures, time and cost to obtain construction permits, inspections and utility connections; employing workers includes difficulty of hiring, rigidity of hours, difficulty of redundancy and redundancy cost; registering property includes procedures and time and cost to transfer commercial real estate; getting credit includes the strength of legal rights index and depth of credit information index; and enforcing contracts includes procedures, time and cost to resolve a commercial dispute. b The indicators make the assumption that the business is located in the largest business city in the country. In Australia’s case the data relate to Sydney.

Source: The World Bank (2010).
Infrastructure and congestion

The quality of infrastructure is a key aspect of city functioning. The World Economic Forum’s Global Competitiveness Report publishes a number of infrastructure indicators derived from a survey of executives. In 2010, Switzerland and Hong Kong were the best performing countries in terms of the quality of overall infrastructure, while Australia was ranked 34 (out of 139 countries). Australia’s best ranking was in the quality of railroad infrastructure (26), road infrastructure and air transport (both ranked 30), while Australia’s worst performance was on quality of port infrastructure receiving a ranking of 46.

Congestion is a key indicator of mobility and delivery of infrastructure. Access to jobs and other activities are important for quality of life and business viability. Congestion is a major challenge in most cities. The Bureau of Transport and Regional Economics (BTRE) commented:

Congestion imposes significant social costs with interruptions to traffic flow lengthening average journey times, making trip travel times more variable and making vehicle engine operation less efficient (BTRE 2007, p. 77).

Similarly, Infrastructure Australia (2010b, p. 18) in a report on Getting the fundamentals right for Australia’s infrastructure priorities, stated:

Improving transport networks in our cities is crucial for economic growth in and the liveability of our cities. Congestion – both on the roads and on the rail and bus networks – is one of the greatest challenges facing Australia’s cities. Inadequate transport provision and congestion threaten our quality of life, damage the local and global environment, and, numerous international studies show, act as a significant brake on future economic growth. 

Austroads measures congestion as the cost of delay on a representative sample of arterial roads and freeways in the urban metropolitan areas of New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland, Western Australia and South Australia. Figure 2.7 shows that Adelaide’s congestion has grown steadily since 1997-98, while Brisbane’s congestion levels jumped in abrupt spurts from 2004-05 to 2007-08 to be well above Sydney and Melbourne and then declined a little in 2008-09. The data relate both to the level of investment in public and private transport infrastructure as well as how well the delivery of infrastructure has been planned. 

The BTRE study, Estimating urban traffic and congestion cost trends for Australian cities, presents projections to 2020 on the avoidable social costs of congestion for Australia’s eight capital cities. The costs of congestion include the costs of delay, trip variability, vehicle operating expenses and motor vehicle emissions. Based on BTRE estimates, KPMG (2010) projects that the per capita costs of congestion will increase over 65 per cent in Sydney and Brisbane between 2006 and 2020. In Perth, Melbourne and Adelaide congestion costs are also expected to increase significantly — by around 50 per cent (figure 2.8).
Figure 2.
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Congestion indicator (morning peak), 1997-98 to 2008-09ab
Minutes delayed per kilometre
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aThe black shaded bar for each city represents 2008-09.  b(Difference between actual and nominal travel time. Delay per kilometre on a representative sample of arterial roads and freeways in the city. The travel time surveys are carried out on 5 week days, in three time periods (AM Peak, PM Peak and Off Peak) in each direction. Three surveys are carried out each year. Austroads states that the indicator is suited to comparisons over time, but not necessarily between regions. 

Data source: Austroads (2010).

Figure 2.
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Cost of congestion, 2006 and 2020 (projected)a
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a Costs are based on deadweight losses for current and future congestion. That is, the cost of congestion is estimated as the aggregate costs of delay, trip variability, vehicle operating expenses and motor vehicle emissions above the ‘economic optimum’.

Data sources: KPMG (2010) based on BTRE (2007).
Projections of the increasing freight task in cities is adding to concerns of increasing congestion. Modelling by the BTRE suggests that freight in Australia’s cities will increase by 70 per cent between 2003 and 2020 (or 3.1 per cent annually). Urban freight growth in Brisbane and Perth is projected to be higher and in Hobart and Adelaide growth is projected to be lower (figure 2.9). How this impacts on congestion will depend on the delivery of new transport infrastructure over the next 10 years.

Figure 2.
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Freight task, 2003 and 2020 (projected)
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Data source: BTRE (2007).
The time it takes to travel to work

The time it takes to travel to work relates to congestion, liveability and ease of doing business and as such is a key indicator of the quality of transport infrastructure and the overall functioning of cities.

A number of state transport agencies (including Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland) regularly survey communities on the time it takes to travel to work. However, there are no consistent data to compare cities across Australia. In order to present differences on the time it takes to travel to work between cities, the Commission collected data for 24 selected cities by LGA through a community survey by AC Nielson. Specifically, the survey asked ‘When your journey to work is at peak hour, what is your total travel time in getting to work from home (excluding any in-between destinations, such as day care, school, shopping or the gym)?’ The survey also asked how much time could be saved if the travel was non-peak and whether the respondent thought their travel times were reasonable given their distance to work. Results for the 24 selected cities are presented in table 2.17 and data by LGA can be found in appendix C.

Table 2.

 SEQ Table \* ARABIC 17
Work travel times in selected cities, 2011a 
	
	Travel times
	Respondent characteristics

	
	Median peak hour travel time
	Time saved if journey not at peak hour
	Range for peak hour travel
	Travel time considered reasonable
	Work in CBDc
	Work outside CBD

	
	
	
	
	
	Live in CBD
	Live outside CBD
	Live either in CBD or outside

	
	Median no. minutes
	Median no. minutes
	Minutes (restricted range)b
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Sydney
	35
	13
	8–90
	64
	1
	29
	70

	Gold Coast
	30
	13
	12–70
	67
	0
	4
	96

	Melbourne
	30
	10
	7–75
	72
	1
	22
	77

	Brisbane
	30
	10
	5–80
	76
	0
	16
	84

	Newcastle
	25
	10
	5–55
	82
	0
	10
	89

	Queanbeyan
	25
	10
	5–40
	87
	27
	0
	73

	Adelaide
	25
	10
	5–60
	79
	3
	26
	70

	Perth
	25
	10
	5–60
	80
	2
	18
	80

	Canberra
	23
	10
	10–45
	91
	2
	47
	52

	Hobart
	20
	10
	5–50
	89
	6
	37
	57

	Tweed 
	20
	8
	5–55
	90
	5
	8
	87

	Darwin
	20
	6
	5–45
	90
	1
	22
	76

	Wollongong
	20
	5
	5–90
	82
	2
	22
	75

	Cairns
	20
	5
	5–45
	95
	34
	34
	32

	Sunshine Coast 
	16
	5
	5–90
	90
	13
	15
	73

	Townsville
	15
	7
	7–40
	91
	9
	19
	72

	Geelong
	15
	5
	5–60
	93
	7
	31
	62

	Wodonga
	15
	5
	6–40
	96
	50
	0
	50

	Toowoomba 
	15
	5
	5–40
	96
	68
	9
	23

	Launceston
	15
	5
	4–45
	92
	30
	23
	47

	Albury
	12
	5
	5–30
	93
	43
	21
	36

	Geraldton/ Greenough
	12
	5
	4–30
	98
	96
	0
	4

	Alice Springs
	10
	3
	5–20
	100
	100
	0
	0

	Mount Gambier
	9
	2
	5–15
	100
	96
	0
	4

	All cities
	30
	10
	5–75
	75
	5
	23
	72


a The postcodes included in each city are consistent with the capital city’s strategic plan, CBDs for each city are defined by the following postcodes: Sydney (1230, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2007, 2010, 2059, 2060 and 2061); Melbourne (3000 and 3001); Brisbane (4000 and 4001); Gold Coast (4217); Newcastle (2300); Queanbeyan (2620); Adelaide (5000, 5001 and 5005); Perth (6000 and 6003); Canberra (0200, 2600, 2601 and 2608); Wollongong (2500); Tweed Heads (2485); Cairns (4870); Hobart (7000); Darwin (0800 and 0801); Sunshine Coast (4551 and 4558); Geelong (3220); Wodonga (3690); Toowoomba (4350); Townsville (4810); Launceston (7250); Albury (2640); Geraldton/Greenough (6530 and 6532); Alice Springs (0870 and 0871); Mount Gambier (5290). b Because of significant outliers in most cities, a restricted range provides a more meaningful range measure than the range of the entire sample. Restricted range is measured as the range after 10 per cent of the sample is trimmed from the tails of the distribution (the lowest and highest responses), leaving the middle 90 per cent of responses.
Source: PC Community Survey 2011 (unpublished, q. 12, q. 13 and q. 14).

Three quarters of all respondents indicated that their travel times were reasonable given their distance to work. In Sydney, respondents were less likely to indicate that their travel to work times were reasonable while, in Alice Springs and Mount Gambier all respondents stated that their work commute time was reasonable.

Respondents in Sydney reported the longest travel to work times, with a median travel time in peak hour of 35 minutes. Other cities with relatively long median travel to work commutes include Melbourne, Brisbane and the Gold Coast. The cities of Sydney and the Gold Coast also reported the largest median time savings if travel to work was not during peak. Further, the widest restricted range in travel times (which measures the middle 90 per cent of responses) were reported in Sydney, the Sunshine Coast and Wollongong where respondents reported travelling up to 90 minutes to work (table 2.17).

In contrast, in Mount Gambier, Alice Springs, Geraldton/Greenough and Albury travel to work times in peak hour were significantly lower and there was very little difference in peak and non peak commutes to work. In these regional cities, a large proportion of residents work and live in their city’s CBD. For example, all respondents in Alice Springs reported that they work and live in their CBD postcode area. Similarly, 96 per cent of respondents in both Mount Gambier and Geraldton/Greenough indicated that they live and work in their CBD area. This is in contrast to capital and larger cities where population is more dispersed and the majority of people work outside the CBD (table 2.17).

Community sense of security and connectedness 

State governments generally indicated that planning could only have a minor or moderate effect on addressing crime and violence and maintaining social cohesion (table 2.1). Nevertheless, the Commission has chosen to present safety and community connectedness data, derived from the community survey, as they are important indicators of liveability in cities. Results for the 24 selected cities are presented in table 2.18 and data by LGA can be found in appendix C. 

Respondents in Canberra and the Sunshine Coast were most likely report a sense of safety in their communities while in the Sunshine Coast, Wodonga and Alice Springs respondents were most likely to indicate a connectedness with their community. In contrast, only 29 per cent of respondents in Alice Springs and 38 per cent in Geraldton/Greenough reported that they felt safe walking in their street at night, while in Darwin, Perth, Adelaide and Geraldton/Greenough respondents were less likely to report a sense of community (table 2.18).

There are significant disparities in the sense of safety and community between LGAs. For example, in Sydney, respondents who felt a sense of safety ranged from 92 per cent in Mosman to 37 per cent in Holroyd. Similarly, in Adelaide respondents who indicated a connection to their community ranged from 81 per cent in Adelaide city to 43 per cent in Playford (appendix C).

Table 2.
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Safety and sense of community in selected cities, 2011a
	
	Do you feel safe walking alone at night in your street?
	
	Do you feel that you are part of your local community?

	
	Yes(%)
	No (%)
	Don’t know (%)
	
	Yes (%)
	No (%)
	Don’t know (%)

	Canberra
	78
	18
	4
	
	62
	31
	7

	Sunshine Coast 
	77
	20
	3
	
	75
	13
	12

	Hobart
	72
	23
	5
	
	66
	26
	8

	Launceston
	70
	24
	6
	
	62
	29
	9

	Brisbane
	68
	27
	5
	
	66
	26
	8

	Sydney
	66
	29
	5
	
	60
	30
	10

	Queanbeyan
	65
	27
	8
	
	63
	29
	8

	Wollongong
	65
	30
	5
	
	63
	26
	11

	Geelong
	64
	26
	10
	
	66
	20
	15

	Adelaide
	62
	31
	7
	
	58
	31
	10

	Melbourne
	61
	33
	6
	
	59
	32
	9

	Mount Gambier
	60
	33
	7
	
	65
	28
	7

	Newcastle
	60
	34
	7
	
	65
	28
	7

	Tweed 
	59
	30
	11
	
	68
	23
	9

	Gold Coast
	59
	37
	5
	
	64
	28
	8

	Wodonga
	58
	35
	7
	
	70
	23
	7

	Cairns
	56
	39
	5
	
	66
	31
	3

	Albury
	56
	36
	8
	
	61
	31
	8

	Townsville
	54
	38
	8
	
	61
	25
	14

	Perth
	54
	40
	7
	
	56
	34
	10

	Toowoomba 
	49
	38
	13
	
	69
	22
	10

	Darwin
	44
	49
	8
	
	49
	37
	14

	Geraldton/Greenough
	38
	56
	6
	
	58
	30
	12

	Alice Springs
	29
	68
	3
	
	70
	27
	3

	All cities
	62
	32
	6
	
	60
	30
	10


a The LGAs included in each city are consistent with the areas defined by the capital city’s strategic plan.

Source: PC Community Survey 2011 (unpublished, q. 31 and q. 32).
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Conclusion

Planning is just one of a number of influences on the efficiency and effectiveness of cities. In this chapter, a number of indicators which are likely to be significantly affected by planning systems have been discussed. These outcome indicators help to identify where cities are functioning well and to focus attention on what might be done to improve poor functioning. Within this context, it is also important to look at the efficiency of the planning process itself, the subject of the remainder of this study.















































































�	Housing affordability is generally defined as the ability of low income households to access an acceptable standard of housing without compromising other core spending needs. However, recent concern over housing affordability extends this definition to whether people across a range of incomes can purchase housing without facing financial hardship.
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